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PRAEFATIO

Seleucia’nin editérleri olarak dergimizin 2026 yili, XVI. sayisinda zengin bir igerigi sizlerle
paylagmaktan gurur duymaktayiz.

Olba’y1 konu alan ¢aligmalara oncelik taniyan Seleucia’nin bu sayisinda, ilk yayinlanigi 19. ytizyila
dayanan Olba su kemeri Uzerindeki yazitin ilgi ¢ekici bir degerlendirmesini bulacaksiniz. Kentte
son yillardaki kazilarda ortaya cikartilan ve daha 6nce bilinmeyen bir yap: olan “Su Kemeri
Kilisesi” ile ilgili ayrintili bir tanimlamayla bulusacaksiniz. Bu yapida ele gecen cam sikke agirlig
konusundaki degerlendirmeye de yine bu sayida ulagacaksiniz. Olbada eskiden beri taninan ama
detayl1 bir incelemesi yapilmamis olan “Kemerli Lentolu Kaya Mezari Kompleksi” hakkinda son

zamanlarda yapilan bir ¢alismanin sonuglarini okuyacaksiniz.

Cilicia Bolgesi ¢aligmalar: kapsaminda, Magarsus (Adana- Karatas) tiyatrosunun burada yapilan
son arkeolojik aragtirmalar 1s131nda degerlendirildigi bir makale de bu sayimizda yer almakta. Yine
Akdeniz Bolgesi'nin eskicag arkeolojisi baglaminda, Pamphylia ve Lykia arasindaki etkilesimin

Bizans levhalar: tizerinden ele alindig1 bir makaleyi de okuyucularimiza sunmaktayiz.

Anadoludaki Yunan- Roma mimari gelenegine uygun olarak inga edildigini disindigimiz
Sardes'teki Artemis Tapinagi tasarimindaki Italya etkilerinden haberdar olmak, kugkusuz
ilginizi ¢ekecektir. Bu sayimizda yer verdigimiz mimarlik alaninda yapilmis bir diger ¢aligma ise
Letoondaki Hyposorionlu Mezar Amti1 konusundadr.

Anadoludaki ¢esitli kazilarda bulunan veya mize koleksiyonlarinda yer alan eserler de
dergimizin bu sayisindaki bir¢ok ¢alismanin konusudur. Bunlar, Gaziantep, Yenicehéyiik Kazilar:
Rhodos amphora miihirleri, Hadrianopolis Kazilar1 Roma sikke buluntulari, Yozgat Miizesi
koleksiyonundan kartal heykeli, Metropolitan Museum'dan bir portre ve Bodrum Sualti Arkeoloji
Miizesi'nden Eirene Steli’nin ele alindifi makalelerdir.

Eskicag yazili kaynaklar: Gizerinden yapilan ¢aligmalar da dergimizin bu sayisinda yer almaktadur.
Bunlar, Anemurium'da MO 4. ylzyil ile MS 3. ylzyil arasindaki siireci inceleyen makale ile
Kudiis'teki Stileyman Tapmagimin atese veriligini ele alan Titus Flavius losephus’un eski
Yunanca metni baglaminda degerlendiren ¢aligmadir. Ayrica, 19. yiizyilda Kibris'taki arkeolojik
faaliyetin Luigi Palma di Cesnola 6rnegi tizerinden ele alindigi makaleyi ilgiyle okuyacaginizi

disinmekteyiz.

Dergimizde Diyarbakir yapilarindaki ¢iniler, Ahlat Selguklu Mezarligi ve Eski Ahlat Sehri Kazist
sikke buluntulari gibi Anadolwnun Tiirk-Islam dénemine iliskin ¢alismalar da yer almaktadur.

Son olarak, Roma'da statii ve ideoloji sembolii olarak “calceus”un (bir tir deri bot) ele alindig:

makaleyi de bu sayinin ilgi ¢ekici bir ¢alismasi olarak sizlere sunmaktayiz.

Editorler:
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Prof. Dr. Diane Favro

Prof. Dr. Fikret Yegiil

Dr. Murat Ozylldmm (Bag Editor)
Dog. Dr. Yavuz Yegin



PREFACE
As the editors of Seleucia, we are proud to share the rich content of its 2026 sixteenth issue.

In this issue of Seleucia, which prioritizes studies on Olba, you will find an interesting assessment
of the inscription on the Olba aqueduct, first published in the 19th century. You will also find
a detailed description of the “Aqueduct Church” a previously unknown structure unearthed in
recent excavations. Another article studies the glass coin weight found in this structure. You will
also read the results of a recent study on the “Rock-Cut Tomb Complex with an Arcuated Lintel”
in Olba, which has long been known but not thoroughly examined.

As part of the archaeological work in Cilicia, this issue includes an article evaluating the Magarsus
(Adana-Karatas) theater in light of recent archaeological research conducted there. In the context
of ancient archaeology in the Mediterranean region, we also proud to present an article that
examines the interaction between Pamphylia and Lycia through Byzantine panels in Antalya
Museum.

You will undoubtedly be interested to learn about the Italian influences in the design of the
Temple of Artemis in Sardis, which we believe was built in accordance with the Greek-Roman
architectural tradition in Anatolia. Another study in the field of architecture in this issue is on the

Hyposorion Tomb Monument in Letoon.

Artifacts found in various excavations in Anatolia or in museum collections are also the subject of
a number of studies in this issue. These include articles on the Rhodian amphora seals from the
Yenicehdyiik excavations in Gaziantep, Roman coin finds from the Hadrianopolis excavations, an
eagle statue from the Yozgat Museum’s collection, a portrait from the Metropolitan Museum, and
the Eirene stele from the Bodrum Museum of Underwater Archaeology.

Studies based on ancient written sources are also included in this issue such as the article
examining the period between the 4th century BC and the 3rd century AD in Anemurium,
and a study evaluating the destruction of Solomon’s Temple in Jerusalem within the context of
Titus Flavius Iosephus’s ancient Greek text. We also believe you will find interesting the article
discussing 19th century archaeological activity in Cyprus through the example of Luigi Palma di

Cesnola.

Our journal also features studies on the Turkish-Islamic period of Anatolia, such as the tiles in
the buildings of Diyarbakur, the coin finds from the Seljuk Cemetery and the Old Ahlat City

excavations.

Finally, we present an interesting article in this issue on the “calceus” (a type of leather boot) as a

symbol of status and ideology in Rome.

Editors:

Prof. Dr. Emel Erten

Prof. Dr. Diane Favro

Prof. Dr. Fikret Yegil

Dr. Murat Ozyildirim (Chief Editor)
Assoc. Prof. Dr. Yavuz Yegin



Olba Kazis1 Serisi
Seleucia

Makale Bagvuru Kurallar1

Seleucia, Olba Kazis1 yayini olarak yilda bir say1 yayinlanir. Yayinlanmas: istenen makalelerin
en ge¢ Subat ayinda gonderilmis olmast gerekmektedir. Seleucia, arkeoloji, eski ¢ag dilleri ve
kultirleri, eski ¢ag tarihi, sanat tarihi konularinda yazilan, daha 6nce yayinlanmayan yalnizca
Tiirkge, Ingilizce caligmalar: ve kitap tanitimlarini yaynlar.

Yazim Kurallar

Makaleler, Times New Roman yaz: karakterinde, word dosyasinda, baglik 12 punto bas harfleri
biiyiik harf, metin ve kaynakga 10 punto, dipnotlar 9 punto ile yazilmalidir. Sayfa sayisi, kaynakea
dahil en ¢ok on sayfa olmalidir. Mize, kazi, ylizey arastirmasi malzemelerinin yayin izinleri,
makale ile birlikte yollanmalidir. Kitap tanitimlari, G sayfay: gegmemelidir. Caligmada ara baghik
varsa bold ve kiigiik harflerle yazilmalidir. Tiirkge ve Ingilizce 6zetler, makale adinin altinda, 9
punto, iki yiiz sézcigi gegmemelidir. Ozetlerin altinda Ingilizce ve Tiirkge beser anahtar sozciik,
9 punto olarak “anahtar s6zcikler” ve “keywords” bagliginin yaninda verilmelidir. Doktora ve
yiiksek lisans tezlerinden olusturulan makaleler, yayina kabul edilmemektedir.

* Dipnotlar, her sayfanin altinda verilmelidir. Dipnotta yazar soyads, yayin yili ve sayfa numarast
siralamast agagidaki gibi olmalidir. Demirig 2006, 59.

* Kaynakga, ¢caligmanin sonunda yer almali ve dipnottaki kisaltmay: agiklamalidir.

Kitap i¢in:
Demirig 2006 Demirig, B., Roma Yazininda Tarih Yaziciligy, Ege Yay., Istanbul.

Makale igin:
Kagar 2009  Kagar, T., “Arius: Bir ‘Sapkin’in Kisa Hikayesi”, Lucerna Klasik Filoloji Yazilari,
Istanbul.

* Makalede kullanilan fotograf, resim, harita, ¢izim, sekil vs. metin i¢inde yalnizca (Lev. 1), (Lev.
2) kisaltmalar1 bigiminde “Levha” olarak yazilmali, makale sonunda “Levhalar” baglig: altinda
sirali olarak yazilmalidir. Biitiin levhalar, jpeg ya da tift formatinda 300 dpi olmalidir. Alints
yapilan levha varsa sorumlulugu yazara aittir ve mutlaka alint1 yeri belirtilmelidir.

* Levha sayis1 her makalede 10 adet ile kisitlhdur.

* Latince - Yunanca sozciiklerin yaziminda 6zel isimlerde; varsa Tirkge ek virgille ayrilmals,
ornegin; Augustus’un, cins isimler italik yazilmali, varsa Turkge ek, italik yapilmadan sozciige
bitisik yazilmalidir, 6rnegin; caveanin.

* Tarih belirtilirken MO ve MS nokta kullanmilmadan, makale baghklari ile yazar ad ve
soyadlarinda sadece bag harfler biyik harf olarak yazilmalidir.



Olba Excavations Series

Seleucia

Scope

Seleucia is annually published by the Olba Excavations Series. Deadline for sending papers is
February of each year. Seleucia features previously unpublished studies and book reviews on
archaeology, ancient languages and cultures, ancient history and history of art written only in

Turkish or English.

Publishing Principles

Articles should be submitted as word documents, with font type Times New Roman, font sizes
12 points for headings (first letters should be capitalized), 10 points for text, and 9 points for
footnotes and references. The number of pages of each article should not be longer than ten
pages, including the bibliography. If the study is on some material/materials from a museum or
an excavation, the permission for publication should be submitted together with the article. The
book reviews should not be longer than three pages. If there are sub-titles, the headings should
be written bold with small letters. Abstracts written in both Turkish and English should appear
below the heading of the article, should be size of 9 points and minimum count of words should
be 200. Below the abstracts, a minimum of 5 keywords for both languages should be included (of
size 9 points) below the headings “anahtar sozciikler” and “keywords”. The articles produced out
of master’s theses or doctoral dissertations will not be accepted for publication.

* Footnotes should be given under each page. The ordering of author surname, year of publication
and page number should be as follows: Demiris 2006, 59.

¢ 'The reference list should appear at the end of the study and should explain the abbreviation
given in the footnote.

Book format:
Demirig 2006 Demirig, B., Roma Yazininda Tarih Yaziciligi, Ege Yay., Istanbul.

Article format:

Kagar 2009  Kagar, T., “Arius: Bir ‘Sapkin'in Kisa Hikayesi”, Lucerna Klasik Filoloji Yazilari,
Istanbul.

* Photographs, pictures, maps, drawings, figures etc. used in the article should be referred to in
the text as (Fig. 1), (Fig. 2) as abbreviations, and an ordered list of these items should appear
at the end of the article under the heading “Figures”. All figures should be in JPEG or TIFF
format with 300 dpi. If there are figures cited, the responsibility lies with the author and
citation should be explicitly given. The number of figures for each article is limited to 10.
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Marble Eagle Statue from Yozgat Museum

Savag Altun’

Abstract

In this study, the marble eagle statue exhibited in the Yozgat Museum is examined in terms
of its possible function, representational context, and iconographic character within the Roman
Imperial Period. As the object is not an archaeological excavation find with contextual data, it
has been evaluated on the basis of formal, stylistic, and iconographic evidence. Carved from a
single block of marble, the statue is distinguished by its closed-wing arrangement, compact body
mass, and schematized feather treatment, while the goat beneath its talons constitutes one of the
defining elements of its iconography. The sculpture has been considered comparatively alongside
selected eagle representations from the Roman Imperial Period, with particular emphasis on the
examples from Kinik Héytik. These comparisons have made it possible to assess the Cayiralan
statue not only stylistically, but also in terms of how superiority and hierarchy were transformed
into a visual order in large-scale sculpture. The available evidence indicates that the statue should
be understood not as an ordinary animal depiction, but as a representation structured around
the hierarchical relationship between the eagle and the goat. In this respect, the object should be
regarded as an example of high representational value situated at the intersection of Roman eagle
iconography and the Anatolian eagle—goat tradition.

Key Words: Roman Period, Eagle Sculpture, Eagle—Goat Iconography, Anatolia, Symbolism

Yozgat Miizesi'nden Mermer Kartal Heykeli

Ozet

Bu ¢alismada, Yozgat Miizesi'nde sergilenen mermer kartal heykeli, Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi
i¢indeki olast iglevi, temsil baglami ve ikonografik niteligi agisindan incelenmektedir. Arkeolojik
kazi konteksi buluntusu olmayan eser, bicimsel, stilistik ve ikonografik veriler temelinde
degerlendirilmigtir. Tek blok mermerden islenmis olan heykel, kapali kanat kurulusu, kompakt
govde kitlesi ve sematik tily isciligiyle dikkat cekmekte, pengeleri altindaki kegi ise ikonografinin
bir unsurunu olugturmaktadir. Eser, Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi'nden segilmis kartal betimleri
ve ozellikle Kintk Héyiik 6rnekleriyle karsilagtirmali olarak ele alinmistir. Bu karsilagtirmalar
sonucunda, Cayiralan heykelinin yalnizca stilistik agidan degil, aym1 zamanda biytik boyutlu
heykelde ustiinlik ve hiyerarsinin nasil gorsel bir dizene dénistiiriildigi bakimindan da

degerlendirilmesi miimkiin olmustur. Elde edilen veriler, heykelin siradan bir hayvan betimi olarak

" Dr. Ogr. Uycsi Savag Altun, Yozgat Bozok Universitesi, Fen Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Arkeoloji
Bolimi. E-posta: savas.altun@bozok.edu.tr, Orcid no: 0000-0002-9173-4338.



Savag Altun

degil, kartal ile kegi arasindaki hiyerarsik iligki Gzerinden kurulan bir temsil olarak anlagilmas:
gerektiFini gdstermektedir. Bu yoniiyle eser, Roma kartal ikonografisi ile Anadolu'daki kartal-ke¢i
geleneginin kesisiminde yer alan, temsil degeri yiiksek bir 6rnek olarak degerlendirilmelidir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Roma Doénemi, Kartal Heykeli, Kartal-Keci 1konograﬁsi, Anadolu,

Sembolizm

Introduction

The eagle figure is one of the most powerful animal images associated in the ancient world
with strength, sovereignty, protection, and divine authority. Employed across different
cultures, it acquired shifting layers of meaning and could signify divine sanction, rulership
and superiority, or protective power according to context'. Representations in which the
eagle is depicted together with different animals further expanded this symbolic field and
became a mode of expression through which concepts such as sovereignty, superiority, and
sacred relationship were made visible?. Such arrangements do not merely reflect a natural
relationship between animals; they also give form to abstract concepts such as control,

superiority, and sacred hierarchy.

'This broad semantic framework enabled the eagle figure to be used widely across different
media of ancient artistic production. In the Roman world, however, the symbolic character of
the eagle acquired a more explicit ideological content, and the figure emerged as a powerful
image representing both divine legitimacy and imperial as well as military authority®. For

this reason, eagle representations of the Roman period should be interpreted not merely as

1 For the general symbolism of the eagle figure in the ancient world and its use in different
cultural contexts, see Wittkower 1939,295-302; Wypustek 2011b, 45-52; Greet 2015, 89-95;
Frankfort 1954, 129-146; Dalley 1989, 154-169; Filipek 2023, 17-18.

2 For examples in which the eagle is depicted within the same composition together with
different animals such as the bull, stag, goat, and serpent, and for their iconographic meanings,
see Belis 2024, 43, pl. 6, 3, fig. 4a-b, pl. 6, 2; Khachatrian 1998, 145-146, 149 fig. 89; Falter
2005, 148-157; Weiss 1985, 21-48; Belis 2021, 71-101; Przeworski 1940, 63-64 fig. 2;
Parlasca 1989, 67-69, figs. 2—6; Hillert 1997, 299, no. 31, no. II 1-5; Warden 1997, 56-57,
nos. 184-187; Lafli — Feugere 2006, 95-97, figs. 27-29, nos. 92-96; Whybrew 2016, 927-936;
Mouterde 1957, 209, pl. 3, 2; Warden 2002, 131, fig. 4; Brandt — Krug — Gercke — Schmidt
1972, no. 3411; Zwierlein 1991, no. 2414; Blomer 2019, 253; Blomer — Crowther 2014, 350—
364; Gokturk 2000, 147, no. 42, pl. 21, 2; Bossert 1942, 79, figs. 1012-1023; Chantre 1898,
128, 154-156, pl. 26; Santrot — Badalian 1996, 236-237, no. 240; Invernizzi 1999, 51, pl.
7f; Hawkins 2004, 356-360; Hawkins 2013, 68-72; Hakman 2017, 463-467; Altun 2021,
315, pl. 4; Altun 2022, 128, pl. 3, Soslu 2025, 259-272, fig. 1a-d; Wittkower 1939, 293-325;
Kleiner 1992, 79-85.

3 For the relationship of the eagle in the Roman world to imperial ideology, divine legitimacy,
public representation, and military-public authority, see Wypustek 2011a, 291-303; Cumont
1917, 35-118, For its place within Roman imperial ideology and military representation, see
Kryskiewicz 2014, 532-551; L'Orange 1953, 85-110; Davies 2000, 27-54.
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Marble Eagle Statue from Yozgat Museum

realistic depictions of animals, but in many cases as representations carrying ceremonial and

public significance®.

Examples in which the eagle is depicted together with different animals within the same
composition have been known in Anatolia since earlier periods® (Fig. 4 a-b). The eagle—goat
relationship in particular continued to appear in different works during the Roman Imperial
Period and was reinterpreted in new contexts. This continuity makes it necessary, in assessing
the Cayiralan example, to take into account not only the symbolism of the eagle in the

Roman world but also the local iconographic tradition of Anatolia.

'This study aims to evaluate the marble eagle statue reported to have been brought to the
Yozgat Museum in connection with illicit excavations in the Cayiralan district of Yozgat,
with regard to its possible function, context of use, and iconographic features within the the
Roman Imperial Period. Within this scope, the object was examined and documented in
situ at the museum®. The statue was first assessed in terms of its formal and plastic features
and was then examined through selected comparative examples from the Roman world and
Anatolia, with particular emphasis on the eagle sculptures from Kinik Hoytk. In this way, the
discussion was directed not only toward the dating of the object, but also toward determining

what kind of representation it should be understood to constitute’.

Description

The marble eagle statue represents a monumental standing eagle rendered in a stylized
manner. Measuring 150 x 65 x 46 cm, the work was carved from a single block of marble
and has largely preserved its overall massed form (Fig. 1 a-d). Although the surface exhibits
localized abrasion, minor fractures, and traces of wear, the sculpture is generally well preserved.

In frontal view, the eagle’s head is raised and appears slightly turned to one side, while the
figure as a whole is arranged so as to produce a strongly frontal effect. The chest is prominently
projected, and the body is conceived as a compact, vertically rising mass. The wings are fully
closed and tightly attached to the body. This treatment reinforces an impression of stillness,

balance, and monumentality rather than movement.

4 For the relationship of the eagle figure in Anatolia to local religious contexts and mountain
cults, see Hillert 1997, 286—289; Weiss 1996, 158-161; Price 1987, 56—80.

5 For earlier examples of the eagle—goat relationship in Anatolia and for the visual continuity of
this relationship, see Beran 1967, 24, pl. 7-72; Boehmer — Giiterbock 1987, 26, pl. V. 50-52,
For its numismatic continuation in the Roman Imperial Period, see RPC 111, 3333; RPC III,
3343; RPC 111, 3348; RPC 111, 3344; RPC 111, 3347; RPC X, unassigned, ID 60660; RPC
V.3, unassigned, ID 85116; Weiss 1985, 32-36; Goktiirk 2000, 146-148.

6 This study was conducted with the permission of the Republic of Tiirkiye Ministry of Culture
and Tourism, Yozgat Museum (permit no. E-16080153-155.01-7720787).

7 For the examples used in the comparative evaluation, see Lerz et al. 2017, 24-25, figs. 4-6;
Durham 2013, 79-83, figs. 4-6; Peppers 1980, 176-179; Gorny - Mosch 2011, fig. 79, 93;
Highcock et al. 2020, 573-574; d’Alfonso et al. 2020, 25-27; Trameri — d’Alfonso 2020, 65—
82; d’Alfonso et al. 2025, 160; Gorrini 2022, 134, fig. 8.
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In the lateral views, the block-like structure of the sculpture can be observed more
clearly. The head and neck are treated as a thick mass rising forward, while the wings extend
downward as broad surfaces enveloping the body. Whereas the scale-like feather pattern of
the shoulders and upper body continues onto the sides, the wing surfaces are rendered in a
longer, more linear, and simpler manner. From this perspective, the figure appears to have
been conceived not through outward movement, but through an inwardly controlled design
that concentrates the mass. In the lower zone, a connected supporting arrangement can
be seen between the goat’s head and the main body of the eagle, reinforcing the mass and
structural stability of the sculpture.

'The same mass-oriented conception is maintained on the rear side. The two closed wings
wrap around the back of the body and form broad surfaces tapering downward. In the rear
view, the feather treatment is simpler and the surface is less elaborately articulated than
on the front. As a result, the back of the sculpture is organized not through independent
anatomical detail, but through a unified mass effect that strengthens the monument as a
whole. This feature indicates that the sculpture was designed with an emphasis on frontal

and monumental appearance rather than on fully developed three-dimensional movement.

On the neck, chest, and upper body, the feathers are rendered as large, scale-like, and
repeated units. This surface treatment privileges formal clarity, rhythm, and decorative
organization over detailed anatomical naturalism. When the treatment of the front and lateral
surfaces is considered together with the more simplified handling of the rear, it becomes
clear that the sculpture was designed to achieve its strongest visual effect particularly from
the front.

In the lower part of the sculpture, the eagle is depicted together with a secondary animal
beneath its talons. This figure can be identified as a goat, represented with its head raised,
mouth open, and facial details clearly articulated. The goat’s head is positioned not directly
on the ground, but on a pedestal-like rectangular supporting block incorporated into the
lower part of the sculpture. The difference in scale and placement between the eagle and
the goat further indicates that the figures were conceived not as part of a naturalistic animal

scene, but as a deliberately structured symbolic group.

Evaluation of the Eagle Statue

In this section, the Cayiralan eagle statue is examined within a holistic framework that
takes into account its plastic and stylistic features, its iconographic structure, and its possible
function within the Roman Imperial Period. Since the statue does not derive from a secure
archaeological context, the discussion has not been confined to formal comparison alone;
it has also been broadened to include the question of what kind of monument, sculptural
program, or sculptural arrangement the work may originally have belonged to. For this reason,
the analysis proceeds on two interconnected levels. First, plastic and formal comparisons are

made with Roman eagle sculptures whose chronology or find data can be defined more
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clearly. Second, the original function and placement scheme to which the Cayiralan eagle
may have belonged are discussed. Such an approach is methodologically necessary, because
the comparative examples do not all carry the same chronological value, some derive from
stratified archaeological contexts, whereas others can be dated mainly through stylistic
assessment. Accordingly, these examples do not provide an absolute date; rather, they make
it possible to assess the massing, workmanship, and iconographic structure of the Cayiralan

statue within a more secure comparative framework.

From an analytical perspective, the significance of the Cayiralan eagle lies not in
the mere presence of individual formal features, but in the way these elements combine
to form a coherent sculptural language. They should therefore be regarded not simply as
descriptive traits, but as comparative indicators that help situate the statue within a broader
formal and chronological framework. This analytical value can be assessed more securely
through comparison with Roman-period eagle sculptures whose chronology is more
clearly established, particularly those that display similarities in wing arrangement, bodily

configuration, and plumage treatment.

In this respect, the Minories eagle provides a particularly useful comparative example,
especially with regard to the treatment of the plumage (Fig. 2a). In that sculpture, the
feathers of the neck and chest are arranged as short, overlapping units, thereby creating a
regular and decorative surface rather than a wholly naturalistic rendering of avian anatomy?®.
'The Minories example has been associated, on stylistic grounds, with the Flavian—Trajanic
period, and its archaeological context is consistent with this dating’. Its importance for the
present study lies not in offering an exact formal correspondence with the Cayiralan statue
or an absolute chronological benchmark, but in demonstrating that repetitive and carefully
organized plumage could function as a characteristic feature of early Imperial sculptural
production. In the Cayiralan example, the same tendency appears in a more schematic
and more monumentalized form, with the surface structured not through fine naturalistic

observation but through patterned repetition.

A more developed expression of similar plastic principles can be observed in the bronze
eagle in the J. Paul Getty Museum' (Fig. 2b). Unlike the Cayiralan statue, the wings of
the Getty eagle are partially open; however, this partial opening does not imply flight or
dramatic movement. On the contrary, the wings expand the body mass laterally and enhance
the visual authority of the figure, while remaining structurally integrated with the rest of
the body. The feathers of the neck and chest are again rendered in repeating, fish-scale-like
forms, whereas the feathers of the wings are presented as longer and more layered units.
This distinction allows for a more detailed surface treatment and creates a more pronounced

sense of depth in the sculpture. The Getty example is significant not because it provides an

8 Lerzetal 2017,23-25, fig. 4-6.
9 Ibid., 30-33.
10 J. Paul Getty Museum, inv. no. 72.AB.151.
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exact counterpart to the Cayiralan statue, but because it demonstrates that frontal emphasis,
plumage treatment, and volumetric articulation formed part of a broader stylistic approach
in Roman sculpture. The Getty example is important not as a chronological benchmark,
but as a comparison piece that helps clarify how frontal emphasis, layered plumage, and
integrated wing arrangement could contribute to a monumental and authority-oriented
image in Roman eagle sculpture. In this respect, its value for the present study is interpretive

rather than chronological.

A later stage in the development of Roman eagle imagery can be observed in the marble
eagle published in the Gorny-Mosch catalogue, which is depicted in association with a
goat and dated to the third century CE. ? (Fig. 2¢). This example is particularly important
because it shows how the eagle statue was treated in terms of form and workmanship at a
later stage. In addition, the fact that the eagle is depicted together with a goat demonstrates
that this example also bears a close resemblance to the Cayiralan statue in terms of its basic
iconographic configuration. Here, the eagle stands on the severed head of a goat, with its
head raised upward and its wings slightly opened to the sides. This arrangement reflects
a hierarchical and symbolic composition rather than a narrative scene®. The feathers are
sharply separated from one another by pronounced raised ridges, their tips are rendered in
a more angular manner, and the surface is fashioned so as to produce a stronger chiaroscuro
effect. The wings are not fully closed; instead, they open slightly to the sides, contributing
to the lateral expansion of the figure and giving it a more display-oriented appearance.
Although this arrangement does not create true narrative dynamism, its surface treatment is
clearly more elaborate and more animated than that of the Cayiralan statue. By contrast, the
Cayiralan eagle exhibits a more compact body mass, a more restricted wing arrangement, and
a more schematic treatment of the plumage. For this reason, the example in question should
be regarded not as a contemporary parallel to the Cayiralan statue, but as a representative of
the more elaborate and more developed formal language characteristic of the later Roman
Imperial Period.

These comparisons show that the chronology of the Cayiralan statue should be
established not on the basis of a single feature, but through the combined evaluation of
several interrelated formal and stylistic characteristics. When considered together, the wings
fully integrated into the body, the compact and frontal body mass, the repeated scale-like
rows on the chest, and the restrained yet deliberate surface treatment point to a sculptural
conception that privileges order, authority, and coherent massing. These qualities correspond
more closely to the formal language of the early Roman Imperial Period than to the deeply
carved, sharply ridged, and more open and expansive formal treatments seen in later Roman

animal sculptures. Accordingly, the Cayiralan eagle should be dated to the early Roman

11 Peppers 1980, 176-179.
12 Gorny - Mosch 2011, fig. 79.
13 Ibid., 93.
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Imperial Period, more specifically to a range between the late first century BCE and the early
first century CE. This dating is based on comparative stylistic analysis and on the cumulative

evaluation of the formal features discussed above.

The significance of the statue is not confined to questions of style and dating alone. Its
iconographic force arises from the relationship between the eagle and the accompanying goat,
and this relationship must be understood within a broader visual and cultural framework. In
Roman art, the eagle could function in more than one way. When represented beside Zeus
or Jupiter, it could serve as a divine attribute; when depicted independently, it could become
an autonomous symbol of sovereignty, divine legitimacy, or supreme authority. Static and
schematic representations of the eagle tend to emphasize this function more strongly than
more animated examples'. For this reason, the Cayiralan statue should be interpreted not as
an isolated animal depiction, but as part of an established iconographic tradition that derives
its meaning from the hierarchical relationship between the figures. In the Roman world, the
eagle was not merely a divine attribute or a general symbol of sovereignty; it was also one of
the principal visual markers of military identity and imperial authority. In this context, the
aquila, or legionary eagle, stands out as the most important military standard, representing
the pride, continuity, and sacred character of the Roman army. Ancient sources likewise
indicate that it was perceived as a sacred emblem identified with the collective identity of
the legion. Formally, the aguila was produced in precious metals, depicted with outstretched
or upraised wings, and at times furnished with elements associated with Jupiter, such as a
bundle of thunderbolts. As such, it functioned as a powerful symbol of Roman imperial
ideology and divine legitimacy®. Therefore, although the Cayiralan eagle statue cannot be
identified directly as a legionary standard, it should nevertheless be evaluated within the
broader range of associations that the eagle acquired in the Roman world, including military

prestige, sacred authority, and public sovereignty'e.

Although the eagle acquired new meanings in the Roman period, certain iconographic
schemes known in Anatolia since earlier periods continued to be used after being
reinterpreted within this new field of meaning. During the Roman Imperial Period, a similar
visual configuration reappears in numismatic material, especially on Cilician coins in which
eagle and goat imagery are combined within a formally structured symbolic scheme” (Fig. 3
a—g). In these types, the goat is generally placed in a subordinate position relative to the eagle,
and the composition conveys hierarchical superiority rather than a natural hunting scene. In
some examples, the presence of architectural or sacred framing elements further reinforces
the elevated status of the eagle. These data indicate that the eagle—goat iconography persisted

in the Roman period not merely as a descriptive animal scene, but as a more deeply rooted

14 Voegtle 2017, 118-120.

15 D’Amato 2018, 13-14, 21

16 Ibid.,4-6,9,17-18

17 RPC 111, 3333; RPC 111, 3343; RPC 111, 3348.
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visual scheme that made power, sovereignty, and order visible's.

'The closest iconographic parallels to the Cayiralan statue are the eagle sculptures from
Kinik Hoytik (Fig. 2d—e). These examples are particularly significant because they show
that the eagle—goat scheme was employed in monumental sculpture within Anatolia and
was not confined to small-scale imagery alone. Within this broader Anatolian tradition,
the Cayiralan statue may be understood as a later regional manifestation of an established
iconographic formula. The larger Kinik Hoytik statue, carved in white-grey marble, measures
120 x 50 x 36 cm, whereas the smaller yellowish marble example measures 75 x 31 x 23 cm
and was found together with its base preserving an iron tenon'. In both sculptures, the head
and body turn slightly to the right, the left leg is stretched forward, the chest is prominently
projected, and the talons grasp a mountain goat represented sideways with long curved horns,
beard, and open eyes; at the same time, the execution is not identical, since the chest of the
larger statue is decorated with large scale-like feathers whereas that of the smaller one is left
undecorated®. The published archaeological evidence from Kinik Héytik indicates that these
statues were associated with a Hellenistic stone-paved plaza; however, they were recovered not
from an undisturbed primary context, but from pits cut into that paved area at a later stage®’.
Their importance for the present study therefore lies not in providing a direct chronological
parallel for the Cayiralan statue, but in demonstrating that eagle—goat imagery could occupy
a formalized and symbolically charged spatial context within Anatolia. This interpretation
is strengthened by the discovery, in close association with one of the eagle statues, of a
stone base bearing a Greek healing inscription mentioning Zeus, although the same religious
context cannot be transferred directly to the Cayiralan example?. Recent studies further
show that the sanctuary at Kinik Héyiik remained active into the Late Hellenistic period,
with KH-P II beginning around the mid-second century BCE and ending in the late first
century BCE, and that the predominance of animal votives over anthropomorphic types,
even in the first century BCE, reflects the strong continuity of local Anatolian religious
traditions despite selective Hellenizing additions®. When compared with the Kinik Héyiik
material, the Cayiralan eagle stands out through its more compact body, its more tightly
closed wings, and its more explicitly schematic surface treatment; these differences suggest
not a different iconographic concept, but a later and more condensed sculptural rendering
of the same compositional logic. In both cases, however, the fundamental symbolic structure
remains unchanged: the eagle is dominant, the goat is subordinate, and the composition
renders authority visible through hierarchical control. For this reason, the eagle—goat motif

should be understood not as a rigid and unchanging formula, but as a flexible visual scheme

18 Weiss 1985, 32-36; Goktiirk 2000, 146—148.
19 Highcock et al. 2020, 573.

20 Highcock et al. 2020, 574.

21 1Ibid., 569-570.

22 1Tbid., 570.

23 A.Trameri - L. d’Alfonso 2020, 25, 28.
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capable of adaptation across different settings while preserving its core meaning. In this sense,
the Cayiralan statue is best understood as a later regional continuation of an established
Anatolian eagle—goat tradition and may be placed, on comparative stylistic grounds, within

a chronological horizon extending from the late first century BCE to the early first century
CE*.

Conclusion

The available evidence demonstrates that the marble eagle statue should be regarded
not merely as a work that can be dated on stylistic grounds, but as a figural arrangement
possessing representational significance within the Roman Imperial Period. Rather than
constituting an ordinary animal depiction, the object displays the character of a composition
that makes visible the ideas of superiority, sovereignty, and control through the hierarchical
relationship established between the eagle and the goat beneath its talons. Within this
framework, the goat emerges not as a secondary element, but as the principal component

that visually articulates the superior status of the eagle.

The plastic and stylistic analysis indicates that the Cayiralan statue reflects a sculptural
conception closer to that of the early Roman Imperial Period, as indicated by its closed-wing
arrangement, compact body structure, and schematized feather treatment. Yet the principal
outcome of the study concerns not the dating proposal alone, but the question of how the
object should be understood as a form of representation. Among the comparative examples,
the eagle sculptures from Kinik Héytik are of particular importance in this respect. On
the one hand, they offer meaningful iconographic and visual parallels with the Cayiralan
statue in terms of the eagle—goat relationship, the overall organization of the mass, and the
treatment of the plumage. On the other hand, their value for the present study lies not in
providing a direct chronological parallel for the Cayiralan statue, but in showing that the
eagle—goat scheme could be employed in monumental sculpture within a formalized and
symbolically charged setting in Anatolia. Although the Kinik Hoyiik material is associated
with a Hellenistic stone-paved area and with epigraphic evidence mentioning Zeus, the
same religious context cannot be transferred directly to the Cayiralan example. Even so,
this material strongly supports the interpretation of the Cayiralan statue not as a merely

decorative figure, but as a consciously constructed representation.

For this reason, the Cayiralan eagle statue is best interpreted as either an independent
sculpture or a component of a broader sculptural program within the Roman Imperial Period.
In this regard, the other eagle sculptures examined for comparison are significant not merely
as chronological references, but because they demonstrate the representational spheres to
which such works could belong in the Roman world. The Minories eagle, the bronze eagle
in the J. Paul Getty Museum, and the late marble eagle associated with a goat in the Gorny-
Mosch catalogue, despite differing from one another in material, scale, and workmanship, all

24 Trameri - d’Alfonso 2020, 68, 78-79; d’Alfonso et al. 2020, 25, 28.
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indicate that the eagle figure in Roman art belonged to a symbolic and monumental sphere of
representation rather than to the category of a single animal depiction. These examples show
that the eagle could in some instances function as an independent sculpture, in others as part
of a wider visual program, and in still others as a figure carrying strong sacred, ceremonial,
or ideological associations. Accordingly, within this comparative framework, the Cayiralan
eagle statue should be regarded not simply as a work dated through formal similarities, but
as a representation belonging to the group of eagle images that conveyed authority and

superiority in the Roman Imperial Period.

At the same time, the available evidence does not allow the sculpture to be identified
directly as an aquila, that is, as a functional legionary standard. The principal reason for this is
the absence of structural features that might indicate a carrying device or mounting system,
as well as the lack of archaeological or epigraphic data demonstrating with certainty the
presence of a legionary headquarters or permanent garrison in the region. The concept of
aquila should therefore be employed here not as a typological definition, but as a historical
interpretive framework through which the military prestige, sacred authority, and public
sovereignty associated with the eagle figure in the Roman world may be understood.
Likewise, it cannot be stated with certainty that the sculpture formed part of a specific cult
statue, architectural element, or funerary monument; however, as the evidence from Kinik
Hoéyiik suggests, such compositions may well have been used in organized spatial contexts of

a public or sacred character.

'The fact that the Cayiralan statue is not an excavation find with contextual data constitutes
one of the principal factors delimiting interpretation. This uncertainty, however, does not
mean that the sculpture was functionless or devoid of definable meaning. On the contrary,
when the available plastic, stylistic, and iconographic evidence is considered together, it
becomes clear that the Cayiralan eagle embodied, on a monumental scale, the meanings
of superiority and sovereignty attributed to the eagle figure in the Roman Imperial Period

through the eagle—goat arrangement preserved in Anatolia.

Accordingly, the original contribution of this study lies not merely in proposing a date
for a museum object of uncertain context through comparative method, but in redefining the
Cayiralan sculpture as a monumental representation situated at the intersection of Roman
imperial eagle symbolism and the Anatolian eagle—goat tradition. The iconographic and
formal comparanda provide a firm basis for this interpretation, while also demonstrating
that such figural arrangements could be employed within deliberately constructed spatial
contexts. In this respect, the Cayiralan eagle statue is important not only as an object
that addresses the question of when it was produced, but also as evidence for the ways in
which animal imagery in Roman-period Anatolia could assume ideological, symbolic, and

representational functions.
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Figure 1 a-d: Marble eagle sculpture from Cayiralan (Yozgat). Yozgat Museum inventory.
Photograph: Yozgat Museum Archive.
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a. Minories eagle (Lerz et al. 2017, fig. 4)

b. Getty Museum bronze eagle (J. Paul Getty
Museum, inv. no. 72.AB.151)

c. Gorny - Mosch catalog marble eagle
(Gorny - Mosch 2011, fig. 79)

d. Kinik Hoyiik marble eagle a (Institute for
the Study of the Ancient World, “Hellenistic
finds from ISAW’s Excavations at Nigde Kinik
Hoyuk, Turkey”, accessed 10 January 2026,
https://isaw.nyu.edu/news/hellenistic-finds-

from-isaw2019s-excavations-at-nigde-kinik-

hoyuk-turkey)

e. Kinik Héytik marble eagle b (Highcock et
al. 2020, fig. 8 )

Figure 2 a-f: Marble and bronze eagle sculptures.

232




Marble Eagle Statue from Yozgat Museum

)

d. (RPC 111, 3344)

e. (RPC 111, 3347)

f. (RPC X, unassigned, ID
60660)

g. (RPC V.3, unassigned, ID 85116)

Figure 3 a-g: Eagle and goat depictions on coins.

a. Eagle-goat iconography on seals (Boehmer

— Giiterbock 1987, 26, pl. V. 49)

b. Eagle-goat iconography on seals (Boechmer
— Giiterbock 1987, 26, pl. V. 52)

Figure 4 a-b: Eagle and goat depictions on seals.

233




Savag Altun

Bibliography

Altun 2021
Altun, S., “Antik Dénem Depolama Kaplarina Bir Grup Ornek: Pithoslar”, Cumburiyet
Zirvesi 4. Uluslararast Sosyal Bilimler Kongresi (22-24 Ocak 2021, Afyonkarahisar), Ankara.

Altun 2022
Altun, S., “Bir Grup Tun¢ Hayvan Figiirininin Degerlendirilmesi”, Arkeoloji ve Sanat 171,
127-140.

Belis 2021
Belis, A., “Argaios: A Bronze Age Mountain-God in Greco-Roman Anatolia”, A. Payne — S.
Velhartickd — J. Wintjes (eds.), Beyond All Boundaries. Anatolia in the First Millennium BC,
Leuven, 71-101.

Belis 2024
Belis, A., “The Iconography of the Eagle on the Stag in Bronze Votive Statuettes from
Roman Anatolia”, Antike Kunst 67,30-51.

Beran 1967
Beran, T., Die Hethitische Glyptik von Bogazksy. I. Teil (Bogazkoy-Hattusa; V), Verlag Gebr.
Mann, Berlin.

Blémer 2019
Blomer, M., “Der Mons Argaios und andere gottliche Berge in romischer Zeit”, B. Engels
- S. Huy - C. Steitler (eds.), Natur und Kult in Anatolien (Byzas 24; Verdffentlichungen des
Deutschen Archiologischen Instituts Istanbul), Istanbul, 253-281.

Blomer — Crowther 2014
Blomer, M. — Crowther, C., “Eagles on Stags. An Underground Sanctuary in Perrhe,
Commagene”, E.Winter (ed.), Kult und Herrschaft am Euphrat. Dolichener und Kommagenische
Forschungen VI (AMS 73), Bonn, 343-371.

Boehmer - Giiterbock 1987
Boehmer, R. M. - Giterbock, H. G., Glyprik aus dem Stadtgebiet von BoFazkdy:
Grabungskampagnen 1931-1939, 1952-1978 (Bogazkiy-Hattusa; XIV), Gebr. Mann Verlag,
Berlin.

Bossert 1942
Bossert, H. T., Altanatolien. Kunst und Handwerk in Kleinasien von den Anfingen bis zum
volligen Aufgehen in der griechischen Kultur, Berlin.

Brandt — Krug — Gercke — Schmidt 1972
Brandt, E. - Krug, A. — Gercke, W. - Schmidt, E., Antike Gemmen in deutschen Sammlungen
L Staatliche Miinzsammlung Miinchen 3. Gemmen und Glaspasten der romischen Kaiserzeit
sowie Nachtrige, Miinchen.

Chantre 1898
Chantre, E., Mission en Cappadoce, 1893—1894, Paris.

234



Marble Eagle Statue from Yozgat Museum

Cumont 1917
Cumont, F, “Laigle funéraire d’'Hiérapolis et 'apothéose des empereurs”, F. Cumont, Etudes
syriennes, Paris, 35-118.

d’Alfonso — Pucci — Yolagan — Karadavut 2025
d’Alfonso, L. — Pucci, M. — Yolagan, B. — Karadavut, D., “Nigde-Kinik Hoytk Arkeolojik
Caligmalari Hakkinda Kisa Bir Rapor”, Y. Unliiler (ed.), Nigde Arkeolojisi ve Kiiltiirel Miras
I, Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yayinlars, Tstanbul, 155-178.

d’Alfonso — Yolagan — Castellano — Highcock — Casagrande-Kim — Gorrini — Trameri 2020
d’Alfonso, L. — Yolagan, B. — Castellano, L. — Highcock, N. — Casagrande-Kim, R. — Gorrini,
M. E. - Trameri, A., “Nigde Kinik Hoyiik: New Evidence on Central Anatolia during the
First Millennium BCE”, Near Eastern Archaeology 83/1,16-29.

Dalley 1989
Dalley, S., Myths from Mesopotamia: Creation, the Flood, Gilgamesh, and Others, Oxford
University Press, Oxford.

D’Amato 2018
D’Amato, R., Roman Standards & Standard-Bearers (1): 112 BC-AD 192, Osprey
Publishing, Oxford.

Davies 2000
Davies, P., Death and the Emperor, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Durham 2013
Durham, E., “Symbols of Power: The Silchester Bronze Eagle and Eagles in Roman Britain”,
Archaeological Journal 170, 78-105.

Falter 2005
Falter, R., “Der Argaios — der heilige Berg Kappadokiens auf Munzen”, Internationales
Magazin fiir Miinzen und Papiergeld 5,148-157.

Filipek 2023
Filipek, S., “The King of Birds and the Bird of Kings: About the Symbolism of the Eagle in
Culture, Beliefs and Art”, Asian Journal of Social Science Studies 8/2,17-24.

Frankfort 1954
Frankfort, H., The Art and Architecture of the Ancient Orient, London.

Gorny - Mosch 2011
Gorny - Mosch Giessener Munzhandlung, Kunst der Antike. Auktion 202, 14. Dezember
2011, Giessener Miinzhandlung GmbH, Miinchen.

Gorrini 2022
Gorrini, M. E., “Terracottas from Kinik Hoyilk, Southern Cappadocia: A Preliminary
Overview”, Huysecom-Haxhi — A. Pautasso (eds.), Craft Economy and Terracotta Figurines.
Approaching Systems of Production through Coroplastic Studies, Propylaeum, Heidelberg, 125—
144.

235



Savag Altun

Goktiirk 2000
Goktlirk, T., “Small Coins from Cilicia and Surroundings”, O. Casabonne (ed.), Mécanismes

et innovations monétaires dans I’Anatolie achéménide. Numismatique et Histoire. Actes de la Tuble
Ronde d’Istanbul, 22-23 mai 1997, Istanbul, 143-151.

Greet 2015
Greet, B.J. R., The Roman Eagle: A Symbol and Its Evolution. Doctoral Dissertation,
University of Leeds.

Hakman 2017
Hakman, M., “Identification of a New Cult in Cappadocia: Zeus Argaios”, The Journal of
International Social Research 10/54, 463—467.

Hawkins 2004
Hawkins, J. D., “The Stag-God of the Countryside and Related Problems”, J. H. W. Penney
(ed.), Indo-European Perspectives. Studies in Honour of Anna Morpurgo Davies, Oxford, 355—
369.

Hawkins 2013
Hawkins, J. D., “Gods of Commagene: The Cult of the Stag-God in the Inscriptions
of Ancoz”, E. Cancik-Kirschbaum - ]. Klinger — G. G. W. Miiller (eds.), Diversity and
Standardization. Perspectives on Social and Political Norms in the Ancient Near East, Berlin,
65-80.

Highcock - Yolagan — D’Alfonso 2020
Highcock, N. A. - Yolagan, B. — D’Alfonso, L., “Archaeological Excavations at Nigde-Kinik
Hoytik: Campaigns 2018-2019”, Atheneum 108, 568-579.

Hillert 1997
Hillert, A., “Der Adler auf dem Berg — Bergkulte im kleinasiatisch-syrischen Raum.

Anmerkungen zur Ikonographie rémischer Adler-Votive”, Archiologisches Korrespondenzblatt
27/2,285-300.

Invernizzi 1999
Invernizzi, A., Sculture di Metallo da Nisa. Cultura greca e cultura iranica in Partia, Louvain.
Institute for the Study of the Ancient World 2026
Institute for the Study of the Ancient World, “Hellenistic Finds from ISAW’s Excavations
at Nigde Kinik Hoyik, Turkey”, accessed 10 January 2026, https://isaw.nyu.edu/news/
hellenistic-finds-from-isaw2019s-excavations-at-nigde-kinik-hoyuk-turkey
Khachatrian 1998
Khachatrian, Z., “Artaxata. Capitale dell’Armenia antica (I sec. a.C. — IV sec. d.C.)”, A.
Invernizzi (ed.), Ai piedi dell’Ararat. Artaxata e I'Armenia ellenistico-romana, Florence, 97—

158.

Kleiner 1992
Kleiner, D. E. E., Roman Sculpture, Yale University Press, New Haven.

236



Marble Eagle Statue from Yozgat Museum

Kryskiewicz 2014
Kryskiewicz, H. L., “To Serve the Empire: Roman Eagle as a Divine Messenger and
Guardian of Majesty of the First Roman Emperor, Octavianus Augustus (63 BC—42 AD)”,
Politics — Culture — Belief. Ogrody Nauk i Sztuk 4,532-551.

Lafli — Feugére 2006
Lafly, E. — Feugere, M., Statues et statuettes en bronze de Cilicie, Oxford.

Lerz — Henig — Hayward 2017
Lerz, A.— Henig, M. - Hayward, K., “The Minories Eagle: A New Sculpture from London’s
Eastern Roman Cemetery”, Britannia 48,19-35.

L’Orange 1953
L'Orange, H. P, Studies on the Iconography of Cosmic Kingship in the Ancient World, H.
Aschehoug & Co., Oslo.

Mouterde 1957
Mouterde, R., “Reliefs et inscriptions de la Syrie et du Liban”, Mélanges de I'Université Saint-
Joseph, Beyrouth 34/2,203-238.

Parlasca 1989
Parlasca, K., “Adler auf einem Stierkopf. Zu einer Gruppe kleinasiatischer Votivbronzen”, N.
Basgelen — M. Lugal (eds.), Festschrift fiir Jale Inan, Istanbul, 67-69.

Peppers 1980
Peppers, J., “Four Roman Votive Bronzes in the Getty Museum”, 7he J. Paul Getty Museum
Journal 8,173-180.

Price 1987
Price, S., “From Noble Funerals to Divine Cult: The Consecration of Roman Emperors”,
D. Cannadine — S. Price (eds.), Rituals of Royalty, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,
56-105.

Przeworski 1940
Przeworski, S., “Notes d’archéologie syrienne et hittite, 4. Le culte du cerf en Anatolie”,
Syria 21, 62-76.

Roman Provincial Coinage 2026
Roman Provincial Coinage, accessed 26 January 2026, http://rpc.ashmus.ox.ac.uk/

Santrot — Badalian 1996
Santrot, J. — Badalian, R. S., Arménie. Trésors de I'Arménie ancienne des origines au IVe siécle,
Paris.

Soslu 2025
Soslu, S., “Eagle Figurine With Gold Medallion Holding a Ram From Burdur Museum”,
Seleucia XV, 259-285.

The J. Paul Getty Museum 2026
'The J. Paul Getty Museum, accessed 20 March 2026, https://www.getty.edu/art/collection/
object/1035X7

237



Savag Altun

Trameri — d’Alfonso 2020
Trameri, A. — d’Alfonso, L., The Sacred City of Kinik Hoyiik: Continuity and Change in
Cappadocia (Turkey) between the Late Achaemenid and Late Hellenistic Periods, Marburger
Beitrige Zur Archiologie 6.

Voegtle 2017
Voegtle, S., “The Eagle as a Divine Symbol in the Ancient Mediterranean”, A. Barnes —
M. Salerno (eds.), Symbols and Models in the Mediterranean: Perceiving through Cultures,
Cambridge Scholars Publishing, Cambridge, 107-123.

Warden 1997
Warden, P. G., The Hilprecht Collection of Greek, Italic and Roman Bronzes in the University of
Pennsylvania Museum, Philadelphia.

Warden 2002
Warden, P. G., “Roman Provincial Bronzes in the Hilprecht Collection, University of
Pennsylvania”, C. C. Mattusch — A. Brauer — S. E. Knudsen (eds.), From the Parts to the
Whole. Acta of the 13th International Bronze Congress (JRA Suppl. 39), Portsmouth, 128-134.

Weiss 1985
Weiss, P, “Argaios / Erciyas Dagi — Heiliger Berg Kappadokiens. Monumente und
Tkonographie”, Jahrbuch fiir Numismatik und Geldgeschichte 35,21-48.

Weiss 1996
Weiss, P., “Griechische Traditionen und Mythen in einer romischen Colonia’, E.
Schwertheim — H. Wiegartz (eds.), Die Troas. Neue Forschungen zu Neandria und Alexandria
Troas 2 (AMS 22), Bonn, 157-173.

Whybrew 2016
Whybrew, S. D., “Adler auf Stieren — Zu drei Votivfigirchen im Besitz des Archiologischen
Museums der Westfilischen Wilhelms-Universitit Miinster”, H. Schwarzer — H.-H.
Nieswandt (eds.), Man kann es sich nicht préichtig genug vorstellen! Festschrift fiir Dieter
Salzmann zum 65. Geburtstag, Marsberg, 927-936.

Wittkower 1939
Wittkower, R., “Eagle and Serpent. A Study in the Migration of Symbols”, Journal of the
Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 11/4,293-325.

Wypustek 2011a
Wypustek, A., Bogowie, Herosi i Wybraricy. Wizerunek Zmarlych w Greckich Epigramatach

Nagrobnych Epoki Hellenistycznej i Grecko-Rzymskiej, Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu
Wroctawskiego, Wroctaw.

Wypustek 2011b
Wypustek, A., Images of Eternal Beauty in Funerary Verse Inscriptions of the Hellenistic and
Greco-Roman Periods, Brill, Leiden.

Zwierlein 1991
Zwierlein, D. E., Die antiken Gemmen des Kunsthistorischen Museums in Wien III. Die Gemmen

der spateren romischen Kaiserzeit 2, Miinchen.

238



Seleucia | Say1 XVI | Mayis 2026

Olba Su Kemeri Yazit1 ve Kilikia Valisi Antonius Balbus
The Inscription of the Olba Aqueduct and the Cilician
Governor Antonius Balbus

Mustafa H. Sayar 9

Olba Su Kemeri Kilisesi Kazilarindan Bir Cam Sikke
Agirhg

A Glass Coin Weight from the Excavations of Olba

Aqueduct Church

Emel Erten 17

Bizans Doneminde Pamphylia ve Lykia Bolgelerinde
Etkilesim: Antalya Miizesi'nde Bir Grup Levha
Interaction in the Pamphylia and Lycia Regions During the
Byzantine Period: A Group of Panels at the Antalya Museum
Sema Dogan

Sardes Artemis Tapinagi’'nin Tasarim Ozellikleri ve
Anadolu-Ttalya Mimari liskileri

Unusual Design Features of the Temple of Artemis at Sardis
and Architectural Relations Between Anatolia and Italy
Fikret Yegiil

Olba'da Yeni Bir Kesif: Su Kemeri Kilisesi ve Ilk Sonuglar
A New Discovery at Olba: The Aqueduct Church and Initial
Findings

Yavuz Yegin 75

Rhodian Amphora Stamps from Yenice Hoytik
Yenice Hoyiik'ten Rhodos Amphora Miihiirleri
Biisra Kavak Ozdemir — Muzaffer Yilmaz 93

Roman Coins from the Hadrianopolis Excavations
(2007-2008)

Hadrianopolis Kazilarindan Roma Sikkeleri (2007-2008)
Fatma Kizilyalgin Oyargin 1

Evaluation of the Tomb Monument with Hyposorion at
Letoon in Light of New Excavations

Letoondaki Hyposorionlu Mezar Anutinin Yeni Kazilar
Isiginda Degerlendirilmesi

L. Ufuk Erdogan — Yusuf Kilic 119
Diyarbakir Yapilarindaki Cinilerin Malzeme ve Teknik
Ozellikleri Hakkinda Bir Degerlendirme

An Assessment about the Material and Technical
Characteristics of Tiles in Diyarbakir Buildings

Savas Yildirim 137
Ahlat Selguklu Meydan Mezarligi ve Eski Ahlat Sehri
Kazis1 2025 Yili Sikke Buluntular:

Ablat Seljuk Square Cemetery and Old Ahlat City

Excavation 2025 Coin Finds

Mehmet Kulaz - Emre Giinay - Yal¢in Karaca 157

ISSN 2148-4124 .

ISBN 978-625-6925-83-0

Kudiis'te Yeni Bir Dénemin Baslangicr: Titus'un

Askerleri Tapinak Tepesi'ni Isgal Ediyor

A New Era Begins in al-Quds: Titus’s Soldiers Occupy the
Temple Mount

Burak Erdem — Muzaffer Yilmaz — Murat Ozyﬂdlrlm 173

Magarsus Tiyatrosu: Yeni Arkeolojik Aragtirmalar
Isiginda Bir Degerlendirme

The Theatre of Magarsus: An Assessment in the Light of
New Archaeological Research

Fatih Erhan- Musa Cem Firat 197
Marble Eagle Statue from Yozgat Museum
Yozgat Miizesi nden Mermer Kartal Heykeli
Savag Altun 221
19. Yiizyilda Kibris'ta Arkeoloji, Emperyal Rekabet ve
Osmanh Diplomasisi: Luigi Palma di Cesnola Omegi
Archaeology, Imperial Rivalry, and Ottoman Diplomacy in
Nineteenth-Century Gyprus: The Case of Luigi Palma di Cesnola
Songiil Ulutag 239

Metropolitan Museum'dan Bir Portre ve Genius

Augusti Tipolojisi

A Portrait from The Metropolitan Museum and Genius Augusti
Meral Celik 55 th

Antik Cag Yazili Kaynaklarinda Anemurium: Metinler
Isiginda Bir Degerlendirme (MO 4. yiizyil - MS 3. yiizyil)
Anemurium in Ancient Written Sources: An Assessment in
the Light of Texts (4th century BC - 3rd century AD)
Cihangir Aldemir - Mehmet Tekocak 275
Karia Bélgesi'nde Attik Gelenegin Geg Hellenistik
Yorumlari: Bodrum Sualt1 Arkeoloji Miizesi'nden
Eirene Steli Ornegi

Attic Tradition in Its Late Hellenistic Interpretations
in Karia: The Case of the Eirene Stele from the Bodrum
Museum of Underwater Archaeology

Fatma Aytekin 295
Olbada Kemer Lentolu Kaya Mezar1 Kompleksi
Rock=Cut Tomb Complex with Arcuated Lintel in Olba
Muzaffer Yilmaz 311
Calceus as a Tool of Propaganda: Footwear, Status, and
Ideology in Roman Society

Bir Propaganda Aract Olarak Calceus: Roma da Ayakkab,
Statii ve Ideoloji

Durmug Ersun 327
Knidos'tan Bir Asklepios Heykeli

A Statue of Asclepius from Knidos

Meltem Caglayan— ibrahim Karaoglan 345

i,





