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Ozet

1999-2000 ydlarinda Kibris Salamis agora’sinda yiritilen calismalar sirasinda bu makalede konu
edilen iki kirectast heykelcik parcasi glin 1s131na cikarilmistir. Heykelcik parcalarindan ilki giyimli bir
erkek figlirtine ait gdvde pargasidir. Diger heykelcik parcast ise ¢elenkli bir erkek basidir. Erkek figii-
rine ait gdvde pargast Uzerinde figlirin tasidigt himation’a ait diagonal ylzeysel kivrimlar izlenmekte-
dir. Viicut parcasinin sol tarafinda gortlen dikey ¢izgi grubu sol elde tutuldugu anlasilan kusun kuy-
ruk kismina ait olmast gereken izlerdir. Voni ve Kourion 6rneklerinin bize gosterdigi gibi sol elde tu-
tulan kus bir givercin olmalidir. Paris, Voni, Mersinaki ve Kourion’daki benzer heykelciklerle yapilan
kiyaslamalar neticesinde Salamis’te bulunmus olan kiregtag: heykelcik gévdesinin sol elinde kurbanlik
kus tutan giyimli bir erkek figiiriini temsil ettigi anlagtlmaktadir. Benzeri heykelciklerin gésterdigi gibi
Salamis kirectast heykelcik gévde pargast Kibris Klasik 1T dénemine, M.O. 5. yiizyilin sonu ile 4. yiiz-
yilin basg1 arasina tarihlendirilebilmektedir.

Salamis’ten genc bir erkege ait kirectast bas, Kibris’in ¢elenkli erkek heykelleri grubundan bir
heykelcige ait olmalidir. Basin tizerinde ¢ift sira defne yapraklarindan olusmus bir ¢elenk tasinmakta-
dir. Maroni, Potamia, Mersinaki, Kazaphani, Kition ve Kourion’da bulunmus olan benzer baglar ile
yapilan kiyaslamalar Salamis kirectast celenkli erkek basinin Kibris Klasik 11 dénemine ait oldugunu
gostermektedir. Her iki heykelcik pargast da tapinan figiirler veya adak heykelcikleri olarak yorumla-
nabilirler. Salamis heykelcik parcalari bir kutsal alana ait figlirler olmalidirlar ancak bugiin icin bu
heykelcik parcalarinin ait olabilecekleri kutsal alana iliskin herhangi bir bilgi elimizde bulunmamakta-
dir.

Bu makalenin konusunu olusturan iki tinde yuritilen son dénem kazilarinda agora
heykel, Kibris’in en 6nemli arkeolojik yer- almnda. gun is1igmna cikarlmistr. Kiregtagt
lesmelerinden biri olan Salamis antik ken- heykelcik govde parcast agora’da 1999 yilin-
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da gergeklestirilen A sondajinda ele ge¢mis-
tir'. Kirectast heykelcik basina ise 2000 yi-
linda agora alaninda yurutilen calismalar si-
rasinda ylizeyde rastlanilmustr.

Makalenin konusunu olusturan eserler-
den ilki kiregtasindan boyun ve bas kismu ile
govde alt kismi kirik ve eksik olan giyimli bir
erkek heykelcigine ait goévde pargasidir.
Salamis Kazist Sal 99/26 envanter numaralt
heykelcik gévde pargast 16,1 cm yiikseklige,
9,5 cm genislige ve 4,6 cm derinlige sahiptir.
Korunan par¢a tzerinde
himation’a ait kivrimlar gérulmektedir. GOv-
de parcast Uzerinde vicudun sol tarafina

yalnizca  bir

dogru cekilerek gerilen kumasin yiizeyinde
derin olmayan ¢izgiler izlenebilmektedir.
Govdenin sol yan tarafinda agagiya dogru
dokiilen kumas kenarinin tzerinde olasilikla
bir kusun kuyruk tuyleri kisa gizgiler halinde
betimlenmistir. Hzmation’un Ust ve alt bitim-
lerine iligkin detaylar korunmamistir. Hey-
kelcik govde pargast oldukea yasst sayilabile-
cek bir hacimliliktedir.

Salamis’ten heykelcik gévde parcast tize-
rinde himation’un vicudu sikica saran, detin
olmayan ¢izgisel hatlarla verilmis olan kiv-
rimlart Paris’te 6zel bir koleksiyonda ko-
runmakta olan erkek heykelcigindeki kivrim-
larla kiyaslanabilir® (Res. 1). Kibris-Klasik I
dénemi igerisine, M.O. 5. yiizyilin 3. ceyre-
gine tarihlendirilen Paris’teki heykelcikte de
vicudu saran giysinin ylzeyinde yukartya
dogru cekilen ¢izgisel hatlar goriilmektedir’.

1 Salamis agorast A sondajinda yiiriitilen ¢aligmalar
sirastnda —2,15 m  seviyesinde ele gecen gdvde
parcasinin yanistra ¢cok sayida sikke ve bir tas agirsak da
gin 1s1¢na cikarlmustir. Eserlerin yayinlanmasina izin
veren Salamis Kazist Bagkant Prof. Dr. Coskun
Ozgiinel’e bu satirlarda tesekkiir ederim.

2 Cassimatis 1994, 133 vd,, lev. 41 6zellikle a, e ve g.

3 Makale igeriginde tartistlan eserlerin tarihlendirilmesi
icin kullandlan ~ Kibr1s adasinin kronolojik
dénemlerinden Kibris-Arkaik 1T dénemi M.O. 600-475,
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Salamis ve Paris 6rneklerinde birbirini andi-
ran giysiler s6z konusu olup kumas ytize-
yindeki kivrimlarin semasi da benzesmekte-
dir. Ust giysinin kivrimlarinin benzer bir
semaya sahip oldugu diger bir 6rnek ise
Voni’de bulunmus olan kiregtast rahip hey-
kelcigidir'. Kibris-Klasik 1T sonu ile Kibris-
Hellenistik I dénemi bast arasina tarihlendi-
rilen Kition’dan 417 numaralt heykelcik Pa-
ris ve Voni’deki Ornek ile genel anlamda
benzesmesine karsin kivrim semasinin ku-
mas ylzeyinde uygulanis bicimiyle Salamis
érneginden ayrilmaktadir’. Kition heykelci-
ginde giysinin kivrimlart ¢aprazvari bir bi-
¢imde ancak birbirine paralel sayilabilecek
bir sekilde yukariya dogru yonelmektedirler.
Giysinin kivrimlart bir merkeze dogru geki-
lerek toplanmamaktadir. Kibris-Klasik 11
sonu ile Kibris-Hellenistik T dénemi bast
arasina tarihlendirilen Mersinaki’den 856 ve
948 numarali kirectast heykelciklerde st
giyside gorilen kivrim semast Salamis 6rne-
gi ile benzerlikler gostermektedir’. Her iki
Mersinaki heykelciginde de giysinin ¢izgisel
betimlenmis olan kivrimlari caprazvari bir
bi¢imde viicuda yapisik sol kolun altina ve
yukartya dogru yonelmektedir. Salamis’ten
bulunmus olan gévde parcasi ile kiyaslana-
bilecek diger 6rnekler arasinda Kourion’dan
birbirine benzeyen giysiler tastyan iki kireg-
tast heykelcik de yer almaktadir. Kibris-
Klasik I donemi igerisine tarihlendirilen
Kourion 13 numarali heykelcikte giysinin

Kibris-Klasik T dénemi M.O. 475-400, Kibris-Klasik IT
dénemi M.O. 400-325 ve Kibris-Hellenistik dénemi ise
M.O. 325-150 yillari arasimi kapsamaktadir. Kibris
kronolojisine iliskin olarak bkz. Karageorghis 1982, 9-
10; Fahy-Robertson 1986, 7.

4 Ohnefalsch-Richter 1893, 328 vd., lev. 41,1; Cassimatis
1994, 138, lev. 42d.

5 SCEII, 45, no. 417, 59, 72, lev. 29,2; Cassimatis 1994,
1306, lev. 42a.

6 SCETII, 367, 371, 382, no. 856, 948, lev. 133.
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yukaridan asagtya dogru diz bicimde inen
cizgisel kivrimlart Salamis 6rneginden farkli-
dir’. 14 numarali heykelcikte ise iist giysinin
kivrimlarinin viicudun sag tarafindan soluna,
yukariya dogru diagonal bir bicimde yonel-
mesi Salamis’ten giyimli heykelcik gévde
parcasina benzerlik gostermektedir®. Paris ve
Voni cikilarak
Salamis’ten ele gegmis olan gévde pargasinin
altta uzun bir chifon ve onun uzerinde
himation tastyan bir erkek heykelcigine ait ol-

orneklerinden yola

dugu soylenebilit’. Ancak himation’un st
kenarinin nasil bittigini s6yleyebilmek par-
canin korunmamis olmast nedeniyle mim-
kiin degildir.

Heykelcik parcast tzerinde dikkati ce-
ken diger bir detay giysinin sag yan tarafinda
birbirine paralel dikey cizgilerdir. Kisa dikey
cizgiler Kibris’in kirectast heykeltirashk eser-
lerinden tanidigimiz kadariyla sol elde tutu-
lan bir kusun kuyruk kismina ait izlerdir
(Res. 2). Bu ayninti ile ilgili en guizel karsilas-
tirma Ornekleri Paris’teki 6zel koleksiyonda-
ki erkek heykelcigi ve Voni’de bulunmus
olan rahip heykelcikleridir'’. Kourion’dan iki
kirectast giyimli erkek heykelcigi ile Istanbul
Arkeoloji Mizesindeki iki buyik boyutlu ki-
rectagt heykel de bize bu detay konusunda
bilgi vermektedir''. British Museum’daki
Kibris eserleri arasinda 15 ve 16 numarali
tipler olarak degerlendirilen gruba ait hey-
kelcikler arasinda da sol elinde kus tutan 6t-

7 Hermary 1996, 144 vd., Kat. no. 13, lev. 38,1-4 M.O.
450-440).

8 Hermary 1996, 145, Kat. no. 14, lev. 38,7-10 M.O. 5.
ylzyilin 3. ceyregi).

9 Ohnefalsch-Richter 1893, lev. 41,1, 42,7; Cassimatis
1994, lev. 41a-g.

10 Cassimatis 1994, 133 vd., lev. 41 &zellikle a, c, e, g
Ohnefalsch-Richter 1893, 328, 330, lev. 41,1-2,7,9.

11 Kourion: Hermary 1996, lev. 38,1, 3, 7, 10; Istanbul:
Ergiileg 1972, lev. 39,2, 41,1.

E. Oztepe

nekler bulunmaktadir'’”. Tim &rneklerde
kanatlarindan kavranmis olan bir kus sol el-
de tutulurken New York Metropolitan
Museum’daki Cesnola koleksiyonunda yer
alan bir heykelde kus istisnai bir bi¢cimde
sag eldedir”. Voni ve Kourion érneklerinin
de gosterdigi gibi bu kus olasilikla bir gii-
vercindir',

Heykelcik parcasinin  giyimi ile ilgili
mevcut 6rnekler dikkate alindiginda chiton
ve himation’dan olusan iki giysiye sahip hey-
kelciklerin tek tip giyim modelini yansitma-
diklart gesitli tiplerin var olabilecegi goril-
mektedir”. Giyimli bir erkek heykelcigine
ait govde pargasinin sol yan tarafinda takip
edilebilen izlerin de bir giivercinin varligina
isaret ettigi distunulirse Salamis aggora’sinda
gin 1s181na ¢ikarilmis olan gévde pargasin
tamamlamak olanaklidir. Cift giyimli, sol
elinde kanatlarindan kavranmis kurbanlk
giivercini tastyan bir erkek heykelcigine ait
olmast gereken gévde pargast icin beklene-
bilecek diger bir detay ise sag elde bir tiitsii
kabinin tastniyor olmasidir'®. Kurban edile-
cek kusun kanatlarindan kavranilacak tarz-
daki tutulusu mevcut 6rneklerden bildigimiz
kadariyla dikkat cekici bir bigimde M.O. 5.
yuzyildan itibaren baslamaktadir'”.
Salamis’te bulunmus olan heykelcik gbvde
pargast tzerinde sola, yukariya dogru geki-
len ust giysinin kivrimlarinin yiizeysel ve
cizgisel olarak betimlenmis olmast dikkat
cekicidir. Keski ile derin olmayan ince ¢izgi-

12 Pryce 1931, 52 vd., no. C 112, 114, 118, 124, 128, 131,
136, 159, Res.74, 75, 77, 81, 84, 86, 89, 100.

13 Myres 1914, 161, 165, no. 1076.

14 Ohnefalsch-Richter 1893, 328, lev. 41,1-2, 7, 9;
Hermary 1996, 144, lev. 38,1.

15 Cassimatis 1994, 135 vd.

16 Ohnefalsch-Richter 1893, 328.

17 Cassimatis 1994, 134 o6rnek olarak bkz. Ohnefalsch-
Richter 1893, 328, 330, lev. 41,1-2,7,9 (Voni); SCE 1III,
no. 308421, 251+14, lev. 20,1 24,1 (Kition).
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sel hatlar halinde giysi kivrimlarinin verilme-
si Kibris’in dogusunda faaliyet gosteren us-
talarin bir isareti olarak gorilirken, bu du-
rum Salamis, Kition ve Lefkoniko gibi mer-
kezlerde karsimiza ¢tkmaktadir'®,

Salamis agora’sinda bulunmus olan hey-
kelcik g6vde parcasinin tarihini  6zellikle
benzer kivrim semasina sahip Paris ve Voni
ornekleri M.O. 5. yiizyiin sonuna dogru
¢ekmektedir. Ancak Mersinaki’den iki hey-
kelcigin ust giysilerindeki kivrimlara olan
benzerlikler de heykelcik pargasinin M.O. 4.
yuzyilin icine tarihlendirilebilecegini goster-
mistir. Sonug olarak tiim kiyaslanan drnekle-
rin 1181 altinda Salamis’te bulunmus olan
heykelcik parcasinin  tarihlendirilmesindeki
st stnur Kibris-Klasik I donemi sonu olma-
lidir. Mersinaki 6rnekleri ile olan benzerlik-
ler bakimindan da tarihlendirmedeki alt sinir
Kibris-Klasik II sonu veya biraz sonrasidir.
Heykelcik gévde pargasi i¢in en uygun tarih
M.O. 5. yiizytlin sonu ile 4. yiizyilin bast ara-
s1, Kibris-Klasik IT donemi goziukmektedir.

Burada sunulan calismanin konusunu
olusturan diger eser, boyun kismu ile birlikte
korunmus olan kiregtasindan geng bir erke-
ge ait heykelcik basidir. Salamis Kazist Sal
00/170 envanter numarali kirectast bas 10,9
cm yukseklige, 7,4 cm genislige ve 6,8 cm
derinlige sahiptir. Basin st ve arka kismi
diz olarak tasvir edilmistir. Saclar alin tze-
rinde kisa ve ¢izgisel olarak betimlenmistir.
Alin tzerindeki saglarin detaylart yipranma
nedeniyle bozulmustur. Oval formlu ylzin
detaylarinda kirilmalar ve asitnmalar mevcut-
tur. Gozlerinin sekli i¢ tarafta burun ile kas-
larin birlestigi yerde koselidir. Dudaklart ha-
reketsizdir. Basin tzerinde bir dalin tzerine
yetlestirilmis defne yapraklarindan olusan
bir gelenk tasinmaktadir. Defne yapraklar

18 Cassimatis 1994, 137.
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kulaklarin hemen gerisinden itibaren basin
on kismina dogru dizilmeye baslamistir.

Kirectasindan gen¢ erkek bast Kibris
adasinda ¢esitli merkezlerden tanidigimiz
ornekler 1s1g1nda degerlendirilebilir. Celenkli
erkek baslart grubuna dahil edilebilecek
eserde basin tizerinde yapraklardan olustu-
rulmus bir ¢elenk tasinmaktadir (Res. 3-0).
Kibris’ta baslarinda ¢elenk tastyan erkek
heykelleri M.O. 6. yiizyilin ikinci yarisinda
konik sapkali tiplerin yerine gecerek buyuk
bir grup olarak ortaya ¢tkmus gézikmekte-
dirler"’. S6z konusu kirectast erkek heylkelle-
rinde ¢elenklerin ¢ok farkli tiplerde betim-
lenmis olduklart goriilmektedir™. Salamis ki-
rectast erkek basindaki celenkte, ustte ince
bir dalin etrafina dizilmis ve uglart yukariya
bakan defne yapraklar goriliar. Basin yan
tarafinda uclar1 diz bitimli gozitken yaprak-
larin ug¢ kisimlarinin basin tzerine dogru
kivrildigi anlasilmaktadir. Altta ise ylzeyde-
ki bozulmalar nedeniyle belli belirsiz bir si-
ranin daha varhigindan soz edilebilir. Alt si-
radaki yapraklarin cinsi konusunda kesin bir
yorum yapabilmek gl¢ gozikmektedir. Ba-
sin On tarafindaki izlerden uglari asagiya ba-
kan yaprak sirast kismen izlenebilmektedir.
Celengin basin 6n tarafinda muhtemel bir-
lesme yeri alin kisminin tizerindedir. On ta-
raftaki bu birlesme yerinin alin, burun ve
¢ene hattindan olusan basin merkezi aksina
uygun bir bicimde yerlestirilmis oldugu go-
rultr. Cift yaprak sirali celenkte alt ve tst si-
radaki yapraklar kulaklarin hemen gerisin-
den baslayip basin sagindan ve solundan
alin tzerindeki merkeze ulasarak bir simetri
olusturmaktadirlar. Salamis’ten bu kirectast

19" Pryce 1931, 59; Sorensen 1994, 83; Mylonas 1999, 137.

20 Kibris  kirectagt ¢elenkli erkek baslarmmn  tipleri
hakkinda bkz. Pryce 1931, 44 vd. 6zellikle 48 vd. tip
15°den itibaren; Cassimatis 1982, 156 vd.; Serensen
1994, 83 vd.; Mylonas 1999, 135 vd.
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basta da gorilen cift yaprak sirali ¢elenkli
heykeller Kibris kirectast heykeltrashiginda
pek ¢ok érnekle taninan bir gruptur®'.

Salamis  kirectast  heykelcik  bagt
Voni'deki Apollon kutsal alanindan ele
gecmis olan rahip heykellerinden ikisinin ba-
sina bazi detaylar bakimidan benzerlikler
gbsterir’. Salamis ve Voni’de ele gecen bas-
larda ovallesen yiiz, g6z ylizeyinin genis tu-
tulmast ve burun ile kasin birlesme yerinin
kose yapacak bicimde tasvir edilmesi gibi
detaylar birbirine benzesmektedir. Alin tize-
rindeki saglarin ve ¢elenklerin detaylarinin
tasvir edilisinde de paralellikler bulunmakta-
dir. Her iki merkezde bulunmus olan baslar-
da yuzin c¢evresinde saglar iki kulagin ara-
sindaki alanda ve alin Uzerinde sematize
kimeler seklinde dizenlenmistir. Basin tize-
rinde kenarlardan merkeze dogru ulasan ve
uclari yukariya dogru bakan defne yaprakla-
rindan olusan bir ¢celenk tasinmaktadir.

Salamis agora’s1 yuzey buluntusu olan
bas ile Brock Universitesi koleksiyonundaki
144 numarali bas arasinda sacin alin tzerin-
deki diizenlenisi ve defne yapraklarindan
olusan celenk gibi detaylar ele alindiginda
baz1 benzerlikler goriilebilir™. Celenk iizeri-
ne egimli yerlestirilmis, yukartya dogru cev-
rilmis ve uglart diiz betimlenmis yapraklar
her iki basta da ortaktir. Koleksiyondaki ge-
nel olarak ayni 6zelliklere sahip diger bir ki-
rectast erkek basi, koseli yliz yapist ve sagin
alin uzerindeki diizenlemesindeki farkliliklar
ile Salamis 6rneginden ayrilir™,

2t Cift yaprak sirall celenkler icin bkz. Cassimatis 1982,
157 vd. (Cassimatis Tip III); Mylonas 1999, 138 vd.

22 Ohnefalsch-Richter 1893, 327 wvd., lev. 41.1-3;
Cassimatis 1994, 138, lev. 42d.

23 Fahy-Robertson 1986, 33 vd., no. 144, resim s. 64°de
(Kibris-Klasik II).

24 Fahy-Robertson 1986, 34, no. 145, resim s. 64’de
(Kibris-Klasik IT).

E. Oztepe

Kibris’ta Pierides koleksiyonundaki ki-
rectasindan gelenk tastyan bir erkek bagi ge-
nel 6zellikleri ile Salamis basina yakindir™.
Koleksiyondaki erkek basinin defne celengi
Salamis’teki basin celengi ile karsilastirtlabi-
lir. Ancak hafif gtlimse ifadesi, badem bi-
¢imli g6z yapist ile saglarin alin tizerinde ¢ift
stralt ¢6zulmus boncuk dizisi seklindeki di-
zenlemesi koleksiyondaki erkek basini za-
mansal olarak Salamis 6rneginden daha 6n-
ceki bir dénem olan Kibris-Arkaik dénemi-
ne gotiirmektedir.

Viyana’da Kunsthistorisches Museum’
daki Kibris koleksiyonunda yer alan kirecta-
st erkek baslarindan biri genel olarak
Salamis bast ile kiyaslanabilir goziikmekte-
dir’®. Ancak Viyana’daki kirectast basta ag-
zin guliimseye isaret eden bi¢imdeki hafif
acikligl, badem bigimli gbzleri, alin Gzerin-
deki stilize dort sira halinde verilmis olan
saglart gibi detaylar Salamis basinda goril-
mez. Iki bas arasindaki en énemli benzerlik
ise Ozellikle basin tGzerinde tasinan ¢elengin
yapraklarinin = betimlenisindeki yakinliktir.
Ancak genel olarak yiiz detaylarinin tasvir
Kibris-Klasik I  ddénemine,
M.O. 5. yiizyilin ortasina tarihlendirilen Vi-
yana bast Salamis basina gore birazcik daha
erken 6zellikler gostermektedir.

edilmesinde

Maroni’de Hellenistik déneme ait bir
kutsal alandan ele ge¢mis olan kiregtasindan
erkek bast saclarin alin tizerindeki dizenle-
mesi ve defne ¢elengi ile tipki Salamis bagt
gibi ¢elenk tastyan heykelcikler grubuna ait-
tir’. Ancak ovallesen yiiz formu ve géziin
sekli ile M.O. 3. yiizylhn bast verilen

25 Karageorghis 1975, 146, no. 95 M.O. 5. yiizythn 1.
yarist Kibris Arkaik II dénemine ait olmalidir.

26 Bernhard — Walcher et al. 1999, 179, 183, no. 85.

27 Cadogan 1983, 156, lev. 22,7.
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Maroni’den erkek bast Salamis basina gore
daha geg bir tarthten olmalidir.

Potamia’daki bir kutsal alandan giin 1s1-
gmna cikarilan kiregtast baslar ile eserimiz
arasinda bazi karsilastirmalar yapmak mum-
kiindir. Normal insan Olctlerinden biraz
daha biiyiik olan, M.O. 5. yiizyilin sonu ile 4.
yuzytlin ~ bast tarihlendirilen,
Potamia’daki 55 numarali kirectast erkek ba-
s1, niteligi ve en ince ayrintisina kadar veril-

arasina

mis olan yuz detaylar1 ile Salamis basina goére
daha kaliteli bir iscilik sergiler”. Basin st ve
arka kismi1 Salamis basindaki gibi diz olarak
islenmistir (Res. 5-6). Defne celengi alin
tzerinde tek sira spiral bicimli buklelerden
olusan sa¢ kiimesinin tizerine egimli yerlesti-
rilmistir. Salamis basindaki yipranmalar 6zel-
likle saclarin alin Gzerindeki dizenlenisi ba-
kimindan Potamia’daki s6z konusu bu bas
ile detayli bir kiyaslama yapabilme olanag:

vermez.

Potamia’daki kutsal alanda bulunmus
olan kirectast erkek baslarindan dordi egik
yetlestirilmis defne gelengi, ince dal tizerine
stralanmis yapraklarin yukartya doniik ugla-
rinin duz bitimli betimlenmesi, basin tepe ve
ense kisminin diiz birakidmis olmast gibi de-
taylar acisindan Salamis’te bulunmus olan
heykelcik bast ile kiyaslanabilir g6zitkmekte-
dir”. Anilan Potamia baslari icinde 41 nu-
marali erkek bagi digerlerine gore yuvarlak-
oval arast yliz formu ve yuziin detaylarinin
betimlenisi ile Salamis 6rnegine daha fazla
yakinlik géstermektedir”. Kalan izlerden an-
lasildigr tzere Salamis basinda saglar alin
tzerinde iri percemler seklinde duzenlen-
mistir ve bu bakimdan Potamia baslarindan
145 numarali basa yakinlik gosterecek nite-

28 Karageorghis 1979, 295, no. 55, 310, lev. 35.
29 Karageorghis 1979, no. 39, 41, 128, 145, lev. 39.
30 Karageorghis 1979, 294, 311, no. 41, lev. 39.
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liktedir’'. Ancak Salamis basinda alin iize-
rindeki percemler Potamia’dan anilan bas-
taki kadar yiksek bir sira olusturmaz. Yine
128 numarali basta da kalin sa¢ kiimelerin
alin tGzerinde olusturdugu cift sira Salamis
basindaki uygulamaya benzemez”. Cift sirali
yaprak dizisinden olustugu goérilen ¢elenk
tipi de degisiklik gosterir. Mukayese edilebi-
lecek son 6rnek olan 39 numarali basta alin
tzerinde kiciik koseli parcalar seklinde du-
zenlenmis sa¢ kutlesi hem yiiksekligi hem
de Arkaik donem orneklerindeki gibi ¢6-
zulmus boncuk dizisini hatirlatir bi¢imi ile
Salamis 6rnegindekinden baska bir tarzda-
dir”. Anilan son iki basta alin tizerindeki sag
kiimesinin tasvirindeki farkldiklara karsin
defne celenginin yapraklarinin ince dal tize-
rinde egimli dizilislerinde Salamis basina
benzerlikler goriilebilir. Ancak M.O. 5. yiiz-
yil hatta biraz daha sonrasina tarihlendirilen
Potamia baslarinin yansittigt  Post-Arkaik
Ozellikler Salamis’ten kirectast erkek basinda
gbzlemlenmemektedir™.

Potamia’dan bulunmus olan ¢elenkli ki-
rectast baglar sinifina ait 156 numarali bas
ile Salamis bast arasinda yapilacak karsilas-
tirmalarda donemsel degisiklikler rol oyna-
maktadir”, M.O. 3. yiizyila tarihlendirilen
anilan Potamia basinda yuz uzayarak belir-
gin bicimde ovallesmistir. Gtiglii ¢ene yapi-
si, gbz kapaklart ve genis alnt dikkati ¢ek-
mektedir. Alin tzerinde tasvir edilen sac
kiimesi yiksekligini kaybetmistir. Tum bu
detaylar Salamisli basta rastlanmayan tiirden
ayrintilardir. Defne ¢elenginin betimlenisin-
deki benzerlikler ile basin tst ve arka kisim-
larinin diiz olugu Salamis 6rneginde de go6-

31 Karageorghis 1979, 303, 311, no. 145, lev. 39.
32 Karageorghis 1979, 302, 311, no. 128, lev. 39.
33 Karageorghis 1979, 294, 311, no. 39, lev. 39.
34 Karageorghis 1979, 311.

35 Karageorghis 1979, 304, 311, no. 156, lev. 39.
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rulebilir. Ancak Potamia baginin diger detay
ozellikleri onu Salamis basindan zamansal
olarak daha ge¢ bir siirece gotiirmektedir.

Kition’da yuritilen kazilarda giin 1s181na
ctkarimis olan pek ¢ok sayidaki kiregtast
heykel bast genelde Salamis’ten bulunmus
olan bas ile kiyaslanabilir 6zelliklere sahiptir.
Kition’dan bulunmus olan baglar arasinda
Kibris-Arkaik I’'nin sonu ile Kibris-Klasik
I'in baslangict arasina tarihlendirilen 104
numarali kirectast heykel basi, gulimseme
ifadesi, badem bi¢imli gbzleri gibi yiz detay-
lart ve alin tzerinde saglarin stilize bicimde
nedeniyle  karsilastirildig
Salamis basina gore daha erken bir tarihten
olmalidir®. Kibris-Arkaik II sonu ile Kibris-
Klasik I basina tarihlendirilen 432 numarali
bas ise tasinan defne celengine ait ayrintilar

betimlenmesi

ve saglarin yuzin hemen cevresinde ince
centiklerle edilmesi  bakimindan
Salamis bast ile mukayese edilebilir’’. Ancak
hala gtlimser bicimli ifadesi, alin tzerinde
cok siralt stilize sa¢ kiimeleri gibi detaylar
432 numarali bast Salamis basindan daha er-
ken bir 6rnek yapmaktadir. Iki bas arasinda
detaydaki ayriliklardan biri de Kition’daki
basin tizerinde tasinan celengin merkezinin

tasvir

alin, burun ve ¢ene aksina uydurulmamis
olmasidir. Kibris-Klasik I’in basina ait olma-
st gereken 1444237 numarali heykelin bast,
gilimse ifadesine sahip hareketli dudaklar,
iri bukleler halinde tasvir edilmis saclari ile
daha erken bir tarihten gozitkmektedir™. Ce-
lengin betimlenisi, basin tepe ve arka kisim-

36 SCETII, 31, no. 104, 72, lev. 16, 4-5.

37 SCE 111, 45 vd., no. 432, 72, lev. 16,6 432 numarali
basta gbz yiizeyinin 104 numarali basa gére daha
genislemis  oldugu, badem sckilli gbéz yapisindan
uzaklastigr gorilmektedir. Gilimseme ifadesinin de 104
numaralt bastaki kadar etkin olmadigi gézlenir. Bu
nedenle 432 numarali bag Kibris-Arkaik II sonundan
ziyade Kibris-Klasik I bagina daha yakin gézikmektedir.

3 SCEIII, 33, no. 144+237, 57 vd., lev. 19,3,6.

E. Oztepe

larinin  da  diz verilmemis olmastyla
Kition’daki bu bas Salamis bast icin erken
bir 6rnek olarak  kabul edilmelidir.
Kition’un III B heykeltraslk stiline ait 157
numaralt bas detaylarindaki 6zensizlikle
Salamis basina gore baska bir tarzin temsil-
cisidir”.

Kibris-Klasik T dénemine tarihlendiri-
len Kition 417 numarali kiregtast heykelin
bast ylz detaylart acisindan Salamis bast ile
kiyaslandiginda gozlerin Salamis erkek ba-
sindan farkli olarak daha badem bicimli ol-
dugu, basin tepe kisminin da dogal yuvar-
lakliginda verildigi gorilmektedir®. ki bas
arasinda detayda gorilen diger bir ayrilik ise
Kition basinda geride boynun her iki yanin-
dan omuzlara dokilen uzun
Salamis basinda boyle bir detay gorilmez.
Dudaklarin ifadesi de her iki basta yaklagik
aynudir.

Kition’un IV A heykeltraslik stilini yan-
sitan ve Kibris-Klasik I evresine tarihlendi-
rilen diger baslar ile yapilan karsilastirmalar
neticesinde Salamis kirectast erkek basinda
yalnizca alin tzerindeki saglarin kalin kiime-
ler seklinde betimlenmesinde benzerlikler
kurulabilir*. TV B olarak adlandirilan hey-
keltiraslk stilini yansitan baslar arasinda ise
274 numaralt bas ile Salamis bast arasinda
yuzin genel formunda, hareketsiz dudakla-
rinda ve gozlerin tasvirinde bazi ortak 6zel-
likler goriilebilir™.

saclardir.

3% SCE 111, 34, no. 157, 59, lev. 25,4: Kition heykeltraslik
eserleri III B stili i¢in bkz. SCE III, 59 III B stili
Szensiz isciligi, bazi detaylarin verilisindeki basmakalip
egilimler ve yiizeysel betimleme bicimi ile Salamis
basinin  gOsterdiginden  daha  farkli  bir  tarz
yansitmaktadir.

40 SCETII, 45, no. 417, 59, 72, lev. 29,5.

41 SCE 111, 44, 49, no. 520+351, 393+404+452, 408, lev.
30, 1-2, 3, 6.

2 SCEIIL, 39, no. 274, lev. 33,3-4.
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Kibris’n - kuzey alan
Mersinaki’de bulunmus olan 817 numaralt
bas yuzun formu, hareketsiz dudaklari, goz-
lerin ve alin tzerindeki saclarin betimlenisi
gibi detaylar bakimindan Salamis basi ile
benzerlik gostermektedir”.  Mersinaki’den
832 ve 1053 numaral iki kirectast erkek bast
hareketsiz dudaklart ve gézlerin tasvir edilisi
acisindan  Salamis bast ile kiyaslanabilir*.
Ancak her iki bas hacimliligini yitirerek
Salamis basina gore ¢ok daha yasst olarak
betimlenmistir. Mersinaki’de IV A olarak
adlandirilan heykeltrashk stiline dahil olan
bu baslarda hem yiizlerde hem de genelde
gorilen yassiliga Salamis basinda rastlan-
maz®. Mersinaki baslarinda farkli olarak
yuzler dogal oranlarindan ¢ikarak uzun oval
bir form almuslardir. Ancak gilimseme ifa-
desinin kaybolmasi, dudaklarin iki kigtk ¢1-
kintt seklinde verilmis olmast gibi ayrintilar
cercevesinde Salamis ve Mersinaki baglart
arasinda zamansal bir bag kurulabilir. Kibris-
Klasik II déneminin ikinci yarist ile Kibris-
Hellenistik I déneminin baslangici arasinda-
ki bir siirece yetlestirilen IV. Stil Mersinaki
kirectast baslart detayda gosterdikleri yoz-
lasmaya gore Salamis kirectast erkek basina

sahilinde yer

gore daha sonraki bir stirece ait olmalidirlar.

Adanin kuzey sahilindeki Kazaphani ya-
kinlarinda bir Favissa’da bulunmus olan ve
Kibris-Arkaik II dénemine tarihlendirilen 1
ve 17 numarali kirectast erkek baslarinda
badem formlu gozler, giilimseme ifadesi ve
gelenklerin tipleri Salamis basindan daha er-
ken bir donemin Ozelliklerini yansitmakta-
dir*’. Diger baglar arasinda 86 numarali bas
uzayan ylz bi¢imi, badem bicimli gozleri,

4 SCE 111, 365, no. 817, lev. 133,8.

44 SCE 111, 366, no. 832, 376, no. 1053, lev. 133, 6-7, 10-
11.

45 Mersinaki stil IV A icin bkz. SCE 111, 382.

46 Karageorghis 1978, 158, 160, 184 vd., no. 1, 17, lev. 24.
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guliimseme ifadesi ve basin yassilasan sekli
ile yine Salamis basi i¢in erken bir 6rnek-
tir'’. Kazaphan’ndan Salamis basi ile ben-
zetlikler bulunabilecek son 6rnek ise 87
numaralt bastir®. Her iki basta da ayni tiir-
den cift yaprak sirali defne ¢elengi bulun-
maktadir. Ancak Kazaphani’ndaki basta ce-
lengin merkezi alin, burun ve g¢ene aksinda
degildir. Defne yapraklari daha genis ylzeyli
betimlenmistir. Her iki bas arasindaki farkli-
liklar yiiz detaylarinda da ortaya cikar. 87
numaralt basta yiiz daha ince uzun, dudak-
lar hareketli, gézler badem bicimlidir. Bu
ayrintilar Salamis erkek bast icin erken 6zel-
likler olarak géziikmektedir.

Kourion’dan M.O. 5. yiizyilin ortasina
tarihlendirilen 11 numarali kirectast erkek
bast, oval yliz formu, badem bicimli g6zleri,
hareketli dudaklart ve sac stili ile Salamis
bastna gére daha erken bir dénemdendir®.
Iki bas arasinda benzerlik kurulabilecek en
6nemli detay celenktir. Iyi korunmus du-
rumdaki Kourion VLS 53 numarali kirectast
bas ¢ift sira yaprakli defne celengi ile
Salamis basindaki ¢elengin olast formu hak-
kinda bize bilgi verebilecek bir 6rnektir.
Defne celenginde ¢ift yaprak sirasinin basin
kenarlarindan baslayip alin kisminin tizerin-
deki merkeze dogru dizildigi gorilir. Yap-
raklarin yukart ve agagtya bakan u¢ kisimlart
sivri degil diz bitimlidir. VLS 53 numarali
kirectast erkek bast ile genelde benzestigi
gortlen Kourion St 219 numarali bas ise
Salamis bast icin erken bir 6rnektir™.

Cesitli Kibris koleksiyonlarinda yer alan
Mersinaki,
Kazaphani, Kition, Kourion gibi merkez-

eserler ve Maroni, Potamia,

47 Karageorghis 1978, 169, 184 vd., no. 86, lev. 24.
48 Karageorghis 1978, 169, 184 vd., no. 87, lev. 24.
49 Hermary 1996, 144, no. 11, lev. 36, 10-13.

50 Hermary 1996, 144, St 219, lev. 37, 9-10.
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lerden bulunmus olan kirectast baslarin bize
gosterdigine gore Salamis kiregtast erkek ba-
sinin tarihlendirilebilecegi stirecin baslangici
Arkaik dénem o6rneklerine dogru geriye git-
memektedir. Bu nedenle tarihlendirme icin
ust sinir Arkaik dénemin sonrast olmalidir.
M.O. 3. yiizyil érnekleri ile yapilan kiyasla-
malar ise Salamis 6rneginin anian eserlerle
ayni donemden olamayacagini géstermekte-
dir. Eserin tarihlendirilebilecegi strecin alt
sinirt igin ise uygun olan Hellenistik dénem
oncesi gozitkmektedir. Boylelikle Salamis
agora’sinda bulunmus olan kirectast erkek
basinin tarihi icin Kibris Klasik II dénemi
ici, M.O. 5. yiizyilin sonu ile M.O. 4. yiizyilin
bast arast 6nerilebili.

Salamis agora’sinda bulunmus olan kireg-
tast heykelcik gévdesi ve baginin ait oldukla-
1 heykelciklerin boyutlart hakkinda Kibris
adasinda bulunmus olan ayni tirden kirecta-
st heykelcikler yardimiyla bazi varsayimlarda
bulunulabilir. Her iki heykelcik pargasinin
birbitlerine ait olup olmadigini soylemek
parcalarin  korunan boyutlart  nedeniyle
mumkin degildir. Kirectast gbvde pargast
sol elde tutuldugu anlasdlan kusun kuyruk
tiyleri ile Aimation’un yaklasik alt bitimi ara-
sinda kalan kistmdan ibarettir. G6vde parga-
sinin korunan kismi yukarida benzer betim-
lemeli heykelciklerle yapilan karsilastirmalar-
dan yola c¢ikildiginda tiim heykelcik ytiksek-
liginin yaklasik 1/3 ile 1/4 arasindaki bir bo-
limunt olusturmaktadir. Buna gore gévde
parcasinin ait oldugu heykelcigin tim yiik-
sekligi yaklasik 45 ila 60 cm arasinda bekle-
nebilir. Aynt 6lgttler cercevesinde degerlen-
dirildiginde Salamis kiregtast heykelcik basi-
nin da tim viicuda orant 1/5 veya 1/6 ora-
ninda olmalidir. Boylece basin ait oldugu
heykelcigin de ytiksekligi yaklasik 50 ila 60
cm arasinda degisebilir.

E. Oztepe

Uzun chiton tUzerine giyilen hbimation
Salamis’ten bulunan heykelcik pargalarinin
da ait oldugu heykel grubunun standart giy-
sileridir’’. Celenkli kirectast heykeller ara-
sinda dikkati ¢eken unsurlardan biri de ge-
nellikle kiigik boyutlu olanlarin sakalsiz,
buytk boyutlu olanlar ise sakalli olarak be-
timlenmis olmalaridir™. Celenkli heykeller
icin ortaya ¢tkan bu 6zellik Salamis’te bu-
lunmus olan her iki parcanin da ait olduklart
heykelciklerin normal insan OSlctlerinden
daha kugtk olan boyutlart konusundaki di-
stincemizi destekler niteliktedir. Durus poz-
lar1 ve tuttuklart objeler nedeniyle bu hey-
kelcikler tapinan figiirler ya da rahipler ola-
rak yorumlanmislardir™.

Salamis’te ele ge¢mis olan iki heykelcik
pargasinin da yukarida kisaca tanimlamaya
calistigimiz tiirden heykelciklere ait oldugu-
nu dustnebiliriz. En azindan gévde pargast
icin sol elinde kurbanlk giivercin ve sag
elinde de muhtemelen bir tiitsti kabt tutan
bir heykelcik beklenebilir. Tapinan figiirler
veya adak heykelcikleri olarak yorumlanabi-
lecek bu heykelcikler bir kutsal alana ait ol-
malidirlar. Salamis kentinin genelindeki kut-
sal alanlara bakildiginda kent surunun di-
sinda kult alant olabilecek bir alan bulun-
maktadir. Barnabas Manastirt yakinlarinda
bir bothrostan gun 1s181na ¢ikarlmis, kiregta-
sindan ¢igek, meyve ve kus tastyan pek ¢ok
kadin heykelcigi bir kutsal alana isaret et-
mektedir™. Kibris-Arkaik 11 dénemine ta-
rihlendirilen kirectast heykelcikler bulun-
duklart alanin yakinlarinda olmasi gereken
yerel bir Aphrodite kiltiiniin varligini gos-

o

I Serensen 1994, 83; Mylonas 1999, 136.
Sorensen 1994, 83; Mylonas 1999, 136 vd.
3 Sorensen 1994, 83.

4 Yon 1974.
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termektedir™. Salamis kent sinirlart icerisin-
de ise M.O. 11.-6. yiizyillar arasina tarihlendi-
rilen, Zeus ile iliskilendirilen bir kilt alan
Geometrik ve Arkaik donem yerlesiminin
hemen yakininda tespit edilmistir’. Bu ma-
kalede ele alinan kirectasindan her iki eser
de Salamis Krali I. Evagoras’in hikiimranlik
zamant olan Kibris-Klasik 1I dénemine,
M.O. 4. yiizyilin igerisine tarihlendirilmekte-
dirler. Ancak gerek ge¢mis doénem arastir-
malarinda gerekse de son donem kazilarinda
I. Evagoras zamanina tarihlendirilen kult
alanlarinin lokalizasyonu hala bir problem
olarak kargimizda durmaktadir”’. ki heykel-
cik parcasindan kiregtast basin agora alaninin
yuzeyinde, govde pargasinin ise alanin mer-
kezindeki bir sondaj igerisinde ¢ok degisik
dénemlere ait buluntularla birlikte ele gee-
mis olmasi her iki eseri de saglam bir kon-
tekste baglayabilme olanagi vermemektedir.
Olasilikla agora alaninda ge¢ donemde ger-
ceklesen imar faaliyetleri sirasinda getirilen
dolgu toprak nedeniyle iki heykelcik parga-
sinin da asil buluntu yerlerini tespit edebil-
mek mumkiin gérinmemektedir.

Dog. Dr. Erhan Oztepe

Ankara Universitesi

Dil ve Tarih-Cografya Fakiltesi
Arkeoloji Bélumi

06100 Sthhiye / ANKARA
e-mail: erhanoztepe@gmail.com

% Yon 1974, 141 vd.; Karageorghis 1982, 151; Yon 1985,
208; Yon 1993, 146.

56 Yon 1985, 207; Yon 1993, 144.

57 Yon 1993, 146.
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“I dedicate this essay to Prof. Dr. Volker Michael
Strocka on the occasion of his 69th birthday”

Abstract

This essay aims to examine the fragments of two different limestone statues that came to light at the
ancient Cypriot city of Salamis during the archaeological excavations undertaken in the agora area in
1999 and 2000. The first example represents a torso of a dressed statue of a male holding a sacrificial
bird in his left hand and an incense vessel in his right hand. It can be posited on the basis of stylistic
comparisons that the torso of a dressed statue from Salamis was actually belonged to a priest. The
iconography of this example is defined on the basis of parallel from Voni and Kourion. It was found
in Trench A in the agora during the course of 1999 season at Salamis. The limestone statue fragment
is dated to the Cypriot-Classical II period. The second example is a limestone head of a male wearing
a laurel wreath. It was found among the dumps in the agora area in the 2000 season at Salamis. This
example representing a limestone statue is also dated to the Cypriot-Classical 11 period. This paper
attempts to date these two sculptures on the basis of stylistic comparisons with other examples from
major Cypriot centers, including Maroni, Voni, Potamia, Mersinaki, Kazaphani, Kition and Kourion.
It is likely that the statues to which these two examples belonged to represented votive offering to
temples, since such limestone statues were often found in the sanctuary areas in Cyprus.

The site of Salamis was among the most
opulent cities of ancient Cyprus. A team
from Ankara University under the direction
of Prof. Dr. Coskun Ozgiinel has been un-
dertaking archaeological excavations at the
site since 1998, with work merely focusing
on the Roman ruins of the site. Finds of

pre-Roman dates occasionally turn out
from the trenches undertaken by the Turk-
ish team. In this context, this essay aims to
examine the fragments of two different
limestone statues that came to light at the
ancient Cypriot city of Salamis during the
archaeological excavations undertaken in
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the agora area in 1999 and 2000. These two
limestone statue fragments can temporally
be placed into to the Cypriot-Classical 11 pe-
riod. The first example is a torso of a
dressed male holding a sacrificial bird in his
left hand. It was found 2.15 m. below the
surface in Trench A in the agora during the
course of 1999 season at Salamis. The sec-
ond example is a limestone head of a male
wearing a laurel wreath. It was found among
the dumps in the agora area in the 2000 sea-
son at Salamis. This paper aims to date
these two sculptures on the basis of stylistic
comparisons with other examples from ma-
jor Cypriot centers. It is unfortunately diffi-
cult to establish whether both examples be-
longed to limestone votive male statues in
light of the available evidence.'

The first example from Salamis is a torso
what appears to have belonged to a dressed
male holding a sacrificial bird.

1. Limestone torso Sal 99/ Agora, Trench
A — 215 cm. Excavation Inventory Number:
Sal 99/ 26, Height 16.1 cm, Width.9.5 cm,
Depth 4.6 cm. It represents a torso of a
male holding a sacrificial bird. The pre-
served fragment shows traces of a himation
worn over a long chiton. The diagonally
running linear cuts emphasize the piles of
himation and chiton. The vertically running
parallel lines observed just below the hand
apparently represent the tail of a bird to be
sacrificed. The piles of drapery are empha-
sized only by shallow linear grooves running
diagonally (fig. 1). The piles of this tight
dress can best be compared to the one kept

1T am deeply grateful to Coskun Ozgiinel from Ankara
University for allowing me to examine and publish
these two limestone statues from Salamis. I thank to
Turan Takaoglu for helping to translate the text to
English.
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at a private collection in Paris.” This statue
with similar diagonal piles dates to the third
quarter of the fifth century B.C. in the Cyp-
riot-Classical 1 period.” The treatment of
piles is very similar in both these examples
from Salamis and a collection at Paris. An-
other comparable example, which was
found at Voni, is reportedly a limestone sta-
tue of a priest. It is depicted as wearing a
similar kind of dress with piles emphasized
in shallow linear grooves.* In terms of the
treatment of the piles, the example from
Kition (nr. 417),” dating to the end of the
Cypriot-Classical II and the beginning of
the Cypriot Hellenistic I, does not represent
the exact parallel for our example from Sa-
lamis. The pile scheme observed on two li-
mestone examples from Mersinaki (nrs. 856
and 948)° dating between the end of the
Cypriot-Classical II and the beginning of
the Cypriot-Hellenistic I, however, can be
compared to those of the Salamis example.
In these two examples from Mersinaki, the
linear grooves representing piles run up-
wards diagonally below the left arm. Two
stylistically comparable limestone statues
are also known to us from Kourion. The
straight-running piles of the first example
(nr. 13)” from Kition dating to the Cypriot-
Classic I period are different than the di-

2 Cassimatis 1994, 133ff. pl.41a, ¢, and g.

3 The chronology adopted in this essay is as follows:
Cypriot-Archaic II period (600-475 B.C.), Cypriot-
Classical 1 period (475-400 B.C.), Cypriot-Classical II
period (400-325 B.C.) and Cypriot-Hellenistic petriod
325-150 B.C.) For the chronology of Cyprus, see
Karageorghis 1982, 9-10; Fahy — Robertson 1986, 7.

4 Ohnefalsch — Richter 1893, 328, pl.41,1; Cassimatis
1994, 138, pl. 42d.

5 SCE 111, 45, nr. 417, 59, 72, pl. 29,2; Cassimatis 1994,
1306, pl. 42a.

¢ SCETII, 367, 371, 382, nr. 856, 948, pl. 133.

7 Hermary 1996, 144, Cat. nr. 13, pl. 38, 1-4 (450-440
B.C)).
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agonally running piles of our example from
Salamis. The piles of the second example
from Kition (nr. 14), however, are similar to
the Salamis one.” The statue to which this
torso from Salamis belonged to can be re-
constructed on the basis of those examples
from Voni and a private museum at Paris.
Although our torso from Salamis most
likely belonged to a male wearing a himation
over a long chiton,” it is difficult to estimate
precisely the appearance of the upper end of
the himation.

Another detail on this statue that needs to
be mentioned here is the vertically running,
short parallel lines placed just below the
hand. When compared to the complete ex-
amples from Cyprus, it would appear that
these vertical lines represent the traces of a
tail of a bird held by a male (fig. 2). This is
best documented on limestone priest statues
from Voni and a private collection at Paris."
Those two limestone dressed statues from
Kourion and two large statues from the ar-
chaeology museum at Istanbul " also help
us to consider that these vertical parallel
lines observed below the hand of totso
from Salamis might have represented the
tail of a bird. Two Cypriot statues kept at
the British Museum (nrs. 15 and 16) also fall
into this category of a priest statues holding
sacrificial birds.”” Another example belong-
ing to the Cesnola collection in the Metro-
politan Museum of Art also falls into this

8 Hermary 1996, 145, Catnr. 14, pl. 38, 7-10 (third
quarter of the fifth century B.C.).

9 Ohnefalsch — Richter 1893, pl. 41,1, 42,7; Cassimatis
1994, pl. 41a-g.

10 Cassimatis 1994, 133, pl. 41a, c, e, g; Ohnefalsch —
Richter 1893, 328, 330, pl. 41,1-2,7,9.

11 Kourion: Hermary 1996, pl. 38,1, 3, 7, 10; Istanbul:
Ergtileg 1972, pl. 39,2, 41,1.

12 Pryce 1931, 52 ff. nr. C 112, 114, 118, 124, 128, 131,
136, 159, fig. 74, 75, 77, 81, 84, 86, 89, 100.
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type, though the bird is hold in the right
hand instead of left."” The bird depicted on
the hands of these male statues from Voni
and Kourion could be identified as doves."
The combination of chiton and chimation
seems to appear in different forms on these
limestone statues from Cyprus."

It can be posited on the basis of stylistic
comparisons that the torso of a dressed sta-
tue from Salamis was actually belonged to a
priest holding a sacrificial bird in his left
hand. It is also possible to interpret that
there was an incense vessel in his right
hand, since we attest this on the complete
example of this type.'® This way of grasping
of the tail of a bird to be sacrificed is a
characteristic feature of sculptures dating to
the fifth century B.C. onwards."” Few words
can also be said about the shallow nature of
the piles emphasized as linear grooves. It
seems that this way of emphasizing the
piles was a typical feature of sculptors
working in eastern Cyprus, since it is mainly
attested on sculptures found at centers such
as Salamis, Kition, and Lefkoniko."®

The resemblance of piles documented on
this torso from Salamis to those examples
from Paris and Voni indicates that the ex-
ample from Salamis can be dated to as early
as the end of the fifth century B.C. The na-
ture of piles observed on the upper part of
the dresses of two statues from Mersinaki
points to a fourth century B.C. date for our

13 Myres 1914, 161, 165, nt. 1076.

14 Ohnefalsch — Richter 1893, 328, pl. 41,1-2, 7, 9;
Hermary 1996, 144, pl. 38,1.

15 Cassimatis 1994, 135 ff.

16 Ohnefalsch — Richter 1893, 328.

17 Cassimatis 1994, 134; Ohnefalsch — Richter 1893, 328,
330, pl. 41,1-2,7,9 (Voni); SCE III, nr. 308+21,
251+14, pl. 20,1 24,1 (Kition).

18 Cassimatis 1994, 137.
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torso from Salamis. Therefore, this lime-
stone from Salamis may be dated to a pe-
riod between the Cypriot-Classical I and II
periods, falling roughly into a period from
the end of the fifth and the beginning of the
fourth centuries B.C.

2. Limestone head Sal 00 / Surface find.
Excavation Inventory Number: Sal 00 /
170, Height 10.9 cm, Width7.4 cm. Depth
6.8 cm. It represents a limestone head of a
male statue. A wreath of laurel leaves is
sculptured on head. The top and back parts
of the head are emphasized flat. The hair is
depicted as grooves. Our second example,
that is a limestone head of male statue, can
stylistically be evaluated in light of compa-
rable examples identified at other Cypriot
centers. This head can be ascribed to the
wreathed-head type (figs. 3-6). Such male
statutes with laurel wreaths probably be-
came very common in the second half of
the sixth century B.C., replacing the ones
wearing conical caps.” It must also be men-
tioned that the wreaths appear in numerous
forms among this type of statues.”’ In our
limestone example from Salamis, the wreath
appears to be adorned with two rows of lau-
rel leaves lined along interlocking branches.
Such depiction of laurel heads is a character-
istic feature of the Cypriot sculpture.”’ The
limestone head from Salamis resembles the
heads of the priest statues recovered from
the sanctuary of Apollo at Voni in terms of
some details such as the oval shape of the
faces, the joints of nose with the eyebrows,
and the details of the wreath and hair rising

19 Pryce 1931, 59; Serensen 1994, 83; Mylonas 1999, 137.

20 Pryce 1931, 44 and 48, type 15; Cassimatis 1982, 156
ff. ; Sorensen 1994, 83 ff.; Mylonas 1999, 135 ff.

21 Cassimatis 1982, 157 ff. (Cassimatis type III); Mylonas
1999, 138 ff.
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beneath the wreath on the forehead.” Like-
wise, the head from Salamis can also be
compared to the one kept at the Brock Uni-
versity Collection (nr. 144),” in terms of the
details of wreaths. Another head found in
this collection also falls into this category,
although it displays some different fea-
tures.”*

The wreathed head of limestone statue
from the Pierides Collection in Cyprus also
is very similar to the one from Salamis in
terms of the depiction of laurel wreaths.”
However, the Archaic smile,
shaped eyes, and the treatment of cutly hair
are the features that lead one to this exam-
ple from the Pierides Collection to date it
to the Cypriot-Archaic period.

almond

One of the limestone heads of the Cypriot
collection at the Kunsthistorisches Museum
at Vienna can be compared to our example
from Salamis in terms of the depiction of
the laurel leaves.” This example is often
date to the middle of the fifth century B.C.
in the Cypriot-Classical I period. However,
the nature of smile and slightly open
mouth, almond shaped eyes, and the styli-
zation of the curled hair are features that do
not appear in the Salamis example. This
implies that the Salamis example has ad-
vanced features, leading one to date to a
slightly later period than the Cypriot-
Classical I period.

The Hellenistic limestone wreathed head of
a male recovered from the sanctuary area at
Maroni also recall our example from Sala-

22 Ohnefalsch — Richter 1893, 327, pl. 41.1-3; Cassimatis
1994, 138, pl. 42d.

23 Fahy — Robertson 1986, 33 £, nr. 144.

24 Fahy — Robertson 1986, 34, nr. 145.

25 Karageorghis 1975, 146, nr. 95 (first half of the 5th
century B.C.- Cyptiot-Archaic II period).

26 Bernhard — Walcher et al. 1999, 179, 183, nr. 85.
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mis in terms of hair style and the depiction
of laurel leaves.”” However, the oval shape
of the face and the shape of the eyes are fea-
tures of the early third century B.C. Thus,
our example from Salamis must date to pe-
riod eatlier than the period the Maroni ex-
amples is dated.

It is possible to compare the Salamis head
with a series of limestone heads from the
sanctuary at Potamia. Among these slightly
over-sized heads from Potamia, example 55
dating to the late fourth or early fourth cen-
tury B.C. displays better workmanship than
the Salamis sample. * The flat treatment of
the back and topmost parts of both heads
are similar (figs. 5-6). The other examples
from Potamia also display features similar to
the Salamis example in terms of the depic-
tions of laurel leaves.” In particular, exam-
ple 41 from Potamia is the closest example
that could be compared to the Salamis ex-
ample in terms of style.”” The same can be
said for example 145.”" Two rows of thick
hair curls seen on the forehead of another
wreathed head (nr. 128) from Potamia do
not appear as a feature of the Salamis
head.” The type of the wreath formed two
rows of laurel leaves is also different in this
example. The last example (nr. 39) from Po-
tamia is of completely different style in
terms of its curly hairstyle.” The post-
Archaic features observed on the heads of
fiftth century B.C. and slightly later dates
from Potamia do not appear on the head

27 Cadogan 1983, 156, pl. 22,7.

28 Karageorghis 1979, 295, nr. 55, 310, pl. 35.

29 Karageorghis 1979, nr. 39, 41, 128, 145, pl. 39.
Karageorghis 1979, 294, 311, nr. 41, pl. 39.

31 Karageorghis 1979, 303, 311, nr. 145, pl. 39.
32 Karageorghis 1979, 302, 311, nr. 128, pl. 39.

3 Karageorghis 1979, 294, 311, ar. 39, pl. 39.
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from Salamis.** Another wreathed lime-

stone head from Potamia (nr. 156), »* which
dates to the third century B.C., displays
very advanced features than the Salamis
head.

There are several wreathed heads of lime-
stones statues unearthed at Kition. One of
them (nr. 104) pre-dates the Salamis exam-
ple for it has Archaic features such as
slightly open mouth intending smile, al-
mond-shaped eyes, and stylized curled
hair.® The details of a wreath seen on an-
other head (nr. 432) dating the end of the
Cypriot-Archaic II and the beginning of the
Cypriot-Classical I is to be compared to
that of the Salamis head.”” Another example
dating to the beginning of the Cypriot-
Classical I (nr. 144+237) is earlier in date
than the Salamis head because of its hair
style and the open mouth.” The inelaborate
limestone head of he style III B at Kition
(nr. 157) do not have much in common
with the one from Salamis.”

The wreathed head of a limestone statue
(nr. 417) of the Cypriot-Classical I date
from Kourion has almond-shaped eyes,
natural round head, and and horn-like pro-
jections in the back part of the neck.”
These features do not appear in the Salamis
head, although the treatment of the lips is
similar in both examples. Several other
heads of the IV A dating to the Cypriot-
Classical I at Kition is similar the Salamis

34 Karageorghis 1979, 311.

35 Karageorghis 1979, 304, 311, nt. 156, pl. 39.
36 SCE 111, 31, nr. 104, 72, pl. 16, 4-5.

37 SCE 11, 45, nr. 432, 72, pl. 16, 6 432.

3 SCE 111, 33, nr. 144+237, 57, pl. 19,3,6.

3 SCETII, 34, ar. 157, 59, pl. 25, 4.

40 SCETIL, 45, nr. 417, 59, 72, pl. 29,5.
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head only in terms of the hair."" Some fea-
tures of a wreathed head (nr. 274) of the
style IV B at Kourion recall the Salamis
head in terms of the general shape of the
head, unmoving lips, and the treatment of
eyes.”

The wreathed head (nr. 817) from Mersi-
naki” resembles the head from Salamis in
terms of the general shape of the head, un-
moving lips, lower parts of the eyes, and the
treatment of the hair. In a similar way, two
additional limestone male heads (nrs. 832
and 1053) from Mersinaki * can stylitically
be compared to the Salamis head in terms
of the similarities of the eyes and lips. These
heads belonging to the IVA style at Mersi-
naki, however, have some flatness and oval-
ness that do not appear in the Salamis
head.” Nevertheless, the disappearance of
archaic smile and slightly open mouth are
two features that lead one to place the Sa-
lamis and Mersinaki examples into the same
period. The limestone head of the style IV
at Mersinaki is temporarily placed into a pe-
riod between the second part of the Cypriot
Classical II and the beginning of the Cyp-
riot-Hellenistic I must slightly be later in
date than the Salamis head.

There is also a group of limestone heads of
wreathed type from the area of Kazaphani
in the northern part of coastal Cyprus. Two
of them (nrs. 1 and 17), which date to the
Cypriot-Archaic II period, have almond-
shaped eyes, archaic smile, and laurel leaves
forming a wreath.*” Same inference can also

4 SCE 111, 44, 49, nr. 520+351, 393+404+452, 408, pl.
30, 1-2, 3, 6.

2 SCE 111, 39, nr. 274, pl. 33,3-4.

4 SCETII, 365, nr. 817, pl. 133,8.

44 SCETII, 366, nr. 832, 376, nr. 1053, pl. 133, 6-7, 10-11.

4 Mersinaki style IV A, SCE 111, 382.

46 Karageorghis 1978, 158, 160, 184, nr. 1, 17, pl. 24.
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be suggested for nr. 86 from Kazaphant."
Nr. 87 from Kazaphani is closer in style to
the head from Salamis, since it also has a
wreath formed of two rows of laurel
leaves.” However, these heads are earlier in
date that the head from Salamis.

The mid-fifth century B.C. wreathed lime-
stone head from Kourion (nr. 11) exhibits
less developed facial features the Salamis
example in terms of its oval-shaped face,
almond eyes, smile, and hairdo.” This
means that the Kourion head is eatlier in
date than the one from Salamis. The com-
mon point between these two heads from
Kourion and Salamis is the style of the lau-
rel leaves. The second example from Kou-
rion (VLS 53) is also important as its
wreath formed of two rows of laurel leaves
lined along the interlocked branches is
identical to the head from Salamis. The
third wreathed head from Kourion (nr. St
219), on the other hand, is earlier in date
than the Salamis head.”

Evaluation of several limestone heads from
various Cypriot collections and from the
sites of Maroni, Potamia, Mersinaki, Ka-
zaphani, Kition, and Kourion shows that
our head from Salamis might have be-
longed to period after the Cypriot Archaic.
It is best to place the Salamis head tempo-
rally into the Cypriot-Classical II, some-
where around the late fifth and the begin-
ning of the fourth century B.C.

The results of the analyses of these lime-
stone sculptures from Salamis can briefly be
summarized as follows: The first example, a
torso of a dressed statue of a male, proba-

47 Karageorghis 1978, 169, 184, nr. 86, pl. 24.
48 Karageorghis 1978, 169, 184, nr. 87, pl. 24.
49 Hermary 1996, 144, nr. 11, pl. 36, 10-13.
50 Hermary 1996, 144, St 219, pl. 37, 9-10.
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bly belonged to the type of male statue
holding a sacrificial bird in his left hand and
an incense vessel in his right hand. A hima-
tion worn over a long chiton is a standard
drapery of the type to which the example
from Salamis belonged to.” Because of their
postures, these statues were viewed as
priests in the literature.” This pattern leads
one to place the one from Salamis into the
first category. This is to say that this exam-
ple from Salamis were once parts of a statue
that was smaller than the life size. The sec-
ond example is a wreathed head which
probably also belonged to a votive offering.
The statue to which these examples be-
longed to might have approximately been 60
cm. high, when compared to other examples
of these types found in other sites of Cy-
prus. Small-sized examples of this type of
wreathed headed statues are often depicted
without beards, while the heads of the large-
sized examples often have beards.” It is
likely that the statues to which these two ex-
amples belonged to represented votive of-
fering to temples, since such limestone stat-
ues were often found in the sanctuary areas
in Cyprus. There is archaeological evidence
for a possible sanctuary area outside the city
walls. Numerous limestone female statues
holding birds and fruits recovered from a
bothros near the Barnabas Monastery map
points to a sanctuary in this area.”* These
sculptures of Cypriot Archaic II period date
could be accepted as evidence for the cult of
Aphrodite.”” One sanctuary dedicated to
Zeus and dating between the eleventh and

51 Serensen 1994, 83; Mylonas 1999, 136.

52 Serensen 1994, 83.

33 Serensen 1994, 83; Mylonas 1999, 136.

54 Yon 1974.

% Yon 1974, 141ff.; Karageorghis 1982, 151; Yon 1985,
208; Yon 1993, 146.
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sixth centuries B.C. has been detected near
the Geometric and Archaic settlements at
Salamis.”® These two examples from Sala-
mis can be dated to the Cypriot-Classical II
period in the fourth century B.C. I roughly
corresponds to the reign of King Evagoras
I of Salamis. However, the cult places that
could be dated to the reign of King Evago-
ras I have not been located so far.”” Our ex-
amples from Salamis do not represent con-
textual finds, as they were found in fills in
and around the agora area of Salamis.
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Ankara University

Faculty of Letters

Department of Archaeology

06100 Sthhiye / ANKARA - TURKEY
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% Yon 1985, 207; Yon 1993, 144.
57 Yon 1993, 146.
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List of Figures:

Figure 1. Torso of a limestone dressed male
statue (Salamis Excavations Photo Archive)

Figure 2. Torso of a limestone dressed male
statue (Salamis Excavations Photo Archive)
found in fills in and around the agora area of Sa-
lamis.

Figure 3. Limestone head of a male (Salamis
Excavations Photo Archive)

Figure 4. Limestone head of a male (Salamis
Excavations Photo Archive)

Figure 5. Limestone head of a male (Salamis
Excavations Photo Archive)

Figure 6. Limestone head of a male (Salamis
Excavations Photo Archive
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