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This paper examines the findings from recent excavations at Balikli, a lesser-known Neolithic settlement located
on the Central Anatolian Plateau, with the aim of questioning established models of Neolithization in the region.
In contrast to long-term and architecturally stable settlements like Asikli HOylik, Balikli represents a shorter-term
and more flexible occupation. This contrast reflected in differences in architecture, duration of occupation, and
modes of subsistence, suggests that Neolithization in Central Anatolia did not follow a singular, linear trajectory
but instead involved multiple strategies, timings, and social organizations. The study contributes to a reassessment
of the geographic and cultural diversity of the Neolithization process in Central Anatolia.

Central Anatolia - Neolithic - Epipaleolithic - Cultural Diversity - Interaction
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Balikli: On the Edge of Time and Everything ﬁ Duru, 2025

Introduction

Archaeological research at Balikli, an Early Neolithic settlement located on the Central Anatolian Plateau,
has uncovered a community that does not conform to established sedentary models. Unlike other well-
documented Central Anatolian settlements such as Asikli, which exhibit slow and gradual architectural
developments, craft specialization, and uninterrupted occupation over the long durée, evidence suggests
that Balikli was inhabited over a much shorter period. The data suggest that this was a more flexible
community, one that practiced more Epipaleolithic-like lifeways than Asikl.

This paper aims to reassess the diversity of early Neolithic lifeways in Central Anatolia by considering
Balikli specifically. A comparative perspective with Asikli suggests that Neolithization in this region did not
follow a homogeneous and linear trajectory toward an agricultural village in the classic sense. Instead, it
involved multiple strategies, distinct chronologies, and varied forms of social organization. The findings
not only challenge the widely accepted concept of the “sedentary village” commonly associated with the
Neolithic but also raise new and critical questions about the scale, timing, and variability of early sedentism.

The long-standing “core-periphery” narrative of Neolithization in Southwest Asia often depicts Central
Anatolian hunter-gatherer communities as passive recipients of Neolithic lifeways that emerged in South-
eastern Anatolia and then spread westward (Kozlowski & Aurenche, 2020; Lev-Yadun et al., 2000; Ozdogan,
2023). While many scholars acknowledge considerable variability in the pace at which Neolithic communities
emerged, recent studies (Baird et al., 2018; During, 2006; Ozdogan, 2022, 2023; Peters et al., 2017) continue to
emphasize a model of diffusion from Southeastern Anatolia. Nevertheless, the findings from Asikli support
a multi-centered model of Neolithization beyond the proposed “core zone” (Ozbasaran et al., 2018; Stiner,
et al., 2022; Stiner, et al., 2022).

What exactly constitutes the Neolithic (Bar-Yosef & Belfer-Cohen, 1992; Belfer-Cohen & Goring-Morris,
2011; Goring-Morris & Belfer-Cohen, 2011; Cauvin, 2000; Zeder, 2011) and where and how Neolithic commu-
nities emerged and spread, are ongoing and likely never-ending debates. Rather than striving to deeply
understand these communities, grand narratives emphasizing similarities, “packages,” conceptual typolo-
gies, and homogenous material culture at the settlement or culture-scale are often prioritized (Perles,
2007; Cilingiroglu, 2005). These frameworks overlook the variable and localized developments of the Early
Neolithic, and the possibility that human groups made diverse choices related to behavioural, ideological, or
linguistic differences. This is true, despite the wealth of anthropological and ethnographic research showing
that no period of the past was ever as homogeneous as we may wish or believe it to be. The transition from
semi-nomadic hunter-gatherer groups to sedentary communities and food production remains one of the
most transformative processes in human history (Asouti, 2006; Belfer-Cohen & Goring-Morris, 2020; Duru,
2018a, Duru et al., 2021; Kuijt & Goring-Morris, 2002; Watkins, 2023).

While questions remain unanswered about the local processes that shaped the transition of mobile
hunter-gatherer communities to sedentary life and agricultural economies in Central Anatolia, the connec-
tion of these processes to other human communities and events across Southwest Asia also remains unclear.
Importantly, research at Asikli has offered new scenarios for the emergence of Neolithic lifeways and clearly
demonstrated the need to test these scenarios across different settlements (Duru, 2018b; Ozbasaran & Duru,
2020; Stiner et al., 2022; Duru & Ozbasaran, 2024). In this context, Balikli, which is distinct from Asikli in
several significant ways, offers a novel opportunity to define the unique social and cultural fabric of Central
Anatolia. The unexpectedly high diversity and relative isolation of Neolithization in this region make this
modest settlement critical not only for understanding the area but also for characterizing this period and
its variability more broadly.

Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, (32): 1-18 [\T 2
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Research History and Background

Over the past five decades, archaeological research on Neolithic Central Anatolia has undergone signif-
icant transformations. In the early phases of Neolithic studies, the region was largely interpreted within a
diffusionist paradigm that emphasized unidirectional cultural movement from the Levant and Southeastern
Anatolia. Catalhoylik, excavated by James Mellaart in the early 1960s, was presented not only as an advanced
Neolithic village in terms of settlement and lifeways, but in terms of its iconographic wealth (Mellaart, 1962,
1964). However, the fact that Catalhdyiik was settled several millennia after the “core area”, reinforced the
perception that the Central Anatolian Neolithic was a delayed echo of earlier developments to the southeast.

This narrative began to erode with the initiation of excavations at Asikli Hoylik in the early 1990s (Esin
& Harmankaya, 2007). The results of the second phase of excavation under the direction of Mihriban
Ozbasaran not only pushed the earliest dates of the settlement back to around 8400 BCE, but also revealed
a self-constructed Neolithic community with local roots and innovative strategies—especially in terms of
architecture, lifeways, and subsistence economy (Ozbasaran, 2011; Duru et al., 2021; Ozbasaran & Duru, 2020).

Although Asikli predates Catalhoyiik by approximately one thousand years, it still dates 1,000-1,500 years
later than the emergence of the first Neolithic villages in Levant. Thus, the notion that Central Anatolia
was a secondary Neolithization zone or a recipient of Neolithic practices from the east, retained its appeal.
Importantly, the early layers at Asikli revealed not only gradual architectural development and continuity but
also a unique, local and gradual process of plant and animal domestication. For instance, it is now clear that
the domestication of sheep and goats did not arrive as a pre-defined “package” from elsewhere, but rather
developed in situ, and then likely spread from there to other regions (Daly et al., 2025). Later discoveries such
as at Boncuklu Hoyuk, Kaletepe; and Pinarbasi have further clarified the process of Neolithization in Central
Anatolia. Boncuklu provided local data on early sedentism (Baird et al., 2022), while Kaletepe demonstrated
that obsidian procurement and lithic production connected to long-distance exchange networks predate
Asikli by several centuries (Binder, 2002). Moreover, analyses from Yabroud Il in Syria have shown that
obsidian from Komiircii reached the Middle Euphrates as early as 40,000 years ago (Frahm et al., 2017). The
Pinarbasi rock shelter, dated to around 14,000 years ago, has demonstrated high mobility and inter-group
contact during the Epipaleolithic period (Baird et al., 2013).

Genomic studies of individuals from the site of Kissonerga-Mylouthkia in Cyprus (c. 7600-6800 BCE)
revealed that approximately 80% of their genetic makeup derived from Pre-Pottery Neolithic populations
originating in Central Anatolia, especially around the Konya Plain. The remaining 20% was traced to a basal
population from the Levant. This admixture is estimated to have occurred between 14,000 and 10,000 BCE,
corresponding to the juncture between the Late Epipaleolithic and Pre-Pottery Neolithic A in Cyprus. The
findings suggest that the island’s first settlers may have been maritime groups originating from Central
Anatolia who had previously interacted with Levantine communities (Heraclides et al., 2024). These results
emphasize the region’s long-standing and complex dynamics.

Our survey work in volcanic Cappadocia, which led to the discovery of Balikli, has shown that Epipa-
leolithic communities frequently established their camps on the terraced volcanic slopes of natural rock
shelters close to water sources (Goring-Morris et al., 2024). The lithic assemblage from Balikli is not unique
to Cappadocia, but resembles assemblages from sites like Pinarbasi near Karaman (Figure 1). In this context,
high volcanic zones overlooking wide valleys appear to have been preferred settlement areas for both
ecological and strategic reasons. The preference for volcanic slopes with panoramic views of valleys mirrors
the choices of early Christian communities in Cappadocia (Duru, 2018b). This parallel suggests that the
region’s natural topography was interpreted similarly in different periods. Unfortunately, the destruction

Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, (32): 1-18 [LT 3



Balikli: On the Edge of Time and Everything ﬁ Duru, 2025

of early Christian structures and severe erosion in this area over time, have made it difficult to trace the
material remains of mobile Epipaleolithic lifeways.

Figure 1

Epipaleolithic and Neolithic settlements of Central Anatolia and its surrounding regions.

Nevertheless, after the late 9th millennium BCE, communities appear to have turned toward more
permanent modes of settlement, especially in ecologically favorable locations such as wetlands, lake shores,
and riverbanks. Along with Sofular Hoylik, (Basoglu et al., 2018), which is contemporary with the early phases
of Asikli, many communities chose to locate their sites in similar ecological and topographical conditions
along the tributaries of the Melendiz River where Asikli is located. These include Aciyer, Bunus, Damsa,
Dededag, Hantepesi, in6nii, Selime, Yellibelen, Sircantepe, Taskesti, Giilliice, ilbiz, and Toparinpinar (Duru &
Kayacan, 2018).

Evidence from the lithic production site of Kaletepe located on Golliidag (8700 BCE) shows that lithic
specialists from the Levant likely travelled to the region to procure and knap obsidian. This indicates that
at the beginning of the Neolithic, Central Anatolia was already integrated into a wide interaction network
which may have included seasonally mobile populations, resource exchange, and as yet invisible, small sites.
Data from around the volcanic zones of Cappadocia further reinforce the presence of a vast geographical
network. Sites in the Anatolian part of the network include Direkli Cave, located north of Kahramanmaras
(12,500-8,900 BCE) 350 km away, and Pinarbasi B near Hotamis in Karaman (13,400-12,900 BCE) which is only
150 km from Cappadocia. Farther south, Karain B (20,000-16,000 BCE) and Okiizini Caves (17,800-7,900 BCE)
are located about 350 km distant on the Mediterranean coast, while Esek Deresi Cave is located in a valley
connecting Mersin and Kayseri (11,000 BCE) around 250-300 km away (Taskiran 2007, Ozcelik 2011; Kartal
2002; Carter et al., 2011; Baird et al., 2013; Erek, 2012; Otte et al., 2003, Altinbilek et al., 2023)

Although flint was the dominant lithic material at Okiizini and Karain, small amounts of obsidian origi-
nating from Nenezi Dag and Golliidag were also found there (Carter et al., 2011). This flow of obsidian reflects
a long-term network of relations beginning in the early phases of the Epipaleolithic. At Pinarbasi, obsidian
constituted up to 27% of the lithics, and obsidian from Goélliidag was also identified at Direkli Cave (Erek,
2012). In Esek Deresi, Golliidag-sourced obsidian appeared alongside Final Natufian-like (Southern Levant)
elements (Altinbilek et al., 2023). These chronological and spatial patterns clearly demonstrate the existence
of an obsidian circulation network centered on Cappadocia, that stretched from the southern coastal regions
of Turkey to the northeast via Karaman. Even if the material did not travel directly across the network but
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through intermediaries, the fact that hunter-gatherer communities interacted over distances of 200-400
km, illustrates the high degree of connectivity in the region.

In conclusion, while the Fertile Crescent has long been seen as the core of Neolithic transformation in
Southwest Asia, the accumulated archaeological evidence suggests that the Neolithization process covered
a much wider and more complex geography. Within this expanded geographical frame, Central Anatolia
stands out as a vital region. Once considered marginal in conventional Neolithic narratives, Central Anatolia
has emerged as a landscape with considerable local complexity, cultural heterogeneity, and a long-term
trajectory of experimentation. Early communities in the region were not passive recipients of Neolithic traits,
but instead actively engaged in independent processes of domestication and the transition to sedentism.

Life at Balikli

Located approximately 15 kilometers from Asikli Hoyiik along the route to the Nenezi obsidian source,
Balikli was first identified during a surface survey conducted in 2015 (Duru & Kayacan, 2018). Measuring 150
by 150 meters and rising to a height of between 2 and 5 meters, the site appears as a small mound on
the landscape. These features, along with the radiocarbon dates obtained so far, indicate that the site was
inhabited relatively briefly, between 8300 and 7950 BCE (Figure 2). The settlement is situated in a geologi-
cally rich landscape. The surrounding environment was shaped by volcanic activities and characterized by
mountains, valleys, and plains at varying elevations. The topography supported a diverse range of flora and
fauna, providing a favorable ecological setting for hunting, gathering, and early farming. Additionally, the
site’s proximity to the Nenezi (6 km) and Golliidag (20 km) obsidian sources offered a significant advantage
for the procurement of raw materials (Figure 3). While 2% of the chipped stone tools originate from the
closer Nenezi source, 98% come from the more distant Golliidag—also favored by residents of contemporary
sites in Central Anatolia such as Asikli and Boncuklu (Kayacan et al., 2022).

Figure 2
Balikli and its surroundings.
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Figure 3
Contemporary Central Anatolian settlements of Balikli and Asikli and obsidian
sources

The rich biotic resources and easy access to raw stone materials, provided by BaliklI's natural setting,
offered an attractive ecological niche for Neolithic communities. The settlement made effective use of its
environment and developed a distinctive order in terms of architecture, economy, and daily life. The settle-
ment location was convenient for hunting-gathering and low-level agricultural subsistence strategies and
for provisioning the construction materials for the community’s distinct architecture. Dwellings were placed
in an almost symmetrical pattern, with a more or less consistent orientation and spacing between buildings.
The first inhabitants of Balikli constructed semi-subterranean buildings using basalt stones and sometimes
the natural bedrock. Over time, this evolved into a construction method that began with the excavation of
a large pit, which was lined with smaller basalt stones and larger vertically positioned rectangular blocks.
These oval or egg-shaped structures, measured between 5 and 7 meters in diameter, and were remarkably
similar in shape, size, and internal features (Figure 4). Most of these houses include an apsidal projection
on the eastern side. Although this part is often damaged, one well-preserved structure indicates that this
feature served as the entrance, through which the building was accessed via a few steps. The consistent
damage to these entrances may be related to the later removal of the steps for reuse, or destruction caused
by the repurposing of this area as a cemetery by a nomadic group from the Caucasus (based on aDNA data;
unpublished preliminary report) thousands of years later.

Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, (32): 1-18



Balikli: On the Edge of Time and Everything ﬁ Duru, 2025

Figure 4
Houses and building features at Balikli

Recurring architectural elements inside the structures include large, circular or oval hearths built from
stone or moulded from plaster. These hearths were typically located close to the entrance. The floors and
wall plaster of the houses were made from a natural white clay found near the edge of the settlement. When
dried, the material became as hard as concrete. The people of Balikli frequently repaired their floors using
this same material. In contrast, at Asikli, floor and wall plastering involved a more sophisticated construction
process and often employed clay mixtures of different types and textures reflecting social patterns and
practices (Duru, 2018a). At Balikli, floor renewal appears to have been a functional and repetitive activity. The
floors were renewed at regular intervals; one structure preserves at least five successive occupation layers,
while another appears to have been rebuilt at least three times in the same spot. Inside the structures,
postholes measuring approximately 25 cm in diameter were symmetrically aligned parallel to the building
walls. Other internal features in some buildings include mortars and clay boxes that were also often
frequently renewed in the same location.

Death at Balikli

At this time, burials of more than 60 individuals have been exposed within or beneath the structures
belonging to the main occupation phase at Balikli. This number suggests strikingly different mortuary
practices than at Asikli where only 12 individuals were discovered in contemporaneous deposits within a
similarly sized excavation area.

Diverse burial practices are represented at Balikli. Among the most striking is the interment of the dead
within the walls of the buildings. We believe that this practice took place when the buildings were renovated.
The deceased were likely temporarily placed elsewhere until it was time to rebuild the structures and then
re-interred within the walls. This interpretation is supported by the fact that large numbers of bones were
missing from several individuals. Notably, no grave goods have been found with the individuals buried in
the walls. A multiple burial was also discovered during cleaning of the section of a large pit made in the
site by a bulldozer. This same destruction pit led to the initial discovery of the site. Three individuals were
buried in this grave within pits carved into the bedrock beneath the building floor. Grave goods were not
placed with the bodies but were deposited in a separate cache in a small pit nearby. Ochre-stained blades,
a broken bone spatula, axes, and various personal items were found in the cache. Similar ochre traces on
the human bones further support the connection between the cache and the burials (Figure 5). The building
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was originally constructed to conform to the bedrock topography. Over time, it was rebuilt at least five times
in the same location using stone and mud. The internal features were also subjected to multiple renewals.
Other individuals were also buried under floors in several buildings and are currently under investigation.

Figure 5

Finds from the bedrock-cut burial pit and adjacent cache pit in the lowest architectural phase of

the building (B 1).

Another building exposed by the bulldozer was built directly on the bedrock and reconstructed several
times by slightly shifting its position each time. Although only one quarter of the building survived, we
discovered burial pits within the fill of the building in the section. One pit dug beneath the floor contained
a neonate and two children. These burial pits differ significantly from those in the other structures. One
neonate was buried in a hocker position inside an oval pit measuring 25 x 32 cm. The infant had been placed
in a small basket before being interred in the pit. A red stone bead was found on the ribs, and an obsidian
blade was placed on top of the bead (Yeldzer, 2024).

Another child, aged 2-4 years (SK 11), was buried in a pit dug into the bedrock in the building’s earliest
phase. A group of shell beads (Dentalium) were found around the child’s neck, arm, and wrist. A greenstone
bead and small, disc-shaped stone beads were found around the child’s arm and hand, a black stone bead
near the infant’s tibia, and an obsidian blade was placed directly above the body. A third child, aged 5-9
years (SK 47), was buried around the same time. This child was interred in a second pit cut into the bedrock
immediately beside the previous burial (Figure 6, Figure 7). A necklace was found around the child’s neck,
and an obsidian blade had been placed in the palm of their hand. Ancient DNA analysis revealed that these
two children were siblings. The shells and stone beads indicate interaction between the residents of Balikli
and people from the Middle Euphrates and the Levant. The beads are very worn, suggesting that they were
second-hand items brought from distant regions (Figure 8; Yelozer, 2024).

=
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Figure 6
Building phases (B 4 & B 14) largely damaged by bulldozer activity, and locations of
some individuals buried beneath the floors.

Figure 7
SK 47 and SK 11.
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Figure 8
Grave goods found with SK 11.

Source: Yelozer, 2024

Finally, we are currently studying another interesting burial case: five individuals, including an infant,
were found directly on the floor of a building, but not in burial pits. The individuals appeared to have been
placed directly on the surface of the floor. In the same building, other individuals were buried in pits dug into
the floor, suggesting that they were buried while the building was still in use. Whether the five individuals
laid on the floor were placed there after the building was abandoned, or whether the building was later
repurposed as a grave, is currently under investigation.

So far, we have encountered numerous burials in nearly every building—some are primary, and some are
secondary. Except for the case mentioned above, kinship analysis of these burials revealed no evidence of
first-degree familial relationships. For example, individuals buried under the same floor or within the same
walls were not related (based on aDNA data; unpublished preliminary report). Although the varying burial
practices and grave goods pointing to long-distance interactions suggest a culturally diverse community, all
individuals excavated at Balikli so far, like those at Asikli, are genetically native to Central Anatolia.

Like the mid-9th millennium burials at Asikli, the dead from Balikli were similarly interred beneath house
floors in hocker position and without grave goods. However, at Asikli, all burials from this period belong
exclusively to women and children (Ozbasaran et al., 2018; Figure 9). At Balikli, there is no such distinction by
sex or age. Neonates, infants, adults—individuals of all ages and both sexes—were buried there. It is worth
recalling that at Asikli, first-degree relationships have been confirmed between individuals buried under
the floors of the same house, and also between individuals buried in neighbouring buildings (Yaka et al.,
2021). However, more examples are needed to firm up these conclusions.

=
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Figure 9
Houses and subfloor burials at Asikli, contemporary with Balikli.

Subsistence and Social Organization

Subsistence at Balikli reflects a mixed economy. High proportions of very large game like aurochs and
wild ass indicate a continued reliance on hunting. Archaeobotanical remains show that cereals were present,
but played a limited role, and currently, there is no strong evidence for intensive agriculture or long-
term storage. Lithic analyses complement this picture. The chipped stone assemblage is based on practical
production strategies and shows no formal standardization, suggesting flexibility alongside specialization.

The faunal remains recovered from Balikli are highly diverse, and include large quantities of both small
and large game. Hares are the most common small animal, but fish, birds, and turtles are also present.
The large game include equal proportions of wild cattle and anatomically wild sheep and goat, and higher
proportions of wild ass than are typical of Central Anatolian Neolithic sites (Goring-Morris et al., 2024). Wild
boar and deer are present but in smaller numbers. The proportion of sheep and goat at Balikli contrasts
with Level 4 and 5 at Asikli, where sheep and goat are the more abundant. This suggests that hunting played
a more prominent role at Balikli than at Asikli. While hunting also occurred at Asikli, the focus from the
outset was clearly on sheep and goats (Stiner et al., 2014). Although sheep and goat are still one of the most
common taxa represented at Balikli and their kill-off patterns shows that more than half the animals were
slaughtered before they reached adulthood, more data is needed to determine whether they were hunted
or managed.

The preliminary analysis of charred botanical material reflects a local dry-farming regime and a wetland-
edge environment. Cereals and legumes are represented only in small quantities; the cereals are mostly
represented by chaff bases from hulled wheats, indicating chaff-processing activities. Some of the hulled
wheats have been identified as emmer, while others are classified as “tetraploid-type” hulled wheat. The
legumes are poorly preserved—only a single seed has been tentatively identified as a possible lentil (Goring-
Morris et al., 2024).

At Asikli, there is clear evidence that the community gradually intensified agricultural production, with
features such as food storage pits and silos reflecting a planned approach to food management and surplus.
The presence of designated communal work areas for activities such as obsidian knapping, grinding, bas-
ketry, hide processing, food sharing, and cooking pits, point to a collective effort to sustain the community.
Such features are more limited at Balikli. One of the key drivers of Asikli’s millennium-long continuous
occupation may have been its focus on constructing a collective consciousness. Balikli, on the other hand,
reflects a more mobile, interaction-oriented lifestyle that aligns more closely with Epipaleolithic traditions.
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Remoteness Despite Close Proximity

Although Asikli and Balikli are located within the same ecological basin and share an overlapping
chronology, the two sites exhibit markedly different social, architectural, and symbolic orientations. Asikll,
throughout much of its occupation, reflects a relatively inward-looking social structure. In the early phases,
material indicators of external interaction are limited; there is only modest evidence for the use of exotic raw
materials, exchange networks, or symbolic objects of distant origin. Instead, a strong emphasis on collective
production, shared living spaces, and ritually reinforced cohesion suggests an enclosed social organization.
Architecturally, this insularity is mirrored in the consistent reproduction of house forms over generations,
within which spatial norms and layout remain remarkably stable. This architectural continuity reflects a
material commitment to the past and a resistance to structural change. The restricted use of grave goods
and the uniformity of mortuary practices in the early and middle phases (Level 5, 4, 3) further reinforce this
symbolic closure. Only in the later phases do signs of increased connectivity begin to emerge, such as the
appearance of non-local beads, more diverse burial treatments, and the formation of distinct architectural
groupings. Thus, Asikl's social order appears grounded in ritual normativity, internal continuity, and a
materially self-referential worldview.

In contrast the findings from Balikli reveal significant differences from contemporary levels at Asikli (Level
5 and 4). The most striking evidence for this is architectural. The construction materials, building plans,
ventilation systems, interior spatial arrangements such as outward-opening doors, stepped entrances,
plaster types, and wall thicknesses at Balikli are all distinctly different from those observed at Asikl.
Whereas at Asikli, the management of plant and animal resources was integrated into communal life from
the beginning, these resources appear to have been used more sporadically and inconsistently at Balikli. For
instance, thus far, there is no evidence for the on-site animal pens or dung residues which are documented
in the early levels of Asikli (Uzdurum et al., 2023).

As mentioned above, significant differences are also represented in the burial practices at Balikli and
Asikli. But perhaps the most important distinction between the settlements is that Balikli appears to have
been more engaged with the outside world than Asikli—or at least to have more openly incorporated external
interaction into its social life. One of the most typical tool types at Balikli, for example, is the obsidian
projectile point. When these projectiles were first identified at Cafer Hoylik in Malatya/Eastern Anatolia
in the 1980s, Marie Claire Cauvin named them “Cafer points.” Only two of these points have ever been
published, and the total number found at Cafer Hoyiik remains unknown (Cauvin et al., 1986, 1991). However,
almost 100 Cafer points have been recovered so far at Balikli.

The presence of beads typical of the Middle Euphrates and dentalium deriving from the Eastern Mediter-
ranean in graves in Central Anatolia undoubtedly carried social meaning transmitted through the interaction
among genetically related groups. Interaction and long-distance exchange were more intense at Asikli prior
to the beginning of the 8th millennium BCE (Ozbasaran et al., 2018). Early evidence of exchange includes
shells from the Mediterranean (Nassarius, Columbella fuscata), emmer wheat, lentils, a flint blade, and
examples of bipolar knapping techniques (Duru & Ozbasaran, 2024; Yelozer, 2018; Ergun et al., 2018). One
of the strongest indicators of interaction between Asikli and Balikli is the discovery of eight Balikli-style
projectiles found in situ on the floor of a subterranean building at Asikli (Figure 10), as well as a bone tool
that closely resembles those found at Balikli. Perhaps the inhabitants of Balikli functioned as a kind of
supplier for Asikli during the late 9th millennium BCE, in return for domestic livestock. Interestingly, Balikli's
abandonment coincides with a reduction in Asikli's contact with distant regions. How these observations
may be correlated is the subject of future investigation.
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Figure 10
The “Cafer-type arrowheads” found at Balikli were also discovered in situ on the floor of a shelter at Asikl.

That Balikli was more externally engaged than Asikli is supported by the presence of Middle Euphrates-
style beads and projectile points, but this distinction should be further substantiated when more evidence
becomes available. Comparative analysis of material culture and burial gifts suggests that Balikli maintained
stronger material and symbolic links to regions beyond Central Anatolia. In contrast, Asikl’'s emphasis on
architectural permanence, shared communal spaces, and demographically restricted burials reaffirms its
more inward-looking, self-reinforcing social order. This contrast between the two sites is not absolute, but
the cumulative pattern suggests differentiated modes of regional connectivity.

These sharply contrasting spatial, architectural, and mortuary practices between two settlements only
15 kilometers apart underline the role of local symbolic systems in shaping social life. As lan Hodder has
emphasized, material culture is not merely a backdrop to action, but an active medium through which
meaning, identity, and social order are constructed and maintained (Hodder, 1982). In this regard, the
differing uses of space, burial customs, and architectural choices at Asikli and Balikli may reflect distinct
systems of symbolic communication rather than mere ecological or chronological variation.

Thresholds and Ambiguities

The ambiguity manifested in Balikli’s hybrid subsistence strategies, fluid architectural arrangements, and
shifting mortuary practices, prompts reconsideration of the idea that cultural transition is a linear process.
Instead of viewing the Neolithization process as a straightforward and developmental timeline in which one
stage predictably follows another, Balikli invites us to imagine a mesh composed of overlapping trajectories,
entanglements, and in-between lifeways (Figure 11). Within this framework, ambiguity is not caused by a lack
of definition or a sign of failure, but is a constitutive element of social life. What we define as “Neolithic” must
thus be rethought not as a fixed outcome, but as a process of becoming shaped by uncertainty, contingency,
and negotiation.
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Figure 11
Semi-subterranean houses identified so far at Balikli.

The Epipaleolithic period and its way of life seem to have persisted longer in Central Anatolia than in
the so-called “core area” to the east. From Epipaleolithic Pinarbasi to 9th millennium BCE Boncuklu, Asikli,
and Balikli, the people of Central Anatolia maintained a semi-mobile lifestyle and an openness to long-
distance interaction. The artifacts interred with the Epipaleolithic individual buried at Pinarbasi and the
Cafer Hoyiik-type projectile points and heavily worn beads from the Middle Euphrates interred in graves
at Balikli demonstrate the complexity of this interaction which could not have been limited to material
exchange alone.

Across Central Anatolia, the obsidian sources provide a primary shared axis of interaction. Chipped stone
toolmakers at Boncuklu, Balikli, and Asikli likely sourced their obsidian from visible and accessible outcrops
on the slopes of Golliidag. Nevertheless, differences in the mortuary practices, architectural traditions,
subsistence economies, and lifeways of these groups show that these communities did not engage in close
techno-cultural interactions with one another. In this sense, Central Anatolian communities do not seem
to have pursued either the kind of integration or competitive interaction that we observe in Southeastern
Anatolia, where a more homogeneous and shared cultural emerged. The concept and collective memory
of Neolithization—and its repeated re-definition—have often been treated as a linear and homogenizing
process that progressed uninterrupted from the Epipaleolithic, especially in regions where the process is
believed to have emerged and become institutionalized.

The comparison between Balikli and Asikli compels us to rethink long-standing assumptions about the
Neolithization process in Central Anatolia. Asikli represents a community that transitioned to sedentary life,
distanced itself from external interactions, and focused on architectural permanence, food storage, and
sustainability—and succeeded. In contrast, the community at Balikli exhibited a more flexible and limited
approach to sustainability, architectural investment, and the organization of daily life. Both settlements
draw attention to the importance of local knowledge and regionally specific developmental trajectories.
Thus, these two settlements challenge not only interpretations specific to Central Anatolia but the prevailing
archaeological models about the Neolithic period more broadly. They underscore the need for an approach
that goes beyond typological classifications and center-periphery dichotomies based on formal similarities,
and instead embrace plurality and the local scale. Viewing the Neolithic as a period of experimentation
shaped by diverse environmental, social, and technical strategies, seems to be a more accurate way to
interpret the distinctiveness of these communities.
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Balikli is a powerful example that shows that Neolithization processes cannot be fully understood using
singular, linear, or evolutionary narratives. The settlement either lacks or only marginally and ambiguously
represents the indicators typically associated with the Neolithic—agricultural intensification, architectural
stability, and social permanence. For this reason, Balikli makes visible the threshold conditions, gray zones,
hybridizations, and ambiguities that are often excluded from archaeological interpretation. This community
does not fully align with either Epipaleolithic or sedentary Neolithic forms; rather, it reflects a lifeway shaped
by mobility, external interaction, and experimental continuity.

In the text, | emphasize the term “flexibility” to describe the community at Balikli. By flexibility, | mean
a more fluid social pattern compared to the rigid, long-term structuring observed at Asikli. At Balikli, archi-
tectural arrangements, building materials, the use of space, and subsistence strategies, are more variable
and less formalized than at Asikli. The combination of large game hunting with limited cereal processing, the
lack of infrastructure for the management of sheep and goats, storage, or intensive agriculture highlight this
flexibility. Likewise, variability in burial practices including body placement, and associated grave goods, all
point to significant differences in how the community related to and remembered the dead. These features
should not be viewed as signs of disorder or uncertainty but rather as indications of a more adaptive and
flexible approach to social and ecological conditions. In this sense, flexibility does not imply formlessness,
but rather a mode of social response that resists rigid norms and embraces variability.

In this context, the phrase “On the Edge of Time and Everything” refers not only to a geographical and
chronological position, but also to a process within which social formations had not yet crystallized. Marked
by traces of transience, contemporaneity, and multiplicity, Balikli is a settlement that compels us to rethink
current conceptualisations of the Neolithic.
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Abstract Boncuklu Tarla is a settlement located within the borders of the village of Ilisu in the Dargegit district of Mardin.
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new information on how village spatial organization changed within the PPNB period, following on from previous
discussions on the PPNA period data. Especially within the Middle PPNB period, it is thought that the village spatial
organization model of being centered around public buildings was abandoned at Boncuklu Tarla. It is believed
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Introduction

Among the architectural remains dating to the Early Neolithic Period (10th-8th millennium BC) in South-
eastern Anatolia and Northern Mesopotamia, public buildings have a special place in the architecture of
this period with their distinctive plans, architectural features and interior arrangements (Figure 1). Although
there are many studies on the subject, unfortunately, a common terminology has not yet been established
(Schmidt, 2012; Finlayson, 2014; Hodder, 2016; Ozdogan, 2018; Karul, 2022). In this context, it is seen that
the buildings in question are categorized under different definitions such as public building, monumental
building, temple, collective building, etc., depending on their plans, interior arrangements and the finds
found within the buildings (Banning and Byrd, 1987; Ozdogan & Erim-Ozdogan, 1998; Ozdogan, 1999; Aurenche
& Kozlowski, 2010; Kuijt, 2000; Kinzel & Clare, 2020; Finlayson, 2014; Stordeur, 2015; Hodder, 2016; Ozdogan,
2018; Hodder & Pels, 2020; Watkins, 2020; Ozdogan & Karul, 2011; Kodas & Ciftci, 2021; Karul, 2022; Hodder,
2022). This complexity of definition is undoubtedly related to the interpretation of the buildings in question.
However, in all interpretations, public buildings are seen as a completely different area from other buildings
that may be dwellings. In other words, the common point in all studies on the subject is that pubic
buildings are not a domestic space. However, there are also some views that suggest that public buildings
can be residential (Banning, 2011; 2023). As a general definition, the term ‘public building’ is used to refer
to buildings that are considered to be more collective, not used as dwellings, and they exhibit significant
differences in terms of their architectural plans and interior arrangements as well as their finds (Ozdogan,
2005; 2018). These differences may be due to regional as well as chronological variations. At this point, it
is possible to analyse the public/special building found in Northern Mesopotamia typologically through at
least four different regions. For example, the public buildings unearthed in the Sanliurfa region have some
characteristic features specific to the area. At this point, T-shaped pillar, anthropomorphic pillar, or in some
cases human or animal statues or reliefs are characteristic of all the private buildings found in settlements
such as Gobekli Tepe, Karahan Tepe, Cakmak Tepe and Saybur¢ (Clair et al., 2019; Ozdogan & Uludag 2022 ;
Karul, 2022; Sahin & Uludag, 2023).

Such building elements and finds are regional in general appearance. In addition, banquettes, benches,
stone windows or niches are also characteristic for these buildings. In many examples, it is observed that
the floors were made by chiselling the bedrock. On the other hand, the special buildings known from
settlements in the Upper Tigris Valley such as Cayonii, Cemka HoOyiik, Boncuklu Tarla, Hallan Cemi, Hasankeyf
Hoyiik, Gusir Hoylik and Gre Filla exhibit some regional characteristics as well as some differences among
themselves (Erim-Ozdogan, 2011; Kodas & Ciftci, 2021; Rosenberg, 2011; Karul, 2011; Okse, 2021; Ekinbas-Can
2022). There are no T-shaped or anthropomorphic pillar in this region, but simple stone pillar and buttresses
are characteristic. In addition, stone pillars leaning against the wall were found at Cemka Hoylik and Gre
Filla (Kodas et al. 2020; Ciftci 2022; Ekinbas-Can 2022). The radial-plan buildings found at Cemka Hoyiik and
Boncuklu Tarla settlements are more similar to contemporary structures found in north Syria (Kodas et al,,
2020). The examples from Nemrik 9 and Qermez Dere in East Jazira, just south of this region, show some
differences within themselves, but point to a more localised tradition (Kozlowski & Kempisty, 1990; Watkins,
2020). The structures uncovered in these settlements are fully buried and mostly built of clay materials in
architecture. Although stone pillar and buttresses are absent, compressed clay-soil pillar were occasionally
used. The structures unearthed at settlements such as Jerf EL Ahmar, Mureybet, Tell Abr 3 in the Northern
Syria Region are generally represented by radial-plan examples (Cauvin, 1997; Yartah, 2013; Stordeur, 2015).
However, some examples unearthed at Jerf el Ahmar and Tell Abr 3 indicate the presence of buildings
with beams and wooden posts (Stordeur, 2015; Yartah, 2013). Buildings with simple stone masonry walls
were generally built fully buried. The buttressed building unearthed at the settlement of Dja'de exhibits
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similarities with the architecture of the Upper Tigris Valley. In general, despite the regional variations, it can
be said that public buildings were constructed throughout the region in Northern Mesopotamia. In addition,
itis observed that the buildings in question had round plans in the early phase, butin the later phases of the
period they experienced a transition towards a rectangular plan. However, in addition to these chronological
and regional variations, another point that stands out is that public buildings had an important place
in the settlement order and organisation in the Early Neolithic Period. It can be said that public/special
buildings were in a position to direct the village-spatial organisation of the Early Neolithic period. At this
point, recent archaeological studies conducted in Southeastern Anatolia provide new and more detailed
information on the place of public buildings in village-spatial organisation. These new studies provide a
different perspective on many issues such as the spatial relationship between public buildings and other
buildings and the position/importance of public buildings in village-spatial organisation. This study aims to
develop a new perspective on village spatial organisation in the Middle PPNB Period (Figure 1, represented
also to a lesser extent by Cayonii, Ozdogan 2005; Ozdogan 2018) through the Boncuklu Tarla data.

Figure 1

Contemporary settlements in Northern Mesopotamia.
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Boncuklu Tarla excavation

Boncuklu Tarla is located approximately 2 km west of the Tigris River, south of the Nevala Maherk stream,
and north of the Bike Mahmut stream (Figure 2). The settlement site was first identified and examined in
2008 during surface surveys conducted as part of the documentation and rescue efforts for cultural assets
within the interaction area of the Ilisu Dam and HES Project by two different teams. Dr. Tuba Okse identified
Boncuklu Tarla as a settlement representing the Pre-Pottery Neolithic (PPN) Period within the scope of the
Ilisu Dam Construction Area Surface Survey. Prof. Dr. Harun Taskiran and Prof. Dr. Metin Kartal collected and
evaluated a significant number of obsidian and flint artifacts dating to the PPN during their surface survey
conducted as part of the same project (Okse et al., 2010: 334, 341, Taskiran & Kartal, 2010: 239-41). Rescue
excavations were carried out at Boncuklu Tarla within the scope of the Ilisu Dam and HES Project under the
auspices between 2012 (Kodas, 2018; 2023). Excavation work conducted between 2012 and 2022 took place
in 42 separate trenches, covering an area of approximately 4,000 square meters. Layers dating back to the
PPNB were identified especially during excavations carried out in 2012, 2017, and 2019-2022 in the central
area of the mound and on an approximate area of 2,300 square meters (Figure 2).

Figure 2
Boncuklu Tarla drone photograph and areas where Middle PPNB Period layers were identified.

Middle PPNB Period Architecture: Stratigraphy and Dating

Based on the findings and evidence obtained from intermittent archaeological excavations at the site, it
has been determined that the settlement was continuously inhabited from the Late Epipaleolithic to the Late
PPNB periods, between 11,000 and 8,000 BC. The identified layers are as follows: Layer 1: Late PPNB; Layer
2: Middle PPNB; Layer 3: Early PPNB; Layer 4a—-b: PPNA-PPNB transition; Layers 5a, 5b, and 6a: PPNA; Layers
6b and 7: Late Epipaleolithic/Proto-Neolithic. Additionally, radiocarbon (C14) analyses have provided dates
corresponding to this chronological development (8,235 to 7,522 BC, Figure 3, Table 1 - Table 2, Kodas 2019).

The 2012 rescue excavations were carried out under the scientific supervision of Prof. Dr. Tuba Okse and Prof. Dr. Harun Taskiran, while the 2017
excavations were conducted under the scientific supervision of Assoc. Prof. Dr. Ergul Kodas.
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Figure 3
Chronological and typological development of PPN Period architecture at Boncuklu Tarla.
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Table 1
Dimensions of Middle PPNB Period dwellings.
Building No Surface (M?) Room/Cell number Surface of the central/principal room (M?)
B 1.1. 195 8 77,90
B 21. 64,6 1 *
B 4.1. 920 4 56
B 5.1 80 3 49,60
B 6.1. 29,25 2 *
B7 61,75 3 *
B8 39 1 *
B9 88,35 5 47,5
Table 2
Boncuklu Tarla C14 analysis results and chronological development.
14C age 13C (%) BC (95.4%
Level Period Lab. code ( ° Context/Level Material
BP+1SD  *1SD confidence)
[ Late PPNB - - - - - -
8297-8235
8900 +27  -26.2+0.3 (96.3%) Indeterminate
1l Middle PPNB Tiibitak-0200 i Level 2/Middle PPNB
8508 + 37 -251+0.8 7592-7522 carbon
(95.4%)
8546-8502
- (12.0%) Indeterminate
11 Early PPNB Tubitak-0199 9207+39 -25.1+0.8 Level 3/Early PPNB
8496-8302 carbon
(83.4%)
PPNA-PPNB
IVa-1Vb .. - - - - - -
Transition
Va-Vb-
PPNA - - - - - -
Via
Late Epi- Level 6b-7/ late .
- 10471-10109 . . Indeterminate
Vib-viI Palaeo/Proto  Tiibitak-0201 10389 + 41  -26.4%0.6 Epipalaeolithic/Proto
L (95.4%) . carbon
Neolithic Neolithic

From an architectural perspective, it is observed that the majority of the architectural remains uncovered
during the investigations at the settlement site belong to the MPPNB period. However, dwellings, storage
units, and public buildings dating back to the Proto-Neolithic, PPNA, PPNA-PPNB transition, EPPNB, and
LPPNB have also been revealed. Furthermore, it is understood that some structures initially constructed
during the MPPNB period continued to be used with certain modifications during the LPPNB period. The
architectural remains of the MPPNB period, identified only in the Central Area of the settlement, cover an
area of approximately 2,300 square meters. So far, at least 17 structures dating to the MPPNB period have
been excavated and can be classified in three distinct architectural types: 1) special/public buildings, 2)
domestic/residential buildings, and 3) storage facilities.

Public/Special Building

Building 1.1. is the most distinctive community building of the middle MPPNB period, Building 2.1. and
Building 8 also have certain features that can be considered non-domestic. Overall, these three buildings
are very different from the domestic buildings uncovered on the site.
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Building 1.1

Among the architectural structures of the MPPNB period the most prominent building, both in terms of
construction style and dimensions, as well as its position within the village space organization, is undoubt-
edly Building 1.1(Figure 4). Although this building was obviously renovated and used still during the LPPNB
period, it was initially constructed during the MPPNB period. The building’s dimensions are approximately
15 x 13 meters. The main space of the structure is surrounded by five cells of varying sizes to the west and
north of the building. To the south is a rectangular space that extends in the east-west direction (1.60 m x
9.50 m = 15.20 m2). The foundations of Building 1.1 were constructed either with three or four rows of small
limestone blocks or with two rows of large limestone blocks. The central space of the structure features
a terrazzo floor. For this the space was first filled with rubble stones and then leveled with pebble stones
to create a smooth surface (Figure 5c). On top of this surface, a terrazzo floor was laid. The central space
measures 8.20 meters in north-south direction and 9.50 meters in east-west direction. Covering an area of
77.90 m?, in total (Figure 4).

Figure 4
Drawing and photograph of the Terrazzo Building (Building 1.1)
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The floor is covered with a red-colored lime plaster (Figure 5a-b). Symmetrically placed pillars were built
on pedestals by stacking flat limestone blocks on top of each other. Two courses of these stone slabs have
been found in situ at the southwestern corner of the building (Figure 6)2. It is observed that access to the
building is provided by steps located in the northeastern corner of the building. Four separate units have
been identified in total. The room cells along the northern and western sides, and the rectangular space to
the south, are not accessed from the main space (Cell 7) but by a separate entrance located to the east.

Figure 5
Details of the floor surface in the Terrazzo Building (Building 1.1).

Figure 6
Restitution of the pillars in the Terrazzo Building (Building 1.1).

2The others have been damaged owing to agricultural activities. This damage is also evident on the terrazzo floor.
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Building 2.1

Building 2.1 is constructed adjacent to and immediately northwest of the Building 1.1 (Figure 81). Due to
its unusual ground plan configuration, we identified this as also a special or public building of the MMPNB
settlement. It is a single-room structure measuring 7.60 m in the east-west direction and 8.50 cm in the
north-south direction. At the southern wall, a substantial buttress is located. Along the northern wall is a
bench, which is approximately 1.40 m wide. The entrance to the building is located on the western side, and
there is a stone-paved exterior floor approximately 1.20 m wide in the north-south direction in front of the
entrance.

Figure 7
Architecture of the Middle PPNB Period.

Building 8

This building has a distinctive plan among the identified MPPNB period structures in the settlement and
can therefore be counted as special/public building. It measures 6.50 meters in the north-south direction
and 6 meters in the east-west direction (Figure 8g). The walls are up to one meter thick. It is a single-spaced
structure. On the eastern limits no wall was found. It is unclear if the building was lacking an eastern wall
originally or if it is just not preserved. Additionally, the western and northern walls show traces of rebuilding
on the interior. The northern wall is shared with Building 7.
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Figure 8

Residential architectural and public/special buildings of the Middle PPNB
Period.

Domestic Structures

So far, we have identified 17 dwellings dating to the MPPNB period. The majority of these dwellings have
been fully excavated, and their floor plans have been determined. All of these dwellings were constructed
just west of the Terrazzo Building (Figure 7). The dwellings, which vary in size and number of rooms, exhibit
significant differences among themselves. All of the dwellings show stone foundations. The stone founda-
tions are preserved in some places with up to two to four courses of stones. The recovered fragments of
mudbrick (kerpig) indicate that the walls were made of mudbrick.

2.1. Building 4.1

This building is located immediately southwest of Building 1.1. It is approximately 10 m long and 9 m wide
(Figure 8c). The building comprises of four spaces. Space 4.1.1is 9 x 6 m and dominates the western part of
the building. To the east there are smaller rooms with varying widths spanning a length of 4 meters each.
The floor surface of the building is made of pebbles, small fragments of marble, and of clay.

2.2. Building 5.1

This structure is located immediately to the south of Building 4.1 and shares a common wall with Building
4. It comprises of at least three spaces. The building is not fully excavated due to the presence of an oak
tree in the eastern parts of the building. The preserved and exposed parts of this building suggest that
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it could have been 8 meters wide and 10 meters long (Figure 8b). Similar to Building 4.1 there is on the
western side of the building a space approximately 8 meters in length and 6.20 meters in width along the
northwest-southeast axis. In field observations during excavation indicate the presence of at least two small
compartments to the east of this building.

2.3. Building 6.1

Building 6.1 is located west of Buildings 4.1 and 5.1. The building extends in the north-south direction
and has apse facing south (Figure 8h). The building is 6.5 meters long and 4.5 meters wide, and no wall is
preserved on the north side. The space is divided into two separate compartments by an internal partition
wall (about 20 cm high) located toward the north, which also forms the northern boundary of the apse. The
apsidal section is 3.5 meters deep in north-south direction. The floor of the apse is paved with stone, while
the floor of the northern compartment is covered with plaster made of marl and clay.

2.4. Building 7

This building has a rectangular shape and measures 9.50 meters in the north-south direction by 6.50
meters in the east-west direction (Figure 8e). It is located immediately south of Building 6.1. The interior of
the building is divided by two internal wall segments, one added perpendicular to the southern wall and
the other perpendicular to the eastern wall, creating at least three compartments. The southern part of the
eastern wall is poorly preserved.

2.5. Building 9

This structure, located east of Buildings 7 and 8 and south of Building 5.1, has approximate measurements
of 9.50 x 9.30 meters (Figure 8a). On the western side of the building there is a space that is measuring
5 X 9.50 meters. On the eastern side there are four small rectangular compartments in a cell-like form,
each extending in the east-west direction and measuring 4.20 meters in length. The floor of the building is
plastered with hard compacted mud except for the northernmost compartment which is covered with a mix
of marl and pebble stones.

2.6. Building 10

Located northwest of building 1.1, this structure has measurements of 7.90 meters in the east-west direc-
tion and 9.30 meters in the north-south direction (Figure 8d). It is divided into at least three compartments
with independent walls of varying dimensions.

2.7. Building 11

Situated northwest of Building 10, this structure measures 9.50 x 5 meters, extends in the east-west
direction and has a rectangular plan. The building consists of at least four spaces and there is a large
compartment divided into two sections in the south. On the northern side of the building there is a narrow
rectangular compartment measuring c. 7 meters by 1.60 meters. On the western side, there is another
compartment measuring 2.50 meters in width and 5 meters in length.

2.8. Building 12

Building 12 is located west of building 10. Only a small portion of it has been uncovered so far. The walls
indicate that it is a multi-room building with at least two separate spaces. The excavated area of the building
measures around 7 meters in the north-south direction and about 5 meters in the east-west direction.
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2.9. Building 13

Positioned just north of Building 11, this structure measures 6 meters in the east-west direction. Only a
part of it has been excavated until now. The exposed part measures 3 meters in the north-south direction.

2.10. Building 14

This building has a main space measuring approximately 7.25 meters in the north-south direction, 6.50
meters on the eastern side and 8 meters on the western side, and 10 meters in the east-west direction
(Figure 9). In the southeastern corner of the main space there is a rectangular room measuring 2-3 meters.
To the northeast of the main space, between Building 14 and Building 15, there is another room measuring
approximately 1.50 x 4 meters. Additional walls found to the south of the main space suggest the presence
of other small rooms. The building is constructed on stone foundations, and its floor is covered with reddish
clay soil and small pebbles. There are three supporting buttresses of varying sizes in front of the northern,
southern, and western walls of the central space. They are most probably late addition, which have nothing
to do with the original function or use of B14. The standout feature of this building is its plan, which consists
of a central large space surrounded by scattered, small rooms, in contrast to the more symmetrical form
seen in the other structures.

Figure 9
Kitchen building dated to the Middle PPNB Period.

2.11. Building 15

Located northeast of Building 14, it is only partially exposed, with a total of 6 meters in the east-west
direction and 5 meters in the north-south direction. Along the southern wall there is a stone-paved bench
6 meters long and approximately 80 cm wide.

2.12. Building 16

Located northwest of Building 14 and west of Building 15, only a small portion of this structure has been
uncovered (measuring 4.50 m x 3.50 m). It is represented by parts of a wall and some plaster floor fragments,
including a slightly elliptical curving wall in the northeastern direction and three parallel walls, partially,

Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, (32): 19-38



The Architecture and Village-Spatial Organization of the Middle PPNB Period... 27 Kodas et al., 2025

stretching in the northwest-southeast direction. Currently, it is impossible to provide full information about
the size and plan of this building. Its slightly elliptical plan, points towards similarities with Building 6.1.
However, the overall arrangement seems to be different. This additional oval area indicates that this building
may also have an apsidal plan. Further investigations would be needed to provide additional information.

2.13. Building 17

This building is located west of Buildings 7 and 6.1. Only the eastern part of the building has been
excavated. It has a length of 7.30 m. No further information is available at this point.

2.14. Building 18

This building is located to the east of Building 14 and there is no common wall between the two buildings.
This building measures approximately 11 meters in the north-south direction by x 5.5 meters in the east-
west direction. The space to the north is approximately 6.40 meters long and 5.5 meters wide. The structure
to the south is 510 meters wide and 5.5 meters long. This space is divided into two by a short wall.

Storage area

We identified an area of about 350 m2 in the central area of archaeological site of Boncuklu Tarla, showing
the remains of 29 circular silo bases, possiblement contemporary with the MPPNB architecture (Figure 10).
The radii of these silo bases range from 0.50 to 2.20 m. The outer walls of these silos are constructed with
a single row of small-sized pebbles since these are not linear; the floors of the silos are covered with
compacted clay plaster, small limestone rocks, or pebbles. Within this part of the site, some areas have
terrazzo floors and angular plans but we have not uncovered any associated walls. Here, the excavations
also exposed a circular silo base with a terrazzo floor. While we have found remains of grain inside these
storage units, the numerous animal bones and fish vertebrae that occur in the area suggest that they were
used to store a variety of products, including both plant and animal ones. Additionally, a significant portion
of a building (B19) approximately 8.40 m wide, has been excavated in the southwest of this excavation area.
The building is constructed on a stone foundation. Access to it is provided via a long porch located in the
south-eastern corner. This building is probably an animal pen or a place to process cereals. However, the
analyses planned to be carried out in the following years will provide clearer information about the function
of the structure.
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Figure 10
Storage units of the Middle PPNB Period.

Village-Space Organization (Spatial Organization)

Boncuklu Tarla residential architecture can generally be classified into three types of spaces, exhibiting
variations in size, floor plans, and spatial organization: single-spaced structures, multi-room structures, and
apsidal plan structures. This indicates that there may be less complex special/public buildings that may
have less sophisticated plans or alterations (similar to domestic buildings). Consequently, it can be said
that there is no monotype in terms of plan or size. Furthermore, significant differences can be observed
among the multi-room units themselves. Some buildings (B14, B15, and B18) are characterized by a larger
central space surrounded by smaller units. On the other hand, the interior spaces of buildings B7, B10, and
B11 have been constructed in a more complex and different way. Buildings B4.1, B5.1, and B9 are observed
to have compartments in the eastern direction. Structures B6.1, and probably B16, feature apsidal plans.
The single-room structure B8 is poorly preserved. Structure B2.1, however, is more of a special rather than a
residential structure, given its relationship with Building 1.1 and its interior arrangement. The village spatial
organization underwent significant changes during the PPN in the Near East and can be followed at Boncuklu
Tarla (Figure 11).

-
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Figure 11
Village-space organization of the Middle PPNB Period.

Upon close examination of the spatial organization in the MPPNB layers at Boncuklu Tarla, it can be
observed that buildings identified as “residential” or domestic are located west of Building 1.1. But “storage
area,” or “storage facilities” which could be understood as special/public (collective/communal), are situ-
ated east of Building 1.1. This observation is significant as it supports the notion that Building 1.1 is at the
center of the settlement arrangement. Furthermore, the storage area east of Building 1.1 indicates that all
these features were constructed independently from the dwellings and have a special/public (collective/
communal) rather than individual nature. In this context, the spaces surrounding the main area on the west
and north of Building 1.1 can be considered as collectively constructed storage units. It is unclear if they were
already built together with the central space or added later. The fact that these cells have dimensions of 1
meter in width and 2-3 meters in length and contain four pestles stored together within them also indicates
communal storage of shared tools. Noteworthy is the absence of graves in Building 1.1 and in the area to its
east with the communal storage storage facilities.

Most of the MPPNB period structures contain burials. Consequently, it can be assumed that during the
MPPNB period at Boncuklu Tarla, individuals were generally buried within residential units, and not in areas
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considered as special/public (collective/communal). Another piece of important information regarding the
MPPNB layers at Boncuklu Tarla stems from Building 14: here numerous hearths, grinding stones, and silo
bases were uncovered. This building, belonging to a different neighborhood from Building 11, is distinct
from the other dwellings of this period both in terms of its plan layout and internal organization: on the
floor 14 hearths and five grinding stones, as well as several pestles and 5 silos with plaster floors, mostly
concentrated around the hearths, were found. Furthermore, two stone containers dating as well to the
MPPNB period were found within this building.

The residential units are found on the (flat) top of the plateau of Boncuklu Tarla. At the moment it is
hard to say how far the MPPNB occupation stretched. Building 1.1. is located on the fringes of the residential
quarters - outside the living quarters. East of the special/public building - downhill - an activity zone is
attested, as well the community’s storage area. The residential units form clusters which could be under-
stood as neighborhoods or quarters.

Discussion

Numerous architectural remains from the Middle PPNB period have been uncovered in various settle-
ments in Northern Mesopotamia, such as Cayonii (Erim-Ozdogan & Ozdogan, 1989; Erim-Ozdogan, 2011),
Cafer Hoyiik (Cauvin et al., 2011), Gre Filla (Okse, 2021), Nevali Cori (Hauptmann, 2012), Gobekli Tepe (Schmidt,
2012; Kinzel, 2019; Kinzel & Clare, 2020), Sefer Tepe (Glildogan & Uludag, 2022), Akarcay Tepe (Ozbasaran &
Molist, 2007; Ozbasaran & Duru, 2011), Tell Halula (Molist, 2007; 2015), and Tell Abu Hureyra (Moore et al,
2000; Aurenche, 1981; Banning, 2000, Figure 1). For example, Cayonii in the Upper Tigris Valley is represented
by stone-paved or channeled structures in the MPPNB period. The architectural features at Cayoni differ
significantly from those at Boncuklu Tarla during the MPPNB period. But at both sites comparable special/
public buildings are present during the MPPNB period. At Cayonii the so-called terrazzo building dates to
the LPPNB period or the so-called cell-plan building phase (Erim-Ozdogan, 2011). At Boncuklu Tarla Building
1.1 was already constructed during the MPPNB period and stayed in use as well in the LPPNB period. At both
sites the special/public buildings were built separated from the domestic structures, just outside the living
quarters. A similar approach is also known from Nevali Cori (Hauptmann, 2011). At Boncuklu Tarla cell-plan
structures were built west of Building1., which stayed in use during the LPPNB period, and demonstrates
some similarities with LPPNB period architecture known from Cayonii (Schirmer, 1998), Nevali Cori (Haupt-
mann, 2011) and Gre Filla (Okse, 2021). In particular, some of the rectangular, multi-roomed structures at Gre
Filla feature larger main spaces surrounded by smaller interconnected rooms (Okse, 2021). These resemble
features known from e.g. Building 4.1, Building 5.1, and Building 9 at Boncuklu Tarla. Additionally, both sites
feature numerous buildings with small-scale buttresses. However, at Gre Filla, for special/public buildings
circular ground plans are continued to be used during the MPPNB period onwards. (Okse, 2021). The three
special/public buildings at Gre Filla are located at the northern edge of the site, but partially with domestic
structures built in between them. In this context, the village-space organizations at Gre Filla and Boncuklu
Tarla show some individuality in the settlement organization.

In the Upper Euphrates Basin, at the settlement of Nevali Cori, the MPPNB period architecture (Layers 4-
5) is represented by rectangular structures (Hauptmann, 2012). The architecture of Layer 4 at the site shows
similarities to cell-plan buildings at Cayonii. However, Building 1, uncovered in Layer 5, is divided into rooms
by short internal walls, with a larger space to the southeast (Hauptmann, 2012). This building, therefore,
exhibits some architectural similarities to Building 7, Building 10, and Building 11 uncovered at Boncuklu
Tarla. An activity area, similar to the one exposed at Boncuklu Tarla was as well found at Nevali Cori along the
creek in front of the residential buildings. Multi-roomed structures have also been revealed in Akarcay Tepe
(Layers 11-9), located further south in the banks of river Euphrates (Ozbasaran & Molist, 2007; Ozbasaran &
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Duru, 2011). The single-spaced structures at Akarcay Tepe exhibit some similarities with dwellings identified
at Gre Filla (Okse, 2021) and Giirciitepe (Beile-Bohn et al., 1998), rather than Boncuklu Tarla. Cafer Hoyiik,
located farther north, reveals domestic MPPNB period (Layers 8-5) structures that, despite having a rectan-
gular plan, can be described as other types due to the internal partition walls (Cauvin et al., 2011).

This points to a more local architectural tradition that is specific at Boncuklu Tarla. In the Sanliurfa
region, Gobekli Tepe (Schmidt, 2012; Kinzel & Clare, 2020), Harbetsuvan Tepesi (Celik, 2019), Sayburc (Ozdogan
& Uludag, 2022), and Sefer Tepe (Giildogan & Uludag, 2022) have their own distinctive architecture. The
buildings, constructed adjacent to each other, display diversity in terms of size and layout. Additionally, a
significant portion of the outer walls of the buildings are shared, and there are T-shaped pillars (Kurapkat,
2015; Kinzel, 2019; Kinzel & Clare, 2020; Celik, 2019; Ozdogan & Uludag, 2022). In northern Syria, at Tell
Halula, rectangular-planned dwellings are found that feature larger sections that could serve as main spaces
with smaller rooms attached (Molist, 2007; 2015). In this regard, MPPNB period architecture at Tell Halula
shares some similarities with Boncuklu Tarla's Building 4.1, Building 5.1, and Building 9. It is important to
note, however, that structures in Tell Halula were built with pisé (rammed earth) (Molist, 2015), whereas
at Boncuklu Tarla they were constructed with mud-brick walls on stone foundations. The MPPNB period
architecture uncovered at Tell Abu Hureyra Il exhibits similar characteristics to Tell Halula (Moore et al,,
2000). However, in this case the buildings have mud-brick walls (Moore et al., 2000).

Although there are some similarities between Southeast Anatolia and Northern Syria, there are many
differences between construction methods and village space organizations. Overall, significant differences
and similarities are displayed in the architectural remains uncovered at Boncuklu Tarla and other
settlements. However, Boncuklu Tarla's MPPNB period “public/special” architecture and village-space orga-
nization exhibit closer resemblances to the so-called Terrazzo Building and cell-plan structures of Cayoni's
LPPNB period (Schirmer, 1990; Erim-Ozdogan & Ozdogan, 1998; Erim-Ozdogan, 2011). Additionally, it must be
remembered that Building 1.1 in Boncuklu Tarla continued to be used during the LPPNB period, while the
residential buildings underwent a transition towards cell-plan structures during this phase (Kodas, 2019).
Thus, all considered, it can be said that the Upper Tigris Valley exhibits significant internal variation but also
possesses certain regional traditions both in chronology and regional contexts. Moreover, it is possible to
state that the settlement features at least three neighborhood spatial organizations, two of which surround
Building 1.1 and one which is located to the northwest of this building around Building 14. At this point, the
building can be considered together in the north-south direction B2.1, B4.1, B5.1, B9, B10, B11, B12 and B13.
B6.1, B7, B8 and B17, southwest of them, constitute a different area. Finally, B14, B15, B16 and B18 can be
interpreted as the last area in the northeast. However, the excavations in this area should continue and the
areas in question should be further strengthened and examined.

Conclusion

The Middle PPNB period architecture at Boncuklu Tarla can be defined through four distinct architec-
tural elements: special/public buildings, residential buildings, public open areas, and communal storage
areas. The central feature of the village-space organization, the neighborhoods of domestic structures, the
(special/public) Building 1.1, and the exterior activity zones exhibits striking similarities to the settlement
patterns at Cayonii and Nevali Cori (Ozdogan, 1999; Erim-Ozdogan, 2011; Hauptman, 2021). The main space
of building 1.1 resembles —in terms of size, plan, and construction style elements of the Terrazzo Building
at Cayoni. However, the spaces surrounding the main room of Building 1.1 at Boncuklu Tarla show a more
complex concept. This complex architectural organization could be compared to the T- and HV- complexes at
Asikli Hoylik (Ozbasaran, 2012). The dwellings dating to the MPPNB period can be classified into two distinct
groups based on their floor plans: single-spaced and multi-roomed structures. However, both the single-
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spaced and multi-roomed structures exhibit significant variations within their respective groups in terms
of their floor plans: 1) apsidal-planned buildings, 2) multi-roomed structures, 3) cell-plan structures with a
main space, and 4) simple single-spaced structures.

In conclusion, during the MPPNB period, Boncuklu Tarla exhibits a diverse range of architectural concepts
with different plans and functions, and the village-space organization indicates a systematic organization
around Building 1.1. The houses (B4.1, B5.1, and to a lesser extent B9 and B11) directly adjacent to Building 1.1
are larger and possess a different architectural style compared to other houses. These features suggest, as
put forward in Cayoni, that these structures may have had a distinct role compared to others, potentially
reflecting the architectural manifestation of social hierarchy. According to Ozdogan, a similar situation is
known at Cayoni during the LPPNB Period, where the presence of cell-planned structures and the Terrazzo
Building indicates a comparable pattern (Ozdogan 2018). As a result, it is seen that the village space organi-
zation at Boncuklu Tarla during the MPPNB period has a clear organization and there is a connection between
the use of the areas between houses and public/special building. This shows that a different village space
organization during the Middle PPNB period that has been separated from the houses (especially unlike the
public/special building in the central position of PPNA period), has emerged for a new organisation.
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Introduction

Tepecik-Ciftlik is a Neolithic site located in the southeastern part of Central Anatolia, within the Volcanic
Cappadocia region. Its proximity to the Melendiz Mountains and the obsidian sources at Golliidag has
made it an important prehistoric settlement. Excavations carried out since 2000 have uncovered an area
of approximately 1,750 square meters and documented a cultural deposit consisting of ten distinct layers.
These layers reflect a long and continuous sequence of occupation, extending from the final phases of the
Pre-Pottery Neolithic to the beginning of the Chalcolithic period.

Tepecik-Ciftlik Hoyiik, currently under excavation, provides a detailed reflection of regional cultural
development through its uninterrupted stratigraphy. This study aims to evaluate the Neolithic settlement
process using absolute dating methods. The research is based on 50 radiocarbon samples collected from
different levels between 2004 and 2024, most of which have not been previously published™.

These data, evaluated in conjunction with stratigraphic information, allow a reassessment of the chrono-
logical order of the occupational phases, the continuity of the settlement, and the structural transformations
observed at different levels. At the same time, the results contribute to broader discussions on the Neolithic
chronology of the region.

The Site

The Tepecik-Ciftlik mound was discovered during prehistoric surveys conducted by lan Todd in 1966 in
the Central Anatolian region. The mound is situated in the Volcanic Cappadocia Region, south of the Central
Anatolia Plateau, within the boundaries of the Ciftlik district of Nigde (Bicakg! et al., 2012; Todd, 1966: 105).
Excavations initiated by E. Bicakgl in 2000 are still ongoing. The mound is positioned south of the Ciftlik Plain,
which is surrounded by volcanic mountains and has an average altitude of 1,400 meters. Rivers originating
from the Melendiz Mountains, encircling the plain, flow into the Ciftlik Plain and converge in the west to
form the Melendiz River. The mound lies approximately 400 meters north of the Sekiller stream, one of the
tributaries of the Melendiz River. This settlement is also significant due to its proximity to Golliidag, which
contains a large portion of the obsidian deposits found in the Volcanic Cappadocia Region (Bicakgi, 2022).

The mound covers an area of 300 x 170 meters and consists of an oval-shaped cone with a terrace located
to the east-southeast of the cone, its long axis extending in a southeast-northwest direction. In this section,
the mound covers an area of 33,300 m2. Surface finds are widely scattered across the area south of the
mound and are used for agricultural purposes. Based on the distribution of surface finds, it is estimated
that the mound covers an area of approximately 6 hectares, including this southern area. The elevation of
the highest point of Tepecik-Ciftlik above the surrounding plain is 9.60 meters (Bicakg! et al., 2007: 237). As
a result of the excavations carried out so far, the deepest level reached is approximately -7.30 meters from
the highest point of the mound; the main soil has not yet been reached.

"For previously published radiocarbon results for Tepecik-Ciftlik, see: Godon, 2008; Bicakg! et al., 2012; Clare & Weninger, 2014.
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Figure 1
Location of Tepecik-Ciftlik.

Materials and Methods

The cultural deposit at the mound, approximately 7.30 meters high, consists of 10 archaeological levels.
Levels 10-7 were identified in the deep trench on the western side of the excavation area. Due to the limited
size of the excavation area and the lack of architectural remains, these levels were distinguished based on
differences in the color and composition of the deposits. Levels 6-2 were excavated in the widest section.
Archaeological remains indicate that Level 10 dates to the end of the Pre-Pottery Neolithic and the beginning
of the Pottery Neolithic, Levels 9-3 date to the Pottery Neolithic, and Level 2 dates to the Early Chalcolithic.
Levels 10-7 were identified in a very narrow area, which limits the available data. Since no pottery was found
in Level 10, it is assumed that this level corresponds to the end of the Pre-Pottery Neolithic. The available
data indicate that the settlement process at the mound began in the Pre-Pottery Neolithic and continued
uninterrupted until the end of the Early Chalcolithic.

Between 2004 and 2024, 50 samples from various contexts belonging to different levels of the mound
were analyzed. Of these, 16 were human bones, 13 were animal bones from sheep, goats, equids, and cattle, 4
were burnt seeds, and 17 were charcoal (see Table 1). The samples were analyzed using the carbon-14 dating
method at the University of Cologne-Centre for AMS (Germany), University of Erlangen-Niirnberg Institute of
Physics (Germany), Carbon-14 Measurement Laboratory of CEA-CNRS (France), BETA Analytic Testing Labora-
tory (USA), and TUBITAK Marmara Research Center AMS Laboratory (Tiirkiye). This paper presents the results
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in the form of a plot obtained using OxCal v.4.3.2 (Ramsey, 2017) with the IntCal13 atmospheric calibration
curve (Reimer et al., 2013).

During the study, each sample related to radiocarbon results was evaluated, considering the layer it
belonged to and its archaeological context. The samples were analyzed for stratigraphic compatibility,
contextual reliability, and consistency with archaeological data. Using stratigraphically consistent samples,
the approximate chronological range of each layer was determined. However, when discrepancies existed
between the date and stratigraphy, potential reasons for these discrepancies were discussed. This method-
ological approach facilitated a reevaluation of the settlement's development process, integrating both
radiocarbon results and contextual analysis. The study focuses on establishing the internal chronology
of Tepecik-Ciftlik. Interregional comparisons, relationships with contemporary settlements, and the site's
significance in Neolithic chronology will be addressed in a separate study.

Table 1
Results of 14C dating of 50 samples from Tepecik-Ciftlik.

Samp. Code Lab. Code Estimated 14C Age 14C Date Range Estimated 14C Date Level Material
(BP) (cal BC 10) (cal BC 10)
83 KN-5916 716045 6073-5985 6029+44 3-2 Charcoal
994 Beta-373270 720030 6091-5989 6040451 2 Animal bone
(Ovis)
1964 TUBITAK-2492 734937 6261-6077 6169+92 3 Animal bone
1276 Beta-410035 737030 6269-6209 6239430 4 Human bone
TP12SK67 TUBITAK-3788 7403430 6386-6222 6304182 3 Human bone
276 KN-5967 740936 6395-6221 630887 3 Charcoal
TP12SK71 TUBITAK-3789 7423132 6387-6231 6309+78 3 Human bone
1959 TUBITAK-2491 743035 6394-6231 631382 2 Animal bone
(ovis/Capra)
93 KN-5914 7420+80 6427-6207 6317110 3 Charcoal
94 KN-5915 7454141 6426-6207 6317110 3 Charcoal
450 Col-1771 7428+49 6421-6221 6321£100 3 Burnt seed
327 Erl-14833 7451£39 6407-6236 6322+86 3 Burnt seed
TP12SK53 TUBITAK-3787 746030 6406-6240 6323483 3 Human bone
719 TUBITAK-2489 745737 6410-6239 632585 4 Burnt seed
429 Col-1769 746046 6419-6236 6328+92 3 Charcoal
1553 TUBITAK-1677 7476+37 6421-6244 633389 3 Animal bone
(Equid)
1412 Beta-410033 749030 6428-6333 638148 4 Human bone
1971 TUBITAK-3246 749532 6431-6334 638348 4-3 Animal bone
(Equid)
1601 TUBITAK-0273 7502+38 6437-6331 638453 4-3 Burnt seed
TP12SK75 TUBITAK-3791 7497+30 6432-6335 6384148 3 Human bone
1373 TUBITAK-696 7545+37 6467-6366 641750 5-4  Animal bone
(ovis/Capra)
1970 TUBITAK-3245 757131 6470-6392 643139 2 Animal bone
(Capra)
1968 TUBITAK-3244 759732 6481-6399 644041 3 Animal bone
(Bos)
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Samp. Code Lab. Code Estimated 14C Age 14C Date Range  Estimated 14C Date Level Material
(BP) (cal BC 10) (cal BC 10)

768 SacA 32317 7615+35 6511-6410 646150 4-3 Charcoal
TP12SK72 TUBITAK-3790 761832 6509-6416 646346 3 Human bone
300A KN-5964 7641£37 6572-6427 6500+72 4 Charcoal

1942 TUBITAK-2490 7643141 6589-6428 6509181 3 Animal bone

303 KN-5966 769030 6594-6462 6528166 4 Charcoal
1967 TUBITAK-3243 7694132 6596-6459 652868 3 Human bone
TP19SK106C TUBITAK-2773 7710£34 6601-6465 6533268 3 Human bone
TP19SK105C TUBITAK-2772 7712436 6601-6466 6534167 3 Human bone
1423 Beta-410032 773030 6606-6475 6540266 6-5 Human bone
1916 TUBITAK-1056 7752+37 6646-6480 656383 3 Human bone
435 Col-1770 7758146 6653-6472 6563+89 4 Charcoal
995 Beta-373271 776030 6648-6498 657375 7/6 Animal bone
(Ovis)
353 Erl-14832 7778+36 6657-6498 6578179 4 Charcoal
360 Erl-14831 777940 6687-6497 6592495 4 Charcoal
1414 Beta-410031 780030 6691-6568 6630+62 5 Human bone
1422 Beta-410034 782030 6701-6571 6636+65 5 Human bone
273 KN-5965 781125 6693-6590 664251 5 Charcoal
1280 Beta-410030 7850£30 6776-6597 6686190 5 Human bone
767 SacA 32316 786035 6827-6597 6712+115 5 Charcoal
1832 TUBITAK-0495 787535 6831-6638 6735+96 6 Human bone
329 Col1773 7880+49 6861-6636 6749112 6-5 Charcoal
345 Col1774 7902150 6865-6644 6755110 6-5 Charcoal
1838 TUBITAK-695 7934%37 7036-6687 6862+174 9-7 Animal bone
(ovis/Capra)
1966 TUBITAK-3242 798632 7049-6769 69094140 10 Animal bone
(ovis/Capra)
780 TUBITAK-694 799441 7054-6768 6911143 10 Animal bone
(ovis/Capra)
472 Col1772 8021+50 7072-6767 69204152 6-5 Charcoal
757 SacA 32318 805035 7078-6902 6990188 10 Charcoal
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Figure 2
The calibration results are seen in chronological order.
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Results: The Chronology of the Site in Light of Radiocarbon Dating

Each radiocarbon sample was analyzed for its stratigraphic and archaeological context, stratigraphic
consistency, material properties, and date correspondence with archaeological data. Based on these evalu-
ations, an approximate absolute date range was proposed for each stratum.

Levels 10-7 (deep trench)

The earliest levels found at the mound belong to a period that is not well known in Central Anatolia. In
Cappadocia, this period corresponds to the period immediately after the abandonment of Asikli Hoyiik and
Musular, and to the partially uncovered upper levels at Sircalitepe (Ozbasaran et al., 2012; Ozbasaran et al.,
2018; Balci et al., 2021). Similarly, in the Konya Plain, it coincides with the poorly researched earliest phases
of Catalhdyiik (Hodder, 2014) and the abandonment of Can Hasan IlI (Fairbairn et al., 2020). This phase, which
coincides with the end of the Pre-Pottery Neolithic and the beginning of the Pottery Neolithic in Anatolian
prehistoric chronology, has been excavated in a limited area at Tepecik-Ciftlik, but provides important data
on this little-known period.

The deep trench is located west of the excavation area, in the central part of the mound. During the
excavations in different seasons, the initially wide area was narrowed as it deepened?. The deepest level
is -7.30 meters relative to the highest point of the mound. Levels 10-7 were identified only in this area.
No architectural remains were found in these levels. In Level 10, at least four fills of different colors and
compositions separated by horizontal ash bands were identified. Carbonized ashy lines are frequently
observed in these fills.

Level 10 yielded no pottery sherds. On the other hand, stone, bone, horn tools, obsidian flakes, and
various animal bones were abundant. Although the lack of pottery suggests that this phase may belong to
the Pre-Pottery Neolithic, this may also be related to the narrow excavation area. Even if pottery was used
during this period, it may not have been found in this narrow area.

With the end of Level 10, the earliest pottery samples of the Volcanic Cappadocia region appear in Levels
9-7. It is understood that these coarse wares made of poorly refined clay were fired in a low-oxidation
environment. Within a few centuries after this phase, more robust and well-fired wares appear in the
settlement (Godon, 2008; Godon, 2012). The fact that this development can be traced indicates that pottery
was produced locally, and its use became widespread.

Four radiocarbon results were obtained from the deep trench (see Tables 1 and Figure 3). A sheep/goat
mandible fragment (TP-1966) from the upper level of layer 10 was dated to 7049-6769 BC, and an animal bone
fragment (TP-0780) from the lowest level was dated to 7054-6768 BC. When these two samples are evaluated
together with their stratigraphic positions, they point to the end of the 8th millennium BC. The burnt plant
remains (TP-0757) from the deepest point of the same area were dated to 7078-6902 BC, the earliest date
obtained so far at Tepecik-Ciftlik. These three samples seem to be generally consistent with each other.

A sheep/goat bone (TP-1838) from levels 9-7 in the same deep trench area was dated to 7036-6687 BC.
Although this date covers a wide range of about 350 years due to the plateau in the calibration curve,
considering the context, it is likely to be dated to around 6800 BC.

These radiocarbon data suggest that levels 10-7 can be dated between 7100 and 6800 BC.

2Levels 9-7 were excavated in an area of 6.00x3.50 m and Level 10 in an area of approximately 4.00x2.00 m.
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Levels 6-5

These levels were investigated in an area of approximately 650 square meters in the central part of the
excavation area. This area was mainly used as an open area. Architectural remains are very limited. Ashy fills,
pits of various sizes, dumping areas, and different types of burials were identified. The intersection of the
pits and the scarcity of building traces make it difficult to understand the stratigraphic relationships clearly.

Level 6 yielded a limited amount of architectural remains. In Level 5, the use of the open area continued,
and new structures were added to the northern and southern edges of the area. The buildings were built
with mudbrick walls on a stone subbasement, but were largely destroyed. The best preserved example in
this level is a small, one-room building (Building-27) built with stone subbasement walls. This building is
one of the rare examples with preserved mudbrick walls on a stone subbasement (Cakan, 2024: 102).

Another noteworthy building in Level 5 is a small structure built for burial purposes (Building-28), which
contains many human bones belonging to individuals. Repair phases were observed on the walls of the
building, and the burial process was repeated multiple times (Cakan, 2024: 104). Other burials from the same
period are also in the open area around this building (Bliyiikkarakaya et al., 2019).

The settlement pattern consists of detached buildings arranged around open spaces. Various fireplaces
and waste areas, such as ovens and cooking pits, were found in the open area in the center of the excavation
area. These features indicate that the area was used for daily activities and burial rituals. The fact that the
burials are intertwined with cooking and food preparation areas suggests that these activities were not
separated.

The burnt wooden remains (TP-0767) found in the open area north of Building-27, belonging to Level 5,
were dated to 6827-6597 BC. The human bone sample (TP-1832) from the secondary burial, numbered SK-98,
in an open area belonging to Levels 6-5 was dated to 6831-6638 BC. Considering the stratigraphic level, it is
more likely that this sample belongs to Level 6. To the south of the open area at level 6-5, a sample of burnt
wood fragments (TP-0329) was dated to 6861-6636 BC, and another sample of burnt wood (TP-0345) in the
fill of Level 5 was dated to 6865-6644 BC. Both samples can be stratigraphically assigned to Level 5.

The dates presented up to this point are generally consistent with the archaeological context in which
they were found. On the other hand, a sheep or goat bone with sample number TP-0995 from this area was
dated to 6648-6498 BC, although based on the context in which it was found, it was expected to belong to
the early phases of Level 6 or Level 7. This date is not consistent with the stratigraphic context.

Although Levels 6 and 5 can be separated in areas where the remains of buildings are relatively more
dense, these two levels are stratigraphically mixed in the parts used as open spaces. Therefore, it is not
possible to distinguish these strata with precise boundaries. Nevertheless, the available radiocarbon data
suggest that Levels 6 and 5 can be dated to approximately 6800-6600 BC.

Level 4

Level 4 is characterized by individual buildings located north and south of an open area extending
east-west (Cakan, 2024: 119). These structures were built on the remains of the previous layer. The walls
surrounding the open area serve as both a garden boundary and a 4.5-meter-wide corridor between the
buildings. The repairs on the walls indicate that this area was used in a planned manner.

In the early phases of the level, new buildings were constructed to the north and south of the area that
had been used as an open space in the previous level. The walls of these buildings have been preserved at
the stone sub-basement level. Fire traces and debris indicate that some of the buildings were subjected to
a significant fire.
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One of the best preserved buildings of this level is Building-17, a multi-room complex (Cakan, 2024: 118).
Built with thick stone walls, this building yielded many artifacts in its central space, and the rooms were
added later to the east, along with traces of intense fire. Among these finds are burnt grains, plant processing
areas, figurines, obsidian tools, potsherds, painted plaster fragments, bone, and stone objects. At least 48
graves, most of them belonging to infants, were found under the floor of the building and in the debris fill.
This suggests that the building served a crucial function in both daily life and rituals related to death.

Another building with similar characteristics in Level 4 is Building-20, located in the northwest corner of
the excavation area (Cakan, 2024: 128). It is understood that this building was also a multi-room complex.
Finds such as burnt grains, obsidian, bone tools, figurines, and grinding stones were recovered from the
interior. In situ pots and storage units were found in some rooms of the building. These data suggest that
both production, storage, and ritual activities may have been carried out in the same building complexes in
Level 4.

Level 4 represents a planned and intensive occupation phase that developed around open areas, with
multi-roomed dwellings and burial sites. The layout and the artifacts reveal that daily life and death rituals
were intertwined in this phase.

Most of the radiocarbon results from Level 4 were obtained from Building-17, located south of the
excavation area. The radiocarbon analysis of the burnt wood remains found on the floor of the AK room in
this building yielded a date range of 6572-6427 BC (TP-300A). One of the burnt wood fragments (TP-0353)
found on the floor of the same room was dated to 6657-6498 BC, and the other (TP-0360) to 6687-6497 BC.
Both samples were consistent with the other radiocarbon samples found in the room.

The burnt grain remains found on the floor of the AK were dated to 6410-6239 BC (TP-0719). This date
range is slightly later than that obtained from the charcoal, but more in line with the results from the human
bones in Room AY, which will be discussed below.

The human bone fragment belonging to an adult individual recovered from burial TP10-SK-37 under the
floor of Room AY in the northeast room of Building-17 has been dated to 6428-6333 BC (TP-1412). It is more
likely to be dated to approximately 6400 BC, based on the archaeological context in which it was found.
Another sample from the AY is a bone fragment belonging to a child in burial TP10-SK21 and dated to
6269-6209 BC (TP-1276). The date obtained from the context in which it was found is much later than expected
and, therefore, interpreted as incompatible with the context in which it was found. A 30 cm long and 6 cm
wide burnt wood fragment (TP-0435) found in the room's northwest corner was dated to 6653-6472 BC. This
result is consistent with the other burnt wood remains analyzed in Building-17.

The date range obtained from the burnt wood remains found in another room (BA) of Building-17 is
6594-6462 BC (TP-0303). This is consistent with the results of burnt wood remains in the AK and AY rooms.
Some radiocarbon samples found in Building-17 (TP-300A, TP-0303, TP-0435, TP-0353, TP-0360) belong to the
burnt wood remains discovered inside the building. Considering that these woods may have been used as
building material, the possibility of "old wood effect" in these samples should be taken into consideration.
Since there may be a time difference between when the trees were felled and when they were used in the
building, it is possible that such samples may yield dates earlier than the actual time of use.

The radiocarbon dates of the short-lived organic materials recovered from Building-17 (e.g., the burnt
grain remains numbered TP-0719 and the human bones in the AY space) indicate a later period than the
timbers. This suggests that the construction and use of Building-17 was concentrated around 6500 BC.

Apart from the radiocarbon samples obtained from Building-17, results were also obtained from the open
areas of the settlement. A sheep or goat bone fragment found in the open area belonging to Level 4 in the
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central part of the excavation area was dated to 6467-6366 BC (TP-1373). The burnt plant remains in the same
area were dated 6511-6410 BC (TP-0768).

When all these data are evaluated together, it appears more consistent to date Level 4 to approximately
6600-6400 BC and Building-17 to the middle of this period, circa 6500 BC.

Level 3

Level 3 at Tepecik-Ciftlik indicates a dynamic settlement process. The construction of new buildings, the
addition of new spaces to existing buildings, and the repair phases observed in the buildings reflect this
transformation. This Late Neolithic level is divided into two phases: Level 3.2 and 3.1.

In the first phase (3.2), there are individual buildings with open spaces between them. These open spaces
are occupied by newly constructed buildings and rooms added to existing structures. After the large, multi-
room buildings seen in Layer 4, a distinct building type emerges in Level 3.2. These buildings are typically
single-space dwellings, with sizes ranging from 25 to 45 m2. Small rooms (alcoves) opening to the main space
were used for oven or storage purposes, and this plan type, defined as "building with oven", is unique to
Level 3.2 (Cakan, 2014, 2019). The buildings were constructed with mudbrick walls on a stone sub-basement.
Features such as ovens and storage areas are frequently found in these buildings. The floors are usually
plastered. The mudbrick walls were elevated above the ground, and for this purpose, sub-bases made of
volcanic stones such as andesite, rhyolite, and basalt were used. The stones were generally unprocessed
and placed in double rows with smooth edges facing outwards. The width of the sub-base varies between
0.50 and 0.70 m in this level (Cakan, 2024: 175).

In this phase, the settlement pattern developed irregularly. New rooms were added to the buildings,
gaps between buildings were closed, and passages were narrowed. It is believed that these arrangements
were designed to regulate access to the southern common courtyard (Gakan, 2024: 205). The building group,
consisting of four buildings arranged around the courtyard, looks like a settlement pattern shaped around
a common area.

In this open area at Level 3.2, there are two burials with plastered skulls (Biiyiikkarakaya et al., 2024).
A human bone fragment recovered from one of these burials was dated to 6646-6480 BC (TP-1916). On the
other hand, a sample taken directly from one of the plastered skulls was dated to 6596-6459 BC (TP-1967).
A skull from grave SK106, where the plastered skulls were found, was dated to 6601-6465 BC, while another
skull from SK105 was dated to 6601-6466 BC. These data suggest that the plastered skulls belongto an earlier
period than the Level 3 in which they were found, probably to Level 4.

To clarify the dating of the plastered skulls, samples taken from five different burials in the vicinity of
the burial where the plastered skulls were found were analyzed and the following dates were obtained:
6386-6222 BC (TP-SK67), 6387-6231 BC (TP-SK71), 6406-6240 BC (TP-SK53), 6432-6335 BC (TP-SK75) and
6509-6416 BC (TP-SK72). These dates indicate that the burials belong to Level 3 and confirm that the plastered
skulls date back to an earlier period than these burials.

In an area thought to represent the transition period between Level 4 and 3.2, a metacarpus bone of
an equid found among the demolished stones was dated to 6431-6334 BC (TP-1971). This date indicates
that this material belongs to the early phases of Level 3. Similarly, a bovine tibia found in the BO room of
Building-16 was dated to 6481-6399 BC (TP-1968). This result suggests that Building-16 may be one of the
earliest structures of Level 3 (for detailed information on Building-16 see Cakan, 2024). An animal bone found
in the CZ space in Building-7 of Level 3.2 has also been dated to 6589-6428 BC (TP-1942). This sample provides
a reliable date range for both this building and Level 3.2.

Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, (32): 39-54 48




The Chronology of the Neolithic Settlement at Tepecik-GCiftlik, Central Anatolia (Tiirkiye), Based on Radiocarbon ... 2 Cakan, 2025

An equid bone found in the open area associated with Building-20 in the northern part of the excavation
area was dated to 6421-6244 BC (TP-1553). Burnt grains stored in the AA of Building-20 were also dated
to 6437-6331 BC (TP-1601). However, it is not certain whether this building belongs to Level 3.2 or Level 4;
unfortunately, the date obtained is not decisive, as it covers both levels.

In the final phase (Level 3.1), the buildings are less well-preserved, and the settlement layout is not fully
understood. However, some well-preserved buildings also reveal the presence of single-place buildings and
building complexes developed around a central space. The construction techniques are similar to those
of the previous phase; however, the building type with an oven/alcove disappears in this phase (Cakan,
2024: 137).

The new buildings constructed on Level 3.1 changed the previous settlement pattern. The open area in
the central part of the excavation area, which was used for a long time, fell out of use with the construction
of Building-2 in this phase. The buildings were generally constructed with a single room; some had rooms
added later. It is observed that the use of ovens decreased and their sizes were reduced during this phase.
Slab stone pavement was used for the first time on the floors of the building spaces.

The burnt grain remains taken from the silos in the AW space in Building-5 of Level 3.1 were dated to
6421-6221 BC (TP-0450), while the burnt wood fragment found in the same area was dated to 6419-6236 BC
(TP-0429). Both samples are consistent with their context and dated to ca. 6200 BC. Burnt grain remains found
around an in situ necked jar in an area associated with Building-5 were dated to 6395-6221 BC (TP-0276).
Considering the context in which it was found, the date of this sample is estimated to be around 6200 BC.
Other burnt grains in the same area were similarly dated to 6407-6236 BC (TP-0327).

The animal bone found near a hearth in the AD room of Building-2 was dated 6261-6077 BC (TP-1964). This
date coincides with Level 3.1 to which Building-2 belongs. Two burnt wood samples found in the transitional
fill between Levels 3.1 and 3.2 were dated to 6427-6207 BC (TP-0093) and 6426-6207 BC (TP-0094). These
samples are consistent with the transitional fills and date to ca. 6300 BC.

When all these radiocarbon data are evaluated together, it can be concluded that Level 3 was occupied
between 6400 and 6200 BC. The dates from Level 3.1 correspond to the later part of this interval, while the
data from Level 3.2 correspond to the earlier phases. The plateau in the calibration curve around 6300 BC
caused the spread of dates to be relatively wide. Moreover, the radiocarbon analysis of the plastered skulls
recovered from Level 3 indicates that these finds date to an earlier period than the level in which they were
found. These plastered skulls may have been kept for a long time, passed down through generations, or
used for ritual purposes. In the last stage, it is understood that they were buried during the Level 3 period.

Level 2

The remains of Level 2, located west of the excavation area at the highest point of the mound, are divided
into two phases. Level 21 is close to the surface, and its fills are largely destroyed. There are very few
architectural remains in this phase. In Level 2.2, the earlier phase, relatively well-preserved structures were
uncovered. These buildings were constructed at least twice above the structures in Level 3. This indicates
that a new construction process started at the beginning of the 6th millennium BC (Cakan, 2024: 207).

The buildings were built adjacent to each other and leaned against their neighbors' walls in some places.
During this period, the importance of ovens decreased, and storage activities increased. Stone-walled
storage units became an essential part of the buildings and were generally used for storing grain. Some
rooms have features such as ovens and benches.

The stone walls of the buildings in this phase are preserved up to 7-8 rows high. One of the buildings has
a storage unit with two cells and the other with four cells. The interior surface of one of these storage units
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is plastered. In addition to the storage units, the BY room, a special space used for storage purposes, was
unearthed in Building-23. There are three cylindrical silos in this area, one of which is poorly preserved and
two of which are well preserved. A rich assemblage of over twenty pots and bowls of various sizes was found
next to the silos. Most of the pots are almost complete and were found in the position they were placed.
Some of the pots are decorated with reliefs of human, animal, and plant figures. The BY room and the two-
cell storage unit next to it suggest that this part of the building was used as a cellar (Cakan, 2024: 165-166).
This is clear evidence that storage gained importance in this phase.

After the end of Level 2.2, the mound was inhabited for a short period of time. However, the architectural
remains from this phase are very limited, consisting of a few wall fragments, hearths, and stone pavements.
This phase stands out as a period of cultural change. This change is particularly evident in the pottery.
The sudden appearance of dark-surfaced, incise-decorated Gelveri-type sherds at Level 2.1, along with the
presence of paint-decorated sherds known from Can Hasan | and the settlements of Hacilar, Bademagaci,
and Kurucay in the Lakes Region, indicates that extensive cultural interactions began during this period
(Cakan, 2024: 231).

There are four radiocarbon dates from Level 2. A sample from the early phase of Level 2 (TP-0083) was
dated between 6073 and 5985 BC. The stratigraphic relationships are unclear in the area where the sample
was taken, as the fills of Level 2 cut through the fills of Levels 3 and 4, and the stratigraphic positions of the
archaeological layers are not well-defined. Although stratigraphically belonging to the early phase of Level
2, the date of this sample is later than expected. On the other hand, an animal bone (TP-0994) from the late
phase of Level 2, found near the surface of the mound, was dated to between 6091 and 5989 BC. Although
both samples were found at stratigraphically very different levels, the dates are very close to each other.
For this reason, it is not possible to accept both results as reliable.

To resolve this uncertainty, a sheep or goat bone found in the BY space of Building-23, Level 2.2, was
analyzed (TP-1959). However, this sample was also dated much earlier than expected: 6394-6231 BC. To date
the abandonment of the settlement, another sheep or goat bone (TP-1970) found near an oven belonging
to Level 2.1 was analyzed. Although this sample was found in a context related to the abandonment of the
settlement, it was dated between 6470 and 6392 BC. The result is clearly incompatible with the context in
which it was found.

In conclusion, although we have four radiocarbon dates for Level 2, the absolute dating of this level is still
problematic. Moreover, it is unclear when Level 3 ended, as there are insufficient absolute dates from the
late phases of Level 3. Therefore, the transition between Levels 3 and 2 remains chronologically uncertain.
However, stratigraphic observations indicate that there was continuity between these two levels, rather than
an interruption.

Considering the available dates TP-0083, TP-0994, and TP-1959, Level 2 dates to the end of the 7th
millennium BC and the beginning of the 6th millennium BC. Sample TP-1970, obtained from the fills thought
to belong to the abandonment of the settlement, cannot be considered due to its inconsistency. However,
the archaeological context suggests that this phase may also date to the early 6th millennium BC, probably
around 5800 BC.

Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, (32): 39-54



The Chronology of the Neolithic Settlement at Tepecik-Giftlik, Central Anatolia (Tiirkiye), Based on Radiocarbon .. £ Cakan, 2025

Figure 3
Results of calibration for individual levels. The summed probability distribution for a particular level is marked at the
top of each group.
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Table 2

General periodisation of Tepecik-Ciftlik, based on absolute dating.
Level Period Date (cal BC)
2 Late Neolithic/Early Chalcolithic 6100-5800
3 Late Neolithic 6400-6100
4 Late Neolithic 6650-6400
5
6 Late Neolithic 6800-6650
9-7 Late Neolithic 7000-6800
10 Early/Late Neolithic transition 7100-7000

Conclusion

The excavations at Tepecik-Ciftlik indicate that the settlement was inhabited mainly during the Neolithic
period. According to radiocarbon data, the site was occupied between 7078 BC and 5989 BC. Although no
direct radiocarbon data exists for the period after 5989 BC, architectural remains and stratigraphic obser-
vations indicate that the settlement continued shortly after this date. It should be noted that the above
date range is based on the archaeological deposits excavated so far. The earliest levels of the mound have
not yet been excavated, and the bedrock has not yet been reached. This suggests that occupation of the
mound began earlier than 7078 BC.

Both archaeological findings and radiocarbon dating indicate that the settlement was continuously
occupied for over a thousand years (Table 2). Although there are differences in architectural form and
settlement pattern in almost every settlement layer, stratigraphic continuity is preserved. This indicates
that people continued to reside in the same area without abandoning it, despite changes in the settlement
over time. From this perspective, the site serves as an essential example of not only chronological but also
cultural continuity.

On the other hand, some dates in the radiocarbon data do not exactly match the stratigraphic context.
There may be several reasons for these discrepancies, including contamination of the samples, the "old
wood" effect, movement of archaeological material between different layers, or the use of various types
of material (such as charcoal, burnt seed or grain, human or animal bone), which can yield different
results. Additionally, the samples were analyzed in different laboratories, which may have caused minor
discrepancies; however, the consistency of results across laboratories also provided a significant advantage
in terms of cross-validation of the dates.

A more systematic sampling strategy is planned for future research, with the aim of minimizing incon-
sistencies and constructing a more robust chronological framework. In particular, the aim is to better
understand all phases of the settlement by taking samples from levels with few or no dates.
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calming them. Fragrant smoke, i.e. incense, has a purifying effect thanks to the chemical properties of aromatics.
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Introduction

Incense is the fragrant smoke produced by burning fragrant tree species, medicinal plants, resins and
essential oils individually or together. It also refers to the substances that make up the source of the fragrant
smoke.” “Incense” is derived from the Latin word incensum, which means “set on fire or inflame” (Qrberg,
1998: 18).

Incense is used to remove bad odors, transform negative energy into positive energy (Yadav et al., 2020:
1421), cure physical or psychological illnesses and repel insects (Yilmaz Caliskan, 2022: 172, 173). It plays a
role in the worship of God in early Islamic mosques such as the Dome of the Rock, the Kaaba, the Masjid
al-Nabawi (Bursi, 2020: 206), in Catholic and Orthodox churches (Kenna, 2005: 6) and in the temples of
Confucianism, Buddhism and Taoism (Staub et al., 2011: 1, 2). As it is believed to ennoble the body with its
pleasant scent (Tatomir, 2016: 683), it became an integral part of rituals in polytheistic and monotheistic
religions from past cultures up to the present.

In some regions of present-day Anatolia, the traditional custom of incense is still alive, e.g. when people
burn wild rue (lat. peganum harmala) at noon on Fridays (Akkus Mutlu, 2021: 222). At any time of the day
important parts of human life like houses, barns, animals and even cars are incensed to protect them against
the evil eye or the devil. The same applies to special celebrations, i.e. weddings or circumcisions, when the
bride and groom or the circumcised child are protected from the evil eye by incense. But if someone is
affected by the evil eye, the person is incensed with wild rue to heal her or him.

Holy writings prove that incense was used extensively throughout antiquity. Exodus 30:1-10 describes an
altar of incense made of acacia wood for the Temple of Solomon in great detail. In Exodus 30:34-37, Moses
is directly instructed by God to mix aromatics and burn them for incense.? According to Matthew 2:11, Jesus
was given gold, frankincense and myrrh at birth (Herrera, 2012: 2). Luke 1:5-14 tells us that Zechariah prayed
to God for a child by burning incense in the temple.? In other words, it is believed that prayers reach heaven
through the smoke of incense. In the Orthodox and Catholic church, people and objects are incensed with
thuribles (Yadav et al. 2020: 1430). The fact that the Holy Qur'an describes paradise as being scented with
musk and camphora, and that Muhammad, according to the hadiths, requested that incense be burned in
places of worship, has led to the use of fragrances being accepted as a sunnah in Islam (Can, 2020: 77).
Amulets written in Arabic letters and numbers (Ebced Calculus), worn on clothing, dissolved in water and
drunk or burned as incense (Alper & Czichon, 2019: 57) document the use of incense in magic and treatments.

Incense in Cuneiform Sources

The earliest written information on incense comes from Sumerian and Akkadian texts. To express
“incense, to make an incense offering, fumigate, incense to billow, to smoke of fire, burn incense” gataru/
qutturu was used (Brinkmann et al., 1995: 166-168; Black et al., 2000: 286). The words riqu (Sum. $im)
and pilu (Sum. a-kal) are translated with “aromatic plant - aromatic substance” and “exudation of plant,
resin” (Middeke-Conlin, 2014: 7). ®Y6nig.na and nignakku mean “censer or incense-burner”. According to their
type they were classified as $a télilti, small and portable, or séjtu, long and fixed (Neumann, 2023: 54). In

"Incense, (2024, 12 May). https://www.newworldencyclopedia.org/entry/Incense

2(Exodus 30:1-10) “This rectangular altar was made of acacia wood measuring one cubit (about 18") wide, one cubit deep, and two cubits high, with
a horn (keranot) on each corner whose top was sheathed in pure cold”, (Exodus 30:34-37) “Take sweet spices, stacte, and onycha, and galbanum,

sweet spices with pure frankincense (of each shall there be an equal part) an make an incense blended as by the perfumer, .. (Herrera, 2012:
2,3).

3Luke 1(2024, 21 June). https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Luke%201&version=NIV
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Hittite texts tuhhuéssar (“incense” ?)4, SSlues3ar (“bir cesit tiitsii maddesi” Unal, 2016: 325) and tahtumar
(“giizel kokulu madde, tiitsii, buhurdan”, Unal, 2016: 500) as well as the above mentioned Sumerian and
Akkadian loanwords were used.®

Incense was used for different purposes, e.g. to deliver prayers to the gods with its smoke (Erdem, 1992:
383) and to invite the gods to food offerings (Jursa, 2006-2008: 228) as well as for religious rituals with their
scent® and for cultic purification.” Early Dynastic spells, which mention cleansing through fire and smoke,
suggest, that the cultic purification function is an earlier feature than others (Jursa, 2006-2008: 226). For
example, the text below describes a.o. the burning of plants for incense to cure a baby sick at birth. Also,
the expression “Beschworungswasser” at the end of the text indicates, that the same plants were probably
mixed with water for purification or medicine:

“Als ein Kind geboren war, hat er (Enki?) ihm den (kranken) Leib gemacht. ... (Enlil:) ‘Die betreffende
Angelegenheit des Menschen weif§ er/sie nicht. M6ge die Leibkrankheit durch das Perienum herausge-
hen. 9eRisi,,-UnRraut ist ins Feuer zu legen; Euphratpappel(-Zweige) sind ins Wasser zu legen; in ......
ist 93RiSi,,-Unkraut zu legen. Nedag, das Kind von Eridu, hat (den Patienten) mit Beschwérungswasser
wahrhaftig beriihrt” (Rudik, 2011: 120).

In addition to these properties, due to its calming and purifying effects (Nielsen, 1986: 12, 13), incense has
been included in medical treatments accompanied by spells and amulets® (Scurlock, 2014: 274) and funeral
ceremonies.® It played a role in the consecration of an object, in sacrificial rituals, in hepatoscopy and in
libanomancy, in which the shapes of the smoke were interpreted (Maul, 2013: 163, 165). Last not least incense
was involved in mythological issues between gods and humans'' and between gods only.'?

In Hittite belief, incense was used for cultic purification and invitation of the gods. For example, if a crime
was committed in a sacred building inhabited by ancestors, guardian spirits and house gods, the building
would be polluted. For this reason, atonement rituals were performed both for the gods living in it and
for the great gods of the country. The polluted structure was purified and sanctified with incense burned
during the rituals. Attention was also paid to the temple furniture like the sacrificial table, incense pan and
incense stand in the ritual area. According to the text of a consecration ritual for the Temple of TeSup, some
procedures were first performed in a tent set up in front of the temple gate. Then, a bird was sacrificed to
TeSup-hamri for atonement, a sheep to Hebat-hamri and a sheep to the incense altar (Haas, 1994: 258, 264).

Another example underlines the soothing effect of incense. When the gods, e.g. Telipinu, got angry with
the humans and moved away from their temples, which resulted in disasters like the disappearance of light,

“According to Kloekhorst, the meaning of the word is not clear, but it is translated as “incense” because of its similarity to the word tughuuai -
smoke (Kloekhorst, 2008: 892).

5Since there is no record of incense in the Kiiltepe texts (personal communication Prof. Dr. Cécile Michel, Kiiltepe, 29.07.2023), one has to fall back
on Hittite texts, Mesopotamian cuneiform sources and offering scenes on the seal impressions of the Karum Il period.

6Gudea preparing food for the gods in the temple he built in Girsu and the Eridu priest Nin-duba filling the building with incense (Edzard, 1997:
90, Cylinder B-Column 11 ve V).

7At the Shebat-Adar Festival, the king ritually cleanses the Temple of ASur and offerings by waving a censer (Neumann, 2023: 55).

8According to the Assyrian Medical Catalogue, bennu and AN.TA.SUB.BA diseases were treated with amulets, ointments and incense (Steinert, 2018:
203, 249).

°In the NAM.BUR.BI ritual, beer offerings and incense burning were made during the funeral ritual for three days to prevent the evil of the ghost
(Scurlock, 2006: 46).

19The consecration of salt is mentioned on tablet VI of the Maqld Ritual (Abusch, 2016: 345, lines 119-126).

Uta-Napistim was burning incense and making offerings to the gods after the flood in the Gilgame$ Epic (Abulhad, 202010, https://
academicworks.cuny.edu/oaa_pubs/17/ [12 June 2024] )

2|n the same epic the goddess Ninsun was burning incense and praying to Samas (Dalley, 2000: 65).

-—-
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order and fertility, incense was burned and various rituals were performed to bring the lost gods back and
to return order and peace to the country (Unal, 2003: 84-86, 173-176).

How incense offerings were practiced in Hittite rituals can be learned best from the Hantitassu text, in
which the Sun God is intended to free a person from magic (Haas, 2003: 232). An incense burner made of
terracotta, with burning charcoal was placed on the floor in front of the offering table. In different stages
the aromatics required for the incense were thrown on the embers of the fire:

“Vor dem Tisch steht unten auf der Erde ein Tonbecher und Glut ist hineingeschiittet. Und sie rduchert
darin Zeder(nspdne/harz), Butter, Honig (und) den (NA4)hust-Schwefel (S-Strich). Dariiber schiittet sie
Emmermehl und Salz und spricht in dieser Weise: ‘Wie die Schafe [Sa]lz lecken, so soll der Sonnengott
diese Beschwérungen (des Schadenstifters) ebenso auflecken! (KBo 11.14 Vs. | 17-22)” (Haas, 2003: 233).

Different parts of the cedar tree, butter, honey, minerals like sulfur and salt, and emmer flour were used
(Jursa, 2006-2008: 25, 26).

In addition, cuneiform tablets provide answers to various other questions like the quantities and prices
of aromatics'3, when and where to make incense’, what names were given to incense burners and what
materials they were made of.'> Unfortunately there is no description of the vessel forms used for incense.
These have to be deduced from visual sources depicting fire or smoke.

Fire and/or smoke in Visual Sources

The representation of fire and/or smoke is a heavily debated topic in Near Eastern archaeology. Ozgiic
interpreted the lines of different forms and lengths coming out of the vessels depicted on the seals of
the Karum Period, as well as on the Mesopotamian seals, as fire (Ozgiic, 1965: 13). In contrast Boehmer
argued that on Akkadian seals the nearly straight lines rising from the inside of the vessels on the fire
altars represent smoke (Boehmer, 1965: 101). Supporting Ozgii¢’ view Pizzimenti considers the oblique, wavy,
scattered stylized or real flame-like lines on the altars of Akkadian seals and of the vessels on Middle
Assyrian as depictions of fire and adds that there is no standard in the depictions (Pizzimenti, 2014: 64). For
comparison, on the contemporaneous Egyptian wall painting in the Tomb of Nefertari, which shows Queen
Nefertari making an incense for Isis and Nephtis, the wavy lines rising from the vessel were characterized as
smoke curling upwards (McDonald, 1992: 34). However, a decision between fire and smoke cannot be made
on visual sources alone.

Therefore we carried out several experiments based on cuneiform texts, ethnographic information and
our own experience in order to clarify some details. We recognized that thin leaves and flowers of linden,
laurel and cedar burned in a flaming fire, while resin of salai-boswellia serrata and cedar, bark of cinnamon
and seeds of wild rue and black seed burned with difficulty. Odorous smoke was produced after the
flames have gone out, not when the flames were visible. But when we used embers as a basis, a method
which is mentioned in Mesopotamian and Hittite incense texts'®, the situation changed. Regardless of their
consistency the materials burned easily and scented smoke emerged immediately. When siilfiir (™, hust)

3According to the Old Hittite laws, 1 zipattani of 1.DUG.GA-perfumed/fine oil (?) cost 2 silver shekels (Vigo, 2014: 27).

T4n the Maqli Series, at the Ekur in the underworld, rituals with meals accompanied by incense are held overnight in late July/August (Abusch,
2016: XIV, 345, lines 119-126).

150u6gprushi vessel made of gold or silver, ®YSpuprushi vessel made of wood, clay, bronze or copper (Cilingir Cesur, 2020: 333; Coskun, 1979: 20,
28, 33).

T6For example, the incense recipes recorded in the UGU Series for the treatment of head ailments, for example, specify “.. fumigate him (with it)
over coals” (Scurlock, 2014: 327) or detail the Hantitassu ritual “.. und Glut ist hineingeschiittet” (Haas, 2003: 233).
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is sprinkled on the embers, malodorous smoke and blue flames arise at the same time, suggesting that
smoke and flame could be depicted together. However, the good results with embers and especially their
mentioning in the texts make it very likely that the oblique or wavy lines on the seals are depictions of
smoke. Therefore "smoke" will be used hereinafter.

Although incense-related information appear in Hittite cuneiform texts, an incense scene with smoke
has not yet been identified in Hittite representations on rock reliefs, orthostats, relief vases and seals. But
there are several depictions similar to the Hittite Hantitassu ritual in the seal impressions of the Karum
Period.

Incense on Karum Il Seal Impressions

From the mid-20th to the late 18th century BC Ashur and Kiiltepe-Kanes were — with a break - the economic
centers of a wide-ranging network which comprised the entire Ancient Near East. Assyrian and Anatolian
merchants lived door to door in karum and wabartum called settlements, influencing each other socially,
culturally and politically. Writing and cylinder seals were implemented in Anatolia during this period (Michel,
2011: 313, 326, 327). Their different styles, which reflect the wide trading area, were defined as Anatolian, Old
Babylonian, Old Assyrian and Old Syrian by Ozgiic for the first time."?

By comparison with well known Mesopotamian depictions of incense seal impressions from 16 seals'®
(15 from Kiiltepe, one from Acemhdyiik) of Anatolian (10), Old Babylonian (3), Old Syrian Style (2) and Old
Assyrian (1) were identified as incense scenes with certainty (fig. 1).

According to the representation style of the incense burners the seal impressions are divided into four
groups:

+ Incense burners on the ground next to a votive table (seals 1-7)
« Incense burners next to a votive table, but in the hand of a figure (seals 8-10)
+ Incense burners on the ground without a votive table (seals 11-13)

« Incense burners in the hand of a figure without a votive table (seals 14-16) Figure 1.

170zglic 1965 (Anatolian Group); Ozglic 1968 (The other groups)

8Due to the possibility that the drawings may have been corrected or completed, only seal impressions with photographs were evaluated. All
seal impressions are samples from scientific excavations.

Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, (32): 55-82



“Nu GISERIN .NUN LAL hu-u-u$-za-'3a” $a-me-$i-ia-zi”: Representations of Incense on Cylinder Seals... £ Alper & Czichon, 2025

Figure 1
Seal impressions of the Karum Il Period (Alper & Czichon).
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Incense burners on the ground next to a votive table: There are seven seals in this group, five Anatolian,
one Old Babylonian and one Old Syrian. Similar to the Hantitassu ritual text, the incense burners are
depicted with a table on which offerings are placed.

Seal 1: The main scene of the seal impression Kt. n/k 1804C shows a seated god with his feet resting on a
lion and a cup in his left hand opposite of a standing god with raised hands in a worshipping gesture. Both
deities are represented in the typical Anatolian style of godly attire, combed with parallel lines to the right
and left. However, their headdresses differ from each other. The seated god wears a hairy cap?’®, while the
praying god is depicted with a horned headdress.2® Among them is a votive table with various kinds of food,
and next to it at the same level, an incense burner. The scene is topped by a huge sun disc in a crescent and
a litte star. The main scene is framed by a naked figure with a bird with turned head, a weathergod with the
lightning symbol and a spear standing on a lion dragon, another weathergod behind an altar holding the
reins of the bull he is standing on and a kneeling naked hero with an aryballos, well known from Akkadian
seals (Boehmer, 1965: taf. XXI, fig. 232).

The incense burner consists of a shallow bowl on a high conical foot.2" Two pairs of parallel wavy lines
representing smoke arise vertically from the bowl.

Seal 2: Seal impression a/k 494 depicts a sitting god with a cup in his right hand worshipped by a
standing person with raised hands. The antithetically placed goat fishes under the stool and the god'’s legs
may characterize him as the Watergod. Both figures wear the typical Anatolian style dress and the hairy
cap. Under the crescent sun, a votive table with animal thighs and food as well as an incense burner can
be recognized. The side scenes depict, independently grouped, a naked hero struggling with a lion, a lion
attacking a goat, a bull with a cone??, a crouching monkey and a kneeling hero holding a water gushing
vessel a.o. Lots of filling motifs like stars, animal heads, fish and birds complete the scene.

The low incense burner with its wide conical foot is depicted under the votive table, but actually stood
next to it. Six lines of varying size and shape emerge from the flat bowl.

Seal 3: This seal is quite similar to the seals mentioned before. Again it shows a worshipping scene, but
unlike the other seals, a bird and a bull's head lie on the votive table. A naked hero stepping on the head of
the lion, a riding figure holding the reins of an equid, a vertical snake as well as several filling motifs (lions,
fish, ungulates, animal heads and eight circles) complete the scene.

Position and size of the incense burner are similar to Seal 2, i.e. it is depicted close to the votive table
and quite small. But it has a conical foot with a slightly concave base, which leads to a short vertical section
ending up in a deep bowl. The smoke is rendered by three vertical strokes of the same size at the right half
of the bowl and by a short and a longer slim stroke on the left half. The short stroke is probably the result
of missing space.

Seal 4: The single-scene on the Anatolian Style seal impression Kt. n/k 1816B depicts three gods with
horned and hairy caps worshipping the bull with the cone who is standing next to an offering table and an

WOngQ interprets the serrated structure on the figures' heads as a “takke” (1965: 36), Collon as “hair” (1988: 41). However, this structure is
wider and more raised than the head as if another object is resting on the head. For this reason, the name "hairy cap" will be used in the
following descriptions.

20|n Mesopotamian iconography, gods are always characterized by horned headdresses from the Early Dynastic to the Achaemenid Period
(Boehmer, 1957-1971: 466-469). This does not apply to the Anatolian Style where gods can be depicted with hairy caps like humans (Boehmer,
1980-1983: 207). For a detailed discussion see p. 26.

21In contrast to Ozgii¢' “meyvelik” Okse’s expression "ayakli canak" is preferred (Okse, 1993: 50.).

22| assen has suggested that the " bull with the cone" may represent the god Ashur (Lassen, 2014: 112). B. Hrouda and P.Z. Spanos related the
"bull with the sugarloaf-like symbol" with zoomorphic vessels, which have a spout on their back (Hrouda & Spanos, 1993: 199ff) An explanation
as a humped bull is ruled out, because, the hump is located on the neck, not on the back (Lau, 2018: 160, 161).
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incense burner underneath. The scene is complemented by the obligatory filling motifs (a ball-staff23, two
dots and a bird's head).

The incense burner consists of a shallow bowl with a massive almost cylindrical foot. It seems that in
this case the piled up incense material consisting of one vertical and two oblique sticks is depicted instead
of the usual smoke. An Old Syrian Style seal impression from Tell Suffane (Mazzoni, 2005: 9, fig. 7.3) provides
a good comparison.

Seal 5: The Anatolian Style seal impression Kt. n/k 1831A shows the Weather God with a cup standing
on a bull and a naked figure with a water gushing vessel as the main figures. Their relationship is not as
clear as in the previously described worshipping scenes. Between them are a variation of the crescent sun
motif, a votive table with an animal leg, a bird’s (?) head and an incense burner flanked by two dots. In the
side scene all figures are rendered upside down as if the seal was recut. There is a praying god sitting on a
donkey (?), worshipping a god holding a halter, and a lion attacking a horned animal. The empty spaces are
filled with birds, fish, animal heads and seven dots, perhaps a representation of the Sebittu called demons
of the underworld (Black & Green 2004: 162).

The incense burner, which is depicted in a distance from the votive table, has the form of a bowl with a
slightly incurved rim on a massive cylindrical foot sharply set off from a thick flat base. Four vertical strokes
of different size and height represent smoke.

Seal 6: The Old Babylonian Style seal impression Kt. c/k 768B probably depicts two separate scenes. In
the main scene, two antithetical bull-men are fighting with a bull standing in the centre. The side scene
depicts an incense burner with a votive table nearby, well-known from the seals of the Anatolian Group. For
the first time a plant, may be a stylized tree, appears next to the incense burner. A bird, an animal head and
a large footed vessel serve as filling motifs.

The incense burner in the form of a bowl with a high conical foot and two pairs of vertical rising wavy
lines reminds very strongly to the Anatolian Style Seal 1.

Seal 7: The Old Syrian Style seal impression depicts a single scene?*, concluded by an inscription, which
mentions Iddin-abum, the son of Issu-arik. The seal was used by at least two different persons, and since the
name on the first inscription has been erased, only the name of the second user is known (Lassen, 2024: 120).

The sceneis divided into two parts by the inscription because the sealer did not pay attention to the motif
while unrolling the seal.2> When considered as a whole, a bearded god with a “spiked helmet” (Frankfort,
1939: 269) sitting on a throne and depicted en face (a rare representation!) receives offerings from four gods
(?) who approach him from the left and from the right. To the right of the seated god a man in a fringed
garment is performing a libation, i.e. pouring a valuable liquid into a high pedestal jar with a globular body.
He is flanked by a god with a horned cap and a bowl (?) in his right hand standing on an animal. To the
left are standing a god with a hairy cap, a thick bordered garment made of heavy material (Frankfort, 1939:
269), carrying a sacrificed animal in his left hand accompanied by a worshipping god in a pleated garment.

23|t is a motif frequently encountered on seal impressions of the Karum Period. Ozgl¢ states that this motif has been given the names of
measuring rod and scepter, but it is always depicted upright and next to a god on the seals, so it may be a vessel. She has used the name “iksir
kabi” in her publications (Ozgiic, 1965: 14). Collon called it “ball-and-staff” (1988: 44). It is common in Mesopotamian glyptic art with scenes of
worship, and on seals of the Old Babylonian, Isin/Larsa and Mitanni Periods. However, the meaning of the motif is unknown (Costas, 2014: 19, 21).
In her study, Otto explains that, “the ‘ball-staff’ was an instrument like the staff called a strickle today which was used to smooth the contents
in capacity measuring vessels” (Otto, 2024: 45). Due to the shape of the motif, the term “ball-staff” will be used in the following descriptions.

*“There are dozens of impressions on different ten envelopes and eight of them belong to the archive of Salim-assur's family (Lassen, 2024:
119). The name on the seal inscription is disputed (see, Ozglic, 2006: 199; Lassen, 2024: 120).

25|n the seal impression used by Larsen in his article (2015: fig. 36), the entire scene is visible. However the incense burner is more clearly
visible in the seal impression Kt. n/k 1836C.
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Between the seated god and the god with the sacrifice animal two different kinds of incense burners were
placed.

Above is a smaller high footed bowl with three unregular wavy lines rising upwards. At the junction,
there seems to be an attachment extending to both sides, similar to the much younger Achaemenid silver
example from Usak-Giire (Inv. no Usak 1.55.96; Ozgen & Oztiirk, 1996: 115, fig. 71). Below is a tower model with
a high cylindrical foot and three pointed strokes rising up from the tower parapet. Incense burners in the
shape of architectural models are known from Akkadian seals (e.g. Boehmer, 1965: fig. 387, 646). Examples of
architectural terracotta models dating to the third and second millennium BC have been found at numerous
sites in in Iraqg, Syria and Anatolia, e.g. in Assur, Nuzi, Tell Munbaga, Tell Faq'us, Emar, Tell Giricano and
Bogazkdy (Katz, 2016: 10, 16, 20, 21, 86, figs. 2.47, 2.49, 2.27, 4.35, 2.4 and 2.59). Especially the “Turmmodell Nr.
11 (Mbq 34/22-3)” from Tall Munbaga seems to be used as an incense burner, because it has a round hole in
the domed top which marks the upper end of a pipe leading to the rear wall of the tower (Czichon & Werner
1998: 1, 6, pl. 9-12). One could imagine that smoke produced at the back side of the tower model flowed
upwards through the pipe and filled the room with fragrant scent.

Incense burners next to a votive table, but in the hand of a figure: This group includes three seal
impressions belonging to the Anatolian Style. As mentioned in the Hantitassu ritual text, the incense burner
is accompanied by a votive table, but in contrast to the text, it is held by a person.

Seal 8: This seal impression shows an unusual variation of the well known worshipping motif. The
Weathergod with a small cup and a snake in his hands standing on a double-peaked mountain with his left
and on a bull with his right foot is receiving three worshippers in typical Anatolian dress. They offer him
some kind of vessel, an incense burner and a sacrificial animal. In front of the main god where one would
expect an offering table under the crescent sun different motifs are grouped in a chaotic manner: the nude
goddess with her skirt raised, a bird with its head turned back, a seated animal, an altar (with offerings?)
and a small kneeling figure. A side scene shows a bull-man stepping on the head of a defeated lion. Stars,
animal heads, monkeys and turtles as well as a long fish and ball-staff, serve as filling motifs.

It cannot be decided with certainty whether the incense burner carried by the deity is footed or not, but
due to the posture of the hand a bowl with a small base may be assumed. Due to the small distance to
the head of the worshipping god in front, especially to the left horn of his cap and his big lock of hair, the
wavy lines which arise from the vessel are not depicted in the symmetric manner as usual. Instead of the
expected second pair of parallel wavy lines an undefinable object appears, may be a representation of the
embers and aromatics that are in the bowl.

Seal 9: The single-scene seal impression of the Anatolian Style depicts a bull with cone standing on a
lion-headed boat carried by a pair of heralded lions and three worshipping gods in front of a votive table
filled with food. While the first god is raising his hands in a gesture of prayer the following gods are carrying
an incense burner as well as a sacrificed goat. As in seal number 8 the god with the incenser burner appears
between the other gods and before the god with the sacrificial animal. Human heads, heads of birds, fish,
ball-staffs, monkeys and animals with their heads turned back are filling the empty spaces, leaving no gaps
part.

In contrast to Ozgii¢' interpretation “icinden kamiglar ¢ikan bir bardak” (Ozgiic, 1965: 38) the object in the
left hand of the second god must surely be defined as an incense burner with rising smoke in the shape of
five straight and slightly wavy lines of different size.

Seal 10: In the main scene of the Anatolian Style seal impression a standing god is handing over a spouted
pitcher to a seated god, who is holding a goblet-like vessel in his outstretched left hand. Between them,
under a sun in a crescent, a small person (servant?) with raised hands next to a high-footed altar with
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offerings is filling the empty space. It seems as if he worships the seated god. Divided by a row of six vertical
dots a second scene of worship is depicted. A warlike god holding a fenestred axe in his right and a bow
in his left hand is standing opposite of the bull with cone standing on a lion-headed boat (compare seal
9) carried by two antithetic bull-men. Who worships whom is not quite clear. Between them a table with
offerings and a (kneeling?) person carrying an incense burner are placed. Parallel to the main motif on the
left a minor-sized figure is worshipping the vis-a-vis situated god.

The incense burner appears as a cup-shaped vessel with rising smoke in the form of four almost straight
lines of the same width and lenght.

Incense vessels standing on the ground without a votive table: This group includes three seal impres-
sions, two Anatolian and one Old Babylonian.

Seal 11: The single-scene seal impression depicts a god seated on a chair and another god with a votive
cup in his left hand accompanied by a bullman worshipping him. The garment of the seated god and the
thick cushion on which he sits are covered with the characteristic zigzag-pattern of the Anatolian Style. The
scene ends with an upside-down monkey and a lion. Between the two gods the obligatory crescent sun as
well as an incense burner are placed. Two ball-staff motifs, daggers, upright snakes, animal heads and birds
serve as filling motifs.

The incense burner consists of a deep bowl on a high slightly conical foot. Four nearly straight lines of
variable lenght arise from the bowl. The lenght of the lines increase from the side to the center of the bowl,
probably intended to given the impression of a cloud of smoke tapering towards the top.

Seal 12: The seal impression of the Anatolian Style depicts two separate worship scenes, separated by a
ball-staff. In the main scene, as on Seal 12, there is the god seated on a stool worshipped by a standing god
with raised hands (on the far right of the seal impression). The side scene depicts a second god with raised
hands worshipping a bull with cone standing on a pair of heralded lions. An incense burner is depicted
under the right arm amidst the filling motifs. They include an upside-down horned animal, a bird, a monkey,
a fish and animal heads.

The incense burner, which resembles the hourglass altars on Akkadian seals (e.g. Boehmer, 1965: 102,
Abb. 578, 579, 584) has a concave retracted base. At least four curved lines, whose lenght rise to the center,
characterise the smoke.

Seal 13: The Old Babylonian style seal impression (Kt. 93/k 255) depicts two worshipping scenes separated
by a bull's head and an incenser burner (!). In the left scene a standing goddess with a horned headdress
is worshipped by a goddess in a long robe. The scene on the right side depicts a god with a long spear-like
object in his right hand being worshipped by a short-clothed figure with a hairy-cap and a turban (German:
Breitrandkappe). The worshipper holds a bucket in his left hand and a conical vessel in his projected right
hand.2¢

The incense burner consists of a deep bowl with a rounded bottom on a very high cylindrical foot. Above
the bowl, slightly turned to the right, is a rounded oval shaped object with two zip-shaped ends. On another
impression of the same seal this unusual structure appears as three or four vertikal lines - the classical
representation of smoke.

Incense burners in the hand of a figure, without a votive table: There are three seal impressions in this
group, one in Old Assyrian, one in Old Syrian an one Old Babylonian Style.

26Among the four impressions of Seal 13, this is the only one in which the incense burner is clearly visible. However, since the objects held
in the hands of the figures cannot be distinguished, other copies were used for identification.
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Seal 14: The seal impression depicts a procession of worshippers bearing offerings and approaching a
bull with cone. Below the bull and separated by a line three smaller worshippers in a row are represented.
The front figure is holding an incense burner. A praying goddess is flanking the scene on the right. A
rectangular box with a two-line inscription mentions the laputta Su-Anum, son of Anum-Ili. It marks the end
and the beginning of the motif. According to Ozgiic the seal was used and recut by Hubitum (Ozgiic 2006:
106; Ozgiic & Tunca 2001: 14). Instead of the bull with cone and the three worshippers below a seated god
or goddess has to be assumed. But this assumption is debatable, because there is no visible indication for
a recutting, i.e. traces of the former seated figure. And why left Hubitum the inscription untouched? Would
it not have been logical to replace the names in the inscription as well? Furthermore the ‘fork-like’ hands
of the figure with the incense burner resemble the left hand of the worshipper bringing an animal. The
raised right hand of the middle small figure shows the same style of a hand with three straight fingers as
the “DINGIR.LAMA” figures. One won't expect such a similarity in the styles of different periods (see, Ozgiic
& Tunca, 2006: figs. D3, E1-5). Therefore one should ask whether the recut hypothesis is more convincing or
the assumption that the same seal was used by different owners without any changes comparable to the
dynastic seals in the Mitanni era.

The incense burner has the form of a shallow bowl or plate resting on a high foot which broadens a little
bit to the bottom. The foot is divided in segments by three short horizontal incisions at equal intervals.
Three slightly wavy lines, which rise quite high, are meant to depict smoke.

Seal 15: This seal impression, which was attributed to the Old Syrian Style depicts the worshipping of
the Sun God, characterized by six wavy rays which emerge from his shoulders. Three figures approach him.
A praying god with raised left hand introduces a male figure with a typical Syrian polos-like headdress by
grasping his left arm. A bullman with an unidentifiable object in his hands is accompanying him. Directly in
front of the sungod a crescent sun above a star and a little person holding an incense burner are placed. In
ancient Anatolia, rituals were performed by people from different professional groups such as old women,
oracles, sorcerers, doctors, midwives, priests of certain gods, temple prostitutes (Unal, 1996: 37). The small
figure may belong to one of these professions and may have been depicted small because of the hierarchy.
Monkeys, ball-staffs, cups, birds and circles work as filling motifs.

The incense burner consists of two parts, a cylindrical foot, which broadens to the top and a high necked
globular jar with a narrow base. The smoke is represented by three parallel wavy lines which rise up straight
first before they turn to the left in the space between the prayers hand and the crescent sun.

Seal 16: The Old Babylonian Style seal with four impressions on a bulla recovered from Acemhoyiik
depicts a single scene. Unfortunately the roughly cut figures cannot be clearly identified. A man in a long
robe is worshipping a bearded warrior god in a slit skirt with a curved sword or scimitar and a mace in his
hands. Behind him another figure with the same curve of hair, but a short garment, is depicted. In his right
hand he holds an incense burner (not a mace as Ozgiic assumed; Ozgiic, 2015: 102), in his left hand another
long cylindrical object. Ozgiic identifies this figure as a lion-headed man, which is far from being clear, not
least because of the lock of hair, which is atypical for a lion’s head. Moreover lion-men never carry incense
burner. The open spaces are filled with a monkey and four dots.

The incenser burner consists of a long cylindrical foot, which narrows to the top, and a deep bowl with
a rounded bottom and an incurved rim. In contrast to the other depictions of incense vessels cloud-like
smoke rises from the bowl instead of the usual straight or wavy lines.
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Archaeometry Study

By analyzing the remains on the inner or outer surface of ceramics recovered in archaeological excava-
tions, information such as the origin of those remains can be obtained. These residues can be in the form
of visible sediment, charring and encrustation or invisible to the eye (in the pores of unglazed ceramics).
Among the residues, resins, waxes and fats are less soluble than carbohydrates and proteins. The remains,
especially in the pores of ceramics, have survived to the present day because they are protected from
groundwater seepage and microbial spoilage. The analysis of these remains is commonly referred to as
“Organic Residue Analysis (ORA)”. When the analysis results are supported by sufficient archaeological
information, it is possible to gain insight into diet, storage and processing, trade, medical practices, rituals
and daily life activities (Hammann et al., 2020: 14688; Irto et al., 2022: 1, 2). However, in the area where ORA
is applied to the analyzed archaeological fragments, re-analysis is usually not possible. Or, depending on
the scale of the application, the sample is completely destroyed (Hammann et al., 2020: 14692). For this
reason, the samples to be determined for analysis should be evaluated from different angles and should
be determined considering that they may disappear.

The incense scenes in the visual sources of Ancient Mesopotamia dating to the 3rd-1st millennium BC
and in Anatolian Karum Period seal impressions depict different types of vessels. In the light of these visual
and archaeological information, 14 ceramic sherds (Table 1) recovered from the excavations in Bogazkdy,
Ortakoy, Beycesultan Hoyiik and Oymaagag Hoyiik were identified. The samples dated to the Late Bronze
Age and Early Iron Age include goblets, high footed deep bowls, libation arms, plates, perforated lids (?) and
miniature vessel fragments. As a result of the lipid analysis (March 2024), only the Late Bronze Age goblet
from Beycesultan contained plant remains.

Table 1
List of selected ceramic sherds for lipid analysis (Alper & Czichon).

Late Bronze Age Iron Age

Goblet (1)

Beycesultan Hoyiik Dish (1)
Deep Bowl with a High Foot (1)

Bogazkoy Libation Arm (4) Perforated Lid (2)

” Libation Arm (1)
Ortakoy
Perforated Lid (1)

Miniature Vessel (2)

Oymaagac Hoyiik
Perforated Lid (1)

The Beycesultan sample was recovered during the excavations of Room 63 in plan square 027. It is
wheel-made like the other Beycesultan goblets (Dedeoglu, 2016: fig. 1). It has a reddish paste tempered
with stoneware, reddish brown slip and is hard fired. The exterior surface of the vessel is decorated with
horizontal groove decoration on the foot near the base and just below the bowl, and with wavy groove
decoration below the rim.?” There are no burn marks on any part of the vessel. Acid-catalysed extraction
method was used in the lipid analysis:

“A one-step, acid-catalysed, direct extraction-methylation method, which has been successfully applied
by many researchers analysing the lipid residues in ancient ceramics, especially from Sout East Europe

27Beycesultan Hoylk Excavation Archive. We would like to thank the director of the excavation Prof. Dr. Esref Abay for the information.
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and the Middle East, was employed for the samples under study. Lipid residues were extracted and
methylated, following the protocol described by Papakosta et al. (2019) and Correa-Ascencio et al. (2014),
with some modifications. According to the method, 2 g of the sample containing 50 pl of n-tetratriacon-
tane (100 mg/1) added as internal standard were heated with 6 ml of a mixture of MeOH and 98% H,SO,
(5:1, v:v) at 70°C for 4 h, and then cooled. Lipids were extrcted with n-hexane (3 x 2 ml) and separated off
after centrifugation (2500 rpm, 3 x 5 min)” (Tarhan et al., 2023: 837).

Figure 2
Results of ORA analysis (Tarhan).
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Among the specimens in Figure 2, lipid residues were detected in two of them, but no interpretation
could be made due to the low values of the residues in the libation arm from Bogazkdy. Only the results
of the Beycesultan goblet could be interpreted (Figure 2): "Lipid residues, which may belong to coriander,
dill, ginger, lemon/lime, sweet oranges, safflower and other plants from the families of these plants, in
high concentrations that can be quantified. Residues of fish, cauliflower, citrus fruits, lemongrass, vegetable
oil and animal fat were also found. However, their concentrations were too low to be quantified (Figure 2).
The lipid concentration of 6255.82 ug/qg indicates that this form was used for a long time or was very well
preserved”.?®

Experimental Study

In order to understand the effect of the incense on the people, the incense recipe given in the Hantitassu
(KBo 11.14) ritual was tested as described in the text. This ritual was chosen as an example since it contains
similarities with the depictions on the seals of the Karum Period. In order for the experiments to be close to
Hittite conditions, care was taken to ensure that the incense materials were natural (Figure 3a). The butter
is home-made using natural cow's milk. The flour is wheat flour milled in a black mill. The resin is from
untreated cedar wood. The resin is from untreated cedar wood. The text of Hantitassu does not specify how
the sulfur is made. In order to get an idea, both refined sulfur and stone sulfur as found in nature were tried
to be burned. The stone sulfur was taken from the Usak-Kayaagil sulfur deposit?® and ground on a grinding
stone (Figure 3b). Rock salt from the shop was also crushed in the same way. Refined powdered sulfur was
purchased from an agrochemical store.

Experiments according to the Hantitassu text were conducted on five different days in two miniature
vessels. One of them is made of clay from Oymaagag Hoyiik (h: 3.5 cm, d: 7.5 cm), the other of industrial clay
(h:5cm x d: 9 cm).

Since the text of the ritual specifies the combustible material as embers, the experiments were conducted
only with charcoal embers. However, as the embers were extinguished during each experiment as the incense
ingredients were added, the embers had to be constantly replenished. This shows that a large amount of
embers is needed to complete a ritual without interruption. It is likely that the Hittites either used larger
vessels or kept embers in another vessel, such as a brazier, and replaced them when the embers in the
incense burner went out. Seal nr. 7, where a seperate vessel with flames (?) is depicted next to an incense
burner may proove this hypothesis.

Since Hantitassu does not specify the amount of aromatics, about 1 g of each ingredient was used in the
first experiment. However, these measurement proved to be too much, and in subsequent trials, a pinch of
each ingredient was burned. The embers were first sprinkled with cedar resin in large and small grains. As
the tiny grains burned, there was very little smoke and a faint cedar smell. The smoke started as thin straight
lines emanating from different points, converged in the center and then began to billow and dissipate
(Figure 3c). In another experiment, cedar needles and thin splinters were used, since the translation of the
ritual refers to cedar resin or splinters. Unlike the resin, the splinters produced dense smoke that curled
up. It even formed cloud-like fluffy shapes after rising a little (Figure 3d). When a piece of butter, about 1
cu cm in size, was added, only the fragrance of the butter was felt. At the same time, as the butter melted
and spread over the embers, wavy smoke rose from the larger surface from the first moment (Figure 3e).
When a teaspoon of honey was put on it, it didn't burn and the smoke became a very thin line because the

28\We would like to thank Assoc. Prof. Dr. ismail Tarhan, faculty member of Selcuk University Faculty of Science, for his contributions in
interpreting the ORA analysis results.

29Stone sulfur was obtained through Assoc. Prof. Dr. Selahattin Polat, a faculty member of the University of Usak, Department of Geography,
and we thank him for his help.
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butter ran out (Figure 3f), and there was no odor other than the smell of butter. Even when one puts the
nose very close to the incense burner, the sweet smell of honey was barely perceptible. When the powdered
pure sulfur was sprinkled,3° large blue flames (Figure 3g) suddenly appeared. As the temperature increased,
honey and coarse resins started to burn.3" At the same time, an extremely unpleasant odor appeared, similar
to the smell of rotten eggs. When the flame was visible, no smoke was visible, but after the flame was
extinguished, gray smoke came out in wavy lines from the surface where the sulfur had spread. As the flame
disappeared, the sulfur odor intensified and the embers began to die out. When flour was sprinkled, there
was very little smoke and the smell of toast for a short time, but the smell of sulfur could still be felt. When
salt was sprinkled, tiny grains exploded, but there was no distinct odor. Soon the embers were completely
extinguished before the flour and salt were used up (Figure 3h). At this stage, it is necessary to add more
embers to burn the flour and salt. In all our experiments, the dominant odors were flour, butter and sulfur.

Itis noteworthy that in the fragrant flour, butter and resin sulfur is extremely foul-smelling.32 The purpose
of the Hantitassu ritual is to attract Samas to come to the incense burning area to get rid of the disease. In
order for the god to come there, it is expected to smell good, because the fragrance of food and incense was
used to calm angry gods and summon them to the ritual site (see, Haas, 2003: 257, 258). Therefore, it should
be considered that “M, hust” may be another substance.

Conclusion

From the past to the present, incense has been used for different purposes in religious rituals and daily
life due to its bonding, soothing and purifying properties between gods and humans. Information on incense
has been recorded since the early periods of writing. One of these records is the Hantitassu text.

According to the Hantitassu text, the incense burner is made of clay and stands on the ground next to the
offering table. The same scene or similar scenes, where the incense vessel is held in the hands, are found
on 16 seals of the Karum Il Period: Nr. 1-5, 8-12 in Anatolian Style, 6, 13, 16 in Old Babylonian Style, 7 and 15
in Old Syrian Style and 14 in Old Assyrian Style. Although the same subject is addressed in all styles during
the Karum Il Period, the fact that the incense burner is especially preferred in the Anatolian Style raises
the question of whether the incense burner is characteristic of the Anatolian Style. If so, are the owners of
the seals in the other styles Anatolian? Could it be that they purchased the seals elsewhere and therefore
preferred both the motifs of the place of purchase and their own local motifs at the same time?33 If the seal
owners were not of Anatolian origin, could they have had the Anatolian motif added to their seals due to
intensive trade? Or was it preferred because it was a fashionable motif during the Karum Il period? Such
questions cannot be answered yet. However, it seems that the incense burner disappeared with the loss of
popularity of the Anatolian Style in the Karum Ib Period.

30We tried stone sulfur but it never burned, probably because of the clay content. The powdered sulfur was first poured about 1 g, but it
produced an extremely unpleasant smoke and odor. This smoke and odor caused severe coughing and burning in the windpipe 15 minutes
after inhalation. In fact, the burn in the windpipe lasted for more than 24 hours. This is because when sulfur burns, sulfur dioxide (SO2) and
hydrogen sulfide (H2S) gases are released along with the blue flame (Kiikiirt (2024, 12 March). https://www.mta.gov.tr/v3.0/bilgi-merkezi/kukurt ).
Therefore, a smaller amount of sulfur was reduced and sprinkled in subsequent trials, one pinch at a time. There was still an unpleasant odor,
although not as much as in the first trial, but no burning was felt.

31Haas also suggested that sulfur may have been used as a flammable substance (2003: 238).

32Today, in rural Anatolia, sulfur is burned in the courtyards of houses, barns and poultry houses in spring and summer. Refined powdered
sulfur is also sprinkled on the door sills and windows of barns and poultry houses. The purpose is to protect the environment from pests such
as snakes and mice.

33 assen states that there are examples of all styles among the seals of the Salim-A3Sur family, with Old Syrian seals being particularly
common. However, since the connection of the family members with Syria could not be proven, he made a speculative comment on the origin
of the seals: They may have been purchased by Iddin-Abum somewhere in Syria and distributed to the family (Lassen, 2024: 127).
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Figure 3
The experiment of Hantitassu ritual (Alper).

The subject of 14 of the 16 seals of the Karum Il period is worship accompanied by an offering. Seal 5
differs from the other 14 seals in that the figures are independent of each other, while Seal 6 depicts a
lion fighting a lion in the main scene. The seals were divided into four groups according to the presence or
absence of a votive table and the position of the incense burner. The first group with seals 1-7 show exactly
the same scene as described in the story of Hantitassu. The incense burner appears in front of a seated god
(1-3), a divine bull with a cone (4) or a god standing on a bull (5). On seal 6 the god is missing, because the
incense burner and the offering table near by appear in the side scene. On Seal 7 two incense burners are
shown next to a seated deity. One of them seems to be a model of a tower (German: Turmmodell), which
is known to have been used for both burning incense and making offerings, and the other incense burner
is depicted above it. The second group with seals 8-10 show a similar scene, but the incense burner is in
the hand of a male figure standing in front of the offering table. The god on a bull (8) or a bull with a cone
(9, 10) stand next to him. In the seals of the third and fourth group a votive table does not exist. The only
commonality with Hantitassu is the incense burner in a worship scene. In the third group (11-13) the incense
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burner is on the ground, i.e. in front of the seated god (11), in front of a bull with a cone (12) or two different
worship scenes (13). In the last group (14-16) the incense burner is carried by a figure. On seal 14 it is in
the hand of the foremost of the small figures below the bull with cone. On seal 15 it is in the hand of the
small figure in front of the seated god. On Seal 16, it is in the hand of a short-skirted figure standing in
front of a standing figure, which may or may not be a god. Among the scenes in which the incense burner is
carried by a person, only Seal 10 shows a single figure. On Seals 14 and 15 the first person carries the incense
burner, while on Seals 8, 9 and 16 the second person carries it. The fact that different numbers of figures
are depicted indicates that there is no set number of people making the offering. In addition, the incense
burner is placed in different places in the sequence of the motifs, indicating that the incense burner does
not have a special place during the offering.

Some of the figures on the seals can be identified with certainty as gods. Only six figures can be
identified with special gods: DINGIR.LAMA (8, 14), praying with raised hands, well known from Mesopotamia;
DINGIR.ALAD (1), the male counterpart of DINGIR.LAMA, praying with raised hands, but with a beard (Black
and Green, 2004: 115); the Watergod Ea (2), seated on a throne, which is placed on his sacred animal, the goat-
fish; the Sungod Samas3 (15), seated on his throne with the rays of the sun coming out of his shoulders; the
Weather God stepping on the back of his sacred animal (1, 5, 8); and the War God holding an axe and a bow
(10). While the known gods are normally depicted as standing, Ea and Samas are represented as seating, may
be as an reminiscence to the representation of Samas as the god of justice and sacrifice (Maul, 2013: 165) on
the Code of Hammurabi. Nine seals (2-4, 7, 9, 11-13, 15) depict a figure of a prayer, dressed as a god, but with
a hairy-cap in the Anatolian style or with a plain head (7, 15) and with both hands raised like DINGIR.LAMA.
On seals 4,7, 9 and 15, the praying figure accompanies the other worshipping figures, while on the other five
seals only the praying figure is worshipping alone. On seal 14 DINGIR.LAMA is both the worshipping and the
worshipped goddess, i.e. there are two different DINGIR.LAMA representations (Black & Green, 2004: 115) on
the same seal. This is the only seal in Old Assyrian style with the depiction of an incense.

It cannot be decided whether the other figures on the seals are gods or humans. In the Mesopotamian
style, the gods are separated by clothing and horned headdress, while in the Anatolian style, both the seated
figures and the figures facing them are depicted with the same clothing and headdress. Otto suggests that
the figures on Anatolian seals from the Karum Period may be gods, deified kings or ancestors (2024: 33,
footnote 2). This could mean that the Anatolian Style does not pay much attention to the distinction between
gods and humans. Finally, the figures carrying the incense on Seals 14 and 15 are smaller than the others.
May be they are filling motifs, may be they are of a lower rank.

Neither the seals nor the Hantitassu text provide any information about the identity of the performer of
the ritual. Haas states, that it was a woman (Haas, 1994). Unal argues, that Hantitassu is the name of the god
of the city of Hurma, and therefore the ritualist must have been a man (Unal, 1996: 78, 79). On the Karum
seals, the incense burner stands between both male and female figures.

The seals (except 6) do not indicate the area where the incense ritual was performed. Hantitassu also
lacks an explanation. However, it is known from other Hittite rituals that incense was used in temples (the
ritual of AN.TAH.SUMS*® Festival; Reyhan, 2016: 102) and burial contexts (mortuary temple rituals; Haas, 1994:
271). Archaeological excavations have yielded incense burners in temples and tombs as well. For example,
plastered incense pits were found in Rooms E and F of the Early Bronze Age burial complex at Sanliurfa-
Gre Virike (Okse, 2005: 21, 42). A limestone pedestal of a censer was found among the rubble of another
contemporary grave (Okse, 2006: 21). In Assyria, terracotta incense stands were found in layer G of the Temple
of Ishtar (late 3rd millennium BC), along with statues of prayers and house models (Andrae, 1922: 41). The
presence of a tree (?) next to an incense burner on Seal 6 suggests that incense rituals may have been
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performed in open places as well, e.g. in the open-air sanctuary at Hattusa-Yazilikaya or at the "Oak of
Telipinu" in Nerik, mentioned in the purulliya festival (Haas, 1994: 699, 700).

The number of scenes varies on the seals. Seven of them (4, 7-9, 14-16) bear a single scene, while the
others have two separate worship scenes. The incense burnerisin the main scene on Seals 1-3,5and 11, in the
side scene on Seals 6, 10 and 12, and between two scenes on Seal 13. On Seal 5, the motifs are independent
of each other, but the incense burner stands near the votive table. In Seal 6, the main scene is in the Old
Babylonian Style, but the side scene with the incense burner is recognizable from the Anatolian Style (fig. 1).

Incense burners were identified by the depictions of smoke rising from them in the form of short and long
lines with nearly straight, wavy and cloud-like fluffy forms. Our experiments have shown that the different
shapes and lenghts of smoke depend on the aromatic substance burned. Long wavy lines (Seals 1, 6-8, 14 and
15) may represent the smoke of cedar resin and splinters. The short and wavy lines on the incense burners
of seals 9-11 and 13 resembles the powdered flour spread over a large surface. The short and wavy lines in 2,
3, 5 and 12 look similar to smoke, which diminishes when honey or sulfur is added to the ingredients. Seal
16 shows a cloud-like fluffy smoke, which resembles to the dense smoke produced when butter or cedar
needles and splinters are burnt.

Figure 4
Form typology of incense burners on seals (Alper & Czichon)

—
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As the typology table shows, the incense burners are of different forms (Figure 4). 13 of them are footed
(1-7, 11-16), three are footless or perhaps with a small base (8-10). 15 seals (1-14, 16) depict open forms,
one seal (15) a closed form. It is thought that the form on seal 15 does not allow sufficient air to enter the
vessel. Unfortunately no other seal impression depicts a similar incense burner. But a supporting form was
discovered in the Hittite levels (15th/14th century BC) of the temple area at Oymaagag HOyiik. An unique jar
with narrow vertical openings on the entire surface (Czichon et al., 2019: 75, Abb. 19,1-2), resembles the pot
with the vertical wavy lines pretty good.

The cup-shaped vessels in the hand on seals 8-10 suggest that they may have had a small base hidden
in the palm of the hand. Similar forms have been found throughout Central Anatolia in the Karum and Old
Hittite levels (Tiirker, 2008: 60, 61). Since the seals depict incense scenes these cup-shaped vessels may be
interpreted as incense burners.

The forms on seals 11, 13-16 have very high feet. Seal 14 has a shallow dish on the foot, the others
have deep bowls. Except Seal 15 it is not clear whether the feet are separate or united with the vessel
above. However, examples of both forms are known from excavations. High footed bowls with S profile were
recovered from the Gre Virike Early Bronze Age grave complex (Okse, 2005: fig. 13). These jointly produced
examples are similar to the forms on Seals 13 and 16. At the same time, the feet of the forms on Seals 13 and
16 are very high and slightly widened at the top and bottom, like the incense stands found in the Temple of
Ishtar G in Ashur (Andrae, 1922: abb. 18). Similar incense burners with separate stand and bowl are known
from some Late Bronze Age-Early Iron Age sites in the Levant such as Tell Qiri, Tell Qasileh, Lachish and
Megiddo. Some examples are called “incense stands” because they are found with a bowl. Some were named
“pottery stand/pottery model” due to the supportive function of the legs (Fowler, 1984: 184, 185). The form
on Seal 11 shows a horizontal line between the foot and the bowl, extending halfway up the bowl. This line
indicates that the form may have been produced separately. It is also similar to the combined forms found
inthe Old Hittite temple deposit at Inandiktepe. The 34-75,5 cm high forms have deep bowls and high conical
feet. Three of them with burnt surfaces are labeled as “sunak/buhurdanlik” (Ozgiic, 1988: 14, Cat. 8-10). Since
there is no trace of separation between the bowl and the foot on the similar, but smaller forms of Seals
1and 6, they were probably produced in combination, like the examples from Inandiktepe. In Seal 14, the
fact that the high footed form with a slightly widened downward leg has a shallow plate, distinguishes it
from the others. A parallel was found in Kiiltepe, in the burial chamber belonging to Level Il of the House of
Adad-Sululi (see, Kt. a/k 794; Kulakoglu & Kangal, 2011: fig. 96). Ozgiic states that there is a hole covered with
soot at the junction of the foot and the shallow plate and that it may have been used for incense (Ozgiic,
1950: 65, 66). As in the NAM.BUR.BI ritual (see footnote 12), it may be indicative of the practice of incense in
a funerary context.

Finally, small goblet-like forms are depicted on Seals 2-5, 7 and 12. They are distinguished from each
other by the fact that their feet are either completely conical or partially conical. They stand out as the most
numerous form type in the incense burner typology of Karum seals. It is noteworthy that the Beycesultan
specimen, in which lipid residues were detected in the ORA analysis, has a goblet form as well.
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Figure 5
Goblets from Beycesultan (Dedeoglu, 2016: fig. 1)

At Beycesultan Hoyiik, the Late Bronze Age levels 5b (1700-1595 BC) and 5a (1600-1500 BC)3“ were destroyed
by fire, resulting in the recovery of many goblets in situ. The goblets were found extensively in the living
quarters of dwellings, in the storerooms of elite buildings and in buildings associated with local cult. The
goblets are wheel-made and hard-fired, and are usually slipped in red, reddish brown, brown and buff colors.
They have a shiny appearance thanks to the silver mica mixed into the slip (Figure 5). They are similar to
goblets recognized from cult contexts at Late Bronze Age and Iron Age sites in the Levant such as Hazor, Tel
Mor, Tell Mevorakh, Lachish, Tell Dan, Megiddo, etc. (Dedeoglu, 2016: 14-18).

Figure 6
eycesultan chalice (Archive of Beycesultan Héyiik), Minnakht Tomb wall painting detail (Winlock & Arnold 2010, fig. 6),
Ashkelon Campaign Relief detail (Kletter et al., (Eds.) 2015: fig. 18.19)

Dedeoglu compared the Beycesultan goblets with their counterparts from the Upper Menderes Basin
and the Levant and evaluated them in terms of their functions as “drinking vessels, incense burners and
lamps”. As there are no traces of soot on their inner surfaces, she suggested that they were probably not
used as incense burners or lamps. She also emphasized the idea that these forms may have been drinking
vessels associated with banquets since their inner and outer surfaces are generally burnished (Dedeoglu,
2016: 19). The very high level of inclusions in the sample selected for ORA (Figure 6a) indicates that the form
was used for a long period of time. Like other Beycesultan goblets, the well-preserved surface suggests that
it may have been a drinking vessel. However, the combination of fragrant herbs and lipid residues of animal
and vegetable oils suggests that this vessel may have had a different function. The reason for the well-

34The stratigraphy of Beycesultan Hoylk has been reconstructed according to the data obtained from the new excavations. Level 5 corre-
sponds to levels Il and Ib in the first period excavations carried out by James Mellaart and Seton Lloyd in 1954-1959 (Dedeoglu & Abay, 2014:
tablo 1).
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preserved surface of the vessel may be the preservation treatment of the inner surface of the vessel, as
suggested by Stockhammer. Today, in the Levant, incense burners are protected from soot or burn marks by
first putting sand inside the incense burners (Stockhammer, 2012: 30). Similarly in Somalia, the inner surface
of the incense burners is covered with aluminum foil etc. before the incense is burned. In this way, there is
no trace on the incense burner and the residues of aromatics do not penetrate into the container, preventing
the formation of bad odor during the next incense burning.3® A similar practice is mentioned in a text from
Masat Hoyiik. In a ritual performed by Goddess Hapantali(ya) for the calming of Telipinu, pebbles are first
placed on the hearth and then herbs and incense resin are added (Haas, 1994: 441). This suggests that, as
with traditional practices today, incense burners may have been treated in some way to keep them clean:

"Die gewichtige Hapantali(ya) [brachte vom ... ] ... Rarasaniya-Holz/Frucht; die [grofi]le Hapantali(ya)
nahm [Kieselsteine] von einem [reinen(?)] Ort und schiittete sie auf den Herd. [Es] kRochen [die Krduter].
[ ] Die Kénigin der Heilmittel [ ] fiigt Eichenholz, [Weifi]dorn (und) Samaliya-Kraut hinzu; [sie] schiittet
[kRalwisn]a-Substanz, Rducherharz und eine Schnur [ ] der Kieselsteine dazu” (Haas, 1994: 441).

The Yavneh excavations yielded goblet-shaped incense burners with burn marks only on the rim (but not
on the interior).3¢ For this reason, we conducted experimental studies (in accordance with the Hantitassu
text) in order to determine the number of burns after which the soot trace is formed. Although incense was
burned in the same vessel five times (the embers were renewed several times in each experiment) without
placing any object for protection, no soot or burn marks were observed. Only the heat-melted butter left
an oil stain. In addition, if the embers are stirred before the resins are completely burnt, the resin sinks to
the bottom of the vessel and sticks there (Figure 3i). If not, the resins burn completely without any trace.
It is the fuel that may create soot in the incense burner. If freshly cut branches are used, grey-black stains
appear at the bottom of the vessel. Therefore the villagers use dry woods for baking bread to keep the oven
clean. Since there are no traces in the incense burner, it is thought that dry wood may have been used like
today's bread bakers.

Additionally there are ancient Egyptian wall paintings which support our hypothysis that forms similar
to Beycesultan goblets may have been used for incense. In a funeral ritual scene in the wall paintings
of the Tomb of Minnakht3? (Figure 6b) and of the Tomb of Kenamun, as well as in the reliefs of Pharaoh
Merneptah's Ashkelon Campaign at Karnak (Figure 6c; Dedeoglu, 2016: 18), bowl-shaped goblets with cylin-
drical, downward slightly expanding legs are depicted with curled smoke rising from them. Besides that the
incense ritual in the Tomb of Minnakht is performed in front of a votive table, quite similar to the story of
Hantitassu and the Karum Period seals 1-7.

The combination of citrus fruits, animal and vegetable oils and fish remains in the ORA results of the
Beycesultan goblet is another factor supporting the use of incense burners. Citrus bergamot and coriander
were found in the analysis of vessels recovered from a perfume production area destroyed by an earthquake
around 1850 BC during the excavations in Pyrgos, Cyprus (Cousin, 2016: 521). In the Beycesultan chalice
coriander was detected as well. Lime/lemon38 and sweet oranges3® belong to the same family (Rutaceae)

35Nasteha A. Moallim Ahmed, student at the Department of Archaeology, Usak University (personal communication, Usak, 19.04.2024).

36The ORA results of the Yavneh goblets revealed a combination of vegetable and animal oils and fragrant plant residues, indicating that
Yavneh goblets were used for fragrance production. Since there are no burn marks on the inside of the goblets, It is thought that these chalices
were used to burn plants for incense, but vegetable and animal fats were used as fuel (Kletter, 2015: 232; Namdar et al.,, 2010: 169).

37Wilkinson, (2024, 25 May). https://www.metmuseum.org/art/collection/search /544601
38Citrus lim group (2024, 25 May). https://npgsweb.ars-grin.gov/gringlobal/taxon/taxonomydetail?id=10683
39Citrus sweet orange group (2024, 25 May). https://npgsweb.ars-grin.gov/gringlobal/taxon/taxonomydetail?id=10782
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as citrus bergamot*°. Therefore the presence of animal fat and vegetable oil remains in addition to citrus
fruits suggests the use of perfumed oils described in Mesopotamian and Hittite cuneiform texts. From the
3rd millennium BC, perfumed ointments and oils containing fragrant trees and plants were produced in
Mesopotamia and Syria using cold maceration and hot preparation methods. These ointments and fragrant
oils are prepared using milk, beer, animal fats, sesame oil and olive oil (Battini, 2018). Hittite texts also
mention a type of “perfumed oil(?) / fine 0il(?)” named I.DUG.GA. It was presented as a gift to the king
at coronation ceremonies, sprinkled on the road during the rituals of summoning Telipinu, and used at
different stages of the 14-day funeral rituals. Referring to the burning of fragrant oils in Hittite contexts,
Vigo suggests that the scent of .DUG.GA may have been seen as incense in funerary settings (Vigo, 2014:
27, 29-32). In addition to all these, the discovery of fish among the remains of the Beycesultan chalice
suggests prescriptions containing fish oil. In the following example of therapeutic treatments recorded on
UGU tablets, an incense recipe for burning head is given. According to the recipe, the ingredients mixed with
rancid oil and fish oil should be burned in the embers of thorns and the patient's head should be incensed:

“(ii 10-11) [If a person’s] Tcrown of the head? is continually hot, you mix [together] gassu-gypsum, indar-
type (?) uhhilu garnanu, Ribritu-sulphur, bone, uhhiilu garnanu, rancid oil and fish oil. You fumigate his
head (with it) over asagu-thorn coals” (Scurlock, 2014: 322).

In conclusion, the appearance of the ritual context (incense burner near votive table), mentioned in
the Hittite Hantitassu text, in the seal impressions of the Karum Il period indicates the existence of an
unchanging incense tradition in Anatolia throughout the 2nd millennium BC. This incense tradition receives
support through archaeological evidence. A goblet from the Hittite levels of Beycesultan, which resembles
the incense burners on the seals very much, was analyzed with ORA and yielded animal fat and fragrant
plant remains indeed. By this multidisciplinary approach it is proven that the goblet form was really used
for burning incense.
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Bogaziye HOyugl lies at the northwestern end of the vast and fertile Upper Khabur Region, which stretches along
the southern foothills of the Kasiari Mountains. Material culture remains unearthed at the mound by two seasons
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Our excavations in Trenches BE18-BE17 and BF18 on the northern slope of the mound focused on revealing the
stratigraphic sequence in this area. Architectural remains of Building Levels | and Il and finds from these contexts
in Trench BE18 are dateable to the mid-3¢ millennium BC. In Trench BE17, Building Level | also revealed finds
that can be dated to the 3 (especially mid-3) millennium BC, and in Trench BF18, ceramic sherds dateable to
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Introduction

Upper Khabur Region lies at the heart of the vast and fertile northern Mesopotamian plain bordered by
the southern foothills of the Kasiari' Mountains in the north2. The region is roughly defined by the Turkish-
Syrian national border in the north, the Syrian-Iraqi national border in the east, the Jebel Sinjar and Jebel
'Abd-al-Aziz' mountainsin the south, and the Khabur River in the west3. As such, the Upper Khabur Basin that
is dissected by several river valleys running north to south constitutes the northeast portion of the Syrian
plains. Streams flowing from the highlands to the plains have formed a series of valleys known as (from
east to west) Wadi Aweij, Wadi Khanzir, Wadi Jaghjagh (River Gag Cag), Wadi Jarrah, Wadi Kuneizir, and Wadi
Rumeilan. These streams flow into the Wadi el-Radd River, which forms a major tributary of the Khabur River.
Especially since the early stages of the Early Bronze Age, very prominent and affluent settlements flourished
in the fertile plains of the Upper Khabur Basin with close cultural ties to Mesopotamian societies. Tell Beydar
(Bretschneider & Jans 1995: 5-27), Tell Chagar Bazar (Mallowan, 1936: 1-59), Tell Mozan (Buccellati & Kelly-
Buccellati, 1988: 57-64; Kelly-Buccellati, 1990: 119-132), Tell Arbid, (Mallowan, 1937: 117-118, 126; Bielinski, 1997:
203-211), Tell Brak (Mallowan, 1947: 1-80; Oates, Oates & McDonald 1997: 1-37), Tell Barri / Kahat, (Pecorella,
1982; Pecorella, 2003), Tell Hamidiya (Eichler & Wafler 1985; Wafler, 1990: 219-228), Girnavaz (Erkanal, 1983:
131-135), Tell Hamoukar (Gibson, Al-Azm et al. 2002: 11-34; Ur 2010), Tell Leilan / Subat-enlil-Sehna (Weiss,
1985: 5-34; Ristvet and Weiss 2012), Tell Halaf (Oppenheim, 1933: 1-32), and Tell Fekheriye (Bartl & Bonatz
2013: 263-292) are among the notable archaeological sites of the region, where excavations were conducted
between the years 1934-35 and 2010-11 (Map 1).

Map 1
Map of the Khabur Region showing the prominent settlements dating to the mid-3" millennium BC.
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TFor further details on Kasiari Mountains, the attestation of the toponym “Kasiari/Gasiari” in Hittite sources, and its localization as a geographical
area under Hurrian (Mittani) rule, see Radner 2006: 283; RGTC 6-1, 189 and RGTC 6-2, 70f. s.v. “Kasijara”.

2The mountain range called KaSiari Mountains in ancient texts is known as Tur Abdin Mountains today, and as a geological unit it is identified
as the Mardin-Midyat Threshold, which constitutes a natural boundary between the Upper Tigris basin and the northern Mesopotamian, plains.
This rugged topography was referred to as Kasiari in the 2" millennium BC texts, attested in the Middle Assyrian period annals (Grayson, 1987
136, 184; Liverani 1992: 35-36; Geng and MacGinnis 2023: 10-13, Figure 11 - Figure 12). This mountainous region was called Masius in the Classical
Period. This hilly region stretches west to east along the foothills of Mount Karacadag and the administrative border of Mardin province, and it
extends north-south from Hasankeyf to Nusaybin district.

3This region, also called the Khabur Triangle, lies in the Jezirah Region of northeast Syria, and covers an area of 37,480 km? between the Tigris and
the Euphrates (Davies, et al. 2014: 143). The Upper Khabur Region roughly corresponds to the triangular area between Ras al-'Ain, the eastern
portion of Nusaybin, and Hasaka.
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Bogaziye Hoyiigii: The Mound and its Location

Bogaziye Hoyligli, situated at the southwestern end of the Kiziltepe Plain, is comparable in terms of its
size and its material culture remains to the previously excavated mounds in other parts of the Upper Khabur
basin listed above. Bogaziye Hoyiigl lies in Mardin-Kiziltepe district, about 70 km from the city center of
Mardin province, just south of Biiylik Bogaziye village, and it is partially covered by the modern village
settlement. The mound is about 2.5 km away from the Turkish-Syrian national border and 5 km from Circip
Steam, which defines the administrative border between the Sanliurfa and Mardin provinces. Importantly,
the mound appears as a large and significant ancient settlement, which was never investigated by teams of
archaeologists. Due to its geographical location, the settlement at Bogaziye HOyiigi had particularly strong
cultural ties with the key settlements of the southern/southwestern and eastern/southeastern portions
of the Upper Khabur Basin#, as its archaeological assemblages from surface surveys and excavations have
shown.

The high mound of Bogaziye covers 24 hectares and the settlement, together with its lower town, is
estimated to have spread over about 50 hectares in the lower plain. The stream running through the village
curves around the northern and eastern slopes of the mound and continues to flow south, constituting
the natural boundaries of the mound in these sectors. The northern slopes of the mound are very steep,
while its eastern, southern, and western slopes have a gentler incline. The Bogaziye village that the mound
is named after was founded in the mid-1950s, when rural land allotments were re-organized by a national
land reform. During the establishment of the village settlement, villagers drew soil from the slopes of
the mound for building their houses, which caused archaeological deposits to be severely damaged and
mixed. Furthermore, village houses were built trenching into archaeological strata. The northern and eastern
sectors of the mound are covered by the modern village settlement (Figure 1).

Figure 1
Aerial view of Bogaziye HOyiigli from east-northeast and Bogaziye Village surrounding the
northern and western slopes of the mound

“Notable mound settlements accessible by natural routes from Bogaziye HOy(gl include the following (distance from Bogaziye noted in paren-
theses): Tell Fekheriye (25 km) and Tell Halaf (28 km) to the southwest, Tell Beydar (36 km), Tell Chagar Bazar (55 km), Tell Arbid (66 km), and
Tell Mozan (63 km) to the southeast and east; Tell Brak (75 km), Tell Barri (78 km), and Tell Hamidiye (80 km) from south to north along the Wadi
Jaghjagh (Cag Cag River); and Tell Leilan (110 km) and Tell Hamoukar (150 km) further east.
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Systematic archaeological surveys conducted by our team in the province center and the surrounding
districts of Mardin identified numerous archaeological sites, among which Bogaziye Hoyligli was recognized
as an affluent settlement of the Upper Khabur Region. Based on its promising surface survey assemblage, the
Bogaziye Hoyiigli was chosen for further investigation by excavations to reveal the nature of this regionally
significant center. Excavations were conducted for two field seasons in 2023 and 2024, and investigations
concentrated on the northern slope of the mound in an area where modern destruction of archaeological
deposits was most severe. Excavation trenches were placed in a sector of the northern slope where removal
of soil had exposed tall sections and had caused deposits from various archaeological strata to be mixed.
The research goals of these trenches were to reveal the stratigraphy and the settlement sequence of the
mound and to document the building levels and their material culture remains in a stratified sequence. To
reach these objectives, Trenches BE18, BE17, and BF18 were placed horizontally at the top of the northern
slope where the height of the cross-sections reached nearly 10 m (Figure 2).

Figure 2
General view of Bogaziye Hoyiigli showing the excavation trenches on the northern slope.

Excavation Results
Trench Be18

Just below surface vegetation, the topsoil deposit in the area marked by Trench BE18 yielded many
ceramic sherds dateable to the 3™ millennium BC, with a concentration of diagnostic finds that belong to
the mid-3 millennium BC. Pottery sherds found in this layer belong to fine wares. They are made of a well-
levigated paste, hard fired, and the majority has a greenish buff fabric. Architectural remains of Building
Level | were identified below the topsoil in Trench BE18, and a ‘tandoor house’ with a rectangular floor plan
measuring 4.5x3.40 m was revealed in the central sector of the trench in this stratum. This is a single-room
structure with a tandoor installed in a corner just left of the entrance, and its walls are built of a single row
of mudbricks wall thickness is 50 cm (Figure 3). The preserved height of the tandoor is about 70 cm, and
its base diameter is 60 cm. The thickness of the tandoor’s walls ranges between 3 cm and 5 cm across its
body, and its outer surface is reinforced with potsherds at various spots. In size and form, this tandoor is
closely similar to the tandoors found at contemporaneous levels of Tell Arbid (kawecka, 2008: 564-567, Figs.
4, 6). In comparative perspective, we can associate the tandoor in Building Level | in Trench BE18 with the
latest phase of the Early Dynastic Period. The floor of the tandoor is packed with fist-sized river pebbles and
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ash (Figure 2). A nearly complete jar and another partial jar with a fragmented small vessel inside, found
close to the tandoor, provide informative chronological markers for dating the tandoor context. West of the
tandoor house lies a cist-like feature made up of stone slabs and arranged as two side-by-side basins®. Such
basins associated with tandoor houses were also revealed by excavations in contemporaneous levels of Tell
Brak (Emberling, Cheng et al. 1999: 9, Figure 14 - Figure 16) and Tell Arbid (Bielifski, 2007: 463, Figure 13). A
small, baked clay figurine in the form of a schematized animal with a broken head and tail was found inside
the eastern basin® (Figure 4). Other notable finds found in topsoil include three baked clay wheels, which
would have belonged to terracotta models of carts or chariots (Figure 5). Fragments and wheels from baked
clay (terracotta) cart/chariot models are a frequently attested category of finds at the 3 millennium BC
sites in the Upper Khabur Valley and neighboring regions (Kelly-Buccellati, 1988: 65-67, Fig. 32; Orthmann,
Hempelmann et al. 1995: Abb. 18; Pecorella & Benoit 2005: 32).

Figure 3
Tandoor house’ and adjacent contexts to its west, Trench BE18, Building Level I.

5The entire width of this two-part feature is 125 cm. The individual basins are about 80 cm long, 55 cm wide, and 25 cm deep. Stone slabs used
in its construction are about 5 cm thick.

5For comparable examples of zoomorphic figurines, identified as sheep/goat(?), see Makowski, 2016: 67-82.

Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, (32): 83-102



2023-2024 Excavations at Bogaziye HOyiigii: A Recently Discovered Mound Settlement in the Upper... £ Geng et al., 2025

Figure 4
Baked clay animal figurine, Trench BE18, Building Level I.

Figure 5
Baked clay model wheels, Trench BE18, Building Level I.

After excavating out the structural remains of the tandoor house that belongs to Building Level |
(which is ascribed to the final phase of the Early Dynastic Period), the outline of an inhumation burial
was identified in the mudbrick fill of the outdoor area delimited by the tandoor house and the east-west-
orientated wall in the southern portion of the trench. The burial pit inside the mudbrick deposit measured
55x50 ¢cm, and the burial was that of an infant skeleton lying on its side in hocker position, facing north
(Figure 6). Skeletal elements of the infant (aged ca. 4 or 5 years old) were poorly preserved. The skeleton was
accompanied by burial gifts that consisted of two simple-rim bowls and two jugs/pitchers, one in miniature
size. It is worth noting that the miniature juglet is carefully placed next to the skull (Figure 7). Among the
excavated settlements of the Upper Khabur Region, such mortuary vessels consisting of simple-rimmed,
hemispherical bowls and miniature jugs/juglets are found in the mid-3rd millennium BC levels at Tell Chagar
Bazar (Mallowan, 1936: 9-10, Figure 10), and in building levels C16 and C13 at Tell Mozan dating to the Early
Jezirah llla (EB IVa) period (Pfalzner & Dohmann-Pfalzner 2014: 52, Abb. 30). Examples that belong in the
same ceramic group as these mortuary vessels are known from Tell Chagar Bazar (Mallowan, 1936: 10, 30-31,
Figure 10), Tell Brak (Mallowan, 1947: 234-235, Plate LXXIV, No. 10-11; Emberling, Cheng et al. 1999: 9-15, Figs.
20-22; Oates 2001b: 182, Fig. 454; Matthews, 2003: 123-134), in Levels 39-40 dated to Early Jezirah Illa (EB IVa)
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at Tell Barri / Kahat (Pecorella & Benoit 2005: 181-186), Tell Mozan (Buccellati & Kelly-Buccellati 1988: 65-67),
and Tell Chuera (Orthmann, Hempelmann et al. 1995: 18-54, Abb. 23-24).

Figure 6
Infant inhumation in hocker position accompanied by burial goods, Trench BE18, Building Level I.

Figure 7
Vessels accompanying the infant burial, Trench BE18, Building Level |I.
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The main architectural feature that defines the layout of the contexts revealed in the trench is a mudbrick
wall with stone foundations, which runs east-west and delimits the southern sector of the trench. The width
of the wall is 70 cm, and its preserved height is 1.20 cm (Figure 8).

Figure 8
Mudbrick wall with stone foundations, Trench BE18, Building Level 1.

Excavations progressed towards the east balk of the Trench and contexts belonging to Building Level Il
were unearthed in this area. A stone-built canal, running from north to south, was revealed, defining the
western limit of this context. The canal is 2.26 m long, and its stone-paved base is 72 cm wide. The drain
inside the stone-built body of the canal is only 15 cm wide. Because the canal is sloped towards the south,
it must be functionally associated with the mudbrick wall with stone foundations that lies in the southern
sector of the trench. The archaeological deposit that the canal is dug into consists of a compact mudbrick
fill, which belongs to the Early Bronze Age level. Another canal with the same orientation was identified
below this canal towards the north, which we think joins the same canal system (Figure 9). This second
canal below is gently curved towards the east, and it is nearly 6 m long and 55 cm wide. Its drain is 20 cm
wide and 30 cm deep. Inside this drain, the front piece of a terracotta chariot model was found. The front
panel of the fragment is decorated with incised lines (Figure 10). An almost identical fragment is known from
Tell Chuera (Orthmann, Hempelmann et al. 1995: 128, Abb. 72, No. 60). In the area east of the canal in the
eastern sector of the trench, a floor paved with small and medium river stones was unearthed. In the mixed
deposit on top of this floor, ceramic sherds dateable to the mid-3 millennium BC and a bulla were found
(Figure 11). The northern limit of this floor is marked by a wall segment, which was preserved to a height of
a few mudbrick courses.
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Figure 9
Drainage canals found in the eastern and western portions of Trench BE18,
Building Level II.

Figure 10
Fragment of a terracotta chariot model found inside the drainage canal, Trench BE18,
Building Level II.
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Figure 11
A bulla found on the floor associated with the drainage canal, Trench BE18, Building
Level Il.
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In the southwestern portion of the Trench, excavations revealed a separate canal, which is oriented
parallel to the first two canals described above. This canal is also stone-built, and its drain is covered by
capstones. The well-preserved canal continues for 4 m north south, and it is 40 cm wide across the east-
west axis. The canal’s drain is 20 cm wide and 35 cm deep.

Most likely, this canal that belongs to Building Level Il is associated with the mudbrick wall with stone
foundations that belongs to a building in the south. As such, both canals that are situated close to the
eastern and the western sections of the trench must have served as a drainage system for a building complex
lying south of the excavation trenches (Figure 9). The central area of the trench that is limited on both sides
by the two canals was filled with structural rubble and mudbrick detritus. During the clearing of this deposit,
structural alignments of mudbrick were identified in the area between the two canals.

In the northwestern sector of the trench, a well-preserved floor, packed with small pebbles and some
ceramic sherds, was unearthed. This floor covers an area of 3.50x3.30 m and it belongs to Building Level II.
The floor pavement continues further south, below the canal that is in the western sector of the trench.
Therefore, we think that this pebble-paved floor may be associated with the wall in the south. Joining sherds
from the upper body of a storage vessel were found lying on the pebble floor, together with a small, spouted
vessel found in situ inside it, both dateable to the mid-3 millennium BC (Figure 12). Similar spouted vessels
are known from the ED Il destruction phase (Phase L) at Tell Brak (Oates, 2001b: 179, Fig. 456). During the
cleaning of this floor, we observed that pottery sherds were used as construction material in addition to
pebbles. Two terracotta wheels of a chariot model were found on this floor. The shaft bearing is articulated
as a ring in relief at the center of these two wheels (Figure 13). Similar terracotta wheels at Chagar Bazar
in the Upper Khabur are found in the 2" millennium BC and earlier levels (Mallowan, 1936: 21, Figure 6, no.
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6, 8, 17). Mallowan states that one of the wheels at Chagar Bazar (Figure 6, no. 8) resembles the wheels of
the chariots depicted in the Standard of Ur, which was found in the Royal Cemetery of Ur. At Tell Brak, such
terracotta wheels with articulated details of wooden fittings come from the Akkadian Period levels (Oates,
20017a: 284, Fig. 304). One of the terracotta wheels found at Bogaziye belongs to the type of chariots in which
the wheel is made from three wooden planks that are clamped together with a metal ring-frame (Figure 13b).
This wheel type was also found at Tell Chuera (Orthmann, Hempelmann et al. 1995: Abb. 73). The level that
the pebble-packed floor and the spouted vessel and terracotta wheel are found show characteristics of the
Early Bronze IVa period. Therefore, it can be stated that the wheel model in question belongs to the same
type of model chariot wheels found at the Royal Cemetery of Ur (Crouwel, 2019: 32-33, Figure 8).

Figure 12
Storage jar and spouted vessel found on the gravel-packed floor, Trench BE18, Building Level II.
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Figure 13
Terracotta wheels belonging to chariot models, found on the gravel-packed
floor, Trench BE18, Building Level II.

Trench Be17

In the northern sector of the mound, the area west of Trench BE18 was targeted for excavation to
investigate the stratigraphic sequence in the area where tall cross-sections of the mound are exposed due
to the removal of soil by villagers. The excavation area was extended west into the area labeled Trench
BE17, where baked clay objects, including fragments of seven figurines and two body fragments belonging
to two-wheeled cart models, were found in the topsoil (Figure 14). One of the seven fragments belongs to an
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anthropomorphic figurine (Figure 14h), one is shaped like the head of a bird (Figure 14f), and the rest belong
to domestic quadrupeds like rams and sheep (Figure 14a-e). Fragments of terracotta anthropomorphic
figurines are known from Tell Brak (McDonald 2001: 269-271, Fig. 286-289, 486), Tell Chagar Bazar (Mallowan,
1936: 19-22, Figure 5), Tell Mozan (Kelly-Buccellati, 1988: 81, Fig. 46), and Tell Arbid (Makowski, 2016: 19-39, PL.
1-3). Examples of zoomorphic figurines like those found at Bogaziye are frequently found at the excavated
settlements of the Upper Khabur Region. Zoomorphic figurines found at the Bogaziye Hoyiigii are similar to
those known from the contemporaneous levels of Tell Brak (McDonald, 2001: 271-274, Fig. 489), Tell Chagar
Bazar (Mallowan, 1936: 20-22, Figure 5), Tell Arbid (Makowski, 2016: 41-94), Tell Barri (Pecorella & Benoit 2005:
31), and Tell Mozan (Weiss, 1991: 694, Figure 8).

Figure 14

Fragments of baked clay zoomorphic figurines and cart models found in the surface soil

of Trench BE17.
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In Trench B17, just below topsoil, a nearly intact zoomorphic figurine and a terracotta chariot model
were found inside the mudbrick detritus that had filled up Room 1 and Room 2, which belong to Building
Level I (Figure 15). During the excavation of the rubble and mudbrick detritus of Rooms 1 and 2, a miniature
vessel with dot impressions in concentric circles on its interior surface (Figure 16e), four terracotta wheels
(Figure 16a-d), a terracotta figurine of a pedestalled bird (Figure 16gh), and a cylindrical object made of
baked clay (Figure 16f) were found. Terracotta bird figurines (McDonald, 2001: 273-274, Fig. 489) and similar
cylindrical objects (Matthews, 2003: 102, 176-177, Fig. 5.75) are known from Tell Brak and Tell Chagar Bazar
excavations (Mallowan, 1937: 134, Figure 12, No. 34). The bird figurine found at Bogaziye shows close similarity
to pedestalled bird figurines found at Tell Chuera and Tell Arbid” (Orthmann, Hempelmann et al. 1995:
126-132, Abb. 70; Makowski, 2016: 269-270, PL. XX).

7Additionally, for a pedestalled bird figurine placed as a grave offering in a burial context at Tell Arbid, see Bielinski, 2004: 338-339, Figs. 4-5.
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Figure 15

Fragments of baked clay zoomorphic figurines and chariot models found in the
archaeological deposit of Rooms 1 and 2 in Building Level I, Trench BE17.

Figure 16

Small finds from the fill inside Rooms 1 and 2 in Building Level I,
Trench BE17.

The zoomorphic figurine resembling a bull and the body of a chariot model were found in the same
context. Very similar examples of the zoomorphic figurines found here are also known from the Upper
Khabur sites, mentioned above, and terracotta cart and chariot models are frequently found at the
archaeological sites of the Upper Khabur Region and Mesopotamia (Littauer & Crouwel 1979: 15-47; Bollweg,
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1999). This nearly complete chariot model at Bogaziye is shaped like a zoomorphic figurine with the four
legs terminating in a shaft for attaching the wheels. On the dorsal surface of the object, there are eight
perforations that are arranged equidistantly in two parallel rows. These holes would have been used for
inserting wooden sticks to represent the wooden chariot wagon. The front panel of this chariot model is
decorated with an incised figure resembling a schematized tree. A hole is placed just below this figure, which
would have held the rod that connects the body of the chariot to the animal figurines, drawing it. Similar
chariot models are known from the Akkadian and post-Akkadian Period levels at Tell Brak (Oates, 2001a:
279-285, Fig. 487-488). A particularly similar example of a chariot model with an incised tree/plant motif
on the front panel is found in the destruction level associated with the final phase of the Early Dynastic
Period at Tell Brak (Emberling, Cheng et al. 1999: 13, Fig. 23d). Considering that the decorative tree/plant
figures are a diagnostic trait of the Early Dynastic Period chariot models (Oates, 2001a: 281, Fig. 487), the
close similarity between the chariot model from Tell Brak and the one recently found at Bogaziye provides
us a chronological comparative framework. Terracotta chariot models from Tell Arbid, Tell Barri (Raccidi,
2012: 673-682; Makowski, 2016: PL. XXXI), and Tell Chuera (Orthmann, Hempelmann et al. 1995: 127-128, Abb.
71-72) can also be considered in the same typological category as the Bogaziye chariot.

In the southeastern sector of the trench, mudbrick alignments were observed in the detritus and further
excavations revealed walls that define a room context (Locus 2024BE17-7), labeled Room 1. This room
measures 5 m north-south, and 2.10 m east-west (Figure 17). The mudbrick walls of the room are 70 cm wide.
Mudbricks used in the construction of this wall vary in size, and three sizes could be recorded: 40x45 cm,
35x45 cm, and 30x45 cm.

Figure 17
Rooms 1, 2, and 3 in Trench BE17, Building Level I.

Rooms 1 and 2 are separated by a shared wall: the western wall of the eastern room, Room 1 (Locus
2024BE17-5) is the eastern wall of the western room, Room 2. This wall is built using an alternating full- and
half-brick technique, traditionally known as “mother-and-lamb” bond (anali-kuzulu) in Anatolian vernacular
architecture. In this wall, the full-sized mudbricks measure 50x40 cm and 40x40 cm, and the half-bricks
measure 15x35 cm. The exposed length of the eastern wall of Room 1is 4.70 m, but the wall continues south
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into the southern balk of the trench. Room 2 (Locus 2024BE17-3) is a smaller context; its unearthed portion
measures 2.30x2.30 m and it continues further south than the southern limit of the trench. Chipped stone
tool fragments out of flint and chert were found in the fill of this room in addition to pottery sherds. The
northern wall (Locus 2024BE17-6) of the room measures 4.50 m (Figure 17).

Excavations in this building complex continued and revealed the full extent of the walls of Room 1 except
for the northern wall, which may have collapsed downslope due to its location on the eroding edge of the
mound. Below the northern portion of this room, a pebble-paved floor was exposed, which belongs to an
earlier building level. Adjacent to the northern wall of Room 2, another room was identified and labeled
Room 3. The floor surface of this room was well-articulated (Figure 17). Many scattered ceramic sherds
dateable to the 3 millennium BC and a grinding stone were found in this room. The room fill was excavated
down to the floor level, and it was understood that the ceramic sherds were used here as construction fill
for creating a hard-packed floor. The northern wall of Room 3 has also eroded downslope like the northern
wall of Room 1.

Trench Bf18

In Trench BF18 (a partial trench just on the edge of the high slope), investigations focused on an archae-
ological deposit ascribed to Building Level Ill. Excavations of this deposit revealed ceramic sherds dateable
to the 3" millennium BC and the scattered sherds from a pithos. Disarticulated human skeletal remains were
found scattered around the pithos, which led us to identify these remains as a disturbed pithos grave. Other
remains found in this area include pottery sherds dateable to the 3 millennium BC, mixed animal bones,
and two pendants, one made of seashell and the other made of a semi-precious stone (Figure 18), which
further supports the interpretation of these remains as a mortuary context.

Figure 18
Perforated pendants made of shell (left) and stone (right) associated with the disturbed
pithos burial in Trench BF18, Building Level IlI.

Walking surveys were carried out on the flat top of the mound and on its southeastern, slopes where
cross-sections are exposed, and deposits are mixed. A double-mouthed bottle found in this mixed deposit
constitutes a significant diagnostic find (Figure 19). At Tell Brak, such double-mouthed bottles (also called
double-spouted bottles in literature) date to the final phase of the Early Dynastic (Emberling, Cheng et al.
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1999: 13-14, Fig. 22a) and Akkadian Period (Matthews, Matthews & McDonald 1994: 184, Figure 7, 4; Oates,
20017a: 181-182, Fig. 453). The double-mouthed bottle at Bogaziye, which was found inside the mixed deposits
of the collapsed section in an unstratified context, is identical to the examples unearthed at Tell Brak.
Therefore, we can conclude that settlement levels contemporary with Tell Brak are present at Bogaziye.

Figure 19
Double-mouthed bottle found in mixed context on the southeastern slope.
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Conclusions

The Upper Khabur Region stretches as a vast, fertile plain along the southern skirts of the Tur Abdin
(Kasiari) Mountains, irrigated by the tributaries of the Khabur River. Archaeological surveys and excava-
tions began in the region in the early 20% century and intensified over the last few decades. Results of
systematic regional surveys and stratigraphic excavations at mound sites increased our understanding of
the culture-historical settlement sequences and revealed the characteristics of chronological periods based
on the settlement remains of significant regional centers. Stratified archaeological assemblages also estab-
lished a firm understanding of the region’s interactions with contemporaneous settlements in Southern
Mesopotamia. Results from recent excavations conducted at Bogaziye Hoyiigli (Mound) revealed settlement
levels contemporaneous with the 3 millennium settlements of the Upper Khabur Basin. Accordingly, the
site appears as a regional center at the far northwestern end of the Upper Khabur Region.

Two seasons of excavations carried out in 2023 and 2024 on the Bogaziye Hoyiigii unearthed material
culture remains that are significant in demonstrating the site’s connectedness with the cultural horizons of
the Upper Khabur Basin. Excavation Trenches BE18-BE17 and BF18 were placed at the top of the tall cross-
sections on the northern slope with the objectives of salvaging the exposed archaeological deposits in
this severely destroyed portion of the mound and documenting the settlement sequence by stratigraphic
excavations (Figure 20). Building levels documented by excavations in these trenches so far show that this
area was inhabited during the 3 millennium BC with the sturdiest remains dating to the mid-3 millennium
BC.
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Figure 20
General view of Builing Levels | and Il in Trenches BE18, BE17, and BF18.
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In Trench BE18, the context which was identified as a tandoor house, adjacent installations, and small
finds from surrounding areas belonging to Building Level | date to the end of the Early Dynastic Period (ED
I11b - EJ 3b = 2500/2450-2350 BC). In Trench BE18, the stone-built drainage canals and the adjacent southern
building complex belong to Building Level Il. Various finds from this building level including ceramics, a
spouted vessel, fragments of terracotta chariot models, and terracotta wheels show characteristic traits of
ED Illa - E) 3a and EB IVa periods (2600-2500/2450 BC). Mudbrick walls with stone foundations and pebble-
packed floors constitute the architectural remains of this period. An infant burial of the Building Level Il
found below the tandoor house of the Building Level | is also dateable to this phase based on the ceramic
vessels interred in the grave.

In Trench BF18, ceramics dateable to the 3" millennium BC were found in a limited area during the clearing
of a deposit that belongs to Building Level Ill.

In Trench BE17, the stratum identified as Building Level | yielded various small finds and ceramics
dateable to the mid-3 millennium BC. Especially, the zoomorphic terracotta figurines and fragments of
terracotta cart and chariot models found in the surface soil of this trench exhibit the characteristics of
this period. Terracotta objects found inside the mudbrick detritus of the Rooms 1 and 2 in Building Level |
show close similarities to those found at contemporaneous settlements of the Upper Khabur Region and
Mesopotamia. These objects include four terracotta wheels, one zoomorphic figurine, one chariot model, a
pedestalled bird figurine, and a cylindrical object (Figures 9-10). Among these, especially the chariot models
and the incised decoration on the front panel of the body are nearly identical to the models known from
Early Dynastic sites. Moreover, ceramics, anthropomorphic and zoomorphic figurines, and chariot models
found at Bogaziye HOyiigli bear close similarities to those found in stratified contexts at many excavated
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sites in the Syrian sector of the Upper Khabur Valley. In this regard, the Bogaziye HOyligli appears as a
significant site with far-reaching connections and an important regional center at the western extent of the
cultural horizons of the Upper Khabur Basin. In the light of the archaeological evidence from our excavation
trenches (Figure 17), we may conclude that Bogaziye Hoyiigli was settled since the early 3 millennium BC by
communities with cultural ties to the excavated settlements of the Upper Khabur Basin like Tell Brak / Nagar,
Tell Beydar / Nabada, Tell Mozan / Urkes, Tell Chagar Bazar, Tell Arbid, Tell Barri / Kahat, Tell Hamidiya, Tell
Hamoukar, Tell Leilan / Subat-enlil-Sehna, and Tell Fekheriye.
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Introduction

Used throughout history to express various symbolic meanings, the hand is one of the human body’s
most functional and mobile limbs. As the first instruments used by humankind and more involved than
other organs in various actions necessary for survival such as grasping, holding, climbing, pulling, hitting,
object-shaping, and tool-making, hands have also taken on important tasks like verbal and non-verbal
communication since prehistoric times.

The sensitivity of the fingertips also plays a crucial role in the active use of these highly specialized limbs.
Equipped with approximately six thousand nerve endings per square centimetre (Molcho, 2000: 163-164),
the fingers can identify the objects they touch, just as the eyes do by sight (Ersoy, 2007: 356-357). The area
occupied by the cells that control the thumbs and forefingers in the human brain is equal in size to the area
associated with the head and all sensory organs, and ten times larger than the area associated with the feet
(Baltas & Baltas 2001: 53-54). The hand’s importance stems from its highly sensitive capability of movement
and sensation and the rich interactive connections between the hand and the brain. When humans began
to walk upright, it freed their hands, which in turn enhanced their functions, and parallel to the freedom of
the body, the brain also became free (Kasikgl, 2007: 55). Through the synergistic interaction between hands
and brain, humans who initiated tool-making with their hands began to assert dominance over nature and
advance productive capacities. The co-evolution of tool-making and fire played a pivotal role in shaping the
evolutionary trajectory by fostering the development of complex social structures and enhancing cognitive
abilities (Ko, 2016: 16). The interplay between fire utilization and tool-making profoundly influenced social
dynamics and intellectual capacities, marking a critical juncture in human evolutionary history. Accordingly,
social cooperation, bipedal locomotion, neural reorganization, and the emergence of language constitute
fundamental processes in the evolutionary advancement of humans (Potts, 1998: 2).

Considering that manual dexterity developed in parallel with the biological development of the brain,
the hands, as they produced the ideas and imaginings of the human brain, must also have opened new
horizons of thought for the brain (Baltas & Baltas 2001: 54). For example, it is known that tool making is
not merely an action, but rather the outcome of a coordinated act and, more importantly, a design process
between the hands and the brain (Ozdemir, 2014: 10).

From the very beginning, the means by which humans have expressed themselves has undergone signif-
icant changes and diversification. One of these, perhaps the most common way of expressing oneself, is
to leave a personal mark on the world. Since the earliest times, as a sign of their existence, human beings
have made their presence known by drawing pictures first on the walls of caves and then on the walls of the
structures in which they resided or which they regarded as sacred.

Hand stencils are one of the oldest motifs of parietal art (i.e., all non-portable prehistoric art created on
cave walls, floors, ceilings, and hollowed rocks) identified to date (Zhang et al. 2021: 2506). These painted
hand stencils, which can also be described as the oldest form of art in human history, must have been used
among people as a means of communication, as a signature accentuating the thoughts of the individual in
understanding both oneself and the outside world. At the same time, these hand images must have been
used to record oneself, communicate with the other world, or perform some kind of ritual (Dobrez, 2013:
298, 310).

The earliest hominin hand impressions were found on travertine near the village of Quesang in Tibet. The
lithified traces of five hands and five feet were imprinted on the surface of a travertine unit. The handprints
were thought to belong to a 12-year-old child. These impressions, also the earliest examples of parietal art,
were estimated to date between 169 and 226 ka BP (Zhang et al. 2021: 2506, Figure 1) (Figure 1a-b-c).
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One of the other oldest examples was discovered in the cave of Maltravieso (Extremadura) in Spain. Using
uranium-thorium (U-Th) dating, the hand stencil on the cave wall was dated to 66.7 ka (Hoffmann et al. 2018:
913, Figure 2) (Figure 1d).

On the island of Sulawesi in Indonesia, there are 300 different limestone caves in the region known as
Maros-Pangkep. The hand stencils discovered in some of these sites are among the earliest known examples
of prehistoric art (Brumm, 2021: 1). Based on uranium series (U-series) isotopic analyses, the identified hand
stencils were dated between 39.9 and 17.4 ka. The analyses showed that the hand stencils in the Leang
Timpuseng Cave, one of the sites in this region, were dated to at least 39.9 ka. The next oldest hand stencil
was found in Leang Jarie, and dated to at least 39.4 ka (Aubert, 2014: 225-226, Figure 2/a-b). Also, in the
same region, at Gua Jing, two distinct hand stencils were analysed for dating. These yielded minimum and
maximum ages of 22.9 and 27.2 ka, respectively. Therefore, considering that the minimum age of the hand
stencil found in Leang Timpuseng is 39.9 ka, it can be inferred that an artistic culture with a duration of at
least 13 ka existed in the karsts of Maros-Pangkep (Aubert, 2014: 225,Figure 2c, Figure 3b) (Figure 1e-f).

Figure 1
The impressions Found in Tibet are the Earliest Examples of Parietal Art (a-b-c-); Another

of the Oldest Examples was Discovered in the Maltravieso Cave in Extremadura, Spain.
(d); The Next Oldest Hand Stencil was Found in the Karsts of Maros-Pangkep (e-f).

Source: Zhang et al. 2021: 2506, Fig. 1-a,b,c; Hoffmann et al. 2018: 913, Fig. 2; Aubert, 2014: 225, Fig. 2c, 3b;

Currently, 56 caves in Europe are known to bear human hand motifs. These caves contain a total of 769
hands, of which 90% are negative images or stencils, 9% are positive images or imprints, and 1% are mixed
representations. The majority of the caves with hand motifs are located in two main areas, northern Spain
and southern France. Of these caves, 30 are in France, 23 in Spain, 1 in Gibraltar, and 2 in Italy (Fernandez-
Navarro et al. 2022: 3).

The most remarkable caves with hand stencils display hands with missing phalanges, i.e., finger bones.
These caves are concentrated mostly in France and, secondly, in Spain. Hand stencils with missing phalanges
or fingers were discovered in the caves in Grotte de Gargas, Chauvet, Cosquer, Tibiran, Grand Grotte, Margot,
and Erberua in France, and Altamira, Maltravieso, and Fuente del Trucho in Spain (Etxepare & Irurtzun 2021: 1).
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Among the most noteworthy of these caves is the Grotte de Gargas in Hautes-Pyrénées in France. The
cave, which contains many images of hands with missing phalanges, yielded a total of 231 hand stencils. Of
these, 114 were missing at least one finger segment, 10 were complete, and 107 were insufficiently preserved
to determine whether the images were complete (McCauley et al. 2018: 316) (Figure 2) (Etxepare-lrurtzun,
2021: Figure 1).

Figure 2
Some Examples of the Hand Stencils with Missing Fingers from Grotte de Gargas.

Source: Etxepare-Irurtzun, 2021: Fig. 1

The Earliest Examples of Amputation

It is common for human skeletons found during archaeological excavations to have missing bones or
limbs, mostly due to taphonomic factors; however, it is relatively rare for examinations of skeletal remains
to provide proof of amputation (Fernandesa et al. 2017: 63). The amputation of an extremity, i.e., a distal or
terminal body part, is one of the oldest known surgical procedures (Phillips et al. 2021: 2).

The earliest evidence of amputation to date comes from the Liang Tebo Cave in Kalimantan, Indonesia.
The remodelled bones, and the evidence of healing on the left distal tibia and fibular shafts of the skeleton
(TB1) of a young adult of approximately 19 or 20 years of age with a missing left lower leg indicate that the
absent limb was removed through a deliberate surgical amputation. The trauma pattern on the lower leg
is not consistent with clinical findings of non-surgical amputation; the marks are clean oblique cuts, and
the individual survived for an additional 6 to 9 years following the amputation. The skeleton was dated to
the late Pleistocene, between 31 and 30 ka. This makes it the first buried individual ever known to have
undergone surgical amputation (Maloney et al. 2022: 548-549, Figure 3 - Figure 4) (Figure 3a).
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Figure 3
The Earliest Evidence of Amputation from the Liang Tebo Cave in Kalimantan, Indonesia (a); The Neolithic Man with
Partially Healed Amputation in Site of Buthiers-Boulancourt, France (b).

Source: Maloney et al. 2022: 548-549, Fig. 3-4, Illustration by Jose Garcia, Buquet & Marcon et al. 2007: 5-6

At the Neolithic site of Buthiers-Boulancourt, located near Paris, France, the well-preserved remains of
an elderly man, dated to 5000 years ago, have been unearthed. The distal part of the left humerus of the
almost complete skeleton is believed to indicate a partially healed surgical amputation. The distinguishing
feature of this buried individual is the position of the left humerus, i.e., away from the ribs, and the total
absence of the bones of the left forearm, wrist, and hand. The small protuberances on the bone, and the
newly formed layer of cortical bone tissue detected during the radiological and microtomographic exami-
nation that is overlying the original cortical bone, as well as the results of the scanner imagery and the 3D
reconstruction, all together suggest the presence of a partially healed amputation (Buquet & Marcon et al.
2007: 5-6) (Figure 3b).

Although skeletal remains of individuals who were subjected to amputation have been unearthed in
Indonesia, France, England, Portugal, Bulgaria, South Africa and Egypt (Phillips et al. 2021, 2), no similar
examples have been discovered in Anatolia.

General Introduction to Kiilliioba and Its Cemetery Area

The pithos with a hand motif discussed in this article is from Kiilliioba Hoyiik, which is located in the
village of Yenikent in the Seyitgazi district of Eskisehir. The mound measures 350 x 150 m and rises 10 m
above the plain. It has two barely visible apexes: the eastern and the western. It is situated on a fertile
plain west of the Upper Sakarya River Basin, along an important natural transportation route that connects
Central Anatolia to the Marmara region, the Northern Aegean and the Balkans. Excavations at the site, which
were started by Prof. Dr. Turan Efe in 1996 and have continued under the direction of Prof. Dr. Murat Turkteki
since 2019, have shown that the mound was continuously inhabited for at least 1300 years, between around
3200 and 1900 BC (Ustiin-Tiirkteki, 2020: 10) (Figure &), (Table 1).
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Figure 4
Settlements Mentioned in the Text.

Source: Ustiin-Turkteki, 2020: 10

Table 1
Kiilliioba Chronogical Chart (Ustiin-Tiirkteki, 2020: 10).

DATES KULLUOBA

Eastern Cone Western Cone New Stratification

Periods
2000 1A
11B
1c EBA Illb
11D
IE
1A
2250 1B EBA llla
1c
2500 IVA EBA lic
IVB
IVC EBA Ilb
IVD
IVE 1 EBA lla
IVF
2750 VA EBA Ib
VB
EBA la

v B~ W N

vC

3000 VD 6

sl
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The cemetery area, where the pithos bearing a hand motif with missing fingers was found, was discovered
in 2019. Following this discovery, the fieldwork focused more on the northeastern slope of the mound
(Figure 5).

Figure 5
The Cemetery Area in Kiilliioba

Source: Kiilliioba Archive-Courtesy of Prof. Dr. Murat Turkteki

Together with a team of faculty members and students from the Anthropology Department of Hacettepe
University, we documented 160 individuals from 126 graves discovered in Grids AJ 13, AK 13, and A) 11.
Morphological examinations and DNA analyses of the skeletal remains of these 160 individuals are still being
carried out at the Hacettepe Skeletal Biology Laboratory (Husbio_L) in Hacettepe University.

To date, only four radiocarbon analyses have been performed on these samples. Based on these, the
burials date between 3200 and 2900 BC. The area is the earliest cemetery so far in Western Anatolia, which
was located outside a settlement. With a few exceptions, the graves in the cemetery were predominantly
oriented northwest to southeast, especially in the case of the pithos burials, with the mouth to the northwest
and the base to the southeast. Four main types of burials were identified in the cemetery: pithoi or pseudo-
pithoi burials, which constitute the majority of the graves, as well as stone cists, mudbrick cists, and simple
earthen graves (Tiirkteki et al. 2022). All these diverse burial practices could indicate the coexistence of
different cultures or be related to socio-economic conditions. Also, no regularities were found in the orien-
tation of the skeletons. While the skeletons unearthed in the cemetery were buried in the ‘hocker position’,
they were all inhumations, mostly of single individuals (Figure 6).
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Figure 6
Burial Practises in Cemetery Area

Source: Kiilliioba Archive-Courtesy of Prof. Dr. Murat Tirkteki

The factors determining status in archaeological burials are based on various elements such as grave
goods, grave type, gender, age, and burial placement. These factors must be evaluated together to under-
stand the individual's place and significance within the social structure. Since DNA studies at Kiilliioba have
not yet been completed, detailed interpretations regarding connections such as gender, age, diseases, and
diets cannot be made at this stage. Nevertheless, the archaeological finds recovered from the graves, as
well as the diversity in burial and funerary traditions, hold significant importance in identifying the early
settlers of Kiilliioba. It has been observed that individuals were buried with personal belongings, and grave
goods varied according to their status, such as the form and types of graves.

At Kiilllioba, where burial traditions such as simple earth graves, pithos burials, mudbrick cists, and stone
cists have been identified, some of these graves contained findings such as foot-shaped stamps, objects that
could be earplugs or piercings, hair rings, and pins. Considering the conditions of the period, the inclusion
of these rarely used items in the graves provides insight into the status of the buried individuals.

Another example of a status indicator identified at Kiilliioba is the Stone Cist Grave and the data
associated with the individuals interred within it. This grave, which differs from others in both burial style
and dietary patterns, was constructed by placing flat limestone slabs vertically. Two individuals, an adult
male and a child approximately 13-14 years old, were buried together in this grave, with evidence of fatal
blunt weapon injuries to their skulls. It appears that these individuals, who were killed before burial, were
carefully placed within the grave.

The large, flat limestone slabs used to construct the stone cist grave were not commonly utilized in the
architecture of the period, where smaller foundation stones were typically preferred. The relative difficulty of
obtaining such materials suggests that this grave reflects a status distinct from others. Despite being killed,
the individuals were not discarded or left carelessly but were instead buried with care. The simultaneous
burial of these two individuals, with one being significantly younger than the other, may indicate a familial
relationship between them. If this is the case, the younger individual's death might have been intended to
prevent the continuation of a lineage or to preempt potential retaliation (Figure 6). Additionally, the robust
skeletal structure and muscle attachment sites of both individuals, along with their bone composition,
suggest a protein-rich diet, differing significantly from other examples identified at the site. All of these
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findings indicate that these two individuals held a distinct position within the settlement's social hierarchy
(TUrkteki-Erdal, 2024: 409-411).

Pithos with a Hand with a Missing Finger Motif from Kiilliioba and Similarities

The pithos inhumation burial, numbered G61 in Kiillioba's cemetery area, was unearthed from grids
6,40-7,10/3,90-4,60 at levels (K)30,32/(G)930,30. The upper portion of the jar is missing due to destruction
caused by agricultural erosion. The base, however, is intact, and the preserved part of the body, although
fragmentary, still shows the original form of the vessel. The pithos has a globular body on which there are
two nipple decorations placed between the neck and the body, and in relief, a hand with a missing finger is
attached to an arm slightly bent at the elbow. The hand motif, together with the arm, extends towards the
belly of the vessel (Figure 7). The burial yielded several bone fragments, a premolar and an incisor. Following
the examinations carried out by anthropologists on these bones and teeth, it was concluded a child between
the ages of three and five was placed inside the pithos and subsequently buried (Figure 8).

Figure 7
Pithos with Hand Motif

Source: Kiilliioba Archive-Courtesy of Prof. Dr. Murat Tirkteki
Although anthropomorphic vessels and vessels with hand motifs have existed since the Neolithic period,
the pithos in question, which was used as a burial and had a hand motif with a missing finger, was discovered
for the very first time in Kiilliioba and can, therefore, be considered as a unique find. The literature review
revealed that no similar findings have been documented to date.
As mentioned, hand motifs with missing fingers or phalanges were identified in caves, particularly from
the Upper Palaeolithic period. In the Neolithic and Chalcolithic periods, although hand motifs were relatively
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common, especially on pottery, there are also other examples such as wall prints (Mellaart, 1962: PL. 12) and
examples where the hand itself was used as a seal impression (Mellaart, 1963: 98, PL. 41/4-5).

Figure 8

Reconstruction of a Pithos with Hand Motifs and Child Skeleton Inside

Source: 3D drawings by Murat Afsar
Figure 9
Relief Vessels with Missing Finger Motifs from Hacilar

Source: Mellaart, 1970a: 107; Mellaart, 1970b: Fig. 56/4; (b) Mellaart]1970a: 107; Mellaart, 1970b: Fig. 57/4.

Although from different periods, two motifs in relief that bear a close resemblance to the specimen from
Kiillioba were found in Hacilar Hoyiik. One of these vessels, both from Hacilar Level VI (the last phase of
the Late Neolithic), is decorated with an outstretched arm ending in a hand motif with two missing fingers
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(Mellaart,1970a: 107; Mellaart, 1970b: Fig. 56/4) (Figure 9a). The other one has a relief motif that depicts an
arm, of which the upper part functions as a tubular lug that bends at the elbow and ends in a hand with
one missing finger (Mellaart, 1970a: 107; Mellaart, 1970b: Fig. 57/4) (Figure 9b). Other hand motifs with missing
fingers attached to an arm, as seen in the Kiillioba example, which is occasionally bent at the elbow, have
also been unearthed in Hacilar as painted decoration (Mellaart, 1970a: 115,117,119; Mellaart, 1970b: Fig. 73/4,
78/27, 28, 82/2, 85/28,31, 97/1) (Figure 10). Hand motifs with missing fingers without the arm detail are also
seen in the decoration repertoire of Hacilar (Mellaart, 1970a: 111, 113, 117, 119; Mellaart, 1970b: Fig. 62/20, 69/7,
10 11, 13, 73/1, 5, 11, 88/ 7, 89/15, 93/5, 95/6, 7, 21, 96/6, 16, 143/1) (Figure 11). The above-mentioned painted
specimens belong to the Early Chalcolithic period.

Figure 10

Painted Hand Motifs with Missing Fingers from Hacilar

Source: Mellaart, 1970a: 115,117,119; Mellaart, 1970b: Fig. 73/4, 78/27, 28, 82/2, 85/28,31, 97/1

Figure 11
Hand Motifs with Missing Fingers without the Arm Detail from Hacilar

Source: Mellaart, 1970a: 111, 113, 117, 119; Mellaart, 1970b: Fig. 62/20, 69/7,10 11,13, 73/1, 5, 11, 88/ 7, 89/15, 93/5, 95/6, 7, 21, 96/6, 16, 143/1
In Hoyiicek, another settlement in close vicinity of Hacilar Hoyiik, a painted jar from the Sanctuaries
Phase (Late Neolithic Period) bears a hand motif with four fingers attached to an arm (Duru & Umurtak,
2005: Lev. 83/2) (Figure 12b).
Another similar motif was recovered from Layer Il of Késk Hoyiik (Late Neolithic Period). The motif in
relief on the anthropomorphic vessel depicts arms extending towards the vessel's abdomen and hands with
four fingers (Oztan, 2012: 39, Fig. 33) (Figure 12a).
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A few similar specimens were also recovered from the First Shrine of Area E in Level VI, 8 in Catalhoyiuk,
on which hands with one missing finger were stencilled on bull's heads and walls (Mellaart, 1962: 69, 68,
Figure 13/1, 6,9, PL. 12/ a, c) (Figure 12c-d-e).

Figure 12

Anthropomorphic Vessel from Kosk Hoyiik Features Arms Extending to the Body Ending in a Four-Fingered
Hand (a); The Painted Jar from Héyiicek Features a Hand Motif with Four Fingers Attached to an Arm (b) Hands
with One Missing Finger were Stenciled on Bull's Heads and Walls From Catalhétiik (c, d, e).

Source: Oztan, 2012: 39, Fig. 33, Duru & Umurtak, 2005: Lev. 83/2, Mellaart, 1962: 69, 68, Fig. 13/1, 6, 9, PL. 12/ a, c

In the literature, there are human- or woman-shaped jars among the specimens that are similar in some
way to the pithos found in Kiilllioba, although it is known that they were not used as burial vessels. The
most analogous examples of such vessels are from the settlements of Demircihoyilik and Karatas-Semayiik.

The jar found in Demircihoyiik, of an undetermined age, as it was not recovered from a stratigraphic
layer, was also not used as a burial vessel. However, it has similarities with the example from Kiilliioba. The
arm and hand motif on the necked jar is depicted extending towards the bulging belly of the jar. It differs
from the Kiilllioba pithos in that the hand in this motif has five fingers (Efe, 1988: 139, Taf. 23/5). However,
the absence of a symmetrical hand motif on the jar raises the question of whether the number of fingers is
correct or not (Figure 13a).

The jar from Karatas-Semayiik was found behind the storeroom of the structure called Megaron 3, and
although it has lost some parts of its front and lower body, it still has its essential parts preserved (KA602).
On the neck of the ovoid-shaped and two-handled jar, eyes, pupils, eyebrows, nose, and ears are modelled
with the help of relief ridges. A relief circle depicts the mouth, and the arms emerge from below the handles
and extend towards the body; unfortunately, the hands are broken, so it is impossible to speculate whether
the hand motifs had missing fingers or not. The jar was discovered in Karatas-Semayiik in the mixed deposit
of Trench 35/37 and was dated to the period V-VI:1, i.e., EBA II-EBA llIA (Mellink & Angel, 1968: 252, fig.15;
Eslick, 2009: 200, pl. 66, 95; Warner, 1994: Pl. 166, pls. 66-95/c-d ) (Figure 13b).

—
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Figure 13
Hand-Motif Example from Demircihdyiik (a); Anthropomorphic Vessel with Possibly Hand-Motifed
from Karatas-Semayiik (b).

Source: Efe, 1988: 139, Taf. 23/5, Mellink & Angel, 1968: 252, fig.15; Eslick, 2009: 200, pl. 66, 95; Warner, 1994: PL. 166, pls. 66-95/c-d

Evaluation and Conclusion

Regarding parietal art, some hypotheses exist about why “incomplete” hand stencils were made. We can
list the most prominent ones among these as:

1. Mourning (Loss of a loved one) (Mc Cauley et. al., 2018: 319, 323)
2. Marriage (Indicating/marking marital status) (Mc Cauley et. Al., 2018: 319, 324)

3. Punishment (Penalising a bad deed that does not conform to the community's rules) (Mc Cauley et. al.,
2018: 319, 324)

4, Raynaud's Syndrome (Cold or stress-induced discoloration of distal extremities was first reported by
Raynaud in 1862). Raynaud's Phenomenon (RP) is a three-stage reaction (pallor-cyanosis-erythema)
triggered spontaneously, or by cold or physical-emotional stress, usually occurring in the fingers. Still,
it may also occur occasionally in the toes, ears, and the tip of the nose. Often reversible, such vascular
reaction may, on occasion be irreversible and progress to severe ischemia or necrosis, and result in
gangrene (Ergiil et al., 2009: 131)". Therefore, amputation due to an infection caused by frostbite or injury
is also among these hypotheses (Janssens, 1957: 320; Leroi-Gourhan, 1967: 108).

5. Some scholars also suggest that the “incomplete” hand stencils reflect the use of a sign language
(Etxepar- Irurtzun, 2021: 2)2 or represent a counting system (Etxepar & Irurtzun, 2021: 6), or were made
with the purpose of leaving behind a mark of oneself, or a signature or a “visiting card” (Van den Broeck,
1950: 102-105).

Among all the hypotheses mentioned above, the one most consistent with the hand motif with a missing
finger depicted on the pithos, the subject of this article, is the hypothesis related to "mourning" over the
loss of a loved one. Other hypotheses, apart from mourning, appear to be inconsistent with the meaning of
the missing-finger motif on the pithos at Kiilllioba. The pithos likely symbolizes a womb. In this context, the
figure, representing a mother who amputated her finger after losing her child, may depict hands reaching

"For detailed information, see: Cleophas 1993; O'Connor 2021.

2For detailed information, see: Leroi-Gourhan, 1967.

=
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toward the womb. Furthermore, the remains of a child burial found inside the pithos further strengthen the
mourning hypothesis.

The most suggestive evidence, currently known, for finger amputation was discovered in the Grotte de
Gargas Cave. In Gargas, impressions of human limbs were found in hardened mud, some of which belonged
to hands with stumps of fingers instead of complete fingers (Barriére, 1976: 205). This is significant as it shows
humans performed limb amputations independently of any underlying cause for the loss of the fingers or
phalanges.

A recent ethnographic literature review, which is the product of a cross-cultural study designed to shed
light on finger amputation, provides a valuable contribution to the argument presented in this article. The
study identified 121 societies from Africa, Asia, the Americas, and Oceania engaged in finger or phalanx
amputation, and distinguished ten distinct amputation practices (McCauley et al., 2018: 320, 326, 330). This
article will focus only on the data on “mourning” as it is relevant to our topic.

In the study, it was mentioned that 15 groups from North America, six groups each from Africa and
Oceania, and three groups from South America engaged in amputating a finger or phalanx as an act of
“mourning”. A noteworthy example from the study, which pointed out that close female family members were
the most common participant in this practice is an elderly woman with missing phalanges. In an interview,
she openly states that her fingers were cut off at different times to express her grief over the deaths of her
three daughters, illustrating the opinion argued in this article (McCauley et al., 2018: 323).

Regarding the Kiilliioba example, we can say that it would not be inaccurate to associate the pithos with
the belly of a mother, basing this idea mainly on the reasons that the pithos in question is a burial vessel
and that it yielded bone fragments from the skeleton of a child. The depiction of an arm and hand with
a missing finger stretching towards the bulging body of the pithos might suggest a mother's hand holding
her belly, and the missing finger might indicate her grief over the loss of her child. It is important to note
that Kiilllioba, the most extensively excavated cemetery in Central Western Anatolia, has not yet yielded any
skeletal remains with missing limbs or phalanges. Although it has been possible to determine the number
of individuals in Kiilliioba, the soil’s high pH value and moisture content have resulted in the recovery of
only a small number of complete and intact skeletons. Therefore, these circumstances do not allow for the
identification of any skeletons with missing limbs, if any, among the unearthed skeletal remains.

Ethnographic data explains how finger or phalanx amputation might have been performed. However,
while there is no definitive ethnographic evidence for the existence of a finger-cutting tradition in Anatolia
based on the available information, in Indonesia, members, especially women, of the Dani Tribe living in
the town of Wamena, cut off their fingers or phalanges to mourn the loss of a loved family member. Before
cutting, a piece of rope was tied tightly around the upper part of the finger for 30 minutes to numb the finger
for painless removal. It was usually a close family member, such as a sibling or a parent, who amputated
the finger. Following the amputation, the wound was cauterised to prevent bleeding and for a tip to form
over the remaining part. This practice of finger amputation in the Dani tribe, a ritual practiced only by their
women, had diminished over time and was officially banned some years ago (Andira et al., 2022) (Figure 14).

=
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Figure 14
Examples of Ritual Finger Amputations Practiced by Dani Tribe.

Source: https://www.thesun.co.uk/news/8477620/dani-tribe-fingers-amputated/
https://www.mzunguexpeditions.com/papua_2023_en

Various analgesic or hallucinogenic substances might have been used after the procedure mentioned
above. A recent study using gas chromatography-mass spectrometry (GC-MS) found salicylic acid in the
subsequent periods (Tiirkteki et al., 2022), which is essential to keep in mind. Traces of salicylic acid, which
is @ main component in many painkillers, were found inside a depas that is dated to the EBA Il and is the
only known such example so far. Long used as an anti-inflammatory and analgesic agent, salicylic acid is
found mostly in the leaves and bark of willow and poplar trees (Tiirkteki et al., 2022: 128). Ancient texts
mention that willow bark was chewed for fever and pain and used for pain relief during childbirth (Goldberg,
2009). The discovery of salicylic acid content in two of the samples collected from the seven depata found
in Kiillioba has taken its place in the archaeological literature as the first physical evidence of the use of
this agent in ancient times, which was a fact only known so far from written texts (Tiirkteki et al., 2022: 138).
Depata were special vessels that were probably used in ceremonies. The depata found in Kiilllioba yielded
traces of both wine and salicylic acid. This suggests that salicylic acid and fermented products, such as wine,
were consumed together. This mixture might have had a place in various ceremonies and rituals.

In conclusion,

The existence of a deliberate limb amputation dating to the Late Pleistocene, between 31,000 and 30,000
BC,

The presence of hand stencils with missing fingers or phalanges on the walls of Upper Palaeolithic caves,

The discovery of hand impressions with finger stumps/cut-off fingers on hardened mud in the Gargas
Cave,

The presence of hand motifs with missing fingers, both painted or in relief on pottery or as wall paintings/
impressions in Anatolia, dating to the Neolithic and Chalcolithic periods, and

The existence of ethnographic examples in which the phalanges of fingers were deliberately amputated
proves, in a way, the practice of finger and phalanx amputations, for whatever reasons, during ancient times.
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Considering the previously detailed features of the pithos in question, and the ethnographic data corre-
lating the practice of amputation to the loss of a loved one, it would be reasonable to associate the Kiilliioba
pithos with "mourning".

Another matter to point out here is that intentionally buried structures dating to the same period as
the Kiilliioba pithos with the missing finger motif have been found. This is most likely related to the ritual
burying of structures, as observed in some Neolithic Period settlements in Anatolia. This is important in
demonstrating the carrying over of traditions from earlier periods at Kiilliioba. Therefore, it would not be
inaccurate to say that the hand motifs with missing fingers found in settlements such as Hacilar, Catalhoyiik,
and Kosk Hoyiik, which display remarkably parallel similarities, especially in the case of the relief decorated
examples from Hacilar, were borrowed from earlier periods. This is a crucial determination as it shows how
enduring cultural interaction and transmission over generations have been, regardless of the 4,000-years
in between.
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Introduction

The history of Iran, particularly pre-Islamic period, presents a complex and challenging field of study.
Researchers face a range of difficulties. The terms “Iran” and “Persia” serve as prime examples of this issue.
While “Iran” today refers to the modern Islamic Republic of Iran and its current borders, historically, it has
carried different meanings, encompassing much broader geographical regions overe time. Similarly, the
term “Persia”, widely used in Western Europe, especially on the Continent, has been applied to denote the
Achaemenid, Parthian, and Sassanian Kingdoms in the Iranian plateau. However, this terminology introduces
significant ambiguities and has contributed to a range of interpretative challenges in understanding the
broader historical context.

The concept of “Iran” emerged during the Sassanian period in the 3 century CE, encompoassing both
religious and political meanings (Wiesehofer, 2001: xi). However, in 1934, Reza Shah issued a decree to
replace the term “Iran” with the French term “Pers”, symbolizing a significant shift in the expression of
modern Iranian identity. The term “Persia” not only referred geographically to the core region known as
Parsa (Persis), but was also used to describe an ethnic group, such as “Parsa” first appeared in Assyrian and
Babylonian tablets during the half of the 15t millennium BCE, with variants such as Parsua or Parsumash, and
is encountered in Ancient Near Eastern texts in these forms.

The earliest use of the term “Parsa” in cuneiform typically referred to the mountainous regions of Iran,
particularly various locations in the central Zagros and the peoples inhabiting these areas. However, from
the late 7t" century onward, the term began to be used to descrine the region of Fars (Parsa), and by the
6" century, it had become the heart of the Persian Achaemenid Kingdom (Daryaee & Rolllinger, 2021:7).
Therefore, the term “Parsa” does not correspond to the modern concept of “Persia” as used today, but rather
refers specifically to one of the core regions of the Achaemenid Kingdom.

The geographical name “Iran” (Eran) is derived from the term “Airyanam Vagejah” found in the Avesta,
meaning “the land of the Aryans” or “the vastness of the Aryan territories”. This indicates that the Iranians
themselves used this expression to define their homeland (Malandra, 1979: 7).

The term “Aryan” which is commonly used by scholars in Europe to refer to the Indo-Iranian language
family, was coined by Professor Max Miiller and carries its own set of challenges. It is suggested that the
peoples categorized as Aryans - such as the Indians, Persians, Greeks, Romans, Slavs, Celts and Germans -
once lived in the same region and even under the same roof. The language they shared under this common
roof is believed to be the ancestor of languages like Sanskrit, Akkadian, and Greek (Taylor, 1980: 2-4). Later,
the Aryans divided into two groups: Indo-Europeans and Indo - Iranians. While the homeland of the Indo
- Iranians are believed to have originated from the steppes of Central Asia, North of the Caspian and Aral
Seas. According to this traditional view, during the third millennium BCE, this group into two subgroups: the
Indo-Aryans and the Iranians. Subsequently, these two groups moved southward from the steppes around
1500 BCE (Malandra, 1979: 7).

Although the term “Iran” is often associated with kingdomes, it also carries significant ethnic and linguistic
connotations. Specifically, it refers to the groups that spoke Indo-European languages, including the Iranian
branch. However, non-Iranian languages were also part of Iranian history. Despite the kingdom being home
to speakers of different languages, the Achaemenids used Elamite, Babylonian and Old Persian. Based on
royal inscriptions, it is assumed that Old Persian thought to belong to the Achaemenid dynasty, was a
high-status group who settled in Fars at some point in an unclear period, with their language based on a
southwestern Iranian dialect (Wiesehofer, 2021: 8; Rossi, 2021: 53).
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Even though there is no official definition for the state, the Great Kings considered their kingdom as the
World itself. Beginning with the reign of Darius I, royal inscriptions offered a portrayal of the world through
detailed lists of territories. (Daryaee & Rollinger, 2023: 3).

Moreover, both Darius and, later, Xerxes identified themselves in royal inscriptions as Achaemenid,
Persian (Parsa), son of Persian, an Aryan (Ariya), and a member of the Aryan lineage (Ariyacica). The terms
“Aryan” and “Aryan lineage” carry broader connotations. However, this does not necessarily imply that the
Iranians shared a common migration history. The term “Persian” (Persis) refers to being a man from Parsa/
Persis, meaning it is of a regional dimension (Malandra, 1979: 7).

Darius and Xerxes emphasized their Aryan origins, stating that Ahura Mazda was the god of the Aryans,
and their ancient language was Aryan. The Achaemenids prioritized their Persian identity, rooted in their
Aryan ancestry, over their broader identity as Aryans. Rather than identifying with other Iranian-speaking
peoples, such as the Medes or Bactrians, they defined themselves as Persians. They emphasized their origin
from the southwestern region of present-day Iran, known as Parsa or Persis. The Sasanians, on the other
hand, developed an identity based around the concept of “Iran” (Wiesehdfer, 2021: xi).

Beyond these terms, limited and scattered information about the history of Achaemenids is a common
issue for many research topics. Therefore, apart from the existing knowledge of their religion and traditions,
many details remain elusive. The religious beliefs of the Achaemenid rulers and their Persian subjects
are also among the topics that have sparked considerable debate. Furthermore, information regarding the
religious beliefs and practices of the Persians during the reigns of Cyrus and Cambyses is limited and
contradictory. Not only is the early Achaemenid period poorly understood, but also the rituals, beliefs, and
religions of the early Iranians, considered to precede them, are not well known. Additionally, one of the
primary questions that arises — perhaps the first - is whether Achaemenids were Zoroastrians. However, the
historical identity, origins, texts, and reforms of Zoroaster, as well as the regions where his reforms were
implemented, remain subjects of ongoing debate.

Studies indicate that Zoroaster did not create a new religion; he transformed the ancient Iranian religion
under the influence of Iranian paganism. One of the main supporting arguments fort his idea is that the
foundation of Zoroastrianism includes worship practices related to the cults of fire and water, which are
characteristic elements of Iranian paganism (Sarianidi, 1999: 308-9).

Fire, although often defined in modern times as a concept associated with Zoroastrinism, has historically
been one of the most important cultic objects. Stories, myths, beliefs, and traditions related to fire can
be found in many cultures. Since the Middle Stone Age, fire has been sanctified and included in rituals for
the dead and sacrifices. Throughout prehistoric periods, it has shown more symbolic and divine qualities
such as grave fire, home fire and cult fire (Maringer, 1974: 68 - 105). Just as in many other societies, among
the Indo-Iranian speaking communities, fire was crucial for meeting basic needs like warmth, lighting, and
cooking. In ancient times lightning a fire was not as easy as it is today. Fire, which was an important source
for heat, light, and cooking, must have been one of the most primitive ways to protect against dangers such
as predators and evil spirits.

The concept of fire temples in the Iranian geographical context presents a somewhat problematic and
complex situation. Some researchers have attempted to link the origin of the fire cult back to the pre-
Zoroastrian period. The reverence for fire, known as “Atar” (MP Adur-Atas, Pahlavi Ader) in the Avesta and
as “Agni” in the Brahmanic traditions, is believed to have roots in Indo-lranian and most likely, Indo-
European origins. One of the reasons for this is the religious significance of fire, not only in Zoroastrinaism
but also in Vedic tradition (De Jong, 1997: 343). Additionally, the respect for the hearth fire, which suggests
the universality of the cult of fire or the idea that this cult originated from the hearth fire (Boyce, 1979: 4;
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Shenkar, 2014: 90; Yamamoto, 1979: 30). Therefore, it is likely that the protection and transportation of fire
were one of the oldest ritual activities (Cantera, 2019: 20).

As noted by Mary Boyce and Yamamoto, one the accepted hypotheses is that the people living in the
Iranian geographical region, including the Zoroastrians, did not have temple structures, and the idea of
acquiring such temples was only accepted from the later period of the Achaemenid era onward. The belief
that no fire temples date back to the early periods has primarily directed researchers to Classical texts (De
Jong, 1997: 345). However, the discovery of certain structures dating to the Achaemenid period and earlier has
created a contradiction with Boyce and Yamamoto's views on temples (for further information, see Scerrato
1979; Stronach 1985; Genito, 1987; Gnoli, 1993, non-vidi).

The identification of fire altars or temples is one of the most prominent issues in research. In addition
to the ancient and universal fire cult, tracking its development in Iran is quite challenging due to the
difficulties encountered in the sources. Klaus Schippmann, Yumiko Yamamoto, and J. Houterkamp have
gathered materials and archaeological findings related to fire altars and worship from the Achaemenid,
Seleucid, Parthian, and even Sassanian periods (for further information, see Schippmann, 1971; Yamamoto,
1979; Houtkamp, 1991).

Some researchers argue that, except for a few locations in Central Asia, no fire temples or any other
temples existed during the Achaemenid period. They attribute this to the lack of archaeological evidence
and the uncertainty regarding the connection of these temples with Iranian cults or Zoroastrianism. Addi-
tionally, they suggest that temples began to appear only from the later periods of the Achaemenid period
onwards (Boyce, 1975a; 1982; Yamamoto, 1979; Cantera, 2019: 20; De Jong, 1997: 343).

Due to the problem encountered in terms of sources, careful research is required to trace the cult of
the fire temple and its development. The only written source apart from seals, royal tomb reliefs, and royal
inscriptions related to the period is the Avesta. The debates surrounding the archaeological data of early -
period fire temples have led researchers towards the works of classical writers. In addition to works from the
period and classical writers' sources, modern sources and excavation findings should be carefully followed
for the study of the cult of fire and its development.

In this study, all the terms and topics addressed are related to the Persians/Iranian people, who are
considered to be associated with the Achaemenids, and the regions they both inhabited and ruled. The
Achaemenid state, initially established by Cyrus Il (around 559 - 529 BCE), reached its greatest extent,
stretching from Thrace and northern Greece in the west to India in the east, from Egypt in the south to
Afghanistan and Central Asia in the north (Tavernier, 2021: 39; Potts, 2021: 13) (fig. 1). The article addresses the
importance of fire among the Persians, how fire temples emerged, and whether the Persians had a temple
structure as mentioned in Classical sources. As previously stated, the focus of the study is the Achaemenid
Kingdom, known as Persia or Parsa, which existed between 330 and 600 BCE.

The debate over whether the Iranians had temples in early periods also brings up the issue of how a
structure should be defined as a fire temple. Additionally, there is another terminological issue: fire altars
and fire bearers. Recent discussions on whether the Achaemenids were Zoroastrians or what the Achaemenid
religion entailed have brought fire cults and temples back into focus. It also seeks to understand the
relationship between the newly emerging Anahita cult treated separately from Zoroastrianism in this article.
Finally, taking all this into account, the Achaemenids have been evaluated separately from the Zoroastrian
religion.
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Research Methodology

The main aim of this study is to systematically and critically analyze existing literature and texts, focusing
on evaluating available sources from the perspective of ancient history rather than conducting new archae-
ological fieldwork. Archaeological data are primarily used to support the analysis, relying on previously
published excavation reports and findings rather than direct field research. Existing archaeological evidence,
ancient written records, and modern scholarly works have been carefully reviewed and compared to provide
a comprehensive understanding. Thus, archaeological findings serve to complement and contextualize
interpretations derived from literary sources and iconographic evidence.

The data sources for the research include ancient textual materials (such as Herodotus, Xenophon, and
Diodorus Siculus) and their available translations, alongside archaeological reports, seal and coin icono-
graphies, and Achaemenid period inscriptions. Furthermore, modern scholarly literature related to the topic
has been reviewed to incorporate diverse viewpoints and interpretations.

The geographical scope of the study is limited to the Iranian Plateau and its surrounding regions within
the boundaries of the Achaemenid Kingdom. The temporal scope covers the Achaemenid period from the
6th century BCE to the late 4th century BCE. These delimitations allow for a more coherent analysis of
the available sources and archaeological data. The primary focus lies on religious structures, temples, and
evidence of fire cults during this era.

Source criticism has been applied by analyzing the ancient authors' texts in their historical and cultural
contexts. Potential biases, ideological influences, and narrative styles have been questioned, and consis-
tencies or contradictions between different sources have been compared. Attention has also been paid to
nuances and translation variations in the original languages of the texts.

Iconographic analysis has been carried out through detailed examination of religious symbols found in
Achaemenid seals, coins, and reliefs. The cultural context in which these visual materials were produced, the
deities or concepts they represent, the meanings of motifs, and their relationship to religious rituals have
been studied. Iconographic evidence has been cross-referenced with archaeological findings and written
sources to deepen the understanding of temple structures and fire cult practices.

This multidisciplinary approach has enabled a complementary evaluation of textual and visual evidence,
fostering a more holistic and critical understanding of Achaemenid religious practices. However, the limita-
tions of existing sources and the predominantly Greek perspective of ancient accounts require cautious
interpretation of the findings.

Fire Among Persians

Fire, like in many societies, was significant for the Indo - Iranians to meet basic needs such as heating,
illumination, and cooking. The respect for the fire referred to as “Atar” in the Avesta (MP Adur - Atas, Pahlavi
Ader) and “Agni” in Brahmanic traditions, likely extends back to the Indo - European periods. The reverence
for the hearth fire, considered universal in fire worship, or derived from it, is widely accepted (Tiele, 1932:
63, 65; Maringer 1974: 86; Boyce, 1979: 4; Yamamoto, 1979: 30; Shenkar, 2014: 90). In Iranian rituals, the fire,
which is a central icon is important as the deity called Atar and is considered the son of Ahura Mazda (De
Jong, 1997: 100-1; Skjaervg 2011: 12).

Herodotus mentions that the Persians considered fire to be a deity (Hdt, 1131, 3.16). Xenophon, while
discussing offerings, refers to fire worship several times (Xenophon. Cyropaedia. 1.6.1; 7.5.57). In Strabo,
we see that the Persians pray to fire first before offering sacrifices to whichever god they desire (Strabo.
Geography. 15.3.16). Clement of Alexandria, who based his writings on Dino mentions that the Persians and
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Medes worshipped Fire (Clement of Alexandria. Procepticus. 5.65.1). When the Curtius Rufus talks about the
importance of fire among the Persians, on the other hand, Diogenes Laertius states that they believed the
gods existed in fire, earth and water, and that fire was the primary symbol of the divine in this world and
the central focus of ritual activities (Quintis Curtius Rufus. Historiae Alexandri Magni. 3.3.9; 413.12; 4.14.24;
Diogenes Laertius. 1.6-9).

Another thing mentioned in the works of Classical writers that the Persians abstained from cremation
rituals for the dead (Ctesias. Persika. §57). Herodotus indicates that the Persians did not cremate their dead
but rather buried them without being mutilated by birds or dogs, and that in-ground burial was a commonly
preferred burial method within the society (Hdt.1.140; 3.16.3). The view that corpses were torn apart by
birds and dogs is corroborated by Plutarch (Plutarch. Artaxerxes. 18.5). The reason for their avoidance of
cremation was likely due to their desire not to have the fire contaminated by the bodies of the deceased
(Strabo. Geography. 15.3.14). Dioscorides also mentions that the Persians had a strong aversion to cremation
their dead (Dioscorides. Anthologia Palatina. 7.162). The practice mentioned by Herodotus, where the body
was first torn apart by animals and then buried, was actually carried out by the Magi. The Persians, on the
other hand, would cover the body with wax before burying it in the ground. Both practices were contrary
to the Zoroastrian tradition (Widengren, 1965: 133). During the Greek expedition, Herodotus recounts that
Xerxes buried an Achaemenid named Artachaees who had died of illness and gave him a funeral and burial.
However, he does not specify the burial type (Hdt.7.117).

However, after the Battle of Thermopylae, Herodotus reports that Xerxes buried the dead soldiers
in trenches and covered the bodies with soil (Hdt.7.24). This practice is consistent with the directive
mentioned by Xenophon, according to which the body of Great Cyrus should be buried after his death
(Xenophon.Cyropaedia.8.7.25; also see Quintius Curtius Rufus. Historiae Alexandri Magni. 3.12. 13-14).

In Xenophon, Cyrus sacrificed first to Hestia, and then to Zeus, and the to any god suggested by the Magi.
Xenophon's mention of Hestia likely stems from the similarity between the Persian hearth fire cult and the
Greek Hestia, the goddess of the hearth (Xenophon. Cyropaedia. 7.57). In the late 4t century, funeral sacrifices
were still being performed at Cyrus’s tomb, while the royal coronation ceremony took place at a local temple
(Plutarch. Artaxerxes. 3.2; cf. Sancisi -Weerdenburg, 1987; Briant, 2002: 523-4; 667; 998; Henkelman, 2012: 940).

Evidence regarding the existence of the dynasty fire, which was lit when kings ascended the throne and
extinguished upon their death, is not sufficient. Most of the evidence for dynasty fires is based on accounts
related to Alexander. Diodorus Siculus, Alexander, upon the death of his beloved friend Hephaistion, ordered
the people of Asia, including the Persians, to extinguish what they called the sacred fire until the funeral
was over (Diodorus Siculus. 17.114.4). Curtius Rufus when referring to the dynastic fire, states that the sacred
and eternal fire plays an important role in processions dedicated to multiple gods (Quintis Curtius Rufus.
Historiae Alexandri Magni. 3.3.9; 413.12; 4.14.24). Xenophon describes how after processions dedicated to
various gods, the fire is carried on a large altar (Xenophon. Cyropaedia. 8.3.12).

According to the Diodorus, this sacred fire which was requested from all the peoples of Asia, is likely the
fire they kept in their homes. After the head of the family died, the hearth fire was extinguished. Just as it is
here, after the king died, the dynastic fire was extinguished and then rekindled after the next king ascended
the throne. The dynastic fire, on the other hand, was a symbol of the Achaemenid dynasty The dynastic fire is
considered a symbol of the Achaemenid dynasty and kingdom. Additionally, it is accepted that the tradition
of the dynastic fire emerged from the hearth fire. Information about how it continued during the Parthian
and Sasanian periods and their rituals can be found in sources. (Yamamoto, 1979: 32-3; De Jong, 2010: 551).

Frazer divided the stages of human mastery of fire into three phases: the first period when fire was
unknown, the second period when fire was discovered and used for warmth and cooking, and the third
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period when fire was regularly utilized (Frazer, 1930: 201). From the perspective of the Persians, it is likely
that fire transformed into hearth fire during the transition from nomadic periods to settled life or during
the process of transition. Later on, it can be divided into periods such as evolution into sacred fire and
dynastic fires.

Sacred Places

It is generally accepted that the Persians (and the Medes) may have inherited the tradition of worshiping
at open-air or hearth fires from the Indo - Iranian tradition. (Boyce, 1975a, 1985, Yamamoto, 1979: 26).

Herodotus stated that the Persians did not have the habit of making statues, temples or altars (Hdt.
1.131). It was reported by Strabo five centuries later that the Persians did not have statues or altars because
they regarded the sky as Zeus and performed sacrifice rituals on a high place (Strabo. Geography. 15.2.13).
Xenophon who expresses a similar view, is unaware of the existence of Persian temples and mentions that
they performed sacrifice rituals outdoors on a hill (Xenophon. Cyropaedia. 8.7.3). Clement of Alexandria,
referring to Dino of Colophon, also describes Persians sacrificing outdoors (Clement of Alexandria. Procep-
ticus. 5.65.1). As a result, ancient Iranian worship ceremonies were conducted in any clean and open area.
However, in later periods, seasonal celebrations where people gathered took place in high places and near
water springs (Boyce, 1982: 22).

Although the existence of a few established sacred areas is known from what Strabo reported, two points
regarding religious structures stand out in the Achaemenid royal inscriptions (Strabo. Geography. 11.8.4).
One of them is the mention in Darius’'s Behistun inscription of rebuilding the destroyed place of worship,
ayadana, during the rebellion of Gaumata (DB 1.14; DB 63-4; Wikander, 1946: 58; Schmitt, 1991: 53) (fig. 2).
The word “ayadana” is translated as “temple” in the Akkadian and Elamite versions of the inscription. This
is because ayadana is a standard term used for termples in these languages (Widengren, 1965: 131; De
Jong, 1997: 345). Upon detailed examination of the inscription, it is uncertainty what type of structure this
temple or sacred place referred to as ayadana was. In addition to this uncertainity, it is also unclear whether
ayadana was an Iranian sacred site or a temple in Babylon or Elam (Shenkar, 2007: 173). Some researchers
have suggested that ayadana refers to places of venetration, temples or open-air sanctuaries. According to
Boyce, in Old Persian, ayadana also refers to sacred areas, while Lecoq has suggested that they could refer
to buildings. (Boyce, 1982: 89; cf. Lecoq, 1997).

The second point is the Daiva Inscription, which is thought to have been written during the reign of Xerxes
I. This inscription describes how the Great King destroyed the daivadand in a territory of the kingdom where
worship of the daivas took place, purifying the region with appropriate rituals dedicated to Ahura Mazda
(XPh §3) (fig. 3).

As in the example of ayadana, the specific structure or country referred to by the term daivadand remains
unclear. For this reason, the Daiva Inscription is one of the most debated inscriptions of the Achaemenids.
It has been suggested that the term Daiva refers to the Marduk Temple in Babylon and the Babylonian
gods named Daiva (Widengren, 1946: 138). Alternatively, other interpretations consider options such as the
destruction of Indo-Iranian temples in Eastern Iran and India, or the eradication of Greek religious practices,
as relevant to the term daivadand (Gnoli, 2011).

In the content of the inscription, two different perspectives emerge regarding Xerxes' destruction of the
daivas. The most common view is that it represents an act of disrespect towards Babylonian and Greek
temples or the suppression of Elamite culture (Shenkar, 2007: 174; Brosius, 2006: 90). In this sense, Xerxes'
actions are ideologically legitimized as acts of religious propaganda aimed at disrespecting these temples
(Degen, 2024: 45). Alternatively, some interpretations suggest that Xerxes' behavior is related to the notion of
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religious tolerance within the Achaemenid Kingdom. This tolerance is linked to the Persepolis Fortification
Archieve, which demonstrate that worship of Iranian, Elamite, and Assyrian deities took place in Persis.
According to these documents, there was a diversity of gods, beliefs, and cultures during the Achaemenid
period (Brosius, 2006: 90).

A more comprehensive interpretation comes from Degen: Xerxes, breaking away from his father Darius
I's policy of tolerance, implemented harsh measures against all religions other than his own. He distanced
himself from the Achaemenid religious policy, which is often regarded or interpreted as a form of tolerance
(Degen, 2024: 41).

In conclusion, the different groups described in this inscription are viewed as a sectarian conflict,
hostility towards those outside the Iranian faith, or a departure from the Achaemenid policy of tolerance.
Even though the exact nature or location of the Daiva remains a topic of debate, it is inferred to refer to "other
gods, demons, or temples. This is because the destruction of the ayadana, or temples, mentioned in the
Behistun Inscription is considered an act of disrespect and is associated with Darius’s enemies. Therefore,
it is clear that the ayadana in Behistun and the daivadana in the Daiva Inscription are different.

One of the oldest religious sites dating back to the Achaemenid period is the open-air fire altar located
in Pasargadae, which was built as the royal capital by Cyrus Il (Canepa, 2018: 27). Pasargadae maintained
its significance as an administrative and economic center throughout the kingdom, primarily due to the
presence of Cyrus the Great's monumental tomb, the founder of the kingdom. The palace served as a crucial
venue for royal ceremonies and coronation rituals, while the open-air sanctuary regularly hosted large-scale
sacrificial rites (ibid.: 29). In this area, two stone pedestals, isolated from other buildings and placed in an
open space with stairs in one of them, have been found. Stronach, who conducted the excavations here,
believed that these stone pedestals were fire altars (Stronach, 1978: 141-142, figure 72 and table 108) (fig. &).

The conclusion that these stones are fire altars was reached based on reliefs carved on the rock tombs of
the seven successive Achaemenid kings, including Darius, found at Nagsh-e Rustam and Persepolis (Chosky,
2015; 394). However, Potts suggests that this conclusion is speculative, while according to Yamamoto, the
term “fire altar” is misleading. Yamamoto points out that reliefs in the rock tombs at Nagsh-e Rustam and
Persepolis indicate that one of these pedestals carried fire at a certain ceremonial time, but it is not clear
which one carried the fire (Potts, 2013: 453; Yamamoto, 1979: 30).

One or both of these pedestals may have carried the fire. However, the mention that there is no clear
consensus on whether they are altars or pedestals brings about a debate between a fire altar versus a fire-
holder. The term “fire altar” is used by modern researchers to denote the platform where the sacred fire
was placed. Some researchers such as Boyce, argue that this term is misleading because these structures
were used solely to hold the fire in a metal or clay vessel for worship purposes. Therefore, although Boyce
proposed the term “fire-holder” instead of “fire altar”, it has not gained much popularity (Boyce, 1982: 51-2).
Boucharlat, who shares a similar approach, suggests that the term meaning "fire altar" is polysemic and
instead proposes that it would be more appropriate to refer to it as "fire stand" or "fire-holder" (Boucharlat,
2014: 11). Those seen at Nagsh-e Rustam are fire-holders and could be related with the cult of fire (Stronach,
1978: 138 - 45; Yamamoto, 1979: 28-9).

Another view supporting Boyce's fire-holder is that Achaemenid Persians built altars instead of temples
for their gods, and these altars were fire vase bases used solely to carry fire, with no other purpose (Brosius,
2006: 90; De Jong, 1997: 111). The fire altars found on seals of the period are among the evidence supporting
this view. Additionally, what a Herodotus report states is that the Persians did not conceive of their gods
in human form, yet on seals or coins, Ahura Mazda is depicted in human form (Jacobs, 2006: 216). On the
other hand, the sacred fire was also preserved in portable altars. In Xenophon, a portable altar of this kind
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is depicted, and only certain people would carry the fire in a large vessel (Xenophon. Cyropaedia. 8.3.12).
Curtius Rufus wrote that the fire was carried on silver altars (argenteis altaribus praeferebatur, Quintus
Curtius Rufus. Historia Alexandri Magni. 3.3.9; 4.14.24 qui praefertur altaribus).

Depiction of Fire Altar in Achaemenid Art: Royal Tombs and Persepolis Archieves

Great Cyrus Il is buried in a rectangular tomb chamber in Pasargadae, but the kings who came after
Cambyses Il (530-522 BC) made their tombs in the form of monumental rock-cut tombs. Today, at the site
known as Nagsh-e Rustam, the rock-cut tombs of Darius | (522-486 BC) (fig.5), Xerxes | (486-465 BC) (fig.6),
Artaxerxes | (465-424 BC) (fig.7), and Darius Il (423-404 BC) (fig.8) can be found (vanden Berghe, 1983: 35).
After Darius | chose this area, which has been considered a sacred site since the 2" millennium BCE, for
his monumental tomb, other kings similarly commissioned their own monumental tombs (Garrison, 2009:
17). The tombs of the other three kings, Artaxerxes Il (404-359 BC) (fig.9), Artaxerxes Il (ruled 359-338/7 BC)
(fig10), and Darius 111 (380-330 BC, unfinished tomb), are also located in Persepolis (vanden Berghe, 1983:
35). The reliefs found in Darius’s tombs are similarly interpreted: the king is worshiping fire on a stone altar
(Yamamoto, 1979: 21, 108; Brosius, 2006: 90).

The front facades of all the tombs are divided in a cross shape, with a Egyptian-style gate in the middle
section. The upper parts are adorned with sculptures. The king is depicted standing in front of a fire altar,
sacrificing to holy fire and praying to the Ahura Mazda. At the top of these scenes, there is a winged sun disk,
a crowned bust, and a lunar symbol, which are symbols of the Achaemenid dynasty. Guard units are located
at the sides of the tombs (vanden Berghe, 1983: 36). The depiction of the king in front of a fire altar may
imply the existence of such a ritual. However, two inscriptions called DNa-b on the relief, do not mention
the religious significance of the sculpture (Root, 1979: 163) (fig.11, 12). The fire on the stepped altar depicted
on the relief is accepted as visual evidence for some of the information provided by Herodotus (Garrison,
2009: 50). Also, the sun shining in the scene on this relief is interpreted as an indication that the ritual took
place in an open area and that there were no temples (Huart, 2008: 81).

Another issue here is that only the tomb of Darius | has a trilingual inscription in Old Persian, Elamite,
and Babylonian. This inscription helps determine the ownership and date of Darius I's tomb. However, since
the other tombs lack inscriptions, a precise dating cannot be established. Assignments have been made
based on historical data and typological research (vanden Berghe, 1983: 36). Nevertheless, what catches our
attention here is that the other tombs share similarities with Darius I's tomb, including the reliefs and the
depiction of the fire altar.

In coins, seals and bullae from the Achaemenid Persian period, we see the depictions of worship, rituals
and religious elements. While descriptions of worship, rituals and religious elements on these materials
may be limited, they are still significant. During the Achaemenid period, the significant role of fire altars
in official rituals is evident in the depictions found on seals. The male figure facing the fire altar to the
left is found on most seals. In these representations, at the top step of a stepped basin tapering towards
the base, there is a fire altar. The flames on the altar are usually depicted in inverted cone or semi-circle
shapes (Canepa, 2018: 158). In this article, we only focus on examples from the period that include fire altars.
Because, generally, the materials included in this group contain details such as Ahura Mazda, rituals such
as praying or sacrificing, priests (magi) along with accompanying details like wigned disks, floral elements,
and court robes etc.

The Persepolis Fortification Archive seals contain detailed depictions of ritual scenes. Thanks to the work
of Mark Garrison, these seals are better understood (Canepa, 2018: 156).
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The Persepolis Fortification Archive (PF) and Persepolis Treasury Archive (PT) were discovered in 1933/4
at the heartland of Achaemenids in southwestern Iran, Persepolis, by Ernst Herzfeld and Erich Schmidt.
(Cameron, 1948: 18-9; Root, 1988: 1-2; Razmjou, 2005: 84). The archive, a small portion of which is preserved,
consists of approximately 30.000 tablets (Herzfeld, 1941: 226) and dates back to the the period between 508
and 493 BCE, spanning from the reign of Darius | to Artaxerxes I. It is among the most important sources
for Achaemenid culture (Hallock, 1969: 1; Garrison, 2017: 27-8). The seals found in the archive are crucial
for Achaemenid iconography. The archives, which are not limited to local food production, also encompass
various social and economic issues. By focusing on different segments of society, they provide important
insights into the overall structure of the kingdom (Hallock, 1973: 320). They provide information on various
subjects such as religious practices, administrative mechanisms of the kingdom, trade routes, languages,
society and so on (Garrison, 2017: 27-8).

Fire altars attributed to the Achaemenid period generally appear in these visual sources in two main
forms. The first one features a stepped structure, supported by a column or conical-shaped base. The other
one is a rectangular structure with its upper part shaped as a tower or adorned with triangular masses
(Garrison, 2017: 1). Yamamoto described them in three groups: tower structure, stepped structure and slender
shaft (Yamamoto, 1979: 31). The evidence obtained from Persepolis provides information about two different
types of altars. The seal PFS 11 (fig13) represents the tower altar, while the seal PFS 75 (fig.14) serves as an
example of the stepped altar (Garrison, 2009: 51). Overall, there are depictions described as stepped, tower,
or stepped tower in the archive.

The stepped structures depicted on the seals are portrayed with one or two attendants in some cases,
and in others, they are represented with sacrificial rituals (Garrison, 2017: 123-7; 128-131; 132-7; 138-145). When
examining examples of stepped structures, although some differences may emerge, the most prominent
and defining feature shared by all is the blazing of the fire and the three-stepped podium. Each step of
the podium becomes wider moving from the bottom step to the top step. However, in some cases, two-
stepped or even single-stepped structures are observed. These stepped podiums with varying bases have
been examined in four different types: conical support (PFS 578s, PFUTS 110s, PFUTS 156, PFUTS 147, PFUTS
149) (fig.15), tripod support (PFUTS 66, PFUTS 91, PFS 2360, PFUTS 615, PFUTS 614) (fig.16), broad rectangular
support (PFUTS 154, PFUTS 610, PFUTS 618) (fig17) and columnar support(s) with or without a base PFUTS 111,
PFUTS 148, PFUTS 94, PFUTS 285, PTS 20, PT5 791) (fig.18) (ibid: 248-250) (ibid: 248-50).

The tower structures mentioned in the fire altars are divided into two main groups: crenelled top and
V-shaped top. Tower structures are generally the largest elements in the scenes they depict, apart from
their distinctive characteristics. Scientists have not reached a clear consensus on tower structures. However,
there is no indication of fire present in the depictions of tower structures. (ibid, 2017: 272; 297). Due to the
lack of consensus on the use of towers, the article focuses on depictions of fire altars or fire holders found
in this archive.

Notincluded in the Persepolis archives but one seal from Gordion, Anatolia stands out significantly within
the context of fire altars. Gordion SS 100 (Cat. No. 33 2342 SS 100) (fig.19) worship scene consist of a fire altar,
two bearded crowned figures in court robes, pedestal sphinxes, a wigned disk, a half figure, floral elements
of lotus, phialai and an Aramaic inscription (Dusinberre, 2005: 51-2.).

Temples

The common belief found in classical sources is that the Persians did not have statues, temples, or places
of worship as highlighted before. For instance, Herodotus mentioned that Persians performed their sacrifices
and rituals in open air sacred places because they did not have temples (Hdt. 1.131). When Xenophon talks
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to us about fire, he does not provide information about temples (Xenophon. Cyropaedia. 8.7.3). While Dino
does not acknowledge the existence of temples belonging to the Persians, Clement of Alexandria reports
the open air places. (Clement of Alexandria. Procepticus. 5.65.1). According to Cicero the Achaemenid king
Xerxes (486 — 465 BCE) ordered the destruction of the temples in Athens because he considered it wrong
to confine gods within walls. It is also noted that the Persians had a tradition of viewing sacred statues in
human form as undesirable (Cicero. Da Republica. 3.9.14).

The lack of information about fire in the Gathas and the absence of a clear reference to the existence
of temples in later sections of the Avesta support the statements of classical writers. However, the absence
of a specific term for fire temple in the Avestan language and the mention of the cult of fire temples in the
Vendidad section (Vd. VIII. 81. ff). This section, believed to have been created during the Parthian period, has
been cited as supporting evidence against the idea that there were fire temples or any kind of temple during
the early Achaemenid period (Yamamoto, 1979: 79; Boyce, 1982: 222). Nevertheless, several structures of
religious significance dating back to 1400-1000 BCE have been discovered in Central Asia (Askarov/Shirinov,
1994 16-23; Sarianidi, 1998; 1999; cf. Sarianidi, 2002: 162 - 214). Although excavators in the region have referred
to these places as fire temples, their connection to Iranians and Indo-Iranians is not certain. This is because
they may belong to the indigenous people who inhabited the region before the arrival of the Indo-Iranians
in the second millennium BCE (Shenkar, 2007: 171).

While temples dating back to the Achaemenid period have been found, Schippmann has described
five out of six structures identified as fire temples from this period as doubtful and questionable. Also,
Boyce used Schippmann’s research in her arguments. The Ka'ba-i Zardhust at Nagsh-i Rustam and Zendan-
i Suleyman in Pasargadae are considered to be temples or fire temples. Their purposes and significance
are not fully understood, and a similar Achaemenid tower structure was discovered in Samadlo, Georgia.
(Shenkar, 2007: 178) (fig.20, 21). Boyce states that Ka'ba-i Zardhust and Zendan-i Suleyman date back to the
pre-Darius and even Cyrus period. The idea that these tower structures served as tombs is supported by
their resemblance to the tomb of Cyrus (Boyce, 2001: 458). Another structure is Building 3 (QN3), discovered
by Italian archaeologists in Dahan-e Ghulaman in Seistan, described as sacred (Scerrato, 1966; Boucharlat,
2003: 268-9) (fig.22). Probably built near the settlement in the late 6t to early 5% century BCE, whis building
bears similarities to the royal architecture of Persepolis while also reflecting the local traditions of Eastern
Iran (Stronach 1985: 608). Boyce suggested that this temple could be evidence of a pre-lranian cult and
might represent a tolerance or acceptance of the Seistan people, known to worship Elamite gods until the
5t century (Boyce, 1975b: 458; 1982:128-31).

The oldest known altar in Iran is a well-preserved tower-like structure found at Tepe Nus-e Jan, northwest
of Hamadan. This remarkable structure, dating back to around the mid-8t to mid-6t centuries BCE (approx-
imately 700 BCE), is devoid of windows. It is built at the highest point of a prominent rock and contains fire
basins (Stronach & Roaf, 2007: 212; Stronach, 1973: 133) (Fig.23). Traces of burning are visible in the shallow fire
basin in the center of its square upper surface. Stronach notes the difficulty of maintaining a permanent fire
in this shallow basin and suggests that this altar is evidence that the early fires of Media were not permanent
and were rekindled at each ceremony. Furthermore, Stronach acknowledges this as a Zoroastrian temple
because it was thought Zoroaster lived around 650 BCE during that period (Yamamoto, 1979: 34). According
to Yamamoto, the reason this place is called a fire altar is the presence of a wall around it and the knowledge
that the fire of Media was used in some temples but did not burn continuously. Additionally, during the
Achaemenid period, there were many Elamites and Babylonians who adhered to their own beliefs and were
not subject to Zoroastrianism, indicating that the fire cult existed not only among Zoroastrians but also in
other religions and cultures (ibid: 34-5).

Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, (32): 120-137 VDT 130



The Fire Cult During the Achaemenid Period  £9 ilkkursun, 2025

Another sacred structure dated to the Achaemenid period was found near Erivan in Arinberd (ancient
Erebuni). The former Urartian palace was revised for a Persian satrap’s residence and later transformed into
a fire temple. The structure of this temple resembles that of the temple in Susa (Boyce, 1982: 226). While
the structure called ayadana in Susa is considered an early Iranian temple example, Shenkar has stated
that this structure should be dated to the Hellenistic - Parthian period (Shenkar, 2014: 177, cf. Stronach,
1985: 621; Boucharlat, 2005: 242). Dating back to the early 4" century BCE, Tas-K'irman-tepe in Khwarezm
and Kuchuk-tepe in the 6t century BCE Bactria are other religiously significant remnants. However, again,
no clear relationship has been established. (Shenkar, 2014: 176.)

Along with all these, one commonly accepted belief is that fire rituals conducted in open-air sacred
places at high altitudes during the Achaemenid period evolved into enclosed sites with open surroundings
in later periods. The institutionalization of fire temples began in the 4th century BCE and continued into
the Sasanian period, when it may have responded to the growing prominence of the Anahita cult (Boyce,
1982: 222-224). So, according to this interpretation, the cult of fire worship likely emerged during the reign of
Artaxerxes Il with the establishment of an image cult associated with Anahita (Wikander, 1946: 60; Yamamoto,
1979: 108).

Strabo mentions Persian temples in Anatolia and the ever-burning fire (Strabo. Geography. 15.3.15). A
similar custom is observed in Pausanias; they constantly feed the fire around an altar in a sacred room and
read a text from a book in an incomprehensible language (De Jong, 1997: 347). Fire temples are referred to as
*atars-kata (*atars-gabu) in Old Persian and Avestan, ataxsgah in Middle Persian, and dtasgah, ataskade,
or simply "fire place" or "fire house" in Modern Persian (Chosky, 2015: 394).

In Achaemenid inscriptions, the name of the goddess Anahita, which first appeared during the reign of
Artaxerxes Il (r.c. 404 to 358 BCE), is mentioned as “areeduui sura anahita” in the Avesta and as “Anahid”
in Middle Persian (Jocobs, 2001: 88; Shenkar, 2014: 66). Unlike his predecessors, Artaxerxes II's inscriptions
mention not only Anahita but also MiBra (Mithra) alongside Ahura Mazda (Huart, 1998: 81; Briant, 2002: 257;
253). On the other hand, Anahita is dedicated a section in Avesta’s Yast (Yast V). The conclusion drawn from
later inscriptions from the time of Artaxerxes I, especially in specific locations at Hamedan (A2Ha) and Susa
(A2Sa), is that MiBra (Mithra) and Anahita were worshipped alongside Mazda (Saadi-Nejad, 2001: 121) (fig.
24, 25).

The Babylonian priest Berossus recounts that King Artaxerxes Mnemon ordered the erection of statues
of Anahita in the kingdom’s most important cities, such as Babylon, Susa, Ecbatana, Persepolis, Bactria,
Damascus, and Sardis (Clement of Alexandria. Procepticus. 5.65.2-5; see more Berossus. lll. 65, non-vidi;
Wikander, 1946: 69 Briant, 2002: 253.) Also, Berossus claims that Persians had no images of gods until
Artaxerxes Il erected them. Traces of the erected statues and temples have not been found (Wikander, 1946:
62; Jacobs, 2001: 90). On the other hand, the first mention of the goddess Anahita in royal inscriptions is
believed to support Berossus’s account (Shenkar, 2014: 16).

Although clear evidence regarding this innovation concerning Anahita could be obtained, a small temple
located not far from the Achaemenid palace in Susa is noteworthy (Schippmann, 1971: 266-9). While the
basic traces of the temple have been lost and some parts have been unearthed, the excavator M. Dieulafoy
dates it to the reign of Artaxercxes Il (Wikander, 1946: 70; Schippmann, 1971: 272-3). The reason for this is
the similarity between the column bases found in the small temple and a bell-shaped column base with a
short inscription found in Susa. Some researchers describe this place as one of the Anahita temples that
began to be established during the reign of Artaxerxes Il, while others have called it a fire temple. (Boyce,
1975: 459). However, Schippmann expresses that there is possible but insufficient evidence to claim that the
Susa complex was dedicated to Anahita (Schippmann, 1971: 272). It should also be noted that the columns
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might have been reused here during the Parthian period. Regardless of the exact date, Boyce states that it
is uncertain what type of cult object was present in the sacred area of the temple (Boyce, 1982: 225-6).

The oldest Iranian temple in Anatolia, dating back to the sixth century BCE and located in Zela in
Cappadocia, was devoted to Anahita and a deity referred to as "Omanos"(Saadi-Nejad, 2001: 120). Ancient
Greek writers associated Anahita with ancient Greek goddesses such as Aphrodite (Urania), Athena, and
Artemis (ibid: 120). The oldest written evidence of Anahita is found in Herodotus. According to Herodotus, the
cult of Anahita was present in the Iranian pantheon but was introduced later (Hdt 1.131). Although Herodotus
mistakenly referred to the god Mi6ra (Mithra) as a celestial goddess, research has revealed that he was
actually referring to Anahita (Wikander, 1946: 56; De Jong, 1997: 104; 107-9; 269). Additionally, later Greek
writers referred to this goddess as "Aphrodite-Anaitis" (Saadi-Nejad, 2001: 120).

Plutarch states that Artaxerxes Il was crowned in the temple of a war goddess, presumably Athena
(Plutarch. Artaxerxes. 3.1-2). Additionally, he mentions another temple devoted to Artemis, who is likely,
another form of Anahita and known as Anaitis, in Ecbatana (Plutarch. Artaxerxes. 27.3.) According to Strabo,
the Armenians, Persians, and Medes, who shared the same religious beliefs, held great reverence for Anaitis
(Anahita) (Strabo. Geography. 11.14.16). Especially from the 15t century AD onwards, there was a huge statue
dedicated to Anaitis in a temple of Anahita in the city of Eriza in Acilisene. This statue was worshipped, and
it was plundered by the Roman Empire in 34/36 BC (Pliny the Elder. The Natural History. 33.24; 5.20).

Xenophon describes a magnificent royal ceremony with three chariots that was performed every year
during the reign of Cyrus the Great. Following the sacrifice, a chariot with a white horse, representing that
of Ahura Mazda (Zeus), chariots representing those of the sun (Mifra - Helios), and presumably a fire altar
adorned with purple trappings for Anahita (Hestia), passed before the king and the aristocrats of his court
(Xenophon, Cyropaedia. 8.3.12).

The erection of temple statues appears to be a significant innovation in Iranian religious practices, and it
is believed that this innovation was the personal initiative of Artaxerxes Il (Jacobs, 2001: 88). This is accepted
as an innovation because the Persians were known for not creating physical representations of their gods
(Sarianidi, 1999: 302). Also, it looks like this image cult emerged after the periods observed by Herodotus (De
Jong, 1997: 93). The construction of Anahita statues, which began during the reign of Artaxerxes Il, is generally
attributed to influences from foreign cultures. Some scholars, like Meyer, Cumont, and Boyce, believe this
temple image has Sumerian origins, while others, like Windischmann and Wikander, attribute it to the Greeks
(Wikander, 1946: 62; Saadi-Nejad, 2001: 121).

Recent excavations at Oluz Hoyiik in Amasya, dated to the mid-5t century BCE, have raised the possibility
of the presence of a fire temple associated with the Achaemenid period (Saba, 2021: 151-174). This is due
to several factors: the Persians are known to have conducted their worship in open and elevated areas,
and the institutional development of temple cults in Iran is believed to have begun primarily during the
Achaemenid period. Furthermore, most Anahita sanctuaries in Anatolia were constructed on natural high
grounds (Klingenberg, 2020: 110) These considerations make it difficult to definitively categorize the Oluz
Hoyiik structure as a fire temple. Therefore, while the site may represent an early example of Achaemenid
religious architecture in Anatolia, current archaeological evidence remains inconclusive and open to inter-
pretation. Furthermore, it should be noted that research on Oluz HOyiik remains limited to investigations
conducted by the excavation team, and independent or supplementary studies are currently lacking.

However, the Biinyan Altar found in Kayseri and the Arebsun Inscription from Nevsehir can be indirectly
associated with the fire cult, although not in a direct manner (Dusinberre, 2005: 235; Boyce, 1982: 274-275).
While the Arebsun Inscription does not explicitly reference a fire altar or fire cult, the mention of deities such
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as Ahura Mazda and Bel suggests a religious content and indicates that the text likely pertains to a place of
worship. These divine names also reflect the inscription’s Persian and Mesopotamian religious influences.

On the other hand, the depictions of Persian priests (magi) on the Biinyan Altar are particularly
noteworthy. These figures bear strong iconographic similarities to reliefs found at sites such as Daskyleion,
Persepolis, and Nagsh-e Rustam (Karagdz, 1997: 137). The priests on the altar are portrayed holding a
phiale (libation bowl) instead of the traditional barsom (sacred bundle), an iconographically distinctive
element that nevertheless signifies the representation of a ritualistic religious ceremony. Furthermore, the
priests (magi) are depicted wearing the typical Persian headgear and kandys robes, clearly grounding these
representations within Persian religious traditions (Karagoz, 1997: 145). Given that priest (magi) traditionally
played roles closely linked to fire in Zoroastrian rituals, this altar may be indirectly connected to the fire cult.

Nonetheless, neither example provides direct or unequivocal evidence of a fire altar or fire cult practices.
Therefore, the Arebsun Inscription and Blinyan Altar should be considered as examples that can be associ-
ated with the fire cult primarily through indirect religious indicators and secondary iconographic elements.

Conclusions

While there is no debate about the sacredness and significance of fire based on information obtained
from classical and modern sources, the issue of temples is controversial. Additionally, fire, being vital, has
existed in the cults of most societies and is considered a universal cult. Fire also holds an important place in
Iranian cults. Herodotus mentioned the Persians' reverence for fire but did not emphasize it as a distinctive
feature of their religion (Hdt. 3.16). Therefore, despite the existence of a sacred fire, the lack of institutional
temple structures from that period remains a gap in terms of sources and data. Contrary to classical sources,
Avesta, and royal inscriptions, archaeological evidence reveals the presence of temples among the Iranians
in the territories under the kingdom’s dominion. However, reaching a definitive conclusion about the
detailed or specific purpose of these sacred temples or structures and their worship rituals is challenging.
These structures could have belonged to the local populace before the Indo-Iranians migrated to the region,
or they could have been primarily associated with the cultures of the Indo-Iranian peoples. This is because
a homogeneous and equal cult cannot be assumed across all Iranian territories.

The debated and complex issue regarding the religious beliefs of Achaemenid kings or the official state
religion revolves around whether it was Zoroastrianism or not. Despite well-conducted scholarly research,
there is no universally accepted solution. Another perspective suggests that the court religion of the
Achaemenid kings resembled a fourth Iranian religion alongside Magism, Mithraism, and Zoroastrianism.
From this examination, it appears to be an independent yet inherently syncretic religion (Cameron, 1948: 18).
Even tablets that have survived to the present day have not been able to solve this mystery. Regarding fire
worship, unlike in India, traces of the essence of the hearth fire are found in Iranian fire worship. Additionally,
there is a respect for fire as a pure element that should not be polluted. However, during the Arsacid period
and subsequent periods, according to Greek and Latin writers, Persians have been specifically referred to
as fire worshipers or fire worshipers. (Wikander, 1946: 57-9).

Again, based on information from classical sources, it can be inferred that the Achaemenids, unlike
other Iranian communities such as the Medes, adhered more closely to nomadic Indo-Iranian traditions in
their worship practices. Therefore, it is likely that they utilized open-air temples instead of enclosed ones
or practiced an Iranian cult whose definition has yet to be fully established. When the nomadic Iranians
encountered advanced civilizations like Elam and Mesopotamia, they may have come into contact with
temple cults. However, the mystery of the ayadana confuses matters at this point, as it could have been used
in some kind of temple context. The dyadana mentioned in the Behistun Inscription, which were destroyed
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by Gaumata and rebuilt by Darius I, contradict Herodotus's accounts if they are temples. However, it should
not be forgotten that besides physical structures, they could also refer to open-air sacred places. Therefore,
there must be a significant connection between the cult of fire and the ayadana.

In contrast, while the definition of religion, especially in the early periods of the Achaemenid era,
remains problematic, the characteristics of ancient Indo-lIranian traditions are similarly not fully elucidated.
Therefore, determining precisely when the temple cult was established is difficult. Additionally, debates
about Zoroastrianism, the religion's temple structures, and whether the Achaemenids were Zoroastrians
have been added to all of this. The developments that Zoroastrianism, which has ancient origins and has
continued into modern times, has undergone over this long period should also be taken into account.

Fire altars depicted on Achaemenid seals, coins and bullae are considered by P.S.R. Moorey to be one
of the most significant innovations of the period (Moorey, 1978: 149). A similar perspective applies to the
connection between temples and Anahita. Sarianidi suggests that Persian worship was not directed towards
specific gods but rather towards concepts represented by the gods. For example, a temple may be dedicated
not only to the god of fire but generally to fire itself (Sarianidi, 1999: 302-3). In this case, the connection or
issues between Anahita and the cult of fire are noteworthy.

The general view is that Anahita’s prominence during the reign of Artaxerxes Il coincides with the "first"
fire temples. It is concluded that the introduction of the cult of Anahita coincided with the king's personal
relationship and the establishment of temples marked the beginning of idolatry. In Achaemenid Royal
inscriptions, thanks are also given to Ahura Mazda and other gods. Since the names of other gods are not
mentioned, we do not know who they are. Therefore, worship of the goddess Anahita may have existed
before the time of Artaxerxes Il. Perhaps this cult was initially visually represented primarily in the western
regions (Jacobs, 2001: 90). Similarly, Iranians have been worshiping Mifra since ancient times, but they may
not have elevated him to a specific status or official position within the royal court. Rather, while worship
among the populace may have been widespread, kings may not have had a special place for him in their
official religious practices (Huart, 1998: 82). The reason for these views, of course, is the absence of their
names in royal inscriptions before Artaxerxes Il. At this point, as in many other matters, a clear conclusion
cannot be reached.

In conclusion, many unanswered questions still arise regarding religion in the Achaemenid period. The
cult of fire, fire altars, and fire-holders, as well as temple structures, are the best examples of this situation.
The limited number of sources from the period, the influence of information found in classical sources on
one another, and incomplete or incorrect accounts are among the factors contributing to this situation.
Classical sources should be critically examined because they provide information from the Greek perspec-
tive. Focusing on the relationship between Anahita and the cult of fire may help solve issues related to
temple structures. However, it should not be overlooked that while the Persians established dominance over
a vast geographical area, the Iranian geography must also be considered. Due to the presence of different
communities in various regions of the state, cultural syntheses or interactions are normal. Still, even in the
Iranian geography, it is difficult to speak of a single composite culture.
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Stamped amphorae fragments from Cardia (Bakla Burnu), Agora/Cherronesus/Chersonesus (Bolayir) and Pactye
(Maltepe Hoyiik) on the isthmus of Thracian Chersonesus were evaluated. The pottery fragments collected during
the surveys conducted in Thrakia and the Gallipoli Peninsula (Chersonesus) under the direction of Prof. Dr. Mustafa.
H. Sayar on behalf of the Istanbul University, Southeastern European Studies Center, in 2006, 2011, and 2012 were
discussed within the scope of the doctoral thesis, and finds from the Prehistoric period to Byzantine period were
evaluated. These settlements, which were the scene of Athenian colonisation after Miletus and Clazomenai, were
united with synoikismus by Lysimachus in 309/8 BC in order to become the capital (Lysimachia) of his kingdom.
After the death of Lysimachus in 281 BC, they were the scene of the conflicts of the Hellenistic kingdoms as well as
the raids of the Galat and Thracian tribes, finally being completely abandoned in 144 BC. The site’s status under the
Roman administration is still uncertain, but it is known that the settlement was given the status of ager publicus.
The stamped amphorae constitute a group of finds that best reveal the economic, commercial, and cultural structure
of these settlements originally indipendent cities, later organized as an acropolis (Agora), a harbor (Cardia), and a
surrounding district (Pactye)- during the 4t to 2nd centuries BC. It was observed that the settlements had commercial
interactions with the cities of Mende, Parmeniskos group (Macedonia, Chalkidike), Thasos, Acanthus, Alexandria
Troas, Rhodes, Cos, Cnidus, Nikandros group (Metropolis-Ephesus-Miletus), Heraclea Pontica, and Sinope.
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Introduction

Stamped handles have an important place among pottery fragments collected during the surveys
conducted in 2006, 2011, and 2012 under the direction of Prof. Dr. Mustafa H. Sayar at the Istanbul University,
Southeastern European Studies Center. In the doctoral thesis completed in 2021, ceramics collected during
these surveys were the primary focus of evaluation.

Stamped amphorae, such as potsherds and unstamped amphorae fragments, play a crucial role in
illustrating the overall condition of the autonomous cities situated on the isthmus of Thracian Chersonesus
and the capital during the Hellenistic period. After the death of Lysimachus at the battle of Coroupedium,
the city was being crutial role for Hellenistic kingdoms, and during the Galatian raids. In 196 BC, Antiochus
Il initiated the reconstruction of the city of Lysimacheia, as well as fortification of the Chersonese with the
aim of establishing it as an administrative centre for his son Seleucus Philopator (Polybios, Historiai, xviii,
51, 7; Livius, Ab Urbe Condita, xxxiii, 38, 10; xxxiii, 40, 6; xxxiii, 41, 4; Appianos, Syriaka, 1,; 1, 3; 6, 28; Cohen,
1978: 62-63).

Following the derstruction of the city by Diegylis in 144 BC, Lysimachia was deserted, and the stuation
of both the city and peninusula became unclear. Additionally, a significant number of inscriptions found in
the city of Lysimachia date to the Roman period, indicating that it was not completely deserted after 144
BC. After this date, though, the peninsula and Lysimachia became "Ager publicus”.

The aim of this article is to provide information about the commercial relations of Lysimachia and its
three predecessor free cities in the Thracian Chersonesus through collected amphora fragments, ceramics,
stamped handles, as well as through the harbours and trade routes of Lysimachia. A total of fifty-eight
stamps (427 centuries BC) were collected from Cardia (seven), Agora/Cherroneus/Chersonesus (forty-
nine), Pactye (two), and Lysimachia region as a whole, which became the capital city of Lysimachus after the
three cities were united by synoikismus (309/8 BC) (Map 1- Map 2). Three of these stamps are on red-slipped
jug (No. 36), jug (No. 35) and lagynos handle fragment (No. 15) from Agora/Lysimachia. Given that some of
the fifty-eight stamps were either identical or illegible, only thirty-six distinct stamps have been evaluated
in this study.

Map 1
North Aegean and Thracian Chersonesus.
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Map 2
Bakla Burnu (Cardia), Bolayir (Agora), Maltepe Héyiik (Pactye) and Kazanagzi (Agoraion
Teichus/Macron Teichus)

BOLAYIR
DEMIRTEPE

MALTEPE HOYUK

Map 3
Field numbers of Bolayir with the circle of find.
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Map 4
Bakla Burnu field numbers and slipway on the cape.

e =

Recent publications, and newly unearthed stamps necessitated a reassessment of the subject. During
the surveys, amphorae were found primarily in Cardia and Agora. Since the spatial distribution of amphora
fragments and potsherds closely mirrors that of the stamped amphorae, the study has focused particularly
on the stamped amphora fragments are discussed (Bektas, 2021: 80-83, 156-161, 200-202, Map 12-15).

The city of Lysimachia, located in the present-day town of Bolayir in Thracian Chersonesus, was founded
by Lysimachus in 309/308 BC by the synoikismus of Cardia, Agora and Pactye. It remained the capital city
of Lysimachia until Lysimachus' defeat at Coroupedium in 281 BC, after which it was abandoned entirely in
144 BC. Lysimachia which the Hellenistic kingdoms always desired to acquire, lost its importance as a small
settlement after the 1t century AD. The "Agoraion Teichus/Macron Teichus" located at Kazanagzi and in use
from Archaic to Byzantine period, continued to serve a strategic role in protecting the Thracian Chersonesus,
its trade routes, and the capital city of Constantinople (Map 2).

Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, (32): 138-176



Stamped Amphora Handles from Lysimachia and its Harbours £ Bektas, 2025

Since the 8™ century BC, the city of Agora has held significant strategic value due to its placement
along the road network linking the peninsula with other regions of Thrace and the Black Sea, as well as
its dominant position overseeing both coastlines. The fact that it was called Cherronesus/Chersonesus
before the synoikismus and later named Agora points to this importance and its continued function in the
Hellenistic period.

Cardia is a harbour city overlooking the Melas Kolpos (Saroz Gulf) and connected to the main road, and
ancient sources indicate that it was one of the most important cities of the peninsula in its period. Pactye,
on the Hellespontus coast, is smaller in size and, unlike the other cities of the peninsula, is a harbour
city that does not dominate the strait. The fact that it is rarely mentioned in sources and defined as the
neighbourhood of Lysimachia after the synoikismus supports this remark.

Cardia, on the coast, continued to serve as the harbour of Lysimachia at Melas Kolpos with its slipway
stil preserved and visible today (Map 4). Pactye is located at Maltepe Hoyiik today; the harbour is not visible
due to alluvial fill. In addition to this evidence, the distribution of finds and the comparison with Bolayir
and Bakla Burnu suggest that the harbour of Pactye was smaller and of secondary importance to Cardia.

Methods

The discovered stamps and potsherds have been evaluated by comparing them with shipwrecks and
excavation data. Additionally, museum catalogues have also been used as a basis for dating. Thirty-six finds
have been considered, excluding unreadable and identical examples from the fifty-eight stamps. One of
these is on a red-slipped jug handle piece (No. 36), jug (No. 35) and another could belong to handles of small
Thasian amphora or lagynos (No. 15), while the other fifty-five stamps are on amphorae.

Mende, Parmeniskos group, Thasos/Thasian type, Acanthus, Alexandria Troas are evaluated under the
"North Aegean" amphorae stamps, while Rhodes and its peraea, Cos, Cnidus, Nikandros group (Metropo-
lis-Ephesus-Miletus) are evaluated under "South Aegean" section. Only one, from Heraclea Pontica, is
categorised in the "Black Sea" group. The illegible stamps or whose production site cannot be determined
are interpreted under the "Unknown Origin" section.

The determination of the illegible stamps are specified according to the clay (Munsell Soil Color Charts
(2010)) and form of rim or handles. The most clearly visible conditions of the stamps (copies, photographs
or drawings) are presented in the images of the catalogue. The earliest Mendean and Thasos/Thasian type
stamps are listed chronologically. Although Mende, Parmeniskos group (Macedonia and Chalkidike), and
Acanthus in the Chalkidike peninsula are in the same geographical region, the Acanthian stamps found
during the surveys are generally dated to the end of the 4t century BC and are listed before the Alexandria
Troas in the "North Aegean" group.

During the collection of the surface finds, the fields were numbered and catalogued as follows: T1-T20
for the acropolis of Lysimachia and the ancient polis of Agora before capital city of Lysimachia; A1-A21 for
Coban Cesme locality; B1-B30 for south of Coban Cesme and east of the area that may be the acropolis of
Agora/Lysimachia (Map 3). At Maltepe Hoyiik (Pactye), finds were collected from the “summit”, the “northern
slope”, and half of its “south” side, which has been destroyed due to a limestone quarry. At Bakla Burnu
(Cardia), the fields are numbered as T1-T25 (Map 4).

With the synoikismus in 309/308 BC, the cities of Cardia, Agora and Pactye were united and became
the harbours and acropolis of the capital of Lysimachia. For this reason, Cardia-Bakla Burnu, Agora-Bolayir
or Pactye-Maltepe Hoyiik have been described as the site of the stamps that can be dated before the
synoikismus. The stamps dated after the synoikismus are identified as Lysimachia/Cardia-Bakla Burnu,
Lysimachia/Agora-Bolayir and Lysimachia/Pactye-Maltepe Hoyiik with their field numbers.

-
==
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North Aegean Amphora Stamps

Mende and Parmeniskos Group

Mende, on the Chalkidike peninsula, was a city known for its wine, which later being merged via synoik-
ismus and renamed Cassandria. Mende had been producing amphorae since the middle of the 5% century
BC and is known to have stamped its amphorae between the end of the 5t - 4t centuries BC (Salviat, 1990:
457; Papadopoulos & Paspalas 1999: 161, 174; Cankardes Senol, 2006: 140). Wine production was intensive
throughout the Chalkidike Peninsula and particularly in Mende, and Mendean wine was especially popular
(Papadopoulos & Paspalas 1999: 165; Lawall 2010: 161-162). It has been suggested that the earliest stamps
were influenced by coin types and can be dated to the Late Archaic-Early Classical periods (Papadopoulos
& Paspalas 1999: 165-170).

Although fragments of amphorae originating from various production centres in the northern Aegean
have been identified, there have been scarce findings of amphorae from Mendean production at Cardia,
Agora, and Pactye (Bektas, 2021: 196, 287, fig. 61 no. C48-C49). Similar examples of the letter E (No. 1) in a
rectangular stamp on the neck fragment, in terms of size and clay type are seen in Mendean amphorae’.

The amphora stamp, partially visible within the rectangular frame (No. 2), is similar to Mendean produc-
tions in terms of texture of clay and shape of the handle. It is considered that it may have been produced
in the Chalkidike peninsula (Parmeniskos group)? due to the presence of anepigraphic stamps utilising
symbols such as the Satyros head, juvenile head, caduceus, crater, and floral symbols, similar to those found
in Mendean amphorae in addition to its dense micaceous clay type (Papadopoulos & Paspalas 1999: 165, 172;
Cankardes Senol, 2006: 140-141; Lawall, 2010: 161).

No 3 is worn and the letters and the oval cross-sectioned handle fragment from Cardia bears a graffito
inscription reading M and I (No. 3)3. The form of No. 3 closely resembles that of amphorae associated with
the Parmeniskos group (Akamatis, 2000: 45-48, A3690, NMAP.73, 75-8, 88, 92).

Figure 1
a/b: Bakla Burnu. Mende (No. 1)

TMonachov 1999, 212 fig. 81 no. 1; Lawall 2010, 161-162, pl. 94 no. 6 (third quarter of the 5-middle of the 4™ centuries BC); MmaxAag 2018, 858,
pl. 5 no. 164 and 2050 (5t - third quarter of the 4t centuries BC); Lawall & Lejpunskaja et al. 2010, 384 on the suggestion of Chalkidike and Mende
as the place of production of the Parmeniskos group; On the general use of the term "Mendean wine" for wines from the Chalkidike peninsula,
see Papadopoulos & Paspalas 1999, 161, 174; Lawall 20044, 241-243.

2The Parmeniskos group is thought to have been produced in Macedonia (Papadopoulou 2019, 324), but there are various opinions about the
place of production. Whitbread 1995, 210-219; for the Torone suggestion see Papadopoulos & Paspalas 1999, 172; for the suggestion of Chalkidike
and Mende for the Parmeniskos group see Lawall 2007, 56; Lawall & Lejpunskaja et al. 2010, 384.

3This stamp was initially read as AAI by the author, but considering the other parallels of stamps and handle form, it has been interpreted
that it might be M and I. Moreover, a comparable example of AAI was unearthed during the excavations in Athens and dated by Grace to the 5%-
1st centuries BC (Grace 1956, 174, pl. 79 no. 248).
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No: 1 (Figure 1)
Find place: Cardia-Bakla Burnu T18
Stamp: length 1.1 cm, width 1.4 cm rectangular.

E

Clay: Pale red (2.5 YR 5/8 red). Hard. Contains fine to coarse silver mica and fine to medium gold mica.
Dens fine to medium-sized lime and coarse white stone. Dense and medium-sized brown inclusions. Porous.

Figure 2
a/b: Bolayir. Mende (No. 3)

No: 2 (Figure 2)
Find place: Agora-Bolayir T17

Stamp: lenght 2 cm, width 0.8 cm rectangular. Left and lower side worn. Amphora is vertical.

[ 1?

amphora

Clay: Orangish red (5 YR 6/8 yellowish red). Medium hard. Very dense fine to coarse white and black
particles, and lime inclusions. The surface show increasing density of silver and gold mica on the surface.
Dense fine to large porous. The surface texture is finely rough.
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Figure 3
a/b/c: Bakla Burnu. Parmeniskos Group (No. 3)

No: 3 (Figure 3)

Find place: Cardia/Lysimachia-Bakla Burnu T20

Stamp: height: 0,3 width: cm 0,4 unframed. Abbreviated name ?. Graffiti.
M

Clay: Brownish orange (5 YR 5/8 yellowish red). Hard. Medium density of lime, white particle (stone ?),
silver and gold mica. Very low density of black granule. Porous.

Thasos/Thasian Type

From the late 6t century BC to the Hellenistic period, Thasos, known for producing amphorae, became
famous for its various quality wines (Salviat, 1986: 145-146). It is known that Thasos stamped its amphorae
and roof tiles starting from the early 4t century BC and continued to use stamps until the second half of the
2nd century BC (Tzochev, 2016: 1, 7). Although not certain, it has been suggested that there could be stamped
handles (proto-stamps?) dating from the late 5% century BC to the first half of the 4t century BC (Grace &
Savvatianou-Petropoulakou 1970: 355 note 6; Tzochev, 2016: 1, 7; for early Thasian types (proto-stamps) in the
5t century BC, see Garlan 1999, 54-57, 59-64 (proto Thasian type). The main types of stamps are divided into 6
groups (Garlan, 1999: 54-57; Lawall 1999, 192- 3, 210; Cankardes Senol 2006, 86-88) and within the Garlan’s new
clasification Thasian stamps were divided into 16 groups (Garlan, 2004-2005: 323-327). Studies on Athenian
Agora finds have been evaluated within seven engravers (E1-E7) and 13 periods by Tzochev (Tzochev, 2016:
26-45, 99-200).

An officer’s term could vary, being shorter or longer than a year and the scarcity of epigraphic sources
make establishing the chronology of Thasos quite challenging (Tzochev, 2016: 46-47). Furthermore, although
the style of letters on stamps remained consistent throughout the 4t and 3™ centuries BC, noticeable
changes in the rendering of certain letters (4, 6, E, 0, X, and Y) occured after the 200s BC%. Within the

“Cankardes Senol 2006, 86; Tzochev 2016, 46 and note 8; 50-51 (discusses changes in letters based on official names, providing detailed
information about the use of the lunar and the barred sigma with).
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collection, there is a wide variety of types, and numerous different objects are depicted on the stamps.
These include the prow of a ship, dolphins, fishes, seashells, grape clusters, cornucopia, altars, mirrors,
amphora, altars, pitchers, kantharoi, human and deity figures, and the types found on the coins. Thasos
stamps feature the genitive Gaagiwv/0Gaaiov ethnicon, as well as the names of officials (eponym/magistrate)
and fabricants.

Thasian stamps from the most common group found at Bolayir, with twenty-one examples. Although
a large quantity of "Thasos" or "Thasian type" amphorae were recovered from Bakla Burnu, no stamped
examples have yet been found or identified. That being said, some stamps are not very clearly legible, and
based on the handle's form and clay, as well as the objects and the letters are visible on the stamp, it can
be said that they are of Thasos production.

Among the finds, there is a stamp that can be dated early period (410-340 BC), bearing the name of
fabricant AA@nu(¢vne) (No. 4). In the middle, a beak-mouthed jug can be seen, and on the edge, the letters
AAB[...] are inscribed vertically (Grace, 1956: 123 note 8, pl. 55 no. 32-33 (410-340 BC).

The stamp depicting an altar in the centre has only the letter A[...] (No. 5), and comparisons could be
made with similar examples based on the type of the altar dated to the middle of the 4t century BC (Bon &
Bon 1957, no. 384 (Aristophanes); Garlan 1999, Figure 1 no. 2 (TH 6119)).

The island of Thasos, which has quite diverse types of amphorae and stamps, also has stamps where the
name of the fabricant or official cannot be identified. An example of this is a stamp with a torch device in
the centre and the letters “[...]tadl...]” in the lower line along with the ethnicon in the upper line (No. 6).
Although it has been determined that the short-flamed torch type was used in the late 4™ century BC, it is
not yet possible to say which fabricant or official it belongs to (Lawall, 2010: 163, pl. 94 no. 10 (320-270 BC)).
An example with a torch type, the position of the letters, and a partially impression on the left side was
recovered from Gordion, though it could not be identified by the researcher because it was worn (Bon &
Bon 1957, 427, no. 1780 (Gordion SS10); For Histria stamp, Avram 1996, pl. 14 no 187). Another example of this
stamp, from a different die, was also found in Gordion (330-270 BC) (Lawall, 2010: 163, pl. 94 no. 10).

The partially preserved stamps from Pactye (No. 7) and Agora (No. 8) represent some of the earliest
identified specimens. The stamp from Pactye, stylistically similar to those attributed to ®ci6inmog, features
a central club, with an ethnicon inscribed on the upper line and the letters I and A legible on the lower
line (Debidour 1979, Figure 4 no. 2 (club)). Other dies attributed to ®cibimmog with fish (dolphin), official
name Aapaotng on upper line, and the ethnicon along the left edge, also exhibit similarities with specimen
No.6 (Bon & Bon 1957: 169, no.531; Garlan, 1999: 238, 242, no. 718 Group F2 350-345 BC). The No.7 stamp is
significantly worn, and its left side is broken, which complicates its interpretation; nonetheless, it bears
resemblance to both of Debidour’s examples, with the ethnicon placed on the upper line, and the dies pre-
sented by Bon & Bon and Garlan, displaying different symbols and the official name Aauaotng. In Tzochev's
study of Athenian Agora stamps, the official ®ei6inmog is dated to ca. 273-256 BC (chronological period V)
and official Aauaotng Il is dated to ca. 364-338 BC (chronological period I1) (Tzochev, 2016: qTable 2).

The Agora find (No. 8) consists of two lines, with only the left side preserved. In the official SxUuvoc |
stamps, the letter @ of the Thasos ethnicon can be observed in the upper line, while the “[....Jvog” is seen
written retrograde in the lower line>. The same stamp of SkUpuvog I with upper line ethnicon and lower line
retrograde name from Thasos and Parion with different devices (Debidour, 1979: 285, 291, 300-301, Figure 3
no. 3; Keles & Alkag & Akkas 2021: 41-42, no. 25 (vase); no. 26 (caduceus) ca. 292- ca. 274 BC). Based on the

SMetayovog (official), MéAivog (fabricant), Kpativog (official), Skupvog I and 1117 (official), last letters of these names are “~vog”, but these
stamps doesn't bear retrodgrade name or ethnicon.

==
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excavation stratigraphy of the Silenos Gate and Zeus Gate, the stamps of ®eibinmog (No. 7) and Skvuuvog |
(No. 8) have been dated to the late 4 century BC by Debidour (Debidour, 1979: 285, 291, 300-301, Figure 3
no. 3 (Skymnos 1), Figure 4 no. 2 (Pheidippos)). Fabricants Pheidippos and Skymnos stamps take part in
Garlan's classification under groups C, E1, F2, and G1, without making a distinction between Skymnos | and
Il. However, similar to the Pactye and Agora ones, these stamps are not found in his publication (Garlan
1999, 152 (Grup C-370’s BC), 182 (Grup E1-365-360 BC), 242 (Grup F2-350-345 BC), 257 (Grup G1-347-334 BC));
Alternatively, Tzochev suggests the possibility of a third official based on stamps made from different dies
in his study (Tzochev, 2016: 78).

Garlan and Blondé compared the vessels and objects depicted on the Thasian stamps with the artefacts
from the Thasos Museum. As a result of this study, they suggest that the artefacts in the museum and the
stamps belong to same dates (Garlan & Blondé, 2004: 128-135, Figure 17c - Figure 17d). A single-handled
pitcher/pithos similar to the one on the heavily worn stamp (No. 9) was seen both in this publication and
identified in the Heraion Teichus excavation (335-330 BC) (Yagiz, 2009: 467). Another example of a stamp
was unearthed in the Qiryat Shemona excavation in Israel, with an HB monogram at the top of the stamp
(Finkielsztejn, 2012: 137, Figure 8.1). The stamp, belonging to the "Late Thasos" group (Garlan, 2004-2005: 269
315), bears the name Aigypiwv which is suggested to be the name of an official (Finkielsztejn, 2012: 137). Since
no letters are visible on the Bolayir handle (No. 9), it is not possible to determine whether the official is
Aischrion | or 11 (333-second quarter of the 3 century BC). In Garlan's classification, dates around 299 BC
(Group VI) to 268 BC (Group X) are suggested for Aischrion | and Il. Besides Garlan’s dating recommendation
for different die of both (I and 11) are within Group VI (299-296 BC), Group IX (281- 273 BC) and Group X (ca.
272-268 BC) (Garlan, 2004-2005: 324-326).

The No. 10 stamp also differs from other Thasos amphorae regarding handle type. It has an oval shape
and is of a size that could belong to a large amphora. In early Thasos stamps, a secondary stamp within a
rectangle contained an object that could be a ring or a wheel (Pridik 1917, 42, no. 125, pl. 8 no. 4; Bon & Bon
1957, 81, nos. 85-87). On a stamp found in southern Russia, the inscription Aptotal...] can be legible, though
very few examples of this have been found. The suggested date is 330-270? BC by Bon & Bon (1957: 81, pl.
VIII no. 125 (infra 273)).

No. 11 stamp is another rare type. This stamp, which features the letter N and a round embossed device
beneath it, is quite worn and therefore difficult to decipher. One of the suggestions is Aigxpiwv (official),
whose stamp bears a pomegranate and the monogram HB; the placement of the letters, especially N, is
comparable to that of No.11 (Bon & Bon 1957: no.117). However, based on the position of the N and size of the
stamp, it may alternatively be a stamp of the official Kpiria[g] (Bon & Bon 1957: 279, no. 1067; Avram, 1996:
159, Table XIV, pl. XLIV no. 587), dated by Avram to 310-293 BC or 316-295 BC (Avram, 1996: 159, Table X, pL. XLIV
no. 587; Table XIV).

In the centre of the No. 12 stamp, there is a cornucopia device. The upper line contains the Thasos
ethnicon, while the first four letters of the official's name 10061kog, can be legible in the lower line (316-295
BC) (Avram 1996: Table 1-2 (Histria and Callatis)). Stamps with this name, featuring a cornucopia and dolphin
device in the centre from Callatis and Nessebar, are very rare and dated to 4t"-3 centuries BC (SEG, 30 (1980),
809, 7). In Garlan's classification, the official's stamp with the cornucopia device is known within 'Group
V,; which also includes the Zeus type stamp, although it is not explicitly mentioned (309-300 BC) (Garlan,
2004-2005: 324). Other stamp examples have been published by Pridik, (1917: pl. 7 V no. 28) and Bon & Bon
(1957, no: 175 (Th 1219-600).

No. 13 is worn and the ethnicon Gaciwv can be read as genitive on the upper line, but the fabricant
or officer name is not preserved on the lower line or short edges. According to Pridik in the stamp of the

=

Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, (32): 138-176 P[\ ] 147



Stamped Amphora Handles from Lysimachia and its Harbours £ Bektas, 2025

fabricant Apioté6ikog, the device in the centre (eel ?) is not known (Pridik, 1917: 38 (no. 58), Figure 4 no. 2; Bon
& Bon 1957, 127, n0.321). If the No. 13 is same die in Bon & Bon and Pridik’s publication, fabricant Aristodikos
have been classified by Garlan in Group F1 and the related officer is ®avokpitog (Garlan, 1999: 201 (360-350
BC)). Conversally Aristodikos has been identified as official by Tzochev dated to ca. 292- ca. 274 BC (2016,
Table 2,). On stamps found in Thasos and Histria, it is thought that the device in centre baget (baguette
recourbée) and name of MouvAvaédng is placed on upper line (Bon & Bon, 1957: 349, no. 1393; Avram, 1996: 140,
pl. 32 no. 427 (MouAuadng) dated to 286-274 BC; Tzochev 2016, 156 n0.267 (unidenfied device- MovAvasng).

A stamp that could belong to the fabricant Xaipipévng (Garlan, 1999: 201, 242, Grup F1-F2) or the official
Xaipéag (Gallet de Santerre, 1952: 277, no: 1714; Bon & Bon 1957: 411, 1692) has been found from Bolayir (No.
14). Due to the position of the letters and the type of the depiction of a grape cluster device, it resembles
the stamps of the aforementioned fabricant (Garlan, 1999: 201, 242 (fabricant Xaipipévng, Grup F1 (360-350
BC)-F2 (350-345 BC). Stamps belonging to Xaipéag, featuring a grape cluster in the centre, have been found
in Histria and classified under the official's name (274-256 BC) (Avram, 1996: Tablo VII1,10-11 (Odessus and
Callatis 294-287 BC or 274-256 BC).

In 255-242 BC, there were nine known types of stamps belonging to the official Nikavwp I (No. 15). The
purpose and meaning of the abbreviation HI'H (fjyn or nyn) on the short side are unknown, but it is thought
to be an abbreviation of a patronym (Bon & Bon 1957: 313 no. 1221 (beginning of the 4t century BC); Tzochev
2016, 75-76, Table 2 ca. 255- ca. 242 BC). Another distinguishing feature of this handle fragment, compared to
other Thasos productions, is the high density of silver mica and the oval cross-section of the handle, which
is thinner than that of other Thasian amphorae. These features, along with its form, suggests that it is likely
a lagynos handle.

Figure &4
a/b: Bolayir. Thasos (No. 4)

No: 4 (Figure &)
Find place: Lysimachia/Agora-Bolayir B23

Stamp: preserved length 2 cm, width 2.3-3.4 cm rectangular. Lower edge broken. Beak-mouthed jug placed
vertically. Fabricant.
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beak-mouthed jug AA6L....]

Clay: Yellowish red (5 YR 5/8 reddish yellow). Medium hard. Dusty surface. Dense lime inclusion. Less
dense fine silver and golden mica, and sand. Porous.

Figure 5
5 a/b: Bolayir. Thasos (No. 5)

No: 5 (Figure 5)
Find place: Lysimachia/Agora-Bolayir B7

Stamp: preserved length 3 cm, width 2.1 cm rectangular. Lower edge broken. Altar in horizontal position.

Clay: Pale orange (5 YR 5/8 yellowish red). Medium hard. Dusty surface. Densely fine lime particles. Less
dense silver mica and sand. A few and fine porous.

Figure 6
a/b/c: Bolayir. Thasos (No. 6)
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No: 6 (Figure 6)
Find place: Lysimachia/Agora - Bolayir B23

Stamp: Preserved length 3 cm, width 2.3 cm rectangular. Right half is broken. Partially impressed on left.
Torch to the left in centre. Barred sigma.

Oaoiwv
torch
[...]taol...]

Clay: Orange (7.5 YR 7/6 reddish yellow). Medium hard. Dense fine to coarse gold mica. Less dense fine to
medium lime. Very few and fine black particle and porous.

Figure 7
a/b: Maltepe Héyiik. Thasos (No. 7)

IA

No: 7 (Figure 7)
Find place: Pactye-Maltepe HOyiik north

Stamp: preserved length 2.3 cm, width 1.7 cm rectangular. Left side is broken. Club or fish to the left and
upper line worn. Fabricant ®eibinmog or official Aauaaorng Il

device

[..18L....]

Clay: Pale light orange (7.5 YR 6/6 reddish yellow). Very hard. Medium density fine to coarse lime. Very
few and fine to coarse chamotte. The surface has a medium density of fine silver mica. Few and fine porous.
Figure 8
a/b: Bolayir. Thasos (No. 8)
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No: 8 (Figure 8)
Find place: Agora-Bolayir T2

Stamp: preserved length 1.3 cm, width 2.3 cm rectangular, upper left corner and lower right edge partially
preserved. Barred sigma, omicron and nu are retrograde in the lower line. Official.

Olaoiwv]

[device ?]

Clay: Pale orange (5 YR 6/8 reddish yellow). Medium hard. Dense lime and very dense gold and silver
mica. Less dense black particle (sand). Very few and fine porous.

Figure 9
a/b: Bolayir. Thasos (No. 9)

No: 9 (Figure 9)
Find place: Lysimachia/Agora-Bolayir B10

Stamp: preserved length 2 cm, width 2.3-3.4 cm rectangular. Lower half broken and worn. Vertical jug in
the centre.

Clay: Yellowish red (5YR 5/8 yellowish red). Medium hard. Dusty surface. Dense lime inclusion. Low density
silver mica and sand. Porous.

Figure 10
Bolayir. Thasos (No. 10)

N
I = .
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No: 10 (Figure 10)
Find place: Lysimachia/Agora-Bolayir B12
Stamp: preserved length 1.9 cm width 1.7 cm rectangular, double impression. Left side is broken.

wheel/ring
Clay: Exterior is brownish orange (7.5 YR 6/6 reddish yellow), core is greenish brown (10 YR 6/4 light
yellowish brown). Hard. Dense lime and ston inclusions. Surface is densely gold mica. Few and fine porous.

Figure 11
Bolayir. Thasos (No. 10)

= r. wr:
N

No: 11 (Figure 11)

Find place: Lysimachia/Agora-Bolayir B9

Stamp: preserved length 1.9 cm, width 2 cm rectangular. Left side broken. A letter nu, is probably combined
with another letter next to the unidentified object. Official KpiTia[g] or official Aigxpiwv ?.

[orerrrreerennns ]
N[.] pomegranade ?
IS ]

Clay: Yellowish red (5 YR 5/8 reddish yellow). Medium hard. Dusty surface. Densely lime inclusions, low
density sand, silver and gold mica. Porous.

Figure 12
a/b: Bolayir. Thasos (No. 12)

No: 12 (Figure 12)

Find place: Lysimachia/Agora-Bolayir A21

Stamp: preserved length 2.6 cm, width 2 cm rectangular. Cornucopia to the left. Barred sigma, retrograde
sigma. Official.

Oaloiwv]

cornucopia

16061[kog]
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Clay: Reddish-orange (5 YR 5/8 yellowish red). Medium hard. Dusty surface. Dense fine to coarse lime.
Medium density sand, gold and silver mica. Medium density porous.

Figure 13
a/b: Bolayir. Thasos (No. 13)

No: 13 (Figure 13)

Find place: Lysimachia/Agora-Bolayir A10

Stamp: length 3 cm, width 2.1 cm rectangular. Lower line is worn. Official AptoToéikog 2.
Oaloilwv

device ?

Clay: Pale orange (5 YR 5/8 yellowish red). Medium hard. Dusty surface. Dense and fine grained lime. Low
density silver mica and sand. Very few porous.

Figure 14
a/b: Bolayir. Thasos (No. 14)

No: 14 (Figure 14)
Find place: Lysimachia/Agora-Bolayir A21

Stamp: length 3.3 cm, width 2.4 cm rectangular and worn. Horizontal grape cluster to the left in the middle.
fabricant Xaipipévng or the official Xaipeag.

Oaloilwyv

grape cluster

[XJaupl...]g
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Clay: Orange (5 YR 6/8 reddish yellow). Medium hard. Dusty surface. Dense lime and silver mica. Medium
density sand and porous.

Figure 15
a/b: Bolayir. Thasos (No. 15)

No: 15 (Figure 15)
Find place: Lysimachia/Agora-Bolayir B1

Stamp: preserved length 1.1 cm, width 1.4 cm rectangular. Horizontal sprinkler to left in the middle. Lower
edge preserved. Barred sigma. Official.

[Oaoiwv]
sprinkler

[Nwavlwp | Hyn

Clay: Brownish orange (5 YR 5/8 yellowish red). Hard. Very dense silver mica and few lime. Low density
porous.

Acanthus

Some researchers have tentatively suggested a Thasian origin due to the similarity of Acanthian
amphorae in clay and forms (Grace, 1956: 150-151). However, the large quantity of amphorae discovered in
the necropolis excavations at Amphipolis and Acanthus has provided more information about their forms,
and more detailed clay analyses have been carried out (Rhomiopoulou, 1986: 482-483; Cankardes Senol,
2006: 138; Garlan, 2006: 267; Filis 2013, 67). Amphipolis also used the same type of stamps on amphorae which
were produced from gray clay (Rhomiopoulou, 1986: 483; Filis, 2013: 68; Lawall & Lejpunskaja et al. 2010, 377,
pl. 272 L84- L85 (340-310 BC)).

Four stamps from the city of Acanthus, another wine and amphora producer on the Chalkidike peninsula,
have been found in Bolayir and Bakla Burnu (Nos. 16-19). It is thought that the stamps, divided into three,
four, or five sections, bear the initials of the fabricants and officials. They are named “wheel stamps” and
they were mostly found in North Aegean and Black Sea settlements (Garlan, 2006: 266-267). In addition it
was tought that the combination of letters could represent capacity, quantity or cost of amphora (Garlan,
2006: 269-274; Garlan, 2014: 188-200). Although it is not definitively known what these amphorae contained,
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Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, (32): 138-176 M L H 154



Stamped Amphora Handles from Lysimachia and its Harbours £ Bektas, 2025

ancient sources mention the production of olive oil and wine in this region (Athenaios, Deipnosophistai,
iii, 77).

The two stamps found (Nos. 16-17) are divided into four sections and, due to their low firing temperature,
have a soft texture, a dusty surface and contains dense inclusions in clay. On No. 16, the letters I1, E, Q can
be seen, while the fourth letter is illegible. On No. 17, the letters P and E are legible. Since examples of
these two stamps have not been identified from stratified excavations, their dates are generally based on
the stamping system (340-310 BC) (Cankardes Senol, 2006: 137-139; Garlan, 2006: 269; Lawall & Lejpunskaja
et al. 2010: 377, pl. 272, L84-L85).

The Acanthus stamp detected at Bakla Burnu (No. 18) has also been found in Histria. Due to the initial
of names, full names of the fabricants or officials are unknown. The stamp bearing the letters P, O, M, E was
found in the Black Sea city of Olbia and is the most frequently founded stamp belonging to the city (end
of the 4t century BC) (Lawall & Lejpunskaja et al. 2010, 377, pl. 272/L84-L85). The excavations of Acanthian
ceramic kilns, workshop deposits and commercial shops area are dated back to end of the 5t- 4t century
BC (Filis, 2021: 452-453).

The other stamp from Prikubanskiy necropolis is (burial no 412) on the “Type II” Acanthian amphorae. It is
believed that the letters P and O belong to the officer, while the letters below (M and E) indicate the capacity
of the amphora (Ms(tpntrc)), which is approximately 35-39 liters. Burial no 412 has been dated to first half-
middle of the 4t century BC (Garlan, 2014: 192-193, 200 Figure 7c-d; Monachov, 2021: 44, 48, 58 Figure 5).

The amphora (No. 19) with an oval form and preserved mouth features a round and worn stamp on the
handle. The form has been classified as "Pridik type" of Thasos dated to beginning of the 4 century-325 BC
(Irimia, 2004-2005: 369, 381, Figure 8 no. 7) or "Thasian type" (Lawall & Lejpunskaja vd. 2010, 377, 403, pl. 300
no. 363). A “wheel-stamped” amphora mouth and handle fragment have also been unearthed from Olbia.
When compared to this find from Olbia, the Bolayir stamp (No. 19) is larger in diameter (Lawall & Lejpunskaja
vd. 2010, 403, pl. 300 no. 363 (end of the 4t century BC)). Although it is evaluated within the Thasos/Thasian
type stamp group, it should be considered that it might be an Acanthus stamp (Garlan, 2014: 200 Figure 7d;
Filis, 2019: 251-252 Figure 6 - Figure 7 (end of the 5t - 4t century BC); Monachov 2021, Figure 5 (Type 11)). Despite
its similarity to Acanthus amphorae in terms of clay and form (No. 16, 17, 18), the larger size and illegibility of
the stamp prevent a definitive conclusion. However, Garlan explains that the Acanthian stamps are 1to 3 cm
in diameter (325 BC) (Garlan 2014, 188). This explanation, and resemblance to Acanthian amphorae shape
dated beginning 5t- 4t centuries BC supports the view that No. 19 might be an Acanthian amphora (Filis,
2019: 251-252 Figure 6 - Figure 7 (end of the 5t - 4th century BC); Filis 2021, 468 Figure 12A, 455).

Figure 16
a/b: Bolayir. Acanthus (No. 16)

No: 16 (Figure 16)
Find place: Agora-Bolayir B2
Stamp: diameter 1.8 cm round. Divided into four sections. The second letter is worn. Epsilon, pi, omega.
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EL]
no

Clay: Reddish yellow (7.5 YR 7/6). Soft. Dusty surface. Medium density silver mica, lime and black particles
(sand ?). Very fine gold mica. Porous.

Figure 17
a/b: Bolayir. Acanthus (No. 17)

No: 17 (Figure 17)
Find place: Agora-Bolayir B2

Stamp: diameter 1.7 cm round. Divided into four sections. The second and fourth letters are worn. Rho,
epsilon.

PL]
EL]

Clay: Reddish yellow (7.5 YR 7/6). Hard. Medium density silver mica, lime and black particles (sand ?).
Porous.

Figure 18
Bakla Burnu. Acanthus (No. 18)

No: 18 (Figure 18)
Find place: Cardia-Bakla Burnu T17
Stamp: diameter 1-1.6 cm round. Divided into four sections. Abbreviation. Rho, omicron, mu, epsilon.

PO
ME(
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Clay: Yellowish red (5 YR 4/6). Medium hard. Very dense and fine silver mica; low density gold mica.
Medium density lime. Low density of white and black particles. Porous.

Figure 19
Bolayir. Acanthus (No. 19)

No: 19 (Figure 19)
Find place: Agora-Bolayir A1
Stamp: diameter 2.1 cm round and worn.

[.]?
Amphora rim diameter: 12 cm, height: 6 cm

Clay: Reddish yellow (7.5 YR 6/6). Medium hard. Dusty surface. Very dense and fine grained silver mica;
low density gold mica. Medium density black and white inclusions. Porous surface.

Alexandria Troas

Established by Antigonus in 310 BC under the name Antigoneia, the city was restructured about 10 years
later by Lysimachus and renamed Alexandria Troas. Alexandria Troas amphorae are dated from 250 BC to the
late 15t century BC in excavations of Assus and Troy (Panas & Pontes, 1998: 246, Figure 11 no. 70; Cankardes
Senol, 2006: 54-55, fig. 47 (first half of the 3 century BC)).

Only one example of a stamped amphora has been found in excavations, and due to similarities in clay
and form, Grace suggested that it might be of Thasian origin (Grace, 1956: 147). The scarcity of these stamps
suggests that the city's products were likely sold in local markets (Grace, 1956: 147; Panas & Pontes 1998,
234; Cankardes Senol, 2006: 54). In Troy, monogram in ligature stamps with the letters A and T are found less
frequently, and due to their similarity with the rectangular type stamps of Alexandria Troas, it is thought
that they were produced in this city (Panas & Pontes, 1998: 233-234; 246, Figure 11 no. 70).

There are two known types of stamps, and the type found in Bolayir from Alexandria Troas features the
letters A and T in ligature form within a circle (No. 20, No. 21). While the Troy finds have a grayish white slip
on the surface, no slip is observed on the Bolayir samples. Although the clay of the two handle fragments is
generally similar, they differ in the inclusions of mica and black particles, and the light gray colour change
in the thin layer beneath the surface (No. 21). These stamps are significant as they indicate that Alexandria
Troas amphorae might contain different inclusions.
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Figure 20
Bolayir, Alexandria Troas (No. 20)

No: 20 (Figure 20)
Find place: Lysimachia/Agora-Bolayir B1
Stamp: diameter 1.6 cm round. Monogram in ligature. Alpha and tau.

Diameter of the amphora rim: 12 cm, height 6.4 cm

AT

Clay: Reddish yellow (5 YR 5/8 yellowish red). Medium hard. Dusty surface. Medium density lime and
white particles. Low density silver and gold mica. Medium density fine to medium porous.

Figure 21
Bolayir, Alexandria Troas (No. 21)

No: 21 (Figure 21)
Find place: Lysimachia/Agora-Bolayir B5

Stamp: diameter 1.6 cm round. Monogram in ligature. Alpha and tau.

AT

Clay: There are black particle instead of the white inclusion of No. 20. There is a thin layer of light gray
(7.5 YR 5/1 gray) under the surface (7.5 YR 7/6 reddish yellow). The colour of the inner core is the same as
No. 20.
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South Aegean Amphora Stamps

Rhodes and Rhodian Peraea

Although Rhodes is famous for its wine, it is known that it not only traded wine but also exported sesame,
olive oil, almonds, rose oil, dried figs, cabbage, barley, and carob (Athenaios, Deipnosophistai, |, 27F; Plinius,
Naturalis Historiae, xiii, 59, xv, 13). Rhodian amphorae show a wide distribution area similar to Thasos and
Cnidus. In Rhodes, which produced amphorae continuously by the end of the 4t century BC, the stamping
system continued until the Augustan period.

Even though it started wine trading after Cnidus, Rhodes gradually surpassed it and reached a prominent
position in a wide area from the Black Sea to North Africa and Syria. Its stamping types and amphorae forms
were imitated in many regions. Researchers have determined that Rhodes continued to use monograms and
symbols for stamping until the early 15t century AD (Finkielsztejn, 2000a: 413-414; Cankardes Senol, 2006: 111;
Cankardes Senol, 2015a: 18). The stamps of Rhodes are examined in 7 periods (Grace, 1985: 42; Grace, 1986:
551-565; Grace & Savvatianou-Petropoulakou, 1970: 286; Finkielsztejn, 2001: 196-197 Table 22.1-2; Cankardes
Senol, 2015a: 21).

In the 240s BC (Grace, 1934: 307; for 234 BC see Finkielsztejn, 2001: 196, Tablo 22.1); Cankardes Senol,
2006: 65-66; Cankardes Senol, 2015a: 19), the names of months began to be used on the amphora stamps.
The annually appointed officer (eponym), who was also the priest of Helios (in Dorian dialect Halios), was
responsible for supervising and controlling wine production and commercial activities (Grace, 1948: 144;
Cankardes Senol, 2015a: 19). The names of these officials began with the preposition ‘Emi, which means "in
the period of —" (Grace, 1934: 197).

A stamp from Pactye with the identifiable name of an official (No. 28) has been found. Although no
stamped examples have been discovered from Cardia yet, eleven stamps have been detected from the Agora,
one of which is an official stamp (No. 27).

Two stamps that can be dated to Period | have been picked up in Bolayir (No. 22, No. 23). During Period |,
monograms, ligatures, and abbreviated names also appear on Rhodian stamps (Cankardes Senol, 2006: 105).
A ligatured monogram stamp with the letters M, A, E, and o (No. 22) was identified in Kaunos and has been
evaluated within Period | of Rhodes in terms of form, clay, and slip (Schmaltz, 2016: 346-347, KA 805-806).
One of the earliest Rhodian stamp dated to Period Ib (c. 270-c. 247 BC), carrying the name of the fabricant
Ovaaoipog I (No. 23), has been identified (http://www.amphoralex.org/timbres/database.php).

Stamps of the fabricants Zrvwv I (No. 24), Aptotiwv (No. 25)8, and Ayopavaé (No. 26) have been discovered
in Bolayir. Among the Znvwv I stamps found, only one is in the catalogue, and there are two fabricants named
Zenon in Rhodes, with No. 24 belonging to Zenon | (c. 246-c. 210 BC). The difference between Zenon | and
Zenon Il is that the rose, the symbol of Rhodes, is depicted more realistically by Zenon I. Another distinction
is two hats of Dioscuri under the rose on Zenon II's stamps (Grace, 1934: 235, no. 77; Saflund, 1980: 367, no.
8-9; http://www.amphoralex.org/timbres/database.php (Alexandria Museum Benaki Collection-Delos Find-
C. 246-c. 210 BQ)).

An example of the fabricant ApioTiwv's stamps (No. 25) with a die error on the lower edge (No. 25)
was found in the Cyprus excavations, and three stamps belonging to this fabricant are dated to Period Il
(Nicolaou, 2005: 138, no. 377 (c. 209-c. 161 BC); Schmaltz 2016, 213-214, KA 507-509;http://www.amphoralex.
org/timbres/eponymes/accueil_epon/affiche_LRF_un-nom.php (Period I11/c. 198-c. 161 BC)). On the stamp of

5Three stamps of the fabricant Aristion have been discovered in Bolayir but only one of them is discussed, Bektas 2021, 150, 268, Map 15.
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the fabricant Ayopdvaé (No. 26), the month name Osapowopiog can be read in the genitive in the lower line”.

Two stamps bearing the name of an official (eponym) have been found in Bolayir and Maltepe HOyiik
(Nos. 27-28). The name AyAoupuPBpotog in genitive is written in two lines (No. 27). There are ten stamps without
month names dated to c. 198-c. 190 BC (Period Illa) (http://www.amphoralex.org/timbres/eponymes/
accueil_epon/affiche_L_un-nom.php; Cankardes Senol, 2015a: 74-75, no. 002).

The stamp found in Maltepe Hoyiik (No. 28) belongs to the official Aysuayog and has three lines
(Period llic). Although the last line is illegible, it is thought to possibly contain the month name Aypidviog
or Osauowopiog based on comparisons with his known stamps dated to c. 182-c. 174 BC (http://www.
amphoralex.org/timbres/eponymes/accueil_epon/affiche_L_un-nom.php (online) (Alexandria Museum Be-
naki Collection-Delos Find) (Period llic); Cankardes Senol 2015a, 35-36, no. 003).

Figure 22
Bolayir, Rhodos (No. 22)

No: 22 (Figure 22)

Find place: Lysimachia/Agora-Bolayir T1-T2

Stamp: diameter 1.7 cm round. monogram in ligature. Mu, alpha, epsilon and minuscule omicron.
M, A E, 0

Clay: Reddish yellow (7.5 YR 7/6). Hard. Very slightly dense gold mica and lime, less dense fine porous.
Slip: Thick layer. Pinkish white.

Figure 23
Bolayir, Rhodos (No. 23)

7Panas & Pontes, 1998: 225, 240 no: 8 (c. 220-c. 100 BC); http://www.amphoralex.org/timbres/eponymes/accueil_epon/affiche_LRF_un-nom.
php (online) (Alexandria Museum Benaki Collection-Delos Find) (Period Il1/c. 198-c. 161 BC).
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No: 23 (Figure 23)
Find place: Lysimachia/Agora-Bolayir B12

Stamp: length 3.1 cm, width 2 cm rectangular. Two lines. Fabricant. Related eponyms (Cankardes Senol,
2017: 187-188): Ayéoparog (c.262-c. 247 BC), Aivnoidapog (c. 245 BC). RF-ONAZIMOZ 01-004 (Centre Alexandrin
d'Etude des Amphores - Affichage du résultat de la requéte).

‘Ova-

oipou

Clay: Reddish yellow (7.5 YR 7/6 reddish yellow) Hard. Very little gold mica, lime and black particle. Porous.
Slip: Thick layer of pinkish white.

Figure 24
Bolayir, Rhodos (No. 24)

No: 24 (Figure 24)
Find place: Lysimachia/Agora-Bolayir B2

Stamp: preserved diameter 2 cm round. Lower half is broken. Rose in the centre. Fabricant. Related
eponyms (Cankardes Senol, 2017: 187, 189-190, 192-195, 197-198, 201): ApeTakAfg (c. 235 BC), ‘E§aKkeaToG (C. 234
BC), AptoTeug (c. 233-c. 220 BC), Aarjpwv (c 233-c. 220 BC), EOkARG I (c. 233- ¢. 220 BC), KaAAikpatng | (c. 233-c
220 BC), KaAAikporidag | (c. 233-c. 220 BC), Nikaoayopag (c. 233- c. 220 BC), Nikwv (c. 233-220 BC), Navoaviag
I ( c.233- c. 220 BC), didokpatng (c. 233- ¢. 220 BC), didwvdag (c. 233- ¢. 220 BC), AyAwkpttog (c. 197 BC).

[Z]hvwvog

rose

Clay: Reddish yellow (7.5 YR 7/6 light red). Medium hard. Dusty surface. Very little gold mica, lime and
black inclusions. Porous.

Slip: Pale brown (2.5 YR 8/3 pink).

Figure 25
Bolayir, Rhodos (No. 25)

¥ TBCAR

e if

No: 25 (Figure 25)
Find place: Lysimachia/Agora-Bolayir B1 and B4

Stamp: preserved length 3.5 cm, width 1.5 cm rectangular. Single line. Lower frame has printing error.
Fabricant. Related eponyms Cankardes Senol, 2017: 193-197, 199): ©e06wpog Il (c. 203-c. 199 BC), Oupavng

=

Ta e M
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Il (c. 203-c. 199 BC), AopkuAidag (c. 198 BC), OapaimoAig (c. 196 BC), lacikpatng (c. 190 BC), KAeukpatng |
(c. 174/172 BC), Nikayodpag | (c. 172/170 BC). RF-APISTIQN-006 (Centre Alexandrin d'Etude des Amphores -
Affichage du résultat de la requéte).

AplOTiWVOG
Clay: Reddish yellow (7.5 YR 7/6). Hard. Very little gold mica, lime and black granules. Porous.
Slip: Thick layer of white slip (2.5 Y 8/2 pale brown).

Figure 26

Bolayir, Rhodos (No.26)

& N1

No: 26 (Figure 26)
Find place: Lysimachia/Agora-Bolayir B12

Stamp: length 3.4 cm, width 1.4 cm rectangular. Two lines. Upper line fabricant, lower line month name.
Fabricant. Related eponyms (Cankardes Senol 2017, 188-198, 200-201): ZevowavTog | (c. 210 BC), AploTwvidag
(c. 209-c. 205 BC), Appoailag (c. 209- c. 205 BC), Apxokpatng | (c. 209-c. 205 BC), Ebppavwp (c. 209-c. 205 BC),
MuTtiwv (c. 209- c. 205 BC), Aotupndng I (c. 204 BC), Eukpartidag (c. 203-c. 199 BC), Ocvdwpog Il (c. 203-c. 199
BC), @suwavng 11 (c. 203-c 199 BC), KA£apxog (c. 203- c. 199 BC), MNavaoaviag 1 (c. 203- c. 199 BC), AopKUAidag
(c. 198 BC), GapaimoAig (c. 196 BC), wdapog (c. 195 BC), Swotpatog (c. 194 BC), KAertopayog (c. 193 BC),
O¢otwp (c. 192 BC), Aapobeuig (c. 191 BC), lacikpatng (c. 190 BC), Kpatidag (c. 187 BC), l1épwv | (c. 186 BC),
Tipaoayopag (c. 184 BC), diddcadapog I (c. 183 BC), KAewvupog Il (c. 182 BC), Aivnaidapog Il (c. 179/177 BC),
AivAtwp (c. 178/176 BC), KaAAikpatng 11 ( ¢.177/175 BC), AapokARg Il (c. 176/174 BC), KaAhikpartidag 11 (c. 175/173
BC), Kheukpatng | (c. 174/172 BC), Apatowavng | (c. 169/167 BC), Aptotodapog Il ( c. 166/164 BC), Niacaydpag
I (c. 172/170 BC), S0ppoaxos (c. 174/173 BC). RF-ATOPANAZ-OESMO®OPI03-012 (Centre Alexandrin d'Etude des
Amphores - Affichage du résultat de la requéte).

AYOpPAVOKTOG

Oeopowopiou

Clay: Reddish yellow (7.5 YR 7/6 light red). Hard. Very fine lime inclusion. Porous.
Slip: Thick layer of white slip (2.5 Y 8/2 pale brown).
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Figure 27
a;/b: Bolayir, Rhodos (No. 27)

— - 4

-,

No: 27 (Figure 27)

Find place: Lysimachia/Agora-Bolayir B4

Stamp: Present length 3.4 cm, width 1.5 cm rectangular. Two lines. Eponym.

[Emi Aylhoup-

Bpotou

Clay: Reddish yellow (7.5 YR 7/6). Hard. Very little gold mica, lime and black granules. Porous.
Slip: Thick layer white slip (2.5 Y 8/3 pale brown).

Figure 28
a/b: Maltepe Héyiik, Rhodos (No. 28)

No: 28 (Figure 28)
Find place: Lysimachia/Pactye-Maltepe HOyiik south
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Stamp: length 3.6 cm, width 1.5 cm rectangular. The first line and last two letters of the second line are
legible. Eponym. RE-ATEMAXOS-OESMO®OPIO:-004 (Centre Alexandrin d'Etude des Amphores - Affichage du
résultat de la requéte).

Enil Ayepa-

[xlou

[O]e[opowopilou

Clay: Reddish yellow (7.5 YR 7/6) Hard. Very little gold mica, lime and black particles. Porous.
Slip: Thick layer of white slip (2.5 YR 8/3 pale brown).

Cos

It has been determined that Cos produced amphorae from the 5t century BC to the 2" century AD, and
its Classical period amphorae are classified into three types (Cankardes Senol, 2006: 101-102). Furthermore
recent researches on Cos island have provided evidence that amphora production lasted until the Late
Roman period (Hein & Georgopoulou et al. 2008, 1049; Diamanti 2024, 2-3). Dressel 2-4 amphorae are which
modeled after Type | and Type Il twin-handled amphorae (Finkielsztejn, 2004: 153; Cankardes Senol, 2006:
101-105; Elmali, 2024: 1135).

Stamps from Cos are seen on the twin handles (bifides). Due to the discovery of only handle fragments,
it is not possible to classify them as Type | or Type II. On the twin handle, the fabricant's name abbreviation
Aya6Ba( (short for AyaBavag, Ayadayyelog, Ayabavdpog or Ayabapepic) is found under the club of Heracles
(No.29) (Cankardes Senol, 2006: 102-103 (2"d-1st centuries BC); Elmali 2024, 98 (beginnig of the 2" century BC)).
Another example shows the name Avti[...] and a club beneath it on a twin handle (No. 30). The continuation
of the name starting with Avti- is unknown. However, it is generally dated to the early 2" century BC based
on the Ephesus stratigraphy (last quarter 3 through middle of 2" century BC) in which it was found (No.
29) (Lawall, 2007: 30 Table 1, 55, pl. 12 no. AH). A different stamp, also with a club underneath, was found in
Halicarnassus and is suggested to belong to the fabricant AvtigpiAog (2"-1%t centuries BC) (Cankardes Senol
& Uzala, 2023: 95 no.21, Figure 23a-b; Elmali, 2024: 157-158). Another possible names are Avrtivoog (Elmali,
2024: 147-148 ; https://www.britishmuseum.org/collection/object/X__12223 (200 B.C-50 BC) and Avtipavng
(Elmali, 2024: 154 (the second half of the 3 century-first quarter of the 2" century BC)), who used a club
device under name.

Figure 29
Bolayir, Cos (No.29)
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No: 29 (Figure 29)
Find place: Lysimachia/Agora-Bolayir B4

Stamp: length 1.6 cm, width 1 cm rectangular. Club to left below single line. Fabricant. KO-ATAGA(-005
(Elmali 2024, 101).

Ayoba(
club

Clay: Pale orange (2.5 YR 6/8 light red). Very hard. Medium dense lime, black grains, gold and silver mica.
Very few and very fine porous.

Slip: Yellowish white (10 R 8/3 very pale brown) of thick-layer slip.

Figure 30
a/b: Bolayir, Cos (No. 30)

No: 30 (Figure 30)
Find place: Lysimachia/Agora-Bolayir B5
Stamp: length 3.4 cm, width 1.2 cm rectangular. Club to left below single line. The letters at the end of

the line are erroded. Fabricant AvtigiAog, AvTiwavng or AvTivoog. KO-ANTINOOZ-002, KO-ANTI®ANHZ-002 or
KO-ANTI®INOZ-002.

Clay: Pale orange (2.5 YR 6/8 light red). Very hard. Medium dense lime, gold and silver mica. Very few and
very fine porous.

Cnidus

Cnidus produced amphorae from the Archaic period until the 7t century AD. From the end of the 4t
century BC to the middle of the 1st century BC, its amphorae were stamped (Tuna, 1987: 314-316; Tuna, 1988:
143-144; Empereur, 1988: 161; Cankardes Senol, 2006: 70; Tuna & Sakarya, 2017: 149-150). The stamp types are
evaluated within seven periods (Empereur & Hesnard, 1987: 17-71; Jefremow, 1995: 61-81; Cankardes Senol,
2006: 72-77). The fabricant Zfjvwv used the abbreviation ZH( in two finds belonging to Group B, which were
recovered from fields B12 and A21 in Bolayir (No. 31, B159) (Empereur & Picon, 1986: 123, Figure 32 (end of
the 31- beginning of the 2" century BC); Cankardes Senol, 2006: 73-74 (c. 280-c. 240 BC); Cankardes Senol,
2015b: 171, 178-179, Figure 19a-b, 20a-b, 21a-b (not later than the middle of the 3™ century BC); Madzharov &
Stoyanov, 2018: 145-146 (beginning and middle of the 3™ century BC); for the B159 see, Bektas, 2021: 270, pl.
47 and Map 15).

In the later stamps, during Roman rule and under Mithridates' dominance, the city's ethnicon was used in
abbreviation (Jefremow, 1995: 81 (Group VIII/b); Cankardes Senol, 2006: 76-77 (Period VIl (circa 78-end of the
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1t century BC), fig 85 (15t century BC)). A stamp with the abbreviation Kvi( (No. 32) was collected from Cardia,
which functioned as the port of Lysimachia. A comparable specimen was unearthed in an olive oil workshop
in Alone Abba, Israel, alongside coins dated to the early 2" century BC. Although Finkielsztejn dated this
stamp to the 1t century BC (Porat & Frankel & Getzov et al. 2012, 67, 84, Figure 14), the abandonment of
Lysimachia in 144 BC raises the possibility of an earlier production date. This hypothesis is based on the
morphological resemblance of the handle form to early Cnidian amphora types (Cankardes Senol, 2015b:
184, Figure 34c), as well as the observation that the handle (No. 32) is significantly thicker than the stamped
handle from Alone Abba.

Figure 31

a/b: Bolayir, Cnidus (No. 31)

No: 31 (Figure 31)
Find place: Lysimachia/Agora-Bolayir B12

Stamp: length 1.7 cm, width 1 cm rectangular. Fabricant name abbreviated.

Zn(

Clay: Pale orange (2.5 YR 6/8 light red). Medium hard. Dusty surface. Medium density fine to medium lime
and black granules. Low density gold mica. Dense porous.

Figure 32
Bakla Burnu, Cnidus (No. 32)

No: 32 (Figure 32)
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Find place: Lysimachia/Cardia-Bakla Burnu T8

Stamp: preserved lenght 1.7 cm, width 2 cm rectangular. Imperfect impression on lower and left edge.
Retrograde nu.

Kvi(

Clay: Reddish yellow (2.5 YR 6/8 light red). Medium hard. High density of lime. Less density of transparent
and brown grains. Porous.

Nikandros Group

The amphorae of Cos with single-handled (monofide) types are referred to as the 'Nikandros group'
because the name 'Nikandros' (genitive) was first seen on them (Grace & Savvatianou-Petropoulakou,
1970: 365; Finkielsztejn, 2000b: 210). They are known to have been found in many regions such as Athens,
Assus, Pergamon, Ephesus, Delos, Metropolis, Patara, and Cabyle. Additionally, they have been identified
in excavations in the Southern Levant and in the Benaki collection (Finkielsztejn, 2000b: 210; Finkielsztejn,
2004: 156; Cankardes Senol, 2010: 128). Due to the similarity of their form and the names on the stamps to
those on Coan amphorae, it is thought that they were produced in this region during the second half of the
2n century BC, when Cos had commercial and political influence in Western Anatolia (Grace & Savvatianou-
Petropoulakou, 1970: 365-367; Gassner, 1997: 107; Finkielsztejn, 2000b: 210 (he suggested the date middle of
2nd century BC); Finkielsztejn, 2004: 153,158; Lawall, 2004b: 177; Cankardes Senol, 2006: 165-166; Lawall, 2007:
48-49, pl. 2 no. AH 45; Cankardes Senol, 2010: 126-127). Recent research and clay analyses support the view
that amphora production existed in Ephesus and its surroundings (Gassner, 1997: 105-113; Cankardes Senol,
2001: 102-103; Finkielsztejn, 2004: 160; Lawall, 2004b: 177 dn 50-51; Bezeczky, 2013: 195).

Lawall dated the earliest examples of the amphorae form to the first quarter of the 3 century BC and
the latest examples to the early 15t century BC (Lawall, 2004b: 179-180 Figure 4, 187 Table 2). He suggests that
the stamps bearing names first appeared in the third quarter of the 2" century BC and continued into the 1st
century BC (Gassner, 1997: 107; Lawall, 2004: 184-186; Lawall, 2007: 30 Table 1). Although the monogrammed
stamps are dated to the end of the 4t century BC (Grace & Savvatianou-Petropoulakou, 1970: Lawall, 2007:
49), the finds from Ephesus are dated between the third quarter of the 3 and the early 2" century BC, while
in Chios, they are dated to after the middle of the 3 century BC (Lawall, 2007: 49).

Research has been conducted on various types of amphorae that might have been produced in Ephesus,
the Maeander Valley, and around Kusadasi, and it has been found that the Nikandros group with mushroom-
shaped mouths share similar characteristics with Local Aegean Type 1-2. The clay type is mainly divided into
three groups (Fabric A-C) (Bezeczky, 2013: 26-31, Figure 17). However, an evaluation of the finds from Metrop-
olis in Torbali revealed that different clays were used simultaneously by the same workshops (Cankardes
Senol, 2001: 101-102, 106-107, no. 9-10). It has been suggested that, in addition to production in Ephesus and
Metropolis-Kusadasi, they might have also been produced in Miletus (Lawall, 2007: 48 and footnote. 23).

The stamp found in Cardia consists of the letter A (No. 33). In general, it is dated to the end of the 31
century BC to the second half of the 2" century BC (Cankardes Senol, 2006: 166 (second half of the 2nd
century); Lawall, 2007: 49-50, pl. 2 no: AH 45 (end of the 31- 2" centuries BC); Cankardes Senol, 2010: 131-132
(middle and second half of the 2" century BC).

=
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Figure 33
a/b: Bakla Burnu, Nikandros Group (No. 33)

No: 33 (Figure 33)

Find place: Cardia/Lysimachia-Bakla Burnu T20
Stamp: height 2 cm triangular frame.

A

Clay: Pale orangish yellow (5 YR 7/6 reddish yellow). Medium hard. Dense lime and black particles. Porous.

Black Sea Amphora Stamps

Sinopean amphora found from Lysimachia, is dated to the second half of the 4t" to middle of the 3r
centuries BC (Bektas, 2021: 79, 229 pl. 8, A35) and Heraclea Pontica amphorae have been found very rarely
in the capital Lysimachia and its ports. The only stamped example is a Heraclea Pontica amphora collected
from Bakla Burnu. No stamps have yet been identified on amphora from other Black Sea centres that are
known to have produced stamped amphorae.

Heraclea Pontica

Heraclea Pontica, located in modern-day Karadeniz Eregli, is renowned for its smooth and fragrant wine.
It is known from recent excavations and research that from the late 5™ century BC to the first quarter of the
4t century BC, they produced stamped amphorae (Kac, 2003: 271-272; Monachov, 1999: 188, 193; Monachov,
2003: 124; Doger, 2004: 173; Cankardes Senol, 2006: 36; Petrova, 2011: 103-104; Balabanov & Garlan & Avram,
2016: 55). The characteristic feature of Heraclea Pontica is its englyphic stamps, but it also has relief (non-
englyphic) stamps, which have been classified under seven groups (Kac, 2007: 234-235; Balabanov & Garlan
& Avram, 2016: 79-95). Even though studies on amphorae have increased, their distribution area is not yet
fully known, but they have been identified in Thracian poleis, Gordion, North Aegean, and Black Sea cities
(Lawall, 2010: 162; Balabanov & Garlan & Avram, 2016: 36 Fedoseev, 2016: 6-7, 36).

Triangular stamps with the A monogram are also seen on “Nikandros group” amphora (see above). The
Bakla Burnu find (No. 34), with its handle form and traces of red slip, indicate it belongs to a Heraclea
Pontica amphora (Petrova, 2011: 102, Figure 1 no. 2). A similar example of the stamp has been found on a
fully preserved amphora dated to circa 390-370 BC in the Kolokitha necropolis (Petrova 2011, 102-103, Figure 1
no. 2). The amphora found in the tumulus at Kolokita has been classified as Type | by Zeest, Monachov, and
Brashinsky, and dated to the late 5t century BC to the early 4t century BC (Zeest, 1960: 100; Monachov, 2003:
126-132, pl. 86-99; Petrova, 2011: 102-103). Recent studies show that the form and stamps of the amphora were
produced in the early 4t to 3" centuries BC and underwent very few changes (Monachov, 2010: 24; Balabanov
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& Garlan & Avram, 2016: 54-57). However, they are smaller, and some forms resemble Thasian amphorae.
Furthermore, the characteristics of the clay exhibit significant variation. While some examples contain a
low density of inclusions, similar to Thasian amphorae, others, in some cases, display a high density of
inclusions, akin to Sinopean amphorae (Balabanov & Garlan & Avram, 2016: 33-34).

Figure 34

a/b/c: Bakla Burnu, Heraclea Pontica (No. 34)

No: 34 (Figure 34)
Find place: Cardia-Bakla Burnu T20 (BaklaBr11.T19-1)

Stamp: height 1.3 cm monogram

A

Clay: Surface is orange (2.5 YR 6/8 light red), core is pinkish light gray (2.5 YR 5/1 reddish gray). Hard.
Dense lime, black grains and white stones. Very few porous.

Slip: Traces of red slip are visible on the neck. The slip is very poorly preserved.
Unknown Origin Amphora and Jug Stamps

No. 35 is a fragment of a stamped handle of unknown origin. The thin oval cross-section indicates that
the handle may belong to a jug form rather than an amphora. The ligature monogram stamp with the letters
0, Y, Kor M has not yet been found in any other excavations or surveys, so its origin or dating is not possible.
Considering the historical process of the Agora and the capital city of Lysimachia, it would be correct to date
it to the 4t- middle of the 2" century BC.

Another find from Lysimachia (Bolayir) is a red-slipped jug handle (No. 36). The jug rim and handle
fragment can be dated to the Hellenistic period due to its form and slip. The origin of the round and
completely eroded stamp cannot be determined.
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Figure 35
Bolayir, unknown origin (No. 35)

No: 35 (Figure 35)
Find place: Agora/Lysimachia-Bolayir B13
Stamp: diameter 1.7 cm round. Monogram in ligature

O,Y,Korn?

Clay: Pale orange (5 YR 6/6 reddish yellow). Medium hard. Low density of fine to medium lime. Very few
and fine porous.

Slip: Thick layer of white slip (2.5 YR 8/3 pale brown).

Figure 36
a/b: Bolayir, unknown origin (No. 36)
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No: 36 (Figure 36)
Find place: Agora/Lysimachia-Bolayir B1-B2

Stamp: diameter 1.7 cm round. Worn stamp

device ?

Clay: Yellow (7.5 YR 7/6-8/6 reddish yellow). Very hard. Low density and very fine lime and black grains.
Very few and fine to medium porous.

Slip: Thin layer of discoloured slip, red (2.5 YR 3/6 dark red) and orange (2.5 YR 5/8 red).

Conclusions

Pottery, oil lamps, coins, and stamped amphorae discovered in surveys (2006, 2011, 2012) indicate that
all findings align with the historical development of Cardia, Agora, Pactye, and the Hellenistic capital
Lysimachia. Furthermore, a decline in the frequency of finds was noted due to the migration of Cardia's
inhabitants, affirming its role as Lysimachia's harbour along the shore of Melas Kolpos.

While the finds and amphorae fragments dated before the synoikismus (309/8 BC) indicate the existence
of Cardia (Bakla Burnu) as a strong city, it was observed through surface finds that the quantity of amphorae
and other pottery groups increased in the capital (Lysimachia) after the synoikismus. This situation is
important, as it shows that the commercial products arriving at the port of Cardia were transported to the
central station (or autonomous city Agora/Cherronesus/Chersonesus), where the population was concen-
trated. Particularly, fragments of amphorae have been discovered at the Coban Cesme site located south of
the acropolis (Lysimachia) and north of Pactye (Maltepe Hoyiik). This area may have served as the commercial
hub (agora) of Agora (later transformed into the acropolis of Lysimachia).

Pactye became a neighbourhood of Lysimachia as stated in the ancient sources. Due to the intense
destruction at Pactye and the alluviation of its harbour, it would not be proper to make a definite comment
about it. Nevertheless, the fact that the percentage of Hellenistic period finds at Pactye is higher than that
of Cardia coincides with the limited data in the ancient sources. On the other hand, the fact that the area
that may have been the harbour is not in a very dominant position over the strait (Hellespontus) is also
important in terms of showing that the harbour here is of less importance compared to Cardia. Considering
the distribution of the finds, especially the amphora fragments, it would be more accurate to say that Cardia
was the main commercial harbour. Cardia, which dominates Melas Kolpos, played an important role in the
transportation of commercial goods from the Mediterranean and the Aegean to the Black Sea, and it can be
assumed that this is where Cardia gained its power before 309/8 BC.

While the capital and its predecessor settlements in the strategic location of the North Aegean hosted
amphorae from Mende, Parmeniskos group (Macedonia and Chalkidike), Thasos, Acanthus, Alexandria Troas,
and possibly other northern Aegean regions, it is significant to note the presence of amphorae and stamped
handles from Cnidus, Rhodes, Cos, and the Nikandros group (Metropolis-Ephesus-Miletus), which played a
crucial role in trade. The gradual decrease in the number of Rhodian, Coan, Cnidian, and Nikandros group
finds before the complete abandonment of the city in 144 BC, along with the absence of finds indicating
a period after this date, aligns with ancient sources and survey data. On the other hand, the amphorae
dated from 196 BC to the middle of the 2" century BC indicate the failure of the repopulation attempt of the
Seleucid Kingdom and signal the destruction of Diegylis (144 BC). The discovery of ceramics and amphorae
dated after the destruction of Lysimachia implies that the city lost its significance and had an unclear
position under Roman administration, as it became ager publicus.

(===
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Both potsherds and amphora fragments show that the finds originating from the Black Sea were less
favoured in commercial products. In contrast, the amphorae fragments from Thasos, Acanthus, Mende,
Parmeniskos group (Macedonia and Chalkidike), Alexandria Troas, Rhodes, Cnidus, Cos, and the Nikandros
group (Metropolis-Ephesus-Miletus) were preferred before and after the synoikismus. The few Heraclea
Pontican and Sinopean amphorae from surveys support these observations.

It is known that Lysimachus provided or donated grain to various cities. Lysimachus dominated the
grain-rich Thrace, with the capital he established becoming a key centre for the trade and redistribution
of this resource. However, his selection of these three cities for the capital likely led him to favour the
Melas Kolpos-Cardia harbour trade route, which had already been in use before 309/8 BC, as well as the
Agora, through which the land route connecting the peninsula to the Thracian interior passed. Additionally,
the location of Pactye on the strait coast and the peninsula’s fortification by the Agoraion Teichus/Macron
Teichus (Kazanagzi locality) must have played a role in this strategic decision.

The fact that the stamped examples of amphorae and jug fragments of unknown origin (Nos. 35-37) do
not give a profile makes it difficult to suggest a place of production based on their form. Nevertheless, it
is important data in terms of showing the distribution area. It is also thought that it will be useful for the
evaluation of amphorae or jugs bearing these stamps in the future.

-
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In this first study on the Hellenistic period culture of Acemhoytlk, the Black Glazed Pottery among the imported
pottery of the settlement were evaluated. This article, the Black Glazed Pottery were dated, introduced to the scientific
world and the socio-economic structure of Acemhdylik in that period and the relations between the regions were
tried to be understood. In this study, the Black Glazed Pottery found at Acemhoytk has been dated and introduced
to the scientific world, and an attempt has been made to understand the socio-economic structure of Acemhdylik
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Introduction

Acemhoyiik is located within the borders of Yesilova Yesilova Town, 18 km northwest of Aksaray Province,
southeast of the Salt Lake (Ozgiic, 1968: p. 2) (Figure 1).
Figure 1
Acemhoyiik and Sites with Black Glazed Pottery in Central Anatolia

The settlement of Acemhoyiik consists of two parts; mound and the Lower Town. The mound is 650x550
m in diameter and 20 m in height (Kamis & Sener, 2022: 348). The dimensions of the Lower Town have not
been determined for the time being. However, the soundings carried out at different points of the Lower
Town, which attracts attention with its size, have shown show that this settlement surrounded the mound
and spread over a much larger area than the mound during the Assyrian Trade Colonies Age (Kamis & Sener,
2022: 348).

The first scientific excavations began in 1962 and have continued uninterruptedly until today. For more
than 60 years, the excavations were carried out under the direction of Prof. Dr. Nimet Ozgii¢ between
1962-1989 and Prof. Dr. Aliye Oztan between 1989-2019. The studies have been carried out under the direction
of Assoc. Prof. Dr. Yal¢in Kamis since 2020.

The results of the excavations at Acemhoyiik have demonstrated demonstrate that the Lower Town was
inhabited only during the Assyrian Trade Colonies Age, while the mound was inhabited from the Early Bronze
Age onwards until the Roman Period with some interruptions (Ozgiic, 1968: 3). According to the order of the
stratification based on the archaeological information, the earliest stratum XII and V belong to the Early
Bronze Age; and the IV-Ith strata belong to the Assyrian Trade Colonial Age (Kamis & Sener, 2022: 350-372;
Sener, 2024: 3). The settlement, which ended at the end of the Assyrian Trade Colonial Age, resumed during
the Classical Period and continued until the 1st century AD (Oztan, 2012: 66). From this date onwards, the
settlement shifted to today’s Aksaray city centre, which was formerly called Garsaura but was rebuilt by
Arkhelaos, the king of Cappadocia, and renamed Arkhelais (See. Plin. HN., 6.3.8; Joseph., A)., 17, 339).

=
==
Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, (32): 177-195 J SO 178



A Group Imported from Acemhdyiik: Black-Glazed Pottery from the Hellenistic Period  £Y  Tilysiiz, 2025

Acemhoyiik represents one of the largest cities of Central Anatolia with the Early Bronze Age and Assyrian
Trade Colonies Age settlements mentioned above. Archaeological findings obtained from these settlements
helped to understand the historical development of the region by providing information on the social,
economic and cultural structure of these periods (Kamis, 2017; Kamis, 2018; Kamis, 2022a; Kamis, 2022b; Sener
2024). For this reason, studies at the mound have long focused on these two periods and the Hellenistic
Roman settlements have not been the subject of a detailed study until today. Therefore, research on this
period has been initiated in order to contribute both to the complete understanding of the stratigraphy of
Acemhoyiik and to the elucidation of the Hellenistic Period culture of Central Anatolia. This study includes
the results of the first research on the Hellenistic-Roman Periods.

Acemhoyiik in Hellenistic-Roman Periods

At Acemhoyiik, the mound was abandoned at the end of the Assyrian Trade Colonies Age and the
settlement resumed during the Hellenistic Period. The settlement pattern of the mound completely changed
with this period. Accordingly, the mound, which hosted a dense and extensive settlement during the Early
Bronze Age and Assyrian Trade Colonial Age, was inhabited in a more limited area during the Hellenistic-
Roman Period.

The archaeological information on the Hellenistic-Roman Period settlements was obtained during the
extensive excavations carried out for the Assyrian Trade Colonies Age levels. The information obtained
during these excavations revealed that the settlements of this period were concentrated especially on the
hills to the south of the mound (Figure 2). The southeastern and southwestern elevations, the southern
slope and the surroundings of the Assyrian Trade Colonies Age palace, now called Sarikaya Palace, are the
areas where the Hellenistic-Roman Period settlements were identified. Archaeological studies indicate that
the Hellenistic-Roman Periods in these areas consisted of at least two successive building levels (Figure 2 -
Figure 3).

Figure 2
Acemhoyiik Topographic Map and Sarikaya Palace

—
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Figure 3
Acemhoyiik South Slope Hellenistic Period Remains

The architectural remains of these levels are represented by mudbrick walled buildings with stone
foundations. The buildings have courtyards, interconnected multi-roomed rooms and the rooms have
quadrangular plans.

The archaeological materials associated with these structures include pottery, terracotta figurines and
their moulds, animal-shaped drinking vessels, oil lamps, coins (Kizilkaya, 1990)", ivory and metal artefacts
(Oztan, 2012: 66).

Among the archaeological materials mentioned above, pottery constitute the most dense group of
finds. Preliminary studies on pottery have shown that Acemhoyiik pottery can be divided into two groups:
regional/local production and imported production. Among these groups, imported pottery, which give
clues about Acemhoyiik’s interregional commercial and cultural relations, were evaluated first. The imported
groups, which are also the subject of this study, are represented by Black Glazed Pottery at Acemhoyiik for
the time being.

Black Glazed Pottery

Black Glazed Pottery are one of the most common groups of the Hellenistic Period. This group was
developed by Athenian potters in the late 6™ century BC, inspired by the elegant and shiny appearance of
Persian metal vessels (Miller, 1997: 136-137; Cook, 1960: 143). A metallic lustre was achieved on the surface of
the pottery by means of a black slip obtained by several stages of firing2. This made them one of the most
popular products of the period, both aesthetically and functionally.

The most characteristic feature of the Attica Black Glazed Pottery is their clay and slip structure. The
clays of these ceramics are in shades of red, brown or pink and very well refined, fine sandy. Although the
slips vary in tone and quality throughout the period, they are generally black, mostly glossy but sometimes
matt (Farnsworth & Simmons, 1963: 389; Rotroff, 1982: 14; Rotroff, 1997: 10-11). The decorations on them are

"The coin of the Classical Period consists of one coin of Klenderis dating between 450-400 BC.

2For black slip and firing methods, see Farnsworth & Simmons, 1963, p. 389; Noble, 1960, pp. 310-311.
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palmette and roulette ornaments especially on the tondos of the open vessels (Talcott, 1935: 487; Rotroff,
1997: 37-38). Some of the specimens also have banded reserves (Sparkes & Talcott 1970: 17-18) under the
bases or on the outer surfaces, which may be included in the ornamental elements.

Although Black Glazed Pottery were initially produced in Athens, they were also produced in different
centres outside Athens (Smyrna: Cook, 1965; Pergamon: Schafer, 1968; Ephesos: Mitsopoulos-Leon, 1997;
Daskyleion: Tuna-Norling, 1999; Tralleis: Civelek, 2001; Sardeis: Rotroff & Oliver, 2003; Troia: Tekkok-Bicken,
1996; Gordion: Stewart, 2010; Tarsus: Jones, 1950; Knidos: Kogler, 2010; Klazomenai: Hasdagli, 2010). However,
the clays and slips of the Black Glazed Pottery produced outside Athens never achieved Athenian quality.
However, imitations called “Atticizing”, which are almostidenticalin form and slip to Athenian products, were
also produced (Berlin & Lynch 2002). Atticizing ceramics can be distinguished by their production techniques
and clay characteristics. The clay colours of these ceramics vary in shades of pale red, brown, brownish red.
The clay colour of some examples is grey or brown in the core and pink or red around the core due to firing.
The clay structures are also porous and mica and lime inclusions can be observed.

Black Glazed Pottery have spread over a very wide area in ancient geography since their introduction.
In the centres within the distribution area, both examples imported from Athens and locally/regionally
produced examples are observed. Sparkes-Talcott states that Black Glazed Pottery were found in Italy, Sicily,
Bulgaria, Germany, France, Spain, the Nile Valley, Nubia, Babylon, Susa, Northern Syria, Palestine, Cyprus and
the western parts of the Persian Empire (Sparkes & Talcott, 1970: 16). Anatolia is one of the areas where these
pottery were both produced and found. These pottery were found especially in the metropolises along the
coastline. However, Central Anatolia has recently been added to the find centres of imported Black Glazed
Pottery. With the recent studies, these ceramics come from the excavations of Dorylaion (Yedidag, 2024:
14-30); Gordion (Stewart, 2010: 156-157, Cat. No. 71-83, 95-97, 123, 125-130, 132, 133, 144, 153, 154, 158-160, 162);
Catalhoyiik (Zoroglu, 2007: 13-21); Kaman-Kalehoylik (Matsumura, 2007: 97-110, Fig. 23), Alisar (Waage, 1937: 74,
76, PL. VII, 3, Fig. 81, 2, Fig. 86, 5); Kinikhdyiik (D’Alfonso et al., 2014, Fig. 11) and Kiiltepe (Tiiysiiz, 2021: 161-177)
(Figure 1). Acemhdyiik is another centre in Central Anatolia where Black Glazed Pottery were recovered.

Black Glazed Pottery from Acemhoyiik

Black Glazed Pottery of Acemhoyiik were recovered from the Hellenistic Period buildings in plan squares
SA/TA-42-43, ZA[42 above Sarikaya Palace during the 1968 excavations (Figure 2). There is no detailed infor-
mation about the archaeological contexts of these ceramics. Nevertheless, the evaluated ceramics are very
important as they are the first concrete evidence of Acemhoyiik’s interregional communication network in
the Hellenistic Period.

Black Glazed Pottery from Acemhoyiik have a homogeneous structure in terms of clay and slip properties.
The clay colours are mostly red and brown and in one example pink. The clay colours of some sherds vary
in and around the core due to firing. (Cat.no 3, 6, 8, 11, 14). The clay of some sherds, which are mostly well
refined, contains lime (Cat. nos. 2,5, 6,7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15) and mica (Cat. nos. 9, 10, 11, 12, 13). The surfaces
are slipped in different shades of black and are either matt or glossy. The slip is red only in three samples
(Cat. nos. 9, 12, 13).

The analysed pottery are represented by two different forms: incurved rim bowls and kantharos.
Incurved Rim Bowls

The bowl examples belong to the incurved rim group, also known as echinus bowls in the literature
(Edwards, 1975: 29; Rudolph, 1978: 216; Rotroff, 1997: 161). In general, this form has an incurved rim, spherical
body and ring base. Bowls of this form were used as tableware (Schafer, 1968: 37; Sparkes & Talcott, 1970: 131-
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132; Rotroff 1997: 156-161). This type of bowls is one of the most common forms found in Hellenistic Period
settlements. And they have been documented with their typological development thanks to the stratigraphic
information obtained from many centres3.

The most detailed information on the form origin and type development of black glazed bowls is
provided by Athens-based studies, one of the most important sources of the literature (Sparkes & Talcott,
1970: 130-132; Edwards, 1975: 29; Rotroff, 1997: 161). These studies reveal that bowls with incurved rims were
first produced in the 5t century BC as a continuation of single-handled bowls. This form became widespread
rapidly from the 4t century BC, but lost its popularity from the last quarter of the 3" century BC. Hellenistic
examples are divided into three groups as Shallow Classical Type, Shallow Hellenistic Type and Deep
Type according to the development of form and decoration (Rotroff, 1997: 161). The examples in the Shallow
Classical Type have similar characteristics with the bowls of the Classical Period. Produced intensively in the
last quarter of the 4t century BC and the first quarter of the 3 century BC, the tondo of this type of bowls is
decorated with roulette and four palmette motifs inside the roulette. On the exterior surface, the junction
of the body and the base is decorated with a reserved band and the base is chamfered. The bowls of the
second type, the Shallow Hellenistic Type, are much simpler than those of the Shallow Classical Type. Bowls
of this type, popular in the last quarter of the 4t century BC and the middle of the 3 century BC, have
undecorated tondos and exterior surfaces, and flat bases. The slips are thin and there are also semi-slipped
examples within the type. The bowls in the last group, the Deep Type, have a deeper body structure than
the first two types. Popular in the 3 century BC, this type was used intensively until the 3 quarter of the
2"d century BC.

The bowls recovered from the Acemhoyiik excavations belong to the Shallow Classical Type or Shallow
Hellenistic Type group according to this typology (Figure 4, Figure 5, Figure 6). The samples are represented
by eight sherds, all of which are rim, body and base fragments. The rim diameters are between 15 and 20
cm. A general analysis of the form schemes shows that the rim is incurved inverted and the body is shallow.
The bases should be ring-shaped according to the complete examples found in different centres. Although
these bowls are similar in terms of the general form scheme, they have some differences in terms of the
stylistic features of the rim and body structures. According to these differences, Acemhoyiik bowls can be
divided into three groups.

Group 1(Cat. no. 1) Fig.4

In the first group of bowls, the rounded rim is gently turned inwards. In other words, the rounded rim
rises as a continuation of the body. And it shows a slight inclination inwards. The body is rather shallow
compared to the other groups.

Figure 4
Photographs and drawings of black-glazed pottery found at Acemhéyiik

3For the typological development of bowls with inverted rims, see Tarsus: Jones, 1950: 155-157; Ephesus: Mitsopoulos-Leon, 1991 18-19;
Pergamon: Schaffer, 1968: 37-38; Troia Tekkok-Bigcken ,1996: 20; Knossos: Coldstream, 1999: 335.
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This example can be dated with reference to the rim and body form. Both Attic and local productions of
this sherd have been found at many Hellenistic sites. In this respect, Cat. no. 1, with its slightly incurved rim
and shallow body form, is in parallel with the examples from the Athenian Agora (Rotroff, 1997: Fig. 63, 965),
which are included in the Shallow Classical Type bowls group and dated to 325-300 BC, and from Kerameikos
(Knigge, 2005, Abb. 41, 674.), which are dated to the end of the fourth century BC. Accordingly, bowls of similar
form are dated to the late fourth and early third centuries BC at Smyrna Kadifekale (Granata, 2015, Cat.no.
6), Smyrna Agora (Aktas, 2011: 127, Cat.no. 28) and Nif (Olympos) Mound (Bilgin, 2015, PL Ill, 20; Bilgin, 2017,
Lev. 8, 51); to the third quarter of the third century BC at Pergamon Asklepieion (Boehringer, 1968, Taf. 65,
111); to the late fourth century BC at Aigai (Giirbiizer, 2017, Figure 3, 1-2.) and Knidos (Doksanalti, 2006, Cat.no.
672); to 300-250 BC at Phokaia Maltepe Tumulus (Sayginer, 2019, Fig. 35, Cat. no. 251); to the third century
BC and the last quarter of the third century at Troia (Berlin, 1999, PL. 4, 112; Tekkok 2000, PL. 4, 35), and
to the second quarter of the fourth century BC at Nagidos (Durukan & Korsulu 2007, Cat.no. 43). Examples
with similar typological characteristics were also found in Central Anatolia. These examples were found at
Sarhdyiik Dorylaion (Yedidag, 2024, Lev. 5 SF1) in the early third century BC and at Gordion (Stewart, 2010,
Cat.no. 79) in layers dating to 333-235 BC. According to the similar examples found in different centres, the
Acemhoyiik find, Cat. no. 1 can be dated to the late fourth century BC and third century BC.

Group 2 (Cat. no. 2-7) Figs. 5.2-7

The second group of bowls has a sharper incurved rim. This sharpness is emphasised by the hard profile
below the lip edge. The body structures are deeper than the first group. Nevertheless, the body structures
are compatible with the shallow Hellenistic bowls. In this group, Cat. no. 6 in this group preserves a roulette
on the tondos.

Figure 5
Photographs and drawings of black-glazed pottery found at Acemhdyiik

Group 2 bowls are stylistically comparable to those of the Athenian Agora (Rotroff, 1997, Figs. 63, 972, 977,
978, 980, 982) from contexts dated between 300-275 BC. Bowls with similar forms have also been found at
Khios, Paphos and Chersonessos. These bowls were dated to the Early Hellenistic Period at Khios (Anderson,
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1954, Fig. 15, 115); to the early third century BC at Paphos (Hayes, 1991, Fig. Il, 3), and to the third century BC at
Chersonessos (Zolotarev, 2006, Figure 4, 4, Figure 7, 1). Similar shaped examples were also found in Corinth.
However, it is stated that there is no chronological development for these bowls and that the form was used
from the end of the fourth century BC to the 1st century BC (James, 2018, Fig. 25). A similar time frame has
been suggested for bowls from Anatolia. These bowls have been dated to the third century BC at Smyrna
Bouleuterion (Alkan, 2019, Cat. no. 33); to the first half of the second century BC at Ephesos (Mitsipoulos-
Leon, 1991, Taf. 3, 14); last quarter of the fourth century BC to the middle of the third century BC Nif (Olympus)
Mound (Bilgin, 2017: Lev. 8 52, 53); to the third quarter of the third century BC at Pergamon Asklepieion
(Boehringer, 1968, Taf. 64, 119); to the last quarter of the third century at Troia (Tekkok, 2000: PL. 4, 33); to
the third and second centuries BC at Labraunda (Hellstrom, 1965, Pl. 33, 64); to the late fourth century BC
at Tarsus (Jones, 1950, Fig. 180, A), and to the second quarter of the fourth century BC-early third century
BC at Nagidos (Durukan & Korsulu, 2007, Cat.no. 41). The most stylistically similar examples with the second
group bowls of Acemhdyiik were found at Kiiltepe (Tiiysiiz, 2022, PL. 3, 13-14, PL. 88, 44-50). The examples
from Kiiltepe, which are considered to be of Western Anatolian production, resemble the Acemhoyiik bowls
in terms of production as well as stylistic characteristics. Formally similar bowl fragments were also found
at Dorylaion (Yedidag, 2024, PL. 6 SF8) and Catalhdyiik (Zoroglu, 2007: PL. 9, Figure 7). The Dorylaion samples
are dated to the last quarter of the fourth century BC, while the Catalhoyiik and Kiiltepe bowls are dated to
the third century BC. Considering the date range presented for similar finds, it can be concluded that Cat.
nos. 2-7 can also be dated to the third century BC.

Group 3 (Cat. no. 8) Fig. 6

The rim of the bowl in the last group is thinned and has a distinctly incurved form. The example belonging
to this group has a deeper body structure compared to the other groups. (Figure 6).

Figure 6
Photographs and drawings of black-glazed pottery found at Acemhdyiik

Cat. no. 8 is generally characterised by the form of bowls from the third century BC. Accordingly, bowls
with similar rim and body shapes are dated to 300-275 BC at the Athenian Agora (Rotroff, 1997, Figs. 63, 996,
1001), to the late third and early second century BC at Corinth (Edwards, 1975, PL. 2, 26, 30; James, 2018, Figs.
25, 162, 166. ) and to the Early Hellenistic Period at Khios (Anderson, 1954, Fig. 15, 193). Examples that can be
compared with the Acemhdyiik bowl in general terms have been found at Nif (Olumpus) Mound, Pergamon,
Ephesos, Patara, Knidos, Tarsus, Assos, Troy, Sardis and Dorylaion. Among these, Nif (Olympus) Mound bowls
dated to MO 300-200 (Bilgin, 2017: Lev. 9), Pergamon Asklepieion bowls (Schafer, 1968, Taf. 4, C18-C19) were
found in the phase dated to 230-190 BC. At Ephesos (Mitsipolous-Leon, 1991, Taf. 2, A4, A8), black glazed
bowls of similar form, dated to the mid-3 century BC and considered to be locally produced, continued to
be used in the mid-2" century BC. Among other centres, similar bowls are dated to the 300’s BC at Patara
(Isin, 2008, Taf. 40, 3); to the late fourth and first half of the third century BC at Knidos (Doksanalti, 2006, Cat.
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no. 417); to the Early Hellenistic Period at Tarsus (Jones, 1950, Fig. 178, 7); to the Hellenistic Period at Assos
(Sezgin, 2010, Cat. no. 688); and to the second and third quarter of the second century BC at Troia (Tekkok-
Bicken, 1996, Figure 3 A4-A5); late fourth century BC at Sardis (Rotroff & Oliver 2003, PL. 5, 14) and early third
century BC at Dorylaion (Yedidag, 2024, Pl. 5 SF4). Considering the similar finds, Cat. no. 8 can be dated to
the third century BC.

Apart from the rim, three base sherds belonging to the bowl form were also found (Figure 7 .9-11). The
sherds recovered as body and base have a base diameter of 8 cm. The bodies are shallow and the bases
are in the shape of a low ring. The seating plane of the pedestal is flat in all three examples. Cat. no. 10-11
preserved some of the roulette and palmette decorations on the tondo.

Figure 7
Photographs and drawings of black-glazed pottery found at Acemhdyiik

In order to date these bases, the form characteristics of the bowl bases should be analysed. Accordingly,
in the bowl pedestals of the last quarter of the fourth century, the body- pedestal transitions are banded
in the colour of the clay and the seating planes are profiled with a concave groove. However, it is observed
that these decorative features were abandoned on the bowls produced in the third century BC. The reserve
area in the body- pedestal transitions of the bowls produced in this period was removed and the pedestal
seating planes were flattened (Rotroff, 1997: 161-163). Considering the typological developments mentioned
here, Figure 7.9 is dated to the last quarter of the fourth century BC and Figure 7.10-11 should be dated to the
third century BC.

Kantharos (Cat. no. 12-15) Figs. 8.12-15

Another form belonging to the Black Glazed Pottery Group found at Acemhoyiik is the kantharos used
as drinking vessels (Figure 8.12-15). This form has been preferred since the early periods and was used
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frequently especially during the Archaic, Classical and Hellenistic Periods (Rotroff, 1997: 83). The grouping
and dating of the kantharos, which are divided into numerous sub-types according to their rim, body and
handle profiles, are based on the typology developed on the basis of the finds from the Athenian excavations
with intact contexts. According to the grouping based on the Athenian finds, the Hellenistic kantharos are
divided into two groups: Classical Kantharoi and Hellenistic Kantharoi. Within each group, sub-types were
formed according to the rim, body and handles (Rotroff, 1997: 83-119). Classical Kantharos, as the name
suggests, were in use from the late fourth century BC to the early third century BC, continuing the form
characteristics of the Classical Period (5t and 4t century BC) kantharos. Their main features are a neck with
a concave profile below the rim and a sharp shoulder at the transition from the neck to the body. Hellenistic
Kantharos were in use from the middle of the third century BC. Unlike the Classical Kantharos, this type is
characterised by a deep body form that descends straight from the rim to the lower body. Both types have a
wide distribution in the ancient geography and are represented by numerous examples from the sites where
they were recovered.

Body sherds belonging to the kantharos form were also recovered from Acemhayiik. Among these finds,
Figure 812 represents the neck, shoulder and handle fragment; Figure 813-15 represent the lower body
fragment. Figure 8.13-15 are fluted with concave profiles on their outer surfaces.

Figure 8
Photographs and drawings of black-glazed pottery found at Acemhdyiik

The fact that these examples are only body fragments makes it difficult to determine typologically to
which group or subtype they belong. However, Figure 812 with its concave neck and sharp body form at the
transition from the neck to the shoulder, and the fluted body features of when the fluted body features of
sherds Figure 8.13-15 are taken into consideration, it can be said that these examples belong to the Classical
Kantharos group. Based on this evaluation, the Acemhoyiik samples should have a thick rim with a flat or
moulded thick rim, a long concave neck, an oval body narrowing towards the bottom, and a profiled high ring
base, as in Classical Kantharos forms. The two opposite handles should be attached to the body, starting
below the rim and ending on the shoulder*.

It is very difficult to date the Acemhoyiik kantharos recovered as body fragments. However, a general
date can be suggested according to the chronological range of the Classical Kantharos in different centres.
Accordingly, the Classical Kantharos found in Athens, where Black Glazed Pottery were developed and
became the fashion of the period, are dated to the last quarter of the fourth century BC and mostly to the
third century BC (Rotroff, 1997, Figs. 1-116). Formally similar kantharos and their fragments have been dated
to the late fourth and early third centuries BC at Kadifekale in izmir (Granata, 2015, Cat. no. 1); to the late

“For the form see: Thompson, 1934: 319, Figure 5, A27-A28; Cook, 1965: 146-147, Figure 3; Schafer, 1968: Taf. 5, C24; Sparkes & Talcott, 1970: 286-287,
Figure 7, 717, Mitsopoulos-Leon, 1991: 34, 44, 80, 84, Taf. 21, B5-B6, Taf. 101, F49, F52; Rotroff, 1997: 242-244, Figure 1-9; Dusenbery, 1998: 208-211,
S131A/788, H13B, XS-191; Knigge, 2005: 187, Taf. 111, 563; Rotroff & Oliver, 2003: 20, PL. 4, 7.
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fourth century BC at Sardis (Rotroff & Oliver, 2003: 20, PL. 4, 7) and to 333-275 BC at Gordion (Stewart, 2010:
Figs. 207, 154, 155, 159). The katharos found at Kiiltepe and Alisar in the neighbourhood of Acemhdyiik belong
to the first quarter of the third century BC (Waage, 1937, Fig. 86, 5; Tiiysiiz, 2022, PL. I, 1-3). Similar examples
of this type of Classical Kantharoi were also found at Ephesos and Kerameikos (Mitsopoulos-Leon, 1991, Taf.
23 B13, Taf. 24, B15; Knigge, 2005, Abb. 36, 660). Considering the date range suggested for similar finds, the
Acemhoyiik kantharos can also be dated to the end of the fourth century BC and the beginning of the third
century BC.

Conclusion

In this study on the Hellenistic Period of Acemhoyiik, the imported Black Glazed Pottery found in the
settlement were evaluated. Black Glazed Pottery are a group of ceramics that were started to be produced
by Athenian potters in the late 6™ century BC, inspired by Persian metal vessels. These potteries spread
over a wide geography in time and became one of the most popular types of ceramics in the Hellenistic
world. The interest in the vessels increased so much during the period that local examples were produced
in most Hellenistic settlements. These pottery, which were found in many geographies including Anatolia,
also created a market for themselves in Central Anatolia. Studies have proved that at Dorylaion, Gordion,
Catalhoyiik, Kaman-Kalehoyiik, Alisar Alisar, Kiiltepe and Alisar, both imported samples from Attica and local
samples produced in Anatolia were used. For the first time, this study reveals that Black Glazed Pottery also
found buyers at Acemhoyiik and more importantly, Acemhoyiik was a part of the trade network of the region
in the Hellenistic Period.

Acemhoyiik Black Glazed Pottery are represented by the inverted rimmed bowl and kantharoi forms.
According to the comparative dating, the earliest sherds are a rim of the bowl with inverted rim and base,
a kantharos dating between the last quarter of the fourth century BC and the third century BC. The other
bowl examples are dated to the third century BC.

These finds make important contributions to the chronology of Acemhayiik. The Hellenistic Period settle-
ment, which was previously mentioned only between the lines in reports and studies, has been concretised
with the finds examined in this study, supported by archaeological data. These black slipped sherds dated
to the Early Hellenistic Period proved that the Hellenistic settlement at Acemhoyiik started from the early
phases of the period.

The Black Glazed Pottery of Acemhdyiik has a homogeneous structure in terms of clay, clay additives and
surface characteristics. The clays show transitions between brown, red and pink tones. On the walls of some
sherds there are grey and red colour differences in the core and around the core due to firing. There are lime
and mica inclusions in most but not all of the samples. The slip is in shades of black on both surfaces and
red on only three sherds. The slip is either matt or glossy. These details, which have so far been determined
by macroscopic observations, resemble the characteristics of Western Anatolia/Northern lonia productions
(Cook, 1965: 143). This suggests that these ceramics were imported from Western Anatolia/Northern lonia.

Considering the geographical location of Acemhayiik, the presence of ceramics produced in Western
Anatolia/Northern lonia should be regarded as normal. Acemhdyiik is located at the intersection of routes
connecting different regions of Anatolia. Studies conducted to date have determined that the geography
of Acemhoyiik and Aksaray lies on important roads stretching from east to west and north to south across
Anatolia (French, 1993; French, 1998; Kamis, 2022: 780). The question of which route Western Anatolia/
Northern lonia ceramics took to reach the Aksaray region raises two possible routes. The first route is a
land route, which includes the route proposed by D. French in relation to the ‘King’s Road’ (French, 1998:
Figure 8, Figure 9). This route constitutes a historical main axis extending from Western Anatolia to the
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central settlements of Central Anatolia. The Royal Road enabled trade caravans departing from the western
coasts to reach the vicinity of Aksaray (ancient Garsaura/Arkhelais) via Phrygia and Lycaonia. A second
route that could be considered more likely is the sea route and the port of Tarsus®. The most important
factor supporting this idea is that, after the port of Tarsus, the Cilician region had the shortest and safest
passageways to Central Anatolia (Alkim, 1959). This route connecting the Mediterranean Sea with Central
Anatolia is noteworthy both in terms of geographical accessibility and historical usage intensity. Starting
from the Port of Tarsus, the route passing through the pass known as ‘Kilikia Pylai’ (Kilikia Gates) in ancient
sources and today as the Giilek Pass was also a frequently preferred route in ancient times. This road starts
from Tarsus, crosses the Giilek Pass, and then reaches Aksaray (Garsaura/Arkhelais) via Pozanti (ancient
Padandos) and Nigde (Tyana). It is thought that the imported materials examined in this study also reached
Acemh@yiik via this road (Figure 9a-b)e.

Figure 9

Possible trade route of Acemhoyiik and Aksaray

This study also contributes to research aimed at understanding the socio-economic structures of the
Kingdom of Cappadocia and the settlements affiliated with it, many aspects of which remain unclear. The
period between the last quarter of the 4th century BC and the 3rd century BC was a historical era in which
struggles between Alexander's generals took place throughout Cappadocia, followed by the establishment of
the Cappadocian Kingdom under the Seleucids and then the Independent Cappadocian Kingdom (Giinaltay,
1987: 257-278; Tekin, 1998: 194-225; Speidel, 2019: 105-118; Bilge, 2022: 43-104). By the 3rd century BCE, the end
of the wars between the generals, the stabilisation of the Independent Kingdom of Cappadocia, and the

5See Port of Tarsus Arici-Gogmen 2022.

6W.B. Calder-G.E. Bean's Asia Minor Road Map has been revised by Associate Professor M. Bilgin.

_
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successful political policies implemented by the Cappadocian kings laid the groundwork for an environment
of prosperity and peace in the region.

Previous studies have revealed that commercial activities increased during this period, particularly in
settlements affiliated with the Kilikia Strategias, thus demonstrating that Cappadocia was not an isolated
region as previously believed, but rather had a structure open to regional and foreign trade (Tiiysiiz, 2022:
390-391). The ceramic fragments evaluated in this article, which are predominantly dated to the 3rd century
BCE, also indicate that settlements affiliated with the Garsauria Strategia participated in commercial activ-
ities by establishing interregional connections

In addition to these ceramics, coins found at Acemhoyiik and imported Hellenistic-period ceramics
discovered at Biiyiik Deller, one of the fortified settlements of Garsauria, are other important findings that
indicate regional trade in the Aksaray settlements (Kizilkaya, 1990; Tiiysiiz et al. 2024). In addition, Strabo’s
description of Garsaura as a village-city (kwpnmoAig) and his statement that ‘it is said that this place was
once the metropolis of the country’ are quite important for understanding the regional position of Aksaray
during the Hellenistic period. Furthermore, the fact that King Arkhelaos of Cappadocia rebuilt the city and
renamed it Arkhelais, and that it later gained the status of a Roman colony during the reign of Emperor
Claudius, must be attributed to Aksaray's location at the crossroads of important transportation routes,
Strab., 12.2.6; Plin. HN., 6.3.8).

When these data are considered together, it becomes clear that Aksaray's participation in interregional
trade during the Hellenistic Period was a natural and expected development within both the historical and
geographical context.

Finally, the ceramics evaluated in this study are important as they are the first concrete evidence for the
commercial activities of Acemhoyiik. These finds indicate that Acemhoyiik was a part of regional trade during
the Hellenistic Period. Acemhoyiik, which has been reflecting the cultural and commercial connections
brought about by its geographical location since the beginning of the third millennium BC (Kamis, 2022a:
780), must have continued this feature in the Hellenistic Period. Excavations and studies to be carried out at
Acemhoyiik during the Hellenistic Period in the coming periods will contribute to obtaining more detailed
information on these issues.
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Appendix
Catalog
In this study, Munsel Soil-Color Charts 2009 have been used. Abbreviations: RD: Rim Diameter; H: Height;
WT: Wall Thickness; BD: Base Diameter.
Figure: 41/ 6.2
Form: Bowl

Sizes: RD: 15 cm H: 1.8 cm WT: 0.5 cm

Clay : Fragment of the side of the rim-body. The reddish yellow (5YR 6/6) clay is well refined, fine-grained,
densely textured and hard. Inner and outer surfaces are very dark brown (10YR 2/2) glazed, shiny and smooth.

Figure: 4.2 / 6.b
Form: Bowl
Sizes: RD: 12 cm H: 3.2 cm WT: 0.5 cm

Clay : Fragment of the side of the rim-body. Light reddish brown (5YR 6/3) clay, slightly lime tempered,
fine-grained, densely textured and hard. Inner and outer surfaces are glazed black (10YR 2/1), shiny and
smooth.

Figure: 4.3 / 6.
Form: Bowl
Sizes: RD: 18 cm H: 3.3 cm WT: 0.6 cm

Clay : Fragment of the side of the rim-body. The clay is pink (7.5YR 7/3) in the core, light red (2.5 YR 6/8)
around the core, well refined, fine-grained, densely textured and hard. The inner and outer surfaces are
glazed black (10YR 2/1), shiny and smooth.

Figure: 4.4/ 6.d

Name: Bowl

Sizes: RD: 16 cm H: 2.7 cm WT: 0.5 cm

Clay : Fragment of the side of the rim-body. Light reddish brown (5YR 6/4) clay, well refined, fine-grained,
densely textured and hard. Inner and outer surfaces are glazed black (2.5Y 2.5/1), matt and smooth.

Figure: 4.5 / 6.e

Name: Bowl

Olciiler: RD: 16 cm H: 2.9 cm WT: 0.5 cm

Tanim : Fragment of the side of the rim-body. Brown (7.5YR 5/2) clay, slightly lime tempered, fine-grained,
densely textured and hard. The inner and outer surfaces are glazed black (2.5Y 2.5/1). Both surfaces are matt
and smooth.

Figure: 4.6 / 6.f

Name: Bowl

Sizes: RD: 16 cm H: 3.1 cm WT: 0.5 cm

Clay : Fragment of the side of the rim-body. The clay is grey (5YR 6/1) in the core and light red (2.5 YR
6/6) around the core. The lime tempered paste is fine grained, dense textured and hard. The inner and
outer surfaces are black (10YR 2/1) glazed, matt and smooth. The preserved part shows roulette decoration
towards the tondo.
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Figure: 4.7 / 6.h
Form: Bowl
Sizes: RD: 20 cm H: 4.4 cm WT: 0.7 cm

Clay : Rim-body sherd. Pale red (10R 5/3) clay, slightly lime tempered, fine-grained, densely textured and
hard. The inner and outer surfaces are black (2.5Y 2.5/1) slipped, matt and smooth.

Figure: 4.8 / 6.g

Form: Bowl

Sizes: RD: 20 ¢cm H: 3.5 cm WT: 0.6 cm

Clay : Fragment of the side of the rim-body. The clay colour is light red (2.5YR 6/6) in the core and a
different shade of red (7.5 YR 6/4) around the core. The lime tempered paste is fine grained, dense textured
and hard. The inner and outer surfaces are black (10YR 2/1) glazed, shiny and smooth.

Figure: 5.9 / 6.i

Form: Bowl

Sizes: BD: 8 cm H: 2.7 cm WT: 0.5 cm

Clay : Fragment of the side of the base-body. Light red (2.5YR 6/8) clay, slightly lime and mica tempered,
fine grained, dense textured, hard. The slip is red (2.5YR 4/6) on the inner surface and dark red (2.5YR 2.5/2)
on the outer surface. Both surfaces are shiny and rough.

Figure: 5.10 / 6.1

Form: Bowl

Sizes: BD: 8 cm H: 3.8 cm WT: 0.5 cm

Clay : Fragment of the side of the base-body. Light reddish brown (5YR 6/4) clay, slightly tempered with
mica and lime, fine-grained, densely textured, hard. Inner and outer surfaces are very dark grey (2.5Y 3/1)
glazed, matt smooth. Tondo decorated with roulette and palmette.

Figure: 511/ 6.j

Form: Bowl

Sizes: BD: 8 cm H: 4.2 cm WT: 0.6 cm

Clay: Fragment of the side of the base-body. The clay is light red (2.5YR 6/8) in the core and light reddish
brown (5YR 6/4) around the core. The clay is slightly mica and lime tempered, fine-grained, densely textured
and hard. The inner and outer surfaces are black (2.5Y 2.5/1) glazed, matt and smooth. Tondo decorated with
roulette and palmette.

Figure: 5.12 / 6.k

Form: Kantharos

Sizes: RD: - H: 4.3 cm WT: 0.4 cm

Clay : Fragment of the side of the body. Light red (2.5YR 6/6) clay, slightly tempered with mica and lime,
fine-grained, densely textured, hard. Inner and outer surfaces are dark reddish grey (2.5YR 3/1) glazed, matt
and smooth.

Figure: 5.13 / 6.1

Form: Kantharos

Sizes: RD: - H: 3.5 cm WT: 0.9 cm

=
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Clay : Fragment of the side of the body. Light red (2.5YR 6/6) clay, slightly tempered with mica and lime,
fine-grained, densely textured, hard. Inner and outer surfaces are red (10R 5/6) slipped, matt, rough.
Figure: 5.14 [/ 6.m
Form: Kantharos
Sizes: RD: - H: 6 cm WT: 0.3 cm

Clay : Fragment of the side of the body. The clay is light red (2.5YR 6/6) in the core, light brown (7.5 YR
6/4) around the core, well refined, fine-grained, densely textured and hard. The inner and outer surfaces are
glazed black (7.5YR 2.5/1), slightly dull and smooth.

Figure: 5.15 / 6.n
Form: Kantharos
Sizes: RD: - H: 4.7 cm WT: 0.4 cm

Clay : Fragment of the side of the body. Light red (2.5YR 6/6) clay, slightly lime tempered, fine-grained,
densely textured, hard. Inner and outer surfaces are black (7.5YR 2.5/1) slipped, matt, smooth.
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Abstract This study investigates nine alkaline-glazed ceramics housed in the Mardin Museum, comprising four bottles, one
pot, and four vases. The glaze characteristics of the bottles exhibit notable diversity: two feature a variegated
greenish-blue glaze, one is double-glazed with a turquoise upper section and a dark blue lower section, comple-
mented by vertical dark blue stripes beneath the turquoise glaze, and one is dark green. In contrast, the pot and
vases are uniformly characterized by a turquoise glaze. The alkaline glaze was applied to the outer surfaces of the
ceramics and extended to the necks on the inside. However, it was not used for the inner surfaces or certain base
sections of some specimens. Based on analogical research, the bottles classified under Type 1 are dated between
the 3/2n century BCE and the 3 century CE (Seleucid/Parthian-Early Sasanian periods). Meanwhile, those under
Types 1.2 and 1.3 span from the 3¢/27 century BCE to the first quarter of the 3 century CE (Seleucid/Parthian
periods). The pot, classified as Type 2, is dated to the 27 century BCE-2"¢ century CE. The vases, categorized under
Type 3, are attributed to the 12" century CE.

Keywords Alkaline Glaze - Seleucid-Parthian-Sasanian - Bottle - Pot - Vase

e Citation: Tosun, M. (2025). A Group of Alkaline Glazed Ceramics from the Mardin Museum. Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian
winlE e i i
ENS{" Research, (32), 196-212. https://doi.org/10.26650/anar1587423

S e o g ©@ This work is licensed under Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International License. @ ®
f::]ﬂa AP © 2025 Tosun, M.
i B4 Corresponding author: Murat Tosun muratsn@windowslive.com

Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research
https://anaristanbul.edu.tr/ 196
e-ISSN: 2667-629



https://iupress.istanbul.edu.tr/
https://doi.org/10.26650/anar.1587423
https://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog?doi=10.26650/anar.1587423&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2025-07-10
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0595-8587
mailto:muratsn@windowslive.com
https://doi.org/10.26650/anar.1587423
mailto:muratsn@windowslive.com
https://anar.istanbul.edu.tr/

A Group of Alkaline Glazed Ceramics from the Mardin Museum £  Tosun, 2025

Introduction

Studies on alkaline-glazed ceramics have been extremely limited to date, primarily due to the scarcity
of complete or nearly complete examples. These ceramics are associated with the material cultures of the
Seleucid, Parthian, and Sasanian periods. However, making a definitive distinction between these cultures
based solely on glaze characteristics remains a significant challenge (Kohler, 2016: 41). Such differentiation
is only possible when examples possess distinctive decorative features.

For instance, motifs resembling canine teeth are attributed to the Seleucid period (Wilkinson & Tucker,
1996: 216, Fig. 75.15-17; Curtis & Green, 1997: Fig. 63.462-463, 66.508-509, 68.542; Bielinski, 1998: Figure 2; Ur,
2010: Fig. B.31.17-22; Gavagnin, lamoni & Palermo, 2016: Fig. 22.11; Ahmad, 2017: Figure 3). Similarly, diamond
shapes with dot decorations and sawtooth motifs are linked to the Parthian period (Wilkinson & Tucker,
1996: 217, Fig. 76.1-8; Oates, 2005: Fig. 22.49-50, 54-55; Ur, 2010: Fig. B.33.1-3; Gavagnin et al., 2016: Fig. 23.8-10,
24; Wood & Greenacre, 2021: Fig. 1d; Erglirer & Ergiirer, 2021: Fig. 2.7-9).

Animal motifs stamped onto ceramics, cavalry figures, and crosses have been classified as Sasanian in
origin (Sarre & Herzfeld, 1920: Abb. 389-390; Adams, 1965: Fig. 14: 12B-C; Wilkinson & Tucker, 1996: 218, Fig.
77.6-9; Ur, 2010: Fig. B.35.6-7; Simpson, 2013: 114-116, Fig. 1-4, 7-13; Saber, Hamza & Altaweel, 2014: Fig. 14.1-2,
18.5; Gavagnin et al., 2016: Fig. 25.5-8; Ahmad, 2017: Fig. 8; Potts et al., 2019: Fig. 41). Other motifs, such as
honeycomb patterns and bow designs, created through stamping or incising, are also common in Sasanian
ceramics (Adams, 1965: Fig. 14: 12M; Novacek & Melcak, 2016: Fig. 7; Gavagnin et al., 2016: Fig. 25.11; Ahmad,
2017: Fig. 6; Novacek, 2022: Fig. 7b; Ahmad, 2017: Fig. 7).

Among these, glazed ceramics remain the most ambiguous examples, often interpreted as alkaline-
glazed ceramics produced over a wide chronological range, from the Seleucid period to the end of the
Sasanian period. These ceramics are typically characterized by surface coatings in green, blue, turquoise, or
yellow."

The use of glaze can be traced back to the 4t-3 millennia BCE (Haerinck, 1983: 27). However, its appli-
cation to ceramics emerged for the first time during the 1500s-1400s BCE. Subsequently, the development
of alkaline glaze in the 8t"-7t" centuries BCE, extending into the Achaemenid period (6t"-4th centuries BCE),
marked a significant expansion in its usage, which continued until the 8t"-9th centuries CE (Haerinck, 1983: 28;
Schenk, 2007: 60; Hill, Speakman, Glascock & Neff, 2007: 422-423; Wood & Greenacre, 2021: 1; Hill, 2022: 391).

In the Early Islamic period, alkaline glaze was gradually replaced by lead-glazed ceramics in
Mesopotamia, marking a notable transformation in glazed ceramic production.? This shift is particularly
evident in the differential degradation patterns of these ceramics: alkaline-glazed ceramics exposed to soil
moisture exhibit more intense surface deterioration compared to their lead-glazed counterparts (Hill, 2022:
389).

Although alkaline-glazed ceramics began to be used more extensively during the Achaemenid period
(Gibson, 1975: 16; Moorey, 1978: 51), their most intensive use occurred during the Seleucid, Parthian, and
Sasanian periods. While some evidence suggests that production may have taken place in both Northern
and Southern Mesopotamia during the Seleucid and Parthian periods (Hannestad, 1983a: 87-105), it remains
challenging to provide definitive information regarding the production centers of alkaline glaze across

TFor the most recent research on this topic, see Hill, 2022.

2This situation is certainly applicable to the geography of Mesopotamia. During the Late Hellenistic-Early Roman Imperial Period, it is known
that lead-glazed ceramics were produced, albeit briefly, in Anatolia (especially in light of the Tarsus Gozli Kule, Perge, Pergamon, Antiokheia ‘7',
Lampsakos ‘?'), similar to Medieval ceramics. While these ceramics did not find widespread use in the Eastern Mediterranean region, they were
particularly prevalent in Europe during the Roman Period. For a detailed study on the use and distribution of lead-glazed ceramics in the Late
Hellenistic and Roman Periods, see Atik, 1995, pp. 18-58; Firat, 1999, pp. 19-20; Akyay-Mericboyu, 2005; Greene, 2007.
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Mesopotamia (Wood & Greenacre, 2021: 1-2, 12).3 These ceramics typically feature a yellow, cream, or very
pale brown body and are characterized by a heavily sand-infused paste (Schenk, 2007: 59; Hojabri-Nobari,
Khosrowzadeh, Kouhpar & Vahdatinasab, 2011: 95, 104, Fig. 5; Gavagnin et al., 2016: 153; Vallet et al., 2020:
168, Fig. 14.12). Notably, green alkaline-glazed ceramics are the most common, while blue, turquoise, yellow,
and white examples are less frequently observed (Gavagnin et al., 2016: 153-154). Occasionally, ceramics
display bluish-white or silver-toned white hues, which appear along the edges or sometimes cover the entire
surface due to firing conditions (Wood & Greenacre, 2021: 4, 8). These glaze characteristics, however, do not
provide definitive insights into production locations. Moreover, it is currently not possible to distinguish
between production techniques in Northern and Southern Mesopotamia based on typological differences.*
The most commonly encountered forms of alkaline-glazed ceramics are bowls and plates, while amphorae,
pots, jugs, bottles, and vases are less frequent (Gavagnin et al., 2016: 152-154, Fig. 23.11-12). Alkaline-glazed
ceramics believed to originate from Mesopotamia have also been found in neighboring regions and more
distant locations, such as Oman, Yemen, Egypt, Somalia, Kenya, Tanzania, India, and Sri Lanka (Schenk, 2007:
59, Figure 1). In Tiirkiye, such examples have been documented in limited regions, particularly in Upper
Mesopotamian settlements like Kuriki Hoyiik in Batman (D’Agostino & Geng, 2018: 12-13, Fig. 10-12) and Gre
Amer (Pulhan & Blaylock, 2013: 402-403, Fig. 20; Pulhan & Blaylock, 2016: 347-349; Pulhan & Blaylock, 2018:
124-125, Fig. 19), as well as in Dara (Anastasiopolis) in Mardin (Tosun, 2020: 236, 280-286, 288, 293, 295-297,
326, 353, Cat. Nos. 131-132, 237, 240, 243-244, 248, 257, 266, 278, 282-285, 346, 422).5 Additional examples have
been identified at llisu Hoylik (Okse et al., 2018, p. 141, nos. 1-12)¢ and Hasan Tartar Hoyiik near Silopi in
Sirnak (Algaze, Hammer & Parker, 2012: 110-111, no. 15, Fig. 27:15).”

The four bottles, one pot, and four vases preserved in the Mardin Museum are identified as examples of
alkaline-glazed ceramics. Among these, three bottles are classified as Type 1, the pot as Type 2, and the four
vases as Type 3. The bottles classified under Type 1 can be further divided into three subtypes.

In this study, a total of nine ceramic pieces—comprising bottles, a pot, and vases—preserved in the
Mardin Museum will be analyzed using analogy methods. The analysis will focus on their typology, paste, and
alkaline glaze, drawing comparisons with examples from various excavation sites. Furthermore, the function
of these ceramics, potential production center(s), and contextual information from the sites where they
were discovered will be evaluated. These evaluations aim to provide insights into the chronological ranges
of their usage.

Within this framework, an effort will be made to conclude their production and historical significance.
Findings Description and Evaluation

The alkaline-glazed ceramics housed in the Mardin Museum are categorized into three distinct types:
bottles (Type 1), pot (Type 2), and vases (Type 3). These types will be analyzed below, focusing on their

3petrographic analyses conducted on the clay composition of alkaline glazed ceramics have revealed the presence of mineral grains and rock
fragments derived from volcanic and plutonic rocks. The detection of this raw material in the sediments of the Tigris River has led to suggestions
that these ceramics may particularly originate from Northern or Central Irag. See Hill, 2006: 36-37; Hill, 2022: 393.

“For detailed information, see Hannestad, 1983a: 87-105.

5For information on other unglazed Parthian and Sasanian ceramics from Dara, see Tosun, 2020: 232-246, 277-302, 325-341, 352-354, 361-368, 381-384,
387-390, 407-411. Surface surveys conducted in the districts of Derik and Mazidagi in Mardin have also uncovered numerous Seleucid/Parthian,
Parthian, and Sasanian glazed and unglazed ceramics. See Mentese, 2023, Cat. No. 1-69. Additionally, for unglazed Parthian ceramics found at
Mor Yakup Church in Nusaybin, Mardin, refer to Erglirer & Erglirer, 2021, Fig. 2-4. Furthermore, a significant number of unglazed Parthian-Sasanian
ceramics have been discovered at Zerzevan Castle, located near Dara within the Ginar district of Diyarbakir province. See Ayus, 2021, Cat. No. 1-4,
16, 33, 57.

5For examples with the diamond-shaped stamp motif featuring dot decorations, see Okse et al., 2018: 237, no. 404-405.

7For other unglazed Hellenistic, Seleukos, Parth, and Sasanian ceramics from the Silopi and Cizre regions in Sirnak, see Algaze et al,, 2012: 110-111,
Fig. 27:1-14, 16-21; Kozbe & GUngor, 2018: 81, Res. 12, Ciz. 12.
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typology, distribution, production techniques, function, production centers, analogies, and chronological
dating.

Bottles2 (Type 1) (Fig. 1)

Four examples of bottle forms can be categorized into three sub-types based on their size, rim, body,
and bases.

Type 1.1 (Fig. 1: Type 1.1)

The examples categorized as Cat. Nos. 1and 2 under Type 1.1 measure 15.2 and 15.7 cm in height, featuring
slightly pointed rims that flare outward and thicken towards the edges. They have long, concave necks, no
shoulders, and vertically applied, slightly “S"-shaped handles on the necks, with bodies that expand from
top to bottom and low conical bases. Similar types have been found at various sites, including Uruk/Warka
in Iraq (Finkbeiner, 1991a: 578, Nr. 90; Finkbeiner, 1991b, Taf. 169.29a; Petrie, 2002, Fig. 8.29a), Nippur (Peters,
1898, PL. VII.3), Tell Mahuz (Venco-Ricciardi, 1970-1971, Fig. 87.49, 54; 92.49-55) and Seleucia on the Tigris
(Debevoise, 1934, Figs. 286, 290); Dura Europos in Syria (Toll, 1943, Fig. 23.Ph.I-96, 1146, 1938.4791, 1935-70);
and Ram Hormuz, Susa, Chogha Mish, and Kabad/Luristan in Western Iran (Alizadeh et al., 2014, PL. 161A; de
Morgan et al., 1900, Fig. 226; Haerinck, 1983, Fig. 812-13, PL. V.9; Delougaz & Kantor, 1996a: 8; Berghe, 1972,
Figure 2).

The examples in Cat. Nos. 1 and 2 possess a clay color of 2.5Y 8/6 and include additives such as sand,
lime, and very small pebbles.? Both exhibit a yellowish-green alkali glaze, which has cracked and flaked due
to prolonged exposure to moisture. These technical characteristics can lead to variations in both clay and
glaze colors during the firing process. Some typologically similar examples also display variations in clay
and glaze color and structure. For instance, at Seleucia on the Tigris, a cream-colored clay example with a
completely flaked dark green glaze leaves behind a white surface (Debevoise, 1934: 98, Nos. 286, 290), while
another example with cream-colored clay and light gray sand additives shows a green glaze (Debevoise, 1934:
98, Nos. 286, 290). At Tell Mahuz, seven specimens with beige, yellow, and very pale brown paste and white
and green glazes were observed (Venco-Ricciardi, 1970-1971: 451-453, nos. 49-55, Fig. 92.49-55). Additionally, a
blue-glazed example from Nippur (Peters, 1898: 393, Figure 3) and a green-glazed example from Uruk/Warka
(Finkbeiner, 1991a: 567, Cat. Nr. 90) exhibit similar variations.

Furthermore, at Dura Europos, a green-glazed example has been identified (Toll, 1943, p. 42). At Ram
Hormuz, a cream-colored clay example with minimal straw additives has been reported (Alizadeh et al., 2014,
PL. 161A). At Chogha Mish, a brownish cream-colored example with a light greenish-blue glaze (Delougaz
& Kantor, 1996b, Pl. 70B.747.341) shares similarities with the examples in Cat. Nos. 1 and 2. Nevertheless,
these examples demonstrate that variations in clay composition and glaze coloration occur even among
typologically similar artifacts. This suggests that typologically similar examples could have been produced
in different centers, making it challenging to propose a specific production center for Type 1.1. Nevertheless,
considering the similarities in typological features, it is reasonable to suggest that these ceramics were at
least produced in a region centered around Mesopotamia and Western Iran. The clay colors and additives
also indicate connections to the Mesopotamia and Western Iran regions. Therefore, it is likely that the
ceramics acquired by the Mardin Museum originated from a settlement in these areas.

8The forms referred to as “bottles” are also described in some sources using the Greek term “Amphoriskos”. See Finkbeiner, 1991a, pp. 567, 578,
597, 626, Kat. Nr. 90, 198, 295. In some sources, the term “bottle” is preferred. See Yule, 2009, p. 83, Fig. 7.

°The color of this clay and the additives are largely similar to those found in many alkaline glazed ceramics from Mesopotamia and Western Iran.
See Haerinck, 1983, p. 43.
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Due to their miniature sizes and narrow rims, the bottles in Cat. Nos. 1 and 2 were likely intended for
storing liquid products.’ No caps have survived to cover the rims of these bottles. This absence may result
either from the use of organic materials to seal the rims, or from their recovery in graves, suggesting they
might have originally lacked caps. Notably, examples found in graves may have been intentionally produced
without caps to emit pleasant scents or left uncapped as offerings.!”

Early excavations in Susa revealed examples of Type 1.1, but their dating has not been definitively estab-
lished. This type has been associated with the Sasanian period based on the latest findings from Susa.’2 A
similar unhandled glazed bottle found in Ctesiphon has also been dated to the Sasanian period (Upton, 1932:
194, Fig. 11). Based on Sassanid coins dated to the 3 and early 4t centuries, recovered at Tell Mahuz, similar
ceramic findings have been attributed to the Early Sassanid Period (Venco-Ricciardi, 1970-1971: 471-482, Fig.
85). Another example discovered during the Nippur excavations has been dated to the Seleucid period
(Peters, 1898: 393, Fig. 3, PL. VII.3), while examples from Uruk/Warka are attributed to the Seleucid/Parthian
period (Finkbeiner, 1991a: 541, 567, 578, Cat. Nr. 90, Nrn. 90). Similarly, an example from Chogha Mish has been
dated to the Parthian period (Delougaz & Kantor, 1996a: 8; Delougaz & Kantor, 1996b, Pl. 70B), and those
from Dura Europos have been assigned to the Seleucid and Early Parthian periods, corresponding to the
Hellenistic period (Toll, 1943: 42).

Examples from Failaka Island have been dated similarly to those from Dura Europos (Hannestad, 1983b,
PL. 29.301-302). A grave in Kabad/Luristan, where ceramic finds were accompanied by other dating artifacts,
contained bottles resembling Type 1.1, found alongside drachmas attributed to Sasanian King Ardashir
(224-241 CE). This strongly indicates that this type of bottle was in use during the early Sasanian period
(Berghe, 1972: 6, Fig. 2, PL. 1.3-4).

These findings suggest that bottles similar to Type 1.1 were used from the Seleucid and Early Parthian
periods through the early Sasanian period, indicating a continuous production tradition lasting approxi-
mately 500 years (Yule, 2001: 155; Yule, 2009: 84) (Figure 4).

Type 1.2 (Fig. 1: Type 1.2)

The single example discussed under Type 1.2, Cat. No. 3, stands at a height of 8.2 cm and features an
outwardly flared, pointed rim, a short concave neck, and an oval shoulder transitioning smoothly into the
body. The body widens from top to bottom, culminating in a low ring base. Compared to Type 11, it is smaller
and features a shorter neck, a more pronounced shoulder, and a bulkier body. Similar examples have been
found at numerous archaeological sites, such as Nimrud in Iraq (Oates & Oates, 1958, Pl. XXVI.4; Oates, 2005,
Fig. 18.95), Uruk/Warka (Finkbeiner, 1991a: 606, 632, Nrn. 198, 295), Seleucia on the Tigris (Debevoise, 1934,
Figs. 293-296), E.Babbar of Larsa (Lecomte, 1987, PL. 13.5; Lecomte, 1993, Fig. 17.4), Dura Europos in Syria (Toll,
1943, Fig. 23.1931.471d, Baghuz E-9), and Susa in Western Iran (de Morgan et al., 1900, Fig. 228; Haerinck, 1983,
Fig. 12.14).

The bottle examined in Cat. No. 3 is made of 2.5Y 8/6 yellow clay, densely mixed with sand, and containing
minimal lime. Its surface is covered with a dark blue glaze, likely applied in a strip pattern, overlaid with a
turquoise alkaline glaze. The surface glaze shows minimal wear, suggesting it was recovered from an area
less exposed to moisture, resulting in fewer surface cracks compared to other examples. A similar glazed
piece with the same glaze characteristics has been found in Kohgiluye, Western Iran (Roustaei & Azadi, 2011,

°In the literature, the term ‘perfume bottle’ is often used for such examples. See Bank & Yule, 2001, p. 18, Fig. 3; Yule, 1999, pp. 133, 135, Fig. 12;
Yule, 2009, Fig. 7.3-7.9.

""For examples found in graves, see Berghe, 1972, p. 6, Fig. 2, PL. 1.3-4.
2For interpretations and dating based on all findings from the excavations, see de Morgan et al,, 1900, pp. 119-124, Fig. 226.
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PL. 111.4); however, it lacks typological similarities. Variations in clay and glaze colors can also be observed
in other typological examples, potentially due to differences in firing processes or production centers.
Examples with similar typological features include a yellow-glazed piece from Nimrud (Oates & Oates, 1958:
149, no. &) and several cream and off-white examples with sand inclusions from Seleucia on the Tigris
(Debevoise, 1934: 100, Nos. 293-296). Green-glazed examples from Uruk/Warka (Finkbeiner, 1991a: 597, 626,
Cat. Nr.198,295) and numerous green-glazed examples from Dura Europos (Toll, 1943, Fig. 23.1931.471d, Baghuz
E-9) further illustrate these variations. Based on the typological similarities of the examined pieces, it is
suggested that this type was likely produced more intensively in Northern Mesopotamia and subsequently
disseminated to neighboring regions.

The bottle in Cat. No. 3, like those in Cat. Nos. 1 and 2, was likely produced to store liquid products. Finds
have been recovered from both burial contexts and regular habitation areas, indicating that Type 1.2, like
Type 1.1, was produced for both everyday use and as grave goods."®

Forms similar to the bottle in Cat. No. 3 have been dated to various periods. At Uruk/Warka, these forms
are attributed to the Seleucid/Parthian period (Finkbeiner, 1991a: 545, 548, 597, 606, 626, 632, Kat. Nr. 198,
295). At E. Babbar in Larsa, they are dated to the 2" century BCE (Lecomte, 1987: 230, 243-244, 260, Fig. 2, PL.
13; Lecomte, 1993, pp. 18, 36, Tab. 1, Fig. 17.4). In Nimrud, similar forms are associated with the Hellenistic
period, while in Seleucia on the Tigris, they have been dated to between 43 and 200 CE (Debevoise, 1934:
9, 38, 100-101, Fig. 295)." The example in Cat. No. 3 closely resembles the glazed ceramics from the Cheram
cemetery in Kohgiluye, which have been dated between the 15t century BCE and the 2" century CE (Roustaei
& Azadi, 2011: 198-199). This indicates that Type 1.2 likely emerged during the Seleucid/Early Parthian period
and continued to be used until the fall of the Parthian Empire (Figure &).

Type 1.3 (Fig. 1: Type 1.3)

The single example analyzed under Type 1.3, Cat. No. 4, stands at a current height of 18.1 cm (originally
estimated at around 20 c¢cm) and has a broken rim. The partially intact neck features a long, concave
transition. Vertical “S”-shaped handles are applied from the lower neck to the body. This bottle has a slightly
pronounced shoulder and a body that expands downward, narrowing at the base and culminating in a low
conical base. Compared to Type 11, it is larger, with a slightly bulging body and a more pronounced shoulder.
Compared to Type 1.2, it is larger, has a longer neck, and a less pronounced shoulder.

Similar types have been found at various archaeological sites, including Nimrud in Iraq (Oates & Oates,
1958, PL. XXVI.5; Oates, 2005, Fig. 18.96), Seleucia on the Tigris (Debevoise, 1934, Fig. 288), Nuzi (Starr, 1939,
Pl. 135.C-D, G), Tell Sitak (Saber et al., 2014, Fig. 18.9), Assur (Hauser, 1996, Fig. 6d), Uruk/Warka (Finkbeiner,
1991a: 563, Nrn. 67), Nippur (Peters, 1898, PL. VII.1), Dura Europos in Syria (Toll, 1943, Fig. 23.1931.456, )-246),
and others across Mesopotamia, the Arabian Peninsula, and Western Iran.

The bottle evaluated as Cat. No. 4 is made of 10YR 8/4 very pale brown clay, densely mixed with sand and
with minimal lime content. The surface is coated with a dark green alkaline glaze, which has flaked due to
moisture exposure. Similar to Types 1.1 and 1.2, Type 1.3 examples exhibit both uniformity and variation in
clay and glaze colors.

For instance, a yellowish clay and greenish-yellow glazed example has been reported from Nimrud (Oates
& Oates, 1958: 149, no. 5), a yellowish-green example with a crackled glaze from Seleucia on the Tigris

3For examples found in graves, see Oates & Oates, 1958, pp. 148-149, PL. XXVII.4; Roustaei & Azadi, 2011, pp. 198-199, PL I1.4. For examples found in
normal settlement areas, see Debevoise, 1934, pp. 9, 38, 100-101, Fig. 295; Toll, 1943, pp. 129-131, Fig. 23.Baghuz E-9; Lecomte, 1987, pp. 230, 243-244,
260, Fig. 2, PL. 13; Lecomte, 1993, pp. 18, 36, Tab. 1, Fig. 17.4; Finkbeiner, 1991a, pp. 545, 548, 597, 606, 626, 632, Kat. Nr. 198, 295, Nrn. 198, 295.

T41n light of a similar bottle form found in a grave, along with chronological findings such as an Alexander coin and a cylinder seal, it has been
dated to the Hellenistic Period. See Oates & Oates, 1958, pp. 148-149, PL. XXVI1.4; Oates, 2005, pp. 138-139, Fig. 18.95.
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(Debevoise, 1934: 98, no. 288), and a green-glazed example from Uruk/Warka (Finkbeiner, 1991a: 558, Kat. Nr.
67). Similar blue-glazed examples have been identified at Khurha (Haerinck, 1983: 117, no. 7) and Susa (de
Miroschedji, 1987: 126, no. 8). Examples from Chogha Mish reflect further variations, such as a cream-colored
body with sand inclusions and a light green glaze (Delougaz & Kantor, 1996a, p. 8; Delougaz & Kantor, 1996b:
Pl. 70C.B.748.341).

Due to the distribution and typological similarities across multiple sites, it is challenging to determine
a specific production center for Type 1.3. However, the density of finds in Upper Mesopotamia suggests that
this region might have been a primary production center.

The bottle in Cat. No. 4, like those in Cat. Nos. 1-3, was likely produced to store liquid products.’s Finds
have been recovered from both burial contexts and habitation areas, indicating that Type 1.3 served both
everyday use and ceremonial purposes.

During excavations in Nimrud, it was noted that similar glazed bottles of Type 1.3 were not found in a clear
context, making reliable dating difficult. However, it has been established that this type generally appeared
in the third quarter of the 2" century BCE and can be dated to the Hellenistic period when contextual
evidence is considered (Oates & Oates, 1958: 130; Oates, 2005: 125-126). Additionally, another similar example
was recovered from a Hellenistic-period grave in Nimrud (Oates & Oates, 1958: 149, no. 5; Oates, 2005: 138-140,
no. 96, Fig. 18.96). A similar example found in excavations at Seleucia on the Tigris has been dated to between
43 and 116 CE (Debevoise, 1934: 9, 38). Another similar example found at Tell Sitak was recovered from an IB
layer, dating from the Late Iron Age to the Late Sasanian period.'® Examples from the Nuzi excavations have
been dated to the Parthian period (Starr, 1939, Pl. 135.C-D, G), while similar forms from the Assur excavations
have been dated to between the mid-2" century and the mid-3" century CE (Hauser, 1996: 59-60, 74, 80,
Fig. 6d). In Dura-Europos, Syria, two similar glazed bottle examples have generally been associated with the
Parthian period (Toll, 1943, Fig. 23.1931.456, J-246). In Kuwait, similar forms found on Failaka Island could not
be reliably associated with a clear dating context, although they are noted as not dating later than the third
quarter of the 2" century BCE (Hannestad, 1983a: 27, no. 303; Vincent et al., 1990: 250). A similar find from
the Mleiha excavation in the United Arab Emirates has been dated to the Hellenistic period (Benoist et al.,
2003: 66, 68-69, Fig. 8.1). A comparable example from Khurha in Iran, which provides contextual data, has
been dated between the 15t century and the first quarter of the 3 century CE (Haerinck, 1983: 106-110, Fig.
17.7). Similar bottle forms from Susa indicate that these ceramics can be dated from the 31 century BCE
to the 2m-31 centuries CE. A similar bottle form found in a grave in Kohgiluye has been dated to the 1st
century BCE-2" century CE (Roustaei & Azadi, 2011: 198-199, PL. 111.5), while similar glazed bottle examples
from Chogha Mish are generally dated to the Parthian period (Haerinck, 1983, Fig. 6.10; Delougaz & Kantor,
1996a: 8). Considering the chronological table presented by R. Boucharlat, which depicts the typological
development of this type, it can be said that Type 1.3 aligns more closely with examples dated to the Seleucid
and Early Parthian period in Susa (3-2"d centuries BCE) (Boucharlat, 1993: 45, 52, Table 8). Nonetheless,
due to the broken rim of the example in the Mardin Museum and the inability to ascertain its typology
definitively, it is necessary to relate this type to finds dated from the Seleucid/Parthian period to the Late
Sasanian period. No similar bottle forms have been dated to the Sasanian period in any settlement except
for Tell Sitak. Thus, it is quite difficult to date Type 1.3 definitively. However, it appears possible to assert
that this form first emerged during the earliest Seleucid period and was predominantly used in the Parthian
period (Figure 4). It is likely that some variants of this form were also used during the Sasanian period.

15See Type 11and 1.2
6]t is suggested that the findings can predominantly be dated to the Late Sasanian Period. See Saber et al,, 2014.
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Figure 1

Drawing and photos illustrating the typological classification of alkaline-glazed bottles
in the Mardin Museum (Photos: Mardin Museum Archive, Drawings: Murat Tosun - Tarik
Giince - Miyaser Var)

Pot (Type 2) (Fig. 2)

The single example discussed under Type 2, is Cat. No. 5, is a miniature pot form measuring 6.5 cm in
height, featuring an outward flaring, flat, and outwardly drawn rim, a short and slightly concave neck, a neck-
body transition with a slightly sharp outline, a convex body, and a low ring base. Similar types have been
observed at several sites, including Nippur (Peters, 1898, PL. VI1.15), Seleucia on the Tigris (Debevoise, 1934,
Figs. 47-48, 51-53, 66, 236, Pl. XIV.66), E. Babbar of Larsa (Lecomte, 1993, Fig. 13.4), Uruk/Warka (Finkbeiner,
1991a: 604, Nrn. 171), Dura-Europos (Toll, 1943, no. 1938.4780), Susa (de Morgan et al., 1900, Fig. 10A-21.75), and
Bahrain Island (Daems, Haerinck & Rutten, 2001, Fig. 11.3).

The pot was examined under Cat. No. 5 has a very pale brown paste (10YR 8/3) with a high sand content.
The surface is covered with a turquoise glaze, which exhibits cracks. These pot types can be either glazed or
unglazed. In Seleucia on the Tigris, two cream-colored, three ivory-colored, and one black paste examples
were found unglazed (Debevoise, 1934, pp. 50, 52, 54, nos. 47-48, 51-53, 66), while one example exhibited a
dark green glaze (Debevoise, 1934, p. 88, no. 236).

In E. Babbar of Larsa, an unglazed example was classified under simple goods (Lecomte, 1993, pp. 20, 32,
Fig. 13.4), while another unglazed example was found in Uruk/Warka (Finkbeiner, 1991a, p. 591, Cat. Nrn. 171).
In Dura-Europos, a green-glazed example was documented (Toll, 1943, no. 1938.4780), while in Susa, a yellow
paste and turquoise-glazed example was reported (de Morgan et al., 1900, p. 59, Fig. 10A-21.75). Additionally,
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a single-glazed example was found in Bahrain (Daems et al., 2001, p. 180, Fig. 11.3), highlighting the observed
differences and similarities.

Due to the limited number of examples recovered from excavations and the scarcity of studies on this pot
type, it is challenging to provide definitive information regarding its production location. However, based on
published examples, it seems likely that this type is more prevalent in Upper Mesopotamia. The similarity in
paste color and glazing between the Susa example and the one in the Mardin Museum suggests the potential
for production in the western Iranian region as well.

The wider rim of this pot, in comparison to the miniature sizes and bottle forms, indicates that it was likely
produced for storing powder or cream-like cosmetic products.’” No lids have survived to the present day,
and there is limited information regarding lid examples in the literature. It can be suggested that examples
found in graves may have been lidless, as the creams they contained likely emitted pleasant fragrances.'®

An example from the Nippur excavation suggests that the form represented by Cat. No. 5 emerged during
the Babylonian period and continued to be used in subsequent periods. However, this form was not found
in a clear context. It is also known that this form was unglazed (Peters, 1898: 394, Fig. 15, PL. VI1.15). Similarly,
another unglazed but typologically similar example found in Uruk/Warka has been dated to the Seleucid/
Parthian period (Finkbeiner, 1991a: 545, 591, 604, Cat. Nr. 171). An example from E. Babbar of Larsa was
found in a context dated to the 2" century BCE (Lecomte, 1993: 32, Fig. 13.4). Numerous similar examples
have been found during the Seleucia on the Tigris excavation, dated to layers spanning 141 BCE to 200 CE
(Debevoise, 1934:9, 35, 37, Figs. 47-48, 51-53, 66, 236, PL. XIV.66). In Dura-Europos, similar glazed examples have
been associated with the Parthian period (Toll, 1943, nos. 1938.4777-4780, 1935.540, 1935.549, H-811, 1-918).
A comparable glazed example found in a burial in Bahrain has been dated, along with associated finds, to
the 1st-2nd centuries CE (Daems et al., 2001: 180-181, Fig. 11.3). Considering all similar examples, it is possible
to date the miniature pot form in the Mardin Museum to between the 2" century BCE and 2" century CE
(Figure 4).

7In the literature, it has been noted that the form of containers for cosmetic products such as powders or creams can be significant. See
Debevoise, 1934, pp. 50-53, Fig. 38-56, 58-59.

"8For examples found in graves, see Daems et al,, 2001, pp. 180-181, Fig. 11.3.
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Figure 2
Drawing and photo depicting the alkaline-glazed pot from the Mardin Museum
(Photo: Mardin Museum Archive, Drawing: Murat Tosun - Tarik Giince - Miyaser Var).

Vases (Type 3) (Fig. 3)

The examples discussed under Type 3, Cat. Nos. 6-9, range in height from 9.1t0 10.1 cm and feature outward
flaring and rounded rims, short and concave necks, vertically straight (Cat. Nos. 6, 8-9) or slightly tapering
(Cat. No.7) bodies, and low conical (Cat. Nos. 7-9) or ring bases (Cat. No. 6). Similar types have been observed
in excavations at Dura-Europos (Toll, 1943, Fig. 26.1931.437; 1935.544-545, 547; 1938.4765, 4768, 4771-4772) and
Palmyra (Al-Hariri, 2013, Fig. 12) in Syria, in a burial at Susa in Iran (Boucharlat & Haerinck, 2011, PL. 27.GS-2478,
33b), and in the collection of the Gaziantep Museum in Tiirkiye (Kenrick, 2013, Fig. 12.PT330).

The four vases examined under Cat. Nos. 6-9 have yellow (2.5Y 8/6 for Cat. Nos. 6, 8-9) and pale brown
(10YR 8/4 for Cat. No. 7) pastes, both exhibiting a high sand content. All examples have a turquoise glaze,
which has likely cracked due to exposure to moisture. In Dura-Europos and Palmyra, examples with sand
inclusions and green-blue transitional or turquoise glazes have been recorded (Toll, 1943: 54, Fig. 26.1931.437;
1935.544-545, 547; 1938.4765, 4768, 4771-4772; Al-Hariri, 2013, Fig. 12). A turquoise-glazed example from Susa
(Boucharlat & Haerinck, 2011, Pl. 27.GS-2478, 33b) and a cream-colored, sand-rich, turquoise-glazed example
in the Gaziantep Museum collection (Kenrick, 2013, Fig. 12.PT330) highlight these similarities. Given that this
type is well-represented in Dura-Europos, it was likely produced there and subsequently disseminated to
other sites.

Similar to the example in Cat. No. 5, the vases in Cat. Nos. 6-9 were likely produced for storing powder or
cream-like cosmetic products (Toll, 1943, p. 54)."° No lids have survived for these vases, and there is limited
information on lid examples in the literature. Due to their narrower rim structure compared to the ceramic
in Cat. No. 5, it is probable that they were covered with an organic type of lid.

The fact that this form has been found in a burial at Susa (Boucharlat & Haerinck, 2011, PL. 27.GS-2478,

33b) and generally in settlement excavations at Dura-Europos (Toll, 1943, Fig. 26.1931.437; 1935.544-545, 547;
1938.4765, 4768, 4771-4772) suggests that it has not been commonly found elsewhere, likely indicating limited

9 Additionally, for the suggestion that a partially similar example could be a container for incense, see Debevoise, 1934, pp. 108-109, no. 320,
Fig. 320.
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production in a specific region. Additionally, the finding of such forms in burial contexts suggests they served
as grave goods, likely containing pleasant-smelling creams.

Excavations at Dura-Europos have yielded examples from Cat. Nos. 6-9, which, based on contextual data,
have been associated with findings dating from the 1t century CE onward and classified as limited production
forms (Toll, 1943, p. 54). Similarly, one example of this type has been found in Parthian burials at Susa and
dated to the 15t-2n centuries CE (Boucharlat & Haerinck, 2011: 76, 85). Similarly, one specimen was found in
a tomb in Palmyra, and together with the other finds in the tomb, it was assigned to the 15t-2"d centuries CE
(Al-Hariri, 2013: 151). Furthermore, a published example exists in the Gaziantep Museum collection; however,
due to the lack of reliable provenance information, this example has been interpreted in light of findings
from the Dura-Europos excavations (Kenrick, 2013: 39-40, Fig. 12.PT330). Therefore, it is possible to date the
examples in the Mardin Museum to the 1st-2" centuries CE based on contextual data from Susa and Dura-
Europos (Figure 4).

Figure 3
Drawing and photos illustrating the typological classification of alkaline-glazed vases

from the Mardin Museum (Photos: Mardin Museum Archive, Drawings: Murat Tosun -
Tarik Giince - Miyaser Var).

Conclusion

Seleucid, Parthian, and Sasanian ceramics began to attract scholarly interest in the mid-19th century.
During early excavations in Mesopotamia, ceramics discovered alongside Seleucid, Parthian, and Sasanian
coins were documented, marking the first formal definitions of these ceramics in publications by the late
19th and early 20th centuries. Research from the 1930s through the 1970s advanced focused studies on
these ceramics, while investigations starting in the 1980s have emphasized their regional characteristics
and interregional distribution. Such research continues today, with significant activity in Iran, Mesopotamia,

Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, (32): 196-212 V[L]# 206



A Group of Alkaline Glazed Ceramics from the Mardin Museum £  Tosun, 2025

Syria, settlements along the Persian Gulf (particularly in the Arabian Peninsula), Gulf islands, and even
the Indian Ocean. In Tiirkiye, encompassing the northernmost and limited areas of northern Mesopotamia,
studies on these ceramics have been relatively sparse, with findings primarily known through excavations
and surveys in Batman, Diyarbakir, Mardin, and Sirnak. However, very few of these discoveries have been
published.

In the study of Seleucid, Parthian, and Sasanian ceramics, pieces with specific decorative features are
more clearly defined and dated than glazed ceramics. Glazed ceramics present challenges in identification
and dating, as their characteristics are not always typologically distinct. However, a broad chronological
range can be established, from the Seleucid Period to the late Sasanian Period, particularly for examples
with alkaline glazes that exhibit surface cracking.

All ceramic forms examined from the Mardin Museum, including four bottles, one pot, and four vases,
feature alkaline glazes. Among the four bottles, two exhibit a yellowish-green mottled glaze (Cat. Nos. 1-2),
one has a turquoise glaze with dark blue vertical stripes underneath (Cat. No. 3), and one is coated with a
dark green glaze (Cat. No. 4). The pot and vases (Cat. Nos. 5-9) all display turquoise glazes. Alkaline glaze
covers the exterior surface and inner rim but is absent from the interior surfaces and, except for one example
(Cat. No. 7), from the bases of the vessels. The pastel hues of the ceramic pastes include yellow (Cat. Nos.
1-2, 5-6, 8-9) and very pale brown (Cat. Nos. 3-4, 7). High sand content is a consistent characteristic across all
examples (Cat. Nos. 1-9), with small amounts of lime (Cat. Nos. 1-4) and pebbles (Cat. Nos. 1-2) observed in
some. These paste compositions are similar to ceramics believed to have been produced in Mesopotamia,
both in terms of color and additives.

Each form has been categorized into distinct typologies. Among the bottle forms, only Type 1 is divided
into three subtypes. Type 1.1 bottles, observed at numerous sites such as Uruk/Warka, Seleucia on the Tigris,
Tell Mahuz, Dura Europos, Susa, Kabad/Luristan, and Western Iran, date from the Seleucid Period to the Early
Sasanian Period. Type 1.2 bottles have been found in Nimrud, Seleucia on the Tigris, E. Babbar of Larsa, Dura
Europos, Susa, and settlements bordering Mesopotamia and the Persian Gulf, dating from the Hellenistic
Period to the end of the Parthian Period. Type 1.3 bottles have been extensively documented at sites such
as Nimrud, Seleucia on the Tigris, Nuzi, Tell Sitak, Dura Europos, Khurha, Susa, Kal-e Chendar, Mescit-i
Siileyman, Chogha Mish, Kohgiluye, Oman, Failaka Island, and Sri Lanka, spanning from the Hellenistic Period
to the Sasanian Period (Figure &).

The pot, classified as Type 2, has been observed in Nippur, Seleucia on the Tigris, E. Babbar of Larsa, Uruk/
Warka, Dura Europos, Susa, and Bahrain Island, with dates ranging from the 2" century BCE to the 2" century
CE. The vases categorized under Type 3 have been excavated at Dura Europos, Palmyra, and Susa, with an
additional example in the Gaziantep Museum collection. These vases are dated to the 1st-2"d centuries CE
(Figure 4).

In the literature, bottle-shaped examples similar to those in the Mardin Museum are commonly inter-
preted as containers for liquids, while pots and vases are associated with storing creams or powders. Given
their forms, it is plausible that the ceramics in the Mardin Museum served similar purposes. However, no
material remains have been found within any of the vessels discussed in this article, and the lack of residue
analysis prevents definitive conclusions about their use.

The examples acquired by purchase for the museum have been observed primarily in settlements
across Mesopotamia and nearby regions. These ceramics were likely retrieved from settlements with similar
typologies and paste characteristics and subsequently transported to Tiirkiye from Iraq or Syria. Recent
research in Tiirkiye has revealed that ceramics with alkaline glazes are also found in southeastern Tiirkiye.

[t —
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However, due to the limited number of complete or near-complete examples found during excavations and
surveys, it is improbable that these ceramics originated from a specific production center within Tirkiye.

The well-preserved state of the Mardin Museum’s examples suggests they were likely retrieved from a
burial context rather than a settlement. Based on the available evidence, these ceramics were most likely
acquired from the necropolis of a settlement located on the borders of Mesopotamia and subsequently
transferred to the museum.

Figure 4

Illustration depicting the chronological assessment of alkaline glazed bottles, pot, and vases from

the Mardin Museum.

Catalog 1

Cat. Mus. Form Sizes Fabric Glaze Description Analogy Date

No. Inv. No.

1 2005 Bottle H.: 15.2 cm 2.5Y 8/6 Light green Type 11 Type 11 3rd/2nd cent.
R.D.: 3.4 cm (Yellow) blue BCE. - 3" cent.
B.D.:5.3 cm (Turquoise) CE.

2 2006 = H.:15.7 cm = = = = =
R.D.: 4 cm
B.D.: 6.7 cm

3 2015 - H.:8.2cm 10YR 8/4 Turquoise Type 1.2 Type 1.2 3rd/2nd cent.
R.D.: 3.5 cm (Very Pale BCE. - Early 37
B.D.: 4.9 cm Brown) cent. CE.

4 8350 = P.H.: 181 cm 10YR 8/3 Dark Green Type 1.3 Type 1.3 =
R.D.: Broken (Very Pale
B.D.:7.9 cm ram

5 2013 Pot H.:6.5cm 2.5Y 8/6 Turquoise Type 2 Type 2 2nd cent. BCE. -
R.D.: 4.5 cm (Yellow) 2nd cent. CE.
B.D.: 4 cm

6 2038 Vase H.: 9.7 cm 2.5Y 8/6 = Type 3 Type 3 1st — 2nd cent.
R.D.: 4.8 cm (Yellow) CE.
B.D.:3 cm

7 2039 = H.: 101 cm 10YR 8/4 = = = =
R.D.:3.7cm (Very Pale
B.D.: 2.7 cm Eionit)

8 2040 = H.: 91 cm 2.5Y 8/6 = = = =

(Yellow)
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Cat. Mus. Form Sizes Fabric Glaze Description Analogy Date
No. Inv. No.
R.D.: 3.7 cm
B.D.:3.1cm
9 2041 = H.: 9.2 cm = = = = =
R.D.:3.5cm
B.D.:3cm

Cat. No.: Catalog Number - Mus. Inv. No.: Museum Inventory Number - H.: Height - P.H.: Protected Height - R.D.: Rim Diameter - B.D.:
Base Diameter - BCE: Before Common/Christian Era - CE: Common/Christian Era - Cent.: century
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Abstract

The aim of this study is to make a comprehensive evaluation of the funerary stele found in Kekliktepe Necropolis,

which bears similarities with the examples from Zeugma. The Kekliktepe Necropolis is located in the Keklik
Neighborhood, Nizip District, Gaziantep Province, on 164 block and 1-2 parcels. It is also very close to the Western
Necropolis of the Ancient City of Zeugma and is located approximately 600 meters to the west. By analyzing the
iconographic and stylistic features of the stele, this research aims to provide insight into its historical context and
cultural significance. The stele’s architectural structure, figurative composition and Greek inscription will be ana-
lyzed through a comparative analysis with similar examples from Zeugma and the surrounding area. This approach
will help to determine the artistic characteristics and possible function of the stele. Among the conclusions of the
study is that the funerary stele from Kekliktepe Necropolis shares a common artistic tradition and production style
with the Zeugma stelae dating to the first half of the 2nd century AD. In addition, the figures and inscriptions on
the stele provide valuable clues to the identity, social status and belief systems of the deceased.
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Introduction

The grave stele included in this study was found at the Kekliktepe Necropolis, located within the bound-
aries of the 164t block, parcels 1-2 in Keklik neighborhood, Nizip district, Gaziantep province (Figure 1).
The Kekliktepe Necropolis was registered as a First Degree Archaeological Site by the Gaziantep Regional
Conservation Board on July 30, 2015, with decision number 1315. The grave stele was discovered as a result of
an illicit excavation carried out in the vestibulum-style front room of the hypogeum-type tomb, which was
carved directly into the bedrock, and it was subsequently brought to the Gaziantep Museum Directorate.’
Due to the area being heavily subjected to illicit excavations, the Gaziantep Museum Directorate carried
out cleaning and salvage excavations, which led to the identification of three additional tomb structures.
Kekliktepe Necropolis is located approximately 1.5 km west of the Ancient City of Zeugma and approximately
600 meters west of the Zeugma West Necropolis. The current location of Kekliktepe appears to be an
extension of the Western Necropolis (Figure 1).2

The grave stele has a rectangular form and the back side is left flat in a sloppy manner. On the front
side; there is a portrait of a young woman in an arched and deep niche, plaster columns on the sides of
the niche, eagle figures on each column, a smaller portrait of a girl in the lower left part of the stele and
reliefs of acroteria in the upper corners. There is a two-line Greek inscription on the lower part of the stele
(Figure 2). When the general characteristics are analysed, it is noteworthy that the portraits of eagles, baskets
or representations of the deceased, which are frequently seen in Zeugma examples, are carved in similar
styles. On the other hand, with the help of the fact that the location of the stele is very close to the ancient
city of Zeugma, a typological and chronological comparison was made with the grave stelae found in and
around Zeugma.

Figure 1
General View of Zeugma and Kekliktepe Necropolis (Google Earth)

"The data regarding the exact location where the grave stele was found in this study is based on information obtained from the Gaziantep
Museum Directorate.

2According to archival studies conducted at the Gaziantep Regional Directorate of the Conservation of Cultural Heritage, the Kekliktepe Necropolis
has been registered as a separate site and is located just outside the boundaries of the Zeugma Ancient City site.

-
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Figure 2
View of the Grave Stele

Technical Specifications

The grave stele is made of yellowish coloured, soft and perishable limestone. Similarly, due to the
geological structure of the ancient city of Zeugma and its surroundings, the use of this type of limestone
as raw material is common (Butcher, 2003: 175-179; Karaca, 2008: 8-33). Accordingly, graves built in bedrock
and tombstones made of limestone are common in the region (Parlasca 1982; Sadurska and Bounni 1994;
Skupinska-Lgvset, 1999). The height of the grave stele is 75 cm, the preserved width is 66 cm and the thickness
is 22 cm. The stelae recovered from Zeugma generally vary between 45 cm and 189 cm in height, 36 cm and
80 cm in width, and 9 to 29 cm in thickness (Yaman, 2013a: 194). Within the scope of these measurements,
it is possible to state that the dimensions of the grave stele subject to the study are compatible with the
Zeugma examples.

It is possible to say that the grave stele is generally well preserved. However, there are fractures and
deficiencies on the upper corners and lower right corner of the stele, and small fractures or deformations
on the surface of the figures on the front face. There is another partially preserved small rounded gap in
the upper right corner on the obverse. Although the upper left corner of the stele cannot be seen because
it is broken and missing, there is probably a similar gap in this corner. Similar gaps or holes are found on
Zeugma grave stelae or on the upper corners of the reliefs on the grave walls (Wagner, 1976, Taf. 30, Nr. 9,15,
Taf. 31, Nr. 13, 16, 25, Taf. 32, Nr. 22, 23, 24; Blomer & Raja, 2019: 13, Figure 2.11). Nails were inserted into these
gaps, and flowers or garland-shaped leaves brought by the visitors to the tomb were hung on them. This
activity, which seems to have been done to decorate the grave, is thought to be related to some kind of
commemoration ceremony (Gorkay, 2012: 297; Yaman, 2020: 345-346, Figs. 13-14). On the other hand, there
are corner acroterae in light relief on the upper corners of the stele. However, due to the destruction on
the corners, the acroteria are faint and no clear identification can be made. Chisel and comb marks can
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be seen especially on the niche and upper part of the stele. While the front side of the stele shows a rich
workmanship, the back side is slightly curved and left flat without any ornamentation (Figure 3).

The typological characteristics of the grave stele in our study were tried to be determined according
to the Zeugma examples. The earliest typological evaluation of Zeugma stelae was made by Wagner and
the classifications were determined according to the architectural elements on the stele (Wagner, 1976: 156,
Abb. 19). On the other hand, Yaman, categorized Zeugma grave stelae into three different types: those with
architectural designs, those without architectural designs and massive blocks (Yaman, 2013a: 197-199; Yaman,
2013c, 31, fn. 7). Our grave stele seems to be in the group of ‘arched stelae’ under the type ‘with architectural
design’ (Wagner, 1976: 156, Abb. 19, Type 1V; Yaman, 2013a: 199-200, Drawing 2). In addition, the figures on the
front of the stele were evaluated separately in terms of stylistic, iconographic and chronological aspects.

Figure 3
View of the Grave Stele from Different Angles

Figures and Symbols

First, a portrait of a young woman, representing the deceased family member buried in the grave, is
placed in high relief in a deep, arched niche in the center of the stele. She is wearing a himation over a
chiton, and the himation covers part of her head and descends over both shoulders. The young woman is
looking slightly upwards and forwards over her left shoulder. Underneath the himation, which covers part
of the head, there is a headdress with three rows of horizontal incisions. Below this, two layers of thick hair
braids cover the head parallel to each other. Under the braids, wavy hair, detailed with thin and deep lines,
is parted in the middle. The hair combed backwards falls over the ears. The forehead, which is short and
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narrow, has a triangular shape due to the way the hair is parted in the middle and combed backward. The
eyebrows are thin and arc-shaped in relief. The pupils in the large, almond-shaped eyes are left undecorated.
Although the nose is broken and partially missing, it appears to have been structurally thin and smooth.
There are also fractures and damages on the slightly protruding cheekbones. The lips are slightly parted,
and the upper lip is thinner than the lower one. The long, curved jaw is slightly pointed at the tip. There are
two knuckle lines on the thin and long neck. The shoulders are narrow and slightly lowered. The remaining
parts of the himation on the body have thick and vertical folds. It has a ‘V’-shaped collar formed by the deep
fold marks created by the chiton. The right arm of the figurine, though partially concealed by the himation,
is bent at the elbow and extends parallel to the ground towards the center of the chest in a dynamic posture.
The right hand rests on the chest with fingers spaced apart. The left arm is also slightly bent at the elbow,
and the left hand holds a spindle under the chest. Its tip is missing due to damage.

Figure 4

Details of Portraits

When the stele is viewed from the front, near the lower right corner of the stele, there is a smaller figure
of a girl measuring 16 cm in height and 12 cm in width. The upper part is rendered in low relief within a small
convex niche. The hair of the figure, shown frontally, is again parted in the center and combed back in thick
curls that cover the ear. The forehead is triangular, the eyebrows are arched and the eyes are depicted as
almond-shaped and slightly rounded. Although the eye sockets are depicted quite deep, the pupil is not
carved. As far as preserved, the nose appears to have a fuller shape. The cheeks of the figure are quite puffy
and exaggerated compared to the overall facial proportions, while the mouth and chin are indistinct due
to damage. The clothing details of the figure are partially visible. The figure is probably depicted wearing a
chiton, with the folds of the dress forming curved lines, and the neckline showing a ‘V’-shaped collar. The
figure is also wearing a necklace of thick chains (Figure &).

Examples of individual portraits and multiple portraits are common in Zeugma grave stelae. However,
figures representing the deceased family member as well as smaller portraits are very rare (Yaman, 2013a:
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229-230, Cat. No. 184, Fig. 186). The presence of a smaller portrait of a little girl next to the main portrait on
the stele is remarkable in this respect. This probably refers to family ties or a parent-child relationship. A
closer look reveals that the portrait of the little girl was squeezed into a narrow space on the stele. It was
probably added to the stele later as a dedication to the little girl, who was buried beside her mother who
had died at a young age.

Another striking feature of the main portrait is that although the figure is young, she is depicted holding a
spindle. As is well known, figures of a spindle and a distaff or basket, which are common in Zeugma examples,
symbolize the position of women in the family (Yaman, 2013a: 310). On the other hand, symbols such as
spindles and distaffs can be seen not only in Zeugma but also in different areas within the borders of the
Syrian province (Blomer & Raja, 2019: 17-18, Fig. 2.23). Here, the presence of only the spindle symbol is likely
to be a reference to the fact that many things were left unfinished and she died at a young age.

Overall, the portraits depicted on the stele exhibit similar hairstyles. However, the figure representing
the grave owner is depicted with a distinct hairstyle. As previously mentioned, beneath the himation that
partially covers the head, there are three rows of horizontally incised headgear and two rows of thick braided
hair strands. The hair beneath the braids is parted centrally and flows backwards over the ears in long, wavy
locks. Similar turban-like headgear is also frequently observed in other Zeugma examples (Rumscheid, 2019:
66, Figure 5.1-5). Additionally, there are different combinations of hairstyles under the hair braid (Yaman,
2013a, Cat. Nos. 158, 160, Fig. 159, 161), which consists of several layers and completely covers the head.
However, it is noteworthy that the grave stele in this study shows a combination of three different hairstyles
(Figure 4). In the depiction of the little girl, the hair is parted in the middle, and no headdress, band, or
diadem is present. Considering the hairstyle features of both figures, it becomes evident that this style was
commonly used in Sabina portraits, particularly during the Late Hadrianic period (Ozgan, 2013: 162-168, Figs:
172-177; inan, 1965: 18, 65, T. VII, Abb.2, IX, No.7; inan and Rosenbaum, 1966: 72-73, PL. XXIl, No. 36).

Twelve-centimeter-high eagle figures are positioned near the points where the columns on either side
of the grave stele meet the arch. The eagles are depicted with their heads in profile and bodies facing front,
standing upright with wings spread, as if prepared for flight. The feathers are thickly carved in the form of fish
scales. The wing details are given with incised vertical lines. The eagle figures are antithetically positioned
in the centre of the stele facing the female figure in the niche (Figure 5).

Figure 5
Details from Eagle Figures
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Eagle figures are found in many regions of Anatolia such as Isauria (Pfuhl-Mdbius, 1979: 533, Abb: 115-116;
Yilmaz, 1985, Lev. XlI, Cat. No. MSA3), Phrygia (Calder, 1956: 60, PL. 16, No. 274) and Antakya (Saragoglu, 1997,
Lev. XCl, K.181). Moreover, eagle figures were frequently employed in regions such as Dorylaion (Pfuhl-M6bius,
1979: 532, Taf. 316, No. 2214-2215), Konya (Abay, 2016, 342, Fig. 114), 1zmir (Pfuhl-Mdbius, 1979, 533, Taf. 316, No.
2219). Similarly, eagle figures are frequently featured on Zeugma grave stelae and rock reliefs (Cumont, 1917,
42-47, Fig. 12-14, 17, 19, 21, 23; Wagner, 1976: 157; Yaman, 2013a: 312). Eagle symbols show different characteris-
tics according to their posture and the treatment of their feathers (Yaman, 2013a: 212-213, Figure 3 - Figure 4).
Comparable eagle figures, similar to those on the stele under study, are also preserved in the museums of
Adana (Wagner, 1976: 178, 181, Abb. 20, 22) and Gaziantep (Wagner, 1976: 180, 182, Abb. 21, 23) museums. The
eagle figures in these museums were carved independently and at a larger scale on grave stelae. However,
the dimensions of the eagle figures appear to have been determined either by the preferences of the
deceased’s relatives or by the practices of the workshops where they were produced (Yaman, 2013a: 211). The
eagles symbolically depicted on the stelae carry many iconographic meanings such as the sun (Wagner, 1976:
157-158), psychopompos leading the soul to the sun (Cumont, 1917: 35 and onwards; Wagner, 1976: 157-158),
eternal life and rebirth (Pfuhl-M6bius, 1979: 500, 525). Moreover, eagle figures in Zeugma are understood
to symbolize male individuals (Wagner, 1976: 157; Saracoglu, 1997: 46; Yaman, 2018: 136). Conversely, it is
noteworthy that the grave stele examined in this study features eagle figures rather than the more commonly
encountered basket figures (Yaman, 2013a: 216-221), which are typically interpreted as representing women
in Zeugma contexts. It is possible that the eagle figures were added to the stele at a later stage, potentially
to suggest that the woman who died at an early age had two sons.

Inscription

At the bottom of the grave stele is a two-line Greek inscription with letter sizes ranging from 3 to 5 cm
(Figure 6). Although parts of the inscription have been damaged, the name of the deceased family member
can still be discerned.

Hpwb1a Awpe xepe’
‘Herodia, untimely/too soon, farewell’

The name “Hpw®&1a/Herodia’ is etymologically thought to be the female form of the common male name
‘Hpwdng/Herodes. This male name, documented in the Hellenic world since the Archaic period, is a combi-
nation of the words ‘Hpwg (hero) and -idng (descendant)’ and means ‘descendant of a hero’ (Pape-Benseler
1911: 473; Ilan, 2002: 282). The name Hpwé&ng (earlier form: Hpwdng) was also attested among individuals of
Semitic origin from the Late Hellenistic period onward (for this name see Ilan 2008, 290). Notably, the same
name is borne by Herod the Great, King of Judea, as recorded in ancient sources and literature. Herod the
Great is also recorded as having founded a city in Palestine named Hpw®&1d (Joseph. A) 14.360; Roller 1998,
364). One of the descendants of this king was named Herodias (Hpw®d146) and was associated with the death
of John the Baptist (on this name see Ilan, 2002: 319). In conclusion, the occurrence of the female form of
this name in the eastern regions supports the possibility that the Herodia who died at Zeugma may have
been of Semitic origin3. Zeugma is known to have been culturally and ethnically cosmopolitan due to its
location and military and commercial relations (Yon, 2006: 216; Gorkay, 2012: 275; Gorkay, 2015, 16; Gorkay,
2020: 20). In this context, the case of Hpwd1d may be considered further evidence of Zeugma's multi-ethnic
character. In addition, the phrase ‘Gwpe xepe' is a consoling expression rarely seen in Zeugma examples and

31 would also like to thank Prof. Dr. Mustafa Adak for sharing his valuable information about both the reading of the inscription and the origin of
“Hpwb1a/Herodia',
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used for people who died young (Wagner, 1976: 168; Yaman, 2013a: 266, Cat. No. 63). This interpretation is
further supported by the youthful appearance of the female figure depicted on the stele.

Figure 6
Details of the inscription

Dating of the Stele

No contextual or archaeological data other than the stele itself is available for dating, as it was discovered
through illicit excavations. However, one of the key indicators used for dating the stele is the hairstyle
depicted in the portraits. Especially in the portraits of Sabina during the Hadrian Period, this type of hairstyle
with hair parted in the middle is frequently seen (Ozgan, 2013: 162-168, Fig. 172-178). In general, this type of
hairstyle can be seen from the Hadrian Period to the early phase of the Antonine Period (Ozgan, 2013: 214, Fig.
229a-b). Nevertheless, based on stylistic features such as the hairstyle, a short, narrow, triangular forehead,
oval facial contours, a slightly pointed chin, large eyes, pronounced eyelids, and uncarved pupils, it is more
appropriate to date the stele to the Late Hadrianic period. In addition, two examples from Zeugma, in which
the hair is parted in the middle under the braid, as in the main portrait representing the grave owner, have
been dated to the mid-2" century AD (Yaman, 2013a: 122-124, 283-284, Cat. No: 159, 160, Fig. 160, 161). On the
other hand, outside of Zeugma, a similar hairstyle can be observed on a funerary stele from Palmyra, dated
to AD 125-126 (Albertson, 2016: 162-163). Based on stylistic analysis and comparative examples from Zeugma,
the stele under study can be dated to the first half of the 2" century AD.

Discussions and Conclusions

Kekliktepe Necropolis, where the grave stele was first discovered, is close to the Western Necropolis of
Zeugma in terms of its location. Three more chamber tombs were discovered during the excavations con-
ducted by the Gaziantep Museum Directorate in this area. These data provide strong evidence that Kekliktepe
Necropolis is a continuation of the Western Necropolis of the city. Furthermore, the stone characteristics
and dimensions of the grave stele, along with its figures, symbols, architectural elements, and inscription
content, closely correspond to those of other examples from Zeugma. Considering all these features, the
grave stele has been evaluated on the basis of Zeugma examples.

(===
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Grave steles, which aim to remind the deceased person forever, are important in terms of providing us
with many data on how the deceased person was honored by family members or relatives in terms of both
the fashion of the period and personal preferences, as well as many elements such as the clothing of the
figures seen on it, accessories, combinations made with different figures. Accordingly, the grave stele in
this study is analyzed typologically and chronologically. Typologically, our stele shows architectural design
and arched stele characteristics compared to the Zeugma examples. In simple terms, there are four figures
on the stele and two lines of Greek inscription at the bottom. Examples of such different combinations
are common in Zeugma stelae. However, it stands out from other examples through features such as the
inclusion and positioning of eagle figures, as well as the addition of a portrait of a young girl beside the
main figure. Moreover, the hairstyle of the main portrait and the posture, particularly the hand positioning,
also deviate from typical examples. In this respect, the stele can be considered unique within the context
of Zeugma funerary art.

A particularly striking feature of the stele is the depiction of a young girl and eagle figures alongside

the main portrait. These elements, likely added later, may carry symbolic meaning. In Zeugma stelae, dual
portraits often represent familial or parent-child relationships (Yaman, 2013a: 229-230, Cat. No. 184, Fig. 186).
Additionally, eagle figures are known to symbolize various concepts, including masculinity. Taken together,
these indicators suggest that in terms of social status, Herodia was married and probably had two sons and
a daughter.
On the other hand, the main portrait is seen holding a spindle in her left hand. On stelae of this type, female
figures are usually depicted holding a spindle and a distaff together in reference to their position within the
family. The fact that only the spindle is preferred here is probably a reference to her role in the family and
the fact that she died at a young age and could not complete many things in her unfinished life.

The two-line Greek inscription Hpw&1a Gwpe xepe' is translated as “Herodia, untimely/too early, farewell.”
The name "Herodia" is significant as it provides clues regarding her origin. In fact, inscriptions from Zeugma
contain a variety of names pointing to diverse ethnic backgrounds (Yaman, 2013a: 334-347), highlighting the
city’s cosmopolitan character. The phrase ‘dwpe xepe' is uncommon in funerary contexts and serves as a
consolatory expression for those who died young. The youthful appearance of the main portrait further

supports this interpretation.

The primary basis for dating the stele is the similarity of the portrait sculptures made according to the
fashion sense of the period. In this context, the first thing that draws attention is the hairstyles in the
portraits. On the other hand, the treatment of facial features also supports our dating. From a stylistic point
of view, it was observed that this type of hairstyle was frequently applied especially in the Late Hadrian
period and was also used in Zeugma stelae within the same period. Based on these stylistic parallels, the
stele can be dated to the first half of the 2" century AD.
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Introduction

The figural grave steles in the Usak Museum were brought to the museum by purchase. The findspots
of most of these steles are unknown. In this study, the forms of the figural grave steles found in the Usak
Museum, which are characteristic of Phrygia, are evaluated from a general point of view within their context.
When these steles are evaluated in the context of the city, it is seen that both the clothing type of the figures
and the belongings of the deceased people were carved in a local style.

The steles examined within the scope of the study were typologically classified into three main groups:
steles with triangular pediments, figural grave stele / plain grave stele on a massive block and sculptural
steles thought to be associated with a grave context. Iconographically, it was observed that these steles
depict not only items belonging to the deceased person or persons, but also representations of plants,
animals, and the deceased individual(s) themselves.

Research indicates that the figurative grave steles in Phrygia exhibit certain similarities with the stylistic
features of contemporary workshops. The objects belonging to the deceased, as well as the types of hair,
face, clothing, and postures of the figures, show significant similarities, while the simplicity of the stylistic
features and the characterization of these steles can be observed. (Kadoi “Gediz” (Levick, Mitchell, Potter,
and Waelkens, 1993, no. 354, 356; Lochman, 1991, Abb 5), Tembris Valley “Appia” (Levick et al., 1993: No. 35, 43,
44, 97, 156, 160, 197, 233, 235, 247), Altintas (Levick et al., 1993: No. 73, 74, 76), Kiitahya-Usak examples (Sahin
& Uzunoglu, 2019: 271-272; Mendel, 1909: 433, Wujewski, 1991: 28-30, Levick et al., 1993: No. 355).

As a result of the research, the figurative grave steles in the Phrygia region were found to have similarities
with contemporary workshops and were evaluated from a holistic perspective along with epigraphic data.

Typology

When analyzing the steles found in Usak and its environs within the scope of this study, it becomes clear
that there are three main types, each with its own subtypes. The most significant difference among the
three types is that the first type features a triangular pediment, the second type has a plain grave stele on
a massive block, and the third type takes the form of a statue-like stele within the grave context.

Triangular Pedimented Grave Stele (Cat. No. 1, 2, 3, 4,5, 7, 8,9, 10)

There are nine grave steles belonging to this group in the Usak Museum. They are rectangular tomb steles
with triangular pediments and acroteria decorated with a spiral motif and a rosette in the center. They reflect
the front facade of temple architecture in form with their pedimented structure (Firatli, 1965: 271). Since
the triangular structure was not consistently applied in the design of some steles, the acroterion is not a
determining element (Malay, 1983: 25-28; Taf. 3a-b).

In general, the architectural elements of these grave steles include: acroterion, pediment (tympanon),
head base (epistyle/architrave), capitals (columns or pillars), a relief area between the capitals depicting
the deceased person(s), the podium at the bottom, and the tenon, the part immersed in the ground. The
triangular pedimented figural grave steles are subdivided into those with and without naiskos. "Naiskos""
is a term borrowed from architecture.

Various opinions have been put forward on the use of the term "naiskos" for these steles. Pfuhl and
Mobius argue that it is incorrect to refer to the naiskos form on steles with a mixed structure, stating that

"The term naiskos refers to structures defined as small temples or niches in ancient Greek and Roman architecture. Important scholars who first
addressed and introduced this term into the literature include Pfuhl& Mobius. They emphasized that naiskos structures are particularly those
that house and protect sculptures. Over time, this term began to be used in funerary steles and became widely adopted to describe small areas
where sculptures or figures were displayed.

Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, (32): 224-253 '[ N




A Group Of Phrygian Grave Steles From The Roman Period in The Usak Museum £  Tastemiir et al., 2025

the pediment on these steles rests on the side frames of the relief and is not as significant as the columnar
naiskos (Pfuhl & Mobius, 1977: 51). Saragoglu notes that steles without naiskos lack architectural elements
such as columns or pilasters carrying the pediment on the edge of the niche, and the pediment is placed
directly on the frame (Saragoglu, 1997: 23). Sahin, in his study of the steles of Miletopolis, argues that all
steles labeled as “naiskos” must have a capital (Sahin, 2000: 10-45). Furthermore, expressions like “naiskos in
the Corinthian order,” mentioned by Pfuhl and Mobius, highlight the importance of capital styles in defining
the naiskos form. As a result, the term “naiskos” is borrowed from architectural terminology. Architectural
orders are primarily determined by the capitals of the columns. Therefore, for a stele to be classified as a
naiskos, it must include a column capital.

Other Grave Stele (Cat. No. 6)

The flat grave stele / figured grave stele is built on a massive block and supported by an arch between
two columns (Sahin, 2000: 8-10; Bagdatli, 2023: 45). The most distinctive feature of the figured grave stelae /
flat grave stelae built on massive blocks is that their upper parts are flat and they have a rectangular body
form. Compared to the stelae with naiskos, flat stelae are designed in a simpler and more schematic style.
Their upper parts are generally flat (Bagdatli, 2023: 45). The limited number of examples of figured grave
stelae / flat grave stelae made on massive blocks makes it difficult to determine the development of such
stelae with certainty.

Sculptural Stele in a Grave Context (Cat. No. 12)

This is a sculptural stele representing a highly stylized person wearing a chiton, standing on a small
pedestal, which may have been part of a grave context. However, this statue is not a contextual find.
There is insufficient information about the findspot in the museum records. Cat. No. 12 was evaluated as a
possible sculptural female stele that may have been included in a grave context by comparing it with similar
examples.

Iconography

The central theme of the tomb steles features human figures and belongings? of the deceased person
or persons. Based on the depictions on the steles housed in the Usak Museum, three main groups can
be identified: (1) Tomb steles featuring the belongings of the deceased person or persons, (2) Tomb steles
depicting plants and animals, (3) Tomb steles illustrating the deceased person or persons.

(1) Tomb steles featuring the belongings of the deceased person or persons, a wool basket (calathos),
a mirror (speculum), a comb (calamistrum), a wool spinning tool (spindle and kirman), a fragrance bottle
(unguentarium), a wreath, a vineyard pruning knife (falx vinitoria), and a vineyard axe or hammer (dolabra).
Additionally, the presence of objects such as a pen (calamus), pen case (stylus holder), two-winged tablet/
two-winged writing board (diptychon), and scroll (volumen) may suggest not gender, but rather the literacy
of the family or the deceased individual. Wreath: The wreath, depicted in various forms on the steles,
symbolizes victory, superiority, or sanctity achieved through success. It is also thought to represent victory
resulting in death (Ramsay, 1906: 23; Kiigiikcan, 2019: 24). Roll, Diptych, and Stylus Container: These items
indicate that the deceased person or persons were literate (Kiigiikcan, 2019: 24). Alabastron: In Antiquity,
the alabastron was a type of container without handles or a base, featuring an oval bottom, used for storing
oil or perfume. It was used by women in domestic settings (Schoder 1962, No. 3) Comb: On grave steles,
combs are depicted as both weaving tools and hair combs. Mirror: It is one of the objects that emphasizes

2Some of these belongings: Wreath, Roll, Diptych, Stylus Container, Alabastron, Comb, Unguentarium...
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the gender of the deceased. (Lehmler & Worrle, 2002: Abb. 35). In Antiquity, it was used by women. Although
the scenes in which mirrors appear often reflect daily life, they are also associated with funerary culture. In
this context, it is known that mirrors were also used as grave goods and votive offerings.(Erding, 2020:158).
Unguentarium: The unguentarium, which first appears in the 4th century BC, is a common form throughout
the Mediterranean region until the 7th century AD (Thompson, 1934: 472-474). From the Early Hellenistic
Period to the Late Roman Imperial Period, various forms of unguentaria, which were widely used as grave
gifts, periodically entered the repertoire (Kurtz & Boardman, 1971: 164-165). These vessels, once believed to
store the tears of mourners and relatives during funeral ceremonies, were more likely intended to meet the
daily needs of the deceased in the afterlife. Introduced to the Greek world in the 4th century BC, these vessels
are probably of oriental origin. However, there is no definitive information about their earliest appearance
(Thompson, 1934: 473). The term "unguentarium" was first used by French archaeologists working in Carthage
in the early 20th century (Hellstrém, 1965: 24).

The unguentarium form in Catalog No. 3 has an everted rim, cylindrical neck, bag-shaped body, and a
high foot . This characteristic is also found in terracotta artifacts as well as in glassware3. Sorakina argues
that the collar-mouth form seen in glassware was inspired by Pergamon terracotta forms and that these may
have possibly been produced there (Sorakina, 1987: 42 and Loeschke, 1912: 396). Similar terracotta examples
are dated to the 3rd century AD based on their analogies (Lafli, 2003: Taf. 201 b-d; Damlagiil, 2021: 133: U176).

The object in Catalog No. 5 is identical to the unguentarium in Catalog No. 3, but it has a conical rim, a
slender and long cylindrical neck, a bulging spherical body, and a conical high foot. An unguentarium similar
to this form is in the inventory of the Silifke Museum, though its date is not provided (Lafli, 2003: Taf. 170f).
Based on the stele's date, the range 200-300 AD is appropriate for dating. Between the 1st and 3rd centuries
AD, the glass industry advanced rapidly, producing various forms and techniques. Similar forms are found
in metal, terracotta, and glass artifacts from this period, making it challenging to determine the material
of the forms depicted on the steles. The pruning knife (falx vinitoria): The fact that the male is holding the
pruning knife may indicate that he is a viticulturist or farmer by occupation.

(2) Tomb steles depicting plants and animals: Birds such as sparrows or doves have appeared on tomb
steles of children and in the hands of Korai since the Archaic Period (Boardman, 2001: 75). It is believed
that birds were playmates of children and that they would continue to keep them company after their
death (Neils & Oakley, 2003: 307). In Anatolia, there is also a belief associated with birds and children. It is
believed that the souls of deceased children would become heavenly birds (Atalay, 1990: 285-292). Especially
in Altintas and its surroundings, it is thought that the delicate birds, like sparrows, placed on top of the
kalathoi symbolize the belief that they carry the soul of the deceased (Drew & Bear, 2007: 201). Lotus Flower:
One characteristic of the lotus plant is that its roots grow beautifully and its leaves remain immaculate
despite being in muddy and dirty environments. This is because the plant shakes its leaves when dust
particles settle on them, pushing the dust away. Raindrops are directed to these points, cleaning the dust
(Li, 2011: 109). Due to this feature, the lotus flower is seen as a symbol of purity and cleanliness in mythology.
In Egyptian culture, the lotus flower, which is often found in gardens, is not only an important aesthetic
element in daily life but also a significant depiction in terracotta artifacts, wall paintings, and Egyptian tomb
steles (Ozcalik, 2017: 24). This symbolism may be related to concepts of death and rebirth.

3Some publications suggest that the form of the objects on tomb steles may be glass, providing examples for comparison (Civelek noted this for
an unguentarium on a stele in the Istanbul Archaeology Museums) (Civelek 2012: 82, 83 S 11). However, the similar example he mentioned from
the Erimtan Collection shows neither form nor chronological similarity. The piece from the Erimtan Collection is a bottle with a prismatic body
dated to the 2nd-3rd century AD (Lightfoot-Arslan 1992: No. 50), while the unguentarium in the Istanbul Archaeology Museums is a bag-shaped
bottle with a high foot.
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(3) Tomb steles illustrating the deceased person or persons, these include figures of women, men, and
children. Figures of the deceased are depicted either standing in a frontal position or as busts. The most
important factors in determining the stance of human figures are the arm movements and the way the figures
are draped in their clothing. Since leg movements are absent on some steles, they are considered secondary.
Therefore, in identifying the figure types on the steles, the posture and movement of the forearms, the
wrapping of the chimation, and, for standing figures, the foot movements are used as distinguishing factors
(Sahin, 2000: 59; Pinkwart, 1973: 153, note 21; Cremer, 1991: 81; Linfert, 1976: 148; Lewerentz, 1993: 18; Yaylali,
1979: 46). The depictions of women on these steles are similar to those found in Herculaneum*The most
characteristic features of the female figures of this type are: the right arm crossed across the chest, posi-
tioned in such a way that the hand is visible under the garment that completely covers the body, and the left
arm extending downwards, either slightly forward or holding a bundle of clothes. While this typology was
depicted on free-standing statues, it also began to appear on tomb steles. It is thought to be a version of the
pudicitia type that became widespread in the 2nd century BC (Vorster, 2007: 114-119; Bagdatli, 2023: 84-85).
The men on these steles resemble depictions of the Dioskurides type. In terms of how they embrace the
chimation, this type is similar to the Dioskurides statue found in Delos. In the Dioskurides type (Pfuhl;1977:
90; Yaylali,1979: 46; Sahin, 2000: 71), the right hand, tightly wrapped around the chimation, extends over the
chest and outside the garment, while the left hand rests next to the torso.

The right leg is slightly bent at the knee, while the left leg supports the body's weight>. This male type,
characterized by its wrapping around the chimation and its posture, may have been used as a symbol
indicating the social status of the deceased, or it may have been made to emphasize that he was an aristocrat
and respected in society (Bagdatli, 2023: 88). It is observed that the right arm remains within the chimation
and on the chest, while the left arm is also within the chimation and is placed on the leg or next to it. Pfuhl-
Mébius classified these steles as “Normal Type” (Pfuhl & Mdbius, 1977: 61, 90). In Yaylal's classification, the
figures of this type on the steles are referred to as “Type A" (Yaylali, 1979: 46-47, 74-75), while Sahin calls them
“Palliatus” (Sahin, 2000: 71).

Pfuhl-Mobius (Pfuhl & Mébius, 1977: 61), Hanfmann, and Polatkan (Hanfmann & Polatkan, 1960: 52) suggest
that the figures depicted on the steles were inspired by large-scale free-standing sculptures. This informa-
tion supports the view that the stance of the figures on the steles is rooted in free-standing sculptures.
Atalay (Atalay, 1973: 234) believes that the figures on the steles were modeled after tomb sculptures. Yaylali
argues that the statues, like those of Delosian Cleopatra and Dioscurides (Eule, 2001: 186-187: Abb. 2), were
copies and that this may be one of the most significant characteristics of the Hellenistic period. He also
notes that the figures in this period appear detached from the background due to the relief depth, which
imparts a sculptural character to them. Consequently, he suggests that attributing the origin of the figures
on reliefs entirely to sculptures might not be entirely accurate (Yaylali, 1979: 36, 93).

In the steles analyzed in the study, it is observed that the clothing forms of the female and male
figures are almost identical, with women resembling the depictions of women from Herculaneum and men
resembling Dioscurides-type male depictions. Although this clothing type is labeled differently in various
studies, it can be considered that the clothing type for male figures is meant to convey an image of a well-
educated, distinguished individual (Bagdatli, 2023: 94), while for female figures, it represents an aristocratic
woman of virtue and from a wealthy family (Bagdatli, 2023: 86).

4This piece is identified with and referred to by the same name due to a statue found in the theater of the city of Herculaneum.

5The statue dates back to 138/7 BC. It is a type that emerged with the widespread adoption of the Dioscurides type Sophocles and Aeschines
type (Lewerentz 1993: 51-52: Taf 18-23).
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Style And Dating

Considering the features listed above, it is observed that the funerary steles examined in this study
share typological and iconographic similarities. Typologically, the steles can be categorized as triangular-
pedimented, naiskos-type and non-naiskos-type pedimented steles, figural or plain funerary steles on a
massive block, and statue-like examples found within a funerary context.

Iconographically, the steles depict objects belonging to the deceased, as well as representations of
plants, animals, and the deceased individuals themselves. The figures portrayed on the steles reflect the
general patterns of regional styles and workshop characteristics. In this stylistic framework, the figures are
depicted frontally in a rigid manner, without any sense of movement or rotation. Rounded and full facial
features, pronounced eye contours, framed lips, small ears, necks tapering upward, and schematic garments
are notable elements. The fingers are portrayed as long and straight.

Cat. No. 1 This tomb stele is crafted as a high relief, exceeding normal human dimensions. Analyzing the
typological and iconographic features of the male figure reveals that similar types are predominantly found
in steles from the Altintas area (Pfuhl-Mdbius, 1977: 91: No. 581; Mendel, 1909: Cat No. 156: Taf 34; Gibson,
1978: No. 1ve No. 2 ). The emphasis on the dynamic body structure beneath the garment and the soft folds
of the clothing are notable. The movement of the right leg allows for a depiction of numerous fabric folds
below the knee, while weight is placed on the left leg. The right hand emerges from the garment at the chest
to grasp the edge of the fabric, while the left hand holds a roll on the left leg. The chlamys draped over the
left arm forms zigzag folds descending downward. When examining the figure's hair, facial features, posture,
and stylistic attributes, it shows similarities to steles in the Kiitahya region (Pfuhl & Mébius, Taf 92, No: 581,
Mendel, 1909: 19-20). The upper border's decoration, resembling grapes and medallions, is akin to that of
a stele from Gokgeler Village in Altintas, Kiitahya (Lochman, 2003: No 11 100 (Abb 32)). The wide lower frieze
features a mythological scene. The inscription on the stele, located in the Usak Museum, allows for precise
dating to the year 261 according to the Sulla era (AD 176/177, on the 30th of Panemos).

When examining the figure on the Usak stele, the voluminous, dynamic, and long curls of the hair, styled
in every direction from the top and placed over the forehead, evoke the portrait style and fashion of the
Hadrianic period (Ozgan, 2013: 134-135, 148, 153-161, figs. 160a-b, 161a-b, 164, 167a-b; Zoroglu 2014: 132-133).
The face is quite delicate, and the detailed carving of the irises with a drill is particularly noticeable. This
technique is parallel to what is seen in the portraits of Hadrian after AD 130 and those from the early
Antonine period. Additionally, the general style of the figures (such as the hair, eyes, and beard) and the
folds of the clothing in the stele located in the Usak Museum (Inv. No. 21.1.70), published by Varinlioglu (1989:
19, No. 4), Varinlioglu (2023: 76, No. 111), and Lochman (2003: 104, Abb. 85), as well as in the stele in the Bursa
Museum (Uzunoglu, 2019: 382, fig. 5) and in the reliefs by Parlasca (1990, Abb. 11 and 13), stand out as parallel
examples.

Although Varinlioglu (Varinlioglu, 2023: 142) dates the Usak stele to the year 261 of the Sulla Era (30 th
of Panemos, AD 176/177), based on the portrait features of the figure and the updated schema of the ranke
ornamentation on the panels (Erding, 2020: 44), it is considered more appropriate to date it to the Late
Hadrianic- Early Antonine Period. The regular placement of the male figure on the stele and the mythological
scene on the lower register suggest that the stele, Cat. No. 1, is one of the specially crafted steles. The curved
vine decorations on the side panels (Lochman, 1991: 492, Abb. 2, 2, 2d) and the possibility that the inscription
was added to the stele at a later date support this assessment®.

6The most striking examples of inscriptions added later to steles are those given by Gibson (1978: 43, No. 11, 13, and 15).
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Cat. No. 2 features a triangular pediment with a rounded niche at the top. The bird figure is directly
placed inside the niche’, and while the upper part of the stele is enriched with details, particular emphasis
is placed on the bird and the lotus flower next to it. Considering the pose and clothing of the figures on the
stele, it bears similarities to Cat. No. 3, although the rendering of the hair and pupils differs significantly. The
hands are more realistically depicted compared to those in Cat. No. 3. The male figure holding a falx vinitoria
suggests a connection to viticulture or agriculture. The female figure, on the other hand, bends her right arm
at the elbow, and places her right hand, shown in an open position, on the chimation, making a gesture?.It
can be said that this gesture, with the arm bent at the elbow and extended forward, reflects a posture likely
related to worship or prayer, in connection with the identities of the figuresThe unnatural appearance of
the hair resembles a wig. The treatment of the pupils, which were carved with a drill, is characteristic of the
Antonine period® (Vermule, 1968: 277 fig. 148). Analyzing the pupils, clothing type, and posture of the figure
indicates that the tomb stele likely belongs to the Kiitahya region and can be dated to approximately the
mid-2nd century AD.

Cat.No. 3 Itis notable for the mirror on Cat. No. 3 and the one on Cat. No. 5 are identical in size and design.
The unguentarium on the stele is short with a cylindrical neck, a tapered body, and an outwardly flared rim
(Toynbee, 1996: 37-38). The triangular pedimented tomb stele, supported by pilasters on either side, presents
a three-dimensional schematic representation of busts (Durugdniil, 2015: 119: Cat. No. 62). When examining
another similar stele from Kadoi (Zing, 2013: 187), it shows comparable typology and iconography to Cat. No.
3. All three steles depict male and female figures with round faces, thick, framed eyes, full chins, prominent
cheekbones, and small mouths. The men's hair is styled in thin spirals, while the women's spirals are more
open and geometrically arranged (Koch, 1990: 116: Abb 1; Wujewski, 1991: fig 26). The figures are draped in
chlamys, with the right arm wrapped in clothing across the chest. Fingers are notably long and straight, and
the side pilasters resemble stylized Corinthian columns. The male figure's hair, facial features, and clothing,
as well as the female figure's facial and hair features, are presented schematically. While the personal items
associated with the deceased are quite similar, the lack of detail on the comb from Cat. No. 2 is striking.
The stele very similar to Cat. No. 3 was found in Kadoi (Gediz) (Zing, 2013: 187), while the similar styles in
hair, face, and clothing from Altintas (Koch, 1990: 116: Abb 1) suggest that Cat. No. 3 was likely produced in or
around Kiitahya. The inscription allows for precise dating to the year 261 according to the Sulla era (176/177
AD, on the 28th of Hyprbertaios).

Cat. No. 4 is a high-relief stele featuring the figures of the deceased's belongings and wreaths. It differs
from Cat. No. 3 and Cat. No. 5 in that it does not have a naiskos. The side acroter is carved separately from the
pediment block. This form is similar to Cat. No. 5, and the acroter parts on both are comparable. Below the
pediment, in the so-called stage area, the belongings of the deceased are depicted. The most notable item
is the alabastron. A mirror, comb and alabastron used on the stele, should be considered among the objects
symbolizing the deceased woman (Davidson, 1952: PL. 78, 1229-1233). The mirror is circular with a short, thick
handle and has ornamentation beneath the handle. Cat. No. 3 and Cat. No. 5 also feature mirrors. Comparing
the mirrors on these steles, the area where the frame and handle connect differs from Cat. No. 4 in terms

7In tomb steles designed in this style, the area containing the portrait is fashioned as a niche, with the portrait rendered in high relief like a
bust. Examples featuring single figures, couples (male-female), or family members appear from the Republican period onward. During the early
imperial period, only Roman citizens preferred busts on their steles, but from the 3rd century AD, such representations were also created for all
local citizens in the Anatolian region (Bagdatli, 2023: 73).

8Certain gestures were considered important by the Romans. Roman texts show that the Romans took advantage of the power of gestures in
public spaces (Heyn, 2010: 634). In the Roman period, the hand gestures used in both steles and reliefs are interpreted as gestures with specific
meanings. (Davies, 2017: 20). It can be said that this specific posture depicted on the steles reflects an attitude likely associated with worship
or prayer.

°The Antonine period is dated between AD 138 and 192.
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of ornamentation. Although there is no significant historical difference in the shape and ornamentation of
the mirrors, variations may reflect the preferences or skill of the stele maker. The inscription on Cat. No. 4
is a grave poem emphasizing that Timeitos (the owner of the grave stele) died prematurely. The inscription
indicates a precise dating to the year 211 (AD 126-127, on the 4th of Hyperbertaios). E. Varinlioglu claims it
belongs to the year 126/127 according to the Sulla era (Varinlioglu, 2022: 103, No. 154). However, the wreath
design on the stele bears a strong resemblance to steles from the Malibu Museum dated to AD 180 (Lochman,
1991: No. 4), as well as those from the Usak Museum dated to AD 170-180 (Lochman, 1991: No. 9), AD 150-160
(Lochman, 1991: No. 10), and AD 167 (Kileci, 2020: 143). Considering the typological and stylistic features, it is
highly likely that this stele originates from the Kadoi and Upper Tembris regions and should be dated to AD
180-181 according to the Actium era.

Cat. No. 5 It resembles the grave stele with inventory number Cat. No. 4 in terms of pediment structure
and depictions of belongings of the deceased, but it differs by having a naiskos. Additionally, unlike the
rosette, two birds are seen within the triangular pediment. It can be inferred that the alabastron on the Cat.
No. 4 stele and the unguentarium on the Cat. No. 5 stele were made for the same purpose. The data suggests
that unguentariums were associated with bathing (Brun, 2000: 277-278) and were used to emphasize the
identity of the deceased. Comparable examples can be found in Kadoi "Gediz" (Levick, Mitchell, Potter, and
Waelkens, 1993, nos. 354, 356, and possibly 355), Tembris Valley "Appia" (Levick et al., 1993: Nos. 35, 43, 44,
97, 156, 160, 197, 233, 235, 247), Altintas (Levick et al., 1993: No. 73, 74, 76), and other examples from Kiitahya-
Usak (Sahin & Uzunoglu, 2019: 271-272; Mendel, 1909: 433; Wujewski, 1991: 28-30; Levick et al., 1993: No. 355). It
is noteworthy that the items belonging to the deceased and the typology of the stele (triangular pediment,
acroteria, naiskos) are similar across these Phrygian steles. The standardized typology of the Kadoi steles
(Lochman, 1991, Fig. 5) and the similarity of the belongings associated with the deceased are noteworthy.
It is highly probable that the grave stele is from Kadoi (Lochman, 1991: Taf. 22) and the territory of Upper
Tembris, and it should be dated to AD 180-200 based on the Actium Era.

Cat. No. 6 This is a grave stele with a flat tympanum?°, an arch placed between two columns, and two
male busts inside a niche. The busts are clothed. Due to the stylistic features of the male figure, the hairstyle
of the bust on the imago clipeata with inventory number 2.2.74 in the Usak Museum resembles the one on
the stele. Although the hair is finely and neatly worked, it wraps around the head like a headdress. When
compared with similar figures on the stele (Malay, 2016: 101 fig. 4, 4a, 4b and Durugdniil, 2015: Cat. No. 90-93),
considering the typological and stylistic characteristics, it is possible to date it to the 2nd century AD.

Cat. No. 7 considering the posture and clothing type of the male figure on the stele, similar figure types
can be seen on Cat. No. 8, 9, 10, and 11. According to the epigraphic data, the inscription reads "17th of
Augneos' in lines 11 and 12, though no specific date is provided. Similar examples are found in the vicinity of
Kiitahya and Usak (Levick et al., 1993, Nos. 162 and 176)'". When these examples are analyzed, it is observed
that the hair, face, hands, and clothing types are consistent across the grave steles, regardless of gender.
The figures are depicted in an arched niche on the facade. They have disproportionate body proportions,
and their clothing appears schematic, as if drawn with a ruler or compass. The pilasters on the right and
left sides of the stele feature identical grapevine motifs. This grave stele belongs to the territory of Kiitahya
and can be dated to the early 3rd century AD.

Cat. No. 8 this Phrygian-type grave stele features round arches supported by pilasters on both sides and
depicts two men inside the arch, though it is quite damaged. While the tomb stela in Cat. No. 7 is quite
similar typologically and iconographically, the stele in Cat. No. 1, although similar in type, has been made in

°In the arched steles where the figures are placed, the niches round off towards the top.

"https://kvmgm.ktb.gov.tr/ TR-44119/ kutahya-muze-mudurlugu.html.
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a very simple and careless manner'2. While the hair, face, clothing types, and posture of the figure closely
resemble the steles from Kiitahya (Cavdarhisar) (Lochman, 2003, No. Il 207 [abb. 45]; No. Il [abb. 46]), the
stylistic features are simpler and more characterized (Lochman, 2003: 207 [abb. 45]; 210 [abb. 46]; 216 [abb.
47]; 217 [abb. 48]; 220 [abb. 50]; 222 [abb. 52]; 223 [abb. 53]). Features such as the placement of the figure in
the niche and the naiskos form suggest an influence from Kiitahya (Kotiaeion). Since it was found in Golciik
Village (Gediz) and the artifacts originating from Kadoi (Gediz) (Leschhorn, 1993: 250-254; Lochman, 2003:
220), it can be inferred that this stele was produced in a workshop close to Kiitahya. The grave stele belongs
to the territory of Kiitahya and can be dated to the middle of the 3rd century AD.

Cat. No.9 and Cat. No. 10 are similar to each other. The bird held by the child in Cat. No. 9 closely resembles
the bird figure in the pediment of Cat. No. 1. The primary difference between the two steles is that Cat. No. 10
features two male figures and a child, whereas Cat. No. 11 includes a female, a male, and a child figure. The
steles in the Krannert Museum?3 of Art and in Kiitahya (Kotiaeion) share similar figures placed in a triangular
pediment. They exhibit similar characteristics: hair, face, and neck that taper from bottom to top, highly
schematized clothing with straight lines, distinctive postures, and large, flat hands (Drew-Bear, Demirkok,
Donmez, & Tiirktiiziin, 2007: Inv. No. 405, Inv. No. 9584; Lochman, 2003: Il 225 Abb 54; Il 246 Abb 62). It is
noteworthy that the necks of the figures on steles dated between AD 285-304/5 are narrowed and curved
upwards. As time progresses, the clothing and physical features on these steles become more schematized
and are depicted in low relief. Analysis of these examples from Altintas indicates that this stele is from the
Kiitahya region and can be dated to the middle of the 3rd century AD.

Cat. No. 11 The naiskos form on the stele, when closely examined for the posture and clothing types of the
male and female figures, shows similarities to similar figure types found in the Phrygia region (Durugoniil,
2015: 119, Cat. No. 62). The simplicity of its stylistic features does not contribute to precise dating, and the
naiskos form on similar examples of tomb steles (Drew-Bear et al., 2007: Inv. No. 405; Inv. No. 9584) shows
resemblance in hair, face, neck styles, clothing type, and posture with steles from the Kiitahya territory and
those in Cat. No. 9 and Cat. No. 10 in this study (Koch, 1990: Abb. 17; Lochman, 2003: No Il 246 (Abb. 62) and
No Il 225). Based on these examples, it can be inferred that the tomb stele belongs to the Kiitahya territory
and dates approximately to the mid-3rd century AD.

Cat. No. 12'“ The stele, which features a highly stylized woman standing and wearing a chimation, is
thought to have been part of a tomb context. The figure holds a distaff and spindle in her hands. The rigidity
of movement, schematic rendering of clothing folds, and disproportionate body proportions are common
characteristics found in Phrygian figure steles, including the posture of clothing and arms. However, the
objects held in the left hand do not resemble those seen in similar examples (Vlizos, 2018: 31, Abb. 5). The
folds of the clothing are rendered in a highly schematic and static manner. Similar steles can be found in
the J. Paul Getty Museum Collection (Vlizos, 2018: 31, Abb. 5) and in Pennsylvania collections?s. This artifact,
whose identification as a tomb stele'® is debated, is thought to have been produced by a workshop in
Kotiaeion or Aizanoi, likely for export to neighboring settlements (Vlizos, 2018: 31, Abb. 5; Koch-Wight, 1988:
104-105; Akyiirek-Sahin, 2019: 161, Abb. 2 a-b-c-d-e-f).

2Dyrugdniil, 2015: 119, cat. No. 62; Lochman, 2003: 207 [abb. 45]; 210 [abb. 46]; 216 [abb. 47]; 217 [abb. 48]; 220 [abb. 50]; 222 [abb. 52]; 223 [abb. 53).
13Krannert Sanat Miizesi, UIUC - DSC06513.jpg

"4Prof. Dr. Eda Akyurek Sahin states, "There is no satisfactory explanation regarding this part of the Usak inscription corpus, and she emphasizes
the necessity of conducting a scientific study related to the inscription to provide clear insights! We would like to thank her for her contribution
to our study.

15Refer to the collection in Pennsylvania at https://www.christies.com

6Cremer mentions that the piece in the J. Paul Getty Museum was reused for a second time “to offer the sacrifice promised to the grandmother”
and that a wreath was placed on top of it, repurposing it as a grave stele (Cremer, 1992: 92 and Taf. 28).
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Due to the stylistic analysis of the figure, it is suggested that it was used as a part of a tomb stele in the
Altintas region and dated to the first half of the 1st and 3rd centuries AD because of its inscription (Vlizos,
2018: 31; Abb 5) (Koch-Wight, 1988: 104-105). When this work is examined, the hair and facial features of the
figure, the way the chiton is draped around the body, and the large and disproportionate hands indicate that
the craftsmanship is rough compared to other steles in the Phrygia region (Drew Bear, Demirkdk, Donmez,
and Tiirktiizlin, 2007: 208, 212, 220, 222; Vlizos, 2018: 31; Abb 5; Koch-Wight, 1988: 104-105; Pfuhl-Mobius,
1977-1979: 248, 297, 356, 464, 465, 477-480, 578, 580, 581, 596-598, 605, 637, 638, 783, 793, 1136, 1138, 1153, 1155,
2089, 2090, 2147) and the statue-like stele in the burial context (Vlizos, 2018: 31; Abb 5; Koch-Wight, 1988:
104-105; Lochman, 2003: 11 202; Abb 44). It can be anticipated that this piece likely dates to the mid-3rd
century AD due to its stylistic resemblance to the female figures found in Cat. No. 10 and Cat. No. 11.

Conclusion

The grave steles in the Usak Museum are dated from the mid-2nd century AD to the mid-3rd century
AD in terms of their artistic tradition and epigraphic features. The typology of the steles varies, including
those with triangular pediments, other grave stele (plain grave steles made on massive blocks) and statue-
like stele found within the burial context. The differences in iconography include items belonging to the
deceased, plantand animal depictions, and steles depicting only the deceased. Additionally, the decorations
on the steles provide information about the gender and occupation of the grave owner and indicate their
status in society. It is understood that the prototype for men was the Diskurides type and for women, the
Herculaneum type (Korkmaz, 2016: 144-160) were adapted into a local style. Analysis reveals that the intense
workmanship on the folds of the garments has become schematic, using successive notches, reflecting
the artistic understanding of the period. Although these steles underwent changes during their respective
periods (Korkmaz, 2016: 144-160), the clothing types on the steles suggest that male figures could represent
well-educated and elite individuals in the local society, while female figures might depict aristocratic women
from virtuous and wealthy families.

When analyzing the twelve steles, it is evident that the depictions of figures and the belongings of the
deceased are carved in a diversified local style. This suggests that the area of use was not limited to Kiitahya
and its environs but extended to a broader region, reflecting a common preference for iconography as well
as a typology with very similar architectural forms.

Sculptors such as Teimeos, Zelas, and his contemporaries Epityncharios and Alexander worked in the
Early Severan workshop in Altintas (Levick et al., 1993: XXIX-XXX). The stylistic and technical elements of the
steles studied show that the workshops in Kiitahya are similar in practice to the contemporary workshops in
Altintas (Appia/Soa) and Gediz (Kadoi). The tomb steles produced here have a general framework, including
gable roofs or flat pediments, rich ornaments on the pilasters, and palmette-shaped acroteria on steles
with pediments. The steles are enriched with items belonging to the deceased, such as mirrors, combs,
spindles, spindle knives, and pruning knives. These items likely refer to the deceased's occupation before
their death. The figures are depicted rigidly in frontal view with no turning or movement. They are sculpted
schematically, with round, full faces, thick around the eyes, framed lips, rather small ears, necks tapering
upwards, and the body wrapped in chimation with the arm raised above the chest. The fingers are long and
straight. The inscriptions provide general information but no occupational details.

In conclusion, three insights emerge regarding the grave steles made in the workshops:

1. Various Workshops and Locations: Different groups operated in various locations. Some produced or
commissioned examples in the Altintas region and the northwest of Phrygia (for instance, the Kiitahya
territory workshops: Cat. No. 2, Cat. No. 3, Cat. No. 5, Cat. No. 6, Cat. No. 7, Cat. No. 8, Cat. No. 11; the
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workshop believed to be from Altintas: Cat. No. 1, Cat. No. 9, Cat. No. 10, Cat. No. 12; the workshop thought
to be from Kadoi (Gediz): Cat. No. 4 and Cat. No. 5).

2. Ready-Made Steles: Most Phrygian tomb steles were produced ready-made in workshops, with inscrip-
tions and modifications added later. This is also observable in the layout of inscriptions on steles.
Ready-made steles were customized with inscriptions to commemorate specific family members (for
example, Cat. No. 2, Cat. No. 4, Cat. No. 7, Cat. No. 9, Cat. No. 10).

3. Custom-Made Steles: Some steles were custom-made with detailed portrayals of figures arranged sys-
tematically. In some cases, inscriptions could be added later. These steles display a regular arrangement
on the surface rather than simply filling the space (for example, Cat. No. 1 (the inscription must have
been added later),, Cat. No. 3 Cat. No. 5, Cat. No. 6, Cat. No. 12).

The progression of personal items and figures associated with the deceased in these steles indicates
the establishment of regionally recognizable styles in provincial art. Considering that multiple workshops
or masters are active in different locations within the region and that these workshops possess certain
standardized typologies, it becomes essential to evaluate each work not only in terms of these standardized
typologies but also in conjunction with iconographies and the necessity of drawing analogies. Although
the productions were quite local, the style of crafting figures and items belonging to the deceased shows
continuity. To achieve a more precise and accurate interpretation of the steles, it is essential to evaluate
findings from systematic necropolis excavations in light of contextual artifacts and to make appropriate

analogies.
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Appendix
CATALOG

Cat. No: 1

Type/Title of the Artifact: Grave Stele

Material: Marble

Museum Inv. Nr.:13.1.71

Location : Usak Museum

How it came to the museum: Purchase

Dimensions of the Artifact: Height: 2.17 cm, Width: 94 cm, Thickness: 19 cm

Description of the Artifact:

The stele is a naiskos-form grave stele with a triangular pediment. The pediment
features an akroterion and a bunch of grapes, with a depiction of an eagle with
outstretched wings turning to the left in the center. The right part of the
pediment's akroterion is broken and missing. A semicircular arch has been
constructed to align with the right and left pilaster capitals, creating a niche
effect. The side pilasters are adorned with plant reliefs. Within the arched niche is
a standing male figure wearing chimation. The male figure's right arm is bent at
the elbow and placed at chest level, while his left hand holds the chimation and a
roll. Under his right arm is a stylus. The lower frieze of the stele depicts a
mythological scene'” with a diptych above it. Below the lower frieze is a
rectangular mounting projection. Fine cracks have formed in the marble due to
the melting of calcite veins, creating deep narrow grooves. Greek inscriptions are
present on either side of the head and on the lower frieze.

Inscription:
(translate by Prof. Dr. Eda ARyiirek Sahin)

TyRhes and her husband Kyrilla.......(and) their son Antonios and Antonas and
Pinos .....Aiakos? and Khariton, in memory of their one and only uncle. On the 30th
of Panemos in the 261st year."

Dating Suggestion: Late Hadrianus to Early Antonine Period

Literature: Varinlioglu, 2023: 142, No: 210; Lochman: 268, No. Il 192; Kelp, 2015: Taf.
251

Comparative Literature: Pfuhl & Mébius: Taf 92, No: 581; Mendel, 1909: 19-20;
Lochman, 2003: No 11 100 (Abb 32)

7Demeter and Attis are depicted in mourning, while the scene of Hades abducting Persephone is presented (Lochman, 2003, p. 268). This
mythological scene bears a strong resemblance to the one found on the stele in Gokgeler Village, Kiitahya (Lochman, 2003: 261, I1. 100).
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Cat. No: 2

Type/Title of the Artifact: Grave Stele
Material: Marble

Museum Inv. No.:25.1.71

Location: Usak Museum

How it came to the museum: Purchase

Dimensions of the Artifact: (Preserved) Height:58 cmWidth: (Upper Preserved) 44
cm, Thickness :7cm.

Description of the Artifact: The inscription is on a grave stele featuring a
triangular pediment, with an image of a bird in the pediment and portraits of a
man and woman on the stele. The triangular pediment contains a semicircular
arch, with a bird facing left and a lotus flower in front of it inside the arch. The
upper edges of the triangular pediment are adorned with a spiral-like helicoid
decoration. Both busts are draped in chimation, with their right hands at chest
level. The male figure is holding the falx vinitoria. There are 11 lines of Greek
inscription on the left of the male figure and the right of the female figure The
female figure, on the other hand, bends her right arm at the elbow, and places her
right hand, shown in an open position, on the chimation, maRing a gesture. The
lower left part of the stele is broken, but the tenon part is preserved. While comb-
like tool marks are observed on the lateral surfaces, the back surface appears to
have been left in a rather rough and unfinished state.

Inscription:

(translate by Prof. Dr. Eda ARyiirek Sahin)

"For Ammion and her brother Papylos and her milk brother Onesimos, and for her
husband Tatianos; and for the memory of Onesimos’s son and his brothers
(Tatianos)."

Dating Suggestion: Mid-2nd century AD
Literature: Varinlioglu, 1989:EA 13: 31:N0.18; Varinlioglu,2023: 296: Fig no:29
Comparative Literature: Vermule,1968: 277:Fig. 148
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Cat. No: 3

Type/Title of the Artifact: Grave Stele

Material: Marble

Museum Inv. Nr.:8.1.78

Location : Usak Museum

How it came to the museum: Purchase

Dimensions of the Artifact: Height:80 cm Width: 48 cm, Thickness :7cm.

Description of the Artifact: It is a tomb stela with a triangular pediment, naiskos,
and a niche, featuring a female and male figure at the upper part, and depictions
of the deceased's belongings at the lower part, divided into two separate
representations, with an acroterion. A semicircular arch has been constructed to
align with the right and left pilaster capitals, creating a niche effect. The side
pilasters are decorated with plant motifs, while geometric patterns are incised on
the left and right pilasters. Between the pilasters, at the top, are busts of a man
and a woman, and below the busts are depictions of personal items of the
deceased arranged from right to left: a mirror, a comb, an unguentarium, a
double-edged axe, and a falx vinitoria. Below these depictions of personal items
is a four-line Greek inscription. The tenon section and the lower right part of the
stele are broken. While comb-like tool marks are observed on the lateral surfaces,
the back surface appears to have been left in a rather rough and unfinished state.

Inscription:

(translate by Prof. Dr. Eda ARyiirek Sahin)

"On the 28th of Hyperbertaios in the 261st year. For Trophimion, Arkhelaos, and
Auksanon, in memory of their father Arkhelaos and their still-living mother
Lukeia."

Dating Suggestion: 261 Sulla Era - AD 176/177, 28th of Hyperbertaios
Literature: E. Varinlioglu, 2023: 144, No:2.

Comparative Literature: Zing, 2013: 187; Koch, 1990: 116, Abb 1; Wujewski, 1991: Fig
no 26
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Cat. No: 4

Type/Title of the Artifact: Grave Stele
Material: Marble

Museum Inv. Nr.:1.2.85

Location: Usak Museum

How it came to the museum: Purchase

Dimensions of the Artifact: (Preserved) Height: 77.5 cm,Width: 46cm Thickness:
12cm

Description of the Artifact: It is a rectangular grave stele with a triangular
pediment and an acroter decorated with a spiral motif with a floral rosette in the
center. The top acroter and the right acroter, as well as the upper pediment and
most of the flower-shaped rosette in the center of the pediment are broken. On
the rectangular frameless area; the belongings of the deceased are depicted.
Below the pediment; two wreath motifs side by side, under the wreaths from left
to right diptychon, stylus cup, alabastron, comb and mirror below. There is a
Greek inscription under the pediment frame and under the depictions of the
deceased's belongings in the lower part of the frame. The tenon is preserved.
While comb-like tool marks are observed on the lateral surfaces, the back surface
appears to have been left in a rather rough and unfinished state.

Inscription:

(translate by Prof. Dr. Eda ARyiirek Sahin)

"Threptos - - - - -

On the 4th of Hyperbertaios in the 211th year.

O traveler, do not pass by without noticing the twenty-year-old child named
Timeitos who rests here!

Ah, merciless Moira (= Fate)!

I hold you tightly to prevent him from parting from the light of the sun before his
time and to save him from the most painful torments of death."

Dating Suggestion: 211 Actium Era, the year, (AD 180-181, in the 4th year of
Hyperbertaios)

Literature: Varinlioglu, 2022: 103 No:154

Comparative Literature: Pfuhl-Mobius, 1979: 374, Taf. 219: No. 1517; Davidson, 1952:
PL. 78: 1229-1233;Lochman,1991, Taf. 23,Kileci,2020:143

Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, (32): 224-253



A Group Of Phrygian Grave Steles From The Roman Period in The Usak Museum £  Tastemiir et al., 2025

Cat. No: 5

Type/Title of the Artifact: Grave Stele

Material: Marble

Museum Inv. Nr.: 5.2.74

Location : Usak Museum

How it came to the museum:Purchase

Dimensions of the Artifact: Height: 76 cm,Width: (Top) 43 cm, Thickness: 5 cm

Description of the Artifact: The stele is a rectangular naiskos-form grave stele
with a triangular pediment, featuring acroteria and two birds facing each other in
the center. The top acroterion and the right acroterion are intact, along with the
upper pediment, which is rectangular in shape. Within the rectangular area are
two pilasters surrounding a space that includes depictions of personal items of
the deceased. Geometric patterns are incised on the left and right pilasters.
Between the pilasters, there are two wreaths, and below the wreaths are
depictions of personal items of the deceased, arranged from left to right: a mirror,
a comb, an unguentarium on the comb, an upright axe, a two-winged open
diptych, and a horizontally oriented axe on the diptych. At the bottom is an eight-
line Greek inscription. The tenon is preserved. While comb-like tool marks are
observed on the lateral surfaces, the back surface appears to have been left in a
rather rough and unfinished state.

Inscription:

(translate by Prof. Dr. Eda ARyiirek Sahin)

"In memory of Apollophanes and Antiochos, and their very dear father Antiochos
and their very dear mother Kharitine."

Dating Suggestion: Actium Era, AD 180-200
Literature: Varinlioglu, EA 13, 1989, p. 28, No. 14; Varinlioglu, 2023, 148, No: 217

Comparative Literature: Levick, Mitchell, Potter & Waelkens, 1993: No. 354, 356;
Sahin & Uzunoglu, 2019: 271-272; Mendel, 1909: 433; Wujewski, 1991: 28-30; Levick et
al., 1993, no. 35, 43, 44, 97, 156, 160, 197, 233, 235, 247, 355.
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Cat. No: 6

Type/Title of the Artifact: Grave Stele
Material: Marble

Museum Inv. Nr.: 17.1.82

Location: Usak Museum

How it came to the museum: Purchase

Dimensions of the Artifact: (Preserved) Height: 60 cm Width: 55 cm, Thickness: 16
cm

Description of the Artifact: The stele has a plain grave stele on a massive block,
with an arch placed between two columns, and underneath the arch are two male
busts. Akroteria are incised at the points where the arch begins and ends. Spiral
motifs are incised on the pilasters. An arch has been constructed to align with the
right and left pilasters, creating a niche effect. Within the arched niche are two
male figures. The busts are very simply crafted, with facial features severely
damaged. The busts end in a straight line below the chest, with linear and stylized
details on the chest. Despite the damage to the facial features, the hair ends
above the ears and is styled in an oval shape on the forehead. Below the busts is
a four-line Greek inscription. The lower part of the stele has been left untrimmed.
The upper right part of the stele is broken. While comb-like tool marks are
observed on the lateral surfaces, the back surface appears to have been left in a
rather rough and unfinished state.

Inscription:

(translate by Prof. Dr. Eda ARyiirek Sahin)

"For Auksanon, in memory of his brothers Trophimos and Soter, and their mother
Tatia."

Dating Suggestion: 2nd century AD

Literature:Varinlioglu, 2023: 288, No: 28

Comparative Literature: Malay, 2016: 101, fig. 4, 4a, 4b; Durugéniil, 2015: Cat. No:
90, 91, 92, 93
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Cat. No: 7

Type/Title of the Artifact: Grave Stele
Material: Marble

Museum Inv. Nr: 1.3.85

Location: Usak Museum - Altintas (Kiitahya)
How it came to the museum: Purchase

Dimensions of the Artifact:(Preserved) Height: 85 cm Width: 46 cm, Thickness: 6.5
cm.

Description of the Artifact: The stele is a naiskos-form grave stele with a
triangular pediment. The pediment features a relief acroterion. An arch has been
constructed to align with the right and left pilaster capitals, creating a niche
effect. There are six lines of Greek inscription on the pilaster capitals, with grape
reliefs as decorative elements below the capitals. Within the arched niche is a
standing male figure dressed in chimation. The stele is broken at the base where
the feet are located. The lower parts of the pilasters are significantly damaged.
Below the feet of the figure is a rectangular frame containing a three-line Greek
inscription. Part of the tenon is broken. While comb-like tool marks are observed
on the lateral surfaces, the back surface appears to have been left in a rather
rough and unfinished state.

Inscription:

(translate by Prof. Dr. Eda ARyiirek Sahin)

"For the memory of their uncle Alexandros, by the two brothers. Whoever does
harm to this tomb, may (the curse) be upon their own children! On the 17th of
Augneos (= Audynaios): Tarazes and Eutekhnis (= EuteRhnios)."

Dating Suggestion: The inscription mentions the 17th of Augneos in lines 11 and
12, but no specific date is provided. Early 3rd century AD?

Literature: Varinlioglu, 2023: 140-141, No. 207
Comparative Literature: Levick et al., 1993: No. 162 and 176.

Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, (32): 224-253



A Group Of Phrygian Grave Steles From The Roman Period in The Usak Museum ﬁ

Cat. No: 8

Type/Title of the Artifact: Grave Stele
Material: Marble

Museum Inv. Nr.: 31.2.97

Location: Usak Museum,Gediz (Gélciik Village)
How it came to the museum: Purchase

Dimensions of the Artifact: (Preserved) Height: 92 cm, Width: 51 cm, Thickness: 4.5
cm

Description of the Artifact: This grave stele is in the form of a naiskos with a
triangular pediment, featuring a relief acroterion on top. The pediment showcases
a niche containing depictions of both a male and female figure. An arch has been
crafted to align with the capitals of the right and left pilasters, creating the
appearance of a niche. The pilasters are adorned with reliefs of grapes and vine
leaves. Within the arched niche, two standing male figures are depicted, both
wearing chimation. The right male figure has his right arm bent at the elbow and
positioned at chest height, while his left hand holds a falx vinitoria. Their
chimation, which extends to their feet, is simply styled with diagonal folds. The
lower portion of the left male figure's foot and the lower part of the right male
figure's ankle are broken. The stele is significantly worn and shows signs of
breakage and incompleteness. While comb-like tool marks are observed on the
lateral surfaces, the back surface appears to have been left in a rather rough and
unfinished state.

Dating Suggestion: Mid-3rd century AD?
Literature: Not yet published.

Comparative Literature: Lochman, 2003: 207 (fig. 45); 210 (fig. 46); 216 (fig. 47); 217
(fig. 48); 220 (fig. 50); 222 (fig. 52); 223 (fig. 53); Leschhorn, 1993: 250-254.
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Cat. No: 9

Type/Title of the Artifact: Grave Stele

Material: Marble

Museum Inv. Nr.: 5.84.94

Location: Usak Museum, Altintas(Kiitahya)

How it came to the museum: Purchase

Dimensions of the Artifact: Height: 80 cm, Width: 44 cm Thickness: 5.5 cm.

Description of the Artifact: This grave stele features a naiskos form with a
triangular pediment, on which a relief acroterion is depicted. Inside the niche are
two male figures and a child. An arch has been constructed to align with the
capitals of the right and left pilasters, creating a niche effect. The side pilasters
are adorned with reliefs of grapes. On the left, the male figure holds a falx
vinitoria in his left hand while grasping his garment with his right hand. On the
right, the male figure holds an object in his left hand, while the child holds a bird.
The chimation worn by the male figures extends to just below the knees with
simple diagonal folds, whereas the child's chimation extends to the feet. Greek
inscriptions are present. The tenon is preserved. While comb-like tool marks are
observed on the lateral surfaces, the back surface appears to have been left in a
rather rough and unfinished state.

Inscription:

(translate by Prof. Dr. Eda ARyiirek Sahin)

"In memory of Kyrilla, the daughter of Marcellus, and her children Timotheos and
Aleksandros, and Aleksandria."

Dating Suggestion: Mid-3rd century AD
Literature: Varinlioglu, 2023: 142, No. 209

Comparative Literature: Drew-Bear, DemirkR6R, Donmez & Tiirktiiziin, 2007: Inv. No
405, Inv. No 9584; Lochman, 2003: 11 225, Fig. 54; Il 246, Fig. 62
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Cat. No: 10

Type/Title of the Artifact: Grave Stele

Material: Marble

Museum Inv. Nr.: 5.85.94

Location: Usak Museum

How it came to the museum: Purchase

Dimensions of the Artifact: Height: 80 cm, Width:) 46 cm Thickness: 5 cm

Description of the Artifact: This grave stele is in the naiskos form with a triangular
pediment, featuring a relief acroterion on the pediment. The stele is broken into
three pieces. An arch has been constructed to align with the capitals of the right
and left pilasters, creating the appearance of a niche. The pilasters are adorned
with reliefs of grapes. Inside the arched niche, there are standing figures of a
man, a woman, and a child, all dressed in chimation. The right arms of the figures
are bent at the elbow and positioned at chest level, while their left hands hold
their chimation. Additionally, the man holds a falx vinitoria with his left hand, the
woman holds a Rirman, and the child holds a bird. The chimation worn by the
woman and child extends simply and schematically with diagonal folds to the
feet, whereas the man's chimation extends to just below the knees. Greek
inscriptions are present. The tenon is preserved. While comb-like tool marks are
observed on the lateral surfaces, the back surface appears to have been left in a
rather rough and unfinished state.

Inscription:

(translate by Prof. Dr. Eda ARyiirek Sahin)

"For Aurelia Kyrilla, in memory of her husband Aleksandros, her child (daughter)
Aleksandria, and for herself while she was still alive, and for Eunoa (or possibly
Eunoas!), and for the father and mother of Gaiane, and for Synthrophe, due to
their memories."

Dating Suggestion: Mid-3rd century AD
Literature: Varinlioglu, 2023, p. 142, No. 208

Comparative Literature: Drew-Bear, Demirk6k, D6nmez & Tiirktiiziin, 2007: Inv. No
405, Inv. No 9584; Lochman, 2003: Il 225, Fig. 54; Il 246, Fig. 62
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Cat. No: 11

Type/Title of the Artifact: Grave Stele
Material: Marble

Museum Inv. Nr.: 5.11.95

Location: Usak Museum / Kiitahya (Altintas)
How it came to the museum: Purchase

Dimensions: (Preserved) Height: 46.5 cm,(Preserved) Width: 43.5 cm, Thickness: 6
cm,

Description: This is a grave stele in naiskos form with a broken pediment,
featuring a niche containing depictions of a male and female figure. An arch has
been constructed to align with the capitals of the right and left pilasters, creating
a niche appearance. The side pilaster capitals are adorned with unknown
decorative elements. Inside the arched niche are figures of a man and a woman
dressed in chimation. The lower parts of the figures are broken, and the stele is
significantly worn. The woman's one hand rests on her chest while the other holds
a kirman. The stele is heavily worn, damaged, and has a patina on its surface. The
back of the stele is left plain. While comb-like tool marks are observed on the
lateral surfaces, the back surface appears to have been left in a rather rough and
unfinished state.

Dating Suggestion: Mid-3rd century AD
Literature: Not yet published.

Comparative Literature: Koch, 1990: Fig. 17; Lochman, 2003 No Il 246 (Fig. 62) and
No Il 225
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Cat. No: 12

Type/Title of the Artifact: Sculpture-Like Stele within a Grave Context?
Material: Marble

Museum Inv. Nr.: 24.36.71

Location : Usak Museum

How it came to the museum: Purchase

Dimensions: (Preserved) Height: 64 cm, Width 17.5 cm,Thickness: 5 cm

Description: This is a stylized female stele made of whitish marble, which may
have originally been part of a grave context. The stele features a standing figure
on a small base, dressed in chimation. The chimation, extending to the ankles, is
highly stylized with shallow folds. The right arm is bent at the elbow and
positioned at chest level, while the left hand holds both a needle and a thread.

Inscription:

(translate by Prof. Dr. Eda ARyiirek Sahin)

"... (name of person) for their father (name of person’s son) Trophimos ....(and)
their mother (name of person’s daughter) Tatiane .....dedicated."

Dating Suggestion: Mid- 3rd century AD
Literature: Varinlioglu, 2013, p. 192, No. 287

Comparative Literature: Vlizos, 2018: 31, Fig. 5; Koch-Wight, 1988: 104-105;
Lochman,2003, 11 202 (abb 44); ARyiirek-Sahin,2019: Abb. 2(a,b,c,d,e)
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Figure 1
Cat. No.1

Figure 2
Cat. No.2

Figure 3
Cat. No.3
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Figure 4
Cat. No.4

Figure 5
Cat. No.5

Figure 6
Cat. No.6
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Figure 7
Cat. No.7

Figure 8
Cat. No.8

Figure 9
Cat. No.9
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Figure 10
Cat. No.10

Figure 11
Cat. No.11

Figure 12
Cat. No.12

Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, (32): 224-253 253



Anadolu Arastirmalari
Anatolian Research,
ANAR 2025, (32): 254-272

https://doi.org/10.26650/anar.32.1666996

Anadolu Arastirmalari Reision equested 0207200

Last Revision Received 02.07.2025

Anatolian Research

Research Article

Open Access

Appendix to the Byzantine Churches of Nikaia: Newly 0
Discovered Building at the Iznik Tile Kilns Excavation Cheskcfor

updates

Ummiihan Melda Ermis® © &3 & Vesile Belgin Demirsar Arli

1 Istanbul University, Faculty of Letters, Department of Art History, Istanbul, Tirkiye

Abstract

Keywords

(=
2

Recent research and archaeological excavations in Iznik, known as Nikaia in ancient times, have uncovered signif-
icant new findings from the Byzantine period. One of these findings is from the Iznik Tile Kilns excavation, which has
provided detailed information on Ottoman tile and ceramic production techniques and processes for many years.
During the excavation seasons from 2019 to 2024, the remains of a previously unknown Byzantine religious building
were discovered adjacent to the kilns, differing from the general context of the excavations. The excavation area
was utilized by Ottoman-era tile and ceramic workshops for many years. First, the workshops and then the modern
residences built in the region after the workshops lost their function ruined the Byzantine structure. The excavations
suggest that the building was likely the main church, with a side chapel located to its north. The main church
suffered significant destruction due to the tile kilns established on its site during the Ottoman period, though part
of its apse remains intact. The side chapel features better-preserved architectural details, despite being partially
damaged by modern houses built above it. This study offers preliminary evaluations of the building’s architectural
features and small finds, while also noting that the location of the newly discovered church aligns with that of the
Kerameon Monastery, as indicated by information from Byzantine sources.
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Introduction

Iznik played an important role during the Byzantine era, serving as the imperial capital for a time and
hosting two of the most important ecumenical councils. In addition to the Byzantine churches previously
documented in Iznik (Eyice, 1988; Peschlow, 2003: Peschlow, 2017: 203-216), a significant number have been
identified through archaeological excavations and research. Excavations around the city walls of Iznik
uncovered church remains on the city side of the Istanbul Gate (Cetinkaya, 2020: 146) and the Lefke Gate
toward the city (Ermis, 2009: 188). Another basilica-plan church was discovered in Lake Iznik, near the
shoreline, with ongoing excavations (Sahin, 2022). Two additional churches have been found near each other:
one on Seyh Bedrettin Street’ (Aslanapa, 1995: 548-549, taf.4-6; Ermis, 2009: 172-184.) and the other on Deniz
Street (Ermis, 2009: 185-187; Niewohner et al., 2010). The remains of another church were discovered during
excavations behind the Niliifer Hatun Imaret (Cetinkaya, 2020: 163).

The Iznik Tile Kilns Excavation site is located near the ancient city center, to the east of the Baths of Murad
Il and close to the Church of Hagia Sophia (Figure 1). The earliest excavations in the area were initiated by
Oktay Aslanapa in 1964. This site was used as a tile and ceramic workshop from the 14th century, when the
Ottomans captured Iznik, until the end of the 17th century. Between 2019 and 2024, excavations revealed the
ruins of a Byzantine building alongside evidence of ceramic workshops and production from the Ottoman
period. This indicates that the excavation area has a complex history of use by various civilizations for
diverse purposes. This study presents and evaluates the excavation phase, architecture, and small finds of
the newly discovered ecclesiastical building.
Figure 1
Aerial photograph of the Iznik Tile Kilns Excavation area and its surroundings

TEvaluating these two churches in light of Cyril Mango's article on the Church of the Holy Fathers reveals that the ideal location for the Iznik Palace
and the Church of the Holy Fathers is the northwest quarter of the city, located between the Istanbul Gate and the lake. For further details, see
Mango, 2005; Ermis, 2011.
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The Newly Discovered Religious Building

The excavations primarily focused on the Ottoman ceramic workshops; however, various findings
prompted the simultaneous conduct of field studies with two objectives. During the 2019 field campaign,
a chapel and a group of graves were discovered to the north of the Ottoman kilns. Although progress was
slow during the excavation seasons from 2020 to 2022 due to the pandemic, evidence emerged suggesting
that the remains unearthed in 2019 may have belonged to a side chapel of a church.

Aerial photographs of the archaeological site reveal a structure that curves eastward, located next to
the south wall of the chapel. Architectural data obtained from the excavations conducted between 2019
and 2024 suggest that this structure, likely the main church, was damaged by the construction of a group
of ceramic kilns in the area during the Ottoman period. Consequently, only a small section of its apse has
survived to the present day at a depth of -272 cm. Excavations to the north of these remains uncovered the
apse and naos of the chapel at a depth of -280 ¢cm (Figure 2 and Figure 3).

The side chapel offers a wealth of information that surpasses what is available in the main church,
including architectural details, graves, and small finds. Excavations were conducted in the chapel's apse and
bema from 2019 to 2022, in the naos section in 2023, and in the narthex section in 2024 (Figure 4).

Figure 2
Aerial photograph of the remains, 2022

-
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Figure 3
Plan of the remains of Byzantine buildings at the Iznik Tile Kilns Excavation site
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Figure 4
View of the chapel from west to east, burials in the naos, 2023

The chapel, which is oriented east-west, was damaged by Ottoman-era kilns and modern houses,
particularly their foundations and cesspits. Excavations uncovered findings related to the naos and apse.
However, the area of the chapel’s narthex did not produce any relevant data, as modern house foundations
and terracotta water pipes from the Turkish period have destroyed this section (Figure 5). The surviving apse
and naos of the chapel measure 515 ¢cm in width and 550 cm in length. Most of the uncovered walls are at
ground level, with the highest section reaching approximately 50 cm.

There is a semicircular apse to the east of the chapel, featuring an interior measuring 190 x 130 cm. The
floor of the semicircular apse has an in-situ opus sectile pavement, which has been largely destroyed today
(Demirsar Arli, 2024: 392). There is a central discus with a diameter of 85 centimeters in the front part of the
apse area. Although the interior of the discus is fragmented, the outer line made of white marble is partially
intact. In the corner spaces of the panel containing the discus, there is a decoration of triangular stones of
different sizes, placed toward the center with pointed ends (Figure 6).

The remainder of the opus sectile floor is adorned with marble fragments shaped like squares, elongated
hexagons, and triangles. The geometric composition covering the entire apse area exhibits a disordered
pattern. In some sections, diamond-shaped pieces feature square marbles at their centers, while in others,
elongated hexagons contain square pieces at the center. In the southern portion of the discus, triangular
stones in blue, maroon, and green, are arranged in a cruciform pattern, with white marble elongated
hexagons (Figure 7). The opus sectile pavement in the apse and bema section of the Church of Hagia Sophia
in Iznik shares similarities with this design in both form and style2.

2Although some scholars date the opus sectile floor of the apse to the 5th-6th century, it is more widely accepted that it dates to the 8th
century, largely due to the damage caused by the earthquake of 740. For opinions on the opus sectile pavements of Hagia Sophia in iznik, see
Schneider, 1943, 15-16, taf10, 12; Guidobaldi and Guiglia Guidobaldi, 1983, 334, note 658; Guiglia Guidobaldi, 1994, 650, note 22; Mollers, 1994, 57,
Demiriz, 2002, 87; Pinatsi, 2006, 119-120.
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Figure 5
The Ottoman and modern additions that damaged the narthex of the chapel, 2024

Figure 6
Apse of the chapel and opus sectile pavement, 2022

Anadolu Arastirmalari-Anatolian Research, (32): 254-272



Appendix to the Byzantine Churches of Nikaia: Newly Discovered Building... £ Ermis & Demirsar Arli, 2025

Figure 7
Detailed view of the opus sectile pavement, 2022

The stylobate of the templon, which separates the bema and naos of the chapel, consists of two spolia,
with a total length of approximately 290 cm. One is the lid of a Roman sarcophagus, decorated with lotus
and palmette motifs on one side (Figure 8). The other piece, inscribed with text, is a fragment of a 2nd
century sarcophagus. Additionally, there is another inscribed fragment in the building, a piece of a 5th-6th

centuries grave stele3, which was reused as spolia in the brick cist grave located next to the chapel’s south
wall (Figure 9).

Numerous graves were discovered on the floor of the chapel's naos during its excavation. Some graves
had stone lids, and some had terracotta lids. In addition, the inner part of the hydraulic plastered water
channel, extending from north to south under the naos floor and probably dating back to the Roman period,
was used as a burial area. (Figure 4 and Figure 10).

3We sincerely thank Professor Mustafa Hamdi Sayar for providing information on the inscribed pieces.
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Figure 8
Reused pieces, 2022

Figure 9
Grave stele fragment reused in the brick cist grave

Figure 10
Hydraulic plastered channel used as a burial area, 2023
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A brick cist grave and a marble sarcophagus were found between the chapel and the main church,
adjacent to the southern wall of the chapel's naos. The dimensions of the brick cist grave are 175 x 85 x 85 cm,
and the marble sarcophagus measures 200 x 70 x 50 cm in size. The skeletons were coded and removed to
allow the excavation to continue. Archaeothanatological analysis of skeletons in an archaeological context
is crucial for understanding the processes of skeletonization and funerary interventions®. (Yilmaz, 2021).
According to the archaeothanatological analysis based on the photographs, it was determined that at least
two adult skeletons and one non-adult skeleton were present in the sarcophagus. This number may increase
with further detailed biological anthropological analysis. The skull of the adult individual, added at the final
stage of the sarcophagus, was displaced because of natural processes. All the other bones of the skeletal
system were preserved in their anatomical position. At the same time, the bones of the non-adult individual
adjacent to the adult skeleton also partially retained their anatomical arrangement. This evidence indicates
that no additional individuals were interred in the tomb after these two burials, and the sarcophagus was
closed and never reopened. Furthermore, an arrangement with four holes with a diameter of 20 cm was
found at the bottom of the sarcophagus, reminiscent of the holy oil ritual observed in saints’ graves or
reliquaries. No objects or small finds were found in the sarcophagus and graves. (Figure 11).

During the 2015 and 2016 excavation seasons, two graves were identified in pits directly opened into the
soil in the southeast direction of the chapel. The skeletons of adult individuals were laid flat on their backs
in these graves. The preserved bones of the skeletons are in the context of primary burial and completely
preserve their anatomical posture. The posture of the skeletons and the position of the bones indicate that
the pit was filled with soil after the body was placed inside it. In addition, two tile graves were identified.
With the discovery of the chapel and the likely main church in the following years, it was realized that these
graves were also related to this religious structure (Figure 12). The convex roof tiles used in the graves, which
were recovered intact during the excavation and measured 58 cm high, 33 cm wide at the top, 37 cm wide at
the middle, 35 cm wide at the bottom, and 2.5 cm thick?.

Various Finds

Excavations conducted from 2019 to 2024 yielded cross fragments, cruciform reliquaries, pieces of copper
alloy hangers and chains, glass sherds, coins, and ceramic chalices®. Due to the area’s long history of varied
uses, most of the small finds were recovered from the soil fill covering the chapel.

Three copper-alloy reliquary crosses were discovered, each shaped a Latin cross. In the complete
reliquary, the cross is hinged at both the top and bottom, with a hanging loop at the top. Although
corrosion complicates identification, the reliquary features engravings on both the front and back. The front
side depicts the Crucifixion, with Christ dressed in a colobium. Above his head is a simple tabula ansata
inscribed with the letters X. On the reverse side, there is an image of the Virgin Mary praying with her hands
outstretched in the Orans pose (Figure 13).

One of the cross reliquaries has a broken upper vertical arm, resulting in the head of the figure in
the orans gesture engraved on the reliquary being missing. The other reliquary cross, found during the
excavation of the narthex, depicts the Virgin Mary in the orans position. Above the figure is the inscription
MP 0Y, an abbreviation for Mather Theou (Mother of God) (Figure 14).

“We would like to thank Yasemin Yilmaz for archaeothanatological analyses.

5In his article, Ozyigit provided an example from the Iznik Museum with similar dimensions to this roof tile. For further details on the general
characteristics of roof tiles from the 13th and 14th centuries, see Ozyigit, 1990: 167-170.

6This article does not focus on the small finds instead, they serve as supporting evidence for understanding the building's function, and
dating. For this purpose, some of the well-preserved small finds from the context are included in this article, along with similar examples for
comparison in the footnotes. Fragments of two ceramic chalices, decorated with the sgraffito technique and inscriptions, are excluded from this
paper, as they will be discussed in detail in another study. See: Demirsar Arli, 2022, 307, Figure 8b; Demirsar Arli, 2023: 363, Figure 7a.
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Figure 11
Sarcophagus
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Figure 12
Simple earth graves and roof tile graves in the southeast of the chapel ruin

Figure 13
A reliquary cross depicting Christ and the Virgin Orans
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Figure 14
Pieces of reliquary crosses

Figure 15
Pieces of different crosses

These reliquary crosses have been observed in Byzantium from the ninth century onward. The layers
from which the reliquary crosses emerged during excavations are crucial for dating the finds. The reliquary
crosses discovered in the Iznik Tile Kilns area are estimated to date back to the 12th- 13th centuries’.

During the excavation of the chapel, four crosses made of copper alloy were discovered (Figure 15). Each
cross arm extends and widens outward from the center. Three of the cross arm pieces feature flat circular
discs in the corners, while the other has bulbs in the corners. One of the cross arms has unidentified
markings. The edges of another cross arm have two rows of incised lines, and that arm features a small
hole in its lower part. This hole, used to hang pandelia, indicates that this arm is the horizontal arm of
the cross. Pandelia is an attribute indicating ceremonial use8 (Sandin, 1992: 10). The small, portable crosses
found during excavations at the Iznik Tile Kilns may have been used for consecration or liturgy by the clergy
(Galavaris, 1994: 96).

7For similar examples of incised decoration found in Iznik, see Pitarakis, 2006, 275, cat.no. 284; Aslanapa, Yetkin & Altun, 1989, 227, 243.

8For information on the types of crosses used in consecration or liturgy during the Byzantine period, see Cotsonis, 1994, 40; Sandin, 1992, 24.

it
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Figure 16
Metal findings

Figure 17
Glass handle piece

Other metal finds include hangers, a chain, and a handle. The chain, made of copper alloy, was likely
used to carry or hang items (Figure 16)°. Another metal piece, also crafted from copper alloy, is identified as
a handle based on its shape, although the specific vessel it belongs to remains unknown. This semicircular
sherd features a small cruciform handle at the apex, with the two sides of the circle flattened to project
outward'°. Additionally, three long metal rods with round sections are connected by a chain and have shorter
hooks. These metal hangers, in the form of hooks, were commonly used in glass oil lamps'* (Figure 16). Glass
sherds were discovered during the excavation of the chapel. Only one of these fragments has a distinct
handle and may have belonged to a glass lamp (Figure 17).

A pair of slightly corroded copper coins, believed to have been minted in Constantinople, was discovered

during the excavations. The obverse of one coin depicts a bearded Christ wearing a tunic and a cross nimbus,
with his right hand raised in a blessing position and “XC” visible. The reverse features the emperor seated

9For similar chain examples see Bulgurlu, 2018, 449, no. 81 and 82. Similar examples, found during the excavations at the Church of St. Nicholas
in Demre, are dated to the 6th-7th century.

"9For similar handle, see Bulgurlu, 2018, 438, no.48 and 49.

"For similar examples, see Papanikola-Bakirtzi, 2002, 285, no. 299; Acara & Olcay, 1998, 249-266: 255, fig. 2f; Acara, 2018, 371-372, no. 36; Bulgurlu,
2018, 448, no.7; Olcay Ugkan & Comezoglu Uzbek, 2018, 520; Demirel Gokalp, 2016, 257, cat.no. 11.
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on a high-backed throne, holding a labarum in his right hand and a globus in his left. Based on the legible
inscription on the left side of the reverse, this coin is attributed to Michael VIl Palaiologos'? (Figure 18).

Figure 18
Copper trachea of Michael VIl Palaiologos

Figure 19
Coin of Michael VIII Palaiologos and Andronicus Il

"2For a similar Michael VIII copper trachea, see Bendall & Donald, 1974, cat.no.UC4, 34; Bendall, 1988, 22, 85, cat.no.35; Lianta, 2009, 201.
cat.no. 546.
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Figure 20
Samples indicating Byzantine ceramic production in the Iznik Tile Kilns Excavation

The obverse of the other coin shows an elaborate labarum resting on a crescent-shaped cushion, while
the reverse displays two emperors holding a patriarchal cross between them?™3. This coin is dated to the
reign of Emperor Michael VIII Palaiologos and Andronicus Il (Figure 19).

The reuse of the area where the church and chapel were located during the Ottoman and modern periods
led to a mixing of cultural layers, disrupting the stratigraphy. Consequently, the Byzantine building did not
survive in its original form due to subsequent construction activities. This situation also affected small finds.
Small artifacts discovered during the excavation of the chapel in the Iznik Tile Kilns area differ from other
findings in the excavation site. As a result, the dating of these artifacts was based on their form, decoration,
and the location of the chapel and layer of discovery. These findings are generally dated to the 12th-13th
centuries.

Discussion Concerning the Definition of The Building

The excavation area has been inhabited for centuries. The oldest evidence found at the site is the
hypocaust system of a bathhouse, likely dating from the Roman period.' Additionally, as previously
mentioned, the graves in the naos of the chapel were built around a hydraulic plastered water channel from
an earlier period. It is possible that during the Byzantine period, ceramic workshops were established in this
area to utilize the water system. Excavations of the Iznik tile kilns have unearthed numerous unglazed and
unfinished ceramic vessels, some of which feature tripod stilts on the interior of their bases. The existence
of these vessels indicates that they were produced during the Byzantine period, indicating that the area

3For similar coins, see Grierson, 1999, cat.n0.206-211, plate 13.

T4At this point, it is necessary to mention Strabo. Strabo provides information on Iznik during the Hellenistic period and notes that four of
the city's gates could be seen from the Gymnasion, which was located in the city centre (Strabo, 1961, 12.4.7, 463-465). The location of the Iznik
Tile Kilns Excavation site aligns with this description.
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functioned as a workshop (Demirsar Arli & Altun, 2009: 367, Figure 11 - Figure 12; Demirsar Arli, 2017: 376,
Figure 9; Demirsar Arli, 2018: 449-450,Figure 11)' (Figure 20).

Figure 21
Residences in the area before expropriation

After the Ottomans settled in Iznik, the city emerged as a significant center for tile and ceramic production
for the Ottoman Empire. The Ottomans likely selected this area for their workshops due to the presence of
existing Byzantine workshops. Once the Ottoman workshops ceased functioning, houses were constructed
on the site in the first half of the 20th century. Following their expropriation in 2013, these buildings were
safely demolished, and excavation work began in the area (Figure 21). In excavation seasons from 2019-2024,
the remains of a church and chapel were discovered. Sewage pits from the houses caused some damage to
the northeastern corner of the chapel’s apse. Additionally, The excavation revealed the remains of a small
Ottoman bathhouse to the east of the apse, which was likely used by craftsmen working in the workshops
(Figure 2). These findings indicate that the area has a complex history with multiple archaeological layers.

Comparing this new religious building with the churches known to have existed in Iznik during the Byzan-
tine period has yielded important insights. Historical sources indicate that there were numerous churches
in Iznik during that time. One notable example was the Monastery of the Potters (Kerameon), named for its
location in the city's pottery district. A letter of condolence sent by Theodore of Studios to Joseph, (Theodori
Studitae Opera Omnia, 1860, 1633-1636), the prelate of the Kerameon Monastery, on the death of Peter’s,
Bishop of Nicaea on 11 September 826 confirms that the Monastery of the Potters was situated in the city
center of Iznik in the 9th century (Janin, 1975, 114). St. Peter, an important figure among iconophiles, was

">For publications dealing with the production of ceramics in Iznik during the Byzantine period, see Frangois, 1997: 411-442; Waksman &
Frangois, 2004: 629-724: 654, 669; Ozkul Findik, 2014: 84-85, 149-155; Meri¢ & Ekin Merig, 2021: 49-66.

6Bishop Peter was dismissed for being an iconophile, and Inger was appointed to the position in 815. see Foss & Tulchin, 1996, 25.
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buried in this monastery upon his death’.

When evaluating the evidence of Byzantine pottery production alongside information about the churches
mentioned in Byzantine sources, it becomes clear that the remains of a probable church and its chapel
unearthed during the Iznik Tile Kilns Excavation align with the location of the Monastery of the Potters
(Kerameon). Most Byzantine churches in Iznik contain graves either within the interior or substructure. From
the Middle Byzantine period onwards, burial areas within the city walls expanded, and burials became
increasingly concentrated in monasteries. Peschlow observes that, following the early Byzantine period, the
number of graves around churches in Iznik increased, suggesting that these churches were used as burial
sites (Peschlow, 2003: 214; Peschlow, 2017: 208- 209). If we consider the concentration of graves found on
both sides inside and outside the chapel, as well as between the chapel and the church, it is reasonable
to suggest that if this newly discovered chapel is the burial site of Bishop Peter, the faithful seeking his
intercession would desire to be buried there.

This religious building, despite stratigraphic challenges and poor architectural condition, provides
valuable data regarding architectural remains, small finds, and graves. Therefore, it can be concluded that
the early Byzantine church and chapel remained in existence until the 13th century, as supported by these
architectural remains, small finds, and graves.
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