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Journal of the Turkish Institute of Archaeology and
Cultural Heritage

Editor’s Foreword
Rana Ozhal

As the annual peer-reviewed periodical of the newly founded Turkish Institute of Archacology
and Cultural Heritage, this journal hopes to establish international readership in Turkey and
beyond through publishing peer-reviewed articles bilingually in both English and Turkish. We
aspire to become a highly valued research institute journal, as known from other worldwide ex-
amples. The main aim of the Institute is to promote scholarship and further scholarly discussions
that document, preserve, discuss, study, and advance the understanding of the cultures of Anatolia
and its environs as well as the intercultural relations in the region. The journal functions toward
accomplishing this mission. Our goal is to disseminate information, create an academic discus-
sion platform, and promote interdisciplinary dialogues.

Given that there are already a large range of journals serving Anatolian archaeology and
related disciplines, adding a new journal to the list may seem superfluous. However, unlike many
other periodicals the Journal of the Turkish Institute of Archaeology and Cultural Heritage (TARE
for short) publishes articles bilingually in both Turkish and English; this facilitates worldwide
visibility of Turkish research and enables international research to gain recognition at the national
level. Moreover, the publishing of articles in Turkish also contributes to the enrichment of much-
needed discipline related terminology. The journal also aims geographically to extend beyond
Anatolia’s geographic borders in an effort embrace a broad range of topics related to the insti-
tute’s functions. We welcome submissions from Anatolia but also neighboring regions, including
the Mediterranean, the Aegean, the Black Sea, and the Balkans, as well as Southwest and Central
Asia. All periods from prehistory to the present day, including (but not limited to) the Bronze Age,
the Iron Age, the Archaic, Classical, Hellenistic, and Roman periods, Late Antiquity, and the Byz-
antine, Seljuk, Beylik, and Ottoman periods are included and embraced by the journal. Scholarly
articles in the disciplines of history, archaeology, history of art, anthropology, epigraphy, history
of architecture, archacometry, geographical information systems (GIS), numismatics, maritime
archaeology, landscape archaeology, theoretical archaeology, cultural heritage management, dig-
ital heritage management and museum studies are welcome. The journal is also happy to receive
methodical articles that aim to advance education, policies of dissemination of cultural heritage,
digitization efforts, or field or laboratory techniques.

To summarize the publication policies, synthetic research articles that typically do not ex-
ceed 5,000 words and address the accompanying data in an interpretive framework are preferred.
Exclusive of exceptional cases, catalogues and excavation reports are beyond the scope of the
journal. Papers that bring in theoretical angles and that discuss a defined theme are considered for
publication. The journal aims to publish the accepted articles in full or a large section therefrom
in both languages and to embrace an open access policy.! Book reviews of recent relevant publi-

1 On behalf of the entire editorial team, I would hereby like to thank the translators who spent valuable time to translate
the articles selected for this issue including Burcu Sahinli, Bike Yazicioglu, Melis Durmaz, and Ozge Ersen.
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cations will form a regular component of each issue and are welcome in either English or Turkish.
The institute fosters the publishing of research that brings new angles and fresh insights with
original interpretive perspectives to enrich Anatolia and its neighboring geographies throughout
the ages. We strive to become a powerful, high-impact platform that disseminates new discoveries
and ideas on the broad range of topics that falls within the research interests of the Turkish Insti-
tute of Archaeology and Cultural Heritage.



Turk Arkeoloji ve Kiltiirel Miras Enstitiisii Dergisi
Editoriin Onsozil
Rana Ozhal

Tﬁrk Arkeoloji ve Kiiltlirel Miras Enstitlisiiniin yillik hakemli periyodik yayimi olarak misyo-
numuz, nitelikli bilimsel makaleleri hem Ingilizce hem de Tiirkge olarak ¢ift dilde yayinlaya-
rak ulusal ve uluslararasi okuyucu kitlesine ulasmak ve diinyadaki diger arastirma enstitiilerinde
oldugu gibi saygin bir dergiye sahip olmaktir. Enstitiiniin ana amaci, Anadolu ve gevresi cograf-
yalardaki her doneme ait kiiltiirlerin ve aralarindaki iliskilerin arastirilmasi, belgelenmesi, ko-
runmasi, tartigilmasi ve incelenmesidir. Bu dergi de Enstitiiniin temel amac1 dogrultusunda yayin
yapacaktir. Hedefimiz bilgiyi yayarak akademik tartigma ortami yaratmak ve bu sayede bilimsel
diyalog ile bilimler arasi iligkiyi de tesvik etmektir.

Halihazirda Anadolu arkeolojisine ve ilgili disiplinlere hizmet veren ¢ok sayida dergi var-
ken, listeye yeni bir dergi eklemek gereksiz goriilebilir. Ancak Tiirk Arkeoloji ve Kiiltiirel Miras
Enstitiisii Dergisi (kisaca TARE), Tiirkiye’de pek ¢ok dergiden farkli olarak yayinladigi maka-
leleri hem Ingilizce hem de Tiirkge olarak cift dilli yaym yapmaktadir; bu sayede Tiirkiye’de-
ki arkeolojik caligmalart uluslararasi akademik camiada daha goriiniir kilmay1 ve ayni zamanda
Tiirkiye disinda yapilan ¢aligmalarin da yurtiginde ses getirmesini ve bilimsel terminolojinin zen-
ginlesmesini hedeflemektedir. Ayrica, Tiirk Arkeoloji ve Kiiltiirel Miras Enstitiisii Dergisi, kap-
sam olarak Tiirkiye’nin cografi sinirlarinin 6tesine gegmeyi, Anadolu ve komsu cografyalari olan
Akdeniz, Ege, Karadeniz ve Balkanlar, Glineybati1 ve Orta Asya ile ilgili makaleleri dahil etmeyi
ve Enstitliniin islev ve faaliyetleriyle iliskili tarih, arkeoloji, sanat tarihi, antropoloji, epigrafi, mi-
marlik tarihi, arkeometri, cografi bilgi sistemleri (CBS), niimizmatik, sualti arkeolojisi, peyzaj ar-
keolojisi, teorik arkeoloji, kiiltiirel miras yonetimi, dijital miras yonetimi ve miize ¢alismalar1 gibi
alanlar1 da igeren cesitli konular1 kapsamay1 amaglamaktadir. Arastirma makaleleri prehistorik
donemlerden baglayarak Tung Cagi, Demir Cagi, Arkaik, Klasik, Helenistik ve Roma Dénemleri,
Gec Antik Cag, Bizans, Selcuklu, Beylikler ve Osmanli Dénemlerini kapsar ve bunlarla sinirlt
kalmamak iizere tarih 6ncesinden giiniimiize kadar tiim donemlerle ilgili bilimsel ¢aligmalari ice-
rebilir. Ayn1 zamanda dergi, yontemsel acidan egitimi, kiiltlir mirasinin halka yayilma politikala-
rini, dijitallesme ¢abalarini veya arazi ya da laboratuvar tekniklerini ilerletebilecek makaleleri de
tesvik etmektedir.

Derginin teknik yazim kurallarini ve yayin yaklasimini da birkag ciimleyle 6zetlemek ge-
rekirse, genel itibariyle sonuglari ve fikirleri 6ziimsenmis, verileri yorumlayici bir ¢ergcevede ele
alan 5.000 kelimeyi asmayan arastirma makaleleri tercih edilir. Istisnai durumlar haric, kataloglar
ve kazi raporlar1 derginin kapsami disindadir ve dolayistyla teorik acgilarla beslenmis ve belirli
bir temay tutarl ifadelerle tartisan makaleler yayimlanmak tizere degerlendirilir. Kabul edilen
makalelerin tamamin1 veya biiyiik bir boliimiinii Tiirkge veya Ingilizce olmak iizere iki dilde
yayinlanmakta ve ag¢ik erisimli olarak okuyucuya ulastirilmaktadir.! Son yillarda yayimlanan ve
Enstitli arastirma temalarryla ilgili kitaplarin inceleme yazilari, her saymin diizenli bir bilesenini
olusturacak ve Ingilizce veya Tiirkce olarak kabul edilecektir. Enstitii, caglar boyunca Anado-

1 Bu vesileyle dergide yayinlanmasina karar verilen makalelerin ¢evrilmesinde biiyiik emek veren ¢evirmenlerimiz
Burcu Sahinli, Bike Yazicioglu, Melis Durmaz ve Ozge Ersen’e biitiin editor ekibi adina tesekkiirlerimi sunarmm.
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lu’yu ve komsu cografyalar1 zenginlestirecek 6zgilin yorumlayici bakis acilart ve diistindiirticii
perspektiflerle yeni anlayislar getiren aragtirmalarin yaymlanmasini tegvik ederken Tiirk Arkeo-
loji ve Kiiltlirel Miras Enstitiisiiniin genis aragtirma kapsamina giren bilim dallarindaki kesiflerin
ve yeni diislincelerin yayinlanmasi i¢in de etki faktorii yliksek olan, giiclii bir bilimsel arag yarat-
may1 hedeflemektedir.
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Attic Black-Glazed Wares
from the Sector of Artemis at Claros

Giilsah Giinata’
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Abstract

his study focuses on Attic black-glazed wares recovered from temples and altars dedicated

to Artemis in the Sanctuary of Apollo at Claros during campaigns from 2001 until 2006.
Claros was one of the three major oracles of Antiquity, where Artemis and Leto were worship-
ped alongside Apollo. Archaeological evidence demonstrates that the goddess was worshipped
continuously from the eighth/seventh century BCE until the abandonment of the sanctuary in the
fourth century CE. Attic black-glazed ware appears to be the most prevalent pottery type at Claros
during the fifth and the fourth centuries BCE, when it was produced and circulated widely across
the ancient world. Pottery recovered at sanctuaries is significant because it reveals not only the
characteristics and development of cults but also the socioeconomic and cultural structure, as well
as commercial networks, of the cities of these sanctuaries.

Keywords:

Claros, Sanctuary, Artemis, Black Glaze, Pottery

The Sanctuary of Apollo at Claros is located in Menderes, Izmir, in the Ahmetbeyli Val-
ley plain, one of the routes connecting Smyrna to Ephesus in Antiquity. It was one of the three
greatest oracle centers of Apollo in the ancient Greek world—the other two being at Delphi and
Didyma. The fact that it was a sanctuary connected with two separate cities was one of the char-
acteristic features of Claros. Colophon Arkhaia (Degirmendere) was located 13 km north of the
site, and Notion (Kale) was located 1.6 km south of the site.? From its foundation in the thirteenth
century BCE until its abandonment in the fourth century CE, the sanctuary at Claros served as an
oracle, hosting shrines dedicated not only to Apollo, the patron deity of the sanctuary, but also to
his twin sister, the goddess Artemis, and their mother, Leto.?

1 Giilsah Giinata, Bogazi¢i University Humanities Coordination Unit, ORCID ID: 0000-0002-8549-9424, gulsahgu-
nata@gmail.com. This paper was written while a postdoctoral fellow with the SARAT Project Online Program at
ANAMED, Kog University. Special thanks to Prof. Nuran Sahin and Dr. Onur Zunal for permission to publish the
materials, and to the editor-in-chief of The Journal of the Turkish Institute of Archaeology and Cultural Heritage,
Assoc. Prof. Rana Ozbal and the editorial team. All the plans and drawings in this article are from the Claros Exca-
vation Archive. The pottery drawings were made by the author herself..

2 The hill on which the acropolis of Notion lies is called “Kale” (meaning “fort” in Turkish) by the local population.

3 For the origins, establishment and development of the sanctuary, see Duygu Sevil Akar Tanriver, “Apollon Klarios
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This study is an overview of the Attic black-glazed wares recovered from the “sector of
Artemis” during campaigns between 2001 and 2006 (Plan).# The clearest evidence that the struc-
tures in this area were dedicated to the goddess is the kore found in 1959 on the step of the smaller
rectangular altar north of the large Hellenistic altar dedicated to Apollo.® The dedication on the
leg of this statue, which reads “Timonax, son of Theodoros, consecrated me to Artemis as the first
priest,” clearly shows the relationship of this altar to the north with the goddess. Based on this
statue dedicated to the goddess, it is certain that the small Hellenistic temple with a megaron plan,
located to the west of this altar and to the north of the Hellenistic temple of Apollo, also belongs to
Artemis. In later investigations, it became clear that the temple and altar from the Archaic period,
unearthed between the Hellenistic temple and the altar, were also dedicated to Artemis. This is
clear from the base found in situ in 1997 to the south of the Archaic altar, which belonged to the
inscribed kore.® The Archaic temple and altar appear to be the earliest architectural elements ded-
icated to Artemis at Claros.” However, the small finds and pottery found in this area prove that the
goddess was worshipped in the sanctuary from the eighth/seventh century BCE onwards and was
one of the deities worshipped in the sanctuary, along with Apollo, until the fourth century CE.8

Black-glazed pottery, of which precursors appeared in Athens in the late seventh century
BCE, began to gain popularity in the sixth century BCE.® Metalware-inspired forms of black-
glazed Attic pottery began to appear in many areas outside Athens in the late sixth/early fifth
century BCE. The use of a glossy black glaze to enhance the metallic effect and the decorative
system are seen as Persian influences on Attic pottery.'® The Achaemenid-influenced forms and
decorative systems of metal-like vessels appear in Athens in the sixth century BCE, when the
Persians began to exert their influence on Western Anatolia and strengthen their links with Greek
culture; they further extended their influence in the following two centuries." For example, hori-
zontal and vertical grooves on the vase surface, reliefs in the form of lotus leaves, and a concave
rim profile with inverted lips are the most distinctive features of Achaemenid metal vessels."?

Kiiltt, Kehanet Pratikleri ve Adaklar” (PhD diss., Ege University, 2009); Nuran Sahin, “Apollon Klarios Bilicilik
Merkezi,” in Ege Universitesi Arkeoloji Kazilari, ed. Altan Cilingiroglu, Zeynep Mercangéz, and Giircan Polat
(Izmir: Arkadas Matbaacilik, 2012), 247-72.

4 Black-glazed wares were also recovered in considerable numbers during excavations in the shrines and altars of
Apollo and Leto as well as in the sector of Western Honorary Monuments (Giilsah Dallik, “Klaros MO 4. Yiizyil
Siyah Firnisli Attika Seramikleri” (master’s thesis, Ege University, 2009); Giilsah Giinata, “First Observations on
the Black Glazed Pottery at Claros,” in Le Sanctuaire de Claros et son Oracle, ed. Jean-Charles Moretti and Liliane
Rabatel (Lyon: Maison de I’Orient et de la Méditerranée, 2014), 123-32). Excavations were undertaken in the sec-
tor of Artemis in three campaigns, from 1953 to 1961, from 1989 to 1997, and from 2001 to 2006.

5 Louis Robert, “Fouilles de Claros 1959,” Tiirk Arkeoloji Dergisi 10, no. 1 (1960): 59.

6 Julictte de La Geniére, “Claros: Bilan provisoire de dix campagnes de fouilles,” Revue des Etudes Anciennes 100,
no. 1-2 (1998): 242; Martine Dewailly ef al., “Les sculptures archaiques de Claros,” Monuments et mémoires de la
Fondation Eugene Piot 83 (2004): 26; Glilsah Giinata, “The Cult of Artemis at Klaros in Relation with the Worship
of the Goddess in Western Anatolia and Greece” (PhD diss., Ko¢ University, 2017), 96-97.

7 Guinata, “The Cult,” 75-84.

8 For detailed information on the Artemis cult in the light of pieces dedicated to the goddess in Claros, see Giinata,
“The Cult.”

9 Eva T. H. Brann, Late Geometric and Protoattic Pottery: Mid 8th to Late 7th Century B.C., The Athenian Agora 8
(Princeton: The American School of Classical Studies at Athens, 1962), 3—4; Giinata, “First,” 123.

10 Margaret C. Miller, Athens and Persia in the Fifth Century BC: A Study in Cultural Receptivity (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1997), 146—47.

11 For more information on the relationship between the Persians and the Greek, see Miller, Athens; Ismail Gezgin,
Arkaik ve Klasik Dénemde Bati Anadolu (Ankara: Detay Yayncilik, 20006).

12 Miller, Athens, 137.
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While this rim profile was first seen in Attic pottery in the late sixth century BCE, the vertical
grooves on the surface of the vase became more popular in the fifth and fourth centuries BCE."
Metal samples of the vessel forms used in black-glazed Attic pottery can be seen on the Apadana
Reliefs, which date back to 500480 BCE and provide further evidence of interactions between
the Persians and the Greeks."

The period when black-glazed pottery was most widely used and traded in the Greek world
was the fifth and fourth centuries BCE." Black-glazed Attic pottery, the highest quality and most
expensive type of pottery of these centuries, spread throughout the Greek world and was imported
from many centers of the ancient world. Varying amounts of black-glazed ware have been found
in diverse regions beyond the Greek world—in different parts of Anatolia, west of the Achaemenid
Empire, in northern Syria, Cyprus, and Palestine, in the entire Nile Valley up to Nubia, in Babylon
and Susa, in Italy and Sicily, along the Black Sea coast, in central Europe, and in central and south-
ern France and Spain.' As a result of the increasing popularity of black-glazed ware during the
fifth century BCE, wares made from local clay by Athenian and local potters appeared among the
imported wares in centers beyond Athens." This raises the question of whether the occasional mate-
rial found was of Attic production or whether it was made by an Attic master in the region.'® In this
case, clay analysis helps to determine where the material was produced. For example, it has been
suggested that the fifth-century BCE black-glazed stemless vessels found at Olynthos may be of
Attic production because of their very high-quality glazes, but an examination of their clay structure
has revealed that they may have been made by Attic masters at Olynthos.' As in the fifth century
BCE, the production of black-glazed pottery continued in the fourth century BCE in centers out-
side Athens. For example, according to an inscription found at Ephesus, black-glazed pottery was
produced from the local clay of Bayrakli in the fourth century BCE.2° It seems that in the fifth and
fourth centuries BCE, local production of black-glazed pottery continued in many centers in western
Anatolia, such as Samos, Larisa, Smyrna, Klazomenai, Troas, Ephesus, Halicarnassus, Priene, and
Tasos, as well as in centers in the inner regions of Anatolia, such as Sardis and Gordion.?'

Popular pottery of the sixth, fifth, and fourth centuries BCE has been found in sanctuaries
in great numbers, including at Claros.?? The pottery found in sanctuaries not only plays an impor-
tant role in establishing the chronology of the sanctuary but also provides information about the
development and character of rituals within the cult, especially in the case of special vessels for
cultic uses. Pottery plays an important role in shedding light on cultural, economic, and commer-

13 Dallik, “Klaros,” 15.

14 Miller, Athens, 136-37, fig. 34.

15 Brann, Late Geometric, 3—4; Giinata, “First Observations,” 123.

16 Brian Sparkes and Lucy Talcott, Black and Plain Pottery of the 6th, 5th and 4th Centuries B.C., The Athenian Agora
12 (Princeton: The American School of Classical Studies at Athens, 1970), 16; Keith de Vries, “Attic Pottery in
the Achaemenid Empire,” American Journal of Archaeology 81, no. 4 (1977): 544; Miller, Athens, 67—68; Dallik,
“Klaros,” 26-30.

17 John D. Beazley, “Panathenaica,” American Journal of Archaeology 47, no. 4 (1943): 456; David M. Robinson, Ex-
cavations at Olynthus, Part 13: Vases Found in 1934 and 1938. The Johns Hopkins University Studies in Archaeol-
ogy 38 (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1950), 324; Dallik, “Klaros,” 14, 26; Giinata, “First,” 123.

18 Dallik, “Klaros,” 14.

19 Robinson, “Excavations,” 324.

20 Emir Giirsoy, “Bayrakli’nin 4. Yiizy1l Siyah Firnisli Seramigi” (master’s thesis, Ege University, 1987), 4.

21 ilkan Hasdagl, “Bir Deneme Pargasi Isiginda Dogu Thrakia’da Attika Taklidi Siyah Firnisli Seramik Uretimi,”
Trakya Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi 7, no. 13 (January 2017): 45-46.

22 Dallik, “Klaros,” 31.
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cial relations, as well as the social structure of the cities to which the sanctuaries belonged. Vases
were both left at sanctuaries, as votive offerings to deities, and used for pouring libation, as well as
for holding sacrificial blood during rituals.?® They served as tableware for the consumption of sac-
rificial meat during feasts that were held after sacrifice ceremonies at festivals in honor of deities.?4

At Claros, the little Claria festival (held annually) and the great Claria festival (held every
four years) were celebrated in honor of Apollo Clarios and Artemis Claria.2® The earliest written
evidence that festivals were celebrated at Claros in honor of Apollo and Artemis is an inscrip-
tion that was found in the sanctuary in 1988.2¢ Based on this inscription, dated to the Hellenistic
period, it is believed that festivals in honor of the gods were celebrated in the sanctuary as early
as the Archaic period. It is known that during the festivals of Claria, sacrifices were offered to
Apollo and Artemis in a ceremony that was followed by feasts.2” It should be considered that
the black-glazed pottery in question might have been both votive objects and vessels used by the
participants during the banquets at these festivals.

The study of the Attic black-glazed wares found in the sector of Artemis has revealed 17
pottery shapes, which will briefly be described below.

Skyphos

These Attic black-glazed drinking cups, with a deep body resting on a low ring foot, wide
mouth, and horizontal handles, were commonly used from the sixth to the fourth century BCE.28
Samples recovered from the sector of Artemis at Claros have been identified as “Type A (Attic
type)” skyphoi and date to the fifth century BCE.?°

Cup-skyphos

Manufactured from the second half of the sixth century BCE onward, the cup-skyphos re-
mained in use into the third quarter of the fourth century BCE.?° These deep drinking cups have
handles, which are set halfway down the wall and rise up to the level of, and sometimes above, the

23 Christopher George Simon, “The Archaic Votive Offerings and Cults of Ionia” (PhD diss., University of California,
Berkeley, 1986), 309.

24 For the consumption of sacrificial meat in sanctuaries during festivals, see Nancy Bookidis ef /., “Dining in the
Sanctuary of Demeter and Kore at Korinth,” Hesperia: The Journal of the American School of Classical Studies at
Athens 68, no. 1 (Jan—Mar. 1999): 1-54; Gunnel Ekroth, “Sacred Meals in Ancient Greece? Dining in Domestic
Settings as Compared to Sanctuaries,” in The Eucharist — Its Origins and Contexts: Sacred Meal, Communal Meal,
Table Fellowship in Late Antiquity, Early Judaism, and Early Christianity, ed. David Hellholm and Dieter Sanger
(Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2017), 1389-91.

25 Roland Etienne and Francis Prost, “Claros, des modéles delphiques au pays les létoides,” Ege Universitesi Arkeoloji
Dergisi 12 (2008): 84-85; Akar Tanriver, “Apollon,” 305-29; Christel Miiller and Francis Prost, “Un décret du
koinon des Ioniens trouvé a Claros,” Chiron: Mitteilungen der Kommission fiir alte Geschichte und Epigraphik des
Deutschen Archéiologischen Instituts 43 (2013): 93-96.

26 Roland Etienne and Pierre Varéne, Sanctuaire de Claros: L’Architecture; Les propylées et les monuments de la
voie sacrée; Fouilles de Louis et Jeanne Robert et Roland Martin, 1950—1951 (Paris: Editions Recherche sur les
civilisations, 2004), 217.

27 Duygu Sevil Akar Tanriver, “Klaros’ta Theoksenia,” in Metropolis lonia II. Yollarin Kesistigi Yer: Recep Merig icin
Yazilar, ed. Serdar Aybek and Ali Kazim Oz (Istanbul: Homer Kitabevi, 2010), 19-23. For the festivals celebrated
in honor of Artemis at Claros, see Glinata, “The Cult,” 169-73.

28 Sparkes and Talcott, Black, 81.

29 Sparkes and Talcott, Black, 84-85, fig. 4, pl. 16-17, no. 334-54; Martine Dewailly, “La ceramica attica per Artemide
nel santuario di Apollo a Claros (meta VI — fine IV secolo a.c.),” in Ceramica attica santuari della Grecia, della
Ionie e dell’Italia, ed. Simona Fortunelli and Concetta Masseria (Venosa: Osanna, 2009), 17.

30 Sparkes and Talcott, Black, 109—12.
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rim. The cup-skyphos from the fifth/fourth centuries BCE is one of the most prevalent shapes of
the black-glazed assemblage at Claros; recovered samples belong to the “thin rim” and “moulded
rim” subtypes, depending on their formal features.

Kylix
One of the most common shapes of black-glazed drinking cups, the kylix is characterized
by a broad shallow body, a high foot, and horizontal handles.?' Kylikes were manufactured from
the second quarter of the sixth century BCE onward, until they were replaced by footless drinking
cups toward the mid-fifth century BCE.32 Samples recovered at Claros belong to the “Kylix Type
C” category and date between the end of the sixth century BCE and the mid-fifth century BCE.?3

Stemless

A two-handled shallow drinking cup with a low foot, the stemless may be considered a
footless version of the kylix.3# Stemless cups were intensively manufactured from the mid-fifth
century BCE onward and production of the kylix shape with a foot began to decline. However, a
decrease in the demand for these stemless cups occurred after the end of the early fourth century
BCE. Specimens recovered from the sector of Artemis at Claros are all subtypes of the “large stem-
less” and date between the first half of the fifth century BCE and the mid-fourth century BCE.3%

Bolsal

Black-glazed bolsal samples recovered at Claros show the characteristics of the shape,
including a vertical form sloping down from a plain vertical rim, horizontal handles attached just
below the rim, a shallow wall rising vertically to the rim, and a carefully profiled ring foot.36
Recovered material has been dated between the last quarter of the fifth century BCE and the mid-
fourth century BCE via comparisons with parallel objects and the locations of finds.*”

Kantharos

A popular drinking cup, the kantharos is essentially characterized by a deep body resting on
a high foot with a wide rim and high vertical handles that rise from lower body and above the level
of the rim.3® Samples from the sector of Artemis belong to the “moulded rim” class and have been
dated between the first and last quarters of the fourth century BCE based on context and parallels.®®

Cup-kantharos

The elements of the cup-kantharos resemble those of the kantharos, except for the handle
shape. The handles of cup-kantharoi rise vertically from the body and join, slightly overhanging,
just above the level of the rim. These drinking cups were produced from the early fourth cen-
tury BCE well into the Hellenistic period. The cup-kantharoi recovered at Claros belong to the

31 Sparkes and Talcott, Black, 88.

32 Sparkes and Talcott, Black, 88.

33 Yusuf Sezgin, “Apollon Klarios Kutsal Alam Artemis Sektérii 2003-2004 Y1l Calismalari,” Ege Universitesi Arke-
oloji Dergisi 12 (2008), 197; Dewailly, “La ceramica,” 17.

34 Sparkes and Talcott, Black, 98.

35 Sezgin, “Apollon,” 198; Dewailly, “La ceramica,” 17-18; Giinata, “First,” 124.

36 Sparkes and Talcott, Black, 107-108, fig. 6, pl. 24, 53, no. 532-61.

37 Sezgin, “Apollon,” 198; Dewailly, “La ceramica,” 17-18; Giinata, “First,” 124.

38 Giinata, “First,” 124-25.

39 Dewailly, “La ceramica,” 20-21; Giinata, “First,” 125.
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“moulded rim” and “plain squat rim” types and date between the first and the last quarter of the
fourth century BCE.4°

One-handler

Manufactured from the last quarter of the sixth century BCE onward, the one-handler was
a considerably popular shape®' and most common during the fourth century BCE. The basic el-
ements of the shape are a low bowl, a single handle attached just below the rim, and a low ring
foot. The rim, a distinguishing feature of the shape, is slightly overhanging on the inside and joins
the bowl at a sharp angle. Samples recovered at Claros date to the last quarter of the fifth century
BCE.

Bowl! with Outturned Rim

One of the most common shapes recovered at Claros, the bowl with outturned rim is es-
sentially characterized by a shallow body resting on a low ring foot with a slightly thickened,
outturned rim that joins the wall in a sharp concave curve.#? Bowls without handles were widely
manufactured from the last quarter of the fifth century BCE onward. Most likely originally pro-
duced for food rather than drinking, these bowls without handles remained in use well into the
Hellenistic period. Samples recovered at Claros date between the last quarter of the fifth century
BCE and the last quarter of the fourth century BCE.

Bowl! with Incurving Rim

Like the previous shape, the bowl with incurving rim also appears toward the end of the
fifth century BCE. It was extensively used during the fourth century BCE, and its production con-
tinued into the Hellenistic period.4® Samples from Claros have a convex body sloping down from
an incurving rim in a continuous unbroken curve and taper toward the foot. They date between the
mid-fifth century BCE and the last quarter of the fourth century BCE.

Small Bowl and Saltcellar

Although typologically divided into two groups, small bowls and saltcellars are considered
to have had the same function. They were used mostly in kitchens but also as measuring and paint
cups.** At sanctuaries, their function must have been food-related or associated with votive offer-
ings for the goddess. Samples date between the mid-fifth century BCE and the last quarter of the
fourth century BCE.4°

Plate

Black-glazed plates appeared in Attica after 480 BCE and were produced well into the
Hellenistic period.#® A particularly interesting find is an early fourth-century BCE plate resting
on a tall ring foot with dainty impressed decoration on the inside, recovered from the sector of
Artemis. Descriptions are included below.

40 Dewalilly, “La ceramica,” 18; Giinata, “First,” 125.

41 Sparkes and Talcott, Black, 124-27.

42 Sparkes and Talcott, Black, 128-29.

43 Sparkes and Talcott, Black, 135.

44 Gokhan Coskun, “Daskyleion Siyah Firnisli Attika Seramikleri” (master’s thesis, Ege University, 1999), 38.
45 Dewalilly, “La ceramica,” 19-20.

46 Sparkes and Talcott, Black, 144.



Attic Black-Glazed Wares from the Sector of Artemis at Claros - Giilsah Giinata 17

The essential characteristics of the fish-plate is a central depression on the inside.*” The
body slopes down to this central part for sauce or drainage. Black-glazed fish-plates were very
commonly produced and used from the end of the fifth century BCE into the Hellenistic period.
Samples from Claros date into the fourth century BCE.

Lekythos

The lekythos was used mostly as a grave offering but also as an oil-container.#® Squat
lekythoi with fat bulbous bodies, tall necks, sloping shoulders, and echinus mouths, dedicated
to Artemis, date to the last quarter of the fifth century BCE. The top of the mouth is incurved to
control the flow of the oil.

Askos

Its small size, its spout, and its handle designed for ease while pouring make the askos a
favorable shape for pouring liquids like oil, perfume, and honey in small amounts.*® Guttus-type
askoi recovered from the sector of Artemis date to the mid-fourth century BCE.

Lamp

The earliest Attic glazed lamps date to the third quarter of the seventh century BCE.*° Both
handmade and wheelmade lamps were used until the third quarter of the sixth century BCE. After
this date, only wheelmade lamps were produced. Lamps recovered from the sector of Artemis
have been dated to the first half of the fourth century BCE, based on parallels and contexts.

Evaluation and Results

The number of recovered body sherds belonging to open and closed vessels, including
those identified in terms of shape, is in the hundreds.?' In addition to imported and high-quality
materials from Attica produced in areas associated with Artemis, vessels have also been found
that are thought to have been produced in centers outside Attica, based on the clay structure and
opacity in the kiln. However, compared to other sectors where black-glazed pottery has been
found in the sanctuary, it is noteworthy that most of the material found in the Artemis sector is
of Attic production. Among this imported material, there are also examples with elaborate print
decoration characteristic of black-glazed Attic pottery.

The pottery in question was mostly preserved in small pieces. Most of the pots found in
the sanctuaries are in sherds because they were intentionally broken by worshippers or priests/
priestesses to prevent reuse.>2 Once brought in the sanctuary, an object was considered property
of the deity and its reuse or removal from the sanctuary was prohibited. This might be the reason
why the Claros assemblage consists almost entirely of small fragments.53

47 Sparkes and Talcott, Black, 147—48; Giinata, “First,” 126.

48 Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, 150.

49 Giinata, “First,” 126.

50 For the development of pottery shapes and types see Richard Hubbard Howland, Greek Lamps and Their Survivals,
The Athenian Agora 4 (Princeton: The American School of Classical Studies at Athens, 1958).

51 Black-glazed samples recovered from the sector of Artemis during the excavations by the French team from 1989
to 1997 have been published by Martine Dewailly (2009, 13-30). A small number of the black-glazed vessels were
recovered in the same sector from 2003 to 2004 and have been published by Yusuf Sezgin (2008, 191-203).

52 John Nicolas Coldstream, Geometric Greece 900-700 BC (London: Routledge, 2003), 332.

53 Onur Zunal is of the same opinion for the pottery finds from the Protogeometric and Geometric periods recovered
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The complete Attic black-glazed dining set includes drinking cups, plates, and bowls, as
well as various closed vessels.>* At the same time, drinking cups, notably the cup-skyphos and
the stemless, are the most prevalent shapes recovered from the temples and altars of Artemis at
Claros. Bowls with outturned rims for drinking or dining were also abundantly recovered from the
sector of Artemis. This situation, evident in the material found during the 2001-2006 studies, was
also found in the 1989-1997 excavations.>® Dewailly notes that among all the black-glazed vessel
forms, only five sherds of closed vessels were found, in forms of olpe and, possibly, oenochoe.>¢
No rim or foot sherds of closed vessels were found in the 2001-2006 material discussed in the
article; it is difficult to comment just on the basis of the body parts. Two body fragments imprinted
with palmettes, possibly belonging to an amphoriskos, could be identified as the only examples
that we can count among the black-glazed Attic closed vessel forms. Apart from this, lecythus and
askos, of which existence could be proven by the rim and foot sherds, were probably also used
as containers to offer fragrant oils to the goddess. It is rather surprising that among the identified
closed vessel forms, shapes such as table amphora, oinochoe, or olpe, which are thought to have
been used as wine jars and are common in black-glazed Attic pottery, are almost entirely absent
among the assemblage of wares unearthed in the areas dedicated to Artemis. This is the case not
only for offerings to Artemis but for the whole black-glazed assemblage recovered from the sanc-
tuary. Should the absence of these wine-jug shapes, commonly used during feasts, suggest that
other vessels served this purpose? Could other pottery or metal vessels of the period have been
utilized for this purpose? Answering these questions requires an investigation of other pottery
types recovered from the sanctuary.®” Unfortunately, it is not possible for us to get hold of metal
objects, as the sanctuary was plundered by wars and pirates in different periods, and several fires
caused great destruction. Moreover, as mentioned above, it is not an easy task to clearly identify
the function of wares recovered from sanctuaries; it would be false to suggest that dining-related
earthenware were used absolutely and exclusively for this purpose during the feasts that formed
part of the religious festivals in honor of the gods. Considering that the black-glazed Attic pottery
we have discussed in this study is of the highest quality and one of the most expensive ceramic
groups of the fifth and fourth centuries BCE, when it was in use, it should be considered that these
vessels may have been brought as offerings to the goddess and, of course, to the other deities
worshipped in the sanctuary.

Another point that can be evaluated in this context is that, although not addressed in this
study, local black-glazed samples, probably made in surrounding centers, were increasingly brought
to the sanctuary, especially in the fifth and fourth centuries BCE. Dewailly argues that locally made
samples were used for eating and drinking purposes during festivals, while high-quality imported
material from Attica may have been left as offerings to the goddess.5® Although it is not possible at
present to determine the validity of this conjecture on the basis of the data available to us, imported

in small fragments at Claros. See Onur Zunal, “Klaros Protogeometrik ve Geometrik Dénem Seramikleri (PhD
diss., Ege University), 133.

54 Giinata, “First,” 126.

55 Dewailly, “La ceramica,” 22.

56 Dewailly, “La ceramica,” 21.

57 It has been noted that open vessel forms are much more numerous than closed vessels in pottery of the protogeo-
metric and geometric periods, another group of pottery studied in detail at Claros (Zunal, “Klaros,” 139-44). Fur-
thermore, if we look at the sanctuaries in general, we see that the ratio of open vessel forms to closed vessel forms
is high (Zunal, “Klaros,” no. 497).

58 Dewailly, “La ceramica,” 22.
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vessels were preferred as offerings to the deities at Claros, so the presentation of imported objects
is considered a source of social and economic prestige.

As already mentioned, festivals in honor of Artemis and Apollo were held at Claros from
the Archaic period onwards, and animal sacrifices were among the important rituals of these fes-
tivals. After sacrificial ceremonies, feasts were held for the consumption of the sacrificial meat
by participants. Considering the annual small Claria and the quadrennial great Claria festivals,
attended by crowds of hundreds, a substantially greater number of potsherds, broken and left at
the sanctuary after use, could be expected to be found.3® Although its existence has not yet been
established at Claros, it is reasonable to assume that there was a special collection area, like at
Ephesus, where the vessels for offerings and banquets found in the sanctuary of Artemis were
kept and then broken and left there.®® Future excavations may shed light on this matter.

In the sixth and fourth centuries BCE, when black-glazed pottery appeared, and especial-
ly in the fifth and fourth centuries BCE, when it was widely used, there were important changes in
the Greek world.®' These periods were marked by the wars and changing relations between Ath-
ens and the Persian Empire. The events that began with the aggression of the Persian king Cyrus
against Lydia in 558 BCE and the capture of Sardis in 546 BCE continued with Persian invasions
into western Anatolia. 8¢ The Persian invasions, revolts, Persian-Greek wars, and the ensuing
Peloponnesian Wars (between Athens, Sparta, and its allies) caused political, social, and economic
turmoil.83 However, the widespread use of black-glazed vessels throughout the Greek world and
beyond suggests that the ceramic trade was not significantly affected by the events and hostilities
of this period. During this period imported Attic vessels continued to be found in many centers in
the border regions of the Persian Empire, and in the eastern Mediterranean, Anatolia, and Greece.
Can we now discern in the black-glazed Attic pottery that is the subject of this study the traces of
the political stance of the two cities with which the Claros Apollo Sanctuary was associated? If we
examine the data on the two cities in this period, we know that Colophon Archaia was on the tax
lists of the Delian League and took a pro-Persian stance, although it made its payments regular-
ly.64 The name of the other city, Notion, or Colophon by the sea, with which the sanctuary is asso-
ciated, is also mentioned in the tax lists of the Delian League, and it is probable that, in addition to
Colophon, it also paid taxes in its own name. 83 Thucydides refers to Notion as “belonging to the
Colophonians.”®® It is said that when the pro-Persian population in Colophon asked the Persians
for help, the Persians conquered Colophon in 430 BCE and the pro-Athenian population settled

59 Giinata, “First,” 126.

60 Zunal, “Klaros,” 14, 136.

61 Robert M. Cook, The Greeks till Alexander (London: Thames and Hudson, 1961), 117-74. For more information on
the relationship between Athens and the Persians, see Miller, Athens.

62 Albert T. Olmstead, “Persia and the Greek Frontier Problem,” Classical Philology 34, no. 4 (October 1939): 306.

63 Dallik, “Klaros,” 120.

64 Russell Meiggs, “The Crisis of Athenian Imperialism,” Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 67 (1963): 6; Denis
Rousset, “Eski Kolophon ve Deniz Uzerindeki Kolophon’un Klasik ve Hellenistik Dénem Tarihi ve Kurumlari,”
in Prof. Dr. Nuran Sahin’e Armagan Kitabi Epiphaneia, ed. Onur Zunal et al. (Izmir: Ege Universitesi Yayinlar,
2018), 315. The Delian League was a political union formed in 478/7 BCE under the leadership of Athens after long
negotiations. The purpose of the union was to protect the Greek city-states on the islands and in western Anatolia
by fighting the Persians and to help them gain their independence. The city-states that were members of the league
had to pay regular taxes. (For more information on the establishment and structure of the Delian League, see Hiilya
Boyana, “Vergi Listelerine Gére Attika-Delos Deniz Birligi ve lonia ile iliskileri,” Tarih Incelemeleri Dergisi 21,
no. 1 (2006): 19-48).

65 Rousset, “Eski,” 315.

66 Thukydides, Peloponnesos Savast IIL.XXXIII.
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in Notion.®” Interestingly, the two cities with which the sanctuary was associated are separate.
Despite these political disagreements, it is believed that the amount of black-glazed Attic pottery
found at Claros in the fifth and fourth centuries BCE did not decrease and that this type of pottery
was used extensively, as it was in other parts of the ancient world. Of course, systematic excava-
tions at Colophon and Notion will lead to an investigation of the presence and density of Athenian
black-glazed pottery in these cities and an assessment of the cities’ relationships to the ceramics
trade. In addition, it may be possible to determine whether the black-glazed pottery in these towns
was produced in local workshops by local craftsmen or by master craftsmen who had migrated
from Athens. If this is the case, the clay analysis of the pots in these cities can be compared with
the locally produced pots from Claros and the production centers of the cheaper locally produced
pots brought to the sanctuary.

67 Miller, Athens, 25. For more information on changes in relationships between the two cities, see Rousset, “Eski,”
315-28.
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Catalog

1. KL2001 ART 3A

Diam. of foot 6.4 cm, H. pres. 3.2 cm, fabric color 7.5 YR 6/6

Skyphos, fragment of foot and lower body. Low ring foot. Flat body profile flaring upward.
Underside decorated with glazed dotted bands at center.

Sparkes and Talcott, Black, pl. 16, no. 344; Robinson, Excavations, pl. 199, no. 564; Cedric
Boulter, “Pottery of the Mid-Fifth Century from a Well in the Athenian Agora,” Hesperia: The
Journal of the American School of Classical Studies at Athens 22, no. 2 (Apr. —Jun. 1953): fig. 2,
no. 28

Date: Second half of the fifth century BCE

2. KL2002 ART J14/B

Diam. of rim 21 cm, H. pres. 4.5 cm, fabric color 7.5 YR 6/6

Type C kylix with concave lip, fragment of rim, and body. Outturned rim, concave lip
sharply incurving at junction with wall. Slightly convex body profile.

Sparkes and Talcott, Black, fig. 4.401, pl. 19.402—406; Gokhan Coskun, “Daskyleion’da
Bulunan M.O. 5. Yiizyil Siyah Firnisli Attika Seramikleri,” OLBA 10 (2004): fig. 3, no. 22

Date: Last quarter of the sixth century BCE

3. KL2001 ART 3A

Diam. of foot 6.2 cm, H. pres. 2.3 cm, fabric color 7.5 YR 6/4

Kylix with low foot, base. Foot with convex profile. Reserved: the convex side of foot and
the resting surface.

Sparkes and Talcott, Black, fig. 401, pl. 19.402—406; Eugene Vanderpool, “The Rectangu-
lar Rock-cut Shaft,” Hesperia: The Journal of the American School of Classical Studies at Athens
15, no. 4 (1946): pl. 63 no. 227; Coskun, “Daskyleion,” fig. 3, no. 25

Date: Last quarter of the sixth century BCE

4. KL2003 ART 1J14

Diam. of rim 16 cm, H. pres. 3.5 cm, fabric color 5 YR 7/6

Stemless cup with moulded rim, fragment of rim, and body. Slightly concave lip on outside,
sharply incurving at junction with wall. Concave lip on inside, sharply incurving at junction with
wall.

Sparkes and Talcott, Black, fig. 5, no. 471; Boulter, “Pottery,” fig. 2, no. 199; John Bo-
ardman, “Old Smyrna; The Attic Pottery,” The Annual of the British School at Athens 53/54
(1958/59), fig. 11, no. 185; Coskun, “Daskyleion,” fig. 4, no. 37-39

Date: First half of the fifth century BCE

Reference: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 7

5. KL2003, ART 1J14

Diam. of rim 20 cm, H. pres. 3.1 cm, fabric color 7.5 YR 6/4

Delicate class stemless, fragment of rim and body. Continuous curve from lip to body on
convex outer face. Notching at junction of rim and wall on inner face.
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Sparkes and Talcott, Black, fig. 5, no. 487; Coskun, “Daskyleion,” fig. 4, no. 40
Date: Second half of the fifth century
Reference: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 17

6. KL2004, ART 117

Diam. of foot 9.6 cm, H. pres. 2.6 cm, fabric color 5 YR 7/4 — 7.5 YR 6/2

Delicate class stemless, fragment of foot and body. Foot with convex inner face and double
torus outer face. Fine grooves on underside. Notching at junction of lip/rim and wall on inner
face. The inside is decorated with two rows of grooved and incised tongues. Underside comple-
tely glazed except for a reserved band.

Sparkes and Talcott, Black, fig. 5, no. 487; for incised line decoration see Lucy Talcott,
“Attic Black Glazed Stamped Ware and Other Pottery from a Fifth Century Well,” Hesperia: The
Journal of the American School of Classical Studies at Athens 4, no. 3 (1935), fig. 6, no. 98, 107;
Coskun, “Daskyleion,” fig. 4, no. 41

Date: Second half of the fifth century BCE

References: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 16; Giinata, “First,” no. 4

7. KL2002, ART J14-B

Diam. of rim 9.6 cm, H. pres. 3.5 cm, fabric color 5 YR 7/3

Bolsal, fragment of rim and body. Wall flows in a continuous curve from vertical rim and
swells to foot.

Sparkes and Talcott, Black, fig. 6, no. 554; Coskun, “Daskyleion,” fig. 5, no. 47

Date: Last quarter of the fifth century BCE

Reference: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 23

8. KL2003, ART 1J14

Diam. of rim 13 cm, H. pres. 1.8 cm, fabric color 5 YR 7/4

Bolsal, fragment of rim and handle. Horizontal handles set just below the vertical rim.
Glaze reddened in places.

Sparkes and Talcott, Black, fig. 6, no. 541; Peter E. Corbett, “Attic Pottery of the Later
Fifth Century from the Athenian Agora,” Hesperia: The Journal of the American School of Clas-
sical Studies at Athens 18, no. 4 (1949), fig. 1, no. 157; Boardman, “Old,” fig. 13, no. 193; Cos-
kun, “Daskyleion,” fig. 5, no. 45

Date: Last quarter of the fifth century BCE

Reference: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 28

9. KL2006, ART IH12

Diam. of rim 15.6 cm, H. pres. 4 cm, fabric color 7.5 YR 7/4

Cup-skyphos with moulded rim, fragment of rim and body. Rim outturned, sharp angle at
junction of concave lip and wall. Single groove at sharp angle at junction of lip and wall on inside.

Sparkes and Talcott, Black, fig. 6, no. 617; Corbett, “Attic,” pl. 86, no. 33; Coskun, “Das-
kyleion,” fig. 2, no. 21

Date: Late fifth century BCE

References: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 33; Glnata, “First,” no. 6
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10. KL2003, ART 113

Diam. of foot 6.1 cm, H. pres. 3 cm, fabric color 7.5 YR 6/6 — 10 YR 5/1

Cup-skyphos, fragment of foot and body. Single plastic groove on the outer face of the ring
foot. Glaze peeled and dull in places. Traces of burning.

Sparkes and Talcott, Black, fig. 6, no. 621; J. M. Cook, “Old Smyrna: Fourth-Century
Black Glaze,” The Annual of the British School at Athens 60 (1965): fig. 1, no. 1; Coskun, “Das-
kyleion,” fig. 2, no. 20

Date: Early fourth century BCE

Reference: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 48

11. KL2006, ART IH12

Diam. of rim 17.1 cm, H. pres. 10.3 cm, fabric color 7.5 YR 7/4

Kantharos with moulded rim, fragments of rim, body and handle. Base not preserved. Con-
cave curve at junction of wall and hollow-fluted, drooping lip. Upper body meets lower body in a
sharp curve. Groove on lower body. Handles start at the level of the lower body. Rouletting decora-
tion on the inside. On lip, an incised inscription: “.IQN KAEIIL.” Glaze faded to brown in places.

Sparkes and Talcott, Black, fig. 7, no. 661; Francine Blondé, “Un Remblai Thasien du IV
siecle avant notre ére,” Bulletin de Correspondance Hellénique 109, no. 1 (1985), fig. 16, no. 123;
Peter E. Corbett, “Palmette Stamps from an Attic Black Glaze Workshop,” Hesperia: The Journal
of the American School of Classical Studies at Athens 24, no. 3 (Jul.—Sep. 1955): fig. 3, no. 28

Date: Mid-fourth century BCE

References: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 69; Ginata, “First,” no. 10; Giinata, “The Cult,” no. 256

12. KL2003, ART 113

Diam. of rim 7.4 cm, H. pres. 1.6 cm, fabric color 5 YR 7/4

Kantharos with thick rim and spurred handles, fragment of rim and handle. Drooping thicke-
ned rim. Horizontal handle with flat top set at rim slopes down in a steep curve, forming a spur-sha-
ped ledge. Most likely, concave upper body joins a flaring convex lower body in a sharp curve.

Sparkes and Talcott, Black, fig.7, no. 700; Gokhan Coskun, “Daskyleion’da M.O. 4. Yiizyil
Siyah Firnisli Attika Seramikleri,” OLBA 13 (2006): fig. 1, no. 5

Date: Mid-fourth century BCE

References: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 66; Glinata, “First,” no. 9

13. KL2003, ART 113

Diam. of rim 11.8 cm, H. pres. 1.6 cm, fabric color 5 YR 6/4

Cup-kantharos with moulded rim, fragment of rim and body. Plastic band below rounded
outturned rim. Lip meets wall in a sharp concave curve.

Sparkes and Talcott, Black, fig. 7, no. 667; Coskun, “Daskyleion 4,” fig. 1, no. 13

Date: First half of the fourth century BCE

Reference: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 59

14. KL2001, ART 3A-1
Diam. of rim 12 cm, H. pres. 2.4 cm, fabric color 2.5 YR 7/6
One-handler, fragment of rim and body. Flat top to rim, slightly sloping inwards. Convex body.
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Sparkes and Talcott, Black, pl. 31, no. 753; Boulter, “Pottery,” fig. 3, no. 63; Coskun, “Das-
kyleion,” fig. 5, no. 53

Date: End of the fifth century BCE

Reference: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 73

15. KL2002, ART J14-B

Diam. of rim 9.4 cm, H. pres. 2.1 cm, fabric color 5 YR 7/4

One-handler, fragment of rim and body. Flat top to rim, slightly sloping inwards. Rim joins
wall in a slightly concave profile on outside.

Sparkes and Talcott, Black, fig. 8, no. 754; Boulter, “Pottery,” fig. 3, no. 61; Coskun, “Das-
kyleion,” fig. 5, no. 54

Date: End of the fifth century BCE

Reference: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 74

16. KL2003, ART 113

Diam. of rim 11 cm, H. pres. 2.4 cm, fabric color 7.5 YR 7/4

Bowl with outturned rim, fragment of rim and body. Sharp curve at junction of outturned
rim and wall. Convex body profile.

Sparkes and Talcott, Black, fig. 8, no. 802; Cook, “Old Smyrna,” fig. 5; Coskun, “Dasky-
leion 4,” fig. 3, no. 29

Date: First half of the fourth century BCE

Reference: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 83

17. KL2003 ART 113

Diam. of rim 16 cm, H. pres. 2.5 cm, fabric color 7.5 YR 7/4

Bowl with outturned rim, fragment of rim and body. Sharp curve at junction of outturned
rim and wall. Convex body profile.

Sparkes and Talcott, Black, fig. 8, no. 806; Coskun, “Daskyleion 4,” fig. 3, no. 29

Date: Mid-fourth century BCE

Reference: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 90

18. KL2002 ART I13/AC

Diam. of rim 9 cm, H. pres. 2.4 cm, fabric color 5 YR 7/4

Bowl with incurving rim, fragment of rim and body. Flaring convex wall tapers and slopes
in a straight line from inturned rim to foot.

Sparkes and Talcott, Black, fig. 8, no. 827-28; Coskun, “Daskyleion 4,” fig. 3, no. 31

Date: First half of the fourth century

Reference: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 98

19. KL2002 ART 113/AC

Diam. of rim 12.4 cm, H. pres. 1.4 cm, fabric color 7.5 YR 7/4

Bowl with incurving rim, fragment of rim and body. Flaring convex wall slopes down from
inturned rim.

Sparkes and Talcott, Black, fig. 8, no. 832
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Date: Mid-fourth century BCE
Reference: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 106

20. KL2003 ART I13

Diam. of rim 9 cm, Diam. of foot 6.6 cm, H. 2.8 cm

Small bowl with incurving rim. Rounded rim, convex body, low ring foot, grooves on wall.
Sparkes and Talcott, Black, fig. 9, no. 870

Date: End of the fifth century BCE

References: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 107; Glinata, “First,” no. 17

21. KL2002 ART 113/AC

Diam. of foot 6.2 cm, H. pres. 1.5 cm, fabric color 5 YR 7/6

Small bowl with incurving rim, fragment of foot. Single groove on broad resting surface.
Conical projection at center on underside. Four palmettes decorate the inside.

Sparkes and Talcott, Black, fig. 9, no. 887; Blonde, “Un,” fig. 8, no. 57; Corbett, “Attic,”
fig. 5, no. 155

Date: Mid-fourth century BCE

References: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 111; Giinata, “First,” no. 18

22. KL2004 ART 117

Diam. of rim 6.4 cm, H. pres. 1.7 cm, fabric color 5 YR 7/3

Saltcellar with echinus profile, fragment of rim and body. Slightly inturned rim sloping
inwards. Convex body profile.

Sparkes and Talcott, Black, fig. 9, no. 914

Date: End of the fifth century BCE

Reference: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 114

23. KL2002 ART I13/AC

Diam. of foot 8.2 cm, H. pres. 2.8 cm, fabric color 5 YR 7/4

Plate, fragment of foot and body. High ring foot. The inside is decorated with two rows of
eggs on a circle surrounded by linked palmettes. Completely glazed except for a reserved band
on underside.

Blonde, “Un,” fig.7, no. 53

Date: Early fourth century BCE

References: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 116; Giinata, “First,” no. 20

24. KL2003 ART 113

Diam. of foot 11 cm, H. pres. 3.5 cm, fabric color 7.5 YR 7/6

Fish-plate, fragment of foot and body. Low ring foot, flat body profile. On inside, grooving at
junction with the small central depression for sauce. Underside decorated with three glazed bands.

Sparkes and Talcott, Black, fig. 10, no. 1071

Date: Mid-fourth century BCE

Reference: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 121
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25. KL2003 ART 1714
Diam. of rim 6.2 cm, H. pres. 3.7 cm, fabric color 7.5 YR 7/4
Squat lekythos, fragment of rim. Very slightly outturned rim with flat top and concave inner

Sparkes and Talcott, Black, fig. 11, no. 1123; Coskun, “Daskyleion,” fig. 8, no. 93
Date: Last quarter of the fifth century BCE
Reference: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 123

26. KL2001 ART 3Al

Diam. of rim 4.7 cm, H. pres. 3.4 cm, fabric color SYR 8/3

Squat lekythos, fragment of rim. Outturned rim with flat top and concave inner face.
Sparkes and Talcott, Black, fig. 11, no. 1123; Coskun, “Daskyleion,” fig. 8, no. 93
Date: Last quarter of the fifth century BCE

References: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 124; Giinata, “First,” no. 24

27. KL2006 ART IH12
Diam. of rim 3.8 cm, H. pres. 4.6 cm, fabric color 5 YR 6/4
Guttus type askos, fragment of rim, neck, and shoulder. Flaring rim, slightly drooping lip,

sharply tapering neck with thickening at shoulder.

Sparkes and Talcott, Black, fig. 11, no. 1194
Date: Mid-fourth century BCE
References: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 125; Giinata, “First,” no. 25

28. KL2002 ART I13/AC

Diam. of discus 5.2 cm, H. pres. 2.2 c¢m, fabric color 5 YR 6/3

Lamp, fragment of rim and body. Type 25A. Grooved discus. Convex body profile.
Howland, Greek, pl. 9, no. 261 and no. 269; Donald M. Bailey, 4 Catalogue of the Lamps

in the British Museum I: Greek, Hellenistic and Early Roman Pottery Lamps (London: British
Museum Publications Ltd (for the Trustees), 1975), pl. 17, no. Q79

Date: First half of the fourth century BCE
References: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 127; Giinata, “First,” no. 26

29. KL2006 ART IH12

Diam. of discus 6 cm, H. pres. 0.7 cm, fabric color 7.5 YR 7/4
Lamp, fragment of rim. Discus slopes inwards.

Howland, Greek, pl. 8, no. 228; Bailey, 4 Catalogue, pl. 15, no. Q68
Date: First half of the fourth century BCE

Reference: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 130
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Ozet

Bu c¢alismada Klaros Apollon Kutsal Alani’nda, tanriga Artemis’e adanmis tapinak ve su-
nak alanlarinda 2001-2006 yillar1 arasinda ele ge¢mis siyah firnisli Attika seramikleri incelen-
mektedir. Antik donemin ii¢ biiyiik kehanet merkezinden biri olan Klaros’ta Apollon diginda Arte-
mis ve Leto da tapim gérmekteydi. Arkeolojik veriler, tanriganin MO sekizinci/yedinci yiizyildan
kutsal alanin terk edildigi MS dordiincii yiizyila kadar kesintisiz tapim gordiigiinii géstermektedir.
Calisma konusunu olusturan siyah firnisli Attika seramiklerinin antik diinyada yaygin olarak iire-
tildigi ve kullanim gérdiigii MO besinci ve dérdiincii yiizyillarda Klaros’ta da baskin seramik
tiirlinli olusturdugu anlasilmaktadir. Kutsal alanlarda ele gegen seramikler, kiiltiin karakteri ve
gelisimiyle birlikte kutsal alanin bagli oldugu kentin kiiltiirel, ekonomik ve sosyal yapisini ve
ticari iliskilerini ortaya koymasi agisindan énem tagimaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler:

Klaros, Kutsal Alan, Artemis, Siyah Firnis, Seramik

Klaros Apollon Kutsal Alani, Izmir ili, Menderes ilgesi sinirlar1 iginde, antik ¢agda Smy-
rna’y1 Ephesos’a baglayan yollardan biri olan Ahmetbeyli Vadisi taban diizliigiinde yer almak-
tadir. Kent dis1 kutsal alanlar grubuna giren Klaros, Delphoi ve Didyma ile birlikte antik Yunan
diinyasinin Apollon’a adanmis ii¢ biiyiik kehanet merkezinden biriydi. ki ayr1 kente bagl bir
kutsal alan olusu Klaros’un ayirt edici 6zelliklerinden biriydi. Kuzeyde yer alan Kolophon Ark-
haia (Degirmendere) kutsal alana 13 km, giineydeki Notion (Kale) ise 1,6 km uzakliktadir.2 MO
on ti¢linci yiizyildaki kurulusundan MS dordiincii yiizyilda terk edilisine kadar kehanet merkezi
olarak iglevini siirdiirmiis olan Klaros, kutsal alanin bas tanrist Apollon ile birlikte ikiz kiz kardesi
tanriga Artemis ve anneleri Leto’ya da ev sahipligi yapmaktaydi.®

1 Giilsah Giinata, Bogazigi Universitesi Humanities Koordinatérliigii, ORCID ID: 0000-0002-8549-9424, gulsahguna-
ta@gmail.com. Bu makale, Kog Universitesi, ANAMED’de SARAT Projesi Online Programi sorumlusu goreviyle
doktora sonrast aragtirmacist oldugum dénemde yazilmistir. Malzemeyi yayinlama izni veren Prof. Dr. Nuran Sa-
hin ve Dr. Onur Zunal’a tesekkiir ederim. Ayrica, Tiirk Arkeoloji ve Kiiltiirel Miras Enstitiisii Dergisi bag Editorii
Dog Dr. Rana Ozbal ile editor ekibe tesekkiir ederim. Makalede yer alan plan ve gizimler Klaros Kazi Arsivine
aittir. Seramik ¢izimleri yazarin kendisi tarafindan yapilmastir..

2 Notion antik kentinin akropolisinin yer aldig1 tepe yore halki tarafindan “Kale” olarak adlandirilmaktadir.

3 Kutsal alanin kurulusu, kdken ve gelisimi i¢in, Duygu Sevil Akar Tanriver, “Apollon Klarios Kiiltii, Kehanet Pratikleri
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Calisma kapsaminda, Helenistik Apollon Klarios tapinaginin kuzeyinde, Artemis’e adan-
mis tapinak ve sunaklarin yer aldigi Artemis sektorii olarak adlandirilan alanda 2001-2006 ka-
zilarinda ele gegen siyah firnisli Attika seramik 6rnekleri ele alinmaktadir (Plan).# Bu alandaki
yapilarin tanrigaya adanmis olduklarinin en belirgin kaniti, Apollon’a adanmis biiyiik Helenistik
sunagin kuzeyinde yer alan daha kii¢iik dikdortgen sunagin basamaginda 1959 yilinda bulunan
kore’dir.® Bu heykelin bacaginda yer alan “Timonaks, Theodoros oglu, ilk rahip olarak beni Ar-
temis’e adadi” seklindeki ithaf, kuzeydeki bu sunagin tanrigcayla iliskisini net bir sekilde gos-
termektedir. Tanricaya adanmis bu heykelden yola ¢ikarak, bu sunagin batisinda ve Helenistik
Apollon tapmaginin kuzeyinde yer alan megaron planl kiigiik Helenistik tapinagin da Artemis’e
ait oldugu kesinlik kazanmistir. Daha sonraki caligsmalar sirasinda Helenistik tapinak ve sunak
arasinda ortaya ¢ikarilan Arkaik doneme ait tapinak ve sunagin da Artemis’e adanmis olduklari,
1997 yilinda Arkaik sunagin giineyinde in-sifu olarak bulunan ve yapilan analizler sonucunda
yazithi kore’ye ait oldugu tespit edilen kaideden yola ¢ikarak anlasilmigtir.® Arkaik tapinak ve su-
nak, Klaros’ta Artemis’e adanmis en erken mimari 6geler olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir.” Bununla
birlikte, bu alanda ele gecen kiiciik buluntular ve seramikler tanriganin kutsal alanda MO seki-
zinci/yedinci yiizyildan baslayarak tapim gordiigiinii ve MS dordiincii yiizyila kadar Apollon’un
yaninda kutsal alanda sayg1 goren tanrilardan biri olarak yer aldigin1 kanitlamaktadir.®

Onciilleri MO yedinci yiizy1l sonlarinda Atina’da karsimiza ¢ikan siyah firnisli seramik,
MO altiner yiizyilda popiilerlik kazanarak yaygilagmaya baslar.® MO altinc1 yiizyil sonlari/be-
sinci ylizy1l baslarindan itibaren Atina diginda bir¢ok merkezde goriilmeye baslayan siyah firnisli
Attika seramiginin metal kaplardan esinlenilerek yaratilmig formlari, metalik etkiyi gili¢lendir-
mek icin parlak siyah firnis kullanim1 ve bezeme sistemi, Attika seramiginde Pers etkisi olarak
degerlendirilmistir.”® Akhamenid etkili metal taklidi kap formlar1 ve bezeme sistemi, Perslerin
Bat1 Anadolu’da etkilerini gdstermeye basladiklar1 ve Yunan kiiltiirii ile iliskilerinin arttigi MO
altinci ylizyildan itibaren Atina’da kendisini gostermeye baslamis ve sonraki iki yiizyilda etkisini
arttirarak siirdiirmiistiir.” Ornegin, vazo yiizeyinde gériilen yatay ve dikey yivler, lotus yaprag

ve Adaklar” (Doktora tezi, Ege Universitesi, 2009); Nuran Sahin, “Apollon Klarios Bilicilik Merkezi,” Ege Uni-
versitesi Arkeoloji Kazilart iginde, der. Altan Cilingiroglu, Zeynep Mercangdz ve Giircan Polat (izmir: Arkadas
Matbaacilik, 2012), 247-72.

4 Artemis sektoriinde kazilar ti¢ ayr1 donemde gergeklesmistir: 1953—-1961, 1989-1997 ve 2001-2006. Klaros’ta Ar-
temis sektorii disinda Apollon ve Leto’ya adanmis tapinak ve sunaklarin kazisinda ve Batt Onur Anitlari olarak
adlandirlan sektdrde de siyah firnisli seramikler yogun olarak ele ge¢mistir (Giilsah Dallik, “Klaros MO 4. Yiizy1l
Siyah Firnisli Attika Seramikleri” (Yiiksek lisans tezi, Ege Universitesi, 2009); Giilsah Giinata, “First Observations
on the Black Glazed Pottery at Claros,” Le Sanctuaire de Claros et son Oracle iginde, der. Jean-Charles Moretti ve
Liliane Rabatel (Lyon: Maison de I’Orient et de la Méditerranée, 2014), 123-32).

5 Louis Robert, “Fouilles de Claros 1959,” Tiirk Arkeoloji Dergisi 10, no. 1 (1960): 59.

6 Juliette de La Geniére, “Claros, bilan provisoire de dix campagnes de fouilles,” Revue des Etudes Anciennes 100,
no. 1-2 (1998): 242; Martine Dewailly vd., “Les sculptures archaiques de Claros,” Monuments et mémoires de la
Fondation Eugeéne Piot 83 (2004): 26; Giilsah Gilinata, “The Cult of Artemis at Klaros in Relation with the Worship
of the Goddess in Western Anatolia and Greece” (Doktora tezi, Kog Universitesi, 2017), 96.

7 Guinata, “The Cult,” 75-84.

8 Klaros’ta tanrigaya adanmis yapilar ve malzemeler 1s181inda Artemis kiiltii ile ilgili detayli bilgi i¢in, Giinata, “The
Cult.”

9 Eva T. H. Brann, Late Geometric and Protoattic Pottery: Mid 8th to Late 7th Century B.C., The Athenian Agora 8
(Princeton: The American School of Classical Studies at Athens, 1962), 3—4; Giinata, “First,” 123.

10 Margaret C. Miller, Athens and Persia in the Fifth Century BC: A Study in Cultural Receptivity (Cambridge: Camb-
ridge University Press, 1997), 146-47.

11 Pers-Yunan iliskileri icin, Miller, Athens; Ismail Gezgin, Arkaik ve Klasik Dénemde Bati Anadolu (Ankara: Detay
Yayincilik, 2006).
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formunda kabartmalar ve disa doniik dudakli i¢biikey agiz profili Akhamenid metal kaplarin en
belirgin 6zelliklerindendir.”? Bu agiz profili Attika seramiginde ilk kez MO altinc1 yiizyil sonla-
rinda goriilmeye baslarken MO besinci ve dordiincii yiizyillarda vazo yiizeyinde dikey yivlerin
artan bir popiilerlikle kullanilmaya basladigi goriiliir.”® Siyah firnisli Attika seramiginde uygu-
lanan kap formlarinin metal 6rnekleri, MO 500-480 yillarina tarihlenen Apadana Kabartmalar
tizerinde goriilebilmektedir ki bu da Pers-Yunan etkilesiminin bir bagka gostergesidir.'

Siyah firnisli seramigin Yunan diinyasinda en yogun kullanim gosterdigi ve ticaretinin yaygin
olarak yapildig1 dsnem MO besinci ve dordiincii yiizyillardir.'® Bu yiizyillarm en kaliteli ve pahali
seramik tiirli olan siyah firnisli Attika seramigi tiim Yunan diinyasina yayilmis, antik diinyanin bir-
cok merkezi tarafindan ithal edilmistir. Yunan diinyas: disinda, Anadolu’nun farkli bolgelerinde,
Akhamenid Imparatorlugu’nun bat1 kesimlerinde, Kuzey Suriye, Kibris ve Filistin’de, Nubia’ya
kadar tiim Nil vadisinde, Babil ve Susa’da, Italya ve Sicilya’da, Karadeniz kiyilarinda, Avrupa ig-
lerinde, Orta ve Giiney Fransa ve Ispanya’ya kadar birgok merkezde degisen yogunluklarda siyah
firnisli seramik bulunmustur.' MO besinci yiizyilda popiilaritesinin artmasiyla ithal malzemenin ele
gectigi Atina disindaki merkezlerde Atinali ve yerel ¢omlek ustalari tarafindan yerel kille {iretilmis
taklitler de goriilmeye baglamistir.'”” Bu da zaman zaman ele gegen malzemenin Attika tiretimi mi
oldugu, yoksa o yorede Attikali bir usta tarafindan mu tiretildigi sorusunu giindeme getirmektedir.'®
Bu durumda, kil analizleriyle iiretim yeri belirlenmeye calisilmaktadir. Ornegin, Olynthos’ta ele ge-
cen MO besinci yiizyila ait siyah firnisli stemless formundaki 6rneklerin ¢ok kaliteli firnislerinden
dolay1 Attika tiretimi olabilecekleri ileri stiriilmiis ancak kil yapilari incelendiginde, Olynthos’ta At-
tikal1 ustalar tarafindan iiretilmis olabilecekleri degerlendirmeye alinmistir.' MO besinci yiizyilda
oldugu gibi MO dérdiincii yiizyilda da Atina diginda merkezlerde siyah firnisli seramik {iretimi de-
vam etmistir. Ornegin, Ephesos’ta bulunmus bir yazittan anlasildigina gore, MO dérdiincii yiizyilda
Bayrakli’da yerel kille siyah firnisli seramik iiretimi yapilmaktaydi.2° Anlasilan odur ki MO besinci
ve dordiincii yiizyillarda Samos, Larisa, Smyrna, Klazomenai, Troas, Ephesos, Halikarnassos, Prie-
ne ve lasos gibi Bat1 Anadolu’daki birgok merkezde ve Sardis ve Gordion gibi Anadolu’nun daha i¢
bolgelerindeki merkezlerde siyah firnisli seramigin yerel olarak tiretimi soz konusudur.?'

MO altinci, besinci ve dérdiincii yiizyillarin bu popiiler seramigi, kutsal alanlarda yogun ola-
rak bulunmustur ve Klaros da bu alanlardan biridir.22 Kutsal alanlarda ele gegen seramikler, kutsal
alanin kronolojisini olusturmada 6nemli rol oynamalart disinda, d6zellikle kiilte 6zgli kullanimi1

12 Miller, Athens, 137.

13 Dallik, “Klaros,” 15.

14 Miller, Athens, 136-37, fig. 34.

15 Brann, Late Geometric, 3—4; Giinata, “First Observations,” 123.

16 Brian Sparkes ve Lucy Talcott, Black and Plain Pottery of the 6th, 5th and 4th Centuries B.C., The Athenian Agora
12 (Princeton: The American School of Classical Studies at Athens, 1970), 16; Keith de Vries, “Attic Pottery in
the Achaemenid Empire,” American Journal of Archaeology 81, no. 4 (1977): 544; Miller, Athens, 67-68; Dallik,
“Klaros,” 26-30.

17 John D. Beazley, “Panathenaica,” American Journal of Archaeology 47, no. 4 (1943): 456, David M. Robinson,
Excavations at Olynthus, Part 13. Vases Found in 1934 and 1938, The Johns Hopkins University Studies in Archa-
eology 38 (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1950), 324; Dallik, “Klaros,” 14, 26; Glinata, “First,”
123.

18 Dallik, “Klaros,” 14.

19 Robinson, “Excavations,” 324.

20 Emir Giirsoy, “Bayrakli’nin 4. Yiizy1l Siyah Firnisli Seramigi” (Yiiksek lisans tezi, Ege Universitesi, 1987), 4.

21 ilkan Hasdagl, “Bir Deneme Pargasi Isiginda Dogu Thrakia’da Attika Taklidi Siyah Firnisli Seramik Uretimi,”
Trakya Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi 7, no. 13 (Ocak 2017): 45-46.

22 Dallik, “Klaros,” 31.
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olan 6zel kaplar s6z konusuysa, kiilt i¢inde ritiiellerin gelisimi ve karakteriyle ilgili bilgi vermesi
acisindan da 6nem tagimaktadirlar. Ayrica kutsal alanin bagli oldugu kentin kiiltiirel, ekonomik ve
ticari iliskileriyle sosyal yapis1 hakkinda da aydinlatici rol oynamaktadirlar. Kutsal alanlarda bu-
lunan seramikler tanri ve tanrigalara sunu olarak birakilabildikleri gibi ritiieller sirasinda libasyon
ya da kurban kaninin toplanmasi gibi amaglara hizmet edebilmektedir.2® Bir diger kullanim alani,
kutsal alanda tanri/tanrica onuruna kutlanan festivallerin bir parcasi olarak kurban téreni ardindan
kesilen kurbanlarin etlerinin yendigi ziyafetlerdir.2 Klaros’ta Apollon Klarios ve Artemis Klaria
onuruna her y1l kii¢iik Klaria ve dort yilda bir biiytik Klaria bayramlari kutlanmaktaydi.?® Klaros’ta
Apollon ve Artemis onuruna bayramlar kutlandigina dair en erken yazili veri kutsal alanda 1988°de
bulunan bir yazittir.2® Helenistik doneme tarihlenen bu yazittan yola ¢ikarak kutsal alanda Arkaik
donemden baslayarak tanrilar onuruna bayramlar kutlandig1 anlagilmaktadir. Klaria bayramlarinda
Apollon ve Artemis icin kurbanlar kesildigi ve ardindan gerceklesen ziyafetlerin varligi bilinmek-
tedir.2” S6z konusu siyah firnisli seramiklerin sunu objeleri olabilecegi gibi bu bayramlarda kati-
limcilarn ziyafet sirasinda kullandiklari kaplar da olabilecekleri gz dniinde bulundurulmalidir.

Artemis sektoriinde bulunan siyah firnisli Attika seramikleri incelendiginde belirlenen on
yedi formun genel 6zellikleri asagida kisaca verilmistir.

Skyphos

Genis agizli, alcak halka kaideli, derin govdeli ve yatay kulplu siyah firnisli Attika tiretimi
bu icki kaplari, MO altinc1 yiizyi1ldan MO dérdiincii yiizyila kadar yogun bir kullanima sahiptir.28
Klaros’ta Artemis sektoriinde ele gecen drnekler “A tipi (Attika tipi)” skyphos grubuna aittir ve
MO besinci yiizyila tarihlenmektedir.?®

Cup-skyphos

MO altinct yiizyilin ikinci yarisindan itibaren iiretimi baglayan cup-skyphoslar, MO dér-
diincii yiizy1hn tiglincti geyregi i¢lerine kadar kullanimda kalmigtir.3® Derin gévdeli bu igki kabi-

23 Christopher George Simon, “The Archaic Votive Offerings and Cults of lonia” (Doktora tezi, University of Califor-
nia, Berkeley, 1986), 309.

24 Kutsal alanlarda festivallerin pargasi olarak kurban etlerinin yenmesiyle ilgili, Nancy Bookidis vd., “Dining in the
Sanctuary of Demeter and Kore at Korinth,” Hesperia: The Journal of the American School of Classical Studies at
Athens 68, no. 1 (Ocak-Mart, 1999): 1-54; Gunnel Ekroth, “Sacred Meals in Ancient Greece? Dining in Domestic
Settings as Compared to Sanctuaries,” The Eucharist — Its Origins and Contexts: Sacred Meal, Communal Meal,
Table Fellowship in Late Antiquity, Early Judaism, and Early Christianity i¢inde, der. David Hellholm ve Dieter
Sanger (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2017), 1389-91.

25 Roland Etienne ve Francis Prost, “Claros, des modéles delphiques au pays les létoides,” Ege Universitesi Arkeoloji
Dergisi 12 (2008): 84—85; Akar Tanriver, “Apollon,” 305-29; Christel Miiller ve Francis Prost, “Un décret du ko-
inon des Ioniens trouvé a Claros,” Chiron. Mitteilungen der Kommission fiir alte Geschichte und Epigraphik des
Deutschen Archéologischen Instituts 43 (2013): 93-96.

26 Roland Etienne ve Pierre Varéne, Sanctuaire de Claros. L’ Architecture: Les propylées et les monuments de la voie
sacrée. Fouilles de Louis et Jeanne Robert et Roland Martin, 1950-1961 (Paris: Editions Recherche sur les Civi-
lisations, 2004), 217.

27 Duygu Sevil Akar Tanriver, “Klaros’ta Theoksenia,” Metropolis Ionia II. Yollarin Kesistigi Yer: Recep Meric icin
Yazilar iginde, der. Serdar Aybek ve Ali Kazim Oz (istanbul: Homer Kitabevi ve Yaymcilik, 2010), 19-23. Kla-
ros’ta Artemis onuruna kutlanan bayramlar i¢in, Giinata, “The Cult,” 169-73.

28 Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, 81.

29 Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, 84-85, fig. 4, lev. 16—17, no. 334-54; Martine Dewailly, “La ceramica attica per Artemide
nel santuario di Apollo a Claros (meta VI — fine IV secolo a.c.),” Ceramica attica santuari della Grecia, della lonie
e dell’[ltalia i¢inde, der. Simona Fortunelli ve Concetta Masseria (Venosa: Osanna, 2009), 17.

30 Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, 109—12.
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nin kulplar gévde ortasindan baslayarak agiz hizasina kadar yiikselir, hatta bazen agiz hizasini
gecer. Klaros’ta en yogun ele gecmis siyah firnisli kap formlarindan olan cup-skyphoslar, form
ozelliklerine gore “ince agiz kenarli” ve “kalinlastirilmis agiz kenarli” alt tiplere aittirler ve MO
besinci/dordiincii yiizyillara tarihlenirler.

Kyliks

Siyah firnisli icki kaplar i¢inde en yaygin kullanilan formlardan biri olan kyliksin genel
ozellikleri, s1g ve genis gdvdeli, yiiksek ayakli ve yatay kulplu olusudur.3' MO altinc1 yiizyilin
ikinci ¢eyreginde iiretilmeye baslayan form, MO besinci yiizy1l ortalarina dogru yerini ayaksiz
igki kaplarma birakmugtir.32 Klaros érnekleri “C tipi” kyliks grubuna aittir ve MO altinc1 yiizyil
sonlar1 ile besinci yiizy1l ortalarina tarihlenmektedir.®3

Stemless

Kyliksin ayaksiz bir versiyonu olarak kabul edilebilecek stemless, s1g govdeli, algak ka-
ideli ve iki kulplu bir i¢ki kabidir.3* Ayakl kylikslerin zayifladigit MO besinci yiizyil ortalarina
dogru yogun sekilde iiretilmeye baslayan form, MO erken dordiincii yiizyildan sonra daha az
talep gormeye baglar. Klaros’ta Artemis sektdriinden gelen stemless 6rneklerinin tamami “biiyiik
stemless” olarak adlandirilan smifin alt tiplerine aittir ve MO besinci yiizyilin ilk yarisindan MO
dordiincti ylizy1l ortalarina kadar olan doneme tarihlenmektedir.32

Bolsal

Klaros’ta ele gecen siyah firnisli bolsal 6rnekleri sade ve dik profilli agiz kenarindan gov-
de altia dogru dik bir sekilde inen form, agiz kenarinin hemen altindan baslayan yatay kulplar,
agza dogru dik bir sekilde ylikselen s1g gdvde, 6zenle profillendirilmis halka kaide ile bolsal for-
munun Karakteristik 6zelliklerini gostermektedir.3¢ Malzeme buluntu yerleri ve benzer 6rnekler
g6z 6niinde bulundurularak MO besinci yiizyiln son ¢eyregi ile MO dordiincii yiizy1lin ortalart
arasina tarihlenmektedir.3”

Kantharos

Popiiler icki kaplarindan biri olan kantharosun genel form 6zellikleri, yiiksek kaidesi, genis
agizli derin govdesi ve govde altindan ¢ikarak agiz hizasini agan yiiksek, dikey kulplaridir.3® Arte-
mis sektoriinden kantharos 6rnekleri “kalinlastiriimig agiz kenarli” tipe aittir. Kontekst ve benzer
orneklere dayanilarak MO dordiincii yiizyilin ilk ¢eyregi ile son geyregi arasina tarihlenmistir.3°

Cup-kantharos

Form &zellikleri kantharoslarla benzerlik gosteren cup-kantharoslar, kulp bigcimleriyle ayri-
lirlar. Govdeden ¢ikan kulplar dikey olarak yiikselir ve agiz hizasinin biraz iistiinde ice dogru kiv-

31 Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, 88.

32 Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, 88.

33 Yusuf Sezgin, “Apollon Klarios Kutsal Alan1 Artemis Sektorii 2003—-2004 Y1l Calismalari,” Arkeoloji Dergisi 12
(2008): 197; Dewailly, “La ceramica,” 17.

34 Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, 98.

35 Sezgin, “Apollon,” 198; Dewailly, “La ceramica,” 17-18; Giinata, “First,” 124.

36 Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, 107-108, fig. 6, lev. 24, 53, no. 532-61.

37 Sezgin, “Apollon,” 198; Dewailly, “La ceramica,” 18; Giinata, “First,” 124.

38 Giinata, “First,” 124-25.

39 Dewailly, “La ceramica,” 20-21; Giinata, “First,” 125.
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rilarak son bulur. MO dérdiincii yiizyil baslarinda ortaya ¢ikan bu icki kaplar1 Helenistik donem
iclerine kadar tiretilmeye devam eder. Klaros’ta bulunan “kalinlastirilmis” ve “sade agiz kenarli
algak dudakli” cup-kantharos tiplerine ait drnekler MO dérdiincii yiizy1l baslari ile MO dérdiincii
yuizyilin son ¢eyregi arasina tarihlenmistir.4°

Tek Kulplu Kase

Oldukga popiiler bir form olan tek kulplu kaseler, MO altinci yiizyilin son ¢eyreginde iire-
tilmeye baslamiglardir.' Formun en yogun kullanim gérdiigii donem MO dérdiincii yiizyildur.
Alcak kase sekilli bir gdvde, agiz kenarinin hemen altina yerlestirilmis tek kulp ve algak halka
kaide, form &zelliklerini olusturmaktadir. I¢ yiizeye dogru hafif bir egimle inen ve sert bir agiyla
kabin ig yiizii ile birlesen agiz kenar1 bu formun ayirt edici 6zelligidir. Klaros érnekleri MO be-
sinci ylizyilin son geyregine aittir.

Disa Cekik Agizli Kase

Klaros’ta yogun olarak ele gegen formlardan biridir. Hafifce kalinlastirilmisg, disa ¢ekik
ag1z kenarindan i¢biikey keskin bir kavisle govdeye gegcis, s1g govde ve algak halka kaide formun
temel ozellikleridir.#2 Kulpsuz kaseler MO besinci yiizyilin son ¢eyreginde yaygin olarak iiretil-
meye baslamig ve poptilerlik kazanmistir. Biiyiik olasilikla ilk iiretildiklerinde igki kab1 olarak
degil, yemek icin kullanilmis bu kulpsuz form, Helenistik donem iglerine kadar kullanimda kal-
mustir. Klaros érnekleri MO besinci yiizyilin son ¢eyregi ile MO dérdiincii yiizyilin son geyregi
arasina tarihlenmektedir.

Ice Cekik Agizli Kése
Bir dnceki formda oldugu gibi MO besinci yiizy1l sonlarinda ortaya ¢ikan ice cekik agizli
kaseler MO dérdiincii yiizyilda yogun kullanim goriir ve Helenistik donem iglerine kadar iiretil-
meye devam eder.?? ice cekik agi1z kenarindan kesintisiz bir kavisle devam eden ve kaideye dogru
daralan digbiikey profilli govdeye sahip Klaros drnekleri, MO besinci yiizy1l ortalar1 ile MO dor-
diincii ylizy1lin son ¢eyregi arasina tarihlenmektedir.

Kiiciik Kase ve Tuzluk

Kiiciik boyutlu késeler ve tuzluklar tipolojik olarak ikiye ayrilsalar da iglevlerinin ayni
oldugu distiniilmektedir. Daha ¢ok mutfakla iligkili olsalar da bu islevlerinin yaninda 6l¢ii ya da
boya kabi gibi kullanimlar1 da mevcuttur.4 Kutsal alanda tanrigaya sunu ya da yemekle iliskili
islevlere sahip olmalidirlar. Tarihsel olarak MO besinci yiizy1l ortalar1 ile MO dérdiincii yiizyilin
son ¢eyregi arasina aittir.4®

Tabaklar

Siyah firnisli tabaklar Attika’da MO 480’lerden sonra gériilmeye baslar ve Helenistik do-
nem i¢lerine kadar tiretilmeye devam eder.#é Artemis sektoriinde ele gegen ve galisma kapsamina

40 Dewalilly, “La ceramica,” 18; Giinata, “First,” 125.

41 Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, 124-27.

42 Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, 128-29.

43 Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, 135.

44 Gokhan Coskun, “Daskyleion Siyah Firnisli Attika Seramikleri” (Yiiksek lisans tezi, Ege Universitesi, 1999), 38.
45 Dewalilly, “La ceramica,” 19-20.

46 Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, 144.
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alinan bir adet yiiksek halka kaideli tabak 6rnegi tondoda 6zenli baski bezemesiyle dikkat ¢ek-
mektedir. MO dérdiincii yiizy1l baslarina tarihlenmektedir.

Balik tabaklarinin en karakteristik 6zelligi tabagin orta kisminda igte yer alan ¢ukur bo-
limdiir.#” Govde, merkezdeki bu kisma dogru egimli bir forma sahiptir. Ortadaki bu ¢ukur kisim
sosluk ya da tabak i¢ine konan yiyeceklerin sivilarinin toplanmasi amaglidir. Siyah firnisli balik
tabaklarmin iiretimi ve kullanimi ¢ok yaygindir. MO besinci yiizyil sonlarinda iiretilmeye basla-
yan ve Helenistik dénem iglerine kadar devam eden bu formun Klaros &rnekleri MO dérdiincii
ylizyil i¢lerine tarihlenmektedir.

Lekythos

Mezar kabi olarak kullanim1 yaygin olan bu formun yag sisesi olarak kullanim1 da mevcut-
tur.4® Artemis’e adanmig egimli omuzlara, sisman govdeye, uzun boyun ve ekhinus profilli agza
sahip bodur lekythos &rnekleri MO besinci yiizyilin son geyregine tarihlenmektedir. Bu 6rnekler-
de agiz yag akigini kontrol etmek igin iistte ice dogru kivrimlidir.

Askos

Yag, parfiim ya da bal gibi sivilar i¢in kullanildig: diistintilen askoslar kiiciik boyutlari, em-
zikli agizlar1 ve dokmede kolaylik saglayan kulplartyla stvinin kiigiik miktarlarda dokiilmesi igin
elverisli bir forma sahiptir.#® Artemis sektoriinden ele gegen guttus tipi askoslar MO dérdiincii
yiizy1l ortalarina tarihlenmektedir.

Kandil

Attika tipi firnisli kandillerin en erken 6rnekleri MO yedinci yiizyilin {igiincii ¢eyregine ta-
rihlenmektedir.3® MO altinc1 yiizy1lin iigiincii geyregine kadar el yapimi ve ¢ark yapimi kandiller
birlikte kullanilmis, bu tarihten itibaren sadece ¢ark yapimi kandiller tiretilmistir. Klaros’ta Arte-
mis sektdriinden ele gecmis kandiller benzer 6rnekler ve kontekstleri g6z 6niinde bulundurularak
MO dérdiincii yiizyilin ilk yarisina tarihlenmistir.

Degerlendirme ve Sonug

Klaros’ta kaplarin formunu belirlememize olanak saglayan agiz ve kaide parcalariyla bir-
likte siyah firnisli agik ve kapali kaplara ait yiizlerce govde pargasi da ele gegmistir.>' Artemis
ile iliskili alanlarda ele gecen Attika {iretimi ithal ve kaliteli malzemenin yam sira kil yapist ve
firnisindeki matliga dayanarak Attika disindaki merkezlerde tiretildigi diislintilen kaplar da bulun-
mustur. Ancak kutsal alanda siyah firnisli seramigin ele gectigi diger sektorlerle kiyaslandiginda
Artemis sektoriinde bulunan malzemenin ¢ogunlugunun Attika {liretimi olmasi1 dikkati ¢gekmekte-
dir. Bu ithal malzeme arasinda siyah firnisli Attika seramiginin karakteristik 6zenli bask1 bezeme-
lerini tagiyan ornekler de bulunmaktadir.

47 Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, 147-48; Glinata, “First,” 126.

48 Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, 150.

49 Giinata, “First,” 126.

50 Form gelisimi ve tipler i¢in, Richard Hubbard Howland, Greek Lamps and Their Survivals. The Athenian Agora 4
(Princeton: The American School of Classical Studies at Athens, 1958).

51 Fransiz kazilar1 doneminde Artemis sektoriinde gergeklestirilen ¢calismalar (1989-1997) sirasinda bulunmus siyah firnis-
li seramik &rnekleri Martine Dewailly tarafindan yaymlanmistir (2009, 13-30). 2003—-2004 yillarinda yine ayni alanda
ele gecmis siyah firnisli kap 6rneklerinin kiigiik bir kism1 Yusuf Sezgin tarafindan yayinlanmistir (2008, 191-203).
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S6z konusu seramikler biiyiik oranda kiiciik parcalar halinde korunabilmislerdir. Kutsal
alanlarda ele gegen kaplarin ¢ogunun bu sekilde kiigiik pargalar halinde bulunmasinin nedeninin
sunuyu yapan kisi ya da rahip/rahibe tarafindan tekrar kullanimi 6nlemek amaciyla kiriliyor ol-
malaridir.52 Kutsal alana bir kez giren obje artik tanri/tanrigaya ait olmakta ve kutsal alan digina
cikarilmasi ve tekrar kullanilmasi yasaklanmaktadir. Klaros’ta da neredeyse tiim seramik ornek-
lerinin kiigiik pargalar halinde ele gegmesinin sebeplerinden biri bu uygulama olabilir.53

Siyah firnisli Attika seramikleri tam bir set olarak degerlendirildiklerinde igki kaplari, ta-
baklar, kaseler ve ¢esitli kapali kap formlar1 bir arada goriilmektedir.5* Ancak Klaros’ta Arte-
mis’e adanmis tapinak ve sunak alanlarindan gelen malzeme form agisindan degerlendirildiginde
cup-skyphos ve stemless basta olmak tizere icki kaplar1 yogunluktadir. Ayrica icki ya da yemekle
iliskili islevlere sahip disa ¢ekik agizli kase formu da Artemis sektoriinde yogun olarak ele gegmis-
tir. 2001-2006 calismalarindan ele gecen malzemede goriilen bu durum ayni sekilde 1989-1997
kazilarinda da mevcuttur.®® Dewailly, tiim siyah firnisli kap formlari iginde olpe ve olasilikla oi-
nokhoe formlarina ait sadece bes adet kapali kap pargasi tespit edildigini belirtir.5¢ Makale kap-
saminda ele alman 2001-2006 malzemesi i¢inde kapali kaplara ait ag1z ya da kaide pargasi bu-
lunmamustir. Goévde parcalarindan yola cikarak bir yorumda bulunmak ise zordur. Olasilikla bir
amphoriskosa ait palmet baskili iki adet gdvde pargasi, siyah firnisli Attika iiretimi kapali kap
formlarina dahil edebilecegimiz yegane drnekler olarak belirlenebilmistir. Bunlar disinda agiz ve
kaide pargalaria dayanilarak varligi belirlenen lekythos ve askosla birlikte amphoriskos da biiyiik
olasilikla tanrigaya kokulu yaglar sunmak amaciyla kullanilmislards. Ilging olan, belirlenen kapali
kap formlar1 arasinda masa amphorasi, oinokhoe ya da olpe gibi sarap siirahisi olarak kullanilmasi
beklenen, siyah firnisli Attika seramik korpusunda siklikla rastlanan formlarin Artemis’e adanmis
alanlarda bulunan malzeme arasinda neredeyse hi¢ goriilmemesidir. Bu durum, sadece Artemis’le
iliskili malzemede degil, kutsal alanin tiimiinde ele gegen siyah firnisli seramik grubunda dikka-
ti gekmektedir. Ziyafetlerle iligkilendirilen sarap siirahisi islevindeki bu formlarin eksikligi, bu
amaca hizmet eden farkli tiirde kaplarin varligiyla mi agiklanmalidir? Siyah firnisli formlar yerine
donemin farkli seramik gruplar1 ya da metal kaplar bu amacla kullanilmis olabilir mi? Bu sorulara
cevap verebilmek icin kutsal alanda bulunmus diger seramik tiirlerinin incelenmesi gerekmek-
tedir.5” Kutsal alanin farkli donemlerde yasanan savaslarin sonucu olarak ve ¢esitli donemlerde
korsanlarin gergeklestirdigi yagmalara ugramasi ve bunlarin sonucunda biiyiik tahribata yol agan
yangmlar dolayisiyla metal objelere ulasmamiz ne yazik ki miimkiin degildir. Ayrica daha dnce
de belirtildigi gibi kutsal alanlarda ele gecen seramiklerin iglevlerini tespit etmek kolay degildir
(sunu ya da ziyafetlerde kullanim gibi). Yeme ve i¢cmeyle iligkili pismis toprak kaplarin sadece
bu amagla tanrilar onuruna diizenlenen dini bayramlarin pargasi olan ziyafetlerde kullanildigim
kesin olarak ileri siirmek dogru olmayacaktir. Ozellikle ¢alismada ele aldigimiz siyah firnisli At-

52 John Nicolas Coldstream, Geometric Greece 900-700 BC (London: Routledge, 2003), 332.

53 Onur Zunal, Protogeometrik ve Geometrik donem Klaros seramiklerinin ayni sekilde kiigiik pargalar halinde ele
gecmis olmasi konusunda ayni yorumu getirmektedir (Onur Zunal, “Klaros Protogeometrik ve Geometrik Dénem
Seramikleri” (Doktora tezi, Ege Universitesi), 133).

54 Giinata, “First,” 126.

55 Dewailly, “La ceramica,” 22.

56 Dewailly, “La ceramica,” 21.

57 Klaros’ta detayli sekilde ¢aligilmig bir diger seramik grubunu olusturan Protogeometrik ve Geometrik donem sera-
miklerinde de agik kap formlarinin kapali kaplara oranla ¢ok daha fazla sayida oldugu goriilmiistiir (Zunal, “Kla-
ros,” 139-44). Ayrica kutsal alanlara genel olarak bakildiginda agik kap formlarinin kapali kap formlaria oraninin
daha yiiksek oldugu goriilmektedir (Zunal, “Klaros,” dn. 497).
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tika iiretimi seramiklerin kullanimda olduklar1 MO besinci ve dérdiincii yiizyillarin en kaliteli ve
pahali seramik gruplarindan biri oldugu géz oniine alindiginda, bu kaplarin tanrigaya ve tabii ki
kutsal alanda tapim gdren diger tanrilara sunu olarak getirilmis olabilecekleri de diisiiniilmelidir.
Bu konuda degerlendirmeye alinabilecek bir diger nokta, her ne kadar bu ¢aligmada ele alinmasa
da olasilikla ¢evredeki merkezlerde iiretilmis yerel siyah firnisli rneklerin de &zellikle MO be-
sinci ve dordiincii yiizyillarda giderek artan oranlarda kutsal alana getiriliyor olmasidir. Dewailly
yerel olarak iiretilmig 6rneklerin bayramlarda yeme-igme islevlerinde kullanilirken Attika {iretimi
kaliteli ithal malzemenin tanrigaya sunu olarak birakilmis olabilecekleri goriisiinii dile getirmek-
tedir.5® Her ne kadar bu 6nerinin gegerliligini tespit etmek elimizdeki verilerle su an i¢in miimkiin
degilse de ithal objeleri sunmanin sosyal ve ekonomik prestij kaynagi olarak kabul edildigi diisii-
niiliirse Klaros’ta da ithal kaplarin tanrilara sunu olarak tercih edilmesi olasi kabul edilebilir.

Yukarida da belirtildigi gibi Klaros’ta Arkaik donemden itibaren Artemis ve Apollon onu-
runa bayramlar diizenlenmekte ve bu bayramlarin 6nemli ritiiellerinden biri olarak tanrilara hay-
van kurbani yapilmaktaydi. Bu bayramlarin ardindan torene katilanlarin kesilen kurban etlerini
tilkettikleri ziyafetlerin varlig1 s6z konusuydu. Yilda bir kez kutlanan kii¢lik Klaria ve dort yilda
bir kutlanan biiylik Klaria bayramlar1 ve bunlara katilan yiizlerce kisi diistiniildiigiinde, bu ger-
ceklesen ziyafetlerde kullanilmis ve sonrasinda kirilarak kutsal alanda birakilmis ¢ok daha fazla
seramik bulunmasi beklenmelidir.>® Klaros’ta varligi heniiz tespit edilememis olsa da Ephesos’ta
Artemis Kutsal Alani’nda 6rnegi bulunan, sunu kaplar1 ve ziyafetlerde kullanilan ve sonrasinda
kirilarak burada birakilan kaplarin depolandigi 6zel bir toplama alaninin varligi beklenebilir.®°
flerleyen dénemlerdeki kazilar bu konuyu aydinliga kavusturabilir.

Siyah firnisli seramiklerin ortaya ¢iktigt MO altinci, dzellikle de yaygin olarak kullanim
gordiigii MO besinci ve dordiincii yiizyillar, Yunan diinyasinda yasanan dnemli degisimlere sahne
olmustur.®' Bu dénemler Atina ile Pers Imparatorlugu arasindaki savaslar ve iliskilerle sekillen-
mistir. MO 558°de Pers krali Kyros’un Lydia’ya kars1 hareketi ve MO 546°da Sardis’i almasiyla
baslayan olaylar Pers isgallerinin tiim Bati Anadolu’ya yayilmasiyla gelismistir.62 Yasanan Pers
istilalar1, ayaklanmalar, Pers-Yunan savaslar1 ve ardindan gelen Peloponnesos Savaslar1 (Atina,
Sparta ve miittefikleri arasinda) siyasal, sosyal ve ekonomik karmasaya neden olmustur.6® Ancak
siyah firnisli kaplarin bu donemde tiim Yunan diinyasi ve 6tesine dagilimi, seramik ticaretinin do-
nemin olaylarindan ve diismanliklardan ¢ok fazla etkilenmedigini diisiindiirmektedir. Pers Impa-
ratorlugu sinirlaridaki bolgelerde, Dogu Akdeniz’de, Anadolu’da ve Yunanistan’da birgok mer-
kezde tiim bu siire boyunca Attika ithali kaplar goriillmeye devam etmistir. Peki, calisma konusunu
olusturan siyah firnisli Attika seramiklerinden yola ¢ikarak Klaros Apollon Kutsal Alani’nin bagl
oldugu iki kentin bu déonemdeki siyasi duruglarina iligkin izleri gérebiliyor muyuz? S6z konusu
donemde iki kente dair veriler incelendiginde igeride yer alan Kolophon Arkhaia’nin Attika-De-
los Deniz Birligi'nin vergi listelerinde yer almasina ve édemelerini diizenli sekilde yapmasina
karsin Pers yanlisi bir tutum izledigi bilinmektedir.é Kutsal alanin bagh oldugu diger kent No-

58 Dewailly, “La ceramica,” 22.

59 Giinata, “First,” 126.

60 Zunal, “Klaros,” 14, 136.

61 Robert M. Cook, The Greeks till Alexander (London: Thames and Hudson, 1961), 117-74; MO besinci yiizyilda
Atina ve Pers iliskileri i¢in, Miller, Athens.

62 Albert T. Olmstead, “Persia and the Greek Frontier Problem,” Classical Philology 34, no. 4 (Ekim 1939): 306.

63 Dallik, “Klaros,” 120.

64 Russell Meiggs, “The Crisis of Athenian Imperialism,” Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 67 (1963): 6; Denis
Rousset, “Eski Kolophon ve Deniz Uzerindeki Kolophon’un Klasik ve Hellenistik Dénem Tarihi ve Kurumlar1,”
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tion ya da diger ismiyle Deniz Kenarindaki Kolophon’un adi da yine Attika-Delos Deniz Birligi
vergi listelerinde gegmekte ve igerideki Kolophon’dan ayri olarak kendi adina vergi 6dedigi an-
lagilmaktadir.®® Thukydides, Notion’dan “Kolophonlulara ait” olarak bahseder.6¢ Kolophon’da-
ki Pers yanlis1 halkin Perslerden yardim istemesi {izerine MO 430’da Perslerin Kolophon’u ele
gecirdigi ve kentten uzaklagtirdiklari Atina yanlisi halkin da Notion’a yerlestigi belirtilmektedir.6”
Ilging bir sekilde kutsal alanin bagh oldugu iki kentin birbirinden ayristig1 anlasiimaktadir. Bu
siyasi anlagmazliklara karsin Klaros’ta yogun olarak bulunan siyah firnisli Attika seramiklerinde
MO besinci ve dérdiincii yiizyillarda bir azalma olmadig:, tipk antik diinyanin diger bdlgelerin-
deki gibi bu seramik tiiriiniin yogun sekilde kullanim gordiigli anlasilmaktadir. Tabii ki Kolophon
ve Notion’da yapilacak sistematik kazilar sonucunda Atina’nin siyah firnisli seramiginin bu kent-
lerdeki varlig1 ve yogunlugu inceleme altina alinabilecek ve iliskiler seramik ticareti agisindan
degerlendirilebilecektir. Ayrica hem bu kentlerde siyah firnisli seramigin yerel atolyelerde, yerel
ya da Atina’dan go¢ etmis ustalarca tretilip tiretilmedigi anlasilabilecek hem de iiretim varsa
buralardaki kaplarin kil analizlerinin Klaros’tan ele gecmis yerel {iretim kaplarla karsilagtirmasi
yapilarak kutsal alana getirilen daha ucuz yerel iiretim kaplarin iiretim merkezlerine dair bilgi
edinilebilecektir.

Prof. Dr. Nuran Sahin’e Armagan Kitabi Epiphaneia iginde, der. Onur Zunal vd. (Izmir: Ege Universitesi Yaynlari,
2018), 315. Attika-Delos Deniz Birligi, MO 478/7 yilinda uzun goriismeler sonucunda Atina dnderliginde kurulan
siyasal bir birlikti. Birligin amaci, Perslere karst miicadele ederek adalar ve Bati Anadolu’daki Yunan kent-dev-
letlerini korumak ve bagimsizliklarii kazanmalarina yardimci olmakti. Birlige tiye olan kent-devletleri diizenli
olarak vergi 6demek zorundaydi (Attika-Delos Deniz Birligi’nin kurulma evresi ve yapisal 6zellikleri igin, Hiilya
Boyana, “Vergi Listelerine Gore Attika-Delos Deniz Birligi ve lonia ile iliskileri,” Tarih Incelemeleri Dergisi 21,
no. 1 (2006): 19-48).

65 Rousset, “Eski,” 315.

66 Thukydides, Peloponnesos Savaglar: II1L.XXXIII.

67 Miller, Athens, 25. 1ki kent arasindaki degisken iliskiler icin, Rousset, “Eski,” 315-28.
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Katalog

1. KL2001 ART 3A

K.C.:6,4cm, K.Y.: 3,2cm, HR.: 7,5 YR 6/6

Skyphos kaide-gdvde alt1 parcasi. Algak halka kaide. Yukariya dogru genisleyen diiz govde
profili. Kaide altinda merkezi noktali firnis bant bezeme.

Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, lev. 16, no. 344; Robinson, Excavations, lev. 199, no. 564; Ced-
ric Boulter, “Pottery of the Mid-Fifth Century from a Well in the Athenian Agora,” Hesperia: The
Journal of the American School of Classical Studies at Athens 22, no. 2 (Nisan-Haziran, 1953):
fig. 2, no. 28

Tarih: MO besinci yiizyil ikinci yaris

2. KL2002 ART J14/B

A.C.:21 em, K.Y.:4,5cm, HR.: 7,5 YR 6/6

C tipi i¢biikey dudakli kyliks agiz-gdvde pargasi. Disa ¢ekik agiz kenari, i¢cbiikey dudaktan
govdeye sert gecis. Hafif digblikey gévde profili.

Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, fig. 4.401, lev. 19.402-406; Gokhan Coskun, “Daskyleion’da
Bulunan M.O. 5. Yiizy1l Siyah Firnisli Attika Seramikleri,” OLBA 10 (2004): fig. 3, no. 22

Tarih: MO altinc1 yiizy1l son geyregi

3. KL2001 ART 3A

K.C.:6,2cm, K.Y.: 2,3 cm, HR.: 7,5 YR 6/4

Kisa ayakli kyliks kaidesi. Disbiikey profilli kaide. Kaidenin digbiikey yan yiizli ve oturma
diizlemi rezerve.

Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, tig. 401, lev. 19.402—406; Eugene Vanderpool, “The Rectangular
Rock-Cut Shaft,” Hesperia: The Journal of the American School of Classical Studies at Athens
15, no. 4 (1946): lev. 63, no. 227; Coskun, “Daskyleion,” fig. 3, no. 25

Tarih: MO altinc1 yiizy1l son geyregi

4. KL2003 ART 1J14

A.C.:16cm, K.Y.: 3,5¢cm, HR.: 5YR 7/6

Kalilastirilmis agiz kenarli stemless agiz-govde pargasi. Dis yiizde hafif i¢bilikey profilli
dudaktan gdvdeye keskin gecis. I¢ yiizde dudaktan gdvdeye keskin bir gecis ve i¢biikey profil.

Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, fig. 5, no. 471; Boulter, “Pottery,” fig. 2, no. 199; John Bo-
ardman, “Old Smyrna; The Attic Pottery,” The Annual of the British School at Athens 53/54
(1958/1959): fig. 11, no. 185; Coskun, “Daskyleion,” fig. 4, no 37-39.

Tarih: MO besinci yiizyil ilk yarisi

Yayin: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 7

5. KL2003, ART 1J14

A.C.:20cm,K.Y.:3,1 cm, HR.: 7,5 YR 6/4

Narin sinifa ait stemless agiz-govde pargasi. Digbiikey profilli dis ylizde dudaktan gévdeye
kesintisiz gecis. I¢ yiizde dudaktan gdvdeye gegciste gentik.

Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, fig. 5, no. 487; Coskun, “Daskyleion,” fig. 4, no. 40
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Tarih: MO besinci yiizyil ikinci yarisi
Yaym: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 17

6. KL2004, ART 117

K.C.:9,6cm, K.Y.: 2,6 cm, HR.: 5YR 7/4 - 7,5 YR 6/2

Narin sinifa ait stemless kaide-gdvde pargasi. Digbiikey profilli kaide i¢i, ¢ift toruslu olarak
profillendirilmis kaide dis yiizii. Gévde altinda ince yivler. Govde i¢inde, dudak-govde gegisinde
yer alan ¢entik. Tondoda, iki sira yiv i¢inde kazima ile yapilmis dil motifleri. Kaide alti, rezerve
bir bant disinda tiimiiyle firnisli.

Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, fig. 5, no. 487; kazima ¢izgi bezeme i¢in, Lucy Talcott, “Attic
Black Glazed Stamped Ware and Other Pottery from a Fifth Century Well,” Hesperia.: The Jour-
nal of the American School of Classical Studies at Athens 4, no. 3 (1935): fig. 6, no. 98, 107;
Coskun, “Daskyleion,” fig. 4, no. 41

Tarih: MO besinci yiizy1l ikinci yarisi

Yayin: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 16; Giinata, “First,” no. 4

7. KL2002, ART J14-B

A.C.:9,6cm, K.Y.:3,5cm, HR.: 5YR 7/3

Bolsal agiz-govde parcasi. Dik profilli agiz kenarindan kesintisiz devam eden, kaideye
dogru disbiikey profil kazanan gévde.

Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, fig. 6, no. 554; Coskun, “Daskyleion,” fig. 5, no. 47

Tarih: MO besinci yiizyil son geyregi

Yayn: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 23

8. KL2003, ART 1J14

A.C.:13cm, K.Y.: 1,8 cm, HR.: 5 YR 7/4

Bolsal agiz-kulp parcasi. Dik profilli agiz kenarinin hemen altindan baglayan yatay kulplar.
Firniste yer yer kirmizilasma goriiliiyor.

Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, fig. 6, no. 541; Peter E. Corbett, “Attic Pottery of the Later Fifth
Century from the Athenian Agora,” Hesperia: The Journal of the American School of Classical
Studies at Athens 18, no. 4 (1949): fig. 1, no. 157; Boardman, “Old,” fig. 13, no. 193; Coskun,
“Daskyleion,” fig. 5, no. 45

Tarih: MO besinci yiizyil son geyregi

Yaym: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 28

9. KL2006, ART TH12

A.C.:156cm,K.Y.:4cm, HR.: 7,5 YR 7/4

Kalmlastirilmis agiz kenarli cup-skyphos agiz ve govde pargasi. Disa ¢ekik agiz kenari,
ichbiikey dudaktan govdeye geciste keskin bir doniis. I¢ yiizde dudaktan gévdeye gegiste keskin
acil1 bir yiv.

Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, tig. 6, no. 617; Corbett, “Attic,” lev. 86, no. 33; Coskun, “Das-
kyleion,” fig. 2, no. 21

Tarih: MO besinci yiizy1l sonu

Yayin: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 33; Giinata, “First,” no. 6
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10. KL2003, ART I13

K.C.:6,1 cm, K.Y.: 3 cm, HR.: 7,5 YR 6/6 — 10 YR 5/1

Cup-skyphos kaide-govde parcasi. Halka kaide {izerinde dis ylizde plastik bir yiv. Gévde
altinda plastik bant. Firniste yer yer dokiilmeler ve matlagsma var. Yanik izleri mevcut.

Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, fig. 6, no. 621; J. M. Cook, “Old Smyrna: Fourth-Century Black
Glaze,” The Annual of the British School at Athens 60 (1965): fig.1, no. 1; Coskun, “Daskyleion,”
fig. 2, no. 20

Tarih: MO erken dérdiincii yiizyil

Yayin: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 48

11. KL2006, ART IH12

A.C.: 17,1 cm, K.Y.: 10,3 cm, H.R.: 7,5 YR 7/4

Kalinlastirilmis agiz kenarh kantharos. Agiz-govde ve kulp parcalari. Kaide korunmamis.
I¢i bos birakilmis kanalli profile sahip sarkik dudaktan gévdeye gegis i¢biikey kavisle. Govdenin
iist kismindan digbiikey profilli alt kismia keskin bir doniisle geciliyor. Govde altinda bir yiv.
Kulplar gévdenin alt kisminin bagladigi noktadan bashyor. I¢ yiizde, tondoda rulet bezeme. Du-
dak tstiinde kazima “.ION KLEPI.” yazisi. Firniste yer yer kahverengiye doniis.

Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, fig. 7, no. 661; Francine Blonde, “Un Remblai Thasien du IV
siecle avant notre ¢re,” Bulletin de Correspondance Hellénique 109, no. 1 (1985), fig. 16, no.
123; Peter E. Corbett, “Palmette Stamps from an Attic Black Glaze Workshop,” Hesperia: The
Journal of the American School of Classical Studies at Athens 24, no. 3 (Haziran-Eyliil 1955):
fig. 3, no. 28

Tarih: MO dérdiincii yiizyl ortalart

Yayin: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 69; Giinata, “First,” no. 10; Giinata, “The Cult,” no. 256

12. KL2003, ART 113

A.C.:74cm,K.Y.: 1,6 cm, HR.: 5YR 7/4

Kalin agi1z kenarli, mahmuzlu kulplu kantharos agiz-kulp parcasi. Disa sarkik kalinlagtiril-
mis agiz kenari. A1z kenarindan yatay olarak ¢ikan kulp diiz bir sekilde uzayarak keskin bir ka-
visle asagiya doner. Bu doniisle mahmuz bi¢imli bir ¢ikinti olusur. I¢biikey profilli iist gdvdeden
sonra sert bir doniisle genisleyerek devam eden digbiikey profilli alt gévde olmali.

Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, tig.7, no. 700; Coskun, “Daskyleion 4,” fig. 1, no. 5

Tarih: MO dérdiincii yiizy1l ortalar:

Yayin: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 66; Giinata, “First,” no. 9

13. KL2003, ART 113

A.C.:11,8cm, K.Y.: 1,6 cm, HR.: 5 YR 6/4

Kalinlastirilmis agiz kenarli cup-kantharos agiz-gévde parcasi. Yuvarlatilmis disa ¢ekik
agiz kenarinin altinda plastik bir bant. Keskin bir i¢blikey doniisle dudak govdeye baglantyor.

Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, fig. 7, no. 667; Gokhan Coskun, “Daskyleion’da M.O. 4. Yiizyil
Siyah Firnisli Attika Seramikleri,” OLBA 13 (2006): fig. 1, no. 13

Tarih: MO dérdiincii yiizyil ilk yarisi

Yaym: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 59
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14. KL2001, ART 3A-1

AC.:12cem, K.Y.: 2,4cm, HR.: 2,5 YR 7/6

Tek kulplu kése agiz-gévde parcasi. Agiz kenarmin iist kismi diiz, ice dogru hafif egim.
Disbiikey profilli gévde.

Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, lev. 31, no. 753; Boulter, “Pottery,” fig. 3, no. 63; Coskun, “Das-
kyleion,” fig. 5, no. 53

Tarih: MO besinci yiizyil sonu

Yayin: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 73

15. KL2002, ART J14-B

A.C.:94cm,K.Y.:2,1cm, HR.: 5YR 7/4

Tek kulplu kése agiz-gdvde parcasi. Agiz kenart {ist kisimda diiz profilli ve ice dogru hafif
meyilli. D1g yiizde agiz kenarindan gévdeye gegiste hafif i¢blikey profil.

Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, fig. 8, no. 754; Boulter, “Pottery,” fig. 3, no. 61; Coskun, “Das-
kyleion,” fig. 5, no. 54

Tarih: MO besinci yiizy1l sonu

Yayn: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 74

16. KL.2003, ART 113

A.C.:11cm,K.Y.:24cm, HR.: 7,5 YR 7/4

Disa cekik agizli kase agiz-govde pargasi. Disa ¢ekik agiz kenarindan gévdeye sert bir
doniisle gegis. Govde disbiikey profilli.

Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, fig. 8, no. 802; Cook, “Old Smyrna,” fig. 5; Coskun, “Daskyle-
ion 4,” fig. 3, no. 29

Tarih: MO dérdiincii yiizyil ilk yarisi

Yayn: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 83

17. KL2003 ART 113

AC.:16cm K.Y.:2,5cm, HR.: 7,5 YR 7/4

Disa cekik agizli kase agiz-gdvde pargasi. Disa ¢ekik agiz kenarindan gévdeye sert bir
doniisle gegis. Govde disbiikey profilli.

Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, fig. 8, no. 806; Coskun, “Daskyleion 4,” fig. 3, no. 29

Tarih: MO dérdiincii yiizy1l ortalar:

Yaym: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 90

18. KL2002 ART I13/AC

AC.:9cm,K.Y.:24cm, HR.: 5YR 7/4

Ice cekik agizl kase agiz-govde parcasi. Ice ¢ekik agiz kenarindan digbiikey profille genis-
leyen ve kaideye dogru diiz bir sekilde daralarak inen govde.

Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, fig. 8, no. 827-28; Coskun, “Daskyleion 4,” fig. 3, no. 31

Tarih: MO dérdiincii yiizyil ilk yaris

Yayin: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 98
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19. KL2002 ART 113/AC

A.C.:12,4cm, K.Y.: 1,4 cm, HR.: 7,5 YR 7/4

ice cekik agizli kise agiz-gdvde pargasi. Ige ¢ekik agiz kenarindan genisleyerek devam
eden disbiikey profilli govde.

Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, fig. 8, no. 832

Tarih: MO dérdiincii yiizyil ortalari

Yaym: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 106

20. KL2003 ART 113

A.C.:9cm,K.C.: 6,6 cm, Y.: 2,8 cm

Ige ¢ekik agizl kiiciik kdse. Yuvarlatilmis ag1z kenar1, disbiikey profilli gévde, alcak halka
kaide, govde lizerinde yivler.

Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, fig. 9, no. 870

Tarih: MO besinci yiizy1l sonu

Yayin: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 107; Giinata, “First,” no. 17

21. KL2002 ART I13/AC

K.C.:6,2cm, K.Y.: 1,5cm, HR.: 5YR 7/6

Ice ¢ekik agizli kiigiik kase kaide parcas1. Genis oturma diizleminde bir yiv. Kaide altinda
merkezde konik ¢ikinti. Tondoda dort adet palmet motifi.

Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, fig. 9, no. 887; Blonde, “Un,” fig. 8, no. 57; Corbett, “Attic,”
fig. 5, no. 155

Tarih: MO dérdiincii yiizyl ortalart

Yayin: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 111; Giinata, “First,” no. 18

22. KL2004 ART 117

A.C.:64cm, K.Y.:1,7cm, HR: 5 YR 7/3

Ekhinus profilli tuzluk agiz-govde parcasi. Agiz kenar1 hafif ige ¢ekik, i¢ yiize dogru egim-
li. Disbiikey profilli govde.

Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, fig.9, no. 914

Tarih: MO besinci yiizy1l sonu

Yayn: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 114

23. KL2002 ART I13/AC

K.C.:8,2cm, K.Y.: 2,8 cm, HR.: 5 YR 7/4

Tabak kaide-govde parcasi. Yiiksek halka kaide. Tondoda, iki sira gember {izerinde yumur-
ta dizisi ve ¢evresinde baglantili palmetler. Kaide alt1 rezerve bir bant diginda tiimiiyle firnisli.

Blonde, “Un,” fig.7, no. 53

Tarih: MO erken dérdiincii yiizyil

Yayin: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 116; Giinata, “First,” no. 20

24. KL2003 ART 113
K.C.:11 ecm,K.Y.:3,5cm, HR.: 7,5 YR 7/6
Balik tabag1 kaide-govde parcasi. Algak halka kaide, diiz profilli gévde. Icte ortada sosluk
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amactyla kullanilan kiigiik cukur kismina gegiste yiv. Kaide altinda {i¢ firnis bant.
Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, fig. 10, no. 1071
Tarih: MO dérdiincii yiizy1l ortalar:
Yayin: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 121

25. KL2003 ART 1J14

A.C.:62cm,K.Y.:3,7cm, HR.: 7,5 YR 7/4

Bodur lekythos agiz parcasi. Agiz kenarinda ¢ok hafif disa ¢ekiklik, tist kismi diiz profilli,
i¢ ylizde icbiikey profil.

Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, tig. 11, no. 1123; Coskun, “Daskyleion,” fig. 8, no. 93

Tarih: MO besinci yiizyil son ceyregi

Yayin: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 123

26. KL2001 ART 3A1

A.C.:4,7cm, K.Y.: 3,4 cm, HR.: 5YR 8/3

Bodur lekythos ag1z parcasi. Ag1z kenar1 disa cekik, iist kisimda diiz profilli. i¢ yiizde ic-
biikey profilli agiz.

Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, fig. 11, no. 1123; Coskun, “Daskyleion,” fig. 8, no. 93

Tarih: MO besinci yiizyil son geyregi

Yayn: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 124; Giinata, “First,” no. 24

27. KL2006 ART IH12

A.C.:3,8cm,K.Y.: 4,6 cm, HR.: 5 YR 6/4

Guttus tipi askosa ait agiz-boyun-omuz parcasi. Disa dogru genisleyen agiz kenari, hafif
sarkik dudak, birden daralan ve omuza dogru genisleyen boyun.

Sparkes ve Talcott, Black, fig. 11, no. 1194

Tarih: MO dérdiincii yiizyil ortalar:

Yayin: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 125; Giinata, “First,” no. 25

28. KL2002 ART 113/AC

Diskus Capi1: 5,2 cm, K.Y.: 2,2 cm, H.R.: 5 YR 6/3

Kandil agiz-gévde parcast. Tip 25A. Diskusta yiv. Disbiikey govde profili.

Howland, Greek, lev. 9, no. 261; no. 269, Donald M. Bailey, A Catalogue of the Lamps in
the British Museum I: Greek, Hellenistic and Early Roman Pottery Lamps (London:

British Museum Publications Ltd (for the Trustees), 1975), lev. 17, no. Q79

Tarih: MO dérdiincii yiizyilmn ilk yarist

Yayin: Dallik, “Klaros,” no. 127; Giinata, “First,” no. 26

29. KLL2006 ART IH12

Diskus Cap1: 6 cm, K.Y.: 0,7 cm, H.R.: 7,5 YR 7/4

Kandil ag1z pargasi. ice dogru egimli diskus.

Howland, Greek, lev. 8, no. 228; Bailey, 4 Catalogue, lev. 15, no. Q68
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Abstract

The Early Neolithic period of southeastern Anatolia, a mountainous and hilly region of
Upper Mesopotamia, had monumental limestone architecture. Because of a number of salvage
operations conducted before the construction of dams on the Euphrates, the Tigris, and their trib-
utaries, comprehensive information on the early habitation sites of the region is now being doc-
umented. Previously, almost all information on the Late Neolithic period of Upper Mesopotamia
came from the Iraqi and Syrian territories, but in the last thirty years, much more information on
this period of southeastern Anatolia has been collected. The Late Neolithic period in Mesopota-
mia covers the time span of circa 7000-5200 BCE. Animal husbandry was an important source
of livelihood in this period, and true agrarian village settlements existed. In parallel with the
considerable increase in milk and milk production, as well as with the widespread consumption
of food cooked in liquids, making pottery from clay became a common production technique in
the Late Neolithic. Formerly produced in small quantities to meet basic needs, pottery became an
important craft by the middle of the period. Decorating the exteriors and interiors of vessels with
painted decorations gradually became common and created an area of competition among the
manufacturing workshops. The analogous pottery in a wide geographical area from the Mediter-
ranean Sea in the west to Lake Urmia in the east at the end of the Late Neolithic period indicates
the existence of a seasonal mobile lifestyle.

KKeywords:

Neolithic, Pottery, Hassuna, Samarra, Halaf

Introduction

Debates about the Neolithic period and its defining criteria have been ongoing since 1865,
when it was first put forward by John Lubbock. There is no doubt that the fashionable approaches
predominating in archaeology and even in the social sciences also have had a deep impact on
these debates, which focused on the issues of origin and spread, particularly in the early twentieth
century. The new approach, which began in America in the 1960s and was known as “New Ar-
chaeology,” developed rather differently from its beginning with the “Processual” nomenclature

1 Halil Tekin, Hacettepe University, Ankara, ORCID: 0000-0002-0315-6217, htekin4@gmail.com
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and methods at the same time and then with the “Post-Processual” nomenclature and methods
that primarily strengthened in France in the 1970s. These approaches have continued into the first
quarter of the twenty-first century, as have studies by researchers who have adopted more “tradi-
tional” methods of archaeology.

In an environment where such different approaches and interpretations exist, differing
opinions on the formulation of the temporal boundaries and subdivisions of the Neolithic Age
have naturally increased. Once radiocarbon ('*C) analyses, which became more common in ex-
cavations after the 1960s, became the default method of determining chronological frameworks,
archaeometric results further became reference sources for the interpretation of settlements. With
this new approach, the chronology of the Neolithic Age began to be reconstructed and placed
within a certain framework in many places, particularly in Europe.

As a subdiscipline, prehistory was extremely influenced by these new approaches and
interpretations which were adapted to archaeology. Compared to other periods, archacometry
is utilized more intensively in the interpretation of prehistoric archacology, which covers the
time before the development of writing. The data obtained by researchers from various sites
in different geographical areas seem somewhat similar, but there are significant differences,
which mean that the topic is still very much up for debate. Ancient DNA analyses also turned
into reference sources as of the early twenty-first century, which further intensified these de-
bates.

Our current knowledge indicates that the earliest evidence for the Neolithic period is most
likely in the Near East. Scholars often refer to the eastern Mediterranean (the Levant) chronology
and terminology for the identification and chronological subdivisions of this process, despite
the fact that the region stands apart from other geographies and displays notable differences and
within itself. The excavations at Jericho, northwest of the Dead Sea within the current Isracli
borders, form the starting point for this reference. The Jericho excavations in the 1950s led by
British archaeologist Kathleen Kenyon gradually became the main reference for Neolithic chro-
nology. Kenyon’s subdivisions of the Neolithic Age on the basis of the existence of clay pottery
still continues to be used in many studies. However, the archaeological excavations that have mul-
tiplied across the Near East since the second half of the last century have made it clearer that in
reality the Neolithic period followed unique processes in different geographical areas. Applying
Jericho’s temporal divisions, which appear to be consistent for the eastern Mediterranean, to the
other regions of the Near East is problematic and still debated by scholars today. It appears that
the Neolithic period in the Near East progressed somewhat independently and underwent these
processes in different regions and at different rates. Currently, it is becoming clear that we must
consider the Neolithic in the Near East within distinct “niches.”

The chronological subdivisions of the Neolithic period for Upper Mesopotamia and
southeast Anatolia, a region which shares many of the same elements, was created on the basis of
the radical changes in the patterns of life and the material culture. Here the chronological alloca-
tion put forth in other manuscripts by the author is reformulated as a proposal.2 The time period
in which early villages were established, shelters with a round plan were built, and agriculture
had not been adopted yet in the early Holocene can be called the Early Neolithic 1. Lasting from
10000-8500 BCE, this settlement organization is marked by substantial differences in nutritional

2 For comprehensive discussions on these subdivisions, see Halil Tekin, Tarihoncesinde Mezopotamya: Yeni Yaklasim-
lar, Yeni Yorumlar ve Yeni Kronoloji (Ankara: Bilgin Kiiltiir Sanat, 2017), 135-54.
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habits and patterns of life from the preceding phase when “monumentality” was a very charac-
teristic feature, especially in the settlements of the Euphrates Basin. In the Early Neolithic Phase
2, ca. 8500-7000 BCE, quadrilateral mud-brick buildings began to be built and the shelters thus
gained a quality of “space.” The monumentality observed in the previous phase began to grad-
ually disappear, although not everywhere. Animal husbandry—of goats and sheep—as well as
agriculture developed during this phase. A marked difference in social structure is observed in
comparison with the previous one.

The Late Neolithic period in Upper Mesopotamia, covering the period from ca. 7000—
5200 BCE, may be further subdivided into three subphases. The most marked difference in the
settlements of the Late Neolithic 1, the first phase of this process, is the transformation of spaces
into a “house” or “dwelling.” In this phase, corresponding to ca. 7000-6200 BCE, the mostly
two-story buildings with more than one room and mud-brick or pisé walls turned into living
spaces and the monumentality found in the previous phases disappeared completely. There were
changes in the consumption of milk and milk products once cattle became domesticated. The
production and use of clay pottery began in this phase, in which dishes cooked in liquid began to
appear and true agricultural activity ensued in all settlements.

A boom in pottery production, so to speak, occurred in the Late Neolithic Phase 2, 6200—
5800 BCE. There was a clear increase in open trays and bowls to serve juicy dishes, and jars with
a long neck and a globular belly were produced to hold the large amount of milk obtained from
domesticated cattle. On the other hand, there were partial droughts in some places of Upper Mes-
opotamia during this phase; therefore, some settlements were not inhabited year-round. "Marked
increases are seen in handicrafts such as weaving, seal making, and basketry.

Strong traces of complete specialization is notable in the settlements in Late Neolithic
Phase 3, which covers the years 5800-5200 BCE. The most concrete evidence of mastery in
production is seen in pottery production. Pottery typically called “Halaf” in traditional Mesopo-
tamian chronologies had such sharp and carinated angles that they were originally confused as
being replicas of metal vessels. According to the traditional chronology of Mesopotamia, Halaf
pottery mostly contained geometric and symbolic elements in the first two phases of the Late Ne-
olithic period; “storytelling” motifs were sometimes applied in the form of polychrome painted
decoration in the third phase. This third phase qualifies as the forerunner of the Ubaid period—the
pioneer of the subsequent central system in Mesopotamia.

An important source of information about the Neolithic period in the Near East comes
from the Taurus Mountains. Supported by the Tigris and the Euphrates, as well as by their trib-
utaries, the hills, about 500-850 m above sea level, on average, were an attraction for the Ne-
olithic communities and a niche for the Near East. This geographical region, previously mostly
unstudied, has now become the most studied region of Turkey in terms of archaeology thanks to
the intensification of archaeological activities starting in the mid-1960s, when dams were being
constructed on the streams in question. New theories about the Neolithic communities of the Tau-
rus Mountains have developed thanks to this intensive flow of information.

The Late Neolithic Period in Southeastern Anatolia

The criteria for creating temporal subdivisions for the Neolithic Age in the southeastern
Anatolian region is not a topic that researchers agree on. Furthermore, changes in the way of life,
developments in the subsistence economy, and changes in food sources all serve as outstanding
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criteria. In the first stage of the Early Neolithic period, when agriculture was carried out con-
sciously and semi-subterranean round structures were built, some monumentality—symbolized
by T-shaped limestone obelisks and by real-sized sculptures—existed on the Euphrates Basin,
whereas limestone pillars (undecorated) are seen in a limited number. Numerous vessels made
of chlorite stone can also be found in the settlements on the Tigris Valley. There is evidence that
goats and sheep were included in the settlements and both their milk and their hair and wool were
utilized at this stage.

When examining the Neolithization process of southeastern Anatolia, we cannot consider
the region as a whole. The region in question covers the section which includes the western part
of Siirt and lies in the north—south direction starting from the southern foot of the Taurus Moun-
tains and extending as far as the present-day plain of Syria and in the east—west direction, where
the Amanus Mountains (the Gavur Mountains) and the Taurus Mountains turn toward the Zagros
Mountains. At first sight, this region appears to have similar geographical and cultural structures,
but there are important differences. These differences commenced with the early inhabitants of
the region and have always existed throughout all archaeological periods. Today as well, it is
possible to clearly view the cultural differences within southeastern Anatolia from the past to the
present. Supporting the region, the Tigris and the Euphrates constitute the most important geo-
graphical borders for these differences. Thus, the Late Neolithic period of southeastern Anatolia
should be considered within the framework of these two rivers and their valleys/basins, just like
any other archaeological periods (Fig. 1).

The Upper Tigris Valley

Containing the traces of the early inhabitants of Upper Mesopotamia, the area of the Upper
Tigris Valley at the same time was home to early village settlements in Turkey. This region also
has a distinct place because of the archaeological activities that were conducted before dam sal-
vage excavations that started in southeastern Anatolia in the mid-1960s; the early studies in the
region were carried out in 1963 by a joint team from Istanbul University and the University of
Chicago.? In light of the data obtained from these excavations, the same team carried out more
excavations in the region.

The most striking of these excavations is undoubtedly the excavation at Cayonii Tepesi,
within the borders of the Ergani district in the province of Diyarbakir, which has continued (inter-
mittently) to date.# Since excavations began there, Cayonii Tepesi has been one of the most impor-
tant reference settlements not only for Turkey but also for the prehistoric periods of the world. Even
though it is known for its Early Neolithic findings, remains of habitation in the Late Neolithic period
were discovered, especially in the western part of the settlement.® Since only a small area has been
studied, and for a limited period, detailed information on the Late Neolithic period of Cayonii Tepesi
is not yet available, and the transformations in the settlement have not been fully revealed.

3 Halet Cambel and Robert J. Braidwood, eds., Istanbul ve Chicago Universiteleri Karma Projesi Giineydogu Anadolu
Tarihoncesi Arastirmalary/The Joint Istanbul-Chicago Universities’ Prehistoric Research in Southeastern Anatolia,
Istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Yaymlari/Istanbul University Faculty of Letters 2589 (Istanbul: Istanbul
Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Bastmevi, 1980).

4 Mehmet Ozdogan, “Southeast Anatolia Joint Project and Excavations at Cayonii,” in Istanbul University’s Contribu-
tions to Archaeology in Turkey, ed. Oktay Belli (Istanbul: Istanbul Universitesi Yaymlar1, 2001), 12-17.

5 Asli Erim-Ozdogan and Nurcan Yalman, “Katkili Kil Kaplar ve Canak-Comlek: Cayonii Canak-Comleksiz ve Canak-
Comlekli Neolitik Buluntular {izerinden bir Yorum,” TUBA-AR: Tiirkiye Bilimler Akademisi Arkeoloji Dergisi 7
(2004): 67-92.
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The Late Neolithic findings discovered in the excavations at Til Huzur (Yayvantepe),
located about three kilometers to the east of Cayonii Tepesi, showed that this settlement had the
potential for helping us to understand a pattern of life in which the inhabitants used pottery and
made a living from agriculture and animal husbandry in the region.® The findings unearthed at
this small-sized mound, which was unfortunately studied for only one excavation season (1991),
are important because they show the pattern of life on the southern foot of the Taurus Mountains
and the existence of strong communication links with other contemporary communities in the
south along the Tigris.

Located on the Ergani Plain, Girikihaciyan is a Late Neolithic settlement that was exca-
vated for two seasons in 1968 and 1970.7 There is no doubt that the most striking finds among
those unearthed during the excavations are the buildings with a keyhole-shaped plan and a stone
foundation, as well as the ware with painted decorations. The paint-decorated pottery from Girik-
ihaciyan includes the ware representing the last stage of the Late Neolithic period of the Near East
and known as “Halaf” according to the traditional nomenclature.

Although not much archaeological information had been available about the Ambar Trib-
utary—a northern branch of the Tigris—and its surroundings until recently, comprehensive re-
search was conducted there between 2018 and 2021 due to the construction of a dam. Findings
pertaining to different periods of the Neolithic Age were also reached during the excavations con-
ducted in the same context at Gre Filla and Kendale Hecala.® While Kendale Hecala only yielded
the material of the Late Neolithic period, remains of the “late” phase of the Early Neolithic period
were encountered at Gre Filla.? Located on the mouth of the Ambar Tributary, which flows and
twists through the hilly terrains at a height of 1,600 m on average on the southern foot of the Tau-
rus Mountains, both settlements present noteworthy clues about the lives of the Neolithic com-
munities in the mountainous terrains in this region. It is certain that there will be an opportunity
to better understand the Early and Late Neolithic transitional stages of Upper Mesopotamia once
future comprehensive publications are released—only initial results have been published so far.

Coming to the southern parts of the Tigris, the Bismil Plain attracts attention.' On this
plain, with an average elevation of 500 to 600 m, the Goksu, the Seyhan, and the Savur—the
southern branches of the Tigris—and the Ambar, the Salat, and the Batman Tributaries—its north-
ern branches—provided a suitable geographical area for the Neolithic communities in the early
Holocene to live in. Excavations were conducted on the Bismil Plain, located within the Ilisu
Dam water catchment area, from 1998 to 2018, until the dam began to hold water.

The information on the early phases of the Late Neolithic period on the Bismil Plain is
very limited. Salat Camii Yani, which remains beneath the modern buildings in the southern part
of the settlement of Salat—a town center affiliated with Bismil district today—is the most im-

6 Isabella Caneva, “Til Huzur-Yayvantepe,” in The Neolithic in Turkey: New Excavations and New Research; The
Tigris Basin, ed. Mehmet Ozdogan, Nezih Basgelen, and Peter Kuniholm (Istanbul: Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yayinlari,
2011), 173-84.

7 Patty Jo Watson and Steven A. LeBlanc, Girikihaciyan: A Halafian Site in Southeastern Turkey, Institute of Archae-
ology Monograph 33 (Los Angeles: University of California, Los Angeles, 1990).

8 Ayse Tuba Okse, “Yukar1 Dicle Havzasi-Ambar Cay: Vadisi Yerlesim Tarihi,” OLBA 28 (2020): 1-34.

9 Okse, “Yukar1 Dicle Havzas1,” 5.

10 Halil Tekin, “Late Neolithic Painted Pottery Traditions on the Upper Tigris Valley,” in Painting Pots—Painting
People: Late Neolithic Ceramics in Ancient Mesopotamia, ed. Walter Cruells, Inna Mateiciucova, and Olivier
Nieuwenhuyse (Oxford: Oxbow Books, 2017), 107-14.
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portant representative of this period." The excavations were conducted in the vacant areas among
the modern buildings, which unfortunately limited the findings and the information that could be
drawn from them. Nevertheless, during the excavations at Salat Camii Yani, it was possible to dis-
cover some information about the pattern of life in the early periods of the Late Neolithic period
of both southeastern Anatolia and the Near East in general. A simple village with detached build-
ings with a quadrilateral plan and pisé¢ walls was discovered. The paste of the pottery mostly used
as cooking pots in the first phase by these early village inhabitants was heavily grit-tempered.'

Dated to the middle phase of the Late Neolithic period among the sites part of the Ilisu
Dam excavations, Hakemi Use stands out as the northern representative for having ware that is
the first paint-decorated pottery of Mesopotamia and known as Hassuna/Samarra ware (Figs. 2—4)
in the traditional literature.’™ In the settlement of Hakemi Use, the villagers made a living from
farming and animal husbandry and lived in small spaces with several rooms, with walls built in
the pisé technique, and without any stone foundation. Habitation lasted for about one hundred
and fifty years." Providing evidence that, although indirectly, the Upper Tigris Valley was in
communication with the region from Lake Urmia to the Mediterranean Sea on the east—west
axis and from the Taurus Mountains to Diyala on the north—south axis, the settlement of Hakemi
Use is important in that it also shows an intensive use of pottery during this relatively short-term
habitation.'”® The density of necked jars, especially considering the analyses made among con-
temporary settlements, is noteworthy because it marks an increase in the use of milk and milk
products in this phase of the Late Neolithic.' On the other hand, the tray shapes with an incised,
an impressed, or a grooved base, which are found mostly as sherds in many excavations in the
southeast, existed throughout the Late Neolithic period, and are known as husking trays in the
literature, were discovered in every layer at Hakemi Use (Fig. 5).

Boztepe, one of the representatives of the Late Neolithic period on the Bismil Plain, is a
settlement on a slope; it was excavated for one season (1999) and within a narrow area.'” Since
four simple tombs were encountered at a depth of two meters from the surface of the settlement,
located on a terrace at an elevation of about 100 m above the current river bed of the Tigris, the
excavators put forward that the mound was a Halaf cemetery.' Later research revealed that these

11 Yutaka Miyake, “Salat Camii Yani: A Pottery Neolithic Site in the Tigris Valley,” in The Neolithic in Turkey: New
Excavations and New Research. The Tigris Basin, ed. Mehmet Ozdogan, Nezih Basgelen, and Peter Kuniholm
(Istanbul: Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yaymlari, 2011), 129-49.

12 Yutaka Miyake, “The Earliest Pottery of Salat Camii Yani,” in The Emergence of Pottery in Western Asia, ed. Akira
Tsuneki, Olivier P. Nieuwenhuyse, and Stuart Campbell (Oxford: Oxbow Books, 2017), 55-58.

13 Halil Tekin, “The Contribution of Hakemi Use to the Prehistory of Upper Mesopotamia,” in Interpreting the Late
Neolithic of Upper Mesopotamia, ed. Olivier P. Nieuwenhuyse et al., Papers on Archaeology from the Leiden Mu-
seum of Antiquities 9 (Turnhout: Brepols, 2013), 493-502.

14 Halil Tekin, “Hakemi Use Excavations within the Ilisu Project,” Anadolu/Anatolia 46 (2020): 154.

15 Tekin, “Pottery Traditions,” 110.

16 Olivier P. Nieuwenhuyse et al., “Tracing Pottery Use and the Emergence of Secondary Product Exploitation Through
Lipid Residue Analysis at Late Neolithic Tell Sabi Abyad (Syria),” Journal of Archaeological Science 64 (2015):
54-66.

17 Bradley Parker, Andrew Creekmore, and Charles Easton, “Yukar1 Dicle Arkeolojik Arastirma Projesi (UTARP)
Boztepe Yiizey Arastirmasi ve Kazilari, Talavas Tepe Yontemli Yiizey Arastirmast, 1999 On Rapor,” in llisu ve
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Merkezi, 2001), 565-91.
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An Overview of the Late Neolithic Period of Southeastern Anatolia - Halil Tekin 55

results, obtained from an excavation conducted within a rather limited area, were an isolated find
which stands apart from the excavations subsequently conducted at contemporary sites in the
region.'

Located on a terrace with a height of about ten meters above the old riverbed of the Tigris,
Karavelyan is exactly opposite Boztepe.2° Located about seven kilometers to the east on the same
shoreline as of Hakemi Use, Karavelyan is a short-term settlement belonging to the late phase of
the Late Neolithic period and yielding Early Halaf material, according to the traditional definition
(Figs. 6-7). The settlement, whose original size is unknown due to the intensive agricultural ac-
tivity performed on it for years, was inhabited for such a short period that it is represented merely
with two building levels. Given the overall state of the excavated site and the result revealed by
the survey conducted along the Tigris, it has been concluded that Karavelyan acted as a “station”
that mobile communities seasonally stopped by in ca. 5800-5700 BCE. Tombs of nine adults who
had inhabited the site for a short period were unearthed during the excavations.?'

Eight Late Neolithic settlements were discovered in the survey conducted within the Ilisu
Dam catchment area, between the city centers of Diyarbakir and Batman, and along the Tigris.??
There is sometimes a distance of two kilometers between the settlements, most of which repre-
sent the “late” phase of the Late Neolithic period, known as Halaf. The settlements in question
were located in the inner part of the old or new riverbed of the Tigris and on high terraces, which
demonstrates that these settlements diverged from the Tigris contrary to those in the middle phase
of the Late Neolithic period (Hassuna/Samarra).

To the east, Tiirbe Hoyiik, within the borders of the province of Siirt, represents the late
phase of the Late Neolithic period; it is a terrace settlement in the section where the Botan Trib-
utary and the Tigris River join.?® Although the excavation report does not elaborate, it mentions
the discovery of storage pits and the presence of Early Halaf pottery in the settlement.?4

Sumaki Hoylik, where excavations were conducted intermittently within the scope of the
Ilisu Project, is located on the bank of the Garzan Tributary within the borders of Besiri district
in the province of Batman.?® The presence of both the “early” and “late” periods of the Neolithic
Age was found at Sumaki Hoyiik, but unfortunately no opportunity for comprehensive research
was available. It’s pottery is remarkably similar to contemporaries on the Bismil Plain in the west
as well as on the plain of Syria.

Takyan Hoyiik was not excavated but detailed information was available thanks to the
careful surface survey carried out. The site is located on the Cizre and Silopi Plains within the
borders of the province of Sirnak.2® It is reported that besides Hassuna/Samarra and Halaf pot-
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21 Halil Tekin, “Karavelyan’dan bir Halaf Mezar1,” in Armizzi: Engin Ozgen’e Armagan / Studies in Honor of Engin
Ozgen, ed. Atilla Engin, Barbara Helwing, and Bora Uysal (Ankara: Asitan Kitap, 2014), 248.
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tery, sherds of Dark Faced Burnished Ware, mostly known as a Syro-Cilician characteristic, were
also encountered in the settlement, where Late Neolithic pottery was discovered on the surface in
about a ten-hectare area.?”

Located on the foot of the elevation known as the “Mardin Esigi” (Mardin Threshold)
and close to the Syrian border of the Upper Tigris Valley, Kerkiisti is on the Viransehir-Kiziltepe
highway to the west of the city center of Mardin.?® The archaeological findings unearthed during
the short-term excavation at Kerkiisti indicate that it was probably a settlement particularly which
provided communication between Hakemi Use, well known from the Upper Tigris, and Tell Sabi
Abyad on the Balikh Tributary in northern Syria.

The Euphrates Basin

The Euphrates, one of the two rivers that give life to Mesopotamia, has been an attraction
for the communities living in the eastern part of Turkey throughout history. It became the best-
known archaeological region of Turkey thanks to the excavations and surveys within the scope
of the GAP (the Southeastern Anatolia Project) that commenced in the mid-1960s. The entire ge-
ographical region, which starts in Anatolia and extends as far as Karkamis, where it then crosses
over the borders of Turkey, was visited and documented by various excavation teams. The doc-
umentation studies were not only carried out along the main riverbed but also included its main
tributaries and the valleys generated by them. The Euphrates has been more thoroughly surveyed
than the Tigris. The fact that similar studies were also carried out in the lands of Syria, where
the Euphrates flows southward, means that the archaeology of this river valley has a privileged
position in the Near East.

Although possessing fewer mountainous terrains than the Tigris Valley, the Lower Eu-
phrates Basin is an average of 600 to 850 m above sea level. The Harran Plain to the east of the
Euphrates and between the river and the Karacadag Mountain makes up a very special geograph-
ical area that has been inhabited in every period of history. With an elevation of 800 to 850 m on
average, the Germiis and Tektek Mountains around this plain appear to have attracted the Early
Neolithic communities. Sites from the Early Neolithic period that have aroused great national and
international interest, such as Gobekli Tepe and Karahantepe, are located in this area.

Cavi Tarlas1, within the borders of Siverek district, in the north of the city center of San-
lwrfa, is a Late Neolithic settlement excavated in 1983 and 1984.2° Keyhole-shaped buildings
with stone foundations and paint-decorated pottery generally acknowledged to be characteris-
tic of the Halaf period were unearthed during the excavations at Cavi Tarlas1.*° This settlement
seems to have been important, proving that there was a strong Late Neolithic tradition on the
southern foot of the Taurus Mountains.

Of'the Atatiirk Dam salvage excavations, Nevali Cori is known for its monumental build-
ing materials and large-sized limestone sculptures from the Early Neolithic period. Layers from
the Late Neolithic period were also unearthed at Nevali Cori, which is within the borders of the
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29 Jorg Becker and Alwo von Wickede, Cavi Tarlasi: Idenditdt und Kontakt am Beispiel eines spdtneolithschen Fund-
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Hilvan district of the province of Sanliurfa.3' The pottery and architecture of the Late Neolithic
period, known as Halaf, were unearthed during the excavations at Nevali Cori.32

Kurban Hoylik, a site part of the excavations associated with Atatiirk Dam, is located
within the borders of Bozova district, to the north of the city center of Sanliurfa. They have found
objects resembling the materials from northern Syria and the Amik Plain and provide a long
chronological sequence. The finds were obtained in layers just above virgin soil during the exca-
vations at Kurban Hoyiik.*® The painted ceramics from this site show parallelisms with those of
the Hassuna/Samarra painted wares of Upper Mesopotamia.

Located about three kilometers to the southeast of the city center of Sanlurfa in the
northern part of the Harran Plain, Kazane Hoyiik is a wide, multilayered mound settlement that
includes different periods. A small survey team dug soundings on the southwestern foot of the
lower city in the 1996—1997 excavation season and encountered the first paint-decorated pottery
of the Harran Plain.34 The potsherds, unearthed within a narrow area at Kazane Hoyiik, also in-
clude Samarra-type samples of Mesopotamia, and they are closely analogous to the material from
Tell Sabi Abyad in Syria, several hundred kilometers to the southwest.33

Tell Idris, another Late Neolithic settlement within the borders of the province of Sanlrur-
fa, is a small mound settlement about five hundred meters to the southeast of Harran, the famous
medieval settlement.?® It is reported that Halaf pottery was discovered without any connection
to the architectural remains in this approximately two-hectare-wide settlement. Unfortunately, no
comprehensive excavation was conducted.3”

The initial information on the Late Neolithic period of the Middle Euphrates Basin came
from the archaeological activities conducted within the borders of the province of Adiyaman
within the scope of the Atatiirk Dam Project. Surveyed within this scope, the settlements of Gri-
tille,3® Kumartepe,®® and Siirik Mevkii“® unfortunately yielded limited information, most on the
basis of potsherds. However, the quality of these sherds is noteworthy, as it shows that the Late
Neolithic Phase 1 existed in this geographical region, too. This site parallels the findings from the
Upper Tigris Valley. The results obtained from the surveys carried out in Adiyaman province were
published as a comprehensive report by a British research team.4!

Levzin Hoylik, within the borders of Adiyaman province, was studied as part of a museum
excavation that covered a narrow area between 1991 and 1992; nevertheless, it gained importance
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in that it yielded Proto-Hassuna samples—the first such ware of Upper Mesopotamia.?? Despite
the unavailability of a detailed report on the excavations at Levzin Hoylik, it is understood from
the limited potsherd information in the manuscripts that it represents Late Neolithic Phases 1 and
2, analogous to the settlements in its close vicinity.

Akargay Tepe®® and Mezraa Teleilat,** which are located in the area where the Euphrates
leaves Turkey, were excavated as part of the Karkamis Dam Project. The sites revealed parts of
both the early and late phases of the Neolithic period. It is striking that these two Neolithic settle-
ments located on the left bank of the Euphrates (according to its direction of flow) several kilom-
eters from each other were inhabited between similar dates and that the finds also displayed the
same characteristics—the two settlements naturally had similar patterns of life. Similar settlement
patterns were encountered several kilometers southward, within the current Syrian borders, clear-
ly showing the unique structure of this geographic area. Today as well, the area of about a hundred
square kilometers between Birecik, Karkamis, and Jarabulus is a considerably fertile geographic
area where the Euphrates creates a wide basin. The findings from the excavations conducted in
this area (on all periods) make it clear that this was the situation not only for the Neolithic Age
but also for all periods of history.

Another site of the Karkamis Dam salvage excavations, Fistikli Hoyiik is located about
four kilometers to the south of the district center of Birecik.#® With both its architectural remains
and its pottery and other small finds, Fistikl1 Hoytik is one of the excavation sites in the southeast-
ern Anatolian region that best represent Late Neolithic 3, the Halaf phase. Especially the scene of
a building with a bird perching on its roof and a human being depicted in front of it, found as a
painted decoration on a sherd of a necked jar, is significant since similar decorations are also seen
in the other contemporary places.4®

Located right on the current Turkish-Syrian political border, Carchemish (Karkamis) is
a Neolithic mound settlement that was first excavated before the First World War.4” Hassuna
sherds, examples of the first paint-decorated ware of Mesopotamia, were encountered just above
virgin soil during the excavations carried out at the mound. It is called “Kale” by the local people
but known as “Qala’at” by the British archaeologists in their research reports of their Karkamis
excavations. The town is a district center in the southeast of Gaziantep today. Using information
from the local villagers during the 1913 excavation season, a small study was carried out at a
location referred to as ““Yunus,” located within the current borders of the village of Eminik in the
northern part of the city wall of Carchemish. This area was found to have been a Halaf settlement
area.*® Owing to the approaching World War, the British excavation team crated up the numerous
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pottery finds and sent them to the Istanbul Archaeology Museum for safe keeping. Selim Dirvana
published this material in detail in 1944.4°

Located in the western part of the Euphrates, about forty-five kilometers to the east of the
city center of Gaziantep, on the bank of the Nizip Tributary and sometimes referred to as Sehzade
Hoyiik by the local people, Tell Turlu is a Late Neolithic settlement that was excavated for a short
period in 1962.5° Despite the fact that the ceramics from Tell Turlu have been published Halaf in
date, it is highly probable that some of the examples in the Gaziantep Museum are of an earlier
date.®

The first paint-decorated pottery from the Late Neolithic period of Mesopotamia came
from within the borders of Gaziantep. Coba Hdyiik, one of the numerous mound settlements on
the Sakcagozii Plain, is known in Near Eastern archacology as the settlement where this mate-
rial was first discovered and recorded. Known for the archaeological activities he carried out in
various places of the Near East in the first half of the twentieth century, British archaeologist
John Garstang conducted excavations at Coba Hoyiik, located near the modern settlement of
Sakc¢agdzi, in the spring of 1908. He encountered, at the lowest layer, paint-decorated ware and
stone tools which had hitherto been unknown in the Near East.52 At Coba Hoyiik in Sak¢agozii,
a British team led by Joan du Plat Taylor more explicitly and elaborately detailed the layer order
of the settlement during the second season of excavations, in 1949.53 Preserved in the Gaziantep
Museum, the material from Sakg¢ag6zii was published in detail with new data in 1988 by a British
team.>*

Evaluation

When the findings about the Neolithic period of southeastern Anatolia, which is made up of
the mountainous and hilly regions of Upper Mesopotamia, are considered in general, they appear
in harmony with processes that happened throughout the Near East; however, there are significant
differences in the details. The geography extending from the southern foot of the Taurus Moun-
tains to the area where the current plains of Syria and Iraq begin differs visibly from the other
areas of the Near East. Hence, to emphasize the uniqueness of the Neolithization process of this
vast region, it will be necessary to identify its subdivisions accordingly.

First of all, it should be stressed that the monumental architectural remains and objects
containing designs that were unearthed among the early habitation sites in the region were en-
countered across very few places in the Near East. This makes this monumentality unique to
southeastern Anatolia and the higher foothills of Upper Mesopotamia.

The southeastern Anatolia region appears to have been inhabited across a vast area during
the Late Neolithic period. Dense habitation is seen along the Euphrates and the Tigris, as well as

49 Selim Dirvana, “Cerablus Civarinda Yunus’ta Bulunan Tel Halaf Keramikleri,” Belleten 8 (1944): 403-20.

50 Catherine Breniquet, “Note sur les principaux résultats de la fouille de Tell Turlu, 1962,” Paléorient 13, no. 1 (1987):
113-16.

51 Breniquet, “Note sur les principaux résultats.”

52 John Garstang, “Excavations at Sakje-Geuzi, in North Syria: Preliminary Report for 1908,” Liverpool Annals of
Archaeology and Anthropology 1 (1908): 97-140.

53 Joan du Plat Taylor, Veronica Seton-Williams, and John d’Arcy Waechter, “The Excavations at Sakce Gozil,” Irag
12, no. 2 (1950): 53—-138.

54 David French and Geoffrey Summers, “Sakc¢ag6zii Materials in Gaziantep Museum,” Anatolian Studies 38 (1988):
71-84.



60 JOURNAL OF THE TURKISH INSTITUTE OF ARCHAELOGY AND CULTURAL HERITAGE - 01

along their branches. The sites of habitation were seen as stations and sometimes at intervals of
several kilometers, particularly after the Late Neolithic 2 (traditional Hassuna/Samarra), which in-
dicates that the communities led quite a mobile lifestyle in this period. Moreover, another striking
point is that the southeastern Anatolian settlements dated to Late Neolithic Phase 3 (Halaf) were
much wider mounds than those inhabited by their southern contemporaries. No contemporary
Mesopotamian settlement can approach the approximately twenty-two-hectare width of Domuz-
tepe in Kahramanmaras in the west of the region and within the borders of the eastern Mediterra-
nean region of modern Turkey’s borders. Likewise, given that many contemporary settlements in
Iraq and Syria are only several hectares in width, the approximately ten-hectare width of Takyan
Hoyiik in Sirnak is gigantic compared to others. Such widths of the settlements in southeastern
Anatolia in Late Neolithic Phases 2 and 3 may be the byproducts of both the presence of long-
term and uninterrupted habitation and the way of life in this period. Unlike mud-brick buildings
with strong stone foundations, “light” or “semi-light” architecture, in which wood, branches,
reed, and mud were used, was not convenient for long-term settlements in the region; these sites
did not have year-round, permanent habitation.

It appears that the Neolithic communities of southeastern Anatolia were itinerant and did
not inhabit the same place at all times of the year but mostly made a living from sheep and goat
husbandry during the middle of the Late Neolithic period (after 6200 BCE). People moved to
different, more preferable settlements in vast geographical areas as they let their animals graze.
As some settlements were therefore continually exposed to new habitation within a cycle, mound
formation developed horizontally instead of vertically. This might be the fundamental reason why
these Late Neolithic mounds of southeastern Anatolia are wider than those in the south. The fact
that the mountainous and hilly terrains at the same time possessed adequate clean water and food
sources made them an attraction for the mobile lifestyle of the period. These mobile communities
were in peaceful contact with each other, and this intensive contact must have been the reason
why a common material culture is seen across the mounds in the geographic region extending
from the Mediterranean Sea in the west to Lake Urmia in the east. As a region, Southeast Anatolia
presents us with one of the best examples of this situation.
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Ozet

Yukar1 Mezopotamya’nin daglik ve tepelik alanlarini olusturan Giineydogu Anadolu Bdol-
gesi’nin Erken Neolitik Donem’i anitsallik iceren kirectast mimariye sahiptir. Firat ve Dicle Ne-
hirleri ile bunlarin kollari lizerine insa edilen barajlar nedeniyle ¢cogu belgeleme ve kurtarma ni-
teligindeki arkeolojik etkinlikler sayesinde, bolgenin ilk iskan yerleri hakkinda kapsamli bilgiye
ulagilmistir. Bundan otuz yil 6ncesine kadar Yukar1 Mezopotamya’nin Ge¢ Neolitik Dénem’i
hakkinda bilginin neredeyse tiimii Irak ve Suriye topraklarindan gelmekteyken, giinlimiizde Gii-
neydogu Anadolu’nun bu donemine dair ¢ok daha fazla bilgi toplanmistir. Mezopotamya krono-
lojisinde Geg Neolitik Dénem kabaca MO 7000—5200 arasindaki zaman dilimini kapsamaktadir.
Gergek tarimci kdy yerlesimlerinin var oldugu bu dénemde hayvancilik dnemli bir ge¢im kaynagi
durumundadir. Siit ve siit liretiminin oldukga artmasi ve besinlerin sulu as seklinde tiiketilmesinin
yayginlagmasina kosut olarak Erken Neolitik Donem’de ¢ogunlukla tekil ve deneme asamasinda-
ki kilden kap-kacak yapimi Geg Neolitikte yaygin {iretime déniigmiistiir. Onceleri basit ihtiyag-
lar1 karsilamak i¢in tiretilen ¢anak-¢omlek, donemin ortalarindan itibaren 6nemli bir zanaat kolu
haline gelmistir. Kaplarin dis ve i¢ kisimlarinin boya bezek ile slislenmesi gitgide yayginlasmis,
iiretici atolyeler arasinda rekabet alan1 yaratmistir. Geg Neolitik Dénem’in sonunda batida Akde-
niz’den doguda Urmiye Golii’ne kadar genis bir cografyada benzer canak-¢omlegin goriilmesi,
s0z konusu bolgede mevsimsel hareketli bir yasamin olduguna isaret etmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler:

Neolitik, Canak-Comlek, Hassuna, Samarra, Halaf
Giris
Neolitik Cag lizerine tartigmalar, John Lubbock tarafindan ilk kez 6ne stiriildiigii 1865’ten
bu yana, ¢ok farkli 6l¢iitler dikkate alinarak giiniimiize kadar ulasmistir. Hi¢ kuskusuz bu tartis-
malarin temelinde arkeolojiye, hatta, sosyal bilimlere hakim olan moda yaklasimlarin da derin
etkisi bulunmaktadir. Tartigmalar, 6zellikle yirminci yilizyilin baglarinda, kdken ve yayilim konu-

larina odaklanmigtir. 1960°larda Amerika’da filizlenen ve “Yeni Arkeoloji” (New Archaeology)
adiyla bilinen bu yeni yaklasim, ayn1 zamanda “Siiregsel” (Processual), ardindan 1970’lerde basta

1 Halil Tekin, Hacettepe Universitesi, Ankara, ORCID: 0000-0002-0315-6217, htekind@gmail.com
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Fransa’da giiglenen “Art Siiregsel” (Post-Processual) adlandirma ve yontemlerle, baslangicindan
oldukga farkli noktalara ulagsmistir. Etkileri yirmi birinci yiizyilin ilk ¢eyregine kadar devam eden
bu yaklagimlarin yani sira, arkeolojinin “geleneksel” yontemlerini benimseyen arastirmacilarin
caligmalari, farkli mecrada devam etmektedir.

Boylesine farkli yaklagim ve yorumlarin oldugu ortamda, dogal olarak, Neolitik Cag’in
zamansal sinirlari ve alt boliimlerinin olusturulmasinda da goriis ayriliklart her gecen giin daha
fazla belirginlesmektedir. Kazilarda 1960’lardan sonra yogunluk kazanan radyokarbon ('*C) ana-
liz sonuglarmin, 6zellikle kronolojik ¢er¢evenin saptanmasinda, temel belirleyici olmasina kosut
olarak arkeometrik sonuglar, yerlesimlerin yorumlanmasinda daha fazla basvuru kaynagi olmus-
tur. Bu yeni yaklagim ile Neolitik Cag’in kronolojisi, basta Avrupa olmak tiizere, yerkiirenin pek
¢ok yerinde yeniden kurgulanmaya ve belirli ¢erceveye oturtulmaya baslanmaistir.

Bir alt disiplin olarak tarih 6ncesi ¢alismalari, arkeolojiye uyarlanan bu yeni yaklasim ve
yorumlardan fazlasiyla etkilenmistir. Yazinin heniiz kullanilmadig1 bir zaman dilimini kapsayan
tarih 6ncesi arkeolojisinin yorumlanmasinda, arkeometriden diger donemlere nazaran daha yogun
yararlanilmaktadir. Cesitli ekipler tarafindan farkli cografyalarda elde edilen veriler ve ulasilan
sonuclar kimi zaman ortiisse de ¢ogu kez farklilik gostermesi nedeniyle tartismalar da artmakta-
dir. Yirmi birinci ylizyilin baslarindan itibaren, Antik DNA analizlerinin bir bagvuru kaynagina
doniismesi, bu tartismalar1 daha da hararetlendirmistir.

Bugiinkii bilgilerimize gore, yerkiirede Neolitik Cag’in en erken izleri Yakin Dogu’da
gliclii bicimde goriilmektedir. Higbir cografya ile benzerlik gostermeyen ve kendi i¢cinde de gozle
goriiliir farkliliklara sahip olan bu siirecin tanimlanmasi ve kronolojik alt boliimlere ayrilmasinda,
cogu zaman, Dogu Akdeniz (Levant) kronoloji ve terminolojisine bagvurulmaktadir. Giiniimiiz
Israil sinirlar1 iginde, Olii Deniz’in kuzeybatisinda yer alan Eriha (Jericho) kazilar1 bu referansin
¢ikis noktasini olusturmaktadir. Ingiliz arkeolog Kathleen Kenyon tarafindan 1950’lerde arasti-
rilmaya baslanilan Eriha, zaman i¢inde Neolitik kronolojisinde bir “ana basvuru” merkezine do-
nlismiistiir. Neolitik Cag’in Kenyon tarafindan kilden ¢anak-¢dmlek {izerinden yapilan alt ayrimi,
giiniimiizde de pek ¢ok ¢alismada esas alinmaya devam etmektedir. Oysa gegen ylizyilin ikinci
yarisindan itibaren Yakin Dogu’nun pek ¢ok yerinde artan arkeolojik kazilar, gercekte Neolitik
Cag’in farkli cografyalarda kendine 6zgii siirec izledigini daha da belirgin hale getirmistir. Eriha
0zelinden hareketle, Dogu Akdeniz i¢in tutarli goriinen zamansal ayrimi Yakin Dogu’nun diger
bolgelerine uyarlamanin yarattig1 sorunlar, ayni zamanda tartigsmalarin da temelini olusturmakta-
dir. Goriinen odur ki, Neolitik Cag, Yakin Dogu’nun her yerinde ve ayni zaman diliminde, ayni
stireci yagsamamuistir. Bundan dolayi, Yakin Dogu Neolitigini birbirinden ayrilan “nisler” i¢inde
ele almanin daha gergekei oldugu, her gegen giin daha da belirginlesmektedir.

Bu satirlarin yazari tarafindan Yukar1t Mezopotamya ve onun bir dogal parcasi olan Gii-
neydogu Anadolu Bolgesi i¢in Neolitik Cag’in kendi igindeki boliimlenmesi yagam modelleri
ve materyal kiiltirdeki kokli degisim esas alinarak bir 6neri olarak baska yaymlarda yeniden
olusturulmaya ¢alisilmistir.2 Holosen basinda ilk kdylerin kuruldugu, yuvarlak planh barmaklarin
insa edildigi ve heniiz tarima gecilmeyen bu zaman dilimini “Erken Neolitik 1" olarak adlandir-
mak miimkiindiir. MO 10.000-8500 arasindaki bu siire¢ beslenme aliskanlig1 ve yasam modeli
acisindan ardili evreye gore belirgin farklilik gdstermektedir. Bu evrede “anitsallik,” 6zellikle,
Firat Havzasi yerlesimlerinde ¢ok belirleyici 6gedir. Kabaca MO 8500-7000 yillar1 arasini kap-

2 Bu alt ayrim hakkinda kapsamli tartigmalar i¢in bkz. Halil Tekin, Tarihoncesinde Mezopotamya: Yeni Yaklasimlar,
Yeni Yorumlar ve Yeni Kronoloji (Ankara: Bilgin Kiiltiir Sanat, 2017), 135-354.
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sayan “Erken Neolitik 2 evresinde ise dortgen kerpig binalar inga edilmeye baslanmis, boylelikle
barinaklar bir “mekan” dzelligine biiriinmiistiir. Onceki evrede gozlemlenen anitsallik her yerde
olmasa da asamali olarak ortadan kalkmaya baslar. Bu evrede, tarim ile birlikte ke¢i ve koyun gibi
hayvanlar giinliik besin ekonomisine dahil edilmistir. Toplumsal yapida dncekine gore belirgin
farkliliklar gézlenmektedir.

Yukar1 Mezopotamya’da, yaklasik MO 7000—5200 yillar1 arasini kapsayan, Geg Neolitik
Donem kendi i¢inde ii¢ alt evreye ayrilabilir. Bu siirecin ilk evresi olan “Geg Neolitik 17 yerlesim-
lerinde en belirgin fark mekanlarin artik “konut” sekline doniismesidir. Kabaca MO 7000-6200
arasina denk gelen bu evrede birden fazla odasi olan, ¢ogunlukla iki kath kerpi¢ veya pisé du-
varlara sahip binalar birer yasam alanina doniismiis; onceki evrelerdeki anitsallik tamamen orta-
dan kalkmustir. Sigirin evcillestirilmeye baglanmasiyla birlikte, siit ve siit liriinlerinin tiiketimine
dontik degisimler de gozlenmektedir. Gergek tarimsal etkinligin tiim yerlesimlerde goriilmesiyle
birlikte sulu yemeklerin pisirilmeye baglandig1 bu evrede, kilden ¢anak-¢dmlek iiretimi ve yaygin
kullanimi goriilmeye baslar.

MO 6200-5800 arasina denk gelen “Geg Neolitik 2” evresinde ise canak-¢omlek iireti-
minde adeta patlama yagsanmistir. Sigirin evcillestirilmesiyle birlikte elde edilen yiiksek miktarda
siit i¢in iiretilen uzun boyunlu ve sigkin karmli ¢omleklerin yani sira, sulu asgin servis edilmesi
amaciyla kullanilmast muhtemel olan genis agizl tepsi ve canaklarda gbzle goriiniir bir artis
olmustur. Diger taraftan, bu evrede Yukar1 Mezopotamya’'nin bazi yerlerinde kismi kurakligin
yasandigi, bundan dolay1 da yerlesimlerin yilin tiim zamaninda iskan edilmedigi anlasilmaktadir.
Dokumacilik, miihtirciiliik ve sepet oriictiliigli gibi el zanaatlarinda belirgin artis goriilmektedir.

MO 5800-5200 yillar1 arasini kapsayan “Geg Neolitik 3” evresinde ise yerlesimlerde
tam uzmanlasmaya doniik giiclii izler dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Uretimde ustaligin en somut kaniti
canak-comlekte belirgin sekilde goriilmektedir. Geleneksel Mezopotamya kronolojisinde “Halaf”
olarak bilinen bu siirecte elde iiretilen pigmis toprak kaplar, dnceleri arastirmacilar arasinda metal
taklidi olarak algilanacak kadar keskin hatlara sahiptir. Ge¢ Neolitik Dénem’in ilk iki evresinde
(geleneksel tanimlamada Hassuna/Samarra) ¢anak-¢comlek tlizerindeki bezekler, ¢ogunlukla, geo-
metrik ve simgesel 6geler tagirken, bu ligiincii evrede “Oykiici” anlatim, kimi zaman, ¢ok renkli
(polychrome) boya bezek olarak uygulanmaktadir. Bu tigiincii evre, Mezopotamya’da “merkezi”
sistemin Onciisii olarak kabul goren, ardili “Ubeyd” Donemi’nin habercisi niteligindedir.

Yakin Dogu’nun Neolitigi hakkinda 6nemli bilgi kaynagi olan Toros Daglari, ayni za-
manda kendine 6zgii verilere sahip bir cografya olarak da dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Firat ve Dicle
nehirleri ile kollarmin hayat verdigi, denizden ortalama 850—500 m yiikseklige sahip tepeler,
Neolitik Cag topluluklari i¢in adeta bir cazibe alani ve Yakin Dogu i¢in ayr1 bir “nis” yaratmistir.
S6z konusu akarsular iizerine insa edilen barajlar nedeniyle de 1960’larin ortasindan itibaren
arkeolojik etkinliklerin yogunlagmasi sayesinde, dnceleri, neredeyse higbir bilgiye sahip olunma-
yan bu cografya, gliniimiizde arkeolojik agidan Tiirkiye’nin en iyi bilinen bélgesi konumuna yiik-
selmistir. Bu yogun bilgi akis1 sayesinde, Toros Daglari’nin Neolitik Cag topluluklar1 hakkinda
yeni kurgulamalar ve elbette yeni tanimlamalar zorunlu hale gelmistir.

Giineydogu Anadolu’‘da Geg Neolitik Dénem

Neolitik Cag’in zamansal alt ayriminin Giineydogu Anadolu Bolgesi’nde hangi Olciitlere
gore yapilmasi gerektigi sorusu maalesef heniiz lizerinde uzlagilmis bir konu degildir. Bununla
birlikte, yasam big¢imindeki gozle goriiliir degisimler dikkate alindiginda, besin ekonomisi ve
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buna bagli olarak beslenme aligkanligindaki koklii degisim ve yerlesim modelleri, 6ne ¢ikan 6l-
ciitler olarak one siiriilebilir. Yuvarlak planli zemine gémiik binalar inga edildigi Erken Neolitik
Donem’in birinci asamasinda, Firat Havzasi’nda kiregtasindan “T” bigimli dikili taslar ve gercek
boyutlarda heykeller ile simgelenmis bir anitsallik var iken, Dicle Vadisi’ndeki yerlesimlerde be-
zemesiz kirectast dikmeler goriilmekte, buna karsin, klorit tasindan yapilmis ¢ok sayida kaplara
rastlanmaktadir. Bu asamada keci ve koyunun ekonomiye dahil edildigi, onlarin hem siit hem de
kil/ylinlinden yararlandigina dair kanitlar mevcuttur.

Giineydogu Anadolu Bdélgesi’nin Neolitiklesme siirecini incelerken bolgeyi tek parcada
ele almak dogru olmayacaktir. S6z konusu bdlge ana hatlariyla; Toros Daglari’nin giiney etek-
lerinden baslayip, giiniimiiz Suriye diizliigiine kadar uzanan kuzey-giiney yoniinde ve Amanos
Daglar1 (Gavur Daglar) ile Toroslarin Zagroslara yoneldigi dogu-bati yoniinde, Siirt’in bat1 bo-
[iimiinii icine alan kesimi kapsamaktadir. Bu bolge ilk bakista benzer cografi ve kiiltiirel yapiya
sahip gibi goriinse de gercekte kendi i¢inde belirgin farkliliklar barindirmaktadir. Bélgenin ilk sa-
kinlerinden itibaren tiim arkeolojik donemler boyunca bu farkliliklar hep var olmustur. Giiniim{iz-
de de Giineydogu Anadolu’nun kendi i¢indeki kiiltiirel farkliliklarini, belirgin bir sekilde, gecmis-
ten gliniimiize izlemek miimkiindiir. Bolgeye hayat veren Firat ve Dicle nehirleri bu farkliligin en
onemli cografi sinirlarini olusturmaktadir. Bundan dolay1, Giineydogu Anadolu Bolgesi’nin Geg
Neolitigini, tipk: diger arkeolojik donemler gibi, bu iki nehir ve vadi/havzalar cercevesinde ele
almak dogru olacaktir (Fig. 1).

Yukari Dicle Vadisi

Yukar1 Mezopotamya’nin ilk sakinlerinin izlerine sahip bu cografya, ayn1 zamanda Tiir-
kiye’nin ilk koy yerlesimlerine ev sahipligi yapmistir. Giineydogu Anadolu Bolgesi’nde 1960°1a-
rin ortasindan itibaren baslayan baraj kurtarma kazilarindan 6nce arkeolojik etkinliklerin yiiriitiil-
mesi nedeniyle de ayr1 bir yere sahip olan yérede ilk calismalar, 1963 yilinda istanbul ve Sikago
tniversitelerine mensup bir heyet tarafindan gergeklestirilmistir.® Bu etkinliklerden elde edilen
verilerin 15181nda, ayni heyet liyeleri yorede bazi kazilar gerceklestirmistir.

Bu kazilarin en dikkat ¢ekeni hi¢ kuskusuz giiniimiize kadar (araliklarla) devam eden
Diyarbakir ili, Ergani ilgesi sinirlar1 igindeki Cayonii Tepesi’dir.# Cayonii Tepesi, ilk kazilmaya
baslandigi andan itibaren, uzun yillar sadece Tiirkiye i¢in degil, ayn1 zamanda Diinya’nin tarih
oncesi donemleri i¢in de en 6nemli bagvuru yerlesimlerinden birisi olmustur. Burasi her ne kadar
Erken Neolitik Donem bulgulariyla éne ¢ikarilip tanitilmis olsa da yerlesimin 6zellikle bati kesi-
minde, Geg¢ Neolitik Dénem’de iskan edildigine dair kalintilar bulunmustur.® Dar alanda ve kisitl
stirede calisildig1 icin Caydnii Tepesi’nin Geg Neolitik Donem’i hakkinda ayrmtili bilgiye heniiz
ulagilamamis, yerlesimdeki doniistimler tiim yonleriyle ortaya konulamamastir.

Cayoni Tepesi’nin yaklasik ii¢c kilometre dogusunda yer alan Til Huzur (Yayvantepe)
kazilarinda saptanan Ge¢ Neolitik bulgulari, bu yerlesimin yorede ¢anak-¢omlek kullanan, tarim

3 Halet Cambel ve Robert J. Braidwood, der. Istanbul ve Chicago Universiteleri Karma Projesi Giineydogu Anadolu
Tarihoncesi Arastirmalary/The Joint Istanbul-Chicago Universities’ Prehistoric Research in Southeastern Anatolia.
Istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Yaymlari/Istanbul University Faculty of Letters 2589 (Istanbul: Istanbul
Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Bastmevi, 1980).

4 Mehmet Ozdogan, “Southeast Anatolia Joint Project and Excavations at Cayonii,” Istanbul University’s Contribu-
tions to Archaeology in Turkey iginde, der. Oktay Belli (Istanbul: Istanbul Universitesi Yayinlari, 2001), 12—-17.

5 Asli Erim-Ozdogan ve Nurcan Yalman, “Katkili Kil Kaplar ve Canak-Comlek: Cayonii Canak-Comleksiz ve Ca-
nak-Comlekli Neolitik Buluntular1 Uzerinden Bir Yorum,” TUBA-AR: Tiirkiye Bilimler Akademisi Arkeoloji Der-
gisi 7(2004): 67-92.
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ve hayvancilikla ge¢imini saglayan bir yasam modelini anlamaya yardim edecek potansiyele sa-
hip oldugunu gostermistir.® Maalesef sadece bir kaz1 sezonu (1991) ¢alisilan bu kii¢iik boyutlu
hoyiikte giin 15181na ¢ikarilan bulgular, Toros Daglarinin giliney eteklerindeki yasam modelini ve
Dicle boyunca giineydeki diger ¢agdas topluluklarla iletisimin giiclii oldugunu gostermesi baki-
mindan énem tasimaktadir.

Ergani Ovasi’nda yer alan Girikihaciyan, 1968 ve 1970 olmak tiizere iki sezon kazis1 ya-
pilmis bir Geg Neolitik yerlesimidir.” Kazilarda giin 1s181na ¢ikarilan arkeolojik bulgular iginde
en dikkat ¢ekeni hi¢ kuskusuz “anahtar deligi” seklinde plana sahip tas temelli yapilar ile bunlara
ait boya bezekli canak-¢omlek gruplaridir. Girikihaciyan boya bezekli canak-¢omlegi, Yakin Do-
gu’nun Geg Neolitik Donemi’nin son agsamasini temsil eden ve geleneksel adlandirma ile “Halaf”
olarak bilinen gruplar1 igermektedir.

Dicle’nin kuzey kollarindan Ambar Cay1 ve cevresi arkeolojik agidan son yillara kadar
pek bilgiye sahip olunmamasina karsin, iizerine insa edilen baraj nedeniyle yorede 20182021
yillar1 arasinda kapsamli aragtirmalar gergeklestirilmistir. Bu baglamda yiiriitiilen Gre Filla ve
Kendale Hecela kazilarinda Neolitik Cag’in farkli donemlerine dair bulgulara ulagilmistir.2 S6z
konusu kazilardan Kendale Hecala sadece Geg¢ Neolitik Dénem malzemesi verirken, Gre Filla’da
Erken Neolitik Donem’in “Erken” ve “Geg” evresine ait kalintilara rastlanmistir.® Toros Daglari-
nin giiney eteklerinde, ortalama 1600 m yiikseklige sahip tepelik alanlarin i¢inde kivrilarak akan
Ambar Cay1’nin eteklerinde yer alan her iki yerlesim, yorenin daglik alanlarindaki Neolitik top-
luluklarin yasamlarina dair dikkate deger ipuglar1 sunmaktadir. Heniiz ilk sonuglar1 yayimlanan
kaz1 ¢aligmalarinin gelecekteki kapsamli yayinlari sayesinde Yukart Mezopotamya’nin Erken ve
Geg Neolitik gecis asamalarini daha iyi anlama imkan1 olacagi muhakkaktir.

Dicle’nin giliney kesimlerine ulasildiginda Bismil Ovast’nin bir cazibe alan1 olusturdugu
gozlenmektedir.' Ortalama 600 ile 500 m rakima sahip bu ovada Dicle’nin giiney kollar1 olan
Goksu, Seyhan ve Savur ile kuzey kollart Ambar, Salat ve Batman Cay, yorede Neolitik toplu-
luklar i¢in Holosen baglarindan itibaren yasamaya elverisli bir cografya sunmustur. Ilisu Baraji
su tutma etkilesim alani i¢inde kalan Bismil Ovasi’nda 1998 yilindan itibaren barajin su tutmaya
basladig1 2018’e kadar kazilar yiirtitiilmustiir.

Bismil Ovasi’ndaki Geg¢ Neolitik Dénem’in erken evrelerine dair bilgi ¢ok simirlidir.
Glinlimiizde Bismil ilgesine bagl bir belde merkezi olan Salat yerlesiminin gliney kesiminde,
modern binalarin altinda kalan Salat Camii Yani, bu donemin en onemli temsilcisidir." Modern
binalarin arasindaki bos alanlarda yiiriitiilen kazilar, maalesef kapsamli bilgiye ulagsmaya engel
olmustur. Bununla birlikte, Salat Camii Yani kazilarinda hem Giineydogu Anadolu Bolgesi’nin
hem de Yakin Dogu’nun Geg¢ Neolitik Donem’inin “Erken” evrelerindeki yasam modeline dair

6 Isabella Caneva, “Til Huzur-Yayvantepe,” The Neolithic in Turkey: New Excavations and New Research. The Tigris
Basin iginde, der. Mehmet Ozdogan, Nezih Basgelen ve Peter Kuniholm (Istanbul: Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yayinlari,
2011), 173-84.

7 Patty Jo Watson ve Steven A. LeBlanc, Girikihaciyan: A Halafian Site in Southeastern Turkey. Institute of Archaeo-
logy Monograph 33 (Los Angeles: University of California, Los Angeles, 1990).

8 Ayse Tuba Okse, “Yukar1 Dicle Havzasi-Ambar Cay1 Vadisi Yerlesim Tarihi,” OLBA 28 (2020): 1-34.

9 Okse, “Yukar1 Dicle Havzas1,” 5.

10 Halil Tekin, “Late Neolithic Painted Pottery Traditions on the Upper Tigris Valley,” Painting Pots—Painting People:
Late Neolithic Ceramics in the Ancient Mesopotamia iginde, der. Walter Cruells, Inna Mateiciucova ve Olivier
Nieuwenhuyse (Oxford, Oxbow Books, 2017), 107—-14.

11 Yutaka Miyake, “Salat Camii Yani: A Pottery Neolithic Site in the Tigris Valley,” The Neolithic in Turkey: New Ex-
cavations and New Research. The Tigris Basin iginde, der. Mehmet Ozdogan, Nezih Basgelen ve Peter Kuniholm
(istanbul: Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yaynlari, 2011), 129-49.
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bazi bilgilere ulagilmistir. Dortgen planlh pisé insa edilmis duvarlara sahip ve ayrisik nizam bi-
nalarda, oldukga basit hayat siiren bir koy yasaminin var oldugu anlagilmaktadir. Yerlesimin ilk
sakinlerinin erken evrede kullandigi ¢canak-¢comlegin hamurunda yogun mineral katki oldugu ve
s6z konusu kaplarin ¢ogunlukla pisirme amagh kullanildigi anlagilmaktadir.'?

Ilisu Baraji kazilari iginde Geg Neolitik Donem’in “orta evresine” tarihlenen Hakemi Use,
ayn1 zamanda Mezopotamya’nin ilk boya bezekli canak-¢omlegi olan ve geleneksel literatiirde
Hassuna/Samarra (Fig. 2—4) olarak bilinen kaplarin kuzey temsilcisi olarak 6ne ¢ikmaktadir.’
Ciftcilik ve hayvancilikla gecinen, tag temel olmaksizin pisé teknikte insa edilmis birka¢ odali
kiiciik mekanlarda yasayan bir kdy yerlesimi olan Hakemi Use, yaklasik yiiz elli y1l kadar iskan
edilmistir." Hakemi Use, Yukari Dicle Vadisi’nin Urmiye G6lii'nden Akdeniz’e kadar dogu-bati
ve Toroslardan Diyala’ya kadar kuzey-giiney ekseninde, dolayli da olsa, iletisim iginde olduguna
dair kanitlar sunmaktadir. Yerlesimde saptanan kisa stireli iskan esnasinda, yogun ¢anak-¢comlek
kullanim dikkat ¢ekmektedir.® Ozellikle boyunlu ¢omleklerin yogun olmasi, Geg¢ Neolitigin bu
evresinde ¢agdasi yerlesimlerde de siit ve siit irtinii kullaniminin artmasina taniklik eder nitelikte-
dir.'® Diger yandan, Geg Neolitik stiresince Giineydogu’nun pek ¢ok kazisinda ¢gogunlukla parga-
lar halinde ele gecen ve literatlirde “husking tray” olarak bilinen i¢ taban kisminda kazinti, baski
veya oyuklar bulunan tepsi formlarindan Hakemi Use’de her tabakada bulunmustur (Fig. 5).

Bismil Ovasi’ndaki Geg Neolitik Donem’in temsilcilerinden bir digeri olan Boztepe, tek
sezon (1999) ve dar alanda kazilmig bir yamag yerlesimidir."” Dicle’nin giincel yatagindan yakla-
sik 100 m yiiksekteki bir teras iizerinde konumlanan yerlesimin yiizeyinden iki metre derinlikte,
dort basit mezara rastlanmasindan dolay1 kazi heyeti burasinin Halaf mezarlig1 oldugunu ileri
stirmiistiir."® Oldukea kisitli bir alanda yiiriitiilen ve sonrasinda yorede ¢agdasi yerlesimlerde yii-
riitiilen kazilarindan “izole” bir rapor olarak sunulan bu sonuglarin ger¢egi yansitmadigi ayrinti-
lariyla ortaya konmustur."

Dicle’nin eski yataginda, yaklasik on metre yiikseklige sahip bir teras tizerinde konumla-
nan Karavelyan, ayni zamanda Boztepe’nin tam kars1 kiyisinda yer almaktadir.2° Hakemi Use ile
ayni1 kiy1 seridinde ve yedi kilometre doguda yer alan Karavelyan, Ge¢ Neolitik Dénem’in “Geg”
evresi olan ve geleneksel tanimlamayla “Erken Halaf” malzemesi veren kisa siireli bir yerlesimdir
(Fig. 6-7). Uzerinde uzun yillar yogun tarimsal etkinlik yapildig1 igin ger¢ek boyutundan kaybet-

12 Yutaka Miyake, “The Earliest Pottery of Salat Camii Yan1,” The Emergence of Pottery in Western Asia i¢inde, der.
Akira Tsuneki, Olivier P. Nieuwenhuyse ve Stuart Campbell (Oxford: Oxbow Books, 2017), 55-58.

13 Halil Tekin, “The Contribution of Hakemi Use to the Prehistory of Upper Mesopotamia,” Interpreting the Late
Neolithic of Upper Mesopotamia iginde, der. Olivier P. Nieuwenhuyse vd., Papers on Archaeology from the Leiden
Museum of Antiquities 9 (Turnhout: Brepols, 2013), 493-502.

14 Halil Tekin, “Hakemi Use Excavations within the Ilisu Project,” Anadolu/Anatolia 46 (2020): 154.

15 Tekin, “Pottery Traditions,” 110.

16 Olivier P. Nieuwenhuyse vd., “Tracing Pottery Use and the Emergence of Secondary Product Exploitation Through
Lipid Residue Analysis at Late Neolithic Tell Sabi Abyad (Syria),” Journal of Archaeological Science 64 (2015):
54-66.

17 Parker, Bradley, Andrew Creekmore ve Charles Easton. “Yukar1 Dicle Arkeolojik Arastirma Projesi (UTARP) Boz-
tepe Yiizey Arastirmasi ve Kazilari, Talavas Tepe Yontemli Yiizey Arastirmasi, 1999 On Rapor,” Ilisu ve Karkamus
Baraj Golleri Altinda Kalacak Arkeolojik ve Kiiltiir Varliklarint Kurtarma Projesi 1999 Yili Calismalari/Salvage
Project of the Archaeological Heritage of the Ilisu and Carchemish Dam Reservoirs Activities in 1999 iginde, der.
Numan Tuna, Jean Oztiirk ve Jale Velibeyoglu (Ankara: ODTU Tarihsel Cevre Arastirma ve Degerlendirme Mer-
kezi, 2001), 565-91.

18 Parker, Creekmore ve Easton, “UTARP,” 570.

19 Tekin, Tarihoncesinde Mezopotamya, 344.

20 Halil Tekin, “Karavelyan Excavations within the Ilisu Project,” Anadolu/Anatolia 45 (2019): 197-209.
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mis olan yerlesim, sadece iki yap1 kat1 ile temsil edilecek kadar kisa siireli iskan edilmistir. Kazi-
lan alanin genel durumu ve Dicle boyunca yiiriitiilen yiizey arastirmasinin ortaya ¢ikardigi sonug
dikkate alindiginda Karavelyan, MO 58005700 civarinda yorede hareketli (mobil) topluluklarin
mevsimsel ugradig bir “istasyon” gorevi listlenmistir. Burada kisa siireli iskan eden topluluga ait
dokuz yetigkin bireyin mezari kazilarda ortaya ¢ikarilmigtir.?'

Ilisu Baraji1 etkilesim alani i¢cinde, Diyarbakir-Batman kent merkezleri arasinda ve Dicle
boyunca yiiriitiilen yiizey arastirmasinda toplam sekiz Ge¢ Neolitik Donem yerlesimin varligi
saptanmustir.22 Cogu “Halaf” olarak bilinen Ge¢ Neolitik Donem’in “Geg” evresini temsil eden
yerlesimler arasinda kimi zaman iki kilometre mesafe bulunmaktadir. S6z konusu olan bu yer-
lesimlerin Dicle’nin eski veya yeni yatagindan i¢ kesimde ve yiiksek teras iizerinde konumlan-
malari, Ge¢ Neolitik Donem’in “Orta” evresinin (Hassuna/Samarra) aksine bu evrede Dicle’den
uzaklasildigina isaret etmektedir.

Doguya dogru gidildiginde Siirt ili sinirlari i¢indeki Tiirbe Hoyiik, Botan Cayi ile Dicle
Nehri’nin birlestigi kesimde bir teras yerlesimi olarak Geg¢ Neolitik Dénem’in “Ge¢” evresini
temsil etmektedir.?® Kazi raporunda ayrintiya girilmemekle birlikte, yerlesimde depolama gukur-
larinin saptandigi ve “Erken Halaf” ¢anak-¢comleginin varligindan s6z edilmektedir.?4

Ilisu Projesi kapsaminda araliklarla kazi ¢alismalart yiiriitilen Sumaki Hoyiik, Batman
ili, Besiri ilgesi sinirlar1 iginde Garzan Cay1 kenarinda yer almaktadir.2> Maalesef kapsamli aras-
tirllamayan Sumaki Hoytik’te Neolitik Cag’in hem “Erken” hem de “Ge¢” donemlerinin varligi
saptanmistir. Ozellikle canak-¢omlek agisindan batidaki Bismil Ovas1 ve Suriye diizliigii cagdas
yerlesimleriyle benzerligi dikkat cekmektedir.

Kazis1 yapilmamis olmakla birlikte, ylizeyinde gergeklestirilen hassas toplama sayesinde
ayrintilt bilgiye ulasilan Takyan Hoyiik, Sirnak ili siirlar iginde Cizre-Silopi diizliigiinde yer
almaktadir.?® Yiizeyde yaklasik on hektarlik bir alanda Geg Neolitik Dénem ¢anak-¢omleginin
saptandig1 yerlesimde “Hassuna/Samarra” ve “Halaf” canak-¢omleginin yani sira ¢ogunlukla Su-
riye-Kilikya 6zelligi olarak bilinen Koyu Yiizlii Perdahli Kaplar’a (Dark Faced Burnished Ware)
ait parcalara da rastlandigi rapor edilmektedir.?”

Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi’sinin Suriye siirina yakin bir yerde “Mardin Esigi” olarak tanimla-
nan yukseltinin eteklerinde yer alan Kerkiisti, Mardin kent merkezinin batisinda Viransehir-Ki-
ziltepe karayolu tlizerinde yer almaktadir.2® Kerkiisti’de kisa siireli kazida giin 15181na ¢ikarilan
arkeolojik bulgular burasmin 6zellikle Yukar1 Dicle’den iyi bilinen Karavelyan ile biraz daha

21 Halil Tekin, “Karavelyan’dan bir Halaf Mezar1,” Armizzi: Engin Ozgen’e Armagan/Studies in Honor of Engin Oz-
gen iginde, der. Atilla Engin, Barbara Helwing ve Bora Uysal (Ankara: Asitan Kitap, 2014), 248.

22 Tekin, “Pottery Traditions,” 108, fig. 9.2.

23 Haluk Saglamtimur ve Ali Ozan, “Siirt-Tiirbe Hoyiik Kazis1t On Raporu,” Ege Universitesi Arkeoloji Dergisi 10
(2007): 1-31.

24 Saglamtimur ve Ozan, “Tiirbe Hoyiik,” 16, fig. 2.

25 Asli Erim-Ozdogan, “Sumaki Hoyiik: A New Neolithic Settlement in the Upper Tigris Basin,” The Neolithic in Tur-
key: New Excavations and New Research. The Tigris Basin iginde, der. Mehmet Ozdogan, Nezih Basgelen ve Peter
Kuniholm (Istanbul: Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yaynlari, 2011), 19-60.

26 Giilriz Kozbe, “The Late Neolithic in the Sirnak Area (Southeast Turkey),” Interpreting the Late Neolithic of Upper
Mesopotamia iginde, der. Olivier P. Nieuwenhuyse vd., Papers on Archaeology from the Leiden Museum of An-
tiquities 9 (Turnhout: Brepols, 2013), 479-91.

27 Kozbe, “The Late Neolithic,” 480.

28 Savag Sarialtin, “A Halaf Settlement at Kerkiisti Hoyiik,” Interpreting the Late Neolithic of Upper Mesopotamia
icinde, der. Olivier P. Nieuwenhuyse vd., Papers on Archaeology from the Leiden Museum of Antiquities 9 (Tur-
nhout: Brepols, 2013), 503-12.
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erken olan Hakemi Use ve Kuzey Suriye’de Balikh Cayi iizerindeki Tell Sabi Abyad arasinda
iletisim saglayan bir yerlesim olmasi ihtimalini akla getirmektedir.

Asagi Firat Havzasi

Mezopotamya’nin yasam kaynagi iki nehirden birisi olan Firat, tarih boyunca Tiirkiye nin
dogu kesiminde yasayan topluluklar i¢in bir cazibe alani olusturmustur. 1960’larin ortalarinda
baslayan GAP Projesi kapsaminda kazi ve ylizey arastirmalar1 sayesinde de iilkemizin arkeoloji
alaninda en iyi bilinen bolgesi haline gelmistir. Kaynagi Dogu Anadolu’dan baslayip iilke sinir-
larin1 terk ettigi Karkamig’a kadar uzanan cografyanin tamami farkli heyetler tarafindan ziyaret
edilmis ve belgelenmistir. Belgeleme calismalari sadece ana yatakta olmamustir. Onemli kollar
ve onlarin yarattig1 vadiler de arastirildigi i¢in Dicle’ye nazaran Firat hakkindaki bilgi daha fazla-
dir. Benzer calismalarin Firat’in giineye dogru aktigi Suriye topraklarinda da yapilmis olmasi, bu
nehrin arkeolojisini Yakin Dogu’da ayricalikli bir konuma getirmistir.

Dicle Vadisi’ne nazaran daglik alanlar1 az olmakla birlikte, Asag1 Firat Havzas1 deniz-
den ortalama 850-600 m ytiikseklige sahiptir. Firat’in dogusunda, Karacadag kiitlesi ile arasinda
kalan Harran Ovasi, tarihin her doneminde iskan edilen ¢ok &6zel bir cografya olusturmaktadir.
Bu ovanin ¢evresindeki Germiis ve Tektek daglar1 ortalama 850-800 m rakim ile Erken Neolitik
topluluklari i¢in bir ¢ekim alan1 olusturmus gibi gortinmektedir. Giiniimiizde sadece lilkemizde ya
da yakin ¢evremizde degil, diinya genelinde Gobekli Tepe ve Karahantepe gibi sonuglari biiytik
ilgi uyandiran Erken Neolitik Donem’e ait kazilar bu cografyada konumlanmaktadir.

Sanlurfa kent merkezinin kuzeyinde Siverek ilgesi sinirlari igindeki Cavi Tarlasi, 1983—
1984 sezonlarinda kazilmis bir Geg Neolitik Donem yerlesimidir.?° Cavi Tarlasi kazilarinda “Ha-
laf” igin karakteristik oldugu genel olarak kabul goren, anahtar deligi bigimli tas temellere sahip
binalar ile boya bezekli ¢anak-¢omlek ortaya ¢ikarilmistir.3° Cavi Tarlas1 kazilar1 Toros Dagla-
rmin hemen giiney eteklerinde giiglii bir Ge¢ Neolitik gelenegin oldugunu kanitlayan énemli bir
yerlesim olarak dikkat ¢ekmektedir.

Atatiirk Baraji kurtarma kazilarindan Nevali Cori, daha ¢ok Erken Neolitik Dénem’in
anitsal yapilari ve iri boyutlu kiregtagi heykelleri ile taninmistir. Sanlwurfa ili, Hilvan ilgesi sinir-
lar1 igindeki Nevali Cori’de Geg Neolitik Donem’e ait tabakalar da giin 1s181na ¢ikarilmistir.3' Ne-
vali Cori kazilarinda Geg Neolitik Dénem’in “Halaf” olarak bilinen ¢canak-¢émlegi ve mimarisi
saptanmustir.3?

Sanliurfa kent merkezinin kuzeyinde bir bagka Atatiirk Baraj1 kazis1 olan Kurban Hoyiik,
Bozova ilgesi sinirlar i¢inde yer almaktadir. Kurban Hoylik kazilarinda ana toprak iizerine yer
alan tabakalarda Kuzey Suriye ve Amik Ovasi’nin Geg Neolitik malzemesine benzeyen arkeolo-
jik bulgularin ele gectigi bildirilmektedir.>® Kurban Hoyiik ¢anak-¢omlegi, ana hatlariyla Yukari
Mezopotamya’nin geleneksel kronolojisindeki Hassuna/Samarra boya bezekli kaplariyla paralel-
lik gostermektedir.

Harran Ovasi’nin kuzey kesiminde, Sanliurfa il merkezinin yaklasik ii¢ kilometre giiney-
dogusunda yer alan Kazane Hoyiik, farkli donemleri biinyesinde barindiran ¢ok tabakali genis bir

29 Jorg Becker ve Alwo von Wickede, Cavi Tarlasi: Idenditiit und Kontakt am Beispiel eines spdtneolithschen Fundp-
latzes der Halaf-Zeit (Berlin: Ex Oriente, 2018).

30 Alwo von Wickede, “Cavi Tarlas1,” Kazi Sonuglar: Toplantist 6 (1985): 191-96.

31 Jorg Becker, Nevali Cori: Keramik und Kleinfunde der Halaf~und Friihbronzezeit. Archacologica Euphratica 4
(Mainz: Philipp von Zabern, 2007).

32 Becker, “Nevali Cori,” 80.

33 Leon Marfoe, “Kurban Hoylik Excavations, 1981,” Kazi Sonuglar: Toplantist 4 (1983): 95-119.
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hoyiik yerlesimidir. 1996—1997 kazi sezonunda heyet icindeki kiiciik bir grup asagi sehrin giiney-
bat1 eteklerinde sondaj nitelikli kazi ¢aligmalar yiiriitmiis ve Harran Ovasi’nin ilk boya bezekli
canak-¢Omlegine rastlamistir.®* Kazane Hoyiik’te dar alanda giin 1s13ina ¢ikarilan ¢anak-¢omlek
parcalar1 arasinda, Mezopotamya’nin Samarra tiirii 6rnekleri de bulunmakta olup, birkag yiiz ki-
lometre giineybatisinda, Suriye topraklarindaki Tell Sabi Abyad malzemesine yakin benzerlik
gostermektedir.3

Sanlwrfa ili sinirlari icindeki bir baska Geg Neolitik yerlesim olan Tell Idris, iinlii Orta
Cag yerlesimi Harran’in bes yiiz metre kadar giineydogusunda kiigiik bir hoyiik yerlesimidir.36
Maalesef kapsamli bir kazi ¢aligmasi yiiriitiilmeyen yaklagik iki hektar genisligindeki bu yerle-
simde mimari kalintiya bagli olmaksizin “Halaf” ¢anak-¢omleginin bulundugu bildirilmektedir.3”

Asag1 Firat Havzasi’nin Geg Neolitik Donemi’ne dair ilk bilgiler Atatiirk Baraji Projesi
kapsaminda Adiyaman ili sinirlart i¢inde yiiriitiilen arkeolojik etkinlikler araciligiyla edinilmistir.
Bu kapsamda arastirilan Gritille,*® Kumartepe®® ve Siiriik Mevkii®® yerlesimleri maalesef kisitli
bilgi sunmus olup, bunlar da ¢anak-¢dmlek parcalarina dayanmaktadir. Bununla birlikte, s6z ko-
nusu parg¢alarin niteligi Geg Neolitik 1 evresinin bu cografyada da varligini kanitlamasi ve Yukari
Dicle Vadisi bulgulariyla paralellik gostermesi acisindan dikkate degerdir. Adiyaman ilinde ger-
ceklestirilen yiizey arastirmalarindan elde edilen sonuglar bir ingiliz heyet tarafindan kapsamli bir
rapor olarak yayimlanmigtir.#!

Adiyaman ili smirlar i¢indeki Levzin Hoytik, 1991-1992 yillar arasinda bir miize ka-
z1s1 olarak dar alanda calisilmis olmakla birlikte, Yukart Mezopotamya’nin ilk kil kaplari olan
Proto-Hassuna 6rneklerini sunmus olmasiyla 6nem kazanmaktadir.#? Levzin Hoyiik kazilari hak-
kinda ayrintili bir rapor olmamakla birlikte, yakin ¢evresindeki yerlesimlerin benzeri olarak Geg
Neolitik 1 ve 2 evrelerini temsil ettigi, yayinlardaki kisith ¢anak-¢comlek parcasi bilgisinden an-
lagilmaktadr.

Firat’m Tiirkiye’yi terk ettigi cografyada konumlanan ve Karkamis Baraj1 Projesi kapsa-
minda kazilar yiirttiillen Akargay Tepe?® ve Mezraa Teleilat** Neolitik Cag’in “Erken” ve “Geg”
evrelerini icermektedir. Firat’in akis yoniine gore sol kiyisinda ve birbirine birkag¢ kilometre me-
safede bulunan bu iki Neolitik yerlesimin benzer tarihler arasinda iskan edilmesi ve dogal ola-

34 Reinhard Bernbeck, Susan Pollock ve Cherly Coursey, “The Halaf Settlement at Kazane Hoyiik: Preliminary Report
on the 1996 and 1997 Seasons,” Anatolica 25 (1999): 109-47.

35 Bernbeck, Pollock ve Coursey, “Kazane Hoyiik,” 115.

36 Nurettin Yardime1, Harran Ovasi Yiizey Arastirmast 1/Archaeological Survey in the Harran Plain I (Istanbul: Print
A Grafik, 2004).

37 Nurettin Yardimei, “Harran 2005 Y1l Kazis1,” Kazi Sonuglar: Toplantis: 28, no. 2 (2007): 717-32.

38 Mary Voigt, “Excavations at Neolithic Gritille,” Anatolica 15 (1986): 215-27.

39 Jacob Roodenberg, Tony James Wilkinson ve Sema Bayri—Baykan, “Surveys and Soundings at Kumartepe: An
Interim Report,” Anatolica 12 (1984): 1-16.

40 Gil Stein, “Archaeological Surveys at Siiriik Mevkii: A Ceramic Neolithic in the Euphrates River Valley, Southeas-
tern Turkey,” Anatolica 18 (1992): 19-92.

41 Stuart Blaylock, David French ve Geoffrey Summers, “The Adiyaman Survey: An Interim Report,” Anatolian Stu-
dies 40 (1990): 81-135.

42 Emin Yener, “Levzin Hoylik Kurtarma Kazis1 1992,” Miize Kurtarma Kazilar: Semineri 4 (1994): 285-96.

43 Mihriban Ozbasaran ve Giines Duru, “Akargay Tepe: A PPNB and PN Settlement in Middle Euphrates-Urfa,” The
Neolithic in Turkey: New Excavations and New Research. The Euphrates Basin iginde, der. Mehmet Ozdogan,
Nezih Basgelen ve Peter Kuniholm (istanbul: Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yayinlari, 2011), 165-202.

44 Mehmet Ozdogan, “Mezraa Teleilat,” The Neolithic in Turkey: New Excavations and New Research. The Euphrates
Basin icinde, der. Mehmet Ozdogan, Nezih Basgelen ve Peter Kuniholm (Istanbul: Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yayinlart,
2011), 203-65.
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rak, benzer yasam modeline sahip oldugu icin buluntularin da aym d6zellikleri gostermesi dikkat
¢cekmektedir. Glineye dogru birkag on kilometre sonra, giinlimiiz Suriye sinirlar1 i¢inde, benzer
yerlesim modellerine rastlanmis olmasi elbette bu cografyanin kendine 6zgii yapisindan kaynak-
lanmaktadir. Glinlimiizde de Birecik-Karkamig-Cerablus arasindaki yaklasik yiiz kilometrekare-
lik alan, Firat’in genis bir havza yarattigi oldukca bereketli bir cografyadir. Bunun sadece Neolitik
Cag i¢in 6zel bir durum olmadigi, s6z konusu havzada farkli donemlere dair yiiriitiilen kazilar
sayesinde, tarihin tim donemleri i¢in gecerli oldugu anlasilmaktadir.

Karkamis Baraj1 kurtarma kazilarindan Fistiklt Hoytik, Birecik ilge merkezinin yakla-
stk dort kilometre glineyinde yer almaktadir.#® Fistikli Hoyiik gerek mimari kalintilar1 gerekse
canak-¢omlek ve diger kiiclik buluntulart ile Giineydogu Anadolu Bdlgesi’nin Geg Neolitik 3
evresini en iyi temsil eden kaz1 alanlarindan birisidir. Ozellikle, “Halaf” olarak kabul edilen ta-
bakada ele gecen boyunlu bir ¢dmlege ait parca iizerinde, boya bezek seklinde yapilmig ¢atisina
kus tlinemis bir bina ve 6niinde resmedilmis insan sahnesi, ¢cagdast diger yerlerde de goriilmesi
agisindan dikkat ¢ekmektedir.4®

Glintimiiz Tiirkiye-Suriye siyasi siirinin “sifir” noktasinda bulunan Karkamis, Birinci
Diinya Savas1 6ncesinden beri Neolitik Cag kalintilarina sahip oldugu bilinen bir hdyiik yerle-
simidir.4” Giiniimiizde Gaziantep’in giineydogusunda bir ilge merkezi olan Karkamis’ta, yerel
halkin “Kale,” Ingiliz arkeologlarin ise “Qala’at” seklinde yayinlarda soz ettigi hoyiikte gercek-
lestirilen kazilarda ana toprak iizerinde ayni1 zamanda Mezopotamya’nin ilk boya bezekli kaplar
arasinda yer alan “Hassuna” pargalarina rastlanmistir. 1913 kazi sezonunda koyliilerden gelen
bilgi tizerine Karkamis kent surunun kuzey kesimindeki giiniimiiziin Eminik kdytii sinirlart i¢inde
yer alan ve Yunus olarak anilan mevkide kiiciik bir ¢calisma yapildiginda, burasinin bir “Halaf”
yerlesim alan1 oldugu saptanmustir.*® Yaklasan Diinya Savasi nedeniyle Ingiliz kaz1 heyeti bura-
dan topladig1 ¢ok sayida ¢anak-¢comlegi sandiklar icinde Istanbul Arkeoloji Miizesi’ne tasimus,
savas sonrasi 1944 yilinda Selim Dirvana bu malzemeyi ayrintili olarak yayimlamugtir.4°

Firat’in bat1 kesiminde, Gaziantep kent merkezinin yaklagik kirk bes kilometre dogusun-
da, Nizip Cay1 kiyisinda yer alan ve yerel halk tarafindan kimi zaman Sehzade Hoyiik seklinde
anilan Tell Turlu, 1962 yilinda kisa siireli kazist yapilmis bir Geg Neolitik Donem yerlesimidir.>°
Tell Turlu’nun yayilarinda ¢anak-¢omlek her ne kadar “Halaf” olarak belirtilmisse de Gaziantep
Miizesi’ndeki bazi 6rneklerin daha erkene ait olmasi muhtemeldir.!

Ote yandan, Mezopotamya’nin Geg Neolitik Dénem’ine ait ilk boya bezekli canak-¢com-
legi yine Gaziantep sinirlari iginde saptanmistir. Sak¢agdzii Ovasi’ndaki ¢ok sayida hoyiik yer-
lesiminden birisi olan Coba Hoylik, bu malzemenin ilk kez kazilarda kesfedilen ve yayinlara
gegirilen merkezi olarak Yakin Dogu arkeolojisinde 6zel bir yere sahiptir. Yirminci yiizyilm ilk

45 Pollock vd., “1999 Fistikli Hoyiik Kazilart,” Ilisu ve Karkamis Baraj Golleri Altinda Kalacak Arkeolojik ve Kiiltiir
Varliklarint Kurtarma Projesi 1999 Yili Calismalari/Salvage Project of the Archaeological Heritage of the Ilisu
and Carchemish Dam Reservoirs Activities in 1999 iginde, der. Numan Tuna, Jean Oztiirk ve Jale Velibeyoglu
(Ankara: ODTU Tarihsel Cevre Arastirma ve Degerlendirme Merkezi, 2001), 1-63.

46 Pollock, “Fistiklt Hoytik,” 7, fig. Sc.

47 Leonard Woolley, “Prehistoric Pottery of Carchemish,” frag 1 (1934): 146-62.

48 Woolley, “Prehistoric,” 147.

49 Selim Dirvana, “Cerablus Civarinda Yunus’ta Bulunan Tel Halaf Keramikleri,” Belleten 8 (1944): 403-20.

50 Catherine Breniquet, “Note sur les principaux résultats de la fouille de Tell Turlu, 1962,” Paléorient 13, no. 1 (1987):
113-16.

51 Catherine Breniquet, “Un site halafien en Turquie méridionale: Tell Turlu. Rapport sur la campagne de fouilles de
1962,” Akkadica 71 (1991): 1-35.
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yarisinda Yakin Dogu’nun farkli yerlerinde gerceklestirdigi arkeolojik etkinlikleriyle taninan In-
giliz arastirmact John Garstang 1908 yilinin ilkbaharinda modern Sak¢agézii yerlesiminin yaki-
nindaki Coba Hoyiik’te kazilar yiiriitmiis ve en alt tabakada o zamana kadar Yakin Dogu’da pek
bilinmeyen boya bezekli kaplar ve tas aletlere rastlamistir.3 Sak¢ag6zii-Coba Hoyilik’te Joan
du Plat Taylor yoénetiminde bir ingiliz heyet, 1949 yilinda ikinci dénem kazilarinda yerlesimin
tabaka diizenini daha agik bigimde ve ayrintili olarak ortaya koymustur.5® Gaziantep Miizesi’nde
korunan Sakgagdzii malzemesi 1988 yilinda bir Ingiliz heyet tarafindan incelenmis ve “Halaf”
olarak tanimlanarak ayrintili olarak yayimlanmigtir.54

Degerlendirme

Yukar1 Mezopotamya’nin daglik ve tepelik kesimini olugturan Giineydogu Anadolu Bol-
gesi’nin Neolitik Cag’ma dair bulgulara genel olarak bakildiginda, Yakin Dogu’daki siireg ile
uyumlu gibi goriinse de ayrintida ciddi farklilasma goze ¢arpmaktadir. Toros Daglarinin giiney
eteklerinden giinlimiiz Suriye ve Irak diizliiklerinin basladig1 alana kadar uzanan cografya, Yakin
Dogu’nun diger alanlartyla belirgin farkliliklar gostermektedir. Bundan dolayi, s6z konusu genis
bolgenin Neolitiklesme siirecinin kendine 6zgii niteligini vurgulamak i¢in alt boliimlerini de buna
uyumlu bi¢imde olusturmak gerekecektir.

Oncelikle vurgulamak gerekir ki, bolgedeki ilk iskan yerlerinde ortaya c¢ikarilan anitsal
mimari kalint1 ve tasvir eserlerin benzerlerine Yakin Dogu’nun heniiz hicbir yerinde rastlanma-
mistir. Bu haliyle bu anitsallik Giineydogu Anadolu’ya, baska bir deyisle Yukar1 Mezopotam-
ya’nin daglik alanlarina 6zgiidiir.

Glineydogu Anadolu Bolgesi’nin Geg¢ Neolitik Donem siiresince olduk¢a genis alani
kapsayacak sekilde iskan edildigi gozlenmektedir. Bu donemde Firat ve Dicle ile kiigiik kol-
lar1 iizerindeki uygun alanlarm yogun iskan edildigi anlasiimaktadir. Ozellikle Ge¢ Neolitik 2
(geleneksel Hassuna/Samarra) sonrasi iskan yerlerinin bir istasyon niteliginde, kimi zaman bir-
kag kilometre araliklarla goriilmesi, bu donemde topluluklarin olduk¢a hareketli (mobilize) bir
yasam siirdiiklerine isaret etmektedir. Ote yandan, Ge¢ Neolitik 3 (Halaf) evresine tarihlenen
yerlesimlerin Giineydogu Anadolu Bolgesi’nde gilineydeki ¢agdaslarina nazaran ¢ok daha genis
hoyiikler oldugu da bir bagka dikkat ¢eken noktadir. Bdlgenin batisinda, giiniimiizde Tiirkiye nin
Dogu Akdeniz Bolgesi siirlart i¢inde yer alan Kahramanmaras-Domuztepe’nin yaklasik yirmi
iki hektarlik genisligine ¢agdasi higbir Mezopotamya yerlesimi yaklasamamaktadir. Her ne kadar
glinlimiiz Suriye (Tell Sabi Abyad) ve Irak topraklarinda (Yarim Tepe) bazi yerlesimlerin genis
alanlar kapladig1 goriilmekteyse de s6z konusu yerlesimlerin tizerinde ge¢ donemlerde de iska-
nin devam ettigi unutulmamalidir. Bu hoyiiklerin Geg¢ Neolitik Donem’deki gercek boyutlar: tam
anlasilamamaktadir. Ayni sekilde, Irak ve Suriye’deki pek ¢ok ¢agdas yerlesimin sadece birkag
hektarlik genislige sahip oldugu géz oniine alindiginda, Sirnak’taki Takyan Hoyiik’iin yaklasik
on hektarlik genisligi, onlarin yaninda devasa kalmaktadir. Giineydogu Anadolu’da Geg¢ Neoli-
tik 2 ve 3 evrelerinde yerlesimlerin bu kadar genis olmasi uzun siireli ve kesintisiz bir iskanin

52 John Garstang, “Excavations at Sakje-Geuzi, in North Syria: Preliminary Report for 1908,” Liverpool Annals of
Archaeology and Anthropology 1 (1908): 97-140.

53 Joan du Plat Taylor, Veronica Seton-Williams ve John d’ Arcy Waechter, “The Excavations at Sakce Gozii,” Irag 12,
no. 2 (1950): 53-138.

54 David French ve Geoffrey Summers, “Sakc¢ag6zii Materials in Gaziantep Museum,” Anatolian Studies 38 (1988):
71-84.
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varlig1 ile agiklanabilecegi gibi bu donemdeki yasam bicimine de baglanabilir. Buralarda giiclii
tas temelli kerpig bina yerine ahsap, dal, kamig ile gamurun kullanildigr “hafif” veya “yar1 hafif”
mimarinin uzun erimli yerlesimler i¢in uygun olmadigi agiktir. Bundan hareketle, bu cografyada
yilin tim zamaninda iskén edilmedigini sdylemek mimkiindiir.

Goriinen odur ki, Ge¢ Neolitik Dénem’in ortalarindan itibaren (MO 6200 sonrast) yilin
tiim zamaninda ayni yerde iskan etmeyen ve ¢ogunlukla kiiclikbas hayvancilikla ge¢imini sagla-
yan topluluklar, genis cografyalarda farkli yerlesimleri tercih ederek yasamlarini siirdiirmiisler-
dir. Bundan dolay1, bazi yerlesim yerleri bir dongii i¢inde siirekli yeni iskdna maruz kaldigindan
hoyiiklesme dikey degil, yatay olarak devam etmistir. Glineydogu Anadolu’nun bu Geg Neolitik
hoyiiklerinin glineydekilere nazaran daha genis olmalarinin temel nedeni de bundan kaynaklan-
mis olabilir. Daglik ve tepelik alanlarin ayni zamanda yeterli temiz su ve besin kaynagina sahip
olmasi, donemin hareketli yasami i¢in olduk¢a uygundur. Batida Akdeniz’den baslayarak doguda
Urmiye Golii’ne uzanan cografyadaki hoyiiklerde ortak materyal kiiltiir kalintilarinin varligini,
hareketli topluluklarin birbirleriyle yogun ve bariscil temas i¢cinde yasamalarina baglamak miim-
kiindiir. S6z konusu cografyada bir kiiltiirel biitiinlikk goriilmektedir. Glineydogu Anadolu Bolgesi
de bunun en somut drneklerini sunmaktadir.
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Fig. 1. Map of sites indicated in the text (drawing by H. Tekin).
Fig. 1. Metin icinde gecen yerleri gosteren harita (¢izen: H. Tekin).

Fig. 2. Hassuna vessel (Hakemi Use excavation archive, photo by H. Tekin).
Fig. 2. Hassuna canadi (Hakemi Use kazi arsivi, fotograf: H. Tekin).
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Fig. 3. Necked Samarra Jar (Hakemi Use excavation archive, photo by H. Tekin).
Fig. 3. Boyunlu Samarra ¢dmledi (Hakemi Use kazi arsivi, fotograf: H. Tekin).
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Fig. 4. Samarra Vessel (Hakemi Use excavation archive, photo by H. Tekin).
Fig. 4. Samarra ¢émledi (Hakemi Use kazi arsivi, fotograf: H. Tekin).

Fig. 5. “Husking Tray”” (Hakemi Use excavation archive, photo by H. Tekin).
Fig. 5. “Husking Tray”” (Hakemi Use kazi arsivi, fotograf: H. Tekin).
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Fig. 6. Early Halaf Necked Jar (Karavelyan excavation archive, photo by H. Tekin).
Fig. 6. Erken Halaf boyunlu ¢émlek (Karavelyan kazi arsivi, fotograf: H. Tekin).

Fig. 7. Early Halaf Necked Jar (Karavelyan excavation archive, photo by H. Tekin).
Fig. 7. Erken Halaf boyunlu ¢émlek (Karavelyan kazi arsivi, fotograf: H. Tekin).
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Abstract

This article provides a synthetic overview on recent research into the Neolithic settlement
history in the Mil Steppe of southern Azerbaijan. Short-lived and closely spaced, these settlement
sites represent short-term and shifting occupations during a narrow time range, from 5800 to 5300
BCE. A highly diverse material culture attests to variable cultural affiliations of the populations,
indicating some influx of ceramic craft traditions from regions to the south, in particular the Ira-
nian highlands. In comparison with neighboring regions, the place of the Mil Steppe Neolithic
within the wider context of Neolithic South Caucasia is evaluated as a distinctive regional variety.

KKeywords:

Neolithic, Mil Steppe, Azerbaijan, Shifting Occupation Pattern, Sixth Millennium BCE

Introduction

Within southwest Asia, South Caucasia is a latecomer in regard to the beginning of the Ne-
olithic. It was not until the late seventh millennium BCE that the Neolithic way of life, character-
ized by sedentarism, agriculture, and animal husbandry, took root in the fertile river valleys and
intermontane plains of this region, but then it happened rapidly. Since the mid-2000s, new research
in Georgia, Azerbaijan, and Armenia has both greatly augmented our knowledge but added to our
questions at the same time.? It is now obvious that the patterning of “becoming Neolithic” was
complex and dynamic and did not follow a “one size fits all” model. Distinct building and ceramic
traditions characterize individual landscapes, hinting at multiple and distant prototypes for this new
way of life and acting as a faint reminder of the distinct regional patterning of the Anatolian Neo-
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logy of the Caucasus: From Earliest Settlements to the Iron Age (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2017);
Barbara Helwing et al., eds., The Kura Projects: New Research on the Later Prehistory of the Southern Caucasus,
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lithic that we keep learning about.? In the following article, we will introduce the recently explored
Neolithic landscape of the Mil Steppe in the south of the Republic of Azerbaijan to provide an ex-
emplary close-up view into one small region of Neolithic settlement (Fig. 1).

Research Background

At the end of the last Ice Age, a momentous change in the way of life in southwest Asia re-
sulted in people gradually giving up their mobile lives of foraging and instead becoming sedentary
and staying longer (sometimes even all year round) in environmentally favorable niches. Through
their permanent presence, humans became a significant factor in gradually changing both the envi-
ronment and their own ways of life. These mechanisms included selectively hunting certain animal
populations in the region and gathering, (probably) sowing, and tending to plants. The results of
these drawn-out iterative steps were the domestication of animals and plants and visible morpho-
logical changes in species produced by breeding selection. Since then, human nutrition has been
largely based on the use of these new species, which differed from their wild counterparts by their
size and therefore yield, and in the case of animals, also by their docile temperament. Agriculture
and animal husbandry henceforth formed the basis of life and, together with sedentarism, marked
a new epoch, one which archaeologists refer to as the Neolithic or New Stone Age.

In the first half of the 20th century, theoretical models describing the move to a Neolithic
way of life focused on the material foundations of subsistence. Gordon Childe, borrowing from the
concept of the Industrial Revolution, coined the term “Neolithic Revolution” to describe this shift
as rapid, profound, and irreversible.® Initially, the stage was set in west Asia at large, and a lack of
reliable chronology precluded the determination of a center or core region. The famous biologist
Nikolai Vavilov thus argued in the 1920s that the great biodiversity of South Caucasia predestined
the region as a “center of diversity” and thus a potential core area for the primary domestication
of plants,® and this model informed research on the then-Soviet side until the 1990s. In fact, the
notable length and absolute age of the Neolithization process could only be grasped once chrono-
metric dating through “C became available in the 1950s for sites in the Levant and the Zagros and
Taurus ranges.” Radiocarbon dating applied by the Chicago-based “Prehistoric Project” of Robert
Braidwood and colleagues working the foothills of the Taurus and Zagros mountains contributed to
building a sequence.® The combined efforts for Jericho and the Zagros region shifted the scholarly

4 Douglas Baird et al., “Agricultural Origins on the Anatolian Plateau,” Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences 115, no. 14 (2018): E3077-86; Mihriban Ozbasaran, Giines Duru, and Mary C. Stiner, eds., The Early
Settlement at Asikli Hoyiik: Essays in Honor of Ufuk Esin (Istanbul: Ege Yayinlari, 2018); Eva Rosenstock, “Dot
by Dot: Phase-Mapping the Central/Western Anatolian Farming Threshold.” In The Central/Western Anatolian
Farming Frontier: Proceedings of the Neolithic Workshop Held at 10th ICAANE in Vienna, April 2016, ed. Maxime
Brami and Barbara Horejs, Oriental and European Archacology 12 (Vienna: Austrian Academy of Sciences Press,
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perception of Neolithization to a long, drawn-out process rather than a rapid one.

The new chronological evidence allowed scholars to argue for the primacy of west Asia in
the process of Neolithization based on settlement history and landscape ecology, since the oldest
sedentary sites cluster in a wide arc from the Levant to the foothills of the Taurus and Zagros,
also called the “Hilly Flanks of the Fertile Crescent.”® This region also coincides with the ancient
habitats of wild populations of the later-domesticated animals and plants, and it is here that the
Neolithic way of life emerged between the tenth and eighth millennia BCE. The new chronologi-
cal order also established that not all elements considered characteristic of the Neolithic occurred
simultaneously: permanent dwellings, as well as monumental cult buildings, existed early, ag-
riculture became established later; and handicraft products such as pottery appeared late in the
developed Neolithic.

With basic chronology sorted, the way was clear to develop models that acknowledged the
importance of symbolic behavior and bonding with places in “becoming Neolithic.” Jacques Cau-
vin argued that the “Birth of the Gods” preceded agriculture and sedentarism,' and Ian Hodder’s
work in CatalhOyiik identified iterative ritual behavior as a meaningful concept." Today, archaeol-
ogists argue that symbolic thinking is not just a byproduct of this transformation but its condition.™

Once introduced, a major consequence of sedentism in the Fertile Crescent was population
growth, which forced communities to expand their habitat. The Neolithic way of life spread into
more distant regions from ca. 7000 BCE and reached the southern Caucasus around 6000 BCE.
This temporal spacing invalidates Vavilov’s model that included South Caucasia among the po-
tential core areas of Neolithization. The dynamics of these dispersal processes in individual re-
gions are complex and differentiated, ranging from the immigration of small scouting groups into
new settlement areas over the successive acculturation of foraging communities in contact with
farming communities to the selective adoption or spread of only few aspects of the Neolithic way
of life. For the geographically highly differentiated landscape of South Caucasia, considerable
regional differences are apparent and remain to be explained.

Predecessors

Mesolithic populations inhabited the valleys of the Greater and the Lesser Caucasus since
the end of the Ice Age and maintained their mostly foraging way of life until the late seventh mil-
lennium BCE, when the first traces of a Neolithic presence occured. The archaeological record for
the Mesolithic is sparse.” Most documented sites are rock-shelters, and some open-air sites with
traces of hut floors and hearths are also known. Stone tool assemblages are based on laminar debit-
age and comprise microliths. No direct transition from the Mesolithic to the Neolithic is document-
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ed, but the lithic industry indicates a high degree of continuity in types and chipping techniques.

Mesolithic groups were small but highly mobile and well connected, as can be illustrated
from two cases. One example is the UNESCO World Heritage Site of Qobustan, a cliff above the
Caspian Sea with a field of boulders on which thousands of petroglyphs are carved. The oldest
images depict cattle and dancing people (Fig. 2), suggesting the place’s special role in regular
gatherings that probably attracted mobile groups from distant regions since the Mesolithic and
into historical times. Such a dynamic is comparable to the way Gobekli Tepe in southeastern Tur-
key was marked out in the landscape as a location for recurring meetings and festivals.'®

A second example for early contacts is reflected in the distribution of obsidian, a volcanic
glass from deposits in the Lesser Caucasus that was transported over great distances and circu-
lated in networks that lasted well into the Bronze Age. Among the implements typical for the
Mesolithic in the Caucasus are broad obsidian blades with one chipped and one broad “hooked”
end, the edges of which are worked by parallel pressure retouch and often show strong abrasive
signs of use. This type is called a Kmlo tool, after the Kmlo-2 site in the Lesser Caucasus.'® Sim-
ilar forms, but with a different sequence of manufacture and apparently a different function, are
found in western Georgia but also in the Upper Mesopotamian Aceramic Neolithic, where they
are known as Cayonii tools after the site in southeastern Turkey.'” Although these similar-looking
implements were manufactured according to a different chaine opératoire, their analogous forms
probably result from early contacts between sites in the Fertile Crescent and Mesolithic commu-
nities in the Caucasus. These contacts did, however, not lead to cultural change in the southern
Caucasus, where mobile foragers held on to their Mesolithic lifestyle for millennia, gathering
wild plants and hunting wild prey, without any evidence of domesticated animals or plants.

When the Neolithic way of life was introduced in South Caucasia, ca. 6000 BCE, a rapid
and profound cultural change ensued. It is currently impossible to reliably determine the dy-
namics of this dispersal. Domesticated livestock and crops were introduced, and a few exotic
ceramics of Samarra or Halaf styles found in some early sites link to traditions known from the
Fertile Crescent. But the round buildings that became the hallmark of the Neolithic of central
South Caucasia, with the Shomutepe-Shulaveri-complex north of the Lesser Caucasus along the
Middle Kura River and comparable sites like Aratashen and others south of it in the valleys of the
Araxes tributaries, may indicate concepts of space typical for hunter-gatherer communities rather
than for the Late Neolithic of the Eastern Fertile Crescent.' To further complicate the picture, the
region to the East of the Lesser Caucasus, the Mil Steppe of southern Azerbaijan, matches neither
the northern Shomutepe-Shulaveri nor the southern Aratashen model. The Neolithic of the Mil
Steppe represents a distinct track of Neolithic development from ca. 5800 to 5300 BCE.
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The Mil Steppe: A Neolithic Landscape

From 2009 to 2015, a joint Azerbaijanian-German Expedition investigated the prehistoric
settlement history of the Mil Steppe as part of a larger collaborative research scheme aimed at
generating a comparative perspective on the Neolithic in South Caucasia. The Mil Steppe covers
the triangle formed by the confluence of the Kura and Araxes Rivers. It originally extended from
the eastern foothills of the Lesser Caucasus until the riparian forest along the Kura. Irrigation
canals parallel to the river have opened the eastern stretches of the steppe for cultivation, and the
archaeological record there must be considered lost, while in the western part an artemisia steppe
zone is preserved (but likewise under threat from industrial agriculture). In the sixth millennium
BCE, the region hosted a savanna-like open landscape with loose shrubs, interspersed with small
valleys and seasonal wetlands in flood zones in the valley bottoms. The valleys were formed by a
series of streams descending from the Lesser Caucasus oriented west-east that have cut deep into
the plain. It is along these ancient valleys that a huge concentration of Neolithic sites is known
from intensive field walking surveys, conducted by Andrea Ricci as part of the research of the
Kura projects.'®

Prehistoric occupation of the Mil Steppe was first observed by the Azerbaijanian Archaeo-
logical Expedition directed by Alexander Iessen.?° Because of its painted ceramics, the material
was classified “Eneolithic” and was subsequently described as a regionally distinct group post-
dating the Shulaveris-Shomutepe Neolithic of central South Caucasia.?' We know now that these
are contemporary and that the occurrence of painted material does not indicate a chronological
difference but a distinct stylistic tradition. We have also found that the Neolithic of the Mil Steppe
is far from homogenous and that distinct building traditions and ceramic styles occur here in close
regions.

Neolithic Sites in the Mil Steppe: Locations and Characteristics

Intensive field walking surveys over five field seasons (2010-2014) have revealed a dense
Neolithic occupation on the lower river terraces along the streams crossing the Mil Steppe (Fig.
3). The preferred location for sites was on natural elevations, which may have afforded some pro-
tection from flooding; it is likely that springtime flooding contributed to the formation of natural-
ly irrigated zones used for early agriculture. Most sites were flat or formed very low mounds, in-
dicating a short duration of habitation or intermittent, shifting occupation. The preferred building
materials were hand-formed mudbricks, reed, branches and daub, and a variety of building forms
is known, including single circular buildings, joined rectangular chambers, and special structures.

Out of the total of 174 sites recorded during the survey, 66 can be safely assigned to the

19 Andrea Ricci, Barbara Helwing, and Tevekkiil Aliyev, “The Neolithic on the Move: High Resolution Settlement
Dynamics Investigations and Their Impact on Archaeological Landscape Studies in Southwest Azerbaijan,” in
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Field Activities,” in The Kura Projects: New Research on the Later Prehistory of the Southern Caucasus, ed. Bar-
bara Helwing et al., Archédologie in Iran und Turan 16 (Berlin: Dietrich Reimer, 2017), 305-23.
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sixth millennium BCE Late Neolithic from their surface assemblages of ceramics and lithics.22
The enormous density of sites—some were spaced a mere 200 m apart—combined with the ob-
servation that settlements rarely formed elevations indicate short durations for the individual
occupations.?® Ten Neolithic sites were further investigated by sounding or horizontal excava-
tion, revealing an intriguingly complex set of sites and materials with chronological subphases.?4
Ceramic assemblages were highly distinct among the various sites, with a monochrome, a red
slipped and a painted tradition that were spatially exclusive but chronologically not very distant
from each other. The ceramics were not very stable and, once exposed, rapidly lost their painted
surfaces to erosion, making it difficult from the surface collections alone to assign a site to one
of the subphases.

Sites with Ditches

Before excavation, systematic magnetometric mapping of the sites was conducted to allow
an estimate of the spatial extension and to identify locations for excavation.2® On two sites—both
on flat stretches of artemisia steppe without any visible elevation—we were able to identify ditch-
es as a major feature. Site MPS 124 had one ditch with a circular layout and an opening toward
the east (Fig. 4). A sounding cross-cutting the ditch revealed a fill with almost sterile, yellowish
clayey deposits that were almost indistinguishable from the surrounding matrix. Next to the ditch,
groups of pits were visible on the mapping. We excavated one exemplary pit that turned out to
contain refuse from a domestic building: ash layers with organic residues were interlaced with
yellowish sediment, indicating that the pit had probably been open for some time, so that heavy
rain could have washed down natural sediments into the pit. Cultural material comprised small
clay figurines, broken ceramics (broken before depositing, and thus most likely domestic refuse)
and daub with cord impressions. These materials must derive from buildings constructed above
ground from perishable material, of which nothing remains.

A nested system of three, possibly even four, concentric ditches was found at site MPS 4
and subsequently investigated by horizontal excavation, exposing the inner two ditches and one
section of the third ditch at larger scale, whereas a potential fourth ditch remains unexcavated
(Fig. 5). The exposed ditches had a V-shaped profile and reached a depth of 2.7 m below the
present surface, whereby transversal walls intersected the individual ditches. The fill comprised
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logische Mitteilungen aus Iran und Turan 44 (2012): 4-17; Barbara Helwing and Tevvekiil Aliyev, “Excavations
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Caucasus, ed. Barbara Helwing et al., Archdologie in Iran und Turan 16 (Berlin: Dietrich Reimer, 2017), 11-42;
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rich Reimer, 2017), 43—49.
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sections with organic fill and cultural refuse as well as sections with clean fill.

In both sites, there is a clear concentric layout of the ditches, but their function remains
enigmatic. In MPS 124, the fill was sterile, while in MPS 4 at least some areas must have hosted
organic materials—maybe storage compounds or the like. A micromorphological study of these
organic residues revealed possible matting residues and cooking refuse,?® which would concur
with the observation that the sections with organic deposits also contained quantities of smashed
ceramics and broken artifacts.

These two ditch sites are the first such monuments recognized in the southern Caucasus.
This discovery is certainly the result of the systematic application of magnetometry mapping.
Sections of linear ditches have previously been reported from Neolithic sites in South Caucasia,?’
and in Aruchlo, linear ditches crosscut each other and also cut into settlement layers; at a later
stage domestic buildings were constructed atop the ditches.?® Given its small size, the layout of
MPS 4 closely resembles the Late Neolithic and Chalcolithic henge monuments known in eastern
and central Europe.

The ditches at MPS 4 represent but one phase in a palimpsest of occupations in this place
that, however, fall closely together, as radiocarbon dating assigns the site to the 56™ century BCE.
The oldest exposed remains are those of a subterranean round building with walls made from
small hand-shaped mudbrick (Fig. 6). It contained the residues of a shell bead workshop where
didacna shells, likely from the Caspian shore, were processed.?? The latest occupation was a
house-floor inside the inner ditch that was preserved only in small patches and did not yield a
clear outer contour. Inside the house, storage vessels had been set into the floor, of which only the
bases remain.

Habitation Sites

Small-scale excavations in two such sites—MPS 103 and MPS 5—uncovered buildings
constructed from hand-shaped elongated rectangular mudbricks. In MPS 103, a series of rectilin-
ear cubicles contained standing storage jars (Fig. 7). In MPS 5, the compartment-like structures
contained a mixed fill with ceramics and small figurines. The domestic character of the assem-
blages and the size of the constructions make it most likely that these sites represent habitation
sites, but with the limited exposure, this may be but one function.

A Central Platform: Kamiltepe

Kamiltepe is the most visible of the Neolithic sites in the Mil Steppe, forming a settlement
mound on a spur of the first river terrace of the Qaragay Stream.®° Preserved to a height of 2.6
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in Iran und Turan 16 (Berlin: Dietrich Reimer, 2017), 204-11, figs. 8, 9, 23, 24.
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m, the core of this mound consisted not of superposed settlement layers but of a massive mud-
brick construction in a round outline. The curved outer facade allowed us to calculate the original
size of the monument at 24 m diameter (Fig. 8). The top of the building was not preserved, so
it is impossible to reconstruct the original form. Judging from its massive core and from debris
accumulated in sloping layers descending from this construction, this most likely was a platform
or support structure for one or several buildings atop that were at least partly constructed from
lightweight organic material like reed. One semicircular room was attached to the central block
like a petal on a flower, and there were more fragmentary walls adjoined to the platform, but these
could not be traced to complete rooms. A major round building, probably a silo, was dug into the
ground about 10 m north of the platform and reinforced through a lining of mudbrick (Fig. 9).
Both the silo fill and the debris around the platform indicate heavy burning.

The extraordinary platform construction in Kamiltepe is, so far, a unique feature in the
Neolithic of western Asia, but some elements match observations from neighboring regions. In
the closer vicinity, the site of Ismailbeytepe in the Agdam province has recently revealed an ex-
traordinary mudbrick construction that appears fortification-like and that still stands at ca. 4 m
height.3' In general, the construction of mudbrick podiums and platforms at smaller scale is also
known from the Iranian central plateau and the Zagros foothills, with examples from late Neolith-
ic Tappe Sialk®? and from Late Neolithic Chagha Sefid in the Deh Loran Plain.33

Dating the Mil Steppe Sites

Radiocarbon dates for the Mil Steppe sites reveal that these extremely diverse sites with
their subphases flourished during a rather short period of time from ca. 5600 to 5300 BCE.34 The
ditch sites MPS 4 and MPS 124 represent an older group ca. 5600 BCE, followed by the Kam-
iltepe platform ca. 5500 BCE. The latest Neolithic date comes from a deposit of organic debris
covering a human skeleton at site MPS 23, dating ca. 5300 BCE.

Ceramic Production in the Mil Steppe Neolithic

The ceramic complexes associated with the various sites represent different traditions of
craft production, with some overlapping and some exclusive characteristics. Most of the overlap
and those widely distributed concern the production of cooking vessels from a clay with coarse
organic temper that are found on most Neolithic sites in the Mil Steppe (Fig. 10). Such cooking
pots have a wide and flat base and often lugs attached shortly above the base; the connection from
base to upper wall is imperfect, and the vessels regularly break directly above the base. The form
is also attested beyond the Mil Steppe, for example in Kiiltepe I in Nakhichevan and in other
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places.®® A second highly typical form that is found in most Mil Steppe sites is an asymmetrical
jug with a bag-shaped body and an inwards folded rim (Fig. 11). Experiments with completely
restored specimens confirmed that these jugs are well balanced when held with one hand on the
folded-in rim; therefore we assume that these vessels may have served to transport liquid.

Finer wares appear restricted to specific sites. At MPS 4, hand-shaped vessels were made
from a fine clay with natural mineral inclusions and some organic temper in variable amounts.3®
Colors are buff to reddish, and some vessels seem to have a burnished monochrome surface. Red
paint occurs, but it is rare and is used for simple monochrome triangles. In the domestic refuse pit
at MPS 124, ceramics had a carefully burnished monochrome red slip. A comparable red slipped
ware is found at MPS 5, but there we also find examples for surface manipulated and impressed
pottery.3” In MPS 103, except for the large storage jars, the ceramics were tempered with organic
fibers and came in various shades of buff and reddish, some with a smoothed surface. Painted ce-
ramics were found in large quantities at Kamiltepe, and in minor numbers at MPS 18.38 This ware
had been identified in the old excavations at Kamiltepe as most representative for the Mil Steppe
Neolithic.®® Dark pain—reddish or brown—was applied to light-colored vessels, forming dy-
namic geometric patterns of bundles of zigzags, spiraling bands, or groups of triangles (Fig. 12).

The great diversity of ceramic styles in such a small region over such a short time range
remains to be explained and contextualized. We are currently working under the hypothesis that
the various styles represent connections with neighboring regions. Comparative materials are
found in neighboring regions as far north as the Agdam region, where red slipped ware is common
and surface manipulated pottery occurs in the sixth-millennium BCE sites like Ismailbeytepe.4©
Surface manipulation became a hallmark of the earlier fifth-millennium BCE Dalma tradition
in northwestern Iran that has often been quoted as a comparison,#! but a gap of several centuries
separates the older Mil Steppe sites from Dalma. Comparisons for the painted wares are found to
the south and southeast of the Mil Steppe in contemporary sites in western Iran, in particular in
Hajji Firuz#2 but also in the Neolithic Cheshmeh Ali and Ebrahimabad sites on the western central
plateau.#® Seen from the south where the Neolithic way of life had begun earlier than in South
Caucasia, the sites with painted wares in the Mil Steppe mark the northernmost distribution of
this material.
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Neolithic Clay Figurines

The Neolithic Mil Steppe sites also yielded a rich variety of anthropomorphic figurines
made from well-levigated clay and lightly fired. In general, the figurines are highly stylized or
simplified in shape, and some are decorated with straight impressions. From the pit in MPS 124
comes a group of small figurines (Fig. 13), all made from clay cylinders and further shaped into
cylinders or cones and sometimes flattened in the upper part to resemble a human head in profile.
Some were widened in the lower half to a pear-shape. Impressed small lines made with a finger-
nail or possibly a shell form zigzags or groups of parallel lines. Similar small figurines occurred in
MPS 4, where a fragmented but originally larger clay figurine was also found that could be partly
reassembled (Fig. 14) after its parts had been found in two different ditches. The lower part is
formed like a ball and has a round cavity at the front side; the upper body part is thin and narrow
with a small, pastille-like breast. The preserved left arm extends along the body. The figurine was
well burnished and has traces of red slip, and fine impressions form patterns on the body.

Neolithic Ways of Life

The Neolithic settlements in the Mil Steppe thrived on a mixed economy, combining ag-
riculture, horticulture and the gathering of wild fruits, the rearing of animals, and occasional
hunting.?4 In the semi-arid Mil Steppe, seasonal flooding of the valley floors in spring provided
sufficient moisture during the growing season. Compared to regions of primary domestication,
sets of domesticated plants in South Caucasia initially comprised only a limited range of species,
and barley was the main crop as it produced better yields in dry conditions. Not well suited for
baking bread, barley was used for brewing beer and also as animal fodder. Emmer and einkorn
were cultivated to a lesser degree. Among the legumes, lentils and peas are attested, and linseed
was also cultivated. The animal economy is based on domesticated caprids, in particular sheep,
and cattle plus a few pigs, with only a small proportion of bones from hunting game and fishing.
The size of the individuals suggests that already domesticated populations were brought to South
Caucasia and that no local domestication occurred. The slaughter age suggests that the primary
purpose of rearing was to provide meat. Gazelles, typical steppe animals, were among the main
prey, together with little bustard that were seasonally hunted as migratory birds.4®

Conclusion

This brief overview draws together evidence on the Mil Steppe Neolithic and attempts
to provide insight into the diversity and variation of the individual sites but also on the possible
origins of specific traditions of craft production and ways of life. The Mil Steppe sites combine
elements originally developed in the eastern Fertile Crescent with indicators of continuity from
local traditions: on the one side, a reduced set of domesticated animals and plants, the concept
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Caucasus, ed. Barbara Helwing et al., Archdologie in Iran und Turan 16 (Berlin: Dietrich Reimer, 2017), 357-69.
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of sedentarism, pottery production and the symbolic concept of figurines are all evidence for in-
spiration emanating from regions further south. And the massive Kamiltepe platform is a unique
construction, but mudbrick constructions are also known in the Neolithic of Iran. On the other
side, the highly original architecture of the Mil Steppe sites, with subterranean buildings and
ditch systems, has no older prototype in the Zagros or Taurus zone, and the lithic technology with
laminar production and pressure flaking was long established in the Epi-Paleolithic of Iran and
the Caspian basin.

The description of the Mil Steppe Neolithic also allows us to distinguish these traditions
from the better-known Neolithic of the Shulaveris-Shomutepe and Akhnashen groups with their
compounds of round buildings and their monochrome ceramics with plastic decoration. In some
of the earliest of these sites, dating around 6000 BCE, recognizably exotic ceramics establish
links with the Ceramic Neolithic of Mesopotamia, with Samarra and Hassuna traditions, while
the site of Kujltepe I in Nakhichevan is known as the northernmost find spot of Halaf ceramics.
The Mil Steppe sites, on the contrary, attest to influences from the Iranian plateau. It is evident
that the Neolithic settlement of South Caucasia, that began only ca. 6000 BCE after a long period
of sporadic contacts evident from the circulation of obsidian, was inspired from a diversity of
traditions that are reflected in the mosaic-like formation of regional networks of architectural and
craft traditions.

South Caucasia offered environmentally rich niches to Neolithic settlers who began to
exploit the fertile river valleys as agricultural grounds and most likely also ventured into the
higher valleys of the Lesser Caucasus. The small set of domesticates introduced from the Fertile
Crescent was here augmented by the gathering of wild fruits, including nuts and vine grapes. The
cultivation of cereals led to the crossing of emmer with local wild goat grass, most likely in the
lowlands of the west Caspian littoral, resulting in the new species of four- and six-row wheat. In
the Mil Steppe, settlements had short life cycles and locations shifted rapidly. We are far from
understanding the dynamics and scheduling of these shifts, but a relation with the needs of culti-
vation cycles or swidden agriculture could offer a plausible hypothesis, which needs to be inves-
tigated further. The thriving Mil Steppe Neolithic persisted through most of the sixth millennium
BCE and disappeared ca. 5300 BCE without any obvious successor.
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Ozet

Makalede Giiney Azerbaycan’da bulunan Mil Bozkirlarinda Neolitik yerlesimin tarihine
dair yakin tarihli aragtirmalarin biresimli bir genel degerlendirmesi sunulmustur. Kisa dmiirlii ve
yakin konumlu bu yerlesme yerleri, MO 5800’den 5300’e kadar olan dar bir zaman araliginda
kisa siireli ve yer degistiren yerlesimleri temsil etmektedir. Yerlesmelerin son derece zengin ¢esit-
li maddi kiiltiirt, topluluklarin degisen Slgiilerde kiiltiirel etkilesime girdiklerini ortaya koymak-
tadir; giineyde bulunan bélgelerden, dzellikle Iran’mn yiiksek kesimlerinden kimi ¢anak ¢omlek
gelenekleri bolgeye ulasmistir. Komsu bolgelerle kiyaslandiginda, Mil Bozkirlar1 Neolitigi Gii-
ney Kafkasya Neolitigi baglaminda 6zgiin bir bolgesel varyasyon olarak degerlendirilmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler:

Neolitik, Mil Bozkirlar1, Azerbaycan, Yar1 Yerlesik Diizen, MO altinci binyil
Giris

Giiney Kafkasya, Giineybati Asya’da Neolitik Cag’in gec basladigi bolgelerden biridir.
Yerlesik hayat, tarim ve hayvancilikla nitelenen Neolitik yasam bi¢imi, bolgenin bereketli va-
dileri ve daglarla gevrili ovalarinda ancak MO 7. binyilin sonunda kok salmissa da sonrasinda
gelisimi hizli olmustur. 2000°lerin ortasindan bu yana, Glircistan, Azerbaycan ve Ermenistan’da
yiirlitiilen ¢aligmalar, bildiklerimizi muazzam 6lgiide artirmakla birlikte yeni sorular1 da berabe-
rinde getirmistir.® “Neolitiklesmenin,” “standart kalip” bir model degil, karmasik ve dinamik bir
siire¢ oldugu bugiin artik agiktir. Ozgiin mimari ve seramik gelenekleriyle ayirt edilen farkli bol-

geler, bu yeni yasam bigiminin birbirinden uzak, ¢ok sayidaki prototipine isaret ederken hakkinda
her giin yeni seyler 6grendigimiz Anadolu Neolitiginin 6zgiin bolgesel Oriintiisiinii de hafifge

1 Barbara Helwing, Vorderasiatisches Museum SMB PK Berlin Geschwister-Scholl-Str. 6 D-10117 Berlin, Germany,
ORCID: 0000-0001-9226-1053, barbara.helwing@fu-berlin.de

2 Tevekkiil Aliyev, Azerbaijan National Academy of Sciences Institute of Archaeology and Ethnography 31 H. Javid
Prospekti AZ-1143 Baku, Azerbaijan, ORCID: 0000-0002-5325-6080, tavakkul55@yahoo.com

3 Christine Chataigner, Ruben Badalyan ve Makoto Arimura, “The Neolithic of the Caucasus,” Oxford Handbooks On-
line, Ekim 2014, https://doi.org/10.1093/0xfordhb/9780199935413.013.13; Antonio Sagona, The Archaeology of
the Caucasus: From Earliest Settlements to the Iron Age (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2017); Barbara
Helwing vd., der., The Kura Projects: New Research on the Later Prehistory of the Southern Caucasus, Archédo-
logie in Iran und Turan 16 (Berlin: Dietrich Reimer, 2017).
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animsatmaktadir. Bu ¢alismamizda, kiigiik bir Neolitik yerlesim bolgesi 6rnegi olarak, yakin
zamanda aragtirilmaya baglanan Azerbaycan Cumhuriyeti’nin glineyindeki Mil Bozkirlarinin Ne-
olitik cografyasini mercek altina alacagiz (Fig. 1).

Arastirmanin Kavramsal Gercevesi

Son Buzul Cagi’nin sonunda, Giineybati Asya’nin yasam bi¢iminde ortaya ¢ikan koklii
degisim sonucunda insanlar yavas yavag gezici avcilik ve toplayiciligi birakarak yerlesik hayata
gecmeye, yasamaya elverisli bolgelerde daha uzun siireler, hatta tiim y1l boyu kalmaya baglamig-
tir. Yakin ¢evresinde sadece belirli hayvan tiirlerini avlayan, toplayicilik yapan, bitki ekip bigen
insan, kalic1 varligiyla ¢evresini ve kendi yagsam bicimini kademe kademe degistiren énemli bir
etken haline gelmistir. Uzun zaman boyunca tekrarlanan bu adimlar sonucunda hayvan ve bit-
kiler evcillestirilmis, tiretimde 1rk segimine bagl olarak tiirlerde gozle goriiliir morfolojik degi-
siklikler ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bundan sonra, biiyiikliikleri, dolayisiyla verimleriyle ve hayvanlar s6z
konusu oldugunda bunlara ek olarak uysalliklariyla da yabani tiirlerden ayrilan bu yeni tiirler
insanlarin temel besin kaynagi haline gelmistir. Yasamin temelini olusturan tarim ve hayvancilik,
yerlesik yasamla birlikte, arkeologlarin Neolitik Cag ya da Yeni Tas Cagi olarak adlandirdigi yeni
bir dénemi agmustir.

Yirminci ylizyilin ilk yarisinda, Neolitik yasam bicimine ge¢isi betimleyen kuramsal yak-
lasimlar geginmenin maddi temellerini odaga aliyordu. Gordon Childe, bu degisimi ani, derin ve
geri dondiiriilemez olarak tanimlamig ve Sanayi Devrimi’ne gondermeyle, “Neolitik Devrim” te-
rimini ortaya atmugt1.> Bagta, genel olarak Bati Asya tizerinde duruluyor ve giivenilir bir krono-
lojinin olmayisi, bir merkez ya da c¢ekirdek bolge belirlemeyi olanaksiz kiliyordu. Bu baglamda,
1920’lerde iinlii biyolog Nikolay Vavilov, Gliney Kafkasya’nin muazzam biyocesitliliginin bolge-
yi bir “cesitlilik merkezi,” dolayisiyla bitkilerin ilk kez evcillestirilmis olabilecegi potansiyel bir
cekirdek bolge yaptigin ileri siirmiis,® bu yaklagim 1990’lara dek o zamanki Sovyetlerde yapilan
aragtirmalara temel olmustu. Gergekten de, Neolitiklesme siirecinin gergek siiresi ve eskiligi ancak
1950’lerde, Levant ve Zagros-Toros siradaglarindaki 6rnek yerlesmelerde “C metoduyla krono-
metrik tarihleme yapmak miimkiin olduktan sonra anlagilabilmistir.” Robert Braidwood ve ¢alisma
arkadaglarinin Toros ve Zagros eteklerinde yiiriittiikkleri Chicago merkezli “Prehistoric Project”
kapsaminda gerceklestirdikleri, kesin radyokarbon tarihlemenin yardimiyla kronolojik bir silsile

4 Douglas Baird vd., “Agricultural Origins on the Anatolian Plateau,” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences
115, no. 14 (2018): E3077-86; Mihriban Ozbasaran, Giines Duru ve Mary C. Stiner, der., The Early Settlement
at Agikli Hoyiik: Essays in Honor of Ufuk Esin (Istanbul: Ege Yaymlari, 2018); Eva Rosenstock, “Dot by Dot:
Phase-Mapping the Central/Western Anatolian Farming Threshold.” The Central/Western Anatolian Farming
Frontier: Proceedings of the Neolithic Workshop Held at 10th ICAANE in Vienna, April 2016 iginde, der. Maxime
Brami ve Barbara Horejs, Oriental and European Archaeology 12 (Vienna: Austrian Academy of Sciences Press,
2019), 103-26; Fokke Gerritsen ve Rana Ozbal, “Barcin Hoyiik, a Seventh Millennium Settlement in the Eastern
Marmara Region of Turkey,” Documenta Praehistorica 46 (2019): 58—67.

5 V. Gordon Childe, Man Makes Himself, The Thinker’s Library 87 (London: Watts & Co., 1948).

6 Nikolai Ivanovich Vavilov, Origin and Geography of Cultivated Plants (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1992).

7 Kathleen M. Kenyon, “Jericho and Its Setting in Near Eastern History,” Antiguity 30, no. 120 (1956): 184-97. Kath-
leen M. Kenyon, “Reply to Professor Braidwood,” Antiquity 31, no. 122 (1957): 82—-84; Mortimer Wheeler, “The
First Towns?” Antiquity 30, no. 119 (1956): 132-36; Robert J. Braidwood, “Jericho and Its Setting in Near Eastern
History,” Antiquity 31, no. 122 (1957): 73-81.
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ortaya ¢ikarilabilmistir.® Eriha (Jericho) ve Zagroslarda yiiriitiilen esgiidiimlii ¢alismalar, Neolitik-
lesmenin hizli degil, uzun ve yavas bir stire¢ oldugu yoniinde bir kani degisikligine yol agmustir.

Yeni kronolojik siralama, Bati Asya’nin Neolitiklesme siirecindeki onciiliigiinii, yerlesme
tarihine ve ¢evre ekolojisine dayanarak savunmay1 olanakli kiliyordu. Zira en eski yerlesik yer-
lesmeler Levant Bolgesi’nden Toros ve Zagros eteklerine uzanan ve “Bereketli Hilal’in Daglik
Yamaglar1” olarak da anilan genis bir yay tizerinde yer almaktaydi.® Bu bolge, ayni zamanda, son-
radan evcillestirilmis olan yabani hayvan ve bitkilerin eski ¢aglardaki dogal ortamlaria karsilik
gelir ve Neolitik yasam bicimi MO 10. binyil ile 8. binyil arasinda, burada ortaya ¢ikmustir. Yeni
kronolojik siralama, Neolitik Cag’in karakteristik sayilan unsurlarinin es zamanh olarak ortaya
¢ikmadigini da gosteriyordu: kalict meskenlerle anitsal kiilt yapilari 6nce, tarim daha sonra ortaya
cikmist; yine, ¢omlekeilik gibi el sanatlar1 daha geg, Neolitigin olgunlastigi ddsnemde dogmustu.

Temel kronolojinin belirlenmesiyle, sembolik davranisin ve mekanla bag kurmanin “Ne-
olitiklesme” siirecindeki 6nemini teslim eden yaklagimlarin yolu agilmis oluyordu. Jacques Cau-
vin’e gore “Tanrilarin Dogusu” tarimdan ve yerlesik hayattan 6nce gergeklesmisti;'® Tan Hodder
ise Catalhoytik’teki ¢aligmalarinda, tekrarlanan ritiiel davraniglari anlamli bir kavram olarak or-
taya koyacakt1."" Giintimiizde arkeologlar, sembolik diisiinmenin bu doéniisiimiin yalnizca bir yan
getirisi degil, kosulu oldugu goriisiindedir.'?

Yerlesik hayatin, Bereketli Hilal’de ortaya ¢iktiktan sonra yol actig1 en bilyilik sonuglar-
dan biri niifus artis1 olmus, bu da insan topluluklarini yagam alanlarini genigletmeye yoneltmis-
tir. Neolitik yasam bicimi, yaklasik MO 7000’den itibaren uzak bolgelere yayilmaya baslamis
ve MO 6000 civarinda Kafkaslarm giineyine ulasmistir. Aradaki kronolojik bosluk, Vavilov’un
Giliney Kafkasya’y1 Neolitiklesmenin potansiyel ¢ekirdek bolgeleri arasina kattigi yaklagimini
gecersiz kilmaktadir. Yayilma siireglerinin farkli bolgelerdeki dinamikleri karmagsik ve 6zgiindiir;
tarim topluluklarina temas eden avci-toplayici topluluklarin pes pese kiiltlirlesmesiyle (accultu-
ration) yeni yerlesim bdlgelerine go¢ eden kiigiik kesif gruplart da vardir, Neolitik yasam bigi-
minin yalnizca kimi unsurlarinin segici olarak benimsendigi ya da yayildig1 da goriiliir. Giiney
Kafkasya’nin oldukca 6zgiin cografi yapisinda bolgesel farkliliklar belirgindir ve agiklanmay1
beklemektedir.

Onciiller

Buzul Cagr’nin sonundan itibaren Biiyiik ve Kiiciik Kafkaslarin vadilerini mesken tutan
Mezolitik topluluklar, bilyiik oranda aveilik-toplayiciliga dayali yasam bicimlerini Neolitik yasa-
min ilk izlerinin ortaya ¢iktigt MO 7. binyilin sonuna dek korumustur. Mezolitik Cag’a ait pek az
arkeolojik bulgu mevcuttur.”® Belgelenmis yerlesmelerin ¢ogunu kaya siginaklar1 olusturur, ocak

8 Robert J. Braidwood, “Near Eastern Prehistory,” Science 127, no. 3312 (1958): 1419-30.

9 Robert J. Braidwood, “The Agricultural Revolution,” Scientific American 203, no. 3 (1960): 130-52.

10 Jacques Cauvin, Naissance des Divinités, Naissance de I'agriculture (Paris: Editions du Centre National de la Re-
cherche Scientifique, 1994).

11 Ian Hodder, Religion in the Emergence of Civilization: Catalhoyiik as a Case Study (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 2010).

12 Trevor Watkins and Kim Sterelny, “Neolithization in Southwest Asia in a Context of Niche Construction Theory,”
Cambridge Archaeological Journal 25, no. 3 (2015): 673-91 / 705 yorumlar ile beraber.

13 Bastien Varoutsikos, “The Mesolithic-Neolithic Transition in the South Caucasus: Cultural Transmission and Te-
chnology Transfer” (Doktora tezi, Harvard University, 2015); Yoshihiro Nishiaki vd., “The Mesolithic-Neolithic
Interface in the Southern Caucasus: 20162017 Excavations at Damjili Cave, West Azerbaijan,” Archaeological
Research in Asia 19 (Eyliil 2019): 100140.
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ve barmak tabani kalintilar1 bulunan kimi ac¢ik hava yerlesmeleri de vardir. Tas alet topluluklari,
dilgisel (laminar) yongalamaya dayalidir ve mikrolitlerden olusur. Mezolitik’ten Neolitik’e dog-
rudan bir gecis belgelenmemistir, fakat tag endiistrisi, alet tipleri ve yontma teknikleri bakimindan
yiiksek oranda siireklilik gostermektedir.

Iki &rnekte de goriilecegi iizere, Mezolitik gruplar kiiciik fakat oldukca hareketliydiler
ve birbirleriyle gii¢lii baglantilar1 bulunuyordu. Orneklerden biri olan UNESCO Diinya Mirasi
Listesi’nde yer alan Kobustan yerlesmesi, Hazar Denizi’nin yukarisinda, iistlerine binlerce kaya
resmi (petroglif) kazinmig dev kayalarin uzandigi bir yardir." Dans eden insanlarla sigirlarin
betimlendigi en eski resimler (Fig. 2), buranin muhtemelen Mezolitik Cag’dan baslayarak tarihi
devirlere dek, uzak bolgelerden gezici gruplari ¢ekmis olan diizenli toplanmalarda 6zel bir rol
oynadigini diisindiirmektedir. Boyle bir dinamik, Tiirkiye’nin giineydogusunda bulunan Gobekli
Tepe’nin tekrarlanan toplanma ve senlikler i¢in se¢ilmesiyle kiyaslanabilir.'®

Erken donem temaslara ikinci bir 6rnek, Kiiciik Kafkaslardan ¢ikarilip uzak mesafelere ta-
sinarak, varliklarini Tung¢ Cagi’nda da siirdiirecek olan aglarda dolagima sokulan volkanik bir cam
olan obsidyenin dagilimidir. Katkas Mezolitiginin tipik aletleri arasinda bir ucu yontulmus, bir ucu
“kancali” (hooked), kenarlar1 paralel baski teknigiyle rétuslanmis ve cogunlukla kullanima bagli,
belirgin aginma izleri tastyan yayvan obsidyen dilgiler bulunur. “Kmlo aleti” denen bu dilgi tipi,
adim Kii¢iik Kafkaslarda bulunan Kmlo-2 yerlesmesinden alir.'® Benzer ancak iiretim dizileri ve
anlasildigi kadariyla islevleri bakimindan farkli formlara Giircistan’in batisinda da rastlanir; yine,
Yukar1 Mezopotamya Canak Comleksiz Neolitiginde de Tiirkiye’nin giineydogusundaki Cayonii
yerlesmesine gondermeyle “Cayonii aletleri” olarak bilinirler."” Benzer goriiniimlii bu arag geregler
farkli tiretim zincirlerine (chaine opératoire) gore lretilmis olsalar da bigimsel benzerlikleri muh-
temelen Bereketli Hilal’deki yerlesmelerle Kafkasya’daki Mezolitik topluluklar arasindaki erken
doénem temaslardan ileri gelmektedir. Ote yandan, bu temaslar Giiney Kafkasya’da kiiltiirel bir
degisime yol agmamis, gezici avci-toplayici gruplar Mezolitik yagam bigimlerine binyillar boyu
sadik kalarak yabani bitkiler toplayip yabani hayvanlar avlamayi siirdiirmiislerdir, hayvanlar1 ya da
bitkileri evcillestirdiklerine dair herhangi bir kanit bulunamamustir.

Neolitik yasam bi¢iminin yaklasitk MO 6000°de Giiney Kafkasya’da ortaya ¢ikismin ar-
dindan hizli ve derin bir kiiltiirel degisim meydana gelmistir. Su an itibariyle, yayilimin dina-
miklerini kesin olarak belirlemek miimkiin degildir. Evcillestirilmis hayvanlar ve ekinler ortaya
cikmistir; kimi erken donem yerlesmelerde bulunmus olan Samarra ya da Halaf tarzi bir kisim
egzotik canak ¢comlek de Bereketli Hilal’den bilinen geleneklerle baglantilidir. Ancak Kiiclik Kaf-
kaslarin kuzeyinde, Orta Kura Irmag1 boyunca uzanan Somutepe-Sulaveri kompleksi ile Aratagen
yerlesmesi ve Aras nehrinin kollarindaki vadilerin giineyinde yer alan bagka benzer yerlesme-
lerde rastlanan ve Orta Gliney Kafkasya Neolitiginin simgesi haline gelmis olan yuvarlak planlt
yapilar, Dogu Bereketli Hildl’in Geg Neolitiginden ¢ok avci-toplayici topluluklarin tipik mekan
kavramlarina isaret ediyor olabilir.”® Kiigiik Kafkaslarin dogusunda yer alan, Azerbaycan’in gii-

14 Malahat Farajova, “About Specifics of Rock Art of Gobustan and Some Innovative Approaches to Its Interpretation
(‘Firuz 2’ Shelter),” Quaternary International 491 (2018): 78-98.

15 Klaus Schmidt, Sie Bauten Die Ersten Tempel: Das Rdtselhafte Heiligtum Der Steinzeitjdiger, Die Archdologische
Entdeckung Am Gobekli Tepe (Munich: C. H. Beck, 2006); Oliver Dietrich, Jens Notroff ve Klaus Schmidt, “Feast-
ing, Social Complexity, and the Emergence of the Early Neolithic of Upper Mesopotamia: A View from Gdbekli
Tepe,” Feast, Famine or Fighting? Multiple Pathways to Social Complexity i¢inde, der. Richard J. Chacon ve Ru-
bén G. Mendoza, Studies in Human Ecology and Adaptation 8 (Cham: Springer, 2017), 91-132.

16 Makoto Arimura vd., “Current Neolithic Research in Armenia,” Neo-Lithics 1, no. 10 (2010): 77-85.

17 Arimura vd., “Current Neolithic Research in Armenia.”

18 Chataigner, Badalyan ve Arimura, “The Neolithic of the Caucasus”; Nishiaki vd., “The Mesolithic-Neolithic Inter-
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neyindeki Mil Bozkirlari ise ne kuzeydeki Somutepe-Sulaveri ne de glineydeki Aratasen modeli-
ne uymakta, bu da resmi daha da karmasiklastirmaktadir. Mil Bozkirlar1 Neolitigi, yaklasik MO
5800°den 5300’e dek siirmiis, 6zgiin bir Neolitik gelisme ¢izgisini temsil eder.

Mil Bozkirlari: Neolitik Bir Cografya

Mil Bozkirlarinda tarih 6ncesi yerlesimin tarihi, 2009 yilindan 2015 yilina dek, Giiney
Kafkasya Neolitigine dair karsilastirmali bir perspektif olusturmay1 amaglayan daha kapsamli bir
arastirma projesi ¢ercevesinde bir Azerbaycan-Almanya ortak kazi ekibince incelenmistir. Kura
ve Aras nehirlerinin olusturdugu tiggeni kaplayan Mil Bozkirlari, onceleri Kiigiik Kafkaslarin
dogu eteklerinden Kura Nehri kiyisindaki ormanlara dek uzanmaktaydi. Bozkirin nehre paralel
sulama kanallariyla tarima agilmis dogu kismindaki arkeolojik bulgularin yok oldugu varsayil-
malidir, bat1 kesiminde ise bir pelin (artemisia) bozkirt korunmustur (ancak burasi da ayni1 sekilde
endiistriyel tarimin tehdidi altindadir). MO 6. binyilda bolge, seyrek galilarn yer aldig1 savana
benzeri agik topraklarla aralarina serpistirilmis kii¢iik vadiler ve vadi tabanlarindaki taskin bolge-
lerinde bulunan mevsimlik sulak arazilerden olusuyordu. Kiiciik Katkaslardan inerek ovaya de-
rinlemesine niifuz eden, dogu-bat1 yonlii bir dizi akarsuyun olusturdugu bu kadim vadilerde ¢ok
sayida Neolitik yerlesmenin toplu olarak bulundugu, Kura Projesi kapsaminda Andrea Ricci’nin
yonetiminde yriitiilen yiizey arastirmasinda ortaya konmustur.'

Mil Bozkirlarinda tarih oncesi yerlesim, ilk kez Alexander lessen yonetimindeki Azer-
baycan Arkeolojik Kazi Ekibi tarafindan gozlemlenmistir.2° Buluntular, boyali ¢ganak ¢omlekten
otiirli “Eneolitik” olarak siniflandirilmis ve sonrasinda Orta Giiney Kafkasya Sulaveri-Somutepe
Neolitiginden ileri tarihlenen, bolgeye 6zgii, ayr1 bir grup olarak tanimlanmistir.?' Bugiin bunlarin
cagdas olduklarini ve boyali malzemenin varliginin kronoloji farkini degil, 6zgiin bir bi¢imsel ge-
lenegi ifade ettigini bilmekteyiz. Ayrica Mil Bozkirlarit Neolitiginin homojenlikten uzak oldugunu
ve birbirine yakin yorelerde farkli mimari geleneklerle ¢anak ¢omlek tisluplarinin goriildiiglini
de 6grenmis bulunuyoruz.

Mil Bozkirlarinda Neolitik Yerlesmeler: Konumlar ve Karakteristikler

2010-2014 aras1 bes kazi sezonunda yiiriitillen yogun yiizey arastirmalarinda Mil Boz-
kirlarindan gecen akarsularin boylarindaki algak sekiler iizerinde yer alan yogun bir Neolitik
yerlesim alani ortaya ¢ikarilmistir (Fig. 3). Yerlesmeler tercihen, taskinlara kars1 belli bir koruma
saglamis olabilecek dogal yiikseltiler iizerine kurulmustur. Ilkbaharda yasanan su taskinlariin
erken donem tarim faaliyetleri i¢in kullanilan dogal sulak arazilerin olusumuna katkida bulunmus
olmasi muhtemeldir. Yerlesmelerin ¢ogu diizdiir ya da ¢ok algak hoytikler olusturur; bu da kisa

face in the Southern Caucasus.”

19 Andrea Ricci, Barbara Helwing ve Tevekkiil Aliyev, “The Neolithic on the Move: High Resolution Settlement
Dynamics Investigations and Their Impact on Archaeological Landscape Studies in Southwest Azerbaijan,” “Land-
scape Archaeology Conference (LAC 2012),” 6zel sayi, eTopoi. Journal for Ancient Studies 3 (2012): 369-75;
Andrea Ricci, “Archaeological Landscape Studies within the ‘Kura in Motion’ Project: The 2012-2014 Field Ac-
tivities,” The Kura Projects: New Research on the Later Prehistory of the Southern Caucasus iginde, der. Barbara
Helwing vd., Archédologie in Iran und Turan 16 (Berlin: Dietrich Reimer, 2017), 305-23.

20 A. A. Iessen, “Iz Istoriceskogo Proslogo Milsko-Karabachskoje Stepi: Trudy Azerbaidzanskoj Archaeologiceskoj
Ekspedicii,” Materialy i issledovanija po archeologii SSSR (1965): 10-35.

21 1. G. Narimanov, Kul tura Drevnejsego Zemledel’ Cesko-Skoto-Vodceskoyo Naselenija Azerbajdzana (Baku: Elm,
1987).
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stireli iskana ya da konar gocer yerlesmeye isaret eder. Yap1 malzemesi olarak el yapimi kerpic
tugla, saz, agac¢ dallar1 ve ¢camur harci (daub) tercih edilmistir. Bagimsiz yuvarlak binalar, bitisik
dortgen odalar ve 6zel yapilardan olusan bir dizi farkli yapt formu bilinmektedir.

Arastirma sirasinda kayit altina aliman toplam 174 yerlesmeden 66’s1, yiizeyden toplan-
mis canak ¢omlek ve tas gruplarina dayanarak giivenilir bicimde MO 6. biny1l Ge¢ Neolitigine
tarihlendirilebilmektedir.22 Kimilerinin arasinda yalnizca 200 metre olan yerlesmelerin muaz-
zam yogunlugu, yerlesmelerin nadiren yiikselti olusturdugu da diistiniiliirse, kisa stireli, bagimsiz
yerlesimlere isaret etmektedir.2® On Neolitik yerlesmede yapilan sondaj ya da yatay kazi ¢alis-
malarinda kronolojik alt evreleri olan, ¢arpici derecede karmasik bir dizi yerlesme ve malzeme
ginisigina ¢ikarilmistir.24 Cesitli yerlesme yerlerinde son derece ayirt edici niteliklere sahip olan
canak ¢omlek topluluklari, mekansal olarak ayrik olmakla birlikte kronolojik olarak birbirinden
cok da uzak olmayan tek renk, kirmizi astarli ve boyali gelenekleri temsil etmektedirler. Sera-
mikler, dayaniksiz olup agiga ¢iktiktan sonra boyali yiizeyleri hizla aginmistir, bu da yerlesmeleri
tek basina yilizeyden toplanan buluntularla belli bir alt evreyle iliskilendirmeyi zorlagtirmaktadir.

Hendekli Yerlesmeler

Kazi caligmasi dncesinde, kapladiklart tahmini alani saptayabilmek ve kazilacak noktalari
belirlemek amaciyla yerlesmelerin sistematik manyetometrik haritalari ¢ikarilmigstir.2® Her ikisi
de gozle goriiliir bir yiikseltinin bulunmadig1 pelin bozkir1 diizliiklerinde yer alan iki yerlesmede
hendekler temel unsur olarak belirlenebilmistir. MPS 124 yerlesmesinde doguya agilan, yuvarlak
planli bir hendek bulunmustur (Fig. 4). Hendekte agilan sondajda etrafindaki matristen neredeyse
ayirt edilemez nitelikte ve hemen hemen steril, sarimsi killi ¢okeltiden olugan bir dolgu ortaya
¢ikartilmigtir. Haritada hendegin yaninda gukur dbekleri goriilmektedir. Ornek olarak kazilan bir
cukurda mesken olarak kullanilmis bir yapiya ait atiklar bulundugu goriilmiistiir; sarimsi tortuyla
karigmis, organik artik iceren kiil tabakalari, gukurun biiytik ihtimalle bir siire agik kaldigini, bdy-
lece dogal tortularin saganak yagmurlar sirasinda ¢ukura dolmus olabilecegini gdstermektedir.
Kiiltiirel malzeme, kiiciik kil heykelcikler, kullanim sonunda atilma 6ncesinde kirilmis, dolayisty-
la muhtemelen evsel atik niteligi tasiyan kirik seramikler ve ip baskili gamur pargalarindan olusur.
Buluntular, dayaniksiz malzemeden yer istiine insa edilmis ve geriye higbir kalintis1 kalmamig

22 Ricci, “Archaeological Landscapes”; rakamlar ile ilgili en yeni giincelleme i¢in, bkz. Andrea Ricci vd., “Human
Mobility and Early Sedentism: The Late Neolithic Landscape of Southern Azerbaijan,” Antiquity 92, no. 366
(2018): 1445-61.

23 Ricci vd., “Human Mobility and Early Sedentism.”

24 Helwing ve Aliyev’in boliimii i¢in bkz., “Fieldwork in the Mil Plain: The 2010-2011 Expedition,” Bertille Lyonnet
vd., “Ancient Kura 2010-2011: The First Two Seasons of Joint Field Work in the Southern Caucasus,” Archdo-
logische Mitteilungen Aus Iran Und Turan 44 (2012): 4-17; Barbara Helwing ve Tevvekiil Aliyev, “Excavations
in the Mil Plain Sites, 2012-2014,” The Kura Projects: New Research on the Later Prehistory of the Southern
Caucasus i¢inde, der. Barbara Helwing vd., Archédologie in Iran und Turan 16 (Berlin: Dietrich Reimer, 2017),
11-42; Golnaz Ahadi, “Excavations at Site MPS 124,” The Kura Projects: New Research on the Later Prehistory
of the Southern Caucasus iginde, der. Barbara Helwing vd., Archdologie in Iran und Turan 16 (Berlin: Dietrich
Reimer, 2017), 51-54; Maria Bianca D’Anna, “The 2013 Sounding at Site MPS 103: Preliminary Report; Some
New Insights into the Neolithic ‘Unpainted Ceramic Horizon’ of the Mil Plain,” The Kura Projects: New Research
on the Later Prehistory of the Southern Caucasus iginde, der. Barbara Helwing vd., Archdologie in Iran und Turan
16 (Berlin: Dietrich Reimer, 2017), 43-49.

25 Jorg W. E Fassbinder ve Florian Becker, “Integrated Geophysical Prospecting in the Mil Plain, Lower Karabakh,
Azerbaijan.” The Kura Projects: New Research on the Later Prehistory of the Southern Caucasus iginde, der. Bar-
bara Helwing vd., Archéologie in Iran und Turan 16 (Berlin: Dietrich Reimer, 2017), 325-33.
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olan yapilara ait olmalidir.

MPS 4 yerlesmesinde i¢ ige gegmis, es merkezli/i¢ ige (konsantrik) ii¢, hatta olasilikla
dort hendekten olusan bir sistem bulunmus ve yatay kazi teknigiyle incelenmistir. Icte kalan iki
hendek ile iiclincii hendegin bir kismi biiyiik 6l¢iide agiga ¢ikarilmistir, potansiyel dordiincii bir
hendek ise kazilmamis durumdadir (Fig. 5). A¢iga cikarilan hendekler V profilli olup mevcut
ylizeyden 2,7 metre derine inmektedir ve enine duvarlarla birbirlerinden ayrilmistir. Dolgu i¢inde
organik dolgu ve kiiltiirel atik igeren kesitlerin yan1 sira temiz dolgu kesitleri de bulunmaktadir.

Her iki yerlesmedeki hendekler belirgin bicimde es merkezli (konsantrik) planlara sa-
hiptirler ancak islevleri halen belirsizdir. MPS 124’te dolgu sterilken MPS 4’{in en azindan bazi
kisimlarinda bir zamanlar organik malzeme, belki depolanan yiyecek kalintilar1 ve benzeri kalin-
tilar bulunmus olmalidir. S6z konusu organik kalintilarin mikromorfolojik incelemesinde olasi
hasir kalintilar1 ve mutfak artiklari saptanmustir,2® ki bu da organik ¢okelti igeren dolgu kesitleri-
nin ¢esitli miktarlarda seramik pargasi ve kirik obje igermesiyle ortiismektedir.

Hendekli bu iki yerlesme, Kafkaslarin giineyinde bilinen, bu nitelikteki ilk 6rneklerdir.
Bu kesif, kugkusuz sistematik manyetometreli haritalandirma ¢alismasinin iiriiniidiir. Giiney Kaf-
kasya’daki Neolitik yerlesmelerde dogrusal hendek sistemleri bulunan kesimler daha 6nce bildi-
rilmistir;2” Aruchlo’da, daha geg bir evrede iistlerine mesken insa edilmeden 6nce birbirini kesen
ve yerlesme tabakalarina kazilmis dogrusal hendeklerin oldugu bilinmektedir.28 Kiigiik 6lgekte
bakildiginda, MPS 4’{in plan1t Dogu ve Orta Avrupa’nin Ge¢ Neolitik ve Kalkolitik tag anitlarina
(henge) yakin benzerlik gostermektedir.

MPS 4’te bulunan hendekler, buradaki yerlesimler dizininin yalnizca bir evresini temsil
ediyor olsa da yerlesmenin radyokarbon tarihleme ile MO 56. yiizyila tarihlenmesi, bu yerlesim-
lerin birbirlerine yakin olduklarini géstermektedir. A¢iga ¢ikarilan en eski kalintilar, duvarlari elle
sekillendirilmis kiigiik kerpi¢ tuglalardan yapilmis, yuvarlak bir yeralt1 binasina aittir (Fig. 6).
Binanin iginde, olasilikla Hazar kiyilarindan toplanmis didacna kabuklarimin islendigi bir midye
kabugu-boncuk isligi kalintilart bulunmustur.?® Sonuncu yerlesim, i¢ hendegin i¢inde bulunan ve
yalnizca kiiciik kisimlar1 korunmus, dis konturlari net olmayan bir ev tabanidir. Evin i¢inde taba-
na oturtulmus ve yalnizca dipleri korunmus olan depolama kaplar1 bulunmustur.

Yerlesim Yerleri

Yerlesim yerlerinden ikisinde —MPS 103 ile MPS 5’te— yiiriitiilen kiigiik 6l¢ekli kazi ¢a-
lismalarinda uzun-ince dikdortgen seklinde, elle sekillendirilmis kerpig tuglalardan insa edilmis
binalar ortaya ¢ikarilmistir. MPS 103°te dogrusal konumlu bir dizi hiicrenin i¢inde dikey depola-
ma kiipleri bulunmustur (Fig. 7). MPS 5°te, seramik ve kii¢lik heykelciklerden olusan karisik bir
dolgu malzemesi igeren bolme benzeri yapilar/alanlar agiga ¢ikarilmistir. Buluntu topluluklariin

26 Lisa Shillito, “Preliminary Microstratigraphic Observations of Ash Deposits and Architectural Materials at Kamil-
tepe, Azerbaijan,” Archdologische Mitteilungen Aus Iran Und Turan 44 (2012): 31-37.

27 Christine Chataigner, La Transcaucasie au Néolithique et au Chalcolithique, British Archaeological Reports Inter-
national Series 624 (Oxford: Tempus Reparatum, 1995), 67-69.

28 Svend Hansen ve Michael Ullrich, “Report on the 2012-2014 Excavation Campaign in Aruchlo,” The Kura Pro-
Jjects: New Research on the Later Prehistory of the Southern Caucasus i¢inde, der. Barbara Helwing vd., Archéologie
in Iran und Turan 16 (Berlin: Dietrich Reimer, 2017), 204—11, fig. 8, 9, 23, 24.

29 Ilia Heit, “Die Neolithische Muschelperlenwerkstatt Aus Fundstelle MPS 4: Archédologische Und Technologische
Untersuchungen,” The Kura Projects: New Research on the Later Prehistory of the Southern Caucasus iginde, der.
Barbara Helwing vd., Archédologie in Iran und Turan 16 (Berlin: Dietrich Reimer, 2017), 73—-123.
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evsel niteligi ile yapilarin boyutlari, bu yerlesmelerin biiyiik olasilikla yerlesim yeri oldugunu dii-
stindiirmektedir. Ancak heniiz kiiglik bir kism1 agiga ¢ikarilmis olan yerlesmelerin iskan disinda
islevleri olabilecegi de gbz onilinde bulundurulmalidir.

Merkezi Bir Platform: Kamiltepe

Mil Bozkirlarinda yer alan Neolitik yerlesmelerin en goriiniirii olan Kamiltepe, Karacay
irmaginin ilk sekisinde dogal bir ¢ikintiya kurulmus bir hoyiik yerlesmesidir.® Yiiksekligi 2,6
metreye kadar korunmus olan bu hoyiigiin ortasinda ist iiste yerlesim tabakalar1 degil, yuvarlak
planli, masif bir kerpi¢ yap1 yer alir. Kavisli dis cepheye dayanarak yapiin 6zgiin ¢apinin 24
metre oldugu belirlenebilmistir (Fig. 8). Binanin {ist kism1 korunmamastir, bu nedenle 6zgiin bigi-
miyle tiimlenmesi olanakli degildir. Masif merkezi ve yapidan dokiilen egimli tabakalar halindeki
birikmis dokiintiiler/molozlar goz 6niine alindiginda bunun biiyiik olasilikla saz gibi hafif organik
malzemeden yapilmis bir ya da birkag bina i¢in bir platform ya da destekleyici bir yap1 oldugu ile-
ri siiriilebilir. Ortadaki bloga ilisik, ¢igekteki tag yapragini andiran yar1 dairesel bir oda mevcuttur.
Platforma bitigik baska duvar pargalari da vardir ancak bunlarin tam odalar olusturduklarina dair
izler bulunamamistir. Platformun 10 metre kuzeyinde, biiyiik olasilikla silo olan, topraga kazilmis
ve kerpic tuglalarla gii¢lendirilmis biiyiik, yuvarlak bir yap1 yer alir (Fig. 9). Hem silo dolgusunda
hem de platform c¢evresindeki dokiintiide siddetli yanma/yanik izlerine rastlanmaistir.

Kamiltepe’deki muazzam platform, Bat1 Asya Neolitiginde halen 6zgiinliigiinti koruyan
bir yapidir ancak bazi 6zellikleri yakin bolgelerde yapilmis gozlemlerle ortlismektedir. Yakin
cevrede, Agdam bolgesinde bulunan Ismailbeytepe yerlesmesinde kisa bir siire 6nce, savunma
amacl oldugu anlasilan ve yiiksekligi halen 4 metreye varan, muazzam bir kerpi¢ yap1 agiga ¢i-
karilmistir.3 Genel olarak, kiigiik 6lgekte insa edilmis kerpi¢ podyum ve platformlar, geg Neolitik
Tepe Sialk’tan®2 ve Deh Loran Ovasi’nda yer alan Geg Neolitik Chagha Sefid yerlesmesinden
orneklerle Orta Iran Yaylasi’ndan ve Zagros eteklerinden bilinir.33

Mil Bozkirlari Yerlesmelerinin Tarihlendirilmesi

Mil Bozkirlart yerlesmelerine ait radyokarbon tarihleri, alt evreleriyle birlikte olaganiistii
cesitlilikteki bu yerlesmelerin yaklasik MO 5600 ile 5300 arasma karsilik gelen kisa bir zaman
zarfinda dogup gelistigini ortaya koymaktadir.3* Hendekli MPS 4 ve MPS 124 yerlesmeleri, MO
5600 civarinda yasamis daha eski bir grubu temsil eder. Bunlar1 MO 5500 civarinda Kamiltepe
platformu izlemistir. En gec¢ Neolitik veri, MPS 23 yerlesmesinde, bir insan iskeletini Orten yak-

lagik MO 5300’¢ tarihlenen organik birikintiden gelmektedir.

30 Tevekkiil Aliyev ve Barbara Helwing, “Kamiltepe in der Milebene: Archéologische Untersuchungen 2009,” Archdo-
logische Mitteilungen aus Iran und Turan 41 (2009): 23-45.

31 X. I. Almommaodov ve N. V. Quluzade, “Qarabag Neolit-Eneolit Ekspedisiyasi’nmn 2013-2014-cii Illordo Apardig
Arxeoloji Tadqiqat Islori,” Azarbaycanda Arxeoloji Tadgiqatlar 20132014 (2015): 60-74.

32 Roman Ghirshman, Fouilles de Sialk, prés de Kashan 1933, 1934, 1937 (I) (Paris: Paul Geuthner, 1938), pl. XI, 1;
pl. LVIIL 6.

33 Frank Hole, Studies in the Archaeological History of the Deh Luran Plain: The Excavations of Chogha Sefid.
Memoirs of the Museum of Anthropology University of Michigan 9 (Ann Arbor: Museum of Anthropology
University of Michigan, 1977), 61, fig. 14; 73, fig. 24; lev. 11a, 11b, 17b.

34 Helwing ve Aliyev, “Excavations in the Mil Plain Sites, 2012-2014,” Tablo 2.
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Mil Bozkirlari Neolitiginde Ganak Gémlek Uretimi

Cesitli yerlesmelerle iligkilendirilen ¢anak ¢omlek kompleksleri, kimi o6zellikleri ortiisiir-
ken kimi 6zellikleri birbirini diglayan farkli zanaat geleneklerini temsil eder. Ortiisme ve yaygin
dagilim, en ¢ok pisirme kaplarinin iiretiminde goriiliir; organik katkili, kaba bir kilden tiretilmis
bu kaplara Mil Bozkirlarindaki Neolitik yerlesmelerin ¢ogunda rastlanir (Fig. 10). Bu tiir pisirme
kaplar1 genis ve diiz diplidir ve genellikle dibin hemen {iistiinde kulplar bulunur. Dip ile yan duvar
kusurlu bir sekilde birlestirilmis ve kaplar daima tam dibin iistiinden kirilmigtir. Bu forma Mil
Bozkirlarinin 6tesinde, drnegin Nahgivan’da bulunan Kiiltepe I’de ve baska yerlerde de rastla-
nir.3% Mil Bozkirlari yerlesmelerinin biiyiik kisminda rastlanan ikinci bir tipik form, gévdesi guval
biciminde, kenarlar1 ice kivrik, asimetrik kiiptiir (Fig. 11). Tamamen restore edilmis 6rneklerle
yapilan deneyler, kiiplerin i¢e kivrik kenarindan tek elle tutularak tagindiginda dengeli durdugunu
dogrulamaktadir, dolayisiyla bu kaplarin s1vi tagimakta kullanilmis olabilecegini varsaymaktayiz.

Daha kaliteli mallar, belli bash yerlesmelerle sinirli géziikmektedir. MPS 4’te bulunan
el yapimi kaplar, degisen miktarlarda organik katki ve dogal mineral iceren, kaliteli bir kilden
yapilmigtir.3® Renkleri devetiiyii ile kirmizimsi tonlar arasindadir; kimi kaplarin yiizeyi tek renk
perdahlanmis goriinmektedir. Kirmizi boya, mevcut olmakla birlikte pek nadirdir ve tek renk
basit tiggen desenleri i¢in kullanilmistir. MPS 124°teki evsel atik ¢ukurunda bulunan seramik-
ler 6zenle perdahlanmis, tek renk kirmizi astarlidir. Benzeri kirmizi astarli mallara MPS 5°te de
rastlanir ancak burada ylizeyi islenmis, baski bezekli ¢anak ¢omlek 6rnekleri de bulunmustur.3”
MPS 103’te biiylik depolama kiipleri disindaki seramikler, organik lif katkili olup devetiiyli ve
kirmizimsi renklerin farkli tonlarindadir; bir kisminin yiizeyi diizlestirilmistir. Kamiltepe’de bol
miktarda, MPS 18’de ise az sayida boyali seramik ele gegirilmistir.3® Kamiltepe’de yapilmis olan
eski kazilarda Mil Bozkirlar1 Neolitiginin en ¢ok bu mallarla temsil edildigi saptanmigtir.®® A¢ik
renkli kaplar tizerine kirmizimsi ya da kahverengi koyu renkli boyayla devinimli geometrik zik-
zak desenler, sarmal seritler ya da liggen obekleri ¢izilmistir (Fig. 12).

Baylesine kiigiik bir bolgede pek kisa bir zaman zarfinda bu denli muazzam ¢esitlilikte
canak ¢omlek tislubuna rastlantyor olusu, agiklanmay1 ve baglama oturtulmayr beklemektedir.
Calismalarimizi halen ¢esitli tisluplarin komsu bolgelerle baglantiy1 temsil ettigi varsayimui ile yii-
ritmekteyiz. Benzer malzemeler, kirmizi1 astarli mallarin yaygin oldugu ve yiizeyi islenmis ¢canak
¢omlege rastlanan Ismailbeytepe gibi MO 6. binyila tarihlenen yerlesmelerin bulundugu kuzey-
deki Agdam bolgesine dek uzanan komsu bolgelerde bulunmustur.#® Mil Bozkirlari yerlesmeleri,
yiizey islemesinin karakteristik oldugu Kuzeybati iran’in MO 5. binyil bas1 Dalma gelenegi ile

35 O. A. Abibullaev, “Nekotorye Itogi Izucenija Kholma Kjul Tepe v Azerbajdzhane,” Sovetska Archeologia 3 (1963):
157-68, fig. 5, 1.

36 Felix Geitel’in bolimii i¢in, bkz. “The Pottery of the Site MPS 4,” Bertille Lyonnet vd., “Ancient Kura 2010-2011,”
37-38.

37 Maria Bianca D’Anna, “The 2013 Sounding at Site MPS 103: Preliminary Report: Some New Insights into the
Neolithic ‘Unpainted Ceramic Horizon’ of the Mil Plain,” The Kura Projects: New Research on the Later Prehis-
tory of the Southern Caucasus iginde, der. Barbara Helwing vd., Archéologie in Iran und Turan 16 (Berlin: Dietrich
Reimer, 2017), 4446, fig. 56, 58.

38 Andrea Ricci’nin boliimii i¢in, bkz. “Archaeological Landscape Studies: The Mil-Qarabag * Plain and the Kvemo
Kartli Survey Projects; A Preliminary Account of the First Two Field Seasons (2010-2011),” Bertille Lyonnet vd.,
“Ancient Kura 2010-2011,” 127-45, fig. 175, 177, 179.

39 Narimanov, Kul tura Drevnejsego Zemledel .

40 Almammoadov ve Quluzade, “Qarabag Neolit-Eneolit Ekspedisiyast’nin,” fig. 23.
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siklikla kiyaslanmis olmakla birlikte,*' daha eski olan bu yerlesmelerle Dalma kiiltiirii arasinda
birkag yiizyillik bir zaman farki vardir. Boyali mallarin benzerlerine Mil Bozkirlariin giineyinde
ve giineydogusunda, iran’n batisinda yer alan ¢agdas yerlesmelerde, 6zellikle Hac1 Firuz’da®? ve
ayrica orta platonun bati kesimindeki Cesme Ali ve Ebrahimabad yerlesmelerinde rastlanir.#® Ne-
olitik yasam bi¢iminin Giiney Kafkasya’ya kiyasla daha 6nce basladig1 giineyden bakildiginda,
Mil Bozkirlarinda boyali mallara rastlanan yerlesmeler, bu malzemenin kuzeyde ulasmis oldugu
en ug noktalardir.

Neolitik Kil Heykelcikler

Neolitik Mil Bozkirlarinda iyi aritilmis kilden yapilarak hafif ateste pisirilmis, cok cesitli
insan bi¢imli heykelcik de ele gecirilmistir. Heykelcikler genellikle, biiyiik oranda stilize ya da
yalin bigimli ve bir kismi diiz serit baski bezeklidir. MPS 124’teki ¢ukurda ele gecirilen bir grup
kiigiik heykelcigin (Fig. 13) tamami, rulo seklindeki kile silindir veya koni bigimi verilerek ve
bazilarinin st kisimlari, profilden insan basina benzeyecek sekilde diizlestirilerek yapilmistir.
Bazi heykelciklerin alt gdvdeleri genis, armut bi¢imlidir. Tirnak veya olasilikla midye kabugu
baskistyla yapilmis kiigiik cizgiler, zikzaklar ve paralel ¢izgi 6bekleri meydana getirir. Benzer
kiigiik heykelcikler MPS 4’te de ele gegirilmistir; burada ayrica 6zgiin hali daha biiyiik olan bir
kil heykelcik parcali halde bulunmus (Fig. 14), iki ayr1 ¢ukurda ele gegirilen pargalari kismen
birlestirilebilmistir. Alt gdvde kiire bigimlidir ve 6n tarafinda yuvarlak bir oyuk vardir; iist gévde
ise ince uzundur ve iizerinde diigmeye benzer, kiigiik bir meme bulunur. Korunmus olan sol kol,
govde boyunca uzanir. Heykelcik iyi perdahlanmistir ve kirmizi astar izleri tasir, govdesinde ince
baski bezekten desenler yer alir.

Neolitik Yasam Bicimleri

Mil Bozkirlarindaki Neolitik yerlesmeler, tarim ve bostancilikla yabani meyve toplayicili-
81, hayvancilik ve zaman zaman avciligin bir arada bulundugu karma bir ekonomiye dayaniyor-
du.?* Yari-kurak Mil Bozkirlarinda ilkbaharda vadi tabanlarinda yasanan mevsimsel tagkinlar,
biiyiime mevsimi boyunca gereksinim duyulan nemi saglamaktaydi. ilk evcillestirmenin gergek-
lestirildigi bolgelere kiyasla, Giiney Katkasya’da ilk olarak oldukca az sayida bitki tiirii evcilles-
tirilmistir; ana iriin, kurak iklimde daha iyi mahsul vermesi nedeniyle arpadir. Ekmek yapmaya
pek elverisli olmayan arpa, bira yapiminda ve hayvan yemi olarak kullanilmistir. Gemik (emmer)
ve siyez (einkorn) bugdayi da daha az miktarlarda yetistirilmistir. Baklagillerden mercimek ve
bezelyeye rastlanir, keten de yetistirilmistir. Hayvancilik, evcillestirilmis kiigiikbas hayvanlara,

41 Carol Hamlin, “Dalma Tepe,” fran 13 (1975): 111-27.

42 Mary M. Voigt, Hajji Firuz Tepe, Iran: The Neolithic Settlement, Hasanlu Excavation Reports Volume 1, University
Museum Monograph 50 (Philadelphia: University Museum, University of Pennsylvania, 1983), lev. 23.

43 Hassan Fazeli Nashli vd., “Mapping the Neolithic Occupation of the Kashan, Tehran and Qazvin Plains,” The
Neolithisation of Iran: The Formation of New Societies i¢inde, der. Roger J. Matthews ve Hassan Fazeli Nashli,
BANEA Monograph Series 3 (Oxford: Oxbow Books, 2013), fig. 10.15.

44 Reinder Neef, Alexia Decaix ve Margareta Tengberg, “Agricultural Practices and Paleoenvironment of the Southern
Caucasus during the Neolithic: A Transect along the Kura River,” The Kura Projects: New Research on the Later
Prehistory of the Southern Caucasus iginde, der. Barbara Helwing vd., Archdologie in Iran und Turan 16 (Berlin:
Dietrich Reimer, 2017), 371-77; Norbert Benecke, “Exploitation of Animal Resources in Neolithic Settlements of
the Kura Region (South Caucasia),” The Kura Projects: New Research on the Later Prehistory of the Southern Cau-
casus i¢inde, der. Barbara Helwing vd., Archdologie in Iran und Turan 16 (Berlin: Dietrich Reimer, 2017), 357-69.
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ozellikle koyuna, sonra sigir ve az sayida domuza dayalidir; kemiklerin yalnizca kiiciik bir kismi
av hayvanlarina ve baliklara aittir. Hayvanlar, biiyiikliikleri bakimindan, halihazirda evcillestiril-
mis siiriilerin Giiney Kafkasya’ya getirildigini, yerelde evcillestirmenin s6z konusu olmadigini
diistindiirmektedir. Kesim yas1, hayvan yetistiriciliginin esas olarak et i¢in yapildigin akla ge-
tirmektedir. Ana av hayvanlari, tipik bozkir hayvanlarindan olan ceylan ile mevsimsel avlanan
gbéemen kus mezgeldektir.4®

Sonug

Mil Bozkirlar1 Neolitigine ait bulgulari bir araya getirdigimiz bu kisa genel bakisla hem tek
tek yerlesmelerin zengin ¢esitliligiyle farkliliklarina hem de belirli zanaat gelenekleriyle yasam
big¢imlerinin olas1 kdkenlerine 151k tutmaya c¢alistik. Mil Bozkirlar1 yerlesmelerinde, ilk olarak
Bereketli Hilal’de gelistirilmis unsurlarla yerel geleneklerin stirekliligine isaret eden gostergeler
bir arada bulunur: bir yandan, indirgenmis bir evcil hayvan ve bitki toplulugu, yerlesik hayat
kavrami, canak ¢omlek iiretimi ve sembolik diistince tiriinii heykelcikler, glineydeki bolgelerden
yayilmus etkilerin kanitidir. Devasa Kamiltepe platformu essiz/6zgiin bir yapidir fakat kerpi¢ ya-
pilar iran Neolitiginden de bilinmektedir. Ote yandan, yeralt1 binalar1 ve hendek sistemleriyle,
Mil Bozkirlar1 yerlesmelerinin son derece 6zgiin mimarisinin daha eski prototiplerine Zagros
veya Toros bolgelerinde rastlanmaz; dilgisel tiretime ve baski yontemiyle yongalamaya dayali tas
teknolojisi ise Epi-Paleolitik iran ve Hazar havzasinda koklii geleneklerdir.

Mil Bozkirlar1 Neolitiginin betimlenmesi, bu gelenekleri, yuvarlak yapilar1 ve tek renk
plastik bezekli canak ¢omlekleriyle daha iyi bilinen Sulaveri-Somutepe ve Aknasen topluluklarinin
Neolitiginden ayirmaya da olanak saglar. Bu yerlesmelerin yaklasik MO 6000’e tarihlenen en es-
kilerinden bazilarinda bulunmus, egzotik niteligi acikca anlagilan seramikler, Mezopotamya (Canak
Comlekli Neolitiginin Samarra ve Hassuna gelenekleriyle baglantilidir; Nah¢ivan’da yer alan Kiil-
tepe I yerlesmesi de Halaf ¢anak ¢comleginin kuzeyde ulastigi en ug nokta olarak bilinir. Mil Bozkir-
lar1 yerlesmeleri ise aksine fran platosunun etkilerinin izlerini tasir. Agiktir ki; Giiney Kafkasya’da,
obsidyen dolagiminin ortaya koydugu iizere, uzun bir doneme yayilan aralikli temaslarin ardindan,
ancak MO 6000 civarinda baslamis olan Neolitik yerlesimler, bolgesel mimari ve zanaat gelenekleri
aglarindan 6rilii, mozaigi andiran bir yapinin yansittig ¢esitli geleneklerden esinlenmistir.

Giiney Kafkasya, bereketli vadileri tarim topragi olarak kullanmaya baslayip biiyiik ola-
silikla Kiigiik Kafkaslarin yiiksek vadilerine dek ilerleyen Neolitik yerlesimcilere zengin toprak-
lar sunuyordu. Bereketli Hilal’den getirilmis az miktardaki evcillestirilmis tiir, burada toplanan
kabuklu yemis ve asma iiziimii gibi yabani meyvelerle zenginlestirilmistir. Tahil yetistiriciligi,
gemik bugdayimin, olasilikla Hazar Denizi’nin bat1 kiyisinda yerel yabani bugdayanasiyla (ae-
gilops) melezlenmesine yol agmis, dort ve alt1 sirali yeni bugday tiirleri ortaya ¢ikmistir. Mil
Bozkirlarindaki yerlesmeler, kisa dmiirlii ve konumlar1 hizla degisen nitelikteydi. Bu yer degis-
tirmelerin dinamiklerini ve zamanlamasini anlamaktan halen uzak olmamiza ragmen, ekip bigme
dongiilerinin ya da yakma tariminin ortaya ¢ikardigi gereksinimlerle iliskilendirilmesi, gelecekte
arastirilmak tizere akla yatkin bir varsayim ortaya atabilir. Hizla gelisen Mil Bozkirlar1 Neolitigi,
MO 6. binyilin biiyiik kism1 boyunca varligini siirdiirmiis ve yaklasik MO 5300’te, goriildiigii
kadartyla arkasinda belirgin bir ardil birakmaksizin yok olmustur.

45 Benecke, “Exploitation of Animal Resources.”
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Tesekkiirler

Pes pese yiiriitiilmiis olan “Ancient Kura” ve “Kura in Motion!” projeleri, Alman Arkeoloji
Enstitiisti (B. Helwing, S. Hansen), Ulusal Bilimsel Aragtirmalar Merkezi (Centre National de la
Recherche Scientifique - B. Lyonnet), Bakii Ulusal Bilimler Akademisi (T. Aliyev, F. Guliyev)
ve Tiflis Ulusal Miizesi — Otar-Lordkipanidze Arkeoloji Aragtirmalart Merkezi (G. Mirtskhulava)
isbirligi ve Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG) ile Agence Nationale de la Recherche’in
(ANR) vermis oldugu iki ortak hibeyle hayata gecirilmistir. Mil Bozkirlarinda yapilan aragtirma-
lar, bu ¢alismanin en u¢ dogu ayagini olusturmaktadir ve 2009-2014 yillar1 arasinda yazarlarin
yonetiminde yuritilmistiir. Yardimlari i¢in Uluslararast Mil Ovasi Kazi Ekibi’ndeki tiim katilim-
cilara ve uzmanlara ve verdikleri kesintisiz destek i¢cin Bakii Ulusal Bilimler Akademisi ve Alman
Arkeoloji Enstitiisii’ne tesekkiir ederiz.
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; South Caucasia in the Late Neolithic

© Sites investigated in Kura Projects
® Shulaveris-Shomutepe sites

@ Mil Steppe sites

@ Other sites mentioned in the text

Ismailbeylit

Fig. 1: Map of South Caucasia and adjacent regions (map: B. Helwing, generated with QGIS & Natural Earth).
Fig. 1: Guney Kafkasya ve komsu bélgelerin haritasi (harita: B. Helwing, QGIS ve Natural Earth ile olusturulmustur).
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Fig. 2: Qobustan rock imagery (photograph: M. Zarekhalili).
Fig. 2: Kobustan kaya resimleri (fotograf: M. Zarekhalili).

Mil Plain Survey S
Seasons 2010-2014 ké;} [

(Andrea Ricci)

Coord. System: UTM WGS 1984
Scale: 1:100.000

Fig. 3: Map of the study region in the Mil Steppe of Azerbaijan showing the density of Neolithic occupation within the survey
zone (map generated by A. Ricci on the basis of the Mil Plan Survey Data).
Fig. 3: Azerbaycan Mil Bozkirlarinda arastirilan bélgenin, yiizey arastirmasi yapilan alandaki Neolitik yerlesimlerin
yogunlugunu gésteren haritasi (Mil Ovasi Yiizey Arastirmasi verilerine dayanarak A. Ricci tarafindan olusturulmustur).
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Fig. 4: Site MPS 124, magnetometry map and profile of the section through the ditch, showing an almost sterile fill
(magnetometry map by J. Fasshinder; inserted photograph: J. Krumnow).
Fig. 4: MPS 124 yerlesmesi, manyetometrik harita ve neredeyse steril bir dolgunun gorildigl hendek kesitinin profili
(manyetometrik harita: J. Fassbinder; eklenmis fotograf: J. Krumnow).
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Fig. 5: Site MPS 4, site overview at the end of the 2014 field season (photograph: J. Krumnow).
Fig. 5: MPS 4 yerlesmesinin 2014 kazi sezonu sonunda genel gdriinimi (fotograf: J. Krumnow).
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Fig. 6: Site MPS 4, semi-subterranean building (photograph: B. Helwing).
Fig. 6: MPS 4 yerlesmesi, yari toprak alti bina (fotograf: B. Helwing).
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Fig. 7: Site MPS 103, rooms with storage jar (photograph: M. B. D’Anna).
Fig. 7: MPS 103 yerlesmesi, icinde depolama kiipleri bulunan odalar (fotograf: M. B. D’Anna).
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Fig. 8: Kamiltepe, view over the mudbrick platform (photograph: H. Taylor).
Fig. 8: Kamiltepe, kerpic platformun Gstten goriinimii (fotograf: H. Taylor).
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Fig. 9: Kamiltepe, round silo building (photograph: J. Krumnow).
Fig. 9: Kamiltepe, yuvarlak planli silo binasi (fotograf: J. Krumnow).
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Fig. 10: Cooking pot from MPS 4 (photographs: B. Helwing).
Fig. 10: MPS 4’ten bir pisirme kabi (fotograflar: B. Helwing).
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Fig. 11: Jug with asymmetrically folded-in rim (photograph: B. Helwing).
Fig. 11: Kenari ige kivrik, asimetrik kiip (fotograf: B. Helwing).
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Fig. 12: Kamiltepe Painted Ware (photographs: Mil Plain Project Archive).
Fig. 12: Kamiltepe boyali canak ¢émledi (fotograflar: Mil Ovasi Projesi Arsivi).
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Fig. 13: MPS 124, clay figurines (photograph: Mil Plain Project Archive).
Fig. 13: MPS 124, kil heykelcikler (fotograf: Mil Ovasi Projesi Arsivi).

Fig. 14: MPS 4, large clay figurine (photograph: Mil Plain Project Archive).
Fig. 14: MPS 4, bliylk kil heykelcik (fotograf: Mil Ovasi Projesi Arsivi).
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Abstract

This study evaluates the undergraduate curriculums in Turkey that include digital appli-
cations in archaeology, meaning all types of documentation, analysis, and interpretation using
information technologies in archaeological education. It highlights that digital applications have
not yet been systematically incorporated into all archaeology departments, however, undergradu-
ate-level courses are taught throughout the country in various fields such as database management,
geographic information systems, architectural and feature drawing in digital media, photogram-
metry, and the use of drones. The COVID-19 pandemic and the resulting online undergraduate
education have shown that access to technological devices and internet connectivity problems
in Turkey are issues that need to be overcome for students to receive a quality education. When
creating a digital curriculum for undergraduate archacology students, reviewing concepts such as
technology ownership, digital literacy, and technology leaps should help increase the efficiency
of the courses.

Keywords:

Archaeology, Undergraduate, Education, Digitization, Information Technologies

Introduction

In the field of social sciences and humanities, including archaeology, terms such as “dig-
ital,” “digitalization,” “digital social sciences,” “digital humanities,” “digital heritage,” “digital
cultural heritage,” and “digital archacology” are increasingly used. Digital archaeology is defined
as tools and systems, most of which are online and are portable information technology products
that facilitate the documentation, interpretation, and publication of material culture.?2 Daly and
Evans define digital archaeology as a tool that supports archaeological activities used to better
explore, understand, and study the past, and they note that archaeology should not be considered

1 N. Pinar Ozgiiner, Gaziantep Universitesi Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Arkeoloji Boliimii, ORCID: 0000-0001-6199-6719,
pinar.ozguner@gmail.com

2 Jody Michael Gordon, Erin Walcek Averett, and Derek B. Counts, “Mobile Computing in Archaeology: Exploring and
Interpreting Current Practices Recommended Citation,” in Mobilizing the Past for a Digital Future; The Potential of
Digital Archaeology, ed. Erin Walcek Averett, Jody Michael Gordon, and Derek B. Counts (Grand Forks, ND: The
Digital Press at the University of Dakota, 2016), 1-32, https://dc.uwm.edu/arthist_mobilizingthepast.
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a piece of secret knowledge, a school, or an idea. By claiming that “digital archaeology ceases to
exist,” the authors emphasize that smarter and more practical applications of information technol-
ogies can be used in ways that can solve our theoretical questions and underpin our methodolog-
ical approaches.® This emphasis brings to light a new definition of archaeologists who have the
skill set required to utilize information technologies for the documentation and interpretation of
material culture and who will soon join the ranks of other specialists within archaeology, such as
those who work on stone tools, ceramics, and archacometry.

Once the World Health Organization declared COVID-19 a pandemic on 11 March, 2020
universities in Turkey and throughout the world continued their formal education programs on-
line; it quickly became apparent that issues of technology ownership, knowledge of technology,
digital literacy, and access to the internet in the context of the “digitalization” of quite various
disciplines need to be taken seriously. This article aims to evaluate archaeological education at
the undergraduate level in Turkey, taking into account the COVID-19 pandemic, in the context of
digital archaeology applications, to identify problem areas, and to reflect on possible solutions.

The Digitization of Archaeology

There are many different reasons for the increasing use of digital technologies in archae-
ological research. After changes in the necessary legal regulations and with the adoption of the
Valletta Convention in 1992, the use of information technologies in archaecological departments in
the Netherlands led to an increase in archaeological research in the context of development pro-
jects. In this type of research, carried out by many companies, the use of information technologies
has increased as a practical method to reduce the cost of the project.# The tradition of archaeology
in Turkey dates back to the nineteenth century; it was institutionalized with the establishment of
the Republic and has continued to this day. The archaeological research carried out in Turkey can
be primarily categorized as surveys and excavations that have been conducted with permission
from the Ministry of Culture and Tourism and the Presidency. In the archaeological studies con-
ducted in Turkey, digital documentation and analysis methods have been used at various scales
starting in earlier periods. While applications of digital archaeology initially consisted of comput-
erized drawings to document the archaeological finds and architectural structures, there are now
projects where all documentation is “paperless,”® that is, surveys and excavations are conducted
exclusively with digital equipment. As archaeology around the world becomes digitalized, it is
necessary to evaluate the quality and quantity of archaeological education at the undergraduate
level in Turkey through the lens of digital technologies.

3 Thomas L. Evans and Patrick T. Daly, eds. Digital Archaeology: Bridging Method and Theory (London: Routledge,
2006), 2, 7.

4 Ronald M. Visser, Pim Alders, and Wilko Van Zijverden. “Teaching Digital Archaeology Digitally,” in CAA 2015. Keep
the Revolution Going: Proceedings of the 43rd Annual Conference on Computer Applications and Quantitative Metho-
ds in Archaeology, ed. S. Caampana et al. (Oxford: Archaeopress, 2016), 11-15.

5 Roosevelt, Peter Cobb, Emanuel Moss, Brandon Olson, and Sinan Unliisoy, “Excavation is Destruction Digitization:
Advances in Archaeological Practice,” Journal of Field Archaeology 40 (2015): 2042458215Y.000; Jody Michael Gor-
don, Erin Walcek Averett, and Derek B Counts, “Mobile Computing in Archaeology: Exploring and Interpreting
Current Practices” In Mobilizing the Past for a Digital Future; The Potential of Digital Archaeology, ed. Erin Walcek
Averett, Jody Micheal Gordon, and Derek B. Counts (Grand Forks, ND: The Digital Press, 2016), 29.



Digitization in Archaeology and Archaeology Education in Turkey - N. Pinar Ozgiiner 119

As of 2020, there are 51 departments in Turkey accepting applications for archaeology
students at the undergraduate level. These are mainly: archaeology, prehistoric archaeology,® pro-
tohistory and Near Eastern archaeology,” classical archaeology,® archaeology and history of art,®
and Turkish-Islamic archaeology departments.’® Although there is no discipline called digital ar-
chaeology among these departments, the master’s degree program for digital archaeology within
the Middle East Technical University’s Settlement Archaeology Graduate Program is the only
program offering an academic degree in digital archaeology.” One of the basic elements of the
vision of the Research Center for Anatolian Civilizations (ANAMED), established within Kog
University to support scientific research in Anatolia, is to “develop programs of documentation,
preservation and conservation aimed at protecting the archaeological and cultural heritage of Tur-
key, with emphasis on digitized formats.”?

Undergraduate Archaeology Education and Digital Applications

In this study, in addition to information technology courses, Bologna Course Information
Catalogs are analyzed to evaluate digital methods commonly used in archaeology. Although these
information bundles are not always up to date, the data presented can serve as a starting point
for discussion. This evaluation looks at information technology courses in the curriculum and
examines their qualifications. The basic courses on the use of software and hardware in informa-
tion technologies are classified as “basic information technologies courses.” In addition, courses
(mandatory and elective) within archaeology programs that are for different applications of infor-
mation technologies are classified as “information technologies courses for archaeology.”

This analysis shows that in 23 of the 51 programs offering an undergraduate archaeolo-
gy education, university-wide introductory courses in information technologies are offered in
the first or second year of the curriculum (Table 1). There are many introductory courses, such
as Professional Computer Skills,” Fundamentals of Information Technology,'* Information and
Communication Technology,'® and Introduction to Computing for Social Sciences.'® The courses
in question focus on computer hardware, internet skills, and licensed commercial software such
as Microsoft Word, Excel, PowerPoint, and Access. These courses, which can be both theoretical

6 Yiiksekogretim Kurulu, “Tarih Oncesi Arkeolojisi Programi Bulunan Tiim Universiteler | YOK Lisans Atlasi,” YOK
Atlas, accessed 13 July 2021, https://yokatlas.yok.gov.tr/lisans-bolum.php?b=19054.

7 Yiiksekégretim Kurulu, “Protohistorya ve On Asya Arkeolojisi Programi Bulunan Tiim Universiteler | YOK Lisans
Atlasi” YOK Atlas, accessed 13 July 2021, https://yokatlas.yok.gov.tr/lisans-bolum.php?b=10812.

8 Yitksekdgretim Kurulu, “Klasik Arkeoloji Programi Bulunan Tiim Universiteler | YOK Lisans Atlasi,” YOK Lisans
Atlasi, accessed 13 July 2021, https://yokatlas.yok.gov.tr/lisans-bolum.php?b=10810.

9 Yiiksekdgretim Kurulu, “Arkeoloji ve Sanat Tarihi Programi Bulunan Tiim Universiteler | YOK Lisans Atlasi,” YOK
Lisans Atlasi, accessed 13 July 2021, https://yokatlas.yok.gov.tr/lisans-bolum.php?b=10009.

10 Yiiksekdgretim Kurulu, “Tiirk Islam Arkeolojisi Programi Bulunan Tiim Universiteler | YOK Lisans Atlas,” YOK
Lisans Atlasi, accessed 13 July 2021, https://yokatlas.yok.gov.tr/lisans-bolum.php?b=18020.

11 Middle East Technical University Settlement Archaeology, “M.Sc. Digital Archaeology (Option),” accessed 13 July
2021, http://sa.metu.edu.tr/msc-digital-archaeology-option.

12 ANAMED, “About;” accessed 05 July 2021, https://anamed.ku.edu.tr/en/about/anamed/.

13 Adiyaman University, “Course Catalog,” accessed 25 June 2021, https://obs.adiyaman.edu.tr/oibs/ogrsis/mufredat_
dersleri.aspx.

14 Anadolu University, “Fundamentals of Information Technology;” accessed 25 June 2021, https://abp.anadolu.edu.tr/
tr/ders/tanitim/166234/47.

15 Ankara University, “Information and Communication Technology I, accessed 29 September 2020, http://bbs.ankara.
edu.tr/Ders_Bilgileri.aspx?dno=912876&bno=1688&bot=285.

16 Hitit University, “Information to Computing for Social Sciences I,” accessed 01 October 2020, http://bilgipaketi.hitit.
edu.tr/Mufredat.aspx.
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and practical, are delivered in computer labs or via distance learning."” In 13 of these 23 programs,
after the basic courses, there are elective and mandatory course offerings, including Geographic
Information Systems,'® Computer Applications in Archaeology,'® Photoshop and Illustrator Aid-
ed Design,2° Digital Archaeology I and II,?' Digital Data Processing in Archacological Excava-
tions,?2 Geographic Information Systems in Archaeology and Remote Perception,?® Applications
of Geographic Information Systems in Archaeology,?* Computer Technologies in Archaeology,?®
and Data Management in Architecture, History, and Art and Archaeology.?®

Turkiye'deki Arkeoloji Miifredatindaki Bilisim Derslerinin Durumu

Temel Bilisim Dersi Mevcut

Temel ve Arkeolojiye Yonelik Bilisim

Temel Bisisim Dersi Yok (TBD)

TBD Yok/Arkeolojiye Yonelik Bilisim Dersi Mevcut

TBD Yok/Arkeolojiye Yonelik Bilisim Dersi Yok

Table 1: Graphical representation of the distribution of computer science courses in Archaeology, Prehistoric Archaeology,

Protohistory and Pre-Asian Archaeology, Classical Archaeology, Archaeology and Art History, Turkish-Islamic Archaeoogy
undergraduate programs.

Twenty-eight departments have no introductory courses on information technology. Howev-
er, 13 of these departments have at least one elective or mandatory courses in archaeology and in-
formatics, such as Information Technologies in Archacology,?” Computer-Assisted Drawing, Digi-

17 Ankara University, “Prehistoria and Near Eastern Archaeology Course List and Crediting,” accessed 11 July 2021,
http://bbs.ankara.edu.tr/Ders_Plani.aspx?bno=1523&bot=120.

18 Adiyaman University, “Geographic Information Systems,” accessed 25 June 2021, https://obs.adiyaman.edu.tr/oibs/
bologna/index.aspx?lang=tr&curOp=showPac&curUnit=1&curSunit=1200%#.

19 Anadolu University, “Computer Applications in Archaeology;” accessed 29 September 2020, https://www.anadolu.
edu.tr/akademik/fakulteler/ders/155546/arkeolojide-bilgisayar-uygulamalari/ders-tanitim.

20 Diizce University, “Photoshop and Illustrator Aided Design,” accessed 25 June 2021, https://ebs.duzce.edu.tr/en-US/
Ders/Index/344143%bno=117&sdgNo=146027&bot=235&yilNo=0.

21 Mugla Sitki Kogman University, “Department of Archaeology,” accessed 11 July 2021, https://akts.mu.edu.tr/tr/prog-
ram/346.

22 Ege University, “Digital Data Processing in Archaeological Excavations,” accessed 25 June 2021, http://ebp.ege.edu.
tr/DereceProgramlari/Ders/1/2709/279088/652490/1.

23 Hitit Universitesi, “Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Arkeoloji Bolimii Zorunlu Dersleri,” accessed 11 July 2021, https://cdn.
hitit.edu.tr/fef/files/35429_1606031321886.pdf.

24 Kahramanmaras Siit¢it Imam University, “Archaeology;” accessed 17 July 2021, https://obs.ksu.edu.tr/oibs/bologna/
index.aspx?lang=tr&curOp=showPac&curUnit=5&curSunit=518#.

25 Kocaeli Universitesi Arkeoloji Béliimii, “Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Arkeoloji Boliimii Ders Igerikleri,” accessed 22 May
2018, http://fef. kocaeli.edu.tr/dosyalar/matbu-evraklar/DersListesi_arkeoloji.pdf.

26 Kog University College of Social Sciences and Humanities, “Courses,” accessed 11 July 2021, https://cssh.ku.edu.tr/
en/education/archaeology-and-history-of-art/courses/?pag=3&lessons=all&class=all&search=

27 Ankara Haci Bayram Veli Universitesi Arkeoloji B6liimii, “Ankara Hact Bayram Veli Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiilteleri
Arkeoloji Bolimii Lisans Programi,” Accessed 15 April 2019, https://cms.hacibayram.edu.tr/api/files/1/Transferred
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tal Data Processing in Archaeological Excavations,2® Digital Practices in Classical Archaeology,?®
Digital Methods in Archaeology,3® Photogrammetry in Archaeology,® Computer-Assisted Docu-
mentation Methods,32 Introduction to Geographic Information Systems,3? and Graphic Design.34
Commercial software such as Adobe Photoshop, Adobe Illustrator, Freehand, CorelDraw,
and ArcGIS are used in courses on information technologies. These courses focus on topics such
as the creation of digital drawings of stone tools, pottery and small objects, software for excava-
tions and architectural drawings, management of all types of databases, geographic information
systems that can be used for documentation, and documentation by drones in archaeological areas.
Universities where digital applications in archaeology are taught in multiple courses, such as
in the Department of Prehistory of at Istanbul University, and the Departments of Archacology at
Kahramanmaras Siitcii Imam University, Siileyman Demirel University and Osmaniye Korkut Ata
University, stand out for the abundance of courses they offer on digital applications. The Department
of Prehistory in Istanbul University offers many courses related to digital applications, which can
be attributed to the TAY Project launched by members of the department, Oguz Tanind1 and Savas
Harmankaya, and is Turkey’s first archaeological inventory study. It has been online since 1998.3%
The origins of information technologies in archaeology departments often stem from the
research areas of the academic staff in these departments and the capabilities of the departments
and the universities. The courses mentioned above are offered in archaeology programs or in
different departments, such as Geography and Information Technologies. In addition, universities
with a rich offering of electives also have courses in programming languages such as Python, R,
and SPSS, which can be used by interested students for spatial analysis and statistics.
Currently, 26 out of the 51 programs offer courses on digital applications in archaeology, and
15 departments have no courses in information technologies or the practical application of these tech-
nologies in archaeology. In this case, we can say that the training for digital applications in archaeol-
ogy is not yet systematic, but curricula may be designed to include digital applications in the future.

Observations on Implementation

Faculty and student experiences in information technology and digital applications courses
show that the digital environment is a factor that may be hidden from sight but affects the quality

Files/Arkeoloji/Lisans Programi/arkeoloji-bolumu-ders-programi-15.04.2019.pdf.

28 Ege University, “Digital Data Processing in Archaeological Excavations,” accessed 25 June 2021, http://ebp.ege.edu.
tr/DereceProgramlari/Ders/1/2709/279088/652490/1.

29 Istanbul University, “Department of Classical Archaeology; accessed 17 July 2021, https://ebs.istanbul.edu.tr/home/
dersprogram/?id=1211&birim=klasik_arkeoloji__lisans_programi__(orgun_ogretim)&yil=2020.

30 Stleyman Demirel University, “Digital Methods in Archaeology,” accessed 10 July 2021, https://obs.sdu.edu.tr/Pub-
lic/EctsCourseDetails.aspx?DersNo=131100282200&BolumNo=1311&BirimNo=13&DersBolumKod=ARK-282.

31 Siileyman Demirel University, “Photogrammetric Applications in Archaeology,” accessed 10 July 2021, https://obs.
sdu.edu.tr/Public/EctsShowProgramDetails.aspx?BolumNo=1311&BirimNo=13.

32 Istanbul University, “Computer Assisted Documentation Methods,” accessed 01 October 2020, https://ebs.istanbul.
edu.tr/home/izlence/?id=702745&bid=1193&birim=protohistorya_ve_onasya_arkeolojisi__lisans_programi__
(orgun_ogretim).

33 Gaziantep University, “Gaziantep University Bologna Bilgi Sistemi,” 2016, http://bbs.bim.gantep.edu.tr/(S(atx2cvvv-
rbgynylzgadzb12k))/prog_navigator.aspx?path=2_3.

34 Harran Universitesi, “Arkeoloji Boliimii Lisans Programi - Fen Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Arkeoloji Béliimii,” Bologna, access
11 July 2018, http://web.harran.edu.tr/arkeoloji/tr/bologna/arkeoloji-bolumu-lisans-programi/.

35 Efsun Aslan, “Bir Arkeolojik Envanter Projesinin 26 Yili: Oguz Tanind: ile Tiirkiye Arkeolojik Yerlesmeleri (TAY)
Projesi Uzerine-‘Acil Arkeoloji!,” Madde, Diyalektik ve Toplum 2, no. 3 (2019): 250-57, accessed 17 July 2021, http://
bilimveaydinlanma.org/content/images/pdf/mdt/mdtc2s3/bir-arkeolojik-envanter-projesinin-26-yili.pdf.
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of learning, especially during the COVID-19 pandemic. At the undergraduate level, the focus of
the qualitative evaluation of digital archaeology applications is the Introduction to Geographic In-
formation Systems course for third-year students in the Department of Archaeology at Gaziantep
University. Since there are no compulsory or elective courses on basic information technologies
in the department’s curriculum, this is the first course for many students to gain hands-on practice
on a computer. The introductory and advanced GIS courses are electives with prerequisites in the
curriculum. The courses are taught in a laboratory set up by the Department of Geography in the
Faculty of Arts and Sciences, using the licensed ArcGIS software. Enrollment is limited to 15-25
students, according to the number of computers in the lab. This course, which provides basic in-
formation on geographic information systems, both theoretically and practically, has proven to be
instructive in terms of understanding how students interact with information technologies.

The most telling aspect of this course experience is that students are very proficient with
their smartphones. Smartphones are central to taking a step into the world of the internet and
information technologies. However, students do not show the same level of proficiency when
using personal computers. Students can easily follow the lab application’s curriculum and keep in
touch with their classmates through social media accounts and messaging applications. However,
they have serious shortcomings with personal computers, word processors, spreadsheets, internet
browsers, search engines, and email accounts, which have been an important part of the curric-
ulum since the early 1990s. In particular, students have problems accessing their email through
search engines, remembering passwords for these accounts, uploading files through email ac-
counts, sending emails, recognizing file extensions of various software, and using basic word
processors, spreadsheets, and graphics programs. We have seen during the pandemic that students
use mobile phones to access classes, including for the GIS lectures usually conducted in the labo-
ratory environment, even though phones are inadequate for learning GIS applications.

Evaluation

Looking at the education system, the absence of courses on information technologies in the
curriculum is one of the reasons for the students’ lack of knowledge of basic computer software
and hardware. If the methods in lectures do not ask students to use these programs, the distance
between students and information technologies further increases. However, the situation is more
complex and cannot be reduced to the presence or absence of a single lesson.

Although today’s undergraduate students have technological devices such as smartphones
that previous generations did not have when they were students, they may not have devices and
software that can be considered an intermediate technology for them or they may not have suffi-
cient technological know-how because they have taken a technology leap (leapfrogging). Leap-
frogging is a non-linear or non-continuous state of development, where some steps or stages are
skipped altogether.3® While a generation that was familiar with the more widely used desktop or
laptop computers in the past and additionally used smartphone technology went through a linear
process in terms of technology use, a generation that encounters information technologies directly
through the use of smartphones, skipping the previous technologies, has made a technological leap.

This brings us to the concept of “digital literacy,” which should be considered when design-
ing computer science courses for archaecology students or when doing practical work:

36 Dezhi Chen and Richard Li-Hua, “Modes of technological leapfrogging: Five Case Studies from China,” Journal of
Engineering and Technology Management 28, no. 1-2 (01 March 2011): 94.
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“Digital Literacy is the awareness, attitude and ability of individuals to appropriately use digital
tools and facilities to identify, access, manage, integrate, evaluate, analyse and synthesize digital
resources, construct new knowledge, create media expressions, and communicate with others, in the
context of specific life situations, in order to enable constructive social action; and to reflect upon
this process.”3”

According to the above definition, having access to a computer, having an uninterrupted
and fast internet connection, or using applications on smartphones and participating in class can-
not be considered digital literacy.

The experience of an accelerated GIS course offered at the University of East Anglia to
students outside the geography program also supports our observations. Among the students who
took the accelerated GIS course, some had no idea about file structures and some did not know
how to download files from the internet or open compressed files, however, this was taken into
account in the preparation of the course content.3® A longitudinal study conducted at Lincoln
University in New Zealand compared the students’ understanding of information technologies in
1999 and 2008. The researchers found that in 2008 the participants used computers much more
and that people used technology for internet-based social activities. However, they also found that
this generation was not good at word processing, graphics, and presentation software.3°

Another important point to highlight is the relationship that teachers and students have with
technology. In digitalization, there are two concepts: “digital native” and “digital nomad.”#® The
first group includes people who definitely own a smartphone and perhaps a desktop and/or laptop
computer. This generation is much more integrated with digital technology but does not know
why or how the software works. On the other hand, those entering the digital world have a better
idea of what a computer really is and how it functions.? While it is easier for the “digital nomads”
to open a compressed file, for a “digital native,” the compressed file is usually just a file they have
trouble with because they do not know how to open it.42

Another problem in the digitization process is related to the characteristics of software.
Licensed commercial software and free, open-source software can be used in digital archaeology
applications. In the field of geographic information systems, the most comprehensive commercial
licensed software is ArcGIS by ESRI. The open-source alternatives to this program are Quantum
GIS (QGIS) and GRASS. While a student who owns a computer can continue practicing with
open-source software outside of school and while doing fieldwork, access to licensed commercial
software is more difficult. While the use of open-source software for education facilitates access
to digital applications, commercial software offers benefits such as paid and free courses from the
software companies, the ability to use the licensed program for limited periods through subscrip-
tions, and access to current Turkish content thanks to strong institutional support, all of which

37 Allan Martin and Jan Grudziecki, “DigEuLit: Concepts and Tools for Digital Literacy Development,” Innovation in Te-
aching and Learning in Information and Computer Sciences 5, no. 4 (December 2015): 254, https://doi.org/10.11120/
ITAL.2006.05040249.

38 Nick Bearman, Paul Munday, and Daniel Mcavoy, “Teaching GIS Outside of Geography: A Case Study in the School
of International Development, University of East Anglia,” Journal of Geography in Higher Education 39, no. 2 (12
February 2015): 237-44, https://doi.org/10.1080/03098265.2015.1010146.

39 Theresa J. McLennan and Shirley F. Gibbs, “Has the Computing Competence of First Year University Students Increa-
sed during the Last Decade?,” in Hello! Where are you in the Landscape of Educational Technology?: Proceedings Ascilite
Melbourne 2008, accessed 10 August 2021, https://www.ascilite.org/conferences/melbourne08/procs/mclennan.pdf.

40 Visser, Alders, and Van Zijverden, “Teaching Digital Archaeology Digitally;” 13.

41 Visser, Alders, and Van Zijverden, 14.

42 Visser, Alders, and Van Zijverden, 14.
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make commercial software more appealing.

When using geographic information systems software, learning is reinforced through con-
stant repetition and practice. Limiting learning just to the classroom means that these skills cannot
be maintained. However, the solution to this problem is not (just) using open-source software:
students who do not have the technological tools to continue learning will, over time, forget what
they have learned. Therefore, the most important problem on the road to digitalization is that not
all students have devices such as laptops or desktop computers on which they can familiarize
themselves with information technologies, or that they do not have uninterrupted access to these
devices. A student who has a computer is one step ahead in the digital world. This is a violation
of equal opportunity.

The Higher Education Institution (YOK) organized a survey during the COVID-19 pan-
demic of one million, two hundred twenty-five thousand students. Of the students who partic-
ipated, 40% were in the social sciences, which includes archaeology. According to the results
of the survey, 83% of the students who participated in the survey stated that they have a mobile
phone, tablet, or computer to follow their classes. However, 5% of them do not have their own
electronic devices, and 12% of them said they follow classes using someone else’s device. There-
fore, it can be concluded that 17% of the students do not have their own technological devices.43
Within this segment, the distinctions between owning devices such as mobile phones, laptops or
desktop computers, and tablets should be considered. For example, while geographic information
systems software, which is a part of digital archaeology applications, can be used extensively and
effectively on laptops and desktop computers, it is not efficient on smartphones. According to the
figures on the “Usage of Information Technologies in Households” published by TUIK (Turkish
Statistical Institute), only 16.7% of households have a desktop computer, 36.4% of households
have a portable laptop computer, and 22% of them have a tablet.#* The rate of computer use in
Turkey was 59.6% in 2018, but it was 68.6% among men and 50.6% among women. For women,
it drops further to 29.7% in southeastern Anatolia and 25.4% in northeastern Anatolia.#® These
figures tell us that there are both regional inequalities and gender inequalities in terms of owning
technological devices and using information technologies. Steps should be taken to address these
inequalities, not only in the field of archaeology but also in all disciplines where full digitalization
is sought. Students may follow the courses using someone else’s device, but for practicing digital
archaeology, instructors need to assess whether students have continuous access to devices and
the specifications of those devices.

Problems related to students’ internet access are another obstacle to digitalization. Accord-
ing to the survey conducted by YOK, 97% of students were able to follow lessons via their own or
someone else’s internet connection, while 3% reported having no internet connection at all.46 Just
as with device ownership, it is important to note the distinction between using one’s own internet
quota and using someone else’s, but this information was not reported in the survey results. While
support for internet access was provided during the pandemic, it does not fully cover the edu-

43 “Pandemi Déneminde Online Egitimin Verimliligine Iliskin Ogrenci Anket Raporu.” 2021. Erisim 13 Temmuz 2021.
https://www.yok.gov.tr/HaberBelgeleri/Haber%20Igerisindeki%20Belgeler/Dosyalar/202 1/ogrenci-anket-sonucla-
ri.pdf

44 Tirkiye Istatistik Kurumu, “Hanehalk: Bilisim Teknolojileri (BT) Kullanim Aragtirmasi, 2020, 25 August 2020,
https://data.tuik.gov.tr/Bulten/Index?p=Survey-on-Information-and-Communication-Technology-(ICT)-Usa-
ge-in-Households-and-by-Individuals-2020-33679.

45 Tiirkiye Istatistik Kurumu, “Hanehalki Bilisim Teknolojileri (BT)”

46 Yiiksekdgretim Kurumu, “Pandemi Déneminde Online Egitimin Verimliligine iliskin Ogrenci Anket Raporu,” 2021.
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cational process. For example, at the beginning of the pandemic, YOK cooperated with mobile
operators to provide 6 GB of data for online courses as part of the “YOK Courses Platform,” but
course content and links provided by universities through various online platforms such as Zoom,
Teams, and YouTube were not included in this quota.4’

In conclusion, the subject area in which students enter the university also plays a role in
the effectiveness of the courses offered in subsequent years. The findings of a study conducted in
geography departments across the country show that elective or required GIS courses are offered
in the second and third years and that students entering the departments requiring higher verbal
admittence scores lack the quantitative analysis skills and the necessary technical background to
excel in these courses; these deficiencies also play a role in the effectiveness of GIS courses.*8
Archaeology students who enter the university with equally weighted exam scores, where the
verbal and the quantitative scores both carry weight, have similar deficits.

Results: Future Steps

In one of her assessments on the applications of digital archaeology, Morag Kersel notes
that digitalization may exclude people who are less technologically inclined, and suggests that
access to technology may not always be possible for all archacologists as well as undergraduate
and graduate students due to high prices. She concludes that the digital revolution is likely to
lead to inequality in archaeological studies. Moreover, she emphasizes that male dominance in
science and particularly in archaeology ultimately leads to a field that excludes women and other
underrepresented groups because it perpetuates former tendencies in the discipline, which are
reinforced by contemporary practices.*® Such situations based on inequality of opportunity and
inequity show us that “digital technologies have the propensity to create and/or reinforce
divisions between males and females, developed and less-developed nations, and practice
and theory. As a discipline we need to acknowledge these ruptures and work toward bridging the
divides.”s°

As digital applications gain prominence in archaeology, it becomes necessary to rethink the
quality of the relationship we have established with these technologies, especially as part of the
educational system during the pandemic. In order for digitalization to be integrated into undergrad-
uate education in an equitable and accessible manner, more careful consideration should be given
to details such as the presence of technological devices, like individual mobile phones, tablets,
and computers, and access to the internet, which allows students to participate in online education.
After all, the purpose of digitalization is to create a more equitable and accessible archaeology, not
to create a new hegemony in the field through technology ownership and proficiency.

Individual and institutional awareness is needed for a more equitable and accessible digiti-
zation process. The Turkish Republic’s 11th Development Plan, published in 2019, contains many

47 “YOK, iiniversite dgrencilerine iicretsiz 6 GB internet verilecegini duyurdu,” accessed 07 July 2021, https://www.
birgun.net/haber/yok-universite-ogrencilerine-ucretsiz-6-gb-internet-verilecegini-duyurdu-298799.

48 Mehmet Seremet and Brian Chalkley, “Geography, GIS and Employability in Turkey,” Journal of Geography in Higher
Education 40, no. 2 (02 April 2016): 238-53, https://doi.org/10.1080/03098265.2016.1141184.

49 Morag Kersel, “5.1. Response: Living a Semi-digital Kinda Life” In Mobilizing the Past for a Digital Future; The Po-
tential of Digital Archaeology, ed. Erin Walcek Averett, Jody Michael Gordon, and Derek B Counts (Grand Forks,
ND: The Digital Press at the University of North Dakota, 2016), 475-92, https://dc.uwm.edu/arthist_mobilizingt-
hepast/20.

50 Kersel, “5.1. Response,” 489.
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goals aimed at improving the mastery of information technologies in the general public.3' These
goals are also relevant to archaeology, as it is expected that the Turkish Academy of Sciences
(TUBA) will announce the target group/area within the 11th Development Plan goals and guide-
lines in their applications for the National Support Programmes, for which many researchers in
the field of archaeology will apply and receive funding.5? The objectives of the 11th Development
Plan in relation to digitization, which may overlap with the areas of direct and indirect cultural
heritage management and archaeology, are as follows.

1. (445) ...empowering youth to improve their technical skills.>®

2. (539) ...implementing policies aimed at providing decent employment opportunities for
all sections of society, taking into account the significant changes brought about by the
digital transformation and technological developments in the labor market.54

3. (561.3) Facilitating universities’ access to open-access infrastructures to keep up with
the digital age and to implement open-access and open science practices in access to
information.®

4. (565) Identifying new skills needs that will emerge in the context of the impact of the
digital transformation and technological developments in the labor market, and regularly
monitoring the changes in professions caused by these developments.>¢

5. (565.1) Carrying out field studies to measure the impact of digitalization on jobs and
occupations.5?

6. (566) Strengthening vocational training courses and on-the-job training programs into a
structure that can flexibly acquire digital competences and skills to train the workforce to
respond to the demands that will emerge with the digital transformation.>8

7.  (566.1) Organizing courses and programs to train the workforce in new occupational
fields that will emerge with the digital transformation.>®

8. (570) Strengthening women’s vocational training and opportunities for skill develop-
ment, especially in the fields of technology production areas, such as programming and
software, to increase women’s employment in the labor market.®°

. (604.1) Increasing women’s participation in digital literacy training.®'

10. (630.4) Continuing studies on the identification and inventory of immovable cultural
heritage at home and abroad and transferring the data to digital media.®?

In summary, these objectives include increasing the digital literacy of the young popula-
tion, supporting educational institutions, workplaces, potential professional groups that are prior-
itized in the digitization process, improving the digital proficiency of women in the labor market,
and transferring cultural heritage data to digital environments at national and international levels.

51 Tirkiye Cumhuriyeti Cumhurbagkanlig: Strateji ve Biit¢e Baskanligi, “On Birinci Kalkinma Plan1” (Ankara, 2019).

52 Tiirkiye Bilimsel ve Teknolojik Arastirma Kurumu, “Basvuru Formlar1,” 1002 h;erik—BaWuru Formlari, 2021, https://
tubitak.gov.tr/tr/destekler/akademik/ulusal-destek-programlari/1002/icerik-basvuru-formlari.

53 Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti Cumhurbagkanlig: Strateji ve Biitge Bagkanligi, “On Birinci Kalkinma Plani,” 107.

54 Tirkiye Cumhuriyeti Cumhurbaskanlig: Strateji ve Biitge Baskanligs, 134.

55 Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti Cumhurbagkanlig: Strateji ve Biit¢e Bagkanligi, 140.

56 Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti Cumhurbagkanlig: Strateji ve Biit¢e Bagkanligi, 141.

57 Tirkiye Cumhuriyeti Cumhurbagkanlig: Strateji ve Biit¢e Bagkanligi, 141.

58 Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti Cumhurbagkanlig: Strateji ve Biit¢e Bagkanlhig, 141.

59 Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti Cumhurbagkanlig: Strateji ve Biite Bagkanlig, 141.

60 Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti Cumhurbagkanlig: Strateji ve Biitge Bagkanlig, 142.

61 Tirkiye Cumhuriyeti Cumhurbagkanlig: Strateji ve Biit¢e Bagkanligi, 152.

62 Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti Cumhurbagkanlig: Strateji ve Biit¢e Bagkanligi, 161.
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Among these objectives, the transfer of cultural heritage to digital environments is one of the
clearest digitalization goals for the discipline of archaeology to pursue and implement. There-
fore, applying for funds from TUBITAK (The Scientific and Technological Research Council of
Turkey) for projects that include digital applications in archaeology can create opportunities for
digital applications in undergraduate education.

Today, graduates of archaeology find permanent employment in the Ministry of Culture
and Tourism, in universities as lecturers or researchers, in museums, in conservation, in the Gen-
eral Directorate for Foundations, and in the Mineral Research and Exploration General Directo-
rate. While more than one thousand archaeologists graduate each year, the Ministry of Culture
and Tourism employs an average of 10—15 archaeologists.®® Archaeology students need to ac-
quire skills and expertise that will increase their chances of employment both within and outside
the field of archaeology. The curriculum of certain departments can be updated with a digital
applications program not only at the graduate level but also at the undergraduate level. There are
some examples of such programs around the world. In an undergraduate program geared toward
digital archaeology, the first two years follow the archaeology curriculum and teach students to
work with software to create databases, spreadsheets, GIS and CAD (computer-aided design).
Basic information about statistics is also taught in these first two years.64 As mentioned in the
previous section, this kind of basic knowledge in statistics is an important input for spatial analy-
sis for students starting an archaeology degree with equally weighted exam scores. Software that
is commonly used by archaeological companies and institutes is preferred, and at the same time
software and methods that are expected to become popular are included by following national
and international developments and updating the curriculum.®® In the first two years (120 ECTS),
21 ECTS aim at developing digital knowledge and skills, and 21 ECTS are planned for courses
where this knowledge and these skills are further developed through practice. The aim is to sup-
port this experience with the help of internships and fieldwork.®®

Courses on data management, computer-aided drawing and documentation, basic GIS, and
remote sensing methods should also be part of the archaeology curriculum, rather than a pro-
gram-based approach. Within the discipline of geography, GIS is seen as a skill that supports the
career prospects of geographers after graduation and allows them to expand into different fields.8”
Similarly, focusing on GIS applications in undergraduate archaeology education will increase the
recent graduates’ chances of finding employment.

Upgrading laboratory environments and supporting access to them, as well as issues related
to software and hardware (which is not always compatible with the current requirements), are
problematic for effectively learning GIS.®® In particular, there is a need to ensure that students
who do not have computers have continuous access to computer labs and that the software and
hardware in these labs are up to date. Unfortunately, these are problems that need to be solved
with an institutional vision rather than through individual effort. Although effective computer lab-
oratories cannot be established in every archaeology program, new courses that increase archae-

63 Tiirkiye Is Kurumu (ISKUR), “Meslekleri Tantyalim,” Arkeolog, 2014, https://esube.iskur.gov.tr/Meslek/Meslekleri-
Taniyalim.aspx.

64 Visser, Alders, and Van Zijverden, 12.

65 Visser, Alders, and Van Zijverden, 12.

66 Visser, Alders, and Van Zijverden, 12.

67 Seremet and Chalkley, “Geography, GIS and Employability in Turkey,” 239.

68 Seremet and Chalkley, 245.
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ology students’ familiarity with information technologies should be offered in interdepartmental
collaboration, especially at universities with undergraduate programs like Geography, Geology,
Mining Engineering, Computer Technology and Information Systems, Computer Science, and
Statistics. The goals of the 11th Development Plan for digitization can also be used specifically to
develop and enhance laboratory environments.

Instructors should consider choosing open-source software instead of licensed commercial
software, which students may have difficulty accessing, because then they can retain and retrieve
the information taught in class and continue learning outside of the classroom. Another consider-
ation in favor of using open-source GIS software is that archaeological research projects often use
open-source software instead of commercial software due to budgetary concerns.

In conclusion, digital archaeology has not yet been fully integrated into undergraduate
education in Turkey. While this may seem like a disadvantage, with the lessons learned from past
practices and the shortcomings of the current education system, more informed steps can be taken
toward an accessible digital archaeology.
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Ozet

Bu calismada, Tiirkiye’de arkeoloji lisans egitimi icerisinde dijital arkeoloji uygulamalar
olarak adlandirilan ve bilisim teknolojileri kullanilarak yapilan her tiirlii belgeleme, analiz ve
yorumlamaya yonelik miifredat degerlendirilmistir. Inceleme, dijital uygulamalarin heniiz siste-
matik olarak arkeoloji boliimlerinin tamamina yayilmadigi fakat {ilke ¢capinda farkli programlarda
veri taban1 yonetimi, cografi bilgi sistemleri, dijital ortamda mimari ve buluntu ¢izimi, fotogra-
metri, insansiz hava araglar1 kullanim1 gibi farkli alanlarda lisans seviyesinde dersler verildigini
gostermektedir. Pandemi siireci ve bu siiregte online olarak yiiriitiilen lisans egitimi, Tiirkiye ge-
nelinde teknolojik cihazlara erisim ve internet baglanti problemlerinin egitimin kalitesi agisindan
asilmasi gereken engeller oldugunu gostermistir. Arkeoloji lisans dgrencilerine yonelik dijital bir
miifredat hazirlanirken teknoloji sahipligi, dijital okur-yazarlik, teknolojik sicrama gibi kavram-
larin degerlendirmesi, derslerin etkinligini arttirmada faydali olacaktir.

Anahtar Kelimeler:

Arkeoloji, Lisans, Egitim, Dijitallesme, Bilisim Teknolojileri
Giris

Arkeolojinin de dahil oldugu sosyal ve beseri bilimler alan1 igerisinde artan bir bicimde
“dijital,” “dijitallesme,” “dijital sosyal bilimler,” “dijital beseri bilimler,” “dijital miras,” “dijital
kiiltiirel miras” ve “dijital arkeoloji” gibi kavramlarin kullanimi artmaktadir. Dijital Arkeoloji
maddi kiiltiiriin belgelenmesi, yorumlanmasi ve yaymlanmasini kolaylastiran ¢ogunlukla inter-
nete bagli ve tagiabilir bilisgim teknolojileri tirtinii ara¢ ve sistemler olarak tanimlanmaktadir.2
Daly ve Evans, dijital arkeolojiyi, arkeolojik faaliyetleri destekleyen, gecmisi daha iyi kesfetmek,
anlamak ve sunmak i¢in kullanilan bir arag olarak tanimlarken bunun gizli bir bilgi, bir ekol veya
diisiince olarak degerlendirilmemesi gerektigini, hatta “esasinda dijital arkeoloji yoktur” diyerek

bilisim teknolojilerinin daha akilc1 ve pratik bir bigcimde kullanildig1 takdirde kuramsal sorulari-
miz1 ve yontemsel yaklasimlarimizi gerceklestirebilecek sekilde uygulamaya gegirilebilecegini

1 N. Pinar Ozgiiner, Gaziantep Universitesi Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Arkeoloji Béliimii, ORCID: 0000-0001-6199-6719,
pinar.ozguner@gmail.com

2 Jody Michael Gordon, Erin Walcek Averett ve Derek B. Counts, “Mobile Computing in Archaeology: Exploring and
Interpreting Current Practices Recommended Citation,” Mobilizing the Past for a Digital Future; The Potential of
Digital Archaeology i¢inde, der. Erin Walcek Averett, Jody Michael Gordon ve Derek B. Counts (Grand Forks, ND:
The Digital Press at the University of Dakota, 2016), 1-32, https://dc.uwm.edu/arthist_mobilizingthepast.
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vurgularlar.® Bu vurgu arkeoloji disiplini igerisinde tas alet, seramik uzmani, arkeometri uzmani
gibi farkli uzmanlik alanlarina yakin bir gelecekte daha sik dahil olacak ve bilisim teknolojilerini
ortalamanin iizerinde bir yetkinlikle kullanan ve bu yolla materyal kiiltiiriin belgelenmesi ve yo-
rumlanmasini saglayan yeni bir arkeolog tanimini ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir.

11 Mart 2020 tarihinde Diinya Saglik Orgiitii’niin Covid-19 Pandemi ilan etmesi ile Diinya’da
ve Tiirkiye’de tiniversitelerde 6rgiin egitimin iiniversitelerin imkanlart dahilinde uzaktan ¢evrim igi
devam ettigi siirec, farkli disiplinlerin “dijitallesmesi” yolunda teknoloji sahipligi ve teknolojiye ha-
kimiyet, dijital okur-yazarlik, internete erisim gibi konularin ciddiyetle ele alinmasi gerektigini hizl
bir bicimde ortaya koydu. Bu yazmin ¢ikis noktasi da icerisinde bulundugumuz Pandemi siirecini
de goz Oniine alarak, arkeoloji lisans egitiminin dijital arkeoloji uygulamalar agisindan durumunu
degerlendirmek, sorunlu alanlar tespit etmek ve ¢oziim Onerileri iizerine diisiinmektir.

Arkeolojinin Dijitallesmesi

Arkeolojik arastirmalarda artan bir sekilde dijital teknolojiler kullanilmasinin ardinda
farkli nedenler bulunmaktadir. 1992 senesinde Valetta Sozlesmesi’nin kabuliiyle gerekli yasal
diizenlemeleri takiben Hollanda’da arkeolojide bilisim teknolojileri kullanimi, gelisme projele-
ri kapsaminda yiiriitiilen arkeolojik arastirmalarin artmasiyla sonuglanmistir. Cok sayida sirket
tarafindan yiiriitiilen bu tiir arastirmalarda, gorece pratik yontemler sunan bilisim teknolojileri
kullanim1 proje masrafini azaltmanin bir yolu olarak da ragbet gormektedir.? Tiirkiye’de koken-
leri 19. yy’a dayanan ve Cumhuriyet ile kurumsallasarak glintimiize kadar gelen bir arkeoloji
gelenegi mevcuttur. Tiirkiye’de arkeolojik aragtirmalarin biiylik cogunlugu Kiiltiir ve Turizm Ba-
kanlig1 ve Cumhurbagskanligi iznine bagl olarak yiiriitiilen bilimsel yiizey arastirmalar1 ve kazi
caligmalaridir. Bu projelerde, erken donemlerden beri farkli 6l¢eklerde dijital belgeleme ve analiz
yontemleri kullanilmaktadir. Baslangicta dijital arkeoloji uygulamalar1 buluntularin ve mimari
yapilarin belgelenmesinin bir kademesi olarak bilgisayar destekli ¢izimden ibaretken giiniimiiz-
de yiizey aragtirmalari ve kazi galigmalarinda biitiin belgelemenin “kagitsiz”’® yani sadece dijital
cihazlar kullanilarak gerceklestirildigi projeler de mevcuttur. Kiiresel dlgekte arkeoloji dijitalle-
sirken, Tirkiye’deki arkeoloji lisans egitiminde dijitallesmenin de nitelik ve niceligi agisindan
degerlendirilmesi meslegin gelisimi igin gereklidir.

Tiirkiye’de 2020 senesi itibariyle 6grenci almaya devam eden, basta Arkeoloji boliimleri
olmak iizere, Tarih Oncesi Arkeolojisi,® Protohistorya ve On Asya Arkeolojisi,” Klasik Arkeo-

3 Thomas L. Evans ve Patrick T. Daly, der. Digital Archaeology: Bridging Method and Theory (London: Routledge, 2006),
2,7.

4 Ronald M. Visser, Pim Alders ve Wilko Van Zijverden, “Teaching Digital Archaeology Digitally,” CAA 2015. Keep the
Revolution Going: Proceedings of the 43rd Annual Conference on Computer Applications and Quantitative Methods in
Archaeology iginde, der. S. Caampana vd. (Oxford: Archaeopress, 2016), 11-15.

5 Chris Roosevelt, Peter Cobb, Emanuel Moss, Brandon Olson ve Sinan Unlﬁsoy, “Excavation is Destruction Digitiza-
tion: Advances in Archaeological Practice;” Journal of Field Archaeology 40 (2015): 2042458215Y.000; Jody Michael
Gordon, Erin Walcek Averett ve Derek B Counts, “Mobile Computing in Archaeology: Exploring and Interpreting
Current Practices” Mobilizing the Past for a Digital Future; The Potential of Digital Archaeology iginde, der. Erin
Walcek Averett, Jody Micheal Gordon ve Derek B. Counts (Grand Forks, ND: The Digital Press, 2016), 29.

6 Yiiksekogretim Kurumu, “Tarih Oncesi Arkeolojisi Programi Bulunan Tiim Universiteler | YOK Lisans Atlasy,” YOK
Atlas, erisim 13 Temmuz 2021, https://yokatlas.yok.gov.tr/lisans-bolum.php?b=19054.

7 Yiiksekdgretim Kurumu, “Protohistorya ve On Asya Arkeolojisi Programi Bulunan Tiim Universiteler | YOK Lisans
Atlasy” YOK Atlas, erisim 13 Temmuz 2021, https://yokatlas.yok.gov.tr/lisans-bolum.php?b=10812.
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loji,® Arkeoloji ve Sanat Tarihi,® Tiirk-Islam Arkeolojisi' kiirsiilerinin 51 lisans boliimiinde ar-
keoloji egitimi verilmektedir. Bu boliimlerde dijital arkeoloji basliklt bir alt dal bulunmamakla
birlikte Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Yerlesim Arkeolojisi Lisansiistii Programi igerisindeki Di-
jital Arkeoloji yiiksek lisans programi dijital arkeoloji konusunda akademik bir derece saglayan
tek programdir." Kog Universitesi biinyesinde Anadolu’da gergeklestirilen bilimsel arastirmala-
11 desteklemek i¢in kurulan Anadolu Medeniyetleri Arastirma Merkezi (ANAMED) vizyonunu
olusturan bilesenlerden biri “Tiirkiye’nin arkeolojik ve kiiltiirel mirasini korumay1 amaglayan
ozellikle dijital boyuta agirlik veren belgeleme, koruma ve muhafaza programlar1 gelistirmek”
olarak tanimlanmustir.'?

Arkeoloji Lisans Egitimi ve Dijital Uygulamalar

Bu ¢aligmada, bilisim teknolojilerine iliskin dersler ve arkeolojide siklikla kullanilan dijital
yontemlere dair bir degerlendirme amaci ile mevcut lisans programlarina ait Bologna Ders Bilgi
Paketleri incelenmistir. Bu bilgi paketleri her zaman giincel olmamakla birlikte, ortaya konan
veriler, minimum deger olarak ele alinabilir. Degerlendirme esnasinda, miifredattaki biligsim ders-
leri niteliklerine gore ele alinmistir. Bilisim teknolojilerinde yazilim, donanim kullanimina gore
verilen temel dersler “Temel Bilisim Dersi (TBD)” olarak siniflandirilmistir; bu dersler disinda
zorunlu veya se¢meli bilisim teknolojilerinin arkeolojideki farkli uygulamalarina yonelik her ders
“Arkeolojiye Yonelik Bilisim Dersi” olarak siniflandirilmistir.

Bu degerlendirmeye gore, lisans egitimi veren 51 programdan 23 tanesinde iiniversitenin
geneline verilen bilisim teknolojilerine giris dersleri miifredatin birinci veya ikinci yilinda yer
almaktadir (Tablo 1). Bu giris dersleri farkli programlarda, Mesleki Bilgisayar Uygulamalari,'
Temel Bilgi Teknolojileri," Bilgi ve iletisim Teknolojileri,' Temel Bilgi Teknolojisi Kullanimi'®
gibi farkli basliklarla sunulmaktadir. Bu giris derslerinde bilgisayar donanimi, internet kullanim
bilgisi, Word, Excel, Powerpoint, Access gibi lisansli ticari yazilimlar {izerinde durulmaktadir.
Teorik ve uygulamali olarak gergeklestirilebilen bu dersler bilgisayar laboratuvarlarinda veya
uzaktan egitim'” aracihigiyla gergeklestirilmektedir. Bu 23 programin 13’tinde ise temel dersleri
takiben yine segmeli veya zorunlu olmak tizere Cografi Bilgi Sistemleri,'® Arkeolojide Bilgisayar

8 Yiiksekogretim Kurumu, “Klasik Arkeoloji Programi Bulunan Tiim Universiteler | YOK Lisans Atlasi,” YOK Lisans
Atlasy, erisim 13 Temmuz 2021, https://yokatlas.yok.gov.tr/lisans-bolum.php?b=10810.

9 Yiiksekégretim Kurumu, “Arkeoloji ve Sanat Tarihi Programi Bulunan Tiim Universiteler | YOK Lisans Atlasy,” YOK
Lisans Atlasi, erisim 13 Temmuz 2021, https://yokatlas.yok.gov.tr/lisans-bolum.php?b=10009.

10 Yiiksekogretim Kurumu, “Tiirk islam Arkeolojisi Programi Bulunan Tiim Universiteler | YOK Lisans Atlasi” YOK
Lisans Atlasi, erisim 13 Temmuz 2021, https://yokatlas.yok.gov.tr/lisans-bolum.php?b=18020.

11 Middle East Technical University Settlement Archaeology, “M.Sc. Digital Archaeology (Option),” erisim 13 Temmuz
2021, http://sa.metu.edu.tr/msc-digital-archaeology-option.

12 ANAMED, “Hakkimizda,” erisim 05 Temmuz 2021, https://anamed.ku.edu.tr/hakkimizda/anamed/.

13 Adiyaman Universitesi, “Miifredat Dersleri,” erisim 25 Haziran 2021, https://obs.adiyaman.edu.tr/oibs/ogrsis/muf-
redat_dersleri.aspx.

14 Anadolu Universitesi, “Temel Bilgi Teknolojileri,” erisim 25 Haziran 2021, https://abp.anadolu.edu.tr/tr/ders/tani-
tim/166234/47.

15 Ankara Universitesi. “Bilgi ve Iletisim Teknolojiler I erigim 29 Eyliil 2020, http://bbs.ankara.edu.tr/Ders_Bilgileri.
aspx?dno=912876&bno=1688&bot=285.

16 Hitit Universitesi, “Temel Bilgi Teknolojisi Kullanimi I,” erisim 01 Ekim 2020, http://bilgipaketi.hitit.edu.tr/Mufre-
dat.aspx.

17 Ankara Universitesi, “Protohistorya ve On Asya Arkeolojisi Ders Listesi ve Kredilendirme,” erisim 11 Temmuz 2021,
http://bbs.ankara.edu.tr/Ders_Plani.aspx?bno=1523&bot=120.

18 Adiyaman Universitesi, “Cografi Bilgi Sistemleri,” erigim 25 Haziran 2021, https://obs.adiyaman.edu.tr/oibs/bolog-
na/index.aspx?lang=tr&curOp=showPac&curUnit=1&curSunit=1200#.
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Uygulamalar1,’ Photoshop ve Illustrator Destekli Tasarim,2° Dijital Arkeoloji I ve 11,2 Arkeolo-
jik Kazilarda Dijital Veri Isleme,?2 Arkeolojide Cografi Bilgi Sistemleri ve Uzaktan Algilama,??
Cografi Bilgi Sistemlerinin Arkeolojide Uygulamalar1,2* Arkeolojide Bilgisayar Teknolojisi?® ve
Mimarlik, Tarih, Sanat ve Arkeolojide Veri Y06netimi2® gibi farkli baslik ve igeriklere sahip en az
bir ders yer almaktadir.

Turkiye'deki Arkeoloji Miifredatindaki Bilisim Derslerinin Durumu

Temel Bilisim Dersi Mevcut

Temel ve Arkeolojiye Yonelik Bilisim

Temel Bisisim Dersi Yok (TBD)

TBD Yok/Arkeolojiye Yonelik Bilisim Dersi Mevcut

TBD Yok/Arkeolojiye Yonelik Bilisim Dersi Yok

Tablo 1: Arkeoloji, Tarih Oncesi Arkeolojisi, Protohistorya ve On Asya Arkeolojisi, Klasik Arkeolojisi, Arkeoloji ve Sanat Tarihi,
Tirk-Islam Arkeolojisi lisans programlarindaki bilisim teknolojilerine yénelik derslerin dagilimini gdsteren grafik.

28 bolimde ise bilisim teknolojilerine yonelik bir giris dersi yoktur fakat bu bolimler-
den 13’{iniin miifredatinda, arkeolojide bilisim teknolojileri uygulamalar1 {izerine segmeli veya
zorunlu kategorisinde Arkeolojide Bilgi Teknolojileri,?” Bilgisayar Destekli Cizim, Arkeolojik
Kazilarda Dijital Veri Isleme,?® Klasik Arkeolojide Dijital Uygulamalar,2® Arkeolojide Dijital

19 Anadolu Universitesi, “Arkeolojide Bilgisayar Uygulamalar1,” erisim 29 Eyliil 2020, https://www.anadolu.edu.tr/aka-
demik/fakulteler/ders/155546/arkeolojide-bilgisayar-uygulamalari/ders-tanitim.

20 Diizce Universitesi, “Photoshop ve Illustrator Destekli Tasarim,” erigim 25 Haziran 2021, https://ebs.duzce.edu.tr/
tr-TR/Bolum/OgretimProgrami/117?bot=235.

21 Mugla Sitki Kogman Universitesi, “Arkeoloji Bolimii,” erisim 11 Temmuz 2021, https://akts.mu.edu.tr/tr/prog-
ram/346.

22 Ege Universitesi, “Arkeolojik Kazilarda Dijital Veri Isleme,” erigim 25 Haziran 2021, http://ebp.ege.edu.tr/Dere-
ceProgramlari/Ders/1/2709/279088/652490/1.

23 Hitit Universitesi, “Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Arkeoloji Bolimii Zorunlu Dersleri,” erisim 11 Temmuz 2021, https://cdn.
hitit.edu.tr/fef/files/35429_1606031321886.pdf.

24 Kahramanmaras Siit¢ii Imam Universitesi, “Arkeoloji,” erisim 17 Temmuz 2021, https://obs.ksu.edu.tr/oibs/bologna/
index.aspx?lang=tr&curOp=showPac&curUnit=5&curSunit=518#.

25 Kocaeli Universitesi Arkeoloji Béliimii, “Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Arkeoloji Béliimii Ders Igerikleri,” erisim 22 Mayzs
2018, http://fef.kocaeli.edu.tr/dosyalar/matbu-evraklar/DersListesi_arkeoloji.pdf.

26 Kog Universitesi Insani Bilimler ve Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, “Ders Tanimlar1,” erigim 11 Temmuz 2021, https://cssh.ku.e-
du.tr/egitim/arkeoloji-ve-sanat-tarihi/ders-tanimlari/?pag=3&lessons=all&class=all&search=.

27 Ankara Haci Bayram Veli Universitesi Arkeoloji Boliimii, “Ankara Haci Bayram Veli Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltele-
ri Arkeoloji Bélimii Lisans Programi,” 2019, https://cms.hacibayram.edu.tr/api/files/1/Transferred Files/Arkeoloji/
Lisans Programi/arkeoloji-bolumu-ders-programi-15.04.2019.pdf.

28 Ege Universitesi, “Arkeolojik Kazilarda Dijital Veri Isleme.” erisim 25 Haziran 2021, http://ebp.ege.edu.tr/Dere-
ceProgramlari/Ders/1/2709/284934/768825/1.

29 istanbul Universitesi, “Klasik Arkeoloji Bolimi,” erisim 17 Temmuz 2021, https://ebs.istanbul.edu.tr/home/
dersprogram/?id=1211&birim=Kklasik_arkeoloji__lisans_programi__(orgun_ogretim)&yil=2020.
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Yontemler,3° Arkeolojide Fotogrametri Uygulamalari,® Bilgisayar Destekli Belgeleme Yontem-
leri,32 Cografi Bilgi Sistemlerine Giris,3® Grafik Tasarim3# gibi en az bir ders bulunur.

Bilisim teknolojilerine yonelik derslerde Adobe Photoshop, Adobe Illlustrator, Freehand,
CorelDraw, ArcGIS gibi ticari lisansh yazilimlar kullanilmaktadir. Bu derslerin kapsaminda ise
tas alet, seramik ve kii¢iik buluntularin dijital ¢izimlerinin yapilmasi, basta agma ve mimari ¢i-
zimlerine yonelik yazilimlar, her tiirlii veri taban1 yonetimi, belgeleme i¢in kullanilabilecek Cog-
rafi Bilgi Sistemleri, arkeolojik alanlarin insansiz hava araglariyla belgelenmesi gibi konular iize-
rinde durulmaktadir.

Arkeolojide dijital uygulamalarin birden fazla ders ile desteklendigi Istanbul Universitesi
Prehistorya Boliimii ile Kahramanmaras Siit¢ii Imam Universitesi, Siileyman Demirel Universi-
tesi Arkeoloji Béliimii, Osmaniye Korkut Ata Universitesi gibi iiniversiteler dijital uygulamalara
yonelik derslerin fazlalig1 ile dikkat gekmektedir. istanbul Universitesi Prehistorya Boliimii’niin
programinda ¢ok sayida ders bulunmasinin kékeni boliim iiyeleri Oguz Tanindi ve Savas Har-
mankaya’nin inisiyatifi ile kurulan ve Tiirkiye’nin ilk arkeoloji envanter ¢aligmasi olan ve web
tizerinde 1998’den beri yer alan TAY Projesi ile iligkilendirilebilir.®®

Arkeoloji boliimlerindeki bilisim derslerinin kdkeni boliimlerin akademik kadrolarinin
arastirma alanlari ile boliimlerin ve Uiniversitelerin imkanlar1 dogrultusunda aranmalidir. Yuka-
rida bahsi gegen dersler arkeoloji programi igerisinde veya Cografya, Bilgi Teknolojileri gibi
farkli boliimlerde hazirlanmig dersler olabilmektedir. Ayrica, segmeli ders havuzu ¢ok zengin olan
iniversitelerde ilgili 6grencilerin mekansal analizler ve istatistiklerde kullanilabilecek Phyton, R,
SPSS gibi yazilimlara yonelik dersler de mevcuttur.

Bu durumda mevcut tablo bize 51 programdan 26’sinda arkeolojide dijital uygulamalara
yonelik dersler oldugunu fakat 15 boliimde ise bilisim teknolojilerine yonelik veya bu teknoloji-
lerin arkeolojideki uygulamalarina yonelik herhangi bir ders bulunmadigim gostermektedir. Bu
durumda arkeolojide dijital uygulamalara yonelik egitimin heniiz sistematik hale gelmedigi fakat
bolim miifredatlarinin gelecekte dijital uygulamalar1 kapsayacak sekilde diizenlenecegi tahmin
edilebilir.

Uygulamaya Dair Gézlemler

Ote yandan, COVID-19 pandemisi 6ncesinde ve sonrasinda bilisim teknolojileri ve dijital
uygulamalara yonelik derslerdeki egitmen ve 6grenci deneyiminin, bu egitimin kagit izerinde
goziikmeyen ve 0grenme kalitesini etkileyen bir faktor olarak ele alinmasi gerekmektedir. Li-

30 Siileyman Demirel Universitesi, “Arkeolojide Dijital Yontemler,” erisim 10 Temmuz 2021, https://obs.sdu.edu.tr/Pub-
lic/EctsCourseDetails.aspx?DersNo=131100282200&BolumNo=1311&BirimNo=13&DersBolumKod=ARK-282.

31 Silleyman Demirel Universitesi, “Arkeolojide Fotogrametri Uygulamalari,” erigim 10 Temmuz 2021, https://obs.sdu.
edu.tr/Public/EctsCourseDetails.aspx?DersNo=131100363150&BolumNo=1311&BirimNo=13&DersBolumKo-
d=ARK-363

32 Istanbul Universitesi, “Bilgisayar Destekli Belgeleme Yontemleri,” erisim 01 Ekim 2020, https://ebs.istanbul.edu.tr/
home/izlence/?id=702745&bid=1193&birim=protohistorya_ve_onasya_arkeolojisi__lisans_programi__(orgun_
ogretim).

33 Gaziantep Universitesi, “Gaziantep Universitesi Bologna Bilgi Sistemi,” 2016, http://bbs.bim.gantep.edu.tr/(S(atx2cv-
vvrbgynylzgadzb12k))/prog_navigator.aspx?path=2_3.

34 Harran Universitesi, “Arkeoloji Boliimii Lisans Programi - Fen Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Arkeoloji Béliimii,” Bologna, 11
Temmuz 2018, http://web.harran.edu.tr/arkeoloji/tr/bologna/arkeoloji-bolumu-lisans-programi/.

35 Efsun Aslan, “Bir Arkeolojik Envanter Projesinin 26 Yili: Oguz Tanind: ile Tiirkiye Arkeolojik Yerlesmeleri (TAY)
Projesi Uzerine- ‘Acil Arkeoloji!? Madde, Diyalektik ve Toplum 2, no. 3 (2019): 250-57, erisim 17 Temmuz 2021,
http://bilimveaydinlanma.org/content/images/pdf/mdt/mdtc2s3/bir-arkeolojik-envanter-projesinin-26-yili.pdf.
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sans programlarinda, dijital arkeoloji uygulamalarina yonelik niteliksel degerlendirmenin odak
noktasi ise Gaziantep Universitesi Arkeoloji Boliimii 3. Sinif égrencilerine sunulan Cografi Bilgi
Sistemlerine Giris dersidir. Boliim miifredatinda zorunlu veya se¢meli olarak temel bilisim tek-
nolojilerine yonelik bir ders bulunmadig1 i¢in bu ders birgok 6grencinin bir bilgisayar1 uygulama-
I1 olarak kullandig1 ilk derstir. Miifredatta segmeli ve 6n sartli olarak yer alan Giris ve Ileri Seviye
CBS dersleri Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi biinyesi igerisinde, Cografya Boliimii tarafindan olusturulan
bir laboratuvarda egitim lisanslt ArcGIS programu ile yiiriitiilmektedir. Ders kontenjani laboratu-
varda aktif kullanilan bilgisayar sayist ile orantili olarak 15-25 kisi arasinda smirlandirilmistir.
Cografi Bilgi Sistemlerine yonelik temel bilgilerin teorik ve uygulamali olarak verildigi bu ders,
lisans dgrencilerinin bilisim teknolojileri ile etkilesim seviyesini anlamak agisindan &gretici ol-
mustur.

Bu ders deneyiminin en aydinlatict yonii, 6grencilerin akilli cep telefonlar iizerindeki ha-
kimiyetlerinin bir hayli yiiksek oldugudur. Akilli telefonlar, internet ve bilisim diinyasina giris
acisindan kilit 6neme sahiptir. Fakat 6grenciler ayni yeterliligi kisisel bilgisayar (PC) kullani-
minda gostermemektedirler. Ogrenciler, laboratuvar uygulamalari igin verilen izlenceleri rahatga
takip edebilir, sosyal medya hesaplar1 ve mesajlasma programlariyla sinif arkadaslariyla iletisim-
lerini siirdiirmektedirler. Ancak, 1990’larda tiniversite miifredatinin bir parcasi olmaya baglayan
kisisel bilgisayar kullanimi, kelime islemcisi, tablo yazilimi, internet tarayicisi, arama motoru ve
e-posta hesab1 kullanimi konusunda ciddi eksiklikler sergilemektedirler. Ozellikle herhangi bir
arama motoru {lizerinden e-posta hesaplaria ulasma, bu hesaplara ait sifreleri hatirlama, e-pos-
ta hesab1 lizerinden dosya ylikleyerek baska bir hesaba e-posta yollama, farkli yazilimlara ait
dosya uzantilarini tanima, temel yazi, tablo ve grafik liretme programlarini kullanma konusunda
eksiklikleri de mevcuttur. Pandemi sebebiyle, laboratuvar ortaminda yiiriitiilen CBS derslerinin
uzaktan egitime taginmasinda ise ¢ogu 6grencinin derse girmek i¢in kullandig1 cep telefonlarinin
CBS uygulamalarini 6grenmek agisindan yetersiz kaldigi goriilmiistiir.

Degerlendirme

Egitim siireci agisindan degerlendirdigimizde, bilisim teknolojilerine yonelik bilgilendir-
me derslerinin miifredatta yer almamasi 6grencilerin temel bilgisayar yazilim ve donanimlari
konusundaki eksikliklerin sebeplerinden biri olarak gosterilebilir. Egitim siiresi boyunca derslerin
islenis sekli 6grencilerin bu programlari kullanmasini gerektirmiyorsa, dgrenciler ile bilisim tek-
nolojileri arasindaki mesafe artmaktadir. Ancak karsimizda tek bir dersin varligina veya yoklugu-
na indirgenemeyecek daha karmasik bir durum vardir.

Gliniimiiz lisans 6grencileri, kendilerinden onceki kusaklarin egitim hayatlar1 sirasinda
sahip olmadig1 akilli telefon gibi teknolojik aletlere sahip olmakla birlikte, teknolojik bir sig-
rayis (leapfrogging) gerceklestirdikleri icin, kendileri i¢in ara teknoloji sayilabilecek cihaz ve
yazilimlara sahip olmayabilirler veya hakimiyet konusunda yetersiz kalabilmektedirler. Sigcrama;
gelismenin dogrusal veya devamlilik gdstermeyen bir hali olup, gelisme sirasinda bazi adimlarin
veya agamalarin atlanmasi anlamina gelmektedir.3® Eskiden daha yaygin olarak kullanilan masa-
iistli veya dizistii bilgisayarlar1 kullandiktan sonra bunlara ilave olarak akilli telefon teknolojisini
kullanan bir kusak teknoloji kullanimi agisindan dogrusal bir siire¢ takip ederken, bu teknolojileri
hi¢ kullanmadan dogrudan akilli telefon kullanarak bilisim teknolojileri kullanmaya baglayan bir

36 Dezhi Chen ve Richard Li-Hua, “Modes of technological leapfrogging: Five case studies from China,” Journal of
Engineering and Technology Management 28, no. 1-2 (01 Mart 2011): 94.
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kusak, teknolojiler arasi sigrama yaparak arada kalan bazi teknolojileri hi¢ kullanmadan dénemin
en son teknoloji Uriinlerini kullanmaya baglamistir.

Bu durum da bizi arkeoloji 6grencilerine yonelik bilisim derslerini olustururken veya sa-
hada bu konuda uygulamalar yaparken dikkat edilmesi gereken “dijital okur-yazarlik” kavramina
getirmektedir:

Dijital okur-yazarlik, baglama bagl belirli yasam durumlarinda yapici sosyal faaliyetleri miimkiin

kilmak ve bu siireci yansitacak sekilde bireylerin dijital kaynaklar tanimlamak, erismek, yonetmek,

entegre etmek, degerlendirmek, analiz etmek ve sentezlemek, yeni bilgiler olusturmak, medya ifa-
deleri olusturmak ve bagkalartyla iletisim kurmak i¢in dijital araclar1 ve olanaklart uygun sekilde
kullanma farkindalig1, tutumu ve yetenegidir.3”

Bu tanim bireylerin bilgisayara, diizenli ve yeterli internet baglantisina erisimlerinin olma-
sinin veya akilli telefon aracilig ile uygulamalart kullanmalarinin, dersleri takip etmelerinin tam
anlamiyla dijital okur-yazarlik sayillamayacagim gostermektedir.

Cografya programi digindan 6grencilere verilen hizlandirilmis bir CBS dersindeki deneyim
de bizim gozlemlerimizi desteklemektedir. East Anglia Universitesi’nde yiiriitiilmiis bu calisma-
ya gore, hizlandirilmis CBS dersi alan 6grenciler arasinda dosya yapisina hakim olmayan, inter-
netten dosya indirmeyi ve sikistirilmig formatlar1 agmay1 bilmeyenlerin oldugu ve dersin igerigi
hazirlanirken bu durumun goz Oniine alindigi belirtilmistir.3® Yeni Zelanda’da bulunan Lincoln
Universitesi’nde gerceklestirilen uzun siireli bir calismada, 1999 ve 2008 senesinde dgrencilerin
bilisim teknolojiler hakimiyeti karsilastirilmis; 2008 senesindeki katilimcilarin ¢ok daha fazla
bilgisayar kullandiklarini ve bu faaliyetlerinin niteliginin internet lizerinden gerceklesen sosyal
faaliyetler oldugunu gostermistir. Fakat bu kusagin kelime islem, grafik ve sunum programlarina
hakim olmadigi tespit edilmistir. 3°

Bir diger 6nemli konu 6gretmen ve dgrencinin teknoloji ile kurdugu iligkidir. Dijitallesme
stirecinde “dijital doganlar” ve “dijitale go¢ edenler” isimli iki kavram bulunmaktadir.#® Dijital
doganlar, giiniimiizde her biri muhakkak akilli telefonu ve belki de bunun yaninda bir masaiistii
ve/veya diziistl bilgisayar1 bulunan kisileri kapsarken bu kusak, ¢ok daha fazla dijital teknoloji ile
i¢ ice olmakla birlikte yazilimin neden ve nasil calistigini bilmemektedir. Ote yandan, dijital tek-
nolojilere go¢ edenler, bir bilgisayarda neler oldugu, bilgisayarin nasil ¢alistigi konusunda daha
cok fikir sahibidir.#' Sikistirilmis bir dosyay1 agmak gé¢men bir kullanici i¢in daha kolayken,
dijitale dogmus bir kullanict i¢in sikigtirilmis bir dosya goriiniirde genel bir dosyadan farksizdir
ve kullanici dosyay1 nasil agacagini bilemedigi i¢in problemler yasamaktadir.#?

37 Allan Martin ve Jan Grudziecki, “DigEuLit: Concepts and Tools for Digital Literacy Development,” Innovation in
Teaching and Learning in Information and Computer Sciences 5, no. 4 (Aralik 2015): 254, https://doi.org/10.11120/
ITAL.2006.05040249.

38 Nick Bearman, Paul Munday ve Daniel Mcavoy, “ Teaching GIS Outside of Geography: A Case Study in the School of
International Development, University of East Anglia,” Journal of Geography in Higher Education 39, no. 2 (12 Subat
2015): 237-44, https://doi.org/10.1080/03098265.2015.1010146.

39 Theresa J. McLennan ve Shirley F. Gibbs, “Has the Computing Competence of First Year University Students Inc-
reased During the Last Decade?,” Hello! Where are you in the Landscape of Educational Technology? Proceedings
Ascilite Melbourne 2008 iginde. Erisim 10 Agustos 2021. https://www.ascilite.org/conferences/melbourne08/procs/
mclennan.pdf..

40 Visser, Alders ve Van Zijverden, “Teaching Digital Archaeology Digitally,” 13.

41 Visser, Alders ve Van Zijverden, 14.

42 Visser, Alders ve Van Zijverden, 14.
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Dijitallesme stirecindeki bir diger problem yazilimlarin nitelikleri ile alakalidir. Dijital ar-
keoloji uygulamalarinda lisansli ticari yazilimlar ve agik kaynak kodlu {icretsiz yazilimlar kulla-
nilabilir. Cografi Bilgi Sistemleri agisindan giintimiizdeki en gii¢lii ticari ve lisansli yazilim ESRI
firmasi tarafindan sunulan ArcGIS’tir. Bu programin agik kaynak kodlu alternatifleri ise Quantum
GIS (QGIS) ve GRASS tir. Bilgisayara sahip olan bir 6grenci agik kaynak kodlu yazilimlarla
uygulama siirecini okul disinda da ve arazi calismasinda da devam ettirme sansina sahipken,
lisansh ticari yazilimlara erisim ¢ok daha zordur. Egitim-6gretim agisindan agik kaynak kodlu
yazilimlarm kullanilmasi arkeologlarin dijital uygulamalara erisimini kolaylastirirken, ticari ya-
zilimlarin saglamis oldugu iicretli ve iicretsiz dersler, aboneliklerle kisitli siirelerde lisanslh prog-
rami kullanabilmek, gii¢lii kurumsal destek sayesinde giincel Tiirkge icerik saglayabilmeleri gibi
avantajlardan otiirii acik kaynak kodlu yazilimlar kadar tercih edilebilmektedir.

Cografi Bilgi Sistemleri yazilimlar1 kullanilirken 6grenme siirekli tekrar ve uygulama ile
pekisir. Ogrenmenin sadece sinif ortaminda kalmasi derste dgrenilen yeteneklerin siirdiiriileme-
mesi anlamina da gelmektedir. Fakat sadece agik kaynakli yazilimlarin kullanilmasi bu sorunu
cozmekte yeterli degildir. Clinkii 6grenmeyi siirdiirmeye yonelik teknolojik cihazlara sahip olma-
yan &grencinin bilgisi atil kalmakta, zaman igerisinde unutulmaktadir. Dolayisiyla, dijitallesme
yolundaki en 6nemli problem, 6grencilerin diziistii veya masaiistii bilgisayar gibi temel yazilim-
larin kullanildigs, kisinin bilisim teknolojilerine agina hale gelmesini kolaylastiracak cihazlara
sahip olamamasi veya siirekli erisiminin olmamasidir. Bilgisayara sahip bir 6grenci dijitallesme
siirecine bir adim 6nde baslamaktadir. Bu da firsat esitligi aleyhine bir durumdur.

Yiiksekdgrenim Kurumu (YOK), COVID-19 pandemisi esnasinda 1 milyon 255 bin 63-
rencinin katildigi bir anket ¢alismasi diizenlemistir. Calismaya katilan 6grencilerin %40°1 arke-
oloji boliimlerinin de dahil oldugu sosyal bilimler alanindadir. Anket sonuglarina gore, ankete
katilan 6grencilerin %8311 dersleri takip edebilecekleri cep telefonu, tablet veya bilgisayarlarinin
oldugunu, %51 ise kendisine ait herhangi bir elektronik cihaz olmadigini, %12’lik bdliim ise
bir baskasina ait cihazlar ile dersleri takip edebildiklerini belirtmislerdir.* Bu durumda, 6grenci
profilinin %17’sinin herhangi bir bilisim teknolojisine sahip olmadig1 goriilmektedir. Diger bir
nokta, dersleri takip edebilen %83’liik dilim dahilinde cep telefonu, diziistii veya masaiistii bil-
gisayar ve tablet gibi farkli cihazlara sahip 6grencilerin sayisal ayriminin da g6z oniine alinmasi
gerektigidir. Ornegin dijital arkeoloji uygulamalarmin bir pargas1 olan Cografi Bilgi Sistemleri
yazilimlar diziistli veya masaiistii bilgisayarlarda daha yaygin ve etkin bir bi¢imde kullanilabi-
lirken akilli telefonlardaki kullanimi ayni etkinlige sahip degildir. TUIK in yaymladig1 “Hane-
lerde Bilisim Teknolojiler Bulunma Orani’na iliskin rakamlara gore, 2020 senesinde hanelerde
masaiistll bilgisayar bulunma oran1 %16.7, taginabilir diziistii bilgisayar bulunma orani %36.4,
tablet bilgisayar oran1 %22°dir.*4 Tiirkiye’de 2018 yilinda bilgisayar kullanim oran1 %59.6 iken,
kullanicilar cinsiyete gore ayrildiginda oranlar erkekler arasinda %68.6, kadmlar arasinda %50.6
olarak degismektedir. Bolgesel dagilima bakildiginda kadinlarn bilgisayar kullanim oraninin Gii-
neydogu Anadolu’da %29.7 ve Kuzeydogu Anadolu’da %25.4’¢ kadar diistigii goriliir.® Bu

43 “Pandemi Déneminde Online Egitimin Verimliligine Tliskin Ogrenci Anket Raporu.” 2021. Erisim 13 Temmuz 2021.
https://www.yok.gov.tr/HaberBelgeleri/Haber%20I¢erisindeki%20Belgeler/Dosyalar/202 1/ogrenci-anket-sonucla-
ri.pdf

44 Tirkiye Istatistik Kurumu, “Hanehalk: Bilisim Teknolojileri (BT) Kullanim Arastirmasi, 2020,” 25 Agustos 2020,
https://data.tuik.gov.tr/Bulten/Index?p=Survey-on-Information-and-Communication-Technology-(ICT)-Usa-
ge-in-Households-and-by-Individuals-2020-33679.

45 Tiirkiye Istatistik Kurumu, “Hanehalki Bilisim Teknolojileri (BT)””
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rakamlar, bize bilisim teknolojileri sahip olma ve kullanma agisindan hem bolgesel esitsizliklerin
hem de cinsiyet esitsizliklerinin oldugunu ve sadece arkeoloji alaninda degil, dijitallesmenin he-
deflendigi biitiin disiplinlerde bu esitsizlikleri gidermeye yonelik adimlarin atilmasi gerektigini
gostermektedir. Ogrenciler bir bagkasina ait bilisim teknolojisi cihazi ile dersleri takip edebilir fa-
kat herhangi bir dijital arkeoloji uygulamasi i¢in 6grencilerin bu cihazlara siirekli erigim olanagi,
bu cihazlarm yeterligi dikkate alinmalidir.

Ogrencilerin internet erisimine ydnelik problemler de dijitallesme y&niindeki bir diger
engeldir. YOKiin ger¢eklestirmis oldugu ankete gore dgrencilerin %97°lik boliimii kendilerine
veya bir bagkasina ait internet erisimini kullanarak dersleri takip edebilmis, %3’liikk boliim ise
higbir sekilde internet baglantisi olmadigini ifade etmistir.#¢ Ayni cihaz sahipliginde oldugu gibi,
burada da bireysel internet kotasi ile bagkasina ait kotayr kullanma konusundaki ayrimin bilin-
mesi onemlidir fakat bu bilgi anket sonuclar1 icerisinde paylasilmamistir. Pandemi siiresince,
internet erisimine yonelik destek girisimler yapilmis olmakla birlikte, bu girisimlerin de egitim
siirecini tamamiyla kapsayan destek programlar olmadig1 goriilmektedir. Ornegin, Pandemi’nin
baslangicinda YOK, mobil operatérlerle is birligi yaparak “YOK Dersleri Platformu” kapsamin-
daki online derslere 6 GB’lik internet destegi saglamis olmakla birlikte, iiniversitelerin Zoom,
Teams, Youtube gibi ¢esitli online platformlar araciligiyla sagladig: ders igerikleri ve linkler bu
kota disinda kalmistir.4”

Son olarak 6grencilerin tiniversiteye girdikleri alanin da ilerleyen yillarda verilen derslerin
etkinligi iizerinde rol oynadigimi belirtmek gerekir. Ulke capinda cografya béliimlerinde yapilan
bir inceleme sonucunda arastirmacilar, CBS derslerinin segmeli veya zorunlu dersler olarak 2. ve
3. smiflarda verildigini, ancak boliimlere sozel alandan giren 6grencilerin niceliksel analizler ve
teknik altyap1 alanlarindaki temel bilgi eksikliginin CBS derslerinin etkinligi {izerinde negatif bir
rol oynadigini belirtmislerdir.#® Universiteye Esit Agirlik alanindan giren arkeoloji dgrencilerinin
de benzer altyapi eksiklikleri vardir.

Sonug: Gelecege Yonelik Adimlar

Morag Kersel, dijital arkeoloji uygulamalar1 iizerine bir degerlendirmesinde dijitallesme-
nin teknolojiye yatkin olmayan bireyleri digarida birakan bir arkeoloji anlayisi olusturabilecegini,
yiiksek fiyatlar1 sebebiyle teknolojiye erisimin her zaman arkeologlar, lisans, yliksek lisans ve
doktora 6grencileri icin miimkiin olamayacagimi ve dolayistyla dijital devrimin arkeolojik ¢alis-
ma alaninda bir esitsizlik yaratma potansiyeli barindirdigimin altina ¢izer. Kersel, genel olarak
pozitif bilimlerde ve 6zel olarak arkeoloji disiplininde erkeklerin baskin olmasi nedeniyle dijital
devrimin de disiplinin eski egilimlerini giincel uygulamalarla siirdiirerek kadinlar1 ve digerlerini
dislayan bir dijital arkeoloji alanina evrilme riski tagidigini vurgular.#® Temelinde firsat esitsizligi
ve esasen esitsizlik yatan bu durumlar “dijital teknolojilerin erkekler ve kadinlar, gelismis ve daha

46 Yiiksekdgretim Kurumu, “Pandemi Déneminde Online Egitimin Verimliligine iliskin Ogrenci Anket Raporu,” 2021.

47 “YOK, iiniversite dgrencilerine {icretsiz 6 GB internet verilecegini duyurdu,” erisim 07 Temmuz 2021, https://www.
birgun.net/haber/yok-universite-ogrencilerine-ucretsiz-6-gb-internet-verilecegini-duyurdu-29879.

48 Mehmet Seremet ve Brian Chalkley, “Geography, GIS and Employability in Turkey,” Journal of Geography in Higher
Education 40, no. 2 (02 Nisan 2016): 238-53, https://doi.org/10.1080/03098265.2016.1141184.

49 Morag Kersel, “5.1. Response: Living a Semi-digital Kinda Life,” Mobilizing the Past for a Digital Future; The Potential
of Digital Archaeology iginde, der. Erin Walcek Averett, Jody Michael Gordon ve Derek B. Counts (Grand Forks,
ND: The Digital Press at the University of North Dakota, 2016), 475-92, https://dc.uwm.edu/arthist_mobilizingt-
hepast/20.
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az gelismis iilkeler ile uygulama ve kuram arasindaki ayrimlar giiclendirme veya yeni ayrimlar
yaratma egilimine sahip”3° oldugunu ve “dijital arkeoloji uygulanmasi konusundaki bu ayrimla-
rin farkinda olup, bunlarin giderilmesine yonelik ¢alismamiz gerektigini”®! gosterir.

Dijital uygulamalarin arkeolojideki yeri gittikce artarken, 6zellikle pandemi siireci egiti-
min bir parcasi olarak bu teknolojiler ile kurdugumuz iliskinin niteligini tekrar gdzden gecirmeyi
gerekli kilmistir. Dijitallesmenin lisans egitimine esitlik¢i ve erisilebilir bir sekilde entegre edi-
lebilmesi i¢in 6grencilerin bireysel cep telefonu, tablet, bilgisayar gibi teknolojik cihazlara sahip
olma durumlari, online egitime erismelerini saglayan internet baglanti durumlari1 gibi detaylar
daha dikkatli bir bicimde goz oniine alinmalidir. Ciinkii dijitallesmenin amaci daha esitlik¢i ve
erigilebilir bir arkeoloji yaratmaktir, teknoloji sahipligi ve hakimiyeti iizerinden arkeoloji i¢erisin-
de yeni bir hegemonya alan1 olugturmak degil.

Daha esitlikei ve erisilebilir bir dijitallesme siireci i¢in bireysel ve kurumsal farkindalik
gerekir. 2019 Senesinde yayinlanan On Birinci Kalkinma Plani, toplum genelinde bilisim tek-
nolojilerine hakimiyetin arttirllmasina yonelik ¢ok sayida amag ve hedef igerir.52 Bu hedefler
gelecekte planlanan arkeoloji projeleri i¢in 6nem tasir. Ciinkii bircok arkeolojik aragtirmanin da
fonlandig1 Tiirkiye Bilimler Akademisi (TUBA) Ulusal Destek Programlari igin yapilan bagvuru-
larda projelerin ¢iktilarinin 11. Kalkinma Plan1 hedefleri ve politikalari ¢er¢evesinde hedef kitle/
alan belirtilerek agiklanmasi beklenmektedir.>® 11. Kalkinma Plani dahilindeki dolayli ve dogru-
dan kiiltiirel miras yonetimi ve arkeoloji alanlar1 ile ortiisebilecek dijitallesme ile ilgili hedefler
su sekilde siralanabilir:

(445.) ... genglerin erken yaslardan itibaren teknoloji alaninda gelismelerinin saglanmasi®*

(539.)... isgiicii piyasasinda yasanan dijital doniisiim ve teknolojik gelismelerin neden ol-
dugu onemli degisimleri dikkate alan, toplumun tiim kesimlerine insana yarasir is firsatlarinin
sunulmasina yonelik politikalarin uygulanmasi®®

(561.3) Universitelerin dijital caga ayak uydurmasi ve bilgiye ulasimda acik erisim ve acik
bilim uygulamalarinin hayata gegirilmesi amaciyla agik erigim altyapilari ile uyumunun saglan-
masi®®

(565.) Dijital doniisiim ve teknolojik gelismelerin isgiicii piyasasina yansimalar1 gergeve-
sinde ortaya ¢ikacak yeni beceri ihtiyaglari belirlenecek ve bu gelismelerin mesleklerde yol actigi
doniisiim diizenli olarak izlenmesi®”

(565.1.) Dijitallesmenin is ve meslekler iizerindeki etkilerini 6l¢meye yonelik saha arastir-
malar1 yapilmasi®®

(566.) Mesleki egitim kurslar1 ve igbast egitim programlari, dijital doniisiim cercevesinde
ortaya ¢ikacak ihtiyaca cevap verecek isgiiciinii yetistirmek {izere dijital yetkinlikleri ve becerileri
esnek bir sekilde kazandirabilecek yapiya kavusturulmasi®®

50 Kersel, “5.1. Response,” 489.

51 Kersel, “5.1. Response,” 489.

52 Tiarkiye Cumhuriyeti Cumhurbagkanligi Strateji ve Biitge Bagkanlig, “On Birinci Kalkinma Plan1” (Ankara, 2019).

53 Tirkiye Bilimsel ve Teknolojik Arastirma Kurumu, “Basvuru Formlar1,” 1002 Icerik-Basvuru Formlari, 2021, https://
tubitak.gov.tr/tr/destekler/akademik/ulusal-destek-programlari/1002/icerik-basvuru-formlari.

54 Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti Cumhurbagkanlig1 Strateji ve Biitge Bagkanligi, “On Birinci Kalkinma Plani,” 107.

55 Tirkiye Cumhuriyeti Cumhurbagkanlig: Strateji ve Biit¢e Bagkanligi, 134.

56 Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti Cumhurbaskanlig: Strateji ve Biitge Bagkanlig, 140.

57 Tirkiye Cumhuriyeti Cumhurbaskanligi Strateji ve Biitge Baskanligs, 141.

58 Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti Cumhurbagkanlig: Strateji ve Biit¢e Bagkanligi, 141.

59 Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti Cumhurbagkanlig: Strateji ve Biit¢e Bagkanligi, 141.
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(566.1.) Dijital doniisiimiin ortaya ¢ikardig yeni meslek alanlarinda isgiicliniin yetistiril-
mesine yonelik kurs ve programlar diizenlenmesi®®

(570.1.) Isgiicii piyasasinda kadin istihdamini artiracak sekilde kadinlarin ézellikle kodla-
ma, yazilim gibi teknoloji tiretimi alanlarinda mesleki egitim ve beceri gelisimi firsatlar1 giilen-
dirilmesi®' ve

(604.1.) Kadinlarin dijital okur-yazarlik egitimlerine katilmalarinin arttirilmasi®2

(630.4.) Yurt ici ve yurt disindaki taginmaz kiiltiir mirasimizin korunmasina yonelik olarak
yiirlitiilen tespit ve envanter ¢alismalarina devam edilecek ve elde edilen veriler dijital ortama
aktarilmas1.83

Bu hedefler 6zetle, geng niifusun, egitim kurumlarinin, i yerlerinin, dijitallesme siirecinde
one ¢ikan potansiyel meslek gruplarinin, isgiicli piyasasi igerisinde 6zellikle kadinlarm dijital
yetkinliginin arttirtlmasi ve ulusal ve uluslararast 6lgekte kiiltiir mirasina iliskin verilerin dijital
ortamlara aktarilmasini kapsamaktadir. Bu hedefler arasinda kiiltiir mirasin dijital ortama aktaril-
masi, arkeoloji disiplininin dijitallesme siire¢lerini takip etmesi ve uygulamasi ig¢in en net hedef-
lerden biri olarak goziikmektedir. Dolayisiyla, arkeolojide dijital uygulamalara yonelik projeler
ile TUBITAK 1n saglamis oldugu fonlara bagvurular yapilmasi, lisans egitiminde dijital uygula-
malara alan agmak i¢in bir yol olabilir.

Bugiin arkeoloji mezunlarinin siirekli is bulabilecegi alanlar, kemiklesmis bir bigimde,
Kiltiir ve Turizm Bakanligi, 6gretim gorevlisi veya arastirmaci olarak {iniversiteler, miizeler,
koruma kurullar1, Vakiflar Genel Miidurligii, Maden Tetkik Arama Enstitiisii olarak tanimlan-
maktadir. Her sene binin iizerinde arkeolog mezun olurken, Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanlig1 ortalama
10-15 arkeologu ise almaktadir.64 Arkeoloji lisans 6grencilerine hem arkeoloji igerisinde hem de
arkeoloji disinda is bulma olanaklarini arttiracak yetenek ve uzmanliklarin kazandirilmasi gerek-
mektedir. Sadece yiiksek lisans seviyesinde degil, lisans seviyesinde dijital uygulamalara yonelik
bir programla bazi boliimlerin miifredat1 giincellenebilir. Bu tiir programlar i¢in kiiresel 6rnekler
mevcuttur. Ornegin; dijital arkeoloji odakli bir lisans programinda dgrenciler, ilk iki sene ar-
keoloji miifredat: takip edilirken veritabani, tablolar, CBS ve BDC (Bilgisayar Destekli Cizim;
Computer Aided Drawing-CAD) yaratmak i¢in kullanilan yazilimlarla ¢alismay1 6grenmektedir.
Bu ilk iki sene igerisinde temel istatistik bilgisi de verilmektedir.6® Bir 6nceki bolimde belirtil-
digi iizere, Esit Agirlik puan iizerinden arkeoloji lisans programlarina giren 6grenciler i¢in bu tiir
temel istatistik bilgisi, mekansal analizler i¢in 6nemli bir ihtiyactir. Yazilimlarin se¢iminde arkeo-
loji firmalar ve enstitiiler tarafindan siklikla kullanilan yazilimlar tercih edilmekte, ayn1 zamanda
ulusal ve uluslararasi gelismeler takip edilerek, yayginlasmasi dngoriilen yazilimlar, yontemler
miifredata eklenmektedir, dolayisiyla miifredat yenilenmektedir.6® 120 AKTS den olusan ilk iki
yilda 21 AKTS kredisinin dijital bilgi ve yeteneklerin gelistirilmesi 21 AKTS nin de bu bilgi ve
yeteneklerin uygulama ile pekistirildigi dersler olmasi hedeflenmistir. Bu deneyimin stajlar ve
arazi ¢alismalari ile de pekistirilmesi planlanmigtir.5”

60 Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti Cumhurbaskanlig: Strateji ve Biitge Baskanligs, 141.

61 Tirkiye Cumhuriyeti Cumhurbagkanlig: Strateji ve Biit¢e Bagkanligi, 142.

62 Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti Cumhurbagkanlig: Strateji ve Biit¢e Bagkanlhig, 152.

63 Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti Cumhurbagkanlig: Strateji ve Biit¢e Bagkanligi, 161.

64 Tiirkiye Is Kurumu (ISKUR), “Meslekleri Tantyalim,” Arkeolog, 2014, https://esube.iskur.gov.tr/Meslek/Meslekleri-

Taniyalim.aspx.

65 Visser, Alders ve Van Zijverden, 12.

66 Visser, Alders ve Van Zijverden, 12.

67 Visser, Alders ve Van Zijverden, 12.
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Program bazli yaklasim yerine veri yonetimi, bilgisayar destekli ¢izim ve belgeleme, te-
mel CBS ve uzaktan algilama yontemlerine iligkin dersler de arkeoloji miifredatinin bir pargasi
olmalidir. Cografya disiplini i¢erisinde, CBS cografyacilarin mezuniyetlerinin ardindan is bulma
potansiyelini arttiran ve farkli alanlara da agilmalarini saglayan bir yetenek olarak goriilmekte-
dir.6® Arkeoloji lisans egitimi i¢erisinde benzer bir sekilde CBS uygulamalarina agirlik vermek,
mezunlarin is bulma olanagini arttiracaktir.

Laboratuvar ortamlarinin iyilestirilmesi ve bu ortamlara erisimin arttirilmasi ile ihtiyagla-
rin gerisinde kalan yazilim ve donanim problemleri, etkin CBS 6greniminin 6niindeki problemler
olarak goriilmektedir.%® Ozellikle bilgisayara sahip olmayan 6grencilerin bilgisayar laboratuvar-
larina stirekli erisiminin saglanabilmesi, laboratuvarlarinda bulunan yazilim ve donanimin giin-
celligini koruyabilmesini de saglamak gerekmektedir. Bunlar, temelde bireysel ¢abalarla degil,
kurumsal vizyonla ¢oziilmesi gereken problemlerdir. Her arkeoloji programinda yetkin bir bil-
gisayar laboratuvari olusturulamasa bile, 6zellikle Cografya, Jeoloji, Maden Miihendisligi, Bil-
gisayar Teknolojisi ve Bilisim Sistemleri, Bilgisayar Bilimleri, Istatistik gibi lisans programlar
olan iiniversitelerde, boliimler arasi is birligi ile arkeoloji lisans 6grencilerinin bilisim teknolo-
jilerine yonelik aginaligin arttiracak yeni dersler olusturulabilir. On Birinci Kalkinma Plani’nin
dijitallesmeye yonelik hedefleri de 6zellikle laboratuvar ortamlarinin gelistirilip iyilestirilmesi
i¢in kullanilabilir.

Ogrencilerin erisim zorlugu yasayabilecegi lisansh ticari yazilimlar yerine agik kaynak
kodlu yazilimin tercih edilmesinin derslerde 6gretilen bilgilerin korunmasi, hatirlanmasi ve sinif
disinda da 6grenmenin devam etmesine katki saglayabilecegi goz onilinde bulundurulmalidir. Ay-
rica, arkeolojik aragtirmalarin biit¢e olanaklarindan 6tiirii ticari yazilimlar yerine agik yazilimlari
kullanabilecegi goz oniine alindiginda, agik yazilim CBS programlarina agirlik verilmesi yerinde
olacaktr.

Sonug olarak, dijital arkeoloji, Tiirkiye’de heniiz lisans egitimi ile tam biitlinlesmemistir.
Bu bir dezavantaj gibi goriinmekle birlikte, daha erken uygulamalardan ve mevcut egitim sistemi
igerisindeki eksikliklerden alinacak derslerle, erisilebilir bir dijital arkeoloji icin daha bilingli
adimlar atilabilir.

68 Seremet ve Chalkley, “Geography, GIS and Employability in Turkey;” 239.
69 Seremet ve Chalkley, 245.
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Abstract

Built between the 1370s and the 1410s, the dervish lodges of Lulu ibn ‘Abdallah in Tazya
and of Horozoglu Ahmed Bey in Tokat are partially ornamented with refined stucco decorations
that have remarkable similarities. This corpus illustrates the production of stucco in medieval
Anatolia, a material still understudied, as well as the progressive standardization of the architec-
ture of dervish lodges during a transitional period that witnessed the emergence of the Ottomans
in the former Eretnid realm. Focusing on these two case studies from the Inner Pontos region, this
paper argues that such production is rooted at the local scale. Moreover, the study of such orna-
mentation also present in early Ottoman dervish lodges sheds new light on the artistic exchanges
and circulations at a regional scale, deconstructing the historiographic border isolating central
Anatolia from the emerging Ottoman Empire.

IKeywords:
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Introduction

During the fourteenth and the early fifteenth centuries, dervish lodges were one of the
most important groups of Islamic institutions built in Anatolia, including the areas of the nascent
Ottoman state. Nevertheless, the formalist approach that shapes the historiography of Islamic
architecture, particularly pronounced in the case of medieval and Ottoman Anatolia, has long
neglected these types of buildings.?

Several factors can explain the disappearance of dervish lodges from scholarly radars.

1 Maxime Durocher, Sorbonne Universit¢é — UMR 8167 Orient et Méditerranée, ORCID: 0000-0001-8722-7619,
maxime.durocher@sorbonne-universite.fr

2 Only a few pages are dedicated to the architecture of dervish lodges in summative works, see for instance: Robert
Hillenbrand, Islamic Architecture: Form, Function and Meaning (New York: Columbia University Press, 1994),
219-20. See also Oya Pancaroglu, “Formalism and the Academic Foundation of Turkish Art in the Early Twentieth
Century,” Muqarnas 24 (2017): 67-78.
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First, the approach to Sufism as a literary object of research paid little attention, until recently, to
the architecture and material culture related to Sufi communities.® Moreover, numerous dervish
lodges—designated by a variety of terms (zawiya, khanqgah, ‘imaret, or bug’a, among others) in
epigraphy and documentary sources—were later converted into mosques and studied as such by
scholars, particularly in the Ottoman context.* Indeed, although major monuments such as the
so-called Green Mosque, built by Mehmed I (r. 1413-21) in Bursa in 1419-21, were identified as
dervish lodges as early as the 1950s,® they have continued to be analyzed as mosques in histori-
ography, misinterpreting the history of early Ottoman architecture until recently.®

Several works have highlighted the role played by dervish lodges in shaping the archi-
tectural landscape of medieval and early Ottoman Anatolia. Nevertheless, this growing historiog-
raphy has mainly focused on the late thirteenth- and early fourteenth-century zawiyas in central
Anatolia and the early Ottoman zawiya-centered complex in Bithynia,” leaving aside dervish
lodges erected in post-Ilkhanid central Anatolia. This reflects a larger trend of historiography,
in which the architecture of the successors state of the Ilkhanids, reigning in central Anatolia
after the collapse of the Ilkhanate in 1335, is still bypassed in favor of the merging of Ottoman
architecture in Bithynia.® Finally, some aspects of the architecture of dervish lodges and their
architectural decoration, present both in central Anatolian and Bithynian zawiyas, still deserve
closer analysis.

This is particularly the case for stucco ornamentation, despite important corpora pre-
served in late fourteenth- and early fifteenth-century dervish lodges. Focusing on two zawiyas—
namely the zawiya of Lulu ibn ‘Abdallah (built in 1377-88) and the so-called zawiya of Horoz-
oglu (built ca. 1420)—this paper aims to bring new material for the history of stucco. These two
case studies—one being erected under the reign of the Eretnids and their successor, Qadi Burhan
al-Din Ahmad, and the other built after the integration of the Inner Pontos, that is the basin of the

3 For a recent state of the art in Sufi Studies, see Alexandre Papas, “Introduction: What Is a S@ff Institution?,” in Sufi
Institutions, ed. Alexandre Papas, Handbook of Oriental Studies Section 1, The Near and Middle East 154/1, Hand-
book of Sufi Studies 1 (Leiden: Brill, 2021), 1-24.

4 In this paper focusing on Anatolia, [ use zawiya as a synonym of dervish lodge as it is the most common term used in
epigraphy and documentary sources.

5 Sedat Cetintas, Yesil Cami ve Benzerleri Cami Degildir (Istanbul: n.p., 1958); Semavi Eyice, “Ilk Osmanli Devrinin
Dini-I¢ctimai Bir Miiessesesi: Zaviyeler ve Zaviyeli Camiler,” Istanbul Universitesi Iktisat Fakiiltesi Mecmuasi 23,
no. 1-2 (1963): 3-80. The foundation inscription of the Green Mosque identifies the monument as a buq’a, a term
generally used for dervish lodges: Bernard O’Kane, “Taybad, Turbat-I1 Jam and Timurid Vaulting,” lran 17 (1979):
94-96; Thesaurus d’Epigraphie Islamique (TEI), no. 9059, accessed 30 July 2021.

6 Giilru Necipoglu, The Age of Sinan: Architectural Culture in the Ottoman Empire (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2005), 49-50; Cigdem Kafescioglu, “Lives and Afterlives of an Urban Institution and Its Spaces: The Early
Ottoman ‘Imaret as Mosque,” in Historicizing Sunni Islam in the Ottoman Empire, c.1450-c.1750, ed. Tijana Krsti¢
and Derin Terzioglu, Islamic History and Civilization 177 (Leiden: Brill, 2020), 255-307.

7 Ethel Sara Wolper, Cities and Saints: Sufism and the Transformation of Urban Space in Medieval Anatolia (Univer-
sity Park: The Pennsylvania State University Press, 2003); M. Baha Tanman and Sevgi Parlak, “Tarikat Yapilari,” in
Anadolu Sel¢uklular: ve Beylikler Dénemi Uygarligi (Mimarlik ve Sanat), ed. Ali Uzay Peker and Kenan Bilici, Sa-
nat Eserleri Dizisi 454 (Ankara: T. C. Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanlig1 Yayinlari, 2006), 2:391-417; Godfrey Goodwin,
“The Dervish Architecture in Anatolia,” in The Dervish Lodge: Architecture, Art, and Sufism in Ottoman Turkey,
ed. Raymond Lifchez, Comparative Studies on Muslim Societies 10 (Berkeley: The University of California Press,
1992), 57-69; Suna Cagaptay, The First Capital of the Ottoman Empire: The Religious, Architectural and Social
History of Bursa (London: 1. B. Tauris, 2020), 69-77.

8 Patricia Blessing, “All Quiet on the Eastern Frontier? Early Ottoman Architecture and its Contemporaries in Eastern
Anatolia,” in Architecture and Landscape in Medieval Anatolia, 1100—1500, ed. Patricia Blessing and Rachel Gos-
hgarian (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2017), 200-201.
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Yesilirmak, into the Ottoman realm—will shed new light on artistic production and exchanges
during the crucial period of the progressive conquest of Anatolia by the Ottomans.

Local Patronage and the Ottoman Conquest of the Inner Pontos

We do not know much about the patron of the two dervish lodges, but we do know that their
builders had local roots.

The first example, the zawiya of Tazya (actual village of Giimiistop) (Fig. 1), is set on the
foothills of the Yaylacik Mountains, a strategic place dominating the fertile plain of Turhal. It is
part of a larger complex of buildings erected during the second half of the fourteenth century.®
The zawiya was built under the patronage of a certain al-Hajj Lulu ibn ‘Abdallah, who is not
mentioned, to our knowledge, in any other textual or epigraphic source.'® Nevertheless, the in-
scription detailed some of the incomes of the waqf that financially supported the dervish lodges."
These incomes, confirmed in the first Ottoman tax register of 1455,'2 are villages and agricultural
resources such as vineyards located in the region of Turhal. They included the village of Tazya
itself, suggesting that the patron, Lulu ibn ‘Abdallah, was a local landowner who transformed his
properties into a waqf for the benefit of the dervish lodge.

The patron of the so-called zawiya of Horozoglu is even less precisely identified. This
dervish lodge (Fig. 2), located at the south of one of the main squares of Tokat, is unfortunately
anepigraphic and no wagfiyya directly related to the lodge has survived. However, the architec-
tural characteristics of the monument points toward a date of construction ca. 1415-20." The
mausoleum adjacent to the dervish lodge, some meters to the north of the entrance, is better doc-
umented and was most probably built by the same patron.' It contains 12 cenotaphs of Ahmed
Bey ibn Mehmed Bey Celebi ibn ‘Ali Bey (d. 1433) and his family. Ahmet Bey is also the wagif of
one foundation chart established for the mausoleum in 1424, completed by his son Pir Ahmed ibn
Ahmed Bey in 1445.' While these documents do not precisely refer to the adjacent zawiya, the
functions described, such as the distribution of food, are typical features of wagfiyyas established
for dervish lodges in this period. The modern name of the zawiya, Horozoglu, has been docu-
mented in different forms since the seventeenth century, when Evliya Celebi mentioned a Horos
Tekye in Tokat.'"® According to Halil Edhem, probably basing on the History of Amasya written

9 Erol Yurdakul, “Tokat Vilayetinin Giimiistop (Dazya) kéyiindeki XIVncii Yiizyila Ait Eski Eserler,” Vakiflar Dergisi
8 (1969): 244—47; M. Baha Tanman, “Turhal’in Glimiistop (Dazya) Koyiindeki Namazgah,” Sanat Tarihi Yilligi
9-10 (1981): 309-16. I have discussed elsewhere the chronology of the complex and its epigraphic material: Maxi-
me Durocher, “Tazya: A Fourteenth Century Rural Complex and its Chronology,” in /5" International Congress
of Turkish Art, Proceedings, ed. Michele Bernardini, Alessandro Taddei, and Michael Douglas Sheridan (Ankara:
Ministry of Culture and Tourism, Republic of Turkey, 2018), 263-77.

10 Durocher, “Tazya,” 267-68.

11 Thesaurus d’Epigraphie Islamique no. 32500, accessed 30 July 2021.

12 Bagbakanlik Osmanl1 Arsivleri (BOA), Tahrir Defter 2, 196.

13 Serare Yetkin, “Tokat’ta Horozlu Imaret,” in IX. Tiirk Tarihi Kongresi (21-25 Eyliil 1981) (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Ku-
rumu, 1981), 1337-43.

14 Ekrem Hakki Ayverdi, Osmanli Mi’marisinin Ilk Devri: Celebi ve II. Murad Sultan Devri 806-855 (1403-1451)
(Istanbul: Baha Matbaasi, 1972), 2:205-207; Yetkin, “Horozlu Imaret,” 1341.

15 Respectively, Vakiflar Genel Midiirligii Arsivleri (VGMA) 482.112-133.1 and 737.120-121.52. The two docu-
ments have been edited, with some inconsistencies: see Ali Agtkel and Abdurrahman Sagirli, Osmanli Déneminde
Tokat Merkez Vakiflar: — Vakfiyeler, Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Arastirma Serisi 8 (Tokat: Gaziosmanpasa Universite-
si, 2005), 1:150-54 and 161-63.

16 Evliya Celebi, Eviiya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, Topkapi Saray: Kiitiiphanesi Bagdat 304 Numarali Yazmanin Trans-
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by Hiiseyin Hiisameddin (Yasar) in the late nineteenth century,'” the patron of the zawiya, Horoz-
oglu Ahmed Bey, was a descendant of the Eretnid sultan ‘Ala al-Din ‘Ali (r. 1365-80), whose
nickname was Horoz.'® As seductive as it is, this identification of the patron as a direct heir of the
Eretnid sultan cannot be affirmed on the unique basis of this surname appearing in later sources.
Nevertheless, it seems fair to assume that Ahmed Bey ibn Mehmed Bey, who held the properties
of many villages in the Inner Pontos and transformed them into a waqf for his pious foundation
in Tokat, was a local emir whose allegiance shifted, at the turn of the fifteenth century, from Qadi
Burhan al-Din to the Ottomans, the new lords of central Anatolia."

The 40 years that separate the two zawiyas correspond to the progressive integration of
the Inner Pontos into the Ottoman realm. The conquest of this fertile and commercially strategic
region was not a direct process but resulted from different phases illustrating the complex politics
of the last decades of the fourteenth century in Anatolia. While the former Sultanate of Rum was
incorporated into the Ilkhanid realm during the second half of the thirteenth century, the disinte-
gration of this empire in 1335 led to the emergence of local dynasties in different provinces.2° In
the Inner Pontos and part of central Anatolia, a dynasty founded by Eretna (r. 1335-52), an emir
of Uyghur origins who was appointed governor of Anatolia in 1335, ruled until 1381.2' Never-
theless, the Eretnid sultanate rapidly declined under the reign of his successors, Ghiyath al-Din
Muhammad I (r. 1352-65) and ‘Ala al-Din ‘Ali (r. 1365-80). This last decade of the Eretnid
sultanate also witnessed the rise to power of Qadi Burhan al-Din Ahmad (d. 1398). Statesman
and poet, Burhan al-Din Ahmad was a descendant of the local notables of Kayseri, where he was
appointed qgadi in 1364.22 After acceding to the vizierate of the Eretnids in 1378, Burhan al-Din
Ahmad ruled independently (1381-98) and had to fight constantly against local emirs to establish
his authority over northern and central Anatolia. Astarabadi’s Persian chronicle Bazm u Razm
relates these countless fights and reveals a new structure of power, very locally rooted around
one or two fortresses, in the vacuum of imperial power after the collapse of the Ilkhanid realm.23

During these last decades of the fourteenth century, new political pretensions over central
and eastern Anatolia emerged from the Ottomans in the west and the Timurids in the east. The
campaigns of Timur in western Iran and Azerbaijan reached eastern Anatolia in the mid-1380s.24
Bayezid I (r. 1389—-1402) also rapidly turned his attention toward the conquest of Anatolia and
reached the city of Amasya in the early 1390s.2° During this decade, Burhan al-Din Ahmad was

kripsiyonu (Istanbul: Yap1 Kredi Yayinlari, 2006), 5:36.

17 Hiiseyin Hiisameddin (Yasar), Amasya Tarihi (Istanbul: Hikmet Matba’asi, 1927), 3:76.

18 Halil Edhem, “Anadoltda Islami Kitabeler,” Tarih ‘Osmant Enciimeni 636 (1331/1916), 739-40.

19 Yetkin, “Horozlu Imaret,” 1342-43.

20 For a detailed history of Mongols in Anatolia, see Charles Melville, “Anatolia under the Mongols,” in The Cambrid-
ge History of Turkey, ed. Kate Fleet, vol. 1, Byzantium to Turkey (1071-1453) (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2009), 51-101.

21 Ismail Hakk: Uzuncarsili, “Sivas-Kayseri ve Dolaylarinda Eretna Devleti,” Belleten 32, no. 126 (1968): 161-89.

22 A. C. S. Peacock, “Metaphysics and Rulership in Late Fourteenth-Century Central Anatolia: Qadi Burhan al-Din
of Sivas and His Iksr al-Sa‘adat,” in Islamic Literature and Intellectual Life in Fourteenth and Fifteenth Century
Anatolia, ed. A. C. S. Peacock and Sara Nur Yildiz, Istanbuler Texte und Studien 34 (Wiirzburg: Ergon Verlag,
2016), 101-36. About the reign of Burhan al-Din, see Ismail Hakk1 Uzuncars1li, “Sivas ve Kayseri Hiikiimdar1 Kadi
Burhaneddin Ahmed,” Belleten 32, no. 126 (1968): 191-245.

23 Jirgen Paul, “A Landscape of Fortresses: Central Anatolia in Astarabadi’s Bazm va Razm,” in Turko-Mongol Ru-
lers: Cities and City Life, ed. David Durand-Guédy, Brill’s Inner Asian Library 31 (Leiden: Brill, 2013), 317-45.

24 Beatrice Forbes Manz, The Rise and Rule of Tamerlane, Cambridge Studies in Islamic Civilizations (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1989), 70-72.

25 The city possibly had already recognized Ottoman suzerainty in 1387: Hasan Karatas, “The City as Historical Actor:
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caught between the Ottomans, the incursions of Timur in the east, and the pressure of the Aq Qo-
yunlu tribes, led by Qara Yiiliik, in the south. The death of Burhan al-Din Ahmad in 1398 ensured
the domination of Bayezid in the Inner Pontos, but this conquest was short-lived. The disappear-
ance of the buffer state of Burhan al-Din Ahmad and others such as the emirate of Muttaharten in
Erzincan accelerated the direct confrontation between Bayezid and Timur, who both considered
Anatolia as their exclusive domain.?® Starting in 1400, the campaign of Timur in Anatolia ended
with his victory over the Ottomans in the Battle of Ankara in 1402 and the capture of Bayezid
himself.2” Redistributing the political cards in Anatolia, Timur divided the Ottoman state and
gave power back to the local emirs ousted by Bayezid. His retreat from Anatolia in 1403 created
an opening for civil war between the sons of Bayezid, which ended with the restoration of Otto-
man unity in 1413 after the victory of Mehmed I (r. 1413-21) over his brothers.28

In the Inner Pontos, the support base of Mehmed I during the Civil War, architectural ac-
tivity, particularly the foundation of dervish lodges, did not stop during this troubled period. First
built in 1375-76, the zawiya of Lulu ibn ‘Abdallah was restored in 1388, possibly after a military
campaign against Burhan al-Din, who was in conflict with the emir of Amasya.?® While few mon-
uments can be attributed to the 1390s, a revival of architectural patronage likely occurred in the
first decades of the fifteenth century, particularly in the cities of Amasya and Tokat. In addition
to the Horozoglu zawiya, several dervish lodges were erected, and at least three of them are well
preserved: the zawiyas of Yakub Paga (1412), known as the Cilehane, and of Bayezid Pasa (1414—
15) in Amasya and the dervish lodge built in Tokat by Nur al-Din Hamza ibn Bijar in 1412-13.
At least three of the patrons—namely Horozoglu Ahmed Bey, Nur al-Din Hamza, and Bayezid
Pagsa—belonged to the local elite and were members of families who most probably served under
the reign of Burhan al-Din before shifting their allegiances to the Ottomans.° This is also the case
of Haci1 Ivaz Paga, known as the supervisor of the complex of Mehmed I in Bursa, who commis-
sioned a madrassa in Tokat (1407) and an important complex in the plain of Qaz Ova, some 20
kilometers to the northwest of Tokat in 1424.3' While Hac1 ivaz Pasa, Bayezid Pasa, and Yakub
Pasa were all important figures in the reign of Mehmed I and also commissioned buildings in the
center of the Ottoman Empire, the other cases illustrate the importance of local patronage. This
is a phenomenon already noticed during the Ilkhanid period and confirmed under the Eretnids, as
illustrates the case of Lulu ibn ‘Abdallah in Tazya.3? The attention of scholars has mostly focused

The Urbanization and Ottomanization of the Halvetiye Sufi Order by the City of Amasya in the Fifteenth—Sixteenth
Centuries” (PhD diss., University of California Berkeley, 2011), 22.

26 Michele Bernardini, “Motahharten entre Timur et Beyazid: une position inconfortable dans les remous de I’histoire
anatolienne,” in Syncrétismes et hérésies dans 1’ Orient seldjoukide et ottoman (XIVe—-XVIlle siecle), Actes du Col-
loque du College de France, octobre 2001, ed. Gilles Veinstein (Paris: Peeters, 2005), 199-211.

27 Marie-Mathilde Alexandrescu-Dersca, La campagne de Timur en Anatolie (1402), Universitatea Mihaileana din
lasi. Publicatiunile Institutului de Turcologie 1 (Bucharest: Monitorul Oficial si Imprimeriile Statului Imprimeria
Nationala, 1942), 69—78.

28 On this period, see Dimitri J. Kastritsis, The Sons of Beyazid: Empire Building and Representation in the Ottoman
Civil War of 1402—1413 (Leiden: Brill, 2007).

29 Durocher, “Tazya,” 268.

30 For Nur al-Din Hamza, see Yasar, Amasya, 181-82. For Bayezid Pasa, see Zeynep Oguz Kursar, “Views and Layers
of Late Medieval Anatolia through Bayezid Pasha’s Corner of Amasya,” in Essays in Honor of Ekrem Causevié, ed.
Azra Abadzi¢ Navaey et al. (Zagreb: FF Press, forthcoming).

31 Ismail Hakki Uzungarsili, “Haci Tvaz Pasa’ya Dair,” Istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Tarih Dergisi 10/14
(1959): 25-58.

32 Patricia Blessing, Rebuilding Anatolia after the Mongol Conquest: Islamic Architecture in the Lands of Rim 1240—
1330, Birmingham Byzantine and Ottoman Studies 17 (Farnham: Ashgate, 2013), 183-203.
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on the important Ottoman figures and their works, such as the zawiya of Bayezid Pasa in Amasya,
studied in comparison with their contemporaries established in Bithynia and particularly in Bur-
sa.?3® Nevertheless, the monuments erected by local patrons in the Inner Pontos reveal a shared
taste among Anatolian elites. While the architectural culture of this transitional era still deserves
a comprehensive study, stucco decoration preserved in the Inner Pontos for this period reveals an
important evolution in the architecture of dervish lodges as well as artistic exchanges between the
Ottomans and their contemporaries in central Anatolia at the turn of the fifteenth century.

Stucco Decoration in the Zawiyas of Lulu Ibn ‘Abdallah and Horozoglu

The architecture of the two dervish lodges illustrates the progressive standardization of
zawiyas in the Inner Pontos during the late fourteenth and early fifteenth centuries. At Tazya,
two phases of construction can be identified.?* The core building, organized around a central
space composed of one square, domed room and an iwan at the south, is attributed to the first
phase (1375-76). In the restoration phase, the north loggia and the small, square, domed room,
located on the northwestern/western end of the north loggia were joined. The inscription above
the entrance of this room identified it as a dar al-huffaz, later transformed into a mausoleum, and
gives the terminus ante quem of 1388 for dating this second phase. The zawiya of Horozoglu
in Tokat shows a more symmetrical plan, corresponding to the famous reversed T-shape plan.®
Here again, the rooms are distributed around a central space joined by a square room covered by
a dome with an iwan. In both cases, the south iwan did not have a mihrab in its original state.
While the window occupying the south wall was later blocked with the addition of a prayer niche
by ashlar in Tazya (Fig. 3), this south window was kept open at Horozoglu dervish lodge which,
unlike the former, was never converted into a mosque. This window feature indicates a utilitarian
conception of the architecture of zawiyas, where the central hall was multifunctional and not yet
mostly dedicated to prayer, as was already the case in the sultanic complex in Bursa.3¢

The zawiya of Tazya preserves one of the earliest documented corpora of stucco in der-
vish lodges. They are concentrated in two rooms: the large western square room and the former
dar al-huffaz, at the northwestern corner of the complex. The location of the plaster decoration
suggests that they were added during the restoration campaign that occurred before 1388. In the
northwestern room, stucco is used on ornamented shelves at the corner of the room (Fig. 4). It
consisted of triangular slabs, with zig-zag motifs on the edge, supported by two molded vertical
panels in the form of half recti-curvilinear arches with peacock motifs on the spandrels. Most of
the plaster ornamentation is in the large western room (Fig. 5). A molding, measuring approx-
imately 20 cm in height, runs along the northern, the eastern, and the southern walls of this room.
It has repeated trilobed arches with foliated scrolls with pearl motifs. The eastern wall presents
a more complex composition. A large rectangular frame, recently restored in its bottom part,
occupies the center of the wall. Unfortunately, the current fireplace at the center, an imitation of
Topkapi-style chimneys, has suffered from poor restoration. On each side of the frame, two rect-
angular panels present a more interesting and well-preserved composition. Each panel is divided
into three horizontal registers. The upper and lower sections are ornamented with foliated scrolls,

33 Oguz Kursar, “Views and Layers.”

34 Durocher, “Tazya,” 266—68 and figure 3.
35 Yetkin, “Horozlu imaret,” 1338 and plan 1.
36 Necipoglu, The Age of Sinan, 50.
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alternating chalice-like palmettes and bell motifs. The central section is composed of flat niches
with recti-curvilinear arches and peacock motifs in the spandrels, exactly similar to the shelves of
the dar al-huffaz (Fig. 6).

The stuccos of the Horozoglu dervish lodge are also concentrated in one side room open-
ing toward the central hall in the eastern aisle of the building. The composition is not as well
preserved as Tazya but shows intriguing similarities, already noticed by Yetkin (Fig. 7).3” These
ornaments are only preserved in the left-hand spandrel of the large arched niche on the western
wall. Three registers of arches and a partial rectangular frame are still visible. The decoration of
the latter consists of a geometric composition centered around five-pointed stars. The arcades,
with recti-curvilinear arches, are very close to the stucco of Tazya. While the spandrels of the two
upper sections have foliated motifs with chalice-like palmettes, the spandrels of the lower section
are adorned with peacock motifs similar to (although slightly bigger than) the one at Tazya (Fig.
8).

These two groups of plaster decoration constitute interesting landmarks for the little-known
history of stucco in late medieval and early Ottoman Anatolia.3® However, these are not the earli-
est examples, and plaster decoration was indeed used in the Islamic architecture of Anatolia since
the end of the twelfth century. The earliest examples are found in palatial contexts, particularly the
kiosk of Konya built by the Rum Seljuk sultan Kilij Arslan II at the end of the twelfth century,3®
and the palace of Kubadabad, established on the shore of Lake Beysehir by Kaykubad I in ca.
1230.4° While the variety of themes, motifs, and shape of the stucco is, by far, richer in palatial
contexts, some examples show a similar composition of recti-curvilinear arches with organic
motifs (including birds) in the spandrels.#' The use of stucco on civil or palatial architecture is
not documented during the second half of the thirteenth century and the fourteenth century, but
this absence is perhaps due to lacunae in historiography. Furthermore, mihrab niches with stucco
ornaments attest to the use of this technique in a different architectural context during the last de-
cades of the thirteenth century. An important corpus is preserved in the wooden mosques built in
central and western Anatolia, such as the Great Mosque of Sivrihisar (1274—75) or the Arslanhane
Mosque in Ankara (1290-91).42 As Patricia Blessing has convincingly argued, this use of stucco
reveals an intensification of relations with Iran but also an accommodation of this technique with
the use of motifs previously rooted in Anatolian architecture.#®* Nevertheless, this group of late
thirteenth-century mosques is not unique. During the fourteenth century and the first half of the
fifteenth century, stucco was continuously used on mihrabs, mostly in mosques, in central and
western Anatolia.?4 Plaster-ornamented mihrabs in the mosque built by Bayezid I in Bergama
(1398-99) and the imaret of Mihaloglu Mahmut Bey in Edirne (early fifteenth century) also attest

37 Yetkin, “Horozlu imaret,” 1340.

38 For an overview, see Abdullah Karacag, “Alc1 Sanat1,” in Anadolu Sel¢uklulart ve Beylikler Dénemi Uygarligt, ed.
Ali Uzay Peker (Ankara: T. C. Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanligi Yayinlari, 2006), 2:493-505.

39 Friedrich Sarre, Der Kiosk von Konia (Berlin: Verlag fiir Kunstwissenschaft, 1936), pl. 9-18; Richard P. McClary,
Rum Seljug Architecture 1170-1220: The Patronage of Sultans, Edinburgh Studies in Islamic Art (Edinburgh:
Edinburgh University Press, 2017), 33-34.

40 Riighan Arik, Kubad Abad: Sel¢uklu Saray ve Cinileri (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Is Bankasi, 2000), figs. 247-50; Yusuf
Acioglu, “Kubad Abad Saray1 Al¢1 Buluntulari,” Sanat Tarihi Dergisi 23, no. 2 (2014): 1-11.

41 Examples, excavated by Katharina Otto-Dorn, are preserved at the Karatay Medrese Museum: Katharina Otto-Dorn,
“Bericht iiber die Grabung in Kobadabad 1966,” Archaeologischer Anzeiger 4 (1966): 475.

42 Blessing, “Rebuilding,” 196.

43 Blessing, “All Quiet,” 206.

44 Goniil Oney, Beylikler Devri Sanati XIV-XV., Yiizyil 1300—1453 (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1989), 31-32.
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to a production of stucco mihrabs in an Ottoman context.4®

While regional corpora (in Bithynia and central Anatolia) emerge, the production of stuc-
co in the Inner Pontos is still insufficiently known. Unfortunately, the techniques and social con-
text of production of stucco in late medieval Anatolia—including, of course, the existence of
local or itinerant workshops—are not documented. However, two mosques—the mosque of Halil
Bey in Pazar (1334-35),%¢ and the mosque of Dimorta (modern Uziimdren)—with wooden struc-
tures suggest a local production in the Inner Pontos during the fourteenth century, some decades
before the important decorative program of Tazya.4” According to its inscription, the mosque of
Halil Bey was built by a certain Hajjt Muhammad ibn Husayn, not mentioned in other sources to
our knowledge.® While the architecture of this wooden-structured mosque has been profoundly
transformed during the Ottoman period, its monumental mihrab has the shape of a muqarnas nich
with a large rectangular frame with geometric pattern. The mosque of Dimorta is very interesting,
not only because it is a unique case of a mosque established in a village of the Inner Pontos during
the fourteenth century, but also for its important corpus of engravings on the wooden pillars and
capitals. Its mihrab has the shape of a muqarnas niche and a large rectangular frame, a similar
shape like Halil Bey’s mihrab, though smaller. It is ornamented with a geometric composition
based on 12-pointed stars (Fig. 9). The vegetal motifs adorning the muqarnas show interesting
parallels with the vegetal repertoire of the stucco in the dervish lodges of Lulu ibn ‘Abdallah
and Horozoglu. While the time-lapse between the mosque of Dimorta and the two dervish lodg-
es—almost 80 years—does not demonstrate the existence of a workshop throughout the entire
fourteenth century, it clearly indicates the presence of a local tradition of using stucco in the Inner
Pontos during the late medieval period.

The plaster decoration of Tazya also shows a revival of this technique in an unprecedent-
ed context: the dervish lodge. The shape of recti-curvilinear arches with lively spandrels, with its
closest parallel in Seljuk palaces, reveals an intriguing adaptation of a palatial ornament repertoire
in dervish lodges during the late medieval period. The lacunae of almost one hundred fifty years
between the stucco of Kubadabad and the one in Tazya still deserves closer investigation. How-
ever, the parallel between dervish lodges and residential architecture is a topos in literature and
is also reflected in the use of common terms such as asitane (literally, “the threshold”) for desig-
nating dervish lodges and palaces.?® In Ottoman Sufi shrines, not only the terminology but also
the architecture itself has been related to palatial context.3® More importantly, the use of stucco
decoration in specific rooms of the two dervish lodges also suggests an increasing specialization
of spaces. In the zawiyas of Lulu ibn ‘Abdallah and Horozoglu, stucco ornamentation is concen-
trated in side rooms, commonly referred to as tabhane in literature. These rooms mostly served
as reception halls and illustrate the importance of hospitality in dervish lodges, particularly in
late medieval Anatolia.3' As far as we know, the zawiya of Lulu ibn ‘Abdallah in Tazya appears
to be the earliest occurrence of stucco decoration that emphasized the hospitality function of the

45 Karagag, “Al¢t Sanat1,” 498.

46 Hamza Giindogdu et al., Tarihi Yasatan Il Tokat (Ankara: PYS Vakif Sistem Matbaa Miidiirliigii, 2006), 494-98.

47 Erkan Atak, “Tokat’tan Ahsap Direkli Bir Yapi: Uziiméren Ulu Camii,” Vakiflar Dergisi 51 (2019): 99-130.

48 TEI 7334, accessed 21 October 2021.

49 Jacqueline Chabbi, “Khankah,” Encyclopédie de [’lslam, accessed 29 September 2021. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1163/9789004206106_eifo COM_049.

50 Zeynep Yiirekli, Architecture and Hagiography in the Ottoman Empire.: The Politics of the Bektashi Shrines in the
Classical Age, Birmingham Byzantine and Ottoman Studies (Farnham: Ashgate, 2012), 143-46.

51 Oya Pancaroglu, “Devotion, Hospitality and Architecture in Medieval Anatolia,” Studia Islamica 108 (2013): 73-81.
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side room. While the closest formal parallels are to be found in the Horozoglu zawiya, both ex-
amples belong to a group of stucco decoration ornamenting dervish lodges in Anatolia during the
late fourteenth century and the first quarter of the fifteenth century. In Ottoman Bithynia, stucco
decorations in fabhane are preserved in two sultanic dervish lodges with reversed T-shape plans:
the zawiya of Bayezid I and the one erected by Mehmed I, most commonly known as the Green
Mosque. In the zawiya of Bayezid, built on a hill in the west of Bursa in 1400, plaster ornamen-
tations are located in the southeast and southwest rooms. The composition of the stucco is similar
to the pattern determined in Tazya, although finer and more ambitious, with stuccos organized in
four horizontal registers around a central fireplace. In the middle section, two registers of niches
with recti-curvilinear arches recall the arcades described at Tazya. Some major differences need
to be noted, however: the vegetal repertoire of the spandrels is different, and, more importantly,
the niches are profound and not flat, suggesting a possible practical use of this stucco compo-
sition. The zawiya of Bayezid Pasa, built between 1414 and 1419 in Amasya by the vizier of
Mehmed I, preserves a very similar composition of plaster ornamentation in the tabhane or side
rooms of this building (Fig. 10). The use of stucco, as well as other features of the architecture
and the epigraphic program of this monument, is also very close to the zawiya of Mehmed I in
Bursa. Moreover, Zeynep Oguz recently highlighted the palatial-like setting and ornamentation
of Bayezid Pasa’s dervish lodges,? a resemblance reinforced by the plaster decoration and the
recti-curvilinear shape of the arches, both comparable to the examples of Tazya.

Conclusion

While the chronology of Ottoman foundations, where stucco was first displaced in com-
plexes such as the zawiya of Bayezid I, may suggests a reproduction of sultanic architecture by
members of the elite like Bayezid Pasa, the spread of plaster ornamentation in dervish lodges at
the turn of the fifteenth century, particularly in the Inner Pontos, reveals a more complex pattern.
The zawiya in Tazya, continuing a local tradition of stucco that can be documented from the early
fourteenth century, cannot of course be taken as the starting point for a linear transmission of the
use of stucco from post-Ilkhanid dervish lodges in Central Anatolia to Ottoman Bithynia. Howev-
er, the spread of plaster decoration in the fabhane of zawiyas commissioned by a large variety of
patrons—including local figures such as Horozoglu Ahmet Bey, members of the local elites who
shift allegiance to the Ottomans, like Bayezid Pasa, and Ottoman sultans themselves—indicates a
shared taste for this technique adapted from the princely ornamentation found in palatial contexts
to the architecture of dervish lodges. Stucco decorative programs—a detailed history of which is
still to be written—highlight the necessity of deconstructing the geo-historiographic frontier iso-
lating the Ottomans from their contemporaries in central Anatolia to understand the architectural
culture of the last decades of the fourteenth century and the early fifteenth century. This was a key
transitional period that witnessed the progressive Ottoman conquest of Anatolia and numerous
changes in the architectural culture of this region.

52 Oguz Kursar, “Views and Layers.”
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Ozet

1370-1410 yillar1 arasinda Dazya’da insa edilen Lulu bin Abdullah ve Tokat’ta insa edilen
Horozoglu Ahmed Bey dergahlarinin bazi boliimleri, géze carpan benzerliklere sahip zarif ustuka
siislemelerle bezelidir. Bu derlemede, Orta Cag Anadolusu’nda, gliniimiizde bile ¢aligmalarda hak
ettigi yeri bulamayan ustuka iiretiminin yani1 sira Eretna Beyligi topraklarinda, Osmanli hakimi-
yetiyle birlikte girilen gecis donemi dergah mimarisinde tek tiplesme ele alinmistir. Orta ve Dogu
Karadeniz bolgelerinden bu iki 6rnek olay incelemesine odaklanan makale, ustuka imalatinin
koklerinin yerel geleneklere dayandigini savunmaktadir. Buna ek olarak, s6z konusu siisleme-
lere Osmanli’nin ilk yillarinda inga edilen dergahlarda da rastlanmasi, bolgesel 6lgekte sanatsal
etkilesimler ve bilgi aligverisi konularini agikliga kavusturarak Orta Anadolu’nun Orta Cagi’ni
Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nun dogus doneminden keskin bir ¢izgiyle ayiran tarihi sinir1 ortadan
kaldirmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler

Ortagag Anadolusu, Osmanli Dénemi, Ustuka Siislemeleri, Dergahlar, Orta ve Dogu Ka-
radeniz Bolgesi

Giris
On dordiincii yiizyilda ve on besinci yiizyilin baslarinda dergéahlar, tarih sahnesine yeni ¢ik-
mis Osmanl1 Devleti’nin topraklari da dahil olmak iizere Anadolu’da insa edilen en 6nemli Islami
kuruluslardan biri olmustur. Bununla birlikte, islami mimarinin tarihini sekillendiren ve 6zellikle

Anadolu’da Orta Cag ve Osmanli Dénemi ¢alismalarinda etkisi giiglii olan formalist yaklagim, bu
mimari yapilari uzun siire boyunca ilgi alanina dahil etmemistir. 2

1 Maxime Durocher, Sorbonne Universit¢é — UMR 8167 Orient et Méditerranée, ORCID: 0000-0001-8722-7619,
maxime.durocher@sorbonne-universite. fr

2 Ozetleyici ¢alismalarda dergah mimarisine yalnizca birkag sayfa ayrilmistir. Bkz. Robert Hillenbrand, Islamic Arc-
hitecture: Form, Function and Meaning (New York: Columbia University Press, 1994), 219-20. Ayrica bkz. Oya
Pancaroglu, “Formalism and the Academic Foundation of Turkish Art in the Early Twentieth Century,” Mugarnas
24 (2017): 67-78.
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Dergahlarin arastirmacilar arasinda goz ardi edilmesinin birka¢ nedeni oldugu diisiinil-
mektedir. Oncelikle, edebiyat alanma giren bir arastirma konusu olarak ele alinan tasavvuf yak-
lagimi, yakin zamana kadar tasavvufi topluluklarin mimari ve maddi kiiltiiriyle yakindan ilgilen-
memistir.® Dahasi, epigrafik ve yazili kaynaklarda zaviye, tekke veya imarethane gibi terimlerle
tanimlanan ¢ok sayida dergah camiye doniistiiriilmiis ve bu yapilar aragtirmacilar tarafindan 6zel-
likle Osmanli Dénemi baglaminda birer cami olarak incelenmistir.# I. Mehmed déneminde (h.
1413-1421), 1419-1421 yillar1 arasinda insa edilen Yesil Cami gibi énemli eserler 1950’lerden
beri dergah olarak tanimlansa da,> tarihsel baglamda bu eserlerin cami olarak ele alinmasi, yakin
zamana kadar Osmanli’nin ilk yillarina ait mimari gelenegin agiklik kazanmasini zorlagtirmistir.®

Anadolu’da Orta Cag’in ve Osmanli Dénemi’nin ilk yillarinin mimari gelenegini sekillen-
dirmede dergahlarin sahip oldugu rolii vurgulayan birkag ¢alisma bulunmaktadir. Diger taraftan,
sayis1 artan bu tarihsel ¢alismalar on ii¢lincii yiizyilin sonu ila on dordiincii ylizyilin baglarinda
I¢ Anadolu’daki zaviyeler ile Bitinya’da (Istanbul, izmit Kérfezi, Sakarya ve Bursa’y1 kapsayan
bolge) yer alan bir Osmanli zaviye kompleksine odaklanmis;? I¢ Anadolu’da Ilhanlilar Déne-
mi sonrasi insa edilen dergahlari arka planda birakmistir. Bu yaklasim, tarih yazarliginda daha
yaygin bir egilim olarak, 1335°te IThanli Devleti’nin yikilmasiyla birlikte I¢ Anadolu’ya yayilan
[Thanlilar’in Bitinya’da Osmanli mimarisinin dogusuna bulundugu katkinin hala géz ard: edildi-
gini ortaya koymaktadir.® Sonug olarak hem Anadolu hem Bitinya’da bulunan zaviyelerde dergah
mimarisinin ¢esitli unsurlari ile mimari siislemelerinin yakindan incelenmesi 6nem tagimaktadir.

Bu mimari unsurlar baginda, on dordiincii yiizyilin sonu ila on besinci yiizyilin baslarin-
da insa edilen dergahlardan gilinlimiize ulasan 6nemli 6rnekleri bulunmasina ragmen dikkatten
kagmis olan ustuka bezemeler gelir. Lulu bin Abdullah (insaati: 1377-1388) ve Horozoglu (insa-
at1: ~1420) zaviyelerine odaklanan bu makale, ustuka tarihine yeni bilgilerle katkida bulunmay1
amaglamaktadir. Biri Eretna Beyligi ve varisi Kadi Burhaneddin Ahmed saltanatinda, digeri Yesi-

3 Tasavvuf Caligmalari’nin giincel durumu hakkinda bilgi i¢in bkz. Alexandre Papas, “Introduction: What Is a Saift
Institution?,” Sufi Institutions i¢inde, der. Alexandre Papas, Handbook of Oriental Studies Section 1, The Near and
Middle East 154/1. Handbook of Sufi Studies 1 (Leiden: Brill, 2021), 1-24.

4 Anadolu tizerine odaklanan bu makalede, epigrafik ve birincil belgelerde en yaygin olarak kullanilan terim oldugun-
dan dolay1, zaviye ve dergah kelimelerini es anlamli olarak kullantyorum.

5 Sedat Cetintas, Yesil Cami ve Benzerleri Cami Degildir (Istanbul: Yaymevi belirtilmemis, 1958); Semavi Eyice,
“Ilk Osmanli Devrinin Dini-Ictimai Bir Miiessesesi: Zaviyeler ve Zaviyeli Camiler,” Istanbul Universitesi Iktisat
Fakiiltesi Mecmuasi 23, no. 1-2 (1963): 3-80. Yesil Camii’deki vakif kitabesinde eserin “tekke” oldugu belirtil-
mistir. Bu terim, genellikle dergahlar i¢in kullanilmaktadir: Bernard O’Kane, “Taybad, Turbat-I Jam and Timurid
Vaulting,” Iran 17 (1979): 94-96; Thesaurus d’Epigraphie Islamique (TEI), no. 9059, erisim 30 Temmuz 2021.

6 Giilru Necipoglu, The Age of Sinan: Architectural Culture in the Ottoman Empire (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2005), 49-50; Cigdem Kafescioglu, “Lives and Afterlives of an Urban Institution and Its Spaces: The Early
Ottoman ‘Imaret as Mosque,” Historicizing Sunni Islam in the Ottoman Empire c.1450—c.1750 iginde, der. Tijana
Krsti¢ ve Derin Terzioglu, Islamic History and Civilization 77 (Leiden: Brill, 2020), 255-307.

7 Ethel Sara Wolper, Cities and Saints: Sufism and the Transformation of Urban Space in Medieval Anatolia (Univer-
sity Park: The Pennsylvania State University Press, 2003); M. Baha Tanman ve Sevgi Parlak, “Tarikat Yapilari,”
Anadolu Selguklular: ve Beylikler Dénemi Uygarligi (Mimarlik ve Sanat) iginde, der. Ali Uzay Peker ve Kenan
Bilici, Sanat Eserleri Dizisi 454 (Ankara: T.C. Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanlig1 Yayinlari, 2006), 2:391-417; Godfrey
Goodwin, “The Dervish Architecture in Anatolia,” The Dervish Lodge: Architecture, Art, and Sufism in Ottoman
Turkey iginde, der. Raymond Lifchez (Berkeley: The University of California Press, 1992), 57—-69; Suna Cagaptay,
The First Capital of the Ottoman Empire: The Religious, Architectural and Social History of Bursa (London: 1. B.
Tauris, 2020), 69—77.

8 Patricia Blessing, “All Quiet on the Eastern Frontier? The Contemporaries of Early Ottoman Architecture in Eastern
Anatolia,” Architecture and Landscape in Medieval Anatolia 1100—1500 iginde, der. Patricia Blessing ve Rachel
Goshgarian (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2017), 200-1.
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lirmak havzasimi kapsayan Orta ve Dogu Karadeniz bolgesinin Osmanli hakimiyetine girdigi do-
nemde insa edilen iki 6nemli eser, Osmanli’nin Anadolu’yu peyderpey fethettigi bu kilit donemde
sanatsal iiretimi ve kiiltiirel etkilesimleri aydinliga kavusturacaktir.

Yerel Himaye ve Osmanli’nin Orta ve Dogu Karadeniz Bélgesini Fethi

S6z konusu iki dergadhin yapimini iistlenenlerin kimligi hakkinda ¢ok az bilgi sahibi olunsa
da eserlerin ustalarinin yerel halktan oldugu belirlenmistir.

Ik &rnekte yer alan Dazya (Giimiistop kdyii) zaviyesi (Fig. 1), Yaylacik Daglar1’nin etek-
lerinde, verimli Turhal Ovasi’na hakim stratejik bir konumda kurulmustur. Zaviye, on dordiincii
yiizyilin ikinci yarisinda insa edilen daha biiyiik bir kompleksin bir par¢asidir.®? Eserin yapimini,
bilindigi kadartyla bagka metinlerde veya yazitlarda adi gegmeyen Haci Lulu bin Abdullah {ist-
lenmistir.'® Bununla birlikte, yazitlarda dergahin maddi destek aldig1 vakfin baz1 gelir kaynaklari
da belirtilmigtir." Osmanli’nin 1455 tarihli ilk vergi kayitlarinda dogrulanan bu gelirler,'® Turhal
bolgesinde yer alan koylerin yani sira baglar gibi tarim alanlarindan elde edilmistir. Koylerin
arasinda Dazya’nin da yer almasi, dergdhin yapimini iistlenen Lulu bin Abdullah’in, dergah i¢in
kendi miilklerini vakiflara doniistiiren yerel bir arazi sahibi oldugunu diisiindiiriir.

Horozoglu zaviyesinin velinimetinin kimligi hakkinda sahip oldugumuz bilgiler daha da
sinirhdir. Tokat’in ana meydanlarindan birinin giineyinde insa edilen bu dergahta ne yazik ki hig
yazit yoktur ve dergahla dogrudan baglantili herhangi bir vakfiye bulunmamustir (Fig. 2). Bununla
birlikte, eserin mimari 6zellikleri, ingaatin 1415—1420 yillar1 arasinda yapildigini gostermektedir.'
Dergahin hemen yaninda, giris kisminin kuzeyinde birka¢ metre uzaklikta yer alan ve yapimi biiytik
olasilikla ayni kisi tarafindan tistlenilen tiirbe hakkinda daha ayrintili bilgi bulunmaktadir." Tiirbe-
de, Ahmed Bey bin Mehmed Bey Celebi bin Ali Bey (6. 1433) ve aile bireylerine ait on iki mezar
bulunmaktadir. Baska belgelerden bilindigi kadariyla Ahmed Bey, ayn1 zamanda 1424 tarihinde
tiirbe i¢in kurulan bir vakfin da velinimetidir ki, eser 1445 yilinda oglu Pir Ahmed bin Ahmed Bey
tarafindan tamamlanmustir.'® Belgelerde her ne kadar belirgin olarak tiirbenin yanindaki zaviyeden
bahsedilmese de donemin dergah vakfiyelerine 6zgiin yiyecek dagitimi gibi etkinliklerden bahse-
dilmektedir. Zaviyenin giiniimiizdeki ad1 olan Horozoglu ismine, Evliya Celebi’nin Tokat’ta yer
alan Horoz Tekkesi’nden bahsettigi on yedinci yiizyildan itibaren gesitli eserlerde rastlanir.’® On

9 Erol Yurdakul, “Tokat vilayetinin Giimiistop (Dazya) Koylindeki XIVncii Yiizyila Ait Eski Eserler,” Vakiflar Dergisi
8 (1969): 244-48; M. Baha Tanman, “Turhal’in Glimiistop (Dazya) Koyiindeki Namazgah,” Sanat Tarihi Yillig
9 (1981): 309-16. Komplekse ve kitabelerine dair kronolojiyi tartisgtigim bagka bir kaynak: Maxime Durocher,
“Tazya: A Fourteenth Century Rural Complex and its Chronology,” 15" International Congress of Turkish Art,
Proceedings i¢inde, der. Michele Bernardini, Alessandro Taddei ve Michael Douglas Sheridan (Ankara: Ministry
of Culture and Tourism, Republic of Turkey, 2018), 263-77.

10 Durocher, “Tazya,” 267-68.

11 TEI no. 32500, erisim 30 Temmuz 2021.

12 Bagbakanlik Osmanl1 Arsivleri (BOA), Tahrir Defter 2, 196.

13 Serare Yetkin, “Tokat’ta Horozlu Imaret,” IX. Tiirk Tarihi Kongresi (21-25 Eyliil 1981) (Istanbul: Tiirk Tarih Kuru-
mu, 1981), 1337-43.

14 Ekrem Hakki Ayverdi, Osmanli Mi’marisinin Ilk Devri: Celebi ve II. Murad Sultan Devri 806-855 (1403-1451)
(istanbul: Baha Matbaasi, 1972), 2:205-7; Yetkin, “Horozlu imaret,” 1341.

15 Sirastyla Vakiflar Genel Miidiirliigii Arsivleri (VGMA) 482.112-133.1 ve 737.120—121.52. iki belge diizenlenmistir
ve bazi tutarsizliklara sahiptir. Bkz. Ali Agikel ve Abdurrahman Sagirli, Osmanli Déneminde Tokat Merkez Vakif-
lart — Vakfiyeler, Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Arastirma Serisi 8 (Tokat: Gaziosmanpasa Universitesi, 2005), 1:150-54
ve 161-63.

16 Evliya Celebi, Eviiya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, Topkapi Saray: Kiitiiphanesi Bagdat 304 Numarali Yazmanin Trans-
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dokuzuncu yiizy1lin sonlarina dogru Hiiseyin Hiisameddin (Yasar) tarafindan kaleme alinan Amas-
ya Tarihi kitabindan yola ¢iktig1 diistiniilen Halil Edhem’e gore,'” zaviyenin yapimini tistlenen Ho-
rozoglu Ahmed Bey, Eretna Devleti sultani olan “Horoz” lakapli Alaaddin Ali’nin (h. 1365-1380)
soyundand1.”® Bu durum her ne kadar ilgi ¢ekici olsa da, daha ge¢ doneme ait kaynaklarda gegen
bu soyadi benzerligine dayanarak dergahin yapimini iistlenen kisinin dogrudan Eretna Devleti sul-
taninin varisi oldugu ileri siiriilemez. Bununla birlikte, Orta ve Dogu Karadeniz bolgesinde sahip
oldugu ¢ok sayida kdyii Tokat’ta dini vakiflara doniistiiren Ahmed Bey bin Mehmed Bey’in, on
besinci yiizyilin baslarinda Kadi Burhaneddin’e olan sadakatini bozup Orta Anadolu’nun yeni hii-
kiimdarlari olan Osmanl saflarina gegen yerel bir vali oldugunu sdylemek hatali olmaz."

Iki zaviyenin insa edilmesi arasinda gecen kirk y1l, tam da Osmanli’nin giderek Orta ve
Dogu Karadeniz’de hakimiyet alanini artirdigi doneme denk gelir. Bu verimli ve ticari agidan
stratejik dneme sahip bolgenin fethi, hizli bir siire¢ olmaktan ziyade Anadolu’da on dordiincii
ylizyilin son yillarinin karmagik politikalarini yansitan farkli evrelerden kaynaklanmistir. Bolge-
deki Rum Sultanlig1 on iigiincii yiizy1lin ikinci yarisinda ilhanlh Devleti topraklarma dahil olsa da
devletin 1335 yilinda yikilmasi, farkli eyaletlerde yerel hanedanlarin kurulmasina yol agmigtir.2°
Orta ve Dogu Karadeniz ile Orta Anadolu’nun bir kisminda, 1335’de Anadolu’da vali olarak go-
revlendirilen Uygur kokenli Eretna (h. 1335-1352) tarafindan kurulan hanedanlik 1381°¢ kadar
hakimiyetini stirdiirmiistiir.?' Ancak, Eretna’nin varisleri I. Giyaseddin Mehmed (h. 1352-1365)
ve Alaaddin Ali (h. 1365-1380) hiikiimdarlig: altinda beylik, hizlica gerileme donemine girmis-
tir. Eretna Beyligi’nin son on yilinda hiikiimdar, Kadi Burhaneddin Ahmed (6. 1398) olmustur.
Devlet adami ve sair olan Burhaneddin Ahmed, 1364’te kad1 olarak atandig1 Kayseri’de saygin
bir aileye mensuptur.22 1378’de Eretna Beyligi’nde vezirlige yiikselen Burhdneddin Ahmed tek
basina hiikiim siirdiigii donemde (h. 1381-1398), Kuzey ve I¢ Anadolu’da hakimiyet kurmak i¢in
durmaksizin yerel valilerle miicadele etmek zorunda kalmistir. Fars tarih¢isi Esterabadi’nin bu
miicadeleden bahseden Bezm ii Rezm eseri, ilhanli Devleti’nin yikilmasini izleyen gii¢ boslugun-
da ortaya ¢ikan ve giiciiniin temeli birkag kale yerlesimine dayali yerel ¢apli beyliklerden olusan
yeni siyasi gli¢ yapisini ortaya koyar.23

On dordiincii yiizyilin sonlarina dogru, batida Osmanlilar, doguda ise Timur Devleti gibi
yeni siyasi olusumlar Orta ve Dogu Anadolu’yu ele gegirme iddiastyla ortaya ¢ikmistir. Timur un
bati Iran ve Azerbaycan seferleri 1380’lerde Dogu Anadolu’ya uzanmistir.2* Yildirim Bayezid (h.

kripsiyonu (Istanbul: Yap1 Kredi Yayinlari, 2006), 5:36.

17 Hiiseyin Hiisameddin (Yasar), Amasya Tarihi (istanbul: Hikmet Matba’asi, 1927), 3:76.

18 Halil Edhem, “Anadoltida Islami Kitabeler,” Tarih ‘Osmant Enciimeni 636 (1331/1916): 739-40.

19 Yetkin, “Horozlu imaret,” 1342-43.

20 Anadolu’da Mogol tarihi hakkinda ayrintili bilgi i¢in bkz. Charles Melville, “Anatolia under the Mongols,” in The
Cambridge History of Turkey, vol. 1, der. Kate Fleet, Byzantium to Turkey (1071-1453) (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2009), 51-101.

21 Ismail Hakki Uzuncarsili, “Sivas—Kayseri ve Dolaylarinda Eretna Devleti,” Belleten 32, no. 126 (1968): 161-89.

22 A. C. S. Peacock, “Metaphysics and Rulership in Late Fourteenth—Century Central Anatolia: Qadi Burhan al-Din of
Sivas and his lksir al-Sa ‘adat,” Islamic Literature and Intellectual Life in Fourteenth and Fifteenth Century Ana-
tolia i¢inde, der. A. C. S. Peacock ve Sara Nur Yildiz, Istanbuler Texte und Studien 34 (Wiirzburg: Ergon Verlag,
2016), 101-36. Burhaneddin’in egemenligi hakkinda bilgi i¢in bkz. Ismail Hakki Uzuncarsili, “Sivas ve Kayseri
Hiikiimdar1 Kadi Burhaneddin Ahmed”, Belleten 32, no. 126 (1968): 191-245.

23 Jiirgen Paul, “A Landscape of Fortresses: Central Anatolia in Astarabadi’s Bazm va Razm,” Turko—Mongol Rulers:
Cities and City Life i¢inde, der. David Durand-Guédy, Brill’s Inner Asian Library 31 (Leiden: Brill, 2013), 317-45.

24 Beatrice Manz Forbes, The Rise and Rule of Tamerlane Cambridge Studies in Islamic Civilizations (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1989), 70-72.
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1389-1402) de hedefini Anadolu’nun fethine yoneltmis ve 1390’larin ilk yillarinda Amasya’y1
fethetmistir.2® Bu yillarda Burhianeddin Ahmed; batida Osmanlilar, doguda Timur’un istilalar1 ve
giineyde Kara Yiilik Osman Bey liderligindeki Akkoyunlu ordusunun baskis: altinda kalmistir.
Burhaneddin Ahmed’in 1398 yilinda 6liimii Bayezid’in Orta ve Dogu Karadeniz’i fethetmesiyle
sonuglansa da bu, kisa siireli bir basar1 olmustur. Tampon konumundaki Burhaneddin Ahmed
Devleti ve Erzincan’daki Muttaharten Beyligi gibi diger devletlerin yikilmasi, Anadolu’yu kendi
topragi olarak goren Bayezid ve Timur’un karsi karsiya gelme siirecini hizlandirmigtir.26 1400
yil1 itibariyla, Timur’un Anadolu seferleri 1402 yilinda gerceklesen Ankara Savasi ile Osmanli-
lara kars1 zaferin yani sira Bayezid’in tutsak alinmasiyla sonug¢lanmistir.2” Anadolu’da kartlarin
yeniden dagitilmasiyla birlikte Timur, egemenligi Bayezid’in bozguna ugrattigi yerel beylikle-
re tekrar sunarak Osmanli Devleti’ni pargalara ayirmistir. 1403’te Timur’un Anadolu’dan ¢ekil-
mesiyle birlikte Bayezid’in ogullar arasinda baglayan i¢ savas, 1413 yilinda I. Mehmed’in (h.
1413-1421) kardeslerine kars1 elde ettigi zaferle sona ermis ve bu sayede Osmanli Devleti tekrar
birlesmistir.2®

I. Mehmed’in destek iissii olan Orta ve Dogu Karadeniz bolgesinde, 6zellikle dergahlarin
kurulmasi gibi mimari faaliyetler, i¢ savas gibi zorlu donemlerde bile siirdiriilmiistiir. 1375-1376
yillar1 arasinda insa edilen Lulu bin Abdullah zaviyesi, biiylik olasilikla Burhaneddin Ahmed’e
karst Amasya valisini destekleyen askeri girisimin ardindan 1388 yilinda restore edilmistir.?®
1390’larda insa edildigi diisliniilen az sayida eser bulunsa da on besinci yiizyil baslarinin 6zel-
likle Amasya ve Tokat illerinde vakif yapilarinin insaasinda canlanma goriilen bir donem olmasi
sagirtic1 degildir. Horozoglu Zaviyesi’ne ek olarak birka¢ dergah daha insa edilmistir. Bunlardan
iicli; Cilehane olarak da bilinen Yakub Pasa Zaviyesi (1412), Amasya’da Bayezid Pasa Tekkesi
(1414-1415) ve 1412-1413 yillar1 arasinda Tokat’ta insa edilen Nureddin Hamza Zaviyesi’dir.
Zaviyelerin yapimini istlenen kisilerden en az {i¢ii (Horozoglu Ahmed Bey, Nureddin Hamza ve
Bayezid Pasa), dergahlarin insa edildigi bolgelerde saygin kisilerdir. Bu kisilerin, biiyiik olasilikla
Osmanli himayesine girmeden 6nce Burhdneddin hakimiyetinde hizmet veren ailelere mensup
oldugu diistiniilmektedir.*® Ayni1 durum, Bursa’da I. Mehmed doneminde insa edilen yapilarin
velinimeti olarak taniman ve Tokat’ta bir medresenin (insast: 1407) ve Tokat’mn 20 km kuzeyba-
tisindaki Kazova’da onemli bir mescidin (yak. 1424) yapimini da iistlenen Haci Ivaz Pasa igin
de gecerlidir. Haci Ivaz Pasa, Bayezid Pasa ve Yakub Pasa, I. Mehmed déneminin énemli si-

25 Sehir biiyiik olasilikla Osmanli egemenligini 1387°de zaten kabul etmisti: Hasan Karatas, “The City as Historical
Actor: the Urbanization and Ottomanization of the Halvetiye Sufi Order by the City of Amasya in the Fifteenth—
Sixteenth Centuries” (Doktora tezi, University of California, Berkeley, 2011), 22.

26 Michele Bernardini, “Motahharten entre Timur et Beyazid: une position inconfortable dans les remous de I’histoire
anatolienne,” Syncrétismes et hérésies dans 1’Orient seldjoukide et ottoman (XIVe—XVIlle siecle), Actes du Col-
loque du Collége de France, octobre 2001 iginde, der. Gilles Veinstein (Paris: Peeters, 2005), 199-211.

27 Marie-Mathilde Alexandrescu-Dersca, La campagne de Timur en Anatolie (1402), Universitatea Mihaileand din
lasi. Publicatiunile Institutului de Turcologie 1 (Bucharest: Monitorul Oficial si Imprimeriile Statului Imprimeria
Nationald, 1942), 69-78.

28 Bu donem hakkinda bilgi i¢in bkz. Dimitri J. Kastritsis, The Sons of Beyazid: Empire Building and Representation
in the Ottoman Civil War of 1402—1413 (Leiden: Brill, 2007).

29 Durocher, “Tazya,” 268

30 Nureddin Hamza hakkinda bilgi i¢in bkz. Yasar, Amasya, 181-82. Bayezid Pasa hakkinda bilgi i¢in bkz. Zeynep
Oguz Kursar, “Views and Layers of Late Medieval Anatolia through Bayezid Pasha’s Corner of Amasya,” Essays
in Honor of Ekrem Causevi¢ i¢inde, der. Azra Abadzi¢ Navaey vd. (Zagreb: FF Press, yaym asamasinda).

31 Ismail Hakk1 Uzuncarsili, “Hac1 ivaz Pasa’ya Dair,” Istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Tarih Dergisi 10, no.
14 (1959): 25-58.
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malaridir. Bununla birlikte diger durumlar, tipk1 Dazya’da Lulu bin Abdullah 6rneginde oldugu
gibi, IThanli déneminde basvurulan ve Eretna Beyligi déneminde siirdiiriilen bir uygulama olan
yerel himayenin 6neminin altin1 ¢izmektedir.32 Uzmanlarin ¢aligmalari gogunlukla Osmanli’nin
taninmus ileri gelenlerine ve Amasya’daki Bayezid Pasa zaviyesi gibi eserlerine odaklanmis ve bu
eserleri Bitinya’da (6zellikle Bursa’da) yer alan ¢agdaslariyla karsilastirmali olarak ele almigtir.33
Buna karsin, Orta ve Dogu Karadeniz’in yerel ileri gelenleri tarafindan yapimi iistlenilen eserler,
dikkatleri Anadolu’daki saygin kisilerin zevklerinin benzerligine ¢cekmektedir. Bu gegis done-
mindeki mimari kiiltlir detayl bir inceleme gerektirse de Orta ve Dogu Karadeniz’deki eserlerde
gliniimiize ulasan ustuka siislemeler, dergah mimarisi tarihinde énemli bir evrime 151k tutmanin
yani sira on besinci yiizy1lin baslarinda Osmanlilar ile i¢ Anadolu’daki ¢cagdaslari arasinda sanat-
sal etkilesimleri de aydinlatmaktadir.

Lulu bin Abdullah ve Horozoglu Zaviyelerinde Ustuka Siislemeleri

iki dergahin mimarisi, on dordiincii yiizyilin sonlar ile on besinci yiizyiln ilk yillarinda
zaviyelerdeki yenilik¢i tek tiplesmeyi gozler oniine serer. Dazya’daki binada iki farkli yapim
agsamasi tespit edilebilmektedir.34 Kare kubbeli bir odadan ve giiney cephede bir eyvandan olusan
temel yapi, ilk agamada (1375-1376 yillarinda) tamamlanmigtir. Restorasyon asamasinda, kuzey
loca ile bu locanin kuzeybatisinda yer alan kare kubbeli odacik birlestirilmistir. Odanin giriginin
iizerindeki yazitta dariilhuffaz oldugu belirtilen yapinin daha sonra tiirbeye ¢evrildigi anlagilmak-
ta, bu yazit yapinin ikinci asamasinin en ge¢ 1388’de tamamlandigini gostermektedir. Tokat’taki
Horozoglu Zaviyesi, daha simetrik olan tinlii ters T planina uygun sekilde insa edilmistir.3% Bura-
da da odalar bir merkezin ¢evresinde diizenlenmis, kare seklindeki, eyvanli ve kubbeli bir odayla
birlestirilmistir. Her iki eserde de, giineyde yer alan eyvanin 6zgiin planinda mihrap yer almamak-
tadir. Dazya’daki yapinin giiney kismindaki duvarda yer alan pencere daha sonra mihrap nisi insa
edilmesiyle birlikte kesme tasla kapatilsa da (Fig. 3) bu pencere, bahsedilen ilk eserin aksine hig
camiye doniistiiriilmeyen Horozoglu Dergahi’nda agik birakilmistir. Zaviye mimarisinde islev-
sel yaklasimin benimsendigine isaret eden bu 6zellik, orta kisimdaki salonun birden fazla isleve
sahip oldugunu ve heniiz Bursa’daki saltanat kompleksine benzer sekilde biiyilik 6l¢iide namaza
ayrilmadigini gostermektedir.3®

Dazya’daki zaviye, dergdhlarda ustuka kullaniminin en erken orneklerinin belgelendi-
81 yapilardan biridir. Ustuka siislemeleri, bat1 cephede yer alan kare seklindeki biiyiik oda ve
kompleksin kuzeybati kdsesinde yer alan, 6zgiin planda dariilhuffaz olarak gegen odada yogun
kullanilmigtir. Kullanildiklar1 yerler, siva siislemelerin 1388’den 6nce tamamlanan restorasyon
caligmalart sirasinda eklendigine isaret etmektedir. Kuzeybati cephedeki odanin kdsesinde raflar
ustuka siislemelerle donatilmistir (Fig. 4). Odadaki bezeme, iki yan1 kemer iistii dolgusunda ta-
vus kusu motifleri bulunan, kesik acili yarim kemer biciminde birer dikey panelle desteklenen,
zikzak bantlarla siirlandirilmis tiggen levhalardan ibarettir. Siva siislemelerin biiyiik bir kismi
bat1 cephedeki biiyiik odada yer almaktadir (Fig.5). Yaklasik 20 cm yiiksekliginde bir kalip bant

32 Patricia Blessing, Rebuilding Anatolia afier the Mongol Conquest: Islamic Architecture in the Lands of Riim 1240—
1330, Birmingham Byzantine and Ottoman Studies 17 (Farnham: Ashgate, 2013), 183-203.

33 Oguz Kursar, “Views and Layers.”

34 Durocher, “Tazya,” 266—68 ve fig. 3.

35 Yetkin, “Horozlu Imaret,” 1338 ve plan 1.

36 Necipoglu, The Age of Sinan, 50.
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bezeme, odanin kuzey, dogu ve giiney duvarlarini ¢epecevre dolanir. Bant birbirini tekrar eden,
inci motifleriyle bezeli bitkisel sarmallarla ¢evrili ti¢ gobekli kemer motifleriyle bezelidir. Dogu
cepheye bakan duvarda daha karmasik bir kompozisyon goriiliir. Yakin zamanda alt kismi restore
edilen dikdortgen bigimli biiyiik bir ¢erceve, duvarin tam ortasinda konumlandirilmistir. Ne yazik
ki bugiin orta kisimda yer alan ve Topkap1 Sarayi’ndaki bacalarin bir kopyasi olan sémine iyi bir
restorasyon ¢alismasi degildir. Cergevenin iki tarafinda yer alan iki dikdortgen panel ise daha iyi
korunmustur ve ilgi cekicidir. Her iki panel de ii¢ frize boliinmiistiir. Ust ve alt kisimlar, tas sekilli
palmetler ve ¢an motiflerine sahip bitkisel siislemelerle bezelidir. Orta kisimdaki boliimde ise
tipki dartilhuffazdaki raflar gibi kesik acili kemerleriyle yassi nisler ve tavus kusu motifleriyle
bezeli kemer iistii dolgular yer almaktadir (Fig.6).

Horozoglu Dergadhi’nda da, ustuka siislemeler yapinin dogu cephesinde yer alan merkezi
odaya acilan bir yan odada yogunlasir. Buradaki siislemeler Dazya’daki zaviye kadar iyi ko-
runmamistir. Bununla birlikte Yetkin, iki eser arasinda ilgi ¢ekici benzerliklere dikkat ¢ekmigtir
(Fig. 7).37 Bu siislemelerin, yalnizca yapinin bati duvarinda yer alan biiyiik kemerli nisin sol kis-
mindaki kemer {istii dolgu kism1 korunmustur. Ug kemerli friz ve dikdortgen bigimli bir gerceve
giiniimiize kismen ulagsmistir. Cergeve, bes koseli yildizlari merkez alan geometrik siislemeleriyle
dikkat ¢eker. Egrilerle kusatilmis diiz ¢izgilere sahip sirakemerler, Dazya’daki ustuka siislemeler-
le onemli benzerlikler tasimaktadir. Ustteki iki kismin kemer iistii dolgusunda bitkisel desenler ve
can benzeri palmetler yer alsa da alt kisimdaki kemer tistii dolgusu, Dazya’dakine benzer ancak
daha biiyiik tavus kusu motifleriyle donatilmigtir (Fig. 8).

Bu iki farkli siva siislemesi grubu, Orta Cag’in sonlarinda ve Osmanli Anadolusu’nda hak
ettigi ilgiyi gormeyen ustukanin tarihine 151k tutmaktadir.3® Bununla birlikte, sozii gegen eserlerin
ilk 6rnekler olmadig bilinmektedir. On ikinci yiizyilin sonundan beri Anadolu’da Islami mima-
ride siva siislemelerine sik sik rastlanmaktadir. ik érnekler saraylarda uygulanmistir. On ikinci
yiizyilin sonunda Selguklu Sultani II. Kili¢ Arslan déneminde inga edilen Konya Koskii®® ve 1.
Keykubat tarafindan 1230 yili civarinda Beysehir Golii kiyisina insa edilen Kubadabad Sarayi
bu 6rnekler arasinda yer alir.4° Ustukanin ¢ok ¢esitli temalar, motifler ve sekillerde kullanimina
ozellikle saray mimarisinde sik sik rastlansa da baz1 6meklerde, kemer iistli dolgularinda canli
motiflere (6r. kuslar) yer verilmis, egrilerle kusatilmig diiz ¢izgilere sahip kemerler dikkat ¢ek-
mektedir.#' On tgilincii yiizyilin ikinci yarisi ile on dordiincii yiizyilin sivil mimarisi ve saray
mimarisinde ustuka kullanimi bilinmez; ancak bu eksiklik belki de bu donemin tarih yazimidaki
yapay kesintiden kaynaklanan arastirma eksikliginin bir sonucudur. Ek olarak, ustuka siislemele-
re sahip mihrap nisleri, bu teknigin on iiglincii yiizyilin sonlarina dogru farkli bir mimari baglam-
da uygulandigini kanitlar niteliktedir. Orta ve Bat1 Anadolu’da Sivrihisar Ulu Cami (1274-1275)
ve Ankara’da Arslanhane Cami (Ahi Serafeddin Cami) (1290—1291) gibi ahsap camilerde bu-

37 Yetkin, “Horozlu Imaret,” 1340.

38 Genel bir bakis igin bkz. Abdullah Karacag, “Al¢1 Sanat1,” Anadolu Sel¢uklular: ve Beylikler Dénemi Uygarlig
icinde, der. Ali Uzay Peker, vol. 2 (Ankara: T.C. Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanlig1 Yaynlari, 2006), 493-505.

39 Friedrich Sarre, Der Kiosk von Konia (Berlin: Verlag fiir Kunstwissenschaft, 1936), lev. 9-18; Richard P. McClary,
Rum Seljuq Architecture 1170—1220: The Patronage of Sultans, Edinburgh Studies in Islamic Art (Edinburgh:
Edinburgh University Press, 2017), 33-34.

40 Riichan Arik, Kubad Abad Selcuklu Saray ve Cinileri (Istanbul: Is Bankasi, 2000) fig. 247-50; Yusuf Acioglu, “Ku-
bad Abad Saray1 Alc1 Buluntular,” Sanat Tarihi Dergisi 23, no. 2 (2014), 1-11.

41 K. Otto—Dorn tarafindan ¢ikarilan ve Karatay Medrese Miizesi’nde saklanan 6rnekler: Katharina Otto—Dorn, “Beri-
cht iiber die Grabung in Kobadabad 1966,” Archaeologischer Anzeiger 4 (1966): 475.
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nunla ilgili 6nemli 6rnekler gliniimiize kadar korunabilmistir.#? Patricia Blessing’in hakli olarak
isaret ettigi gibi, ustukanmn bu sekilde kullanimi, Iran’la siirdiiriilen iliskilerin yogunlasmasinin
yani sira geleneksel Anadolu mimarisinde sik kullanilan motiflerin bu teknikte hayat buldugunun
gostergesidir.4® Bununla birlikte, on tiglincii yiizyilin sonlarinda insa edilen bu camiler mimari
acidan benzersiz degildir. On dordiincii yiizyilda ve on besinci yiizyilin ilk yarisinda ustuka, Orta
ve Bati Anadolu’da genellikle camilerde yer alan mihraplarda sik sik kullanilmistir.#4 1. Bayezid
doneminde insa edilen Bergama Ulu Cami (1398-1399) veya Edirne’de insa edilen Mihaloglu
Mahmut Bey Imareti (on besinci yiizyilin baslarinda), ustuka mihraplarin Osmanli mimarisinde
kullanildiginin altin1 ¢izmektedir.4®

Bitinya ve I¢ Anadolu’da bolgesel eserler giin yiiziine ¢iksa da arastirmacilar, Orta ve
Dogu Karadeniz’de ustuka {iretimi konusunda yeterli bilgi sahibi degildir. Ne yazik ki Orta Cag
Anadolusu’nda ustuka tiretimiyle ilgili teknikler ve tiretimin toplumsal baglami, 6rnegin yerel
veya gezgin sanatcilarin varligi belgelenmemistir. Dazya’daki slisleme akimindan birkag on yil
once, on dordiincii yiizyilda, 1334—13354€ yillar1 arasinda Pazar semtinde insa edilen ahsap di-
rekli Halil Bey Cami ve Uziimdren (Dimorta) Cami, dikkatleri Orta ve Dogu Karadeniz’deki
ondordiincii yiizyil yerel tiretime ¢gekmektedir ve Tazya siisleme programindan onlarca sene dnce
baglamistir.4”

Yazitinda belirtildigi gibi Halil Bey Cami baska kaynaklardan tanimadigimiz Hac1 Mu-
hammed ibn Hiiseyin tarafindan insa edilmistir.#® S6z konusu ahgsap mimari Osmanli dénemin-
de biiyiik degisiklikler gérmiis olsa da anitsal mihrabinda biiyiik ahsaptan yapilmis dikdortgen
cerceveli ve mukarnas bicimli bir geometrik motifli nis bulunmaktadir. Uziimdren Cami, hem
on dordiincii yiizyilda Orta ve Dogu Karadeniz’deki bir kdyde insa edilen benzersiz bir cami
oldugundan hem de ahsap direkleri ile siitun basliklarindaki oyma siislemelerinden dolayi ilgi
cekicidir. Mihrabinda mukarnas nisi ve 12 koseli yildiz siislemeli biiytik bir dikdortgen cerceve
yer almaktadir (Fig. 9). Mukarnasi siisleyen bitki motifleri, Lulu bin Abdullah ve Horozoglu
Dergahlari’ndaki ustuka stislemelerinde yer alan bitki motifleriyle ilgi ¢ekici benzerlikler goster-
mektedir. Uziimoren Cami ve iki dergahin ingasi arasinda neredeyse seksen yil olmasi, on dor-
diincii yiizyilda bir atlyenin varligina isaret etmek yerine Orta Cag’in sonlarinda Orta ve Dogu
Karadeniz’de ustuka kullanimina dair yerel bir gelenegi vurgulamaktadir.

Dazya’daki siva siislemeler, bu teknigin ilk kez dergahlarda kullanildigini da gostermek-
tedir. Hareketli desenlere sahip kemer iistlii bolmeleriyle egrilerle kusatilmis diiz ¢izgilere sa-
hip kemerlerin en yakin 6rneklerine Selguklu donemi saraylarinda rastlanmaktadir. Burada, Orta
(Cag’mn sonlarinda saray siislemelerinin bir dergahta uyarlanmis olmasi ¢arpicidir. Kubadabad ve
Dazya’daki ustuka siislemeleri arasindaki neredeyse yiiz elli yillik boslugun daha yakindan ince-
lenmesi gerekmektedir. Bununla birlikte, dergahlar ve sivil mimari arasindaki benzerlikler, litera-
tiirde ele alinan geleneksel bir konudur ve hem dergahlar1 hem saraylar1 tanimlamak i¢in kullani-
lan ve ‘esik’ anlamina gelen asitane gibi yaygin terimlerde de goriiliir.#° Osmanli sufi localarinda,

42 Blessing, “Rebuilding,” 196.

43 Blessing, “All Quiet,” 206

44 Goniil Oney, Beylikler Devri Sanati XIV.—XV, Yiizy1l 1300—1453 (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1989), 31-32.

45 Karagag, “Alg¢t Sanati,” 498.

46 Hamza Giindogdu vd., Tarihi Yasatan Il Tokat (Ankara: PYS Vakif Sistem Matbaa Miidiirliigii, 2006), 494-98.

47 Erkan Atak, “Tokat’tan Ahsap Direkli Bir Yap1: Uziimoren Ulu Camii,” Vakiflar Dergisi 51 (2019): 99-130.

48 TEI 7334, accessed 21 October 2021.

49 Jacqueline Chabbi, “Khankah,” Encyclopédie de [’Islam, erisim 29 Eylil 2021. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1163/9789004206106_eifo COM_049.
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yalnizca kullanilan terimler aracilifiyla degil mimari olarak da sarayla yakinlik kurulmustur.°
Daha 6nemlisi, iki dergahta yer alan belirli odalarda ustuka siislemelere bagvurulmasi, mekanlar-
da ozellestirmenin benimsendigini géstermektedir. Lulu bin Abdullah ve Horozoglu Zaviyeleri’n-
deki ustuka siislemeleri, literatiirde siklikla tabhane olarak gecen yan odalarda yogunlagmistir. Bu
odalar genellikle karsilama alani gérevi gérmiis ve dergahlarda, 6zellikle de Orta Cag’in sonlari-
na dogru Anadolu’da misafirperverligin dnemini vurgulamigtir.>' Bildigimiz kadariyla, Dazya’da-
ki Lulu bin Abdullah Zaviyesi, yan odanin misafirperverlik agisindan 6nemini vurgulayan ustuka
siislemelerinin ilk 6rnegi sayilabilir. Benzer duruma Horozoglu Zaviyesi’nde de rastlansa da her
iki 6rnek de on dordiincii yiizyilin sonunda ve on besinci yiizyilin ilk ¢eyreginde Anadolu’da
dergahlardaki ayni ustuka siislemesi grubunda yer almaktadir. Osmanli doneminde Bitinya bolge-
sinde, tabhanelerdeki ustuka siislemeler, ters T planina sahip iki saltanat dergdhinda korunmustur.
Bunlardan ilki I. Bayezid Zaviyesi, ikincisi ise [. Mehmet doneminde insa edilen, Yesil Cami ola-
rak bilinen eserdir. 1400 yilinda Bursa’nin batisindaki bir tepede insa edilen Bayezid Zaviyesi’nin
giineydogu ve giineybati cephelerindeki odalari, siva siislemelerle bezelidir. Bu eserdeki ustuka
siislemeleri Dazya’daki yapiyla benzer olsa da orta kisimdaki bir sominenin etrafinda siralanan
dort yatay bolmesiyle daha ince isgilik gerektirmistir. Orta kisimda, egrilerle kusatilmis diiz ¢iz-
gilere sahip kemerlere sahip iki nis boliimii, Dazya’daki sirakemerleri animsatmaktadr. Iki eser
arasinda onemli farklar da vardir. Kemer iistii bolmelerindeki bitki desenleri farklidir ve yassi de-
gil derin olan nisler ustuka siislemeli bolmelerin islevsel olabilecegini diislindiiriir. Amasya valisi
I. Mehmet tarafindan 1414—-1419 yillar1 arasinda Amasya’da yaptirilan Bayezid Paga Cami’nin
tabhanesi veya yan odalarindaki siva siislemeler de diger eserlerle benzerlik gostermektedir (Fig.
10). Bu eserde ustukanin yani sira diger mimari unsurlar ve epigrafik program, Bursa’daki I.
Mehmed Zaviyesi’nden (Yesil Tiirbe) esinlenildigine isaret eder. Yakin zamanda Zeynep Oguz,
Bayezid Paga Dergéahlari’ndaki saray benzeri ortama ve siislemelere dikkat ¢ekmistir,>? ki bu
benzerlik Dazya’daki 6rneklerin hem siva slislemeleri hem de egrilerle kusatilmis diiz ¢izgilere
sahip kemerleriyle de desteklenmektedir.

Sonug

Ustukanin 1. Bayezid zaviyesi gibi Osmanli komplekslerinde ilk kez kullanilmasi saltanat
mimarisinin Bayezid Pasa gibi seckin kisilerce tercih edildigini belirtse de, on besinci ylizyilin
baslarinda, 6zellikle Orta ve Dogu Karadeniz’deki dergahlarda siva siislemelerin kullaniminin
yayginlagmasi, daha karmasik bir siirece isaret etmektedir. Dazya’da on dordiincii yiizyilin bag-
larindan itibaren kullanilan ustuka geleneginin siirdiiriildiigii zaviye, elbette Orta Anadolu’da il-
hanli Devleti’nden kalan dergédhlarda ustuka kullaniminin dogrudan Osmanli doneminde Bitinya
bolgesinde benimsenmesinin baslangi¢ noktasi olarak ele alinamaz. Bununla birlikte, Horozoglu
Ahmed Bey gibi yerel figiirler, Bayezid Pasa gibi Osmanli’ya teslim olan liderler ve Osmanl sul-
tanlar1 gibi velilerin, zaviyelerin tabhanelerinde siva siislemelerini yaygin olarak kullanmaya bag-
lamasi, saraylarda tercih edilen bu gorkemli teknigi dergahlarda da siirdiirme yoniinde duyulan
ortak bir istegi ifade etmektedir. On dordiincii yiizyilin sonu ile on besinci ylizyilin bagina denk
gelen 6nemli gegis donemi, Osmanlilarin Anadolu’yu fethi ve bolgedeki mimari kiiltiirde imza

50 Zeynep Yirekli, Architecture and Hagiography in the Ottoman Empire: The Politics of the Bektashi Shrines in the
Classical Age, Birmingham Byzantine and Ottoman Studies (Farnham: Ashgate, 2012), 143—46.

51 Oya Pancaroglu, “Devotion, Hospitality and Architecture in Medieval Anatolia,” Studia Islamica 108 (2013): 73-81.

52 Oguz Kursar, “Views and Layers.”



atilan degisikliklere ev sahipligi yapmaktadir. Tarihi ayrintili olarak incelenmesi gereken ustuka
sisleme esintileri, Osmanlilar1 Orta Anadolu’daki ¢agdaglarindan ayiran cografi ve tarihi duvari
yikarak, bu gecis donemindeki mimari kiiltlire 151k tutmanin 6nemini vurgulamaktadir.
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Fig. 1: The zawiya of Lulu ibn ‘Abdallah in Tazya (near Turhal), view from the north (photograph: M. Durocher, 2017).
Fig. 1: Dazya’da (Turhal yakinlarinda) yer alan Lulu bin Abdullah Zaviyesi, kuzeyden gériinim (fotograf: M. Durocher, 2017).

Fig. 2: The zawiya of Horozoglu Ahmet Bey (Tokat), view from the north (photograph: M. Durocher, 2015).
Fig. 2: Horozoglu Ahmed Bey Zaviyesi (Tokat), kuzeyden gériinim (fotograf: M. Durocher, 2015).
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Fig. 3: The zawiya of Lulu ibn ‘Abdallah in Tazya (near Turhal), view from the south (photograph: M. Durocher, 2017).
Fig. 3: Dazya’da (Turhal yakinlarinda) yer alan Lulu bin Abdullah Zaviyesi, giineyden gériinim (fotograf: M. Durocher, 2017).

Fig. 4: The zawiya of Lulu ibn ‘Abdallah, stucco shelve in the dar al-huffaz (photograph: M. Durocher, 2017).
Fig. 4: Lulu bin Abdullah Zaviyesi, dariilhuffazdaki ustuka raf (fotograf: M. Durocher, 2017).
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Fig. 5: The zawiya of Lulu ibn ‘Abdallah, plaster decoration in the western room (photograph: M. Durocher, 2017).
Fig. 5: Lulu bin Abdullah Zaviyesi, batidaki odada yer alan siva stislemeleri (fotograf: M. Durocher, 2017).
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Fig. 6: The zawiya of Lulu ibn ‘Abdallah, plaster decoration in the dar al-huffaz, detail (photograph: M. Durocher, 2017).
Fig. 6: Lulu bin Abdullah Zaviyesi, dariilhuffazda yer alan siva stslemelerinden bir ayrinti (fotograf: M. Durocher, 2017).
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Fig. 7: The zawiya of Horozoglu, stucco in the eastern room (photograph: M. Durocher, 2015).
Fig. 7: Horozoglu Zaviyesi, dogudaki odada yer alan ustuka siislemeleri (fotograf: M. Durocher, 2015).
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Fig. 8: The zawiya of Horozoglu, stucco in the eastern room, detail of the peacock (photograph: M. Durocher, 2015).
Fig. 8: Horozoglu Zaviyesi, dogudaki odada yer alan ustuka stislemeleri, tavus kusu figiirli (fotograf: M. Durocher, 2015).
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Fig. 9: The mosque of Dimorta (Uziiméren), stucco mihrab (photograph: M. Durocher, 2015).
Fig. 9: Dimorta (Uziimdren) Cami, ustuka mihrap (fotograf: M. Durocher, 2015)
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Fig. 10: The zawiya of Bayezid Pasa (Amasya), plaster decoration in the tabhane (photograph: M. Durocher, 2017).
Fig. 10: Bayezid Pasa Zaviyesi (Amasya), tabhanedeki siva siislemeleri (fotograf: M. Durocher, 2017).
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Abstract

This article will discuss the opportunities that the First World War created for scholars and
soldiers to conduct archaeological excavations and protect cultural artifacts in Ottoman lands,
their motivations for doing so, and the reception of these actions by the public. When the war
broke out, excavation sites were initially abandoned, scholars on all sides joined the war efforts,
and public interest in antiquities waned as the brutality of the conflict grew. However, the war cre-
ated many new opportunities for all the belligerents to engage in archaeology. At the same time,
the aspects of the protection and appreciation of cultural heritage, including archaeology, became
tools of war, wielded on the battleground of public opinion.

KKeywords:

Archaeology, Cultural Heritage, World War I, Protection, Soldiers

George H. Chase, a professor of archaeology from Harvard University, expected any report
on archaeology in 1915 to simply have the phrase “inter arma silet [sic] archaelogia.”? To his
surprise, this was not the case; instead, archaeology thrived because the First World War provid-
ed new opportunities. This article aims to give a bird’s-eye view of the cultural heritage-related
activities, especially archaeological and protective measures, undertaken by all the belligerents
from both sides who fought in the lands of the Ottoman Empire. It will focus on the intertwined
roles and relationships of the scholars, especially archaeologists, and the soldiers.

The First World War started for the Ottomans in October 1914 when they joined the
side of the Central Powers (Austria-Hungary and Germany) against the Allied powers (Britain,
France, Italy, and Russia, their colonies and especially the ANZAC, and later Greece and the
United States) and ended in October 1918 with their defeat. A significant amount of fighting oc-

1 Ceren Abi, Kadir Has University, ORCID: 0000-0003—-0565-0865, ceren.abi@gmail.com
I would like to thank Eoghan Stafford for his invaluable feedback. I would also like to thank the Netherlands Insti-
tute in Turkey and the Middle East Technical University Graduate Program of Architectural History for providing
me a platform to share earlier versions of this paper and the participants in those talks for their helpful feedback.

2 George H. Chase, “Archaeology in 1915,” The Classical Journal 12, no. 3 (1916): 200-208. This can be translated as
“Amongst the arms the archaeology falls silent,” meaning that the war stops any archaeological activity.



174 JOURNAL OF THE TURKISH INSTITUTE OF ARCHAELOGY AND CULTURAL HERITAGE - 01

curred all across Ottoman soil. The Ottomans fought on the Caucasian Front against the Russians,
in Mesopotamia, Suez, and Palestine against the British, and in Gallipoli against British, ANZAC,
and French troops.

When war broke out, many European archaeologists working in the Ottoman Empire had
to pack up and leave. The only European scholars who remained in the Ottoman Empire were
those from countries allied with the Ottomans: the Germans and later the Hungarians, who opened
the Hungarian Science Institute of Constantinople in 1917.2 While the Germans were able to con-
tinue their major excavation in Babylon, many other sites were restricted or abandoned due to the
number of researchers drafted into military service.# Putting scholars to military use was common
in other European countries as well.

It is possible to talk about two periods, one from 1914 to 1916 and another from mid-
1916 to the end of the war. In the first period, archaeologists adjusted and learned to use the
resources provided by the war to carry out archaeological research, such as labor provided by the
army, the spoils of war, which included artifacts, and new military technologies. This period also
encompasses many examples of accidental archaeology, in which artifacts were revealed by the
day-to-day activities of warfare, such as digging trenches and bomb explosions. Archaeology in
the second period was more systematic and institutionalized.

In what positions were the archaeologists placed to help the war effort? In the first period,
European archaeologists were used officially and unofficially in intelligence and administrative
fields. For example, the members of the French and British archaeological schools in Athens
engaged in propaganda activities to influence Greece, which remained neutral until 1917.% Some
continued their excavations, however minimally, to show Allied strength. Others were directly re-
cruited to the war administration, such as T. E. Lawrence and Gertrude Bell. They were recruited
to work for the Arab Bureau in Cairo, trying to shape British policy in the Middle East.® Archae-
ologists were high in demand for intelligence and administrative positions because they knew the
languages, politics, and terrains of the regions.

What happened to the Ottomans scholars? In the Ottoman Empire, Halil Ethem Bey,
the director of the Ottoman Imperial Museum in Istanbul, moved to the museum with his family
to protect the collections when the museum’s staff was drafted for military service.” He turned

3 Gébor Fodor, “Harp Istanbul’unda Macar Arkeolojisi: Konstantinopolis Macar Bilim Enstitiisii (1916-1918),” YIL-
LIK: Annual of Istanbul Studies 2 (2019): 103-17.

4 Oliver Stein, “Archaeology and Monument Protection in War: The Collaboration Between the German Army and Re-
searchers in the Ottoman Empire, 1914—-1918,” in Militarized Cultural Encounters in the Long Nineteenth Century.
War, Culture and Society, 1750-1850, ed. Joseph Clarke and John Horne (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2018),
297-317. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-78229-4 1.

5 Miranda Stavrinou, “Gustave Fougéres, 1’Ecole francaise d’Athénes et la propagande en Gréce durant les an-
nées 1917-1918,” Bulletin de Correspondance Hellénique 120, no. 1 (1996): 83-99, https://doi.org/10.3406/
bch.1996.4589; Richard Clogg, “Academics at War: The British School at Athens during the First World War,”
British School at Athens Studies 17 (2009): 163—77; Catherine Valenti, “L’école francaise d’Athénes pendant la
Grande Guerre: une institution universitaire au service de I’Entente,” Guerres mondiales et conflits contemporains
204, no. 4 (2001): 5-14.

6 These types of intertwined archaeological-political activities go all the way back to the early nineteenth century, with
archacologist-diplomats like the French Paul-Emile Botta and the British Austen Henry Layard. There is extensive
literature covering the activities of both Layard and Botta. The latest is Shawn Malley, From Archaeology to Spec-
tacle in Victorian Britain: The Case of Assyria, 1845—1854 (Farnham: Ashgate, 2012).

7 Ayse Ozdemir, “A History of Turkish Archaeology from the 19th Century to the End of the Single Party Period”
(master’s thesis, Bogazi¢i University, 2001), 34. Aziz Ogan, “Bay Halil Ethem,” Yeni Tiirk Mecmuast 73 (1939):
4-7. According to the article, he continued to reside there for many years after the war as well.
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this into an opportunity and decided to do a new classification of the collections and study them
closely. He also created the Ancient Mesopotamian Antiquities Museum (Sark-1 Kadim Miizesi);
this museum was meant to separate the Hittite, Egyptian, and Mesopotamian antiquities from
the Greek, Roman, and Byzantine objects. The other agents of the Imperial Museum were not
standing idly by, either—people like Makridi Bey and Bedri Bey kept collecting and publishing.®
The army also helped collect and transfer antiquities to the museum. For example, during the war,
covers of sarcophagi previously discovered around Topkap1 Palace were finally moved to the Im-
perial Museum, thanks to the troops sent by the commander of the First Army, Mehmet Ali Paga.®

The war made archaeological remains vulnerable, but the state was willing to take steps
to protect monuments despite the strains of war. This is evident in a communiqué issued by the
Ministry of Interior in 1917 that criticized bureaucrats who used antiquities to build military bar-
racks, hospitals, and schools and destroyed historical buildings without paying attention to their
historical and architectural importance. It declares that it is necessary to preserve these buildings
because they are antiquities and national monuments. The fact that the Ministry of Interior felt the
need to issue a notification points to the importance of this matter in the eyes of the state. It also
highlights the ubiquity of such destruction around the empire.™ It is not a coincidence that the
Permanent Committee on Antiquities (Asar-1 Atika Erciimen-i Daimisi) was established in 1917
to protect, study, and preserve historical works of art and monuments." In 1918 a sub-commission
was established to create an extensive list of Turkish and Byzantine monuments in Istanbul.'?
The members of this sub-commission, which included Ottoman architects, a photographer, and
a German art historian,' walked the streets of old Istanbul, cataloging and taking pictures of the

8 Bedri Bey, for example, one of the inspectors of the museum, discovered a statue in Cyzicus (contemporary Balikesir
in northwestern Asia Minor) in 1917 and sent it to the Imperial Museum in 1918: Sidney N. Deane, “Archaeological
News,” American Journal of Archaeology 27, no. 3 (1923): 341-80, https://doi.org/10.2307/497854. Halil Ethem
published a book on Islamic monuments of Kayseri in 1915. Halil Edhem, Kayseriye Sehri: Mebdni-i Islamiyye ve
Kitdbeleri. Istanbul: Matbaa-i Orhaniye, 1334 [1915]. In 1917, Halil Ethem and the German epigrapher Max van
Berchem published the third volume of their work on Islamic inscriptions. Halil Edhem and Max van Berchem,
Matériaux pour un corpus inscriptionum arabicarum, Ille partie: Asie Mineure. Cairo: Imprimerie de 1’Institut
francais d’archéologie orientale, 1917.

9 Abdulhak Sinasi Hisar, “Miizelerimizin ilk Zamanlari,” Tiirk Yurdu 261 (1956): 281. The scale of this activity is
difficult to establish, however.

10 For example, when in 1914, the army started to build barracks in Bakirkdy, Istanbul, they came across Byzantine
ruins and let the Imperial Museum know. After an initial study, the ruins were left alone. During the Allied occupa-
tion, the French forces took over the barracks and French archaeologists started excavations there.

11 The idea was first mentioned a few months before the war: BOA. DH.I1.28-2.33 (1332 Ca 4 Ah/ 29 April 1914).
Members of the committee included IThtifalci Mehmet Ziya (1866/7—1930), Halil Ethem (Eldem), Mimar Kemaled-
din, Efdaleddin (Tekiner), and Celal Esat (Arseven). This council is also called Muhafaza-i Asar-1 Atika Enciimeni
or Muhafaza-i Abidat Enciimeni in different sources. “Muhafaza-i Asar-1 Atika Enciimen-i Daimisi: Bir Senelik
Mesaisine Dair Rapor, 21 Mayis 1334,” Numero 1 (Dariilhilafetiil Aliye [istanbul]: Muhafaza-i Asar-1 Atika Encii-
men-i Daimisi, 1336).

12 Friedrich Schrader, “Die Kunstdenkmaler Konstantinopels,” Der Neue Orient Band 5 (1919): 302-304 and 352-54.
In the Ottoman archives, there is a reference to the establishment of a commission to study the history of groun-
dwork and cisterns as well: BOA, M.EEMKT 1214.63 (1334 R 29). This might be related to the work of another
German, Eckhard Unger (1884 —1966), who was working for the Ottoman Imperial Museum and teaching at Is-
tanbul University. He was a German Assyriologist who conducted the first detailed research in the Basilica Cistern
(Yerebatan Sarnicr) in Istanbul: see Giil Cephanecigil, “Teaching the ‘Science of Antiquities’ in the Late Ottoman
Turkey: Eckhardt Unger and ‘ilm-i Asar-1 atika Medhali’ [Introduction to the Science of Antiquities],” 4|Z ITU
Journal of Faculty of Architecture 13, no. 2 (2016): 175-84, https://doi.org/10.5505/itujfa.2016.46320.

13 Other members included Asim Bey (possibly Asim Komiirclioglu), master builder and lecturer at the Faculty of Fine
Arts, Mehmet Ziya Bey (known as Ihtifalci Mehmet Ziya), member of the teaching council and antiquarian, the
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buildings and monuments. They recorded fire damage as well as the damage done by private in-
dividuals, the municipalities, and the war.'4

The war, with its increasingly destructive technologies, also created new opportunities for
archaeology. War meant trenches and explosions. While ceaseless digging, bombing, and shelling
produced miserable conditions and massive death counts, they also led to accidental discoveries. At
least some of these were reported to the Imperial Museum in Istanbul.’® The Allied soldiers fight-
ing in the Gallipoli campaign also unearthed antiquities. Sometimes, these accidental finds made
it to the pages of important magazines, such as the French L I/lustration in 1915. With the passing
of time and the increasing intensity of the war, these finds became more frequent. Archaeologists
within the ranks of the British and French armies tried to document and protect their discoveries.
For example, in May 1915, French soldiers encountered ancient graves while they were digging
trenches. A few weeks later, many sarcophagi appeared due to an Ottoman bombardment. These
graves belonged to the necropolis of the ancient Greek city of Elacus and dated to the sixth century
BCE." Then an official excavation began, with soldiers serving as the laborers, under a Dominican
Assyriologist, then a professor at the Jerusalem Bible School."” The finds were kept in a storage
building, which was open for visits—a sort of tiny museum on the front lines. A museum in such a
place might seem odd, but the soldiers had very few options for leisure or entertainment while on
the front. Working under an archaeologist and visiting the makeshift museum must have given sol-
diers some much-needed respite. For the archaeologists, the trenches provided unique opportunities
for study.'® The very existence of an excavation and a makeshift museum shows that military lead-
ers were interested in and supported archaeology, which continued in the second period of the war.

The second period of archaeology in the Ottoman lands during the war was much more
systematic and institutional and began with the initiative of Cemal Pasa in Syria. One of the main
leaders of the Committee of Union and Progress, Cemal Pasa was the military governor of Syria,
as well as the general of the Fourth Army. He is infamous—his name is synonymous with hun-
ger and ruin for many people in the Arab provinces. He ordered hangings and exiles for political
elites and dissidents, but he also engaged in public works like building grand avenues in cities. He
repaired the citadel of Jerusalem and supported the restoration and preservation of the citadels of
Damascus and Aleppo.'® What is generally less known about his activities is that he also started a
monuments protection unit using a resource available to him: his German allies.

On Ottoman soil, the German military presence included German archaeologists like
Leo Frobenius, Max von Oppenheim, and Professor Theodor Wiegand. Wiegand was the director

young architect Ziihtii (Basar) Bey (1886-1942), Iskender Bey, owner of the photography studio Sébah & Joaillier,
and Friedrich Schrader, a German philologist, art historian, and co-founder and (until 1917) deputy editor-in-chief
of the German daily newspaper Osmanischer Lloyd.

14 Ceren Abi, “Byzantine Archaeology during the First World War and the Allied Occupation (1914-1923): Destru-
ction, Exploration, and Protection,” in Byzantine Archaeology in Istanbul (Istanbul: Pera Museum, forthcoming).

15 BOA, D.H.EUM.VRK 25.29. (1334 B 06).

16 See more about this in Lucienne Thys-Senocak, Divided Spaces, Contested Pasts: The Heritage of the Gallipoli
Peninsula (London: Routledge, 2018).

17 Thérése Krempp, “Le service archéologique de I’armée d’Orient, une archéologie en guerre,” Bulletin de I’Institut
Pierre Renouvin 46, no. 2 (2017): 77-90.

18 For example, see the work of archacologists studying and publishing from war zones: Léon Rey, “Observations
sur les sites préhistoriques et protohistoriques de la Macédoine,” Bulletin de Correspondance Hellénique 40, no. 1
(1916): 257-92, https://doi.org/10.3406/bch.1916.1478.

19 Omer Osman Umar, Osmanli Yonetimi ve Fransiz Manda Idaresi Altinda Suriye (1908-1938) (Ankara: Atatiirk
Aragtirma Merkezi, 2004), 345.
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of the Antiquities Department of the Royal Museum in Berlin.2° In 1916 Cemal Pasa employed
Professor Wiegand as the inspector general of antiquities of Syria and Palestine.?' And in the same
year, Cemal Pasa tasked him with creating the German-Turkish Monument Protection Comman-
do unit (Deutsch-Turkisches Denkmalschutzkommando). This group was composed of German
specialists. When Halil Ethem Bey found out about this unit, he sent the antiquities inspector of
the Izmir area, Aziz Bey (Ogan), to join them.?? This unit undertook extensive archaeological
trips and conducted historical, archaeological, and architectural surveys. They also ensured the
protection of historical buildings that were under threat of destruction.

With this new unit, Professor Wiegand conducted extensive research and published a book
in German and Ottoman Turkish called Alte Denkmdler aus Syrien, Paldstina und Westarabien
(Ancient Monuments of Syria, Palestine and West Arabia) in 1918 with the money Cemal Pasa pro-
vided him from army resources.?® The collaboration between the Ottomans and Germans moved
beyond Syria to Istanbul, where the Germans excavated in the fire-torn area that is today Sul-
tanahmet, which revealed the ruins of the old palace.?* They excavated in 1918 with the assistance
of the Ottoman Museum officials and continued until the Germans had to evacuate. This work
would later be picked up again when French archaeologists arrived with the Allied occupation
forces.?®

It is essential to question the motivations of the Germans and Ottomans to undertake such
work in the middle of the Great War. In the modern era, it is possible to find multiple examples
in which war and occupation have been associated with making claims over the remains of the
past. From Napoleon’s occupation of Egypt in the eighteenth century, French and Italian colonial
expansion in North Africa in the nineteenth century, to the so-called Islamic State’s occupation of
Syria and Iraq in the twenty-first century, the protection and destruction of the material remains of
the past have been used for a variety of political, economic, and cultural reasons.?® These reasons
range from justifying occupations to acquiring material benefits from the sale of the remains.

The Germans were not occupiers in the Ottoman Empire, but they were the allies of the
Ottomans. To understand their motivations, we must look to the first year of the war, when the

20 Stein, “German Military,” 3.

21 In 1917 Aziz Ogan was sent to Damascus, where he became an Ottoman representative at the commission for the
protection of monuments until 1918. He became close friends with Theodor Wiegand, and when Ogan returned
to Izmir, Wiegand went to excavate in the area of Didyma and Pergamon: Melania Savino, “Narrating the ‘New’
History: Museums in the Construction of the Turkish Republic,” in Great Narratives of the Past Traditions and Re-
visions in National Museums: Conference Proceedings from EuNaMus; Paris 29 June—1I July and 25-26 November
2011, European Nationals Museums; Identity Politics, the Uses of the Past and the European Citizen, ed. Domi-
nique Poulot, Felicity Bodenstein, and José Maria Lanzarote Guiral (Linkdping: Linkdping University Electronic
Press, 2012), 253—-64. http://www.ep.liu.se/ecp_home/index.en.aspx?issue=078.

22 Sebastian Willert, “Zwischen deutsch-osmanischen Kriegszielen und Museumsinteressen: Das Deutsch-Tiirkische
Denkmalschutz-Kommando im Ersten Weltkrieg,” in Renationalisierung oder Sharing Heritage? Wo steht die Denk-
malpflege im Europdischen Kulturerbejahr 20182, ed. Stephanie Herold, Anneli Randla, and Ingid Scheurmann, Ve-
roffentlichungen des Arbeitskreises Theorie und Lehre der Denkmalpflege e.V. 28 (Holzminder: J6rg Mitzkat, 2019),
42-9, https://books.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/arthistoricum/reader/download/496/496-17-87707-1-10-20200207.pdf.

23 Theodor Wiegand and Cemal Pasa, Alte Denkmcdiler aus Syrien, Paldstina und Westarabien: 100 Tafeln mit beschre-
ibendem Text (Berlin: Georg Reimer, 1918), https://digi.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/diglit/wiegand1918.

24 Ernest Mamboury and Theodor Wiegand, Die Kaiserpaldste von Konstantinopel zwischen Hippodrom und Marma-
ra-Meer (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1934).

25 Jean Ebersolt, Mission archéologique de Constantinople (Paris: E. Leroux, 1921).

26 For example, see Bonnie Effros, Incidental Archaeologists: French Officers and the Rediscovery of Roman North
Africa (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2018), https://doi.org/10.7591/9781501718540; Massimiliano Munzi, L e-
pica del ritorno: Archeologia e politica nella Tripolitania italiana (Rome: L’Erma’ di Bretschneider, 2001).
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German army destroyed the important library at the University in Louvain and later the cathedral
in Reims. The destruction of these valuable cultural monuments captured international public
interest, and the Germans were denounced globally as barbarians.?” Facing these accusations,
the Germans created monument protection and preservation units at or near the western front as
early as 1914.28 Many German and Austrian archaeologists served in these preservation units,
which aimed to steer troops away from cultural artifacts and ensure their preservation. The
establishment of the German-Ottoman collaboration came later and with different purposes. It
seems to have been an attempt to cement the German-Ottoman relationship. There were other
joint cultural events from 1916 onward.?® The German team helped the Ottoman army transfer
Mesopotamian antiquities to the Imperial Museum in Istanbul before the arrival of the British
occupiers, and the Ottoman government even rewarded them with a medal to thank them for
their efforts.®® German archaeological works in the Ottoman Empire were helpful for gather-
ing military intelligence, and the collaboration also helped secure favorable agreements about
archaeological permits in the future and perhaps even special privileges for the excavations and
the partitioning of finds.>

The introduction to the abovementioned Alte Denkmdler aus Syrien, Paldstina und We-
starabien provides a glimpse into the motivations of Cemal Pasa. In it, he is speaking to two dif-
ferent audiences: European citizens and Ottoman citizens. Cemal Pasa and the Ottomans wanted
to provide a response to the accusations (which had started in the nineteenth century) by Europe-
ans that the Ottomans were uncivilized and incapable of taking care of their antiquities. By estab-
lishing a monuments protection unit, Cemal Pasa was able to show that the Ottomans understood
the importance of antiquities and of protecting and studying them. Cemal Pasa speaks to Ottoman
citizens as well, telling them that by reading this book and looking at the images of the antiquities
of prior civilizations and Ottoman civilization, they would see the greatness of their past and be
proud to be Ottomans.

Moreover, by looking at this book, all Ottoman citizens would learn to fulfill their obli-
gation to respect and protect antiquities. It can be argued that there was another message directed
toward both audiences. Like the work of the monuments protection unit, the book is inclusive of
all antiquities and monuments—those belonging to the Byzantine, Arab, and Ottoman periods in
Syria and including Muslim, Christian, and Jewish monuments. Thus, it can be argued that the

27 See, for example, John P. Williams, “The Flames of Louvain: Total War and the Destruction of European High Cul-
ture in Belgium by German Occupying Forces in August 1914, in The Great War in Belgium and the Netherlands:
Beyond Flanders Fields, ed. Felicity Rash and Christophe Declercq (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2018), 3547,
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-73108-7_3.

28 Paul Clemen, Kunstschutz im Kriege,; Berichte iiber den Zustand der Kunstdenkmdler auf den verschiedenen Kriegs-
schaupldtzen und iiber die deutschen und osterreichischen Massnahmen zu ihrer Evhaltung, Rettung, Erforschung
(Leipzig: E. A. Seemann, 1919).

29 See Gizem Tongo, “Ottoman Painting and Painters during the First World War” (PhD diss., University of Oxford,
2017); also Suha Ozkan, “Tiirk-Alman Dostluk Yurdu Oneri Yarismasi, 1916,” O.D.T.U. Mimarlik Fakiiltesi Der-
gisi 1, no. 2 (Fall 1975): 177-210.

30 BOA ME.MKT.1234 63 (1336 S 29). “Babil harabesinden ¢ikarilan eski eserleri Ingiliz istilasindan evvel kaldiran
ancak Ane’de esir diisen Irak Ordusu’nda vazifeli Miilazim-1 Evvel Doktor Konrad Proviser ve bu eserleri Istan-
bul’da Miize-i Himayun’a ulastiran Yildirim Ordusu’nda Yiizbasi Walter Andre’nin Mecidi Nisani ile taltifleri”
(Second Lieutenant Doctor Konrad Proviser working in the Army of Iraq, who removed the antiquities from the
ruins of Babylon before the British occupation but was held captive in Ane, and Captain Walter Andre of Yildirim
Army, who transported these antiquities to Istanbul, will be rewarded with the order of Mecid).

31 For a detailed discussion of the complex and often tense relationship between Ottoman and German archaeological
establishments, see Willert, “Zwischen deutsch-osmanischen Kriegszielen.”
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book tries to communicate the impression that the Ottoman state is inclusive of the various pasts
of'its subjects. The emphasis on inclusivity is rather hollow considering the events that broke the
territorial and social integrity of the Ottoman Empire, in 1915 and 1916 as well as the Great Arab
Revolt, but nevertheless notable because it shows that the Ottoman leaders believed they could
use the remains of the past to promote social cohesion during wartime.

Looking at archaeological works by the Allies during the second period of the war, the
developments on the Macedonian and the Caucasian Fronts provide insights into the archaeolo-
gists’ activities and the institutionalization of cultural heritage-related activities. When the British
and the French governments sent their troops to northern Greece in 1915, they found themselves
in a long stalemate. The availability of a workforce stationed in an archaeological heaven and the
tradition of French armies contributing to the development of scientific research probably influ-
enced the French decision to start excavating, and Maurice Sarrail, the commander-in-chief of the
Allied Armée d’Orient, established an archaeological service in May 1916.32 There was a genuine
interest in the creation of knowledge. 33

The British, who had a separate zone on the Macedonian front, did not form an archae-
ological service but excavated anyway. Nonetheless, the Allies had to make their archaeological
activities more institutionalized to calm and reassure the Greek community and the local admin-
istration. The Athenian press started to publish articles accusing the Allies of looting archaeologi-
cal sites. These accusations have some truth in them. For example, in October 1917, eleven crates
filled with finds were sent from Greece to the Louvre Museum. Nevertheless, both armies started
issuing regulations on what to do with the antiquities and declared that all archaeological finds
were to be reported and taken to Thessaloniki. Since the French and British zones were separate,
two collections were created: the French one in a historical cathedral in Thessaloniki, known
as the Rotunda, and the British one in the White Tower. One floor became known as the British
Salonika Force Museum and was set up by lieutenant-commander Ernest Gardner.®* He was a
professor of classical archaeology and before the war had been the head of the British School of
Athens. The museum was not open to the public, but apparently, he was happy to show around
anyone who was interested.3®

32For a detailed report on the establishment of the Service and its activities until 1918, see Gustave Mendel, “Les
travaux du service archéologique de 1’armée frangaise d’Orient,” Comptes rendus des séances de |’Académie des
Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres 62, no. 1 (1918): 9—17, https://doi.org/10.3406/crai.1918.73940. For a scholarly exa-
mination of their activities, see Andrew Shapland and Evangelina Stefani, eds., Archaeology Behind the Battle
Lines: The Macedonian Campaign (1915—19) and Its Legacy, British School at Athens - Modern Greek and Byzan-
tine Studies 4 (London: Routledge, 2017).

33 The head of the French archaeological service, Mendel, even proposed to publish an album of “Eastern” decorative
arts of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries that would be prized by art historians and turquerie enthusiasts. It
is interesting that Mendel did not use the term Ottoman and humbly bragged about the contribution to the study of
neglected monuments. Mendel writes “Nous avons cru, en outre, devoir faire une place a une série de monuments
qu’on a trop longtemps négligés. 1l a existé en Orient, au xvme et dans la premiére partie du xixe siécle, un art
décoratif fastueux et charmant: sculpteurs sur pierre et sur bois, ébénistes, imagiers, ce sont eux qui ont décoré les
iconostases des églises et les plafonds des riches konaks, exécuté ces meubles domestiques ou cultuels en marque-
terie d’ivoire, de nacre et d’écaillé, sculpté les fontaines consacrées par de pieux musulmans et peuplé les cimetiéres
turcs de leurs steles enguirlandées et fleuries. Le Service archéologique se propose, avec la collaboration de la
Section photographique de I’armée d’Orient (dirigée a Salonique par le lieutenant Georges Rémond), de constituer
un album de ces bois, de ces marbres et de ces icones. Ce recueil sera également précieux aux historiens de 1’art et
aux fervents de la ‘turquerie.”” Mendel, “Les travaux du service archéologique,” 16—17.

34 Ch. Picard et al., “Macedonia,” The Annual of the British School at Athens 23 (1918): 1-103.

35 Objects related to this museum can be viewed at the British Salonika Force Museum: The British Museum, “Bri-
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The Russian occupation on the eastern end of the Ottoman Empire provides further ex-
amples of institutional archaeological activities. Unlike any of the other belligerents, from the
beginning the Russians had plans for archaeological activities in the Ottoman lands. They started
their Caucasus Campaign in 1914 and marched into the Ottoman territories; they conducted many
archaeological and ethnographic studies in the eastern regions of the Ottoman Empire until 1917.
The Russian Archaeological Institute (RAIK), which was established in the Ottoman capital in
the nineteenth century and closed down when the war started, played an active role. Along with
the activities of the RAIK, the Russian army also had a unit responsible for archacological pres-
ervation called the Commission for the Preservation and Registration of Ancient Monuments,
which operated in the occupied territories in 1916.%¢ This was a similar organization to the Ger-
man-Turkish Monuments Protection Commando.

Russian archaeological activities, especially the ones focused on the Byzantine and Chris-
tian past, allowed the Russian Empire to make two claims that would legitimize their presence.
The first claim was that Russia had a historical and religious connection to the Byzantine Empire.
The second was that the Russians involved were responsible for fixing the current deplorable
conditions of antiquities because they alone knew their value. The British and French would come
to make parallel claims starting in 1916.

There was another side to these protection initiatives: the destruction that came from
within the armies. An excellent example to illustrate this point is the proclamation about the pro-
tection of antiquities issued by the British forces in 1917, within two months of their occupying
Baghdad. Per this proclamation, all antiquities were the property of the administration of the oc-
cupied territories, and all unauthorized removals were prohibited. This proclamation suggests that
soldiers were removing them, damaging them, and/or selling them. The British were not the only
ones who took these steps. Faced with the destruction and smuggling of antiquities in his army,
Nikolai Yudenich, the commander-in-chief of the Russian army entering northern Asia Minor,
declared in 1916 that ancient monuments, without exception, were under state protection from de-
struction and that the plundering, sale, purchase, or unauthorized collection of cultural property
were strictly forbidden in the areas occupied by the Russian army. Similarly, the Italians created
regulations to protect historical and artistic heritage when entering Austria in 1915.

All these precautions, regulations, and declarations made by not one but many of the
belligerents on opposite sides show that extensive destruction, looting, and trafficking of antig-
uities were happening everywhere. Whether soldiers were taking a souvenir for their loved ones
at home, selling what they found for profit, or using monuments for target practice and places to
carve their names, all these activities were detrimental, especially for scholars, who lamented the
loss of contexts for finds, and for the military and political leaders, who really wanted to avoid an
international scandals regarding their wartime activities.

In this article I covered a vast geography, from Greece to Syria to eastern Anatolia, and
switched back and forth between the Ottomans and various European powers engaged in the war
to paint a picture of cultural heritage-related activities during the First World War. The actors in
the story were a diverse bunch, from the lowly common soldier to the decorated professor and

tish Salonika Force Museum,” accessed 3 September 2021, https://www.britishmuseum.org/collection/term/
BIOG138946?71d=BIOG138946&page=1#page-top.

36 Pinar Ure, “Byzantine Heritage, Archaeology, and Politics Between Russia and the Ottoman Empire: Russian Arc-
haeological Institute in Constantinople (1894—-1914)” (PhD diss., The London School of Economics and Political
Science, 2014), 244.
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generals commanding hundreds of thousands of people. I have tried to show that during the war,
archacologists became soldiers and soldiers became amateur archacologists. I also pointed out
that both the soldiers and the scholars played multiple roles: they became destroyers and protec-
tors, looters and researchers. They all suffered from the brutality of war. They were injured by
artillery fire, they became sick with malaria, and they suffered from mental and physical fatigue.
Scholarly works provided a break from the insanity of the war. The war also provided opportuni-
ties to use archaeology (and cultural heritage in general) as a weapon—a means of propaganda.
Thus, we need to put the actions of these scholars in the context of the imperial and colonial logic
that formed the basis for these empires. We also need to consider the impulses that compel people
to take advantage of a dire situation; for example, soldiers trafficking antiquities for personal
profit and soldier-archaeologists sending finds to their own countries despite it being against the
laws of the country they were fighting in.

At the same time, | argue that the drive to create knowledge must have also been a moti-
vation to engage in cultural heritage-related activities. It was not only for the sake of propaganda
or other state purposes that scholars were involved in research; they were also genuinely inter-
ested in making the best of a bad situation to make discoveries about the past. The same goes
for (some of) the soldiers; both higher-ups and the rank and file were aware of the importance of
cultural heritage and the importance of protecting antiquities.

The war changed things. A new appreciation of the past and its material remains emerged
during the First World War. The very first monument protection units were created. Moreover,
even though there were some precedents before the war, detailed regulations on dealing with cul-
tural heritage during a conflict appeared across the board. A global public opinion was forming
that valued the protection of cultural monuments and antiquities. The issue of protecting cultural
heritage became more complicated during the post-war period, when the Ottoman Empire came
under Allied occupation.
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Ozet

Bu makalede, Birinci Diinya Savasi’nin Osmanli topraklarinda arkeolojik aragtirmalar yap-
ma ve kiiltlirel varliklar1 koruma konularinda arastirmaci ve askerler i¢in dogurdugu firsatlar, bu
caligmalar1 gerceklestirme sebepleri ve toplumun bunlari nasil karsiladigi konular ele alinmakta-
dir. Savasin ilk aylarinda kazi alanlari terk edilirken tiim taraflardaki bilim insanlart seferberlige
katilmis, catigsmalar siddet kazandikca halkin kazilara ilgisi azalmisti. Bununla birlikte savas, tim
mubhariplerin arkeolojiye ilgi duymasi i¢in ¢ok sayida yeni firsat yaratmisti. Ayni1 zamanda, arke-
olojik faaliyetler de dahil olmak iizere kiiltiire]l mirasin korunmasi ve deger kazanmasi, savagin
birer unsurlar1 haline gelip kamuoyu diislincesinin sekillendirilmesinde yol oynamustir.

Anahtar Kelimeler:

Arkeoloji, Kiiltiirel Miras, Birinci Diinya Savasi, Koruma, Askerler

Harvard Universitesi arkeoloji profesorii George H. Chase, 1915 yilinda arkeolojiyle ilgili
tim raporlarin tek sayfadan ve Inter arma silet [sic] archaelogia? sloganindan olugsmasini bek-
liyordu. Aksine arkeoloji, Birinci Diinya Savasi’nin dogurdugu yeni firsatlarla kendine gelisme
alam bulmustu. Bu makale, Osmanli imparatorlugu topraklarinda her iki tarafta savasan muharip-
lerin gerceklestirdigi kiiltiirel mirasla ilgili, 6zellikle arkeolojik ve korumaya yonelik faaliyetlere
genel bir bakis sunmay1 amaglar. Makale, bilim insanlar1 (6zellikle arkeologlar) ve askerlerin
birbirinden bagimsiz olarak diisiiniilemeyecek rolleri ile iliskilerine odaklanir.

Birinci Diinya Savasi, Osmanli Imparatorlugu icin Ekim 1914 te, iilkenin Itilaf Devletle-
ri’ne (Ingiltere, Fransa, Italya, Rusya ve kolonileri ve 6zellikle ANZAClar, daha sonra Yunanis-
tan ve Amerika Birlesik Devletleri) kars: ittifak Devletleri’nin yaninda (Avusturya-Macaristan ve

1 Ceren Abi, Kadir Has Universitesi, ORCID: 0000-0003—0565-0865, ceren.abi@gmail.com

Essiz katkilart i¢in Eoghan Stafford’a tesekkiir ederim. Bu makalenin 6nceki versiyonlar1 paylasabilmem igin birer
platform saglayan Hollanda Arastirma Enstitiisii ve Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Mimarlik Tarihi Lisansiistii
Programi’na ve bu konusmalarda yer alan katilimcilara yararli geribildirimleri i¢in tesekkiir ederim.

2 George H. Chase, “Archaeology in 1915,” The Classical Journal 12, no. 3 (1916): 200-208. Bu ifade, “Silahlar
konustugunda arkeoloji susar” seklinde g¢evrilebilir. Savasin arkeolojiyle ilgili ¢alismalari durdurdugu anlamina
gelmektedir.
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Almanya) savasa girmesiyle baslayip Ekim 1918’de yenilgiyle sonuclanmistir. Osmanli toprakla-
rinin dort bir yaninda ¢atismalar gergeklesmisti. Osmanlilar Kafkasya Cephesi’nde Ruslarla; Irak,
Siiveys ve Filistin Cepheleri’nde ingilizlerle; Canakkale Cephesi’nde ise ingiliz, ANZAC’lar ve
Fransizlarla savagmisti.

Savas basladiginda, Osmanli imparatorlugu’nda calisan birgok Avrupali arkeolog iilke-
den ayrilmak zorunda kalmisti. imparatorluk sinirlarinda kalan Avrupali bilim insanlari, Osman-
Ir’nin miittefikleri olan Almanlar ve daha sonra 1917 yilinda Istanbul Macar Bilim Enstitiisii nii
kuran Macarlar idi.®> Almanlar Babil’de onemli kazilarini siirdiiriirken ¢ok sayida arastirmacinin
askere alinmasi nedeniyle diger kazi alanlarindaki calismalar kisitlanmis veya tamamiyla sona
ermisti.* Aragtirmacilarin askere alinmasi, o déonemde diger Avrupa iilkelerinde de yaygin bir
uygulamaydi.

Savas, 1914-1916 arasi ve 1916 ortalarindan savasin sonuna kadar olmak tizere iki do-
neme ayrilabilir. 1lk dénemde arkeologlar, arkeolojik ¢aligmalari siirdiirmek igin savasta ger-
ceklestirilen faaliyetler, savas ganimetleri ve yeni teknolojiler gibi savagin sundugu kaynaklari
kullanmay1 6grenmistir. Bu donemde, savas boyunca siper kazma ve bomba infilaki gibi giinliik
etkinliklerde arkeolojik eserlerin giin yiiziine ¢ikarildigi rastlantisal arkeoloji uygulamalarinin ¢ok
sayida ornegiyle karsilasiimustir. Tkinci donem, daha diizenli ve kurumsal bir sekilde ilerlemistir.

Arkeologlar hangi pozisyonlarda seferberlige katilmisti? {lk dénemde Avrupali arkeo-
loglar, istihbarat ve yonetim alanlarinda resmi ve gayriresmi olarak istihdam edilmisti. Ornegin
Atina’da Fransiz ve Ingiliz arkeoloji okullarini iiyeleri, 1917’ye kadar savasta herhangi bir taraf
almayan Yunanistan’in kamuoyunu etkilemek tizere propaganda faaliyetleri yiiriitmustiir.® Birkag
arkeolog, her ne kadar ufak gapta da olsa Itilaf kuvvetlerinin giiciinii vurgulamak igin kazilara
devam etmisti. T. E Lawrence ve Gertrude Bell gibi baz1 arkeologlar ise dogrudan askeri idarede
istihdam edilmisler ve Orta Dogu’da Ingiliz politikasini sekillendirmeyi amaglayan Arap Biiro’da
calismiglardi.® Dil, politika ve bolge hakkinda uzman bilim insanlari olan arkeologlar, istihbarat
ve yonetim pozisyonlarinda siklikla tercih edilen isimlerdi.

Osmanli tarafindaki bilim insanlaria ne olmustu? Osmanl imparatorlugu’nda Miize-i
Hiimayun (bugiinkii Istanbul Arkeoloji Miizesi) idarecisi Halil Ethem Bey, miize personeli aske-
re ¢agrildiginda koleksiyonlari korumak i¢in ailesiyle birlikte miizeye taginmist.” Koleksiyonlari

3 Gébor Fodor, “Harp Istanbul’unda Macar Arkeolojisi: Konstantinopolis Macar Bilim Enstitiisii (1916-1918),” YIL-
LIK: Annual of Istanbul Studies 2 (2019): 103-17.

4 Oliver Stein, “Archaeology and Monument Protection in War: The Collaboration Between the German Army and
Researchers in the Ottoman Empire, 1914-1918,” Militarized Cultural Encounters in the Long Nineteenth Century.
War, Culture and Society, 1750-1850 iginde, der. Joseph Clarke ve John Horne (London: Palgrave Macmillan,
2018), 297-317. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-78229-4 1.

5 Miranda Stavrinou, “Gustave Fougéres, I’Ecole Frangaise d’Athénes et La Propagande En Gréce Durant Les An-
nées 1917-1918,” Bulletin de Correspondance Hellénique 120, no. 1 (1996): 83-99, https://doi.org/10.3406/
bch.1996.4589; Richard Clogg, “Academics at War: The British School at Athens during the First World War,”
British School at Athens Studies 17 (2009): 163—77; Catherine Valenti, “L’école francaise d’Athénes pendant la
Grande Guerre: une institution universitaire au service de I’Entente,” Guerres mondiales et conflits contemporains
204, no. 4 (2001): 5-14.

6 Arkeoloji ve siyaseti bir araya getiren bu tiir etkinlikler, Fransiz Paul-Emile Botta ve ingiliz Austen Henry Layard gibi
diplomatlarin gérevlendirilmesiyle birlikte on dokuzuncu yiizyilin baslarina dayanmaktadir. Layard ve Botta’nin
etkinliklerine deginen ¢ok sayida ¢alisma mevcuttur. Bunlardan sonuncusu: Shawn Malley, From Archaeology to
Spectacle in Victorian Britain: The Case of Assyria, 1845-1854 (Farnham: Ashgate, 2012).

7 Ayse Ozdemir, “A History of Turkish Archaeology from the 19th Century to the End of the Single Party Period”
(Yiiksek lisans tezi, Bogazici Universitesi, 2001), 34. Aziz Ogan, “Bay Halil Ethem,” Yeni Tiirk Mecmuasi 73
(1939): 4-7. Makaleye gore Halil Ethem, savastan sonra da uzun yillar boyunca miizede yagamaya devam etmisti.
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yeni bir diizenlemeyle siniflandirmaya karar verdiginde i¢inde bulundugu durumu bir firsata ¢evi-
rerek eserleri yakindan incelemisti. Ayrica bu olanagi degerlendirerek Eski Sark Eserleri Miizesi’ni
(Sark-1 Kadim Miizesi) kurmustu. Bu miize Hitit, Misir ve Mezopotamya’ya ait eski eserleri Yu-
nan, Roma ve Bizans eserlerinden ayirmay1 amagliyordu. Miize-i Hiimayun’un diger gorevlileri de
bos durmuyordu. Makridi Bey ve Bedri Bey gibi sorumlular eserleri toplayip yaymlamaya devam
ettiler. Eski eserlerin toplanip miizeye tasinmasinda ordunun yardimlar1 da vardi. Ornegin, savas
sirasinda, daha 6nce Topkap1 Saray1 ¢evresinde bulunan lahit kapaklari, I. Ordu Komutant Mehmet
Ali Paga tarafindan gorevlendirilen askerlerle Miize-i Himayun’a tagimnmust1.®

Savasg arkeolojik kalintilar1 savunmasiz biraksa da hiikiimet, savasin seyrine ragmen anit-
lar1 korumak i¢in elinden geleni yapmaya kararliydi. Bu, 1917 yilinda Igisleri Nezareti tarafindan
yayinlanan ve eski eserleri karargah, hastane ve okul yapmak i¢in kullanan, anit niteligindeki
binalar1 tarihi ve mimari a¢idan 6nemini gézetmeden tahrip eden biirokratlar1 elestiren bir teb-
ligde acikca gozler oniine serilmistir. Tebligde bu binalarin eski eser ve milli abideler olduklar
icin korumalarinin gerektiginin alt1 ¢izilmistir. Igisleri Nezareti’nin bu konunun énemi hakkinda
bildiri yayinlama gereksinimi duymasi, konunun devlet gorevlileri i¢cin ne kadar 6nemli oldugunu
vurgulamaktadir. Bu durum, imparatorluk topraklar1 genelinde bu uygulamanin ne kadar yaygin
olduguna da isaret etmektedir.' 1917 yilinda tarihi eserlerin ve anitlarin incelenmesi ve koruma
altina almmasi amaciyla Asar-1 Atika Erciimen-i Daimisi (Eski Eserler Daimi Kurulu)’nun ku-
rulmasi da tesadiif olmaktan uzaktir." 1918 yilinda, Istanbul’daki Tiirk ve Bizans amtlarmin kap-
saml1 bir listesinin derlenmesi igin bir alt komisyon gorevlendirilmistir.”® Osmanl mimarlari, bir
fotografci ve bir Alman sanat tarihgisinden olusan bu alt komisyon ekibi,' eski Istanbul sokak-

8 Ornegin, miizenin denetimcilerinden biri olan Bedri Bey, 1917 yilinda Kyzikos’ta (bugiinkii adiyla Kuzeybat: Ana-
dolu’da Balikesir sehri) bir heykeli ortaya cikarmis ve 1918°de Istanbul Arkeoloji Miizesi’ne sevk etmistir. Sid-
ney N. Deane, “Archaeological News,” American Journal of Archaeology 27, no. 3 (1923): 341-80, https://doi.
org/10.2307/497854. Halil Ethem, 1915 yilinda Kayseri’deki Islami eserler hakkinda bir kitap yaymlamistir. Halil
Edhem, Kayseriye Sehri: Mebéni-i Islamiyye ve Kitdbeleri. Istanbul: Matbaa-i Orhaniye, 1334 [1915]. Halil Ethem
ve Alman epigraf Max van Berchem, Islami yazitlar hakkindaki ¢alismalarmin iigiincii cildini yaymlamistir. Halil
Edhem ve Max van Berchem, Matériaux pour un corpus inscriptionum arabicarum, Ille partie: Asie Mineure.
Cairo: Imprimerie de I’Institut frangais d’archéologie orientale, 1917.

9 Abdulhak Sinasi Hisar, “Miizelerimizin ilk Zamanlar1,” Tiirk Yurdu 261 (1956): 281. Bu faaliyetlerin kapsamini
belirlemek giigtiir.

10 Ornegin, 1914 yilinda ordu, Bakirkdy’de kisla insaatina baslamisken Bizans kalintilartyla karsilasmis ve Istanbul
Arkeoloji Miizesi’ni durumdan haberdar etmistir. 1k incelemelerin ardindan kalintilar dokunulmadan birakilmustir.
itilaf kuvvetlerinin isgali sirasinda Fransiz giicleri kislalar1 ele gegirmis ve Fransiz arkeologlar buralarda kazilara
baslamistir.

11 Bu fikir ilk kez savastan birka¢ ay dnce giindeme gelmistir. BOA. DH.I1.28-2.33 (1332 Ca 4 Ah/ 29 Nisan 1914).
Cemiyet iiyeleri arasinda Ihtifalci Mehmet Ziya (1866/7—-1930), Halil Ethem (Eldem), Mimar Kemaleddin, Efda-
leddin (Tekiner) ve Celal Esat (Arseven) yer almaktadir. Bu konsey, farkli kaynaklarda Muhafaza-i Asar-1 Atika
Enciimeni veya Muhafaza-i Abidat Enciimeni adlariyla da gegmistir. “Muhafaza-i Asar-1 Atika Enciimen-i Daimisi:
Bir Senelik Mesaisine Dair Rapor, 21 May1s 1334,” Numero 1 (Dariilhilafetiil Aliye [istanbul]: Muhafaza-i Asar-1
Atika Enciimen-i Daimisi, 1336).

12 Friedrich Schrader, “Die Kunstdenkméler Konstantinopels,” Der Neue Orient Band 5 (1919): 302—4 ve 352-54. Os-
manli arsivlerinde, temel isleri ve sarniglarin tarihiyle ilgili bir ¢aligma yiiriitmek {izere bir komisyon kurulduguna
dair de bir referans mevcuttur. BOA, M.EMKT 1214.63 (1334 R 29). Bu, Osmanl imparatorluk Miizesi’nde ¢a-
lisan ve Istanbul Universitesi’nde ders veren bir baska Alman Eckhard Unger’in (1884-1966) calismalariyla ilgili
olabilir. Kendisi, Istanbul’daki Yerebatan Sarnici’nda ilk detayli arastirmay1 yapan Alman Asurologdur. Bkz. Giil
Cephanecigil, “Teaching the ‘Science of Antiquities” in the Late Ottoman Turkey: Eckhardt Unger ve ‘ilm-i Asar-1
atika Medhali’ [Kalint1 Bilimine Giris],” A|Z ITU Mimarlik Fakiiltesi Biilteni 13, no. 2 (2016): 175-84, https://doi.
org/10.5505/itujfa.2016.46320.

13 Diger liyeler arasinda giizel sanatlar fakiiltesinde yap1 ustas1 ve 6gretim gorevlisi olan Asim Bey (muhtemelen Asim
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larini arsinlayarak anitlari listelemis, binalar ile anitlarin fotograflarini ¢ekmistir. Alt komisyon;
sahis, belediye ve savas kaynakli hasarlarin yani sira yangin tahribatini da belgelemistir.'

Yikici teknolojileriyle savas, arkeoloji alaninda da yeni firsatlar dogurmustur. Savas, si-
perler ve patlamalarla es anlamlidir. Kesintisiz siiren kazma, bombalama ve ates elim durumlara
ve ¢ok sayida ferdin hayatin1 kaybetmesine neden olsa da, rastlantisal olarak eski eserlerin bu-
lunmasina katkida bulunmustur. Buluntulardan bazilari Miize-i Hiimayun’a sunulmustur.” Ca-
nakkale Cephesi’nde savasan Itilaf giigleri de eski eserleri giin 15181na gikarmustir. Bu rastlantisal
buluntular bazen, 1915 yilinda Fransiz L [llustration dergisi gibi 6nemli yayinlarda kendine yer
bulmustur. Ilerleyen zaman ve savasin artan siddetiyle birlikte buluntu sikliginda da artis goriil-
miistiir. Ingiliz ve Fransiz birliklerindeki arkeologlar, bulduklarini belgeleyip korumay1 amagla-
mistir. Ornegin Mayis 1915°te, Fransiz askerleri siper kazarken eski mezarlarla karsilasmistr.
Birkag hafta sonra Osmanli bombardimaniyla birlikte ¢ok sayida lahit giin yiiziine ¢ikmistir. La-
hitlerin, antik Yunan kenti Elaious’un M.O. altinc1 yiizy1l mezarhigina ait oldugu belirlenmistir.'®
Resmi kazilar, Kudiis Incil Caligmalar1 Okulu’ndan Dominikan bir Asurolog profesor énderligin-
de baslamstir.”” Is giiciinii askerler saglamistir. Buluntular, cephede ufak bir miize gérevi goren
ve ziyaret¢ilere agik bir depoda saklanmistir. Askerlerin miizeyi ziyaret etmelerinin nedeni ne
olabilir? O donemde askerler, cephede gecirdikleri siire boyunca eglence imkani sunan fazla se-
cenege sahip degildi. Bir arkeologun liderliginde ¢aligmak ve derme ¢atma da olsa bir miizeyi
ziyaret etmek, askerlerin biraz olsun soluklanmasini saglamis olabilir. Arkeologlar acisindan ise
bu siperler, benzersiz ¢alisma firsatlari sunmustur.'® Kazi faaliyetlerinin ve derme ¢atma miizenin
varlig1, askeri liderlerin arkeolojiye kars1 ilgisini ve destegini kanitlar niteliktedir. Bu ilgi ve des-
tek, ikinci donemde de kendine yer bulacaktir.

Bagkent disinda Osmanli’da kurumsallasmaya en ¢ok odaklanilan ikinci dénem, Suri-
ye’de Cemal Pasa’nin girisimleriyle baslamustir. ittihak ve Terakki Cemiyeti’nin liderlerinden
biri olan Cemal Pasa, hem Suriye’nin askeri yoneticisi hem Dordiincii Ordu Komutani gérevini
siirdiirmiistiir. Ad1 Arap vilayetlerinde siklikla aglik ve yikimla anildigindan koétii bir sohrete sa-
hip olmustur. Seckin siyasetgileri ve muhalifleri asarak idam etmenin veya siirgiine gondermenin
yaninda, sehirlerde gérkemli meydanlar insa ettirme gibi baymdirlik hizmetleriyle ilgilenmistir.
Sam ile Halep kalelerinin restorasyonuna ve korunmasina liderlik etmistir.’® Hakkinda daha az
bilgi sahibi olunan faaliyetlerinden biri, Alman miittefiklerinden de destek alarak bir anitlar1 ko-
ruma birimi kurmus olmasidir.

Komiirciioglu), 6gretim kurulu iiyesi ve antika uzmani geng mimar Mehmet Ziya Bey (fhtifalci Mehmet Ziya ola-
rak bilinir), gen¢ mimar Ziihtii (Basar) Bey (1886-1942), Sébah & Joaillier adli bir fotograf¢ilik stiidyosunun sahibi
iskender Bey ve Alman filolog ve sanat tarihgisi, giinliik Alman gazetesi Osmanischer Lloyd’un kurucu ortag:
(1917°ye kadar) ve genel yayin midiirii Friedrich Schrader bulunuyordu.

14 Ceren Abi, “Byzantine Archaeology during the First World War and the Allied Occupation (1914-1923): Destruc-
tion, Exploration, and Protection,” in Byzantine Archaeology in Istanbul iginde (Istanbul: Pera Museum, baskida).

15 BOA, D.H.LEUM.VRK 25.29. (1334 B 06)

16 Daha fazla bilgi i¢in bkz. Lucienne Thys-Senocak, Divided Spaces, Contested Pasts: The Heritage of the Gallipoli
Peninsula (London: Routledge, 2019).

17 Thérése Krempp, “Le service archéologique de I’armée d’Orient, une archéologie en guerre,” Bulletin de I’Institut
Pierre Renouvin 46, no. 2 (2017): 77-90.

18 Ornegin, savas bolgelerinde ¢alismalarmi ve yayn faaliyetlerini siirdiiriilen arkeologlarin galismalar1 incelenebilir:
Léon Rey, “Observations sur les sites préhistoriques et protohistoriques de la Macédoine,” Bulletin de Correspon-
dance Hellénique 40, no. 1 (1916): 257-92, https://doi.org/10.3406/bch.1916.1478.

19 Omer Osman Umar, Osmanli Yonetimi ve Fransiz Manda Idaresi Altinda Suriye (1908-1938) (Ankara: Atatiirk
Aragtirma Merkezi, 2004), 345.
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Osmanli topraklarinda, askeri faaliyet siirdiiren Almanlar arasinda Leo Frobenius, Max
von Oppenheim ve Profesér Theodor Wiegand gibi arkeologlar da vardi. Theodor Wiegand, Ber-
lin’de Kraliyet Miizesi’nin Eski Eserler Boliimii yoneticisiydi.2® 1916 yilinda Cemal Pasa, Suriye
ve Filistin’deki kalintilar1 incelemesi i¢in Profesor Wiegand’1 genel miifettis olarak istihdam et-
misti.2' Ayn1 y1l Cemal Pasa, Wiegand’1 Alman-Tiirk Anit Koruma Birligi (Deutsch-Turkisches
Denkmalschutzkommando) olusturmakla gorevlendirmisti. Bu birligin {iyeleri, Alman uzmanlar-
dan olusmaktaydu. ilgili girisimden haberdar oldugunda Halil Ethem Bey, Izmir bolgesindeki eski
eser uzmani olan Aziz Bey’i (Ogan) de birlige katilmaya davet etti.?? Birim kapsamli arkeolojik
geziler ve ¢ok sayida tarihi, arkeolojik ve mimari yiizey arastirmasi gerceklestirmisti. Ayni za-
manda yikim tehlikesiyle kars1 karstya olan tarihi binalarin korunmasini da garanti altina almay1
istlenmisti.

Yeni kurulan bu birim sayesinde Profesor Wiegand, kapsamli aragtirmalar yiiriitiip 1918
yilinda Cemal Pasa’nin ordu kaynaklarindan kendisine ayirdigi maddi destekle Almanca ve Os-
manlica dillerinde Alte Denkmdler aus Syrien, Paldstina und Westarabien (Suriye, Filistin ve
Garbi Arabistan Abidat-1 Atikasi) adli bir kitap yayinlamist1.2> Osmanlilar ve bugiin Sultanahmet
adryla bilinen yanginlarla tahrip olmus bolgede kazilar gerceklestiren ve eski sarayin kalintilarini
giin yiiziine gikaran Almanlar arasindaki isbirligi Suriye simirlarin disina gikarak Istanbul’a ta-
sinmist1.24 1918 yilinda, Almanlar bolgeyi tahliye etmek zorunda kalmadan 6nce Osmanli Miizesi
gorevlilerinden de destek alarak kazi ¢alismalarini siirdiirmiislerdi. Calismalar daha sonra Itilaf
giigleri bolgeye ulastiginda Fransiz arkeologlar tarafindan kaldigi yerden siirdiiriilecekti.2®

Birinci Diinya Savasi’nin tam ortasinda, Almanlar ve Osmanlilar1 boylesine emek ge-
rektiren ¢aligmalara girismeye yonlendirenin ne oldugunu belirtmek énem tagimaktadir. Modern
cagda, savasin ve isgalin gegmisten giiniimiize ulasan kalintilar izerinde hak iddia etmeyle iliski-
lendirildigi ¢cok sayida 6rnek mevcuttur. 18. ylizyilda Napolyon’un Misir’1 iggali ve 19. yiizyilda
Fransiz ve Italyanlarm Kuzey Afrika’da somiirgecilik faaliyetlerini artirmasindan 21. yiizyilda
sozde Irak Sam Islam Devleti’nin Suriye ve Irak’1 isgal etmesine kadar, gegmisten gelen kalintila-
rin korunmasi ve yikima ugratilmasi, ¢ok sayida siyasi, ekonomik ve kiiltiirel sebeple iliskilendi-

20 Stein, “Archaeology and Monument Protection in War: The Collaboration Between the German Army and Resear-
chers in the Ottoman Empire, 1914-1918.”

21 Aziz Ogan, 1917°de Sam’a gonderilmis ve 1918 yilina kadar anitlart koruma komisyonunda Osmanli temsilcisi
gorevini siirdiirmiistii. Theodor Wiegand ile yakin arkadas olmustu. Ogan Izmir’e déndiigiinde Wiegand, Didyma
ve Pergamon kalmtlarinin bulundugu bolgede kazilar yapmisti. Melania Savino, “Narrating the “New” History:
Museums in the Construction of the Turkish Republic,” Great Narratives of the Past Traditions and Revisions in
National Museums: Conference Proceedings from EuNaMus. Paris 29 June-1 July and 25-26 November 2011,
European Nationals Museums: Identity Politics, the Uses of the Past and the European Citizen iginde, der. Domi-
nique Poulot, Felicity Bodenstein ve Jos¢ Maria Lanzarote Guiral (Linkdping: Linképing University Electronic
Press, 2012), 253-64. http://www.ep.liu.se/ecp_home/index.en.aspx?issue=078.

22 Sebastian Willert, “Zwischen deutsch-osmanischen Kriegszielen und Museumsinteressen: Das Deutsch-Tiir-
kische Denkmalschutz-Kommando im Ersten Weltkrieg,” in Renationalisierung oder Sharing Heritage? Wo
steht die Denkmalpflege im Europdischen Kulturerbejahr 2018? iginde, der. Stephanie Herold, Anneli Rand-
la ve Ingid Scheurmann, Ver6ffentlichungen des Arbeitskreises Theorie und Lehre der Denkmalpflege e.V. 28
(Holzminder: Jorg Mitzkat, 2019), 42-49. https://books.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/arthistoricum/reader/downlo-
ad/496/496-17-87707-1-10-20200207.pdf.

23 Theodor Wiegand ve Cemal Pasa, Alte Denkmdiler aus Syrien, Paldstina und Westarabien: 100 Tafeln mit beschrei-
bendem Text (Berlin: Reimer, 1918), https://digi.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/diglit/wiegand1918.

24 Ernest Mamboury ve Theodor Wiegand, Die Kaiserpaldste von Konstantinopel zwischen Hippodrom und Marma-
ra-Meer (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1934).

25 Jean Ebersolt, Mission archéologique de Constantinople (Paris: E. Leroux, 1921).



188 TURK ARKEOLOJI VE KULTUREL MiRAS ENSTITUSU DERGISI - 01

rilmektedir.2® Bu sebepler arasinda, isgalleri mesrulastirmaktan kalintilarin satisiyla elde edilecek
maddi gelire kadar bir¢ok unsur sayilabilir.

Almanlar Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nda isgalci degil miittefik konumundaydi. Almanlar
anitlar1 korumayla ilgili calismalar yapmaya yonlendiren unsurlarin neler oldugunu 6grenmek
icin savasin ilk yilmin mercek altina alinmasi gerekir. {1k yilda, Almanya ordusu Leuven Univer-
sitesi’nin itibarli kiitliphanesini, daha sonra Reims Katedrali’ni tahrip etmistir. Bu degerli kiiltiirel
anitlarin yikimi, uluslararasi mecrada biiyiik tepkiyle karsilanmis ve Almanlar diinya capinda
barbar olmakla su¢lanmistir.2” Bu sug¢lamalarin ardindan Almanlar, 1914 yilinda Bati1 Cephesi’n-
de amit koruma birimleri kurmustur.2® Taburlar kiiltiirel eserlerden uzaklastirmayi ve bu sekilde
eserleri korumay1 amaglayan birimlerde ¢cok sayida Alman ve Avusturyali arkeolog gorev yapmis-
tir. Almanlar ve Osmanlilar arasindaki is birligi daha sonra ve farkli amaglarla ortaya ¢ikmustir.
Bunun, Almanlar ve Osmanlilar arasindaki iliskiyi giiclendirmeye yonelik oldugu diistiniilmek-
tedir. Iki iilke, 1916 yilindan itibaren farkli ortak kiiltiirel faaliyetlerde de bulunmustur.?® Alman
ekibi, Ingiliz isgalciler bdlgeye varmadan énce Osmanli ordusunun Mezopotamya’daki tarihi
eserleri Miize-1 Hiimayun’a tagimasina da yardimci olmustur. Osmanli hiikiimeti, bu konularda
kendileriyle is birligi yapan Alman askerlere miitesekkir olmus ve onlar1 bir nisanla ddiillendir-
mistir.3° Almanlarin Osmanli Imparatorlugu biinyesinde gergeklestirdigi arkeolojik calismalar,
askeri istihbarat toplama agisindan da faydali olmustur. Bu is birligi, ilerleyen zamanlarda kulla-
nilacak arkeolojik ¢alisma izinlerinin yani sira kazilar ile buluntularin paylasilmasi iizerinde 6zel
ayricaliklar elde etme konularinda da yarar saglamistir.3!

Yukarida sézi gegen Alte Denkmdler aus Syrien, Paldstina und Westarabien eserinin
tanitiminda, Cemal Pasa’nin hedeflerine kisaca deginilmektedir. Cemal Pasa, s6z konusu eserde
iki farkli kitleye hitap etmektedir. {lki Avrupalilardir. Eserde, Avrupalilarin 19. yiizyila dayanan,
Osmanlilarin uygar olmadiklar1 ve kendi eski eserlerini korumaya 6zen gosteremedikleriyle ilgili
bir ithamina yanit verilmistir. Cemal Pasa, anit koruma birimi olusturarak Osmanlilarin eski eser-
lerin korunmasina ve incelenmesine dnem verdigini vurgulayabilmistir. Eserde hitap edilen ikinci
kitle Osmanl1 vatandaslaridir. Cemal Pasa, bu kitab1 okuyanlarin ve hem Osmanlilarin hem eski
uygarliklarin geride biraktiklari eski eserlerin fotograflarina bakanlarin, tarihin muhtesemligine
tanik olarak Osmanli vatandasi olmaktan gurur duyacagini belirtmistir.

26 Or. bkz. Bonnie Effros, Incidental Archaeologists: French Officers and the Rediscovery of Roman North Africa (It-
haca: Cornell University Press, 2018), https://doi.org/10.7591/9781501718540; Massimiliano Munzi, L ‘epica del
ritorno: Archeologia e politica nella Tripolitania italiana (Rome: L’Erma’ di Bretschneider, 2001).

27 Or. bkz. John P. Williams, “The Flames of Louvain: Total War and the Destruction of European High Culture in
Belgium by German Occupying Forces in August 1914,” The Great War in Belgium and the Netherlands: Beyond
Flanders Fields i¢inde, der. Felicity Rash ve Christophe Declercq (Cham: Springer International Publishing, 2018),
35-47, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-73108-7 3.

28 Paul Clemen, Kunstschutz im Kriege, Berichte iiber den Zustand der Kunstdenkmdler auf den verschiedenen Kriegs-
schaupldtzen und iiber die deutschen und dsterreichischen Massnahmen zu ihrer Evhaltung, Rettung, Erforschung
(Leipzig: E.A. Seemann, 1919).

29 Bkz. Gizem Tongo, “Ottoman Painting and Painters during the First World War” (Doktora tezi, University of Ox-
ford, 2017). Ayrica Suha Ozkan, “Tiirk-Alman Dostluk Yurdu Oneri Yarismasi, 1916,” O.D.T.U. Mimarlik Fakiil-
tesi Dergisi 1, no. 2 (Sonbahar 1975).

30 BOA ME.MKT.1234 63 (1336 S 29). “Babil harabesinden ¢ikarilan eski eserleri Ingiliz istilasindan evvel kaldiran
ancak Ane’de esir diisen Trak Ordusu’nda vazifeli Miilazim-1 Evvel Doktor Konrad Proviser ve bu eserleri Istan-
bul’da Miize-i Hiimayun’a ulagtiran Y1ldirim Ordusu’nda Yiizbas1 Walter Andre’nin Mecidi Nigani ile taltifleri.”

31 Osmanli ve Almanlarin arkeolojik kuruluglari arasindaki karmagik ve siklikla gergin iliskinin ayrintili bir incelemesi
icin bkz. Willert, “Zwischen Deutsch-Osmanischen Kriegszielen.”
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Kitapta, bu eseri eline alan tiim Osmanli vatandaglarinin eski eserleri saygiyla koruma
konusundaki sorumluluklarint 6greneceginden de bahsedilmektedir. Burada, iki kitleye birden
yonlendirilen farkli bir mesaj da s6z konusu olabilir. Tipki anit koruma biriminin ¢aligmalari
gibi, bu kitap da Suriye’de Bizans, Arap ve Osmanli donemlerindeki Misliiman, Hristiyan ve
Yahudilere ait tiim eski eser ve kalintilar1 kucaklayici niteliktedir. Dolayisiyla, kitapta Osman-
It Devleti’nin, her kesimden halkin tarihine 151k tutma amacinin ifade edildigi de sdylenebilir.
Kapsayicilik iizerindeki bu vurgu, 1915 ve 1916°da olan ve Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nun toprak
birligi ve toplumsal biitiinliigiinii sarsan olaylar diisiiniildiigiinde oldukca yetersiz kalsa da Os-
manli liderlerinin savag sirasinda toplumsal birligi saglamak i¢in ge¢migin biraktig1 kalintilardan
yararlanabilecegini diisiinmesi dnem tasimaktadir.

Itilaf devletleri icin ikinci doneme gegtigimizde, Makedonya ve Kafkasya Cepheleri’ndeki
geligsmeler, arkeologlarin etkinliklerinin yan1 sira kiiltiirel mirasla ilgili faaliyetlerin kurumsallas-
tirllmasiyla ilgili iggériiler sunmaktadir. ingiliz ve Fransiz hiikimetleri, 1915 yilinda birliklerini
Yunanistan’in kuzeyine gonderdiklerinde, uzun siire ¢ikmazda kalmistir. Arkeolojik eser cenneti-
ne konumlandirilmis birlikler ve Fransiz ordusunun bilimsel arastirmalarin siirdiiriilmesi yoniin-
de sagladig1 katkinin, Fransizlar1 kazi ¢alismalarina baslamaya yonlendirdigi diisiiniilmektedir.
Bu dogrultuda, itilaf Devletleri’nin Armée d’Orient ordusu baskomutani Maurice Sarrail, May1s
1916°da bir Arkeoloji Idaresi kurmustur.3® Burada samimi bir bilgi ve bilim yaratma amacindan
bahsedebiliriz. 33

Makedonya Cephesi’nde farkl1 bir bélgede faaliyet siirdiiren Ingilizler ise Arkeoloji Ida-
resi kurmamis olsa da kazi ¢aligmalari gerceklestirmistir. Bununla birlikte, itilaf Devletleri, Yu-
nan toplumu ile yerel idarenin giivenini tazelemek i¢in arkeolojik faaliyetlerine daha kurumsal
bir hava kazandirmak zorunda kalmustir. Atina basini, itilaf Devletleri’ni arkeolojik buluntular
yagmalamakla itham eden makaleler yaymlamaya baglamistir. Bu ithamlarin ger¢ek dayanak-
lara sahip oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Ornegin, Kasim 1917°de, buluntularla dolu on bir kasa Yu-
nanistan’dan Louvre Miizesi’ne gonderilmistir. Buna karsin, her iki ordu da buluntularla ilgili
yapilabilecek islemler hakkinda yonetmelikler olusturmaya baslamis ve tiim arkeolojik eserlerin
bildirilip Selanik’e génderilmesi gerektigi hakkinda karar almislardir. Ingiliz ve Fransizlar farkli
bolgelerde faaliyet gosterdiginden iki ayri koleksiyon olusturulmustur. Fransiz koleksiyonu Se-

32 Idarenin kurulusu ve 1918’den faaliyetleri hakkinda ayrintili bir rapor icin bkz. Gustave Mendel, “Les travaux du
service archéologique de 1’armée francaise d’Orient,” Comptes rendus des séances de I’Académie des Inscriptions
et Belles-Lettres 62,n0. 1 (1918): 9—17, https://doi.org/10.3406/crai.1918.73940. Faaliyetlerinin bilimsel inceleme-
si i¢in bkz. Andrew Shapland ve Evangelina Stefani, der., Archaeology Behind the Battle Lines: The Macedonian
Campaign (1915—-19) and its Legacy, British School at Athens - Modern Greek and Byzantine Studies 4 (London:
Routledge, 2017).

33 Fransiz Arkeoloji Idaresi baskan1 Mendel, sanat tarihcileri ve Tiirk hayranlarinca deger verilecek, onsekizinci ve
ondokuzuncu yiizyillarda “doguya 6zgii” dekorasyon eserlerinden olusan bir albiim yaymlamay1 bile teklif etmistir.
Mendel’in “Osmanli” terimini kullanmamasi ve Fransizlarin bakimi ihmal edilen anitlara bulunduklar: katki hak-
kinda 6viinmesi ilgi ¢ekicidir. Mendel, goriislerini soyle ifade etmistir: “Nous avons cru, en outre, devoir faire une
place a une série de monuments qu’on a trop longtemps négligés. Il a existé en Orient, au xvme et dans la premicre
partie du xixe si¢cle, un art décoratif fastueux et charmant : sculpteurs sur pierre et sur bois, ¢bénistes, imagiers,
ce sont eux qui ont décoré les iconostases des églises et les plafonds des riches konaks, exécuté ces meubles do-
mestiques ou cultuels en marqueterie d’ivoire, de nacre et d’écaillé, sculpté les fontaines consacrées par de pieux
musulmans et peuplé les cimetiéres turcs de leurs stéles enguirlandées et fleuries. Le Service archéologique se pro-
pose, avec la collaboration de la Section photographique de I’armée d’Orient (dirigée a Salonique par le lieutenant
Georges Rémond), de constituer un album de ces bois, de ces marbres et de ces icones. Ce recueil sera également
précieux aux historiens de I’art et aux fervents de la ‘turquerie’.” Mendel, “Les travaux du service archéologique
de I’armée frangaise d’Orient,” 16—17.
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lanik’te Yorgo Rotundasi olarak bilinen tarihi katedralde, Ingilizlerinki ise Beyaz Kule’de yer
almistir. Kulede Kidemli Yiizbasi Ernest Gardner tarafindan diizenlenen bir kat, British Salonika
Force Museum olarak adlandirilmistir.34 Kendisi savastan dnce bir klasik arkeoloji profesorii ve
Atina Ingiliz Okulu’nun yéneticisiydi. Miize halka agik olmasa da goriiniise gére Gardner, me-
raklilarina miizeyi gezdiriyordu.3®

Ruslarim Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nun dogu bélgelerini isgali kurumsal arkeolojik faali-
yetlere daha fazla 6rnek sunar. Diger isgalci giiclerin aksine Ruslarin, en bagindan beri Osmanli
topraklart iizerinde arkeolojiyle iliskili planlari oldugu bilinmektedir. 1914°te Kafkasya Cephe-
si’ni kurup Osmanli topraklarini isgale basladiklarindan 1917 yilina kadar Osmanli imparator-
lugu’nun dogusunda ¢ok sayida arkeolojik ve etnografik ¢aligma ger¢eklestirmislerdir. On do-
kuzuncu yiizy1lda Osmanli topraklarinda kurulan ve savas basladiginda kapatilan Rus Arkeoloji
Enstitlisii (RAIK), bu ¢calismalarda etkin olarak faaliyet gostermistir. RAIK’in faaliyetlerinin yani
sira Rus ordusu, 1916°da isgal edilen bolgelerde etkin olan, “Eski Eserler i¢in Koruma ve Kayit
Komisyonu™ adli bir birim de kurmustur.3¢ Bu, Alman-Tiirk Anit Koruma Birligi ile benzer bir
kurulustur.

Ruslarmn yiiriittiigii arkeolojik faaliyetler, 6zellikle Bizans ve Hristiyanlik tarihine odak-
lananlar, Rus imparatorlugu’nun Osmanl topraklarindaki varligina mesruluk kazandirma amaci
tasiyan iki farkli iddia sunmasina olanak tanimistir. Bunlardan ilki, Rusya’nin Bizans Imparator-
lugu ile tarihi ve dini bir bag1 oldugudur. Ikincisi ise, degerini yalmzca kendilerinin bildiklerini
iddia ettikleri kotii durumdaki eski eserleri restore etme konusunda sorumluluk hissetmeleridir.
1916 yilindan itibaren Ingiliz ve Fransizlar da benzer siyasi iddialar ortaya atacaktir.

Korumayla ilgili bu girisimlerin bir diger yan1 da askerlerin verdigi zararlarla ilgilidir. in-
giliz kuvvetlerinin Bagdat’1 isgalinin ardindan iki y1l sonra bolgedeki eski eserlerin korunmasini
istlenmeyle ilgili iddiasini bildirmesi, buna harika bir 6rnektir. Bu bildirimde; tiim eski eserlerin
isgal edilen bolgedeki idarecilerin miilkii oldugundan ve bunlarin izinsiz olarak bdlgeden alin-
masinin yasak oldugundan bahsedilmektedir. Bildirime gore askerler, eski eserlere zarar vermek-
te, bunlar1 izinsiz olarak almakta ve/veya satmaktadir. Bu ydntemi izleyenler yalnizca Ingilizler
degildir. 1916 yilinda, Kuzey Anadolu’ya giren Rus ordusunun, eski eserleri tahrip ettigini ve
kacakeiligini yaptigint géren Rus Ordular1 baskomutani Nikolai Yudenich, Rus ordusunun isgali
altinda olan bolgelerde anitlarin ve kiiltiirel eserlerin ayrim yapilmaksizin tahribat, yagmalama,
satig, satin alma veya izinsiz sekilde toplanmasinin kesinlikle yasak oldugu ve eserlerin devlet
korumasi altinda oldugunu bildirmistir. Benzer sekilde Italyanlar da 1915’te Avusturya’y1 isgal
ettiklerinde tarihi eserleri ve sanat eserlerini korumaya yonelik diizenlemeler olusturmustur.

Bu 6nlem, diizenleme ve bildirilerin tiimiiniin kars1 taraflarda savasan birgok muharip
tarafindan uygulanmasi, eski eserleri tahrip etme, yagmalama ve eserlerin kacak¢iligin1 yapma
gibi faaliyetlerin her yerde gerceklestigini gostermektedir. Askerlerin vatanlarindaki sevdikleri
icin eski eserleri hatira olarak yanlarina almasi, bulduklar eserleri gelir elde etmek i¢in satmasi
veya eserleri atis pratigi yapmak ya da adlarint kazimak i¢in kullanmasi gibi etkinlikler, bilim

34 Ch. Picard vd., “Macedonia,” The Annual of the British School at Athens 23 (1918): 1-103.

35 ‘Bu miizedeki eserler, British Salonika Force Museum’da goriintiilenebilir; The British Museum, “British Salo-
nika Force Museum,” erigsim 3 Eyliil 2021, https://www.britishmuseum.org/collection/term/BIOG138946?id=-
BIOG138946&page=1#page-top.

36 Piar Ure, “’Byzantine Heritage, Archaeology, and Politics Between Russia and the Ottoman Empire: Russian
Archaeological Institute in Constantinople (1894-1914)” (Doktora tezi, The London School of Economics and
Political Science, 2014), 244.
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insanlarimin bulgularda baglama ulagamamasina, askeri ve siyasi liderlerin savas faaliyetleriyle
ilgili uluslararasi skandallar1 6nleyememesine neden olmustur.

Bu makalede Yunanistan’dan Suriye’ye ve Dogu Anadolu’ya kadar genis bir cografi ala-
na yer verilmig, Osmanlilara ek olarak savasa katilan ¢esitli Avrupa giiclerinden bahsedilerek
Birinci Diinya Savasi sirasinda kiiltlirel mirasla ilgili faaliyetlerin tablosunu ¢izmek amaglan-
mistir. Bu hikayenin aktorleri arasinda, diisiik riitbeli bir erden seckin bir profesdre ve binlerce
askeri yoneten komutanlara kadar genis bir kesimden insanlar yer almaktadir. Savas sirasinda
arkeologlarin askerlik faaliyetleri de yaptigini, askerlerin ise amator arkeologlara doniistigiinii
vurgulamak istedim. Hem askerlerin hem bilim insanlarinin savasta birden fazla rol {istlendiginin
de altin1 ¢izdim. Her iki grup da eserleri tahrip etmis, korumus, yagmalamis ve aragtirma yap-
mistl. Savasin siddetinden her kesim etkilenmisti. Top atesiyle yaralanmis, sitmaya yakalanmis,
fiziksel ve ruhsal anlamda yorgunluk ¢ekmislerdi. Bilimsel ¢alismalar, savastaki siddetten kagis
icin bir siginak gorevi gérmiistii. Savas, arkeolojiyi (ve genel olarak kiiltiirel miras1) bir silah ve
propaganda yontemi olarak kullanmayla ilgili firsatlar da dogurmustur. Dolayisiyla, bilim insan-
larinin faaliyetlerinin, savasan imparatorluklarin hiikiimranlik ve somiirgecilikle ilgili yonelimleri
dogrultusunda incelenmesi gerekir. Askerlerin gelir elde etmek igin eski eserlerin kacakg¢iligini
yapmasi ve askerler ile arkeologlarin savastiklari iilkenin yasalarina aykir1 olsa da bulduklarini
kendi iilkelerine gdndermesi gibi bireyleri vahim durumlar avantaja doniistiirmeye iten durumlar
da g6z oniinde bulundurulmalidir.

Kiiltiirel mirasla ilgili faaliyetlerin ardindaki bir diger nedenin de bilgiye ulasma istegi ve
bilim iretme oldugunu diisiiniiyorum. Bilim insanlar1 yalnizca propaganda amaciyla veya devle-
tin yonlendirmesi nedeniyle arastirma yapmiyordu; kotii bir durumu en iyi sekilde degerlendirme
ve gegmise 151k tutma konusunda son derece isteklilerdi. Ayni durum, her riitbeden (bazi) askerler
icin de gegerliydi. Bu askerler, kiiltiirel mirasin 6nemi ve eski eserlerin korunmasinin gerekliligi
konusunda biling sahibiydi.

Savas, bircok degisikligi de beraberinde getirmisti. Birinci Diinya Savasi sirasinda geg-
misin ve eski eserlerin bambaska bir sekilde dnem kazandigini goriiyoruz. Savasta ilk anit koru-
ma birimleri kurulmustu. Ek olarak, bununla ilgili 6rnekler savastan 6nce de mevcut olsa bile,
ihtilaf durumunda kiiltiirel miras eserleriyle ilgili yapilmasi gerekenler konusunda ayrintili yonet-
melikler ilk kez belirlenmisti. Diinya ¢apinda, kiiltiirel ve eski eserlerin korunmasina deger veren
bir goriis hakim olmaya baglamisti. Kiiltiirel mirasin korunmasi konusu savas sonrast donemde
daha da karmasik bir hale gelmisti.
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Fig. 1: The title page of Alte Denkmadler aus Syrien, Paldstina und Westarabien
(Ancient Monuments of Syria, Palestine and West Arabia).
Fig. 1: Alte Denkméler aus Syrien, Paldstina und Westarabien
(Suriye, Filistin ve Garbi Arabistan Abidat-1 Atikasi) kitabinin basligi.
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Tafel 5. WAdi Mdsa. Felsengrab in Petra. Aufnahme von Larsson.

Das Bild zeigt, wie auch im Innern des Talkessels von Petra sich der wilde
Charakter der Landschaft fortsetzt, der auf groSe vulkanische Erscheinungen zuriick-
geht. Das hier abgebildete Grab ist ein Werk der romischen Epoche von Petra. Zwe%
starke Siulen tragen das Hauptgebilk mit Giebel, dessen Ecken und Mitte von drei
Urnen bekrént werden. Die Grabtiir zwischen den zwei groBen Sdulen ist wieder von
Halbsiulen umrahmt, iiber denen sich ein flacher Bogen spannt.

Figs. 2 and 3: Pages from Alte Denkmdler aus Syrien, Paldstina und Westarabien (Ancient Monuments of Syria, Palestine and
West Arabia) showing Petra on the left and information about Petra on the right in Ottoman and in German.
Fig. 2 ve 3: Alte Denkméler aus Syrien, Paldstina und Westarabien (Suriye, Filistin ve Garbl Arabistan Abidat-1 Atikasi)
kitabindan bir kesit. Solda Petra’nin fotografi, sagda ise Osmanlica ve Almanca dillerinde Petra hakkinda bilgi yer aliyor.
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Saner, Turgut, Sebnem Eryavuz, and Hiilya Bilgi.
Motif: From the Sadberk Hanim Museum Collection /
Motif: Sadberk Hanim Miizesi Koleksiyonundan.

Istanbul: Vehbi Kog¢ Vakfi, 2020.

Review by: Lauren Davis

Museum catalogs are full of opportunities. They are a natural complement to exhibitions,
yet their purposes can be varied (and sometimes incongruous). Exhibitions are full of potential
pathways for reaching different audiences. Curators, although limited by space and budget, have
the freedom to explore the boundaries of how information is presented, which can result in in-
triguing, layered, multisensory, and engaging exhibitions. How can that same level of intrigue
and engagement be transmitted via the traditional pa-

per-and-ink museum catalog? SADBERK HANIM MOZES!

KOLEKSIYONUNDAN

In the context of a global pandemic, the pres- o o
sure on exhibition catalogs is greater still. The Sadberk mOtlt
Hanim Museum’s 40th-anniversary exhibition, Motif: THE SADBERK HANTM MUSEOM
From the Sadberk Hanim Museum Collection, opened
in the fall of 2020—six months into the COVID-19
pandemic. It is fortunate, therefore, that the accompa-
nying catalog is, by itself, a monumental work of art
and should appeal to many different audiences and in-
terests.

The inherent nature of most museums means that
the objects are displayed out of context, and the goal of
curators is generally to recontextualize them, to share
the objects’ stories in a way that is meaningful to vis-
itors, and to facilitate engagement between the objects
and the visitors. The Motif exhibition, curated by Hiilya
Bilgi, Turgut Saner, Sebnem Eryavuz, and Ilgin Kiilekgi, invites visitors to an “explanatory visual
panorama” (25) of the Sadberk Hanim Museum Collection, not just through artifacts but through
the motifs that “link them together in a cultural and aesthetic framework” (19).

The Motif catalog is an incredible resource, featuring hundreds of objects in the Sadberk
Hanim Museum Collection and linking their importance and meanings through their shared mo-
tifs. Exploring objects via overarching, conceptual motifs requires visitors both to look closely
and to step back, and the catalog facilitates such a viewing beautifully. Ilgin Kiilek¢i and Ediz
Demirel meticulously and artistically copied and redrew the motifs, bringing them to life and
highlighting the contrasts, colors, figures, and shapes that can sometimes be difficult to ascertain
on the objects themselves. There is a playfulness to their reproductions, and the deliberate deci-
sion to adorn the cover, front matter, and the section dividers with prints of the motifs enlarged
and in bold colors further reinforces the aesthetic pleasure of pondering motifs.
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Focusing on five overarching motifs—“Life and Power,” “Nature,” “Figural Ornament,”
“Order and Harmony,” and “Space”—the curatorial team brought together objects in unique and
unexpected ways. The curators paid particular attention to diversity: a wide variety of periods and
artistic traditions are represented, as are different materials, techniques, and application methods.
Furthermore, as Saner notes in his introduction to the catalog, not everything was chosen for an
academic reason—"looking at motifs is a pleasure in itself” (25). The commentary and analysis
that accompanies the motif illustrations in the catalog help contextualize them and provide a
quick glimpse into how these artistic representations were significant in different civilizations.
Each sub-category within the larger motif groupings is presented with an informative essay that
highlights its meaning and uses in the different periods and different cultures related to Anatolia.
The essays hint at tantalizing threads to follow for those who are interested in learning more.

The object catalog section of the volume, which includes images, technical details, and
short histories for almost five hundred objects, highlights not only the magnificent collection of
the museum but the breadth and depth of knowledge of the curatorial team and museum staff.
Flipping through the pages makes one curious and want to know more: how and why did an Ot-
toman silver and pearl belt buckle, an Iron Age electron coin, and a Byzantine marble plaque and
terracotta bowl end up on the page together? In absolute academic terms it would be considered
anachronistic, but in this context, it highlights the universality of these motifs and artistic prac-
tices.

The catalog’s use as a reference volume for scholars is undeniable, but as a whole, this is
not an academic volume (nor does it proclaim to be). There is much that could be said about the
transmission of artistic traditions and ideas, intercultural exchanges, and the complicated nature
of heritage, inheritance, and conquests. I cannot fault the curators for not including such academic
essays in the catalog, as that was clearly not the intent of the exhibition. But for those hoping to
explore more in-depth about these topics, some discussion of the current research (and a more
robust bibliography) would have been a welcome addition. The bibliography also almost exclu-
sively focuses on the Ottoman period, yet the objects included in the catalog span a wide range
of cultures, such as the Romans, Greeks, Byzantines, Safavids, Mughals, Seljuks, and Ottomans,
and geographies, such as Anatolia, Iran, and Syria.

The Motif catalog tackles the complex subject of motifs and meanings in an engaging
and thought-provoking manner. Everyone can derive some benefit from perusing its pages, and
although perhaps it is not a stand-in for the experience of viewing the exhibition in person, it is
an excellent celebration of the Sadberk Hanim Museum’s 40th anniversary and of the rich artistic
heritage of Turkey.
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Baysal, Emma L.

Personal Ornaments in Prehistory: An Exploration of
Body Augmentation from the Palaeolithic to the Early
Bronze Age.

Oxbow Books, 2019.
Review by: Rana 0Ozhal

Baysal’s Personal Ornaments in Prehistory provides an illustrative millennium-by-millen-
nium introduction to beads and personal ornaments in Anatolia and beyond. The manuscript also
provides a methodological background to the study of these objects and a comprehensive theo-
retical introduction to the topic. While I have always valued the study of beads and ornaments,
reading this book gave me an appreciation for, in Baysal’s words, “the human need to augment
the body” (36). The success in the book lies in her resolve to
convince the reader on just how intricately connected this need
to adorn oneself is and how it transcends the essence of all
prehistoric communities. The amount of information hidden
within tiny personal artifacts makes it clear how the detailed
study of beads and other such ornaments must accompany ev-
ery excavation.

The manuscript emphasizes the importance of a holis-
tic and contextual view when studying personal ornaments.
Baysal claims that avoiding categorizations is essential to
successful interpretations. Categorizations typically include PERSONAL ORNAMENTS
pitfalls like assigning parts of multi-fashioned ornaments IN PREHISTORY

An exploration of body augmentation from the

to different experts on account of their varied raw materi- Palacolitic to the Early Bronze Age

als or using, now somewhat outdated, bead classification
systems. Personal ornaments are so powerful that acquir-
ing their raw materials must sometimes have forced inhabitants to go to great lengths. Digi-
tal methodologies such as least-cost GIS models become critical in such studies and in under-
standing trade networks. Aside from methodological tips, a perusal Baysal provides through
the development of archaeological theories shows how beads have been part of theoretical
debate trends for many decades and are excellent arenas to apply people-oriented concepts of
agency, gender, and identity, as well as those influenced by materiality studies such as human-

object entanglements and object biographies. The former concepts highlight the intra-community
dynamics and perhaps, given that beads in burials can be associated with particular past personas,
they can highlight even subtle differences in more nuanced ways than other materials. Likewise,
Baysal shows that the latter concept of materiality and entanglement bring new dimensions to
personal ornaments, and given that they are so intimately linked with people, personal ornaments
are perhaps among the most entangled objects to speak of. Some objects with multiple drill holes
and use-wear simply communicate that they functioned as heirlooms and were passed-on through
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generations, thus emphasizing the important and complex role they carried within society.

Chapters 4 through 8 provide a chronological overview into personal ornaments through
time and over a broad geography. Beginning with the Paleolithic and ending with the Early
Bronze Age, the chapters highlight general trends and shifts through different periods. This en-
ables the reader to assess the change in the raw materials and the emergence of differential access,
the improvement in manufacturing techniques, and the diversity of forms and shapes, as well as
the long-term changes these objects witnessed. In the Paleolithic and into the Epipaleolithic, we
see evidence for the long-distance procurement of raw materials and an ingenuity with regards
to using toolkits to drill beads, even in disc types. Accompanying each period and representative
chapter, the manuscript has textboxes to give detailed information on sites and illustrative exam-
ples. Direkli Cave, a seasonal Epipaleolithic cave site in Maras with marine shell beads from over
one hundred kilometers away, is the perfect case in point.

The process of manufacture is better studied in the Neolithic, from which a plethora of
beads are available. Baysal examines the drilling, shaping, abrading, and polishing stages of this
process and compares the sophistication of the manufacturing processes, which show variability,
even within a single site. Recycling and the effort with which beads are maintained in circulation
is a concept known from across periods but is especially apparent in the Neolithic. Their reuse
and re-fashioning highlight their value and allow them to be studied within the context of artifact
life-histories, as illustrated by the recycled stone head from Boncuklu discussed in Box 2.

In the Late Neolithic, one finds a continuation of past traditions of bead manufacture and
styles, on the one hand, and a trend towards the production of larger and more “visually striking”
ornaments on the other. The latter brings with it a range of new materials like spondylus and mar-
ble and a range of technological innovations to make personal ornaments more conspicuous. The
textbox information in this section is exemplified by Barcin Hoyiik, where analytical analyses
have demonstrated the chemical transformation that fluorapatite underwent, as pre-drilled bead
blanks acquired an artificial turquoise-like blue tint, and presumably a more prominent color.

With the transition to the Chalcolithic, a range of new concepts began, such as stone seals,
which function as a way of identifying ownership and emphasizing claims. The well-worn, bro-
ken, and redrilled Canhasan I shell bead in Box 4 demonstrates perfectly the concepts illustrated:
citing Séfériades, Baysal argues that large shells would have carried special apotropaic powers
that remained potent even when the personal ornament was broken, as gathered from the gold
strings used in their repair. She also explains that the Chalcolithic period witnessed the appear-
ance of larger items of ornamentation as well as those made from composite materials. Although
copper artifacts have been around since the Neolithic, it is in the Chalcolithic that there is an effort
to alloy the ores in such ways as to achieve shiny and reflective metals, mimicking gold and silver.

In the final chapter of the diachronic journey, where the Early Bronze Age takes center
stage, Baysal describes an increase in new materials and novel technologies in production. Frit
and faience as part of early glass production and other artificially created, fired raw materials
involving the addition of binders, as well as beads subjected to multiple episodes of heating and
reheating until they achieved the desired colors, begin to appear. Basur Hoylik offers evidence
for mass production with rare materials, some showing tremendous distances traversed as part
of trade networks, like the lapis lazuli bead in Box 5 found in a grave of an individual who was
interred with more than seven thousand beads. The related issues of class differences are obvi-
ous and cannot be ignored. This concept is expertly tied in through Baysal’s discussion of beads
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and their role in society. Even in situations where the individuals in question live within largely
egalitarian societies, beads and personal ornaments must have acted as a way of distinguishing
identity, group membership, or rank.

In the final chapter, Baysal returns to a number of themes that weave through the book and
emphasizes the connectivity that personal ornaments show across space and time, respectively.
Baysal, attempting to use this intimate angle from the perspective of personal ornamentation,
shows how beads should not be ignored when trying to disentangle the changes resulting from
the advent of the Neolithic. Personal ornaments have two distinct roles within these arenas. In
some instances they are closely tied with individuals and carry meaning at a personal level. How-
ever, the same objects may function to satisfy a visible outward projecting role or identity. She
concludes that the patterns of change, the technological improvements, and the relationships that
people have had with such objects are far from simplistic. I applaud the book for how it uses the
often neglected category of beads and pendants and other personal ornaments to extract their
wider significance and to place them on a whole new platform.








