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Editor Notu

Arkeoloji Dergisi'nin 2020 tarihli 25. sayisinda Giinsel Ozbilen Giingdér imzali “Son Buluntularla
Erken Tip Klazomenai Lahitlerine Yeni Bir Bakis” isimi bir makale yayinlanmigstir. Makalenin 35.
dipnotunda “Hiirmiizlii'niin doktora ¢alismasindan once G. Bakir, derslerinde ve c¢esitli konfer-
anslarda lahitlerin kokeni, kronolojileri ve tipolojileri hakkinda ulastigr sonuglart sunmugstur. 7.
yiizythn ortalarindan itibaren Ionialilarm Misir ile olan iligkilerinin baslamasini kamt olarak gis-
tererek, oraya giden Ionialilarin lahit gelenegini gordiiklerini ve dondiiklerinde de bu gelenegi
uygulamaya bagsladiklarint  ifade etmistir, bkz. Bakir 2000: 70-71.” 1fadeleri kullanilmistir.

Bu ifadeden sayin Prof. Dr. Bilge Hiirmiizlii'niin baskasina ait bir goriise kaynak géstermeden sahip
¢iktig1 gibi bir anlam ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Aciktir ki kazi iiyelerinin kendi aralarinda bir¢cok goriisii
canli bir gekilde tartigmast dogal ve olmasi gerekendir. Belli bir konu tizerinde doktora ¢aligmasi ya-
pan kimse bu tartigsmalar1 kendi slizgecinden gegirir ve ¢alismasina kendi fikirleriyle damga vurur.
Bazi konularin daha dnceki tartisma ortamlarinda dile getirilmis olmasi, bu konudaki nihai fikirlerin
bagskasina ait oldugu anlamina gelmez. Benzer sekilde merhum Prof. Dr. Giiven Bakir’in derslerinde ya
da konferanslarinda sundugu bazi fikirler de ilk defa B. Hiirmiizli’niin bu tip tartismalarda dillendirdigi
diistincelerdir. Sayin Hiirmiizli bu dipnottaki ifadeyle gereksiz bir téhmet altinda birakilmigtir.

Konuyu fark ettigimizde makale yazariyla goriistiik. Anlatmak istediginin bu olmadigini, diizgiin bir
ifade kullanmadigi i¢in yanlis anlamalara yol agtigini belirtti ve ifadenin diizeltilmesini ya da ilgili dip-
notun tamamen makaleden ¢ikarilmasini 6nerdi. Ne yazik ki dergimiz Dergipark sitesine yiikklenmisti ve
iletisime gectigimiz sorumlular bu tip geriye doniik diizeltme Onerilerini hakli olarak uygunsuz buldular.

Zamaninda kontrolleri yaparken gozliimlizden kagmis oldugu i¢in ortaya ¢ikan tatsiz du-
rumdan Otiirli, hem makale yazarindan, hem de Prof. Dr. Bilge Hiirmiizli'den oziir dileriz.

Arkeoloji Dergisi Editérler Kurulu
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GEC TUNC CAGI TROYA SAVUNMA HENDEGI
ARASTIRMALARINA JEOARKEOLOJIK
KATKILAR

[GEOARCHAEOLOGICAL CONTRIBUTION TO RESEARCH ON THE LATE BRONZE
AGE DEFENSIVE DITCH OF TROIA]

[lhan KAYAN— Mehmet DOGAN - Rifat ILHAN - Aylin KARADAS —
Dogukan Dogu YAVASLI — Riistem ASLAN

Anahtar Kelimeler
Troya, Tung Cagi, Savunma hendegi, Jeoarkeoloji, Delgi sondaj.

Keywords
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OZET

Troya kazilari kapsaminda, 2007-2011 yillart arasinda, Tun¢ Cagi ve sonrasindaki antik ¢aglarda Troya
Asagi Kentini giineyden ¢evreleyen savunma hendeginin dogudaki uzamgsini belirlemek amaciyla, basta
Jeofizik olmak tizere ¢esitli yontemlerle yogun arastirmalar yapumistir. Bu ¢alismalara ekibimiz ¢ok sa-
vida ¢akma-delgi sondaj yaparak katkida bulunmustur. Bu yazi, ¢alismalarimizin jeoarkeoloji arastirma
konu ve yéntemleri bakimindan ézgiin bir ornek olusturacag: diisiiniilerek hazirlanmistir. Calismalar
kapsaminda, hendegin doguda kuzeydoguya yonelen kesiminde, dngoriilen uzamimina dik dogrultuda
vapilan toplam 201 ¢akma-delgi sondajla 10 adet kesit olusturulmustur. Buna gére, burada biitiiniiyle
Troya’min yikinti enkazindan olusan, yapi taslari ile dolu, 2-3 m kalinlikta bir yiizey ortiisii ile bunun altin-
da kirecli, killi, kumlu, giineydoguya cok az egimli anakaya tabakalari (Ust Miosen) bulunmaktadur. Ortii
altinda anakaya yiizeyindeki kiigiik ¢ukurluklarin hendek uzantisina ait oldugunu belirlemek zor olmakla
birlikte, anakaya ile értiideki blok taslarin litolojik farkliliklarinin ve ézellikle bulunan ¢canak ¢omlek ki-
riklar: gibi arkeolojik materyalin degerlendirilmesi ile hendek uzanimi bir yere (I-K/24-25:2009-1) kadar
izlenebilmis, fakat buradan kuzeydoguya dogru hendekle ilgili somut veri saglanamamistir. Sonug olarak,
sondaj ¢calismalarinin jeofizik yontemlerle belirlenen anomali ¢izgilerinin test edilmesinde ve arkeologla-
rin farkli donemleri temsil eden yiizey ortiisii katmanlarini degerlendirmeleri i¢in 6rnek saglanmasinda
onemli katkist olmustur. Boylece kazi yapilamayan yerlerde hendek uzanimi ile ilgili bilgi edinilmis ve
gereksiz kazi yapilmasi 6nlenmistir.

ABSTRACT

Within the scope of Troy excavations, in 2007-2011, intensive researches were carried out with various
methods, especially geophysics, in order to determine the eastern extension of the defense ditch (moat)
along the southern surrounding of the Lower City of Troy during the Bronze Age and later antiquity. Our
team contributed to these studies by making numerous percussion borehole-drillings. This paper has
been prepared with the aim of creating a unique example in terms of geoarchaeological research subjects
and methods. Within the scope of the studies, a total of 201 borehole-drillings made perpendicular to the
projected extension of the trench in the northeastern part of the ditch and formed 10 sections. Accordingly,
there is a 2-3 m thick surface deposit-cover consisting of building debris of Troy, and underneath it is limy,
clayey, sandy bedrock layers (Upper Miocene), slightly dipping southeast. Although it is difficult to recog-
nize that the small pits on the bedrock surface under the cover belong to the trench extension, it could be
traced to a location (I-K / 24-25: 2009-1) by determining the lithological differences between the bedrock
and the large stones and especially the archaeological material such as potsherds found, but there is no
concrete data on the ditch from the northeast. As a result, it has made a significant contribution to the
testing of anomaly lines determined by geophysical methods and to provide samples for archaeologists to
evaluate the surface cover layers representing different periods. Thus, information was obtained about
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been prepared with the aim of creating a unique example in terms of geoarchaeological research subjects
and methods. Within the scope of the studies, a total of 201 borehole-drillings made perpendicular to the
projected extension of the trench in the northeastern part of the ditch and formed 10 sections. Accordingly,
there is a 2-3 m thick surface deposit-cover consisting of building debris of Troy, and underneath it is limy,
clayey, sandy bedrock layers (Upper Miocene), slightly dipping southeast. Although it is difficult to recog-
nize that the small pits on the bedrock surface under the cover belong to the trench extension, it could be
traced to a location (I-K / 24-25: 2009-1) by determining the lithological differences between the bedrock
and the large stones and especially the archaeological material such as potsherds found; but there is no
concrete data on the ditch from the northeast. As a result, it has made a significant contribution to the
testing of anomaly lines determined by geophysical methods and to provide samples for archaeologists to
evaluate the surface cover layers representing different periods. Thus, information was obtained about
extension of the trench in places where excavation could not be done, and unnecessary excavation was
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prevented.

Giris

1988 yilinda Tiibingen Universitesi (Almanya)
Prehistorya Enstitiisii’niin (Institiit fiir Ur- und
Frithgeschihte Und Archéologie des Mittelal-
ters) Troya Projesi kapsaminda, T.C. Kiiltiir
Bakanligi izniyle baslayan Troya arastirma,
kazi ve restorasyon calismalart 2005 yilina
kadar Prof. Dr. Manfred Osman Korfmann
bagkanliginda siirmiis, O’nun ¢ok disiplinli
(multidisciplinary) ¢alismalar1 destekleyen, he-
yecanli ve ¢ok bagarili yonetimi, Troya’y1 yurt
icinde ve yurt disinda hep glindemde tutmus,
projenin giicli kurumlarca desteklenmesini
saglamistir. Prof. Korfmann’in vefatindan son-
ra, 2013 yilina kadar Prof. Dr. Ernst Pernicka
tarafindan yayin agirlikli yonetilen ¢aligmalar,
o tarihten beri Prof. Dr. Riistem Aslan baskan-
liginda stirmektedir.

Troya, kuzeybati Anadolu’da en iyi aragtiril-
mis Tung Cagi yerlesmelerinden biri olma-
sinin yaninda, Homeros’un Iliada destani ile
Bati kiiltiiriinde ¢ok iyi taninan, ilgi duyulan
o6nemli bir antik yerlesme yeridir (Fig. 1). Bu
nedenle, ozellikle 19. yiizyildan beri pek ¢ok
gezgin ve arastirmacinin ugrak yeri olmustur.
Schliemann’in 1870-1890 kazilar1 ve bulunan
hazinelerin yurt disina kagirilmasit Troya’ya
duyulan ilgi ve merak: artirmistir. Schlie-
mann sonrasinda, ozellikle W. Dorpfeld ve
C.W. Blegen tarafindan yapilan arkeolojik kaz1
ve arastirmalarla Troyanin en az 5000 yillik
ge¢misinde, Roma Cagi sonuna kadar dokuz
yapilagsma evresi ayrilmistir (Fig. 2). Bu si-
recte dogal ¢cevrede meydana gelen degismeler
arkeologlarca hep dikkate alinmaya ¢alisilmis,
ancak onceki asamalarda bunun i¢in 0zgiin
bir aragtirma yapilmamistir. Bu nedenle, 1982
de Besige’de baglayan ve 1988 de Troya’da

devam eden yeni proje doneminde Prof. Korf-
mann ¢evresel Ozelliklerin incelenmesine,
cevresel degismelerin arkeolojik donemlerle
iligkilendirilmesine 6zel bir 6nem vermistir.
Prof. Kayan’in 1983 de projeye katilimi, Prof.
Korfmann’in bu amagla yaptig1 davet {izerine
olmustur. Troya genis ¢evresindeki (Troas) je-
olojik-jeomorfolojik aragtirmalar ve haritalama
caligmalar1 sonrasinda, agirlikli olarak yakin
cevredeki aliivyal diizliiklerde s1g (cogunlukla
20 m ye kadar derinlikte) delgi sondajlar
yapilmis, sedimantolojik birimler tanimlanmis,
bunlarin yiizey altindaki dagilimi ve Cl4
yontemi ile tarihlendirilmesi saglanmustir.
Bu bilgiler, zaman iginde ¢evrede meydana
gelen cografi degismelerin belirlenmesinde ve
gerekli goriilen zamanlar igin paleocografya
haritalarinin ¢izilmesinde ana veri kaynagini
olusturmustur. Ornegin kiy1 gizgisi degismele-
ri, buna gore eski liman yerleri, savas alanlari,
kentin denizden yararlanma olanaklari, tarim,
erozyon gibi konularda arkeologlarca ¢ok so-
rulan sorularin cevaplanmasina calisilmistir.
Zaman iginde gelismelere ve farkli amaglara
gore degisik yontem ve araclarla yapilan delgi
sondajlarin sayisi, kazi alani igindeki test son-
dajlar1 disinda, 2011 yilinda 327 ye ulagmustir.
Bu caligmalarin sonuglart ¢ogunlukla Troya
Projesinin yillik yayimni olan Studia Troica’da
yayimlanmistir.!

Troya kazi alaninda yapilan arkeolojiye yar-
dimer arastirmalardan bir boliimiinii de jeofi-
zik prospeksiyonlar olusturmustur. i1k yillarda
Dr. Jansen tarafindan yapilan bu calismalar,

1 Kayan 1995: 211-235; Kayan 1996: 239-249; Kayan
1997: 489-507; Kayan 2014: 694-727; Kayan: 2019:
277-291.
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zaman zaman projeye katilan baska jeofizik
uzmanlarinin da katkilariyla genisletilmis,
Troya Asagi Kent alan1 magnetometrik olarak
taranmuistir. Bu 6l¢timlerin sonucunda ozellikle
Helenistik ve Roma caglarina ait Asagi Kent
alaninin yiizey altindaki plani ¢ikarilmis, bu-
nun kazi ¢aligmalarinin yonlendirilmesine bii-
yiik katkilart olmustur.2

Jeofizik prospeksiyonlarda belirlenmesine ca-
lisilan yapilardan biri de Asagi Kenti giineyden
cevreleyen savunma sistemi olmustur. Bunun
oncelikle bir sur duvar1 olmasi beklenmekle
birlikte, ozellikle Ge¢ Tung Cagi (Troya VI)
icin, o zamanlarda Anadolu-Hitit kentlerinde
yaygin olarak kullanildigi bilinen bir savunma
hendeginin de bu sistemin bir pargasi olabile-
cegi Oongoriilmiistiir.3 Sur ve bunun disindaki
hendekten olusan savunma sisteminin bir 6ne-
mi de kentin biiylikliigliniin ve niifusunun be-
lirlenmesindeki anlamindan gelmektedir. Bu
nedenle arkeologlar bu konu tizerinde 6nemle
durmus, savunma sisteminin uzanisinin belir-
lenmesine galigmislardir. Manyetometrik tara-
malarda belirlenen cizgisel anomaliler Asagi
Kent giineyinde savunma hendeginin yerini
gostermis, buralarda yapilan kazilar hendegin
varligint dogrulamistir (Fig. 3). Asagi Kentin
gliney ve bati kesimlerinde yillarca siiren ¢a-
lismalarla savunma sistemi belirlendikten son-
ra 2007 yilinda gozler doguya ¢evrilmis, hen-
degin burada kuzeye mi, yoksa kuzeydoguya
m1 uzandig ilgi konusu olmustur. Kuskusuz,
hendegin kuzey yerine kuzeydogu veya dogu-
ya yonelmesi kent alaninin daha genis oldugu
anlamina gelmektedir. Bu konudaki aragtir-
malarda, bu kesimdeki yiizey ortiisii kalinli-
ginin ve alttaki anakaya yiizey morfolojisinin
bilinmesi de oOnemli bir gereksinim olarak
degerlendirilmistir.

Jeofizik arastirmalar Asagi Kent alaninin dogu
kesiminde de sokak ve binalariyla Helenistik-
Roma donemlerinin kent dokusunu ortaya
koymus olmakla birlikte, hendek uzantisinin
belirlenmesinde yeterli olamamistir. Bunun en
o6nemli nedeni, bu alanin ¢ok kullanilmasi, her

2 Jansen vd.1998: 275-284; Jansen vd. 2003: 325-340;
Jansen 2006: 309-316; Becker vd. 1993: 117-134; Bec-
ker vd. 1994: 105-115; Blindow vd. 2000: 123-133;
Hiibner ve Giese 2006: 125-129.

3 Jablonka vd. 1994: 51-73.
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yeni evrede Onceki yiizeyin fazla tahrip edil-
mesidir. Bunun yanisira, eger burada hendek
devam ediyorsa, bunun iist yapi katmanlarinin
taslart ile doldugu, bu nedenle manyetik 6l-
¢limlerde taninamaz duruma gelmis olabilece-
gi de varsayimlar arasinda degerlendirilmistir.
Miimkiin olan yontemlerin denenmesi ama-
ctyla, muhtemel uzanti {izerinde 2007 yilinda
ayrica 11 elektrik rezistivite profili ¢ikarilmais,
ancak bunlarda da hendek uzanimini yansitan
kesin bulgular saglanamamistir.* Kuskusuz,
bu konuda en giivenilir yol, alanin biitliniiyle
kazilmasidir. Ancak bu, Ge¢ Tung Cagi hen-
degine ulasabilmek i¢in listteki Roma ve He-
lenistik katmanlarin kaldirilmasi gerektigi i¢in
hem arkeolojik bakimdan hem de zaman ve
ekonomik bakimdan uygulanmasi zor bir sege-
nek olarak degerlendirilmis, hendek uzanimi-
nin olabildigince pratik bir yoldan belirlenmesi
istenmisgtir.

Bu asamada hendegin muhtemel uzanti alanin-
da cakma-delgi sondajlarla profiller ¢ikarilarak
uzanisinin belirlenebilecegi diistinlilmiistiir.
Ancak, jeofizik dl¢imlerde oldugu gibi, tash
dolgularin hendek i¢inde bulunan daha sonraki
yap1 evrelerinin duvarlarina mi ait oldugunun,
yoksa anakayaya mi ulasildiginin anlasilmasi
her zaman miimkiin olamayacagi i¢in bu yon-
temin de hendegin izlenmesinde tam sonug
veremeyecegi degerlendirmesi yapilmistir. Bu-
nunla birlikte, boyle bir ¢aligmanin denenme-
sine karar verilmis ve 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011
yillarinda toplam 10 profil ¢izgisi ilizerinde
201 i cakma olmak ftizere yiizlerce delgi son-
daj yapilmistir. Bu sondajlar i¢in iki arag seti
kullanilmistur.

1. Hidrolik donanimh Unimog is makinesi
ile burgu-delgiler (auger drilling).

Prof. Korfmann’in Troya projesine bagladigi
1988 yilinda Mercedes (Daimler-Benz), proje-
nin ana sponsoru olmus ve kazi ¢aligmalarina
¢ok amagli bir Unimog is makinesi vermistir.
Oniindeki biiyilk kepceden ayr1 olarak
arkasina bir kiigiik kepge takilabilen bu aracin,
gerektiginde kiiciik kepgesi ¢ikarilarak yerine
bizim delgi sondajlarimizda kullanilmak iizere
bir burgu-delici (auger driller) takilabilmekte-
dir. Hidrolik giicle dondiiriilerek yere girilen
6 cm c¢apinda ve 1,5 m uzunlugundaki spiral

4 Jablonka vd. 2009: 3-32.
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burgular, dikey olarak yine hidrolik giicle ¢e-
kilmekte ve spiral boslugu dolduran materyal
yizey altina ait degerlendirmeler i¢in &rnek
olarak kullanilmaktadir (Fig. 4). Aracin giiclii
ve hizli olmasi, bu yolla yapilan ¢aligmalarin
olumlu tarafidir. Ancak, demir burgu done-
rek yere girdiginden, az olmayan hacmi kadar
materyal spiral boslukta yukariya itilmekte ve
alman orneklerin gercek dikey konumlarini
belirlemek miimkiin olmamaktadir. Ayrica,
kuru yiizey ortiisii veya dolgu katmani burgu
ile ufalanarak karismakta, niteligi bozulmak-
ta, daha burgu yere girerken delikten 6giitii-
lerek toz haline gelmis kuru bir karisim ¢ik-
maktadir. Konu ile ilgili olarak daha onemli
bir olumsuzluk ise giiclii giris sirasinda yiizey
altindaki fazla pekismemis anakaya veya yapi
yikintist taslarin da delinip gecilebilmesi, bu
nedenle yiizey dolgusundaki blok yapi taslari
ile anakayanin ayirt edilmesindeki zorluktur.
Bu olumsuzlugu, bu alanda anakayanin nis-
peten az pekismis, kirecli-killi-kumlu Neojen
(Ust Miosen) s1g deniz sedimanlarindan olus-
masi da artirmakta, burgu demirler Unimog’un
giiciiyle anakaya icine dahi girebilmektedir.
Bu nedenlerle Unimog, anakaya tizerindeki bir
hendek oyuntusunun belirlenmesinde her yer-
de yararli olamamagtir.

2. Cobra delici ile cakmal delgiler
(percussion drilling).

Cobra delici, taginabilir bir kompresér motoru-
dur (Fig. 5). Bunun ucuna 1 m uzunlukta, degi-
sik caplarda (3,5 cm, 5 cm, 6 cm) oluk seklinde
delici ¢elik uglardan biri takilarak yere ¢akil-
makta, daha derinlere inmesi i¢in de 1 m’lik
uzatma borular1 eklenmektedir. Yere ¢akilan
oluk u¢ ve borular ayri1 bir hidrolik motorla
cekilmekte ve oluk icindeki materyal, inilen
derinlige ait sediman Ornegi olarak degerlen-
dirilmektedir. Oluk i¢inde bir miktar sikisma
ve pekisme olsa bile, materyalin gergek diisey
konumu tam olarak belirlenebilmekte, kiigiik
nesneler (¢anak-¢omlek kiriklari, kavki, kemik
parcalart gibi) niteligi bozulmadan alinabil-
mektedir. Ancak, pekismemis aliivyal sediman
alanlar1 i¢in tasarlanmis olan Cobra delici Uni-
mog kadar gii¢lii olmadigindan, yiizey altinda-
ki taglar delginin ilerlemesini engellemekte, bu
nedenle tagli ortamlarda ¢alisildiginda giigliik-
lerle karsilasilmaktadir. Buna ragmen, Troya
Asag1 Kent savunma hendeginin kuzey veya
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kuzeydoguya uzanimim arastirirken Cobra
delgi sondajlar bugiinkii yiizey altinda anaka-
ya ylizeyindeki gukurluklarin belirlenmesinde
beklenenden daha giivenilir sonuglar vermistir.
Bu ¢alismada en biiyiik olumsuzluk, delici ug
bir tasa dayandiginda bunun anakaya mi, yoksa
ylizey oOrtiisiindeki iri bir yikinti tagina m1 ait
oldugunun kolay anlasilamamasidir. Bunu
asmak icin ylizeye yakin derinlikte tasla kar-
silasildiginda delgi noktas1 kiiciik mesafelerle
degistirilmis, taglar arasindan Cobra delicinin
gecebilecegi bir bosluk bulunmaya ¢alisilmig-
tir. Ayrica deneyim ve jeolojik yapi ile ilgili
bilgiler de delgiyi durduran tagin ylizey ortiisii
icinde bir blok mu, yoksa anakaya mi oldugu
konusunda karar vermeyi kolaylastirmistir.

Troya Savunma Hendegi iizerinde yapilan
onceki calismalar ve saglanan bilgiler

1988 yilinda baslayan yeni donem Troya kazi-
lar1 kapsaminda ilk yillardan itibaren yapilan
jeofizik prospeksiyonlarda (fluxgate-gradi-
ometer ve caesium-magnetometer), Troya I¢
Kalesinin 400 m kadar giineyinde bir anomali
cizgisi belirlenmistir. Ilk asamada anomali-
nin bir savunma duvarina ait oldugu diisii-
nililmiis, ancak yapilan kazilarda bunun Troya
VI déneminde Troya Asagi Kentini giineyden
¢evreleyen bir savunma hendegine ait oldugu
anlasilmistir.> Kenti savunmak, kente saldiran
savag arabalarini kent disinda durdurmak ama-
ctyla olusturuldugu kabul edilen hendegin, z
29-A 29 grid karelerindeki (Fig. 3) kazilarda,
birka¢ metre kalinliktaki ylizey ortiisii altin-
da bulunan Neojen kiregtasi, kiltagi, kumtasi
tabakalarina 1 m kadar derinlikte, 3 m kadar
genislikte kazilarak yapildigi belirlenmistir.
Savunma sisteminin diger bir unsuru olarak
bulunmasi gereken duvarin (sur) ise Roma do-
neminde, Ilion kentinin insasi sirasinda biitii-
niiyle yok edildigi anlagilmistir. Bununla bir-
likte, 1995 yilinda y 28/29 karelerindeki (Fig.
3) kazilarda hendek tizerinde gegit amagh bir
boliimiin birakildigi, bunun gerisinde (i¢ kesi-
minde) bir ¢itin ve bunun iizerinde de hendek-
teki gecide uygun, 5,2 m genislikte bir agik-
ligin bulundugu belirlenmistir. Ote yandan,
hendek dolgusunun ylizey oOrtiisiinden farkli
oldugu dikkati cekmis, hendek dibinde MO 15.

5 Korfmann 1993: 117-134.
6 Jablonka vd. 1994: 51-73.
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yiizyila ait ¢anak ¢omlek pargalarinin bulun-
mast, hendegin acilis ve dolma asamalarinin
zamanlariyla (Geg Tung Cagi - Troya VI) ilgili
bilgi vermistir.

Daha sonra, batida, ana hendegin 80-100 m ka-
dar giineyinde (disinda), g 28 karesinde yapi-
lan kazida, benzer sekilde ikinci bir hendegin
varlig1 ortaya ¢ikarilmistir (Fig. 3). Ilki gibi
anakayaya kazilmis, tabani diiz bu hendekte
yapilan incelemeler bunun Troya VI veya Tro-
ya Vlla donemlerine ait oldugunu gostermistir.
Ayni donemlerde dolmaya baslayan hendek
tizerinde Roma Caginda (Troya 1X) V profilli
yeni bir hendegin kazildig1 anlagilmistir. Bu-
nun dogusundaki s 34 agmasinda ise dis ka-
nalin 9 m kadar genislikte oldugu goriilmiis,
bunun Hellenistik Cag sonlarina dogru (Troya
VIII) doldugu anlagilmistir. Burada da Troya
VI buluntularina rastlanmasi, bunun da Tro-
ya VI hendek sisteminin bir parcasi oldugunu
gostermistir. Sonug olarak, doguda ayni dog-
rultudaki kazi buluntularryla birlikte gozoniine
alindiginda Troya Vla hendeginin disinda, ona
paralel ikinci bir hendegin varligi, Helenis-
tik cagda dis hendegin genisletilmis bolimii
icinde su bulundugu, Roma atiksu sistemi-
nin bu hendege baglandigi degerlendirmeleri
yapilmigtir.8

Tun¢ Caginda Troya Asagi Kentini gilineyden
cevreleyen savunma hendeginin batiya ve
doguya uzanimlarini, hendegin I¢ Kale ile
olan baglantilarin1 belirlemek i¢in 1996-
1997 yillarinda yeni jeofizik arastirmalar
yapilmigtir.?

Bu agsamada, batidaki yapay magara Oniinde
yapilan elektromanyetik caligmalarda, ¢izgisel
bir anomali belirlenmistir!® (Fig. 3). Buradaki
p 12 kazisinda anakayaya oyulmus, 1 m kadar
derinlikte, 4 m genislikte diiz bir taban1 olan,
dik kenarli bir hendek boliimii agiga ¢ikaril-
mistir. Hendegin ince taneli, kumlu dolgusu
icinde sadece Tung¢ Cagi (Troya VI ve muh-
temelen Troya VIla) canak ¢omlek kiriklari,
hayvan kemikleri ve yanik artiklar1 (odun ko-
miiri kirintilar1) bulunmustur. Buna karsilik f

7 Korfmann 1996: 1-64; Jablonka 1996: 65-96.
8 Korfmann 1993: 1-39; Jablonka 1996: 65-96.
9 Jansen vd. 1998: 275.

10 Blindow vd. 2000: 123.
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26 ve g 28 agmalarinda Tun¢ Cagina ait higbir
kalint1 bulunmamistir. Bunun nedeni, daha ge-
nig ve derin olan Helenistik-Roma caglarinda-
ki hendegin agilmasi sirasinda meydana gelen
tahribat olarak yorumlanmistir.! Bu bilgiler
Geg Troya VI/VIla Asagi Kentinin batidaki
sinirinin belirlenmesini de saglamigtir. Buna
gore Asagl Kent, I¢ Kale disinda oldukca
genis bir alan kaplamakta, giineybati sinir1
plato sirtinin eteginden ovaya dogru 120 m
kadar daha batida bulunmaktadir. Diger bir
onemli husus da su temini i¢in kullanilan
yapay magaranin Tun¢ Cagi kent alani iginde
bulunmasidir (Fig. 3). 12

Troya Tun¢ Cagi savunma hendeginin bat1
uzantisinin belirlenmesi i¢in yapilan manye-
tik jeofizik prospeksiyonlar ve buna dayanan
kazilardan sonra, 2002-2005 yillar1 arasinda
Asag1 Kentin dogu kesiminde yeni jeofizik
prospeksiyon (caesium magnetometer) calis-
malar1 yapilmis ve sonuglar1 6nceki bulgularla
birlestirilmistir. Saglanan magnetogram’larin
degerlendirilmesiyle Helenistik-Roma donem-
lerine ait kent dokusu i¢inde yeni sokaklar,
kenti gilineyden cevreleyen sur duvarlari, bu-
nun bir kapisi, hendekler, su borular1 (kiink),
ocak yerleri, mezarlar belirlenmistir.!3

Veriler iizerindeki degerlendirmelerden sonra
2006 yilinda yapilan G 27 kazisinda savun-
ma hendeginin dogu uzantisindaki bir bolimii
aciga cikarilmistir (Fig. 6). Burada agmanin
ist seviyelerinde Helenistik-Roma c¢aglarina
ait kent yapilari ve bir sokak belirlenmistir.
Sokagin altinda bulunan hendek anakayaya
kazilarak yapilmig olup, 4 m genislik, 1,6 m
derinliktedir. Dogal egime uygun olarak bat1
kenar1 0,5 m daha yiiksektir. Hendek bol ¢a-
nak ¢omlek kiriklari, hayvan kemikleri, odun
komiirii kirintilari, yanmis kerpig¢ pargalar: ve
cesitli biiytikliikte tag parcalar1 igeren gri, ince
kumlu bir dolgu ile dolu olup, ¢anak ¢dmlek
parcalarindan ¢ogunun Troya VI dénemine ait
oldugu belirlenmistir. Cevre ile yapilan karsi-
lastirmalara gére hendegin Troya VI sonu veya
hemen sonrasinda doldugu varsayilmaktadir.!4

11 Korfmann 2001: 1-50.

12 Korfmann 2001: 27.

13 Hiibner ve Giese 2006: 125.

14 Jablonka ve Pernicka 2007: 3-24.
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G 27 karesinde yapilan kazida hendegin ku-
zeydoguya yonelerek devam ettiginin goriil-
mesi iizerine, 2007 yilinda I¢ Kale dogusunda
2.4 hektarlik bir alanda yeni jeofizik Sl¢iimler
yapilmistir. Daha once “Fluxgate Magneto-
meter” ile yapilan dl¢iimler bu defa “Caesium
Magnetometer” kullanilarak tekrarlanmis,
ayrica G 27 kazis1 kuzeyinde “Ground Penet-
rating Radar” yontemi ile 6000 m?lik alan ta-
ranmistir. Radar olgiimiinde saptanan silik bir
anomalinin hendegin devami olabilecegi dii-
stniilerek M-P 18 kareleri boyunca kepge ile
kazilar yapilmis (Fig. 6), Fakat burada hendek
izine rastlanmamuistir.!5

Savunma hendeginin kuzey veya kuzeydoguya
devamini belirlemede, miimkiin olan tiim yon-
temleri denemis olmak igin, son olarak 2008
yilinda, G 27 karesi kuzey ve kuzeydogusunda
“Geoelectric 2D Tomography” oOlctimleri ile
toplam 11 profil c¢ikarilmistir. Bu profillerde
kiiltiir tabakasi altindaki anakaya yiizeyi ve
bu yiizeyde hendek uzantisi olabilecek bazi
cukurluklar belirlenmistir. Ozellikle jeofizik
verilerin G 27 karesindeki agmada ortaya ¢i-
kan hendek uzanimi ile uyumlu bulundugu
dikkati ¢ekmistir. Ancak tiim bu caligmalarda
savunma hendeginin kuzey veya kuzeydoguya
uzandigini net olarak gosteren bir veri buluna-
mamuistir. Sonug olarak, G 27 karesinde agilan
hendek uzaniminin kuzeydoguya doniiyor go-
rilnmesinin dogrulanabilmesi igin yeni arastir-
ma ve kazilar yapilmasi 6nerilmistir.16

Delgi sondaj ¢calismalari

Troya VI (Geg¢ Tung Cagi) savunma hendegi-
nin dogudaki uzanmimu ile ilgili olarak jeofi-
zik Olglimlerden saglanan yiizey alt1 bilgileri
ve hendegin G 27 karesindeki kazilarla agiga
cikarilan uzamimi dikkate alinarak, 2008 y1-
linda, yeni bir aragtirma asamasi olarak, kazi
alanin1 dogudan gevreleyen tel ¢itin bat1 kena-
rinda (K 25) arkeologlarca Unimog ile bir dizi
sondaj ¢alismasi yapilmigtir (Fig. 6: 2008-1).
Ancak, yukarida belirtildigi gibi, bu yontemde
ozellikle kuru zeminde tiim materyal (taslar ve
ince dokulu ara dolgusu) ogiitiiliircesine ufa-
landig1 ve karistigi i¢in sonug alinamamistir.

15 Jablonka ve Pernicka 2009: 10-16.

16 Jablonka ve Pernicka, 2007: 6; Jablonka ve Pernicka
2009: 5.
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Ekibimiz bu asamada calismalara katilmis,
cakma-delgi yoOntemiyle sondajlara devam
edilmistir. Hendek uzaniminin gectigi var-
sayilan dogrultu iizerinde, bu dogrultuya dik
olarak yapilan delgi sondajlarla, dncelikle yii-
zey Ortiisii altindaki anakaya yiizeyinin profili
cikarilmaya calisilmigtir. Hendek olabilecek
bir ¢ukurlugun bulunmasi durumunda, karot
icinde kiiltiirel materyal (6zellikle Tung Cagina
ait canak ¢comlek parcalar1 gibi) de gelmisse,
arkeologlarla bir degerlendirme yapilmis,
uygun goriildiiglinde kaz1 caligmalarina gegil-
mistir (Fig. 3, 6, 7).

Ekibimizin ilk calismasinda, Unimog ile K
25 karesinden kuzeybatiya dogru yapilan, fa-
kat sonu¢ alinamayan profilin tamamlanmasi
amaclanmistir (2008-1: Fig. 6, 7, 8). Bu alan-
da 2-3 m kadar araliklarla yapilan 24 delgide,
yiizeydeki 50 cm’yi gegmeyen giincel organik
toprak altinda, genellikle mimari yikintilara
ait tag bloklar1 ve aralarini dolduran ince do-
kulu dolgudan olusan bir ortiiniin varligi be-
lirlenmistir. Bunun i¢inde yer yer ¢okca kire-
mit ve ¢canak ¢omlek kiriklar ile kii¢iik yanik
artiklar1 (komiirlesmis kiiglik ahsap veya bitki
parcalari, siyahlasmis kiigiik canak ¢omlek ki-
rintilarr) bulunmustur. Birkag metre kalinlik-
taki bu ortiiniin altinda Neojen (Ust Miosen)
anakayanin kirecli, killi, kumlu giineye ¢ok az
egimli tabakalarina girilmistir. Burada, yiizey-
deki kiigiik olgiilii arizalilik, hendek uzantisi-
nin ayirt edilmesini zorlastirmistir. Bununla
birlikte, profilin kuzeybatisindaki 18. delgide
5 metreye kadar inilebilmis, burada anakaya-
yanin iizerindeki dolguda, tas bloklar arasinda
kiiciik ¢canak ¢omlek kiriklari ile yanik kirin-
tilar bulunmustur. Buna gore, bizce buranin
hendek uzantisi oldugu diisiiniilmiis, ancak
dolgular1 inceleyen arkeologlar bu ¢ukurlugun
hendekle ilgisi olmadigi degerlendirmesini
yapmislardir (Fig. 8).

Bunun iizerine, bu profilin 200 m kadar ku-
zeydogusunda, yine KB-GD dogrultusunda
uzun bir ¢izgi boyunca Unimog ile yapilan
delgilerin, ortada hendek uzantisina daha uy-
gun oldugu disiiniilen bolimii 5 cakma delgi
ile tamamlanmistir (Fig. 6: 2008-2). Burada
da yiizeyi kaplayan oOrtii altinda, 2-3 m derin-
deki anakaya yiizeyinde 1 m kadar arizalilik
belirlenmistir. Ozellikle profilin giineydo-
gu kesimindeki cukurluk, silik bir hendek
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profili seklinde belirmistir (Fig. 9). Ancak,
arkeologlarin buradaki degerlendirmeleri de
cukurlugun hendekle ilgisi bulunmadigi yo-
niinde olmustur. Sonug¢ olarak arkeologlar,
2007 yilinda M-P 18 karelerinde yapilan kep-
¢e kazilar ile 2008-1 ve 2008-2 profillerinde,
birka¢ metrelik yiizey Ortiisii altinda, ana-
kaya ylizeyinde belirlenen arizalilik iginde
hendegin devaminin bulunmadigini, hendegin
2008-1 profili kuzeyinde devam etmedigini
varsayarak caligmalarini G 27 agmasi ile 2008-
1 profili arasindaki alanda yogunlastirmiglar-
dir (Fig. 6, 7).

G 27 karesinde agiga ¢ikarilan hendek bolii-
miinlin 20 m kadar kuzeydogusundaki 2008-
3 profil ¢alismasinda toplam 14 ¢akma-delgi
sondaj yapilmistir (Fig. 7, 10). Bunlarin ¢o-
gunda taslardan ilerlemek miimkiin olmamis,
anakayaya ulagsmak i¢in gereken derinlige ini-
lememistir. Bununla birlikte, gecilemeyen tas-
larin anakayadan farkliligi ve cesitliligi, bun-
larin yiizey dolgusu igindeki yikinti (mimari)
taslarina ait oldugunu gostermistir. Bu du-
rumda, zorunlu olarak sondaj noktalar1 profil
cizgisi disinda alana yayilmis, bu sayede orta
kesimdeki 10 ve 13 numarali delgilerde 5 m
kadar derinlere inilebilmis ve anakayaya ula-
silmistir. Bu bilgiler 1s181nda, arkeologlarca H
26 karesinde kazi yapilmis, belirlenen ¢ukur-
lugun gergekten hendege ait oldugu goriilmiis
ve hendegin kuzeydogu uzantisi lizerinde bir
boliimii daha agiga ¢ikarilmistir (Fig. 7). Bura-
da anakaya ile yiizey ortiisiindeki yap1 kalintisi
taslarin litolojik farkliliginin dikkate alinmasi
hendegin saptanmasinda etkili olmus, deneyim
kazandirmistir.

2008 yilinda, H 26 karesindeki kazidan sag-
lanan bilgilerle arkeologlar bunun 20 m kadar
kuzeydogusunda H-I 26 kazisin1 yapmiglar ve
burada da hendegin bir boliimiinii agiga ¢ikar-
miglardir (Fig. 7). Ancak burada hendegin son
buluyor goriiniimii sasirtici olmustur. Bunun
tizerine hendegin doguya dogru devam etme
(doguya dogru doniiyor olma) ihtimali {izerin-
de durulmus ve 2009 yilinda I-K 25 karesin-
de (tel ¢itin bat1 yaninda) arkeolojik kazi ya-
pilmaya baslanmistir. Bu asamada ekibimiz
tarafindan I-K 24-25 alaninda 10 ¢akma delgi
sondaj yapilmis, saglanan verilere gore olustu-
rulan bati-dogu dogrultulu 2009-1 profili (Fig.
6, 7, 11) lizerinde hendek gukurlugu net olarak
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goriilmiistiir. Buna dayanilarak s6z konusu
alanda yapilan arkeolojik kaziyla da bu bulgu
dogrulanmigtir. Burada anakayaya kazilmis
olan hendegin genisligi 4,2 m olup, kenarlar1
diktir. Hendek derinligi dogal ylizey egimine
uygun olarak kuzeybati kenarda 1,5 m, giiney-
dogu kenarda 1 m kadardir. Hendek i¢inde Geg
Tung Cagina ait kiiltiirel materyal (¢anak ¢om-
lek kiriklar1) igeren koliivyal nitelikli bir dolgu
bulunmustur.

2009 yilinda, 2009-1 profili iizerinde hendek
cukurlugunun tespit edilmesi tizerine, 2008
yilinda yapilan H-I1 26 kazist 2009 ve 2010
yillarinda kuzey ve kuzeydoguya dogru genis-
letilmistir. Agilan bolimde (H-I 25-26) hen-
degin son bulmadigi, burada, giineyde z 29-A
29 karelerindekine (Fig. 3) benzer sekilde, 5 m
geniglikte bir gecit bulundugu belirlenmistir.
Boylece, ilk agilan boliimde gegidin giiney ke-
narinin hendegin son buldugu seklinde yanlis
degerlendirildigi anlasilmistir (Fig. 7). Gegi-
din giliney kesiminde, hendek dolgusu i¢inde
Troya VI donemine ait ¢ganak ¢omlek kirikla-
rinin bulunmasi hendegin bu déneme ait oldu-
gunun kanitlar1 arasinda degerlendirilmistir.
Kuzey kesimde de benzer dzelliklerde devam
eden hendegin, toprakla karistk Ge¢ Tung
Cagina ait kiiltiirel birikintilerle dolu oldugu
belirlenmistir. Ote yandan gegit cevresindeki
dolgularda ¢ok miktarda biiyiik bas hayvan
kemiklerinin bulunmasi, gecit kullanimi ile
iliskilendirilmistir.17

2009 yilinda, 1 25 karesindeki gecidin kuzey-
dogusunda Troya Ge¢ Tung¢ Cagi savunma
hendeginin uzanimini belirleme ¢aligmalarina
devam edilmistir. [-K 24-25 alaninda yapilan
10 ¢akma delgi sondaj verilerine gore olustu-
rulan bati-dogu dogrultulu 2009-1 profili (Fig.
6, 7, 11) lizerinde hendek ¢ukurlugu net olarak
goriilmiis ve yapilan arkeolojik kazida bu bul-
gu dogrulanmistir. Burada anakayaya kazilmis
olan hendegin genisligi 4,2 m olup, kenarlar1
diktir. Hendek derinligi dogal yiizey egimine
uygun olarak kuzeybati kenarda 1,5 m, giiney-
dogu kenarda 1 m kadardir. Hendek i¢inde Geg
Tung Cagina ait kiiltiirel materyal (¢anak ¢om-
lek kiriklari) igeren koliivyal nitelikli bir dolgu
bulunmustur.

17 Jablonka vd. 2011: 7-42.
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2009-1 proilinin 20 m kadar kuzeyindeki 2009-
3 profili 13 delgi ile olusturulmustur (Fig. 6,
12). Yiizey ortiisiindeki enkaz taslari nedeniyle
profil c¢izgisinden sapmalarla tamamlanabi-
len calismada, digerlerine benzer sekilde 2-3
metrelik yiizey oOrtiisii altinda anakayaya giril-
mistir. Burada 1 m’ye yakin bir ¢ukurluk be-
lirlenmekle birlikte, arkeologlar bunu hendek
uzantisi olarak degerlendirmemiglerdir.

2009-3 profilinin 40 m kadar kuzeydogu-
sundaki 2009-2 profili 18 delgi ile olustu-
rulmustur. Burada da benzer oOzelliklerdeki
ortli altinda, anakaya ylizeyinde yaklasik 1
metrelik arizalilik bulunmaktadir (Fig. 6,
13). Buradaki arizalilik i¢inde de hendek
uzanimiyla iliskilendirilebilecek bir ¢ukurluk
dikkati ¢ekmemistir. Esasen, arkeologlar
2009-1 profilimiz iizerinde agilan I[-K 24-
25 kazist kuzeydogusunda hendegin devam
etmedigi veya sonraki zamanlarda tahrip
edildigi yoniinde bir degerlendirme ile 2008
yilindan sonra bu alandaki c¢alismalarina son
vermiglerdir.

Bununla birlikte, bu kesimde hendegin kuzeye
dogru yonelerek i¢ kaleye baglanma ihtimali
diisiiniilmiis, bunu arastirmak amaciyla ekibi-
mizce 2011 yilinda toplam 25 delgi yapilmustir.
Bunlar da tek bir profil olarak planlanmis, an-
cak yiizey ortiisiindeki taslardan ilerlenemedi-
giicin orta kesimde paralel kaydirma yapilmis-
tir. Burada da 6zellikle dogu kesimde anakaya
yizeyindeki arizalilik dikkati ¢ekmis, ancak
yine arkeologlarca hendekle iligkili goriilme-
yerek iizerinde durulmamstir (Fig. 6, 14).

2010 y1linda Troya girisindeki diizenlemeler ve
otopark alaninin zemin kaplamasi i¢in yapilan
caligmalarin yiizey altinda neleri 6rteceginin
belirlenmesi amaciyla farkli bir delgi sondaj ¢a-
lismasina baslandi. Otopark gilineyinde yakla-
stk 100 m’lik bir ¢izgi boyunca 2 m araliklarla
57 delgi sondaj yapildi (Fig. 6, 15). Bu delgiler-
de genellikle 2,5-3,0 m kadar derinlikte anaka-
yaya girildi. Bunun bat1 kesimindeki 32 delgi-
de 50-70 cm kadar bir kiiltiir tabakas1 saptanda.
Anakaya yiizeyini kaplayan bu yaymti koyu
renkli, topragimsi bir dolgu ile ¢okca kiiglik
yanik unsurlar, canak ¢omlek kirintilari, seyrek
olarak da kiiciik kemik parcalar1 karisimindan
olusmaktadir. I¢inde prehistorik materyalin de
bulundugu bu yayintiy1, arkeologlar daha ¢ok
MO 85 yilinda oldugu bilinen kentteki yikimla
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iligkilendirmigler ve 6nemli bir yeni buluntu
olarak degerlendirmislerdir.

Otopark gilineyindeki uzun profil 2011 yilin-
da 23 delgi sondaj ile batiya dogru 60 m ka-
dar daha uzatildi. Boylece 80 delgiden olusan
ayrintili profilde, yiizeydeki 3 m’yi gegmeyen,
ince dokulu, fakat yer yer iri taglar da iceren
ortii altinda, oldukca diizgiin uzanigh anakaya
yizeyine ulasilmistir (Fig. 6, 15). Giincel to-
pografyaya uygun olarak anakaya yiizeyindeki
cok hafif egim (%015 kadar), Neojen tabakalar1
iizerinde, yapiya (tabaka yilizeyine) uygun bir
diizliik oldugunu gostermektedir. Ote yandan,
Troya’da her yerde goriildiigii gibi, burada da
arkeolojik kiiltiir-enkaz ortiisii dogrudan ana-
kaya yiizeyine yayilmaktadir. Bu veri, daha
once Troya yerlesim alaninin baska kesimle-
ri i¢in belirlenen 6zellige uygun olarak, Tung
Cag1 insanlarinin toprak Ortiisiinden yoksun,
ciplak bir kayalik yiizey lizerine yerlestiklerini
gostermektedir.18

Tung Cagi Troya savunma hendeginin ku-
zeydoguya devamini arastirma ¢aligmala-
r1 kapsaminda, 2010 yilinda bir yoklama da
Troya girigindeki otoparkin giineydogu ko-
sesinde yapildi. Burada Unimog delgileriyle
anakaya yiizeyinde bir ¢ukurluk belirlenmis,
bunun hendegin uzantisi olup olmadiginin
arastirilmasi istenmisti. 2011 yilinda bu alanda
yaptigimiz 15 delgi sondaj (Fig. 6, 16) ile bu
cukurlugun 3 m kadar ortiilii anakaya iizerin-
de 6-7 m’ye kadar inen dogal bir yiizey ariza-
st oldugu anlasilmistir. Otopark giineyindeki
yanikli ince enkaz yayimtisinin buradaki ¢u-
kurlukta dolgu olarak bulunmasi dikkatimizi
¢ekmis, ancak prehistorik materyal igcermeyen
bu dolgunun, Helenistik-Roma doénemleri ken-
tinin (Ilion) tahribinden sonra, yiizeysel sii-
riikklenmeyle burada biriktigi degerlendirmesi
yapilmistir. Sonug olarak burada da hendekle
ilgili somut bir veri bulunmamastir.

2008 yilinda bir delgi sondaj profil calismasi da
(2008-4), farkl1 bir alanda, Troya I¢ Kalesinin
500 m kadar dogusunda, FF 6 karesinde ya-
pilmistir (Fig. 3, 17). Burada amag, daha once
jeofizik aragtirmalarla belirlenen bir anomali-
nin, giineydeki hendegin dogudan dolasarak i¢
kaleye baglandigi anlamina gelme olasiligini
aydinlatmakti. Yine KD-GB dogrultulu bir

18 Kayan 1997: 489-507.
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¢izgi lizerinde 7 delgiden olusan profilde ince
bir yilizey ortiisii altinda hendek izine rastlan-
mamigtir. Manyetik anomalinin nedeninin,
3. delgide 80-110 cm derinde bulunan pismis
topraktan bir su borusu (kiink) oldugu anlasil-
mistir. Bu da, jeofizik anomalilerin delgi son-
dajlardan saglanacak bulgularla birlikte deger-
lendirilmesinin 6nemini gosteren bir deneyim
olmustur.

Tartisma ve Sonu¢

Tung Cagi Troya savunma hendegi lizerinde
bugiine kadar yapilan, birbiri ile iligkili jeofi-
zik aragtirmalar, delgi sondajlar ve arkeolojik
kazilar, hendegin Asagi Kenti giineyden ¢ev-
reledigini, doguda kuzeydoguya donerek uzan-
digim1 gostermistir. 2006-2011 yillar1 arasinda
hendegin dogudaki uzanimini belirlemek i¢in
yapilan yogun arastirmalarda ise H-I 25-26 ka-
relerinde hendek tizerinde bir ge¢idin bulundu-
gu, buradan hendegin kuzeydoguya devam et-
tigi goriilmiig, ancak I-K 24-25 kareleri kuzey
veya kuzeydogusunda hendek izlenememistir
(Fig. 3, 6, 7). Bu dogrultularda, daha ileriler-
de yapilan yoklamalarda da kentin dogusunda
hendegin devam ettigine dair bir iz bulunama-
mistir. Buna gore, arkeologlarin 6nceleri dii-
siindiigii gibi, hendegin dogudan dolasarak I¢
Kaleye baglanmasinin miimkiin olmadigi an-
lasilmigtir. Arkeolojik bakimdan hendek uza-
nisinin bir 6nemi veya anlami da Asagi Ken-
tin blyiikliigiiniin, dolayisiyla kent niifusunun
belirlenmesine esas olusturmasidir. Ancak,
doguda hendek uzanisinin belirlenememesi bu
konudaki beklentinin sonu¢suz kalmasina ne-
den olmustur.

Hendek uzanisi ile iligkili olarak goz oniinde
bulundurulmasi gereken diger bir husus da H-I
25-26 kazilariyla agiga c¢ikarilan hendek iize-
rindeki gecittir. Hendegin bunun kuzeydogu-
sunda da devam ettigi 2009-1 profilimiz ve bu-
radaki I-K 24-25 kazisinda belirlenmis, ancak
daha ileriye uzanimi izlenememistir (Fig. 6, 7,
11). Kuskusuz, hendegin bitmek iizere oldugu
yerde gecit birakilmasinin anlami yoktur ve
hendegin gecitten sonra kuzeydoguya epeyce
devam etmesi beklenmelidir. Bu uzantinin bu-
lunamamasi, arkeologlarca hendegin burada
sona erdigi veya daha kuzeydogudaki uzanti-
sinin sonraki zamanlarda tahrip edildigi sek-
linde yorumlanmistir. Troya binyillar boyunca
tekrar tekrar yikilmis ve yeniden insa edilmis
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bir kenttir. Bunun i¢in her yenilenmede 6nceki
yikintt taglarinin kullanilmasi yaninda, cev-
redeki uygun yerlerden tas alinmasi, bdylece
hendek profilinin tahrip edilmis olmas1 bekle-
nebilecek bir olasiliktir. Ancak bununla ilgili
bir kanit bulunmamaktadir.

Arkeologlarin ilgisini ¢ekmese de, bizim [-K
24-25 kazist kuzeydogusunda olusturdugumuz
2009-3, 2009-2, 2011-3, 2008-2 profillerimiz-
de, anakaya yiizeyinin silik ve diizensiz bir
arizaliligl iginde izlenebilen bir ¢ukurlugun
varlig1 dikkatimizi ¢ekmistir (Fig. 12, 13, 14,
9). Bu zon giineybatida kesin olarak belirlenen
hendek cukurluguna (I-K 24-25: 2009-1) ¢ok
yaklasmakta, fakat onunla birlesmemektedir
(Fig. 6, 8). Kuzeydoguda ise 2011-1 profilin-
deki ¢ukurluga baglanmasi, arkeolojik bakim-
dan uygun goriilmese de uzanim bakimindan
uyumlulugu dikkati cekmektedir (Fig. 6, 16).

Troya Asagi Kentini ¢evreleyen hendegin
biitiinlinde, fakat ozellikle tizerinde durulan
glineydogu kesiminin uzanmginda Troya
sirtinin jeolojik yapist ve bununla uyumlu
jeomorfolojisinin gdz 6niinde bulundurulmasi
gerekir (Fig. 18). Troya sirti Neojen (Ust Mio-
sen) s1g deniz ortaminda birikmis kiregli, killi,
kumlu, yer yer ¢akilli, genellikle 50 cm’yi geg-
meyen kalinliktaki tabakalardan olugmaktadir.
Bu formasyon, sonraki yer kabugu hareketleri
ile bloklar halinde par¢alanmis, bunlardan ba-
zilar1 degisik dogrultularda hafif egimlene-
rek yiikselmistir. Yiikselen bloklar bugiin 50
m kadar yiiksekliklerde izlenen algak plato
sirtlarin1 (Kumkale, Troya, batida Yenikoy)
olusturmustur. Bunlar arasindaki ¢dken blok-
lar tizerinde ise akarsularin buralara yonelmesi
ile aliivyal vadi tabani diizliikleri (Karamen-
deres, Diimrek) sekillenmigtir. Troya sirti,
hafifce giineydoguya egimlenerek yiikselen
tabakalardan olusmustur. Bu nedenle Diimrek
vadisine bakan kuzey yamaglar dik, Ciplak va-
disine inen giiney yamaglar az egimlidir!® (Fig.
18).

Gozleme dayanan diger bir bilgimiz de Troya
yerlesmesinin ilk asamalarinda (Tung Cagi)
toprak veya ayrismis bir ylizey Ortiisii bulun-
mayan, ¢iplak bir kayalik yiizey {lizerinde ku-
ruldugudur. Boyle bir ylizeyin kenarlarinda,

19 Kayan 1996: 239-249; Kayan 1997: 489-507; Kayan
2019: 277-291.
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az egimli tabaka baslar1 (alinlari) litolojik
ozelliklerine ve tabaka kalinligina uygun, dik
basamaklar olusturabilir. Asinmaya kars1 fark-
I1 direngteki tabakalardan daha kirecli olanlar
(kirectasi, marn) daha dik alinlar, basamak-
lar; daha direngsiz olan killi-kumlu tabakalar
daha yumusak profilli, silik basamaklar olus-
turur. Buna goére, Troya Asagi Kent giiney
ve giineydogu gevresinde savunma hendegi
yapilirken, uygun yerlerde anakaya yiizeyinin
dogal arizaliligindan (tabaka basamaklari)
yararlanilmis olabilir. Ote yandan, doguda
hendek uzantisinda bir tabaka basamagi,
savunma hattinin devami olarak hendek
yerine kullanilmis da olabilir. Bizim 2009-3
ve kuzeyindeki profillerimizde izlenen hendek
benzeri ¢ukurluklarin anakaya yiizeyinde bir
kirectasi tabaka basamagi ile iliskili olabilece-
gini diistiniiyoruz (Fig. 6, 19). Burada dik bir
tabaka aln1 oniindeki alanda aginma ile kopan
iri kaya bloklarinin bulunmasi ve bunun da
sondajlarda belirlenen anakaya yiizey arizalili-
gin1 artirmasi dogaldir. Ayrica, bu alanin Tung
Cag1 ve sonrasinda, tabaka alinlarindan tas
bloklarinin alinmasiyla tag ocagi olarak kul-
lanilmis olabilecegi de diisiiniilebilir. Ancak
bunlar1 belirleyecek verileri saglamanin kolay
olmamasi, asil amag¢ olan hendek uzanimai ile
ilgili somut veriler bulunamamasi nedeniyle bu
alandaki ¢aligmalara son verilmistir.

Gilintimiizde Troya Asag1 Kent alanini kaplayan
ve giineydoguda yogun caligilan alanda birkag
metre kalinlikta olan ylizey ortiisii, biitiiniiyle
Troya enkazindan olusmaktadir. Ortiiniin top-
rak goriiniimlii ince unsurlar1 da biiyiik 6l¢iide
yapilarin yikilan kerpi¢ duvarlarinin dagilma-
styla olusmustur. Kuskusuz, bu ortiiniin kentin
terk edilmesinden sonra gecen binlerce yillik
siirede dogal toprak olusum siiregleriyle kis-
men degisime ugradigini, yiizeyde 0,5 m’yi
gecmeyen bir organik toprak katmaninin olus-
tugunu da g6z onilinde bulundurmak gerekir.
Yiizey ortiisiiniin bir unsuru da MO 85 yilina
tarihlenen kentteki biiyiikk yanginli yikimin,
daha sonra yagmur sular1 ile yikanarak yiize-
ye yaylilan ince taneli enkaz yayintisidir. Daha
diiz uzanish kent alanina yayilan bu ortiiniin,
az egimli yamagclardan agagilara yiizey sulari
ile yikanarak tasindigi ve cukurluklarda bi-
riktigi anlasilmaktadir. Onceki delgi sondaj-
larimizda, Asagi Kentin 6zellikle giiney ve
glineydogu ¢evresinde bu ince taneli yayintiya

ADerg XXVI

birgok yerde rastlanmistir.20 Otopark giineyine
de belirlenen bu yayintinin, daha doguda 2011-
1 profilindeki ¢ukurlukta kalinca bir dolgu
seklinde biriktigi sdylenebilir.

Sonu¢ olarak Troya Asagi kent savunma
sisteminin kalict ve izlenebilir unsuru olan
hendek iizerinde ¢ok durulmasinin, uzanisi ile
ilgili yogun arastirmalar yapilmasinin ¢ok yonlii
nedenleri bulunmaktadir. Bu c¢alismalara, pek
¢ok Unimog delgiden baska, toplam sayis1 201
i bulan ¢akma-delgi sondajlarla dogrudan kat-
kimiz olmustur. Ote yandan, hendek uzanisi
ile ilgili degerlendirmelere, bu alanda ve yakin
gevresinde yaptigimiz jeolojik-jeomorfolojik-
paleocografik arastirmalardan saglanan bilgi-
lerle interdisipliner bir nitelik kazandirilmistir.
Calismanin amag, yaklasim ve uygulama baki-
mindan 6zgiin bir jeoarkeolojik aragtirma drnegi
oldugu goriilerek, bu 6rnegin bu yayinla tanitil-
masinin yararli olacagi diisiiniilmiistiir.
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SAMOTHRAKI AD.
(SEMADIREK AD.)

Fig. 1. Troya'nin cografi konumu. 1:1 000 000 &lcekli Turkiye Fiziki Haritasi'ndan (Harita Genel Komutanhgi)
alinmig ve Karamenderes irmadi belirginlestirilmistir.
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LUVI-WILUSA Troya Savasi ? Homeros

Fig. 2. Troya kronolojisi. (Troya Kazi Arsivi ve Studia Troica yayinlarindan diizenlenmistir)
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Fig.3. Troya kent plani ve kazi alanlari (kirmizi dortgenler). Glineydeki kirmizi ¢izgi Asadi Kent alanini ¢evrele-
yen savunma hendeginin jeofizik yontemlerle belirlenen bolimiidir. Bunun dogudaki devamini belirlemek
icin farkh yontemlerle yogun arastirmalar yapilmistir. Bunlardan bir bolimind de bizim ¢akma-delgi sondaj
calismalarnimiz olusturmustur.(Bkz. Fig. 4, 5). Cercevedeki harf ve rakamlar Troya grid sistemini gdstermektedir.
(Altlik olarak kullanilan arkeolojik veriler Troya Kazi Arsivi ve Studia Troica yayinlarindan alinmistir: Korfmann
2001, Jablonka vd. 2011)
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Fig. 4. Unimog is makinesi ile yapilan burgu-delgi (auger drilling) calismalari.

Fig. 5. Cobra delici ile yapilan cakma-delgi sondaj (percussion drilling) calismalari.
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Fig. 6. Troya Asadi Kent alanini glineyden cevreleyen savunma hendeginin doguya devaminda yapilan delgi
sondajlarin yerleri ve yillari. Sondajlar hendek uzanimi olarak 6ngérilen dogrultuya dik profil ¢izgileri Gzerinde
2-3 m araliklarla yapilmistir. Bdylece, belirlenen anakaya ytizey profilindeki ¢cukurluklarin hendek uzantisi olup
olamayacag), iclerindeki buluntulara (6zellikle canak-¢omlek parcalari) gore arkeologlar tarafindan degerlendi-
rilmistir. Kiguk yesil yuvarlaklar Unimog, diger renklerdekiler yillara gére Cobra delgilerini gdstermektedir.
(Althk olarak kullanilan arkeolojik veriler Jabonka vd. 2011 den alinmistir)
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Fig. 7. Troya Asagi Kent alanini glineyden cevreleyen savunma hendeginin doguya devaminda yapilan calis-
malar. Ustteki planda renkli dértgenler, sondaj verileri de dikkate alinarak yapilan arkeolojik kazi alanlarini
(siyah rakamlar acilis yillar), kalin kirmizi gizgiler delgi sondajlarla olusturulan kesit yerlerini (kirmizi rakam-
lar calisma yillari) gostermektedir. (Althk olarak Jablonka vd. 2011, ST:19, Fig. 5 den yararlanilmistir). Altta, be-
lirtilen grid karelerinde arkeolojik kazilarla aciga cikarilan hendek bolimleri gorilmektedir. Soldaki fotograf
hendek Ulzerinde birakilan gecit yerine aittir. Gegit kenarindaki kapi direginin oyugu ve kapinin sirtiinme izi
dikkati cekmektedir. Sagda ise gecidin kuzeydoguya uzanan bolimi gorilmektedir. Buradan daha kuzey-
de veya kuzeydoguda hendegdin uzanimi izlenememistir. Fotograflarda hendek icinde ve Uzerindeki du-
varlar arkeologlarca Roma Cagina tarihlendirilmistir. (Fotograflar Jablonka vd. 2011, ST: 19 dan alinmistir)
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calismasinaaitkesitvedegerlendirmeler(Bkz.Fig.6ve7).1) Ylizeydrtiisiinliinanakayayikaplayan,dahakoyurenkli,ya-
nikunsurlaricerenaltbirimi.2) Yiizeyortiisinindahaacikrenklitistbolim.Buikibirimheryerdeayirtedilememistir.



18

ilhan Kayan-Mehmet Dogan-Rifat ilhan-Aylin Karadas-Dogukan Dogu Yavash-Riistem Aslan ADerg XXVI

NwW

30 2008-2 Profili

25

20

Unimog sondaijlari

1 10 9 8 7 6

Cobra sondajlari

SE

Unimog sondajlari

17 18 19 20 21

Fig. 9. 2008-2 profili (Bkz. Fig. 6). Unimog ile baslanip, Cobra delgi ile tamamlanan kesitte, 2-3 m kalinliktaki tasli,
tuglali enkazdan olusan yiizey 6rtiisii (2) altinda; glineydoguya hafif egimli, kirecli, killi, kumlu Ust Miosen taba-
kalarindan olusan anakayanin bulundugu gérilmektedir. Anakayanin hafif arizali ylizeyinde hendek profilini
ayirt etmek mimkiin olmamustir.
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Fig. 10.

Troya VI savunma hendeginin Asagi
Kent dogusundaki uzanimini belirle-
mek amaciyla yapilan 2008-3 sondaj
calismasina ait kesit ve degerlendir-
meler (Bkz. Fig. 6, 7). Planda gosterilen
14 delgi sondajdan ¢ogunda taslardan
ilerlemek mimkiin olmamakla birlik-
te, litolojik farkliliklardan yararlanilarak
hendek yeri belirlenebilmis ve yapilan
kazida bu dogrulanmistir. Burada 13 ve
10 numarali delgi verileri belirleyici ol-
mustur. 1) Koyu renkli, alt 6rt birimi, 2)
Acik renkli ortd birimi, 3) Ylzey topradi.
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Fig. 11. 2009-1 profili. Bati-Dogu dogrultulu profil Gizerindeki cukurluk, tabanini kaplayan dolgu i¢indeki arke-
olojik materyalin (1: 6zellikle canak ¢comlek kiriklari) arkeologlarca Ge¢ Tung Cagina tarihlenmesiyle, donemin
savunma hendegi olarak tanimlanmis ve yapilan kazida bu degerlendirmenin dogru oldugu gorilmustdr (Fig. 7:
I-K 24-25). 2: Daha ge¢ dénemlerin (Helenistik, Roma) tasli, tuglali enkaz 6rtiisd, 3: Yiizey topradi.
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18 m

Fig. 12.2009-3 profili (Bkz: Fig. 6). Burada da 2009-1 profiline benzer 6zellikler bulunmakla birlikte, anakaya yiize-
yindeki arizallik icinde hendek kaniti olan bir arkeolojik bulguya (6rnegin 1 icinde Ge¢ Tung Cagina ait bir unsura)

rastlanmamistir.
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Fig. 13.2009-2 profili (Bkz: Fig. 6). Burada da anakaya ylizey arizaliligi icinde hendek olarak nitelenebilecek bir ¢u-
kurluk ayirt edilememistir. 1 ve 2) Tabandaki koyu renkli, ince dokulu enkaz yayintisi, 3: Ge¢ dénem enkaz 6rtisd,
4) Blok yapi taslari, 5) Genellikle iri tugla kiriklari, 6) Muhtemelen duvar, 7) Topraklasmis ylizey katmani.
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Fig. 14. 2011-3-3a profili (Bkz: Fig. 6). Hendegdin doguda kuzeye yonelebilecegi disiiniilerek yapilan delgi sondajlarda, bu
alandaki diger yerlerdekine benzer sekilde az arizali anakaya yiizeyinin tasli, tuglal bir enkaz 6rtiisi (2) ile kaph oldugu
anlasilmis, ancak Troya VI savunma hendedi olarak nitelenebilecek bir unsur bulunmamistir.
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Fig. 15.

Otopark gliney sinirinda 2010 ve
2011 yillarinda yapilan toplam 85
cakma-delgi sondajla olusturan ke-
sit ve Ornekleme karotlar (log’lar)
(Bkz. Fig. 3, 6). Burada Ust Miosen,
yataya yakin duruslu kirecli, killi,
kumlu tabakalardan olusan anaka-
ya yuzeyi oldukca dizdir (Kesitteki
kicik arnzallik yukseklik 6lgeginin
abartih olmasiyla ilgilidir). Anakaya
yuzeyinin hemen Uzerinde kultur
unsurlari (canak ¢omlek kiriklar,
tugla ve kiremit parcalari, yapi tasla-
r, seyrek olarak yanik kemik ve tah-
ta-bitki kirtilan) iceren, 2-2,5 m ka-
dar kalinhkta tash-toprakli bir ortu
bulunmaktadir. Alttaki karot kesit-
lerinde, Olcegin elverdigi boyutta
olanlar isaretlenmistir (a: Anakaya,
bk: Blok yapi tasi, kt: Kiremit ve tug-
la kiriklari). Bu alanda dogal asinma
ve birikme sireclerinin etkisi zayif
olup, ylzey ortlisii enkaz yayintisin-
dan olusmaktadir. Dogru ornek ali-
namayan bolimler bos birakilmistir.
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Fig. 16. 2011-1 a ve b profilleri (Bkz: Fig. 6). Otopark glineydogusunda, daha énce Unimog ile belirlenen bir ¢u-
kurlugun hendek uzantisi ile iliskisi olup olmadiginin arastirilmasi icin yapilan delgi sondajlarda da ¢ukurluk ta-
baninda koyu renkli, kii¢iik boyutlu enkaz kirintilari iceren bir dolgu (1) bulunmakla birlikte, cukurlugun dogal bir
anakaya yizey arizasi oldugu ve hendekle ilgisi bulunmadigi anlasiimistir. Cukurlugun Gst bolimu (2), cevredeki
diger alanlar gibi tasli, tuglah daha ge¢ donem enkaz 6rtis ile kaph bulunmaktadir.Blok yapi tasi, kt: Kiremit ve
tugla kiriklari). Bu alanda dogal asinma ve birikme sreclerinin etkisi zayif olup, ylizey ortlisii enkaz yayintisindan
olusmaktadir. Dogru 6rnek alinamayan bélimler bos birakilmistir.
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Fig. 17. 2008-4 profili (Bkz: Fig. 3). Eski kazi kdyu (Bademli) dogusundaki alanda jeofizik anomalinin arastiriimasi
icin yapilan delgi sondajlarda konu ile ilgili bir bulguya rastlanmamis, anomali gizgisinin, 3. sondajin 80-110 cm
derinligindeki pismis topraktan bir su borusuna (kiink) ait oldugu anlasiimistir.
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Fig. 19. Troya Asagdi Kent dogu kesiminde jeolojik yapi ve ylzey ortisinin sematik kesiti.
1. Anakaya Ust Miosen (Neojen) si§ deniz tortul tabakalarindan olusmaktadir. Litolojileri cesitli olan ta-
bakalar hafifce glineydoguya egimlidir. Calisma alaninda oldugu gibi, Ustte catlakli ve kirilgan karbo-
natli tabakalarin bulundugu yerlerde, tabaka kenarlarinda (alinlar) kaya kopmalari ile ylizeyin arizalan-
masi dogaldir. Boyle alanlardaki cukurluklarin, kazi yapilmadan hendek cukurlugundan ayrilmasi zordur.
2. Yizey ortusi. Dogal bir birikme alani olmayan yiizey (yapisal plato yilizeyi), genellikle ¢caglar boyunca yi-
kilan kerpi¢ binalarin enkazi ile kaphdir. Bu nedenle, toprak goriinimi yaninda, icinde canak ¢omlek, ki-
remit kiriklari, yanmis ahsap parcalari, kemikler, kavki kirintilari gibi kiltlr isareti unsurlar bulunmaktadir.
a) Erken donemlerin (Tun¢ Cadlar) enkaz yayintilarini iceren birikintiler (Sematik-Varsayim). b) Ge¢ do-
nemlerin (Helenistik-Roma) enkaz yayintilarini iceren yiizey ortiisu. Kiltir unsurlan iceren ortiinin dog-
rudan anakaya ylzeyini kaplamasi, Troya erken donemlerinde ylizeyin toprak Ortlisii bulunmayan cip-
lak anakayadan ibaret oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu durum bitin Troya yerlesme alani icin gecerlidir.
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OZET

Anadolu’nun Bati Karadeniz kiyilarint arkeolojik arastirmalar agisindan uzun yillaridr ihmal edilmig-
tir. Bolgede yiiriitiilen arkeolojik ¢alismalarin biiyiik bir béliimii yiizey arastirmalarindan olusmaktadir.
Kastamonu'nun Devrekani ilgesi yakinlarindaki Kinik yerlesiminde yiiriitiilen ¢calismalar ve Karadeniz
(Kdz.) Eregli'nin Karadeniz kiyisina yakin bir noktasinda bulunan Yassikaya’da 2000 yilinda gercek-
lestirilen tek sezonluk kazi, bélgenin tarihdncesi kiiltiirlerinin anlasilmasina yénelik veri saglayan ka-
zilar olma ozelliklerini uzun yillar korumuslardir. 2017 yilinda bagslayan ve devam etmekte olan Inénii
Magarast kazilar ile birlikte bolgede tabakaya bagh buluntu elde edilen yerlesimlere bir yenisi eklen-
mistir. Bu nedenle, Yassikaya ve Inénii Magaras: kazilart bolge arkeolojisi agisindan énemli bir yere
sahiptir. Inonii Magarasi kazilart ayni zamanda Zonguldak ilinde yiiriitiilen ilk cok tabakali yerlesim yeri
kazisidir. S6z konusu magarada gerceklestirilen kazilarda ulasilan veriler, Bati Karadeniz kiyilarinin
tarihoncesi kiiltiirler acisindan son derece zengin ve ozgiin bir yapiya sahip olduguna dair kanitlar sun-
mustur. Arkeolojik bulgular yaninda farkl tabakalara ait radyokarbon tarihleri, bélgenin mutlak krono-
lojisin olusturulmasi konusunda nerdeyse ilk verileri olusturmaktadir. Bes ayri kiiltiir katman tespit edi-
len Inénii Magarasi'nda gergeklestirilen kazilarda Kalkolitik Cag’dan baslayarak araliklarla Ortagag a
kadar uzanan bulgularla karsilasiimistir. Farkli uzmanlik alanlar: tarafindan incelenen bu bulgular iize-
rinde yapilan ¢alismalar, bolgenin kiiltiirel gelisimine ve bolgeler arasi iliskilerine 151k tutmaktadir. Bu
calismada Inonii Magaras: kazilarindan elde edilen ilk sonuglarin bir sentezi sunulacaktir.

ABSTRACT

The western Black Sea coast of Anatolia has been neglected in terms of archaeological research for many
vears. Most of the archaeological studies conducted in the region consist of surface surveys. The studies
carried out in Kinik settlement near Devrekani district of Kastamonu, and the single-season excavation
conducted in 2000 in Yassikaya located in Karadeniz Eregli, close to the Black Sea coast, are two rare ex-
amples of excavation providing data for understanding the prehistoric cultures of the region. Excavations
at a new site in the region, Inonii Cave, began in 2017 and provide important new information concerning
the history of settlements in the region. The work at Inénii Cave represents the first excavation of a multi-
component settlement conducted in Zonguldak province. The data obtained from the excavations are
providing evidence for the rich and unique prehistoric cultures of the western Black Sea coast. In addition
to archaeological finds, radiocarbon dates allow us to establish the absolute chronology of the region.
Excavations conducted in the cave have identified five cultural levels extending from the Chalcolithic to
the Middle Ages. The analysis of the finds from these cultural levels including ceramics, small finds, met-
als, lithics, and faunal remains are examined to shed light on the cultural development of the region and
its interaction with neighboring regions. In this study, a synthesis of the first results obtained from the
excavations at Inénii Cave are presented.
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Introduction

The data obtained from Heraclea Pontica and its
territory survey (HPTS) located in Karadeniz
(Kdz.) Eregli district by the Zonguldak-Biilent
Ecevit University, Department of Archeology in
2016, provided valuable data on the rich culture
of the Western Black Sea Region in prehistoric
times. The HPTS survey provided evidence for
the prehistoric occupation of this coastal region
including the use of rock shelters, caves and
also the slopes of valleys which generally flow
in the south-north direction. It was also ob-
served that archaeological sites, which have not
been intensively investigated and are located in
hard-to-reach places, were heavily exposed to il-
legal excavation activities, and some caves and
rock shelters were used as livestock shelters.
Inénii Cave, which is located in the southwest
of Alacabiik Village of Kdz. Eregli district and
approximately 25 km inland from the coast (Fig.
1), is one of the caves visited within the scope
of the HPTS project where prehistoric remains
were recovered in abundance. The archaeologi-
cal remains in the cave were significantly dam-
aged due to its long use as a livestock pen and
illegal excavations. As a result, we initiated a sci-
entific excavation project in 2017 in order to halt
destruction and to investigate this promising site.

Regional Information

Geographical Data

The Western Black Sea region, located in
Northwest Anatolia, extends from the Kizilirmak
delta to the Sakarya River. In regard of the geo-
graphical and cultural description of the region,
the Black Sea forms the northern border whereas
the Black Sea coast of Bulgaria sets the west-
ern border.! The southern border is marked by
mountain ranges covered with lush forests extend
like a natural embankment in four rows running
parallel to the coastline; these mountains are the
Kiire Mountains, Bolu and Ilgaz Mountains, and
Koéroglu Mountains in the southernmost, respec-
tively. Furthermore, the Ak¢cakoca Mountains, a
small mountain range, also extend on the south of
the Zonguldak-Eregli line. These mountains, with
average altitudes of 2000-2500 m, prevent the
humid air of the coastal region from penetrating
to the interior. Thus significant differences exist

1 Ozdogan M. 1993: 173.
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in terms of climate and vegetation between the
coasts and inner parts of the region. Accordingly,
there were also some corresponding differences
in lifestyle and settlement models in the past, as
today.

Archaeological data show that similarities be-
tween the Black Sea region and the cultures of
Central Anatolia increase when moving from the
coast towards the interior. The coastal cultures
seem to have a very different development from
the Central Anatolian cultures.? In this regard, it
is possible to say that the coastal and inner cul-
tures of the region were developed through very
different dynamics. Nevertheless, the limited
cultural interactions between the coastal and
interior regions likely took place via valley sys-
tems. The Gokirmak river, the western tributary
of Kizilirmak, enables the cultures of the Central
Black Sea to reach the inner parts of Kastamonu.
The Arag/Ilgaz River enables the connection of
Kastamonu province with Central Anatolia. In
the west, the Filyos River provides a natural con-
nection for the coastal cultures to reach the in-
terior. Giiliig, though a small river, provides the
connection of Devrek and its surroundings with
the coast.

The Kelge, Kizlar and In streams merge with
the Giiliig Stream in a short distance between
Caylioglu and Ovakdy.? The accumulation of flu-
vial sediments formed by these streams provides
important advantages to the region in terms of ag-
riculture and animal husbandry activities. Inénii
Cave, which is located in a dominant position on
this favorable area, consists of three intercon-
nected chambers called A, B and C. The width of
the cave, the mouth of which faces west, reaches
approximately 25 meters in its inner section, and
its height reaches 10 meters (Fig. 2). Even the ex-
treme points of the cave, which has a wide mouth,
remain well lit from sunrise to sunset. The loca-
tion, scale and orientation of Indnii Cave make it
a favorable location for human occupation.

Archaeological Research

The research history of the studies on the prehis-
toric cultures of the Western Black Sea Region,
most of which were expeditions and surveys,
dates back to approximately 80 years ago. The

2 Aydingiin et. al. 2013: 5-6.
3 Ekinci 2011: 83 ff.
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study conducted by R. O. Arik in Bolu province
at the beginning of the 1940s is one of the first
archaeological studies in the region. This expe-
dition yielded the pottery which was associated
with the Troy I-II period.* Subsequent work by
I. K. Kokten in Kastamonu province, did not
reveal much additional information on the pre-
historic periods of the region.> Two Acheulean
tools found by E. Y. Bostanci, in the course
his study in the Kastamonu-Gokirmak Valley,
provided evidence for the Paleolithic Period.
Furthermore, the studies between Kastamonu
and Eskigehir provinces conducted by C. A.
Burney, showed the existence of finds with a
wide date range from the Chalcolithic Age to the
Iron Age.” Research made by P. Donceel-Votite
in the region confirmed the presence of the Early
Bronze Age.® In 1990, Hittite metal vases were
accidentally found during the construction of
the dam near Kinik Village in the vicinity of
Kastamonu-Devrekani which prompted excava-
tions revealing a slope settlement dating from the
end of the 4" millennium BC to the beginning of
the 1st millennium BC.% In the Paphlagonia sur-
vey project carried out by R. Matthews between
1997-2001, the region between Cankir1 and the
east of Karabiik was investigated.!0 Finally, an-
other survey conducted by A. Ozdogan and C.
Marro in Kastamonu province; demonstrated
finds extending back to the Chalcolithic period.!!

Most of the abovementioned prehistoric stud-
ies were concentrated in Bolu, Kastamonu and
Karabiik provinces, which are located far from
the Western Black Sea Region. Considering the
potential of the region regarding the connections
between the Anatolian, Thracian and Balkan
cultures by land and sea, it is surprising that the
Western Black Sea Region has not been subject to
intensive archaeological investigations. A limited
number of studies conducted in the area from the
west of Kdz. Ereglil? coast to the Thracian coast
however provided initial information concerning

Arik 1944: 345,

Kokten 1948: 224-225.

Bostanci 1952: 137-142.

Burney 1956: 179.

Naumann et. al. 1979: 196-197.
Cinaroglu 1991; Geng 2005: 49-50.
10 Matthews and Glatz 2009: 51.

11 Marro and et. al. 1998: 317.

12 Baysal 2016.
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the prehistoric occupation and raised important
questions.

In the studies of M. Ozdogan et al. on the Kocaeli
Peninsula and the Black Sea coastline at the begin-
ning of the 1980s, no pottery giving information
about prehistoric times was found. M. Ozdogan
stated that the absence of the Early Bronze Age
settlements along the Marmara coast of Thrace
east of Istanbul and the fact that neither Thracian
nor Anatolian cultures belonging to other peri-
ods were found were quite surprising consider-
ing the geographical location of the region and
its suitable environment.!3 Likewise, the recent
studies of M. Ortag!4 and N. Ayengin!? in the in-
ner parts and coastal regions of Bolu and Diizce
provinces emphasized that there is scarcely any
finding from prehistoric periods. On the other
hand, it was remarkable that in surface surveys
conducted by M. Kartall® in Sakarya province,
which borders the west of the region, no pottery
of the early period was found. These investiga-
tions reveal that there is an important gap regard-
ing the prehistoric times when pottery was used
in the region from the east of Istanbul to the Black
Sea coast of Sakarya. The surface survey made
by G. Karauguz in Zonguldak province, Devrek
district and its vicinity are important for the rec-
ognition of the coastal cultures of the region.!”
Settlements extending from the Chalcolithic
to the 2™ millennium BC were recorded in this
study.!® Moreover, the surface surveys conducted
by B. Diiring et al. in Kastamonu-Cide, Senpazar
also provided important information about the
prehistoric cultures of the region. The results of
this study were published in detail, and are also
important as they include calibrated radiocar-
bon dates.!9 As stated above, the settlements and
find areas containing the Chalcolithic, the Early
Bronze Age and the Iron Age were also found in
the HPTS intensive surveys made in the Giilii¢
stream valley within the borders of Kdz. Eregli
district in 2016.20

13 Ozdogan M. 1985: 410.

14 Ortag 2018: 143.

15 Ayengin 2018: 274.

16 Kartal et. al. 2016: 401.

17 Karauguz and During 2009: 153.
18 Karauguz 2016: 22-24.

19 During and Glatz 2015.

20 Ekmen F. G.: 2017.
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Considering the excavations conducted in the re-
gion, it is remarkable that their number is quite
low. The excavation in Kocagéz Hoytik?! con-
ducted in 1951 in Sinop province, which forms the
eastern border of the region, and then the excava-
tion in Kovuklukaya2? conducted in 2002 pro-
vided clues about the Chalcolithic, Early Bronze
Age and Middle Bronze Age. Information on the
Chalcolithic, Early Bronze Age and Hittite period
was also obtained from the Kastamonu-Kinik ex-
cavations.?? The excavation in Yassikaya direct-
ed by T. Efe in 2000 has become a turning point
for the archaeology of the region after providing
the first stratigraphic sample of material culture
found on the coast.24 The excavations in Indnii
Cave that started in 2017 and continue under the
auspices of the Kdz. Eregli Museum and under
the direction of Dr. Hamza Ekmen demonstrated
that, the region was settled periodically in the pe-
riod from the middle of the 5" millennium BC
to the Middle Ages (Tab. 1, Fig. 5). Furthermore,
the radiocarbon dates of the settlement provide
valuable data for establishing an absolute chro-
nology for the prehistory in the region.

inonii Cave

Geological Formation

Inénii Cave is situated within the complex geol-
ogy of the Pontic Mountains. The volcanic struc-
tures formed in the Pontic Mountains were first
described by Ketin and Giimiis?> and identified
as a remnant of arc magmatism. Northward sub-
duction of northern Neo-Tethys ocean produced
magma due to partial melting and migration of
this magmatic body to the surface forming a typ-
ical volcanic arc.26 Several researchers?’ defined
the volcanism of western Pontids as Turonian-
Coniacian lower magmatic succession (Derekdy
Formation) and Campanian upper magmatic
succession (Kokyol, Unaz, Cambu Formations).
inonii Cave is located in the volcanic Cambu

21 Erzen 1956.

22 Donmez 2004: 34.

23 Geng 2008.

24 Efe and Mercan 2002: 361-362.
25 Ketin and Giimiis 1963.

26 Peccerillo and Taylor 1975; Manetti et. al. 1979; Sen-
gor and Yilmaz 1981; Tiiysiiz 1999.

27 Sahintiirk and Ozgelik 1983, Tiiysiiz 1999; Tiiysiiz et.
al. 2012.
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formation (Fig. 3A). In the study area, we de-
termined the volcanic lavas flowed on the fine
graded sandstone and pelagic limestone. Today,
the cave is located on the edge of a lava flow
which covers a large area. Its structure is from
a large room and connected to two small tubes.
The cave’s ceiling exhibits polygonal contraction
cracks (Fig. 3B) typically forming after the flow
of the lava stopped.2® Formation of contraction
crack sand columnar-shape joints are typical ex-
amples of lava (cooling). One side of the cave is
collapsed. It could be the consequence of internal
lava pressure or related to the erosion that formed
the adjacent valley. Columnar joint marks are
visible on the edge of the cave enterance. Within
the cave, one of lava tubes has an observable lava
lining structure with stalactites present on the
ceiling at the end of the tube wall (Fig. 3D).

The current form of Inénii Cave developed in sev-
eral steps (Fig. 4). First, sheet lava flowed over
sedimentary units and made a bake zone over this
surface. The cooling lava sheet formed a thick
crust and columnar joints occurred as a result of
heatloss. Melt inside the flow was still hot and
accumulated in a room-likespace. Afterwards,
lava in the room drained with the rupture of the
thick crustor branching of one the connected pas-
sages. Usually in subaqueous volcanic forma-
tions, drained lava rooms collapse due to hydro-
static pressure.?? The ends of the passages were
sealed by lava. The cave has subsequently been
tilted by tectonic effects of the branch of North
Anatolian Fault (NAF) and formed its current
position in the period from the Late Miocene to
the Holocene. Surrounding the cave, there is not
any indication for submarine lava flows as pillow
lava. However, volcanic rocks extend in a huge
area from cave location to the city of Kzd. Eregli
and previous studies have recorded formation
of pillow lavas in this area. All these indicators
show that this volcanic cave could be one of the
feeder centers within this volcanic region.

In order to obtain detailed information, we col-
lected nine rock samples from different parts
of the cave walls. There are two group of char-
acteristic volcanic rocks according to examina-
tion made under polarized microscope. The first
group of rock samples contains dominantly pla-
gioclase (Plj) phenocryst and small amounts of

28 Yamagishi 1985.
29 Sanchez et. al. 2012.
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pyroxene (Pr) and sanidine. The texture of the
rocks is porphyritic and glomeroporphyritic con-
sisting of Pr minerals. The second rock group
contains plagioclase (Plj), pyroxene (Pr), biotite
(Bio) and small portion of quartz and the texture
is porphyritic texture with Plj phenocryts and mi-
croliths. PI phenocrystals also have sieve texture.
Keskin and Tiiysiiz30 have also made similar ob-
servations on rock samples in the same region
and they analysed the lava samples as basaltic
andesite according to their result of the ICP-OES
and ICP-MS. In order to obtain more detailed
geochemical classification and comparison, vol-
canic samples should be analysed.

Stratigraphy

In trench H/7 in the chamber C, which is located
in the eastern part of Indnii Cave, the bedrock
was reached as a result of the excavations car-
ried out between 2017-2018. It was observed that
the bedrock of the cave, which was also found
in some sections of trenches 1/7 and J/8, had a
sloping structure in the east-west direction, in
other words, from the back of the cave towards
the mouth. Cultural deposits measuring approxi-
mately 1.20 - 1.40 m were observed in the eastern
section of trench H/7. However, when the slop-
ing structure of the cave floor is considered, it is
currently impossible to say whether the thickness
of the deposits in different areas has the same di-
mensions. Five cultural levels were determined
in the area where the bedrock was reached (Tab.
1). The findings deriving from different cultur-
al levels were comparatively evaluated, and the
relative chronology obtained in this way was
supported with the C14 samples taken from each
level (Fig.5).

Level I: Middle Ages

A small number of green, yellow and brown
glazed pottery (Fig. 6A) along with plain wheel-
made pottery was found just below the layer of
animal manure covering the top level of the cave.
It is observed that there are intertwined rings on
the glazed pottery, which includes plates, bowl
forms, and sometimes, decorations with wave
patterns made by the sgraffito technique be-
tween these rings. Monochrome glazed pottery
is present in shades of brown or green as is multi-
colored glazed pottery combining shades of dark

30 Keskin and Tiiysiiz 2017.
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brown, turquoise and green (Fig. 6A). Similar
types of glazed pottery have been found during
the excavations at Samsat3!, Ahlat32, Tarsus33,
Bergama34, Sinop Balatlar Church35 and Demre
St. Nicholas Church.3¢ Glazed pottery with simi-
lar features as also held as individual and collec-
tive finds in museum collections.37 This type of
pottery is dated to the Middle Ages, especially
produced with the sgraffito technique, were com-
monly used in Anatolia and surrounding areas
during the 11-13th century AD.

Apart from the pottery, another important find
for dating Level I is a copper coin belonging
to the ‘Anonymous Follis Group’ and dating to
the Byzantine period (Fig.6B). The damaged
coin has a bust of Christ on the front face and a
Latin cross on the back face. This coin belongs
to the Anonymous Follis Group I and should be
dated to the period of the Byzantine Emperor
Nikephoros III. It is known that these coins were
minted in Constantinople between 1078-1081
AD (1075-1080 in some sources), although they
likely remained in circulation somewhat longer.
The above-mentioned finds provide important
information for the dating of Level I to the 11-
13th centuries AD. no architectural remain were
found in this level.

Level I1: Early Iron Age

Level II, which is located just below Level I, rep-
resents the Early Iron Age. Here, simple stone
architectural remains and a votive pit were found
in trenches 1/7 and H/7 (Fig. 7). Pottery and small
finds were recorded in these trenches in large
quantities.3® The votive pit, adjacent to the north
wall of the cave, is remarkable. It is surrounded by
stones placed vertically in a semi circle shape and
abundant pottery and animal bones were found
inside the pit. Most of the pottery was decorated
by the finger impression technique on an incision
or relief band. Furthermore, a miniature vase,
many complete and fragmented spindle whorls

31 Bulut 1996.

32 Karamagarali 2007.

33 Doger 2000.

34 Bohlendorf-Arslan 2004.

35 Inanan 2012.

36 Findik 2013.

37 Polat 2019; Doger 1999.

38 Ekmen et. al. 2019: 276-277.
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made of clay, loom weights, pieces of necklace
and bone tools were also found on the floor of the
pit. The diversity and density of the finds suggest
intentional deposition and that the pit may be re-
lated to rituals associated with fertility.3® Similar
pits dated to the Early Iron Age were found in
Thrace and in the Marmara region at Menekse
Catagi40 and Asagi Pinar.#! Here it was suggest-
ed that the decorated pottery uncovered in pits
was deliberately deposited and related to ritual
practices. The pits that were found during surface
surveys in Istanbul were formed by carving into
the bedrock and are described as the “cult well/
votive pit.”#2 Such votive pits are known form nu-
merous examples in Bulgaria from the beginning
of the Iron Age.*3 When the characteristics of the
finds obtained in the pit found in Indnii Cave and
especially the decorated pottery, it can be said
that a similar tradition was present here during
the Early Iron Age.#4

The fact that spindle whorls (Fig. 8A), loom
weights and clay spoons are common among the
small finds in Level II indicates that the group
who settled in the cave during the Early Iron
Age was intensely engaged in weaving activities.
Some spindle whorls are decorated with incisions
and impressions applied to the top portion (Fig.
8B). Among the forms of spindle whorls, those
with flattened spherical, cylindrical, symmetri-
cal or asymmetrical biconical form are frequent-
ly documented. In particular, the samples with a
biconical form and a grooved middle part (Fig.
8C) are among the typical forms of this period.4
The counterparts of these kinds of spindle whorls
made of clay are known from Level VIIb of
Troy.4¢ Loom weights are round, pyramidal with
a flat body and rounded corners. Similar forms
were found at levels VIIa47 and VIIb#8 of Troy.

39 Ekmen et. al. 2020: 45.

40 Erim-Ozdogan 2003: 222-23.

41 Ozdogan M. 2000: 72-73.

42 Aydingiin and Aydingiin 2013: 73-74.
43 Ozdogan 2000a: 72-73.

44 Ekmen et. al. 2020: 45.

45 Ekmen et. al. 2020: 45-46, Fig. 9.

46 Blegen et. al. 1958a: 257, 37.676, 37.683, 37.280,
37.305, 37.60.

47 Blegen et. al. 1958a: 221, 37.289.
48 Blegen et. al. 1958a: 256, 37.153, 37.287.
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In regards to ceramics, incised vessels (Fig. 10)
along with so-called Barbarian ware/Coarse ware
(Fig. 9) and Handmade Lustrous wares (Knobbed
ware/Buckelkeramik) were recovered from
Level II. These ware types have also be found
in the Early Iron Age building levels in Thrace,
South Marmara, and the Turkish Aegean coast.49
Among the group known as “Coarse ware”
sherds with finger or nail impression decoration
are common (Fig.9). It is observed that the finger
or nail impressed decoration, which is generally
applied on a strip band, is placed directly on the
surface of the vase in some cases and on the sur-
face of the vase to form a horizontal, vertical, or
wavy line on the other samples.50 Occasionally,
finger impressed decorations made directly on
the vase and the relief strip band by the impres-
sion technique are observed together. Similar
samples made with this decorative technique
were found in the course of the surface surveys
in Troy VIIbl,5! Maydos-Kilisetepe,52 Adatepe,>3
Gordion,>* Bogazk6y>S and around west coast of
Istanbul.5¢ The incised pottery group found at
this level is a group with zigzags or bands sur-
rounding the vase57 (Fig.10). Similar samples of
this group were found another sites dating to the
Early Iron Age3® including Level VIIb2 of Troy,
where they are known as “Knobbed Ware”.39 It
appears that the pottery in this group has a thin-
ner wall and better paste compared to the pottery
of the Coarse ware group. Furthermore, the pot-
tery in this group is mostly represented by forms
such as bowls and deep bowls.

The results of the radiocarbon analysis of Level 11 clus-
ter between 12-11" centuries BC (Fig.5). Therefore, the
combination of small finds, ceramic parallels and ra-
diocarbon dates show that level 11 dates to a relatively
narrow span at the beginning of the Early Iron Age.

49 Aydingiin and Aydingiin 2013; Dénmez 2006; Don-
mez 2017.

50 Ekmen et. al. 2020: 46.

51 Blegen et. al. 1958a: 281

52 Sazc1 2012: Res. 4.

53 Okse et. al. 2019: 25-26, Res. 8.
54 Gunter 1991: P1. 32/B.

55 Genz 2000:Abb. 11.

56 Aydingiin and Aydingiin 2013: Res. 1, 3; Aydingiin
2017: 384, Resim 5.

57 Ekmen et. al. 2020: 46.
58 Gunter 1991: P1. 32/C-D.
59 Blegen et. al: 1958b, 143.
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Level II1: Late Bronze Age

One of the important results of the excavations
at Inonii Cave regards the acquisition of data in-
dicating that the cave was inhabited in the Late
Bronze Age. Two wooden floors belonging to
Level III were found just below the remains of
level I1. While most of the floor remains, marked
as structures A and B, are located in trenches 1/7
and 1/8, some are located in trenches H/7 and
H/8 as well (Fig.11). Structure A which extends
in a northwest-southeast direction was destroyed
by the stones surrounding the votive pit belong-
ing to Level II. It was determined that thicker
planks were used on the external lines of the
floors, and they were connected to each other
using interlocking lap joints known as the ¢anti
technique. The thinner planks in the inner part
were placed in the form of a grid making a floor.
It is thought that wooden piles driven between the
inner planks were used to fix the beams and that
a thin clay filling under them was laid on the lev-
eled ground before the wooden floors were built.
The wood of both structures is well preserved
and belongs to the genus Quercus (oak).60

A small number of pottery and bone fragments
and a substantial number of metal items, stone
axes and whetstones were found on the floors
of these wooden structures. Among the well-
preserved metal finds there are a socketted
spearhead, dagger, toggle pin, knife, fragment of
a lugged axe (?), earring, ring, pins with rolled
head, and sewing pins (Fig. 12).

These finds were analysed by P-XRF, and the
results show that they were made of bronze.
Typological comparisons of the bronze objects
suggest that there are possible counterparts for
these finds within the metal working reper-
toire of the Late Bronze Age. Weapons are par-
ticularly important for comparative chronology.
The direct comparisons for the dagger found on
the wooden floor of structure A were found in
building D in Ortakdy/Sapinuva, which is dated
to the 14" century. A socketted spearhead with
a broken and bent tip was found in structure B.
There is a ring on the handle of the spearhead
that is used to attach the handle to the wooden
handle. There is a crescent-shaped groove deco-
ration in three parallel rows on the spearhead’s

60 Merev, N. 2003; Schoch et. al. 2004; Schweingruber
et. al. 2011.
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shoulders. The spearheads, of which the first
examples were found in the graves of levels 111
and IV at Kiiltepe-Kanis Karum, are shown as
an innovation in the Anatolian weapon repertoire
of the 2nd Millennium BC.¢! There are cases in-
dicating that this type of weapon, which was used
throughout the Late Bronze Age%2, was also used
in Anatolia in the Early-Middle Iron Age.63 The
spearhead and molds found in the Zagora region
and Ada Tepe also suggest that the same weapon
type existed in the Balkans between the Late
Bronze Age and Early Iron Age.%4

Comparisons for the metal weapons found on the
wooden floors from inénii Cave indicate that the
latter can be dated in the Late Bronze Age. The
radiocarbon analysis of the wood taken from the
floors demonstrated the period between the 15-
13th centuries BC (Fig.5). No traces of the 2nd
millennium BC were found in the course of pre-
vious studies in the region.%> Therefore, the finds
of Level III at Indnii Cave are important as they
make the first secure data on the Late Bronze
Age of the region. The fact that the counterparts
of the metals found at level III were found in
Hittite centers brought to mind the question of
whether the communities living in this cave were
related to the Kaskians or Pala Tummana.

Level I'V: Early Bronze Age

There is a hiatus represented by a thickness of
approximately 30 cm under Level III in trench
H/7. Below this hiatus, cultural deposits repre-
senting Level IV were found. In this level, un-
even stones and a wooden pillar were found in
the south of the trench. To the east of the wooden
pillar there is a clay-plastered floor. These simple
architectural remains indicate the presence of ba-
sic living areas inside the cave during the Level
IV occupation.

Level IV pottery includes fragments of lined and
beak spouted pitchers, usually in shades of red,
and pottery with finger impressed decoration un-
der the rim. In addition, fragments of loop han-
dles connected to the body with a handle (Fig. 13)

61 Yildirim 2011: 120.
62 Dedeoglu and Abay 2014: fig. 32/13.
63 Yalgikl1 1999: 53-54.

64 Alexandrov et. al. 2018: cat. no. 315, 340, 379, 380,
398, 542.

65 Karauguz 2016: 23-24.



30 Hamza Ekmen-F.Giilden Ekmen-Ali Giiney- Benjamin S. Arbuckle-Gokhan Mustafaoglu-Caner Tunoglu-Caner Diker-Ercan Oktan

were found with exact parallels at Yassikaya, a
nearby cave settlement inhabited during the Early
Bronze Age.%¢ These unique vessels with loop
handles connected to the body with a handle and
which have a knob placed to make them easier
to hold,®7 are known only from level IV at Inénii
Cave and Yassikaya Cave. Moreover, pottery
with finger impressions under the rim are known
from Yassikaya as well as the Early Bronze Age
settlements®8 in Cankiri-Yaziboy®, Koyunbaba70
and Kanlige¢it”! in Thrace. Furthermore, it is re-
markable that the relief band decoration increas-
ingly became widespread in the Early Bronze
Age 11 in Ikiztepe and at the beginning of the
Early Bronze Age III in the Eskisehir region.”?
The knobs around the handles of the beak-spout-
ed pitchers found in this level (Fig.13) can be con-
sidered as imitations of the rivets of metal objects
of the same form. Similar applications are also
known from the samples found in Yassikaya’3
and Kastamonu-Kinik7 settlements. Finally,
black pottery with a simple rim, referred to as
“Blacktopped ware” in the literature, constitutes
a group that is important for dating Level IV.75 T.
Efe emphasized that the black topped bowls found
at Yassikaya should be dated to the 3rd millen-
nium BC, based on parallels with examples from
Central Western Anatolia and around Ankara.’¢
The black topped ware found at level I'V in Inénii
Cave constitutes a second group found within the
Western Black Sea region.

Ceramic vessels with potential use in the dairy
production were found among fragments of mud
brick in trench H/7.77 The analysis of the carbon
sample taken from Level IV dates back to ap-
proximately 2300-2100 BC (Fig.5).

66 Efe and Mercan 2002: 366.
67 Efe and Mercan 2002: 363, Ciz. 4/7-8.

68 Sherds with the same paste characteristics but without
decoration were found in Sazlidere, Istanbul. Detailed
information: Aydingiin and Aydingiin 2020: 13.

69 Matthews 2009: Figs. 3.19, 3.21.

70 Heyd et. al. 2014: Fig. 8.7.

71 Ozdogan and Parzinger 2012: 104-105.
72 Efe and Mercan 2002: 363.

73 Efe 2004: Fig. 15-16.

74 Geng 2005: Ciz. 153.

75 Sar12007: 647.

76 Efe and Mercan 2002: 365.

77 Ekmen H. 2020: 79, Fig. 4.
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Level V: Chalcolithic

Level V, which represents the oldest occupa-
tion of the cave is located directly on the floor
of the cave. It was formed by filling and level-
ing the bedrock with pebbles and stones and a
gray-clay mortar. Stratigraphically, it follows a
rubble filled hiatus below level 1V, in which the
red-lined pottery belonging to Level I'V take over
to dark-colored burnished pottery characteristic
for the Chalcolithic period.

Although there are scarcely any architectural
remains in this level, the ceramic corpus has
proven useful for dating. The most common
group of ceramics come in shades of grayish-
black, black, dark gray or dark brown and are
usually very well burnished (Fig.14A). Although
there are many similar examples belonging to
the Chalcolithic, there are discussions about
when and where the pottery with this type of
dark paste first appeared.’® The specimens from
the Neolithic-Chalcolithic transition are known
from Gokgeada-Ugurlu”, and examples from
the Middle Chalcolithic Period are known from
Giilpinar, Kumtepe, Besik-Sivritepe, Limantepe
VIIb and Yesilova 11.80 Ceramic studies sug-
gest that the red-lined pottery of the Neolithic
Period roughly disappeared after 5600-5500 BC
and that the use of dark-burnished pottery be-
came more widespread afterwards.8! AsagiPinar,
Aktopraklik B, Ilipinar VB and Ugurlu III in
Northwestern Anatolia are some of the settle-
ments showing that the use of dark-burnished
pottery became widespread.82

Our evidence from Indnii Cave indicates that the
use of dark-burnished pottery was maintained on
the Western Black Sea coast during the last quar-
ter of the 5" millennium BC. A second group of
ceramics important for dating Level V is char-
acterized by burnished/polished decoration
(Fig.14B). The counterparts of this tradition can
be observed at the Late Neolithic and the Early
Chalcolithic sites in Thrace33, in the Aegeand4

78 Brami and Heyd 2011: 179; Cevik 2018: 1049.
79 Erdogu 2018: 763.
80 Erdogu and Cevik 2015: 38.

81 Erdogu 2018: 761-762; Erdogu and Cevik 2019: 3; Oz-
dogan E. 2015: 50.

82 Erdogu and Cevik 2019: 3-7.
83 Erdogu and Cevik 2015: 37-38.
84 Giinel 2014: 89, P1. 2A.
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and Marmara regions.85 This pottery tradition
is also a characteristic for the Kocadermen-
Gumelnita-Karanovo VI (KGK VI) culture dated
between 4500/4400 - 4100/3800 BC in northeast-
ern Bulgaria and the Muntenia region.8¢ Vessel
forms including carinated pottery and long-
necked pottery with a biconical provide addition-
al evidence for dating Level V. The counterparts
of carinated pottery are known from settlements
in Western Anatolia, Thrace, and the Southern
Marmara regions.8” Pierced lugs observed on
the bowls provide additional information on dat-
ing. Pierced lugs denote a tradition observed in
Western Anatolia and the Lakes District since the
Neolithic Period.88 Examples of pierced lugs dat-
ing to the Chalcolithic were found®® at Ulucak III,
Ege Giibre 2, Yesilova 1190, Baklatepe, Limantepe
VII, Ilipinar®! and Hocagesme.92

Amongst the small finds of level , two clay idols
(Fig. 15) attract attention. They represent an ab-
stract image of a standing woman. These figu-
rines are depicted in a highly stylized manner
and do not clearly show anatomical details such
as a waist or neck or a chin protrusion on their
faces.”3 The parallels for these types of idols
are found in Thrace, Asagi Pinar level 794 and
Gilpinar® and are dating to the Chalcolithic.
In Ikiztepe on the Black Sea coast,% there are
similar examples dated to the Late Chalcolithic.
Furthermore, an idol head found in Galabnik
in the Struma Valley®” and some idols found in
Vinca® could be compared with the objects from
[nénii Cave.

85 Cayir-Boyiikulusoy 2014: 22, Map 1.
86 Boyadziev 1995: 179, Ozdogan M. 2000b: 78.

87 Ozdogan et. al. 1991: Fig. 22; Parzinger 2005: Fig.85-
87, 116; Efe 2001: Fig. 16; Schoop 2005: Taf. 149; De-
rin 2011: Fig. 7; Caymaz 2013: 41-54.

88 Duru 2008: Res. 114, 115, 117.

89 Caymaz 2013: 41-54.

90 Derin 2011: Fig: 7-16.

91 Thissen 2008: 8.

92 Ozdogan M. 2013: Fig: 73-86.

93 Ekmen, F. G. 2020: 62-63, Figs. 5-6.
94 Ozdogan M. 2013: 187.

95 Takaoglu and Ozdemir 2018: Fig. 49. 11.
96 Bilgi 2012: 146, Res. 316-318.

97 Pavitk and Cochadziev 1984: 195 ff.
98 Tasic 2011: Fig.3, Fig.10.
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A remarkable group of finds, which have great
importance for dating, was found in trench J/8
in the east of the Chamber C. This finding in-
cludes more than ten thousand beads made from
a variety of different materials found in situ in a
small ceramic cup (Fig.16). Amongst the group
of beads, approximately ten thousand two hun-
dred were produced from steatite, ninety-three
were made of carnelian, twenty-seven of gold,
one of them was produced from electrum and one
of radiolarite. Direct parallels for the gold beads
can be found in the settlements and cemeteries in
the Chalcolithic Balkans. The Varna I Cemetery,
located on the Black Sea coast of Bulgaria, is
famous for its many gold artifacts.?® The gold
beads of the Varna I Cemetery dating between
4600-4200 BCI00 are the exact equivalents of
gold beads from Inénii Cave regarding their ty-
pology and production techniques. Apart from
the Varna Cemetery, similar gold beads were
also found in the Durankulak Cemetery!9! and
the Yunatsite Mound!02 belonging to the second
half of the 5th millennium BC. Seven radiocar-
bon analyses on organic materials including ani-
mal teeth and antler taken from this level (Fig. 5)
show the results which cluster tightly around the
last quarter of the 5th millennium BC confirming
the date of Level V occupation.

Animal Remains

The first exploratory analysis of the rich fauna
assemblage from Indnii Cave took place in 2019.
In this initial examination of the fauna, a total
of 1627 specimens selected from deposits repre-
senting the Chalcolithic, Early and Late Bronze
Age and Iron Age occupations of the cave were
recorded (Tab.2). Although sample sizes for indi-
vidual occupations are small, they provide a val-
uable first glimpse into the animal economies of
the Western Black Sea coast, a region with very
little zooarchaeological coverage.

Overall, the faunal remains are remarkably well
preserved with little evidence for postdeposi-
tional taphonomic processes. As a result, 64% of
specimens were identified to taxonomic group
(i.e, family, genus, species). Fragmentation of the
assemblage is moderate with 54% of specimens

99 Ivanov 1975: 1 ff.

100 Ivanov and Avramova 2000: 12.
101 Todorova 2002: 62, P1. 107

102 Matsanova and Mishina 2018: 299.
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representing less than a quarter of a complete ele-
ment (average specimen size = 5.3cm). However,
28% of specimens represent mostly complete el-
ements (75-100% complete). This is rather high
and suggests that the rate of intentional breakage
for within bone nutrients was relatively low and
that postdepositional fragmentation was also low.
Carnivore gnawing is present at very low fre-
quencies (<0.1% of specimens) suggesting that
dogs did not regularly occupy the cave (no re-
mains of dogs were identified in the assemblage).

The assemblage is dominated by the remains of
mammals although small numbers of tortoise,
fish, bird, and crab remains were also identified
(Tab. 2). Among the mammalian remains, inter-
estingly, suids are the most abundant (36% of the
specimens identified to genus) followed by the
caprines (goats and sheep at 21%), deer (19%)
and cattle (17%). The suid remains include both
large and small bodied individuals which likely
represent both wild boar (Sus scrofa) and do-
mestic pigs (Sus domesticus). Ongoing biometric
and ancient DNA work should further elucidate
the nature of these two divergent phenotypes.
Among the caprine remains, no wild phenotypes
were identified, suggesting that domestic goats
and sheep were herded but not hunted. The re-
mains of goats (Capra hircus) outnumber those
of sheep (Ovis aries) at a ratio of 15:1, indicat-
ing that goats were a focal point of this diverse
regional pastoral economy likely reflecting the
rugged and rocky terrain around the cave.

In addition to suids, cattle remains also exhibit
two morphotypes: one large and one small.
Based on preliminary analysis of the biometric
characteristics it is likely that the smaller bovines
represent domestic cattle (Bos taurus) while the
very large individuals represent aurochs (Bos
primigenius) hunted in the adjacent valleys. A
small individual recovered from an Iron Age con-
text exhibits a typical traction pathology suggest-
ing that domestic cattle were used to pull heavy
loads.193 Deer are abundant in the assemblage in
all periods and are represented by approximately
equal numbers of roe deer (Capreolus capreolus)
and red deer (Cervus elaphus). Given the large
body size of red deer and the general abundance
of deer remains at the site, it is likely that venison
represented a significant part of the diet of the
inhabitants of Indnii Cave.

103 Bartosiewicz et. al. 1993.
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Finally, carnivores are represented in small num-
bers by fur bearing taxa including Brown bear
(Ursus arctos), marten (Martes foina), wild cat
(Felis silvestris orchaus), lynx (Lynx lynx), leop-
ard (Panthera pardus) andfox (Vulpes vulpes).
Cutmarks indicating skinning were observed
on there mains of fox, marten, bear, and leopard
suggesting that the pelts of these animals were
utilized.

The frequencies of the dominant taxa identified
in the stratigraphic sequence at Inonii Cave rep-
resent a combination of long-term continuity in
cultural preferences combined with an animal
economy strongly adapted to the rugged terrain
and forested environment of the Pontic region.
Despite chronological coverage extending from
the Middle Chalcolithic to the Iron Age, the rep-
resentation of the primary mammalian taxa at
Inénii Cave is relatively stable over time (Fig. 17).
Pigs are well represented in every period, peak-
ing in the Late Bronze Age layers at 50% of the
specimens identified to genus. Goats peak in the
Early Bronze Age levels (29%) but are never the
dominant taxon. The frequency of cattle is also
remarkably consistent although it declines in the
Iron Age when pig herding and deer hunting are
the dominant economic activities represented in
the faunal assemblage. Deer are an important
wild resource through time indicating that they
remained a consistently available resource in this
forested environment. However, both deer taxa
decline in the Late Bronze Age perhaps suggest-
ing that swine herding displaced hunting as an
economic activity at that time.

The economic system evident at Inénii Cave em-
phasizing the herding of pigs and secondarily cat-
tle and goats combined with hunting deer as well
as boar and aurochs is unique for later Holocene
Turkey. Zooarchaeological data for this region
are rare with the closest parallels coming from
the Late Chalcolithic and Early Bronze levels at
Ikiztepe (near Samsun), Camlibel Tarlas1 (North
central Anatolia), and Kirklareli-Kanligegit
(Turkish Thrace) where pigs and cattle domi-
nate and caprines are a tertiary resource.194 This
cluster of sites along the Black Sea coast and ex-
tending into north central Anatolia suggest a dis-
tinctive animal economy common to this region
perhaps linked to the ‘Kaska’ or ‘Pala-Tummana’

104 Bartosiewicz et. al. 2013; Tekkaya and Payne 1988.
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people documented in Hittite texts.!05 Continued
work on the faunal remains from inénii Cave will
further explore this unique faunal province, its
adaptations to this rich but challenging environ-
ment, and its change over time.

Stone Assemblages

A small assemblage of 57 chipped stone artefacts
was found in the Indnii Cave settlement dur-
ing the 2017-2019 excavation seasons. The most
abundant chipped stone artefacts consist of re-
touched and non-retouched blades used on blade
blanks, blade knifes and various forms of points
(arrowheads). Considering the entire group of
chipped stone finds, this is a blade-dominant in-
dustry. Retouched and unretouched blades and
blade knives compose the majority of the arte-
facts (Fig. 18) although one end scraper was iden-
tified (Fig. 19). The small quantity of the finds re-
covered so far is not sufficient to conduct detailed
techno-typological and statistical studies. Hence,
technologically, it is impossible to provide an
overview of all stages of the reduction sequences
due to a lack of cores, plunging blades, primary
blanks, and production debris. The presence of
tools without the presence of any debitage, indi-
cates that the knapping was carried out elsewhere
outside the cave, and only the tools were trans-
ported to the cave and / or used within the cave.
Another point is that the samples showed proof
that the tools were produced skilfully, which
indicates that a formal chipped stone tradition
was associated with the inhabitants of the settle-
ment of Inénii Cave. The presence of fragments
of blades apparently broken after use appears to
prove this idea.

It is appears that blades, which characterize the
chipped stone industry of the cave, are made
by direct and indirect percussion technique us-
ing soft hammering. Structural deterioration has
been observed indicating that all 11 blades recov-
ered in trench H/7, level IV (Early Bronze Age)
were heavily exposed to fire. These blades are
all made using dark flint raw material and all are
intensely retouched. There are fractures in the
distal and proximal parts as a result of the use
of the tools (Fig. 20). Considering that the levels
they were found are characterized by a burned
and ashy structure, it is not yet clear whether the
blades were thrown into the fire place after losing

105 Bryce 2005.
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their functionality or placed in the fireplace for
symbolic purposes. Sedimentary disruptions
caused by heavy water movement in the cave
make it impossible to understand their original
depositionary positions. It can be noted that the
interpretations can be clarified if other finds like
this blade group are detected. No traces of silica
polish were identified on any of the blades indi-
cating that they were not used as sickle blades.
Abrasions resulting from retouching on the lat-
eral parts of blades suggest that they may have
been used in butchery and cutting / stripping
activities. Similar samples encountered in Inonii
Cave and specifically those specimens with in-
tense retouching around the blade blanks are also
known from regions with earlier stone chipping
traditions. These types of retouches were carried
out throughout the Chalcolithic and Bronze Age,
especially in the Thrace region, where there are
similar examples from Hoca Cesme and Asagi
Pinar.19 Intensely retouched macro blades are
also known from the Bulgarian Azmak Late
Chalcolithic levels and the cultural regions of
Karanovo V-VIIL.107

The presence of “point” shaped tools is remark-
able. These finds, which include four pieces in
total, are triangular. Their lengths are between
4 and 5,6 cm with widths between 2 and 4 cm.
Points are made of dark grey chert and bear flake
scars produced by soft hammer on both sides. No
pressure flaking techniques were used in the pro-
duce of the points. The tip of one specimen is bro-
ken and the other three are intact. Three points
are recovered from trench H/7, Level V. The in-
complete example was recovered from trench J/8,
also in level V. Concerning their form and tech-
nological features, it is possible to evaluate these
points as “arrowheads” (Fig. 21).

Points with similar forms, made by using good
quality flint (and not chert) are also known from
the Balkans, from the northern regions of the
Black Sea, as well as from the Istanbul-Marmara
region.l98A point made of white flintstone simi-
lar in form to those found at Indnii Cave was
published by Ozdogan from Bronze Age Agach

106 Ozdogan M. 2013; Gatsov 2009; Gatsov and Nedelc-
heva 2011.

107 Gatsov 2009: 22; Gatsov and Nedelcheva 2014.

108 Ozdogan M. 2006: 21-28; Ozdogan.2013; Gurova
2004.
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Kumlugu!% (Fig. 22 A it is the white arrowhead in
the bottom left corner of the figure). Arrowheads
made of flint or obsidian are not encountered in
the Near East, Aegean or Anatolian chipped stone
assemblages, although their use continued after
the Early Chalcolithic in the northern Balkans
and Pontic steppes.!1 Although arrowheads are
found in many places including western Turkey,
the Aegean, and the Balkans, there are very few
detailed studies about them. Numerous arrow-
heads are known from the Early Bronze Age
settlements of Bulgaria, especially Kazanlik and
Dikili Tash in Greek Thrace.!!! Therefore, these
finds from the Inonii Cave are important in terms
of revealing the cultural relationship between the
Western Black Sea and the Balkans in prehistory.

In particular, the arrowheads from inénii Cave
show similar characteristics with the Chalcolithic
point forms from the Gumelnita-Karanovo cul-
ture of the Balkans (Fig. 22B-D).!12 In addition
to the specific information given in this text, in
general terms, many evaluations have been made
on the cultural relations between the Balkans and
the geography including the Northwest Anatolia
and Marmara regions, especially from the Epi-
paleolithic to the Bronze Age.!13

In recent times, Inonii Cave was used as an ani-
mal shelter, and the natural spring water resourc-
es inside the cave were used as well, which result-
ed in some physical disturbances of the cave by
local shepherds. This may have affected deposits
negatively including the small chipped stone as-
semblage.!4 Nevertheless, continued excavations
in the cave in future years will likely increase the
chipped stone sample which will allow more pre-
cise techno-typological interpretations and con-
clusions on this industry.

Conclusion

The first results obtained from the excavations
carried out between 2017-2019 at In6nii Cave have
had a significant impact on our understanding of

109 Ozdogan M. 2016: 19.
110 Ozdogan and Parzinger 2012: 232-233; Kotova 2008.
111 Ozdogan and Parzinger 2012: 232-236.

112 Torcica 2018: 203-208; Sirakova and Zlateva-Uzuno-
va 2012: 37.

113 Bailey 2000; Gatsov and Efe 2005; Efe 2004; Oz-
dogan M. 1998; Ozdogan M. 2003; Ozdogan M. 2014.

114 Ekmen et. al. 2019.
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the prehistoric cultural sequence of the Western
Black Sea coast, which has been poorly explored
previously. The excavations at Yassikaya pro-
vided the first data on the archaeological cultures
of the region’s coastline during the Early Bronze
Age 1I-11I period. Now, with the excavations at
Inénii Cave, we have a deeper understanding of
the Early Bronze Age of the region, as well as
valuable evidence for the Late Chalcolithic, Late
Bronze Age, Early Iron Age and Middle Ages in
the area. The Inonii Cave findings are important
to establish the absolute chronology of the cul-
tural history of the Western Black Sea coastline,
which is extending from the Late Chalcolithic to
the Middle Ages, and for determining its cultural
and economic relations with other regions.

Although no architectural remains were found in
Level V, the dark-faced burnished pottery and
the samples with polished decoration and white
matt decoration from this level are significant for
dating the Chalcolithic occupation and shedding
light on relations between regions. More than ten
thousand beads from this level, found in a votive
cup, represent an important find regarding their
quantity and quality of production. Based on the
radiocarbon dating of a tooth also included in this
cup, along with the dates obtained by the analogi-
cal evaluation of the other finds of this level, it
is understood that the gold beads are the oldest
known gold ornaments in Anatolia. Steatite and
carnelian beads, which are among the other raw
materials, draw attention with their numbers and
workmanship that require expertise, and they
provide information on understanding the bead
production techniques during the Chalcolithic.
The chipped stone finds in Level V include flint-
stone, which is thought to be locally sourced, and
blades, arrowheads and scrapers made of chert.
We suggest that these cutting tools were associ-
ated with hunting. The examinations on animal
bones at Level V suggest that although pigs, cat-
tle and goats were herded deer and fur bearing
carnivores were also intensively hunted.

The limited area exposed in Level 1V is dated to
the Early Bronze Age and provide traces of small
scale household production.The vessels associ-
ated with processing milk, worked antler, chert
blades, many of which were burnt, suggest small
scale household activities. At the contemporary
Yassikaya settlement, T. Efe argued that the lack
of architectural remains, furnaces and hearths
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could be explained by the fact that this settlement
was a temporary campsite.!!S Similarly, at Inénii
Cave, it is possible that the cave was used as a
workshop area in the Early Bronze Age, perhaps
used at certain times of the year for the simple
production of specific materials. The fact that
only a small part of the cave was inhabited at this
level, the low density of ceramic sherds and the
absence of small finds such as figurines support
this view. Direct comparisons for the ceram-
ics, which are usually red-lined, handmade and
bearing relief band decoration, are known from
Yassikaya. T. Efe indicated that this pottery,
which was first identified with the excavations
in Yassikaya, spread roughly in the area from the
east of Akgakoca to the west of Cankiri, while
this culture, which contains local elements, was
defined as the “Filyos Culture”. The pottery in
level IV of Inénii Cave proposes that a new settle-
ment of the Filyos Culture was found.

One of the most interesting and exciting results
of the excavations in indnii Cave was the acquisi-
tion of data indicating that the cave was inhab-
ited in the Late Bronze Age (building level III).
Numerous metal items found in and around the
wooden floor structure belonging to this period
are well preserved. The P-XRF results show
that these finds were all made of bronze. When
similar examples of the bronzes are examined, it
appears that they are closely associated with the
Late Bronze Age. The fact that the bronze weap-
ons found on the wooden floors are the weapon
types of the 2nd millennium BC and that their
counterparts were found in important Hittite cit-
ies brought to mind the question of whether the
finds are related to the Kaska or Pala Tummana
people, who are frequently mentioned in the
Hittite texts.

In addition to the simple stone architectural re-
mains at Level 11, dated to the Early Iron Age, a pit
surrounded by flat stones in a position adjacent to
the cave wall was also unearthed. The finds with-
in the pit and the examples in other contemporary
settlements indicate that the pit found at Level
II in Indnii Cave represents a “votive pit”. The
comparisons for of the pottery from the votive pit
including incised pottery, Barbarian ware/Coarse
ware, and Handmade Lustrous ware (Knobbed
ware/Buckelkeramik) are known from the Early
Iron Age building levels of settlements in Thrace,

115 Efe and Mercan 2002: 364.
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South Marmara, and the Aegean coast. The par-
allels of symmetrical or asymmetrical spindle
whorls with a biconical form and a grooved mid-
dle part found across the Inonii Cave Level II and
specifically in the votive pit are also observed
at level VIIb of Troy. Although the above-men-
tioned pottery of level 11 is generally associated
with peoples migrating from the Aegean/Balkan
at the end of the Late Bronze Age, more data is
needed to associate Level II of indnii Cave with
these migrations sevurely.

Based on the sgraffito pottery found at Level I
and the coin dated to the period of the Byzantine
Emperor Nikephoros III, we discovered that the
cave was last used in the Middle Ages before the
recent Alacabiik Village shepherds used the cave
as a livestock pen.

Based on the archaeological findings presented
above, it is apparent that Inonii Cave was inhab-
ited periodically, starting from the middle of the
5th millennium BC until the Middle Ages. The
archaeological discoveries made through the sci-
entific excavation of the cave are exceedingly
important for providing the evidence about the
prehistoric coastal cultures of the Western Black
Sea, which were previously only poorly known.
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Level Age Characteristic Finds Approximate Dates
| Medieval Age Glazed Pottery 1000-1200 AD.

1 Early Iron Age Coarse Ware and Buckelkeramik 1200- 980 BC.

1 Late Bronze Age Metal Weapons and Tools 1350-1200 BC.

v Early Bronze Age Yassikaya Type Pottery 2300-2100 BC.

v Chalcolithic Age Dark Burnished Pottery and Idols 4300-3900 BC.

Tab. 1. Stratigraphy of inénii Cave.

Chalcolithic | EBA | LBA | LBA/Iron | Early Iron | TOTAL
rodent-size 0 21 1 0 0 22
small mammal 1 4 1 0 1 7
medium mammal 76 22 56 10 178 342
large mammal 76 19 39 13 60 207
med artio 28 1 1 5 21 56
large artio 36 8 26 6 40 116
Ovis/Capra 31 30 15 3 23 102
Ovis aries 0 1 0 0 3 4
Capra hircus 26 7 7 2 19 61
bovid/cervid 26 22 10 2 22 82
Bos spp 55 18 18 11 27 129
Capreolus 28 12 6 0 32 78
Cervus elaphus 25 11 4 6 22 68
Sus spp 90 33 51 19 87 280
small carnivore 0 1 0 0 0 1
medium carnivore 0 3 0 0 0 3
felid 0 0 0 0 1 1
Felis silvestris 1 0 0 0 0 1
Lynx lynx 0 1 0 0 0 1
Panthera pardus 1 0 0 0 0 1
mustelid 0 1 0 0 0 1
Martes foina 1 1 0 0 1 3
Vulpes vulpes 1 1 0 0 0 2
Ursus arctos 2 1 1 0 6 10
Lepus europaeus 1 1 0 0 2 4
freshwater crab 0 1 0 0 0 1
Reptile 0 0 0 0 3 3
Testudo 13 0 0 1 0 14
Fish 0 4 0 0 0 4
Bird 4 3 0 1 0 8
TOTAL 522 | 227 236 79 548 1612

Tab. 2. Number of identified specimens from inénii Cave.
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Fig. 1.
Location of the Western
Black Sea Region and inénii
Cave.
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Fig. 3 A. Geological map of the cave location and stratigraphy of the cave (Keskin and Tiiysiis 2017). B: Well pre-
served contraction cracks. Plane directions of the columnar faces and contraction cracks indicate the cave was
filled with hot lava. C: Contact zone of lava flow over sedimentary rock and created baked zone. It is located in
a small cave few meters below the cave. D: lava lining layer and poor conditioned stalactites envelopes the lava
tube walls.
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Baked zone

Fig. 4. Development of volcanic cave in four stages
(adapted from Carracedo Sanchez et al. 2012). A)
Sheet flow formed flow occurred B) Still hot melt
supplied the cooled front and caused expansion
of hot melt volume, C) New branch of lava flow
have been formed with collapse of side wall or an
internal tube network may cause the melt drained
and almost cooled lava flow sealed to end of the
tube, D) Due to uplift of the region has started an
erosional regime.
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Fig. 5. Radiocarbon analysis results of inénii Cave.

Fig. 6A. Pottery of level | of the Middle Ages. B: Bronze coin found at level I.
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Fig.8 A) Spindle whorls made of clay of level
I, B) Sample of decorated spindle whorls, C)
Spindle whorls with a biconical form and a

grooved midsection.

Fig.7. Architectural remains of Level II: votive pit and remains of a single wall.

0 S
—

Fig.9. Samples of the coarse ware/barbarian Fig.10. Incised/excavated samples.
ware group of Level Il.

Fig.12. Dagger and spearhead found in
level Ill.

Fig. 11. Wooden floors of level Ill.
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Fig. 13. Pottery of the Early Bronze Age found at level IV. Fig. 14: Level V Pottery, A: Dark-burnished pottery
B: Pattern burnished pottery.
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Fig. 15: Terracotta idols of level V.

Fig. 16: Beads made of gold, carnelian and steatite
found at level V.
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Fig. 17: Changes in the frequency of major taxa through the stratigraphic
sequence (based on Number of Identified Specimens).
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Fig. 19.inénii Cave, end scraper.

" ] Y
Fig. 20. Indni Cave, samples of Fig.22.A) I'3ronze Age Flint Arrow Heads fr?m A:c“;agllv Kur:nlugju, istaunbul' (Ozdoga'n
burnt blades 2016: 19, Fig. 2). B) Arrow Heads from Vitanesti ‘Magurice’ and Laceni, Romania

(Torcica 1. 2018: 202, Fig. 7). C) Arrow Heads fromVitanesti ‘Magurice” and Laceni,
Romania (Torcica 1. 2018: 200, Fig. 5). D) Flint Arrow Heads from Gradeshnitsa, Gra-
dishteto (Kaleto) Bulgaria. (Sirakova S., Zlateva-Uzunova R. 2012: 37, Fig. 8, 11).
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OZET

Bu ¢aligsma kuzey bati Anadolu da Kalkolitik donem Giilpiar yerlesiminde ¢canak ¢omlek kaideleri iize-
rinde gozlemlenen teknolojik izleri incelemeyi amaglar. Seramik tiretimiyle iliskilendirilen bu teknolojik
izler daha ¢ok seramiklerin sekillenmesi siirecinden kaynaklanan hasir, sepet, yiin dokuma, aga¢ yapragi
ve parmak izlerini kapsar. S6z konusu negatif izler Giilpinar’da hem Erken Kalkolitik tabaka (Evre II)
hem de Orta Kalkolitik tabaka (Evre I11) boyunca olduk¢a yaygindir ve neredeyse tiim seramik kaidelerin-
de karsimiza ¢ikar. Bu teknolojik izlerin incelenmesi dolayl olarak bize Giilpinar’da ne tiir hasir dokuma,
viin dokuma ve sepet 6rme teknikleri kullanilmis olabilecegi ve bunlarin iiretimi sirasinda ne tiir ham
maddelerin tercih edildigi konularinda bilgiler sunar. Seramik kaideleri iizerinde gériilen hasir, sepet,
yiin dokuma veya agag yaprag izleri bunlarin bir tiir ilkel ¢ark olarak kullaniimasindan kaynaklandig
anlasitimaktadir.

ABSTRACT

This essay aims to examine the technological marks observed on the pot bases from the Chalcolithic site
of Giilpinar in northwestern Anatolia. These technological marks, which are mainly related to stage of
the forming of the pots, represents the negative impressions of mats, baskets, cloth, and tree leaves, as
well as finger prints. These negative impressions on pot bases are characteristic of both Early Chalcolithic
(phase 1) and Middle Chalcolithic period (phase 111) at Giilpinar and they appear almost on pot bases
recovered from the site during excavations. Examination of these technological marks in the shape of
negative impressions on pot bases from Giilpinar help us to obtain information on the techniques used
to make the woollen cloth, mats, and baskets and what kind of raw materials were used in their produc-
tion. The negative impressions of mats, baskets, cloth, or tree leaves on pot bases result from their use as
primitive turntables.

Introduction

Technological marks in the form of negative im-
pressions of woven cloth, mats, baskets, leaves,
rope, or fingerprints on the bases were charac-
teristic features of the pottery assemblages of
phases II and III at the site of Giilpinar. This
is probably the first time that such a high num-
ber of pot bases with mat, cloth, basket, and
leaf impressions has been reported from any
archaeological site in the prehistoric Aegean,
since most pot bases in one way or another bear

the negative impressions related to the produc-
tion stage (Table 1). Examination of these nega-
tive impressions on nearly a thousand pot bases
from Giilpinar raises several questions such as
what techniques were used to make the woolen
cloth, mats, and baskets and what kind of tools
were used in the steps of weaving, mat making,
and basket making?

The site of Giilpinar, situated on the southwest-
ern corner of the ancient Troad in northwestern
Anatolia, has lately been one of those sites that
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help us to obtain a better picture of Chalcolithic
inhabitants of the region.! Two major phases of
the Chalcolithic period have been identified at
the site: The Early Chalcolithic period (phase
IT) dating between 5320 BC and 4940 BC and
the following the Middle Chalcolithic period
(phase I1I) with dates ranging between 4930
BC and 4450/4300 BC. No cultural break ap-
pears to exist between these phases.2

Twill plaiting and coiling were the two most
common methods adopted at the site for con-
structing the mats, while simple plaiting was
the prevailing method preferred in weaving
thread made of wool. What is important for this
study is that pieces of woolen cloth, plaited and
coiled mats, and leaves were often used as a
type of primitive turntable by the potters of the
site.3 There are in general two main approaches
to explain the occurrence of negative impres-
sions of woollen cloth, mats, baskets, and vine
leaves on pot bases.# According to the first ap-
proach, potters place freshly-shaped pots on
mats or a piece of woollen cloth to dry before
they are fired. This method results in shallow
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first steps of forming the vessel. This might
have been one way of pot making before the
invention of the potter’s wheel. In the absence
of the potters’ wheel in this period, this meth-
od, resulting in deep impressions on pot bases,
might have enabled potters to shape their ves-
sels more efficiently than the method that did
not employ coasters made from old mats, bas-
kets, or woolen cloth.

Cloth Impressions

No actual evidence, such as a piece of wool-
len cloth, was found during the archaeological
excavations at Giilpinar. Thus, our information
regarding weaving activities come from indi-
rect evidence such as the negative impressions
observed on pot bases. Indeed, negative im-
pressions of woollen cloth could be identified
on the bases of three different pots (Figs. 3-4).
The plain weaving technique was predomi-
nantly preferred in the production of cloth or
woven textiles in these three examples. It is
a very elementary technique in which single
warps and wefts pass over and under each oth-

Woollen Cloth 3(0,8%) - 3(0,3%)
Coiled Mat - 3(0,5%) 3(0,3%)
Twill-Plaited Mat 346 (97,5%) 583 (97,5%) 929 (97,1%)
Basket 4(1,1%) 8(1,3%) 12 (1,3%)
Tree Leaf - 8(1,3%) 8 (0,8%)
Fingerprint 2 (0,6%) - 2(0,2%)
Total 355 602 957
Table 1. Tabulation of the number of impressed pot bases by phases at Gilpinar.

impressions of mats or woven cloth on the bas-
es of pots. In the second approach, the negative
impressions of mats and baskets or woven cloth
result from their use as primitive turntables.
That is to say, potters form their vessels either
on old rectangular or circular coiled mats or
on a piece of old woolen cloth to prevent the
wet clay from sticking to the ground during the

1 Takaoglu 2006.

2 Takaoglu and Ozdemir 2018: 481.
3 Ozdemir 2013: 68.

4 Ozdemir 2007; 2013.

er at a 90-degree angle in a 1/1 interval. This
technique is so far represented by only three
examples at Giilpinar, all coming from phase
II. Such vessels were probably formed on a
piece of woven cloth to prevent wet clay from
sticking to the ground, unless these woven
cloth pieces were used as a form of primitive
turn table. The supporting evidence is that the
protrusions left on the edges of the pot base af-
ter removal of the woollen cloth were smoothed
over by pressing on them with fingers. Threads
made of wool appear to have been loosely wo-
ven in these examples.



2021/1

Actual archaeological evidence for wool-
len cloth of wool or linen made by the plain
weave technique has been attested in Anatolia
at Neolithic sites pre-dating Giilpinar. Actual
remains of woollen cloth came to light at sites
such as Catalhdyiik, Cayonii, and Ulucak. At
Catalhdyiik, the fragmental remains indicate
that cloth woven from wool was also used to
wrap the corpse in burials placed under the
low platforms of shrines and rooms of houses
representing Level VI,5 while traces of woven
linen cloth were identified on a bone sickle in
the Cell Building Phase at Cayonii.¢ Neolithic
Level Vb of Ulucak in western central-western
Anatolia also yielded a piece of woven cloth
made of wool in a plain weave attached to a
figurine,” Impressions of plain weaving, main-
ly of wool, are quite widely attested in several
Neolithic Aegean sites, including Sitagroi in
northern Greece, Alimnia on Rhodes, Skoteini
Cave on Tharrounia, Athens, and Kephala on
Keos.?

Mat Impressions

Mats are basically two-dimensional or flat
items used mainly for covering the floors of
houses in prehistoric times. Although plait-
ing was also used in the production of three-
dimensional items like baskets, containers, and
bags, it was chiefly used for two-dimensional
items such as floor mats, wall hangings, and
screens. At Giilpinar, twill plaiting and coiling
appear to have been the two methods adopted
at the site for constructing the mats. Among
these two techniques, the coiling method was
casually utilized at the site.

Coiled mats are made by taking a long bundle
of grass or straw and coiling it around and
around upon itself in a spiral, each new turn
of the coil is attached to the preceding one by
being sewn on with stitches. Although the coil-
ing method was often used in the production of
three-dimensional items such as baskets, con-
tainers, bags, and hats, archaeological evidence

5 Ryder 1965.
6 Erim-Ozdogan 2012: 216, Fig 61.
7 Cilingiroglu et al. 2012: 149.

8 Adovasio and Illingworth 2003: 254, Pl. 6.19; Sampson
1987: 81-82, 184, Pl. 45; 1993: 352, Pls. 180-82; Im-
merwahr 1971: 5-6, 23, Pl. 1.6; Carrington-Smith
1977: 115, Pls. 90-91.
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shows that coiled matting was seldom used at
Giilpinar in the production of two-dimensional
objects such as coasters. Negative impressions
of coiled matting have so far been identified on
the base of only three vessels, all representing
phase I1I at Giilpinar (Figs. 5-6). It is also diffi-
cult to know whether these examples of coiled
mats were once the base of baskets. It is pos-
sible that the coiled basketry in the base of bas-
kets might have been re-used as coasters when
the sides were damaged. Examination of these
three pot bases indicate that the clay was placed
on a circular coiled mat so that it could easily
be rotated by hand on the ground. This type of
base allowed the potter to turn the pot around
as the work progressed. A slightly thicker knot
in the center of the coiled mat prevents continu-
ous contact with the ground surface, so that it
acts like a primitive form of turntable for the
manufacture of large bowls and jars.

In the case of Example 4, the circular mat base
on which the foundations were laid is of the
same diameter as the intended base of the jar.
This is clear because the center of the negative
impression of coiled matting matches the cen-
ter of the pot base on which impressions were
found. One may argue in this context that the
diameter of the circular mat on which the clay
was shaped determined the diameter of the in-
tended pot. If the potter had formed the clay
on a large circular mat, then the center of the
mat would have been further from the center
of the pot base. One may also expect that this
allowed the potter to carry the newly formed
pot on the drying area together with this cir-
cular mat base in order to prevent the pot from
sticking to the ground while drying before it
was fired. However, since each time a given
pot was formed the circular mat had to be re-
moved from the base in order to be used for the
production of another the freshly formed pots
were probably not left on a circular mat to dry
before firing.

The use of circular mats as primitive potters’
turntables was suggested for pre-Dynastic
Egypt.® In addition, G.M. Crowfoot (1934),
who examined mat-making and basketry tradi-
tions in Palestinian villages in the 1930s, also
pointed out that a circular coiled mat was ideal

9 Lucas 1962; Johnston 1974: 93.
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for use as a primitive turntable.l% She also stat-
ed that this was a practice which had roots way
back in the past.

Archaeological evidence for coiled matting has
been attested at several Anatolian Neolithic
sites pre-dating the examples from Giilpinar,
including Catalhdyiik and Domuztepe.!! Pots
with negative impressions of coiled matting
are also common at several Aegean Neolithic
sites contemporary with Giilpinar. Regarding
the prehistoric Aegean, Myres was the first to
consider the possibility that pots were formed
on circular coiled mats of the same size as the
intended base.!? The negative impression of
coiled mats observed on the bases of vessels
from Saliagos was thought to have resulted
from their placement on circular mats to dry
before they were fired.!13 Several other Aegean
Neolithic sites with evidence for pot bases with
negative imprints of coiled matting are Athens,
Sitagroi, Skoteini Cave at Tharrounia, and
Kephala on Keos.14

Besides the coiling method, twill-plaited mat-
ting was commonly preferred at phase Il and
III at Giilpinar (Figs. 7-13). In twill plaiting,
single elements pass over each other in a 2/2
interval. Bases with negative impressions of
twill plaiting are often characterized by a diag-
onal pattern made by a shift in the grouping of
warp elements as the weft was plaited through.
It appears that wheat stalks formed the main
material used in twill-plaited mat making at
Gilpinar, though reeds that look like Juncus
sp., Scirpus sp. and Typha sp., were also used,
judging by the impressions on pot bases. The
wheat stalks or reeds might have been soaked
to make them more flexible before the plaiting
process.

Examples 22 and 23 (Figs. 10-11), which be-
longed to four-footed small bowls, demonstrate
that bowls were first shaped on a twill-plaited

10 Crowfoot 1934.

11 Mellaart 1967: 198, Pl. 119; Wendrich 2006; 2007:
231; Carter et al. 2003.

12 Myres 1898: 179.

13 Evans and Renfrew 1968: 71, pl. 55.

14 Labriola 2008: 316; Immerwahr 1971: 5, 6, 23, Pl. 1:6;
Adovasio and Illingworth 2003: 253, Pl. 6.14; Sampson
1993: 352, Pl. 178-79, 182-85, 298; Carrington-Smith
1977: 119.

ADerg XXVI

mat before the feet were attached to the base.
Another possibility is that the freshly-shaped
bowls were placed on a mat to dry before the
four feet were attached to the base.

Negative impressions of twill-plaited mat-
ting have been reported from various sites in
Anatolia either on pot bases, clay balls, mud-
bricks or fragments of beaten earth from floors
during the Neolithic period, including Cayonii,
Catalhoyiik, Hacilar, Ulucak, and Asagi
Pinar.!s Besides Anatolia, early evidence rep-
resenting the use of mat impressed pot bases
in the sixth millennium BC were also reported
from Northern Greece and Turkish Thrace at
such sites as Asag1 Pinar, Anza, Karanovo, Nea
Nikomediea, and Servia.l¢

Several excavated sites from the fifth millen-
nium B.C. in western Anatolia that could tem-
porally be placed in the Middle Chalcolithic
period have yielded pot bases with negative
impressions of twill-plaited mats. These sites,
other than Giilpinar, include Besik-Sivritepe
and Cine-Tepecik.!” Nearly all the pots bear
negative impressions of twill-plaited mats at
both Early Chalcolithic 1 period (phase II) and
Middle Chalcolithic (phase III) at Giilpinar.
However, phase III at Ulucak is one of those
rare places in western Anatolia which yields
evidence for pot bases with impressions of
twill-plaited mats during the early Chalcolithic
1 period.!$ The Early Chalcolithic 1 fill at
phase III of Ulucak has four radiocarbon dates
ranging from 5670 to 5470 BC.1° This would
indicate that mats made by employing twill-
plaiting were known and practiced continuous-
ly in western Anatolia from the Early Neolithic
period to the end of the Middle Chalcolithic pe-
riod. Another curious, recently found pottery
assemblage which could be ascribed to Early
Chalcolithic was recorded during excavations

15 Erim-Ozdogan 2012: 83, Fig. 42; Mellaart 1963: Fig.
6; Wendrich 2007: 235; Mellaart 1970: Fig. 189a; Ci-
lingiroglu and Cilingiroglu 2007: 3.

16 Ozdogan 2007: Fig. 424; 2013: Fig. 126-127; Mock
1976: Fig. 64; Seebacher 1997: PL. 96-97; Pyke And
Yiouni 1996: 61; Perles 2001: 243, 245, Fig. 11.5;
Ridley And Wadle 1979: 193; Carrington-Smith
2000: 240, P1. 4.21-4.22.

17 Gabriel 2014: P1. 9; Giinel 2014: 87.

18 Cevik 2018: 508, Fig. 52.6.

19 Cevik 2018: 508, Tab. 52.1.
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at Ege Giibre near Ulucak in the Izmir region.
Several pot bases with negative impressions of
twill-plaited mats were identified there.20

Pot bases with twill-plaited mats appear to
have been very common among fifth millen-
nium BC sites on the Aegean islands as well.
Their presence was reported from such loca-
tions as Ftelia on Mykonos, the Cave of the
Cyclops on Youra, Aghio Gala Lower Cave on
Chios, Tigani on Samos, Kalythies on Rhodes,
Partheni on Leros, Skoteini Cave on Euboia,
Giali on Nisiros, and Saliagos near Antiparos.?!
Sites such as Sitagroi and Servia have also pre-
sented evidence regarding the use of twill-plait-
ed mats in the form of negative impressions on
pot bases during this period.22 This similarity
is no coincidence when one considers a cer-
tain likeness between the pottery assemblages
of western Anatolian sites and the Aegean is-
lands. It is now well established that the fifth
millennium BC experienced a rise in the level
of cultural interactions within the Aegean re-
gion, as seen in the movement of marble, metal,
and obsidian artifacts, if not pottery and tex-
tiles themselves.

Basket Impressions

A basket is defined here in the sense of a three-
dimensional container made by weaving togeth-
er flexible materials, such as twigs, rushes, or
thin strips of wood, in order to separate baskets
from the two-dimensional mats used to cover
floors or serve as partitions in houses. Nearly a
dozen pots bases attest to knowledge of basket-
ry at Giilpinar (31-34). These impressions could
have belonged to damaged baskets the bases
of which were apparently reused as coasters
in pot shaping. Examination of available pot
base fragments with deep impressions of bas-
kets uncovered during excavations at phases 11
and III exhibit no sign of high craftsmanship
in the basket-making techniques (e.g., Fig. 14).
Among nearly a dozen identifiable examples,

20 Yazic1 2009: Pl. 16.

21 Sampson 2002: 89, Pl. 17.1; Sampson 2008: 57; Fur-
ness 1956: 197, PI. 21.7; Heidenreich 1935/36: 139, Pl
35.2-3; Sampson 1987: 30; 90, 185, Fig. 48.A; Mari
1993: 198, Figs 194-5; Sampson 1988: 101, Figs 83-5,
115, 120, 155-6, Fig. 68.B, 261; Evans and Renfrew
1968: 71, P1. 55.6—11.

22 Adovasio and Illingworth 2003: Pls. 6.15-6.17; Carrington-
Smith 2000: P1. 4.23.
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there is also no evidence for the presence of a
special type of pot that was formed in the bas-
ket itself, as identified at Giali on Nisiros.23

Leaf Impressions

In addition to pot bases with impressions of wo-
ven cloth, mats, and baskets, nearly a dozen ex-
amples of pot bases with negative impressions
of tree leaves have also been identified during
the excavations at Giilpinar (35-41), (Fig. 15). It
is likely that the potter fashioned the wet clay
on a fresh leaf to prevent the wet clay sticking
to the ground during the first steps of pot mak-
ing.24 The overall appearance, with a promi-
nent median vein in the center and two lateral
veins, indicate that these impressions may have
belonged to either vine or poplar (Populus alba)
leaves. The deep impressions on the bases ap-
pear to show that the smooth side of the select-
ed leaf was intentionally placed downwards on
the ground. Example 43, bearing impressions
of a partially overlapping piece of twill-plaited
mat and a tree leaf, shows that potters some-
times employed both tree leaves and pieces of
old mats to shape the clay into pots or to leave
them on some suitable material to dry before
firing (Fig. 16).

There is a widespread tradition of potters us-
ing leaves during the fashioning of the wet clay
on leaves in the Early Bronze Age Aegean. Pot
bases with impressions of leaves have been re-
corded at numerous sites on the Aegean islands
dating to the Early Bronze Age, including
Chalandriani on Syros, Markiani on Amorgos,
Dhaskalio Kavos, Keros, Paros, Naxos, Aghios
Sostis on Siphnos, and Dokathismata on
Amorgos.2> Prior to the Early Bronze Age,
leaf impressions have also been attested in the
Final Neolithic site of Kephala on Keos among
the Aegean islands.26 The discovery of pot
bases with negative impressions in phase III at
Glilpinar now indicates that this practice had it
roots more than a millennium earlier in north-
western Anatolia.

23 Sampson 1988: 115, 120, 155-56.
24 Ozdemir (Ayse) 2015: 34, 35.

25 Renfrew (J.) 2006: 196, Pl. 48; 2007: Fig. 6.30,
10.16/141; Tsountas 1898: 133, 184; Renfrew 2006: 196.

26 Carrington-Smith 1977: P1. 90k.
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Rope Impression

A single example of the base of a small jar from
phase III preserves a cross-tied rope impres-
sion (Fig. 17).

Finger Impressions

Archaeological sites seldom leave us evidence
of pots bearing fingerprints in order to gain an
insight into gender-based tasks related to pot
making activities. Pottery clay has suitable
properties for preserving finger imprints, par-
ticularly when transforming the wet clay into
the intended form. In cases where finger im-
prints on newly-shaped pots were not smoothed
away before the drying and firing stages, one
may find instances of finger and palm impres-
sions.. Several pot sherds uncovered in phase
II at Giilpinar preserve the fingerprints on the
base of the pot. These pieces from Giilpinar
have not yet been subjected to epidermal ridge
analysis to determine the gender of the produc-
ers.2’ Figure 18 illustrates the base fragment of
a footed bowl that surprisingly presents the fin-
gerprints of a potter (45).28

Discussion of Evidence

The results of the evaluation of pot bases hav-
ing negative impressions of woven cloth, mats,
baskets, tree leaves, and rope from phases I
and III at Giilpinar provides insights into one
way that organic materials may have been uti-
lized during the technological process related
to the forming of pots. The finds from Gtilpinar
demonstrate that pieces of old woollen cloth,
pieces of mats, and parts of damaged baskets
could have been used as a form of coaster in the
shaping of the clay during pot-making. Visual
examination of the impressions shows that
different types of raw materials that could be
gathered with little effort from the immediate
vicinity of the site were used to make the mats
at the site. In addition to wheat stalks, Juncus
sp., Scirpus sp. and Typha sp. can still be found
today within walking distance of the site. One
can, surmise, however, that mat-making could
have been a seasonal activity carried out at
times when the raw materials were plentiful in
the immediate vicinity.

27 Bennison-Chapman and Hager 2018.
28 Ozdemir (Ayse) 2015: 35.
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The fact that most pot bases bear negative im-
pressions of mats leads one to consider that
mat making could have been among the most
common craft activities at the site. Analysis of
worked bone assemblage from Giilpinar dem-
onstrates that certain tool types found in both
phase II and phase III could be linked to mat
making activities. Faint negative impressions
of mats identified on the earthen floors inside
certain rooms seem to indicate that one way the
mats were used at Giilpinar was as a floor cov-
ering. The inhabitants may have also covered
the raised platforms with clay plastered tops in
several rooms belonging to phase I1I, although
no traces of this were recognized due to the
poorly-preserved condition of the clay plaster.
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Fig. 1. Map locating Giilpinar and other majér Chalcolithic sites in the Troad (Drawing: Abdulkadir Ozdemir)

Fig. 2. A group of pot bases bearing negative impressions of mats and woollen cloths
from phases Il and Ill (Photo: Abdulkadir Ozdemir)
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Fig. 3
Pot bases with negative impressions
of woollen cloths of plain weaving
technique from phase Il (1-3) (Photo:
Abdulkadir Ozdemir)

Fig. 4

Pot bases with nega-
tive impressions of
woolen cloth made
in plain weave, phase
11 (1-3) (Drawing: C.
Yavsan)

Fig. 5. Pot bases with negative impressions of coiled Fig. 6.. Pot bases with negative impressions of coiled
matting from phase Il (4-5) (Photo: Abdulkadir Ozdemir) matting from phase lll (4-5) (Drawing: C. Yavsan)
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Fig. 7. Pot bases bearing negative impressions of mats made of twill-plaiting tecnique from phase Il
(6-11) and phase Il (12-21) (Photo: Abdulkadir Ozdemir)
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Fig. 8. Pot bases with negative impressions of twill-plaited matting from phase Il (6-11) and phase Il

(12-21) (Drawing: C. Yavsan)
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Fig. 9. Pot bases with negative impressions of twill-plaited matting from phase Il (6-11) and
phase Il (12-21) (Photo: Abdulkadir Ozdemir)

Fig. 10. Base fragments of four-footed bowls negative impressions of mats made by
twill-plaiting technique from phase Il (22-23) (Photo: Abdulkadir Ozdemir)
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Fig. 11. Base fragments of four-footed bowls from phase Il (22-23) and necked-jar bases bearing ne-
gative impressions of mats made by twill-plaiting technique from phase Il (24-25) (Drawing: C. Yavsan)
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Fig. 12.
Bases of necked-jars with impressions of
twill-plaited mats, phase Ill (24-25) (Photo:
Abdulkadir Ozdemir)

24

Fig. 13. Pot bases with negative impressions of twill-plaited matting from phase lll (26-30) (Photo: Abdulkadir Ozdemir)
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5cm.

Fig. 14. Fragments of pot bases with negative impressions of baskets from phase Il (31) and phase Il
(32-34) (Photo: Abdulkadir Ozdemir)

41 42

Fig. 15. Fragments of pot bases with negative impressions of tree leaves from phase lll (35-42) (Photo: Ayse Ozdemir)



64 Abdulkadir Ozdemir-Ayse Ozdemir ADerg XXVI

Fig. 16. Base of a jar with impressions of both a tree leaf Fig. 17. Base of a small jar with cross tied rope impressi-
and a mat, phase Ill (43) (Photo: Ayse Ozdemir) ons, phase lll (44) (Photo: Ayse Ozdemir)

Fig. 18. Base of a four-footed bowl with finger impressi-
ons, phase Il (45) (Photo: Ayse Ozdemir)
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Tun¢ Cag1 Kili¢ Topuzlart: Maydos Kilisetepe’den Iki
Miken Ornegi
[BRONZE AGE SWORD POMMELS: TWO MYCENAEAN EXAMPLES
FROM MAYDOS KiLISETEPE]

A. Onur BAMYACI-Meral BASARAN MUTLU

Anahtar Kelimeler

Maydos Kilisetepe, Tung Cagi, Miken, Kili¢ Topuzu.

Keywords
Maydos Kilisetepe, Bronze Age, Mycenaean, Sword Pommel.

OZET

Maydos Kilisetepe'nin Va evresinde (MO 1500-1300) mermerden iiretilmis kiiresel formlu iki adet tas bu-
luntu dikkat cekmektedir. Ele gecen buluntularin saft deligi oyuntusu, karsilikli iki kenarinda birer per¢in
deligi olmasi ve Ege Diinyasit’'nda benzer drneklerin bulunmast nedeniyle bu buluntularin ¢ok az sayt ile
temsil edilen kili¢ ya da kamalara ait topuz olduklarina karar verilmigtir. Piiriizsiiz ve olduk¢a iyi parlak
yiizeyli buluntularin benzerleri Bati Anadolu’da Troia ve Beycesultan yerlesmelerinden bilinmektedir.
MO 2. binyihn ikinci yarisinda Ege ile kiiltiirel iliskilerin kaniti olarak kabul edilen Yunanistan’da bircok
kazida ele gegen Miken tipi kili¢ ve kamalarda gériilen, Maydos ile benzer tipteki tinik topuz ornekleri
Maydos Kilisetepe’de olasi bir Miken etkinliginin variigini akla getirmistir. Bu ¢alismada bir yandan
Maydos’ta ele gegen kili¢ topuzlar: tamitilirken diger yandan Anadolu ve Ege’de goriilen Tung Cagi ki-
higlarimin ve ¢ogunlukla mezarlarda bulunan, bir cesit prestij veya statii nesnesi kabul edilen kili¢ ve
kamalarin tamamlayici bir eklentisi olan mermer, fildisi, dag kristali gibi donemin begenisine hitap eden
ve pek ¢ok yerlesim i¢in egzotik olabilecek malzemeden iiretilen kili¢ topuzlarmmin kronolojik ve tipolojik
ozellikleri 6zetlenmigtir.

ABSTRACT

Two spherical marble stone finds are remarkable in Level Va of Maydos Kilisetepe (1500-1300 BC). These
artifacts were assumed to be possible pommels belonging to weapons such as swords and bronze dag-
gers, exemplified by very few examples, the presence of the shaft hole and rivet holes on each side, and
very similar examples found around the prehistoric sites of the Aegean. Like these pommels, it is known
from the bronze age levels of the bronze age with a smooth and shiny view, is known from the bronze age
levels of Troia and Beycesultan in Western Anatolia. In the second half of the 2nd millennium BC, such
as unusual pommels seen on the handles of Mycenaean type swords and daggers found in various settle-
ments and graves in Greece, which are recognized as evidence of cultural contacts across the Aegean,
indicate the presence of possible Mycenaean activity in Maydos Kilisetepe. In this study, the function of
sword pommels, which were made from rare and exotic raw materials such as marble, ivory, mountain
crystal, which are mounted on sword and dagger handles, was mostly found in tombs. Therefore, they are
considered to be a kind of prestige or status object. These artifacts represent the wealth of the elites and
can be foreign to many settlements that are rarely seen in western Anatolia and the Aegean. In addition,
the chronological and typological development of Bronze Age swords and pommels found in Aegean and
Anatolia is briefly evaluated.



66 A.Onur Bamyaci-Meral Basaran Mutlu

GIRIS

Maydos Kilisetepe Hoyiigii, Canakkale ili Ecea-
bat ilgesinde, Canakkale Bogazi’nin Avrupa ki-
yisinda Gelibolu Yarimadasi’nda yer almaktadir
(Fig. 1). i1k olarak 1986! yilinda tespit edilen ho-
yiikte ilk sistematik kazilar 2010 yilinda bagla-
mis olup hdyiigiin MO 3. binden MS 20. yiizyilin
baslarina kadar farkl kiiltiirler tarafindan iskan
edilmis ¢ok katmanli bir kiy1 yerlesimi oldugu
anlagilmigtir.2 Devam eden Maydos Kilisetepe
Hoytigii kazisinda suana kadar tespit edilen en
erken donem MO 3. binyil sonuna ait olup top-
lam 8 kiiltiir tabakasi tespit edilmistir. Hoytikte
tespit edilen Tun¢ Cagina ait tabakalar; May-
dos VIII ETC III, Maydos VII Erken Orta Tung
Cagi1, Maydos VI Ge¢ Orta Tung Cagi, Maydos
V GTC, Maydos IV GTC- Erken Demir Cagi ile
temsil edilmektedir.? Canakkale Bogazi kiyisin-
daki elverigli konumu ve olasi liman1 sayesinde
kiltiirlerarasi iletisim aglarinin ve deniz ticaret
rotalarinin ugrak duragi tizerinde yer alan yerles-
mede, bir yandan MO 2. biny1l boyunca baskin
bir sekilde Kuzeybati Anadolu mimari ve sera-
mik gelenegi varken diger yandan yabanci kiiltiir
ogeleri de goriilmektedir.

Maydos’un ozellikle V. tabakasinda yogun ol-
makla birlikte Tun¢ Cagi tabakalar1 boyunca
Kuzeybat1 Anadolu kiiltiirline yabancit malze-
menin ele gegmesi hdyligiin Giineydogu Avrupa
kiltirleri ile baglantisini ortaya koymaktadir.4
Maydos V’in yerlesim 6zellikleri genel itibariyle
MO 2. biny1l bagindan itibaren uygulanan plan
ve tekniklerin devami niteligindedir. Maydos
V’te VIl’den itibaren kullanilan dairesel planl
bir yerlesimin etrafi boyunca yan yana dizilen

1 Ozdogan 1986: 51-66.
2 Sazc12013; Sazei ve Bagaran-Mutlu 2018; Saze1 2020.
3 Basaran-Mutlu 2019b: Fig. 2.

4 V. tabakada Giineydogu Avrupa kiiltiirleri ile baglant1
kurulan buluntular igerisinde alt tabakalardan devam
eden Teselya ve Makedonya’dan Trakya’ya ve Kuzey
Ege Adalarr'na kadar yayilan lades kemigi kulplu
canak pargalari, Trakya’dan bilinen parmak baskili
kaplar ile bu tabakada ortaya ¢ikan Transilvanya ve
Asag1 Tuna Bélgesi’nden bilinen inkruste bezemeli
seramikler ve el yapimi agkili kaplar, Makedonya’dan
Orta Avrupa ve Transilvanya Bolgesi'ne kadar nehir
yollar1 kenarindaki yerlesmelerde goriilen mimari kap-
lamalar yer almaktadir. Ayn1 zamanda Karadeniz’in
kuzeyi Asagi Tuna Bolgesi ile iligkilendirilen asa
baslar1 yine V. tabakada goriilen bir buluntu grubudur.
Bkz. Basaran-Mutlu 2018; Basaran-Mutlu 2019b; Ba-
saran-Mutlu 2020a,b; Sazc1 ve Basaran-Mutlu 2020.
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mekanlar, mimari dgeler ve teknikler s6z konu-
sudur.5 Bunun yani sira Maydos V’in bat1 yama-
cinda Giineydogu Avrupa ile kurulan iletisimin
etkileri goriilmektedir. Maydos V’in ilk iki ev-
resi kiiltiirlerarasi iletigimin yogun bir bigimde
yasandigi ve ticaret aglarina olasi bir liman ola-
rak hizmet verdigi bir dénemi yansitmaktadir.
MO 1500’lerde yasanan bir yanginin ardindan
yerlesim diizeni ve beraberinde Giineydogu Av-
rupa ile kurulan ticaret agi organizasyonunun
bozuldugu tespit edilmistir. Ardindan Maydos
V’in son evresi oldugu anlasilan Va evresinde ise
MO 1300/1200 yillarina kadar diizenli bir yerle-
sim planlamasindan ¢ok, gecici veya zayif yasam
izleri saptanmistir. Diger yandan Maydos Va ev-
resinde Ege, Anadolu ve Balkan izleri tasiyan bu-
luntular goriilmeye devam etmektedir. MO 1500
ile 1300/1200 y1llar1 arasindaki bir zaman arali-
gina karsilik gelen Va evresinin Troia VI’nin geg
evresi ile cagdas oldugu goriilmektedir.

Tun¢ Cagrnmin Onemli giiclerinden biri olan
Mikenler’in Anadolu’daki varlig1 genellikle mi-
mari, seramik ve mezar buluntular ile az sayida
ele gecen kilig, kama gibi metal silahlar bagla-
minda yapilan degerlendirmeler ile kanitlanma-
ya ¢alisilmistir. Maydos Va evresinde ele gecen
ve mermerden iretilmis ve gilinlik kullanima
uygun olmayan objeler bu baglamda dikkat ¢e-
kicidir. Yapilan degerlendirmeler ile topuz olarak
tanimlanan bu buluntular Anadolu’da az &rnek
ile temsil edilmektedir. Metal silah iiretiminin
karmagik tiretim siirecleri, teknikleri ve ¢ok ¢e-
sitli metal alagimlari, fonksiyonel tasarimlari ve
tipolojileri ile olduk¢a kapsamli bir terminoloji
ve tanimlamaya sahip olan kiliglar® arkeolojik
literatiirde hanger, kama, kisa kili¢ ve kilig ola-
rak adlandirilmaktadir. Ele gecen kilig, kama
gibi metal silahlarin su ana kadar topuzlari ile
gegmemis olmamasi ve pek bilinen bir buluntu
grubu olmayan bu objelerin ortak terminolojik
adlandirmasinda topuz terimi tercih edilmistir.
Calismada oncelikle Anadolu ve Ege’de gorii-
len Tung Cag1 kiliglarinin ve kili¢ topuzlarinin
kronolojik ve tipolojik ozellikleri ele alinacak
daha sonra Maydos kili¢ topuzlarinin tanitimi
yapilacaktir.

5 Basaran-Mutlu 2020a.
6 Yalcikli 1991; Altunkaynak 2016.
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Anadolu ve Ege’de Tun¢ Cagi Kiliclari

Onasya ve Ege Diinyas’’nda goriilen kiliglarin
ilk ortaya ¢ikis noktasi olarak kabul edilen Dogu
Anadolu Bolgesi hala gegerliligini korurken,
fonksiyonel olarak kesici bir metal silah olarak
degerlendirilen kiliglar ve kamalar ayni1 zamanda
sahip olduklari seckin ve 6zel formlari nedeniyle,
savas ve giiciin gostergesi gibi sembolik degerler
acisindan oldukca 6nemli bir buluntu grubunu
olusturmaktadir.

Kili¢ ve kamalar; metal hammaddeden tiretilen,
sivri uglu, iki yan1 keskin, liggen ve yassi bigim-
li omurgali namluya sahip, yekpare kendinden
kavramali ya da sonradan eklenen kabzaya sa-
hip taginabilir bir silah tiirii olarak nitelendiril-
mektedir.” Namlu uzunluklarina gére 36 cm. ve
altinda olan 6rnekler kama, 36-50 cm. arasinda
olan ornekler kisa kilig, 50 cm. ve lizerinde olan
ornekler ise kili¢ olarak siniflandirilmaktadir.
Bu buluntularin aralarindaki en temel fark nam-
lu uzunluklar1 olup namlu ve kabza diizenlemesi
benzerdir ve iki ana boliimden olugmaktadir. Bir
saldir1 silahi olarak kullanilan kiliglarin kesici
kenarlara sahip, kesme ve delme gorevini yeri-
ne getiren ana govdesi namlu, ana govdeyi el ile
tutmaya yarayan boliim ise kavrama ya da kabza
olarak adlandirilmaktadir (Fig. 2).8

Anadolu arkeolojisinde bakir ve tungtan iireti-
len kesici delici bir savas ara¢ gereci olan kilig-
lar bir¢ok kazi buluntusu ile ortaya konmustur.
Kiliglarin bilinen ilk érnekleri MO 4. binyilda
Dogu Anadolu Arslantepe® buluntulari ile temsil
edilmektedir. Arslantepe Ornekleri diginda Tii-
lintepe!0 kiliglar1 yine ayni donemde goriiliirken
MO 3. biny1l ortalarina kadar baska bir érnek he-
niiz ele gegmemistir. MO 3. bine tarihlenen kilig
buluntularin ele gectigi yerler ise Alacahdyiik!!
mezar buluntulari, Horoztepe!? ve Soli-Pom-
peiopolis!3 buluntulari ile temsil edilmektedir.

7 Gordon 1953: 67.
8 Altunkaynak 2016: 117.

9 Palmieri 1981:104, 109, Fig. 3, 1-4. VI A tabakasi
[T numarali yapida ele gegen dokuz adet kilig MO
3000’lere tarihlenmekte olup Onasya ve Ege diin-
yasinda goriilen en erken kili¢ tipleri olarak kabul
edilmektedir.

10 Yal¢in ve Yalgin 2009: 125-126, Fig. 3,1.
11 Kosay 1944: 118-120, Taf. 81,26.
12 Ozgiic-Akok 1958: 67, Taf. 18, 15.16.19.
13 Bittel 1940: 189, Taf. 4 Nr.S3413.
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Anadoluw’da bu déneme kadar goriilen MO 4. bin-
yil kili¢ 6rnekleri ve, Alacahdyiik’te ele gegen ii¢
kilicin iiretim teknikleri ve arsenikli bakirdan
iretilmeleri nedeniyle yeterince saglam olma-
yIp savag ara¢ gereci yerine sembolik degerlere
sahip prestij nesnesi 6zelligi sergiledikleri diisii-
niilmektedir.14 Diger yandan Ikiztepe buluntula-
r1 i¢erisinde arsenikli bakirdan tiretilmis mizrak
ucu, kilig gibi silahlarin varhigi bilinmektedir.!5
Ikiztepe iskeletlerinde sik rastlanan kafa yara-
lanmalarinda goriilen kesici izlerin yerlesimde
ele gecen silah dlgiileri ve morfolojileri ile ortiis-
mesi, arsenikli bakirin savas araci olarak kulla-
niminin miimkiin oldugunu géstermektedir.!6

Ege Diinyasi’'nda Orta Tung Cagi ile birlikte ki-
liglarin yayginlagsmaya basladig1 goriilmektedir.
Diger yandan MO 2. binyil éncesi kilig 6rnekleri-
nin tamamina yakininin ilk kez Dogu Anadolu’da
goriilmesi ve devaminda Anadolu’nun giiney ki-
yilarinal” kadar dagilim géstermesi Ege kiligla-
rinin ortaya ¢ikis kdkeninin Anadolu olabilecegi
fikrini 6n plana ¢ikarmast ile dikkat ¢ekicidir.!8

Ege Diinyasr’'nda ozellikle MO 2. binde Girit
Adasr'nda Minos kiiltiirii ve Yunanistan ana-
karasinda Miken kiiltlirine ait yerlesimlerde
goriilen ve Ege tipi olarak adlandirilan kiligla-
rin!® geligim bolgesi olarak Girit Minos Uygar-
lig1 gosterilmektedir.20 Minos’da goriilen A tipi
Ege kiliglarinin namlu uzunluklar: tipik olarak
70-100 cm. arasinda degismektedir. Bu tip kilig-
lar omuz kismindan asagi dogru sivrilen namlu

14 Gernez 2007: 442; Klimscha 2018: 222.
15 Bilgi 1999.
16 Erdal 2011: 74.

17 Karain kazi ekibi tarafindan Kiligini Magarasi’'nda
1993 yilinda ele gegen metal kili¢ 6rnegi bu dagili-
min en 6nemli gostergelerinden biridir. Bkz. Keskin
2019.

18 Keskin 2019: 84.

19 Sandars 1961. Sandars tipolojik siniflandirmasinda
Ege kilig tipleri i¢in harf sirasini takip eden bir sistem
kullanmigtir. Bu nedenle bu calisma igerisinde Ege
tipi kiliclardan bahsedilirken A tipi, B tipi tarzi sinif-
landirma adlar1 kullanilmaya devam edilmistir.

20 Orta Minos III ve Ge¢ Minos I Dénemi’nde Mesara’da
bulunan Arkalochori Kutsal Magarasi’'nda ¢ok sayida
ele gecen adak esyalar1 olarak nitelendirilen seremo-
ni kiliglar1 bu goriisiin ana ¢ikis noktast olarak ka-
bul edilmektedir. Girit’te bulunan Ege tipi kiliglarin
Miken Kuyu Mezarlarinda bulunan buluntulardan en
az ylizy1l dncesine tarihlenmesi ile ilgili goriisler bu
durumu desteklemektedir. Bkz. Sandars 1961: 18; Lo-
rimer 1950: 262.
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kismu ile karakterize olup, omuz kismi oval ya-
pilt olup kisa, ince bir sap ¢ikintisina sahiptir.
Ayrica omuz ve sap ¢ikintist iizerinde yer alan
percin delikleri ile olasilikla organik kokenli bir
kabzaya sabitlenmektedirler. B tipi Ege kiligla-
r1 ise A tipi Minos kiliglar ile ¢agdas olup ele
gegen Ornekler Miken Kuyu Mezarlarindan gel-
mektedir. Bu tip kiliglar A tipi kiliglari ile benzer
Olgiilere sahip olup koseli namlu omuzlari, sap
cikintilarinin uzatilmis dil seklinde olmalar ile
karakterize olur. Koseli tiggen formlu namlu asa-
g1 dogru daralan ve sivrilen bir yapidadir.2! ilk
ornekleri A ve B tipi olarak siniflandirilan Ege
tipi kiliglar abartili namlu uzunluklari, giiclii
namlu boliimleri, namlu bolimii ile kabza boli-
miinilin birlestirilmesine olanak saglayan perg¢in
delikleri, sap ¢ikintilari, degerli hammaddeler-
den tretilmis kabza bitiminde yer alan topuzlar
ile benzer karakteristik Ozellikler sergilemek-
tedir. 22 Uzunluklar1 nedeniyle ideal denge ve
ergonomide olmadig1 goriilen bu tip kiliglarin
aktif olarak yakin doviiste savas ara¢ gereci ola-
rak kullanimina siiphe ile yaklagilmistir.23 Bu
tip kiliglarin ilk Ornekleri Girit Adasi’nda Orta
Minos Il dénemine tarihlenen Mallia ve Yuna-
nistan anakarasinda Miken Kuyu Mezarlari’'nda
ele gegmistir.24 Namlu ve kabza kaplamalarinda
olduke¢a seckin bir siislemeye sahip olan bu ki-
liglarin  Arkalokhori’de ele gegen Orneklerinde
pergin deliklerine rastlanilmamaktadir.25 Kilig
kabzalar1 ise namlulara per¢inlerle tutturulmus
olup namlular genellikle altin kaplama, perginler
ise glimiis kaplama olup kabza kaplamalar1 kris-
tal ve fildisi topuzlarla sonlanan iinik 6rneklerle

21 Molloy 2010: 404.

22 Sandars’a gore Ege kiliglarinin ii¢ ana karakteristik
0zelligi namlu uzunlugu, namlunun tam ortasindan
gegen cikintilt siskin omurga, namlu omuzunda yer
alan kenet/per¢in delikleridir. Bkz. Sandars 1961: 18.

23 Sandars 1961: 17. Olasilikla sembolik amaglar icin
iiretilen bu tip kiliglarin varlig1 Girit’te Mallia ve Ar-
kalochori buluntular ile temsil edilmektedir. Minos
Uygarligi'nda goriilen adak kiliclar1 geleneginin bu
tip kiliglarin varligi ile devam ettigi diistintilmektedir.

24 Schliemann kazilart sonucunda Miken Kuyu Mezar-
lar1 A ve B’de ele gegen kiliglar iyi korunmus drnekler
olup bazilarinin uzunluklar1 1 metreye kadar ulagmak-
tadir. Karo tarafindan yapilan tipolojik siniflandirma
ile A ve B tipi Ege Kiliclar1 olarak siniflandiriimig-
lardir. Bu kiliglari igerisinde ise A tipi, altin kaplama
namlusu ve fildisi topuz basina sahip Delta Kilict
dikkat cekmektedir. Bkz. Karo 1915: Taf. X VIII-XIX;
Karo 1930:200.

25 Sandars 1961: 17.
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temsil edilmektedirler.26

Ege kiliclarinda B tipi olarak smiflandirilan
ornekler ise erken donemde goriilen Minos ka-
malarinin gelismis versiyonlar1 olarak deger-
lendirilmektedir.2?” Erken Minos kamalarinin
en iyi ornekleri ise Giiney Girit’te Messara’da28
bulunmustur. Bu tip kamalarin en karakteristik
ozelligi omuz ya da namlu ¢ikintisinda pergin ke-
net deliklerinin kullanilmaya baslanmasidir. ilk
orneklerinin Girit Hagia Triada’da bulundugu ve
Orta Minos II donemine tarihlenen bu kamala-
rin Miken’de tam olarak gelisimini tamamladig:
diistiniilmektedir.

MO 15. yiizyilda Ege kilig tipolojisinde bir takim
yenilikler goriilmeye baslanir. Bu dénemde orta-
ya ¢ikan C tipi kiliglar, karakteristik olarak kab-
zanin avug i¢inden kayarak kesici namlunun eli
yaralamamasi i¢in omuz kisminin yukari dogru
uzatilarak boynuz seklinde ¢ikint1 yapmasi ile A
ve B tipi kiliglardan ayrilmaktadir.2® Bu ¢ikinti
namlu ile biitlinlesik olarak tek parga olarak do-
kiilmiis olup namlunun bitim noktasinda B tipi
kiliglarda oldugu gibi per¢in deliklerine sahip
sap kavrama yer almaktadir39. A ve B tipi kiliglar
kadar uzun namluya sahip olmayan C tipi kilig-
lar, namlu boyu ve denge noktasi ile 6n plana ¢ik-
maktadir. 3! Knossos, Mycenae, Prosymna gibi
yerlesimlerdeki mezar buluntulari ile temsil edi-
len Ci tipi kiliglar ise namlunun kabzaya sabitlen-
mesi ve slisleme amagl kullanilan per¢in delik-
lerine ek olarak kili¢ topuzunun kabza bitimine
glivenli bir sekilde sabitlenmesi i¢in kullanilan

26 Gordon 1953: 68. Altin ve fildisi gibi degerli egzotik
hammaddelerden siislemeye sahip kabza kaplamala-
r1 ise en iyi Mallia drneklerinde goriilmektedir. Bkz.
Evans 1921: 272, Fig. 162.

27 Sandars 1961: 23.

28 Kamalarin uzunluklar1 10-20 cm. arasinda degismek-
te olup, keskin ve ¢ikintili namlulart, iki perginli kab-
zalar1 ile tipolojik olarak kiliglardan ayrilmaktadir.
Bkz. Xanthoudides ve Droop 1924: Pl. LV; Sandars
1961: 20, P1. 16.3.

29 Bu ¢ikintinin amaci kilig veya kamanin kullanicinin
avug icinden kaymamasi ve namlunun kesici kenarla-
r1 tarafindan yaralanmamasi i¢in bir giivenlik 6nlemi
olarak degerlendirilmelidir.

30 Sandars 1963: 119.

31 Daha kisa namlu boyu ile kilicin denge noktasinin op-
timal seviyede olmasi ve namlunun kaymasini dnleyen
giivenlik 6nlemleri bu tip kiliglarin A ve B tipi gibi
sembolik amacl kiliclar olmadigini, fonksiyonel bir
savas silaht olarak kullanimlarini diisiindiirmektedir.
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yatay bir per¢in deligi ile ayrilmaktadir.3? (Fig.
3-4) Ege kili¢ tipolojisinde bir¢ok 6rnekte pergin
delikleri bulunmaktadir. Per¢in delikleri namlu
omuzunda ve sap dili ¢ikintisinda yer almakta
olup kabzalarin namlu govdesine sabitlenmesi
icin kullanilir. Diger yandan kili¢ topuzlarinin
kabza tepesine sabitlenmesi i¢inde yatay pergin
delikleri yapilmistir. Per¢in deliklerine sahip ki-
liglarin ise A, B, Ci, Cii, Di, Dii, Ei, Eii, F, G ve
H tipleri oldugu goriilmektedir. Sandars’in tipo-
lojisine gore Ege’de goriilen kiliglarin kronoloji-
sine bakildiginda; A tipi kiliglar yaklasik olarak
MO 1700, B tipi kiliglar MO 1600 araligina, C ve
D tipi kiliglar MO 1450’lere, E tipi kiliglar MO
1400-1250, F tipi kiliglar MO 1150, G tipi kiliglar
MO 1250-1150 arast doneme tarihlenmektedir
(Fig. 5). Diger yandan Avrupa kokenli Tung Cag1
kiliglar ise Naue II tip olarak siniflandirilmistir.
Namlu ve kabzalar1 yekpare halinde dokiilen bu
kiliglarin en karakteristik 6zelligi, namlu ve kab-
za birlestirilmesinde kullanilan pergin delikleri-
ne ihtiya¢ duyulmamasidir.33

Erken Tun¢ Cagi ile birlikte Anadolu’da go-
riilen MO 4. biny1l 6nciil kilig 6rneklerine ek
olarak MO 2. binde artan Miken etkisi ile bir-
likte Ege tipi kiliclarinda onemli bir artis
goriilmektedir. Bu donemle birlikte c¢ogun-
lugu bronz olan Ege tipi kiliglarinin B tipi-
ne ait ornekler Izmir,34 Mumcular,35 Milet,36
Kiiltepe,37 Bogazkdy-Hattusa,38 Corum,3° Bolu40
Kastamonu,*! Tokat#? ve Diyarbakir’da;* Di ti-
pine ait 6rnekler Panaztepe,** Burdur,4> Ulubu-

32 Sandars 1963: Pl. 21.

33 Sandars 1961; 1963; Molloy 2010:421. Ancak dikkat
¢ekici bir bigimde bu per¢in deliklerini taklit eden ek-
lentiler bulunmaktadir.

34 Sandars 1961: P1.19.7.

35 Miiller-Karpe 1994: 440—441, Abb. 1, 11.

36 Niemeier ve Niemeier 1997: 203, Abb.3, Taf.1c.
37 Erkanal 1977: 36, Fig. 12,28.

38 Ertekin ve Ediz 1993; Miiller-Karpe 1994: 434, Abb.
3a. b.

39 Miiller-Karpe 1994: 431-434, Abb.2,1.
40 Miiller-Karpe 1994: 442, Abb.5,1.

41 Unal 1999: 207-221, Fig.1.

42 Ozgﬁg 1978: 33, Res.82 Lev. 68,8.

43 Giiterbock 1965: 197, PL.XIII; Bittel 1976: 221, Abb.
255.

44 Ersoy 1988: 56, Fig. 3,1.
45 Miiller-Karpe 1994: 441.
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run Batig1#¢ ve Sak¢agozii'nde;*” H tipine ait Or-
nek Bergama’da,*® ele gegmistir. Ege tipi kiliglar
arasinda iyi korunmus ornekleri yansitan Tekir-
dag Sarkdy* ve Balikesirs? kiliglart MO 14.-13.
yy’da Anadolu’da az goriilen tipleri yansitmasi
bakimindan dikkat ¢eker. Diger yandan Efes
Miizesi’nde bulunan Bodrum3! kilic1 ise MO 2.
biny1l Anadolu-Ege arasi iliskilerin varligini des-
teklemesi ile 6nemli bir buluntudur (Fig. 6). A
tipi kiliglarinin kdkeninin Girit, B tipi kiliglarin
kokeninin ise Mycenae oldugu genel kabul edil-
mekle birlikte, B tipi kiliglara benzer Anadolu
orneklerinin ise bu tipin Onciisii olabilecegi ileri
stirilmektedir.>2 Anadolu’da goriilen az sayidaki
ornekler Mersin Yumuktepe,>3 Hatay Atchana>*
ile temsil edilmektedir.55 B tipi kiliglarin gelis-
kin formlar1 Girit’te bulunmayip yogun olarak
Argolis ve Mycenae civarinda ele gegmistir.5¢
Anadolw’da goriilen en iyi ornekler ise Izmir-
Smyrna3? ve Sarimese Tepe38 kiliglar1 ile tem-
sil edilmektedir. Ancak bu kiliglarin tiim diger
orneklere benzer sekilde topuz kisimlart meveut
olmayip omuz sonundan yer alan perg¢in delik-
lerinin dizilimi Miken kiliglarinin karakteristik
Ozelligini yansitmaktadir.>?

Kiliglar disinda Ege ve Anadolu’da goriilen en
yaygin buluntulardan bir digeri kamalardir. Ka-
malar morfolojik olarak kiliglara benzemekte
olup ucu sivri, iki yani keskin, ticgen bigimli yas-
st namlu gévdesine sahip, sonradan eklenen kab-
zas1 bulunan bir silah tiirii olup sapli ve kabzali
olarak iki tipe ayrilmaktadir. Kama ile hancger
cogunlukla karistirilan bir silah tiirii olmasina
ragmen hancgerlerde namlu hafif egik sivri ugla
sonlanirken, kamalarin her iki kenarlar1 keskin

46 Pulak 1988: 21, Fig. 21.
47 Summers 1991: 185, Fig. 7,8.
48 Sandars 1963: 153, P1.27.52.

49 Mellink 1985: 558; Harmankaya 1995: 222-224, Res.
2a.b, 3a.

50 Yalgikli 2006: 29, Abb. 1.1.

51 Yalgikli 2006: 29, Abb. 1.2.

52 Sandars 1961: 25.

53 Garstang 1953: PI. XXIX, Fig. 149.
54 Wooley 1955: P1. LXXII, Kn. 3.

55 Bu kamalar Stronach tarafindan Tip 7 olarak siniflan-
dirtlmistir. Stronach 1957: 102.

56 Sandars 1961: 27.

57 Sandars 1961: 27-28, Fig. 19,7.
58 Genger 2006: 378, Res. 3.

59 Sandars 1961: 28.



70 A.Onur Bamyaci-Meral Basaran Mutlu

dil ile namlu diiz bir goriiniime sahiptir.60 Kisa
boyundan dolay1 etki alani kol mesafesi ile sinirl
olup sap dili ile namlu ayni1 eksende yer alir.6!
Kabzali kamalar tek parga dokiim olup saph ka-
malarin kabzalar1 sap dili izerinde ve omuzlar-
da bulunan per¢in delikleri ile sabitlenmektedir.
Kiliglarin namlulari omurgali olup kamalarin
namlular ise ¢ogunlukla diiz oldugu i¢in kilig-
larin aksine kisa boyutlarinin avantajiyla giinlitk
hayatta bigak gibi fonksiyonel amaglarla kulla-
nilabilmektedir. Kamalarin fonksiyonlarina ba-
kildiginda; yakin mesafe kisisel savunma silahi
ve kesici arag gereg islevi disinda, uzun kiliglara
gegmeden once kilig dengesini saglamak ve kili-
c1 yeterli giicte kullanabilmek i¢in pratik yapma-
da kullanilan araglar olarak da degerlendirilmek-
tedir. Kamalarin tasidiklar1 sembolik degerlere
bakildiginda ise giinliikk giyimde bele takilarak
kullanilan tamamlayic1 bir aksesuar olarak sahip
olunan prestijin, zenginligin, askeri riitbe veya
ait olunan sosyal sinifin gostergesi olduklar: da
diisiiniilmektedir.62

Kamalarin ise ilk orneklerinin Girit adasinda
A ve B tipi kiliglardan gelistirilmis olduklar1 ve
Miken doneminde yayginlastig1 diisiiniilmekte-
dir.63 Anadolu’da goriilen kamalarin Ege tipi ka-
malardan farki ise dar omurgaya sahip ¢ikint1 ve
sigkin zih eklenmesi, kabza diline per¢in kenet
deliklerinin konumlandirilmasidir.®4 Anadolu’da
goriilen Alacahdyiik ornekleri ise yerel Anado-
lu kamasinin gelismis bir versiyonu olarak de-
gerlendirilmektedir. Beycesultan’da ele gegen
kama formlu metal silahlar ise sahip olduklar1
farkli 6zellikler ile yerlesime has bir tip olarak
degerlendirilmektedir.65

Kili¢ namlusu, koruma, kavrama gibi ana bo-
liimlerinden biri olan ve kilicin en son bitim nok-
tasini olusturan parga kilig¢ topuzu olarak adlan-
dirilmaktadir (Fig. 2). Kabzanin en son noktasini

60 Tekin 2018: 53. Kiliglara benzer bigimde omurgali
namlulara sahip olabilecekleri gibi diiz namlulu 6r-
nekler ¢ogunluktadir

61 Altunkaynak 2016: 117.
62 Papadopoulos 1998: 46-48.

63 Kita Yunanistan Pylos’da yer alan Nestor Sarayi'na
ait freskolarda betimlenen savas sahnelerinde kisa
kilig ya da kama olarak tanimlanan silahlarin agikg¢a
goriilmesi bu goriisii desteklemektedir. Bkz. Lang
1969: P1. 123.

64 Stronach 1957: 90.
65 Keskin 2019: 7.
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olusturan mermer, altin, fildisi gibi ¢esitli ham-
maddelerden iiretilen ve sap dili lizerine gegiri-
len kiiresel ya da konik formlu topuzlar, pergin-
leme gibi gelismis mekanik sabitleme elemanlari
ile kilig ve kamalara tutturulan bir eklentidir.
Kili¢ topuzlari gorsel bir siisleme gibi goriinse de
fonksiyonel olarak kiliglarin kullanimi sirasinda
balans ve manevrada yardimci bir elemandir. Di-
ger yandan kili¢ kabzasinda bulunan topuz ayni
zamanda yakin doviis esnasinda vurga¢ olarak
kullanim alternatifi ve ortaya ¢ikan darbe giicii
ile kiliglarin etkinligine yan fayda saglayan bir
silah donanimi olarak da degerlendirilebilir.

Bazi kama ve kili¢ tiplerinde topuz kismi yer
almay1p yekpare dokiim olarak sadece kabza ve
gergevesinden olusabilmektedir.6¢ Kavrama yeri
olarak tanimlanan kabza bdliimiiniin kaplamasi
dokiim sonrasi ekleme bir boliim olabilecegi gibi
yekpare olarak da dokiilebilmektedir. Cogunluk-
la ergonomik kavrama igin en uygun malzeme
olan ahsap disinda fildisi, fayans, abanoz gibi
egzotik hammaddelerden iiretilmis kabza kap-
lamalaria da rastlanmaktadir. Bazi1 6rneklerde
ise kabza kaplamas1 yekpare olup namlu govde-
sinin sonunda yer alan sap dili lizerine gegirilir
ve sabitleme igin per¢inlenmektedir.6” Kabzanin
bitim noktasinda ise mermer, fildisi, altin vb. de-
gerli hammaddelerden iiretilmis topuzlar da yer
alabilmektedir. Bu topuzlar kabza dili ¢ikintisina
perginlenerek sabitlenmektedir. Boylar1 uzatil-
mi1g kamalar olarak tanimlanan ilk kilig drnek-
leri yeterince saglam namluya sahip olmalarina
ragmen kabza ile namlunun birlesim yerlerinden
kolayca kirilabilir olmalari, kabzanin saglam bir
percin sistemiyle tutturulmasi ile 6nlenmis ol-
malidir.68 Bazi kilig ve kama o6rneklerinde ise
pergin delikleri olmay1p, yekpare olarak dokiil-
miis namlu ve kabza boliimleri ile yalin ve biitiin-
clil bir goriiniim sergilemektedir. Diger yandan
namlu gévdesinin omuzunda ve namlu sapinin
dili tizerinde kabza kaplamalarinin govdeye sa-
bitlenmesi i¢in per¢in delikleri yer almaktadir.

Ege Diinyasi’nda yaygin bir buluntu grubu olma-
yan kili¢ topuzlarinin fonksiyonel olarak kilig-
larin tamamlayici bir eklentisi olarak kabza ile

66 Tekin 2018: 61.
67 Sandars 1963: 130.
68 Yadin 1963: 44; Sandars 1961: 19; Keskin 2019: 89.

69 Genellikle kabza kaplamalar: ayri iki pargadan olu-
sup yass1 olan kabza g¢ercevesi iizerine karsilikli ola-
rak perginler yardimiyla sabitlenmektedir.
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diismana vurulmak suretiyle yakin doviis sira-
sinda bir gesit saldir1 araci olarak kullanimi iize-
rine yapilan g¢alismalar bulunmaktadir.’® Tung
Cagi1 kilig ve kama repertuarinda kabza kaplama-
s1 ve topuzlari ile ele gegen 6rnek sayisi olduk-
¢a az olup, buluntularin ¢ogunlugu yalin metal
namlu govdeleri ile ele gegmistir. Ancak Girit
Adas1 Knossos yerlesiminde ele gegen Neolitik
Donem?’! ve Dendra Tholos mezar buluntulari’2
ile Miken Geg Hellas 111 donemi Kuyu Mezarla-
rinda ele gegen kili¢ topuzlarinin? dag kristali,
fayans, fildisi, abanoz ve mermer gibi egzotik ve
az bulunan hammaddelerden yapilmis olmalari,
sembolik bir deger ve amag i¢in liretilmis objeler
oldugu fikrini 6n plana ¢ikarmaktadir.”* Miken
Kuyu Mezarlarinda goriilen 6rneklere benzer ki-
lig topuzlarinin’ altin 6rnekleri ise Geg Hellas 11
doénemine tarihlenen Skopelos Adasi Staphylos76
mezar buluntular1 ile bilinmektedir. Diger yan-
dan kili¢ topuzlarinin kullanim bigimleri ile ilgili
teorilere gore, mezarlarda ele gegen kilig sayilari
tek bir savasci i¢in say1 olarak fazla olmasi sem-
bolik anlamlar1 ile agiklanmaya ¢alisilmis olup
kafa bigimli kili¢ topuzlarinin ise savasta yenilen
diisman sayisini temsil ettigi savunulmaktadir.”’

Ege tipi kiliclarda namlu sap diline veya kabza
bitimine topuz takilmasina olanak saglayan per-
¢in deliklerine sahip orneklerin A, B, C, Di ve
Ei tipi kiliglar oldugu goriilmektedir.’® Dii, Eii, F
ve G tipi kili¢larin kabza kisimlar1 T bigimli (ba-
sik mantar formlu) sonlanmalari, sap dili ve sap
cikintilarina sahip olmamalar1 topuz gibi objele-
rin takilmalarina olanak saglamadiklar1 seklinde
degerlendirilmektedir.

Kili¢ topuzlarinin 6nciili olarak degerlendirilen
asa/topuz baslarinin Neolitik Dénem’den itiba-
ren goriilen siskin kiiresel ve yuvarlak formla-
r1, Erken Tung Cag1 ile birlikte tipolojik olarak

70 Runnels v.d. 2009: 181.

71 Evans 1964: 229-231, Fig.52.

72 Karo 1930: 108.484-489, Pl.Ixxvi.
73 Persson 1931: 35.11, Pl.xx, xxii.

74 Lorimer 1950: 262; Gordon 1953:68.
75 Karo 1930: P1. LXXXI.

76 Platon 1949: 534.

77 Sandars 1961: 25.

78 Ege kili¢ tipolojisinde birgok tipte topuz kullanimina
uygun perg¢in deliklerinin oldugu goriilmektedir. Per-
¢in delikleri goriilen tipler; A, B, Ci, Cii, Di, Dii, Ei,
Eii, F, G ve H olarak siralanmaktadir. Bkz. Sandars
1961; 1963.
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degisime ugramaya baslamistir. Miken kiiltiirii
ile birlikte kili¢ ve kama topuzlarinin gévde altin-
da bir oyuntuya sahip olmalar1, kabza saplarinin
topuzlar igerisindeki oyuntuya sabitlenmesine
olanak saglayan yatay percin deliklerinin goriil-
mesi baslica degisimdir.”® Bu degisim, ahsap bir
sapa sadece gegme yOntemi ile sabitlenen kiiresel
formlu topuz baglarinin, basik mantar bir forma
doniiserek yatay pergin delikleri ile sabitlenmeye
baglanmasi tipolojik bir doniigiimiiniin gostergesi
olarak kabul edilmektedir.80

Ge¢ Minos II dénemine tarihlenen Eii tipi ki-
liglarda topuzlarin namlu sap dili ¢ikintisina sa-
bitlenmesi igin percin deliginin kullanimi tipik
olarak goriilen bir 6zellik olup ayni1 donemde
goriilen kamalar icinde bu teknigin kullanilma-
ya baslandigi sdylenebilmektedir.8! Topuz ¢api
5 em’den kiiciik olan orneklerin kiliglar disinda
kamalar iizerinde kullanilma ihtimali g6z 6niine
alindiginda Tung Cag1 Ege kamalarinin tipoloji-
lerinin de degerlendirilmesi gereklidir. Geg¢ Tung
Cag1 Ege kamalarmin tipolojisine bakildiginda
ise kiliglar ile benzer bir morfoloji gostermekte
olup temelde namlu uzunluklari ile birbirinden
ayrilmaktadir. Papadopoulos’un®? siniflandir-
masina gore Ege’de goriilen Tip 1, Tip 2A ve
Tip 2B kamalarinda namlu sap dili ¢ikintisinin
olmamasi, kdseli namlu omuzlarina sahip olma-
lar1 ve en onemlisi tipik olarak ayni hizada ya
da ters v formasyonunda dizilim gosteren pergin
delikleri yer almas1 perginleme teknigi ile topuz
basi eklenebilen 6rnekler olarak goriilmektedir.83
Diger yandan hag¢ formlu kisa kamalar igerisinde
Tip A'nin® ve Tip B’nin® ¢ikintili sap diline ve
namlu omuzunda per¢in deliklerine sahip olma-
lar1 da, bu tip kamalara kabzalarin kaplandigina
veya kabza bitiminde topuz eklendigine isaret
etmektedir.86

Anadolu’da Erken Tun¢ Cagi I’de metal bu-
luntularin yogunlagmasi ile kili¢ ve kama ben-
zeri buluntularin sayisinda artig goriilmeye

79 Runnels v.d. 2009: Fig.11, PL.3.

80 Runnels v.d. 2009: 25.

81 Sandars 1963: 133.

82 Papadopoulos 1998.

83 Papadopoulos 1998: P1.10.n.72,74.

84 Papadopoulos 1998: PI. 12.n.84-86.

85 Papadopoulos 1998: PI. 13 n. 87-91, P1. 14.n94.

86 Bu tiplerde kabza namlu gévdesine omuzdan pergin-
ler yardimiyla sabitlenmis olmalidir.
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baslanmigtir. Ancak ele gecen kama ve kilig gibi
metal silahlarin ¢gogunlugu topuzlari ile ele geg-
memigtir. Tipolojik olarak Arslantepe, Alacahd-
yitk gibi Anadolu kdkenli yerel kilic ve kama
tipleri; tek parca dokiim kabza ve gercevelere
sahip olduklarindan dolay1 kili¢ topuzuna sahip
olabilecek 6rnekler olmayip, bu olasilik Miken
tipi kilig ve kamalar ile sinirli kalmaktadir. An-
cak MO 4. ve 3. binyil Arslantepe, Alcahdyiik
ornekleri disinda Anadolu’da goriilen MO 2. bin
kiliglarinin morfolojik 6zelliklerine bakildiginda
namlu sap dili ve per¢in delikli 6rneklerin goriil-
mesi, per¢inleme ile topuzlarin sabitlenmesi igin
uygun yapida olduklarin1 gostermektedir.

Anadolu’da bulunan kili¢ topuzlar1 oldukca az
sayida Ornekle temsil edilmektedir. En erken
ornekleri Kuzeybati Anadolu’da Troia II ve III
Erken Tung¢ Cagi tabakalarindan gelmektedir.
Dag kristalinden iretilen topuz basi, mantar
formlu, siskin kiiresel yapida olup, namlu sap di-
line percinleme teknigi ile sabitlenmesine olanak
saglayacak percin deliklerine sahip oldugu go-
rillmektedir. Diger yandan per¢in deligine sahip
olmayan sadece dip kisminda sabitleme oyugu
bulunan {i¢ farkli topuz 6rnegi de ayni tabakadan
gelmektedir.87 Tek bir 6rnekle temsil edilen mer-
merden iretilmis topuz ornegi ise, basik mantar
formlu olup per¢in deligi veya sabitleme amagh
bir oyuk bulunmamaktadir.88 Troia VI Ge¢ Tung
Cag1 yerlesiminden mermerden iretilmis kilig
topuzlarinin sayisinin arttigr goriilmektedir.89
Troia VI'nin erken ve geg evrelerinde tespit edi-
len Orneklerin hepsinde yatay percin delikleri
bulunmakta olup yarim kiire bi¢imli, boyunsuz,
90 basik yarim kiire Gist kisim ile iizerinde yivler
bulunan daralan boyunlu®! ve iist kismi konik,
boyun kismi i¢biikey bigimlerdedir.

Bati Anadolu’da Panaztepe, Beycesultan ve
Kusura’da kili¢ topuzlari ele ge¢mistir. Panaz-
tepe mezarlik alaninda ele gegcen ve Geg¢ Tung
Cagr’na tarihlendirilen kili¢ topuzunun camdan
tiretilmesi dikkat ¢ekicidir. Silindirik mantar for-
ma sahip olan kili¢ topuzu karakteristik olarak

87 Dorpfeld 1902: 385, Fig. 353-355.

88 Schliemann 1881: 672, Nr. 1409-1410; Dorpfeld 1902:
385, Fig. 357.

89 Dorpfeld 1902: 398, Fig. 385; Blegen v.d. 1953: 25,
Fig. 296, 298.

90 Dorpfeld 1902: 398, Fig. 385; Blegen v.d. 1953: 131,
Fig. 296.

91 Blegen 1953: 307, Fig. 298.
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yatay per¢in deligine sahip olup Ge¢ Hellas 111
A-B donemi ile ¢agdas oldugu diisiiniilmekte-
dir.92 Beycesultan’da Orta ve Ge¢ Tung Cagi'na
tarihlenen V-I. tabakalar1 boyunca ¢ok sayida ki-
lig topuzu ele gegmistir.?3 Bu topuzlar herhangi
bir kili¢ ya da kama iizerinde ele gegmemis ol-
masina ragmen kii¢iik boyutlu sap dilinde per¢in
deligi bulunan yerel Anadolu tipinde iki kama ile
ayni tabakada bulunmasi dikkate degerdir. Mer-
merden veya beyaz kiregtagindan iretilen kilig
topuzlarinda sap diline oturmaya uygun saft de-
ligi ve karsilikli yatay pergin deliklerine sahip
iki bigim dikkat ¢ekicidir. Bunlardan ilki yarim
kiire formundadir, ikincisi ise tist kismi kiiresel,
alt kisminda ise bas kenarinin hemen altinda
kabartma bantlar olan i¢biikey formundadir. I¢
Bat1 Anadolu’da M.O. 2. Bine tarihlenen Kusura
C evresinde kiiresel formlu beyaz renkli {i¢ adet
mermer topuz bulunmustur. Ele ge¢en topuzlarin
alt kissmlarinda oyuntu ve dikey ve karsilikli iki
kenarinda yatay pergin delikleri bulunmasi kilig
ya da kama tiirli bir metal silaha sabitlendigini
disiindiirmektedir.94

Kili¢ topuzlart Anadolu'nun i¢ kisimlarinda
Alisar, Bogazkdy ve Inandiktepe &rnekleri ile
bilinmektedir. Alisar Hoyiik Hitit imparatorluk
Donemi 10-11. tabakalarinda ele gegen, beyaz
mermerden uretilmis silindirik kiiresel ve basik
mantar formlu kili¢ topuzu olarak tanimlanan
buluntular dikkat ¢gekmektedir. Kirik olarak ele
gecen ve dikey kesitleri korunan buluntularin ya-
tay percin deliklerine sahip olduklar1 gériilmek-
tedir.95 Bogazkdy’de kili¢ topuzlarinin varligi ve
burada Miken tipi bir kilicin bulunmasi oldukga
dikkat ¢ekicidir.%¢ Ayrica Bogazkdy metinlerin-
de Hitit dini torenlerinde kullanilan objelerin si-
ralandig listelerde, degerli bir kamanin/hangere
ait dag kristalinden bir topuzunun tarif edilmesi
ve bu listelerde baska topuzlara yer verilmesi bu
donemde kili¢ topuzlarinin sembolik ritiiel obje-
leri oldugunu gostermesi bakimindan 6nem tasi-
maktadir.97 Diger yandan Inandiktepe Geg Tung
Cagimabed yapisticerisinde mermerden yapilmis

92 Cinardali-Karaaslan 2012: 132, Fig. 12; Erkanal-Oktii
2018: 155, Tafs. 58, 116, 379.

93 Mellaart ve Murray 1995: 121-124, Fig. 026-28, 030,
033-34, P1.X,aveb.

94 Lamb 1938: 266, Fig. 26.5-6.

95 von der Osten 1937: 233, Fig. 261, c.1419, d.2876.
96 Bittel ve Giiterbock 1935: P1.6, no.10-11.

97 Kosak 1982: 26; Yener 1995: 102.
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ve paralel yivlerle siislenmis topuzbagi olarak ta-
nimlanan bir buluntu ele ge¢mistir. Karakteristik
olarak kili¢ topuzlarinda goriilen yatay pergin
deligi goriilmesine ragmen, topuzun tepe merke-
zinde dik eksende bir deliginde yer almasi nede-
niyle asa basina ait oldugu yazilmistir.%8

Anadolu disinda olmasina ragmen Bati Trak-
ya’daki iki yerlesimde ele gegen kili¢c topuzlari
Maydos’un yakin g¢evresi i¢inde yer almasi agi-
sindan 6nemlidir. Rodop Daglar’nin dogusunda
yer alan Adatepe ve Aul Kaja yerlesmelerinde
Maydos ile benzer formlarda mermer objeler bu-
lunmus ve bunlar MO 1400-1350 dénemine ait
Miken kili¢ topuzu olarak tanimlanmislardir.99
Benzer donemlerde ele gecen bu kiigiik bulun-
tular ayn1 zamanda Kuzey Ege’ye dogru devam
eden bir Miken hareketinin de bir kanit1 olarak
digiiniilmelidir.

Maydos Kilisetepe Ge¢ Tun¢ Cag Kili¢
Topuzlari

Maydos topuzlar1 gerek hammaddesi, gerekse
tiretim tekniginden dolay1 siirtmetas alet en-
diistrisine ait bir buluntu grubu olarak deger-
lendirilmektedir. Maydos’ta iki adet ile temsil
edilen s6z konusu buluntular!® Maydos V.’in 101
son evresinde!02 ele gegmistir. MO 1500’lerdeki
bir yanginla yikilan ve sona eren Vb evresinden
sonra zayif bir yapilagma ile devam eden Va ev-
resi muhtemelen MO 1300’lerde son bulmustur.
Maydos Va, tabakanin sona erme evresi olarak
nitelendirilmektedir.l93 Bu evre birbirine yakin
konum ve seviyelerde duvar pargalari, yasam
diizlemleri, pithoslar, ¢op atma alan1 ve ates yak-
ma yeri ile temsil edilmektedir. Evrenin en iist
seviyesindeki bir ates yakma yerinin ¢evresinden
alinan C14 6rnekleri MO 1340-1305 yillarina ta-
rihlenmektedir. Evrenin genel yapisi ve Maydos

98 Ozgiic 1988: 67; Lev. 84.1a-b.

99 Nechrizov ve Cvetkova 2017: 54-55, Abb 3.12.

100 Buluntular Canakkale Arkeoloji Miizesi Mudiirlugi
eser envanterinde 13788 ve 12674 sira numaralari ile
yer almaktadir.

101 Basaran-Mutlu 2018; 2019a, 2020a; Sazc1 ve Calis-
Sazc1 2020: 58; Res.52. Tabakanin mimarisi Vb evre-
sinden bilinmekte olup yerlesim kenarina dik olarak
yan yana ve insa edilen dortgen planli mekanlardan
olugsmaktadir. Evrenin yanginlar neticesinde {i¢ yeni-
leme evresi gecirdigi tespit edilmistir.

102 Maydos V, Troia VIb-h evreleri ile ¢agdas olup Va
evresi Troia e-h ile cagdastir.

103 Basaran-Mutlu 2020a.
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IV’iin insa faaliyetleri de goz oniine alindiginda
buluntularin baglamini yorumlamak bu asamada
olanaksizdir. Ayrica tiim halde olmayan topuzlar
herhangi bir buluntu ile birlikte ele gegmemistir.

Taban kisminda asinma, par¢a kopmalar1 olan
ve tek per¢in deligi kirik ilk topuz 6rnegi (1),
Maydos IV’e ait bir duvarin hemen altinda ele
gecmigtir. Beyaz-krem renkli mermerden iire-
tilen bu ornek yarim kiire formludur. Topuzun
tepe kisminda 0.3 cm ¢apinda ve derinliginde bir
oyuk bulunur. Topuzun alt kisminda ise kili¢ ya
da kama sap uzantisina ge¢mesi icin agilan bir
delik, karsilikli iki tarafta yatay konumda pergin
deligi bulunmaktadir. Topuzun govdesi oldukca
iyi islenmis olup, piiriizsiiz ve cilalanmis bir g6-
riiniim sergiler.

Ikinci topuzu 6rnegi (2) ise Maydos V. yapilari-
nin agildigi avlu tizerindeki dolgudan gelmistir.
Beyaz-krem renkli mermerden iiretilmis olup,
tepesi yuvarlatilmig bikonik formludur. Topu-
zun (st boliimii yarim daire alt bolimii ise kesik
konik bigimlidir. Tam merkezinden dikey olarak
kirilmis olan topuzun, diger érnekte oldugu gibi
alt boliimde sap deligi ve karsilikli iki tarafinda
yatay pergin deligi yer almaktadir (Fig. 7-8).

Mermer hammaddeden sekillendirilen topuzlar,
siirtme ve cilalama islemleri ile oldukga diizgiin
ve piiriizsiiz bir formda olmalar1 ile bitmig {irlin
olarak degerlendirilmektedir. Her iki 6rnek gor-
sel glizellik elde edilmesi i¢in yiizeylerinin tama-
mu siirtiilerek parlatilmis 6zenli bir yapim teknigi
sergilemektedir. Piiriizsiiz yiizeyde herhangi bir
siirtme, vurma izi bulunmamaktadir. Sap delik-
lerinin i¢erisinde delme isleminden kalan matkap
yiv izleri ylizeysel olarak goriilebilmektedir.

Topuzlarinin iiretiminde secilen mermerin yerel
ya da ithal olduguna dair bir analiz bulunmamak-
tadir. Mermer hammaddenin kdkenine bakilacak
olursa Maydos’a en yakin kaynak Ezine-Karabi-
ga arasinda yiizeylenen Camlica Metamorfitle-
ridir.104 Kili¢ topuzu gibi seckin bir buluntuya
ait mermer hammadde yerlesimde biiyiik olasi-
likla yerel bir hammadde olmayip uzak mesafe
ticaretinin gostergesi olarak diisiiniilebilir. Diger
yandan benzer buluntular Bat1 Anadolu’da Troia
ve Beycesultan yerlesmelerinden bilinmektedir
ve yapilan analizlere gére Troia VI'nin mermer-
leri Naksos ve Denizli kokenlidir.!05 Dolayisiyla

104 Duru vd. 2012: 50.
105 Zoldfoldi 2011: 201.
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Maydos Va’daki mermer objelerin hammaddele-
rinin de, Naksos veya Denizli kokenli olabilecek-
leri goz oniinde bulundurulmalidir.

Govde yiizeylerinin iyi derecede islenmis ve par-
latilmis olmasi, ayrica nadir bulunan bir bulun-
tu ¢esidi olmasi nedeni ile topuzlarin kili¢ ya da
kama gibi metal bir silahin kabza bitimine siisle-
me amaciyla takilmig olabilecegi ayn1 zamanda
islevselligi ve sembolik degeri de goz ardi edilme-
melidir. Yarim kiire formundaki Maydos 6rnegi-
nin benzerlerine Troia’dal% ve Beycesultan’dal??
rastlanmaktadir. Ayrica Miken kiliglarinin temel
tipolojik siniflandirmasina goére Maydos kilig
topuzlarinin mevcut morfolojileri ve perginleme
teknigi ile sabitlenmelerinden dolayr MO 1600-
1400 aras1 doneme tarihlenen Tip B, Tip Di ve
Tip Ei kiliglara uygun oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu
baglamda Maydos orneklerinin kiliglara ait to-
puzlar olduklar1 sdylenebilir.

Tim bu ozelliklerinin yaninda bitmis objeler
olarak degerlendirilen iki topuz da kirik olarak
ele gegmistir. Bu durumun kullanim sonrasinda
mi1 yoksa iglevleri sona erdikten sonra mi olustu-
gunu kesin olarak anlamak miimkiin olmamustir.
Bununla beraber yarim kiire bi¢imindeki Beyce-
sultan Orneklerinin ¢ogunda Maydos’taki tekil
ornekte oldugu gibi per¢in deliginin tekinin ki-
rik olmasi dikkat ¢ekici olmustur. Bu baglamda
benzer forma sahip bir objenin ilizerinde benzer
bozulma egiliminin goriilmesi de benzer sekilde
kullanildiklarini1 ve islevlerinin benzer sekilde
sona erdigini diigiindiirmektedir.

Degerlendirme ve Sonug¢

Bat1 Anadolu’da gériilen Miken etkisinin yukari
etkilesim bolgesi olan Kuzey Ege ve Kuzeybati
Anadolu’da Maydos’a kadar ulasip ulasmadigi,
Canakkale Bogaz1 aracilifiyla denizsel aglar ile
olas1 bir kontak kurulduysa devaminda Marma-
ra ve Istanbul Bogaz1 gegisleri ile Miken’lerin
Karadeniz’e ulasip ulagmadigina dair mevcut
tartismalar devam etmektedir. Bu baglamda
Maydos’un kiiltlirlerarast iletisim aglarina ka-
tilimin yogunlastig1 ve iletisim sahasinin sinir-
larin1 Orta Avrupa’ya kadar genislettigi Geg
Tun¢ Cagr'na ait bir evrede bulunan!08 kili¢ to-

106 Dorpfeld 1902: 398, Fig. 385; Blegen 1953: 131, Fig. 296.

107 Mellaart ve Murray 1995: Fig. 026. 238, 027. 236,
028. 253, 0.30. 265, 034. 294.

108 Bagaran-Mutlu 2018; 2020a.
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puzlari bir takim ¢ikarimlar yapilmasina olanak
saglamaktadir.

Bat1 Anadolu kiyilarinda Miken etkisinin en yo-
gun gorildiigii yerler arasinda en kuzeyde Tro-
ial09 ile sinirli olmasina ragmen son yillarda ya-
pilan ¢alismalarla bu etkinin Karadeniz’e kadar
ulastig1 bilinmektedir. Bu baglamda Miken etki-
sinin Karadeniz’e ¢ikisinda Canakkale Bogazi'ni
kullanmalar1 kaginilmaz olup, Besiktepe mezar-
larinda ele gegen buluntularin degerlendirilme-
sinde Karadeniz ile bir kontak gdostermemesi!l0
Maydos’u 6n plana ¢ikarmaktadir. 111

Maydos’ta ele gegen Bati Karadeniz baglantili
bulgular!!?2 Canakkale Bogazi'nin Karadeniz y6-
niinden gelen gemiler tarafindan kullanildigina
dair ihtimali daha da gii¢lendirse de, Trakya ve
Anadolu arasinda Canakkale Bogazi'nin karasal
aglar tarafindan kullanimi1 g6z ardi edilemez.!13
Balkan cografyasinda Erken Tung Cagi ile bir-
likte Orta Tung¢ Cagi’nda artan bir trafik ile ka-
rasal ve akarsu aglarinin yogun kullanimi goriil-
mektedir.''4 Miken kokenli objelerin Geg¢ Tung
Cagi'nda Avrupa’ya ulasiminda denizsel rotalar
disinda akarsu ve karasal aglarin da kullanildi-
g1 anlagilmaktadir.!’> Bu baglamda Avrupa’da
Tuna Nehri ve kollar1 vasitasiyla Ege’nin gii-
neyine ulasmak i¢in gecilmesi gereken Kuzey
Ege bolgesi stratejik bir pozisyona kavugmustur.

109 Mountjoy 1998: 35. Seramik buluntular baglamin-
da Miken etkisinin ve kontaginin goriildiigii yerler
arasinda Menemen-Panaztepe, Liman Tepe, Ephe-
sos, Miletos, Degirmentepe, lasos, Miisgebi ve Troia
sayilmaktadir.

110 Basedow 2000:164.

111 Bu ag Selanik Korfezi'ne dokiilen Vardar Nehri
ile baslayarak karasal bir baglantidan sonra sirasiy-
la Morova-Tuna-Tisa nehirleri araciligiyla Orta Tuna
Havzasi’'na; Tisa’dan Tuna’ya baglanarak Orta ve Ku-
zey Avrupa’ya dogru devam eder. Kuzey Ege’den Orta
Avrupa’ya ulasan ag, Oltu-Tuna nehirleri araciligiyla
Karadeniz’e ardindan kiyilar1 takip ederek Istanbul
ve Canakkale Bogazlarin1 gegerek Kuzey Ege’ye geri
donen bir rota ¢izmektedir bkz. Basaran-Mutlu 2018;
2019b; 2020b.

112 Basaran Mutlu 2018; 2020b.

113 Bolgesel karasal aglarin bir kismi Trakya ve
Makedonya iglerinden Kuzey Ege kiyilarina ulasir.
Bir diger karasal ise Yakindogu ve Anadolu iizerinden
Trakya’ya devam eder ve bolgedeki en erken donemden
itibaren en yiiksek organizasyon seviyesine ulagsmis
agdir. Bkz. Sahoglu 2005; Efe 2007; Leshtakov 2009.

114 O’Shea 2011.

115 Harding 1984; 2000; Bouzek 1985; Czebreszuk 2007.
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Avrupa’dan su yollar1 ile gelen ulasim araglari
nehirlerin denize ¢ikis noktasini kontrol altina
alan, diizenleyen bir organizasyonun varligi Ku-
zey Ege’de ticari faaliyetlerin gelismesine olanak
saglamis olmalidir.!16

Anadolu 6zelligi gdsteren Maydos yerlesimcileri
uzun bir siire denizsel ve karasal aglarin gegis
noktasina sahip bir konumda yasamis ve konu-
mu ayni zamanda yerlesimi farkli kiiltiirlerden
gelebilecek etkilesime acik hale getirmistir. Ar-
keolojik bulgular Maydos VII sonlarinda Bal-
kanlarla iletisimin kesin olarak basladigini, May-
dos V’te ayni1 bolge ile iletisimin yogunlastigini
gosterir. Maydos bu siire¢ boyunca Canakkale
Bogazi'ndaki gecisleri saglayan, kontrol eden
ve konaklama imkani sunan bir isleve sahiptir.
Diger yandan Maydos’ta kili¢ topuzu gibi Mi-
ken kokenli objelerin bulunmasinin nedeni ticari
faaliyetlerin bir sonucu olarak Mikenlerin bdl-
gedeki hakimiyet ve ele gecirme faaliyeti veya
yerel yoneticilerin Miken giiclinden etkilenmesi
ve onlara oykiinmesi gibi olasiliklar da g6z ardi
edilmemelidir.

Doénemin politik, askeri ve ticari giicii ile baskin
olan Miken kiiltiiriine dykiinen yerel elitlere ait
olabilecek mezarlarin Bati Anadolu’da goriilmesi
dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Bu mezarlarin Miken kim-
ligi, kiiltlirii ve statiislinii yansittiklari igin yerel
elitler tarafindan Miken gomii geleneginin
kullanildig1 diistiniilmektedir.!'” Tung Cagr'nda
Miken etkisi ile Kita Yunanistan’da nadir gorii-
len; ama Bat1 Anadolu’da yaygin olarak goriilen
pithos mezar gelenegill® ve bu pithos mezarlarin
Miken seramik buluntular1 icermesi yerel yone-
ticilerin Miken kiiltiiriine olan aidiyet ve dykiin-
meleri ile agiklanmaktadir.'!® Bu mezarlar ige-
risinde Besiktepe!20 oda mezarinda gri Minyas
kabt  igerisinde  kremasyon  uygulamasi,

116 Leshtakov 2009: 59.
117 Georgiadis 2009: 31.
118 Ozgiic 1948: 15-30.

119 Bati Anadolulu elitlerin Miken sosyal yasamina
oykiinmelerinin arkeolojik verileri Miken stilinde
boyanan Troia yerel seramikleri ile yerel Gri Minyas
seramiklerinde Miken formlarinin gorilmesi ile agik-
lanmaktadir. Bkz. Mountjoy 1999: 260; Pavuk 2005:
273 vd.; Giir 2013: 14, dn:126. Bat1 Anadolu’da Geg
Tun¢ Cagi'nda Miken buluntular igeren pithos mezar
geleneginin goriildiigli yerler Besiktepe, Pitane, Cer-
kes Sultaniye, Panaztepe, Halkapinar, Diiver ve Dere-
kdy olarak siralanmaktadir.

120 Basedow 2000.
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beraberinde ele gegen Miken kokenli bir kilig
bulunmasi, mezar sahibinin Anadolulu ancak
Miken siyasi giidimiinde olan Miken kiiltii-
riilne Oykiinen yerel elit bireyleri temsil ettigi
sOylenebilir.12!

Maydos’da ele gegen kili¢ topuzlarinin ireti-
minde 6zenli bir yapim teknigi ve goze hos ge-
len mermerin tercih edilmesi, 6zel bir deger ve
amagc icin iretilmis objeler olduklar1 fikrini 6n
plana ¢ikarmaktadir. Anadolu’da kili¢ topuzlari-
nin sembolik ve ritiiel objeler olarak yerel elitler
tarafindan kullanimi1 Miken mezar buluntular1
ile temsil edilmektedir. Diger yandan Hitit me-
tinlerinde yer alan kili¢ topuzlari ile ilgili bilgiler
dénemin liikks ve prestij objelerine olan diiskiin-
[igli yansitan diger bir veridir. Maydos kili¢ to-
puzlarinin degerlendirilmesi sonucunda Anadolu
siirtmetas alet ve obje repertuarinda pek bilinme-
yen kili¢ topuzlarinin iki fonksiyonel kullanimi
oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Ozellikle mermer to-
puzlarin kabzalarin sap bitiminde kullanimlar:
ile siisleme amagli tamamlayici gorsel bir eklenti
olarak kullanimlar1 yani sira kirik ele gegmele-
ri nedeniyle vurma, darbe amach kullanim ola-
siliklar1 ile ¢ok fonksiyonlu objeler olduklar
goriilmektedir.

Geg¢ Tung¢ Cagr boyunca Maydosun kiiltiirel
yapisinda kiiltiirlerarasi etkilesim odakli degi-
simlerin goriilmesi, denizsel iletisim aglarinda
Miken kdkenli objelerin dolasiminin kanitt nite-
liginde olan kili¢ topuzlart dikkat ¢ekmektedir.
Maydos’ta ele gecen Miken seramiginin heniiz
degerlendirme asamasinda olmasi, kilig, kama
gibi metal silahlarin ya da Miken buluntularina
sahip mezarlarin tespit edilmemesine ragmen
Maydos’un belirsiz siyasi donemi olan Geg Tung
Cag1 sonunda ele gegcen mermer kilig topuzlar
Egeli toplumlarin Maydos’a ayak bastigint gos-
teren Onemli bir veridir. Bu baglamda, Miken
politik ve askeri giiciine Oykiinen yerel elitle-
rin Miken etkili kili¢ topuzlarini kullanmalari,
bir propaganda araci olarak Miken kokenli liikks
objelere erisim ve kullanma giiciine sahip ol-
duklarini gostermek istemeleri ile agiklanabilir.
Canakkale Bogazi kiyilarinda Miken etkisi ve
Mikenlesme’nin geleneksel buluntular ile tem-
sil edildigi Troia ve Besiktepe disinda Maydos
gibi farkl bir yerlesimde ele gecen topuzlar gibi
liks, sembolik ve elit sinifa ait objelerin goriil-
mesi dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Sonug olarak stratejik

121 Giir 2013: 12.
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bir konumda yer alan Maydos’ta ele gecen kilig
topuzlarinin, Canakkale Bogazi ve deniz yolu ile
Karadeniz’e ¢ikista denizsel gegis rotalarinda go-
riillebilecek Miken etkinlikleri hakkindaki teori-
lere ve ¢cok yonlii iletisim aglari ile ilgili kuramsal
tartismalara katki saglayacag diisiiniilmektedir.

Tesekkiir

Kilig topuzlart olarak tanimlanan buluntularin
calisilmast i¢in gerekli olan izin ve kolayliklar:
saglayan Maydos Kilisetepe kazi bagkan1 Prof. Dr.
Goksel SAZCT’ya igten tesekkiirlerimizi sunariz.

Kaynakc¢a

ALTUNKAYNAK 2016: G. Altunkaynak, Erzurum ve Kars
Miizelerinde Bulunan Urartu Dénemi Oncesine
ait Metal Silahlar, Yayinlanmamis Doktora Tezi,
Atatiirk Universitesi, Erzurum.

BASARAN-MUTLU 2018: M. Basaran-Mutlu, M.0. 2.
Binyil Kuzey Ege Kiiltiirel Iletisim Ag1 Iginde
Maydos  Kilisetepe — Héyiigii, Yayinlanmamis
Doktora Tezi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, Canakkale
Onsekiz Mart Universitesi, Canakkale.

BasaraN-MuTLU 2019a: M. Basaran-Mutlu, “Maydos
Kilisetepe Hoyiigii Geg¢ Tung Cag1 Bezemeli Duvar
Kaplamalar1”, TiiBA-Ar 24, 27-43.

BasarRaN-MuTLU 2019b: M. Basaran-Mutlu, “Maydos
Kilisetepe Hoyiigi M.O 2. Binyil Yerlesim
Ozellikleri”, Firat Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler
Dergisi 29, 1-16.

BasaraN-MuTLu 2020a: M. Basaran-Mutlu, “Maydos
Kilisetepe Hoyiigii V. Tabaka: Mimarisi”, (ed. G.
Sazc1), Maydos 1, Canakkale, 117-146.

BASARAN-MUTLU 2020b: M. Basaran-Mutlu, “MO
2. Binyilda Kuzey Ege’de lletisim ve Kiiltiirel
Baglantilar:  Maydos  Kilisetepe =~ Hoyugi”,
Uluslararast  Propontis ve Cevre Kiiltiirleri
Sempozyumu Bildiri Kitabi. (Baskida)

Basepow 2000: M. A. Basedow, Besik-Tepe: Das
bronzezeitliche Graberfeld, Mainz am Rhein.

BirGgi 1999: O. Bilgi, “Ikiztepe’de Ele Gegen Son
Buluntular Isiginda Orta Karadeniz Bolgesi
Protohistorik Cag Maden Sanati Hakkinda Yeni
Gozlemler”, XII. Tiirk Tarih Kongresi, Ankara,
41-50.

BitTeL 1940: K. Bittel, “Der Depotfund von Soloi-
Pompeiopolis”, Z4 XII (XLVI), 183-205.

BirTter 1976: K. Bittel, Die Hethiter, Die Kunst
Anatoliens vom Ende des 3. bis zum Anfang des 1.
Jahrtausends vor Christus, Miinchen.

BitTEL ve GUTERBOCK 1935: K. Bittel, H. G. Giiterbock,
Bogazkoy:  Neue  Untersuchungen in  der
Hethitischen Hauptstadt, Berlin.

ADerg XXVI

Blegen vd. 1953: C. W, Blegen, J. L. Caskey-M. Rawson,
Troy, The Sixth Settlement, 111 (1-2), Princeton.

CzeBRESZUK 2007: J. Czebreszuk, “Amber Between
the Baltic and the Aegean in the Third and Second
Millennia BC”, Between The Aegean and Baltic
Seas, Prehistory Across Borders Aegaeum 27, 1.
Galanaki - H. Tomas - Y. Galanakis - R. Laffineur
(Ed.), 363-369.

CINARDALI-KARAASLAN 2012: N. Cinardali-Karaaslan,
«The East Mediterranean Late Bronze Age Glass
Trade Within The Context Of The Panaztepe
Finds», OxfJ4 31(2), 121-141.

DORPFELD 1902: W. Dérpfeld, Troja und Ilion: Ergebnisse
der Ausgrabungen in den vorhistorischen und
historischen Schichten von Ilion 1870-1894, Athens.

Duru vd. 2012: M. Duru, M. Doénmez, A. Ilgar, S.
Pehlivan , A. E. Akcay, “Biga Yarimadasi'nin
Tersiyer Oncesi Jeolojisi”, Biga Yarimadasi nin
Genel ve Ekonomik Jeolojisi, E. Yiizer, G. Tunay
(Ed.), Ankara, 7-75.

ErE 2007: T. Efe, “The Theories of the ‘Great Caravan
Route’ between Cilicia and Troy: The Early Bronze
Age III Period in Inland Western Anatolia”, AnSt
57, 47-64.

ErpAL 2011: Y.S. Erdal, “Ikiztepe Yerlesimi Isiginda
Orta Karadeniz Bélgesi Insanlarinin Antropolojik
Yapis1”, AnadoluAdras 19, 67-97.

ERKANAL 1977: H. Erkanal, Die Axte und Beile des 2.
Jahrtausends in Zentralanatolien, Miinchen.

ERKANAL-OKTU 2018: H. Erkanal-Oktii, Panaztepe I.
Die Friedhdfe von Panaztepe, Ankara.

Ersoy 1988: Y. Ersoy, “Finds from Menemen / Panaztepe
in the Manisa Museum”, BSA 83, 55-82.

ERTEKIN ve Ep1z 1993: A. Ertekin, I. Ediz, “The Uniques
Sword from Bogazkdy/Hattusa”, Aspects of Art and
Iconography: Anatolia and Its Neighbors. Sutudies
in Honor of Nimet Ozgiic, M. Mellink, E. Porada, T.
Ozgii¢ (Ed.), Ankara, 719-726.

Evans 1921: A. Evans, The Palace of Minos : A
comparative account of the successive stages of
the early Cretan civilization as illustrated by the
discoveries at Knossos. Volume 1: The Neolithic
and Early and Middle Minoan ages, London.

GARSTANG 1953: J. Garstang, Prehistoric Mersin, Yiimiik
Tepe in Southern Turkey: The Neilson Expedition in
Cilicia, Oxford.

GENCER 2006: N. Genger, “Sarimese Tepe Madeni
Buluntular”,  Hayat  Erkanal'a  Armagan:
Kiiltiirlerin Yansimasi, A. Erkanal-Oktii, S. Giinel
(Ed.), 373-378. Istanbul.

GEORGIADIS 2009: M. Georgiadis, “The East Aegean-
Western Anatolia in the Late Bronze Age I1I: What
do the tombs tell us about memory, tradition and
identity?”, The Past in the Past: The Significance of
Memory and Tradition in the Transmission of Culture,
M. Georgiadis, C. Gallou (Ed.), Oxford, 28-42.



2021/1

GERNEZ 2007: G. Gernez, L'armement en métal au
Proche et Moyen-Orient : des origines a 1750 av.
J.-C., These de doctorat, Paris 1, Paris.

GorpON 1953: D. H. Gordon, “Swords, Rapiers and
Horse-riders”, Antiquity 27(106), 67-78.

GUR 2013: B. Giir, “Miken Buluntulu Bati Anadolu
Mezarlarinin Tanimlanmasina Yonelik Oneriler”,
Arkeoloji ve Sanat 142, 1-22.

GUTERBOCK 1965: H. Giiterbock, “A Votive Sword With
Olds Assyrian Inscription”, Studies in Honor of
Benno Landsberger on His Seventy-Fifth Birthday,
April 21, 1965, H. G. Giiterbock, T. Jacobsen (Ed),
Chicago, 197-198.

HARDING 1984: A.F. Harding, The Mycenaeans and
Europe, London.

HARMANKAYA 1995: S. Harmankaya, “Kozman Deresi
Mevkii (Sarkdy Tekirdag) Maden Buluntular1”,
Readings in Prehistory: Studies Presented to Halet
Cambel, G. Arsebiik (Ed.), Istanbul 217-254.

Karo 1915: G. Karo, “Die Schachtgrédber von Mykenai”,
AM XL, 113-230.

Karo 1930: G. Karo, Schachtgrdber von Mykenai,
Miinchen.

KEskin 2019: H.L. Keskin, “Kiligini Magaras1 Antalya
Buluntusu Isiginda MO 3 Binyil Sonuna Kadar
Anadolu  Kiliglarinin ~ Gelisimi  Tipolojik  ve
Fonksiyonel Bir Analiz”, Tarih Arastirmalari
Dergisi 38, 83-102.

KrivscHA 2018: F. Klimscha, “Remarks on the Technical
Development of bladed Close Combat Weapons and
the Use of the Earliest Swords”, Eurdnt 20/2014,
219-228.

Kosak 1982: S. Kosak, Hittite inventory texts (CTH 241-
250) (Texte der Hethiter 10), Heidelberg.

Kosay 1944: H.Z. Kosay, Ausgrabungen von Alacahoyiik
1936, Ankara.

Lams 1938: W. Lamb,”Excavations at Kusura near Afyon
Karahisar : 11", Archaeologica 87, 217-273.

LANG 1969: M.L. Lang, The Palace of Nestor at Pylos in
Western Messenia, Vol. II The Frescoes, Princeton.

LesaTakov 2009: K. Leshtakov, “The Secon Millenium
BC in the Northern Aegean and the Adjacent Balkan
Lands:Main Dynamics of Cultural Interaction”,
Greeks and Thracians from the 7th till the 5th
century B.C, Z. Mnoviag, J. Y. Perreault (Ed.),
Thasos, 53-82.

LorimMER 1950: E. H. L. Lorimer, Homer and the
Monuments, London.

MELLAART ve MURRAY 1995: J. Mellaart, A. N. N.
Murray, Beycesultan 3.2. Late Bronze Age and
Phrygian Pottery and Middle and Late Bronze Age
Small Objects, London.

MELLINK 1985: M.J. Mellink, “Archaeology in Anatolia”,
AJA 89(4), 547-567.

MoLLoy 2010: B. Molloy, “Swords and Swordsmanship

Tung Cag1 Kilig¢ Topuzlari: Maydos Kilisetepe’den iki Miken Ornegi 77

in the Aegean Bronze Age”, AJA 114(3), 403-428.

MounTioy 1998: P.A. Mountjoy, “The East Aegean-
West Anatolian Interface in the Late Bronze Age:
Mycenaeans and the Kingdom of Ahhiyawa”, 4nSt
48, 33-67.

MounTioy 1999: P.A. Mountjoy, “The Destruction of
Troia VIh”, StTroica 9, 253-293.

MULLER-KARPE 1994: A. Miiller-Karpe, “Altanatolisches
Metallhandwerk”, Wachholtz, Neumiinster.

NEecHRrIZOV ve CVETKOVA 2017: G. Nechrizov, .
Cvetkova, “Die Bronzeit in den Ostlischen
Rhodopen”, Das erste Gold : Ada Tepe: das dlteste
Goldbergwerk Europas, S. Hagg, C. Popov, B.
Horejs, S. Alexandrov, G. Plattner (Ed.), Wien,
49-56.

NIEMEIER ve NIEMEIER 1997: B. Niemeier, W.-D.
Niemeier, “Milet 1994 - 1995. Projekt “Minoisch-
mykenisches bis protogeometrisches Milet”.
Zielsetzung und Grabungen auf dem Stadionhiigel
und am Athenatempel”, 44 2, 189-248.

O’SHEA 2011: JM. O’Shea, “A River Runs Through
It: Landscape and the Evolution of Bronze Age
Networks in the Carpathian Basin”, Journal of
World Prehistory 24(2), 161-174.

Ozdogan 1986: M. Ozdogan, «Prehistoric Sites in the
Gelibolu Peninsula», AnadoluAdras 10, 51-71.

OzaGuc 1948: T. Ozgiig, Ontarihte Anadolu’da Olii
Gomme Adetleri, Ankara.

Ozactig 1978: T.  Ozgiic, Masat Hoyiik Kazilart ve
Cevresindeki Arastirmalar, Ankara.

Ozcuc 1988: T.  Ozgiig, Inandiktepe - Eski Hitit
Caginda Onemli Bir Kiiltiir Merkezi, Ankara.

PaLMIERT 1981: A. Palmieri, “Excavations at Arslantepe
(Malatya)”, AnSt 31, 101-119.

PapapopouLos 1998: T.J. Papadopoulos, The Late
Bronze Age Daggers of the Aegean I: The Greek
Mainland, Stuttgart.

Pavuk 2005: P. Pavuk, “Aegeans and Anatolians.A Trojan
Perspective”, Emporia: Aegeans in the Central
and Eastern Mediterranean, R. Laffineur, E. Greco
(Ed.), Liege, 269-279.

PLATON 1949: N. Platon, “o td@og tov Xtd¢puroc”,
KpNTIKd ypovikd 3, 534-573.

PurLak 1988: C. Pulak, “The Bronze Age Shipwreck at
Ulu Burun, Turkey: 1985 Campaign”, 4J4 92(1),
1-37.

RUNNELS v.d. 2009: C.N. Runnels, C. Payne, N.
Rifkind, C. White, N. Wolff, S. LeBlanc, “Warfare

in Neolithic Thessaly: A case study”, Hesperia,
165-194.

SaHOGLU 2005: V. Sahoglu, «The Anatolian trade
network and the Izmir region during the early
Bronze Age», OxfJA 24, 339-361.

SANDARS 1961: N.K. Sandars, “The First Aegean Swords
and Their Ancestry”, AJA 65(1), 17-29.



78 A.Onur Bamyaci-Meral Basaran Mutlu

SANDARS 1963: N.K. Sandars, “Later Aegean Bronze
Swords”, 4J4 67(2), 117-153.

Sazcr2013: G. Sazei, “Maydos Kilisetepe Hoyiigii- Eine
bronzezeitliche Hafensiedlung an den Dardanellen”,
AKorrBl 43/1, 29-40.

Sazci ve BASARAN-MuTLU 2018: G. Sazci, M. Basaran-
Mutlu, “Maydos-Kilisetepe: A Bronze Age
Settlement on the Border Between Asia and Europe”,
Archaeology Across Frontiers and Borderlands, S.
Gimatzidis, M. Pieniazek, S. Mangaloglu-Votruba
(Ed.), Vienna, 139-158.

Sazcr ve BAsARAN-MuTLU 2019a: G. Sazci, M. Basaran-
Mutlu, “Maydos Kilisetepe Hoyiigii Kazilar1 2016
- 2017 Sezonu Calismalar1”, KST 40.2, 149-164.

Sazct ve BASARAN-MuTLU 2019b: Sazci, Goksel;
Basaran Mutlu, Meral. 2020. “Die Bronzezeitliche
Siedlung Maydos Kilisetepe Und Thre Beziehungen
Zum Sidostlichen Europa”, DACIA LXIII, 2018-
2019: 311- 330.

Sazci ve CaLis-Sazcr 2020: G. Sazci, D. Calig-Sazct,
“Maydos Kilisetepe Hoyiigi”, G. Sazci (Ed.),
Maydos I, 13-74. Canakkale.

Sazc12020: G. Sazel, Maydos I, Canakkale.

STRONACH 1957: D.B. Stronach, “The Development
and Diffusion of Metal Types in Early Bronze Age
Anatolia”, AnSt 7, 89-125.

SUMMERS 1991: G.D. Summers, “Metalwork in Gaziantep
Museum Said to Be a Hoard from the Region of
Sakcag6zii”, AnSt 41, 173-195.

TekiN 2018: H. Tekin, Madeni Eser Tipolojisi, Ankara.

UNAL 1999: A. Unal, «A Hittite Mycenaean Type B
Sword from the Vicinity of Kastamonu, Northwest
Turkey», Essays on Ancient Anatolia, T. Mikasa
(Ed.), Wiesbaden, 207-226.

WOooLEY 1955: L. Wooley, An account of the Excavations
at Tell Atchana in the Hatay, 1937-1949, Oxford.

VON DER OSTEN 1937: H.H. von der Osten, The Alishar
Hiiyiik Seasons of 1930-32, Chicago.

XANTHOUDIDES ve DrROOP 1924: S. P. Xanthoudides, J. P.
Droop, The vaulted tombs of Mesard : an account of
some early cemeteries of Southern Crete, Liverpool.

YaDIN 1963: Y. Yadin, The Art of Warfare in Biblical
Lands in the Light of Archaeological Discovery,
London.

Yargiknr 1991 D. Yalgikly, Giineydogu Anadolu
Bolgesi'nin MO III. Bine Tarihlendirilen Tung
Silahlar:, Yayimlanmamis Yiiksek Lisans Tezi,
Hacettepe Universitesi, Ankara.

YALGIKLI 2006: D. Yalgikli, “Zwei Bronzeschwerter aus
Westanatolien”, IstMitt 56, 29-41.

YALCIN ve YALCIN 2009: U. Yalgin, G. Yalgin, “Evidence
for Early Use of Tin at Tiilintepe in Eastern
Anatolia”, TUBA-Ar 12, 123-142.

YENER 1995: K.A. Yener, “Swords, Armor, and
Figurines”, BibAr 58(2), 101-107.

ADerg XXVI

ZOLDFOLDI 2011: J. Z61dfoldi, 5000 Years Marble History
in Troia and the Troad, Petroarchaeological Study
on the Provenance of White Marbles in West
Anatolia, Unpublished Ph.D. Thesis, Eberhard
Karls Universitdt Tiibingen, Tiibingen.

Makale Gonderim Tarihi: 12.11.2020
Makale Kabul Tarihi: 28.01.2021

A. ONUR BAMYACI
Orcid ID: 0000-0003-2815-248X

Canakkale Onsekiz Mart Universitesi,
Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Arkeoloji Boliimii,
Canakkale.

aobamyaci@comu.edu.tr

MERAL BASARAN MUTLU
Orcid ID: 0000-0002-4965-0456

Firat Universitesi, Insani ve Sosyal Bilimler
Fakiiltesi, Arkeoloji Bolimt, Elaz1g.

mbmutlu@firat.edu.tr



202171 Tung Cag1 Kilig¢ Topuzlari: Maydos Kilisetepe’den iki Miken Ornegi

25°00'00" E 26°00'00" E
1 |

27°00'00" E 27°00'00" E
L

N\

TRAK YA

Q,OONYA o

41°00'00" N

) "%

Q. HASOS

Mikro \O
SAMOTHRAGE

GOKGEADA
/1MBROS

L
ZZK@{;K e

LEMNOS BOZCAADY

40°00'00" N

0.0 0

z > =2 4
5 W,
g .
s wnos  EGE
3 2

o DENIZI

° PSARA Agio Gala
K
z
8 N
= 0 sk
S I [ —)
3 T
8
sones
° TKARIA

Biga Yarimadas
(Antik Troas)

SAMOS

\

Mo

Topuz
Percin Deligi

Percin Deligi

=

f Kavrama - Kabza

Koruma

Sap Dili
Omuz
Pergin Deligi
Kesici Kenar

Omurga

Ue

Namlu

Fig. 1.
Kuzeydogu Ege ve Bati Anadolu Haritasi
(Gizim: A. Onur Bamyaci)

Fig. 2. Kilig ve kamalarin boliimleri ve topuzlarin konumunu gdsteren

sekil. (Cizim: A. Onur Bamyaci)
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Fig. 3.

Ege tipi kiliglarda kullanilan stsleme ve
sabitleme amach percin kullanimini goste-
ren sekil (Steinmann 2020: fig 8.a).

Fig. 4.

Tung Cagi Miken kiliclarinda kullanilan
stsleme amacli pergin kullanimini ve kilig
topuzlan (Atina Milli Miizesi, Fotograf:
Goksel Sazc)
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o

MO 2500 ——— MO 2000 —— MO 1500 MO 1400 MO 1300 MO 1200

Fig. 6. Anadolu buluntusu Tung¢ Cagi kiliclarinin tipleri ve buluntu yerleri (Miller-Karpe 1994:Abb.1; Yalcikli 2006:
Abb.1"den uyarlanmistir).

S Tip H.mad. Y. C. DC. PDC. A Tabaka Acma C.M.No.
1 Topuz Memer 24on. 45em. 17om. 05cm. 69.1gr Va D473 13788
2 Topuz Memer 31cm. 46cm. 16om. 06cm. 438gr Va D4/4 12764

Anahtar: Hmad Hammadde, 1: Yitkseklik C: Cap, DC: Sap delik ¢apr, PDC: Per¢in delik ¢apr, A:
Agwik, CM: Canakkale Miize Eyvanter No,

Fig. 7. Maydos Kili¢ Topuzlarinin metrik verileri.
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Fig. 8. Maydos Kilisetepe Ge¢ Tung Cagdi Kilig Topuzlar (Maydos Kazisi, ¢cizim Meral Basaran Mutlu)
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OZET

Anadolu’nun Erken Tung Cagi, kentlesme siirecinin baslamasiyla temsil edilir. Kentleri ¢evreleyen sur
duvarlari ve sitadeller, soylulara ait mezarlar ve bu mezarlar i¢inde bulunan degerli hediyeler, kent ya-
santisini ve yonetici sinifin varligini dogrulayan arkeolojik verilerdir. S6z konusu veriler arasinda basta
bronz olmak iizere altin ve giimiis gibi degerli metallerden yapilmis ¢esitli buluntular da dikkati ¢eker.
Nitekim bu buluntular iizerinden donemin ileri madencilik teknolojisi ve bélgeler arasi iliskiler hakkinda
bilgi sahibi olunmaktadir.

Bronz eserlere nazaran daha az sayida olan degerli metallere ait bulgular ozellikle mezarlik alanlarindan
bilinir. Izmir-Bayraklh Hoyiigii'nde 2019 yilinda yiiriitiilen calismalarda, toplu haldeki giimiis bir tak:
grubu, yerlesim yerinde agiga ¢ikarilmistir. S6z konusu takilar, kiiciik boy bir ¢comlek iginde insitu olarak
tespit edilmistir. Birbirine kaynasmis olarak tek bir kitle halinde bulunan takilarin ¢esitli teknik ve ozel-
likle oldugu dikkati ¢cekmektedir. Bu makalede, Bayrakli Hoyiigii'nde bulunan bu giimiis taki grubunun,
Bati Anadolu’daki arkeolojik veriler isiginda degerlendirmesi yapilmigtir.

ABSTRACT

The Early Bronze Age of Anatolia is characterized by the emergence of urbanism. The existence of cities
and ruling class are confirmed by the archaeological data such as city walls, citadels, royal cemeter-
ies and valuable burial gifts. Among the various archaeological finds, especially metal objects made of
bronze, gold and silver draw attention. They provide information about advanced mining technology and
interregional relationship during the period.

Findings of precious metals, which are less in number than bronze, are known especially from the cem-
eteries. The excavations in Izmir-Bayrakli Mound, a hoard of silver jewelry have been unearthed in the
settlement context, in 2019. The jewelry was found in a small sized jar as insitu. It is observed that the
Jjewelry which is agglutinated each other as a single mass, has various techniques and features. This paper
discusses this silver hoard according to the archaeological evidences in Western Anatolia.

yuriitiilmiistiir.! Ardindan, 1966-1992 yillari

yugi (Eski Smyrna) 1948 yilindan beri arkeolo-
jik kazilarin yiritildigi 6nemli bir yerlesimdir
(Fig. 1). Gilinlimiizde sehir merkezi i¢inde yer
alan Bayrakli Hoytigii'nde ilk sistemli kazilar
1948 yilinda baslamistir. Ingiliz-Tiirk ortakli-
giyla yapilan bu ilk kazilar, 1948-1951 yillari
arasinda J. M. Cook ve E. Akurgal tarafindan

arasinda Prof. Dr. E. Akurgal, 1993-2013 yillar1
arasinda da Prof. Dr. M. Akurgal kazilara bas-
kanlik yapmistir. Yeni donem kazilari ise 2014
yilindan itibaren C. Tanriver baskanliginda bir
ekip tarafindan siirdiiriilmektedir.

Bayraklrda "yl'irﬁtiilen kaz1 g¢alismalar1 cerge-
vesinde, M.O. 3. binyildan (Erken Tun¢ Cag)
M.O. 3. ylizyila kadar devam eden bir yerlesim
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silsilesinin varhigini anlasilir.2 Simdiye kadar
yapilan c¢alismalarda O6zellikle Protogeometrik,
Geometrik, Arkaik ve Klasik donem verilerine
agirlik verildigi i¢in, Bayrakli Hoyligii daha ¢cok
Hellen Devri yerlesimiyle 6n plana ¢ikmaktadir.
Erken Tung Cag tabakalariyla ilgili ilk ve tek ¢a-
lisma, Ingiliz arkeolog J. Cook tarafindan 1949
yilinda yapilmistir. Nitekim bu ¢aligmayla ilgili
sonuglar, E. Akurgal’in 1950 yil1 yayininda kisa
bir rapor seklinde yayimlanmistir.3 S6z konusu
yayinda Akurgal, M.O. 3. Binyila tarihlenen Er-
ken Tung Cag verilerinin hoyiigiin giineybatisin-
da E A¢masi olarak adlandirilan bir alanda agiga
¢ikarildigini ve bunlarin “Bayrakli I yerlesmesi
olarak tanimlandigini belirtmektedir.4 Buradaki
calismalarda tag temelli, kerpi¢ duvarli ve dort-
gen planli 2 evreli bir Erken Tung Cag mimari-
sine ulagilmistir. Bu tabakadan ele gecen ¢anak
¢omleklerin ise Troya I ve II ile benzerliklerinin
alt1 ¢izilmistir.5 Daha sonraki yayinlarinda da ki-
saca bu donem verilerinden bahseden Akurgal,
bu 2 evreli Bayrakli I yerlesimini M.O. 3000-
2500 ile M.O. 2500-2000 tarihleri arasina yerles-
tirmistir.6 Maalesef bunlar disinda, Bayrakli’nin
Erken Tung Cag siireciyle ilgili herhangi bir ¢a-
lisma yapilmadiginin alt1 ¢izilmelidir.

Bayrakli Hoytigii'ndeki Tung Cag c¢alismala-
r1 uzun bir aradan sonra ilk kez 2015 yilinda
yeni donem kazilarryla birlikte tekrar giindeme
alinmigtir.” Daha Onceki c¢aligmalar Bayrakli
Hoytgti'niin Erken Tung Cag’daki varligina yo-
nelik bazi sonuglar sunsa da, yerlesimin niteli-
gi, boyutu, etrafindaki savunma sistemi, ¢anak
comlek ozellikleri ve diger Erken Tung Cag mer-
kezleri i¢indeki yeri gibi birgok sorunun heniiz
cevabi verilememistir. Dolayistyla 2017-2019 yil-
lar1 arasinda yiiriittiigimiiz ve ileride de devam
etmesini planladigimiz Erken Tun¢ Cag kazila-
rinin 6ncelikli hedefi bu az bilinen siirecin tiim
yonleriyle agiga c¢ikarilmasidir. Bu hedefler dog-
rultusunda hoyiiglin gilineybatisinda, Cook do-
nemi kazilarinda “E A¢masr” olarak tanimlanan
alanda, “Bat1 Agmas1” adiyla yeni bir kazi alani
belirlenmistir (Fig. 2).

Bati  Ag¢masindaki  ¢alismalarda,  ylizey
topragindan itibaren M.O. 2. biny1l tabakasina
kadar olan kiiltiirel dolgu karisik malzeme gru-
buyla temsil edilir. M.O. 2. binyil bas1 ile M.O. 3.
binyilin sonuna tarihlenen tabakada ise dikdort-
gen planl ve tas temelli uzun yapilar agiga ¢ika-
rilmigtir. S6z konusu yapilar giliney tarafta agiga
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¢ikarilan dogu-bat1 yonlii tas temelli bir duvara
dayandirilmistir. Tas temelli, kerpi¢ duvarli bu
uzun yapilarin ii¢ sirali orta boy dere taslarindan
yapilmig olan tag temellerinin en st sirasinda
ikinci bir tadilat evresinin oldugu diistiniilmek-
tedir. Bu tabakadan ele gecen ¢anak ¢omleklerin
Erken Tun¢ Cag sonu veya Orta Tung Cag’in bas-
langicina tarihlendigi anlasilmaktadir.8 Bu taba-
kanin altindaki seviyede ise kuzey-giiney yonlii
kerpig¢ hatlar1 tespit edilmis olup bu kerpiglerin
beyaz kille stvanmis taban lizerine diistiigii tespit
edilmistir (Fig. 3).

Bu alanda a¢iga ¢ikarilan ¢anak ¢omleklerin pa-
ralellerine Troya, Beycesultan, Demircihdyiik ve
Kiilliioba yerlesim yerlerinin Erken Tung¢ Cag 111
tabakalarinda rastlanmistir. Dolayisiyla tabani
kille stvali kerpi¢ dokiintiili bu alanin, canak
¢omlek incelemeleri 15181nda Erken Tung Cag 111
donemine tarihlenebilecegi anlagiimaktadir (Fig. 4).

Bat1 Agmasr’nda 2019 yilinda devam eden ¢alis-
malarda Erken Tung Cag I11 donemine tarihledi-
gimiz kerpiclerin kaldirilmasi sirasinda, kiigiik
bir ¢omlek bulunmustur. Ac¢ik kahverengi ve
el yapimi olan bu ¢dmlek, dar agizli ve kiiresel
govdelidir. Omzu tizerinde ii¢ adet dikey kulp
bulunur. Pargali olarak a¢iga ¢ikarilan ¢comlegin
icinde 406 gr agirhiginda birbirine kaynagmis
halde tiimii giimiisten olusan bir taki grubu tespit
edilmistir (Fig. 4). Toprak ve korozyon nedeniyle
birbirine yapismis halde ve yaklasik 12 santim
capinda bir kiitle seklinde ortaya c¢ikarilmistir.
Mikroskobik incelemeler ve kesit fotograflar
(Fig. 6) so6z konusu glimiis buluntunun net olarak
tespitine olanak vermistir. S6z konusu alanda
kazi ¢aligmalar1 sona erdiginden, bu ¢dmlegin
bulundugu tabakayla ilgili herhangi bir mima-
ri veya iliskili oldugu ¢anak ¢omlek buluntula-
r1 heniiz a¢iga ¢ikarilmamistir. Dolayisiyla soz
konusu buluntunun simdilik en azindan ETC
Il tabakasinin altindaki seviyede agiga ¢ika-
rildig1 soylenebilir. fleriki yillarda bu alandaki
caligmalar genisletilecektir.

Kiigiik bir ¢omlek icinde, birbirine kaynastigi
icin tek bir kiitle halinde ele gegen bu takilarin
tam olarak sayis1 ve 6zelliklerine dair bir sey soy-
lemek heniiz miimkiin degildir. Ancak s6z konu-
su kiitle iizerine yapilan ilk incelemelere ve ront-
gen fotografina gore (Fig. 6), bu taki grubunun
icinde glimiis tellerden yapilmig spiral yiiziikler
ve kiipeler, tizeri farkli boyda metal boncuklarla
(graniil) stislenmis sa¢ igneleri, levha plakalardan
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meydana getirilmis alin bantlar1 (diadem), bile-
zikler ve ¢ok sayida farkli boylarda boncuklar
yer almaktadir. S6z konusu levhalardan birinin
dis yiizde kalan kosesinde, geometrik motifler-
den olusan kazima bezeme tespit edilmistir. i1k
gozlemlere gore sayica en fazla grubu sag igne-
leri olusturmaktadir. Bu orani boncuklar takip
etmektedir. Bunlar diginda, 6 adet spiral yiiziik
veya kiipe oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. En az 3 adet
de alin bandi bulunmaktadir. Levha seklindeki
alin bantlar1 rulo seklinde sarilmis olarak bulun-
mustur (Fig. 4).

Bayraklr’da agiga c¢ikarilan giimiis hazinenin
Bati Anadolu arkeolojisi agisindan 6nemini ir-
delemek acisindan genel hatlariyla Bat1 Anado-
lw’daki glimis eserlerin yayilimindan bahsetmek
gerekir. Eldeki arkeolojik veriler, bolgenin en
erken giimiis buluntularinin Geg¢ Kalkolitik do-
neme tarihlendigini ortaya koyar. izmir'de Ege
Giibre’de ve Baklatepe’de Geg Kalkolitik done-
me tarihlenen giimiis kiipe ve yiiziikler agiga
cikarilmistir!® Yine daha i¢ kesimde, Denizli’de
yer alan Beycesultan yerlesiminde de Kalkolitik
doneme tarihlenen giimiis bir yliziik ele gecmis-
tir.! Beycesultan ornegi lizerinden, kupelasyon
yontemiyle iiretilmis giimiis eserlerin Geg Kal-
kolitik dénemden itibaren var oldugu anlagilir.!2
Erken Tung¢ Cag’dan itibaren yayginlasan giimiis
eserlerin!3 Bati Anadolu’daki kullanimina yo6-
nelik veriler Limantepe (Urla-izmir), Baklatepe
(Menderes-izmir), Cukurigi (Selguk-izmir), ve
Troya (Canakkale) gibi merkezlerden elde edi-
lir.'4 Yine daha i¢ kesimlerde Demircihdyiik-Sa-
riket ve glineyde Karatas-Semayiik mezarlarinda
da ¢ok sayida glimiis ve altin eserlerin ele gectigi
bilinir.!5 Ozellikle k1y1 bélgesinde, Troya disinda,
s6z konusu veriler genellikle sinirli sayidaki par-
calardan olusur. Ornegin Limantepe’de V1. Taba-
kada ele gecen bir yiiziik parcasi Erken Tung Cag
I evresine tarihlenir.!® Baklatepe’deki glimiis ta-
kilarin ¢ogu Erken Tung Cag I ve II donemlerine
tarihlenen mezarlarda bulunmustur. Erken Tung
Cag | gomiilerinde giimiis bilezik ve yiiziikler,
Erken Tung¢ Cag Il gémiilerinde ise sag igneleri,
kiipeler, kolye ve sa¢ bantlar1 ele gegmistir.!” Bir
diger merkez olan Cukuri¢i’nde de glimiis ob-
jeler bulunmustur. IV. ve III. tabakalardan ele
gegen veriler dogrultusunda Cukuri¢i’'nin Erken
Tung Cag I’de 6nemli bir metal iiretim merke-
zi (0zellikle bakir alagimlar1 acgisindan) olarak
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tanimlandigi dikkati ¢eker.!8

Bati Anadolu’da Erken Tung¢ Cag’a tarihlenen
degerli metallerle ilgili en dikkat ¢ekici 6rnek-
ler Troya’dan elde edilir. Erken Tung¢ Cag II ve
III dénemlerine tarihlenen zengin bir hazine 18.
yiizyilda sonunda H. Schliemann tarafindan agi-
ga cikarilmistir. Altin ve giimiisten ytiziikler,
bilezikler, kiipeler, kolyeler, pendantlar, sa¢ bant-
lar1, boncuklar ve hatta kap kacaklar bu zengin
hazinenin ¢esitli eserleri arasinda sayilabilir.!
Tim bu buluntular, Erken Tun¢ Cag’da Bati
Anadolunun Yakindogu ve Akdeniz diinyasiyla
baglantili ticari sistemin varligini agikca ortaya
koymaktadir.20

Guimis takilarin kesfi, Bayrakli Hoytigi’niin Er-
ken Tun¢ Cag’daki 6nemini agik¢a ortaya koy-
maktadir. Bayrakli’da heniiz Erken Tung Cag sur
sistemi veya saray yapisi agiga ¢ikarilmamis olsa
da, s6z konusu buluntular Bayrakli yerlesiminin
Erken Tung Cag’da giimiis gibi degerli metalden
yapilmis taki ve siis esyalarina erigimi miimkiin
kilacak gelismis bir organizasyonun ve sehir sis-
teminin varligini diisiindiirmektedir. Dolayisiyla
diyebiliriz ki, izmirin Bayrakli yerlesiminde
agiga ¢ikarilan glimis takilar, buradaki ilk sehir
yasantisinin zenginligini agik¢a gozler Oniine
sermektedir. S6z konusu takilar kentin elitlerine
ait kiiciik bir hazine olarak yorumlanabilecegi
gibi, yine bir yoneticiye bagh calistigi diisi-
niilen bir miicevher ustasinin mal varligina da
isaret edilebilir. Dolayisiyla Bayrakli’da ortaya
¢ikarilan giimiis eserlerin, Troya’dan sonra Bati
Anadolu’da yerlesim yerinde bulunmus en dikkat
¢ekici buluntu grubu oldugu sdylenebilir. Buna
gore, Eski Smyrnanin Erken Tun¢ Cagi’'nda bir
miicevherat iiretim merkezi olup olmadigina ya
da kentin MO 3. binyildaki yénetimine veya gev-
re kiltiirlerle iliskilerine yonelik dnemli bilgiler
elde edecegimize inandigimiz bu nadir buluntu
tizerindeki konservasyon, ileri teknikte goriintii-
leme ve tanimlama c¢alismalarimiz hala devam
etmektedir. Bu ¢aligmalarda, glimiis takilardan
olusan kiilgenin tomografisi ¢ekildikten sonra
uzmanlarin goriisii dogrultusunda birbirinden
ayrilip ayrilamayacagina karar verilecek ve eger
olumlu bir sonug ¢ikarsa uzmanlar tarafindan
birbirine yapismis olan nesneler ayrilabilecektir.
Ancak bu sayede, y1gin1 olusturan takilarin sayi-
sin1 kesin olarak saptayabilecegiz. Heniiz kesin
olmamakla birlikte giimiislerin kdkeni hakkin-
da da éngoriide bulunulabilir. Izmir bdlgesinin
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Oonemli giimiis kaynaklarindan biri olan Arap
Dag, Bayrakl’nin hemen kuzeyindeki Yaman-
lar Dagr’nda yer alir. Troya’daki Erken Tung Cag
glimiis eserleri lizerine yapilan analizler, bun-
larin olasi kaynaklarindan birinin de Arap Dag
olabilecegini ortaya koymustur.2! Dolayisiyla
Bayrakli giimiislerinin kaynaklarindan birinin
de hemen bitisigindeki Arap Dag olmast muhte-
meldir. Belki de Bayrakli, bu zengin kaynaklara
yakin konumundan dolay1, bolgenin Erken Tung
Cag ve sonrasinda giimiis gibi degerli metalle-
rini dretip dagitimini yapan 6nemli bir merkez
konumunda olabilir.

Sonug olarak Eski Smyrna’da, Troya’dan bildi-
gimiz Erken Tun¢ Cag hazinelerinin kiiciik bir
ornegi aciga cikarilmigtir. S6z konusu hazine,
Bayraklrdaki Erken Tung Cag yerlesiminin Bati
Anadolu’daki 6nemini agikca ortaya koymakta-
dir. S6z konusu hazine {izerine yapilmasi planla-
nan ayrintili calismalar ve analizler neticesinde,
[zmirliler’in giiniimiizden 4500-4000 y1l &nceki
teknoloji bilgileri, kiiltiirel baglantilar1 ve belki
sosyal diizenlerine iliskin yeni bilgiler ortaya
konulacaktur.
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Fig. 1.
Bayrakl Hoyugi'nln Yerini Gosteren
Harita (Kayan-Oner 2013, Sekil 2).

Bati Ac;masi g ‘ % (i \/—_I_g

Fig. 2. Bayrakli Ana Plan Uzerinde Bati Acmasinin Yeri (Kazi Arsivi)
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[zmir-Bayrakli Hoyiik’te Bulunan Giimiis Takilara Dair Ik Gzlemler

Fig. 3: Bati Acmasi Genel Goriinim (Kazi Arsivi)

Fig.4. Taban Ustii Canak Cémlekler (Erdem-Giirgen Erdem-Ongar 2019, Fig. 6, 7, 8)
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Fig. 5. Giimds Takilar ve Takilarin istiflendigi Cémlek (Kazi Arsivi)

Fig. 6. Gims parcalarinin mikroskobik fotografi ve rontgen goriintiisii (Kazi Arsivi)
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Archacometric Analysis of Early Bronze Age Dark
Rimmed Orange Bowl Ware (DROB ware) from the
Upper Khabur (NE-Syria) and the Upper Tigris Valley
(SE-Anatolia)

[YUKARI HABUR VE YUKARI DICLE HAVZASINDA BULUNAN ERKEN TUNC
CAGI “DARK RIMMED ORANGE BOWL WARE “(DROB WARE) SERAMIKLERIN
ARKEOMETRIK ANALIZLERI]

Mustafa KIBAROGLU

Anahtar Kelimeler

Erken Tun¢ Cagi Seramikleri, Yukar: Dicle Havzast, Yukart Habur Ha vzasi, Arkeometrik Analiz, Seramik
koken analizi.
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OZET

Bu ¢alismanin amaci, Giineydogu Anadolu Bélgesi'ndeki Yukar: Dicle Havzasinda ve Kuzey Suriye’deki
Yukart Habur Havzasinda yapilan arkeolojik arastirmalarda ele gegen Erken Tung dénemine ait Dark
Rimmed Orange Bowl Ware (DROB-ware) mal grubunun, kimyasal ve petrografik analiz yéntemlerini
kullanarak tiretim yerinin belirlenmesidir. Bu amagla, her iki bélgeden alinan DROB ware orneklerinin
yaninda, soz konusu seramiklerin iiretiminde kullanilan muhtemel kil kaynak alanlarini tespit edebilmek
igin, her iki bolgeden cesitli kil yataklarindan orneklerde alinarak kimyasal ve petrografik analizleri
yapilmistir.

Arkeometrik analiz sonuglari, DROB ware’in Yukar: Dicle Havzasinda, Bismil ve Batman arasinda bu-
lunan kil kaynaklarindan iiretildigini, Yukar: Habur Havzasindaki héyiiklerde bulunan érneklerin, bu
bolgeye Yukar: Dicle Havzasindan geldigini géstermektedir.

ABSTRACT

The Early Bronze Age Dark Rimmed Orange Bowl Ware (DROB ware) uncovered at various archaeo-
logical sites in the Upper Khabur (NE-Syria) and the Upper Tigris Valley (SE-Anatolia) were examined
using X-ray fluorescence spectroscopy and petrographic thin section methods to determine chemical and
mineralogical characteristics of the ware, with a view to determining the production place of the ware. To
obtain information on possible area of clay sources used in their production, local clay samples from the
distribution area of DROB ware in the Upper Tigris and the Upper Khabur Valley were used as reference
material.

The results of archaeometric analysis suggests that the DROB ware belongs to the Upper Tigris Early
Bronze Age ceramic tradition, produced from the local clays available between the province Bismil and
Batman in the Upper Tigris Valley (SE-Anatolia) and traded to the Upper Khabur Valley in NE-Syria.
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1. Introduction

Dark Rimmed Orange Bowls Ware (hereafter
DROB ware; Fig. 1) is a distinct ware type of the
Early Bronze Age found at several sites in the
Upper Khabur region in Northeastern Syria and
in the Upper Tigris Valley in the Southeastern
Anatolia (Fig. 2). According to Jazira chronol-
ogy, DROB ware is dated to the Akkadian and
post-Akkadian periods, c. 2250-2000 BCE.! It is
characterized macroscopically by the use of fine
clay and a precisely executed surface treatment.
The outer surface is covered by a thin slip with a
color ranging from pale brown to orange, though
orange is the most common color (Fig. 1). On the
rim, all vessels have a slip in the form of a wide,
dark stripe, usually brown to black in color (Fig.
1). The dark slip at the vessel rim, usually outer
side but sometimes covering with a narrower
stripe into the inner part, is intentional and gener-
ally associated with a particular shape, namely a
semi-circular bowl with a smooth or pointed rim;
most are thick-walled (up to 6 mm), though there
are also thin-walled (eggshell) examples.2 A clear
picture of the geographical distribution of DROB
ware in the Upper Tigris is still lacking, though
the salvage excavations and surveys conducted
in the region in recent years shows that its oc-
currence is more pronounced in the Upper Tigris
compared to the Upper Khabur region3. It is quite
clear that DROB ware displays a north-south ori-
ented distribution pattern between the Upper
Tigris Valley and the Upper Khabur region over
the Tur’ Abdin mountains (Fig. 2). According to
the present state of the research, Tell Melebiya
and Tell Bderi seems to be the southernmost sites
within the Upper Khabur region that show the
presence of DROB ware (Fig. 2). 4

In this paper, it is reported the results of the chem-
ical and petrographic analysis carried out on thir-
ty-six DROB ware sherds collected from the vari-
ous sites in the Upper Khabur and in the Upper
Tigris Valley (Fig. 2). An extensive collection of
local clay samples (n = 79), initially collected as
part of the SOAP project> were used in this study
as reference materials for the provenance identi-
fication of the ware. The main aim of the study

1 Bianchi 2012.

2 Bianchi 2012.

3 Bianchi 2012; Bianchi and Ozfirat 2014
4 Bianchi 2012.

5 Kibaroglu and Falb 2013.
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was to investigate the raw material source of
DROB ware, and thus, to identify the production
place of the ware. Further, the study also aimed
to identify whether the ware was produced from
a distinct clay source or used multi-clay sources.
In addition, an attempt was also made to obtain
some information on the production procedure of
the ware, such as past preparation (levigation or
temper) and firing temperature.

2. Samples

2.1. DROB ware samples

Thirty-six DROB ware sherds were selected for
the chemical and petrographic analysis (Table 1).
In the selection of the sherds, some macroscopic
features such as the fineness of the ware (fine
and coarse variants), wall thickness, and vessel
shape were considered to assemble a representa-
tive sampling for the DROB Ware. The sample-
set consists of examples unearthed at sites in the
Upper Khabur region and in the Upper Tigris
Valley: Tell Brak (n = 3), Tell Mozan (n =14), Tell
Arbid (n = 1) located in Upper Khabur; and Salat
Tepe (n = 9), Kavusan (n = 4), Cayirlik Tepe (n =
2) and Susam Tepe (n = 2) located in the Upper
Tigris Valley (Fig. 2). Most sherds come from ar-
chaeologically well-stratified deposits, while two
samples, STP-1 and STP-2 from Salat Tepe, are
from the surface collection (Table 1).

2. 2. Reference materials

A total of 79 clay samples from different spots
in the Upper Tigris (n = 60) and Upper Khabur
(n = 19) that have been initially collected as a
part of the SOAP project® were considered in
this study as reference materials for the com-
parison of the chemical and petrographic data
of DROB ware (Fig.2). The samples from the
Upper Tigris cover a large part of the clay de-
posits in the Valley; the majority come from
the different terrace systems existing in the
Upper Tigris, including the Batman River.’
They were mainly collected from beneath the
agricultural soil at the terrace profiles (T4, T3,
and T2), where it is considered that they were
not chemically contaminated by anthropogenic
activity. In the Karacadag basaltic area, the
samples were collected from in-situ occurred

6 Kibaroglu and Falb 2013.
7 Dogan 2005.
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clay deposits by manual drilling from the deep
between 0.6-1.5 m. From the Upper Khabur re-
gion, a total of 19 local clay samples from vari-
ous riverbeds (wadies), including four samples
from Derik/Mardin region, were also included
as reference materials (Fig. 2). A modern ce-
ramic fragment (sample QP-215) and its raw
clay (QM1) that was taken from the local pot-
tery workshop in al-Qamisli was also added to
the reference group. According to the potter’s
information, the raw clay for QP-215 and QM1
was collected from the clay-rich deposits close
to the workshop.

Before the analysis, coarse clays with large in-
clusions were first levigated in the laboratory
at the University of Tiibingen (Germany) us-
ing distilled water to obtain a fine clay frac-
tion. Subsequently, samples were manually ho-
mogenized and prepared into about 4x4x2 cm
briquettes and then fired in an electric kiln at
a temperature between 800—-850 °C. A small
part of clay briquettes was cut and ground into
a fine powder using an agate mill and then sub-
mitted for chemical analysis.

3. Analytical Methods

3. 1. Wavelength dispersive X-ray
fluorescence spectrometry (WDXRF)

The major (SiO,, Ti, 0, AlO,, Fe,0,, MnO,
MgO, CaO, Na,O, K,0, P,0;) and trace element
concentrations (Ba, Co, Cr, Ni, Rb, Sr, V, Y, Zn,
Zr, Ce, La, Nd, Sm, and Yb) of the ceramic and
reference samples were determined using a wave-
length dispersive X-ray fluorescence spectrom-
eter (Bruker AXS S4 Pioneer spectrometer, Rh
X-ray tube, 4 kW) at the Institute of Geosciences,
University of Tiibingen (Germany) with 32 stand-
ardized samples. Analytical error and detection
limits vary and depend on the element and uncer-
tainties of sample composition. Uncertainties for
all major elements are better than 1% (1SD) and
for the trace elements are better than 5% (1SD).

Before grinding the ceramic samples to powder,
a thin layer from internal and external surfaces
of the sherds, which may have been chemically
contaminated during the burial® was removed
by a diamond-coated saw. The ceramic and clay
powders were then oven-dried at a constant

8 Wilson 1978; Schwedt et al. 2004.
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temperature of 105 °C for 24 hours. The measure-
ment was performed on glassy fused beads. For
that, 1.5 g (£0.003) of powder and 7.5 g (+0.003)
of flux (Merck spectromelt A12, a mixture of
66% Li-tetraborate and 34% Li-metaborate) were
mixed and subsequently fused at 1050 °C into a
glassy fused bead to determine major and trace
element concentrations. The loss-on-ignition
(LOI) of the ceramic and clay samples was deter-
mined externally using 1g of powder. The meas-
ured element concentrations were recalculated by
normalizing the sum of the non-volatile oxides to
100%. This procedure is required because a large
part of the volatile components (LOI, mainly wa-
ter and carbon dioxide) of the clays disappears
during firing and is no longer present in the re-
sulting ceramics.’

3.2. Petrographic thin section analysis

The petrographic analysis was carried out on thin
sections from a total of 17 sherds from various
sites in the Upper Khabur and the Upper Tigris
valley. Thin sections were examined under a
standard polarizing microscope at the Institute of
Geosciences, University of Tiibingen. Thin sec-
tions consist of fine and coarse variants and were
from the different wall thicknesses found in both
regions. This analysis was conducted to charac-
terize the raw materials used in the DROB ware
production and to identify the rock and mineral
inclusions and other fabric features, to obtain in-
formation on the possible geographic location of
the raw material source of the ware. Thin sec-
tion analysis was also employed to identify, as
far as possible, some technological aspects of
production such as paste preparations and firing
temperatures. A total of 24 reference samples,
selected from different localities, including the
Upper Tigris (n = 18) and Upper Khabur (n = 6),
were also analyzed petrographically to compare
their petrographic-mineralogical characteristics
to those of DROB ware.

4. Results

4. 1. Major and trace element
characteristics of the DROB ware
The major and trace element concentrations of

analyzed ceramic samples are given in Table 2.
Sample AA-208 could not be analyzed chemically

9 Ottenburgs et al. 1993.
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because of insufficient material but analyzed us-
ing the petrographic method. The major and
trace element concentrations of DROB ware
show some characteristic compositional patterns.
Overall, the samples are characterized by average
values of moderate SiO, (56.1%), Al,O, (15.7%),
Na,O (1.4%), K,O (2.5%), and a relatively high
MgO (5.2%) and Fe,O, (7.8%) concentrations.
CaO contents range from 6.1 to 19.1% indicate
the use of moderate to high calcareous clays for
the production of the vessels.

Major and trace element concentrations of the
samples show some variations, particularly in
major elements Al,O,, MgO, CaO, and trace ele-
ments Ba, Cr, Ni, and Ce, and less pronounced
variations were also observed in SiO,, Fe,0O,, Co,
Rb, Sr, V, and La. The other measured elements
(Y, Zr, and Nd) show more or less homogenous
patterns. In figure 3, the bivariate plot of selected
major and trace element concentrations of ce-
ramic samples is illustrated. The concentration
of Si0,, Ca0, K,0, Cr, Ni, and element ratios of
AlO,/Fe,0, and Rb/Cr show different patterns
that allow distinguishing the selected DROB
samples into two main chemical groups. Sample
AA-209, which is a typical DROB ware example,
shows also a clear difference in major and trace
elements composition from both main groups.
As a whole, the first group, chemical group 1 (bi-
variate group 1), is characterized by higher SiO,,
AlLO,, K,O, Rb, Zr, slightly higher Ba, Ni, Y, Sm,
Yb, and lower CaO and Sr values, whereas the
second group, chemical group 2 (bivariate group
2) contains higher CaO, slightly higher Sr, and
lower SiO,, Al,O,, and Zr values.

273
Principal components analysis (PCA) of the
ceramic samples was calculated on the basis
of the values of five major (SiO,, Al,O,, Na,O,
K,0) and four trace elements (Ba, Cr, Ni, and
V). The calculation of principal components
was performed by JMP Software (v.13). Prior
to the computation, the variables (elements)
were transformed using the standard estima-
tion method of JMP software. Other measured
elements (Table 2) were removed from the data
set as they show either large scattering (TiO,,
Fe,0,, MgO, Co, Ni, Rb, Y, Zn, Ce, and Sm)
within the samples, low detection (YD), or pos-
sible post-depositional contamination (CaO,
P,O,). The values of the first two principal com-
ponents of the data (score plot) and loading plot
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are represented in Fig. 4a and b. The correla-
tion of principal components, PC1 versus PC2,
shows two main statistical groups within the
ceramics data. These statistical groups largely,
but not entirely, correspond with the chemical
groups based on bivariate comparisons. The
first group, chemical groups 1 (statistical group
1), consists of the samples collected from Tell
Mozan (6), located in the Khabur Region, and
Salat Tepe (6), Kavusan (4) and Susam Tepe (1),
located in the Upper Tigris Valley. The second
group, chemical group 2, also consist of sherds
collected from the sites in the Upper Khabur
region: from Tell Mozan (7), Tell Brak (2), Tell
Arbid (1), and from the sites in the Upper Tigris
Valley; from Salat Tepe (1), Kavusan (1) and
Susam Tepe (2). Furthermore, groups of the
statistical analysis contain DROB examples
with different macroscopic features such as
fine or coarse fabric and bowl shapes, so there
is no correspondence between the statistical/
chemical groups and the macroscopic features
of the examples belonging to each group.

The plot of the variable loadings, as displayed
in Fig 4b, shows that statistical group 1 is
mainly characterized by high concentrations
of Al,O,, slightly high K,O and Ba, and lower
Na,O, Cr, and Ni, whereas statistical group 2
shows reverse concertation values in these el-
ements. There are few samples (e.g., AA-238,
LN-10. AA-61, and AA-05) that are slightly
separated from the main two groups as shown
in Fig. 4a. This is apparently a result of slightly
high SiO, and Na,O and lower V for AA-238
LN-10 and AA-61 as well as higher K,O values
for AA-205. Since they show more or less simi-
lar compositional patterns in most elements as
observed in bivariate comparisons, they can be
interpreted as subgroups of statistical group 1
rather than a separate clay source. As shown
by the bivariate plot above, PCA also demon-
strates that sample AA-2009 is clearly divided
from other groups. This is not illustrated in the
score plot as it plots out of the diagram area.
As observed in bivariate and statistical analy-
sis, DROB ware analyzed in this study are
compositional inhomogeneous, and this can be
particularly well-observed in elements Al,O,,
Fe,O,, Ba, Co, Cr, Ni, Rb, and La values. This
inhomogeneous pattern may be the result of
either natural concentration variation of the
clay deposits or caused by paste preparation
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processes, for example by purification, but not
verified in this study.

The results of the chemical analysis demon-
strated above suggest that DROB ware exca-
vated at the sites in the Upper Khabur and the
Upper Tigris Valley belong to the same pro-
duction tradition. The different compositional
groups (statistical groups 1 and 2) point to the
use of at least two different clay deposits for
their production. The case of sample AA-209,
which shows very different major and trace
element compositions from both main groups,
suggests the existence of a further chemical
group and use of other clay sources for DROB
ware production.

4. 2. Petrographic analysis of selected
DROB ware samples

The DROB ware samples selected for the pe-
trographic analysis show that they were made
of fine clays with inclusions varying from silt
to coarse sand-size (about 0.05—1Imm) in vol-
ume percentage from 3 to 20% (e.g., see Fig.
5c and d). The main inclusions are quartz and
muscovite as well as calcite and chert frag-
ments in minor quantities that are present in
different quantities in selected sherds. Single
inclusion of feldspar, volcanic rock, and horn-
blende was also observed in a few samples.
Quartz grains, as the predominant inclusion
type, consist of well-sorted, angular, fine,
sand-sized grains. Two quartz types were dis-
tinguished: monocrystalline and polycrystal-
line quartz with typical undulate extinction.
The latter indicates its metamorphic origin. In
some cases, the polycrystalline quartz shows
intergrowths with muscovite, which also indi-
cates its metamorphic origin. Muscovite inclu-
sions, also abundant in the ware, are charac-
terized by needle-like fragments with typical
cleavage, low relief, and yellow-red or blue
colors under polarized light. In some sherds,
muscovite fragments show orientations paral-
lel to the ceramic surface, which may indicate
that the DROB ware was wheel-made. Further
inclusion in minor quantities (1-3%) is opaque
grains with deep red color and high relief.

From a broad view, the selected DROB sam-
ples contain more or less similar types of in-
clusions; however, based on the grain size and
general fabric features, they can be subdivided
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into two broad fabric groups. The first group,
petrographic group A (PG-A), shows fine,
partly very-fine fabric (e.g., AA-201), with
main quartz and muscovite inclusions (Fig. Sa-
¢). The grains are well-sorted and show serial
distribution (Fig. 5). PG-A sherds comprise
both fine and coarse variants of DROB ves-
sels that are from both the Upper Khabur and
the Upper Tigris Valley (Table 1). The second
petrographic group, PG-B, is characterized by
larger inclusions in higher quantities compared
to PG-A (Fig. 5d-f). It also contains a slightly
higher abundance of feldspar (1-2%) and car-
bonate fragments. Likewise, PG-B comprises
of DROB examples with fine and coarse paste
variants that were collected from the sites in
the Upper Khabur and Upper Tigris Valley
(Table 1).

Comparing the chemical and petrographic re-
sults, it is seen that the groupings in each show
no clear correspondence to each other. For ex-
ample, statistical group 1 consists of samples
belonging to petrographic groups A and B, as
is the same with statistical group 2 (Table 1).
This suggests, on one hand, local inhomogene-
ity of the raw clays, containing slightly differ-
ent amounts of inclusions that are possibly an
effect of the sedimentation processes. On the
other hand, this may also be a result of the puri-
fication process of the raw clay by potters. The
finesse of the clay pastes and the absence of
large single grains (bimodal grain size distri-
bution) can be seen as an indication of purifica-
tion processes (levigation) of the raw clay prior
to the production.

In brief, the chemical and petrographic analy-
ses of the DROB ware represented above yield
that DROB sherds excavated in the Upper
Khabur and in the Upper Tigris Valley belong
to the same group of production from the same
region. They were produced from different clay
sources, using different processing (e.g., levi-
gation). However, compositional linking, par-
ticularly petrographic results, and also chem-
istry suggest that the raw clay sources used for
the production should be located within the
same depositional environment, belonging to
the similar hinterland geology and geographic
location, as discussed below.
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4. 3. Provenance identification of the
DROB ware

4. 3. 1. Comparison of chemical analysis

The main inclusions of the DROB ware, par-
ticularly muscovite and quartz (monocrystal-
line and polycrystalline types) as well as the
moderate calcareous nature of the DROB ware,
points to that the raw clay was derived mainly
from quartz and muscovite rich, partly from
calcareous rocks; thus, such rocks are exposed
within the catchment area of the clay deposits.
But both inclusions types are common in sedi-
ments and did not permit the ability to identify
the clay source area of the DROB ware, specifi-
cally whether they are of the Upper Khabur or
the Upper Tigris Valley origins. Therefore, the
use of reference clay samples collected within
the distribution area of the DROB ware became
necessary.

The major and trace element concentration of
the clay samples collected from various spots
in the Upper Tigris and the Upper Khabur re-
gions were compared using bivariate plots and
multivariate statistical methods to examine
the compositional similarities or dissimilarity
of the DROB ware samples to the local clays
and thus assign the ware to a distinct region.
In figure 6, the bivariate plots of selected el-
ements (Si0,, ALO,, CaO, Na,O, Zr and V),
demonstrate that the clays from both regions
show compositional variation but still allow a
separation of the clays from the Upper Khabur
and the Upper Tigris Valley. They form two
broadly defined chemical groups, though for
some elements (e.g., TiO,, MgO, and Nd, not
shown) both groups show overlap. The clays
from the Upper Tigris and the Upper Khabur
region can be distinguished from each other
in terms of the major elements SiO,, AlO,,
Ca0, Fe,0,, Na,O, and trace elements Ni, V,
and La, though the groups are not separated
from each other. The Upper Tigris clays, con-
sidered in this study, are characterized by an
average higher concentration of SiO, (56.6%),
Al,0,(15.5%), Fe,0; (6.9%), Na,O (1.3%), Ni
(190.8 ppm), V (151.2 ppm), and La (24.1 ppm)
and lower CaO (12.6%) and Sr (222.1 ppm)
compared to the Upper Khabur clays analyzed
in this study. A comparison of these results to
the DROB ware in bivariate plots as illustrated
in figure 6 revealed that the DROB Wares show
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a closer compositional similarity to the Upper
Tigris clays than to the Upper Khabur region,
both in the major and trace elements. A similar
result was achieved also by using multivariate
statistical analysis as presented below.

To test the results of bivariate plots and to re-
fine compositional group patterns of the clay
samples from the Upper Tigris Valley and
Upper Khabur region, and accordingly to indi-
cate their similarity or dissimilarity to DROB
Ware, the entire compositional data were cal-
culated using principal component analysis
(PCA). PCA was calculated on the base of four
major elements (SiO,, Al,O,, Fe,0,, and Na,O)
and five trace elements (Ba, Cr, Ni, V, Y, La)
that are considered in this study as suitable for
achieving the aims of the analysis. The major
elements CaO and P,0O, were removed from
the data set as their initial concentrations can
be modified in the post-depositional environ-
ment.!0 The elements of TiO,, MgO, Co, Rb,
and Ce were also removed from the data set
as they show either large scattering within the
whole data set or due to low detection (Yb).
Concentrations of Zn, Nd, and Sm, which
showed unusual concentration shift that may
be a result of measurement error, were also re-
moved from the data.

The results of the first two principal compo-
nents (PC 1 and PC 2), accounting for the 54,5%
of the total variance, are shown in a scatterplot
in figure 7a and the loading plot of the selected
variables in figure 7b. The PCA allows to sepa-
rate the clays from the Upper Tigris and from
the Upper Khabur region, clustered into two
main groups which mostly correspond with the
sampling regions of the Upper Tigris and the
Upper Khabur. However, the groups’ separa-
tion is not sharp; there is overlapping but still
broadly defined groups for both regions. The
loading of selected elements as shown in fig-
ure 7b indicates that SiO,, Al,O,, Na,O, Ba and
V dominate the Upper Tigris clays, while La
is the most dominant parameters in the Upper
Khabur clays. In the scatter plot of the first
two PCs, the DROB ware shows closer com-
positional similarity to the Upper Tigris clays
compared to those from the Upper Khabur
region and suggests that the Upper Tigris
Valley is most probable source area of the raw

10 Freestone et al. 1985; Schwedt et al. 2004.
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material, thus the production place of DROB
Ware. However, due to the compositional simi-
larity of the clay samples collected in the vari-
ous spots within the Upper Tigris Valley (Fig.
2), it is not possible to assign the DROB ware
to a more precise geographical location or clay
source area.

Taking into account of the results of the chemi-
cal analysis using bivariate and multivariate
statistical evaluation, the possible clay sources
for the DROB ware may be located between
the province Bismil and Batman in the Upper
Tigris Valley (Fig. 2). This result is also sup-
ported by petrographic analysis as presented
below.

4. 4. 3. Comparison of the petrographic
analysis

A total of 23 thin sections were prepared from
the reference clays from both regions, including
thirteen from the Upper Tigris Valley, two from
Derik/Mardin (southern slope of Tur’Abdin), and
three samples from the Upper Khabur region.
The clays from the Upper Tigris Valley contain
mainly quartz and muscovite in varying quanti-
ties (Fig. 8a-c). Further inclusions are carbonate,
biotite, plagioclase, chert, and reddish opaque
minerals in minor quantities. Quartz grains were
angular in shape; the large grains show polycrys-
talline structure and undulate extinction, which
points to a metamorphic origin such as gneiss
or slate. Such rocks are exposed on the Eastern
Taurus mountains to the north of the Upper
Tigris in so-called Bitlis-Piitiirge metamorphics.
This may also explain the presence of muscovite
inclusions in the Upper Tigris clays. Petrography
of the Upper Tigris clays show also the iron-rich
nature of the clays that is represented by the red-
dish color of the clay paste under oxidizing firing
atmosphere. In contrast, the clay samples from
the Upper Khabur area (Fig. 8d-f) show different
fabric features. Thin sections from four samples
(HN2S, VSI1-VS-2 and GM1) show a marly clay
matrix and are characterized by low quartz and a
high quantity of carbonate inclusions, as also at-
tested by their high CaO values mentioned above.
No muscovite was observed in the Upper Khabur
clays.

Comparing the petrographic characteristics of the
DROB ware with those of the clay reference sam-
ples, it is evident that the DROB ware show closer

Archaeometric Analysis of Early Bronze Age Dark Rimmed Orange Bowl Ware

petrographic similarity to the Upper Tigris clay
than the Upper Khabur clays, which supports the
results of the elemental analysis discussed above,
and reinforce the Upper Tigris origin of DROB
ware.

5. Discussion and conclusions

Archaeometric analysis carried out on DROB
ware samples (n = 36) collected from the various
sites in the Upper Khabur and the Upper Tigris
Valley reveal valuable information contributing
to a better understanding of the cultural and trade
relations of two Early Bronze Age communities
in the Upper Khabur (Northeastern Syria) and
the Upper Tigris Valley (Southeastern Anatolia).
DROB ware unearthed in the Upper Khabur and
the Upper Tigris Valley were produced from raw
materials of the same source area, characterized
by moderate to high calcareous nature with mod-
erate to high iron oxide content, which is possi-
bly the reason for their reddish color when fired
under oxidation conditions. DROB ware found in
both regions show no differences either in their
chemical and petrographic-mineralogical com-
positions, suggesting that they all belonged to the
same production tradition and originated from
the same geographic area.

Combining the results of both analytical meth-
ods and the comparison of the results to the clay
reference groups from both regions indicate that
the DROB ware was manufactured from the clay
sources available in the Upper Tigris Valley.
In this study, two main clay sources with local
variations in their element contents exploited
for DROB ware production were distinguished.
Moreover, as shown by sample AA-209, there are
further deposits that were also used for DROB
production. However, it is difficult to assign the
location of the clay sources more precisely with-
in the Upper Tigris Valley from their chemical
and petrographic characteristics. This is due to
the compositional similarities of the clays in the
Valley, which may be attributed to the similar
hinterland surface geology of the catchment and
the sedimentation conditions of the clay deposits.
In the Upper Tigris Valley, there are several flu-
vial terraces!! containing rich clay deposits with
high plasticity. For DROB ware, potters may
have exploited various raw clays deposited in
the terraces available in a large area between the

11 Dogan 2005.
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province of Bismil and the Batman River.

Petrographic analysis gives some further infor-
mation on the production technique of the ware.
Orientation of the needle-like muscovite frag-
ments parallel to the ceramic surface observed in
thin sections (e.g., clearly visible at the samples
AA-212) suggest that the DROB ware was wheel-
made. The presence of calcite and absence of any
vitrification, as well as the general optic appear-
ance of the clay matrix, are suggestive of a firing
temperature lower than 850°C.12

The presence of the materials produced in the
Upper Tigris, in this case DROB ware, indicates
an interregional exchange network existing be-
tween the Upper Tigris Valley and the Upper
Khabur. The presence of North Mesopotamians
in the Upper Tigris is already attested by ar-
chaeological records, for example by the victory
stela of Akkadian king Naram-Sin discovered
in Pir Hiiyesin (dated to c. 2250 BCE), located
to the northeast of Diyarbakir (Fig. 2). 13 Kelly-
Buccellati!4 has argued that the regions north and
south of the Tur ‘Abdin Mountains were in com-
mercial contact, based mainly on the trade of cop-
per, a highly sought-after material in the whole
Syro-Mesopotamian region in the third millen-
nium BC. The north-south oriented distribution
pattern of DROB ware, as a narrow strip over
the Tur’ Abdin, is indicative of a communication
route of the Tigridian and North Mesopotamian
communities in the Bronze Age. Accordingly, it
can be proposed that the DROB ware was traded
through the Tur’ Abdin.

The first appearance of DROB ware in the Upper
Khabur is dated to the Early Jazira 3a-3b pe-
riod (c. 2500 BCE), intensified in period EJZ
4-5, c. 2220 BCE,!5 and after that, disappeared
from the region. Its disappearance in the Upper
Khabur overlaps chronologically with the crisis
of Northern Mesopotamian urbanism, which
is characterized by drastic change in the urban
system in Northern Mesopotamia. This event,
as known also 4.2 ka event!® was the subject of
various works and has been controversially

12 Cultrone et al. 2001.
13 See Okse 2011; Bianchi 2012.

14 Kelly-Buccellati 1990; see also Buccellati and Kelly-
Buccellati 1999.

15 Bianchi and Ozfirat 2014.
16 Weiss et al.1993.
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discussed.!” The disappearance of DROB ware
in the Upper Khabur may be related, directly or
indirectly, to this urban crisis, which led to inter-
ruption of the exchange system existing between
the Upper Tigris and the Upper Khabur region.
However, this interpretation is based on the very
limited data represented in this study, and further
evidence is required to substantiate the potential
relation between the disappearance of the DROB
ware in the Upper Khabur region and the urban
crisis in Northern Mesopotamia.
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I Chemical group 1 Chemicalagroup 2
lSample Region Site Site Inventory Number  Pet.Group {Sample Region Site Site Invt. number Pet.Group
IAA-174 Upper Khabur Tall Mozan A06q0394 PG-B AA-058 Upper Khabur  Tall Mozan MZ01C2-q2285-2 -
[AA-201 Upper Khabur Tell Moazn MZ01C2-q2055-11 PG-A AA063 Upper Khabur  Tall Mozan MZ01C2-q2188-94 —
[AA-207 Upper Khabur Tall Mozan A05q0934-p01 - AA-064 Upper Khabur  Tall Mozan MZ01C2-q0635-13 —
IAA-212 Upper Khabur Tell Mozan A06q0394-p01 PG-B AA-204 Upper Khabur  Tall Mozan MZ01C2-q2263-39 —
IAA-213 Upper Khabur Tell Mozan A06q0394 - AA-205 Upper Khabur  Tell Mozan A01q0134-p03 PG-A
JAA-061 Upper Khabur Tall Mozan MZ01C2-q1422-61 - AA-206 Upper Khabur  Tall Mozan A05q0939-p01 .
[AA-05  Upper Khabur Tell Brak FS 1854 - AA210 Upper Khabur  Tell Mozan A06q677-p22 -
IAA-228 Upper Tigris Kavusan AAU.279 - AA-06 Upper Khabur  Tell Brak DH 54 PG-A
IAA-230 Upper Tigris  Kavusan AOJ1943 PG-A AA-07 Upper Khabur  Tell Brak FS 304 PG-A
IAA-231 Upper Tigris Kavusan ABE PG-A AA-226 Upper Khabur  Tell Abid ARB-01-S8-37/55-69-1 PG-B
[AA-250 Upper Tigris Kavusan no invt. number - AA-229 Upper Tigris Kavusan ANO01778 PG-B
LN-6 Upper Tigris Salat Tepe  K13-96-S (10) - AA-241 Upper Tigris Susam Tepe ST 5 -
LN-9 Upper Tigris ~ Salat Tepe  K13-141-S (9) - AA-242 Upper Tigris ~ Susam Tepe ST 109 -
LN-10  Upper Tigris Salat Tepe  K13-141-S (1) - LN-1 Upper Tigris Salat Tepe K13-0100(10) -
ST-1 Upper Tigris Salat Tepe  H12/003651 -
ST-2 Upper Tigris Salat Tepe  L13/0236 - Chemical group 3
STP 1 Upper Tigris Salat Tepe  surface collection PG-A :Sample Region Site Site Inventory Number
STP-2 Upper Tigris Salat Tepe  surface collection PG-A AA-209 Upper Khabur  Tell Mozan A05q0481-p01

-238 Upper Tigris Cayirlik GT 58 PG-B No chemical analysis
[AA-240 Upper Tigris ayirlik ST 85 PG-A AA208() Upper Khabur _Tell Mozan A0590200 PG-B

Table 1. Chemical and petrographic groups of the analyzed DROB ware samples from both regions, and
their site inventory numbers. A full description and documentation are given in Bianchi (2012) and Yasin-
Meier (2015). *Sample AA-2008 could not be analyzed chemically due to small amount of available material.

Chemical group 1

Sample Si02 TiO2 AI203 Fe203 MnO MgO CaO Na20 K20 P205 Ba Co Cr Ni Rb  Sr \ Y Zn I Ce La Nd Sm Yb SUM
AA-174 60,4 09 16,8 73 0,11 44 6,1 1,1 2,5 02 515 31 200 275 82 161 162 32 84 188 64 24 27 4,5 2,6 99,8
AA-201 56,3 1,0 16,8 87 0,14 55 6,7 1,5 3,0 02 504 32 241 223 86 221 157 36 111 171 63 25 35 42 3,1 998
AA-207 55,6 08 153 69 0,11 43 13,5 0,9 2,2 02 387 27 227 181 68 163 139 34 89 166 57 22 33 4,8 2,8 99,9
AA212 60,2 0,9 16,5 7,6 0,12 43 63 1,2 25 02 558 27 212 176 82 164 155 34 89 190 68 29 31 6,5 2,8 99,8
AA-213 599 09 16,7 7,6 0,12 44 6,4 1,1 2,6 03 588 23 243 182 83 166 163 35 87 197 71 21 26 6,5 2,9 99,8
AA-228 55,5 09 16,9 84 0,15 58 7,7 1,3 29 0.2 605 35 223 227 90 230 162 35 122 164 77 27 29 6,7 3,0 99,8
AA-230 559 09 163 7,7 0,12 51 9,7 0,9 3,0 02 663 25 214 186 85 145 146 35 100 183 68 25 32 6,3 2,9 99,8
AA-231 57,4 1,0 16,7 83 0,14 51 6,6 1,5 28 03 563 33 258 235 88 168 160 37 111 186 69 28 37 6,7 3,2 998
AA-240 56,0 09 17,6 83 0,12 55 73 07 3,1 02 711 28 192 187 97 142 153 32 109 153 77 26 34 62 2.8 998
AA 250 52,2 1,0 162 85 0,15 6,1 10,6 1,3 3,5 04 595 0,1 144 182 92 315 179 24 92 174 273 44 110 0,1 2,1 998

ST-1 56,8 09 162 7,2 0,11 43 104 1,1 2,5 03 499 0,1 152 172 67 173 166 30 40 159 222 21 15 6,5 3,2 99,9
ST-2 56,1 08 16,6 7,2 0,11 48 10,8 1,0 23 0,3 483 0,1 125 158 61 194 150 24 42 118 164 23 17 7,5 2,5 99,9
STP 1 543 1,0 153 7,6 0,13 52 11,9 1,3 28 04 554 0,1 256 220 67 354 142 0 77 142 206 30 106 0,1 0,1 99,9
STP-2 56,1 1,0 16,5 7,7 0,14 4,5 10,0 1,1 2,5 03 582 0,1 140 139 73 216 142 18 64 177 237 34 119 2,7 1,3 99,8
LN-6 56,1 09 17,9 83 0,12 53 6,7 12 3,1 0,2 870 7,8 179 169 88 227 171 29 85 153 125 22 22 3,0 32 99,8
LN9 55,8 0,8 16,1 6,9 0,11 43 12,0 1,1 25 0,2 524 5,3 152 146 68 212 145 28 49 146 131 16 18 4,7 2,9 999
AA-05 52,6 09 153 84 0,13 6,8 11,1 1,1 3,1 0,2 488 33 312 228 77 859 160 27 130 151 64 47 18 50 2,1 99,8
LN-10 60,6 0,8 155 6,7 0,12 3,8 7,5 2,1 24 0.2 538 14 181 183 76 181 143 30 62 192 138 20 26 5,6 3,0 99,8
AA-61 55,8 0,8 150 7,0 0,14 4,9 12,9 1,3 1,8 0,2 391 27 211 153 49 313 141 26 79 122 43 20 23 4,9 2,0 999
AA-238 63,2 0,9 144 6,5 0,13 38 69 1,5 23 03 476 26 269 172 71 179 137 37 83 246 66 24 30 5,6 3,1 99,9
Mean 568 09 162 76 01 49 90 1,2 27 03 555 19 207 190 77 239 154 29 85 169 114 26 39 49 26 998
SD 2,7 01 09 0,7 00 08 25 03 04 01 107,8 13,5 49,3 34,4 11,9 1574 11,7 85 250 288 70,0 7,7 31,8 2,1 08 0,02

Chemical grousp 2
DROB ware SiO2 TiO2 AI203 Fe203 MnO MgO CaO Na20 K20 P205 Ba Co Cr Ni Rb Sr Vv Y Zn Zr Ce La Nd Sm Yb SUM

AA-06 56,7 1,0 158 8,7 02 59 72 1,8 23 03 311 40 428 317 62 266 156 32 112 160 49 18 31 51 2,8 99,8
AA-07 52,4 09 144 87 0,1 8,0 109 13 2,9 02 324 38 385 339 70 391 155 29 111 143 55 31 27 3,7 2,3 99,8
AA-58 55,8 1,0 14,7 7,5 0,1 47 11,8 2,0 1,9 03 341 31 368 253 56 254 154 33 87 174 56 21 28 4,7 2,7 99,8
AA-63 56,0 1,0 152 82 0,1 51 102 1,7 22 03 314 34 369 277 58 249 157 34 94 167 57 57 30 43 2,8 99,8
AA-64 56,0 0,9 148 7,5 0,1 48 11,8 1,7 2,0 0,3 367 30 340 250 58 240 154 33 90 163 52 25 26 52 2,7 99,9
AA-204 53,9 1,0 150 8,1 0,1 52 12,5 1,5 22 0,2 314 31 349 246 58 281 156 34 103 162 57 23 32 3,7 2,7 99,9
AA205 54,0 1,0 14,5 8,1 0,2 56 12,7 1,6 2,0 0,2 430 33 396 238 54 355 161 31 99 153 51 31 31 4,1 2,6 999

AA206 54,8 1,0 152 8,5 02 52 11,2 1,4 23 03 365 34 360 220 63 249 158 31 96 110 57 38 29 43 29 998
AA210 54,7 1,0 151 79 0,1 50 12,3 1,3 2,1 03 336 0,1 353 268 51 246 160 10 63 155 168 28 100 0,1 0,1 99,9
AA-226 57,2 0,9 145 7,7 0,1 4,7 10,5 1,9 2,0 0,2 297 30 421 238 56 233 146 33 82 172 51 19 24 42 2,7 99,8
AA-229 57,0 1,0 14,6 7,5 02 52 10,5 1,7 2,0 0,2 356 35 394 249 54 251 147 32 90 166 49 19 24 3,3 2,6 99,9
AA-241 56,2 1,0 154 8,1 0,1 50 103 1,5 2,0 0,2 447 33 367 273 58 238 155 33 93 169 53 30 28 43 2,6 99,8
AA-242 56,0 1,0 15,6 8,7 02 62 80 1,7 22 03 403 39 422 333 62 253 163 34 105 160 62 22 23 53 2,7 99,8

LN-1 57,3 1,0 159 85 02 56 7,0 1,9 23 0,2 326 22 399 302 62 232 156 28 74 151 122 20 26 2,3 2,8 99,8
Mean 556 1,0 151 81 01 54 105 1,6 22 02 352 31 382 272 59 267 156 30 93 157 67 27 33 3,9 25 998
SD 1,4 00 0,5 0,4 00 09 19 02 02 00 46,0 9,8 28,6 37,3 4,9 47,1 4,7 62 13,6 16,1 34,4 10,5 19,5 1,4 0,7 0,0

Chemical group 3
DROB ware Si02 TiO2 A203 Fe203_MnO MgO CaO Na20 K20 P205 Ba ___Co Cr Ni__Rb StV Y Zn _Zr Ce La__Nd__Sm_Yb_ SUM
AA209 47,6 00 138 80 02 74 191 04 272 03 1263 45 710 332 33 376 196 29 118 163 48 22 28 51 22 9938

Table 2. The major and trace element concentrations of DROB ware sherds from the Upper Tig-
ris Valley and the Upper Khabur region. Concentration values are given in Wt. % for major and tra-
ce elements in ppm. (Mean: average concentration values of group, SD standard deviation).
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Sample Si02___Ti02__AI203_Fe203___MnO__MgO____CaO___NaO K20 P205__Ba__Co __Cr__Ni__Rb_ SV Y 7Zn__7Z Ce la Nd_ _Sm_Yb SUM
T106 57,1 0,9 15,1 90 0,13 62 70 241 1,8 0,19 298 450 646 287 49 204 163 30 96 151 157 18 0 22 3 998
TFB 56,1 09 149 81 0,13 54 104 1,95 1,8 016 285 31,0 435 234 56 201 156 28 96 106 50 36 14 22 3 998
YY-1 54,7 09 150 76 0,18 53 132 121 1,6 0,16 385 320 227 120 51 224 159 28 116 96 32 29 0 18 3 998
YY-2 57,5 09 153 79 0,14 56 93 094 2,1 020 401 250 270 163 75 174 186 30 122 123 68 34 17 28 3 999
T432 52,7 0,9 14,00 73 0,14 45 172 1,44 1,4 0,16 268 21,0 603 305 48 246 158 21 71 145 96 18 0 34 2 998
TD-B 56,9 L0 14,1 77 012 53 108 2,29 1,5 0,14 263 840 812 309 44 171 159 33 53 183 154 17 0 25 3 998
T471 61,5 L1 15,1 7,9 0,14 46 50 253 1,7 017 275 240 1039 306 50 164 170 27 58 226 120 24 0 40 3 998
T470 56,1 Lo 17,9 92 015 67 65 059 1,7 015 309 27,0 217 207 54 187 213 20 88 117 94 14 0 34 2 999
T466 53,5 L1 16,1 84 0,15 42 145 045 1,4 012 414 230 315 226 59 178 180 28 71 177 121 13 0 47 3 999
T467 63,0 1,1 17,2 85 0,17 47 201 1,35 1,6 0,16 257 360 532 309 55 118 167 24 71 184 109 19 0 43 3 999
T465 543 1,0 143 74 014 51 142 1,57 1,6 0,17 316 17,0 591 268 50 235 159 21 70 166 108 18 0 42 2 998
UTIB 39,4 07 9,18 49 010 61 37,0 0,66 1,3 041 208 4,00 305 102 38 387 111 33 56 155 104 23 0 29 3 999
UCT-1 43,1 08 10,6 57 011 55 31,5 082 1,4 036 246 17,0 346 96 45 332 120 28 86 107 51 33 0 26 2 998
UCT2 52,6 09 144 72 014 47 17,5 0,58 1,7 022 367 240 254 160 72 203 138 34 117 121 55 38 17 30 3 999
T399 57,8 Lo 152 75 0,18 41 113 080 1,7 0,19 333 21,0 406 241 67 162 159 29 70 209 141 21 16 50 3 998
T400 59,8 L1 164 80 0,18 45 69 090 1,8 020 333 240 407 266 72 122 172 29 79 201 118 22 15 46 3 998
TGT20 55,3 1,0 156 75 013 44 137 056 1,4 014 379 160 390 229 65 227 163 28 66 198 133 25 15 53 3 998
T458 50,6 L0 142 68 0,14 68 17,5 0,63 1,8 021 359 12,0 308 245 68 202 162 29 72 208 140 28 15 60 3 997
GRCS 51,9 08 144 79 015 53 16,5 090 1,7 025 301 350 253 202 58 377 156 26 116 95 45 54 0 25 2 999
GRC2 55,2 09 149 84 016 51 12,1 1,00 1,6 031 345 350 503 191 66 247 131 30 126 120 50 38 18 38 3 999
GRC4 53,0 L0 159 10,6 019 80 74 164 1,9 019 353 780 591 364 64 190 171 30 166 99 51 36 18 27 3 998
T456 53,8 08 149 69 0,14 48 161 093 1,3 0,12 356 12,0 240 149 45 313 168 19 54 137 95 20 0 41 2 998
T462 56,9 1,0 142 75 014 51 108 233 1,7 0,18 318 200 650 195 49 273 159 23 56 208 117 18 0 44 2 998
T463 54,4 09 149 7,0 014 44 148 0,66 23 020 349 80 308 218 80 196 145 27 75 227 139 22 0 56 3 998
T464 53,7 09 149 72 014 44 155 0,64 23 019 35 50 299 199 80 212 152 24 71 188 135 26 0 49 2 998
T405 54,1 0,8 13 59 011 40 178 079 3,1 026 342 00 206 157 63 217 151 21 56 165 141 20 0 42 2 998
T461 52,1 08 155 71 013 51 16,7 045 1,7 0,13 367 10,0 252 201 70 297 158 22 66 155 127 24 0 44 2 998
SLTI 56,7 09 13,6 70 013 50 11,9 2,07 23 017 278 80 401 253 49 252 158 30 63 168 64 22 0 21 2 999
SLT2 62,5 L0 122 67 0,09 38 94 224 1,6 020 296 60 888 197 45 195 148 37 54 348 74 20 19 28 3 997
T401 54,1 09 173 80 0,14 51 1,9 023 20 0,16 372 120 214 245 88 180 160 29 81 168 128 27 15 52 3 998
TGT22 61,7 07 144 57 0,09 41 98 1,42 1,8 018 38 00 133 106 56 155 133 20 37 168 100 18 0 37 2 999
T455 55,1 1,0 13,9 71 014 53 139 1,78 1,5 0,15 289 220 612 257 47 277 156 21 65 169 115 17 0 39 2 998
T459 57,8 08 139 60 0,12 42 142 1,35 1,5 0,13 391 50 205 121 48 260 147 19 42 161 89 19 0 32 2 999
T460 59,9 09 142 59 012 36 122 1,19 1,7 014 450 80 216 141 61 296 140 26 47 221 144 24 0 50 2 999
SLT3 62,2 08 148 62 0,10 37 79 195 2,0 019 393 0,0 162 147 64 153 129 30 49 179 71 25 0 20 2 998
SLT4 68,8 07 138 520,09 3,0 38 237 1,9 014 450 0,0 140 118 56 136 120 26 30 169 61 16 0 21 2 998
T410 56,5 09 162 74 014 46 114 052 2,1 018 425 80 239 224 86 182 154 28 75 188 135 24 16 44 3 999
MUT2 554 09 149 70 013 52 135 1,05 1,8 0,17 357 1,0 219 178 60 217 152 27 65 164 79 25 0 40 2 999
MUT3 56,8 08 13,6 64 0,13 48 142 121 1,7 0,19 327 00 227 159 53 205 156 31 58 162 72 20 0 16 3 998
MUT4 54,0 08 12,7 62 0,12 47 180 1,31 1,7 042 304 00 225 134 46 309 142 23 60 138 67 17 0 38 2 999
T452 55,1 09 153 76 0,15 58 112 1,79 1,8 0,19 371 19,0 370 258 57 283 169 24 71 170 119 28 0 43 2 998
T453 55,3 09 151 74 015 55 1,6 1,56 2,0 020 328 180 364 245 55 246 170 23 65 163 107 23 0 43 2 998
T454 54,5 09 154 77 015 55 12,1 1,53 1,9 0,18 389 180 338 252 59 263 172 22 71 158 102 21 0 47 2 998
DRKI 55,0 08 147 67 0,14 45 157 090 1,3 0,13 345 11,0 231 146 50 358 152 21 53 145 97 21 0 46 2 999
T600 65,7 09 134 54 013 28 79 1,80 1,8 0,14 440 4,0 183 152 61 146 127 27 41 220 134 20 0 52 3 999
T602 454 06 12,6 53 009 33 302 08 1,4 011 439 51,0 113 88 47 208 121 21 38 145 108 14 0 46 1 999
T414 61,0 09 162 720,09 41 60 142 27 019 444 7,0 162 164 86 122 156 29 72 183 154 21 0 56 3 998
TN-21 55,8 09 146 67 0,13 47 143 081 1,8 0,14 403 7,0 230 186 69 234 145 27 60 207 141 23 0 56 2 998
BTMI1 54,4 08 152 69 0,16 53 139 1,23 1,8 0,15 198 12,0 254 159 47 283 200 19 57 106 91 24 0 32 2 999
BTMI1 61,9 07 14,1 59 0,10 42 92 1,69 1,9 014 267 30 198 135 60 224 140 18 47 141 105 25 0 38 2 998
BTMI0 50,1 07 13,7 63 0,13 41 21,9 L14 1,7 013 447 00 128 102 54 247 182 22 48 134 113 25 0 47 2 999
BTM3 53,2 07 13,6 61 031 48 178 1,30 1,8 0,13 671 11,0 188 133 54 397 173 15 53 122 122 25 0 38 1 998
BTM9 62,7 07 14,1 54 0,10 35 96 1,75 1,9 013 514 00 122 100 62 248 118 21 32 188 123 27 0 37 2 998
BTM4 61,0 09 142 61 0,09 29 120 1,00 1,5 0,15 383 3,0 198 152 59 160 122 28 57 206 129 23 0 48 3 999
BTMS 72,9 09 135 55 0,15 19 L6 1,71 1,7 0,09 369 3,0 269 158 59 108 113 24 36 213 134 22 0 49 3 998
BTM7 67,4 L0 157 70 0,14 29 24 1,16 2,0 0,15 410 10,0 288 200 81 94 144 34 60 257 154 19 18 48 4 998
BTMS 67,6 08 158 66 0,12 34 L4 1,71 23 0,13 461 10,0 187 183 78 86 134 25 60 193 119 21 0 43 3 999
HSK-1 50,7 09 138 73 0,14 62 174 1,10 2,1 025 419 21,0 260 174 78 321 120 30 116 127 65 39 16 38 3 999
HSK-2B 63,7 08 132 61 0,10 41 70 257 1,9 0,17 382 190 332 106 64 199 112 28 101 188 42 30 0 24 2 998
HSK-3 60,1 09 135 67 0,12 48 95 222 1,9 020 38 230 360 129 65 228 121 33 95 186 54 35 17 32 3 999
DER1 39,5 07 104 52 0,09 69 340 081 20 045 298 00 68 77 58 144 74 16 65 136 170 19 0 99 0 100,0
DER2 39,7 07 108 53 0,10 7,1 33,1 080 2,1 044 305 00 65 8 58 144 75 11 69 133 18 17 0 104 0 100,1
DER3 37,6 06 878 42 008 53 402 095 19 038 277 00 37 38 46 124 56 13 43 120 151 6 0 90 0 100,0
DER4 37,3 06 9,63 48 0,10 83 362 079 19 038 28 00 73 75 51 132 71 14 59 132 164 13 0 103 0 100,0
HN2B 495 08 135 66 0,12 53 21,6 038 1,7 0,16 334 0,0 209 201 684 441 132 29 63 166 183 29 0 34 3 997
vs1 50,5 09 135 68 0,13 50 205 044 18 0,18 351 0,0 287 210 687 344 139 32 65 201 193 25 15 23 3 998
Vs2B 51,9 09 136 67 0,12 50 19,1 048 1,9 021 358 0,0 257 215 689 342 143 33 66 194 174 29 0 23 3 999
RAD-1 47,8 L0 115 67 0,12 58 244 050 19 020 311 21,0 353 169 60,7 337 125 30 89 145 51 39 20 35 3 999
GEL-1 38,0 0,6 9,8 51 008 53 396 026 1,1 0,13 239 150 222 136 46 390 98 21 68 8 0 54 0 34 2 999
ASLO-1 51,3 09 126 64 0,02 50 209 050 1,8 023 333 19,0 284 155 699 414 114 31 93 139 65 52 18 38 3 998
HSBAI-B2 49,6 08 129 63 0,08 49 225 046 19 032 353 18,0 257 157 72 535 110 29 100 154 65 62 17 36 3 998
KAL-6 40,6 07 103 54 009 73 334 045 14 0,17 267 160 243 130 547 393 101 29 72 125 63 58 0 28 2 998
JERM3 39,4 07 11,1 55 005 7.8 336 035 13 0,14 249 13,0 221 131 57,1 222 105 29 84 84 68 47 18 28 3 999
FAR-7 54,2 1,0 15,1 81 0,14 49 135 0,68 1,9 024 404 30,0 259 203 804 432 154 36 108 158 75 67 21 34 3 997
KHR-6 50,0 09 136 70 012 55 20,1 047 1,8 020 323 240 299 199 759 325 129 31 96 140 68 49 19 30 3 998
WR-38 54,4 09 144 77 013 59 135 0,53 22 023 361 27,0 330 245 79,1 244 134 30 106 117 51 52 19 27 3 998
AY-37 55,0 07 10,9 52 012 39 209 1,28 1,6 0,17 323 17,0 573 148 55 371 104 26 66 121 42 46 0 25 2 998
QMI 49,1 08 139 69 011 55 213 032 1,8 0,15 327 0,0 214 228 704 224 142 33 63 168 162 16 15 32 3 998
QP215 50,2 08 11,6 59 011 46 244 0,6l 14 020 269 21,0 354 166 543 187 124 29 119 99 54 28 20 28 3 998
=

Table 3. The major and trace element concentrations of clay samples from the Upper Tigris Valley and
the Upper Khabur region. Concentration values are given in Wt. % for major and trace elements in ppm.
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Fig. 1. a) Example sherds of DROB ware from the Upper Tigris and the Upper Khabur region,
b) illustration of typical DROB ware (after Bianchi 2012).
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Topographic map of study area
and distribution area of DROB
ware in the Upper Khabur and the
Upper Tigris. The map shows also
archaeological sites and locations
mentioned in the text, as well as
location of reference clay samples
used in the study.
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Tigris and Upper Khabur region.
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Fig. 4. a) Showing the scatter plot of the first two principal components (PC1 and PC2) and b) loading plots of
analyzed DROB ware from the Upper Tigris Valley and the Upper Khabur region.
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Fig. 5. Thin-section photomicrographs of DROB ware from the Upper Tigris and Upper Khabur, representing
two different petrographic groups: petrographic group A and B. a: samples AA-240, b: AA-7 and c: AA-201 be-
long to the petrographic group A, showing fine fabric features with predominant fine quartz and needle-like
muscovite inclusions, d: samples AA-226, e: AA-238 and f: AA-174 belong to the petrographic group B, showing
moderate large fabric features with quartz and muscovite inclusions (All photomicrographs were taken with
cross-polarized light, 5X).
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Fig. 7. a) Showing the scatter plot of first two principal components (PC1 and PC2) and loading plots (b) of
analyzed DROB ware and reference clay samples from the Upper Tigris Valley and the Upper Khabur region.

Fig. 8. Thin-section photomicrographs of selected reference clay samples from the Upper Tigris (a, b, ¢) and
Upper Khabur (d, e, f), with different petrographic features. Clay samples from the Upper Tigris show predomi-
nate quartz inclusions and needle-like muscovite, whereas the clays from the Upper Khabur contain carbonate
inclusions in high quantity and low quantity quartz (All photomicrographs were taken with cross-polarized

light, 5X)
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OZET

Dogu Anadolu Bolgesi'nin Ge¢ Demir Caginda énemli bir siireci yasayan Pers/Akhaemenid kiiltiir ev-
resine iliskin olduk¢a az sayida ¢alisma yiiriitiilmiis ve arkeolojik olarak az sayida bulgu ele ge¢mistir.
Dogu Anadolu Bélgesi’'nde Pers/Akhaemenid Dénem éncesinde bélgenin her anlamda kiiltiirel olarak en
etkileyici kralligi Urartu olmustur. Ancak, Dogu Anadolu’da yapilan kazi ¢alismalar: isiginda Urartu
Kralligi'min ¢okiisii ile neredeyse tiim bolge genelinde bir hiatus (bosluk) durumu séz konusudur. Bu
durum, seramik verileri ve karbon analizleri 1siginda MO 5. yiizyil sonu ile MO 4. yiizyil baslarinda
degiserek eski yerlesim alanlarina yeniden bir doniis oldugunu gostermektedir. Tiim bu olgular, yiiksek
olasilikla Dogu Anadolu Bélgesi'nde Pers/Akhaemenid Déneminin ilerleyen evresinde yeni bir kiiltiirel
olusum siirecine girildigine ve merkezi alanlardan ¢ok kirsallarda (Sazlikyani Hoyiik gibi) yasamaya bas-
lamldigina isaret etmektedir. MO 3. yiizyil sonlarindan itibaren ise eski merkezi yerlesim alanlarina her
ne kadar yeniden bir doniis olsa da, arkeolojik olarak bu merkezlerde gériilen yerlesim ancak ciliz verileri
1s181nda tespit edilebildigi icin, kirsal yasam geleneginin de devam ettigi anlasiimaktadir.

ABSTRACT

Very few studies have been carried out on the cultural phase of the Persian/Achaemenid Period known
as Late Iron Age in Eastern Anatolia Region and a small number of archaeological findings have been
obtained. Before the Persian/Achaemenid Period in the Eastern Anatolia Region, Urartu was the most
culturally profound kingdom of the region in every sense. However, in the light of excavations carried
out in Eastern Anatolia, the collapse of the Kingdom of Urartu may have created a hiatus (gap) situation
in almost the whole region. This situation has been changing with the ceramic data and carbon analysis
and the data reveal that there was a return to the old settlement areas at the end of 5th century BC and
early 4th century BC. All these facts probably point out that a new cultural formation process started in
the later phase of the Persian / Achaemenid Period in the Eastern Anatolia Region and that people began
to live in rural areas (such as Sazlikyan Héyiik) rather than central areas. Although there had been a
return to the old central settlements since the end of the 5th century BC, it is understood that the rural
life tradition continued, as the settlement seen in these centers can only be determined archaeologically
considering the weak data.

1. Introduction which was the first central state of the Eastern
It is stated that the names Persian and Median Anatolia Region, near the northeast shore of
are mentioned for the first time in the stele of Lake Er¢ek. King Menua reports that he defeated
Karagiindiiz, which was built by Menua, son of Persia (Parsua) and Med (Mesta) in this stele.!

Ispuini, the great king of the Kingdom of Urartu
1 Salvini, 2006: 50.
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After the collapse of the Kingdom of Urartu,
which manifested its power in the previous peri-
ods in the Eastern Anatolian Region at the end of
the 7th century BC, the Late Iron Age period be-
gan with the mid-6th century BC.2 This period,
which started with the dominance of the Persian/
Achaemenids, who rose as a new power in Iran,
in Eastern Anatolia and then all over Anatolia,
continued until the end of the 4th century BC
(Fig. 1).3 However, the information that will
guide us about the Achaemenid period in Eastern
Anatolia is rather scarce. It is possible to attribute
the main reason for this to the continuity of the
sheltered settlement model in mountainous areas
with the authority gap formed after the collapse
of the Kingdom of Urartu.# In parallel with the
scarcity of archaeological remains, almost no
trace was left, except for a trilingual inscription
identified in the Van Fortress and works by an-
cient writers such as Herodotus and Xenophon.
In this mystery, there is a need to reevaluate the
archaeological studies from different perspec-
tives and enhance the researches in order to en-
lighten the Achaemenid civilization, which was
the only central power in Anatolia for more than
200 years.

2. Persian/Achaemenid Period of Eastern
Anatolia Region in the Light of Ancient
Sources

Regarding the political situation of the Eastern
Anatolian Region under Persian/Achaemenid
rule, Herodotus mentions that the Persians di-
vided their lands into 20 satrapies by separating
them into races living under their yoke or na-
tions neighboring each other> or thought to have
racial affiliation with each other, and that the

2 Sevin 2004: Table 2; Kalkan 2008: 44.

3 While making the map, ArcMap interface of ArcGIS
10.5 software, which is one of the GIS (Geographic In-
formation Systems) software, was used. Locations were
added with coordinates on the digital elevation model
data of the ASTER satellite with a resolution of 30 m
and confirmed by satellite images. While creating the
route, archaeological information in the literature and
suitability in the form of land were taken into account.
We would like to thank Senior Archaeologist Niliifer
PARLITI from Erzurum Regional Board of Cultural
Heritage Preservation for sharing the coordinates of the
centers used in mapping with us.

4 Sevin 2012: 351-368; Kroll 2014: 203-205.

5 Inthe Behistun Inscription, the number of these satra-
pies was determined as 23. See, Hewsen 1983: 125.
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Persians taxed these satrapies by assigning one
person in charge at the head of each satrapy (Fig.
2).6 According to the information conveyed by
Herodotus, Persians, especially the Armenians
and their neighbors living in the region from the
north of the Tigris, which was the old Urartian
border in Eastern Anatolia, to the Black Sea, were
included in the 13th satrapy and paid 400 tal-
ents annually; Matiens living in Northwest Iran,
Saspeirs living in the Caucasus and Alarodians
living around Van were included in the 18th sa-
trapy and paid 200 talents a year.” Another in-
formation transferred from Herodotus states
that the Persians/Achaemenids used Armenians,
Matiens, Alarodians and Saspeirs in the Persian/
Achaemenid armies during their expeditions to
continental Greece during the Xerxes Period.8

From what we have learned from Herodotus, it is
assumed that there were two satrapies in Eastern
Anatolia during the Late Iron Age and these satra-
pies were created by taking into account the fact
that they were related societies. In this case, each
society must have been ruled by a Satrap within
its own autonomous administration. Satrap, who
was the ruler, was responsible for sending troops
to the Persian army during war, allocating taxes
and managing his own Satrapy center under the
Persian central administration.”

On the political and economic situation of
Eastern Anatolia under Persian/Achaemenid
rule, Xenophon, in his book titled “Kyrou
Paideia” on the Education of Cyrus, reports that
Cyrus solved problems such as the authority and
looting that occurred in Satrapy of Armenia in
Eastern Anatolia with the troops consisting of
Persian, Median and Armenian armies. Also,
Cyrus wanted the people living in the mountains
to rent the lands of the Armenian Satrap in return
for not plundering the Armenian lands in the plain,
and the Armenians to carry out animal husbandry
activities in these mountainous regions with a cer-
tain rent.

6 Hdt.: 3.88, 94.

7 Hdt.: 3.93-94; However, see Kalkan 2008: 35-36 for
the information about Herodotus who may have been
wrong about these satrapies as they cannot coexist
geographically.

8 Hdt.: 7.72-73, 79.

9 Sevin 1982a: 315; Duran 2015: 61.
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Moreover, in order to make all these situations
secure, he suggested that the Persian guards
be positioned in the outposts of mountainous
areas.!0

In as much as we have learned from Xenophon,
we see that especially Persians/Achaemenids
stood next to the satrap they appointed in order
to receive regular taxes from Eastern Anatolia.
However, we understand that the satrap intervened
in the problems with the people living in his exist-
ing areas of responsibility as a central administra-
tion when necessary and provided security with
his own guard forces through mediation.

Additionally, we find significant insight into
the political and economic situation of Eastern
Anatolia in “Anabasis”, which is another work
of Xenophon about the March of Ten Thousand.
Xenophon conveyed important information such
as the wars with the Corduenes living in the
mountains during their advance to the Eastern
Anatolia Region,!! especially when the army
under the leadership of Xenophon followed the
Tigris River and headed northward, and wel-
come with feasts in Armenian villages after the
agreement with the Western Armenia Governor
in Eastern Anatolia.!? Moreover, it is reported
that the Persian language was spoken as a lingua
franca in the borders of Armenian Satrapy and
they could communicate by means of translators
or, especially, with the help of Armenian wom-
en with arm and hand movements during their
travels.13

In Xenophon’s Anabasis, we learn that the passag-
es on the Eastern Anatolian border, especially in
the south of Armenia, were occupied by the people
living in the mountains and they were predators,
and in Armenia, people lived in villages and had
better living conditions than the people living in the
mountains. The living conditions of the people of
Armenia, which were better than the other Eastern
Anatolian people, coincide with the information in
Kyrou Paideia, another work of Xenophon, and

10 Ksen. Kyr. Pa.: 3.2.

11 For an idea about the route of Xenophon and his army,
see Schachner and Saglamtimur 2008: 411-417, Fig. 2;
Polat 2014: Map 3-5. In addition, for a general study
that deals with the March of Ten Thousand in the con-
text of historical geography and archaeology, see Polat
2014.

12 Ksen. An.: 4.1-5.

13 Ksen. An.: 4.5.33.
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this could be associated with the fact that they
paid twice as much tax to Persia / Achaemenids
compared to the people living in the mountainous
regions of Armenia. It makes it more plausible that
the people of the 18th Satrap occasionally plun-
dered the villages of the 13th Satrap, probably due
to the fact that many villages of the 13th Satrap in
Eastern Anatolia were better off compared to the
mountain people of the 18th Satrap, according to
Herodotus. In addition, the knowledge that Persian
/ Achaemenid language was spoken in the Satrapy
of Armenia in Xenophon’s book The March of
the Ten Thousand probably strengthens the pos-
sibility that the Armenians adopted the Persian /
Achaemenid culture more than the other peoples
in Eastern Anatolia.

3. Persian / Achaemenid Period of
Eastern Anatolia Region in the Light of
Epigraphic Data

Except for ancient sources, archaeological data
on the Late Iron Age in Eastern Anatolia is very
scarce, and the trilingual “Xerxes Inscription”
belonging to the Persian / Achaemenid King
Xerxes (485-465 BC) in Van Fortress is again
one of the epigraphic documents that provide im-
portant information (Fig. 3a).14 This inscription
writes:

“Ohrmazd, (Ahura Mazda)” the greatest of the
gods is the supreme God. He is the one who cre-
ated this world, this paradise, created mankind,
gave happiness to humanity, made Xerxes the
king, the only king of many kings, the only master
of many. I am Xerxes, the Great King, the king of
kings, the king of the provinces where many lan-
guages are spoken, the king of these great lands
far and near, the son of Achaemenid Darius,
King Xerxes says; King Darius, My Father, did
a lot of work with Ohrmazd’s guard and ordered
a niche be carved on this hill, but no inscription
was written. 1 then ordered the preparation of
this inscription. Ohrmazd, bless me, my kingdom
and my deeds with all the other gods!”.15

From this inscription, King Darius (521-486 BC)
paid attention to the “Achaemenid” propaganda
around Van in Eastern Anatolia and made efforts

14 Tarhan 2011: 319, Fig. 15.

15 Layard 1853: 394; Lynch 1882: 678; Lynch 1901: 66;
Belck 1893: 61, 82; Weissbach 1911: 116-119; Lehman-
Haupt 1926: 159-161. Also, for the Turkish translation
of the inscription, see. Kalkan 2011: 52.
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in this regard. Similarly, his son King Xerxes
(485-465 BC) seems to have continued this pro-
paganda in order to strengthen his dominance
in the region by following his path. In addition,
Xerxes, who probably intimidated the regional
rulers with the word of the king of kings, points
out that his kingdom was bestowed to him by
Ahura Mazda (Ohrmazd), the greatest of the
gods, and draws attention to the divine power in
this respect.

4. A General Evaluation Regarding
the Persian / Achaemenid Period of the
Eastern Anatolia Region

4.1. Architectural Building Ruins

Architectural remnants of Late Iron Age, Persian
/ Achaemenid structures can be seen in very lim-
ited numbers. Except for the ruins of a building
in Erzincan Altintepe,!¢ which is thought to have
an Apadana structure in the light of the exist-
ing findings, no architectural remains in Eastern
Anatolia have been fully associated with the
Persians so far. There are still debates on wheth-
er the Apadana building in Altintepe, Erzincan
is related to the Persian / Achaemenid Period.!”
Especially the structure in Altintepe, which dis-
plays a typical Apadana plan with the architec-
tural layout pattern of the Persian / Achaemenid
Period, and the very weak ceramic samples found
in this building could not be associated with the
certain contexts. For this reason, the interpretation
of the building directly in relation to the Persian /
Achaemenid Period does not seem very sound in
the light of available data.!8 Moreover, the wall
paintings observed in the building are still con-
troversial to the possibility of whether the build-
ing was used in the Persian / Achaemenid Period
as it revealed an effective Neo-Assyrian work-
manship!® rather than the Persian / Achaemenid
Period. However, Late Iron Age painted ceram-
ics found in Erzincan and Altintepe excavations,
some weak architectural remains associated with

16 Kleiss 1976: 37-38; Summers 1993: 95, Fig. 4;
Cilingiroglu 1997: 79-80; Karaosmanoglu and Korucu
2012: 131-147, Fig. 1-19; Karaosmanoglu et al. 2015:
117-119, Ilus. 2, Pic 2.

17 For the latest study on this subject, see. Yilmaz and
Karaosmanoglu 2019: 323-331, 333-350, Fig. 1-7.

18 Yilmaz and Karaosmanoglu 2019: 329-331.

19 Nunn 2012: 332, 336; Yilmaz and Karaosmanoglu
2019: 326-327.
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the Late Iron Age and some grave remnants are
the findings of Erzincan, Altintepe proving their
Persian / Achaemenid process.20

Apart from Erzincan Altintepe, settlements in
Eastern Anatolia showing the architectural find-
ings related to the Persian / Achaemenid Period
consist of a few centers that present very poor evi-
dences. Only in the light of Persian / Achaemenid
Period, ceramic finds uncovered during ex-
cavations such as Sos Hoyiik,2! Biiyiiktepe,2?
Patnos,23 Kalekoy?4 and Imikusagi?s in the
Eastern Anatolia Region, the foundation re-
mains of some buildings can be associated with
the Persian / Achaemenid Period.26 However,
although many Persian / Achaemenid Period ce-
ramics were encountered in settlements such as
Van Karagiindiiz2” and Van Kalesi Hoyligii,?®
these findings cannot be explained by any archi-
tectural remains.

Besides, it is thought that the Umudum Rock
Tomb in Erzurum, Dogubayazit Rock Tomb in
Agr1 and Kigik Horhor Rock Tombs in Van
may be related to the Persian / Achaemenid
process. (Fig. 3b-d).2° While the Rock Tomb in
Dogubayazit (Fig.3b) resembles Urartian tombs
with its multi-chambered tomb structure, yet, as
it does not have any path to the tomb as it is in
Urartian tombs, and the relief made on the facade
of the tomb is similar to the Sahna tomb, espe-
cially related to the Median process in Eastern
Anatolia, we can contend that it is one of the

20 Yilmaz and Karaosmanoglu 2019: 346-350, Fig. 1-7.

21 Sagona and Sagona 1995: 193-218; Sagona et al. 1996:
27-52; Sagona and Sagona 2003: 101-109.

22 Sagona et al. 1992: 29-46; Sagona et al. 1993: 69-83;
Sagona et al. 1996: 27-52.

23 Kalkan 2011: 56, Fig. 1.

24 Bakir and Cilingiroglu 1980: 219-221; Bakir and
Cilingiroglu 1987: 157-182.

25 Sevin 1982b: 121-130; Sevin 1983: 137-142; Sevin
1988: 299-321; Sevin 1995: 47-67.

26 For the Eastern Anatolian Late Iron Age (Persian /
Achaemenid Period) sites, see. Kalkan 2011: 56, Fig. 1.

27 Sevin 1998: 575-576; Yigitpasa 2010: 194; Yigitpasa
2015: 518.

28 The simple earth grave uncovered on only one Urar-
tian layer in the Van Fortress Mound is associated with
the Late Iron Age (Persian / Achaemenid Period). See.
Tarhan and Sevin 1991: 433; Tarhan and Sevin 1993b:
848-849, Pic. 12; Yigitpasa 2010: 196-197.

29 Isikli and Parlit1 2019: 184-185, Fig. 2a-c.
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structures bearing Persian / Achaemenid trac-
es30, However, the thoughts that the iconography
seen on the front of the tomb3! contains elements
encountered on many different bronze works
unique to Urartu, causes us to suspect that the
tomb is related to the Persian / Achaemenid pro-
cess. Umudum Rock Tomb (Fig. 3¢) in Erzurum
is facing the southern slope of Umudum Tepe
Fortress and has a triangle-shaped entrance. The
tomb is about 7 m. long with anterior chamber
and then a three-leveled door to the burial cham-
ber. In addition to the thoughts that it was built
in the Urartian Period,3? it is also suggested as
a Persian / Achaemenid Period structure, based
on the thought that it may belong to a local lord
during the Persian / Achaemenid Period or it may
have been used as a fire temple (Atashkadeh)
based on the bench carved into the bedrock of the
tomb.33 The Kii¢iik Horhor Rock Tomb in Van
displays a very similar workmanship to the burial
chamber of Darius I in Iran, especially with its
four dead beds positioned in a north direction to
its rectangular main chamber.34 Therefore, it is
possible to evaluate it as a tomb structure specific
to the Persian / Achaemenid Period (Fig. 3d).35

4.2. Satraps in Anatolia through Ancient
Sources

Persian / Achaemenids established satraps simi-
lar to the federal system in order to keep mixed
peoples in Anatolia together. It is possible to say
that the Achaemenids may have implemented
the local decentralization model in this system,
which was derived from the Assyrian Empire,
by not applying pressure that would isolate lo-
cal people from their identities. It is possible to
understand the usefulness of this model, which
the Persians applied through satraps, from their
dominance that lasted for about two hundred and
twenty (220) years.3¢ In this period, we can say
that especially satraps were very close to each
other in Western Anatolia. These were formed
at Daskyleion and Sardis. In the inner parts of

30 Koroglu 2008a: 33.

31 Konyar 2017: 21-22, Fig. 2-6. Also, for the thought that
it is the Urartian Period, see. Kéroglu 2008a: 33.

32 Cilingiroglu 1980: 194; Basgelen 1989: 22-25.

33 Isikli and Parlit1 2019: 184, footnote 13, 215, Fig. 2b.
34 Schmidt 1970: 80-82, Fig. 31.

35 Koroglu 2008a: 34, Fig. 12.

36 Isikli and Parlit1 2019: 183.
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Anatolia, it was probably designed as the Mazaka
centered Kappadokia and the Satrap of Armenia,
whose central location is not known exactly in
Eastern Anatolia.3’ Local administrative control
and loyalty to the king were essential in these
satraps. However, the most important point here
was the “King’s Way”, which ensured that the
taxes were collected regularly and the collected
taxes were transferred to the center securely.
Darius I built castles, outposts and accompany-
ing royal residences to keep communication on
the royal road from Sardis to Susa. Thanks to
this way, the Persian / Achaemenid postal service
was able to convey the political intelligence in
Anatolia to the center much faster (Fig.2).38

Thus, Persians managed to strengthen the politi-
cal unity in Anatolia even though their admin-
istrative form was first shaken by the “lonian
Revolt™? led by Miletus at the beginning of
the 5th century BC and then by the “Satrap
Uprisings™0 that emerged between 366-360
BC.4

Although information has been obtained from
historical data about the above-mentioned in-
cidents in the 5-4 BC centuries, this is a com-
plete mystery especially about the 13th and 18th
Satraps in Eastern Anatolia which was men-
tioned by Herodotus. Much available informa-
tion regarding the involvement of these satraps
in the uprising has not yet been explained by
both historical and archaeological findings. This
situation is not in a position to provide sufficient
evidence with the excavations carried out so far.
Especially, the absence of archaeological data
showing how these satrap revolts of the Late Iron
Age of the Eastern Anatolia Region occurred,
which is the subject of our article, may not be ex-
plained in a long period of time.

There is no satrapy center in the Eastern Anatolia
Region ascertained so far. Research on this sub-
ject is mostly in the form of searching for satra-
py centers in a place that could be a paradeisos
(hunting garden). Accordingly, one of the areas
recommended as a satrapy center is Saztepe

37 All satraps may have changed periodically, for Darius
I Period satraps, see Hdt.: 3.90-94.

38 Hdt.: 5.52-54, 8.98; Kalkan 2014a: 451, 454-455, Fig. 1.
39 Hdt.: 6.1-33.

40 Diod.: 15.90.1.

41 Diod.: 15.91.1.
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located near Eksisu Sazligi in Erzincan Plain#2.
Another suggestion of a place to be a center of
satrapy is the former capital of the Kingdom of
Urartu proposed by H. Kalkan#3. Epigraphic
findings such as the Xerxes Inscription on the
rocks of Van Fortress strengthen the possibility
of this area being the center of satrapy.

4.3. Iconographic Works

Apart from the limited information obtained
from the epigraphic and ancient sources of the
Persian / Achaemenid Period in the Eastern
Anatolia Region, some iconographic documents
reveal significant information especially about
the Satrapy of Armenia. These iconographic
documents can be seen in the Reception Palace
(Apadana) in Persepolis, the capital of the Persian
/ Achaemenids.** In these reliefs depicting sa-
trap ambassadors bringing gifts to the Persian /
Achaemenid King Darius or Xerxes, each group
is accompanied by a guide dressed in Median
or Persian clothing. These high-ranking bureau-
crats often wore “forgues” (Median or Persian /
Achaemenid clothing). The wands they carry are
a clear indication that they were Persian. Each
Persian leader keeps the hand of the group leader
next to him and puts them in order before they ap-
pear before the king.4> The nations on the boards
are understood by the gifts they bring with them,
specific to their own land. Ambassadors from the
Satrap of Armenia are located in the third row of
the panels with reliefs.#¢ One of the most striking
figures in one of the reliefs is the tankard car-
rying a Urartian or Post Urartian ceramic form
(Fig. 4).47

Iconographically, the reliefs that bring gifts from
Satrap of Armenia to Persepolis are of course in
the style of the capital, and the Eastern Anatolian
Region is far from giving any information about

42 Yigitpasa 2010: 111; Isikli and Parlit1 2019: 188;
Yilmaz and Karaosmanoglu 2019: 331.

43 Kalkan 2008: 22.

44 Walser 1966: 72; Klinkott 2005: 453, 483.

45 For detailed information on this subject, see. Gropp
2009: 327-351, Abb. 5-13.

46 Gropp 2009: 293, 329, Abb. 6b.

47 For the interpretation that such vessels probably
emerged in the last phase of the Urartu Kingdom, see.
Sevin 2012: 359. For the interpretation that such ves-

sels are peculiar to the Post Urartu Period, see. Kalkan
2014b: 211-214, Pic. 1-8.
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the Persian / Achaemenid Period plastic arts. In
Eastern Anatolia, data in the form of relief that
can be associated with the Persian / Achaemenid
specific to this period have not been detected
so far. However, some rhytonic ceramics pro-
vide more or less information about the plas-
tic arts. Especially in the Erzurum Archeology
Museum, a horse shaped rhyton (Fig. 5a)*8 with
the Inventory No.l144-81 is depicted as a typi-
cal Persian / Achaemenid horse4® with its manes
tied with a sash above its head.50 Apart from the
sample from Erzurum Meseum, there are plastic
works of art showing Achaemenid characteristics
in Van Archeology Museum (Fig. 5b),5! Adana
Museum (of Patnos-Malazgirt origin?) (Fig. 5¢)>2
and Diyarbakir Museum (Fig. 5d).53 The neck
straps, crest, bridle rings and gem decorations
painted on these works reflect the fine details of
Persian art. Giving the horse rider (asabara) a
hood protecting his ears from dust and sandstorm
is a typical reflection of Persian art.>* Except for
a small number of such horse-shaped rhytons,
which can also be examined in plastic arts in the
Eastern Anatolian Region, there is not much of
a Persian / Achaemenid effect to be mentioned.

48 Kalkan 2008: 256, Fig. 88: Miiz. 2, Pic. 8: Miiz. 2a-c;
Kalkan 2009: 48-49, 51, floor. 4, Illus. 4, Fig. 6b-c.

49 For the visual of tying the manes of horses above their
heads, which is a characteristic of Anatolian-Persian
/ Achaemenid art, see. For the equestrian figure in
Yalnizdam Mezar Steli, see. Oziidogru 2012: 118. For
the mounted figure in Altikulag (Can) Lahti, see. Polat
2012: 80; Tombul 2012: 120-123; Lintz 2012: 152. For
Hekatomnos Tomb in Milas, see. URL 1. For an exam-
ple of Persepolis reliefs outside Anatolia, see. Walser
1966: Fig. 16; For the horse figure on the Pazirik Car-
pet found in the Pazirik Kurgan in Siberia, see. Lintz
2012: 152.

50 The part made as the liquid pouring hole area on
the top of the head corresponds to the area where the
horse’s manes are collected.

51 Kalkan 2008: Fig. 88, Miiz. 2.
52 Kalkan 2008: 194, Miiz. 4.

53 Yiicel 2018: 46-48, Fig. 3a; It is not known where these
artifacts were obtained from, which were acquired
by the Diyarbakir Museum; however, the workman-
ship characteristics are also seen in Eastern Anatolia.
From this point of view, even if it is considered that
the work originates from Southeastern Anatolia, it is
observed that there were similar craftsmanship mate-
rials between the Eastern and Southeastern Anatolian
Regions in the Persian / Achaemenid Period, just like
the ceramic samples.

54 Degirmencioglu 2017: 550, 554.
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Although it is a ceramic form, some Eastern
Anatolian origin samples depicted in the form
of a woman’s face embossed on the body are of
the kind that we can consider as iconographical.
After the ceramic form was created, the female
faces made in molds were applied to the body of
the ceramics. It is understood from the retouches
applied afterwards to the relief that both the ce-
ramic form and the relief were applied when wet.
These women’s faces are generally embroidered
with a narrow forehead, round face, almond eyes,
crescent-shaped scowling eyebrows, bulging
lips, slightly pointed noses, fleshy, full cheeks
and smiling expression. Also, black in eyebrows,
eyes and pupils and red paint application was
used on the lips. A few common examples of
this type have been identified in the Museum of
Anatolian Civilizations and Ahlat Museum in
Turkey and overseas samples were encountered
in a collection in Germany. These female face re-
liefs are considered to be related to the Persian /
Achaemenid Period, based on the festoon and tri-
angle motifs on the ceramics on which they were
applied.>s

4.4. Ceramics

The Persian / Achaemenid Period ceramics in
the Eastern Anatolia Region are explained by the
fact that the traditional understanding of Urartian
ceramics continued until the mid-6th century BC
and then until the end of the 5th century BC,
there was a hiatus (gap) throughout the region.>¢
However, the late 5th, early 4th century BC and the
red-colored paste, cream and white coated ceramics
painted in monochrome, bichrome and polychrome
shapes with triangle ware or festoon ware are note-
worthy.57 It is possible to define the most character-
istic form of the Persian / Achaemenid Period as ex-
amples of bowls with an everted-slanted rim, with
sharp bodies and smooth transitions.>8

55 Koroglu 1995: 25-28, Fig. 1-4.
56 Kalkan 2011: 49-50.

57 Tarhan 1989: 383, 387; Tarhan and Sevin 1990: 360-
363; Tarhan and Sevin 1991: 433-437; Sevin 1998: 715-
726; Dyson 1999a: 115-144; Dyson 1999b: 101-110;
Sevin 2002: 475-482; Kalkan 2008: 44; Kalkan 2011:
49-50; Yigitpasa 2015: 514.

58 Kandaz 2016: 79-82, 89-92, 105-108, Table 3A-D, 4A-
D, 5A-D.
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Especially, such finds in the Van Lake Basin
Karagiindiiz,®® Evditepe,®© Asagi Kegikiran,0!
Yesilali¢ 11, Van Kalesi Hoyiik,%2 Asagi Elmalik,63
Cavustepe,® Eski Norgiih,5 Ayanis (Fig. 6b),6
Biiyiiktepe,%7 Cengiler,%8 Sos,% Altintepe (Fig. 6¢),”0
Saztepe’! in Northeast Anatolia, in the Malatya-
Elazig Section, centers such as Imikusag:,
Koskerbaba (Fig. 6d)73 and Kalekdy74 are remark-
able’s. Both geometric and figured decorations
are seen on some ceramics specific to the Eastern
Anatolian Region, and many of these ceramics
are still in the museums of the region, and the
exact location of most of them is not known.”®

4.5. Lifestyle and Religious Belief

Considering their dominance of Persians /
Achaemenids in 6th-4th centuries BC, it is pos-
sible to mention that they displayed an image
originating from the understanding of imitating

59 Sevin et. al. 2000: 852-855, Pic. 10, 12/3; Kalkan 2011:
51; Sevin 2012: 361; Kalkan 2015: 29.

60 Sevin 2014: 357.
61 Sevin 2006: 668.

62 Tarhan and Sevin 1993a: 410; Summers 1993: 86-87;
Konyar and Avci 2014: 279, Pic. 5; Konyar et. al. 2013:
361, Pic. 4.

63 Sevin 1985: 288, Pic. 1/1-4.

64 Erzen 1978: 258.

65 Tarhan and Sevin 1977: 290-291, Lev. X VII.
66 Erdem and Batmaz, 2008, Fig. 10.

67 Sagona et. al. 1993: 76-77, Fig. 4, 4-10.

68 Parker 1999: 138.

69 Sagona et. al. 1992: 34, Fig. 5: 1, 3.

70 Emre, 1987: Lev. IV.1-4, Lev. V.1-4; Kalkan 2008: 49-
51, Fig. 7.

71 Isikli 2008: 266-272; Karaosmanoglu, Isikli and Can-
er 2014: 507, Pic. 8; Isikli and Ozdemir 2019: 354-356,
Fig. 1-5.

72 Sevin 1982b: 121-130; Sevin 1983: 137-142; Sevin
1988: 299-321.

73 Bilgi 1980: 113-119; Bilgi 1981: 83-86; Bilgi 1982: 89-
94; Bilgi 1983a: 252-253; Bilgi 1983b: 113-116; Bilgi
1984: 49-54; Bilgi 1987a: 28, Fig. 02.11, 1-2; Bilgi
1987b: 1-5; Okse 1988: 34-37, Abb. 590, 591.

74 Bakir and Cilingiroglu 1980: 219-221; Bakir and
Cilingiroglu 1987: 157-182.

75 Such ceramics found in a small number of centers in
Eastern Anatolia are valid in the Southeastern Anato-
lia Region. Especially triangle ware and festoon ware
type ceramics were found in mounds such as Ziyaret
Tepe, Kavusan, Salat Tepe, Gricano, Hirbemerdon and
Ugtepe. See. Koroglu 2008b: 337, 344, fig. 1-5.

76 Yigitpasa 2013: 612-628, Illus. 1-21, Pic. 1-12.
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the king (Imitatio Regis), especially by local lords
and satraps in Western Anatolia.”” However, ac-
cording to Herodotus, there is not enough data
about the tradition of living by imitating the
king (Imitatio Regis) in the 13th and 18th Satraps
known to be in the Eastern Anatolia Region. In
addition, considering the inadequacy of the cul-
tures belonging to the ancient kingdoms or prin-
cipalities in the Eastern Anatolian Region in the
archaeological-epigraphic field and not having
enough data about their religious beliefs, it does
not seem possible to comment on these issues for
now.’8

5. Conclusion

The aforementioned findings we have com-
bined reveal that communities with very dif-
ferent cultures lived together in the Persian /
Achaemenid Empire during the 6th-4th centuries
BC. Furthermore, all cultures probably melt into
each other in this period and the cultures of the
past period were still maintained in this process.
Unlike the Persian / Achaemenid lifestyle felt in
Western Anatolia, there is not much data to prove
this situation in Eastern Anatolia. Although there
are few data in Eastern Anatolia, the fact that the
Persian / Achaemenid King Xerxes has left the
epigraphic data behind, emphasizing the domi-
nance in the region, is likely to be more than a
lifestyle like imitating the king (Imitatio Regis)
in Eastern Anatolia, as in Western Anatolia. It
presents a model that preserves local / regional
characteristics.

In addition, as we understand from Herodotus
and Xenophon that the people of the region were
also engaged in the chaos within themselves,
although they were affiliated with the Persian /
Achaemenid Dynasty. Especially in this period,
one of the reasons for the existence of the peoples
living in mountainous areas or higher than their
surroundings may have stemmed from both the
tension within the Urartian successors and the
reflection of the tension between the Satrapies
of Armenia (13th and 18th Satraps according to
Herodotus) and the whole region. It is possible
to say that due to some tensions experienced
throughout the region, in contrast to a strong

77 Ksen. Kyr. Pa.: 8.6, 10.

78 For the interpretation of the Karagiindiiz Achaemenid
bowl finds group within the scope of imitatio regis,
see. Kalkan 2013: 710-715, Abb. 4-5, 8.
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settlement model like in the Kingdom of Urartu,
weak residential areas must have been preferred.

Considering their geographical and cultural
proximity, especially the Persian / Achaemenid
culture did not impose too much sanctions on the
existing order in the Eastern Anatolian Region.
Even in the light of ancient texts and archaeologi-
cal remains, the Persian / Achaemenid dynasty
did not penetrate the region too much. It is possi-
ble to say that they turned the dominance in their
favor using the authority gap and the tensions be-
tween the tribes in Eastern Anatolia.

It is clear that there are still many problems wait-
ing to be solved due to the lack of sufficient ex-
cavations in Eastern Anatolia to illuminate the
Persian / Achaemenid Period and the existing
data need more explanatory studies. More impor-
tantly, a short period after the Urartu Period, the
lack of evidence of the existence of the Median
community in the region with a successor tra-
dition of Urartu, and the lack of research in the
centers of the Persian / Achaemenid Empire in
the region and its countryside for more than 200
years, are the main reasons for the barrenness of
the data.
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Fig. 3: a. Xerxes Inscription (Tarhan 2011: Fig. 15); b. Dogubayazit Rock Tomb (Isikli and Parliti 2019: Fig. 2a); c.
Erzurum Umudumtepe Rock Tomb (Isikli and Parliti 2019: Fig. 2b); d. Van Kii¢lik Horhor Rock Tomb (Kéroglu
2008: Fig. 12).

Fig. 4: Relief in Persepolis Reception Palace (Apadana) depicting the ambassadors from the Satrap of Armenia
(Walser 1966: Tafel 10: 3).
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Fig. 5: a.

Rhyton Sample from Erzurum
Archeology Museum (Kalkan
2008: Fig. 88, Mus. 2); b. Rhyton
from Van Archeology Museum
(Kalkan 2008: Fig. 88, Mus. 2);
¢. Rhyton from Adana Museum
(Kalkan 2008: 194, Mus. 4); d.
An Example of Mounted Tro-
ops from Diyarbakir Museum
(Ylcel 2018: Fig. 3a).

Fig. 6: a. Festoon Ware type vessel in Van Fortress Mound and Rithon vessel with mountain goat figurine
attachment (Konyar and Avci 2014: 279, Picture 5; Konyar, Avci, Geng, Akgiin and Tan 2013: 361, Picture 4); b.
Triangle amorphous ceramic samples from Ayanis Fortress (Erdem and Batmaz 2008: Fig. 10); c. Examples of
triangle cups from Altintepe (Emre 1987: Lev IV.1-4); d. Triangle container samples from Koskerbaba

(Bilgi 1987a: 28, Fig. 02.11, 1-2).
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Patara’dan Bir Grup Oinophoros: Ikonografi ve Uretim
Uzerine Gozlemler
[A GROUP OF OINOPHOROS FROM PATARA: OBSERVATIONS ON
ICONOGRAPHY AND PRODUCTION]

Feyzullah SAHIN

Anahtar Kelimeler
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OZET

Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi kalp yapuimi kabartmali seramik gruplarindan biri olan oinophoroslar,
cesitli varyasyonlara sahip pelikeler, amphoralar, tek kulplu testiler, lagynoslar, mitolojik karakterlerin
veya grotesk figiirlerin model alindigi kaplar ve tondosunda kabin zeminine aplike edilmis kabartmal
bir madalyon bulunan sig kdse formunda phiale ya da pateralart igerir. Genellikle iki ya da ii¢ kalip
kullanilarak iiretilmis bu seramiklerin siisleme repertuarinda, Dionysos kiiltiiyle baglantili anlatimlarin
agwrlikly olarak tercih edildigi, bununla birlikte ¢esitli mitoslarin, giinliik yasamdan erotik anlatilarin
ve gladyatér déviisii gibi sahnelerin de bu cesitlilik icinde yer buldugu gériilmektedir. Oinophoros
grubu seramiklerin, ilk olarak Augustus Dénemi’nde Knidos atélyelerinde iiretilmeye baslandig tespit
edilmigtir. Bu tivetimi, MS 1. yiizyilin ortalarinda Pergamon ve MS 2. yiizyilin ikinci yarisinda Iasos até-
lyelerinin takip ettigi goriilmektedir.

Patara’da ele gegen oinophoros grubu seramikler i¢inde bir amphora ve sekiz patera ile madalyon iireti-
minde kullanilmis olabilecek bir kalip, ¢alismanin ana konusunu olusturmaktadir. Uretim ve siisleme
teknigi agisindan oinophoros kabartmali kalip yapimi seramikleri i¢inde yer alan Patara drneklerinde
de basta Dionysos kiiltiiyle baglantili olmak iizere ¢esitli mitolojik anlatimlarin yer buldugu goriilmekte-
dir. Yapigimiz arastirmalar ve benzer érnekler, Patara oinophoros grubu seramiklerinin, stilistik olarak
Knidos ve Iskenderiye drnekleriyle yakin iliski icinde oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu durum bize ozellikle
oinophoros grubundaki pateralarin, Akdeniz’ deki dagilimi ve ticari aglarla ilgili bilgi saglarken, tercih
edilen ikonografilerdeki ortak yonler ise kokleri Hellenistik Donem’e uzanan ortak inanglar/diisiincelerin
Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi'ndeki devamliigim gostermesi acisindan onemli veriler sunmaktadir.
Uzerinde olasilikla Dionysos tasvirinin bulundugu kalip ise bir patera madalyonunu bicimlendirmek igin
son derece uygun yapisiyla Patara’da oinophoros tipi patera iiretimi olabilecegine dair izler tasimakta
ve Anadolu’daki oinophoros iiretim merkezlerine, basta Patara olmak iizere yeni atélyelerin eklenme
olasiligimin arttigini gostermektedir.

ABSTRACT

Oinophoroi, which is one of the molded relief ware in Roman Imperial Period, includes various types of
pelikai, amphoras, single-handled jugs, lagynoi, pots modeled according to mythological characters or
grotesque figures, and shallow phialai or paterae with an relief medallion applied on their tondo. In the
decoration repertoire of these ceramics, which are usually produced using two or three molds, it is seen
that expressions related to the Dionysus cult are predominantly preferred, however, various myths, erotic
narratives from daily life and scenes such as gladiator fights are also included in this diversity. It was de-
termined that the Oinophoros group ceramics were first produced in Cnidian workshops in the Augustus
Period. It is seen that the Pergamene workshops in the mid-Ist century AD and lasian workshops in the
second half of the 2nd century AD followed this production.
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Among the oinophoros group ceramics found in Patara, an amphora and eight paterae constitutes the
main subject of the study. In addition to these finds, a mold that may have been used in the production of
medallions of the paterae is examined. In terms of production and decoration technique, it is seen that
various mythological scenes, especially in connection with the Dionysus cult, are found in the Pataran
samples, which are among the oinophoros molded relief ware. Our research and other similar examples
show that oinophoros group ceramics in Patara are stylistically similar to examples from Cnidus and
Alexandria. While this situation provides us the information on the commercial networks and the distri-
bution of oinophoros group paterae in the Mediterranean, the common characteristics of the preferred
iconographies present important data by showing the continuity of the common beliefs and thoughts,
which dates back to the Hellenistic Period, in the Roman Imperial Period. With its structure highly suitab-
le to shape a patera medallion, the mold that presumably has a representation of Dionysus bears traces
of oinophoros type patera production in Patara, and it shows that it is likely to add new workshops to the
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oinophoros production centers in Anatolia, and notably in Patara.

Giris

Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi’nde, iki veya daha
fazla kalip kullanilarak tretilmis, kabartma
siislemeye sahip bir dizi seramik, “oinophoros
grubu” olarak adlandirilmaktadir. Bu isimlen-
dirme, John Hoppkins Universitesi koleksiyo-
nundaki, ¢ift kulplu ve silindirik gévdeye sahip
kendine 6zgii bi¢imi olan kabartmali bir amp-
horanin dip kismina kazima olarak yazilmig
“OINO®OROC” yazitindan gelmektedir.! Kni-
dos’taki kazi ¢alismalarinda elde edilen buluntu
ve bulgulara dayanilarak, bu seramik grubu ken-
tin atolyelerine tahsis edilmis ve bu nedenle ilk
iretim yerlerine ithafen “Knidos - Kalip Yapimi1
- Kabartmali Kaplar1” olarak da adlandirilmis-
lardir.2 John Hopkins Universitesi koleksiyonun-
daki amphoranin incelenmesi sonucunda tespit
edilen -asagida ayrintili olarak deginecegimiz-
iretim teknigi kullanilarak {iretilmis ve ayni za-
manda kabartmalarda islenen konular ile 6zgiin
stilleri agisindan birbirleriyle iligkili oldugu sap-
tanan farkli formlar da bu seramik grubu iginde
degerlendirilmistir.

Patara’da ele gecen gerek korunma durumla-
r1 gerekse kabartma yiizeyindeki deformasyon
seviyeleri acisindan farklilik gosteren bir amp-
hora, sekiz patera ve pateralarin madalyon bo-
[iimiiniin iiretiminde kullanilmig olabilecek bir
kalip, ¢calismanin ana konusunu olusturmaktadir.
Patara oinophoros grubunu olusturan seramikler
ve kalip kentin farkli alanlarinda siirdiiriilen ka-
zilarda; Meclis — Kuzey Sur (Kat. No. 3, 5, 9),
Tepecik Nekropolii (Kat. No. 2, 8, 10) Liman
Caddesi Bati Portikosu (Kat. No. 6), Nero Ha-
mami (Kat. No. 1), Sekizgen Cesme (Kat. No. 7)
ve Su Yolu sondajlar1 (Kat. No. 4) caligsmalarinda

1 Robinson 1909: 30-38, Res. 3.

2 Bailey 1972/1973; Mandel 1988: 99-191; Hayes 1997:
72-74; Hayes 2008: 105-107; Pastutmaz 2009: 29.

ele ge¢mistir. Kaplarin biiylik ¢ogunlugu, sz
konusu alanlarda farkli donemlere ait buluntular1
iceren karisik katmanlardan ve dolgu/akint1 top-
rak icinden ele gectiginden tarihlendirmelerinde
katmanlardan elde edilen verilerden ziyade, kar-
silastirma ve stil kritik yontemine basvurulmus-
tur. Bununla birlikte, buluntu konumlari, varsa
kontekst veriler ve ait olduklar1 tabakalarin 6zel-
likleri, buluntularin tekil olarak ele alindig: alt
boliimlerde metin iginde sunulmustur.

Asagida oncelikle, oinophoros grubu seramikler
lizerine yapilan aragtirmalarda iiretim teknigi
baglaminda paralellik gosterdigi tespit edilen
form repertuarina ve bunlarin tasidigi kabartma-
I1 tasvirlerde islenen konu yelpazesine deginile-
cektir. Ardindan iretim teknikleri incelenerek,
farkli seramik formlarinin oinophoros grubu
icinde tanimlanmasinda 6ne ¢ikan noktalar tize-
rinde durulacaktir. Sonrasinda ise Patara’da ele
gecen oinophoros grubu seramikler ve kalip hem
iiretim teknikleri hem de kabartmalarda yer alan
ikonografileri agisindan degerlendirilecektir.

Form ve Siisleme

Oinophoros seramik grubu, 1950’lerden itibaren
bir dizi aragtirmaya konu olmus ve bu ¢alisma-
larda hem form hem de kabartmalarda islenen
konular ag¢isindan ¢esitliliklerin goriildigi tes-
pit edilmistir.3 Gruba ismini de veren silindirik
govdeli “pelike benzeri” amphoralar, tek kulplu
testiler, lagynoslar ve tondosunda kabartma ma-
dalyon bulunan silindirik formlu, uzun tek kulp-
Iu pateralar en sik goriilen formlar arasindadir.
Satyros ve maenad gibi mitolojik 6gelerin ya
da grotesk figiirlerin model alindig1 6rneklerin

3 Robinson 1909; Hausmann 1954/1955; Bailey
1972/1973; Heimberg 1976; Bailey 1979; Salomonson
1979; Salomonson 1980; Mandel 1988; Baldoni 2003;
Pastutmaz 20009.
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yani sira insan, hayvan (kog, panter vb.) ya da
phallos formundaki kabartmali seramikler de
bu grup i¢inde yer alan baslica formlar olarak
belirlenmistir.4

Oinophoros seramik grubunun siisleme reper-
tuar1 birgok temayr kapsamaktadir. Genellikle
mitolojik anlatimlarin oldugu bu siislemeler-
de, ozellikle Dionysiak figiirlerin ve pastoral
anlatimlarin agirlikli olarak tercih edildigi
goriilmektedir. Dionysos kiiltiiyle ilintili sahne-
lerde, Tanr1 Dionysos’un yani sira maenadlar,
satyroslar, silenoslar vd. ya tek olarak ya da bir
sahne iginde ¢esitli anlatimlarda karsimiza ¢ik-
maktadir. Bununla birlikte, siislemelerde yer
bulan tanr1 ve tanrigalarin, konu olarak secilen
mitoslarin ve bunlarin uygulamalarinin biiyiik
bir varyasyona sahip oldugu da sdylenebilir.
Zeus-Ganymedes ya da Zeus-Leda mitosunun
cesitli betimlemeleri, Herakles’in islerini konu
alan sahneler ya da Aphrodite ile ilgili mitoslar
bunlar arasindadir. Giinliik yasamdan da sahne-
ler yer bulmustur. Erotik sahneler ¢esitlilik gos-
terir. Uziim baglar1 arasinda tasvir edilen birey-
sel figiirler, savageilar ve cesitli gladyator doviisii
sahneleri de siisleme kompoziyonlari iginde yer
bulmustur.>

Uretim Teknikleri

Oinophoros grubu i¢inde yer alan seramiklerin
belirlenmesi igin en 6nﬁ:mli kriterlerden biri iire-
tim teknigi olmustur.¢ Iki ya da daha fazla sayida

4 U. Mandel’in form tiplerine gore diizenlenmis kap-
saml1 bir katalog sunan c¢aligmasi i¢in bk. Mandel
1988. Knidos ve Pergamon’da ele gecen oinophoros
grubu formlarin birlikte yer aldig1 ¢izimler i¢in bk.
Baldoni 2003: 6-11, Res. III-I'V.

5 Mandel 1988: 43-89, 133-176; Pastutmaz 2009:
71-123.

6 Oinophoros grubu {izerine yapilan ilk ¢aligmalarda
ele alinan seramik tiplerinin bir kisminin, drnegin
siislemede kullanilan figiiratif bezemelerin diizen-
lenmesindeki uyusmazliklar gibi tutarsizliklar, bu
teknigin bakis agisini anlamak i¢in yetersiz oldugu-
nu ortaya koymustur. Memphis ve Kahire gibi mer-
kezlerde bulunan giigli Misir siislemelerine sahip
kabartma kaplar da ayn1 teknikle yapilmistir. Dola-
yistyla kabartmalarda islenen konular, kabartmalarin
stili ve form repertuari da kaplarin tanimlanmasinda
onem kazanmaktadir. Bu nedenlerle, MO 3-1. yiizy1l
Misir Ornekleri teknik agisindan “Oncii” olarak
goriilmemektedir; bk. Mandel 1988: 3-4. Bu gruptaki
seramiklerin dretim teknigi “Knidos kandilleri”nin
iretiminde kullanilan yontemle tamamen benzerdir.
Bu gozlem, D. M. Bailey (1972/1973: 12) tarafindan
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kalip kullanilarak yapilan bu seramikler, temel
olarak benzer prensipler iizerine imal edilmis ol-
salar da kapali ve agik seramiklerin {iretiminde
farkli uygulamalar s6z konusudur.

Amphoralar, pelikeler, testiler, lagynoslar gibi ka-
pali seramikler iizerine yapilan gézlemler, bunla-
rin genellikle iki kalip kullanilarak tiretildikleri-
ni gostermektedir. iki parca halinde hazirlanmis
kaliplara kilin bastirilmastyla, kab1 olusturacak
iki yarim parganin hem seramik formunu hem de
kabartma siislemelerin seklini almasi saglanmig-
tir. Ardindan, kaliplar iglerindeki nemli kil birbi-
rine birlesecek sekilde kapatilmistir. Kurumaya
birakildiktan sonra, nem orani azalip kiiclik bir
oranda kiiglilen seramigin alinmas igin kaliplar
acilir. Bu hafif kurumus ancak hala nemli olan
seramigin son diizenlemeleri genelde cark iize-
rinde gergeklestirilmistir. Kulplar ve bazi du-
rumlarda kaideler ayr1 ayr1 modellenmis ve daha
sonra seramik iizerine yerlestirilmistir. Kabin iki
yarim parg¢asinin birlestigi yerlerde ve kulplarin
sirt kisminda birlesim izleri birgok kapta takip
edilebilmektedir. Ahgap bir spatula ile bezeme-
nin rétuslarinin yapilmasinin ardindan seramik-
lerin renklendirilmesi muhtemelen tek bir seferde
astara daldirma yontemiyle gerceklestirilmistir.”

Agik kap formlar1 iginde siklikla tretilenlerin
basinda phialeler,® skyphoslar® ve pateralar!®
gelmektedir.!! Patera,!? genel olarak s1g ve genis

British Museum’daki malzemenin analizi temelinde
aciklanmistir; ayrica bk. Baldoni 2003: 1.

7 Hausmann 1954/1955: 125-126; Mandel 1988: 3-5;
Baldoni 2003: 1-2; Pastutmaz 2009: 43-44.

8 Mandel 1988: 112, Lev. 31, Kat. No. K 125; Doksanal-
t12006: 433, 434, K141 Ciz. 371-375.

9 Mandel 1988: 113, Lev. 32, Kat. No. K 195, K 196;
Doksanalt1 2006: 434, 435, K142 Ciz. 376-379.

10 Salomonson 1979: 119, Res. 1-7; Doksanalt1 2006:
432,433, K140 Ciz. 363-365; Pastutmaz 2009: 45-59.

11 Acik seramiklerin, kulp bdlimleri olmaksizin,
sadece madalyon ya da govde kisimlar1 glinimiize
ulasmis ise birbirlerinden ayirt edilmeleri olduk¢a
zordur. Kaplarin bir sap/kulpa sahip olup olmadigi
da ¢ogu zaman netlik kazanmamaktadir. Skyphoslar
dis yiizlerinin de kabartmaya sahip olmasiyla daha
kolay tanimlanabilirler. Genel olarak bakildiginda
ise tiim olarak gecmeyen agik kaplar igin ortak bir
terim olarak “patera” isimlendirmesinin daha yaygin
olarak kullanildig1 anlagilmaktadir; bk. Pastutmaz
2009; Rekowska 2013; Buora vd. 2016. Bu nedenle bu
caligmada da benzer kullanim siirdiiriilmistiir.

12 Merkezinde bir omphalos bulunan, sapli (Hilgers,
1969: Res. 59-61) veya sapsiz kaselerin (Matthews
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bir kase formunda govde ile govdeye yatay ola-
rak birlestirilmis silindirik kulplardan olusan bir
kap formudur. Oinophoros grubu i¢inde yer alan
pateralarin tondolarinda, kabartma siislemeye
sahip bir “madalyon” bulunmaktadir. Kabin ana
boliimiinii de olusturan kdse formundaki govde,
silindirik uzun kulp ve késenin tondosuna yerles-
tirilen kabartmali madalyon boliimleri ayr1 ayri
kaliplarda iretilerek birlestirilmiglerdir. Kabin
dis yiizii, kaideden baslayarak agza dogru uza-
nan birbirine olduk¢a yakin yivler ya da agza
dogru genisleyen dil motifleriyle siislenmis ola-
bildigi gibi tamamen yalin birakilan 6rnekler de
mevcuttur.!3 Halka kaidenin i¢ kisminda, bronz-
dan yapilmis prototiplere!4 6ykiinmenin agik bir
sekilde goriildiigii, keskin profilli i¢ ige gegmis
es merkezli bantlar ya da pismis toprak ornek-
lere 6zgii olarak ortaya ¢ikan tekli-ikili rozetler
bulunabilmektedir. Pateralarin tasarimindaki
diger bir karakteristik unsur, madalyon iizerin-
de kabartmalarin uygun boéliimlerine diizenli ya
da diizensiz bir sekilde acilmis kiigiik delikler-
dir. Bu delikler, madalyonun, kasenin tondosu-
na yerlestirilmesi sirasinda olusan iki katmanl
yap1 arasinda kalan hava kabarciklarinin, pisi-
rim sirasinda herhangi bir deformasyona neden
olmamast ve 1sinin iki katman arasina rahatlikla
niifuz edebilmesi amaciyla yapilmigtir.!5 Tiiriin

1969: 33-38) ya da casseruole tipinde kaplarin da
(Eggers 1955: 196-244) bu isimle anildig1 goriilebil-
mektedir; bk. Sahin 2018: 22-23.

13 Salomonson 1979: 118; Pastutmaz 2009: 46.

14 Tondosunda kabartmali madalyon bulunan me-
tal kaseler Hellenistik Donem “toreutik” sanatin-
da onemli bir yer tutmustur. Roma Cumbhuriyet
Donemi’nde de geligmis bir metal endiistrisine sahip
Capua’da, MO 1. yiizyilin ikinci yarisinda iireti-
mi artarak siiren kaliteli giinlik kullanima yonelik
bronz kaplar, imparatorlugun tiim eyaletlerine ihrag
edilmeye baslanmistir. Bu kaplar arasinda en popiiler
formlardan biri de pateralardir (Lamb 1929: 242
244). Pismis toprak pateralarin, giinliik kullanima
yonelik iiretilen bronz pateralarin etkisinde gelistigi
ve ilk orneklerin tamamen bu metal kaplarin birer
taklidi olarak iiretildikleri anlagilmaktadir. Dolay1-
styla, oinophoros grubundaki pateralar Roma Impa-
ratorluk Doénemi’ndeki tondosu kabartma siislemeli
bronz pateralarin pismis topraktan imitasyonlaridir
(Mandel 1988: 99; Hayes 1997: 73; Baldoni 2003: 14;
Pastutmaz 2009: 34). Tondosunda kabartmali ma-
dalyon bulunan Roma imparatorluk Doénemi bronz
patera ornekleri i¢in bk. Treister 2020: 565-610, Res.
10-14.

15 Salomonson 1979: 117-119, Res. 1; Pastutmaz 2009:
45-47.
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siklikla goriilen teknik bir 6zelligi olarak bu kii-
¢lik delikler bircok paterada tespit edilmis olsa
da havalandirma deliklerinin kullanilmadig1 6r-
nekler de bulunmaktadir.16

Oinophoros kabartmali seramik grubunu ta-
nimlamada iiretim tekniginin yani sira, diizen-
siz kalinlikta cidarlar, dikkatsiz sekillendirme
sonucunda kabin dis yiiziinde goriilebilen be-
lirgin birlesim hatlar1 ve ¢ogu durumda kolay-
likla ¢oziilebilen az dayanikli ince astar, diger
teknik kriterler arasinda yer almaktadir. Bu tek-
nik oOzellikler, iiriiniin kalitesinden ¢ok nicelige
Oonem veren bir isgilikle retilmis seri iiretim
kaplar oldugunu géstermektedir.!” Igki ve sofra
kullaniminin yani sira bazi formlarin kiilt kabi
olarak kullanildig1 anlagilmaktadir.18

Patara Oinophoros Grubu

Amphora - Kat. No. 1 (Fig. 1)

Patara’da ele gecen bir amphorada, oinophoros
grubundaki kapali kaplarin iiretim teknigi ve
kabartmalardaki stil Ozellikleri tanimlanabil-
mektedir. Amphoranin gévdesinin bir boliimii,
kaidesi ve kulplarindan biri eksiktir. Disa ¢ekik
ag1zli, kisa ve genis bir boyuna sahip amphora-
nin diagonal omuz boliimiinden govdeye gecisi
iki yivle keskinlestirilmis profillidir. Govde yar1
ylikseklikten itibaren kaideye dogru siirekli da-
ralmaktadir. Dairesel kesite sahip kulpun 6n ve
arka yiizlerinde ¢entikler/yivler bulunurken sirt
kismi diizlestirilmistir. Kulpun diizlestirilmis
sirt boliimii ve buna paralel olarak govde de de
devam eden diisey ince birlestirme hatt1, yukari-
da da bahsettigimiz ikili kaliptan {iretim teknigi-
nin izlerini tasimaktadir. Amphoranin 6zellikle
gbovde bolimiinde goriilen diizensiz cidar kalin-
liklar1 da grubun bir diger ortak iiretim 6zelligini
gostermektedir.

Kat. No. 1, Patara’nin Nero Hamami ¢alismala-
rinda, MS 1. yiizyildan MS 4/5. yiizyila kadar
farkli tarihlere ait buluntularin ele gectigi karisik
bir tabakadan ele ge¢mistir. Bu nedenle stratigra-
fik veri, amphoranin tarihlendirilmesinde olduk-
¢a genis bir tarih aralig1 sunmaktadir. Kat. No.
1, oinophoros grubu iginde yaygin olarak gorii-
len silindirik goévde formuna sahip 6rneklerden

16 Salomonson 1979: 119, Res. 1, 4; Pastutmaz 2009: 47,
Res. 7.

17 Mandel 1988, 4; Baldoni 2003, 1-2.
18 Doksanalt1 2006: 431.
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farkli 6zellikler gostermekte ve daha ¢ok boyun-
lu amphora formuyla benzerlik iginde oldugu
goriilmektedir. Oinophoros grubu i¢inde yaygin
olarak goriilmeyen bu formun benzer bir 6rnegi
New York Metropolitan Miizesi koleksiyonun-
dadir ve MS 3. yilizyila tarihlendirilmektedir.!®
Samos’tan kirik bir gévde parcasi da bu formla
iliskilendirilmektedir.20

Amphoranin agiz ve boyun bdlimleri yalin
birakilmistir. Omuzda her biri uca dogru sivri-
len formda yapraklardan olusan bir kusak yer
alir. Bu dizideki yapraklarin cergeveleri, ana
damarlar1 ve ikincil damarlar1 yivlerle belirgin-
lestirilmistir. Govde lizerinde, her iki yaninda
iri taneli liziim salkimlar1 tagtyan sarmasiklarla
sinirlandirilmis alanda, oturan bir erkek figiirii
ile onun bacaklarinin {izerinde tuttugu kaseden
beslenen/su igen biiyiik bir kartal figiirii yer al-
maktadir. Kaya tizerine oturan, profilden betim-
lenmis erkek figiirliniin Gstii ¢iplaktir, altinda
ise kisa bir tunik vardir. Bagini1 6niindeki kartala
dogru egmis, sag eliyle dizinin iistiinde duran
kab1 tutarken, sol elini kartalin basinin/kana-
dinin iizerine dogru yonlendirmistir. Figiiriin
yliziiniin genel hatlar1 belirgin olmakla birlikte,
detaylar1 yilizeydeki asinma nedeniyle okunama-
maktadir. Erkek figiirlinin dizleri {izerindeki
kaptan beslenen kartal neredeyse erkek figiirii
ile ayn1 boyutlara sahiptir. Kanatlar1 yar1 agik
pozisyondaki kartal, bir pengesi ile figiiriin dizi-
nin {istiinde duran kab1 kendine dogru ¢ekerken
tasvir edilmistir. Boyun, gévde ve kanat tiiyleri
belirgindir.

Bu sahnede, Zeus ve Ganymedes mitosuna bir at-
fin s6z konusu oldugu ve Zeus’un bir kartal ola-
rak tasvir edildigi goriilmektedir. Ganymedes’in
Zeus tarafindan kagirilmasini konu edinen mi-
tosun farkli versiyonlarinda, Ganymedes’in
bizzat Zeus tarafindan kagirildigi, Zeus’un go-
revlendirdigi kartal tarafindan kacirildigi ya
da Zeus’un kartal kiligina biiriinerek bu eylemi
gergeklestirdigi gibi ¢esitli anlatilar s6z konu-
sudur.2! Mitosun, Zeus’u simgeleyen kartal ile
Ganymedes’i merkeze alan tasvirlerinde ise
kartalin Ganymedes’e yaklagsmasi, ayakta du-
ran Ganymedes ve yaninda kartal, kartal tara-
findan kagirilan Ganymedes, kartalin iizerinde

19 Robinson 1909: 35-36, Res. 5-6; Hausmann
1954/1955: 136, Lev. 46, 2.

20 Hausmann 1954/1955: 136, Lev. 46, 1.
21 Erhat 1996: 116.
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oturan Ganymedes ve Patara 6rneginde oldugu
gibi kartali besleyen Ganymedes gibi ¢esitli iko-
nografiler goriilebilmektedir.2? Kartal1 besleyen
Ganymedes ikonografisinin benzer ornekleri,
ilk olarak MO 1. yiizyilda kullanilmaya bas-
lanmis23 ve Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi’nde de
duvar resimlerinde, gemmeler iizerinde, bronz
aynalarin arka ylizlerinde ve pek ¢ok farkli se-
ramik dekorasyonunda ¢esitli varyasyonlarla yer
bulmustur.24

Patara’da ele gegen amphora lizerindeki ikonog-
rafinin hem seramik grubu hem de stil agisin-
dan benzer bir 6rnegi Knidos’ta ele ge¢mistir.2>
Ganymedes ve kartalin bulundugu kiigiik bir bo-
[iimiin kirik olarak ele gegtigi Knidos 6rnegi, bu
kiiciik parcanin formu hakkinda ¢ok fazla bilgi
vermemesi nedeniyle bir patera olarak degerlen-
dirilmekle birlikte kapali bir kaba ait olabilecegi
de belirtilmigstir. Patara ornegindeki figiirlerin
ayrintilari, Knidos 6rnegine gore daha ¢ok tahrip
olmustur. Bununla birlikte Ganymedes’in sagla-
rinin igleniginde, kartalin tiiylerinin formunda da
kendini gosteren pek c¢ok farklilik goriilebilmek-
tedir. Ancak yine de hem oinophoros grubuna
ait olmas1 hem de kabartmanin stili bu iki par-
¢anin yakin bir bag i¢inde oldugunu gdstermek-
tedir. Knidos 6rnegi MS 2. yiizyilin ortalarina
tarihlendirilmektedir.26

Pateralar (Kat. No. 2-9)

Oinophoros grubu agik kaplarin nerdeyse tiimii
iretim teknikleri ve madalyonlarda islenen ko-
nular acisindan benzerlik gostermekle birlik-
te, J. W. Salomonson kaidenin i¢ bdliimiiniin
islenisinde kullanilan 6geler agisindan iki temel
grup belirlemistir. Bunlardan ilkinde kaidenin
merkezinde, i¢ ice gecmis dairelerle ¢evrelenmis
ikili rozetler bulunmaktadir. Tkinci grupta ise ka-
idenin i¢ kismi1 sadece i¢ ice gegmis es merkezli
¢emberler seklindeki ¢ikintilardan olusmaktadir.2”

22 Sichtermann 1988: 159-166, Lev. 82-95.
23 Sichtermann 1988: 161, Lev. 86, 138.

24 Ganymedes sembolizminin Roma kaynaklari, mit ve
ikonografi agisindan bir yorumu igin bk. Greet 2015:
84-86.

25 Pastutmaz 2009: 83-88, Res. 16.

26 Pastutmaz 2009: 87.

27 Salomonson 1979: 118-119; Pastutmaz 2009: 50-51.
Bu iki grubun yani sira tekli rozetlerin bulundugu
ornekler de bilinmektedir; bk. Rekowska 2013: 61-69,
Res. 1b.
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Istatistiksel veri, ilk grup &zelliklerine sahip pa-
teralarin daha fazla tretildigini gostermektedir.
fkinci grup icinde degerlendirilen pateralarin
kaidelerinin i¢ kisimlarinin islenis o6zellikleri,
seramik kaplara has bir bezemeden ziyade, yu-
karida da bahsettigimiz metal pateralarin torna-
da cekilerek sekillendirilen kaide ozelliklerini
tasimaktadir.28

Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi’nde oldukga po-
pliler olan oinophoros grubu i¢indeki pateralar
lizerine yapilan c¢aligmalarda, iiretimin MS 1.
ylizyilin {liglincii ¢ceyreginde?® ya da genel ola-
rak MS 1. ylizyilin ilk yarisinda bagladig: ile-
ri siiriilmiistiir.30 U. Mandel, italya’da iiretilen
bronz prototiplerden modellenen bu kaplarin sti-
listik acidan Augustus Donemi’nde iiretilmeye
baslanmis olmasi gerektigini belirtmektedir.3!
Bununla birlikte Knidos’ta Kap Krio’da ve Di-
onysos Stoast’nda yapilan ¢aligmalarda, Augus-
tus Donemi’ne tarihlendirilen kontekst i¢inde
bulunan pateralar bu savi destekler nitelikte-
dir.32 Ozellikle kaidenin merkezinde, bantlar-
la cevrelenmis ikili rozet bulunan pateralarin
MS 3. yiizyilin ilk ¢eyregine kadar iiretildigi
diistiniilmektedir.33 Knidos Kap Krio’da ele ge-
cen balik formlu patera kulplar1 ise MS 4. yiizyil-
daki son tretimleri temsil ediyor olmalidir.34 Bu
siirecte bu kap formunun, Anadolunun 6zellikle
bat1 ve giiney kiyilar1 basta olmak {izere, Khios
ve Samos gibi Ege adalarina, Misir’da Iskende-
riye ve Kahire gibi merkezlere, Korfu, Brindisi
ve Aquileia gibi Adriatik yerlesimlerine ve Ka-
radeniz cevresindeki bir¢ok merkeze yayildig:

28 Salomonson 1979: 118-119. J. W. Salomonson, ton-
dolarinda, tropaion tasvirleri, zirh, kilig, kalkan gibi
motiflerin ve gladyatdr isimlerinin yer aldig1 bir pis-
mis toprak patera/kase serisinin bronzdan yapilmis
prototiplere daha yakin ozellikler gosterdigini be-
lirtmekte ve bunlar1 ti¢iincii bir grup olarak deger-
lendirmektedir. Bu pateralarin, oinophoros grubu
pateralarindan temel farki; kabartmalarin ayr1 birer
madalyon seklinde yapilmamis olmasidir. Bu kaplar,
oinophoros grubu pateralarin (madalyonlu pateala-
rin/kaselerin) onciili kabul edilmektedir; bk. Salo-
monson 1979: 119-120, Res. 8-12.

29 Salomonson 1979: 121; Mandel 1988: 127-128.
30 Baldoni 2003: 68.
31 Mandel 2000: 64-66; Doksanalt1 2006: 425.

32 Doksanalt1 2006: 425-426, 432-433. Dionysos Stoasi
i¢cin bk. Doksanalt1 2000: 80, Res. 3, 15.

33 Salomonson 1979: 120; Baldoni 2003, 68-69; Pastutmaz
2009, 51.

34 Doksanalt1 2006: 433.
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goriilmektedir.35

Patara’da toplamda sekiz adet patera pargasi ele
geemigtir. Bunlarin tamamni farki kondisyonlarda
korunmus olmakla birlikte, madalyon boliimi,
kaide ve govde parcasindan olugsmaktadir. J. W
Salomonson, kaidesinde bronz prototiplere ben-
zer sekilde birkag sira halka bulunan 6rnekle-
rin kronolojik olarak daha erken bir doneme ait
olabilecegini, kaidelerinin i¢ boliimiinde tekli ya
da ikili rozet bulunan 6rneklerin ise formun se-
ramik orneklere tam adaptasyonuyla yayginlag-
tigini ileri siirmektedir.3¢ Asagida ele alinacak
orneklerin sira diizenlemesi de oncelikle bu
kriter g6z oniine alinarak yapilmistir.

Kat. No. 2 (Fig. 2)

Madalyonun, kaidenin ve gdvdenin kiiciik bir
boliimi korunmus Kat. No. 2’nin, kaidesi-
nin i¢ kisminda, kademeli olarak algalan es
merkezli iki halka yer almaktadir. Kabin dis
yiiziinde, genis aralikli yivler radyal bir ge-
kilde kaideden yiikselir. Kirik madalyon bo-
liimiinde iki figiir bulunmaktadir. Ust gvdesi
ve basg kism1 korunmus sagdaki figiir, arkasi
doniik bir sekilde islenmis ve sola dogru ¢e-
virdigi basi profilden verilmistir. Sirt ¢izgisi
ince bir yivle vurgulanmistir. Gz ve burun
detaylar1 kismen korunmus figiiriin saglari,
alindan bagin arkasina dogru paralel yivler
seklinde uzanir ve basin arakasinda bir topuz
olusturur. Goglis hizasindan, govdesinin alt
kismi eksik olan ikinci figiir kollarini iki yan-
dan yukar1 dogru kaldirarak baginin {istiinde
birlestirmis pozisyondadir. Kollar1 arasinda
kalan bag kisminda, yiiziin hi¢bir ayrintisi is-
lenmemis bunun yerine yan yana ve {ist {iste
gelen diizensiz siralar halinde daire motifle-
riyle bezenmistir. Eller ve parmaklar da 6zen-
siz yapilmis ve birkag ¢izgi ile belirlenmistir.
Ikinci figiiriin iist kisminda dairesel bir forma
sahip oldugu anlagilan ¢elenk benzeri bir mo-
tif yer alir.

Kat. No. 2’nin madalyon béliimiinde korun-
mus bu kiiciik bolimden sahneyi net olarak
tanimlamamiz zordur. Bununla birlikte, sah-
nede yer alan ve viicudunun arkasi doniik,
bast ise profilden betimlenmis kadin figiirii-
niin hem durus pozisyonu hem de saglarinin

35 Baldoni 2003: 68.
36 Salomonson 1979: 121.
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islenisi agisindan benzerleri, oinophoros gru-
bu kaplarin gesitli formlari izerinde yer alan
kabartmalardan bilinmektedir. Pergamon’dan
bir olpe37 ile bir matara3® tizerindeki sahneler
bunlara 6rnek teskil etmektedir. Kadin figii-
riinden daha kisa olarak iglenmis ikinci figiiriin
durusu dans eder bir sekilde oldugunu diisiin-
diirmektedir. Yiiz hatlar1 yerine olasilikla kalip-
lama sonrasi baski teknigiyle yapilmis dairesel
siislemeler, panter postlarinin ayrintilarinin
belirtilmesinde kullanilan dairesel bezemelerin
Ozensiz yapidaki ¢esitlemelerine benzemekte-
dir.3 Bu baglamda, dans eden figiiriin basinda
goriilen bu diizensiz izler, bir panter postuna
isaret ediyor olabilir.4% Grotesk dansg1 figiirleri,
Knidos atolyelerine atfedilen bir¢ok kandil {ize-
rinde yer bulmustur.#! Ayrica, yine Knidos’ta
ele gecmis bir patera madalyonu iizerinde ben-
zer durusa sahip bir pigme4? ve bir Lagynos
tizerinde dans eden bir figiir*3 de bu dansgilar
serisi i¢inde degerlendirilebilir. Bu baglamda
figiirii, Anadolu’daki kabartmali seramik re-
pertuarina Geg¢ Hellenistik Donem’de giren+4
ve oinophoroslarin liretildigi siirecte de kulla-
nilan# grotesk bir dansg1 olarak tanimlamamiz
miimkiin goriinmektedir. Genel goriiniim, bu
iki figliriin Dionysiak bir sahne i¢inde yer bul-
duklarint gostermektedir. Tepecik Nekropolil
calismalarinda herhangi bir buluntu katmanin-
dan bagimsiz ele gecen patera, hem kaide 6zel-
likleri g6z oniine alinarak MS 1-2. yiizy1l i¢inde
degerlendirilmektedir.

37 Mandel 1988: 8, Lev. 15, P 99; Lev. 1V, 6.
38 Mandel 1988: 9, 19, Lev. 15, P 128; Lev. IV, 9.

39 Knidos’tan iizerinde benzer ayrintilara sahip panter
bulunan kabartmali patera madalyonlar1 i¢in bk. Sa-
lomonson 1979: 118, Res. 2; Pastutmaz 2009: 72-74,
Res. 13 a, 13 c. lasos’tan panter formlu bir askos ile
bir a¢ik kap lizerindeki 6rnek i¢in bk. Baldoni 2003:
66, 79, Lev. 53, 276; 56, 319.

40 Dionysos alayini konu alan tasvirlerden ve antik ya-
z1l1 kaynaklardan Dionysos’un, tdreni yoneten kiilt
liderinin ya da alayda yer alan diger figiirlerin pan-
ter postu giydikleri bilinir; Fathy 2019: 15-17; Fuchs
1959: 108-118, Lev. 23 b, 24 b; Litvinskij vd. 1974: 99,
Res. 3.

41 Bailey 1988: 62, Kat. No. Q 2842-Q 2843, Q 2884, Q
2941, Q2949, Q. 2967, Q2984, Q2986.

42 Pastutmaz 2009: 114, 115, Res. 51.

43 Mandel 1988: 172, Lev. 28, K 30.

44 Courby 1913: 422, Res. 4, 715.

45 Mandel 1988: 171-172.
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Kat. No. 3 (Fig. 3)

Madalyon, kaide ve gévdenin bir kismi korun-
mus olan Kat. No. 3’iin kaidesinin i¢ bolimiin-
de, i¢c ice gecmis, keskin sirtli halkalar yer al-
maktadir. Hem kaidenin hem de i¢inde yer
alan halkalarin oldukca s1g olmasinin nedeni
yiizyillar igindeki asinma olabilecegi gibi,
bu durum kalibin ¢ok fazla kullanimindan
kaynakli da olabilir. Govdede, kaideden
baglayarak radyal bir sekilde uzanan yivler
bulunmaktadir. Cevresi dig biikey bir halka
ile sinirlandirilmis madalyonun korunmus
kisminda bir hayvan figiirii bulunur. On ba-
caklar1 gergin, arka bacaklari i¢ dizden hafif
kirilmis ve kuyrugu U seklinde yukar1 dogru
kavisli bir pozisyonda duran disi bir kurt/ko-
pek(?), dalgali bir zemin {izerinde profilden
islenmistir. Hemen altta asma dali benzeri
bir motif bulunmaktadir.

Madalyonun kii¢iik bir boliimiiniin korunma-
sindan dolay1 sahnenin biitiiniindeki anlati-
min tahmin edilmesi zordur. Bununla birlik-
te, gerek kirik bolimden goriilen ¢ift cidarl
iretim, gerekse kabin kaide oOzellikleri ve
dis yliziindeki radyal yivler oinophoros gru-
bu i¢inde yer alan patera orneklerinden ol-
dugunu acgik bir sekilde gostermektedir. Pa-
teralarda, madalyonun ¢evresi Kat. No. 3’te
oldugu gibi tekli4o, ikili47 veya ti¢lii bantlar-
la48 ya da kabaralardan olusan bir bantla4®
cevrelenebilmektedir. Kaide i¢inde kalan
alanda i¢ i¢e halkalarin kullanilmasi patera
iretiminin erken 6zelliklerinden biri olarak
kabul edilmektedir30. Ancak, birbirini takip
eden gelisim-liretim asamalarinin tespitinin
detaylt olarak gerceklestirilememesis! ve
pateranin Meclis Kuzey Sur ¢alismalarinda
dolgu toprak i¢inden ele ge¢mesi nedeniyle,
genel olarak MS 1-2. yiizy1l iiretimi olarak
degerlendirilmektedir.

46 Breccia 1909: Res. 52. 59. 63; Salomonson 1979: Res.
2. 13a; Pastutmaz 2009: Res. 13. 13a. 38.

47 Pastutmaz 2009: Res. 7. 21. 61.
48 Pastutmaz 2009: Res. 17.

49 Breccia 1909: Res. 56. 61; Salomonson 1979: Res. la.
3. 4.7 a; Pastutmaz 2009: Res. 32. 46. 56a; Rekowska
2013: 61-69, Res. la. 4a; Buora vd. 2016: 415, Res. 2.

50 Salomonson 1979: 121. Benzer kaideye sahip patera-
lar i¢in bk. Salomonson 1979: 7b; Hayes 2008, 106-
107, Kat. No. 1626; Pastutmaz 2009: Res. 4a-b

51 Pastutmaz 2009, 51. 52.
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Kat. No. 452 (Fig. 4)

Madalyon boliimil ve kaidesi tiim, kabin formu-
nun izlerini tagiyan govde boliimii kiriktir. Kase
boliimiiniin dis ve i¢ yiizeylerinde/duvarlarinda
herhangi bir siisleme 06gesi bulunmamaktadir.
Alcak halka kaidenin i¢ boliimiinde, ii¢ adet es
merkezli daireyle ¢evrelenmis ikili rozet moti-
fi yer almaktadir. Kasenin tondosunda yer alan
kabartmali madalyonun c¢evresi, kabaralardan
olusan iki es merkezli daire ile ¢evrelenmistir.
Kabartmali madalyonun farkli yerlerinde, yapim
tekniginin de izlerini tasiyan alt1 adet kiigiik de-
lik yer almaktadir. Merkezde yer alan sahnede,
bir erkek figiir ile bir boganin miicadelesi tasvir
edilmistir. Sakalli, olgun yasta ve omuzlarinin
istlindeki bir pelerin haricinde ¢iplak olarak
tasvir edilmis figiir, bas1 geriye dogru doniik
boganin bir eliyle sag boynuzunu, diger eliyle
ise ¢enesini yakalamistir. Boganin arka govdesi
erkek figiiriin arkasinda kalmig ve arka ayak-
lar1 kompozisyona uygun olarak erkek figiiriin
arkasinda gosterilmistir. Boganin 6n ayaklar
sahnede anlatilan miicadeleyi destekler sekilde
yukar1 ylikselmistir. Bu sahne, bizlere yabanci
degildir ve ¢cokea bilinen bir mitosu, Herakles’in
Girit Bogasr’yla miicadelesini anlatmaktadir.
Herakles’in en ¢ok bilenen atribiitlerinden biri
olan lobutun, kahramanin bacaklar1 arasinda be-
timlenmesi de bu ¢ikarimi desteklemektedir.

Herakles’in Peloponnesos disindaki ilk gorevi-
nin anlatildig1 bu mitosun farkli ikonografileri,
ilk kez MO 6. yiizyilin son ¢eyregine tarihlendi-
rilen bir¢cok vazoda karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. An-
cak, bu konunun Erken Dogu Roma Imparatorlu-
gu Dénemi’ne kadar ¢esitli varyasyonlarla tasvir
sanatinda kullanildig1 goriilmektedir.5? Patara
orneginde oldugu gibi, Herakles’in bir eliyle
boganin boynuzundan diger eliyle ise agzindan
yakaladig1 andaki miicadelenin tasvir edildigi
sahneler, en erken MO 1. yiizyildan bilinmek-
le birlikte,54 kabartmali lahitlerde, sikkelerde,

52 Kat. No. 4 kodlu patera ilk olarak, II. Uluslararasi
Sosyal Bilimlerde Kritik Tartigmalar Kongresi / I1.
International Congress on Critacal Debates in Social
Sciences baglikli kongrede sunulmus ve tam metin
bildiri kitabinda yer almistir. Ancak, bu kongrenin
bildiriler kitabinda gergeklesen bir dizgi hatasi ne-
deniyle eserin fotografi ve ¢izimi yer almamistir; bk.
Sahin 2019.

53 Todisco 1990: 60-66.

54 Bu ikonografi, olasilikla Lysippos’'un Alyzia icin
yaptigt heykel grubu ile iliskilidir ve anlatim bu

ADerg XXVI

pismis toprak veya farkli metallerden yapilmis
kaplarda ya da tekstil iirlinleri tizerinde, MS 6/7.
yiizyila kadar yer bulmustur.>>

Kat. No. 4’lin ele gegtigi katman, oldukca genis
bir zamansal aralig1 onermekte ve bu katmandaki
buluntular MO 1. yiizy1l — MS 3. yiizy1lin sonlari
arasina tarihlendirilmektedir. Stilistik 6zellikler
acisindan baktigimizda ise Herakles’in giiclii
yiiz yapisi, kiiciik kabaralarin birlestirilmesiyle
olusturulmus sa¢ ve sakalin i¢ ige ge¢misligi
gibi ozellikleri ve viicudun tiknaz yapisi, MS 3.
yizyil oOzelliklerini tasidigini gostermektedir.
Knidos’tan, kii¢lik bir bolimii korunmus bir pa-
tera madalyonu lizerinde sadece bag kism1 korun-
mus Herakles’in Patara 6rnegiyle yakin benzerlik
icinde oldugu gériilmektedir.56 iskenderiye Mii-
zesi envanterinde bulunan ve 20. yiizyilin basla-
rinda yayimlanan bir grup seramik i¢indeki bir
pateranin (Env. No. Alexandria.17001) ise hem
madalyonda yer alan kabartmasinin hem de ka-
ide i¢indeki ikili rozetin, birebir Patara drnegiyle
eslestigi gorilmektedirs’ (Fig. 11). MS erken 3.
yiizy1l i¢cinde degerlendirebilecegimiz Patara ve
Iskenderiye ornekleri, olasilikla ayni kaliplar
kullanilarak diretilmistir.58 Aralarindaki tek fark,

eserlerin etkisinde gelismistir. Bu ikonografinin su-
nuldugu MO 1. yiizyila tarihlendirilen bir yiiziik tas1,
tasvirin en erken tarihli érnegidir. Velletri’den bir la-
hit, Uffizi Lahdi ve British Museum’da bulunan bir
lahit tizerindeki benzer karsilastirma 6rnekleri MS 2.
ylizyilin son ¢eyregine tarihlendirilmektedir. Benzer
sahneler, Aleksandria, Hadrianapolis, Nikopolis gibi
kentlere ait sikkeler iizerinde MS 1-3. yiizyillarda
siklikla kullanilmistir. MS 2-3. yiizyila ait seramik
orneklerde de siklikla karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. MS 6.
ylizyila tarihlendirilen Koptik tekstil iiriinii izerinde
yer alan betimleme ve MS 7. yiizyila tarihlendirilen
bir bronz kap iizerindeki benzer tasvirler ise bu iko-
nografinin son drneklerini olusturmaktadir; bk. To-
disco 1990: 67.

55 Todisco 1990: 64-65, 67.

56 Pastutmaz 2009: 104, Res. 38.

57 Breccia 1909: 364, Res. 61.

58 Iskenderiye 6rnegi MS 3. yiizyilin ilk geyregine ta-
rihlendirilmektedir; bk. Todisco 1990: 64-65. Oinop-
horos grubu pateralarinin, ayni kaliptan {iretilmis
ve Akdeniz’in farkli cografyalarinda bulunmus or-
nekleri bilinmektedir. Ornegin, madalyon boliimiin-
de bir aslanin dag kegisine saldirmasi tasvir edilen
Knidos’ta bulunmus bir patera ile Utrecht Arkeoloji
Enstitiisti koleksiyonunda bulunan 6rnek, ayni kalip
kullanilarak tiretilmistir. Khios’ta bulunmus ve tize-
rinde Leda motifi olan bir patera ile Ephesos’ta bulu-
nan Medusa bezemeli bir 6rnek ise Misir buluntulari
ile paralellik gostermektedir; Pastutmaz 2009: 49-50.
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pisirme sirasinda 1sinin iki katmana rahat niifuz
etmesi i¢in agilan kii¢iik deliklerin farkli yerler-
de acilmis olmalaridir. Ayni kaliplar kullanilarak
iretilmis bu iki seramik, oinophoros grubu i¢in-
deki pateralarin iretim yerleri hakkinda birkag
soruyu giindeme getirmeyi olanakli kilmakta-
dir. Bu konuya degerlendirme boliimiinde tekrar
doniilecektir.

Kat. No. 5 (Fig. 5)

Kabin madalyon bdlimii ve kaidesinin bilyiik
bir boliimii; gévdenin ise ¢ok kiiglik bir kismi
korunmustur. Gévdenin korunan kismindan an-
lasildig1 kadariyla kabin dig yiizii yalin birakil-
mustir. Algak halka kaidenin i¢ boliimiindeki es
merkezli iki ¢ikintili halka, merkezde yer alan
ikili rozet siislemesini ¢evrelemektedir. Ma-
dalyonda yer alan ve yiizeyi hafif aginmis olan
kabartma, en dista istii diiz bir halka ve onun
icinde kabaralardan olusan bir ¢gemberle sinir-
landirilmigtir. Madalyonun iizerinde bulunan
iki adet kii¢iik delik, yukarida da bahsedilen
yapim teknigiyle iligkilidir. Kabartmada fi¢ te-
mel figiir yer almaktadir. Sahnenin merkezinde,
sag tarafa yonelmis bir panter yer almaktadir.
Govdesinin orta kismindan kirik olan panter
figlirii 6n ayaklar: ileri uzanmis, hareketli bir
sekilde tasvir edilmistir. Bas kisminda kulak,
g6z, burun ve agiz bolimleri seg¢ilebilmekte-
dir. Panterin sirt boliimiine denk gelen alanda,
govdesinin alt boliimii eksik bir figiir bulun-
maktadir. Yuvarlak yapida yiize sahip geng bir
erkek olarak tasvir edilmis figiiriin saglari, yan
yana siralanmig yuvarlak ¢ikintilarla belirtilir-
ken sag¢in sol kismindan figiiriin sol omuzunun
tizerine bir liziim salkimi sarkmaktadir. Boy-
nunda, iizeri diiz kolye benzeri kalin bir ¢ikinti
yer alir. Her ne kadar deformasyona ugramis
olsa da panterin boyun govde ge¢isinin iistiine
uzanan sol elinde ¢ift kulplu bir kap tutmakta-
dir. Bu figiiriin arkasinda, omuzlar1 hizasinda
yukart dogru bir kavisle iki yana dogru agilan
kanat benzeri motifler yer alir. Bu figiiriin sag
tarafinda, ylizeydeki asinmadan dolay1 ayrinti-
larini net olarak goremedigimiz yuvarlak yiize
ve asagl dogru genisleyen uzun sakala sahip
baslikli bir figiir yer almaktadir. Dionysos’un bir
panter, bir leopar, bazen bir kaplan veya aslan

59 Dionysos’un vahsi kediler ailesinin bir iiyesiyle tas-
vir edildigi sahnelerde yer alan kedinin, bu genis aile
grubunun {iiyelerinden hangisi oldugunun teshisi,
ozellikle anatomik ayrintilarin 6zenli yapilmadigi
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ile yer aldig1 ikonografi, siklikla, onun doganin
vahsi giiclerini kontrol eden o6zelligiyle iligki-
lendirilir.®® Dionysos, bir panterle birlikte tas-
vir edildigi heykel gruplarinda, kabartmalarda,
duvar resimlerinde, mozaiklerde veya vazolar
tizerindeki stilize resimlerde; pantere binerken,6!
yaslanirken/yar1 oturmus halde,%2 ayaklarinin
yaninda duran ve/veya elindeki kantharostan sa-
rap icen bir panterle®3 ya da panterler tarafindan
¢ekilen bir araba i¢inde® tasvir edilir. Ayrica,
Dionysos’un téren alay1 betimlemelerinde yer
bulan figiirlerin panter postu giydikleri ve panter
postunun ¢esitli sekillerde bagimsiz olarak bir-
¢ok tasvirde yer aldigi da goriilebilmektedir.65
Tanrinin, ele aldigimiz madalyon iizerindeki
varlig1, panterin hemen {izerinde konumlandigi-
n1 gordiigliimiiz ¢ocuk/ergen yastaki figiiriin sol
elinde tuttugu bir kantharos%¢ ile saglarinin sol
yanindan omuzuna sarkan {iziim salkimi araci-
ligiyla agik bir sekilde anlagilmaktadir. Bu bag-
lamda, Kat. No. 5’in madalyonundaki kabartma-
da panter iizerinde ¢ocuk/ergen yasta Dionysos

eserlerde olduk¢a zordur. Bu nedenle metin boyunca,
tasvirin ayrintilari izin veriyorsa aslan, leopar ya da
kaplan olarak tanimlanacak, ayrintilarin goriilme-
digi durumlarda ise genel bir ifade olarak “panter”
kelimesi kullanilacaktir. Roma Imparatorluk déne-
mi ikonografisinde kedigillerin tiir ve cinsiyetleri
tizerine bk. Jacome 2013: 526-540.

60 Dunbabin 1978: 174-175.

61 Robertson 1965: 76, Lev. 20, 1; Gasparri 1986a: 461,
Kat. No. 430-434; Pollitt 1986: 216, Res. 230; Massa-
Pairault vd.1979: 233-236, Res. 111, 52 a-b.

62 Cristofani 1986: 532 Kat. No. 4; Gasparri 1986b: 548,
Kat. No. 89; Erdogan vd. 2018.

63 Gasparri 1986a: 435, 449-450, 473, 486, Kat. No. 119,
274, 598, 754; Gasparri 1986b: 542-545, 547-549, 555,
Kat. No. 1, 13, 16, 19, 28, 42, 76, 79, 93, 103, 193, 201
a; Cristofani 1986: 535-536, Kat. No. 61; Augé 1986:
515-519, 522-523, Kat. No. 23, 27, 44, 81-82, 94, 120;
Mandel 1988: 63, 68, Lev. 14, P 98.

64 Augé 1986: 528 Kat. No. 138; Gasparri 1986a: 463
Kat. No. 457. 458; Gasparri 1986b: 545 Kat. No. 47,
Jacome 2013, 526, Res. 29.1. Panterler tarafindan ge-
kilen bir araba igindeki ¢ocuk Dionysos tasviri i¢in
bk. Gasparri 1986b: 557, Kat. No. 175.

65 Gasparri 1986a: 438, 451, 457, 466, Kat. No. 141, 285,
374, 499; Augé 1986: 522, Kat. No. 84; Fathy 2019:
15-17.

66 Knidos’ta ele gegen ve kii¢lik bir bolimii korunmus
patera tondosundaki kabartma, Patara o6rnegiyle ya-
kin benzerlik igindedir. Knidos 6rneginde pantere
binmis Dionysos’un sol elindeki kantharos olduk¢a
belirgindir: bk. Pastutmaz 2009: 74, Res. 13 c; Pas-
tutmaz 2011: 98, Lev. 15, 2.
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ikonografisinin konu edildigini sdylememiz
miimkiin gériinmektedir.6”

Bu noktada iizerinde durmamiz gereken 6nemli
hususlardan biri, Patara 6rneginde tanrinin arka-
sinda her iki yana agilan ve yukar1 dogru kavisle
yiikselen dorder ince hattan olusturulmus moti-
fin tanimlanmasidir. Bu motifin, kompozisyon
icindeki konumu ve goriiniimii her ne kadar si-
metrik bir yapida olmasa da bir ¢ift kanat olma
ihtimalini diisiindiirmektedir. Bir diger olasilik
ise Dionysos’un panteri siirerken riizgarla savru-
lan chlamys/pelerini olabilecegidir. Dionysos un
boyun c¢evresinde yer alan yar1 dairesel kolye
benzeri motifin tanimlanmasit bu noktada énem
kazanmaktadir. Knidos’ta ele gecen bir patera
tondosu iizerindeki kabartma hem kompozisyon
hem de stil agisindan Patara drnegiyle oldukca
yakin benzerlik gostermesi agisindan bu konuda
kiiglik de olsa ipuglar1 sunar.°® Bu 6rnekte, tanri-
nin boynundaki yar1 dairesel motifin kii¢lik nok-
ta ve gentiklerle siislendigi ve kiigiik bir ¢elenk/
girland oldugu goriilebilmektedir. Dolayistyla,
iki yana uzanan bu motifin herhangi bir kismi-
nin Dionysos ile higbir baglantisinin olmadig:
anlasilmakta ve motifin bir pelerin olma olasilig1
geri planda kalmaktadir. Tim bu ayrintilar, Pa-
tara 6rnegindeki kabartmada “kanatli Dionysos”
betimlenmis olabilecegini ihtimaller dahiline al-
mamiz gerektigini gostermektedir.®

67 Bir panter iizerindeki Dionysos ikonografisinin var-
yant1 olarak degerlendirebilecegimiz, Dionysos’un
bir vahsi kedi lizerinde ¢ocuk/ergen yasta tasvir edil-
digi bu ikonografi, Memphis’teki Serapeion heykel-
leri (Massa-Pairault vd. 1979: 233-236, Res. 111, 52
a-b) kadar erken bir tarihte bagimsiz bir grup olarak
ortaya ¢ikmis ve oldukca sik yinelenen bir tasvir
olarak Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi’nde de varligini
stirdlirmiistiir; bk. Dunbabin 1978: 175; Erdogan vd.
2018: 288-289. Bir panter, kaplan ya da leopara bin-
mis cocuk Dionysos tasvirleri igin bk. Weber 1892:
290, Lev. 23 (Eros), kars. Erdogan vd. 2018, 289-290
(Dionysos); Robertson 1965: 76, Lev. 20, 1; Dunbabin
1978: 175-178, Res. 174-177; Parrish 1981: 55; Augé
1986, 524, Kat. No. 102; Jacome 2013, 537, Res. 29.;
Erdogan vd. 2018.

68 Pastutmaz 2009: 74, Res. 13 ¢; Pastutmaz 2011: 98,
Lev. 15, 2.

69 Pausanias, Lakonia kenti Amyklai’de tapinilan tanri-
lardan birinin, o kentte “y1la&” - “psilaks” epitethiy-
le anilan Dionysos oldugunu ve bu kelimenin kanat
anlaminda kullandigini belirtmektedir. Ardindan,
sarabin, insani canlandirdig1 ve ruhlarini kanatlarin
kuslara yaptig1 gibi, yiikselttigini soyleyerek bu sifa-
tin Dionysos’a uygun oldugunu sdylemektedir (Pau-
sanias 3, 19, 6). Kanatli Dionysos ikonografisi i¢in

ADerg XXVI

Panter {izerinde tasvir edilmis ¢ocuk/ergen “ka-
natli Dionysos” tasvirlerinin ayirt edici 6zellik-
lerinden biri kanatli Eros’a 6zgii resimsel 6zel-
liklere sahip olmasi ve sarmagik dallari, thyrsos
ve kantharos gibi Dionysos’a has niteliklerle bir
araya gelerek bir Dionysos-Eros birlesimi gibi
gortinmesidir.’0 Delos’taki Dionysos Evi’nin
impluviumunu siisleyen mozaikte, bir kaplana
binen gen¢ yaglarda kanatli bir Dionysos tasvir
edilmistir”! MO 2. yiizyila tarihlendirilen bu
mozaik iizerinde zarif bir geng yiize, biiylik agik
gozlere, hafif agik dudaklara ve sarmasiklarla
siislenmis bir basa sahip Dionysos, sag elinde bir
thyrsos tutmakta ve kaplanin hemen 6niinde yer
alan kantharos da Dionysos’un bir gostergesi ola-
rak sahnede yer bulmaktadir.’? Bir diger ornek,
Pompeii’deki Faun’un Evi olarak adlandirilan
villanin yemek odasinin (triclinium 34) zemini-
ni siisleyen mozaiktir. Girlandlarin, sarmagikla-
rin ve tiyatro masklarinin siisledigi zengin bir
gerceveyle ¢evrelenen bu mozaigin merkezinde,
boynunda sarmagiklar ve {iziim salkimlari bulu-
nan, aslan yelesine sahip bir kaplanin(?) sirtina
binmis kanatl ¢ocuk figiirii goriilmektedir. Ba-
sinda sarmasik dallarindan bir ta¢ bulunan bu
kanatli ¢cocuk figiirii sag eli ve koluyla kavradigi
kantharostan sarap igmek {izere basini egmis bir
sekilde tasvir edilmistir. Kaplanin(?) 6n ve arka
ayaklarinin arasinda ise bir thyrsos yer almak-
tadir. MO 2. yiizyila tarihlendirilen mozaikteki
bu figiiriin kanatli bir Dionysos’u temsil ettigi,
sahnedeki Dionysos’a isaret eden sarmagiklardan
olusan tag, kantharos ve thyrsos gibi atribiitler-
den anlagilmaktadir.”> Delos ve Pompei’deki mo-
zaiklerden yiizyillar sonra yapilmis Konstantine

bk. Farnell 1909: 253; Picard 1935, 317; Jonas 1960:
8; Screech 1980; Gasparri 1986a: 414, 440, 498, Kat.
No. 152; Gasparri 1986b: 559, Kat. No. 258; Pollitt
1986: 216, Res. 231; Dunbabin 1999: 33, Res. 33; Pa-
iller 2000: 381, Res. 1; Stone 2014: 254-255, Lev. 113,
540-541.

70 Pesando 1996: 213-214.

71 Bruneau 1972: 248-253; Pollitt 1986: 216, Res. 231;
Dunbabin 1999: 33, Res. 33.

72 J. J. Pollitt, mozaikteki figiiriin kimliginin tamamen
agik olmadigini, bununla birlikte dogrudan Dionysos
kiilti ve mitleriyle iliskili oldugunu belirtmektedir;
bk. Pollitt 1986: 216.

73 Mozaik ilk olarak kesfedildiginde “Il Genio di Bac-
co” olarak isimlendirilmistir; bk. Blake 1930: 137-
138. M. M. Bulard, Delos Dionysos Evi'ndeki mozaigi
incelerken, Pompei mozaigindeki figiirii Dionysos olarak
kabul eder; bk. Bulard 1908: 199-203. Ayrica bk. Gaspar-
ri 1986b: 559, 561 Kat. No. 258; Pesando 1996: 213-215.
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kentinden bir mozaik de benzer bir ikonografi
tagir. MS geg 3. ylizyil — 4. yiizyila tarihlendi-
rilen mozaigin merkezinde, biiyiik bir kanthoro-
sa yonelmis bir leopar yer almaktadir. Leoparin
govdesinin orta boliimii de dahil olmak iizere
tahrip olmustur. Ancak korunmus kiigiik bir bo-
liimde, leoparin sirtinda oturan bir figiiriin birbi-
rine paralel yapilmig dort tiiyden olusan bir ka-
nadinin ucu, eliyle tuttugu dizginler ve bir kirbag
goriilebilmektedir. Boylelikle leopar1 kantharosa
yonlendiren kii¢iik bir kanatli figiiriin varlig1 an-
lagilmaktadir. Mozaigin alt boliimiinde, merkez-
deki sahneye oranla ¢ok daha kiigiik yapilmis ve
elinde syrinks bulunan bir satyr yer almaktadir.
Figiiriin kendisinin neredeyse tamamen tahrip
oldugu Konstantine mozaiginde, bunun Eros i¢in
mi, “kanatli Dionysos” i¢in mi tasarlandigini
sOylemek zordur. Ancak, Delos ve Pompei mo-
zaiklerinde oldugu gibi burada da Dionysos
kiltiiyle olan iliski agiktir.

Panter iizerinde, ¢ocuk veya genc¢ olarak tasvir
edilmis kanatl figiirlerin kimliginin tespiti, kap-
samli ama bir o kadar da ucu agik tartismalari be-
raberinde getirmistir. Genel egilim, Dionysos’u
isaret eden sarmasiktan tag, thyrsos, kantharos
gibi Ozel nesnelerin veya satyr gibi Dionysos
kiiltiiyle iliskili figiirlerin bulundugu durumlarda
“kanatli Dionysos”un tasvir edildigine yonelik-
tir. Bu figiiriin, daha nadir ve daha temkinli bir
sekilde “Dionysos Demon™u olarak isimlendiril-
digi de goriilmektedir.”> F. Pesando, Dionysos’un
atribiitleri ile Erosun resimsel 6zelliklerinin bir
karigimi ya da i¢ ice gegmesiyle olusturulmus bu
tasvirin, Hellenistik doguda ozellikle Misir’da
takip edilebilecegini; Aphrodite-Ariadne ve Di-
onysos arasindaki “hieros gamos”un bir temsili
olarak goriilebilecegini belirtmektedir.’® Patara

74 Dunbabin 1978: 178, Res. 174.
75 Pernice 1938: 158-159.

76 Pesando 1996: 214-215. Ptolemaios hanedaninin kral-
lar1, tiim Hellen tanrilarindan Dionysos ile 6zel bir
iliskiye sahip olduklarini iddia etmisler ve kendile-
rini ¢ogu zaman onunla es gérmislerdir (Ager 2006:
178), ayrica en azindan MO S. yiizy1ldan itibaren Hel-
lenler (ve Misirlilar) Dionysos’un Osiris ile esitligini
kabul etmislerdi (Hdt.: 2, 42; Diod. Sic.: 1, 13). Bu-
nunla birlikte, Ptolemaios kraligeleri, en azindan II.
Arsinoe’den itibaren geleneksel olarak Aprodite yani
Isis ile iliskilendirilmistir (Ager 2005: 24-25). VIL
Kleopatra ile Marcus Antonius'un MO 41 yilinda
Tarsus’a gelislerinin halk arasinda “Aphrodite’nin
Dionysos’la birlikte, Asia’nin iyiligi i¢in eglenmeye/
senlik yapmaya” geldikleri seklinde yayilmasi da bu
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gibi Misir ile yiizyillarca yogun iligki i¢inde olan
bir kentte, Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi’nde de-
vam ettigini bildigimiz bu ikonografinin goriin-
mesi, ¢ok da sasirtict olmamalidir.

Madalyondaki kabartmada, Dionysos’un sagin-
daki figiiriin olduk¢a tahrip olsa da yukarida
da tanimladigimiz gibi yuvarlak yiizlii, asagiya
dogru genisleyen uzun sakalli bir figiir oldugunu
belirtmistik. Yiizdeki ayrintilarin goriinmemesi
bu figiirli tanimlamamiz1 zorlastirsa da genel
hatlar Pan ya da Bes olmasi gerektigine isaret
etmektedir.”” Bu figiiriin Pan oldugunu diisiiniir-
sek Dionysos, panter ve Pan’in yer aldig1 kom-
pozisyonlarin Dionysos ikonografisinin bilinen
ornekleriyle uyum icinde oldugunu sdyleyebi-
liriz.7® Bir diger yandan Misir tanrist Bes’in de
Dionysos diinyasiyla i¢ ice gectigi hatta caglar
boyunca siiziilen Bes inancinin, Pan ve Dionysos
gibi kiiltlerle sonuclandig1 goriilmektedir. Tanr1
Bes’in bir¢cok kez Dionysos ile baglantili sahne-
lerde ona eslik ettiginin goriilmesi, onun Diony-
sos cevresine yabanci olmadigini gostermekte-
dir.”® Bu noktada, olasi bir Misir baglantisinin
yeniden ortaya ¢ikabilecegi olanakli goriinse de
bu figiiriin teshisinin net olmadigini belirtmemiz
gerekmektedir.

Yukarida da bahsedildigi gibi, Knidos’ta ele ge-
¢en bir patera madalyonundaki kabartma hem
kompozisyon hem de stil agisindan Patara 6rne-
giyle oldukga yakin benzerlik gdstermektedir.
Knidos 6rnegi MS 1. yiizyila tarihlendirilmekte-
dir.80 Meclis — Kuzey Sur ¢alismalarinda, MO 1.
ylzyil ile MS 5. yiizyila arasina tarihlendirilen
buluntularin bulundugu bir katmandan ele gegen
Kat. No. 5, Knidos 6rnegi araciligiyla MS 1. yiiz-
yila tarihlendirilmektedir.

Kat. No. 6 (Fig. 6)

Biiyiik bir boliimii eksik olan parcanin, kaidesi-
nin i¢ kisminda dort adet es merkezli daire icinde
ikili rozet motifi yer alir. Diger 6rneklerden fark-
1 olarak, i¢ rozet ile dis rozetin birlesme yerle-
rinde bir seri kabara dairesel bir hat olusturacak

eslesmenin devamliligini gdsteren Orneklerdendir;
bk. Plut. Ant. 26.

77 Oinophoros grubu testiler iizerindeki kabartmalarda
da Pan karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir; bk. Mandel 1988: 151-
152, Lev. 25, K 6.

78 Tulunay 2005: 24-25, Res. 6.
79 Tinh 1986: 108, Kat. No. 83; Pons 1997: 106, Kat. No. 19.
80 Pastutmaz 2011: 98, Lev. 15, 2.
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sekilde yerlestirilmistir. Madalyon boliimiindeki
kabartmada, govdesinin iist boliimii korunmamisg
bir kadin figiiriiniin baldirindan itibaren bacak-
lar1 goriilebilmektedir. Olasilikla bir kaya tize-
rine oturmus figiliriin bacaklar1 profilden, sag
ayag ise cepheden islenmistir. Sag ayagin bas-
t1g1 yiikseltideki ayrintilardan figiiriin bir kumasg
pargasi lizerine oturdugu/uzandigi anlagilmakta-
dir. Kabartmanin diger kisminda, kadin figiiriin
karsisinda ise asag1 dogru gittik¢e incelerek tig-
gene yakin bir form alan ve iizerinde nerdeyse
birbirine paralel yivlerin bulundugu bir figiir yer
almaktadir.

Oinophoros grubu i¢inde, 6zellikle patera madal-
yonlarinda erotik sahnelerin de yer aldig1 goriil-
mektedir8!. Kat. No. 6’da da bdyle bir sahnenin
islenmis oldugunu diisiinebiliriz. Kadin figiiriin
karsisindaki yivlerin uca dogru sivrilen bir ka-
nat gibi siirlandirilmasi, Leda ve kugu kiligi-
na girmis Zeus ikonografisinin kullanilmis ola-
bilecegini diisliindiirmektedir. Geg¢ Hellenistik
Donem’de goriilmeye baslanan bir ikonografik
anlatim,82 Leda’y1 bir yatagi veya bir kayay1
kaplayan kumas iizerinde tamamen g¢iplak bir
sekilde uzanmisg olarak gosterir. Bu ikonografi-
de Leda, bir koluna yaslanmis ve diger koluyla
kucakladig1 kugunun gagasini 6pmek icin One
dogru hareketlenmis bir pozisyondadir. Kus ge-
nellikle Leda’nin dizden biikiilmiis ya da hava-
ya kaldirilmis bacaklariin arasinda yer alir.83
Kanatlar agik veya asagi sarkik bir sekilde yar1
kapali tasvir edilmektedir.84 Patara 6rneginde de
Leda’nin bir kaya iizerindeki kumasa uzandigi
ve karsisindaki yivlerle bezenmis iiggen boliimiin
kugunun yari1 a¢ik ve asagi uzanmis kanadi oldu-
gunu diistinmek akla yatkin gibi gértinmektedir.
Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi’nde hatir1 sayilir bir
sekilde revagta olan bu ikonografinin Ge¢ Antik
Dénem’e kadar kullanildigi goriilmektedir.8> Li-
man Caddesi Bat1 Portikus buluntularindan olan
patera (Kat. No. 6), MS 1-4. yiizy1l tabakasindan
ele gecmistir.

81 Mandel 1988: 168-171.

82 Breccia 1909: 317, Res. 66; Mandel 1988: 135-136;
Kahil 1992: 246.

83 Kahil 1992: 242-244, 246, Kat. No. 110-121, 126-135.

84 Kahil 1992: 244, 246, Kat. No. 130. Knidos’ta ele ge-
cen Leda-Zeus kabartmasina sahip patera madalyon-
lar1 igin bk. Pastutmaz 2009: 88-90, Res. 19-20.

85 Mandel 1988: 135-136; Kahil 1992: 246.
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Kat. No. 7 (Fig. 7)

Kiiciik bir boliimii korunmus kabin halka kaide-
sinin i¢ bolimiinde dort adet es merkezli daire
icinde ikili rozet yer almaktadir. Kabin govdesi-
nin i¢ ve dis yiizii yalin birakilmigtir. Madalyo-
nun korunmus boéliimiinde dizin alt kism1 korun-
mus bir bacak ve onun 6niinde hafif S kivrimli
yivlerle hareketlendirilmis asag1 sarkan giysi ay-
rintilar1 goriilmektedir. Figiiriin a¢ikta kalan ba-
cagl dizden hafif kivrilmig ve parmak ucuyla,
kabartma olarak hazirlanmis zemin {izerine bas-
maktadir. Bu zeminin altinda ise ¢am kozalagina
benzer bir motif yer almaktadir. Kabartmanin
mubhtelif yerlerinde, toplam bes adet havalandir-
ma deligi bulunur.

Kabin kirtk madalyon boliimiindeki figiiriin
teshisi olduk¢a zordur. Ancak yine de hareketli
elbise kivrimlarinin oinophoros grubu kaplarin
kabartmali siislemelerinde siklikla kargimiza ¢i-
kan, dans eden ya da bir miizik aleti ¢alan ma-
enad figiirlerini hatirlattigini sdyleyebiliriz.86
Tanr1 Dionysos’un ve onun diinyastyla ilgili fi-
giirlerin siklikla tasvir edildigi oinophoroslarda
maenadlarin da siklikla yer bulmasi son derece
olagan kabul edilmelidir.37 Maenad figiirlerinin
goriildiigii Pergamon ve Knidos 6rnekleri MS 2.
ylizyila tarihlendirilmektedir.88 Bununla birlik-
te, Patara Kent Kapist'nin 50 m gilineyinde ko-
numlanan Sekizgen Cesme caligmalarinda tarim
topragi icinde bulunan Kat. No. 7’nin buluntu
durumu nedeniyle, spesifik bir tarihlendirme
onerisinde bulunulamamaktadir.

Kat. No. 8 (Fig. 8)

Kaidesinin ve madalyonun bir béliimil korunmus
kabin, kaidesinin i¢ kisminda dort adet es mer-
kezli halka ile ¢evrelenmis bir rozet yer almakta-
dir. Madalyonun dis kismi, kii¢iik kabaralardan
olusmus dairesel bir bantla ger¢evelenmistir.
Madalyonda yer alan figiir, kol altindan kirik ve
eksiktir. Madalyonun kabartmali siislemesindeki
bu figiirlin, yiizii cepheden; kollar1 ve viicudu
one dogru harekete uygun olarak profilden is-
lenmis, arkada kanatlarinin bir kism1 korunmus
Eros oldugu agiktir.

86 Mandel 1988: 64-65, 149-150, Kat. No. K 70, K 71, P
7, P 36, P 98; Lev. 1V, 1-3; Pastutmaz 2009: 104-106,
Res. 40-42.

87 Pastutmaz 2009: 104.
88 Mandel 1988: 108.
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Oinophoros grubu seramiklerin pek ¢ok tiiriinde
Eros’un da ¢esitli sahnelerde yer aldig1 goriilmek-
tedir. Eros’un bu kabartmalarda genelde, kalaba-
lik sahnelerde tamamlayici bir figiir olarak yer
aldig1 goriilmektedir.3° Ender de olsa, Knidos’ta
ele gecen bir patera tondosunda oldugu gibi tek
basina®0 ya da yine Knidos’ta ele gegen iki 6rnek
de oldugu gibi ¢evresinde asma dallar1 ve liziim
salkimlariyla bagbozumu sirasinda®! bulundugu
ornekler bulunmaktadir. Tepecik Nekropoli'nde
dolgu/akint1 toprak i¢inde ele gecen Kat. No. 8’de
yer alan Eros’un sag, yiiz ve kanatlarinin isleni-
si agisindan benzerlik gosteren Knidos 6rnekleri
MS 2. yiizyila tarihlendirilmektedir.

Kat. No. 9 (Fig. 9)

Madalyon, kaide ve gévdenin bir bdliimiiniin ko-
rundugu Kat. No. 9’un, algak halka kaidesinin i¢
kisminda dort adet dista yuvarlatilmis forma sa-
hip es merkezli daireyle ¢evrelenmis rozetin bir
boliimii goriilebilmektedir. Madalyonun ¢evresi,
ortalarinda noktalar bulunan bir dizi kabarayla
sinirlandirilmistir. Korunmus bdéliimlerden bu
cevre bandina kadar uzanan rozet yapraklari ve
onun i¢inde sarmasik yapraklarindan olusan bir
serinin bulundugu goriilebilmektedir. Kabart-
manin farkli yerlerinde ti¢ kiigiik havalandirma
deligi bulunmaktadir.

Kabartmanin merkezinde yer alan figiirle ilgili
hicbir detay goriinmese de sahnenin Dionysi-
ak bir anlatima sahip oldugu anlagilmaktadir.
Iskenderiye’den iki patera madalyonu iizerinde,
cepheden islenmis bir gen¢ erkek yiiziiniin ¢ev-
resi, alindan boyuna kadar sarmagik yapraklari
ve ¢igeklerle taglandirilmis ve c¢evrelenmistir.92
Burada islenen kalin kalp seklinde yapraklara
sahip sarmasiklar, Patara 6rnegiyle stil agisindan
uyum gostermektedir. Olasilikla Patara 6rnegin-
de de Iskenderiye 6rneklerinde oldugu gibi cep-
heden islenmis ve sarmasiklarla ¢evrili bir Di-
onysos ylizii kabartmay1 olusturmus olmalidir.%3

Patera (Kat. No. 9), Meclis — Kuzey Sur ¢alisma-
larinda, MO 1. yiizy1l ile MS 5. yiizyila arasina

89 Mandel 1988: 166-168; Pastutmaz 2009: 96-98.

90 Pastutmaz 2009: 96, Res. 29.

91 Mandel 1988: 112-113, Kat. No: Lev. 31, K 125; Pas-
tutmaz 2009: 96-97, Res. 30, 32.

92 Breccia 1909: 309-310, Res. 55-57.

93 Oinophoros grubu bir pelike iizerindeki Dionysos

biistii icin bk. Heimberg 1976: 287, Res. C15; Mandel
1988: 113, Kat. No. K 48.
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tarihlendirilen buluntularin bulundugu bir kat-
mandan ele gegmistir. Iskenderiye 6rnekleri araci-
ligiyla MS erken 3. ylizyila tarihlendirilmektedir.

Kalip%4 - Kat. No. 10 (Fig. 10)

Tepecik Nekropolii'nde yiizeyde ele gegen kali-
bin yaklasik dortte biri korunmustur.%5 Bu koru-
nan bolimden, dairesel bir forma sahip oldugu
anlagilmaktadir. Cevresi ii¢lii bantla sinirlandi-
rilan kalibin merkezinde yer alan sahnenin ko-
runmus boliimiinde, ayakta duran ve himation
giymis bir erkek figiliriiniin gévdesinin alt bolii-
mii goriilebilmektedir. Hemen yaninda goriilen
ince uzun bir hat bir asaya ait olabilir. Bu asadan
kurdele benzeri dalgali bir motif sarkmaktadir.
Figiiriin ayaklarinin hemen yaninda ise bir cam
kozalagi motifi yer almaktadir.

Sahnede yer alan bazi detaylar, bu kalip iizerin-
de yer alan figiiriin kimligi hususunda oneriler
getirmemize yardimci olacak niteliktedir. Ayak-
ta duran figilirlin yanindaki asa ve ¢am kozala-
&1 motifi bize ipucu verebilir. Asanin hemen
yanindan sarkan kurdele (taenia) benzeri motif,
bu asanin Dionysos’un simgelerinden biri olan
“thyrsos” olabilecegini akla getirmektedir.%¢ Ay-
rica, ¢am kozalaklar1 Dionysos’un basta gelen at-
ribiitlerinden biri olan “thyrsos” nedeniyle, antik
literatiirde de deginildigi gibi, genelde Dionysos
ile iligkilendirilmektedir.7 Cam kozalagi genel-
likle thyrsosun ug¢ kisminda karsimiza ¢ikmakla
birlikte, bazen tanrinin elinde tek basina ya da
Dionysos diinyasina ait figiirlerin yer aldigi
tasvirli sahnelerde de goriilebilmektedir.?8 Genel

94 Kat. No. 10 kodlu kalip pargasi, ilk olarak, II. Ulusla-
rarast Sosyal Bilimlerde Kritik Tartismalar Kongresi
/ 1I. International Congress on Critacal Debates in
Social Sciences baslikli kongrede sunulmus ve tam
metin bildiri kitabinda yer almistir. Ancak, bu kong-
renin bildiriler kitabinda gergeklesen bir dizgi hatasi
nedeniyle eserin fotografi yer almamistir; bk. Sahin
2019.

95 Kalibin orijinal halinde yaklasik 10-12 cm ¢apinda
olmasi gerekmektedir.

96 Pek ¢ok farkli thyrsos tiirli vardir. Yazinsal ve
resimsel tanimlamalar i¢in bk. Papen 1905.

97 Pinckernelle 2007: 32.

98 Ovadiah 2012: 92, 101, Res. 1. St. Petersburg Devlet
Hermitage Miizesinde MS 2. yiizyila tarihlendirilen
bir Dionysos heykelinde, tanr1 bir elinde {iziim sal-
kimi diger elinde ise ¢am kozalag: tutmaktadir (I'P-
3004). “Art Works 2019” (hermitagemuseum.org).
Her ne kadar ¢am kozalagi, antik diinyanin farkli
bolgelerinde Sabazios ya da Attis kiiltii gibi ¢esitli
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olarak oinophoros grubu kap formlarinin kabart-
mal1 sahnelerinde 6zelde ise pateralarin tondola-
rinda yer alan tasvirlerde birgok farkli mitolojik
figlir islenmis olsa da Dionysosun ve Diony-
sos kiiltiiyle ilgili figiirlerin agirlikli olarak yer
tuttugu goriilmektedir.9° Boylelikle hem kalibin
formu hem de islenen konu, Patara’da oinophoros
grubu kaplardan 6zellikle pateralarin iiretilmis
olup olamayacagi sorusunu akla getirmektedir.
Bu noktada kalip tizerindeki énemli bir ayrinti
on plana ¢ikmaktadir. Yukarida da bahsedildigi
gibi, Patara’da ele gegen kalibin merkezinde
yer alan sahnenin g¢evresi, t¢lii yalin bantlarla
sinirlandirilmistir.  Genel olarak, pateralarin
madalyonlarinda yer alan kabartmali sahnele-
rin; bazen bir dizi kabara, spiral veya daireyle
olusturulmus bantlarlal®0 ya da tekli, ikili, tgli
veya dortlii yalin bantlarla ¢evrelendigi goriil-
mektedir.1% Bu baglamda kalibin hem dairesel
bir baski alani i¢in iiretilmis olmasi hem de ¢ev-
resindeki bantlar, bir patera tondosunu bigimlen-
dirmek i¢in son derece uygun bir yapida oldugu-
nu gostermektedir.

Genel Degerlendirme

Calisma konusunu olusturan oinophoros kabart-
mali seramikleri i¢inde bir amphora, sekiz patera
pargast ve bir kalip bulunmaktadir. Bu bulun-
tular, antik kentte, Meclis — Kuzey Sur ¢evresi,
Tepecik Nekropolii, Liman Caddesi Bat1 Por-
tikosu, Nero Hamami, Sekizgen Cesme ve Su
Yolu sondaj caligmalar1 gibi farkli alanlardan
ele gegmistir. Oinophoros grubu kap tiplerinin
¢ogunun dogru tarihlendirilebilmesi i¢in stra-
tigrafik kanitlara ihtiya¢ duyulmaktadir. Ancak,
Patara Orneklerinin bulunduklar1 tabakalarin
farkli donemlere ait pek ¢ok buluntu igermesi
kontekst aracilifiyla tarihlendirmeyi zorlagtir-
maktadir. Benzer ornekler ve/veya stil deger-
lendirmesi araciligtyla MS 1. yiizyila (Kat. No.

kiiltlerde de simgesel olarak yer bulmus olsa da Di-
onysos kiiltii icinde dogrudan yer bulmakta ve daha
¢ok onunla iligkilendirilmektedir; bk. Masoud 2015:
43.

99 Salomonson 1979: 118; Mandel 1988: 62-73, 149-157,
Pastutmaz 2011.

100 Breccia 1909: 309-310, Res. 56, 58; Love 1969. 218,
Res. 20; Salomonson 1979: 119, Res. 7; Pastutmaz
2009: 89, 97, Res. 19, 32.

101 Breccia 1909, 308-311, Res. 54, 59, 60, 63; Salomon-
son 1979, 118, 122, Res. 2, 13; Pastutmaz 2009: 46,
Res. 7, 13, 17, 21.
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5), MS 1-2. yiizyila tarihlendirilen (Kat. No. 2,
3, 8) ve MS erken 3. yiizyila ait 6rnekler (Kat.
No. 1, 4, 9) saptanabilmektedir. Bununla birlik-
te, diger buluntular (Kat. No. 6, 7) genel olarak
Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi’ndeki MS 1. yiiz-
yil ile MS 3. ylizyilin ilk yarisi arasinda devam
ettigi bilinen oinophoros iiretim siireci i¢inde
degerlendirilmektedir.

Oinophoros grubu seramiklerin genis konu re-
pertuar1 icinde, mitolojik sahnelerde yogun ola-
rak Dionysos kiiltiiyle iligkili anlatimlar yer al-
maktadir. Bununla birlikte, Zeus’la baglantils;
Kugu-Leda ve Kartal-Ganymedes mitosunda
konu alindig1 ya da Aphrodite’yle ilgi sahneler-
de goriilebildigi gibi diger tanr1 ve tanrigalarla
baglantili mitoslar da kabartmali sahnelerde yer
bulmustur. Herakles’in isleri ya da amazonmak-
hia gibi mitoslar da bu repertuar i¢ginde siklikla
yer bulmustur. Bir amphora (Kat. No. 1) haricin-
de cogunlugunu pateralarin (Kat. No. 2-9) olus-
turdugu Patara oinophoros grubunun kabartmali
sahnelerinde tanimlanabilen konularin da yuka-
ridaki mitolojik karakteri siirdiirdiigii goriilmek-
tedir. Kartal kiligindaki Zeus ile Ganymedes’in
islendigi bir amphora (Kat. No. 1), kugu kiligina
girmis Zeus ve Leda mitosunun konu edildigi bir
patera tondo pargas: (Kat. No. 6), yaygin olarak
kullanilan bu sahnelerin Patara’daki 6rneklerini
olusturmaktadir. Kiiciik bir parcast korunmus bir
madalyonda ise Aphrodite ile birlikte anilan Eros
goriilebilmektedir (Kat. No. 8). Bu drneklerin
yani sira, Patara orneklerinde Dionysos kiiltiiyle
baglantili tasvirler yogunluk gostermektedir.
Olasilikla Dionysos alayindan bir sahnenin yer
aldi1g1 madalyon iizerindeki dans eden maenad’a
ait parca (Kat. No. 7), dans eden figiirlerin de yer
aldig1 bir patera madalyonu (Kat. No. 2), sarma-
stk yapraklariyla gevrelenmis ve Iskenderiye’den
ornekler aracilifiyla cepheden bir Dionysos yiizii
tasviri tagidig1 diisliniilen madalyon (Kat. No. 9)
ve cocuk/ergen yasta “kanatli Dionysos”un bir
panter iizerinde tasvir edildigi madalyon (Kat. No.
5), Dionysos kiiltiiyle baglantili olarak Patara’daki
oinophoros grubu pateralarin siislemelerinde yer
bulmustur. Ozellikle yukarida ayrmtili olarak ele
aldigimiz ¢ocuk/ergen yasta tasvir edilen “kanatlh
Dionysos” un bir panter iizerindeki betimlemesi,
Antik Donem’de az bilinen bir ikonografinin kar-
simiza ¢ikmasi agisindan 6nemlidir. Bu, iiretim ve
ticari aglarin yani sira ortak inanglarin/diistince-
lerin genis iletigim agin1 gdstermesi agisindan da
onemli 6rneklerden birini tegkil etmektedir.
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Oinophoros grubunun ilk {iretim yeri olan
Knidos’ta ele gegen kabartmali seramikler ile
Patara Ornekleri arasinda stil agisindan yakin
bir iliski oldugunu gosteren 6rnekler mevcuttur.
Amphora {izerindeki Zeus-Ganymedes ikonog-
rafisi (Kat. No. 1), Knidos’ta ele gecen ve ¢ok
daha kii¢iik boliimi korunmusg bir 6rnekle yakin
stil Ozellikleri tasimaktadir!02, Herakles Girit
Bogasi miicadelesinin konu edildigi madalyonun
(Kat. No. 4) birebir ayn1 kalip kullanilarak yapil-
mis bir 6rnegi Iskenderiye’de tespit edilmistir.103
Knidos kazilarinda ele gegen bir madalyon par-
casinda korunmus profilden Herakles baginin da
Patara ve Iskenderiye 6rnekleriyle oldukga yakin
stilde islendigi gorilmektedir.!94 Panter tizerinde
cocuk/ergen “Kanatli Dionysos” ikonografisi-
nin yer aldig1 madalyonun (Kat. No. 5), olduk¢a
kii¢iik bir boliimii korunmus bir benzeri de yine
Knidos atélyelerinde tiretilmistir.105

Elimizdeki 6rnekler Patarai Knidos ve Misir ara-
sinda bir iletisimin a¢ik oldugunu gostermektedir.
Akdeniz ticaret yollar1 iizerinde 6nemli liman
kentleri olan Pataral® ve Knidos’un,'97 Ptole-
maios I Soter’in MO 288/87 yilinda Anadolu’nun
glineybat1 kiyilarina hakim oldugu siirecten
itibaren Iskenderiye’yle yakin iliskileri hem ya-
zinsal hem de arkeolojik veriler araciligiyla ya-
kindan bilinmektedir.198 Bu yakin iligki, sadece,
askeri ve ekonomik alanda degil kiiltiirel ve dini
acidan da ortak diisiincelerin karsilikli aligve-
rigini saglamig olmalidir ki oinophoros grubu
pateralarin tagidig1 kabartmalarda da benzer iko-
nografilerin yayginlig1 takip edilebilmektedir.
Ptolemaios II Philadelphos Patara’y1 onurlan-
dirmak i¢in kente kiz kardesi/esi II. Arsione’nin
ismini verirken!® bu siirecte Misir tanrilari
inanc1 kentte yayilarak Roma Imparatorluk D6-
nemi iglerine kadar devam etmistir.!10 Ptolema-

102 Pastutmaz 2009: 83-88, Res. 16.
103 Breccia 1909: 364, Res. 61.

104 Pastutmaz 2009: 104, Res. 38.
105 Pastutmaz 2009: 74, Res. 13 c.

106 Kazi sonuglarina yonelik bir glincel durum degerlen-
dirmesi i¢in bk. Iskan (Ed.) 2019.

107 Doksanalt1 2006: 195-197.
108 Worrle 1977: 44, 47, 57.
109 Strab. 14, 3, 6.

110 Bu dénem iginde tanisilan Misir mistisizmi ve kiilt-
leri Patara’da mezarlarda ele gegen Isis ve Harpokrates
kiiltlerine ait terrakotta heykelciklerle de desteklenmek-
tedir; bk. Isin 2007: 4, 46,-47, 74-76, Kat. No. 21, 41, 42.
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ios II Philadelphos, Knidos’taki dini genliklere
destek vermis, Apolllon Karneios senliklerini
tekrar canlandirmaya yonelik faaliyetlerde bu-
lunmustur. Bununla birlikte, bu siirecte Knidos
Aphrodite Euploisa ile Misir tanrigalarindan Isis
kentte esit olarak gorilmiistiir.!!! Bu baglamda,
oncelikle Kat. No. 6’da bir panter iizerinde tasvir
edilmis ¢ocuk/ergen “kanatli Dionysos” betim-
lemesindeki Dionysos’un, Eros’a 6zgili ikonog-
rafik oOzelliklerle ve Dionysosun atribiitleriyle
donatilmis olmasinin; kokleri 6zellikle Helle-
nistik Dénem Misir’inda takip edilebilen Isis
- Aphrodite ve Osiris - Dionysos 6zdeslestirme-
sinin bir yansimasi olarak goriilebilir. Boylelikle
Misir’la baglantili olarak goriilen ¢ocuk/ergen
“kanatli Dionysos” ikonografisinin de Iskende-
riye ile kiiltiirel ve dini aligverisi ylizyillar bo-
yunca siirmiis Patara ve Knidos’taki varlig1 biraz
daha makul dlgiilerde agiklik kazanabilmektedir.
Iskenderiye’de ayni kaliptan iiretilmis bir esi bu-
lunan Herakles Girit Bogasi miicadelesinin konu
edildigi orneklerdeki Herakles’in Knidos 6rnek-
leriyle stilistik olarak yakin iliski iginde olmasi
ise Knidos iiretimi olan bu par¢anin her iki kente
de ihrag edilmis ¢ok sayida kopyadan ikisi ola-
rak agiklanabilir. Ancak bu noktada Patara’da ele
gecen bir kalibi da {iretim merkezleri odaginda
degerlendirmemiz gerekmektedir.

Oinophoros grubu kaplar iizerine yapilan arastir-
malar, bu grubun ilk olarak Erken Roma Impa-
ratorluk Donemi’nde Knidos’ta iiretilmeye bas-
landigin1 gostermektedir.!'2 Bunun yani sira, bu
seramik grubunun Akdeniz g¢evresinde oldukca
popiiler bir {iriin haline gelmesiyle birlikte hem
Pergamon’daki!l3 (MS 1. yiizy1l ortalar1) hem de
[asos’taki atélyelerin!4 (MS 2. yiizyilin ikinci
yaris1), oinophoros kaplarini iiretmeye basla-
diklar1 goriilmektedir. Knidos’taki oinophoros
iiretiminin MS 3. yiizyilda azalmaya basladig:
ve bu siiregte Kuzey Afrika atdlyelerinde iireti-
min arttig1 bilinmektedir.!!> Bu siiregte Knidos,
Patara ve Iskenderiye arasindaki iiretim-ticaret

111 Misir tanrilar1  Serapis, Harpokrates ve Isis’in,
Knidos’'un Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi’ne ait bazi
kandil ve oinophoros grubu kaplari {izerinde yer bul-
dugu goriilmektedir; bk. Doksanalt1 2006: 196-197.

112 Bailey 1972/1973: 11; Mandel 1988: 95-106; Mandel
2000: 64-66; Doksanalt1 2006: 425; Pastutmaz 2009:
31-33.

113 Mandel 1988.
114 Baldoni 2003.
115 Hayes 1997: 74; Pastutmaz 2009: 38.
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aginin belirlenmesine yonelik olarak; oinopho-
ros grubu i¢inde ilk iiretilen form olarak tespit
edilen pateralarin Knidos’ta {iretilip buradan
deniz yoluyla ihrag¢ edilmis olabilecegi akla en
uygun varsayimlardan biri gibi goériinmekte-
dir. Bununla birlikte, Patara’da ele gecen kalip
parcasinin (Kat. No. 10), pateralarin madalyon
boliimlerinin iiretiminde kullanilmaya son de-
rece uygun fiziksel yapisi ve ilizerinde tasidigi
ikonografinin pateralarin kabartmalarinda kul-
lanilan konu yelpazesine uygunlugu, Patara’da
oinophoros grubu pateralarin iiretilmis olup ola-
mayacagi sorusunu akla getirmektedir. Ancak
eldeki veriler kisithidir ve bu nedenle, bu soruya
az sayidaki sabit lizerinden varsayimsal Oneri-
ler getirilebilmektedir. Oncelikle, yukarida da
degindigimiz gibi Patara’da ele gegen 6rneklerin
bir boliimiiniin Knidos iiretimi oinophoroslarla
yakin stil benzerligi i¢inde oldugu agiktir. An-
cak, li¢ ylizy1l1 asan bir siire iiretimi devam eden
bu seramik grubunun, 6zellikle de pateralarin,
hem Knidos ithallerinin hem diger iiretimlerin,
en azindan MS 1. yiizyilin ortalarindan itiba-
ren pazarda yer buldugunu unutmamiz gerekir.
Ornegin iiretim merkezlerinden biri olan Iasos’ta
hem yerel liretim oinophoroslarin hem de Knidos
iretimi oinophoroslarin es zamanl olarak kulla-
nildig1 tespit edilmistir.!1® Kaliplarin dolasimi-
nin bilinmemesi ve kil analizlerinin yapilmamis
olmasi da bir engel olarak bu sorunun yanitlan-
masindaki zorluklardan birini olusturmaktadir.
Goz oniinde bulundurulmasi gereken bir diger
olgu ise Patara’da ele gecen kalibin farkli tipler-
de seramik gruplar1 i¢in kullanilmig olabilecegi
ihtimalidir. Tiim bu nedenlerle, Patara’da bir iire-
tim olup olmadigini agik bir gekilde belirleme-
miz oldukg¢a zordur. Anadolu’nun 6zellikle bati
ve giiney kiyilar1 basta olmak tizere, Khios ve
Samos gibi Ege adalarina, Misir’da Iskenderiye
ve Kahire gibi merkezlere, Korfu, Brindisi ve
Aquileia gibi Adriatik yerlesimlerine ve Karade-
niz gevresindeki bir¢ok merkeze!!7 yayilan bu tip
kaplarin iiretiminin, bugiine kadar belirlenenden
daha fazla merkezde gergeklestirilmis olabilece-
gi disliniilmektedir. Bu baglamda, Patara oinop-
horos grubu ile kalip {izerine yaptigimiz gézlem-
lerin; Knidos, Pergamon ve Iasos atdlyelerinin
yani sira, basta Patara olmak lizere Anadolu’da
oinophoros grubu kaplar iireten daha fazla sayida

116 Baldoni 2003: 14.
117 Baldoni 2003: 68.
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iretim merkezinin olma olasiligin1 artirdigini
sOylememiz miimkiin gériinmektedir.

Katalog

Kat. No. 1 (Fig. 1)

Env. No.: Ptr’'19.676

Bul. Yeri: Nero Hamama - 3,48-336 - K. No. 13
Olgii: Y: 13,6 cm; AC: 5,5 cm

Hamur Rengi: 2,5 YR 6/6 - Agik Kirimizi
Astar Rengi: 2,5 YR 5/8 — Kirmizi

Tarih: MS 2-3. yiizy1l

Kat. No. 2 (Fig. 2)
Env. No.: Ptr’12.155

Bul. Yeri: Nekropol Alani — Kesit

Olgii: Y: 1,1 cm; KC: 6,6 cm

Hamur Rengi: 10 YR 6/1 - Gri

Astar Rengi: 5 YR 5/4 — Kirmizimsi-kahverengi
Tarih: MS 1-2. yiizy1l

Kat. No. 3 (Fig. 3)

Env. No.: Ptr’11.62

Bul. Yeri: Meclis Kuzey Sur — B-14 — K. No. 218
Olgii: Y: 1,4 cm; KC: 6 cm

Hamur Rengi: 7,5 YR 6/1 - Gri

Astar Rengi: 2,5 YR 6/6 — A¢ik Kirmizi

Tarih: MS 1-2. yiizy1l

Kat. No. 4 (Fig. 4)

Env. No.: Ptr’10.61 — Miize Env. No.: Ptr. 2010.22
Bul. Yeri: Su Yolu — Sondaj 21 — 11.34-10.96
Olgii: Y: 3,6 cm; KC: 10,6 cm

Hamur Rengi: 2,5 YR 6/6 — Acik Kirmizi

Astar Rengi: 10 R 5/6 — Kirmizi

Tarih: MS erken 3. yiizyil

Kat. No. 5 (Fig. 5)

Env. No.: Ptr’09.726

Bul. Yeri: Meclis Kuzey Sur — 5,53-4,89
Olgii: Y: 1,5 cm; KC: 10 cm

Hamur Rengi: 7,5 YR 5/1 - Gri

Astar Rengi: 2,5 YR 6/6 — A¢ik Kirmizi
Tarih: MS 1. ylizy1l

Kat. No. 6 (Fig. 6)

Env. No.: Ptr’10.143

Bul. Yeri: Liman Caddesi — Bat1 Portikus — -116
Olgii: Y: 1,8 cm; KC: 10 cm

Hamur Rengi: 2,5 YR 6/6 — A¢ik Kirmizi
Astar Rengi: 10 R 5/6 — Kirmiz1

Tarih: MS 1-3. yiizyil
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Kat. No. 7 (Fig. 7)

Env. No.: Ptr’11.318

Bul. Yeri: Tak Onii — Sekizgen Yap1 — K. No. 1
Olgii: Y: 1,5 cm; KC: 10 cm

Hamur Rengi: 5 YR 6/4 — A¢ik Kirmizi-kahverengi
Astar Rengi: 10 R 5/8 — Kirmizi

Tarih: MS 1-3. ylizy1l

Kat. No. 8 (Fig. 8)
Env. No.: Ptr’99.98
Bul. Yeri: Tepecik Nekropol

Olgii: Y: 1,6 cm; KC: 10 cm

Hamur Rengi: 2,5 YR 6/6 — A¢ik Kirmizi
Astar Rengi: 10 R 5/6 — Kirmiz1

Tarih: MS 1-2. ylizy1l

Kat. No. 9 (Fig. 9)

Env. No.: Ptr’09.BN

Bul. Yeri: Meclis Kuzey Sur — 7,49
Olgii: Y: 1,8 cm; KC: 10 cm

Hamur Rengi: 7,5 YR 6/4 - Ag¢ik Kahverengi
Astar Rengi: 2,5 YR 5/8 — Kirmizi
Tarih: MS erken 3. yiizyil

Kat. No. 10 (Fig. 10)

Env. No.: Ptr’99.TN

Bul. Yeri: Tepecik Nekropol — TN2/TN3
Olgii: Y: 1,7 cm; G: 6,6 cm

Hamur Rengi: 7,5 YR 5/1 - Gri

Astar Rengi: -
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Fig. 1. Amphora - Kat. No. 1 (Patara Kazi Arsivi).
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Fig. 2. Patera - Kat. No. 2 (Patara Kazi Arsivi).
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Fig. 3. Patera - Kat. No. 3 (Patara Kazi Arsivi).

Fig. 4. Patera - Kat. No. 4 (Patara Kazi Arsivi).



142 Feyzullah Sahin ADerg XXVI

0 1 2 3 4 S5cm

Fig. 6. Patera - Kat. No. 6 (Patara Kazi Arsivi).



2021/1 Patara’dan Bir Grup Oinophoros: [konografi ve Uretim Uzerine Gozlemler

[ I N
0 1 2 3 4 S5Scm
Fig. 7. Patera - Kat. No. 7 (Patara Kazi Arsivi).
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Fig. 8. Patera - Kat. No. 8 (Patara Kazi Arsivi).



144 Feyzullah Sahin ADerg XXVI

0 1 2 3 4
Fig. 10. Kalip - Kat. No. 10 (Patara Kazi Arsivi).

5 cm

Fig. 11. Patera - iskenderiye Miizesi (Env. No. Alexandria.17001) - Breccia 1909: 364, Res. 61.



DOI: 10.51493/egearkeoloji.786332
ADerg 2021/1, Nisan / April; XXVI:145-167 Arastirma/Research

“Egrekbasr” Revisited - A Topographic and Contextual
Correctum to a Burial Ground from the Southern
Necropolis of Parion

[EGREKBASI”NI YENIDEN DEGERLENDIRMEK-PARION GUNEY
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OZET

Troas’in en 6nemli antik liman kentlerinden biri olan Parion ozellikle nekropolii ile Anadolu arkeolojisine
onemli katkilar saglamistir. Kentin giiney nekropoliiniin bir boliimiinii teskil eden ve 2005 yilindan iti-
baren neredeyse kesintisiz bir sekilde kazilan Tavsandere, kentin gomii alanlari, adetleri ve mezar tipolo-
Jisi hakkinda ana bilgi saglayicimiz olmugtur.

Ancak, Tavsandere 'nin yaklagsik olarak bir kilometre giineyindeki bir mevkide 2016 yilinda gergeklestirilmis
olan bir kurtarma kazist bu durumu degistirmistir. Olduk¢a kisith bir alanda ger¢eklestirilen bu kazi
ikisi sanduka mezar biri lahit olacak sekilde ii¢ mezar agiga ¢ikarmistir. Sanduka mezarlardan ozellikle
bir tanesi olduk¢a zengin takilar iceren repertuvar ile dikkat ¢cekmektedir. Bu yeni kesfedilmis gomii
alant Parion’un giiney nekropoliiniin biiyiikliigii, topografyas: ve diizenlenisi hakkindaki bilgilerimizi
degistirecek bir potansiyele sahiptir. Daha onceleri iki yayin biinyesinde irdelenmis olan bu yeni gomii
alant yine de Troas’in 6lii gomme arkeolojisi dahilindeki yerini tam alamamigtir.

Bu ¢alisma, bu yeni gomii alamimi tekrardan irdelemek adina, onun topografyasi, diizenlenisi ve
buluntularina yeni ve giincel bakig agilariyla yaklagmay: hedeflemektedir. Bunu basarabilmek adina bu
gomii alanimin topograyasi, mezar tipolojisi ve en énemlisi de buluntulari yeniden degerlendirilecek, ben-
zerleri ile karsilastirilacak ve bélgedeki diger nekropoller ile irdelencektir.

ABSTRACT

Parion, one of the most important port cities of Troad, possesses great importance to Anatolian arc-
haeology with its necropolis. Excavated continuously since 2005, a small portion of the cities southern
necropolis, named Tavsandere, became the leading information provider for the understanding of the
organisation of the cities burial grounds, funerary customs and grave typology.

However, a small rescue excavation conducted nearly a kilometre south of the Tavsandere tends to change
this situation. This rescue excavation that took place within a small-scale area revealed two cist graves
and one sarcophagus. Especially one of the cist graves attracted attention with its very rich inventory of
jewellery. This new burial ground possesses the potential to change our state-of-the-art knowledge on the
size, topography and organisation of Parion’s southern necropolis. Evaluated under two publications this
new burial ground from the hinterland of Parion still did not find its deserved place within the funerary
archaeology of the Troad.

This paper aims to re-evaluate this new burial ground, its topography, organisation and finds with some
updated knowledge, new points of view and more in-detail comparanda. To do so, the topography, grave
typology and most importantly the find repertories of this burial ground will be re-examined, compared
with parallels and evaluated with the other burial grounds of the region.
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Introduction

The commencement of full-scale seasonal excava-
tions in Parion was triggered by the discovery of
its necropolis. The necropolis of the city, known
today as Tavsandere Necropolis, was located by
chance in 2004 during the foundation excavations
of a primary school. The first excavations within
the necropolis, which were initiated by the Museum
of Canakkale, revealed many rich burials, thus be-
coming the precursor of a potentially significant
burial ground.! The systematic and scientific exca-
vations following this process proved this to be true.
During the fifteen years of excavation, a long-used
necropolis with diverse tomb typologies and rich in
artefacts was brought to daylight.2 These excava-
tions were conducted in an area of approximately
350 m2 and revealed more than 200 graves span-
ning from Archaic to Roman periods.? Introduced
to the world of archaeology as the “Southern
Necropolis — Tavsandere”, this burial ground is ac-
cepted to comprise only a particular portion of the
whole southern necropolis of the ancient city.4

Until recently, Tavsandere was accepted as the se-
curely proved “southernmost” extension of Parion’s
southern necropolis. However, a small-scale rescue
excavation that took place in a locality positioned at
a certain distance from the Tavsandere changed the
state-of-the-art related to this statement. Results of
this rescue excavation supplied us with new infor-
mation capable of changing the already known lim-
its of the southern necropolis and also proved to be
useful for updating our present knowledge on the
necropolis solely known from Tavsandere. The re-
sults of this rescue excavation were published first
as a small report> and most recently as a scientific
paper® by its excavators. Unfortunately, both pub-
lications possess absences, misinterpretations and
tend to repeat or conduct wrong datings on finds
and burials.

This paper, originating from the belief that much
remains still to be said about the results of this
excavation, will re-evaluate the burials and their
inventories. Additionally, the topography and the
overall arrangement of this burial ground will also
be re-handled from a different perspective. In this
aspect, firstly a small summary of previously ob-
tained results on this burial ground will be shared
with the reader for a better understanding of what
we know so far. This will be followed by another
chapter in which already suggested interpretations
will be re-handled, and debates will be conducted
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on their correctness or validity. An updated reading
of the topography, the handling of the arrangement
of the graves and the interpretation of important
finds will be used as mediums for reaching better
results. By doing so, this new burial ground will
be better understood and contextualized within the
overall setting of the southern necropolis of Parion.

Egrekbasi So Far: The Rescue Excavation
and its Scientific Interpretation(s)

The locality where the rescue excavation was con-
ducted lies at a distance of approximately 1,45 km
towards the south of the modern-day village of
Kemer. Its distance to the already known burial
ground in Tavsandere is approximately 1,06 km.
This distance increases to 2,11 km when Parion
is into consideration (Figure 1). The parcel where
the excavation took place lies adjacent to the as-
phalt road that leads from Kemer to the village of
Degirmencik. The banks of Kemer Cay1 occupy its
southern and southwestern limits, whereas natural
cliffs establish its northern and northeastern bor-
ders (Figure 2). This geographical setting places
the burial ground within an area of an 80 m width
that is bordered by upper listed natural formations.
Its spread towards the south, where archaeological
fieldwork remains lacking, is hard to detect, where-
as its northern spread, as will be revealed in this
article, reaches up to Tavsandere.

The rescue excavation was initiated by the sight-
ing of a big piece of marble during the mechanical
excavations done in the area for the establishment
of a water pipeline. Informed by the officials from
the village of Kemer, the staff of the Canakkale
Museum visited the site and instantly initiated an
excavation as that marble piece was understood to
be the lid of a sarcophagus.” The canal that was ex-
cavated by machines for the laying of the pipeline
was further deepened and enlarged to reveal a mar-
ble cist grave.® Two more graves were additionally
located as a result of the enlargement of the canal.
The latter two were found approximately 0,40 m to-
wards the south of the first one in a nearly adjacent
position (Figure 3). After they were all revealed, the
graves were excavated one by one.

7 Tungdemir et al. 2014: 221-222.

8 First publication identifies these graves as “lahit (sar-
cophagus)”. However the second publication by Musa
Tombul rightly re-identifies the two graves as “sandu-
ka mezar (cist grave)” while the third grave is indeed a
sarcophagus.
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The first excavated cist grave was named Cist
Grave . This cist grave, which contained a certain
amount of filled soil that flew into its basin through
the cracks on its lid was partly excavated in the
field. Soil taken from inside was transferred to the
Canakkale Museum to be sieved there.? The other
two adjacent graves were in the form of a cist grave
(hereafter Cist Grave II) and a sarcophagus (here-
after Sarcophagus I). Both graves were excavated
manually, and no further investigation was con-
ducted on the excavated soil. After the completion
of the fieldwork within the opening, the graves were
closed again, and the whole area was backfilled. All
finds recovered from the excavations were taken to
the Canakkale Museum.!0

As previously stated, the scientific interpretation of
the graves together with their burials and invento-
ries were realized within two different publications.
The first one, in the manner of an enlarged exca-
vation report, supplies us with brief information
concerning the excavation process, as well as grave
typologies and finds.

According to the first publication, the first grave
that was located rested 3 m below the ground level
(Figure 4).1! The other two were located approxi-
mately 0,40 m towards the south of the former.
Both were resting 0,80 m lower than the first one. A
space of 0,20 m was present between the latter two.
The lid of the first cist grave was broken as a result
of the mechanic excavations whereas the other two
graves were damaged due to “earthquakes”, as put
forward by its excavators.12

The first grave, Cist Grave I, was laid directly on
the bedrock. It is comprised of four marble slabs
(two square and two rectangular) which were joined
to each other from the corners. Their joining was
realized only partially through the use of lead
clamps. However, despite the existence of sockets
on all corners for receiving clamps, only a single
clamp was present at the time of the discovery.
Others were understood not to be placed at all in
their sockets. The basin, formed in this way, meas-
ured 2,13 x 0,80 m from outside. Its depth is 0,80 m.
The grave was sealed with the help of a gabled lid
which was broken into two pieces at the time of the
discovery. Even though the basin was mostly filled

9 Tungdemir et al. 2017: 223.
10 Tungdemir et al. 2017: 223-224.
11 Tung¢demir et al. 2017: 222.
12 Tungdemir et al. 2017: 223-224.
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with mud from outside, it was still possible to locate
the original sediment soil with a 0,10 m height that
once received the burial.13

A gold diadem was resting at the eastern side of
the grave in its in-situ position. Additional rosette-
shaped ornaments, disassociated from the diadem,
were scattered around at the same point. The pelvis
of the deceased was visible at the mid-point of the
cist. A total of 90 gold beads of various forms were
collected between the pelvis and the diadem. Two
golden “brooch/buttons” were also present in the
same vicinity. The right-hand side of the pelvis of
the deceased was occupied by a bronze mirror and
a bone object. Other finds recovered from around
the same spot were two golden finger rings. A total
of 36 golden plaquettes with repousse decorations
covered the other short side of the grave. Apart
from the skeletal remains that constituted the pel-
vis, only a single molar could be retrieved from
the cist. When the location of the finds within the
grave was evaluated together with the human re-
mains, it becomes evident that the body was laid
down in an east to west orientation with the head
resting on the eastern side.!4

The first publication locates the second cist grave
(Cist Grave II) 0,40 m towards the south of the
first. It had been noted that the grave was reclin-
ing towards the south most probably due to “earth-
quakes”. The formation of this grave was realized
in the same manner as the previous one through the
use of similar marble slabs. The clamp sockets were
present once again whereas the clamps were totally
absent. The cist measured 2,18 m on the long sides
and 0,80 m on the short sides. The depth of the cist
was around 0,85 m. The sealing of the grave was
again by means of a gabled lid.!5

The base of the second cist was also constituted of
hardened natural soil. Skeletal remains were nearly
eroded, enabling the excavators to recover only a
few specimens. The sole archaeological remain to
be found within the grave was a squat lekythos that
was in its in-situ position at the western end of the
basin.10

13 Tungdemir et al. 2017: 222.

14 According to the excavation report bones were helpful
to attribute the tomb owner as a female probably aro-
und 16-18 years of age: Tungdemir et al. 2017: 223.

15 Tungdemir et al. 2017: 223.
16 Tun¢demir et al. 2017: 224.
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The last grave is Sarcophagus I. It was positioned to
rest at the same level side by side with Cist Grave I1.
Its monolith limestone basin was reclining towards
the south, possibly due to similar natural reasons,
as put forward by the excavators. Measuring 2,20
m in length and 0,80 m in width, the sarcophagus
was sealed with a ridged lid. The lid showed an ac-
ceptable amount of cracking and destruction due to
the mechanic excavations. The height of the basin
of the sarcophagus was measured 0,80 m. A graf-
fito was carved partly on the southern and partly
on the western side of the sarcophagus. It simply
read “ITPAMIZ”(Figure 5). The basin of the sar-
cophagus was also filled up with a layer of sedi-
ment soil of 0,10 m height which contained the par-
tial remains of the deceased. The skeletal remains
from the sarcophagus were mostly eroded except
the long bones from the arms and the legs, which
were in better condition.!” No archaeological re-
mains were present from the sarcophagus.!8

Within the first publication, the aforementioned
description of the graves was followed by a simple
catalogue of the finds recovered from Cist Grave
I and II together with their analogical comparanda
and dating.!® The two cist graves were dated to the
end of the 5th and beginning of the 4th century BC
only in light of the lekythos that was recovered from
Cist Grave II. The jewellery was not fully integrat-
ed into the dating as “.they were not trustworthy
mediums of dating by being handled from genera-
tion to generation”. The paper was finalized with
the statement indicating that this burial ground was
positioned next to one of the ancient roads that lead
to the city. This statement was further followed by
another on the possibility that the gate of the early
city must also have been somewhere around that
vicinity.20

A second and more recent publication on the burial
ground was shaped in the same manner as the first.
It stood out from the first with its enlarged analogi-
cal evaluation in which much effort was put into the
dating of nearly all finds. Nevertheless, despite that
effort, the catalogue repeated the same mistakes of

17 According to the excavation report bones were robust
and extremely porus with remarkable curved structu-
res. These affinities made the excavators to engender
the deceased as a male probably around 60 years of
age.

18 Tungdemir et al. 2017: 224.

19 Tung¢demir et al. 2017: 226-229.

20 Tungdemir et al. 2017: 230.
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the previous publication and exhibited inconsistent
analogies at some points.2!

The dating of the graves within the second publica-
tion was also wide scaled compared to the previous
one. Of notable interest was the detailed analysis
of each grave through typological analogies with
parallels. As a result, the cist graves were dated
to the first half of the 4th century BC whereas the
sarcophagus was dated to the end of the 6th cen-
tury BC.22 The topographical place attachment
of the burial ground was shaped around the idea
that it must have been independent of Tavsandere.
The distance that existed between the two burial
grounds was taken as proof of this statement. The
idea of the existence of the Late Archaic settle-
ment in that vicinity repeated itself and was further
strengthened by the sarcophagus, which was dated
to the 6th century BC.23

To sum up, the first report was merely an extended
excavation report repeating to a great extent already
evident statements from the first publication. Thus,
the text was full of misinterpretations and inevita-
ble mistakes related to the topographical evaluation
of the site, its connection with Tavsandere and ad-
ditionally with the dating of the graves and their
inventories.

Egrekbasi Revisited: An Updated
Identificatory and Topographic Approach

The naming of the newly founded burial ground is
among the first things that needs to be clarified. The
locality where the graves were found was formerly
referred to as “Egrekbast”. However, the recent and
in-detail topographic study of the area revealed that
the excavated parcel is registered to the records of
the Directorate of Land and Land Surveys as “Sheet
H18a.07d, Parcel 187”. This discovery, in the end,
surely places the burial ground out of the locality
of “Egrekbas1” and repositioned it within a locality
referred to as “Taslik”. Due to this new labelling,
from now on the locality where the tombs were
found will be referred to as “Taslik™.

The other matter that needs handling is the topo-
graphical setting of the burial ground. The updated
and revised results related to the topography of the
area enable us in the end to correct many incorrect
interpretations on this matter. Additionally, a better

21 Tombul 2019: 609-613.
22 Tombul 2019: 614-615.
23 Tombul 2019: 616.
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and more in-detail topographical approach will
pave the way for a better understanding of the con-
nection between Taslik and the rest of the southern
necropolis of Parion.

Despite a certain amount of damage caused to the
topography around the graves by mechanical exca-
vations, we can still picture the setting in the vi-
cinity of Taslik as it was in antiquity. The Kemer
Cay1 reflects the character of a small stream around
Taglik. Thus, its wide and overflowed character,
which is evident only 350 m further north, is not
present at all within this locality. Nevertheless, it
still successfully acts as a natural boundary with
a width that reaches up to 12 m at and around the
site.24 At the north of the site, a natural boundary is
formed by a small cliff. Even though it is currently
characterised by straight skirts, this cliff was once
had a steep incline towards Taslik. This incline,
however, was partly scratched to open a space for a
modern asphalt road. Thus it can be visualised that
Taslik was once a narrow and long burial ground
that started from the banks of Kemer Cay and
stretched towards north to the outskirts of a steep
cliff (Figure 6).25

As mentioned in the two publications, the presence
of an ancient road that passed from this side of the
river fits very well to this picture. The possibility
of this suggestion gets clearer, especially with an
archaeologically oriented topographic approach to
and beyond the site. When examined in detail, it can
be seen that both Parion and its central hinterland
rests on the eastern bank of the Kemer Cay. This
site selection is not coincidental and was shaped
around the geographic structure of the area. The
mouth of the Kemer Cay1 and its banks towards the
west are known to be extraordinarily marshy and
ill enviromented up until the recent past.26 Thus,
any road destined for the ancient city must have
been positioned at the eastern side of the Kemer
Cay where the city was also located. Within this
frame, Taslik is seen to rest on one of the few nar-
row and suitable passages on this side of the stream
where a road must have once positioned away from

24 It can be cautiously put forward that the stream might
have been filled at this part by the villagers from Ke-
mer for extending the surface area of the arable land
for being used as a field.

25 Within his publication where he describes his visit to
the area of Kemer Village Leaf (1923: 81-82) also defi-
nes these cliffs as steep in nature.

26 Leaf 1923: 81.
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the ill enviromented portions of the river. This pic-
ture of a burial ground with an ancient road passing
through is not so alien to the geography to which
Parion belongs. Being among one of the leading
port cities of Troad, Assos is well known to have
its western necropolis divided in two by a stone-
paved road reaching up until one of the city’s main
gates.2’ With this feature, Assos can be an excellent
exemplar for imagining how Taslik once looked in
antiquity. Nevertheless, it must be stressed that this
interpretation still lacks any secure archaeological
proof originating from the field.

A secure understanding of the exact location of the
three graves within Taslik is hard to accomplish.
The limited size of the excavated area is the main
reason for this. Nevertheless, this limited knowl-
edge is explicit on specific points. What is clear is
that Cist Grave II and Sarcophagus I were once
placed at a point within this burial ground where
the flat ground met the cliff. Cist Grave I, on the
other hand, was understood to be resting at the
lower skirts of the cliff as it occupied the higher
ground compared to the latter two. This supposed
organisation, with graves being positioned accord-
ingly to the incline of the topography, again forms
a familiar scene for the region of Troad. Assos once
again steps forward as a perfect analogy as its west-
ern necropolis is well known to scatter partly on a
cliff.28 A second and similarly formed necropolis
is also evident at Antandros by its so-called Melis
Necropolis. Thus, both the Western Necropolis of
Assos and Antandros’ “Melis Necropolis” could be
accepted as the best analogies for understanding the
topographical setting of Taslik.2%

The overall setting of the three graves from Taslik
also supplies us with ample evidence in regards to
the planning of the burial ground. The lining of the
three graves on the same axis, as well as their simi-
lar orientation in an east-west direction, are simple
yet efficient proofs of this evaluation. The overall
crowded structure of the three graves seems to be
a characteristic feature for the whole region as it
can be evidenced within other major burial grounds
such as Assos30 and Antandros3! but also in minor

27 Stupperich 2006: Abb. 1&2; Buruldag 2009: Res. 5,
Plan 9; Ergiin 2013: Res. 5.

28 Buruldag 2009: Res. 5&36; Ergiin 2013: Res. 5.
29 Polat and Polat 2007: 1, Res. 2&16; Polat 2008: 272.

30 Buruldag 2009: Plan 6-9; Stupperich 1990: 9, Abb. 2;
Stupperich 1996: Abb.1

31 Polat and Polat 2007: Plan 1, Res. 1&16
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ones like Lampsakos.32

One of the suggestions that the previous two pub-
lications had put forward was the independent lay-
out of Taslik with the Tavsandere. Following this
suggestion, the Late Archaic settlement of Parion
and one of its gates were accepted to exist around
the vicinity of Taglik. These arguments lack any
concrete archaeological or topographical basis and
need a substantial re-evaluation. When this portion
of Parion’s hinterland is observed, it can be seen
that the topography between Taglik and Tavsandere
supplies us with an uninterrupted continuity. The
entire area stretching between the Kemer Cay1 in
the west and natural cliffs in the east continues to-
wards north from Tagslik as a plain, which is excep-
tionally suitable for the expansion of any necropolis
(Figure 7).

Archaeological data also supports this topographi-
cal approach towards a possible uniformity between
Tavsandere and Taslik. Grave inscriptions, frag-
ments of sarcophagi and graves located from the
plain and the cliffs between Taglik and Tavsandere
prove the continuous use of this area as a burial
ground.33 Thus the existence of a single necropolis,
namely the Southern Necropolis, which stretched
all along this land piece is indisputably proved.
Such an integrated use of land invalidates the po-
sitioning of any portion of the city wall or a gate
around Taslik. Nevertheless, wall systems that were
evident to no small extent were all located from the
northern portion of Tavsandere. Additionally, a pos-
sible locality of one of the city gates and its archi-
tectural elements were reported to be found around
the close vicinity of Tavsandere.34 To sum up, we
can unquestionably express that all archaeological
and topographical evidence strongly argues against
the existence of any city wall or a gate belonging
to Parion’s early settlement from or around Taslik.

Re-considering the Grave Typologies and
Inventories

The grave types and grave inventories from Taslik
needs a detailed re-analysis. This will not only able
us to firmly date the burial ground and each respec-
tive burial from it but also able the establishment of
concrete organic bonds and understanding of dif-
ferences between Tavsandere and Taslik. To do so,

32 Korpe and Treister 2002: 431-432.
33 Sulan 2018: 55-56.
34 Ergiirer and Geng 2015.
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inventories of the graves will be handled in greater
detail in the following sections.

Cist Grave I

Cist Grave I, through supplying us with a rich in-
ventory of finds, deserve to be the first point of
attraction within this re-analysis. The first find
that needs to be included within the re-evaluation
is, of course, the gold diadem (Figure 8). The gold
diadem recovered from Cist Grave I exemplifies a
well-known type of head adornment.3> Known as
the pediment shaped diadem36 this head adornment
ends in rounded edges with holes for fastening it to
the head. It has a length of 34 cm and a height of 4
cm. It is formed from a single triangular sheet with
a thickness of 0,01 cm. It bears a rich decoration
program made from a single matrix. Encircled by
a borderline the main decoration consists of a pal-
metto that adorns the central scene with antithetic
griffons on its sides. Spiral-like ivy branches origi-
nating from the centre extend towards the edges of
the diadem. Ivy branches attract attention by being
further enriched by flowers and campanulae. Tied
on the diadem by golden wires are nine rosettes
also made of gold. The rosettes are characterized
by concave leaves circling a central boss.

Diadem from Cist Grave | is the first exemplar
of its type for the jewellery repertory of Parion.3’
Thanks to its pediment shape it finds itself many
parallels from close38 and distant3 geographies.

35 Canakkale Museum Inv. No. KM.L.1-8.

36 For an introduction on this group of head adornment
see Hoffmann and Davidson 1965: 68, Fig. 7b. An in-
detail analysis on Hellespontine pediment diadems is
also evident thanks to Treister (2001, 177-179).

37 For works on the jewellery from Parion especally see
Kasapoglu 2015d. For some new remarks on wreaths
additionally see Celikbas 2019 and for others see Ce-
likbag 2020.

38 For an exemplar from Madytos dated to 330-300 BC
see Williams and Ogden 1994: 108-109, No. 62. For an
exemplar from Abydos dated to 330-300 BC see Segall
1966: 22, Fig. 1. For an exemplar from Ilgardere tenta-
tively dated to 350 BC see Kérpe 2004 (However this
pieces similarity with the Madytos exemplar should
clearly date it to 330-300 BC). For an exemplar from
Lampsakos dated to 350 BC see Korpe and Treister
2002: 435, Fig. 7. From a partial exemplar from Darda-
nos see Ozkan 1990: 114, Res. 6. On a varia of slightly
later diadems (Late 4th — Early 3rd centuries BC) from
Dardanos Tumulus additionally see Seving and Treis-
ter 2013: 220-222, 234-235, PL. 1.

39 For exemplars from Kyme all dated to 330-330 BC see
Williams and Ogden 1994: 92, No. 44; Hoéricht 2010;
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Even though it lacks any similar figurative decora-
tion with those parallels, its shape and vegetal deco-
ration still attach this piece to its parallels. Mainly
thanks to the similarity of these latter two affinities
the previously suggested date of 350 BC40 for this
piece of jewellery can be easily pushed to around
330-300 BC.

The most exciting thing about the diadem is the ro-
settes that were attached to it. Strangely, all these
rosettes were attached to the diadem in a manner
that disrupts the integrity of its repousse vegetal
decoration. This is best evident with the overlap-
ping of the rosettes with figures (griffons) and also
with the vegetal elements on many points. This
disturbance of decorational integrity makes it clear
that the attachment of the rosettes took place after
the diadems manufacture. The pre-dating of the
rosettes compared to the diadem itself further sup-
ports this idea. Such that, all analogical similarities
that could be drawn with the rosettes were focused
repeatedly between the years 650-600 BC.4! In the
light of this data, we can surely suggest that these
rosettes, which must have been family heirlooms,
were attached to the diadem in a later period with
the demand of its owner. Such demand must have
been shaped with the apotropaic desire of bringing
together the values of the past with the values of its
days. Thanks to the existence of many exemplars
with such modifications we know that similar “re-
arrangements” on jewellery were very popular in
antiquity.42

A pair of jewellery from Cist Grave I which were
erroneously identified as “brooch/button™3 within
the previous publications are in reality knowns as
ear studs (Figure 9).44 The importance of this pair

Cirak and Kaya 2011; Kaba forthcoming. For the men-
tion of similars from Perinthos, Myrina and Kolophon
see Williams and Ogden 1994: 109. For exemplars
from Macedonia see Grammenos 2004: 163; Ancient
Macedonia 1998: No. 313. For exemplars from Cyprus
dated to the second half of the 4th century BC see
Pierides 1971, 28, Pl. XVI1I:1-3; Williams and Ogden
1994: 234, No. 168, 235, No. 169; Kaba 2016: 226-227.
For some unprovenanced exemplars dated to mid 4th
century BC see Deppert-Lippitz 1985: 195, Abb. 143.

40 Tombul 2019: 609.
41 Deppert-Lippitz 1985: 99, Fig. 50; 105, Fig. 53.

42 For two re-arranged diadems from Eretria see Treister
2001: 274, Fig. 91. Additionally see Williams and Og-
den 1985: 251, No. 191; Pfrommer 1990: 150.

43 Canakkale Museum Inv. No. KM.L.1-3 & KM.L.1-4.
44 For general remarks on ear studs see Higgins 1980,
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is that they represent a hitherto unknown type for
the jewellery repertory of Parion. Both studs show
exact measurements with their diameter of 2,9 cm
and width of 1,5 cm. A minimal difference is seen
only in the weight as one measures 8,7 gr whereas
the other is 8,4 gr. Both studs also attract atten-
tion with their exact similar quality of workman-
ship and program of decoration. They represent a
two-piece structure. The back stud is plain where
its tube was made to fit into another tube behind
the front piece. The front piece is pan-shaped, and
its high rim is edged in precisely made beaded wire.
Within the pan-shaped disc is an ornament consist-
ing of concentric rows of rope filigree encircling a
row of ovules. An additional ring of spiralling veg-
etation given by a spiral-beaded wire is also evi-
dent. A three-tiered flower-head centres this whole
decoration. Each tier consists of a rosette supported
on a small tubular collar surmounted by a large cen-
tral granule.

Cist Grave I studs finds themselves many paral-
lels especially in Anatolia®> but also in Cyprus,*0
Thrace,*” North Pontic shores#3 and with few spec-
imens in Southern Italy.4 Among these parallels,
two pairs that were said to originate from Kyme
especially stand close to the Taslik specimens.
Despite specific differences in decoration, the date
of 330-300 BC suggested for the Kyme exemplars
can be taken as valid for the Taglik pair as well.50
Parallelism for the decorations is caught also with a
pair of earrings from Kyme again which were simi-
larly dated to 330-300 BC.5!

Various types of beads and finials collected from
Cist Grave I were interpreted as belonging to three
different necklaces in the previous two publica-
tions.52 This interpretation was solely based due
to the existence of three different types of beads.
Moreover, another and more recent publication er-
roneously misinterprets the damaged beads from

125-126, Fig. 20; Deppert-Lippitz 1985: 185-188.

45 For Anatolian exemplars from Assos see Bingol 1999:
Cat. No. 206. For exemplars from Kyme see Williams
and Ogden 1994: 98, No. 51, 98, No. 52.

46 Pierides 1971: 30, 1-4, P1. XX:1-4.

47 Greifenhagen 1975: Fig. 2.

48 Williams and Ogden 1994: 172, No. 109.

49 Deppert-Lippitz 1985: 188, Abb. 135.

50 Williams and Ogden 1994: 98, No. 51, 98, No. 52.
51 Williams and Ogden 1994: 96, No. 49.

52 Tombul 2019: 609-610.
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the same group as dress ornaments that were hewn
on the cloth of the deceased.>3 Both statements
from the two publications lack any secure proof and
need a proper re-handling through a detailed analy-
sis of the material. The existence of only two pairs
of finials for being used at the end of any necklace
is the first matter that needs focus at this point.>*
Second and probably the most valid evidence is
the lengths of the necklaces if they are formed in
three different sets. If handled in this view none
of the three necklaces will have a sufficient length
for being hanged around one’s neck. In the light of
these facts and with the help of beads and finials,
we can suggest that only two different necklaces
were present but not three. One of these necklaces
is understood to be formed of undecorated beads
and finials (Figure 10a), whereas the second was
comprised of many differently decorated beads and
finials (Figure 10b).

The first necklace with a plain structure is com-
piled from 40 plain beads, 2 conical beads and 2
club-shaped finials.>> Their plain structure is the
crucial element that ables us to bring them together
as a single piece of jewellery. In light of these piec-
es, this necklace can be said to have an approxi-
mate length of 67 cm. The diameter of the beads is
standard as 1,4 cm. The beads that form the main
body of the necklace were formed through the join-
ing of two semi-globular halves. Each bead has a
small hole for its fastening to a now lost cord. Club
shaped finials are without any decoration as well.
They are formed by joining a semi-globular half to
a conical piece.

Similar necklaces formed of plain beads are known
from Syracusa>® and Pantikapaion,5? but general-
ly, they do not attract too much scholarly attention
due to their plain structure. Additionally, necklaces
formed of these beads do not give any precise dat-
ing and generally are dated with the help of other
finds that they were retrieved with.58

53 Celikbas 2020: 262-263.

54 These finials in the shape of clubs were unfortunately
interpreted as “pendlums (sarkag)” within the previous
papers.

55 Canakkale Museum Inv. No. KM.L.1-5. Some of the
beads from this necklace were recorded together with
other from Inv. No. KM.L.1-6.

56 Deppert-Lippitz 1985: 164, Abb. 115.
57 Trofimova 2007: 169-170, No. 72.
58 Rudolph 1995: 150.
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The second necklace from the Cist Grave I supplies
us with the same pattern of compilation; however,
steps aside with its lavish decoration.>® It is com-
piled of decorated (16 in total) and plain beads (17
in total) together with a single big and two smaller
conical beads.®® This necklace ends with club-
shaped finials as well. While the decorated beads
have a diameter of 1,3 cm, the plain beads reflect
a slightly lesser diameter of 0,9 cm. Thus, the total
length of the necklace can be calculated as around
50 cm. The beads were formed in the same manner
as the ones from the previous necklace. A granu-
lated ring encircles the joins of the decorated beads.
Each half has double spiral groups and granulated
dots. The same pattern of granulated dots in groups
or as singles is also evident on the club-shaped
finials.

The second necklace can be constructed as end-
ing with decorated club-shaped finials. The body
must have been comprised of single and decorated
beads in a row following each other. The single
conical piece must have occupied the centre of the
necklace. Necklaces with such compositions,®! as
well as examples that compile beads with other
decorational elements,52 are well known within the
repertory of Greek jewellery. The Cist Grave I ex-
emplar fits well with the group that comprise both
plain and decorated beads. This type is known to
be popularly used around the Black Sea Region as
well as Northern Greece, Anatolia,®3 and even in

59 Canakkale Museum Inv. Nos. KM.L.I-6 and
KM.L.1-7.

60 It is possible that some of the beads might have gone
missing.

61 For exemplars dated to 350-300 BC from Pantikapa-
ion see Silantyeva 1979: 51, No. 6; Williams and Og-
den 1994: 162, No. 102, for another one dated to 400
BC check additionally Williams and Ogden 1994: 156,
No. 95. For an exemplar from Duwanli dated to 350-
300 BC see Deppert-Lippitz 1985: 145, Abb. 95. For an
exemplar from Greek mainland dated to 350-300 see
Bromberg 1990: 38-39, Fig. 15. For some unprovenan-
ced exemplars probably dated to 350-300 see Higgins
1911: 227, Nos. 2038-2039, 228, No. 2044.

62 Mostly referred as pendant or pendulum necklace the-
se examples also originate from a varia of localities.
For an exemplar from Sardis dated to 330-300 see Me-
rigboyu 2001: 119-120, No. 2. For an exemplar from
Tarentum dated to 400-350 see Higgins 1961: 127, P1.
28. For an exemplar from Great Bliznitza Tumulus da-
ted to 330-300 BC see Williams and Ogden 1994: 182,
No. 117.

63 Rudolph 1995: 150; Williams and Ogden 1994: 162, No. 102;
Unliiand Ozsayg1 2007: 15; Meri¢cboyu 2001: 119-120, No. 2.
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Cyprus.®4 Similar necklaces mostly dated to the
second half of the 4th century BC (350-300 BC)
able us, in the end, to securely update the date of
Cist Grave I necklace with decorated and undeco-
rated beads to the same date span.6>

The first finger ring found in Cist Grave I at-
tracts attention with its bezel that is fashioned as
a Herakles-knot (Figure 1la). The Herakles-knot
bezel, formed by using thin gold strips, has a centre
part that is occupied by a single rosette. Two pal-
mettos with downturned leaves originating from
this rosette extend towards two directions over the
knot. The hoop of the ring is made up of two ropes
each formed by gold wires coiled together around a
central tapered wire, and a beaded wire laid in the
central canal.

Herakles-knot is a fashionable decoration element
of Greek jewellery. It is rarely seen on fibulae,%0
necklaces®’ or breast ornaments®8 however very of-
ten on diadems.® Its rare use is also evident with
the finger rings.”® The Cist Grave I finger ring
decorated with a Herakles knot comprises the third
representator of such jewellery. Related to the pro-
tective symbolism of the motif in relation to the
cult of Herakles,”! the finger ring from Cist Grave I
surely must had a talismanic meaning for its bearer.
Previous publication shallowly and erroneously
dated this finger ring to the mid 5th century BC.72
This statement can be easily outdated as jewellery

64 Kaba 2019: 228, Fig. 6.
65 See footnotes 55 and 56.

66 A gold fibula dated to 330-300 BC: Williams and Og-
den 1994: 217, No. 151.

67 Deppert-Lippitz 1985: 201; Pfrommer 1990: 13, 213
(FK16), 303 (HK35).

68 Shear 1973: 131-132, Pl. 27; Deppert-Lippitz 1985:
210; Pfrommer 1990: 13 & 17.

69 For the famous diadem from the so-called tomb of
Philippos dated argueably somewhere between 330-
300 see Andronikos 1987: 192-197, Figs. 42, 158-159.
For an exemplar from Pontus dated around 300 BC
see Trafimova 2007: 123-124, 37a&b. For an exemplar
from Melos dated between 300-280 BC see Williams
and Ogden 1994: 65, No. 18. For an exemplar from It-
haka dated between 300-250 BC see Chittendon and
Seltman 1947: 43, No. 288.

70 One exemplar originates from Kourion in Cyprus and
is dated to 350-300 BC: Pfrommer 1990: 150, pls. 5&9.
For the second exemplar from Alexandria see Willi-
ams and Ogden 1994: 253, No. 196.

71 For a wide scaled evaluation of this see Nicgorski
2005: 98-102.

72 Tombul 2019: 610.
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adorned with Herakles knot motif tend to be dated
not earlier than the last quarter of the 4th century
BC.73 This secure dating owes itself to two separate
historical facts. First is the direct relation of this
motif to the propagandistic devotion of Alexander
the Great to the Greek hero himself. The second one
is the date of the commence of the applying of this
motif on jewellery which falls to a time right after
Alexanders and his companions’ popularity (around
the last quarter of the 4th century).”* Comparisons
established with parallels of other elements from
the ring further support this dating. The palmetto
motifs used to fill the blank areas on the Herakles
knot of the Cist Grave I finger ring should be listed
first at this point. These motifs find themselves par-
allels especially among jewellery dated to the last
quarter of the 4th century BC.7> Additionally, the
style of the hoop is also understood to be popular
among other finger rings of the same date span.’®
Thus, in light of all this recent data, this amuletic
piece of jewellery from Cist Grave I must be dated
into the last quarter of the 4th century BC.

The second finger ring from Cist Grave I is an
intaglio solid gold ring.”7 It shows extreme wear,
especially on its bezel pointing to its intense use.
As stated rightly within the previous publication,
the bezel carries a chiselled scene occupied by
an Eros riding a lion (Figure 11b).78 In the previ-
ous publications, the god is erroneously described
as wearing pants and carrying a “Persian” head-
dress.” However, when examined in detail, it is
seen that the Eros is depicted naked without even
any headdress. The previous publication places the
ring widely under Types V-VII within the typology
of John Boardman.80 This statement is correct but
needs further narrowing as it places the Cist Grave
I intaglio ring between four different groups that
each has a distinct difference in type and belongs
to a different date span.8! However, when exam-

73 Pfrommer 1990: 299-319.
74 Nicgorski 2005: 105-108.

75 Wullieumier 1939: 365; Williams and Ogden 1994:
213, No. 146.

76 Williams and Ogden 1994: 193, No. 125, 194, No. 126.
77 Canakkale Museum Inv. No. KM.L.1-2.

78 For a detailed description of the ring see Tombul 2019:
611.

79 Tombul 2019: 612.
80 Tombul 2019: 611.

81 For an in-depth study of Classical finger ringer types
see Boardman 2001: 212-214, Fig. 217.
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ined in detail we see that the ring more specifi-
cally falls into Type V. The thickness of the bezel
and the hoop, fairly filled shoulder part, facetting
of the back of the bezel but especially broadening
the outline of the hoop at its joint to the bezel are
the main details that make this statement valid.82
Typologically, dated to the whole of the Sth century
BC83 a particular group of these typological traits
is also known to exist within the 4th century BC.84
When evaluated within this frame, the Cist Grave I
intaglio ring can be dated to the 4th century BC mi-
norly due to its typological traits but majorly due to
the dates of the other accompanying jewellery from
the same grave. This date can be further supported
through the iconographic and stylistic traits of its
bezel. The overall stance and execution of the lion
instantly attract attention by being different from
the usual Greek types of the Classical Period.85 On
the contrary, the mane and especially the stance of
the lion stands close to the so-called “Mixed Style”
of the 4th century BC Greek rings.86 In the previous
publication, the iconography of Eros riding a lion
was compared with a variety of similars all from
the Roman era.87 Following this analogical com-
parison, a date was given first to 1st-3rd centuries
AD, later to be fixed to a final date of mid 5th cen-
tury BC.88 Lacking concrete reasoning related to
this extreme difference in dating the previous dat-
ing of the ring needs a cautious approach. The ico-
nography of Eros riding a lion needs more in-depth
analysis here. At this point, a plastic Attic lekythos
decorated with a youthful Eros riding a lion ables
us to speak about the existence of this iconography
as back as the mid 4th century BC.8 Thus thanks
to the existence of similar iconographies from other
mediums of Greek art and its combination with
the overall typology of the ring itself we can date
the intaglio ring from Cist Grave I more securely

82 For typological traits of Type V see Boardman 2001:
214, Fig. 217:V.

83 Boardman 2001: 214.
84 Boardman 2001: 222.

85 For a comparative evaluation see Boardman 2001:
Nos. 520, 575-577, 619, 621 & 692.

86 On similars for the Cist Grave I lion see especially
Boardman 2001: Nos. 867, 878 & 949. For the dating
of the “Mixed Style” by the indication of its dating to
a later period than the 5th century “Court Style” also
see Boardman 2001: 312.

87 Tombul 2019: notes 13-33.

88 Tombul 2019: 612.

89 Higgins 1959: Cat. No. 1907, 0519.2.
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somewhere around 350 BC.

The last group of jewellery from the Cist Grave I
is a set of miniature gold plaquettes decorated with
hammered rosettes.90 Represented with a total of
36 pieces, this group can be divided into two in
light of the different executions of the decorational
rosettes.”l The small holes on the corners of the
pieces definitely ables us to identify them as dress
ornaments. The previous publications on the burial
ground dated all the pieces to the end of the 6th cen-
tury BC and the beginning of the 5th century BC.92
Another more recent publication on the other hand
parallels the pieces with specimens from the 7th
century BC, 3rd century BC and even Ist century
AD but fails to fix the dating to any final point.93
So we see that all previous evaluations either lack
any proper referencing or proper fixing of dates.
No exact parallels are also known to the knowledge
of the present author for the first group of rosettes
with petals opening widely in a “ray-like” manner.
However, thanks to some similarly executed
motifs from other types of jewellery these pieces
(16 in total) could be cautiously dated to be 5th cen-
tury BC.94 Other pieces (20 in total), are decorated
by rosettes characterised with six bulbous petals.
These rosettes, especially with their bulbous petals,
find themselves close parallels within some mid 4th
century BC dated dress ornaments retrieved from
the Mausoleum.% Additionally, similar petalled
rosettes being differently executed as filigree or-
naments were also known to be used popularly on
many 4th-century BC jewellery.%¢ In light of these
two parallelisms, we can suggest a date around
the 4th century BC for the second group of dress
ornaments.

The jewellery from Cist Grave I is accompanied
by other finds as two bronze objects, a fragmen-
tary bone object and a bronze mirror. Two bronze
objects which have no mention at all in any of the

90 Canakkale Museum Inv. No. KM.L.1-10.

91 For a detailed information on this group see Tombul
2019: 612, No. 8.

92 Tombul 2019: 612.
93 Celikbas 2020: 262.

94 For similarly executed rosettes produced differently
and used on other jewellery see Williams and Ogden
1994: 50, No. 1, 140, No. 82.

95 Rasmussen 1998: 66&67, Nos.6-11, P1. 9.

96 Williams and Ogden 1994: 68-69, No. 22, 99, No. 53,
112-113, No. 64, 116-117, No. 68, 144-145, No. 87, 152-
155, No. 94, 168-169, No. 106, 172, No. 109.
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previous publications do not reflect any traits for
their secure identification or dating. The same can
also be expressed for the fragmentary bone object.
Even though identified as a piece of furniture in the
previous publication, the comparison of this piece
with Roman-era materials is controversial and odd
in a methodological sense.97

The most securely definable and datable find from
this group is the bronze circular mirror.98 Cist
Grave I mirror, belonging to the well-known type
of disc mirrors, exhibits a plain character. The cir-
cular mirror from Cist Grave I, dated correctly to
the 4th century BC by the previous publications,??
represents a popular utensil of female toiletry.100

A re-evaluation of the inventory of the Cist Grave
I clearly shows that most of the finds date from the
second half of the 4th century BC. Among them,
the diadem, ear studs and the Herakles-knot fin-
ger ring fall more precisely within the last quar-
ter of the century. Especially the diadem and the
Herakles-knot finger ring both give a terminus post
quem for the burial within the last quarter of the 4th
century BC.

Cist Grave 11

The second burial from Taglik that supplied us with
burial goods is the Cist Grave II. Reflecting similar
traits with its contemporary representor from the
same location, Cist Grave II housed a single burial
in a very bad condition accompanied only with a
squat lekythos.!01 Though reflecting considerable
wear this red-figured lekythos can be easily clas-
sified thanks to its out-turned rim and short neck
but especially with the palmetto motif covering its
whole front part (Figure 12). Many parallels origi-
nate either from excavations!92 or from various mu-
seum collections.!93 As stated by the previous pub-

97 Tombul 2019: 613, No.10.
98 Canakkale Museum Inv. No. KM.L.1-11.
99 Tombul 2019: 612, No. 9.

100 For a similar from Lampsakos see Korpe and Tre-
ister 2002, 443, No. 12, Fig. 16. For other examples
also see Richter 1915: Cat. No. 776; Robinson 1941:
Pl. XXXI-515; Comstock and Vermeule 1971: 260,
No. 374, 445, Nos. 648&649, 446, No. 653; Prohaszka
1998: 788,794; Juliis 1984: 401, No. 2, 402, No. 1, 438,
No. 3; Pianu 1990: 35, No. 3, P1. XV:1.

101 Tombul 2019: 613.

102 Mcphee 1981: 274; Robinson 1950: 146-149; Cokay-
Kepge 206, 100, No. KF9, Res. 118.

103 Bazant et al. 1978: 55, No. 4464, Pl. 45.6; Massoul
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lication, this vessel can be securely dated between
375-350 BC.104

Sarcophagus I

The third grave, Sarcophagus I, unfortunately, did
not yield any finds. Its dating at around the end
of the 6th century BC seems highly controversial
and needs a re-analysis.105 As stated in the previ-
ous publications, the sarcophagi with similar traits
that originate from the closest vicinity are from the
Tavsandere burial ground and all are dated through
scarce material evidence to the end of the 6th cen-
tury BC.106 However, a sarcophagus attracting at-
tention especially with its similarly ridged lid do
exist from nearby Troad, dated most recently to the
first quarter of the 4th century BC.107 Thus we see
that ridged lids or other stylistic traits could not be
blindly trusted in dating the sarcophagi. Another
methodology in dating sarcophagi is related to
their length to width and length to height ratios. It
is known that pre-Classical sarcophagi generally
had length-to-width ratios that were around 2:1.108
However, with the Classical Period, those ratios rise
to around a minimum of 2,5:1 and a maximum of
3:1.109 This latter set of ratios are also attested in
the sarcophagi of Troad. For instance, the so-called
Can Sarcophagus, dated to the first quarter of the
4th century BC, has ratios of 2,5:1 and 3:1.110 The
so-called Childs Sarcophagus, dated to the mid 5th
century BC, has a ratio of 2,5:1111 and two sarcoph-
agi from Lampsakos dated to the mid 4th century
BC have ratios around 2,8:1 and 2,9:1.112 Despite
not being absolute, this methodology gives close
and reasonable results and at least in the case of
sarcophagi from Troad it still seems acceptable for
use on the Taslik sarcophagus. Thus, we see that
Sarcophagus I from Taslik gives a length-to-width

1934: 38, No. 12198, PlL. 21.10; Greifenhagen 1940:
36, No. 12413-12415, Pl. 28.6-8; Kenner 1942: 14,
No. 12522, PI. 8.4; Eschbach 2012: 54, No. 9032937,
PL. 14.10-11, 54-55, No. 9032938, Pl. 14.12-13, 55,
No. 9032939, Pl. 14.14-15; Bernhard 1964: 3, 20, No.
14782, P1. 44.10.

104 Tombul 2019: 613, No. 11.

105 Tombul 2019: 615.

106 On this see Tombul 2019: 614, footnote 42.
107 Seving et al. 2001: 399-400.

108 Hitzl 1991: Nos. 17&18.

109 Hitzl 1991: 180-182.

110 Rose 2014: 132.

111 Rose 2014: 105, note 4.

112 Korpe and Treister 2002: 434.
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and a length-to-height ratio of around 2,75:1. In
light of this, it can be dated more securely some-
where between the mid 5th and mid 4th centuries
BC.

The graffito carved on the rim of Sarcophagus I
also needs further evaluation. Within the first pub-
lication, the graffito was interpreted as a personal
name and was related to Priamos, the famed and
legendary king of Troy.!!3 In the second publica-
tion, the same graffito was thought to stand for the
name of many possible candidates: the deceased,
the trader who sold the marble, or to the workshop
where the sarcophagus was made.!14 Nevertheless,
a variety of similar graffiti are known from other
sarcophagi that originate from Apolloniall5 or
more commonly on cist graves from Metaponto.!1©
All accepted as the marks of the masons who made
the sarcophagi or the individual slabs for the cists,
these analogies clarify the meaning of the exemplar
on Sarcophagus I as being a masons mark.

Dating and Interpreting the Burials

Re-evaluation of these three graves from Taslik,
together with their burials and inventories, sup-
ply us with ample new information on their dating
and arrangement. It is now possible to date Cist
Grave I to the last quarter of the 4th century BC,
whereas Cist Grave 1I can be dated to the second
quarter of the same century. Thus we see that Cist
Grave II predated Cist Grave I by being dated to
the Classical Period, whereas the latter is securely
dated to the Early Hellenistic Period. Even though a
chronological difference is evident still an extreme
similarity does exist between the two in means of
their structure, typology of slabs as well as exact
binding technique that depend on clamps. All these
similarities point to the same origin of raw mate-
rial and masonry master for those two cist graves.
Lacking any finds, the dating of Sarcophagus I was
realized through comparisons and other methods
using measuremental traits.

This updating, on the other hand, does not change

113 Tungdemir et al. 2017: 224.

114 Tombul 2019: 613-614. It is interesting that possibi-
lity of that grafittos belonging to a marble trader had
been included as the sarcophagus itself is made of
limestone.

115 Amore 2016: 63, Fig. 5.

116 Carter 1998: 87-88.
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the already suggested placement order of the graves
within this burial ground. Thus, this paper also
agrees that Sarcophagus I contained the earliest
burial in the area (between 450-350) followed by
Cist Grave II (375-350 BC) and after by the Cist
Grave I (330-300).1'7 However, it must be noted
once again that the previous papers admittance of
this same order was simply based on a hugely dis-
putable reason. The main reason for the acceptance
of Cist Grave I’s later date cannot be solely based
on a scenario that it was intact unlike the other two
as it was placed at the burial ground after an earth-
quake that damaged the other two (Sarcophagus I
and Cist Grave II). Additionally, it must be noted
that the traces of a possible earthquake that must
have affected Sarcophagus I and Cist Grave II is
not evident at all in any of the 202 graves located
in Tavsandere. Thus, accepting the same array of
placement by depending on concrete archaeologi-
cal and scientific data, as is done in this paper, is
more reliable than the merely hypothetical one that
is evident from the previous publications

The detailed analysis of the artefact depositions and
other aspects of the burials also supply us with im-
portant evidence related to burial customs and rites
of the community at Parion during both the Classical
and Early Hellenistic periods. These burial customs
and rites can be best read within Cist Grave 1. The
testimony of the finds from this specific grave
points to the entombment of the deceased as be-
ing dressed and entirely adorned with jewellery.!18
The existence of dress ornaments, especially to-
wards the feet, constitutes the primary evidence for
the garbing of the deceased with a dress that was
further enriched with gold jewellery.l1® Jewellery
around the neck and head show that the deceased
was further adorned with necklaces and a diadem.
The location of the finger rings also enables us to
understand that they were on the fingers of the de-
ceased at the time of the burial. The adornment of
the deceased with clothing and jewellery both be-
fore (during the rites of prothesis and ekphora) and
during the burial are well-known characteristics of

117 For this suggestion by the excavator see Tombul
2019: 615.

118 For other publications on this subject focusing to
Tavsandere see Celikbas 2019 and Celikbas 2020:
259-263.

119 This trait from Cist Grave I was emphasized previo-
usly in another publication however with a serious mi-
sinterpretation of the location of the ornaments on the
dress: Celikbag 2020: 261, Fig.9.
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Greek funerary customs.'20 In light of all this, we
can imagine that the deceased from Cist Grave I, a
wealthy woman most probably, was brought at the
burial location after the processes’ of prothesis and
ekphora as fully dressed and adorned with jewel-
lery. Her entombment must have been followed by
the placement of the bronze mirror and a bone ob-
ject just next to her. The whole process of burial
was finalized by the covering of the lid.

The most secure evidence for rites of passing that
must have taken place at Taglik is the squat leky-
thos from Cist Grave II. It shows that in Tavsandere
the libations through scented oils (perfumes) were
utilized at the grave after the burial.12! Unlike Cist
Grave I, Cist Grave II received only a single le-
kythos, whereas Sarcophagus I had no artefact at
all. Burying of the dead was by no means a free
or cheap process among ancient Greeks, which was
often limited with certain legislations.!22 The same
was also applicable to Taslik. In the cist graves,
this is evidenced in two ways. The first is the ab-
sence of a full set of clamps from both two cists
despite the pre-existence of their sockets on the
marble slabs. It is highly possible that the purchas-
ing of marble slabs was costly, forcing the relatives
of the deceased to make certain savings related to
the forming of the grave by discarding the tedious
and expensive process of casting clamps on the
site. The absence of grave goods from Sarcophagus
I is not coincidential as it was a more expensive
funerary container. Similarly “empty” graves as
Sarcophagus I are also known from many other
parts of the ancient Greek world, showing how the
burial of the dead was still strongly connected to or
affected with the economic facts of the world of the
living.123 The tracing of this in Taglik is of utmost
importance for the funerary archaeology of Parion,
but it needs more in-depth interpretation, especially
with the inclusion of similar data (if it exists) from
Tavsandere.

120 For the rites of prothesis and ekphora especially see
Kurtz and Boardman 1971: 142-160. Additionally see
Mirto 2012: 62-84.

121 For this use of lekythoi see Kurtz and Boardman
1971: 75, 332; Clark et al. 2002: 112.

122 Kurtz and Boardman 1971: 142, 145; Mirto 2012: 90.
On the connection between tomb type and its cost es-
pecially see Carter 1998: 62, 69, 71-72.

123 Blegen et al. 1964: 79; Hall 1998: 564.
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Contextualizing Tashk within the Setting
of Parion’s Southern Necropolis

The acceptance of Taslik as a separate burial ground
from the whole of the southern necropolis of Parion
has been repeatedly found invalid within this paper.
This denial of such a previous suggestion originates
from the existence of many organic bonds and simi-
larities between Taglik and Tavsandere. Within this
part of the study, a connection will be established
between Taslik and Tavsandere, especially for the
contextualizing of the first of the two within the
overall setting of the southern necropolis of Parion.

In reality, many similarities do exist with the lo-
cation-choosing of the burial ground, its inner ar-
rangement, preference of grave types and grave
inventories between Taslik and Tavsandere. One
might instantly take into consideration the forma-
tion of the burial ground in Taslik and its resem-
blance to the contemporary levels of Tavsandere.
Tavsandere supplies us with a topographic charac-
ter that stretches from the plain towards the cliffs on
the east. Thus it is seen in Tavsandere that especial-
ly the early burials, including the Early Hellenistic
representatives, are mostly placed within the flat
ground and to the skirts of the eastern cliffs.124 A
similar case is also present in Taslik where two of
the three graves are located on the edge of the plain
whereas the third one stands on higher ground, be-
ing placed on the skirt of the cliff. Such a similar-
ity in the topographic assessment of the two burial
grounds could only be possible due to the common
pragmatic use of the topography within a time of
chronological and structural contemporaneousness.

The dominant preference of cist graves, as evi-
denced in Taslik, is also evidenced within the con-
temporary levels of the burial ground in Tavsandere.
Among the 21 burials dated to the Hellenistic
Period from Tavsandere, 12 are in the form of cist
graves comprising, in the end, 57,14 % of the total
graves from that era.!25 Taglik supplies us with a
similar yet additionally avant-gardist situation in
this aspect. As a contemporary grave from Taslik,
Cist Grave I also reflects the same grave typology.
Furthermore, by being formed of two rectangular
and two square marble slabs, it shows resemblances

124 Basaran and Kasapoglu 2018: 452.

125 Basaran and Kasapoglu 2018: 446. Use of cist graves
is also popular among many other neighbouring cities
or regions to Parion. For this similarity among necro-
polis’ see Kasapoglu 2007: 495 with footnotes 62, 63,
65 & 66.
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to some contemporaries from Tavsandere (namely
TSM 11, 12, 14 & 15).126

However, things gain a different dimension when
the other cist grave from Taslik, namely Cist Grave
II, is taken into consideration. This grave sup-
plies us with exact similarity to its parallels from
Tavsandere but it stands out among them by be-
ing dated to the second quarter of the 4th century
BC. As no cist graves are known to exist from the
Classical levels of Tavsandere,!27 Cist Grave II be-
comes the earliest cist grave evident from the south-
ern necropolis of Parion. As a result of this, the utili-
sation of cist graves within the southern necropolis
of Parion can be pulled two decades earlier than the
previously accepted date. Unfortunately, with only
a single lekythos, Cist Grave II fails to change the
already evidenced poor status of the grave inven-
tories of the Classical era from the Tavsandere.!28

The orientation and positioning of the cist graves
of both burial grounds also reflect similarities.
Both cist graves and the sarcophagus from Taslik
were oriented in an east-west direction. This prefer-
ence of orientation is also evident in some of the
cist graves from Tavsandere. The positioning of the
cist graves within the two burial grounds also seem
to be shaped around the same ideology. This is
most evident from the fact that all exemplars from
Tavsandere are placed directly onto the bedrock!29
as with their contemporaries from Taglik. On the
contrary, some of the cist graves from Tavsandere
reflect certain variations by having stone covered
floors.!30 Another difference visible within the
formation of cist graves is related to the method of
binding of the slabs. The existence of clamp holes
as well as the use of clamps for binding the slabs
of the Taslik cist graves is alien to Tavsandere.!3!
However, none of these differences should be eval-
uated as factors that dissociate two burial grounds
from each other but rather should be taken as minor
variations in certain aspects.

The testimony of the finds from the cist graves of
Taslik, especially from Cist Grave I, also gain more
importance when evaluated in accordance with its
contemporaries from Tavsandere. Among the 202

126 Basaran and Kasapoghu2007: 123; Kasapoglu2015: 119-123.
127 Basaran and Kasapoglu 2018: 443, Grafik 3.

128 Bagaran and Kasapoglu 2018: 444.

129 Kasapoglu2007: 487; Basaran and Kasapoglu 2007: 123.
130 Bagaran and Kasapoglu 2007: 123.

131 Kasapoglu 2007: 487.
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graves excavated so far from Tavsandere, the cist
graves of the Early Hellenistic Period stand out as
the richest due to their inclusion of extremely lavish
repertories of jewellery, metal vessels and personal
utensils.!32 The richness of Cist Grave I’s inventory
fits well within this picture. In this aspect, it will
not be odd to state that the person who was buried
in Cist Grave I must have belonged to the elite of the
city, as is similarly accepted for the owners of the
other cist graves from Tavsandere.!33

The existence of a sarcophagus from Taslik is also
interesting as similar sarcophagi from Tavsandere
are known to be rare.134 However, this sarcopha-
gus’ strong resemblance to its contemporaries from
Tavsandere is remarkable as it plays a vital role in
the bonding of these two burial grounds to each
other. Characterised with modest find repertories
or with no repertories at all,!135 similar specimens
from Tavsandere show us that the emptiness of
Sarcophagus I from Taslik is not an extraordinary
situation when sarcophagus burials from Parion are
taken into consideration.

As similarities among graves from the two burial
grounds, together with their paralleled invento-
ries, became apparent, the connection between
Tavsandere and Taslik becomes stronger and more
transparent. Three graves from this new burial
ground dramatically enlarge the known boundaries
of the city’s southern necropolis of the Classical
and Hellenistic eras. Thus, we now can imagine
the southern necropolis of Parion as a vast burial
ground standing in between the Kemer Cay1 and
the opposite cliffs which spread towards the south
by as much as another kilometre. It must have pre-
sented a remarkable view for anyone approaching
the city as the now-lost sema of a densely buried
cist and other graves must have dominated the en-
tire landscape around, from the banks of the river
up towards the skirts of the cliff.

Concluding Remarks

Within this study, the newly discovered burial
ground of Taslik, formerly Egrekbasi, was analyzed
and re-evaluated from a different and wider funer-
ary archaeology perspective. This re-evaluation
enabled us, in the end, to understand, characterise

132 Kasapoglu 2007: 487; Basaran and Kasapoglu 2018: 449.
133 Kasapoglu 2007: 487.

134 Basaran and Kasapoglu 2018: 434, 436.

135 Basaran and Kasapoglu 2018: 439.
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and contextualize this new burial ground from the
southern necropolis of Parion on a better archaeo-
logical basis.

When evaluated in more detail, the previously ne-
glected topographic features and planning tendency
of Taslik instantly revealed that it is undoubtedly an
extension of the southern necropolis of Parion. This
evaluation also revealed that Taslik embodied many
similar features with the other necropoleis of the
region, such as Lampsakos, Antandros and Assos.
Thus, the incorporation of Taslik into the necropo-
lis of Parion as well as into the overall of the Troad
Region is secured on an indisputable archaeological
basis. With the help of new analysis, the acceptance
of Taslik as a separate burial ground rather than the
whole of the southern necropolis of Parion is proved
to be invalid. The landscape-oriented suitability of
the eastern banks of Kemer Cay1 all along the route
between Tavsandere and Taslik established the in-
disputable topographical basis for this argument.
Additionally, the existence of many other graves
and burial related material located between these
two burial grounds further secured this argument.

The re-examination of the inventories of the two
cist graves made some earlier assumptions to re-
main the same, but it also changed some others. The
previous dating of Cist Grave II between 375-350
BC remained unchallenged whereas Sarcophagus
I and Cist Grave I were re-dated through new and
more concrete archaeological data. The most sig-
nificant contribution of this update is undoubtedly
related to our state-of-the-art knowledge on the
cist graves from the southern necropolis of Parion.
Thus Cist Grave II, with its secure dating to 375-
350 BC, now ables us to predate the custom of using
cist graves in Parion to the Classical Period, not as
previously stated to the Early Hellenistic. The rich
inventory of Cist Grave I additionally revealed that
certain graves in Tasglik were also made to receive
elite burials as in Tavsandere. Re-examining of the
graves from Taglik through typology and main-
tenance made it more apparent that they all pos-
sessed extreme similarities, only to be enriched by
certain variations, with their contemporaries from
Tavsandere. These results further strengthened the
argument that Taslik is the undisturbed continua-
tion of Tavsandere within the general setting of the
whole southern necropolis of Parion.

The burial ground at Taslik, stand out as the main
information supplier on how far the southern ne-
cropolis of Parion was stretched and how it was
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organized during antiquity. On the other hand,
its importance does not lie only in this novelty.
The results of the rescue excavation show us that
Taslik and probably its close vicinities tend to be
the only area where burial levels from Classical
to Hellenistic could be easily reached. This situa-
tion is mainly due to the possible non-existence of
Roman-era burials which had repeatedly disturbed
all the previous layers in Tavsandere.!3¢ This re-
sult brings in mind the tempting possibility that
Tavsandere might be the most suitable piece of
land within the chora of Prion for a better under-
standing of its Classical-Hellenistic burial grounds.
Unfortunately, these ideas could not be validated at
the moment as the excavations at Taslik remain to
be limited only to a small area. Nevertheless, this
study inevitably reveals that this small locality
from the chora of Parion is a candidate for further
surprising results related to the Classical and Early
Hellenistic levels of the southern necropolis of
Parion, as well as its overall topographic structure.
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Fig. 1.

Map showing the chora of Parion
with localities mentioned in the text
(Yusuf S. Sefa).

Fig. 2.
Aerial photograph of
- Taslik (Tilbe Sagmaz).
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Fig. 5. The grafitto on the rim of the sarcophagus (Courtesy of Musa Tombul).
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Fig. 7. Aerial view of the chora of Parion (Tilbe Sasmaz).

Fig. 9.

Ear studs from Cist Grave |
(Photographs courtesy of Musa
Tombul, layout by the author).
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Fig. 10. Suggested reconstruction of the necklaces from Cist Grave | (Photographs courtesy of Musa Tombul,

layout by the author).

Fig. 11. (a) Finger ring with Herakles-knot and (b) fin-

ger ring with intaglio Eros from Cist Grave |
(Photographs courtesy of Musa Tombul, layout by the

author).

Fig. 12. Squat lekythos from Cist Grave Il (Photographs courtesy of
Musa Tombul, drawing by Yusuf S. Sefa, layout by the author).



YAYIN KURALLARI

TEKNIiK KURALLAR

1. Siire:

Derginin her yilin Mayis ayinda yayinlanmasi
hedeflenmektedir, bu amagla ¢alismalarin ¢ik-
masi1 planlanan sayidan en ge¢ 6 ay dnce teslimi
gerekmektedir. Yayimlanmasi istenilen makale-
ler zaman sinirlamasi olmaksizin gonderilebilir.
Hakemler tarafindan olumlu degerlendirilen ma-
kalelerin adedi Arkeoloji Dergisi’nin bir sayisi
icin fazla oldugu takdirde, baz1 makaleler diger
sayida yayinlanmak {izere havuzda bekletilir. Bu
gibi durumlarda oncelik makalelerin gonderilis
zamani gozetilerek belirlenir.

2. Ozet ve anahtar kelimeler:

Tiirk¢e ve yabanci dilde yazilmig 2000 karakter
sinir1 olan birer 6zet ve her iki dilde anahtar keli-
meler ¢alismaya eklenmelidir.

3. Format:

a- Makaleler Almanca, Ingilizce, Fransizca ve
Tiirk¢e dillerinden birinde, Word 5.0 ve {istii ya-
zim dillerinden birinde olusturulmali, yayina ha-
zir metin e-mail ya da CD ile teslim edilmelidir
(Macintosh ile hazirlanan epigrafi metinlerinde
MS-DOS/Windows’a ¢evirim sirasinda font-
larda kayip olabilmektedir. Bu nedenle epigrafi
metinlerinin Macintosh ile hazirlanmasi tavsiye
edilmez).

b- Makale metni, sayfa diizeni olusturmadan,
1,5 satir aralig1 ile ana metin 11 punto, siirek-
lilik gosterecek sekilde her sayfa sonuna ek-
lenmis dipnotlar 9 punto ile ve “Times New
Roman” karakterinde yazilmalidir. Yunanca
alintilar hari¢, tim metinde tek yazi karakteri
kullanilmalidir.

c- Paragraf basi verilmemeli, paragraf bas: gerek-
tigi durumlarda bir alt satira gegilmelidir. Baglik
ve alt basliklarda italik, biiylik harf, kalin ve alt1
cizili gibi format 6zellikleri kullanilmamalidir.

d- Metnin gerektirdigi zorunlu haller disin-
da, ozellikle katalog veya kaynak¢a hazirla-
nirken higbir gekilde tablo veya tab/sekme-
lerle ya da "space bar” kullanilarak bir diizen
olusturulmamalidir.

4. Uzunluk:

flke olarak makalelerin dipnotlar dahil 30.000
karakteri (yaklasik 4.000 kelime/10-15 sayfa),
-eger varsa- fotograf ve ¢izimlerin 12 levhayi
agmamasit gerekmektedir. Bundan daha uzun
makalelerde editorlerin takdir hakki gz oniine
alinacaktir.

5. Cizim ve fotograflar:

a- Cizim ve fotograflar en az 600 dpi ¢oziiniir-
likteki tiff formatinda olmalidir.

b- Metinde kullnilan tablolar ve grafikler hem
tiff. Hem de excell formatinda génderilmelidir.

c- Renkli ¢izim ve fotograf teknik imkéanlarin el
vermemesi nedeniyle kullanilmayacaktir.

d- Her resim ve ¢izimin metin i¢inde adlandi-
rilmasi i¢in yalnizea “Fig.” Kisaltmasi kullanil-
mal1 ve figiirlerin adlandirilmasinda siireklilik
olmalidir (Levha, Resim, Cizim, Sekil, Harita
ya da bir bagka ifade veya kisaltma kesinlikle
kullanilmamalidir).

6. Noktalama, dipnotlar ve kaynakc¢a:

a- Metindeki her noktalama isaretinin ardindan
bir bosluk birakilmalidir.

b- Metnin i¢inde yer alan “Fig.” ibareleri, biiyiik
harf ile ve parantez i¢cinde verilmeli; Fig. ibare-
sinin noktasindan sonar bir bosluk birakilmali
(Fig. 1); ikiden fazla ardigik figiir belirtiliyorsa
iki rakam arasina bosluksuz kisa tire konulmali-
dir. (Fig. 3-5).

c- Climle i¢inde veya climle sonunda yer alan
dipnot numaralarinin herbirisi noktalama (nok-
ta veya virgill) isaretinden sonar yer almalidir.
Dipnotlar, her sayfanin altinda verilmeli ve ma-
kalenin basindan sonuna kadar siireklilik arz
etmelidir.

d-Tiim gondermeler dipnotta kisaltilmig form-
da verilmeli, metin sonuna bir kisaltmalar lis-
tesi eklenmelidir. Modern  yayinlarda yazar

ve tarih sirasi ile kisaltma yapilmalidir (6rn: Bri-
ant 1987: 274-278).

e- “Ibid”, “op.cit” ve “loc.cit” gibi kisaltmalar
tercih edilmemelidir.



f- Siireli yayinlarin ve temel kaynaklarin kisalt-
masinda http:/www.dainst.de/medien/de/richtli-
nien_abbreviations_english.html web adresinde-
ki dizin kullanilmalidir. Epigrafik caligmalarda
Supplementum Epigraphicum Graecum. Conso-
lidated Index for Volumes XXXVI-XLV (1986-
1995) [=http://www.hum.leiden.edu/history/
seg-abbreviations.jsp] kullanilabilir. Gonderme
yapilan ¢aligmalar asagidaki gibi anilmalidir:

g- Dipnotlarda herhangi bir kisiye ya da kuruma
tesekkiir kismina yer verilmemeli, bu ifadeler
metnin sonunda kaynakcanin hemendncesinde
“TESEKKUR” bashgi altinda yer almalidir.

Monografiler:

Yazar adi bas harfi, Soyadi, Kitabin adi, Basim
yeri, yili, sayfa, Res. Lev. Seklinde verilmeli;
yazar ad1 word belgesi iginde, yazi tipi boliimii
icinde yer alan “Kii¢iik bilyiikk” kutucugu isaret-
lenerek yazilmalidir.

Dunbabin 1948: 36-43 (dipnotta).

Dunbabin 1948: T.J. Dunbabin, The Western
Greeks, Oxford. (kaynakcada).

Siireli Yayinlar:

Yazar adi basharfi, Soyadi, “Makale ad1”, Siireli
yay1n adi, sayisi, yili, sayfa, Res. Lev.

Akkermans vd. 2006: 142, P1.52. (dipnotta)

Akkermans vd. 2006: PM.M.G. Akkermans,
R. Cappers, C. Cavallo, O. Nieuwenhuyse, B.
Nilhamn, LN. Otte “Investigating the Early
Pottery Neolithic of Northern Syria: New Evi-
dence from Tell Sabi Abyad”, 4J4 110, 123- 156.
(kaynakcada)

Am Kitaplari:

Yazar adi bas harfi, Soyadi, “Makale ad1”, (varsa
editor), Ani kitabr adi, yili, basim yeri, sayfa, Res.
Lev.

Esin 1989: 138. (dipnotta)

Esin 1989: U. Esin, “An Early Trading Center in
Eastern Anatolia”, Tahsin Ozgiic'e Armagan, An-
kara, 135-141. (kaynakcada)

Kongre Yayinlari:

Yazar adi bagharfi, Soyadi, “Makale adi”, Editor
ad1 (Ed.), Kongre adi ve yili, sayfa, Res. Lev.

Mommsen ve Kerschner 2006: 107. (dipnotta)

Mommsen ve Kerschner 2006: H. Mommsen,
M. Kerschner, “Chemical Provenance Determi-
nation of Pottery: The Example of the Aiolian
Pottery Group G” In: A. Villing, U. Schlotzha-
user (Eds.) Naukratis: Greek Diversity in Egypt.
Studies on East Greek Pottery and Exchange in
the Eastern Mediterranean, London, 105-108.
(kaynakcada)

7. Antik kaynaklarin belirtilmesi:

Genel olarak antik kaynaklardan alintilarin ¢e-
viri seklinde verilmesi tercih edilmelidir. Ancak
onemli bir noktay1 belirtmek amaciyla Yunanca
ya da herhangi bir antik dilde metin, gerekli go-
riiliiyorsa eklenebilir. Antik metinlerden yapila-
cak alintilar sol marjdan bir “tab” aralig1 icerde
birakilacak sekilde verilmelidir. Antik kaynak-
lara yapilan gondermeler dipnotlar yerine metin
icerisinde parantez iginde verilmelidir. Antik
kaynaklarin belirtilmesinde “Greek-English Le-
xicon, Compiled by H.G. Liddell and R. Scott”
veya “Oxford Latin Dictionary, Compiled by
P.G.W. Glare” veya “http:/iam.classics.unc.edu/
main/help/A.html” esas alinacaktir. Bu gonder-
melerde standart olarak kitap, boliim, pasaj nu-
maralar1 Arab rakamlari ile verilmelidir, Roma
rakamlar1 kullanilmamalidir (“Plinius Nat.His.
V1.102” yerine “Plinius HN 6.102” yazilmalidir.

Metin ya da dipnot igerisinde kullanilan antik
dildeki terimler ya da kisa ciimleler italik olarak
verilmelidir.

8. Makalelerin gonderilmesi:
Makaleler Dergipark lizerinden yiiklenmelidir.

ULAKBIM kurallar1 geregi her bir yazarin OR-
CID numarast almasi ve bu numarayi, makale
icinde belirtilmesi gerkmektedir.

ORCID, Open Researcher ve Contributor ID'nin
kisaltmasidir.  ORCID, Uluslararas1 Standart
Ad Tanimlayict (ISNI) olarak da bilinen ISO
Standard1 (ISO 27729) ile uyumlu 16 haneli
bir numarali bir URI'dir. http://orcid.org ad-
resinden bireysel ORCID igin Ticretsiz kayit
olusturabilirsiniz.
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RULES OF PUBLICATION

TECHNICAL GUIDELINES
1. Schedule:

Arkeoloji Dergisi is planned to be published once a year,
on May. The papers should be delivered at least 6 months
before the planned issue.

2. Abstracts and key-words:

Two abstracts, one in Turkish and the other in one
of the modern languages, should be appended to the
contribution together with the key words (written in
these two languages).

3. General Formatting:

Contributions should be written in English, German,
French or in Turkish, and be sent in hard copy (printed in
A4 format with no additions in hand writing) and in two
CD. Preferred word-processor is “Word 5.0 or above” in
Macintosh or in MS-DOS/Windows. (The epigraphic text
are not advised to be written in Macintosh, for it can cause
lose in converting to MS-DOS/Windows. Documents in
MS-DOS should be saved as “text” format. No hand-
notes should be added to the printed texts.

All material, including footnotes, quotations and
bibliography should be double-spaced without making
any page setup. A single typeface (“Times New Roman”),
excepting texts in Greek or other ancient languages,
throughout for text, headings, footnotes etc. 11 font
size for the text and 9 font size for the notes should be
preferred. “Enter” button for beginning paragraphs
should be used. All-capital letters, bold-face, italics or all-
underlined letters for headings or subheadings should not
be used.

Except the necessities, no formating should be done
by using “tables”, “tab” or “space bar”, especially for
catalogues and bibliopgraphy.

4. Length:

The length of the paper, including footnotes, submitted
for publication should not exceed 30.000 characters
(approximately 4000 words/10-15 pages). Illustrations,
on the other hand, should be up to 12 plates. The length
of the abstracts should not exceed 2000 characters. The
editorial committee would approve for the papers longer
than these limits.

5. Drawings and Photographs:

Photographs of artwork of high-quality glossy black and
white prints (maximum 13 x 18 cm) and originals of
drawings or their tracing paper photocopies (dimensions
in maximum A4 paper) should be send. Coloured

photographs are not admitted. The scanned forms of all
drawings and photographs as Jpeg or Tiff in at least 600
dpi solutions should be added in to the CD with the text.
All illustrations should be identified on a self-sticking
label with your last name and the figure number, attached
to the back of them. Submit separately a double-spaced
list of captions for the illustrations, each identified by
number. Include at the end of the caption the source of
the illustration, along with any credit line specified by the
copyright holder, rendered exactly as required.

If there is a specific plate design prefered by the author,
this should be sent as a printed copy.

6. Footnotes and bibliography:

Indicate footnotes with a raised (superscript) number
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MommMmseN and KERSCHNER 2006: H. Mommsen, M.
Kerschner, “Chemical Provenance Determination of
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8. Non Standart Fonts

In case of using fonts different than those used in PC and
Mac processors, please send the relevant font/fonts in a
CD together with the contribution.

Contributions should be sent to one of the names
below:

Dr. Aytekin ERDOGAN / Dr. M. Nezih AYTACLAR
(Classical Archaeology).

Dr. Esref ABAY/ Dr. Fulya DEDEOGLU (Prehistory,
Protohistory and Near Eastern Archaeology).

Address: Arkeoloji Dergisi
Ege Universitesi
Edebiyat Fakiiltesi
Arkeoloji Boliimii
35100 Bornova, izmir, Tiirkiye

Web: egearkeolojidergisi.com
Fax: +(232) 388 11 02

E-mail: erdoganl105@yhotmail.com
naytaclar@yahoo.com
dedeoglufulya@hotmail.com
esref.abay@ede.edu.tr






