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LYCUS DERGIiSI’NIN AMACI, KAPSAMI VE YAYIN POLITiKASI

Amac

Lycus Dergisi, her yil Haziran ve Aralik aylarinda olmak tizere yilda iki sayi1 olarak yayimlanan,
bilimsel ve hakemli bir e-dergidir. Lycus Dergisi; basta Anadolu Arkeolojisi, Antik Dénem
Tarihi Cografyasi, Prehistorya, Protohistorya, Onasya ve Klasik Arkeoloji, Mtizecilik, Eskicag
Tarihi, Epigrafi, Nimizmatik, Antropoloji, Arkeometri, Koruma-Onarim, Mimarlik Tarihi gibi
alanlarin konularini kapsayan, disiplinler arasi calismalar: yayimlamay1 amaclamaktadir.

Kapsam

Lycus Dergisi, Anadolu Arkeolojisi, Tarihi Cografyas: olmak tizere Prehistorik Dénem’den
baslayarak, ginimuze kadar olan kultir mirasi, buluntular, arkeolojik kazi ve ylzey
arastirmalarinin sonugclari, restorasyon, konservasyon, muizecilik, antropoloji, epigrafi, etno-
arkeoloji gibi bilimsel calismalar1 kapsar. Bunlarin disinda ilk defa yapilan tespitler,
uygulamalar ve analiz calismalarinin yer aldig: yazilar icerir.

Yayin Politikasi

e Lycus Dergisi, Haziran ve Aralik ay1 olmak Uizere yilda iki say1 olarak yayimlanir. Hakem
degerlendirme strecinden olumlu gértis alan makaleler, yillik yayin icin belirlenen hedefi
asmasl durumunda bir sonraki sayida yayimlanmasi amaciyla havuzda bekletilir.
Makalelerdeki 6ncelik, yazar tarafindan calismanin gonderildigi tarih ve makale niteligi goz
ontne alinarak belirlenir.

e Lycus Dergisine gonderilen calismalarin daha o6nce herhangi bir yayin organinda
yayimlanmamis olmasi ve sisteme eklendiginde bir baska yayin organinin degerlendirme
asamasinda bulunmamasi gerekir. Yayimlanmak tizere génderilen calisma, yazarin tezinden
(lisans/ytksek lisans/doktora) tretilmigse veya bilimsel bir kongre/toplantida sunulmussa
bunun bashga konulacak dipnot ile aciklanmasi gereklidir. Bu calisma, yaymn kurulu
tarafindan uygun goértldtgt takdirde tarih ve yer bildirmek sarti ile kabul edilebilir.

e Basvurunun yapilmasindan, yazinin yayimlanma asamasina kadar gecen strecteki btitiin
islemler elektronik ortamda (https://dergipark.org.tr/lycus) gerceklesir. Herhangi bir yazinin
elektronik sisteme eklenmesi, calismanin yayimlanmasi icin basvuru olarak kabul edilir ve
degerlendirme sUreci baslar. Yazarlar yayimlanmak tizere génderdikleri calismalarin yayin
haklarini, Pamukkale Universitesi Arkeoloji Enstitiisti biinyesindeki Lycus Dergisi'ne
devretmis olurlar. Lycus Dergisi'nde yayimlanan calismalarin telif hakk: dergiye ait olup
referans gosterilmeden aktarilamaz, cogaltilamaz ve dergi yonetiminden izin alinmaksizin bir
baska yayin organinda yayimlanamaz. Yayimlanan calismalar icin yazarlara telif Ucreti
0denmez.

e Lycus Dergisi'nde yayimlanmis yazilardan kaynaklanmasi muhtemel herhangi bir bilimsel,
etik ve hukuki sorumluluk, yazar/yazarlara aittir. Bu hususta Dergi, herhangi bir
hukumlultk kabul etmez.

e Dergiye gonderilen yazilarin dergi kurallarina gore dtizenlenmis olmasi gereklidir. Yayin alt
komisyonu, yazim kurallarina uymayan yazilari yayimlamama veya duzeltmek Ttizere
yazar/yazarlara iade etme yetkisine sahiptir. Lycus Dergisi’'nde yayimlanacak makalelerin
yazarlarinin TELIF HAKKI DEVRI FORMU’nu eksiksiz doldurarak, 1slak imza ile adresimize
gondermeleri gerekmektedir. Calisma Dergi’ye gonderildikten sonra, hicbir asamada, Telif
Hakk: Devri Formu’nda belirtilen yazar adlar1 ve siralamasi disinda yazar adi eklenemez,
silinemez ve siralamada degisiklik yapilamaz.

° Etik Ilkeler ve Yayin Politikasiyla ilgili daha kapsaml bilgiye
https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/lycus/policy sayfasindan ulasabilirsiniz.
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YAZIM KURALLARI

Makaleler World ortaminda, Times New Roman harf karakteri kullanilarak yazilmis
olmalidir. Yunanca alintilar disinda tim metin tek yazi karakteri ile olusturulmalidir.

Metin 11 punto; 6zet, dipnot, katalog 9 punto; kaynakca 10 punto olmali, tek satir
aralikla yazilmalidir.

A4 boyutundaki yazilarda, sayfanin solundan ve tistinden 3 cm, sagindan ve altindan
2 cm bosluk birakilmalidir.

Ana baslik metnin yazildigi dilde, 11 punto, diiz ve kelimelerin ilk harfi btiytik harfler
ile ortalanarak, koyu yazilmalidir. Yabanci dildeki baslik, ana bashgin bir alt satirinda,
12 punto, italik ve kelimelerin ilk harfi buaytk harfler ile ortalanarak, koyu
yazilmalidir.

Baslik altinda, ortalanarak yazar/yazarlarin isimleri, 10 punto ve koyu yazilmalidir.
Yazar isimleri yildizli dipnot (*) ile dipnotta gosterilmeli, dipnotta ise yazarin akademik
unvani, calistigit kurumun adi, adresi ve e-posta adresi ile ORC-ID numaralari
belirtilmelidir.

. Yazar isimlerinin altinda, 200 kelimeyi asmayacak sekilde, ancak en az 150 kelimelik

ozet yazilmalidir. Ozette calismanin amaci, icerik ve sonuclari hakkinda kisa ve
aciklayict bilgiler bulunmalidir. Ozetin altinda en az 4, en fazla 6 kelimeden olusan
anahtar kelimeler verilmelidir. Yabanc: dildeki calismalarda metnin kaleme alindig:
dilde ve Turkce 6zet, Tiirkce yazilmis calismalarda ise metin dilinde ve Ingilizce ézet
yer almalidir.

Dipnotlar sayfanin altinda verilmeli ve makalenin basindan sonuna kadar sayisal
sureklilik izlemelidir.

Metin icerisindeki alt basliklarda kelimelerin ilk harfi buytk, diger harfleri ktictik
olmak tizere 11 punto olmali ve koyu yazilmalidir.

Calismanin tamami, 6zet, kaynakca ve figtirler ile birlikte 20 sayfay: ge¢cmemeli, sag
alt koseye sayfa numarasi eklenmelidir. Bu sinirlamay: asan calismalarda, editérlerin
takdir hakk: g6z 6ntine alinacaktir.

Makalede kullanilacak fotograf, resim, cizim ve harita gibi gorsel verilerde
“Fig.” kisaltmas1 kullanilmali, numaralandirmada sureklilik goézetilmelidir. Metnin
icinde kullanilan “Fig.” ibaresi parantez icerisinde yer almaldir. ikiden fazla figlir
belirtiliyorsa, iki rakam arasimna bosluksuz tire (Fig. 2-4) konulmalidir. Figtr
coztinurlikleri 300 dpiden asagt olmamali ve JPEG formatinda génderilmelidir.
Figtirlerin listesi metnin sonunda, kaynakca bo6limutntin 6ncesinde yer almalidir.
Kaynakca, makalenin sonunda bulunmalidir. Kaynakcanin devaminda, varsa figlirler
yer alir.

Makaleler, editorlerin onerileri dogrultusunda secilen cift tarafli-kor
hakemlik (gerektiginde 3. hakeme gonderilebilir) ilkesine uygun olarak
degerlendirilmektedir. Yazarin kimliginden bagimsiz olarak degerlendirilen yazilar i¢in
hakemlerin gerekli gordigti dizeltme ve goértsler yazara iletilir. Yazim kurallarina
uygun olmayan makaleler ise isleme konulmadan, yazarina iade edilecektir. Yazar,
hakemlerden gelecek degisiklik, dlizeltme ve ilaveleri yapmay: taahhtit etmis sayilir.
Yayimlanan yazilarin bilimsel sorumlulugu yazar/yazarlara aittir. Bu calismalar
dogrudan ya da dolayli olarak Lycus Dergisi’nin gortist niteligi tasimaz.

Dipnot kaynaklar1 asagidaki kurallara gére hazirlanmalidir;

Tek Yazarli Kaynak Goésterme: inan 1987, 121.

iki Yazarli Kaynak Gésterme: Simsek — Duman 2007, 75.

Ikiden fazla yazan kaynak gésterme: Hobbs v.d. 1998, 358.

Birden fazla kaynaktan yapilan alintiy1 gésterme: Kadioglu 2006, 152; Ismaelli 2009,
25.

Birden fazla soy ismi tasiyan yazari kaynak gdsterme: Dénmez-Oztiirk 2006, 95.
*Dipnotlarda sayfa numaralar verilirken, tam aralik verilmeli (inan 1987, 121-125),
“vd., vdd.” gibi kisaltmalar kullanilmamalidir.



15. Kaynakca asagidaki kurallara gére hazirlanmalidir;
e Kitap kaynak gdsterme:
Bailey 1980
D. M. Bailey, Roman Lamps Made in Italy, A Catalogue of the Lamps in the British
Museum II, London, 1980.
Demirhan-Erdemir 2015
A. Demirhan Erdemir, Prehistorik ve llk Caglarda Tip, Istanbul, 2015.
Humann v.d. 1898
C. Humann - C. Cichorius — W. Judeich — F. Winter, Altertiimer von Hierapolis, Berlin,
1898.
e Ceviri Yapilmis Kitabi1 Kaynak Gosterme:
Deighton 2005
H. J. Deighton, Eski Atina Yasantisinda Bir Giin, Cev. H. Kokten-Ersoy, Istanbul,
2005.
Magie 2001
D. Magie, Anadolu’da Romalilar I, Attalos’un Vasiyeti, Cev. N. Basgelen — O. Capar,
Istanbul, 2001.
e Editérlt Kitapta Bélumu Kaynak Gosterme:
Atila — Gurler 2010
C. Atila - B. Gurler, “Bergama Miuzesi'nde Bulunan Roma Doénemi Cam
Eserleri”, Metropolis Ionia II Yollarin Kesistigi Yer Recep Meric Icin Yazilar/ The Land of
the Crossroads Essays in Honour of Recep Meri¢c, Ed. S. Aybek — A. K. Oz, Istanbul,
2010, 47-53.
e Makale Kaynak Gosterme:
Basaran 1990
S. Basaran, “1988 Yili1 Enez Kazis1 Calismalar1”, 1 1. Kazt Sonuglart Toplantist 2, Ankara,
1990, 107-123.
Kaya 2009
M. A. Kaya, “Anadolu’da Roma Egemenligi (I0 205-25)”, Dogu Bati Dergisi 49, Ankara,
2009, 195-234.
Murat 2003
L. Murat, “Ammihanta Ritlelinde Hastaliklar ve Tedavi Yoéntemleri”, Archivum
Anatolicum 4 /2, 2003, 89-109.
Simsek — Duman 2007
C. Simsek — B. Duman, “Laodikeia’da Bulunan Ampullalar”, Olba XV, Istanbul, 2007,
73-101.
e Yayimlanmamis Tez Calismasini Kaynak Gosterme:
Sogut 1998
B. Ségut, Kilikya Boélgesi'ndeki Roma Imparatorluk Cagr Tapinaklar, Selcuk
Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstittisti, Yayimlanmamis Doktora Tezi, Konya, 1998.
Erén 2007
A. Erdon, Anadolu’da Roma Dénemi Tapinaklarninda Gériilen Bezemeli Frizler, Adnan
Menderes Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisti, Yayimlanmamis Ytiksek Lisans Tezi,
Aydin, 2007.
e Antik Dénem Metinlerini Kaynak Gosterme:
Antik déneme ait edebi bir metinden yapilan alintilar, dipnot yerine metin icerisinde
ve parantez icerisinde “Plinius (nat. V.105)”, “Strabon (XII.8.16)” verilmelidir. Metin ya
da dipnot icerisinde kullanilan antik dildeki terimler ya da kisa ctimleler italik olarak
verilmelidir. Antik kaynaklar Der Neue Pauly’de verilen standartlara uygun olmalidir.
16. Dipnot ve kaynakcada bir yazarin ayni yilda yayimlanmis birden fazla eseri
kullanilacaksa, yildan sonra alfabenin baslangi¢c harfinden baslayarak kuictik harf
ekleyerek (Simsek 2002a, 3; Simsek 2002b, 231) numaralandirilmalidir.
17. Basvurular https://dergipark.org.tr/lycus adresi tizerinden yapilmalidir; bununla
birlikte gerektiginde lycus@pau.edu.tr e-posta adresinden de yapilabilir.
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AIM, SCOPE AND PUBLICATION POLICY OF LYCUS JOURNAL
Aim

The Lycus Journal, published twice a year, in June and December, is a double blind peer-
review scientific open-access e-journal. The Lycus Journal aims to publish interdisciplinary
studies covering the areas such as Anatolian archaeology above all, ancient historical
geography, prehistory, protohistory, Near Eastern and classical archaeology, museology,
ancient history, epigraphy, numismatics, anthropology, archaeometry, conservation-
restoration, architectural history.

Scope

The Lycus Journal covers scientific studies in Anatolian archaeology and historical geography
from the prehistory through the present encompassing cultural properties, finds, results of
archaeological excavations and surveys, restoration, conservation, museology, anthropology,
epigraphy, and ethno-archaeology. In addition, articles covering first-time attestations,
implementations and analyses are included.

Publication Policy

e Lycus Journal is an open-access journal published twice a year — in June and December.
Manuscripts admitted through the peer review process may be kept in the pool for the next
issue in case there is an excess number of articles for the concerned year. Priority is given
according to the articles’ submission dates and their quality.

e Manuscripts submitted to Lycus Journal must not be already published elsewhere and must
not be in the process of evaluation by another publication. In case the manuscript submitted
was derived from undergraduate, master’s or doctoral dissertation of the author or it was
already presented at a scientific congress/meeting this must be explicitly stated with a
footnote inserted to the title. Such works may be accepted on the condition that place and
date be stated if the publishing committee approves.

e The entire process from the submission to the publishing stage is carried out electronically
(https:/ /dergipark.org.tr/lycus/). Any manuscript uploaded to the electronic system is
considered an application for publishing and the evaluation process starts. Thus, authors
transfer the copyright of their work to the Lycus Journal published by the Institute of
Archaeology of Pamukkale University. Copyright of studies published in the Lycus Journal
belongs to Lycus Journal and they cannot be transferred or copied elsewhere without giving
reference, or cannot be published elsewhere without getting prior written consent of the
Journal administration. Authors are not charged any fees for publication and are not paid
any royalty for their published studies.

e Any scientific, ethical or judicial liabilities possible to arise from articles published in the
Lycus Journal belong to the author(s). The Journal does not accept any such liability.

e The manuscripts submitted to the Journal must be prepared in accordance with the
Journal’s guidelines. The publishing sub-committee is authorized not to publish or return for
correction to the author(s) the manuscripts not conforming to the guidelines. All the authors
of manuscripts admitted for publication must fill in the COPYRIGHT TRANSFER FORM and
send us the wet-ink signature copy. After the manuscript is submitted to the Lycus Journal,
the author names must be used as designated in the Copyright Transfer Form; they cannot
be altered, changed in order or a new name inserted or one deleted.

e Lycus Journal checks the manuscripts against plagiarism using professional software. Any
manuscripts with high rate will be duly rejected.

e More information on Etihcal Principles and Publication Policy can be found
https:/ /dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/lycus/policy.
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AUTHOR GUIDELINES

1. The manuscripts need to be submitted in MS Word using Times New Roman font. Apart
from citations in Greek, the entire text needs to comprise a single font.

2. The main text must be 11 pt; abstract, footnotes and catalogues 9 pt; bibliography 10
pt in size and single line spacing.

3. The document needs to be arranged as A4 in size with margins of 3 cm from top and
left and 2 cm from right and bottom.

4. The main title needs to be 11 pt, bold, centred, with initials of each word capitalized,
in the language of the manuscript. The title in foreign language needs to be in the net
line after the main title, 11 pt, bold, centred, with initials of each word capitalized, and
all in italics.

5. The name(s) of the author(s) need to be 10 pt, bold and centred. The names need to
elaborated in a footnote marked with an (*). The footnote needs to state the academic
title of the person, his/her affiliation’s name and address, e-mail address and ORC-ID
number.

6. After the author-name(s) must come the abstract, not less than 150 and not more than
200 words. The abstract needs to state the aim, scope and results of the study briefly.
Under the abstract, the keywords— minimum four and maximum six — must be listed.
Non-Turkish articles need to have abstract in the language of the article and Turkish;
articles in Turkish need to provide abstracts in Turkish and English.

7. Footnotes need to be given at the bottom of each page and continue uninterruptedly
from the beginning through the end.

8. Titles of sub-chapters need to be 11 pt in size, bold, and initials of each word
capitalized.

9. The entire manuscript must not exceed 20 pages including abstracts, bibliography and
plates/figures. Page numbers must be inserted in the centre at the bottom.
Manuscripts exceeding these limits are subject to the decision of the editors.

10. Artwork such as photographs, illustrations, images and maps to be used in the
manuscript need to be indicated as “Fig.” with continuous numbering. When they are
referred to in the text they must be given within parentheses. When more than two
consecutive figures are referred, they need to be joined with a dash without spaces (i.e.
Figs. 2-4). The images must be submitted minimum 300 dpi and in JPEG format.
Figure list must be also given at the end of the text before the bibliography.

11. The bibliography must be given at the end of the manuscript. It is followed by the
figures/plates, if applicable.

12. Manuscripts are evaluated on the basis of double blind peer reviews proposed by the
editors; in case necessary, a third blind peer review may be asked. Independent of the
author’s actual identity, revisions and opinions of the referees are forwarded to the
author(s). Manuscripts not abiding by the guidelines will be returned without any
processing. The author(s) is/are considered to have committed to do the revisions,
changes and additions proposed by the referees.

13. Scientific liability of published articles rests on the author(s). These studies do not
necessarily represent the opinion of the Lycus Journal directly or indirectly.

14. Footnote references must be prepared as follows:

Single author reference: inan 1987, 121.

Two-author reference: Simsek — Duman 2007, 75.

Multiple-author reference: Hobbs et al. 1998, 358.

Multiple source referencing: Kadioglu 2006, 152; Ismaelli 2009, 25.

Author with multiple surnames: Dénmez-Oztiirk 2006, 95.

N.B. References in the footnotes must have clearly designated page numbers;
abbreviations such as “ff.” must not be used.

15. Bibliography must be prepared as follows:

e Books:

Bailey 1980

D. M. Bailey, Roman Lamps Made in Italy, A Catalogue of the Lamps in the British
Museum II, London, 1980.

Demirhan-Erdemir 2015



A. Demirhan Erdemir, Prehistorik ve Ik Caglarda Tip, Istanbul, 2015.

Humann v.d. 1898

C. Humann - C. Cichorius — W. Judeich - F. Winter, Altertiimer von Hierapolis,
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Pompeii Forumu’nda Kutsal Mimari ve Imparatorluk Kiiltii: Lares Publici Kutsal
Alani’run Yeniden Degerlendirilmesi
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Abstract

This paper is part of a broader investigation into the public monuments of the Forum of Pompeii. The
contribution offers a comprehensive reassessment of the Sanctuary of the Public Lares, one of the most
architecturally distinctive and sophisticated monuments in the Forum of Pompeii, characterized by the
presence of an apse, exedras, and aediculae hosting a rich statuary programme. Following a detailed
analysis of the preserved architectural remains, the discussion turns to the topographic, stratigraphic, and
epigraphic evidence, advancing an Augustan-Tiberian date for the sanctuary. This chronology is supported
by the building’s alignment with earlier Forum structures, its physical junctions with adjacent monuments,
and the evidence provided by stamped bricks and wall decoration. Particular attention is dedicated to the
function of the sanctuary and its connection with the imperial cult, based on a critical re-evaluation of the
controversial inscription of Mamia and the relief from the house of L. Caecilius Iucundus. These sources
lend support to the hypothesis that the Sanctuary, rather than the later Temple of the Genius Augusti,
originally housed the public cult of the Genius and Lares Augusti.
Keywords: Pompeii, Sanctuary of the Public Lares, inscription of Mamia, relief of Iucundus, imperial cult
Oz
Bu makale, Pompeii Forumu’ndaki kamusal anitlar tizerine ytiriitiilen daha genis kapsamli bir
arastumamin parcasidir. Calisma, Forum’un mimari agidan en 6zgtin ve karmasik yapularindan biri olan
Public Lares Kutsal Alani’nt kapsaml bir sekilde yeniden degerlendirmektedir. Apsis, eksedralar ve zengin
bir heykel programina ev sahipligi yapan aediculae ile karakterize edilen bu yapt, detayli bir mimari kalinty
analizinin ardindan; topografik, stratigrafik ve epigrafik veriler 1siginda ele alinmakta ve yapin
Augustus-Tiberius ddénemine tarihlendirilmesi gerektigi o6ne stiriilmektedir. Bu kronoloji, yapinn
Forum’daki daha erken tarihli yapuarla uyumlu eksensel konumlanisiy, komsu anitlarla olan fiziksel
birlesim noktalart ve damgali tuglalar ile duvar bezemeleri gibi maddi kanitlarla desteklenmektedir.
Malkalenin odak noktalanindan biri, kutsal alanin islevi ve imparatorluk kiilttiyle olan iliskisine ydneliktir.
Bu baglamda, tartismali Mamia yazitt ve L. Caecilius Iucundus’un evinden ¢itkan rélyefin elestirel yeniden
degerlendirmesi yapiumaktadir. Bu belgeler, séz konusu kamu kiiltiintin baslangicta Genius ve Lares
Augusti’ye ait olup, sonradan insa edilen Temple of the Genius Augusti yerine Public Lares Kutsal
Alani’nda icra edilmis olabilecegi yoniindeki hipotezi desteklemektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Pompeii, Halk Lares’i Kutsal Alani, Mamia’nin yaziti, Lucundus rolyefi,
Imparatorluk kuilti
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Introduction

This paper examines the Sanctuary of the Public Lares on the east side of the
Forum of Pompeii. Its innovative design and spatial treatment, as well as the richness
of its decorative and statuary apparatus render the building the most distinctive
structure within the Forum’s public architecture (Figs. la-b), as already recognized
by A. Maiuril, and one of the most important buildings for Roman architectural
history (Figs. 2-3). Because of this special status, the monument assumed a
prominent position within the historiographical debate, both for its identification and
its chronology. Despite its conventional designation, the building is rightly included
among the structures associated with the imperial cult, as examined in further detail
in the following sections2. The monument’s dating, however, remains contested:
proposed chronologies range from the Augustan-Tiberian age3, through the Claudian
erat, to the Neronian-Flavian periods. The last of these, favoured in recent
scholarship, rests mainly on the structure’s sophisticated architectural
configuration, alluding, for some scholars, to the achievements of Neronian and
Flavian architectureé and implying public funding and patronage’.

Within a comprehensive re-examination of the public buildings surrounding
the Forum of Pompeii, this paper focuses on two central issues: the Augustan-
Tiberian dating of the monument and a new identification of its patronage. This
revision draws upon a new analysis of the archaeological and architectural record,
an examination of some unpublished findings from the building, and a critical re-
evaluation of the epigraphic and iconographic records relating to the Forum of
Pompeii.

1 Maiuri 1942, 50.

2 Initially Senaculum/Curia (Mazois 1829, 51; Breton 1869, 131; Fiorelli 1875, 262-263), then Sanctuary
of the Public Lares (first Mau 1896, 300-301; Maiuri 1942, 49-53; Eschebach 1978, 292; De Franciscis
1978-1979, 50-51; Descoeudres 1994, 29) and finally Imperial Cult Building (already Nissen 1877, 305;
Taylor 1931, 217; La Rocca et al. 1976, 128; Zanker 1987, 28-29; Dobbins 1994, 688; Coarelli 2000,
90; Pesando — Guidobaldi 2006, 50; Guzzo 2007, 163; Torelli 2017, 206-207). The identification
proposed in Richardson 1977, 401-402 as a public library remains isolated and unconvincing.

3 Fiorelli 1875, 263 (Tiberian age); Overbeck — Mau 1884, 131 and Mau 1896, 286-287 (AD 20-50);
Eschebach 1978, 292; Ling 1991, 253; Descoeudres 1994, 29; initially Wallat 1993, 369 and Torelli
1998, 266; Carafa 2011, 107 (Augustan age); D6hl — Zanker 1979, 187.

4 Initially Mau 1879, 256 (about AD 50); Maiuri 1942, 53; Steinby 1979, 267; Zanker 1987, 28 (post-
Augustan chronology); Gradel 1992, 54; Eschebach — Eschebach 1995, 86, 150 (Claudian or Neronian
age); Wallat 1997, 28; Varone 2005, 316-317; Pesando — Guidobaldi 2006, 49 (before AD 62); Barnabei
2007, 80-81.

5 Nissen 1877, 303, 305; Etienne 1974, 11, 17, 246; Coarelli 1976, 165; La Rocca et al. 1976, 128;
Hornborstel -Htittner 1979, 126-127; Hoffmann 1979, 105; Dareggi 1982, 6; De Vos — De Vos 1982, 13,
43; Richardson 1988, 273; initially Wallat 1995, 81; Dobbins 1996, 103-112; Ling 2007, 124-125;
Pesando 2009, 382; Olivito 2013, 103; Torelli 2017, 207; Dessales 2022, 206; Covolan 2023, 137.

6 Nissen 1877, 303; Richardson 1988, 273; Dobbins 1996, 110-112, with comparisons with the octagon
chamber of the Domus Aurea.

7 Dobbins 1996, 99 (Nero and the architect Severus).
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Fig. 2. Sanctuary of the Public Lares: general view
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An Original Architectural Design

The architectural configuration of the building immediately reveals its unity of
conception and execution. The structure consists of an almost centralised rectangle
measuring 18 x 20 m (Fig. 3): a broad entrance, 19.5 m wide, opens onto the Forum
and is flanked by two projecting antae. Along the long sides, two projecting brickwork
sculpture niches (NN1 and NN2; NS1 and NS2), with base and rear walls in opus
quasi reticulatum (Fig. 4) frame two large rectangular exedras (ERN; ERS) with opus
quasi reticulatum walls, which has pairs of columns in their entrances (Fig. 4). A third
projecting brickwork niche, covered by a barrel vault, concludes on each side the
sequence of architectural elements of the long sides (Fig. 4). On the eastern side, an
additional pair of brickwork niches with back wall in opus reticulatum (NN4; NS4)
frame a large central apse (Fig. 4). The apse is set on a high podium which widens at
its centre serving as the base of a small columned aedicula. In the upper level, the
curved apse held a broad rectangular niche framed by two brick antae and set on a
low podium. Both the apse and the podium are made with opus quasi reticulatum,
coigning at both ends with the brickwork of the niches NN4 and NS4. On the lower
high podium, six — originally eight — lava stone blocks, four per side, mark the position
of eight columns once connected visually and structurally to the ones of the aedicula.
A continuous plinth runs along the niches NS2-4 and NN2-4, aligned with the levels
of the eastern podium (1,90 m) and marked by a slight projection from the vertical
surface of the niches.

The only surviving evidence of the wide entrance from the Forum consists of
eight quadrangular lava footing blocks still in place along the edge of the square (Fig.
4). The eight foundations allow for the reconstruction of a colonnade which served as
a monumental entrance to the sanctuary, conceived as an isolated structure defining
and emphasizing the facade of the building — the identical function fulfilled by the
Chalcidicum of the Building of Eumachia.

The building was originally clad with marble slabs, of which extensive remains
of the preparatory mortar layers are preserved. The flooring was also made of marble,
already highly fragmentated at the time of A. Mau® and now completely disappeared.
Nevertheless, the drawings by F. Mazois® provide valuable evidence concerning the
original layout and typology of the marble slabs (Fig. 5). The opus sectile pavement
was divided into nine central quadrangular panels, bordered by a frame and filled
alternately with pairs of rectangular slabs or a circular disk. The panels were further
framed by smaller rectangular slabs arranged in a single row along the north and
south sides and in groups of three on the east and west sides, while a single square
slab decorated each corner. An additional frame, composed of at least four bands of
equal width, enclosed the entire area, while the central sector was reserved for the
altar, of which only the base is preserved, unequivocally attesting the sacral function
of the building.

The Building and the Topographical Context of the Early Imperial Forum

In order to place the building in the evolution of the Forum of Pompeii, the first
step will be the analysis of the former topographical context in which it was built. The
Sanctuary of the Public Lares was indeed erected on an area previously occupied by
private houses and commercial structures.

8 Mau 1896, 287.
9 Mazois 1829, pl. 37, fig. 1.



Fig. 5. Sanctuary of the Public Lares: original marble pavement (Mazois 1829, pl. 37, fig.
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Private Houses and Commercial Shops

A limestone ashlar wall (A) was completely incorporated into the back wall of
the apse during its construction (Figs. 6a-b). An additional opus incertum wall (B),
abutting wall A on the east, was built during the construction of the Sanctuary and
was intended to increase the thickness of the apse’s back wall, in order to support
the half-domed roof of the apse (Fig. 6a). In turn, wall B abuts toward east the remains
of another earlier opus incertum wall (C), slightly offset from wall A (Figs. 6C-d). Two
observations confirm this structural and chronological relation: first, the upper
section of wall B has an unfinished facing, indicating that it was built against an
existing surface (Fig. 6¢); second, at its southern end, the wall B clearly abuts an
earlier plaster layer covering the western face of wall C. The entire stratigraphic wall
sequence can therefore be reconstructed. When the external reinforcing wall of the
apse (B) was constructed, walls A and C already existed and were partly incorporated
into the sanctuary’s apse and partly into the wall of the nearby textile workshop (VII
9, 43). Both the limestone block wall (A) and the plastered wall (C) belong to a former
building, likely a private house, which was destroyed and integrated into the fabric
of the Sanctuary of the Public Lares.

Fig. 6. Sanctuary of the Public Lares: earlier structures incorporated in the building: a, b)
limestone ashlar wall A with the reinforcing wall B; c, d) plastered wall C; e) wall D and the
junction with the Temple of the Genius Augusti



Another earlier structure is preserved in the Room I of the Sanctuary, possibly
part of the same private building. The brick masonry of the back wall of niche NS3
abuts over both faces the remains of a previous wall (D), by means of a prominent
vertical junction. On the eastern facing of wall D, a small segment of masonry
preserved at the junction indicates that the wall originally continued eastward. On
the western facing, at its southern end — where the north precinct wall of the Temple
of the Genius Augustiintersects wall D — the wall turned toward the west, as attested
by the remains entirely incorporated within the wall of the Temple (Fig. 6e). Notably,
a limestone jamb block and a grey tuff lintel block originally framed a passageway
through wall D later blocked, possibly at the time of the construction of the Sanctuary
of the Public Lares.

A series of features discovered during the excavations conducted in the 1950s10°
also revealed the presence of commercial structures in the area subsequently
occupied by the sanctuary. Despite the fragmentary and mostly unpublished
documentation, except for a brief reference in the work of H. and L. Eschebach!! (Figs.
7a-b), the plans made after the excavation show numerous overlapping structures
partly identifiable: several circular pits, some of them cut directly into the ground
and some built in masonry, seem to refer to a drainage system associated with
commercial activities!2. Two terra sigillata cups were found within one of these pits,
attesting a continuity of use at least until the end of the first century BC!3. In addition
to the pits, remains of opus incertum walls were found, partially overlapping the pits:
one of them, immediately east of the exedra ERN, is particularly notable for its slight
deviation from the Forum’s axis, following an orientation consistent with the pre-
Roman (Samnite) layout of the Forum and of the tabernae located along its west and
east sides, which originally gave the Forum a trapezoidal shape.

If this archaeological evidence is indeed to be attributed to commercial
structures and private dwellings once opened onto the Forum’s east side and later
dismantled for the construction of the Sanctuary of the Public Lares, the structural
and chronological sequence reconstructed can be coherently place into the urban
development of the east side of the Forum during the Augustan-Tiberian period. In
this phase a systematic demolition of Samnite-era commercial and residential
structures took place for the construction of new public buildings. The erection of the
Building of Eumachia, indeed, obliterated some domestic units located within the
area later occupied by the inner porticus and a row of tabernae aligned along the
Chalcidicum of the building!4. The same process can be traced in front of the Temple
of Genius Augusti, where excavation conducted by A. Maiuri brought to light a further
row of tabernae aligned with the shops founded in front of the Building of Eumachia!s.
In conclusion, the dismantling of private and commercial structures to accommodate
the Sanctuary of the Public Lares constitutes a significant first indicator for dating
the foundation of the monument to the Augustan-Tiberian period.

10 Giornale degli Scavi 1953, 2; Giornale degli Scavi 1954, 29, 33; Giornale degli Scavi 1955, 9.

11 Eschebach, Eschebach 1995, figs. 15,1-15,2.

12 Osanna et al. 2023, for a comparison with similar structures belonging to the tabernae aligned along
the west side of the Forum.

13 Wallat 1997, 236.

14 Maiuri 1973, 53-63.

15 Maiuri 1973, 89.
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The Early Imperial Public Building between the Sanctuary of the Public Lares
and the Eumachia Building

Crucial to the present discussion are the remains of a further structure
uncovered by A. Maiuri next to the facade of the Temple of the Genius Augusti,
consisting of two massive foundation walls, oriented north-south and running
parallel to the current facade of the temple (Fig. 7c). Despite Maiuri’s uncertainty
regarding the date of the structure, it is possible to place its chronology in a precise
time span. As reconstructed in detail by recent studies!é, the building obliterated the
aforementioned tabernae, attesting the unitary character of the large-scale re-
planning of the Forum, extended to the structures previously located in the area of
the Sanctuary of the Public Lares and the Chalcidicum of Eumachia. This
stratigraphic sequence suggests therefore a terminus post quem for the building found
by A. Maiuri, to be placed in the Augustan-Tiberian period. Moreover, the
stratigraphic relation between the earlier foundation walls and the brick facade of the
present Temple of the Genius Augusti— referring to the post AD 62 restoration phase!”
and built directly atop the remains of these earlier structures!® — provides a terminus
ante quem for its destruction, possibly following the AD 62 earthquake. We may
therefore argue that between the Augustan-Tiberian period and the AD 62, a building
featuring a quadrangular vestibule (18 m) occupied this sector of the Forum, precisely
where the later Temple of the Genius Augusti was erected after the earthquake.
However, this earlier building projected 2,80 further west than the temple’s current
facade. This latter consideration explains such advanced and peculiar position of the
Sanctuary of the Public Lares compared to the southern buildings: its facade, indeed,
is perfectly aligned with the structure predating the Temple of the Genius Augusti. In
conclusion, this apparently anomalous positioning of the sanctuary appears rational
only if placed in the alignment system predating the post AD 62 reconstruction of the
Forum, consequently supporting a pre AD 62 chronology for the Sanctuary of the
Public Lares.

A Review of Architectural and Epigraphical Evidence

The analysis of the physical junctions between the Sanctuary of the Public
Lares and the adjacent buildings and the revision of unpublished epigraphic
materials provide a definitive confirmation of the Augustan-Tiberian dating of the
building.

Despite the traditionally accepted interpretation of the stratigraphic relation of
the sanctuary with the Macellum (north) and the Temple of the Genius Augusti (south),
which has led scholars to regard the sanctuary as a later insertion on the Forum’s
eastern side!9, a detailed analysis of the junctions reveals quite the opposite
constructive and chronological sequence.

16 Casa 2025, 93-96.

17 Casa 2025, 98-103.

18 Maiuri 1973, 90.

19 Initially Mau 1879, 255-256; Nissen 1877, 303; Wallat 1997, 211-213. A totally different
reconstruction is proposed in Dobbins 1994, 640-646, 680, 687 and Dobbins 1996, 103-110, in which
the archaeologist assign the exedra ERN and the adjacent niche NN1 and part of the exedra ERS
respectively to the post-seismic reconstruction of the western tabernae of the Macellum and to a
hypothetical Augustan facade of the Temple of the Genius Augusti For a critical revision of this
reconstruction, Casa 2025, 98-103, 162-165.
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On the southern wall of the Macellum, to be certainly assigned to the post AD
62 restoration phase20, a seam clearly marks the original position of the rear wall of
the northern exedra (ERN) of the sanctuary (Fig. 8a).

Sanctuary of the
Public Lares
Temple of
the Genius
Augusti

Fig. 8. Stratigraphical relation between the Sanctuary of the Public Lares and the nearby

buildings: a, b) junction with the Macellum; c, d) junction with the Temple of the Genius

Augusti; ) Third-Style plaster remains on the exterior of the exedra ERS; f) axonometric
reconstruction of the junction with the Temple of the Genius Augusti

20 Casa 2025, 146-162.
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A different layout of the opus incertum lava stone of the Macellum wall can be
detected on either side of the seam: while to the east the stones are laid regularly
with uniform mortar joints, to the west, instead, the mortar overflows onto the stones,
which are laid with an irregular disposition (Fig. 8b). The different layout of the stones
appears to reflect a different building process: the western section of the wall of the
Macellum was indeed built against the pre-existing exedra of the sanctuary, which
physically prevented ancient builders from operating and finishing freely the surface
of the wall. According to this reconstruction, the Sanctuary of the Public Lares
predates therefore the Macellum.

The same stratigraphical and chronological sequence can be observed in the
junction with the Temple of the Genius Augusti. The post AD 622! brick facade joins
the external opus quasi reticulatum wall of the southern exedra (ERS) of the
sanctuary, producing an irregular coigning clearly indicating that the two sections
are not contemporary, since the brickwork forms a separated and recessed plan
behind the surface of the opus quasi reticulatum?? (Figs. 8c-d, f). This juncture reveals
therefore that the temple’s facade was added later. Moreover, within the exterior
corner of the exedra are the remains of a Third-Style23 painted plaster24, once covering
the entire wall and later overlapped by the mortar layers for the marble revetment
which visually unified the reconnected facades of the two buildings (Fig. 8e). The
painted plaster reveals that the external wall of the exedra must have been decorated
no later than the early decades of the first century AD, confirming that the Sanctuary
of the Public Lares also predates the Temple of the Genius Augusti.

A final remark should be made about the distinctive brick-type used in the
sanctuary, which has no parallels in the other public buildings of the Forum?2s. During
the post-WWII debris removal, following the 1943 bombing?é, several stamped bricks
belonging to the building were recovered. Even though they remained unpublished?7,
the stamps are crucial for a precise dating of the sanctuary. Among the stamps, two
can be assigned to Holconia, daughter of Marcus Holconius Rufus (the restorer of the
theatre), sacerdos publica during the Augustan age and owner of a brick production
workshop?28. Another group of three stamps bears the name of Hostius, dating back
to the late-republican or Augustan age2® as attested also in Herculaneum and in the
Vesuvian region3°. A single late-republican stamp refers to the servus of Appius
Claudius Pulcher, consul in 38 BC and likely the owner of the Villa dei Papiri in
Herculaneums3!. The largest group (seven stamps) mentions Attia Callista, a
freedwoman whose name frequently appears on dolia32. In conclusion, despite the
large number and the diversity of stamps, it is important to stress that all of them
refer to individuals from the late-republican and early imperial period. This further
supports the fact that the chronology of the Sanctuary of the Public Lares is to be
placed in the early first century AD.

21 Casa 2025, 98-103.

22 Dobbins 1996, 107, footnote 22.

23 Archaeometric analysis conducted by Freccero 2018, 91-92 revealed that the plaster residue belongs
to the Third-Style.

24 Mau 1896, 286-287.

25 On the types of bricks employed in the public buildings of the Forum of Pompeii and their chronology,
see Casa 2025, 392-401.

26 Giornale degli Scavi 1949, 270, 279, 296.

27 For the analysis of the bricks, see Casa 2025, 199.

28 Steinby 1979, 269; Torelli 2000, 317.

29 Torelli 2000, 314.

30 Pagano 1990, 173.

31 Torelli 2000, 314.

32 Steinby 1979, 269.
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The Building Project and its Patronage

Having established the Augustan-Tiberian chronology of the Sanctuary of the
Public Lares, the next step is to place the construction of such an architecturally
ambitious monument in the early imperial urban landscape of Pompeii. The building
represents a unicum in the Pompeian architecture, deviating from the design
parameters of other public buildings through its curvilinear plan, and, most notably,
the adoption of the apsidal form. This architectural solution became widespread
during the imperial period, when it began to be applied to a wide range of buildings
with strong symbolic connotations, including theatre and nymphaeum facades,
imperial palaces, libraries, bath complexes, and even private spaces in residential
houses33. Within a long process of gradual architectural experimentation,
culminating in the elaborated architectures of the Neronian and Domitian periods,
the Augustan age marks a significant moment of innovation and codification of
certain architectural typologies — for example the type of the “western” theatre —
closely linked to the emerging figure of the princeps. Indeed, from the Augustan period
onwards, we witness the proliferation of a specific building type, i.e. the augusteum
or sacrarium34, intrinsically connected with the cult henceforth dedicated to the
emperor and the imperial family. These buildings, likely inspired by the earliest
sacrarium — i.e. the Sacrarium Divi Augusti at the Curiae Veteres in Rome erected by
Livia on the site of her son’s birth35 — appear to conform to a consistent architectural
formula3é: all these structures feature large halls which, despite the variations of
layout, display without exception a curvilinear apse with a sacralising function?”,
intended to house the images of members of the imperial family3s.

Therefore, the construction of the Pompeian sanctuary must be placed in the
chronological and architectural framework of the Augustan period. The sanctuary
seems to draw inspiration for its architecture, enlivened by the apse, exedras, and
projecting/receding niches, from the monumental fora of the capital, and specifically
from the Forum of Augustus3?, where the large semicircular lateral exedras were
animated by statuary niches. With its eight wall niches and the aedicula, the
Sanctuary of the Public Lares could display a rich statuary apparatus: according to
E. Breton, at least one draped, headless statue and fragments of several others were
discovered within the building#0. Given its association with the imperial cult, we can
assume that the wall niches housed statues of members of the imperial family.
Additionally, according to a compelling interpretation by V. Kockel, the sculptural
groups of Aeneas and Romulus, traditionally located in the Chalcidicum of Eumachia
but arguably too large for the vestibule, may originally have been displayed in the two
exedras of the sanctuary#*!. The focal point of the entire statuary programme was the
aedicula on the eastern apse, where, according to A. Mau’s reconstruction, at least
three statues, one representing the living princeps, could be hosted+2. R. Etienne has
suggested that the latter statue may have depicted the emperor in the guise of Pontifex
Maximus, together with representations of deities traditionally present in the

33 Picard 1962, 91-92.

34 On this building type, see Torelli 2017, 194.

35 Panella et al. 2014.

36 Torelli 1998, 266 had already identified the model of the sanctuary in the Sacrarium Divi Augusti on
the Palatine Hill.

37 Dareggi 1982, 5.

38 For a summary of the main augustea and seats of the Augustales in Italy, see Calabré 2005, 135-193;
Torelli 2017, 193-209.

39 De Vos — De Vos 1982, 43.

40 Breton 1869, 132, footnote 2 (21-22.08.1818).

41 Kockel 2005, 69-72.

42 Mau 1896, 300.
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Pompeian pantheon, including Venus Pompeiana, Ceres, Bacchus, Hercules,
Mercury and Fortuna#“s.

According to this interpretation, the Pompeian sanctuary appears to be the
earliest monument within the Forum area explicitly dedicated to the figure of the first
emperor or, possibly, to his Genius. In this regard, two further documentary sources
from the Pompeian Forum must be taken into account: the famous inscription of
Mamia and the relief from the lararium of the House of L. Caecilius Iucundus.

The inscription of the public priestess, mentioning “M[a|mia P(ublii) flilia)
sacerdos public(a) Gen[io Aug(usti so]lo et pec[unia sua - - -]’ (Fig. 9a) and whose
provenance and original find-spot remain unknown, must be classified, based on its
dimension (5.34 m long, 28.5 cm high; letter height: 19.5 cm) as a dedicatory
inscription. It clearly belongs to a public building associated with the cult of a Genius,
dedicated solo et pecunia sua, i.e. on a property of Mamia and with private funding,
during the Augustan period. G. Fiorelli*s attributed the inscription to the Temple of
the Genius Augusti, given the apparent relation with the sacrificial scene depicted on
the altar located in the inner courtyard of the building. This theory was universally
accepted and reconciled with the well-known passage from Cassius Dio*6 about the
reluctance in Italy to worship the person of Augustus but not his Genius*?, definitively
strengthening the connection between the temple, the altar, and the inscription.

Fig. 9. a) Inscription of Mamia; b) relief from the lararium of the House of L. Caecilius
TIucundus with the representation of the Forum and the sacrificial scene

Recent studies have instead demonstrated that both the building and the altar
belong to the Neronian-Flavian restoration phase*® and are therefore incompatible
with Mamia’s inscription, which is unquestionably Augustan+. Consequently, the
cult of the Genius Augusti mentioned in the inscription must have been housed in
another monument within the Forum of Pompeii, which could be identified in the
Sanctuary of the Public Lares. This hypothesis was already suggested by I. Gradelso,
later supported by D. Fishwick5!, in a broader reassessment of the inscription’s text
and a controversial reinterpretation of the relief from the House of L. Caecilius
Iucundus depicting the northern side of the Forums52 (Fig. 9b). According to I. Gradel’s
reconstruction, the altar represented on the right side of the relief, where a sacrificial
scene involving a popa, a pig and a bull is taking place, would be actually a mensa

43 Etienne 1974, 246.

44 CILX 816.

45 Fiorelli 1875, 262.

46 Cass. Dio. L1.20.6-8.

47 Taylor 1931, 216-217.

48 Casa 2025, 97-125. On the altar, see Casa 2023, 741-758.

49 Both the palaeographic analysis of the inscription (Gradel 1992, 43) and the information we have
about Mamia, to whom the funerary monuments outside Herculaneum Gate (CIL X 998) belongs,
supports an Augustan chronology (Fiorini — Masseria 2021).

50 Gradel 1992, 43-58, starting from the assumption that there is no public cult of the Genius Augusti
in Rome and Italy, considers the inscription to be dedicated to the Genius Coloniae. For a critical review
of this interpretation, see Casa 2025, 126-130.

51 Fishwick 1995, 17-38, who does not exclude the existence of the cult of the Genius of the emperor.
52 On the relieves, see Huet 2007, 142-149, with a summary of the previous research.
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positioned in front of a structure characterized by an apse, as suggested by the two
pots depicted in the background, which the scholar identified as the apse of the
Sanctuary of the Public Lares.

Even if picturesque and occasionally inconsistents3, Gradel’s reconstruction
has the credit of focusing on the sacrificial scene represented in the relief and the
precise moment in which it takes place. If we accept the hypothesis that the relief is
intended to capture the exact instant of the earthquake of AD 62, as suggested by
the depiction of the Temple of Jupiter, tilted due to seismic tremors in the left half of
the relief, then we must necessarily exclude both the theory of an expiatory ceremony
(i.e. post AD 62), as proposed by A. Maiuris4, or of a private ceremony, as suggested
by L. Scott-Rybergss. Likewise, we must reject the hypothesis of V. Huets6, who
associated the utensilia shown in the relief with those decorating the aforementioned
altar of the Temple of Genius Augusti, implying a connection between the relief and
the altar-temple complex which instead belongs, as already noted, to the post AD 62
phase.

Two central aspects must be stressed. In first place, at the time of the
earthquake of AD 62 a public cult dedicated to the Genius Augusti already existed in
the Forum and was celebrated alongside the cult of Lares Augusti, as the combination
of the bull and the pig in the sacrificial scene of the altar suggests. These animals are
traditionally linked to that joint cult: the bull was sacrificed to the Genius of the
emperor — possibly represented by the veiled bust shown on the altar — while the pig
was sacrificed to the Lares Augusti, absent from the scene because of the prominence
of the Genius among the divinities worshipped in such cults5’. In second place, this
sacrifice to the Genius and Lares took place on a specific day, the 5th February of AD
62, the anniversary of the date on which Augustus was given the title of Pater Patriae
in 2 BCs8.

These considerations confirm the establishment of this joint cult already
during the Augustan ages?. This cult must have been housed in one of the buildings
of the Forum predating the earthquake of AD 62 and equipped with an altar, which
can be identified in the Sanctuary of the Public Lares, the monument mentioned by
the inscription of Mamia. The building is indeed the only Augustan-era temple
structure among the monuments on the eastern side of the Forum featuring an altar,
identifiable with the one depicted in the relief. Moreover, the numerous statuary
niches along the lateral walls suggest the simultaneous veneration of multiple deities.
Finally, the position of the altar in the relief, placed to the right of the Temple of
Jupiter, appears to correspond accurately with the actual topography of the area and
the location of the Sanctuary of the Public Lares relative to the Capitolium.

These considerations led to collocate Mamia’s inscription on the monumental
propylaeum which marked the entrance to the Sanctuary of the Public Lares. With
its original span exceeding 19.5 m, the structure would have easily accommodated
the inscription, placed directly upon the epistyle of the colonnade. Assuming that the
colonnade was Corinthian and relying on the eight preserved lava footing blocks, each
measuring 1 m per side, and on the proportional relationship internal to the

53 On the chronological inconsistencies of I. Gradel’s reinterpretation, see Casa 2025, 126-130.

54 Maiuri 1942, 14-17.

55 Scott -Ryberg 1955, 170-175.

56 Huet 2007, 145-147.

57 Gradel 1992, 53.

58 Gradel 1992, 54.

59 The institution of the sacerdotium Caesaris Augusti is first attested in 2 BC, when we find this office
inscribed on an honorary base of M. Holconius Rufus. On inscriptions referring to the office of
sacerdos/flamen Augusti, see Barnabei 2007, 73-74.
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Corinthian order, it is possible to reconstruct the height of the individual
components: the bases would have measured approximately 31.5-32.5 cm, the
column shafts 5.04-5.20 m, the capitals 63-65 cm and the entablature 1.13-1.17 m,
for a total height of about 7.12-7.34 m, closely comparable to the 6.94 m estimated
for the adjacent vestibule of the Macellums® and consistent with the reconstructed
height of the interiors!. These reconstructed dimensions allow for further
considerations: if no bases, shafts or capitals have survived, the two architrave
fragments now preserved respectively in the Room I of the sanctuary and in front of
the facade of the Temple of the Genius Augusti could originally belong to the
entablature: the architectural elements, in white marble, have three fasciae separated
by fillets and with a crowning kyma reversa and are 44.5 cm high and at least 53 cm
deep on the bottom face (Figs. 10a-b). Since the cross-sectional width of the abacus
of the Corinthian capital, i.e the distance between the opposite faces of the abacus
on the main axes, where the flowers of the abacus are attached,52? corresponds to the
capital’s diameter and height, the preserved architraves could be placed on capitals
63-65 cm high. Moreover, it is possible to calculate the height of the friezes, which
would have measured about 34-38 cmé3: this dimension appears consistent with the
height of Mamia’s inscription (28.5 cm), which could be therefore applied along the
row of the friezes.

Fig. 10. Fragments of architraves possibly belonging to the entrance colonnade of the
Sanctuary of the Public Lares

Finally, the expression solo et pecunia sua in the inscription, indicating a
dedication made on a private property and financed with private funds, could be
related to the remains of earlier structures belonging to a private house, which were
demolished for the construction of the Sanctuary of the Public Lares, together with
commercial shops. The Third-Style wall decoration preserved on the exterior of the
ERS exedra of the building would support a late-Augustan date for the building’s
foundation, since it can be compared with plaster and wall paintings from the crypta
of the Building of Eumachia, assigned to this specific period.

In conclusion, the analysis of the archaeological, architectural, and epigraphic
evidence related to the Sanctuary of the Public Lares supports an early imperial
period chronology. The construction of the building must be placed in the broader
context of urban renovation which transformed, during this phase, the eastern side
of the Forum, with the systematic dismantling of the pre-existing Samnite tabernae,
replaced by new public monuments closely linked to the imperial cult. Among these
buildings, the Sanctuary of the Public Lares acquires a special status for its
sophisticated and ambitious architectural design, where the adoption of the apse with
its sacral function and the numerous statuary niches must be related to the cult that,
from the Augustan-era onward, is bestowed to the first emperor in connection with

60 Muller 2011, 79.

61 Mau 1896, 291-299.

62 Wilson -Jones 1991, 89-94.
63 Casa 2025, 215-217.
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the cult of the Lares. Indeed, a parallel development occurred at Rome, where, after
the Augustan reform of 7 BC, the Genius of Augustus was included among the Lares
Compitales, henceforth designated as Lares Augusti. The foundation of Mamia,
together with the contemporary construction of the Building of Eumachia and the
Temple of Fortuna Augusta, represent an important testimony to the prominent role
of private munificence not only in the urban and monumental development of
Pompeii, but also in the reception and dissemination of the cultural renewal program
inaugurated by the first emperor.
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Figures

Fig. 1. Forum of Pompeii: a) view of the norther sector; b) plan of the public area at the time
of the eruption of AD 79

Fig. 2. Sanctuary of the Public Lares: general view
Fig. 3. Sanctuary of the Public Lares: plan with indication of the former structures
Fig. 4. Sanctuary of the Public Lares: detail of the sectors of the building

Fig. 5. Sanctuary of the Public Lares: original marble pavement drawn by Mazois 1829, pl.
37, fig. 1

Fig. 6. Sanctuary of the Public Lares: earlier structures incorporated in the building: a, b)
limestone ashlar block wall A with the reinforcing wall B; c, d) plastered wall C; e) wall D and
the junction with the Temple of the Genius Augusti

Fig. 7. Building obliterated by the construction of the Sanctuary of the Public Lares: a, b)
plan and axonometric reconstruction of the commercial structures (after Eschebach -
Eschebach 1995, figs. 15,1-15,2); c) public building obliterated by the present Temple of the
Genius Augusti (after Maiuri 1973, fig. 44)

Fig. 8. Stratigraphical relation between the Sanctuary of the Public Lares and the nearby
buildings: a, b) junction with the Macellum; c, d) junction with the Temple of the Genius
Augusti; e) Third-Style plaster remains on the exterior of the exedra ERS; f) axonometric
reconstruction of the junction with the Temple of the Genius Augusti

Fig. 9. a) Inscription of Mamia; b) relief from the lararium of the House of L. Caecilius Iucundus
with the representation of the Forum and the sacrificial scene

Fig. 10ab. Fragments of architraves possibly belonging to the entrance colonnade of the
Sanctuary of the Public Lares
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Abstract

This study examines terracotta lamps from the Late Antique Period in the Sinop Museum collection, categorizing
them into eight groups based on form, decoration, fabric, and production techniques. Most of the lamps were
acquired through excavations, purchases, or donations from Sinop (ancient Sinope) and its surrounding areas.
As a colony of Miletus, Sinope adopted strong Western influences through its extensive maritime trade
networks across the Black Sea and the Mediterranean world. However, it also developed its own distinctive
production styles. In addition to Asia Minor, “Amorium,” and Syro-Palestinian types, examples recovered from
local excavation sites such as Demircikdy and the Balatlar Building Complex clearly indicate local
manufacturing. The most remarkable group includes lamps defined as the “Sinope Type,” which have no exact
parallels elsewhere and are distinguished by unique shapes and decorations. These examples demonstrate
that Sinope was not merely a cultural recipient but also developed its own production identity during the Late
Antique Period. The study contributes to the understanding of cultural and commercial interactions across the
Black Sea region and provides valuable data for identifying local production centers in the Late Antique eastern
Mediterranean context.

Keywords: Late antique lamp, Sinope, Sinop Museum, Paphlagonia, Black Sea Archaeology

Oz

Bu calismada, Sinop Miizesi koleksiyonunda yer alan ve Geg¢ Antik Dénem’e tarihlenen kandiller, bigcim,
bezeme, hamur ve tiretim tekniklerine gdre sekiz grupta incelenmektedir. Kandillerin cogu Sinop (antik Sinope)
ve cevresindeki kazdarla, satin alma ya da bagis yoluyla miizeye kazandirinustir. Miletos kolonisi olarak
kurulmus olan Sinope kenti, Karadeniz tizerinden Akdeniz diinyaswyla kurdugu yogun ticaret agt sayesinde
Bat etkilerini giiclii sekilde benimsemis, ancak aynt zamanda ézgtin tiretim bicimleri de gelistirmistir. Asya
Mindr, “Amorium” ve Suriye-Filistin kékenli tiplerin yant swra, 6zellikle Demircikéy ve Balatlar gibi yerel kazt
alanlanindan elde edilen 6rnekler, Sinope antik kentinde kandil tiretiminin yapudigini géstermektedir. En
dikkat cekici grup ise bicimsel ve bezemesel olarak baska hicbir merkezde dogrudan benzeri bulunmayan ve
“Sinope Tipi” olarak tarumlanan kandillerdir. Bu ézgtin érnekler, Sinope’nin Ge¢ Antik Dénem’de sadece dis
etkileri benimsemekle kalmayip yerel tiretim anlayist gelistirdigini de ortaya koyar. Calisma, Karadeniz
bélgesindeki kiilttirel ve ticari iliskileri anlamaya katkt sunmakta ve yerel tiretim merkezlerinin
tarumlanmasina yénelik énemli veriler saglamaktadr.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Geg¢ antik kandil, Sinope, Sinop Miizesi, Paphlagonia, Karadeniz arkeolojisi

*Asst. Prof., Selcuk University, Faculty of Letters, Department of Archaeology, Konya
0009-0001-6361-9674 | suhalsaglan@selcuk.edu.tr

" Asst. Prof., Selcuk University, Faculty of Letters, Department of Archaeology, Konya
0000-0003-2077-2158 | dsevmen@selcuk.edu.tr



Introduction

This study examines terracotta lamps from the Late Antique Period that are part
of the Sinop Museum collection. These lamps, evaluated under eight distinct groups,
were mostly found in Sinop and its surrounding areas, and were acquired through
excavation, purchase, and donation.

Although located in the Black Sea region, Sinope was a colony of Miletus, and its
strong commercial and cultural ties with the Western world transformed it into both a
significant representative of Western art in the north and a center that reflected its own
unique cultural identity. With its rich collection, the Sinop Museum serves as an
important representative of this cosmopolitan artistic perspective. It has functioned as
a bridge not only in terms of sculpture but also in ceramics, especially between the West
and the centers of the Black Sea region, such as those in Crimea. Through its strategic
geographical location and active ports, Sinope engaged in commercial activities across a
wide region including North Africa, Cyprus, Syria, and Palestine, via the seas
surrounding Anatolia. These trade connections also influenced the local culture. The
cultural reflections of these interactions are particularly observable in the terracotta
lamp findings produced during and after the Hellenistic period.

Although the production was under Western influence, as will be discussed in
this study, Sinope developed its own distinctive lamp types during the Late Antique
Period. Identifying lamp types that are considered specific to Sinope and its
surroundings will provide a valuable reference for future research.

1. Miltner 1937, Asia Minor Type; Broneer 1930, Type 29, Group 4

A lamp found in 1997 during the Demircikdy Excavation (No. 1, Fig. 1. 1) and
another one discovered during a rescue excavation conducted by the Sinop Museum in
the city center (No. 2, Fig. 1. 2) belong to the Asia Minor Type lamps.

No. 1 is almond-shaped, with a convex shoulder and a vertical, small, unpierced
handle (Fig. 1. 1). There is a central, small filling-hole on the concave discus. Dot
patterns are present on the shoulder, a very common decorative motif for Asia Minor
lamps of the 6th century AD, and there are tongue motifs between the nozzle and the
discus. The surface is unslipped both on the exterior and interior. The fabric is reddish
yellow, containing some mica and tiny lime particles. The base is indicated by a raised
ring in relief, while the joints between the nozzle and body are marked by two parallel
lines, and the handle is emphasized with a fish-tail shape. Considering Bailey’s
classification of the Ephesus lamps based on base characteristics, the Sinope example
fits into Type B of that group!.

Close parallels of this lamp have been found throughout the Eastern
Mediterranean, Black Sea sites, and even beyond. The exact place of manufacture
remains unknown, but an Eastern Aegean origin seems likely, especially due to the
strong similarities with published lamps from Ephesus2. Clay analyses indicate that
production was not limited to Ephesus alone and that imitations were also produced at
other centres.

1 Bailey 1988, fig. 162.
2 Hayes 1992, 80.
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No. 2 is oval in form and features a concave, narrow discus—both characteristics typical
of this lamp type (Fig. 1. 2). The narrow discus has a circular rim. The filling-hole is not
placed at the center of the discus but rather closer to the edge. The short nozzle is slightly
upturned at the tip. The wide shoulder is decorated with vertical linear patterns. The
clay is poorly refined and contains sand and lime inclusions. The base is a slightly raised
ring. This lamp, which also belongs to the Asia Minor type, has parallels from Kibyra,
suggesting that this type was produced as early as the 5th century but gained popularity
in the 6th century ADS.

According to the parallels, these lamps can be dated to the 5th to early 6th century
AD.

Nr.1 Nr. 2
1

Fig. 1. Miltner 1937, Asia Minor Type; Broneer 1930, Type 29, Group 4. (Nos. 1, 2)

2. Lamp with Concentric Circle Decoration

The only example evaluated under this category is a lamp that entered the
museum collection through purchase and is recorded in the Sinop Museum inventory
as having been found near Izmit (No. 3, Fig. 2. 3). The mold-made lamp has a round
body, and due to the broad nozzle channel, it has acquired an oval appearance. The clay

3 Metin 2012, 224, nos. K672-K674.
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contains small amounts of stone particles, mica, and lime. The discus, which is quite
wide and deep, is surrounded by three concentric raised circles. The edges of the small
filling-hole at the center of the discus are accentuated. Dot decorations are arranged
around the filling-hole. The vertical handle, in the form of a band, extends from the
shoulder to the lower part of the body. The handle was made separately and later
attached to the body, and a shallow groove was formed in the middle by pressing with
the hand while the clay was still wet. The lamp has a flat, oval base, and on this base, a
palm branch rendered with incised lines appears as a workshop mark.

Fig. 2. Lamp with Concentric Circle Decoration (No. 3)

The closest parallels to lamp no. 3 in terms of form and decoration are lamps
unearthed during the excavations of the Roman Theatre* and Istanbul Gates in
Nicaea/lIznik, which is located in the same geographical region (the province of Bithynia)
as the city of Izmit/Nicomedia, where the lamp is said to have been found. Although no
evidence or information confirming the existence of a workshop in Nicaea or its
immediate surroundings has been provided in the publications, these lamps have not
been linked to any other known production center either within or outside Anatolia.

4 Ekin-Meri¢ 2018, 75-76, Pl. 9, nos. 52-56.
5 [nanan et al. 2020, 171-174, cat. nos. 5-12.
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Therefore, it has been suggested that they may be of local production, and they have
been dated between the Sth century and the end of the 7th century AD6.

At Kibyra, two lamps with undecorated shoulders, concentric ringed discuses,
and oval bases—believed to have been produced in the same workshop based on their
form and slip characteristics—share similar formal and decorative features with lamp
no. 37. The main differences between the Kibyra lamps, dated to the late 5th and 6th
centuries AD, and Lamp no. 3 are the presence of tongue motifs on the nozzle and the
use of looped handles.

Another comparable example was found in a distant region—Karanis, Egypt—and
is considered the only known representative of this type in that areas. It has been
suggested that it was likely imported from another production center, and it has been
dated to the late 3rdto 4th century AD. without reference to any comparative example.

3. Lamp with Large, Plain Discus

The lamp discovered during the excavations carried out in Sinop between 1951
and 1954 is the only representative of its type within the museum collection (No. 4, Fig.
3. 4). Its characteristic features appear to include a wide, band-shaped ring handle, a
long, straight nozzle that rises above the body height with a flat upper surface, prominent
relief dots on both sides of the nozzle, and a broad, plain discus.

The closest parallels to lamp no. 4 come from the city of Olbia in the Northern
Black Sea region, where a small number of similar lamps have been unearthed and dated
to the second quarter of the 3rd century to the end of the 4th century AD9. Lamps with
similar profiles, handle, and nozzle shapes are more commonly found across the
Northern!© and Western!! Black Sea areas. A lamps similar to these examples was also
found during the excavations at the Sinop Balatlar Building Complex!2. However, these
examples—distinguished by their decorated shoulders and narrower discuses—have
been classified as “ribbed” lamps. Despite these differences, the degree of similarity with
the Sinope and Olbia examples is significant enough that a similar production date has
been proposed?3.

The high concentration of such lamps in the Northern Black Sea area increases
the likelihood that they may have been produced in Pontus. Nevertheless, variations in
clay and slip characteristics—though the specific workshops remain unidentified—
suggest the existence of multiple production centers!4. While it is generally accepted that
the lamps found in Northern Black Sea cities are local productions, it has also been
proposed that they may be locally made copies of Asia Minor lamps!s. Although it

6 Ekin-Meri¢ 2018, 75.

7 Metin 2012, 233, nos. 783-784.

8 Shier 1978, 131, pl. 40, nr. 374.

9 Sheiko-Puklina 2019, 82, fig. 7, 5.6.

10 Nicorescu 1933, figs. 109-113; Sorochan 1982, 43; Chrzanovski-Zhuravlev 1998, 134; Sheiko-Puklina
2019, 82, fig. 7, 5.6; Saveliev 2024, 170, fig. 4. 1-3.

11 Kuzmanov 1992, 277-279; Topoleanu 2012, 166-167; Kuzmanov-Minchev 2018, 99-110, 397-484.
12 Gling6r-Alper 2019, 166, 167, fig. 24.

13 Sheiko-Puklina 2019, 82.

14 Zhuravlev-Turova 2012, 376.

15 Chrzanovski-Zhuravlev 1998, 134.
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appears similar in form to Asia Minor type lamps, its handle structure differs, being
thick and spiral- shaped.

Nr4

Fig. 3. Lamp with Large, Plain Discus (No. 4)

4. “Amorium” Type

Two lamps discovered during foundation excavations in the city center of Sinop,
represent the lamp type known as the “Amorium” type, based on their form and slip
characteristics (Nos. 5, 6, Figs. 4. 5, 6)16. This mold-made lamps have biconical body
with a large, rounded central part, and have two narrow opposite ends, constituing the
handle and the nozzle. Biconvex walls, with a sharp angle in the join between the upper
and the under part of the body. In the middle of the body is situated the large round
filling-hole, surrounded by a high circular ring. They have long nozzle with a large oval
wick-hole and vertically raised knob handle. On several examples a semicircular ridge
marks off the nozzle top and the handle, separating them from the body. The lamps
stands on nearly flat, rounded foot.

16 Lightfoot 2003, 33, nos. 102-105.
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Nr.5 Nr. 6

Fig. 4. “Amorium” Type (Nos. 5, 6)

One of the distinctive characteristics of this type of lamp is its small size. Another
notable feature is the absence of decoration, except for the ridge between the knob
handle and the body, and another ridge between the wick-hole and the body. In many
examples—including those from Sinope—the slip is applied only to the upper part of the
lamp.

This type has recently been documented in large numbers at Amorium, where it
has been classified by the excavators as the “Amorium” typel?. Similar lamps have also
been found in Hadrianopolis, a city in the Paphlagonia region, where they have been
classified under the “boat-shaped” type and dated to the 4th century AD!8. Comparable
examples have been uncovered in the excavations of the Roman Theatrel? and Istanbul
Gate20 in Nicaea, and dated to the 4th and 5th centuries AD. A similar lamp, described
as crescent-shaped, was found in a tomb structure in Ctinur, Isparta?2!.

This type of lamp was especially popular in the Northern Pontic area. A large
number of examples have been found in sites such as Chersonesos, Panticapaeum, Tyra,

17 Lightfoot 2003, 33, nos. 102-105. For other Amorium examples, see. Schoolman 2012, 198-201, nos. 51-
S5, pl. 4/9.51-54, pl. 4/10.55.

18 Dagli 2008, cat. nos. 123, 124.

19 Meric¢ 2018, 87, pl. 9.

20 Inanan et al. 2020, 166, cat. nr. 1.

21 Firat 2016, 129, no. 4, fig. 6.
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[lurat, and Kitey22. In addition to southern Russia, similar lamps have also been
discovered in Bulgaria. Three more lamps of this type are preserved in the National
Museum of Warsaw?3. A comparable example is also part of the Paul Getty Museum
collection, where it is categorized under the “Amorium” type and dated to the 4th to mid-
Sth century AD24.

According to Chrzanovski and Zhuravlev, the type started at the end of the 3rd or
the beginning of the 4th century AD, was most intensively produced during the 4th
century AD, and late specimens were still made in the second half of the 5th and even
the beginning of the 6th century AD?25.

Without knowing with precision the exact place of manufacture of these lamps, it
is nevertheless possible, by their shape and clay characteristics, to localize it in Asia
Minor26.

5. Ovoid Lamps with Linear Patterns (Waagé 1941, Type 51; Hawari 2019, Type 6)

Three lamps in the Sinop Museum belong to this group (Nos. 7-9, Figs. 5.7-9).
The exact findspots of these lamps are unknown. However, it is known that they were
among the artifacts sent from the Istanbul Archaeological Museum in 1970, when the
new building of the Sinop Museum was opened to the public.

This type of lamp, classified by Waagé as Type 5127 and by Hawari as Type 628,
features an ovoid body formed by two molded parts. The clay is buff, light brown, or
gray. The body is slightly convex, the filling-hole is relatively large and surrounded with
a ridge, the nozzle is round and short, and the base is flat. The handle is upright, solid,
and mold-made. The shoulder is usually decorated with linear patterns, semicircles or
vegetal.

On lamp no. 7 (Fig. 5.7), the tongue motifs surrounding the wick-hole are
arranged in a schematic multipetaled rosette design on the shoulder. On lamp no. 8 (Fig.
5.8), the tongue motifs encircling the wick-hole are shorter and bordered below by
volutes placed symmetrically on either side of the nozzle. The lamps are unslipped, and
the clay contains fine sand and lime inclusions.

This type of lamp has been found in southern Syria, as well as in Southeastern
and Eastern Anatolia. In addition to lamps discovered in the excavations at Dura-
Europos?9, Antioch on the Orontes3?, and Zeugma3l, similar examples are also housed

22 Chrzanovski-Zhuravlev 1998, 142, 143, nos. 82, 83.

23 Bernhard 1955, no. 354, pl. 106.

24 Bussiére-Lindros-Wohl 2017, 397, nr. 542.

25 Chrzanovski-Zhuravlev 1998, 142, 143, nos. 82, 83.

26 Bussiére-Lindros-Wohl 2017, 397.

27 Waagé 1941, 66-67.

28 Hawari 2013, 179.

29 Baur 1947, 70, cat. nos. 404-411, pl. XIII

30 Waage 1941, 66, 67, nos. 152-154; Pamir 2014, fig. 9; Eblighatian 2019, 371, fig. 3.
31 Hawari 2013, 179, pl. 90. L132, pl. 91. L133-134
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in the museums of Mardin32?, Adiyaman33, Erzurum34, Malatya3s, Sanliurfa36, and
Gaziantep?3”.

This group of terracotta lamps in Sinop is similar in shape to Type 51 from
Antioch on the Orontes, where it is dated from the 3t into the 5t century ADS38.
Comparable lamps found in Zeugma have been dated to the first half of the 3rd century39.,
while those from Dura-Europos are dated to the 4th and Sth centuries*0.

¢

>

Nr.7

Nr. 8

¢

Nr. 9

e ——

Fig. 5. Ovoid Lamps with Linear Patterns (Waagé Type 51, Hawari Type 6) (Nos. 7-9)

32 Tosun Yildirim 2019, cat. nos. 39, 41.
33 Cemlek-Meral 2025, 167, cat. nos. 1-3.
34 Saracoglu 1997, cat. nr. 11

35 Canpolat 2019, cat. nos. 14-32.

36 Ozgiil 2012, 39-44, cat. Nos. 54-83.

37 Bayram 2020, cat. nos. 17, 18.

38 Waagé 1941, 66-67.

39 Hawari 2013, 179.

40 Baur 1947, 70.
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6. Long-nozzled Lamps with Grooves on the Nozzle

Two lamps in the Sinop Museum collection have been evaluated under this
category (Nos. 10, 11, Figs. 6. 10, 11). Unfortunately, the findspots of these lamps are
unknown. These mold-made lamps are characterized by a piriform body with a biconvex
profile. The flat upper part features a large filling-hole, surrounded by a high raised rim.
A rim encircles both the discus and the elongated nozzle. The shoulder is decorated with
a pattern of raised lines and a small vertical conical handle is attached at the back, while
the flat, round base is defined by a circular bead. All of these features are common to
both lamps. Lamps Nos. 10 and 11 also share similar decorative elements and clay
colors, ranging from pale yellow to very pale brown. The only difference between the two
is the shape of the upper part: no. 10 has a sloping shoulder, whereas no. 11 has a flat
top surface.

This type of lamp has been widely found in Northern Syria, Cyprus, and various
centers in Southern Anatolia. Similar examples, discovered in nearby ancient cities, are
housed in the museums of Adana*!, Sanliurfa42, Mardin43, Gaziantep#4, and Adiyaman4s.
Menzel examined this type under the category of Syro-Palestinian lamps and dated it to
the 4th century AD#6. Bailey included similar examples in the Cyprus section and dated
them to the 7th century AD4%7. Comparable lamps found in Cyprus have also been
categorized by Oziol as Type 19 and dated to the 7th century AD48. Its tempered clay and
coarse appearance suggest a higher likelihood of late dating.

Nr.10 Nr. 11

Fig. 6. Long-nozzled Lamps with Grooves on the Nozzle (Nos. 10, 11)

41 Keskin 2022, 54, nr. 24.

42 Ozguil 2012, nos. 10-13.

43 Tosun Yildirim 2019, nr. 87.

44 Bayram 2020, nos. 30-33.

45 Cemlek-Meral 2025, 170, nos. 10, 11.
46 Menzel 1969, 100.

47 Bailey 1988, 318.

48 Oziol 1977, 260.
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7. Oval Shape with Fish-Tail Handle (Waagé 1941, Type 56)

This type has a mold-made biconical body of oval shape. A large central filling-
hole edged by a raised ring. There is a line in relief joining the wick hole to the filling-
hole and the handle. A relief line extends from the base is eye-shaped rather than oval
form at the bottom of the lamp toward the nozzle tip and the handle area. This group
includes six lamps featuring vegetal or geometric decorations in relief on their shoulders
and a high, curved vertical handle. There are palm branch motives on some examples.

Nr. 12 Nr. 14

Nr. 15 Nr. 16 Nr. 17

‘\ R m__y‘

Fig. 7. Oval Shape with Fish-tail Handle (Waagé 1941, Type 56) (Nos. 12-17)
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These lamps form the largest group among the Late Antique period lamps in the
Sinop Museum (Nos. 12-17, Figs. 7. 12-17). Often referred to in the literature as lamps
of Syro-Palestinian origin, some of these examples were discovered by the Sinop Museum
during excavations in the city center+® or were found accidentally during construction
activities. The area where they have been most frequently found is Demircikéy, located
near Sinope, known for its famous production workshops of Sinopean amphorae. Molds
belonging to these lamps have also been discovered in Demircikdy, indicating local
production.

Close parallels of this type of lamp were primarily produced in the hinterlands of
Syria, Palestine, and AntiochS0. The closest parallels come from AntiochS5l. These are
generally dated to the 6th and 7th centuries AD. However, the Sinope examples differ in
being longer and more oval in shape. While they do not have exact parallels, certain
examples among the Jerash-type lamps could be considered distant analogies to this
type of lamp produced in Sinope52.

Only one exact parallel has been found in Chersonesos, which is unique within
the Northern Pontic region. It was discovered in the central district of the city and is now
housed in the State Historical Museum in Moscow33. The handle of this fully preserved
lamp is shaped like a fish tail, suggesting that the handles of the Sinope examples may
have had a similar form. Indeed, it is observed that the handle of lamp no. 15 (Fig. 7.15)
in the Sinop collection also terminates in a fish tail shape.

According to the parallels, these lamps can be dated to the 6th and 7th centuries
AD.

8. Sinope Type

Two lamps in the Sinop Museum are evaluated under this category. Although the
first of these lamps is known to have been found in Sinope, its precise findspot is not
documented (No. 18, Fig. 8. 18). The other lamp was discovered in a grave during a
rescue excavation carried out by the Sinop Museum in the Gelincik District (No. 19, Fig.
8. 19). These lamps are mold-made and have a biconvex body. They were produced using
two separate molds (upper and lower), and both the handle and the nozzle are made as
a single piece. The vertically extended handle rises well above the height of the body.
These two lamps constitute a unique group in terms of both form and decoration.

49 Kan-Sahin and Aksoy 2019, 353, 358, nos. 13-15, fig. 4.

50 Oziol 1977, 272, 273, pl. 45, no. 825; Bailey 1988, 290, pl. 61, Q 2347
51 Waagé 1941, 67, 68, Type 56, pl. 81, nos. 175-176

52 Hadad 1997, 170, fig. 37.

53 Zhuravlev 2012, 30, fig. 12a-b.
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Nr.18 Nr. 19

Fig. 8. Sinope Type (Nos. 18, 19)

Lamp no. 18 (Fig. 8. 18) features relief linear decorations. One straight and two
curved raised lines encircle the wick hole and continue between the filling and wick
holes, eventually extending toward the handle, enclosing the filling-hole in the process.
This uninterrupted decorative line forms a four-part stylized leaf beginning at the base
of the handle. This specific area shows a distant resemblance to examples with palmette
handles34. The motif, resembling the veins of a leaf, also bears similarity to a fishbone
in appearance. On the lower part of the lamp, a slightly raised line runs from the nozzle
toward the handle, gradually expanding in the middle and forming a slightly elevated
oval base.

Lamp no. 19 (Fig. 8. 19) is similar in form to the previous example. Also made
with two molds, this lamp displays a raised line that encircles the nozzle and continues
around the filling-hole entirely. The lines broaden toward the handle, ending at the base

54 Bailey 1988, 323, PL. 73, Q2645; 392, P1. 114, Q3205; 400, P1. 115, Q3236.
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of the handle. As in no. 18, the handle is raised significantly above the height of the
body. The decoration on the handle consists of a geometric frame enclosing a stylized
palmette motif with three prominent branches. The base structure is identical to that of
lamp no. 18.

A thorough review of the available literature reveals that no complete or near-
complete parallels to these lamps have been identified. However, fragments of nozzles,
handles, and bodies similar to this type have been found during the excavations of the
Balatlar Building Complex in Sinop, within fill layersss.

Given the absence of comparable examples from Egypt (a leading center in lamp
production), Western Anatolia and the Aegean Islands, or other workshops across the
Mediterranean basin—including major centers such as Tarsus, Cilicia, Syria, Palestine,
and North Africa—it is highly probable that this type represents a local production,
manufactured in or near Sinope. The fact that similar fragments have only been found
at the Balatlar Building Complex further supports this argument.

The leaf-like shape visible in the top view of the lamp, the crescent form created by the
raised nozzle and handle in profile view, and the grip design are reminiscent of lamp
types dating to the 6th and 7th centuries AD.

Conclusion

Lamps numbered 1 and 2, examined in this study, reflect the typical formal and
decorative characteristics of the period in which they were produced, namely the 5th and
6th centuries AD. However, their findspots, as well as their clay and slip features, strongly
suggest the possibility of local production in Sinope workshops. Lamp no. 3, the only
example in this study that is not a Sinope find, originated from Nicomedia and entered
the museum collection through donation. With its form and base decoration, it also
reflects the characteristics of the Late Antique period. Lamp no. 4, with its handle twisted
almost like a rolled band and two opposing raised dot decorations placed near the nozzle
tip, reflects features typical of the Black Sea basin. Lamps numbered 5 and 6 share the
same characteristics and were likely brought to Sinope from the vicinity of Amorium.

Lamps no. 7, 8, and 9 were sent to the Sinop Museum by the Istanbul
Archaeological Museum in the 1970s. Although their exact provenance is unknown,
their form and decorative features point to workshops in Syria and Mesopotamia. Lamps
no. 10 and 11 also represent mold-made, almond-shaped lamps typical of Syrian and
Mesopotamian production in the Late Antique period.

One of the most noteworthy groups in the study is formed by lamps numbered 12
through 17. These were found in Demircikdy, near Sinope, a location well known for its
amphora production. The discovery of lamp molds in the same area strongly indicates
local manufacture. A single identical example was found in Chersonesos, and it was
likely transported there as part of a ship’s cargo from the port of Sinope. Except for lamp
no. 15, the handles of all lamps in this group housed in the Sinop Museum are
unfortunately not preserved. The complete example from Chersonesos, with its high,
curved handle shaped like a fish tail, suggests that the Sinope examples may have
originally had similar handles. Lamp no. 15 further supports this assumption. These are
mold-made lamps dated to the 6th and 7th centuries.

55 Gungor-Alper 2019, 166, figs. 20-23.
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Perhaps the most significant finding of the research on the Late Antique lamps in
the Sinop Museum is the identification of a locally produced, distinctive Sinope-type
lamp. For this reason, two lamps in this group have been classified as “Sinope Type”.
While their handles and forms resemble those of contemporary workshop productions,
they stand out for their unique decorative elements as well as their clay and slip
characteristics.
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Catalogue

Abbreviations: L.: Length; W.: Width; H.: Height

1. Miltner 1937, Asia Minor Type; Broneer 1930, Type 29, Group 4
No. 1 (Fig. 1.1)

Sinop Museum Inv. No. 2.2.97

Sinop, Demircikdy 1997 excavations.

L. 7.7 cm; W. 5.3 cm; H. 2.3 cm; H. (with handle) 3.3 cm.

Clay: 5 YR 6/6 (reddish yellow)

Intact. Fabric contains some mica and tiny lime. Surface unslipped on exterior and
interior. Burn marks on nozzle.

Mold-made lamp in almond form. Convex shoulder and vertical, small and unpierced
handle. Two concentric circles enclosing wreath like motif on discus. Round and concave
discus, filling-hole and wick-hole is small. Dot patterns on shoulder, tongues between
nozzle and discus. A fishtail at the base of the handle, oblique grooves marking off the
nozzle.

References: Miltner 1937, taf. XIII, nr. 216; Perlzweig 1961, pl. 44, nr. 2807; Bruneau
1965, pl. 33, 4702-4704; Bailey 1988, nos. Q3154, Q3155; Hayes 1992, 80, 82, pl. 18,
nos. 1-6; Karivieri 1996, pl. 48, 305; Cokay-Kepce 2011, nos. 3-4; Lafli and Kan-Sahin
2013, 365, 366, nr. 24; Akrivopoulou et al. 2019, 70, fig. 11, 12.

Date: Perlzweig 1961, second half of the 6th century AD; Bruneau 1965, 5th century AD;
Bailey 1988, 500-600 AD; Hayes 1992, early 6th century AD; Karivieri 1996, 6th century
AD; Akrivopoulou et al. 2019, 5th century AD.

No. 2 (Fig. 1.2)

Sinop Museum Inv. No. 3.7.007

Kefevi District, Sinop. It was found on the Parcel Nr. 195 during the rescue excavation
of Sinop Museum.

L. 6.3 cm; W. 4.6 cm; H. 2.7 cm.

Clay: 5 YR 7/4 (pink); Slip: 2.5 YR 6/8 (light red)

Intact except for handle. Minor chips on surface.

Mold-made. Vertical handle. Striated convex shoulder. Slightly concave discus
surrounded by a ridge. Central filling-hole. Rounded nozzle. raised wick-hole area. Base-
ring marked off by two grooves.

References: Bailey 1988, 384, Q3121; Metin 2012, 224, nos. K672-K674; Bussiére and
Lindros-Wohl 2017, 389, nr. 529.

Date: Bailey 1988, 500-600 AD; Bussiére and Lindros-Wohl 2017, Sth- 6th centuries AD.

2. Lamp with Concentric Circle Decoration
No. 3 (Fig. 2.3)

Sinop Museum Inv. No. 9.23.84

Donation. Its inventory record indicates that it was found in izmit (Nicomedia)
L. 8.2 cm; W. 5.7 cm; H. 3 cm; H. (with handle) 3.5 cm.

Clay: 2.5 YR 7/6 (light red); Slip: S YR 7/6 (reddish yellow)

Intact except for the tip of the nozzle. Burn marks on nozzle.
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Mold-made lamp. Narrow plain rim separated from large, concave discus by theree
molded rings which are set off by grooves; molded ring surrounding filling-hole.
Vertical incised palm branch on flat, oval base; dotted lines around discus.

References: (close) Shier 1978, 131, pl. 40, nr. 374; Metin 2012, 233, nos. 783, 784;
Ekin-Meric 2018, 75-76, pl. 9, nos. 52-56; inanan et al. 2020, 171-174, cat. nr. 5-12.
Date: Shier 1978, late 3rd- 4th centuries AD; Metin 2012, late 5th-6th centuries AD; Ekin-
Meric 2018, 5th- end of the 7t centuries AD; Inanan et al. 2020, 5th- end of the 7th
centuries AD.

3. Lamp with Large, Plain Discus

No. 4 (Fig. 3.4)

Sinop Museum Inv. No. 2.133.54

Sinop. 1951-1954 excavations.

L. 7.1 cm; W. 4.8 cm; H. 3.3 cm.

Clay: 5 YR 7/8 (reddish yellow)

Intact except for a small piece of the tip of the nozzle. The break on the nozzle has been
repaired and restored. Small chips on surface.

Mold-made lamp. Pear-shaped body with a long, rounded nozzle. Large, plain, concave
discus, surrounded by a circular groove and a raised rim. Central, small filling-hole. The
nozzle has a small, plain area on its top, in the middle of which is the wick-hole. On
each side of the nozzle are two large, raised dots. A large band ring-handle, was applied
to the rear.

References: (similar) Sheiko and Puklina 2019, 82, fig. 7, 5.6. (close profile, handle,
nozzle and large raised dots on nozzle), Saveliev 2024, 170, fig. 4. 1-3.

Date: Sorochan 1982, 3rd-4th centuries AD; Sheiko and Puklina 2019, second quarter of
3rd- end of 4th centuries AD; GuUngor-Alper 2019, 3rd-4th centuries AD; Saveliev 2024,
3rd-4th centuries AD.

4. “Amorium” Type
No. 5 (Fig. 4.5)

Sinop Museum Inv. No. 5.5.71

Sinop. Purchase.

L. 8 cm; W. 5 cm; H. 3.1 cm; H. (with handle) 4.3 cm.

Clay: 7.5 YR 7/4 (pink); Slip: 5 YR 6/4 (light reddish brown)

Intact except for a small piece of the tip of the nozzle. Burn marks on nozzle.
Mold-made. Biconical body with a large, rounded central part, two narrow opposite ends,
constituing the handle and the nozzle. Biconvex walls, with a sharp angle in the join
between the upper and the under part of the body. In the middle of the body is situated
the large round filling-hole, surrounded by a high circular ring. Long nozzle with a large
wick-hole and vertically raised handle. Nearly flat, rounded foot.

References: Chrzanovski and Zhuravlev 1998, nos. 82-83; Dagli 2008, pl. 32, nos. 123,
124; Schoolman 2012, 198, 199, 200, 201, nos. 51-55, pl. 4/9.51-54, pl. 4/10.55; Firat
2016, 129, no. 4, fig. 6; Bussiére and Lindros-Wohl 2017, 397, nr. 542; Inanan et al.
2020, 166, cat. nr. 1.

Date: 4th to mid-5th centuries AD.
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No. 6 (Fig. 4.6)

Sinop Museum Inv. No. 2.1.09

Sinop. Kefevi District.

L. 8.1 cm; W. 5.3 cm; H. 3.1 cm; H. (with handle) 4.4 cm.

Clay: 7.5 YR 4/1 (dark grey); Slip: 7.5 YR 5/1 (grey)

Intact. Burn marks on nozzle.

Mold-made. Biconical body with a large, rounded central part, two narrow opposite ends,
constituing the handle and the nozzle. Biconvex walls, with a sharp angle in the join
between the upper and the under part of the body. In the middle of the body is situated
the large round filling-hole, surrounded by a high circular ring. Long nozzle with a large
wick-hole and vertically raised handle. Nearly flat, rounded foot.

References: Chrzanovski and Zhuravlev 1998, nos. 82-83; Dagli 2008, pl. 32, nos. 123,
124; Schoolman 2012, 198, 199, 200, 201, nos. 51-55, pl. 4/9.51-54, pl. 4/10.55; Firat
2016, 129, no. 4, fig. 6; Bussiére and Lindros-Wohl 2017, 397, nr. 542; Inanan et al.
2020, 166, cat. nr. 1.

Date: 4th to mid-5th centuries AD.

5. Ovoid Lamps with Linear Patterns (Waagé Type 51, Hawari Type 6)
No. 7 (Fig. 5.7)

Sinop Museum Inv. No. 9.39.70

It was sent from Istanbul Archaeological Museum to Sinop Museum in 1970. The
findspot is unknown.

L. 8.3 cm; W. 6.3 cm; H. 2.5 cm.

Clay: 5 YR 6/4 (light reddish brown)

Intact. Traces of burning around nozzle.

Mold-made, slightly convex ovoid body. Large filling-hole surrounded with a ridge.
Round and short nozzle. Flat base. Upright, solid, and mold-made handle.

The decoration around the filling-hole consists of a schematic multipetaled rosette
design radiating from the ring of the filling-hole.

References: Form: Waageé 1941, 66, 67, nos. 152-154, fig. 80; Baur 1947, 70, cat. nos.
404-411, pl. XIII; Ozgul 2012, 39-44, cat. nos. 54-83; Hawari 2013, 179, pl. 90. L132,
Pl. 91. L133-134; Eblighatian 2019, 371, fig. 3; Tosun Yildirim 2019, cat. nos. 31-42;
Canpolat 2019, cat. nos. 14-32; Bayram 2020, cat. nos. 17, 18; Cemlek and Meral 2025,
167, cat. nos. 1-3.

Form and decoration: Svobodova 2006, 86, nr. 247; Ozgiil 2012, 39-44, cat. nos. 63-68,
70; Pamir 2014, fig. 9; Tosun Yildirim 2019, cat. no. 34; Cemlek and Meral 2025, 167,
cat. nos. 1-2.

Date: Waagé 1941, 3rd into the 5th centuries AD; Baur 1947, 4th-5th centuries AD; Hawari
2013, first half of 3rd century AD.

No. 8 (Fig. 5.8)

Sinop Museum Inv. No. 9.40.70

It was sent from Istanbul Archaeological Museum to Sinop Museum in 1970. The
findspot is unknown.

L. 9 cm; W. 6.3 cm; H. (with handle) 3.4 cm.

Clay: 2.5Y 7/2 (light grey)

Intact. Small chips on surface.
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Mold-made, slightly convex ovoid body. Large filling-hole surrounded with a ridge.
Round and short nozzle. Flat base surrounded by a ring. Upright, solid, and mold-made
handle.

On rim a schematic multipetaled rosette design surrounding ridge of filling-hole; around
it a row of double volutes.

References: Form: Waagé 1941, 66, 67, nos. 152-154, fig. 80; Baur 1947, 70, cat. nos.
404-411, pl. XIII; Ozguil 2012, 39-44, cat. nos. 54-83; Hawari 2013, 179, pl. 90. L132,
pl. 91. L133-134; Eblighatian 2019, 371, fig. 3; Tosun Yildirnm 2019, cat. nos. 31-42;
Canpolat 2019, cat. nos. 14-32; Bayram 2020, cat. nos. 17, 18; Cemlek and Meral 2025,
167, cat. nos. 1-3.

Form and decoration: Baur 1947, pl. XIII, no. 407; Ozgtil 2012, 39-44, cat. nos. 71, 72;
Tosun Yildirim 2019, cat. nos. 39, 41.

Date: Waage 1941, 3d into the 5th centuries AD; Baur 1947, 4th-5th centuries AD; Hawari
2013, first half of 3rd century AD.

No. 9 (Fig. 5.9)

Sinop Museum Inv. No. 9.35.70

It was sent from Istanbul Archaeological Museum to Sinop Museum in 1970. The
findspot is unknown.

L. 8.6 cm; W. 6.4 cm; H. 2.6 cm.

Clay:10 YR 7/4 (very pale brown)

Intact. Traces of burning around nozzle.

Mold-made, slightly convex ovoid body. Large filling-hole surrounded with a ridge.
Round and short nozzle. Flat base. Upright, solid, and mold-made handle.
Undecorated shoulder.

References: Form: Waagé 1941, 66, 67, nos. 152-154, fig. 80; Baur 1947, 70, cat. nos.
404-411, pl. XIII; Ozguil 2012, 39-44, cat. nos. 54-83; Hawari 2013, 179, pl. 90. L132,
pl. 91. L133-134; Eblighatian 2019, 371, fig. 3; Tosun Yildirnm 2019, cat. nos. 31-42;
Canpolat 2019, cat. nos. 14-32; Bayram 2020, cat. nos. 17, 18; Cemlek and Meral 2025,
167, cat. nos. 1-3.

Date: Waage 1941, 3rd into the 5th centuries AD; Baur 1947, 4th-5th centuries AD; Hawari
2013, first half of 3rd century AD.

6. Long-nozzled Lamps with Grooves on the Nozzle
No. 10 (Fig. 6.10)

Sinop Museum Inv. No. 16.1.75

The findspot is unknown.

L. 8 cm; W. 5.7 cm; H. 3 cm.

Clay: 2.5Y 8/2 (yellow)

Intact. Burn marks on nozzle.

Mold-made, with applied tall, conical, unpierced handle. Sharply carinated, piriform
body; wide filling-hole with raised rim; channel to wick hole. Circular base ring.

Wide, rounded shoulder decorated with pattern of raised lines.

References: Vessberg 1953, pl. III, nos. 22, 23; Oziol 1977, pl. 43, nr. 771; Bailey 1988,
318, 02619; Ozgul 2012, nos. 10-13; Tosun Yildirim 2019, nr. 87; Bayram 2020, nos.
30-33; Lightfoot 2021, 337, cat. nr. 44; Keskin 2022, 54, nr. 24; Cemlek and Meral 2025,
170, nos. 10, 11.
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Date: Oziol 1977, 7th century AD; Bailey 1988, 7th century AD; Lightfoot 2021, 7th century
AD.

No. 11 (Fig. 6.11)

Sinop Museum Inv. No. 9.37.70

It was sent from Istanbul Archaeological Museum to Sinop Museum in 1970. The
findspot is unknown.

L. 9.5cm; W. 6.3 cm; H. 3.3 cm.

Clay: 10 YR 8/3 (very pale brown)

Intact except for handle. Traces of burning around wick-hole.

Mold-made. Piriform body with a biconvex profile. Wide, central filling-hole with raised
rim; channel to wick-hole. Flat upper part decorated with a pattern of raised lines.
References: Ozguil 2012, nos. 28-31; Tosun Yildirim 2019, cat. nr. 71.

Date: 7th century AD.

7. Oval Shape with Fish-tail Handle (Waagé 1941, Type 56)
No. 12 (Fig. 7.12)

Sinop Museum. Inv. No. 5.2.99

It was found during a foundation excavation in the city center of Sinop.

L. 13.4 cm; W. 6.3 cm; H. 4 cm; H. (with handle) 5 cm.

Slip and clay: 2.5 YR 7/8 (light red)

Handle and nozzle broken.

Mold-made biconical, oval body; rectangular stub handle; raised rim around the filling-
hole; oval ring base. A relief line extends from the oval ring base at the bottom of the
lamp toward the nozzle tip and the handle area.

Line in relief joining the wick hole to the filling-hole and the handle. Palm branch motives
on either side of the rim on top.

References: Waagé 1941, 67-68, Type 56, pl. 81, nos 175-176; Zhuravlev 2012, 30, fig.
12a-b; Kan-Sahin and Aksoy 2019, Type 4, cat. 13, fig. 4.

Date: 6th—7th centuries AD.

No. 13 (Fig. 7.13)

Sinop Museum Inv. No. 5.3.99

It was found during a foundation excavation in the city center of Sinop.

L. 12.2 cm; W. 6.1 cm; H. 4.1 cm; H. (with handle) 5.2 cm.

Clay: 7.5 YR 8/4 (pink); Slip: 7.5 YR 8/2 (pinkish white)

Handle and nozzle broken. Burn marks on nozzle.

Mold-made biconical, oval body; rectangular stub handle; raised rim around the filling-
hole; oval ring base. A relief line extends from the oval ring base at the bottom of the
lamp toward the nozzle tip and the handle area.

Line in relief joining the wick hole to the filling-hole and the handle. Decoration on the
shoulder worn.

References: Waagé 1941, 67-68, Type 56, pl. 81, nos 175-176; Zhuravlev 2012, 30, fig.
12a-b; Kan-Sahin and Aksoy 2019, Type 4, cat. 13, fig. 4.

Date: 6th—7th centuries AD.
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No. 14 (Fig. 7.14)

Sinop Museum Inv. No. 2.1.97

Sinop, Demircikdy 1997 excavations.

L. 12 cm; W. 6.5 cm; H. 3.9 cm; H. (with handle) 4.9 cm.

Slip: 5 YR 7/6 (reddish yellow)

Handle and nozzle broken. Burn marks on nozzle.

Mold-made biconical, oval body; rectangular stub handle; raised rim around the filling-
hole; oval ring base. A relief line extends from the oval ring base at the bottom of the
lamp toward the nozzle tip and the handle area.

Line in relief joining the wick hole to the filling-hole and the handle. Decoration on the
shoulder worn.

References: Waagé 1941, 67-68, Type 56, pl. 81, nos 175-176; Zhuravlev 2012, 30, fig.
12a-b; Kan-Sahin and Aksoy 2019, Type 4, cat. 13, fig. 4.

Date: 6th—7th centuries AD.

No. 15 (Fig. 7.15)

Sinop Museum Inv. No. 1.6.94

Sinop, Demircikdy 1994 excavations.

L. 13.3 cm; W. 6.9 cm; H. 4.3 cm.

Clay: 10 YR 7/4 (very pale brown); Slip: 10 YR 8/2 (very pale brown)

The tip of the nozzle, the end of the vertical handle, and a section of the lower part of the
body broken. Burn marks on nozzle.

Mold-made biconical, oval body; high, curved vertical handle; raised rim around the
filling-hole; oval ring base. A relief line extends from the oval ring base at the bottom of
the lamp toward the nozzle tip and the handle area.

Line in relief joining the wick hole to the filling-hole. A palm branch joining the wick hole
to the handle. Greek letters (?) on either side of the rim on top. Decoration on the nozzle
worn.

References: Waagé 1941, 67-68, Type 56, pl. 81, nos 175-176; Zhuravlev 2012, 30, fig.
12a-b; Kan-Sahin and Aksoy 2019, Type 4, cat. 13, fig. 4.

Date: 6th—7th centuries AD.

No. 16 (Fig. 7.16)

Sinop Museum Inv. No. 1.7.94

Sinop, Demircikdy 1994 excavations.

L. 12 cm; W. 6.8 cm; H. 4 cm.

Clay: 2.5 YR 7/4 (light reddish brown); Slip: 10 YR 8/2 (very pale brown)

The nozzle, handle and the area between the filling-hole and the nozzle broken. Body
restored. Burn marks on nozzle.

Mold-made biconical, oval body; rectangular stub handle; raised rim around the filling-
hole; oval ring base. A relief line extends from the oval ring base at the bottom of the
lamp toward the nozzle tip and the handle area.

A palm branch joining the wick hole to the handle. Greek letters (?) on either side of the
rim on top.

References: Waagé 1941, 67-68, Type 56, pl. 81, nos 175-176; Zhuravlev 2012, 30, fig.
12a-b; Kan-Sahin and Aksoy 2019, Type 4, cat. 13, fig. 4.

Date: 6th—7th centuries AD.
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No. 17 (Fig. 7.17)

Sinop Museum Inv. No. 1.10.94

Sinop, Demircikdy 1994 excavations.

L. 9.8 cm; W. 6.3 cm; H. 3.2 cm.

Clay: 10YR 7/4 (very pale brown); Slip: 10 YR 8/2 (very pale brown)

The nozzle and the handle broken. Burn marks on nozzle.

Mold-made biconical, oval body; raised rim around the filling-hole; oval ring base. A relief
line extends from the oval ring base at the bottom of the lamp toward the nozzle tip and
the handle area.

Line in relief joining the wick hole to the filling-hole. Greek letters (?) on either side of
the rim on top. Decoration on the nozzle worn.

References: Waagé 1941, 67-68, Type 56, pl. 81, nos 175-176; Zhuravlev 2012, 30, fig.
12a-b; Kan-Sahin and Aksoy 2019, Type 4, cat. 13, fig. 4.

Date: 6th-7th centuries AD.

8. Sinope Type
No. 18 (Fig. 8. 18)

Sinop Museum Inv. No. 8.98.70

The findspot is unknown.

L. 10.6 cm; W. 6.6 cm; H. 3.6 cm; H. (with handle) 5.7 cm.

Clay: 7.5 YR 8/3 (pink); Slip: 2.5 YR 5/6 (red)

Broken piezes on the side of the body and the bottom. Body restored. Burn marks on
nozzle. Contains calcite and sand inclusions.

Mold-made biconical, body; vertical handle; raised rim around the filling-hole; slightly
raised oval base. A relief line extends from the oval ring base at the bottom of the lamp
toward the nozzle tip and the handle area.

Line in relief joining the wick hole to the filling-hole. Stylized vegetal motif on the handle.
References: Gungor-Alper 2019, 166, figs. 20-23.

Date: 6th—7th centuries AD.

No. 19 (Fig. 8. 19)

Sinop Museum Inv. No. 15.2.99

Sinop, Gelincik District/ Kiremitc¢iler Road. It was found in a grave (Number 5) during
the museum rescue excavation.

L. 9.5 cm; W. 6.8 cm; H. 3.6 cm; H. (with handle) 4.7 cm.

Clay: 10 YR 8/3 (very pale brown); Slip: 2.5 YR 6/6 (light red)

Intact except the tip of the nozzle. Burn marks on nozzle. Contains calcite and sand
inclusions.

Mold-made biconical, body; vertical handle; raised rim around the filling-hole; slightly
raised oval base. A relief line extends from the oval ring base at the bottom of the lamp
toward the nozzle tip and the handle area.

Line in relief joining the wick hole to the filling-hole. Stylized vegetal motif on the handle.
References: Gungor-Alper 2019, 166, figs.20-23.

Date: 6th—7th centuries AD.
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Analyses of Saint George (Kirk Dam Alti) Church Paint Layers Using
ESEM-EDX&FTIR Methods

Saint George (Kirk Dam Alty) Kilisesi ESEM-EDX ve FTIR Metodu ile Boya Tabakast
Analizleri

Hande Giiné6zii Ulusoy*

Oz

Bu calismada; Kapadokya Bélgesi, Ihlara Vadisi, Bizans Dénemi, Saint George (Kirk Dam Alty Kilisesi
duvar resimlerinden alinan boya 6rnekleri, kesit ve toz haline getirilerek ESEM-EDX (Philips-FET XL 3D-
ESEM-FEG OXFORD X MAX 80 mm2 Xray Detector/ INCA software) ve FTIR (Fourier Transform Infrared
Spectroscopy) aletli analiz metotlan kullanilarak, boya tabakalarimin stratigrafisi ve karakterizasyonu
aciga cikartilmustir. Marcell Restle’nin yapida gorsel incelemeye dayanarak yaptigi boya tarumlamalart ile
analiz sonuglarn tutarlidik gdéstermistir. ESEM-EDX ve FTIR sonuglar, kullarulan pigmentlerin agurlikl
olarak kirmizi, yesil ve sar okra tonlart oldugunu géstermektedir. Gri-mavi boya drneginin; karbon siyahi,
smalt ve ultramarin ile caput mortuum’un karistinlmaswyla olusturuldugu, lacivert renk elde etmek icin
karbon siyahinin, gypsum ile kanistirdarak kullanildigt ve beyaz renk icin saf gypsum kullanildigt ortaya
ctkardmustir, érneklerde saptanan fosfor (P) kazein kullanimini diistindiirmekle birlikte kazeinin tempera
olarak kullanimina dair ileri analiz metotlan ile arastinimast gerekmektedir. llaveten, ESEM-EDX ve FTIR
yontemlerinin boya katmanlariun stratigrafisinin agiga cikartimasinda kullanilmaswun, avantaj ve
dezavantajlar tizerine deginilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ihlara Vadisi, Saint George Kilisesi, Kirk Dam Altt Kilisesi, Boya Tabakast
Karaterizasyonu, Kapadokya Bizans Sanatt.

Abstract

This study investigates the characterization of the wall paint layers of Saint George (Kirk Dam Alti) Church,
a Byzantine-period rock-cut structure located in the Peristrema area of Ihlara Valley, Cappadocia. To
identify the paint layers, the stratigraphy and composition of cross-sections and powdered samples were
analyzed using ESEM-EDX (Philips-FET XL 3D-ESEM-FEG OXFORD X MAX 80 mm? X-ray Detector/INCA
software) and Fourier Transform Infrared Spectroscopy (FTIR). The paint analyses result roughly align
with Marcell Restle’s visual predictions. The ESEM-EDX and FTIR results indicate that the pigments used
are predominantly shades of red, green, and yellow ochre. The analysis of the dark blue paint sample
shows that carbon black was mixed with gypsum. A detailed examination of the blue paint sample reveals
a gray-blue tone achieved by mixing carbon black, smalt, ultramarine, and caput mortuum. Pure gypsum
was used for the achieve white, while the presence of phosphorus (P) across the samples indicates the use
of casein, as identified in FTIR and ESEM-EDX analyses. A future analysis is needed to clarify the presence
of casein used as tempera. Additionally, the advantages and disadvantages of using ESEM-EDX and FTIR
methods for characterizing the stratigraphy of paint layers are discussed.

Keywords: Ihlara Valley, Saint George Church, Kirk Dam Alti Church, Characterization of Paint Layer,
Byzantium Art in Cappadocia.

* Dr., Istanbul University, Research Institute of Turkology, Istanbul.
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This study focuses on the stratigraphy and chemical composition of fifteen
paint layer samples from the architectural painted surfaces of Saint George Church
by using ESEM-EDX and FTIR methods. All analyses were conducted in 2012 at the
laboratories of the Science Department of the Getty Conservation Institute (GCI) in
Los Angeles, United States. The selection of samples and methods was supervised by
Prof. Dr. Giacomo Chiari, who was the Head of the GCI Science Department in 2012.
The ESEM-EDX analyses were carried out with Dr. David Carson, General Director
of the GCI Science Department, and the FTIR analyses were performed with Dr. Lee
Lym, Assistant Scientist at the GCI Science Department.

Saint George Church, also known as, Church of the Forty Roofs (Kirk Dam
Alti) is located in the Ihlara Valley “Peristrema” at Cappadocia Turkey. According the
Marcell Restle’s architectural descriptions; the rock-cut church is of the one aisled-
basilica plan type and additionally “a completely irregular chamber with arcosolium
niches on all sides and burial chambers lower down, at the bottom of the cave. The
apse has come away from the main chamber to a very considerable extent. A vaulted
roof” . The interior architectural surfaces of the church are adorned with wall
paintings, depicting scenes such as the Ascension of Christ, the Crucifixion, and the
Transfiguration, Saint George, and donor portraits. The church's inscription provides
information about its dedication to Saint George and its donors. According to the
inscription, the church was constructed during the reigns of Emperor Andronikos II
and Sultan Mesud II, with estimates suggesting it was built between 1282-1304 or
1283-12952 (Figs. 1-6).

To determine the stratigraphy and characterization of the wall painting
support, plaster, and paint layers of the Church of Saint George in Ihlara Valley,
various instrumental analysis methods were employed. These included ESEM-EDX
(Philips-FET XL 3D-ESEM-FEG OXFORD X MAX 80 mm? X-ray Detector/INCA
software) and FTIR (Fourier-Transform Infrared Spectroscopy). As the
characterization analyses of the plaster and support layers of Saint George Church
in Thlara Valley have been previously published in detail, this study does not delve
into the results of these analyses3. The primary aim of this study was to map and
identify the stratigraphy of the paint layers and their chemical composition. Cross-
sections were prepared by including both the intonaco layer and the paint layer, and
general stratigraphic mapping was first performed using a polarizing microscope
image transfer system. Subsequently, the samples were scanned using ESEM-EDX
to reveal their stratigraphy, and point spectra were extracted from necessary areas.
Samples with complex and multi-layered compositions were separated into individual
layers, powdered, and examined using the FTIR method. This study, however, will
focus solely on the stratigraphy and chemical composition of the paint layers. The
paint samples collected from Saint George Church were labeled as SNG, short for
"Saint George" followed by the sample number and "P" for "paint." The locations and
descriptions of the samples are provided in the table (Figs.25-27).

Analysis Methods

For to identification the paint layers, stratigraphy and the composition of the
cross sections are analyzed by ESEM-EDX (Philips-FET XL 3D-ESEM-FEG OXFORD
X MAX 80 mm?2 X-ray Detector/ INCA software), Fourier Transform Infrared
Spectroscopy (FTIR) instrumental methods. Cross-sections were prepared by
including both the thin plaster layer and the paint layer, and general stratigraphic
mapping was first performed using a polarizing microscope imaging system. Samples

1 Restle1967,1: 176

2 Restle 1967 I: 66, 176-177; Restle 1967 III: fig. LX, 510-516, Kostof 1989: 275

3 Ulusoy-Guindzu 2021: 152-153; Ulusoy-Gtinézta 2017: 271, 294; Gtindézt 2014: 32, 44;
Gunoza 2016: 25,46;
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were scanned using ESEM-EDX to identify their stratigraphy, and point spectra
mostly were extracted from pigments. Samples with multi-layered and complex
compositions were separated into individual layers, powdered, and examined using
the FTIR and ESEM-EDX methods.

Although the ESEM-EDX method for mapping and point spectrum scanning
does not provide detailed data on the sub-elements of the pigments, it is frequently
utilized due to its capability to provide general elemental data and the stratigraphy
of the paint layers. This method is particularly valuable in cases where it is not
possible to take thin sections and powdered sample to understand the stratigraphy
of wall painting support, plaster, and paint layers, as well as deterioration processes.
By transforming the entire plaster and paint layers into a cross-section without
wasting samples, it illuminates the overall matrix in broad terms. In historical paint
analyses, when the sample quantity is sufficient, this method not only allows for the
preservation of the sample as a whole but also serves as a reference for future
analyses. Additionally, with ESEM-EDX, it is possible to gain general insights into
the painting techniques of the period and to obtain comparative data on the
statement of the paint without causing damage to the sample#.

Results and Discussion

Initial visual examinations of the paint samples revealed that the paint layer
was very thin, ranging from a minimum of 0.1 mm to a maximum of 0.4 mm. The
colors generally appeared not vibrant, Marcel Restle describe the paint layers
“muddy”s. Due to the large hall in the apse, which currently serves as the church's
entrance, the paint layers has been severely deteriorated by exposure to atmospheric
conditions which are initially water damages, salt efflorescence and the various kinds
of atmospheric dust. Unfortunately, due to active water damage in Ascension of Jesus
scene some paint and plaster layers deteriorated in recent years. It would be
appropriate to evaluate the vibrancy of the paint layers following the completion of
future conservation efforts, particularly during the cleaning phase. Future research
will aim to reveal the full palette on a structure-by-structure basis through
comparative analysis of materials during the conservation processes. Therefore, this
study provides individual explanations for the paint layer mapping, stratigraphy, and
general content of the paint samples.

ESEM-EDX and FTIR Analysis: Cross-Section Paint Layer Results

The mapping and spectrum scanning data obtained from the cross-sectional
analysis of paint layers using ESEM-EDX are detailed below for each sample. In the
sample labeled SNG 9P, due to complexity of the element map of the paint layer,
advanced analytical methods were required and FTIR analysis conducted.
SNG-1P: Upon integrating the ESEM-EDX mapping and point spectrum scanning
data, the presence of aluminum silicate (Al2SiOs) indicates the use of an earth-based
pigment. Additionally, significant peaks of potassium (K), magnesium (Mg), iron (Fe),
and arsenic (As) are observed. Although arsenic is rare, it is known to occur in earth-
based green pigments. These findings suggest that the green paint layer may consist
of a complex mineral pigment, potentially Green Earth
K[(ALFe 3+),(Fe 2+ ,Mg)](AlSi 3 ,Si 4 )O 10 (OH) 2 (Fig. 7-8).
SNG-2P: Iron (Fe) and aluminum silicate (Al.SiOs) were detected, suggesting that this
yellow paint sample may consist of the earth-based pigment, Yellow Ochre (Fig. 9).
SNG-3P: Carbon black was detected in the paint layer. It appears that carbon black
was applied in combination with gypsum (Fig. 10).

4 Cheilakou et al 2014: 545-553; Sbroscia et al 2020: 98-103, Pelosi et al 2013: 104-106;
Hein A. et al 2009: 2069-2070
5 Restle 1967, 1: 176
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SNG-4P: Iron (Fe) was detected in the paint layer, suggesting that this red paint
sample may be Red Ochre (x-Fe2O3). A layer of gypsum is present over the red paint
layer (Fig. 11).

SNG-5P: This sample comprises five layers: 1 plaster - 2 paint - 3 plaster - 5 paint -
6 gypsum. Both plaster layers share a similar composition, and iron (Fe), aluminum
(Al), and silicon (Si) were detected in both paint layers. In the 2nd paint layer, iron
(Fe) is less concentrated than in the 1st layer. The presence of iron (Fe) in these two
layers suggests that the red paint layers may be Red Ochre (x-Fe>Os). Arsenic (As) is
present across the entire sample (Fig. 12).

SNG-6: The analysis for this sample was canceled due to overheating during cross
section preparation.

SNG-7P: The analysis for this sample was canceled due to sample amount is
insufficient for obtaining a cross- section.

SNG-8P: Iron (Fe) was detected, indicating that this red paint layer may be Red
Ochre(x-Fe,03) (Fig. 13).

SNG-9P: According to ESEM-EDX results, carbon black and gypsum layers are
clearly visible in the dark blue sample (Fig.14). FTIR analysis, which involved
separating, and powdering the paint layer along with its overlying deposit, identified
gypsum and caput mortuum in the top gray layer, as well as manganese blue and
smalt in the middle black layer (Fig.15 -16).

SNG-11P: These sample shares similar characteristics with Sample 7P, where iron
(Fe) and aluminum silicate (Al.SiOs) were detected, suggesting that the paint may be
Yellow Ochre (Fig. 17).

SNG-12P: Based on ESEM-EDX mapping results, iron (Fe) is observed as a distinct
layer, implying that the green layer may consist of Green Earth pigment (Fig. 18).
SNG-13P: This sample contains two red paint layers, both of which show the
presence of iron (Fe). This suggests that the paint layers may be Red Ochre (x-Fe>O3)
(Fig. 19-20).

SNG-14AP: A lime wash layer is observed beneath the paint layer, with large amounts
of CaCOz and aluminum silicate (Al2SiOs), indicating the presence of lime wash. Iron
(Fe) is present in a powdered form and is visible in small amounts (Fig. 21).
SNG-15P: Both gypsum and lime are present in this paint layer, with a high calcium
content (Fig. 22).

SNG-16P: This paint layer consists entirely of pure gypsum, with possible casein
mixtures observed across the entire plaster layer. Phosphorus (P) is widely present.
A future analysis is needed to clarify the presence of casein used as tempera (Fig. 23-
24).

Conclusion

While the ESEM-EDX method of mapping and point spectrum scanning does
not provide detailed data on the sub-elemental groups, it is frequently employed to
provide stratigraphy and general elemental data of paint layers. This method is
particularly useful in understanding the support, plaster, and paint layers of wall
paintings, as well as the processes of deterioration. It allows for cross-sectional
analysis of the entire plaster and paint layers without sample waste, shedding light
on the general matrix, especially when thin-sectioning is not feasible. When sufficient
sample quantities are available, this method allows for the preservation and storage
of the sample as a reference for future analyses.

Marcell Restle describes the Wall Painting technique as follows;¢
“The colours (green, red, ochre, grey-blue) are muddy and, except for the white, have
probably darkened owing to use of a glue-type binding medium. Composition, technique
and drawing are based on old models, but are clumsy and schematic. Superimposed

6 Restle 1967, 1: 176
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on the local colors - quite unsystematically - we find internal details drawn in with a
broad brush in a darker tone in one place and light drawn in in white in another. This
has mostly been applied with a pointed brush, often as a transparent wash and
occasionally in pure white. The faces are set out in a muddy-looking light ochre
glykasmos moulded with reddish brown ochre drawing. White lights hardly occur at
all, but there are sometimes thin, transparent green shadows”

We can say that the paint analyses result roughly align with his visual
predictions. The combined results indicate that the pigments used are predominantly
in shades of red, green, and yellow ochre. The black paint sample demonstrates that
carbon black was used in combination with gypsum. The detailed analysis of the blue
paint sample reveals a gray-blue tone obtained by mixing carbon black, smalt, and
ultramarine with caput mortuum. Pure gypsum was used to achieve white, while the
presence of phosphorus (P) across the samples indicates the use of casein, as
identified in FTIR and ESEM-EDX analyses.

The Saint George paint samples present a challenging group for analysis due
to the thinness (0.1 mm to a maximum of 0.4 mm) of the paint layer and the active
deterioration such as mainly powdering. Therefore, it is recommended that future
paint analysis studies employ in situ analytical methods to fully reveal the entire
paint palette. To date, no conservation efforts have been undertaken on the wall
paintings of the Ihlara Valley's Saint George Church, which is in a state of active
deterioration due to partial exposure to atmospheric conditions. Consequently, it is
imperative that conservation efforts be initiated in an immediate manner for the
Ihlara Valley, Saint George Church Wall Paintings.
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. Guinozu Ulusoy)

Fig. 2. Saint George, (Kirk Dam Alti) Church, Northern Entrance (H.Giin6zii Ulusoy)
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Fig. 3. Saint George Church, North West Wall (H. Gtin6zti Ulusoy)

Fig. 4. Saint George Church, Ascension of Christ Scene (H. Gtin6zt1 Ulusoy)
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Fig. 5. Saint George Church, South West Wall (H.Gtiin6zt Ulusoy)

Fig. 6. Saint George Church South West Wall (H.Gtin6zu Ulusoy)

61



0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 13 14
ull Scale 5277 cts Cursor: -0.106 (0 cts) keV

Fig. 7. SNG 1P/ESEM-EDX

LN S e S e S S S e e e S S S S S e e e e S S S S LA A S B e e e e e e i m e e S e S S e i B S

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1" 12 13 14
ull Scale 1323 cts Cursor: -0.153 (0 cts) ke

Fig. 8. SNG 1P/ESEM-EDX
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Fig. 9. SNG-2P/ESEM-EDX
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Fig .10. SNG-3P/ESEM-EDX
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Fig. 12. SNG-5P/ESEM-EDX
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Fig. 13. SNG-8P/ESEM-EDX
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Fig. 17. SNG-11P/ ESEM-EDX
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Fig. 18. SNG-12P/ESEM-EDX
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Fig. 19. SNG-13P E-Image
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Fig. 23. SNG-16P/ESEM-EDX
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Samsun Miizesi Altin Koleksiyonu: Olii Takilarina Bazi Ornekler
Samsun Museum Gold Collection: Some Examples of Funeral Jewelry

Orhan Alper SIRIN*

Oz

Samsun Miizesi’nin altin koleksiyonu, Antik Dénem 6lii gémme geleneklerinde kullarulan ve “Oli Takilar”
olarak adlandirilan degerli eserlere ev sahipligi yapmaktadir. Bu calismada éliiler icin 6zel olarak haziwrlanmis
ve gtinliik kullanima uygun olmayan diademler, celenkler, gz ve agiz bantlart olmak tizere 14 adet 6li
takisina yer verilmistir. Ince altin plakalann déviilerek kesilmesiyle tiretilen bu takilanin bazilarn bitkisel ve
geometrik bezemelerle stislenmistir. Olen kisinin statiistinii ve zenginligini géstermek amactyla kullanilan bu
takilar, ayni zamanda 6liilerin kétii ruhlardan korunmast amaciyla da kullanmilmustir. Ince altin plakalardan
yapilan diademlerin alinlikli formlar, géz ve agiz bantlarnimin islenisi, ta¢ yapraklarin form ve sekilleri genel
olarak tiretildikleri Hellenistik veya Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi’ne ait 6zellikleri yansitmaktadur. Diademler ve
celenkler, dénemin kuyumculuk sanatinin inceligini ve zarafetini sergilerken, géz ve agiz bantlarinin form ve
islenis é6zellikleri genis bir tarih araligina isaret etmektedir. Takular, katalog olarak sunulmus ve analoji odakli
degerlendirilerek tarihlendirilmeye calisumistir. Ayrica, takudann fonksiyonlart ile tipolojileri tizerinde
durulmustur. Béylelikle, Samsun Mtizesi’ndeki bu 6lii takdariin Antik Dénem 6lii gémme gelenekleri ve
kuyumculuk sanat: agisindan literatiire katkt saglamast amaglanmustir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Samsun Miizesi, Olii Takilari, Altin, Diadem, Celenk, Géz ve Agiz Bandu.

Abstract

The gold collection of Samsun Museum houses valuable works called “Dead Jewelry” used in ancient burial
traditions. This study includes 14 pieces of dead jewelry, including diadems, wreaths, eye and mouth bands,
which were specially prepared for the dead and were not suitable for daily use. Some of these jewelries, which
were produced by hammering and cutting thin gold plates, were decorated with plant and geometric
ornaments. These jewelries, which were used to show the status and wealth of the deceased, were also used
to protect the dead from evil spirits. The pedimented forms of diadems made of thin gold plates, the processing
of the eye and mouth bands, and the forms and shapes of the petals generally reflect the characteristics of
the Hellenistic or Roman Imperial Period in which they were produced. While the diadems and wreaths display
the finesse and elegance of the goldsmith art of the period, the form and processing features of the eye and
mouth bands indicate a wide range of dates. The jewellery was presented as a catalogue, and an attempt
was made to date them by evaluating them with an analogy focus. In addition, the functions and typologies
of the jewellery were emphasized. Thus, it was aimed that these burial jewellery in the Samsun Museum
would contribute to the literature in terms of the burial traditions and the art of goldsmithing in the Ancient
Period.

Keywords: Samsun Museum, Dead Jewelry, Gold, Diadem, Wreath, Eye and Mouth Band.
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Samsun Muzesi koleksiyonu, cesitli materyallerden uretilmis zengin taki
seckisine ev sahipligi yapmaktadir. Bu koleksiyondaki altin eserleri, cesitlilikleri ve
nitelikleriyle 6ne ¢cikarmak mumkuindur. Kullanim amaclarina goére altin takilar, ginltuk
ve olu takilari olarak iki gruba ayrilmaktadir. Bu calismada da 6l bireyler icin 6zel
olarak Uretilmis, ginlik kullanima uygun olmayan ince altin plakalardan yapilmis
diadem, celenk (ya da tac), gbz ve agiz bantlari olmak tizere 14 adet takiya yer verilmistir.

Ilk kez bu calismada ele alinarak degerlendirilen taki érnekleriyle Samsun Mrtizesi
altin koleksiyonunun bilinirliligini arttirmak ve takilarin literatire eklenmesini
saglamak asil amacimizi olusturmaktadir. Calismada, katalog seklinde hazirlanan
takilarin kullanimlarina iliskin bilgiler basliklar halinde sunulmustur. Ayrica, takilarin
fonksiyonlar1 ve tipolojileri Uzerinde durularak analoji odakli karsilastirilmis ve
boylelikle takilar belirli bir tarih araligina yerlestirilmeye calisilmistir.

1. Diademler:

Kokeni Grekce’de “Diadima” (etrafin1 baglamak) kelimesine dayanan ve Latince’de
“Diademme” olarak anilan diademler, Antik Dénem’de kadin ve erkekler tarafindan
saclar: tutturmak amaciyla kullanilan serit veya bantlar icin yapilan bir adlandirmadar!.
Anadolu’da en erken diadem o6rnegine Geg¢ Kalkolitik Cag’a tarihlenen Korucutepe’de
rastlanilmistir2. Baslangicta celenk ve asa gibi kraliyet sembolleri olarak kabul edilen
diademler, zamanla sunu esyasi ve mezar hediyesi gibi c¢esitli amaclarla kullanilmaya
baslanmistir. Diademler tipolojik olarak alinlikli, serit ya da bant formlu, sarkitl,
Herakles diigiimu formlu ve doértgen levhali gibi farkli gruplara ayrilmaktadir3.

Erken Tung¢ Cagi'ndan itibaren kullanilmaya baslanan serit formlu diademler,
cesitli degisimlerle tiim Antik Dénem boyunca varligini stirdirmusttrt. MO 4. ytizyildan
itibaren serit formlu diademlere alinlik eklenmeye baslanmisS, bu yuzyilin ikinci
yarisinda alinlik formlu ve bezemeli diademler, mezar hediyesi olarak karakteristik bir
ozellik kazanmistiré. Hellenistik Dénem’de de alinlikli form yogun olarak tercih edilmis?,
dénemin erken evrelerinde rélyefli olan drnekler sikca tiretilmistirs. MO 2.-1. ytizyillarda
alinlikli diademlerde seritler incelirken, alinliklar daha basik bir form almaya
baslamistird. Ayrica, Hellenistik Dénem’deki diademlerde mitolojik figtirler ve 6zellikle
bitkisel bezemeler oldukc¢a yaygin olarak kullanilmistir1o.

Pers hazinelerinde biriken altin ve gimus stoklarinin dolasima girmesi, gunlik
hayatta gosterisli altin takilarin kullanimini yayginlastirmis ve bu kullanim, MO 2.
yuzyildan itibaren daha da artmistir'l. MO 1. yuzyilda ekonomik zorluklar nedeniyle

1 Berker 1973, 9.

2 Mericboyu 2001, 79; Goral 2019, 63.

3 Greifenhagen 1975, 12-13, taf. 2:6, 2:8, 3; Williams-Ogden 1994, 65, 92, fig. 18, 44; Mericboyu 2001, 184-
185; Dili 2011, 51, 54-55, res. 12-13; Peker 2015, 309-311, fig. 6-10.
4 Dili 2011, 56.

5 Dili 2011, 56.

6 Bingo6l 1999, 46. Uygun 2019, 297.

7 Ozglilnar 2007, 7.

8 Tare-Savasc¢in 2002, 32, 107.

9 Dili 2011, 57.

10 Tare-Savascin 2002, 107; Uygun 2019, 269.

11 Tare-Savascin 2002, 107; Goral 2019, 58.
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tasarruf 6nlemleri alinmis ve bu durum diadem Uretimini de olumsuz etkilemistir!2.
Roma Doéneminde diademlerin kullanimi azalmis ve genellikle serit formlu 6rnekler
tercih edilmistirl3. Ayrica, bu déonemde sikkelerin 6n ytzlerinde kullanilan imparatorice
portrelerindeki diadem tasvirleri de bu bantlarin formlarina iliskin 6nemli bilgiler
sunmusturl4.

Calismamizin bu béliminde, Samsun Mtizesi koleksiyonunda yer alan 5 adet
altin diadem incelenmistirl5. Bu diademlerin tamami ince altin plakanin dévuilerek
kesilmesiyle olusturulmustur. Serit ve alinlikli olmak tUzere iki farkli tipte olan
diademlerden ikisi bitkisel motiflerle bezenmis olup digerlerinde herhangi bir bezeme
bulunmamaktadair.

Kat. No. 1 ve 2deki serit formlu diademler, benzer iscilik Ozelliklerini
sergilemektedir. Kat. No. 1’deki diadem, form ve islenis acisindan Adana Muzesi
koleksiyonunda bulunan ve Hellenistik Dénem’in ortalarina tarihlendirilen bitkisel
bezemeli, serit formlu altin diademle oldukca benzer islenis 6zellikleri sergilemektedir!e.
Ayrica, Amisos Nekropolisi'nden MO gec 2. ylizyila tarihlenen bitkisel bezemeli altin
diademler de Kat. No. 1’deki érnegin islenisiyle paralel 6zellikler tasir!?. Ozellikle, Amisos
Nekropolisinin yayilim alanindaki bir mezarda ele gecen ve VI. Mithradates’in krallik
dénemine (MO 120-63) atfedilen bitkisel bezemeli altin diadem, Kat. No. 1’deki érnekle
hem iscilik hem de form acisindan oldukca benzerdir!s.

Kat. No. 1’e kiyasla daha ince ve bezemesiz bir forma sahip olan Kat. No. 2’deki
altin diademin oldukca benzer islenis seklini, MO 3. ytizyila tarihlenen Tokat Mrtizesi
koleksiyonundan altin bir diademde!® ve Amisos Nekropolisinden MO gec 2. ytizyil -
erken 1. ylzyila ait bezemesiz altin diademlerde20 gérmek mimkundur. Ayrica, Kat. No.
5’te yer alan ve MO 2.-1. ylizyila tarihlendirilen altin celengin ince serit formlu gévdesi,
Kat. No. 2’deki diademin serit formlu goévdesiyle de ayni karakteristik yapiya sahiptir.

Serit formlu her iki diademin buluntu konteksti bilinmemekle birlikte
sergiledikleri iscilik 6zelligi, Hellenistik Dénem’e isaret eder. Benzer buluntular 1s1ginda
Kat. No. 1 ve 2deki diademleri, MO 2.-1. ylzyila tarihlendirmek mumkin
gorinmektedir.

Kat. No. 3 ve 4’teki altin diademler, alinlikli formlariyla benzer iscilik prensiplerini
yansitmaktadir. Anadolu Medeniyetleri Mtizesi koleksiyonunda yer alan ve MO 4. ytizyila
tarihlenen alinlik formlu diademler, Samsun Mtizesi 6rnekleriyle form olarak oldukca
benzerdir2l. Benzer form ve islenis 6zelliklerini, MO 4.-3. ytizyila2? ve MO gec 4. ytizyil -

12 Tare 2005, 128.

13 Goral 2019, 64; Karaca 2023, 36.

14 Kumandas 2023, 197.

15 Samsun Mtuizesi koleksiyonunda bulunan diger altin diadem 6érnekleri i¢in bknz; Sirin-Kolagasioglu 2016,
76, res. 10-11; Sirin 2017, 114, res. 28; Sirin-Kolagasioglu 2018, 193, fot. lev. 13, res. 24a-h; Sirin v.d.
2018, 99, res. 11; Temur 2020, 497-498, 508, res. 3; Sirin-Yigitpasa 2021, 175-176, 179-180, kn. 42-43,
51, res. 42-43, 51.

16 Uygun 2019, 292, 306, kn. 10, fig. 13.

17 Sirin 2017, 96, 114, fot. lev. 12, res. 28; Sirin-Kolagasioglu 2018, 173-174, 193, fot. lev. 13:24a, d, e-g;
Sirin-Yigitpasa 2021, 212, res. 42.

18 Sirin-Kolagasioglu 2016, 77-78, res. 10.

19 Goral 2019, 121, kn. 3.

20 Sirin-Kolagasioglu 2018, 170, 173-174, 184, 193, fot. lev. 4:8, 13:24b-c, h; Sirin v.d. 2018, 83, 99, res.
11; Sirin-Yigitpasa 2021, 215, res. 51, 216, res. 57.

21 Bing6l 1999, 46, kn. 4-5.

22 Hoffmann-Davidson 1965, 67, no. 7.
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erken 3. yluzyila23 tarihlenen alinlikli altin diademlerde de gérmek mimkutndtr. Ayrica,
MO 325-275 yillarina tarihlenen Karamatepe buluntusu diadem érneklerinin alinlikli
yapisi, Kat. No. 3 ve 4’teki 6rneklerle de paralellik gésteren bir iscilik yansitmaktadir2+.

Buluntu kontekstleri bilinmeyen alinlik formlu diademler, Hellenistik Dénem’in
kuyumculuk teknigini icermektedir. Analoji odakli bir yaklasimla degerlendirdigimizde
Kat. No. 3 ve 4teki alinbk formlu altin diademleri, MO 4.-3. ytlizyil aralifina
tarihlendirmek olas: gérinmektedir.

2. Celenkler:

Ilk celenk ornekleri, MO 4. binin ikinci yarisinda Mezopotamya’da ortaya
cikarken, Bati dinyasinda ilk kez Etrtskler tarafindan kullanilmistir2s. Grek
diinyasinda ise MO 7. ylizyillda gériinmeye baslanan celenklerde énceleri taze bitkiler
kullanilmis, bazen de bu bitkiler ince altin plakalardan yapilmigtir26.

Klasik Dénem’de diademler gibi celenklerde, formlari ve 6zenli is¢ilikleriyle dikkat
ceken ve tercih edilen takilar olmustur??. Diademlerle benzer iscilik sergileselerde
tasidiklar1 anlamlarla 6duil veya térenlerde kullanilan celenkler, soylulugu simgeleyen
diademlerden ayrilmaktadir2s. Diademlere bitki ekleme uygulamas: yaprakli diademleri
ortaya cikarmis ve bu diademler celenk ya da ta¢ olarak anilmistir. Ancak zamanla
celenkler, adak esyalari, otorite sembolleri, tanrilar ve insanlar i¢in sts takilari, dogum,
sblen, hastalik, 6lim ve cenaze torenleri gibi cesitli olaylarda sevgi ifadesi olarak da
kullanilmistir.

MO 4. yuzyildan oénce genellikle tekli yapraklar kullanilirken, bu ytizyildan
itibaren yapraklarin uc¢ kisimlar: dilimlere ayrilmaya baslanmistir22. MO 4.-3.
yuzyillarda celenklerdeki yaprak yogunlugu, MO 2. ytizyilda azalmis ve dénemin sonuna
dogru yapraklar, serit bicimli gdvdeye seyrek olarak tutturulmaya baslanmistirso. MO 2.
yuzyilin sonlarina dogru Ucli yapraklardan olusan daha basit celenk 6rnekleri ortaya
cikars!. Ozellikle altin plakadan kesilerek yapilan ti¢c uclu, basit iscilikli ve dar gévdeli
yapraklar, en cok tercih edilen 6geler olmusturs2.

Hellenistik Donem’de celenklerde Herakles digiim1i, rozet ve ciceklerin kullanimi
oldukca yogundur. Celenklerde kullanilan defne ve zeytin gibi farkli formlardaki ti¢ ayr
yapragin bir arada kullaniminin kolaylig: ve bir telle serit gévdeye tutturulmasi tic uclu
yapraklarin ortaya cikisini etkilemis olmalidir. Altin kullanimindan tasarruf amaciyla
o6l hediyesi olarak Uretilen ve ginltik hayatta kullanilamayacak kadar ince olan
celenklerdeki Uic uclu altin yapraklar33, bu durumu destekler niteliktedir. Hatta, MO 1.
yuzyildaki ekonomik kriz, mezarlara celenk yerine bu c¢elenklere ilistirilen yapraklarin
ayri olarak konulmasina da neden olmustur34. Roma Déneminde ise celenklerdeki ti¢

23 Greifenhagen 1975, 12-13, taf. 3:3-4.
24 Peker 2015, 307-311.

25 Dili 2011, 59.

26 Meri¢cboyu 2001, 79.

27 Ttre-Savascin 2002, 100.

28 Tre-Savascin 2002, 101; Dili 2011, 58; Sirin-Kolagasioglu 2016, 77.
29 Yagiz-Dogan 2023, 55.

30 Meri¢cboyu 2001, 183.

31 Dili 2011, 61.

32 Dili 2011, 60.

33 Meri¢cboyu 2001, 183.

34 Dili 2011, 62.
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uclu altin yapraklar, daha kisa ve dipleri genis bir formda karsimiza cikar3s. MS 2.
ylzyildan itibaren ise altin ¢elenklerin 6nemi giderek azalmistir3s.

Bu bélimde, Samsun Muzesi koleksiyonunda yer alan iki altin celenk 6rnegine
yer verilmistir. Bunlardan biri i¢ uclu yaprakli ince serit formlu olup digeri ufak bir serit
parcasi ve U¢ uclu yapraktan olusmaktadir3?. Celenk ve celenk yapragi ayni teknikle,
ince altin levhanin dévilerek kesilmesiyle tUretilmistir.

Kat. No. S’teki altin celenk ve Kat. No. 6’daki altin celenk yapragi, kullanilan
teknikler ve bicimsel 6zellikler acisindan birbiriyle aynidir. Celenklerdeki ti¢c uclu altin
yapraklarin sekil ve islenisine oldukca benzer 6rnekler, Adana Arkeoloji Muzesi'nde
bulunan ve MO 4.-3. ytizyila tarihlenen altin bir celenkte38, Taranto Arkeoloji Mtizesi’nde
yer alan MO 3. ylzyila ait altin bir yaprakta3® karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Ayrica, Denizli,
Gumusler Nekropolisi'nde bir mezarda MO 1. ytlizyila tarihlenen 13 adet {i¢ uclu altin
yapraklat0, Gec¢ Hellenistik Dénem’e yerlestirilen Amisos menseili altin yapraklar4!, Kat.
No. 5 ve 6’daki yapraklarla ayni islenis karakteristigini sergilemektedir.

Kat. No. 5’teki celenkteki tic uclu yapragin islenisi, serit formlu gévdesi, baglanti
halkalar1 ve yaprak sayisiyla paralellik gésteren MO 2. ytizyil - 1. ylizyila ait Anchialos’ta
bulunmus altin bir celenk42 ve Amisos’tan MO gec 2. ytizyil - erken 1. ylizyila tarihlenen
taclar®3 neredeyse ayni kuyumcu atdlyesinden c¢ikmis izlenimini vermektedir. Taranto
Arkeoloji Mtizesi'nden MO 2. ytizyilin ilk ceyregine tarihlenen tacgla*4, Patara’dan MO 1.
yuzyila tarihlenen celengin dibe dogru daralan tic¢ uclu altin yapraklar4s ve Anadolu
Medeniyetleri Mtizesinden MO 1. ytizyila tarihlenen bir tacin serit formlu gévdesi, tic
uclu yapraklari, baglanti halkalar1 ve yaprak sayilar1 da Kat. No. 5 ile oldukca
benzerdir46. Bu benzerlik, Ankara, Cankiri’nin Balgat semtinde bir mezar odasinda ele
gecen ve MO 50 - MS 50 yillarina tarihlenen altin diademin, ince serit ve seride ilistirilmis
olan yapraklarin form ve islenisinde de karsimiza ¢cikmaktadir+?.

Kat. No. S’teki celenk kontekst bir buluntu olmamasina karsin, Kat. No. 6’daki
celenk yapragi bir parca halinde Samsun’un, 19 Mayis ilcesi, Dagkéy Mahallesinde
bulunan bir timults buluntusudur. Her iki takinin yapraklar ve serit formlu gévdesi
ayni iscilikle Uretilmistir. Samsun Mtuzesi 6rneklerini, ince serit formlu gévde, yaprak
islenisi, yapragin ilistirilme sekli ve baglant: halkalar: gibi 6zellikleri temel alarak analoji
odakli degerlendirdigimizde, Kat. No. 5 ve 6’daki altin celenk ve celenk yapragini MO 2.-
1. ytizyila tarihlendirmek mtimkuiin gérinmektedir.

35 Dili 2011, 62.

36 Avli - Aydin Tavukcu 2024, 343.

37 Samsun Muzesi koleksiyonunda bulunan diger altin celenk (tac) ve Gi¢ uclu yaprak ornekleri icin bknz;
Temur 2020, 497, 507, res. 1; Sirin-Yigitpasa 2021, 158, 175, 179-180, 185, 205, 212, 215-216, kn. 14,
41, 51, 61, res. 14, 41, 51, 61.

38 Atakuru 2020, 156, kn. 103.

39 De Juliis 1984, 94, cn. 23.

40 Karabay 1999, 293-294, 299, res. 9.

41 Sirin-Yigitpasa 2021, 185, 216, res. 61, kn. 61.

42 Tonkova 2015, 701, 714-715, fig. 1b.

43 Sirin-Yigitpasa 2021, 175, 179-180, 212, 215, res. 41, 51, kn. 41, 51.

44 De Juliis 1984, 96, cn. 27.

45 Uygun 2000, 123, lev. 29-31.

46 Kayalar 2019, 95, sek. no. 61.

47 Kaya 2003, 203-204, 208, res. 6.
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3. GOz ve agiz bantlar:

Diademler, celenkler ve altin plakalardan yapilan yapraklar gibi g6z ve agiz
bantlar: da ince altin plakalarin kesilmesiyle tiretilmistir. Bu teknikle yapilan 610 takilar:
olarak adlandirilan g6z ve agiz bantlarinin yani sira 6li takilar olarak kullanilan
altindan yapilmis yanak plakalar: ve maskeler de bulunmaktadir48. Bu bantlarin bazilari
bezemesizken bazilar1 insan, hayvan ve mitolojik figtirlerle, bitkisel ve geometrik
motiflerle stislenmistir.

Antik Dénem kuyumecular: tarafindan altin ktilgcelerin déviilerek ince plaka haline
getirilmesi ve cesitli formlarda islenmesiyle olusturulan mezarlara 6zga takilar, 6lenlerin
yuksek statliye sahip oldugunun bir gostergesi olarak kabul edilmistirt. Yunan
kultirinde agz1 kapatmak icin kullanilan oval, yuvarlak veya eskenar doértgen formlu
altin plakalar “Epistomion/Epistomia”, gozleri kapatmak icin kullanilanlar ise
“Epiophtalmos” olarak adlandirilmistirs0. Roma’da ise goézlerin kapatilmas:i “Oculos
Premere”, agiz bantlari veya cene kayislari da “Othonai” olarak tanimlanmistirs!. Buglin
ise mezarlarda iskeletin bas hizasinda bulunduklari konuma gére bu bantlar, agiz ve
g6z band1 olarak anilmaktadir.

Antik Dénem’de cenaze térenlerinin hazirlik asamasinda, ruhun terk ettigi bedene
ko6t ruhlarin girmesini engellemek amaciyla énce agiz kapatilir, alt cene baglanarak
diismesi 6nlenir ve ardindan goézler kapatilirdis2. Ginltk kullanim i¢cin uygun olmayacak
kadar ince altin plakalardan uretilen goz ve agiz bantlari, yogun olarak ele gecen takilar
arasinda yer almazs3. Cenaze ritiellerinde uygulanisi, Yakin Dogu Neolitik Dénemi’ne
kadar uzanan bu bantlar54, MO 3. ve 2. binde genellikle bezemesiz olarak yapilmigtirss.
Serit formlu agiz bantlari, MO 2. binyilda gériilmekle birlikte MO 1. binyilda oldukca
azalma gdstermis ancak Hellenistik ve Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi’nde tekrar kullanima
girerek yayginlasmistirse. Mezarlarda tek veya cift olarak ele gecen bu bantlar5?, 6zellikle
Kuzey Yunanistan’da MO 8. ylzyilin sonundan 7. yUzyilin baslarina dek gému
geleneklerinde yaygin olarak kullanilmistirss.

Mezarlarda ele gecen gbz veya agiz bantlarinin kontekst buluntu olmamasi
durumunda kullanim amagclarina dair kesin bir ayrim yapmak kolay degildirso. Olu
takilarinin neredeyse tamaminda ip gecki delikleri bulunmaktadir. Goézlere konulan
bantlar genellikle oval sekilli, uclar yuvarlak veya diuzdreo. Basik oval formlu ve sivri
kenarl g6z bantlari, Klasik ve Hellenistik Donem’e tarihlendirilirken, genis kenarli oval
formlu olanlarin kullanimi Roma Dénemi’ne kadar devam etmektedir6!. Serit, eskenar

48 Avli-Aydin Tavukcu 2024, 337.
49 TamsU Polat 2013, 432.

50 Uygun 2021, 318.

51 Aydin Tavuke¢u- Avli 2021, 70.
52 Bilir 2020, 43.

53 Avli 2020, 104.

54 Avli-Aydin Tavukc¢u 2024, 337.
55 Goral 2019, 97.

56 Aydin Tavukcu-Avli 2021, 74.
57 Avli 2020, 104.

58 Uygun 2021, 318.

59 Bing6l 1999, 37.

60 Goral 2019, 97.

61 Uygun 2021, 325-326, kn. 8-11.
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dortgen ve kol saati seklinde cesitli formlar: bulunan agiz bantlari ise g6z bantlarina gére
daha uzun bir yapiya sahiptir62.

Calismamizin bu bélimiinde Samsun Mruzesi koleksiyonundan goz ve agiz
bantlar1 olmak tizere 7 adet 6lti takisina yer verilmistir. G6z bantlarinda herhangi bir
bezeme yokken agiz bantlarinin ticiinde geometrik bezemeler bulunmaktadir. Bantlarin
hepsi ayni teknikle islenmis ve ince altin plakanin dovilerek kesilmesiyle
olusturulmustur.

Kat. No. 7’de yer alan ince oval formlu altin g6z bandinin form yapisi ve baglanti
mekanizmalarinin islenisi, MO 6.-5. ytlizyila tarihlenen altin bir 8lti takisinda® ve
Mesambria Nekropolisi'nden MO 3. ytizyila ait altin bir plakada®4 karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir.
Baglant1 halkalarinin islenisi ve oval form yapisiyla Tokat Muzesi koleksiyonunda
bulunan MO 3.-2. ylizyila tarihlenen ve agiz bandi olarak adlandirilan érnek¢s, Kat. No.
7’deki g6z bandiyla ayni islenis oOzelliklerini sergilemektedir. Ayrica, Erimtan
Koleksiyonu'ndan® ve Adana Mtizesinden®” MS 1.-2. ylUzyila tarihlenen altin g6z
bantlar1 da Samsun Muzesi 6rnegiyle benzer form yapisina ve islenis karakteristigine
sahiptir.

Konteksti belirsiz olan Kat. No. 7’deki altin g6z bandinin benzerlerinin genis bir
kronolojik araliga yayilmasi, dar bir tarihlendirme yapmay: gulclestirmektedir.
Karsilastirilan oOrneklerin de cogunlukla kontekst buluntu olmamalar1 bu zorlugu
artirmaktadir. Ancak, form yapisi ve baglant: halkas: gibi temel 6zellikleri analoji odakl
degerlendirdigimizde, Hellenistik Dénem ile Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi’ne gecisi 6n
plana cikarmak muimkiindir. Bu kapsamda Kat. No. 7’deki altin gz bandini, MO 3. -
MS 1. ytzyila yerlestirmek olas1 gérinmektedir.

Kat. No. 8’deki oval formlu ve sivrilen uclu altin géz bandi, Kat. No. 7’deki 6rnegin
form olarak daha basik bir benzeridir. Bu form yapisini, MO 6.-5. ytlizyila ait bezemeli
altin 610 takilarinda%s ve Anadolu Medeniyetleri Mtizesi koleksiyonunda bulunan MO 5.-
4. ytzyila tarihlenen altin bir géguslukte®® gérmek muimkuindir. Malatya Muizesinden
Gec Hellenistik — Erken Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi’ne atfedilen ve agiz bandi olarak
tanimlanan 6rnekle’9, Roma Doénemine tarihlenen altin agiz bantlar1 form ve islenis
Ozellikleri acisindan Kat. No. 8’deki o6rnekle oldukca benzerdir7!. Ayrica, Adana
Mtizesi’nden Uzeri bitkisel bezemeli olan ve MO 1. - MS 1. ytizyila ait bir géz band ile
MS 2.-3. yuzyila tarihlenen Uizeri ar1 bezemeli bir géz bandi da basik oval formuyla, Kat.
No. 8’de bulunan 6rnege oldukca yakin bir islenis seklini sergilemektedir?2.

Kat. No. 8’deki g6z bandinin benzer islenis 6zelliklerini gosteren 6rneklerin genis
bir kronolojik araliga yayilmasi, kesin bir tarihlendirme yapmayi zorlastirmaktadir. Kat.
No. 7’deki 6rnekte oldugu gibi bu taki da genel olarak Ge¢ Hellenistik ve Erken Roma
Imparatorluk Dénemi’ne iliskin islenis 6zelliklerine yakindir. Form yapisini analoji

62 Bing6l 1999, 37; Aydin Tavuk¢u-Avli 2021, 73.

63 Berge 2019, 10-11, no 15.

64 Musti v.d. 1992, 211, 282, no. 157.

65 Goral 2019, 174-175, kn. 80.

66 Avli-Aydin Tavukcu 2024, kn. 2, 339-340.

67 Uygun 2021, 320-321, kn. 2.

68 Berge 2019, 10-11, no 14.

69 Kayalar 2019, 99, sek. no. 65.

70 Researchgate, “www.researchgate.net”, erisim: 11/12/2024.
71 Bing6l 1999, 209, 211-212, 214-215, kn. 233, 235-236, 238-239.
72 Uygun 2021, 321-322, kn. 3-4.
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odakli degerlendirdigimizde, Kat. No. 8’deki altin gdéz bandini MO 2. - MS 2. ylzyila
yerlestirmek mimkuiin gérinmektedir.

Kat. No. 9°daki uca dogru daralan ve merkezi genis gévde yapisina sahip serit
formlu altin agiz bandi, 6zellikle her iki ucunda baglanti halkasi veya ip gecki deligi
bulunmayan MO 5.-1. ytizyil araligina ait diadem olarak adlandirilan bir érnekle oldukca
benzer islenis 6zelligi sergilemektedir?s. Ayrica, MO 4. ytlizyilin son ceyregine’+ ve MO 4.-
3. yltzyila tarihlenen?s bitkisel bezemeli altin diademlerde de benzer form ve islenis
ozellikleri gozlemlenmektedir. Bu benzerlik, MO 2.-1. ytlizyila ait Adana Mruizesi
koleksiyonunda yer alan Athena bistd kabartmali altin bir agiz bandinda da karsimiza
cikmaktadir7e. Gec Hellenistik ve Erken Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi’ne atfedilen figlir
bezemeli altin bir diademin govde islenisiyle77, Samsun Mtizesi 6rnegine gére daha ince
ve uzun bir forma sahip olan Roma Doénemi’ne ait bitkisel bezemeli altin bir diademin
form yapis178, Kat. No. 9’daki agiz bandiyla paralellik géstermektedir. Denizli, Gimusler
Nekropolisi’nden bir mezarda ele gecen ve MO 1. ylizyila ait altin diademlerle” yine MO
1. yuzyil - MS 1. yuzyil araligina tarihlenen bitkisel bezemeli altin bir tacin sekli ve
islenisi de Samsun Muzesi 6rnegiyle oldukca benzerdirgo. Kat. No. 9 ile ayni islenis ve
bicim o6zelliklerini gdsteren Neapolis Nekropolisi'nden, Hellenistik Dénem’den Roma
Imparatorluk Dénemi’nin sonlarina dek kullanildig1 belirtilen bir aile mezar1 buluntusu
olan serit formlu altin agiz bantlari, iki farkli degerlendirme de MO 3.-2. ytzyilas! ve
Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi’nes? tarihlendirilmistir.

Kat. No. 9’daki serit formlu altin agiz bandi, yukarida bahsedilen benzer
buluntular 1siginda Hellenistik ve Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi’ne ait form ve islenis
dzelliklerini yansitmaktadir. Islenis olarak belirgin bir farkliik arz etmeden uzun bir
zaman diliminde ayni formun kullanilmasi ve analoji odakli yapilan degerlendirmeler,
Kat. No. 9’daki serit formlu altin agiz bandini, MO 2. - MS 2. ylizyila tarihlendirmemize
imkan sunmaktadir.

Kat. No. 10’daki merkezi genis ve dikdoértgene yakin forma sahip altin agiz bandis,
islenis ve form olarak MO 323-31 yillarina tarihlenen kenarlann kiictik daire
kabartmalarla cevrili altin bir bantla83 ve MS 2.-3. yuzyila ait, Uizeri kare bezemeli ve
ortasi tasl altin bir taclas+ dikkate deger bir benzerlik gdstermektedir. Ayrica, Kat. No.
10’daki agiz bandinda repousse teknigiyle8> olusturulmus capraz tarama seklindeki
geometrik bezeme, Kat. No. 11 ve 12°’de bulunan agiz bantlariyla ayni olup bu bezeme
stiline benzer bir iscilik, Ankara Medeniyetleri Mtizesi’nde yer alan ve MO 3. ytzyila
tarihlenen altin bir serit formlu diademde balik kil¢ig1 seklinde islenmis bir bezemede

73 Invaluable, “www.invaluable.com”, erisim: 17/12/2024.

74 Musti v.d. 1992, 151, 260, no. 120.

75 Collections, “www.collections.louvre.fr”, erisim: 17/12/2024.

76 Uygun 2021, 322-323, kn. 5, fig. 5.

77 Pba Auctions, “www.pba-auctions.com”, erisim: 16/12/2024.

78 Pierides 1971, 46, xxx1-4.

79 Karabay 1999, 293-294, 299, res. 6:1-3, 8.

80 Berge 2019, 22-23, no. 49.

81 Avli 2020, 138, 240-243, kn. 82-85.

82 Aydin Tavukcu- Avli 2021, 73-74, 79, 88, fig. Sa-f.

83 Antiquities, “www.antiquities.co.uk”, erisim: 01/01/2025.

84 Berge 2019, 28-29, no. 71.

85 Repousse (cekicleme ya da kabartma) teknigi, ince altin plakalarin bezenmesinde kullanilan en yaygin
tekniktir. Kalemle cekicleme, modeli cekicleme, erkek modele ya da disi modele cekicleme olmak tizere dort
ayr1 uygulamasi bulunmaktadir (Bingél 1999, 26).
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karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir8é. Ayrica, Ge¢c Roma Dénemine ait altin bir banttaki geometrik
formlu capraz tarama bezemesi de Kat. No. 10, 11 ve 12’deki bezemeyle ayni
karakteristigi yansitmaktadir 87.

Kat. No. 10’da bulunan agiz band: form olarak Hellenistik Dénem’e isaret ederken
geometrik bezeme acisindan Roma Imparatorluk Dénemini én plana c¢ikarmak
mumkundur. Ayirt edici 6zellik geometrik bezemede karsimiza ¢ikmakta olup bu acidan
Kat. No. 10’daki agiz bandini benzerleri 1s18inda, MO 1. - MS 3. ylizyila yerlestirmek
uygun olacaktir.

Kat. No. 11, 12 ve 13’teki eskenar doértgen formlu, kenarlar: yuvarlatilmis ve diiz
sekilli altin agiz bantlari, ayni tipoloji ve iscilik 6zelliklerini sergilemektedir. Bu bantlarin
bicim ve islenisine benzer érnekler, MO 6.-5. ytizyila tarihlenen tizeri nokta bezemeli
altin bir takidass, MO 5. ylizyila ait Sofya Arkeoloji Mtizesi koleksiyonunda bulunan tizeri
bezemeli altin bir géglis plakasinda® ve yine MO 5. ylizyilin ilk yarisina tarihlenen
Musovica Tumultsti'nden cikarilan altin bir gégis plakasinda® karsimiza ¢cikmaktadir.
Tokat Mtuizesi'nden MO 3.-2. ylzyila%!, Erzurum Mtizesi koleksiyonundan Hellenistik
Doénem’e?? tarihlendirilen eskenar dortgen formlu g6z-agiz bantlarn ile Enez’den bir
cocuga ait lahit mezarda ele gecen Gec Hellenistik Dénem’e tarihlenen altin bir diadem93
sekil ve yapim teknigi acisindan Samsun Miuzesi O6rnekleriyle 6nemli benzerlikler
tasimaktadir. Bu benzerlik, Stratonikeia Akdag Nekropolisinden MO 2. - MS 2. ytzyil
araliginda kullanilmis bir mezarda bulunan g6z-agiz bandiyla da paralellik
gostermektedir9t. Neapolis Nekropolisinden Hellenistik ve Roma Imparatorluk
Dénemi’nde kullanilmis bir aile mezarinda ele gecen ve MO 3.-2. ytlizyila tarihlenen
toplam 14 adet altin agiz bandi95, -ayni agiz bantlar1 farkli bir calismada Roma
Imparatorluk Dénemi’ne tarihlendirilmistir9- form ve yapim sekli bakimindan Kat. No.
11, 12 ve 13’teki agiz bantlariyla oldukc¢a benzerdir. Yine, Erimtan Muizesi'nde bulunan
ve Hellenistik Doénem’e tarihlenen altin bir agiz bandinda da bu benzerlik
gozlemlenirken, benzerligin daha da arttigit MS 2.-3. ylizyila ait eskenar kare formlu altin
agiz bantlar1®7 ve Usak, Aybey Nekropolisi'nden bir mezarda iskeletin agiz kisminda
bulunan ve Roma Dénemi’ne tarihlenen altin diadem olarak adlandirilan agiz bandinda
da karsimiza ¢cikmaktadir98. Ayrica, Roma Dénemi’ne tarihlenen goz ve agiz bantlariyla%,
Adana Arkeoloji Mlizesinden eskenar dortgen formlu MS 2.-3. ylzyila tarihlenen altin
diadem o6rnekleri de sekil olarak Samsun Muzesi 6rnekleriyle biytuk 6lctide benzerlik
gostermektedirioo,

Benzer buluntular 1siginda, genis bir kronolojik aralikta ayni formda uretilmis
orneklerin varlign dikkat cekicidir. Agiz bantlarinin eskenar doértgen formunun
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90 Musti v.d. 1992, 201, 279, no. 153:2.
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Hellenistik ve Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi’nde yaygin oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Ayrica,
Kat. No. 10’daki capraz tarama bezemesinin Kat. No. 11 ve 12’de de gortilmesi, bu
eserlerin cagdas olmas: gerektigini distindurmektedir. Bu kapsamda, form yapis1 ve
bezeme 0zelliklerini analoji olarak karsilastirarak degerlendirdigimizde, Kat. No. 11, 12
ve 13’teki altin agiz bantlarini, MO 1.- MS 3. ytizyila yerlestirmek uygun olacaktir.

Degerlendirmeler ve Sonuc:

Samsun Muzesi altin koleksiyonunda yer alan ve 06l gdmme geleneklerinin
onemli bir parcasi olarak diademler, celenkler, g6z ve agiz bantlar: ince altin plakalarin
doévultp kesilmesiyle tiretilmis, gunltik kullanima uygun olmayan birer 6l takilaridir.
Bu takilarin belirgin dénemsel 6zellikleri diademlerde ve celenkte kendisini gosterirken
tarihlendirmede zorluk yasanmamistir. Ancak goz ve agiz bantlarinin form ve islenis
Ozelliklerinin genis bir tarih aralifina isaret etmesi, tarihlendirilmelerini
zorlastirmaktadir. Analoji odakli degerlendirilen bu bantlarin kontekst konumda ele
gecmemeleri ve kontekst olarak bulunanlarinda genellikle bulunduklari mezarlarin
Hellenistik Dénem’den Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi’ne dek kullanilmis olmasi, genis bir
tarih araligini 6n plana ¢cikarmamaiza sebebiyet vermistir.

Go6z ve agiz bantlarinin yapimlarinin basit olmasi ve farkli yapim asamalarina
gerek duymadan ortaya konulmasi, oOzellikle de cenaze icin hizlica yapilmalarinin
gerekliligi bu bantlarin donemsel olarak belirgin sekilde cesitlenmesini Onlemis
olmalidir. Bu durum, Hellenistik ve Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi’ne tarihlenen gz ve agiz
bantlarinin genel olarak ayni tarzda yapilmis oldugunun aciklayicisi olmalidir.
Tarihlendirilmesi yapilan Samsun Miuzesi koleksiyonundaki altin 6l takilarinin
fonksiyonlarina iliskin de oldukca farkli adlandirmalarla karsilasilmaktadir. Takilarin,
temel olarak kullanim amaclarini iceren fonksiyonlarina baktigimizda baz
degerlendirmelerin yapilmasi yerinde olacaktir.

Kat. No. 1 ve 2’deki ince serit formlu takilarinin islenisi dikkate alindiginda,
Hellenistik Donem diademlerinde sikca karsilasilan bitkisel bezemeli veya bezemesiz,
ince serit formlu yapisiyla diadem tipolojisine uygunluk géstermektedir.

Kat. No. 3 ve 4’te yer alan takilarin alinlik formu ve mevcut uclarindaki baglama
halkalariyla, Hellenistik Dénem’de cesitli varyasyonlarda yapilan bas takisi olarak
yaygin bir kullanim alanina sahip alinlikli diademler tipolojisinde oldugu acikca
gortilmektedir.

Kat. No. 5Steki takinin formu ve Uzerindeki stilize zeytin yapraklar1 dikkate
alindiginda, bir celenk (tag) olarak tanimlanmalidir. Diademler genellikle daha dar,
genis serit formlu, alinlikli ya da sarkach vb gibi cesitli varyasyonlara sahiptir. Bu
formdaki takilara yaprak aplike edilmesi kullanimdaki anlamini da degistirmektedir.
Kat. No. 5’te bulunan taki, Antik Dénem’de siklikla karsilasilan celenk (ya da tag)
tipolojisine uymaktadir.

Kat. No. 6’daki takiya ait parca ise Kat. No. 5’teki celenkle ayni 6zellikte olup
altin bir celenge ait yaprak parcasidir. Bu tip yapraklar, 6zellikle Hellenistik ve Roma
Imparatorluk Dénemlerinde mezar buluntulari arasinda siklikla karsilasilan altin
celenklerin karakteristik o6gelerindendir. Zamanla sadece celenk yapraklarinin
mezarlara birakilma gelenegi baslamistir. Ancak Kat. No. 6’daki 6lt takisinda serit
parcasi da bulunmakta olup bir celenge ait parca oldugu acikca gortilmektedir.
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Kat. No. 7 ve 8’de bulunan ince altin plakadan yapilan 6lu takilarinin oval formu
ve Olculeri dikkate alindiginda, bir g6z bandi olarak tanimlanmalart mimkutndur. Agiz
baglar1 genellikle daha uzun ve serit formunda olup oval sekilli 6érneklere daha az
rastlanir. G6z bantlar ise siklikla oval veya basik oval bir sekilde karsimiza cikar.

Kat. No. 9’daki taki, form yapisi ve boyutlar: dikkate alindiginda, diademden
ziyade bir agiz bandi 0zelligini yansitmaktadir. U¢ kisimlarinda delik olmamas: bu
kisimlarin sonradan yirtilmis olabilecegini ya da hi¢c delik acilmamis olabilecegini
dustndurmektedir. Agiz bantlari genellikle serit formunda olup bazi 6rneklerde yuz
hatlarina uyum saglamasi1 amaciyla orta kisimda genisleme ve uclara dogru daralma
gorulebilmektedir. Diademler ise genellikle daha uzun ve basi cevreleyecek formda olup
belirgin bir daralma tipik bir 6zellik degildir.

Kat. No. 10, 11, 12 ve 13’te bulunan ince plakadan yapilmis, tizeri capraz taral
geometrik bezemeli (Kat. No. 13 harig) takilarinin formlari, boyutlar: ve 6zellikle agz
kapatmaya uygun genis merkezi kismi dikkate alindiginda, bir agiz bandi olarak
tanimlanmalidir. G6z baglar1 genellikle daha dar ve farkli formlarda olabilirken, agiz
bantlar yiiz hatlarina uyum saglamasi icin genisleyip daralabilir.

Tipolojik olarak, calismamizda yer alan Samsun Muizesi koleksiyonundaki 14 adet
olu takisini, diademler ve celenkler olarak bas takilar: altinda; géz ve agiz bantlar1 olarak
yuz takilar altinda gruplandirmak mimkutndur.

Olu takilart adi altinda bas takilari grubuna dahil edilen diademler, “Serit Formlu
Diademler” ve “Alinlikl1 Diademler” olarak iki tiptir. Serit formlu diademler kendi icinde,
bezemeli (Kat. No. 1) ve bezemesiz serit formlu diademler (Kat. No. 2) olarak alt tiplere
ayrilirken, alinlikli diedemlerde kendi icinde, bezemeli (Kat. No. 3) ve bezemesiz alinlikli
diademler (Kat. No. 4) olarak alt tiplere ayrilmaktadir. Celenkler (taclar) ise ince bir serit
govdeye tutturulmus, G¢ uclu altin yapraklardan olusan formuyla tek tiptir (Kat. No. 5
ve 0).

Olu takilari adi altinda ytiz takilari grubuna dahil edilen géz bantlari, “Oval
Formlu ve Yumusak Kenarli G6z Bantlar1” (Kat. No. 7) ve “Basik Oval Formlu ve Sivri
Kenarli G6z Bantlar1” (Kat. No. 8) olarak iki tiptir. Agiz bantlar:1 ise “Serit Formlu Agiz
Bantlar1” (Kat. No. 9), “Dikdértgen Formlu Agiz Bantlar1” (Kat. No. 10) ve “Eskenar
Dértgen Formlu Agiz Bantlar” (Kat. No. 11, 12 ve 13) olarak Ug tiptir. Eskenar dértgen
formlu agiz bantlar1 kendi icinde, bezemeli (Kat. No. 11 ve 12) ve bezemesiz eskenar
dortgen formlu agiz bantlar: (Kat. No. 13) olarak alt tiplere ayrilmaktadair.

Sonuc¢ olarak, Samsun Muzesi altin koleksiyonunda bulunan ve daha Once
degerlendirilmemis olan 61U takilarini tanitarak bu eserlerin fonksiyonlari, tipolojileri ve
olasi tarihlendirmeleri tizerinde durulmustur. Calismamiz, bu takilarin Antik Dénem 61t
gomme gelenekleri ve kuyumculuk sanatindaki yerini anlamamaiza ufakta olsa bir katki:
saglayacaktir. Muzedeki bu degerli eserler, boélgenin antik caglardaki kulttrel ve
sanatsal etkilesimleri hakkinda da énemli ipuclar1 sunan birer kanit konumundadir.
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Katalog

Kat. No. 1 (Fig. 1): Diadem (Mtize envanterinde “Olti Géz Ortiisii” olarak kayithidir).
Altin. Mtize Env. No: 7-20/1973. Olctileri: Uzunlugu 16,7 cm, eni 1,7 cm, agirhg 1,23
gr. Yapim Teknigi: Dévme, kesme, tel ve repousse. Tanimi: ince altin plaka serit seklinde
kesilmis ve her iki ucunda baglanti halkalar1 bulunmaktadir. Uzerinde bitkisel
bezemeler vardir. Ancak bu bezemeler diadem burusturulmus oldugu icin tam olarak
anlasilamamistir. Tim. Tarihi: MO 2.-1. ytizyil.

Fig. 1. Serit formlu altin diadem.

Kat. No. 2 (Fig. 2): Diadem. Altin. Mtize Env. No: 2-6/1988. Olctileri: Uzunlugu 8,3 cm,
eni 0,5 cm, agirhig 0,5 gr. Yapim Teknigi: Dévme, kesme ve tel. Tanimi: Ince altin plaka
serit seklinde kesilmis ve bir ucunda baglanti halkas: bulunmakta olup diger ucu
noksandir. Eksik olan uc kisminda alt alta acilmis iki ilistirme deligi vardir. Diadem
tizeri bezemesizdir. Tarihi: MO 2.-1. ytzyil.

Fig. 2. Serit formlu altin diadem.

Kat. No. 3 (Fig. 3): Diadem. Altin. Mtiize Env. No: 2022/1322Ett. Olctileri: Olctilebilen
uzunlugu 15 cm. Yapim Teknigi: Dévme, kesme, tel ve repousse. Tanimi: Ince altin plaka
alinlik seklinde kesilmis ve her iki ucunda baglant1 halkalar1 bulunmaktadir. Uzerinde
bitkisel bezemeler vardir. Ancak bu bezemeler diadem burusturulmus oldugu icin tam
olarak anlasilamamistir. Gévde ortadan iki parcaya ayrilmis olup parca kaybi vardir.
Tarihi: MO 4.-3. ytizyil.
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Fig. 3. Alinlik formlu altin diadem.

Kat. No. 4 (Fig. 4a-b): Diadem, 2 adet (Muze etidinde “Goéz Bagi Parcalar1” olarak
kayitlidir). Altin. Mtize Ett. No: 2019/981Ett. Olctleri: Uzunluklar1 6,5 - 6,2 cm. Yapim
Teknigi: Dévme, kesme ve tel. Tanimi: ince altin plaka alinlik seklinde kesilmis ve bir
ucunda baglant1 halkas:1 bulunmakta olup diger ucu noksandir. Her iki diadem asir1
burusturulmus oldugu icin alinlik formu oldukca bozulmustur. Diademlerin Uzeri
bezemesizdir. Tarihi: MO 4.-3. ylzyil.

Fig. 4a-b. Alinlik formlu altin diademler.

Kat. No. 5 (Fig. 5): Celenk (Mtize envanterinde “Diadem” olarak kayithidir). Altin. Mtize
Env. No: 2007/116(A). Olctileri: Serit uzunlugu 50 cm, yaprak uzunlugu 5 cm, yaprak
genisligi 3 cm, agirhgr 8,04 gr. Yapim Teknigi: Dévme, kesme, tel ve repousse. Tanimi:
Ince altin plaka serit seklinde kesilmis ve her iki ucuna baglanti halkalarn
bulunmaktadir. Ince altin plakanin kesilmesiyle olusturulan toplam 10 adet ti¢ uclu
stilize zeytin yapragi, serit gévde Uizerine yatay olarak acilan deliklere ilistirilmistir. TGm.
Tarihi: MO 2.-1. ytizyil.
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Fig. 5. Altin celenk.

Kat. No. 6 (Fig. 6): Celenk Yaprag: (Muze etiidinde “Altin Parcalar1” olarak kalitlidir).
Altin. Muze Ett. No: 2022/1326Ett. Buluntu Yeri: Samsun, Ondokuzmayis ilcesi,
Dagkdy Mahallesindeki timtiltisten. Olctileri: Uzunlugu 10 cm, eni 2,6 cm, agirligi 0,65
gr. Yapim Teknigi: Dévme, kesme, telkari ve repousse. Tanimi: Ince altin plaka serit
seklinde kesilmis ve serit tizerine ac¢ilan iki yatay delige yine ince altin plakadan kesilerek
u¢ uclu stilize zeytin yaprag: ilistirilmistir. Seridin ufak bir kismi, altin yapragin bir ucu
disinda diger kisimlar1 noksandir. Tarihi: MO 2.-1. ytlzyil.

Fig. 6. Altin celenk yaprag:.
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Kat. No. 7 (Fig. 7): G6z Band1 (Muize envanterinde “Agiz Bag1” olarak kayithdir). Altin.
Mtize Env. No: 12-1/2002. Olgtileri: Uzunlugu 7,3 cm, eni 3,7 cm, agirligi 0,76 gr. Yapim
Teknigi: Dévme, kesme ve telkari. Tanimi: Ince altin plaka oval sekilde kesilmis ve bir
ucunda baglanti halkas1 bulunmakta olup diger ucu noksandir. Uzeri bezemesizdir.
Tarihi: MO 3.-MS 1. ytizyil.

Fig. 7. Oval formlu altin g6z bandx.

Kat. No. 8 (Fig. 8): Goz Bandi. Altin. Mtize Ett. No: 2022/1327Ett. Olgtleri:
Uzunlugu 7,8 cm, eni 2,1 cm, agirhg: 0,42 gr. Yapim Teknigi: Dévme ve kesme. Tanima:
Ince altin plaka basik oval sekilde kesilmis olup her iki ucu ve gévdenin bir kismi
noksandir. Uzeri bezemesizdir. Tarihi: MO 2.-MS 2. ytizyil.

Fig. 8. Dar, basik oval formlu altin g6z banda.

Kat. No. 9 (Fig. 9): Agiz Band: (Muize etiidiinde “Diadem” olarak kayithidir). Altin. Muize
Ett. No: 2022/1328Ett. Olctleri: Uzunlugu 14 cm, eni 2,2 cm, agirh@ 1 gr. Yapim
Teknigi: Dévme ve kesme. Tanimi: Ince altin plaka serit seklinde kesilmis olup gévdenin
genis merkez kismi ucglara dogru daralmaktadir. Her iki ucu eksik veya ilistirme deligi
bulunmamaktadir. Gévde ortadan iki parcaya ayrilmistir. Uzeri bezemesizdir. Tarihi: MO
2.-MS 2. yuzyil.
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Fig. 9. Serit formlu altin agiz bandu.

Kat. No.10 (Fig. 10): Agiz Band:1 (Muze envanterinde “G6z Bag1” olarak kayithdir). Altin.
Mtize Env. No: 10-4/1976. Olctileri: Uzunlugu 11 cm, eni 3,7 cm, agirhig 1,5 gr. Yapim
Teknigi: Dévme, kesme, telkari ve repousse. Tanimi: Ince altin plaka merkezde genis,
uclara dogu hafif daralarak dikdértgen formda uzanmakta olup kose kisimlar
yuvarlatilmistir. Bir ucu kopuk olup diger ucta baglant: halkas1 bulunmaktadir. Uzeri
capraz tarali sekilde kabartma bezemelidir. Tarihi: MO 1.-MS 3. yuzyil.

Fig. 10. Merkezi genis dikdortgen formlu altin agiz bandi.

Kat. No. 11 (Fig. 11): Agiz Band1 (Muize etidinde “Go6z Bag1” olarak kayithidir). Altin.
Mtze Ett. No: 2022/1319Ett. Olctileri: Uzunlugu 8,5 cm, eni 4,2 cm, agirhig 1,5 gr.
Yapim Teknigi: Dévme, kesme, telkari ve repousse. Tanimi: Ince altin plaka merkezde
genig, uclara dogu daralarak capraz kare formda uzanmakta olup kése kisimlari
yuvarlatilmistir. Bir ucu noksan olup diger ucta baglant1 halkas1 bulunmaktadir. Uzeri
capraz tarali sekilde kabartma bezemelidir. Tarihi: MO 1.-MS 3. yuzyil.

Fig. 11. Capraz kare formlu altin agiz banda.
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Kat. No. 12 (Fig. 12): Agiz Band:1 (Mtize ettidiinde “Diadem Parcalar1” olarak kayitlidir).
Altin. Mtize Ett. No: 2022/1321Ett. Buluntu Yeri: Amisos. Olctleri: Uzunlugu 6 cm.
Yapim Teknigi: Dévme, kesme, telkari ve repousse. Tanimi: Ince altin plaka merkezde
genig, uclara dogu daralarak capraz kare formda uzanmakta olup kése kisimlari
yuvarlatilmistir. Bir ucunda baglanti halkas: bulunmakta olup diger ucu ve gévdenin
yariya yakini noksandir. Uzerinde bezeme yoktur. Tarihi: MO 1.-MS 3. ytizyil.

Fig. 12. Capraz kare formlu altin agiz bandi.

Kat. No.13 (Fig. 13): Agiz Band:1 (Mtize envanterinde “Oli Yiiz Ortisti” olarak
kayitlidir). Altin. Mtize Env. No: 21-2/1973. Olctileri: Uzunlugu 12,5 cm, eni 4,6 cm,
agirh@ 2,15 gr. Yapim Teknigi: Dévme, kesme, telkari ve repousse. Tanimi: Ince altin
plaka merkezde genis, uclara dogu daralarak capraz kare formda uzanmakta olup kése
kisimlar1 yuvarlatilmistir. Bir ucunda baglanti halkasi bulunmakta olup diger ucu
noksandir. Uzeri oldukea silik, capraz tarali sekilde kabartma bezemelidir. Tarihi: MO
1.-MS 3. yuzyil.

Fig. 13. Capraz kare formlu altin agiz banda.
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Arkaik Priene’nin Ardys Tarafindan Fethi: Samsun (Mykale) Dag1, Catallar Tepe
Mevkii’ndeki Kalintilarin Arkaik Priene’ye Ait Oldugu Diisiincesine Yeni Bir
Tarihsel Kanit

The Conquest Of Archaic Priene By Ardys: A New Historical Evidence For The Idea That
The Remains At Catallar Tepe, Samsun (Mykale) Mountain Belong To Archaic Priene

Aydin ERON* - Suat ATESLIER *
0z

Ionia Bélgesi’nin énemli kentleri arasinda yer alan Arkaik Priene’nin lokalizasyonu konusu halen tartismalidur.
2020 yiinda baslamlan Kusadast fligesi ve Samsun (Mykale) Dagt Yiizey Arastirmast projesinin ana
hedeflerinden bir tanesi Arkaik Priene’nin lokalizasyonu konusunda yeni hipotezler ortaya koymaktir. Yiizey
arastumast calismalart swrasinda Ge¢ Klasik Dénem’de yeni yerine tastnan Priene’nin yaklasitk 5.5 km
kuzeydogusunda, Catallar Tepe Mevkii olarak adlandirdan alanda da incelemeler yapumistir. S6z konusu
arazi, bélgede gecmis yularda incelemelerde bulunan H. Lohmann’in da dikkatini cekmistir. H. Lohmann 2004
yuli calismalart sonucunda mevcut kalintilarin Melia Antik Kenti’ne ve Panionion Kutsal Alant’na ait oldugunu
ileri stirmiistiir. Fakat bu fikrini destekleyebilecek somut bir kaniti yoktur. Kusadast Ilcesi ve Samsun (Mykale)
Dadt yiizey arastirmast projesi kapsaminda yapian incelemeler sonucunda mevcut kalint: ve buluntularin MO
II. binyildaki Puranda, ve sonrast stirecte ardili oldugunu diistindiigiimiiz Arkaik Priene’ye ait oldugu
hipoteziyle 2022 yiinda bir yayin hazirlanmustir. Arkaik Priene’nin Catallar Tepe Mevkii'nde yer aldigt
diistincemize énemli bir kanit ne yazik ki yukanda deginilen ilk ¢calismada gézden kacgirilmustir. Herodotos
Historia adli eserinde Lydia Krali Ardys hakkinda bilgiler verdigi ilgili pasajindan anlasidacag tizere Ardys’in
en dnemli basarist Priene kentini almasidwr. H. Lohmann, Catallar Tepe Mevkii'nde gerceklestirdigi kazt
calismalarnt swrasinda bir tapinak kalintisiun izlerine ulasmustir. Cella igerisinde yapilan kazt ¢alismalar
strasinda tapinaktan daha erken tarihli bir naiskosa ait kalintilar saptanmustir. Séz konusu erken naiskos MO
7. ytizyila tarihlendirilmistir. H. Lohmann elde ettigi buluntulardan yola ¢ikarak naiskosun MO 600-590 yillart
araswinda tahrip edildigini diistinmektedir. Mevcut kalintilar: gériilen tapinagin séz konusu tahribatin ardindan
yapidigt diistincesi tizerinde durmaktadir. Bize gdre tapinagin temelleri icerisinde yer alan daha erken tarihli
naiskosun tahribat: Lydia Krali Ardys’in Arkaik Priene kentini ele gecirmesiyle baglantii olmalidir. Ardys’in
tahta gecisi ve hiikiimdarlik yudlart konusundaki éneriler dikkate alindiginda bize gére Catallar Tepe’deki
naiskosun tahribatinin Lydia saldirist ile baglantili olma ihtimali bir hayli ytiksektir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Arkaik Priene, Puranda, Ardys, Catallar Tepe, Naiskos.

Abstract

The localisation of Archaic Priene, one of the most important cities of Ionia, is still controversial. Started in
2020, one of the main objectives of the Kusadast District and Samsun (Mykale) Mountain Survey Project is to
put forward new hypotheses about the localisation of Archaic Priene. During the survey, investigations were
carried out in the area called Catallar Tepe, approximately 5.5 km north-east of Priene, which was moved to
its new location in the Late Classic Period. This area also attracted the attention of H. Lohmann, who had been
working in the region in the previous years. As a result of his studies in 2004, H. Lohmann suggested that the
ruins belonged to the ancient city of Melia and the Panionionion Sanctuary. However, he has no concrete
evidence to support this idea. As a result of the investigations carried out within the scope of the survey project
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of Kusadast District and Samsun (Mykale) Mountain, a publication was prepared in 2022 with the hypothesis
that the existing remains and finds belong to the Archaic Priene, which we think belongs to Puranda in the II
millennium BC, and its successor in the later period. Unfortunately, important evidence for our opinion that
Archaic Priene was located at Catallar Tepe Mevkii was overlooked in the first study mentioned above. As can
be understood from the relevant passage in Herodotus Historia, where he gives information about the Lydian
King Ardys. Ardys most important achievement is the capture of the city of Priene. H. Lohmann found traces
of the remains of a temple during his excavations at Catallar Tepe. During the excavations in the cella, remains
of a naiskos dated earlier than the temple were found. This early naiskos is dated to the 7th century BC.
Based on the finds, H. Lohmann thinks that the naiskos was destroyed between 600-590 BC. He emphasises
the idea that the temple, the remains of which are still visible, was built after the destruction in question. In
our opinion, the destruction of the earlier naiskos within the foundations of the temple must be related to the
capture of the Archaic city of Priene by the Lydian King Ardys. Considering the suggestions about Ardys
accession to the throne and the years of his reign, it is highly probable that the destruction of the naiskos at
Catallar Tepe is related to the Lydian attack.

Keywords: Archaic Priene, Puranda, Ardys, Catallar Tepe, Naiskos.

“Gyges’in yerine gecen oglu Ardys icin tek sey séyleyecegim. Priene’yi aldi ve Miletos
tizerine asker yolladi. Gécebe Skythlerin yurtlarindan kovduklart Kimmerler, Asya’ya
geldikleri ve akropol hari¢, Sardeis kentini aldiklart zaman burada hiikiim stiren oydu
(Hdt. I, 15). Ardys kirk dokuz yiu basta kaldt, yerine gecen oglu Sadyattes on iki yu kaldi
ve ondan sonra Alyattes geldi... (Hdt. I, 16).

Giris

Yukaridaki satirlarda adi gecen, Ionia Konfederasyonu’nun énemli yerlesimleri
arasinda yer alan Arkaik Priene’nin lokalizasyonu konusu hala tartismalidir. Bu konuyu
inceleyen bilim insanlarinin énemli bir bé6limu yerlesimin Latmos Kérfezi'nin bir burnu
Uzerinde yer aldigini, sonrasinda B. Menderes (Maiandros) Nehri’nin altivyonlar: altinda
kayboldugunu iddia etmislerdir!. Fakat giiniimutize kadar bu dustnceyi destekleyecek
herhangi bir kalinti veya buluntu elde edilememistir. Bati Anadolu cografyasinda
yerlesim surecleri incelendiginde kentlerin genel olarak ytuksek noktalarda kurulduktan
sonra Ge¢ Klasik-Erken Hellenistik dénemlerle birlikte kiyilara indigi anlasilmaktadir.

2020 yiinda baslanilan Kusadasi Ilcesi ve Samsun (Mykale) Dag Yizey
Arastirmasi projesinin ana hedeflerinden bir tanesi Arkaik Priene’nin lokalizasyonu
konusunda yeni hipotezler ortaya koymaktir. Bu bakis acisiyla Arkaik Priene’nin de Gec¢
Klasik Donem’de yeni yerinde insa edilen yerlesimden daha ytksek bir noktada yer
alabilecegi diistincesiyle Samsun (Mykale) Dagi tizerinde incelemelerde bulunulmustur.
Ylzey arastirmasi calismalar1 sirasinda Geg¢ Klasik Dénem’de yeni yerine tasinan
Priene’nin yaklasik 5.5 km Uzerinde, Catallar Tepe Mevkii (Fig. 1-2) olarak adlandirilan
alanda da incelemeler yapilmigtir2.

Catallar Tepe Mevkii

Catallar Tepe Mevkii, Samsun (Mykale) Dagi’nin tizerindeki stratejik noktalardan
bir tanesidir (Fig. 3). 857 m yuksekligindeki arazi lizerinde 6nemli bir yerlesime ait
olmasi muhtemel kalinti ve buluntular vardir. S6z konusu kalintilar bélgede gecmis
yillarda incelemelerde bulunan H. Lohmann’in da dikkatini cekmistir. H. Lohmann 2004
yili calismalari sonucunda mevcut kalintilarin (Fig. 4) Melia Antik Kenti’ne ve Panionion

1 Rumscheid 2000, 3; Lohmann 2007a, 577-578; Lohmann 2012a, 34.
2 Er6on v.d. 2022, 212-213, Res. 1-3.
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Kutsal Alani’na ait oldugunu ileri stirmustir3. Sonrasinda H. Lohmann tarafindan
2005-2009 yilar1 arasinda alanda Aydin Muze Mudurligi baskanliginda kazi calismalar:
gerceklestirilmistirt. H. Lohmann’in Catallar Tepe Mevkii'ndeki kalintilarin Melia’ya ve
Arkaik Panionion Tapinaginas ait oldugu fikrini destekleyebilecek somut bir kaniti
yoktur.

[ Jrepe Co e s

[ sorekti Akarsu [ mahatie

[ Joesici Akarsu [ xamyolu

[ Jesvonseni earisi 3 xanat
4 6

Fig. 1. Catallar Tepe (Puranda/Arkaik Priene ?), Gec Klasik-Erken Hellenistik Priene ve
Panionion’un Yerini Gosteren Harita

&b )

Catallar Tepe //Euranda?,

Golbent

Fig. 2. Catallar Tepe (Puranda/Arkaik Priene ?) ve Gec¢ Klasik-Erken Hellenistik
Priene’nin Hava Fotografi

3 Lohmann 2006, 248.

4 Lohmann 2007, 575-590; Lohmann 2008, 265-280; Lohmann v.d. 2009,189-198; Lohmann
v.d. 2011a, 333-349.

5 Arkaik Panionion Tapinag olarak adlandirilan yapi konusunda yazilan yayinlar i¢in bkz;
Lohmann 2005, 84-90; Lohmann 2007b, 129-141; Lohmann v.d. 2011b, 135-136; Lohmann
2012a, 39-49; Lohmann 2012b, 98-108; Lohmann 2013, 112-120; Hulek 2017, 77-98; Hulek —
Kirchner 2017, 5-14; Hulek 2018; Hulek 2019, 223-232.
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MYK 138

Melia und Panionion

MYK 140

Fig. 4. Catallar Tepe Yerlesimi ve Arkaik Tapinak (Lohmann v.d. 2011b, Abb. 1)
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Kusadasi Ilcesi ve Samsun (Mykale) Dag1 ylizey arastirmasi projesinin 2020
yilindaki ilk sezonunda Catallar Tepe Mevkii'ndeki kalintilarin tekrar incelendigine
yukarida deginilmistir. S6z konusu incelemeler sonucunda, mevcut kalinti ve
buluntularin, ilgili bilim insanlarinin MO II. binyilin Arinnanda Dagi olarak kabul
ettikleri Mykale/Dilek Yarimadasi’nda® yer alan Arzawa yerlesimi Puranda’nin ardili
oldugunu dusundugumutiz Arkaik Priene’ye ait oldugu hipoteziyle bir yayin
hazirlanmistir?. II. Mursili'nin MO 1316 civarindaki Arzawa seferini anlatan yilliginda
neredeyse ele gecirilemez, sarp, yuksek ve kayalik, savas arabalariyla ¢cikmanin imkansiz
oldugu, ancak yaya olarak tirmanilabilen ve en 6nemlisi denizin i¢ine dogru uzanan bir
yarimada oldugu, “denizin 6tesine uzaniyordu” seklinde bahsedilen bir kale-sehir olarak
anlatilan® Puranda’nin ne kadar yuksekte yer aldigini anlayabiliyoruz. Luwi prensi
Tapalazunawali’nin Mursili ile savasmak Uizere askerleriyle birlikte “asagiya indiginin”
ve gece karanlhigindan yararlanarak kacarken de “Puranda’dan asagiya kostugunun™
vurgulanmasi da Puranda kentinin ele gecirilmesi zor bir konumda oldugunu
gostermektedir. Lydia krali Alyattes’in Priene’yi kusatmasi sirasinda gerceklesen bazi
olaylar1 bize aktaran Diogenes Laertios’un bir pasaji da kentin ele gecirilmesi zor bir
konumda oldugunu ve Mursili kusatmasindan yaklasik 700 sene sonra da benzer bir
durumun yasandigini géstermektedir. Alyattes’in Priene kusatmasi sirasinda Prieneli
unlu filozof Bias iki besili katir1 Lydia kampinin icine stirdirmuis ve Alyattes’in kusatma
1srarinl kirmistir. Alyattes sartlari tekrar diisiinmeye karar vermis ve Priene’ye bir elci
gondermistir. Elci gelmeden 6nce Bias, kent girisinde kum yiginlar olusturup, yiginlar
Uzerine bir kat tahil serpilmesini istemis ve Lydia el¢isinin bunu gérmesini saglanarak
Alyattes’in Priene halkiyla baris antlagsmasi imzalamasinin yolu acilmistir (D. L. 1. 5.).

Arkaik Priene’nin Catallar Tepe Mevkiinde yer aldigi dustuncemize katk:
saglayacagini distindigimuiz o6nemli bir kanit ne yazik ki yukarida deginilen ilk
calismada gozden kacirilmistir. Herodotos Historia adli eserinde Lydia Krali Ardys
hakkinda bilgiler verdigi pasajda Arkaik Priene’ye de deginmistir (Hdt. I, 15-16). Bu
pasajdaki bilgilerin Arkaik Priene’nin lokalizasyon calismalarina katk: saglayacagini
dustntyoruz. S6z konusu pasaja deginmeden o6nce Lydia Kralligt ve Mermnadlar
Stulalesi hakkinda genel bir bilgi vermek faydali olacaktir.

Lydia Krallig1 ve Mermnadlar Siilalesi

MO I. binyilin ilk yarisinda Anadolu’da yeni siyasi aktérlerin ortaya cikisina
taniklik ederiz. I¢c Bat1 Anadolu’da kurulan Lydia Kralligi'nin MO 8. ytizyildan itibaren
bolgede 6nemli bir siyasi gii¢ ve nufusa ulastigi anlasilmaktadir. S6z konusu liderlik
Anadolu’nun MO 546 yilinda Pers egemenligi altina girmesine kadar devam eder. Lydia
Kralligi'min kékenini olusturan Lydlerin bdlgeye ne zaman geldikleri konusu oldukca
tartismalidar.

Ic Bati Anadolu cografyasinda Ge¢ Tun¢ Cagi’nda Mira ve Seha Nehri Ulkesi
olarak adlandirilan kralliklarin hiktm strdtgt bilinmektedir. S6z konusu kralliklarin
yikilmasinin ardindan boélge tarihi acisindan soru isaretleri ile dolu bir dénem karsimiza
cikar. Arkeolojik buluntularin sayica azligi bu zor dénemi anlamak acisindan bizleri

6 Herda 2006, Abb. 2; Herda 2009, 45, Abb.3; 47, Abb. 4; 62; Hawkins 1998, 23; Bryce 2009, 63;
Niemeier 2008, 299, Abb. 1; Stark 2020, 268; Beckman v.d. 2011, 47; Cooper 2012, 86.

7 Ateslier — Eron 2022, 65-97.

8 Unal 2017, 22-23.

9 Beckman v.d. 2011, 21; Unal 2017, 30-31.
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antik metinlere ve Ozellikle Herodotos'un Historia adli eserine yoneltir. Herodotos
Lydialilarin eskiden Maionialilar adini tasidiklarini, Lydialilar ifadesini Atys’in oglu
Lydos’tan aldiklarini ifade eder (Hdt. VII, 74.9). Homeros Ilyada destaninda Maionlardan
bahsetmektedir;

Mesthes’le Antiphos’tur Maioniallarin énderi,
Gygaie Golii tannicaswyla Talaimenes’in ogullandur ikisi de.
Buyururlar Tmolos eteginde btiytimiis Maionialilara (Hom. IL. II, 864-8606).

Maion/Lyd esitlemesi tizerinde ¢cok konusulmasi gereken bir konudur. Maionlarin
Lydia dili konusup konusmadiklart konusu oOnemlidir. Sardeis’te gerceklestirilen
calismalar sonucunda en azindan Erken Demir Cagi’nda Lydia dilinin bdlgede
konusuldugu anlasilmaktadir1o.

Yine Herodotos’un anlatimlarina gére Lydialilar denilince ilk akla gelen stilale olan
Mermnadlardan 6nce bélgede Heraklidler!! htiktim stirmustir. Heraklidler Stilalesinin
ilk kralinin Alkaios oglu Belos, son kralinin ise Myrsos oglu Kandaules olduguna
degindikten sonra s6z konusu sulalenin 22 nesil, 505 yil boyunca tahtta kaldigini ifade
etmistir (Hdt. I, 7). Herodotos'un anlatimlarinin dogru olabilecegi diisiincesinden yola
cikan arastirmacilar Heraklidler Stilalesi'nin MO 1185-680 yillar1 arasinda hiikiim
sUrmus olabilecegini ifade ederler!2. S6z konusu soy kuitigti bilgilerinin sézIlti gelenek
yoluyla aktarilmis olmasi nedeniyle tarihsel olmaktan ¢ok hayali oldugunu séyleyen
calismalar da vardir!3. Lydia Kralligi’nin baskenti olan Sardeis’te yapilan calismalarda
MO 12. ytizyil baslarina tarihlendirilen bir tahribat tabakasi saptanmistir. Tahribatin,
sehrin Heraklidler tarafindan ele gecirilmesi ile baglantili olabilecegi diistincesi tizerinde
duran calismalar bulunmaktadir!4. Fakat bu 6neriyi destekleyecek cok fazla veri yoktur.

Lydia Kralligi denilince akla Mermnadlar Stlalesi gelmektedir. Herodotos
Mermnadlar Stlalesi'nin basa gecisini masals1 bir anlatimla bize aktarir (Hdt. I, 8-12).
Heraklidler Suilalesi’nin son krali olan Kandaules askerleri arasinda yer alan Daskylos
oglu Gyges tarafindan oldurtlmutstir (Hdt. I, 12). Bu olayla birlikte Mermnadlar
Stilalesi’nin hakimiyeti baglar. Mermnadlar Stilalesi’nin ilk krali Gyges'tir. Ilk kralin MO
680 yili1 dolaylarinda tahti ele gecirdigi distnulmektedir!s. Gyges’ten sonra sirasiyla
Ardys, Sadyattes, Alyattes ve Kroisos tahta gecmistir!é. Kroisos Mermnadlar Sulalesi’nin
son kralidir. Pers Krali Kyros Anadolu’yu hakimiyeti altina almak igin bir sefer
duizenlemistir. Kroisos Bati Anadolu’dan topladigi ordu ile birlikte Halys (Kizilrmak)
Nehri’ni gecmis, Pteria’da Kyros’un ordusu ile karsilagsmistir. Pteria’daki savasin tam
olarak sonuclanmamasi Gizerine kis1 gecirmek icin Sardeis’e donmus, parali askerlerden
olusan ordusunu gecici bir sUreyle dagitmistir. Kyros, Kroisos'un ordusunu
dagitabilecegi dusUncesiyle onu takip etmis ve ordusuyla Lydia kuvvetlerine
saldirmistir. Sardeis sehri 6ntinde gerceklesen savasi Kyros kazanmistir!?. Bu savasin
sonucunda MO 546 yilinda Lydia Krallig yikilmistir.

10 Ramage 1994, 173-184; Roosevelt 2010, 58.

11 Heraklidler icin bkz; Pedley 1972, 12-17.

12 Roosevelt 2009, 19-20.

13 Balcer 1994, 247.

14 S6z konusu gorus icin bkz; Beekes 2002, 215-216; Roosevelt 2010, 57.
15 Kaletsch 1958, 46.

16 Mermnadlar Stlalesi kronolojisi i¢in bkz; Kaletsch 1958, 1-47.

17 Lydia-Pers savasi ve Sardeis’in distst icin bkz; Hdt I, 75-84.
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Bir Lydia Krali: Ardys

Herodotos Historia adl1 eserinde Ardys hakkinda cok az bilgi vermistir. Ardys ile
ilgili pasajlar sunlardir;

“Gyges’in yerine gecen oglu Ardys icin tek sey sdyleyecegim. Priene’yi aldi ve
Miletos tizerine asker yolladi. Gégebe Skythlerin yurtlarindan kovduklart Kimmerler,
Asya’ya geldikleri ve akropol hari¢, Sardeis kentini aldiklart zaman burada hiikiim stiren
oydu” (Hdt. I, 15).

“Ardys kurk dokuz yil basta kaldi, yerine gecen oglu Sadyattes on iki yu kaldt ve
ondan sonra Alyattes geldi” ... (Hdt. I, 16).

Ardys hakkindaki bilgiler oldukc¢a kisithdir. Pausanias da Ardys hakkinda kisa
bir bilgi vermistir (Paus. IV, 24.2). Makale konumuz olan Ardys’in Mermnadlar
Sulalesi’nin ilk krali Gyges’in oglu oldugu bilinmektedir. Ardys’in saltanat yillan
tartismalidir. Gyges’in MO 652 yilinda éldugia dustintilmektedir!s. Kralin 6limuiniin
ardindan MO 651 yili icerisinde tahta oglu Ardys’in gecmis olabilecegi duistincesi
tzerinde durulmaktadir!?. J. Spalinger ise Gyges’in MO 644 yilinda 6lmus olabilecegini
iddia etmektedir20. Ardys’in saltanatinin basladig: tarih gibi bitis tarihi de tartigsmalidir.
Herodotos, Ardys’in 49 yil tahtta kaldigini ifade etmesine karsilik ardili Sadyattes’in
hiuktimdarhginin MO 613 yili 6éncesinde basladigini iddia eden calismalar da
bulunmaktadir2!.

Gyges gibi 6nemli bir yoneticinin arkasindan tahta gecen Ardys hakkinda bu
kadar az bilgiye sahip olmamiz bir hayli sasirticidir. Tahtta kaldig: uzun stire géz éntine
alindiginda bu durum oldukgea ilginctir. Ardys Dénemi’nin en 6nemli siyasi olayr Kimmer
saldirisidir?2. Herodotos’un ilgili pasajindan anlasilacagi Utzere Ardys’in en oOnemli
basarisi ise Priene kentini almasidir.

Catallar Tepe Mevkii’ndeki Naiskos Ardys Tarafindan Tahrip Edilmis Olabilir mi?

H. Lohmann, Catallar Tepe Mevkii’'nde 2005-2009 yillar1 arasinda gerceklestirdigi
kazi calismalar1 sirasinda arazinin kuzey ve glneyindeki sarp kayalik alanlarinin
arasinda kalan duzlik arazi Uzerinde bir tapinak kalintisinin (Fig. 5-6) izlerine
ulasmuistir. Ion diizenindeki yap1 28.8 x 8.6 m ol¢tilerindedir. Tapinak pronaos ve naos
boélumlerinden olusmaktadir. Tapinagin dogusunda pronaos bolimuintin éntinde bir
krepidoma veya peristasise ait olabilecegi diistintilen izler bulunmustur. Pronaosta iki
siradan olusan sekiz sttun yer almaktadir. Naos icerisinde de iki tane slituna yer
verildigi saptanmistir. Tapinagin batisinda yer alan odanin icerisinde ti¢ stitun sirasi yer
almaktadir. Batidaki odadan naosa bir gecis yoktur. S6z konusu odanin girisinin yapinin
gliney duvarinin bati ucundan oldugu ifade edilmistir. Tapinak ve batisindaki odanin

18 Gelzer 1875, 262; Kaletsch 1958, 47.

19 Kaletsch 1958, 47.

20 Spalinger 1978, 405.

21 Kaletsch 1958, 47.

22 Kimmerler, Gyges Donemi’nden baslayarak Lydialilar icin bliytik bir tehdit olmuslardir. Ardys
Dénemi’nde de tehlike devam etmistir. Lydia Krallig tizerine Kimmer saldirilar icin bkz; Kaletsch
1958, 25-47; Hanfmann — Detweiler 1961, 19; Hartman 1962, 25; Greenewalt v.d. 1988, 33; San
2000, 4-8.
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insasindan kisa bir stire sonra bir yanginla tahrip edildigi saptanmistir. Yang: tabakasi
icerisinde bulunan seramik parcalari 1s1ginda tapinagin MO 6. ytizyilin ilk yarisi ile ortasi
arasinda kullanilmis olabilecegi 6nerilmigtir23.

Panionion 2006
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Fig. 5. Tapinagin Cizimi (H. Lohmann 2007b, Abb. 30)

Fig. 6. Tapinagin Hava Fotografi (H. Lohmann 2007b, Abb. 26)

23 Hulek 2017, 77.
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Naos bolimu icerisinde yapilan kazi calismalar: sirasinda tapinaktan daha erken
tarihli bir naiskosa ait kalintilara (Fig. 7-8) ulasilmistir. Naos, naiskosun uzerine
ortalanmistir. Naiskos 5.75 x 4.4 m Olculerindedir. S6z konusu erken naiskos kalint1 ve
buluntular 1s1ginda MO 7. ytlizyila tarihlendirilmistir24. H. Lohmann naiskosun MO 600-
590 yillar1 arasinda tahrip edildigini distinmektedir. Mevcut kalintilar1 gorilen
tapinagin s6z konusu tahribatin ardindan yapildig: diistincesi tizerinde durmaktadar.

H. Lohmann’a gére Catallar Tepe Mevkii'ndeki mevcut kalintilar Melia Antik
Kenti’ne ait olmalidir. Yerlesimin MO 7. ylizyilin ortalarinda iskan gérmeye basladigini,
MO 600-590 yillar1 arasinda bir savasla tahrip edildigi diistincesini savunur2s. H.
Lohmann naiskosun tahribatinin bu savasla baglantili oldugunu dustnmektedir.
Naiskos tlizerine insa edilen tapinagin ise MO 570-560 yillar1 arasina tarihleri arasinda
yapimina baslandigini ifade eder?6. Arkaik Panionion Tapinagi’nin bir yanginla MO 550
yilinda yikilmig olabilecegini ileri sirmustur.

Fig. 7. Naiskosun Hava Fotografi (H. Lohmann 2013, Abb. 12)

24 Lohmann 2013, 117.
25 Lohmann v.d. 2011a, 342.
26 Lohmann 2012a, 47; Lohmann 2012b, 100.
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Fig. 8. Naikosun Kuzeyden Goértunusu (H. Lohmann 2007b, Abb. 28)

Bize gore tapinagin temelleri icerisinde yer alan daha erken tarihli naiskosun
tahribati Lydia Krali Ardys’in Arkaik Priene kentini ele gecirmesiyle baglantili olmalidir.
Burada Herodotos’un ilgili pasajini hatirlamakta yarar vardir;

“Gyges’in yerine gecen oglu Ardys icin tek sey séyleyecegim. Priene’yi aldi ve
Miletos tizerine asker yolladi. Gégebe Skythlerin yurtlarindan kovduklart Kimmerler,
Asya’ya geldikleri ve akropol hari¢, Sardeis kentini aldiklart zaman burada hiikiim stiren
oydu (Hdt. I, 15).

H. Lohmann mevcut kalint1 ve buluntulardan yola cikarak naiskosun MO 600-
590 yillar1 arasinda bir savasla tahrip edildigini net bir sekilde ifade eder. Herodotos
Ardys’in 49 yil tahtta kaldigini sdylemektedir. Bir Kimmer saldiris1 sirasinda o6len
Gyges’in yerine gecen Ardys’in hukimdarlik yillar1 konusu ve suresi tartismalidir. H.
Kaletsch Ardys’in kralin 6limuntin ardindan MO 651 yili icerisinde tahta gectigini iddia
etmektedir??. J. Spalinger ise Gyges’in MO 644 yilinda &lmiis olabilecegi diistincesi
uzerinde durmaktadir?s. Ardys’in tahta gecisi ve hukumdarhk yillar1 konusundaki
oneriler dikkate alindiginda bize goére Catallar Tepe’deki naiskosun tahribatinin Lydia
saldirisi ile baglantili olma ihtimali bir hayli ytksektir.

Klasik Priene’nin yakinlarinda, muhtemelen kuzeyinde bir magaradan bulundugu
belirtilen, bazalt tasina islenmis, 21 cm yuksekligindeki Misir kékenli bir heykelcigin 6n
ylziinde MO 7. yltizyiin 2. yaris1 veya 6. ylizyilin baslarinda Ion lehcesinde yazilmig

27 Kaletsch 1958, 47.
28 Spalinger 1978, 405.
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dokuz satirlik Bousrophedon bir yazit yer almaktadir ki her iki tarihleme de bu eserin
Ardys’in hiktmdarlik yillarina ait bir tarihte Priene yakinlarindaki varligina isaret eder.
Yazit Prof. Dr. Cetin Sahin tarafindan “Beni Amphinneos oglu Pedon Misir’dan getirdi ve
adak olarak sundu. Misir krali Psammetikhos kahramanliklariun 6dili olarak altin bir
diadem ve erdemi nedeniyle bir kent armagan etti” seklinde tercime edilmistir29. Bu
heykel, Psammetikhos I'in (MO 664-610) veya Nubia'daki bir sefer sirasinda, ordusunda
Yunan ve Kariali parali askerlerinden buiytik 6l¢ctiide yararlanan, bu ailenin déndtincu
hiiktimdar: Psammatikhos II'ye (MO 595-589) hizmet etmis Ioniali, muhtemelen Prieneli
bir parali asker oldugu anlasilan Amphinneos’un oglu Pedon’un adagidir3° (Fig. 9). Kita
Yunanistan, Ionia ve Karia’dan Misir ve yakin doguya calismak icin giden asker, tiiccar,
mimar, heykeltras, mihendis, gemi yapim ustas:1 gibi farkli meslek gruplarina ait
insanlarin varligi bilinmekte ancak Pedon’a kahramanliklarinin 6dtlt olarak Misir krali
Psammetikhos tarafindan verilen ayricaliklar, muhtemelen kendisine bir yerlesimin
liderliginin emanet edilmis olabilecegi seklinde de yorumlanmistir3!. Pedonun Arkaik
Priene’ye veya yakinlarindaki bir baska kente yerlestigi distintlmektedir32. S6z konusu
heykelin Arkaik Priene’de bilinmeyen bir tapinaga adak olarak sunuldugu séylenebilir33.

Fig. 9. Amphineos’un oglu Pedon’un adagi. Psammetikhos Dénemi, Misir Kékenli
Bazalt Heykelcik (Sahin 1987, Taf. 1)

29 Sahin 1987, 1.

30 Sahin 1987, 1-2. Taf.1; Ulf 1996, 100-102; Raaflaub 2004, 207, 209; Schulz 2011, 5; Bliimel
— Merkelbach 2014, 541. F Nr. 408; Raaflaub 2016, 136-137; Yoo 2016, 37; Iancu 2017, 53;
Lohmann v.d. 2017, 157; Barbaro 2018, 19-30; Piccolo 2019, 163-180; Meadows 2020, 20,
Dipnot 47.

31 Raaflaub 2016, 136.

32 Raaflaub 2004, 207.

33 Yoo 2016, 37.
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Bazalttan islenmis Pedon heykeli, Misir heykel sanatinda ‘Block Statue’ olarak
adlandirilan, zaman zaman ahsaptan islenebildigi gibi bronz 6érnekleri de bulunan,
ancak cogunlukla sert veya yumusak taslardan islenen34, sahiplerini bacaklarini sikica
goguslerine cekmis ve kollarini dizlerinin tistine koymus sekilde tasvir eden 6rneklerden
biridir. Bu tur heykeller 6len kisinin sonsuza dek tanrinin yaninda kalmasini, ilahi
adaklardan ve kutsal alanda edilen dualardan faydalanmasi icin tapinaklarin
cevrelerine, girislerine veya avlularina yerlestiriliyorduss. Heykelin basi, muhtemelen
yeniden dogus aninda yeralti diinyasindan ¢ikan ruhu simgelerdi. Eski Misir’da sakin
bir sekilde c¢domelme pozisyonundaki figirtin dizleri Uzerine capraz olarak atilmis
kollarinin sergiledigi durusun giinlik yasamdan bir kesit sundugu, geleneksel olarak
bu dinlenme durusunun bir tanriya veya krala kars: saygiy1 ve teslimiyeti ifade ettigi
dustnulmektedir3é. Priene 6rnegi disinda Misir’dan bilinen 6érnekler (Fig. 10) Misir
hiyeroglifli yazitlar tasirlarken Pedon heykeli Ion lehcesinde bir yazita sahiptir ve Pedon
hentiz yaziti islenmemis bu heykeli Misir'dan bizzat getirerek Ionia’da, muhtemelen
Arkaik Priene’de yazdirmis ve kutsal alana diktirmistir. Eger Pedon heykel tizerine hangi
tanr1 veya tanricaya adadigini da yazdirmis olsayd: sUphesiz bu adagin Uzerine
sdylenecek cok daha fazla sey olacakti, ancak stiphesiz bir Arkaik tapinaga veya kutsal
alana birakilmis olan bu heykelin Priene yakinlarindan bulundugunun belirtilmesi ve
eserin Ardys*in htikimdarlik yillar ile cagdas olusu, bir sekilde Ardys’tin Arkaik Priene
kentini ele gecirisi ve muhtemelen Arkaik Priene’nin Athena tapinagini yakisina sahitlik
etmis olmasi ihtimalini ¢cok giclt kilmaktadir.

Klasik Priene kentinin hemen kuzeydogusunda yer alan stratejik Catallar Tepe
yerlesiminde yer alan tapinagin stratigrafik olarak MO 600-590 yillarinda bir yangin
gecirdiginin kazi ekibince saptanmasi37 ve Misir krali Psammetikhos I (MO 664-610) veya
Psammatikhos II'ye (MO 595-589) hizmet etmis Ioniali, muhtemelen Prieneli bir paral
asker oldugu anlasilan Amphinneos’un oglu Pedon’un adaginin da38 (Fig. 9) bu tarihler
ile uyum icinde olmasi, dogal olarak bizim, Catallar Tepe’de MO 2. binyil sonlarindan
beri yerlesim goérdiigld anlasilan Arkaik yerlesimin Ge¢ Tun¢ Cagi’nin Puranda’si, Arkaik
Cagin ise Priene’si olabilecegi konusundaki tezimizi giclendirmektedir. Ayrica, C. R.
Cockerell’in Samos’da bir sekilde eline gecen ve daha sonra Burgon Kolleksiyonu’na
devrettigi MO gec 6. ytlizyila ait bronz bir tavsan figlirini3? 1842 yilinda British Museum’a
bagislanmistir40. Uzerinde ionik diyalektte “Hephaistion tarafindan Priene Apollon’'una”
bir adak yazitinin yer aldig1 bronz figlirin Arkaik Priene kentinde bir Apollon tapinaginin
veya kutsal alaninin varligini gésterdigi gibi Arkaik Priene kentinin alivyonlar altinda
kalmamis olabilecegi diistincemizi de desteklemektedir. Elbette, Arkaik bir kentin
yerlesim yeri disinda da kutsal alanlari1 olabilecegi akla gelebilir ancak bu noktada

34 Schulz 2011, 2.

35 Schulz 2011, 5.

36 Schulz 2011, 6.

37 Lohmann 2011a, 342.

38 Sahin 1987, 1-2. Taf.1; Ulf 1996, 100-102; Raaflaub 2004, 207, 209; Schulz 2011, 5; Bltimel
— Merkelbach 2014, 541. F Nr. 408; Raaflaub 2016, 136-137; Yoo 2016, 37; Iancu 2017, 53;
Lohmann v.d. 2017, 157; Barbaro 2018, 19-30; Piccolo 2019, 163-180; Meadows 2020, 20,
Dipnot 47.

39 British Museum 1871, 35.

40 https:/ /www.britishmuseum.org/collection/object/G_1842-0728-1103 (25.06.2025).
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sorulmasi gereken soru sudur: Peki kentin ttim tapinaklari/kutsal alanlar kent disinda
muyd1?

Fig. 10. Ankh Khonsu’nun Oglu Hor’'un Heykeli. Kahire Arkeoloji Muizesi.
(https:/ /egyptianmuseumcairo.eg/artefacts /statue-of-hor-son-of-ankh-khonsu/)
Env.nr. JE 37150

Sonuc¢

Catallar Tepe Mevkii Samsun (Mykale) Dagi Uizerinde tespit edilen en stratejik
noktalardan bir tanesidir. 857 m yuksekliginde yer alan mevkiden bakilinca kuzeyde
Kusadasi Korfezi, glineyde ise Antik Dénem’deki Latmos Korfezi cok rahat bir sekilde
izlenebilmektedir. H. Lohmann 2004 yilinda Samsun (Mykale) Dagi’'nda gerceklestirdigi
ylzey arastirmasi calismasinin sonucunda Catallar Tepe Mevkii’'ndeki kalintilarin Melia
Antik Kenti ve Arkaik Panionion’a ait olabilecegini iddia etmistir4l. S6z konusu alanda
2005-2009 yillar1 arasinda gerceklestirilen kazi calismalarinin sonucunda da ayni
gorisu desteklemeye devam etmistir. Sayin H. Lohmann, Herodotosun “Panionion,

41 Lohmann 2006, 248.
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Mykale Burnu’nda kutsal bir yerdir; kuzeye bakar; ...” (Hdt. I, 148) ifadesinden yola
cikarak Catallar Tepe’deki tapinak alanindaki kalinti ve buluntularin Arkaik Panionion’a
ait olabilecegini iddia eder. Fakat bu gortisi destekleyecek somut bir kaniti
bulunmamaktadir. Buna karsilik alanda 2007 yilinda gerceklestirilen kazi calismalari
sirasinda [IP]IHNE[QN (Priene..?) yazisi olan bir stroter (?) parcasi bulunmustur2.
Profilleri alinmis bu parcanin tizerine kazima yoluyla yazilmis “Priene-on” kelimesi, kazi
ekibinin ileri stirdigu gibi Priene merkezli bir cati kiremidi atélyesine degil, bir adak
plakasina ait olmalidir®3. Plaka Uizerindeki yazi yas kile degil, pismis kile daha sonra
kazinmistir. Kaz1 calismalart sirasinda bulunan adak plakasi parcasina dayanarak
tapinagin Arkaik Priene’ye ait olma olasiligi cok daha yuksektir.

Kusadasi Ilcesi ve Samsun (Mykale) Dag1 ylizey arastirmasi projesi kapsaminda
yapilan incelemeler sonucunda mevcut kalinti ve buluntularin MO II. binyildaki
Puranda ve sonrasi strecte ardili oldugunu diistindtigiimuiz Arkaik Priene’ye ait oldugu
hipoteziyle 2022 yilinda bir yayin hazirlanmistir. Arkaik Priene’nin Catallar Tepe
Mevkii'nde yer aldig1 distincemize 6nemli bir kanit ne yazik ki yukarida deginilen ilk
calismada gozden kacirilmistir. Herodotos™un Historia adli eserinde Lydia Krali Ardys
hakkinda bilgiler verdigi ilgili pasajindan anlasilacag: tizere Ardys’in en 6nemli basarisi
Priene kentini almasidir. H. Lohmann, Catallar Tepe Mevkii'nde gerceklestirdigi kazi
calismalari sirasinda bir tapinak kalintisinin izlerine ulagsmistir. Cella icerisinde yapilan
kaz1 calismalar1 sirasinda tapinaktan daha erken tarihli bir naiskosa ait kalintilar
saptanmistir. Séz konusu erken naiskos MO 7. ytizyila tarihlendirilmistir. H. Lohmann
elde ettigi buluntulardan yola cikarak naiskosun MO 600-590 yillar1 arasinda tahrip
edildigini diisinmektedir. Mevcut kalintilar1 gériilen tapinagin séz konusu tahribatin
ardindan yapildigi duistincesi Uzerinde durmaktadir. Bize goére tapinagin temelleri
icerisinde yer alan daha erken tarihli naiskosun tahribati Lydia Krali Ardys’in Arkaik
Priene kentini ele gecirmesiyle baglantili olmalidir. Ardys’in tahta gecisi ve huiktimdarlik
yillar1 konusundaki éneriler dikkate alindiginda bize gére Catallar Tepe’deki naiskosun
tahribatinin Lydia saldirisi ile baglantili olma ihtimali bir hayli ytiksektir.

42 Lohmann 2007a, Fig. 5; Lohmann 2012a, 43, Fig. 4.6.
43 Ateslier — Eron 2022, 67 Dipnot 5; 86.
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