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Anisina / In Memoriam

Prof. Dr. Elmar Schwertheim (09.07.1943-05.11.2022)

9 Temmuz 1943 yilinda Minster’de dogan Prof. Dr. Elmar Schwertheim, 1965
yilinda Miinster Universitesinden tarih, germanistik ve arkeoloji bilim dallarinda
aldig1 6grenimi tamamlayarak mezun olmustur. 1973 yilinda doktor unvanint almistir.
1983 yilinda dogent olan Elmar Schwertheim 1988 yilinda ise profesér unvanini
almistir. Aynt yil hocast Prof. Dr. Friedrich Karl Dérner tarafindan kurulan ve
bilimsel ¢alisma sahasi Kii¢lik Asya-Anadolu olan Forschungsstelle Asia Minor
Enstitisine mudir olarak atanmistir. 1988 yilindan 2009 yilina kadar bu gorevi
surdurmistir. Emekli oldugu 2008 yilindan itibaren 5 Kasin 2022 tarihindeki vefatina
kadar Asia Minor Enstitiisintin onursal baskani olarak gbrev yapmustir.

Tium akademik yasantisini Anadolu’nun arastirilmasina adamis olan Elmar
Schwertheim 1965 yilinin yaz aylarindan itibaren hocast Prof. Dr. Friedrich Karl
Dérner ile birlikte Kommagene boélgesinin arastirilmast ¢alismalarina katimistir. 1965
yilindan 1993 yilina kadar olan siirecte Anadolu’daki arastirmalarinin yogunlugunu
Kommagene bélgesi ¢alismalarini olusturmugtur. 1975-1983 yillart arasinda Anadolu



cografyasinin  farklt bolgelerinde c¢alismalar  yurttirken yalnizca Giineydogu
Anadolu’da Kommagene bolgesi degil Anadolu’nun kuzeybatisinda Troas, Mysia ve
Bithynia bélgelerinde de epigrafi ve tarihi cografya arastirmalarini ylrtitmustir. 1989
yilinda Elmar Schwertheim kuzeybatt Anadolu’da Troas bolgesindeki calismalara
baslamistir. 1989-1994 yillar1 arasinda Canakkale, Ezine Cigri Dagi tzerindeki
Neandria ylzey arastirmasi ile 1995-1997 yillar1 arasinda Ezine, Dalyan Koyt
yakinlarindaki Alexandria Troas antik kenti yiizey arastirmalarint Prof. Dr. Hans
Wiegartz ile birlikte ylritmustiir. Alexandria Troas antik kentinde 1997-2006 yillart
arasinda Hans Wiegartz ile birlikte organize ettigi kazi ¢alismalarina 2007-2009 yillart
arasinda bizzat bagkanlik etmistir. Canakkale Bogazi’nin girisinde yer alan bu 6nemli
Roma koloni sehri arastirmalarinda pek ¢cok yeni buluntu ve bilginin ortaya ¢ikmasina
olanak saglamistir. 2011 yilinda Alexandria Troas Kazist baskanligini Turk
meslektasina devretmesinden sonra 2011-2015 yillar1 arasinda da Alexandria
Troas’taki kazt ve arastirmalarina katilmistir.

Prof. Dr. Elmar Schwertheim’in Anadolu Arkeolojisine katkilart geng bir bilim
insant olarak 1965 yilindan glniimuze yaptigi calisma ve arastirmalarda yayinlara
dontstirilerek  viicut bulmustur. Ancak Elmar Schwertheim 1988 yilinda
Forschungsstelle Asia Minor Enstitisiine mudir olmasindan sonra Turkiye’deki
meslektaslart ile kurdugu bilimsel isbirligi ve koprii sayesinde bugtin pek ¢ok
universitede gérev yapmakta olan geng arastirmacilarin yetismesine de katki vermistir.
Prof. Dr. Elmar Schwertheim 1974 yilindan vefatina kadar 8 kitap ve 70’den fazla
makalesi ile bilim diinyasinda saygin bir yere sahip olmustur.
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KISISEL SUS ESYALARI KIMLIKLER HAKKINDA NE SOYLER?
METODOLOJIK YAKLASIMLAR VE ANADOLU VE LEVANT’TAN
ARKEOLOJIiK ORNEKLER

Sera YELOZER®

Anahtar Kelimeler: Taril dncesi arkeolojisi ® Materyal kiiltiir ® Kigisel siis egyalar: ® Kimlik o Teknoloji ve nzman-
lagma

Ozet: Bu calisma, tarih 6ncesinde kisisel siis esyalarmin bedende tasinan ve bireyler, topluluklar ve uzak
mesafeler arasinda dolasimda olan objeler olarak sosyal kimlikleri simgelemedeki roliint ele almaktadir. Bu
yorumlamalarin yapilabilmesinin 6n kosulu, gliniimiizde arkeolojide gittik¢e yayginlasan ¢esitli metodolojik
yaklagimlarin uygulanmasidir. Kisisel sts esyalarinin hammadde temini, tiretim stiregleri ve kimlikler gibi tarih
Oncesi arkeolojisi icin anahtar konular hakkinda neler séyleyebilecegini ¢éztimlemek icin gerekli analitik yak-
lasimlara ve yorumlama bicimlerimizi zenginlestirebilecek olan etnografik 6rneklere dair Tturkge literatire de
katki sunmak amaciyla, ¢calismanin ilk kisminda arkeolojide kisisel sts esyalarina dair yaklasimlar tartigtlmak-
tadir. Uygulanmakta olan analitik yontemler ile Anadolu arkeolojisinde kisisel sts esyast ¢alismalari kisaca ele
alinmakta ve ardindan, kisisel siis egyalatinin kimlikler ve etkilesim kavramlariyla i¢ ice geemis iliskisi, gesitli
etnografik 6rneklerle vurgulanmaktadir. Bu arka planin ardindan, Anadolu ve Levant’ta Paleolitik Cag’dan
Canak Comleksiz Neolitik Dénem sonuna dek uzun erimli bir bakisla, tarihoncesinde kimlikletin, deniz ka-
buklari, taslar ve minerallerden tretilmis boncuklarin zamansal ve bolgesel dagiliminda gérilen devamlilik ve
degisim egilimleriyle iliskisi ele alinmakta ve sosyal kimligi teknoloji ve uzmanlagsma kavramlartyla birlikte nasil
okuyabilecegimiz tartistimaktadir. Sonuglar, Anadolu ve Levant’ta tarihoncesi topluluklarin kisisel siis esyast
pratiklerinde, 6zellikle belirli hammaddelerin ve formlarin tercihinde, uzun erimli bir kiltiirel devamlilik ol-
dugunu ancak buluntu yerleri ve bélgeler arasi farklilik ve cesitliliklerin, topluluklarin 6zgiin kiltirel kimlik-
lerini yansittigini gostermektedir. Yerlesik yasama gecis stirecinde degisen yasam bicimiyle birlikte ise birkag
bin yillik kaltirel ve teknolojik birikime dayali olarak gelisen yeni boncuk teknolojilerinin, olusmaya baslayan
uzmanlasmanin ve etkilesime katiimin bu dénemde yeni sosyal kimliklerin olusumunu etkiledigi goriilmek-
tedit.

* Dr. Sera Yelozer, Univ. Bordeaux, CNRS, Ministere de la Culture, PACEA, UMR 5199, F-33600 Pessac, France, e-
posta: sera.yelozer@un-bordeans.fr, ORCID ID: 0000-0002-1151-343X

Gelis Tarihi: 05.04.2022; Kabul Taribi: 20.07.2022; DOI: 10.36891/ anatolia. 1098690

Bu calisma Istanbul Universitesi Tarih Oncesi Arkeolojisi Anabilim Dal’nda gerceklestirdigim doktora tez
calismama dayanmaktadir. Oncelikle tez danismanim Mihriban Ozbasaran’a tiim desteklerinden étiirii min-
nettarim. Melis Uzdurum ve Giines Duru’ya fikitleri ve destekleri icin tesekkir ederim. Emma Baysal ve Hala
Alarashi’ye, tarihoncesi boncuk teknolojileri tizerine gerceklestirdigim ¢alismalarda desteklerini, tecriibelerini
ve bilgilerini daima benimle paylastiklari icin tegekkir etmek isterim. Figlir 2 ve 3’te yer alan gorsellerin bir
kismi, Emma Baysal, Daniella Bar-Yosef Mayer, Hala Alarashi ve Teresa Steele’in ¢alismalarindan yeniden
tretilmistir. Bu gorselleri kullanmama izin verdikleri i¢in kendilerine ve yayinevlerine tesekkiir ederim. Son
olarak, yapict elestirileri ve 6nerileri ile metne katkilarindan dolayt hakemlere ve bu siiregteki tim yardimlar
icin editorlere tesekkiir edetim.
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WHAT CAN PERSONAL ORNAMENTS SAY ABOUT IDENTITIES? METHODOLOGICAL APPRO-
ACHES AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL INSIGHTS FROM ANATOLIA AND THE LEVANT

Keywords: Prebistoric archaeology ® Material culture ® Personal ornaments ® Identity ® Technology and craft specializa-
tion

Abstract: This study focuses on the role of prehistoric personal ornaments in signifying social identities as
objects that were often carried on bodies and circulated between individuals, communities, and long distan-
ces. Interpreting how prehistoric personal ornamentation relates to issues of identity relies heavily on the
application of several methodological approaches that are nowadays widely used in archaeology. Aiming to
unravel what personal ornaments can say about some key questions of prehistoric archaeology, e.g., raw
material acquisition, production processes, and identities, as well as contributing to the Turkish literature on
the methods applied in the study of personal ornaments, this study starts with a discussion of approaches
and introduces current analytical methodologies with a brief discussion of the state of research in Anatolian
archaeology. This is followed by an ethnographic background on the centrality of personal ornaments in
discussing identities and interaction. Finally, focusing on examples ranging from the Palacolithic to the end
of the Pre-Pottery Neolithic Period in Anatolia and the Levant, this study provides a long-term perspective
on the relationship between identities and elements that endured and changed in the chronological and regi-
onal distributions of beads made from shells, stones and minerals. This is followed by a discussion of how
concepts of technology and specialization can contribute to an understanding of social identities. This over-
view suggests that there was a long-term cultural continuity in the personal ornamentation practices of pre-
historic communities in Anatolia and the Levant, especially in the choice of certain materials and forms.
Variations and diversities between sites and regions, on the other hand, relate to the cultural identities of
individual communities. The appearance of new bead technologies, their relation to emerging specialization,
and participation in interaction networks throughout the transition to sedentism was a culmination of this
cultural and technological background, which in return impacted the formation of new social identities during
this transitional period.

Giris olmadigini ifade eder'. Burada objeler
kimliklerin yaraticisidir. Kimi durum-

Kimliklerin ve hikayelerin, objelerin
etrafinda nasil sekillendigini ele aldig: “Bi-
ographical Objects: How Things Tell the Stories
of People’s Lives” basliklt kitabinda antro-
polog Janet Hoskins, Endonezya’nin do-
gusundaki Sumba adasinda yasayan Kodi
toplulugunda gerceklestirdigi etnografik
calismalarda bireylerin yasam hikayele-
riyle objelerin hikayelerinin ayristirilama-
yacagin fark ettigini, toplumsal yasamin
merkezinde takas ve etkilesimin oldugu
bu toplulugu materyal kiltiri merkeze
almadan  anlayabilmenin ~ mumkiin

1 Hoskins 1998, 3.
2 Lemonnier 1993, 19.

larda, bireylerin yerine gegebilirler ya da
bedeni yerine bir esyast gomulerek, kisi-
nin “sosyal 6limi” simgelenebilir ve bu
yolla materyal kiltir kimligin adeta anla-
ticist olur. Ancak, her toplum i¢in mater-
yal kiltiriin anlamu farklidir, ayn1 toplum
icerisinde de objeler farklt sosyal grup-
larca farklt sekillerde anlamlanir ve kulla-
nilirlar. Kimi durumlarda ise kimligi sim-
geleyen sey tek basina objenin kendisi de-
gil, materyal, teknik, cevre ve diger birey-
lerle i¢ ice gecen tretim siirecinin timu-

dur’.
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Arkeolojide materyal kaltir ¢alisma-
lari son yillarda insanlarla materyal kilti-
rin birbirini nasi karsilikli bir sekilde var
ettigini sorgulamaya ve seylerin “sosyal
yasamlarint” ele almaya baglamistir’. In-
san-materyal kultir etkilesiminde kisisel
sis esyalari, dayanikliliklari, aktarilabilir
olmalar1 ve benzer formlarin binyillar bo-
yunca tercih edilmesi baglaminda tarthén-
cesinden bu yana kimliklerin olusumuna
temel olusturur. Bedende tasinan, dolasa-
bilen, aktarilabilen ve bazen ait oldugu ki-
sinin 6limiinden sonra da kullanimaya
devam eden objeler olarak kisisel siis es-
yalari, sozIii olmayan bir iletisim sistemi
icerisinde rol oynarlar®. Kisisel siis esyala-
rinin Gretim, kullanim, tamir ve kullanimi-
nin sona erme sureglerinin ele alindig
yaklasimlar, insanlarin bu materyallerle
nasil etkilesime gectigini anlamamuzi sag-
lar. Hammadde temini, Gretim ve kulla-
nim streglerinde bireyler, topluluklar ve
cevreleri arasinda etkilesimin aracist ol-
malar1 ve ortak materyallerin, formlarin
tercihiyle bireyler/topluluklar arasinda
iligkilerin  olusturulmasinda oynadiklari
rol sayesinde kisisel siis esyalart tizerinden
tarih6ncesinde kimlik-materyal kultir ilis-
kisini tartisabiliriz.

Arkeolojide Kigisel Siis Egyasi

Calismalarr: Yaklagimlar ve Yon-

temler

Oxford Ingilizce Sézliigine gore
“kisisel sus esyast”, “islevsel bir amag ta-
stmayan, bir seyi daha ¢ekici gostermek
icin kullanidlan nesne” olarak tanimlan-
maktadir”. Arkeolojik baglamlarda sik

3 6rn.: Appadurai 1986; Gosden — Marshall 1999;
Hodder 1982; Knappett — Malafouris 2008.

* Iliopoulos 2020; Kuhn 2014; Kuhn — Stiner
2007a; Kuhn — Stiner 2007b.

5 akt.: Thomas 2021, 201.

8. Yelozer

karsilasilan siis esyast Ogelerinden  biri
olan “boncuk” ise “delinmis nesne™ ya
da “delikli ve sis esyast olarak kullanilabi-
lecek kiiciik buluntu”” olarak tanimlana-
bilir. Arkeolojide son yillara dek az arasti-
rilmis materyal kaltir 6geleri icinde yer
alan sis esyalart icin Tirkce arkeolojik
terminolojide yerlesmis bir terim bulun-
mamaktadir. Ingilizce literatiirde personal
ornament ve body adornment gibi terimlerle,
bedenin goériinimine dair uygulamalart
ve materyal kiltir o6gelerini kapsayacak
sekilde tanimlanan ve genel olarak “kisisel
sus esyast” olarak adlandirabilecegimiz bu
materyal kiltir 6geleri, tarth O6ncesinde
boncuk, pendant, bilezik, bileklik, kolye,
labret, kipe gibi ¢esitli formlarda karsi-
miza ¢tkar. Ayni zamanda, arkeolojik bag-
lamlarda belirli kosullar disinda korun-
mast mimkin olmayan organik materyal-
lerden tretilmis siis esyalarini ve bedenin
boyanmasi, gériniminin degistirilme-
siyle iliskili uygulamalart da bu kategoride
ele alabiliriz®.

Kisisel siis esyalart, Horace C.
Beck’in 20. ylizyilin baslarinda yayinladig
tipolojik calismadan’ sonra uzun bir siire
arkeolojik baglamdan kopuk bir sekilde
kisaca tanimlanan buluntu gruplar iceri-
sinde yer almaya devam eder. Ancak son
yillarda ozellikle yontmatas teknolojisi
odaklr analizlerin artistyla birlikte boncuk
teknolojisi tizerine arastirmalarin da art-
mast ve yuzdirme gibi yontemleri siste-
matik sekilde uygulayan kazi metodoloji-
lerinin yayginlagsmasi kiicik boyutlu bon-
cuklarin ve boncuk yapmmuyla iliskili

¢ Baysal 2015a, 11.

7 Bar-Yosef Mayer 2015, 79.

8 Kapsamlica bir tartisma icin bkz.: Baysal 2019.
? Beck 1928.
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buluntularin daha fazla bulunmasint sag-
lamis ve kisisel siis esyalari tzerine calis-
malar yayginlasmaya baslamistir’. Diin-
yanin farkli bolgelerinde farkli donemlere
ait arkeolojik baglamlarda gerceklestirilen
analizler, deneysel ¢alismalar ve etnoarke-
olojik arastirmalar buglin boncuk ve sts
esyast teknolojileri ve kullanimi hakkinda
bilgilerimizi bitytik 6lciide arttirmistir''.

Yaklasimlar

Anadolu tarihdncesi arastirmalarinda
boncuk teknolojileri ve kullanimina dair
calismalarin odak noktast uzunca bir siire
sosyo-ckonomik farklilasma, esitsizlik,
elit siniflarin ortaya ctkist gibi temalar et-
rafinda sekillenmistir'”. Bu yaklasimin ar-
dinda, bu buluntularin detaylt analizler
uygulanmaksizin ya da etnografik, sosyo-
lojik ve kuramsal yaklagimlara bagvurul-
madan, tanimsal bir sekilde incelenmesi-
nin yattugint soylemek mumkiin. Etnogra-
fik Orneklerle karsilastirmalar da sunan
calismalar ise, buluntu odakli tanimsal
yaklagimlarin aksine, sosyal esitsizlik gibi
kavramlarin sts esyalariyla iliskisine dair
daha karmasik bir tablo cizmektedir". Bu
baglamda, farkli boncuk teknolojileri, ter-
cih edilen hammaddeler ve farkl kullanim
bigimleri gibi parametreler detaylt analiz-
lerle anlasilmadan bu tiir ¢cikarimlarda bu-
lunulmast sakincali olacaktir. Bir baska
yaklasimsal esitsizlik olarak, hammadde

10 Cesitli degerlendirmeler icin bkz.: Bar-Yosef
Mayer 2013a; Baysal 2015a; Baysal 2017; Baysal
2019; Baysal — Miller 2016.

11 6rn.: Alarashi 2014; Baysal 2019; Bar-Yosef Ma-
yer — Bosch 2019; Bar-Yosef Mayer ve dig. 2017,
Mirgarit — Boroneant 2020; Mattson 2021.

12 Bir degetlendirme igin bkz.: Baysal 2015a; Bay-
sal 2019.

13 6rn.: Vanhaeren — d’Errico 2005.

14 Ornek galismalar igin bkz.: Alarashi 2014; Bay-
sal 2016; Bar-Yosef Mayer 2013b; Baysal 2015b;

temini, uzmanlasma, dolasim ve etkilesim
aglart gibi tarih Oncesi arkeolojisi igin
anahtar sorulara cevap verme potansiyeli
tastyan'* tas boncuk, pendant, bileklik gibi
sus esyalarinin yant sira, farkl teknolojile-
rin Griind olan hayvan kemigi, disi, deniz
ve tatlt su kékenli yumusakea kabugu gibi
materyallerden tretilmis boncuklara karst
goreceli bir ilgisizlik bulunmaktadir. Bu
egilim, arastirma sorularinin odaginda hi-
yerarsi, sosyo-ekonomik esitsizlik ve elit
stniflar gibi temalarin olusuyla ve bu so-
rulara cevap verme arayisi igerisinde bu-
luntu gruplarinin hiyerarsik bir kategori-
zasyona tabi tutulmasiyla iliskili olmalidir.
Ancak bu yaklasimsal esitsizlik son za-
manlarda gittikge artan ve farkl teorik ve
analitik yaklagimlar araciligiyla teknoloij,
uzmanlasma, takas, etkilesim, dolasim ve
kimlik gibi ¢esitli sorulara bu materyalle-
rin analizleriyle de cevap arayan ¢alisma-
larla birlikte agtlmistir’.

Yontemler

Farklt materyallerden, farkli teknolo-
jilerle ve farkli formlarda tretilmis objeler
olarak arkeolojik sts esyalarinin analizleri
tipolojik ve teknolojik yaklasimlar, deney-
sel ve etnoarkeolojik ¢alismalar, arkeozo-
oloji, jeoloji, kullanim izi analizleri gibi
farklt uzmanliklarin da bagvurdugu yon-
temleri bir araya getiren ¢esitli yaklasim-
lar1 gerektirmektedir. Yontemler zinciri

Martinez-Sevilla ve dig. 2021; Micheli 2012;
Wright — Garrard 2003; Wright ve dig. 2008.

15 Tarih6ncesinde Anadolu ve komsu bélgelerden
ornekler icin bkz.: Alarashi 2021; Alarashi ve dig.
2018; Bar-Yosef Mayer ve dig. 2020; Baysal
2013a; Baysal 2013b; Baysal 2017; Choyke 2010;
Cakarlar 2015; Petlés — Pion 2020; Poulmarc’h ve
dig. 2016; Shaham — Belfer-Cohen 2017; Spatz
2017; Tejero ve dig. 2021; Yel6zer — Christidou
2020.
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igerisinde arkeozoolojik, arkeomalakolo-
jik, mineralojik ve metalurjik analizler, sa-
bit izotop analizleri, kimyasal ve molekii-
ler analizler gibi yontemlerle hammadde
ve kalintilarin karakterizasyonu; tanimsal
ve metrik analizlerle boncuk formlarinin
mortfolojik 6zelliklerini tanimlayan tipo-
lojik analizler; makro ve mikroskobik
yontemlerle farklt tekniklerin tanimlan-
dig1, tretim zincirinin anlasilmasina katks
saglayan teknolojik analizler; kullanim de-
recesiyle farkli kullanim bi¢imlerinin, ye-
niden kullanim ve tamir sireclerinin ta-
nimlanmasini saglayan kullanim izi analiz-
leri ve yerlesme icinde veya yetrlesmeler
arasinda kullanim ve dagiim oOrtnttleri-
nin anlagilmasini saglayan analizler gibi
yontemler yer alir.

Hammadde Karakterizasyonu

Tarthoncesinde siis esyast yapiminda
stkca karsimiza ¢ikan hammaddeler iceri-
sinde deniz ve tatlt su kékenli yumusakca
kabuklari, hayvan kemigi ve disi, tas ve
mineraller, kil, nabit bakir ve malahit gibi
materyaller yer alir. Deniz ve tatlt su ko-
kenli yumusak¢a kabuklarinin taksono-
mik tanimlari, hammadde temininde uzak
ve yakin mesafeler arasinda dolasim ve et-
kilesime dair bilgi vermektedir'®. Hangi
hayvan tirtintn ve bedeninin hangi kis-
minin kullanildiginin tanimlanmasi, ham-
madde temini i¢in uygulanan avcilik stra-
tejilerini anlamayt miimkiin kilar'’. Farklt
kaya¢ ve mineral tirlerinin tanimlanma-
sinda ise renk, doku, parlaklik,

16 6rn.: Bar-Yosef Mayer 2007; Baysal 2013b; Ca-
kirlar 2009; Cakirlar 2015; Mienis 2004; Reese
1991.

17 6rn.: d’Errico — Vanhaeren 2002.

18 Yontemler icin bkz.: Karampelas ve dig. 2020;
Rapp 2009; arkeolojik malzeme Uzerinde uygu-
lama i¢in 6rn.: Moutsiou — Kassianidou 2019.
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gecirgenlik, agirlik, sertlik derecesi gibi
ozelliklerin makro gbzlemlerine ve ayrica
elementel, petrografik ve spektroskopik
analizlere basvurulur'®,

Tipolojik Analizler

Arkeolojik boncuklar icin tipolojik
bir stniflandirma 6neren ve farkli boncuk
tipleri icin tanimlama kriterleri olusturan
ilk kisi Ingiliz arastirmaci ve koleksiyoner
Horace C. Beck olmustur'. Boncuklart
form, boyut, delik konumu ve formu,
renk ve hammadde gibi kategorilere gore
siniflandiran Beck tipolojisi, bir boncu-
gun uzunlugunun ¢apina oranina dayanan
temel bir ayrim 6nerir. Her bir grubun ise
morfometrik Ozelliklerine dayanan alt
gruplari bulunmaktadir. Bu baglamda, ar-
keolojik galismalarda boncuk formlar: ta-
nimlanirken basvurulan ve her bir boncu-
gun uzunlugunun, ¢apinin ve profilinin
Olctilmesi ve tanimlanmast esasina daya-
nan ¢esitli morfometrik kriterler mevcut-
tur (Fig. 1; Tablo 1). Bu kritetler, tarth6n-
cesi boncuk teknolojilerini anlamak ama-
ctyla yeni malzeme gruplarina uyarlanarak
ve genisletilerek sikca uygulanmaktadir™.

Teknoloji ve Kullanim: Iz Analizleri

Tarihoncesinde materyal kiltar 6ge-
lerinin dretim streclerini anlamayt amac-
layan teknolojik analizler ilk olarak yont-
matas teknolojisi tizerine gergeklestirilen
arastirmalarla  baglar. 1940’Lh  yillarda
André ILeroi-Gourhan® tarafindan kav-
ramsallastirilan uretim zinciri

19 Beck 1928.

20 6rn.: Alarashi 2014; Bar-Yosef Mayer 2013a;
Baysal 2013a; Baysal 2014; Baysal 2020a; Raad —
Makarewicz 2019; Wright — Garrard 2003; Yelo-
zer 2018.

21 Teroi-Gourhan 1943.
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yaklasimiyla, hammadde temininden tre-
tilen nesnenin kullanimina ve kullanimi-
nin bitisine dek bttlin stre¢ incelenerek
Ureticilerin hammadde, teknik ve metot-
lara iliskin farkli secimleri, hatalari, treti-
min farkli asamalarindaki farkli hareket-
leri tanimlanabilmektedir®. Farkli teknik-
lerin ve metotlarin tanimlanmasi, Uretici-
lerin tercihleri, yetenegi, ciraklik ve uz-
manligin derecesi gibi kilturel normlarla
iliskili yorumlara bir arka plan saglar®.

Teknolojik analizlerde mikroskobik
yontemlerin  uygulandigr iz analizleri,
1980’1 yillarin sonlart ve 1990l yillarda
yayginlik kazanir. Francesco d’Errico’nun
elektron mikroskobuyla Paleolitik Cag
objelerti tizerindeki kazima/tretim izlerini
analiz ettigi doktora calismast™, benzer
objeler icin farkli tretim sureglerinin ta-
nimlanmasini saglayan ilk ¢alismalardan-
dir. Bu doénemde boncuk teknolojileri
tzerine de mikroskobik calismalar artar.
Ik olarak Ieonard Gorelick ve John
Gwinnett'in gelistirdigi®, ayni tarihlerde
iz analizleri icin d’Errico™ tarafindan da
cesitli materyaller tizerinde uygulanan,
boncuklarin delik iclerinden ve ylizeyle-
rinden alinan silikon kaliplarin mikroskop
altinda analiz edilmesine dayanan yoéntem
halen siklikla kullanilmaktadir®.

Objelerin tretim ve kullanim siireg-
lerini, bu streglerin obje yluzeyinde birak-
t1g1 izlerin takibiyle anlamayr hedefleyen

22 Soressi — Geneste 2011.

23 6rn.: Dobres 2000, 200-205; Roux ve dig. 1995;
Van Gijn 2012; Van Gijn 2014a; Van Gijn 2014b;
Van Gijn 2017.

2 d’Errico 1989.

25 Gorelick — Gwinnett 1990; Gwinnett — Gore-
lick 1979, 1999.

26 d’Errico 1989.

iz analizleri, az buyutmeli ve ¢ok
buyitmeli  olmak  tizere  birbirini
tamamlayict iki yaklasimin bir arada
kullantmint  igerir. Az  biyitmeli
yaklasimda boncuk tretiminde kullanilan
vurma, baski, strtme/asindirma, delme
gibi teknikler, bu tekniklerin uygulanma
sirast ve Uretim izlerinden sonra olusmast
itibariyle kullanima isaret eden izler
saptanabilmektedir. ~ Cok  buyttmeli
yaklasimda ise calisilan ylizey daha yiksek
buyitme ve  ¢Ozunirlik  altinda
gozlemlenir. Bu sekilde parlaklik, kenar
yuvarlakligl, mikro-¢tkarimlar, ¢izikler ve
cukurluklar gibi izler ve bunlarin yond,
birbiriyle iliskisi, siralamasi, boncugun
temas ettigi ylzeyin niteligi ve materyali
tanimlanabilmektedir™.

Boncuk kullanim izi analizlerinin de-
neysel asamasi, arkeolojik 6rneklere ben-
zer tekniklerle Giretilen boncuklarin belirli
bir siire kullanimina dayanir. Bu calisma-
larda farkli materyallerden tiretilmis iplere
gecirilerek ya da dikilerek farkl sekillerde
kullanilan boncuklarin birbirine degme
suresi, ipe takilt kalma stiresi, ipin stkiligt
ya da boncugun daha serbest bir sekilde
sallanmasi ve diger kullanim sekilleri gibi
parametreler kaydedilir ve deneyden
sonra referans 6rnegi olan boncuklarda
kalan izler ile arkeolojik Orneklerin tasi-
dig1 izler mikroskop altinda karsilagtiri-
1ir””. Kullanim izlerinin 6zellikleri mater-
yale gore degiskenlik gosterse de boncuk

27 6rn.: Alarashi 2014; Bains 2012; Falci 2020; Ke-
noyer 2017; Kenoyer — Vidale 1992; Raad — Ma-
karewicz 2019, Yelozer — Alarashi 2021.

28 Falci 2020, 29-30; Van Gijn 2014b.

2 6rn.: Bar-Yosef Mayer ve dig. 2020; Carter
2016; Cristiani — Bori¢ 2012; d’Errico 1993;
Gurova — Bonsall 2017; Gurova ve dig. 2013;
Mirgarit 2016; Margirit ve dig. 2018; Minotti
2014; Tata ve dig. 2014.
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ve pendant gibi deliklerinden asilarak ya
da takilarak/dikilerek kullanilan objelerin
yuzeyleri, kenarlart ve delik ¢evrelerinde
gesitli kriterlere bakilmaktadir (Tablo 2).

Anadolu Arkeolojisinde Kisisel
Siis Egyas1 Caligmalari

Bugtin geldigimiz noktada, Anadolu
arkeolojisinde  siis  egyalar1  Uzerine
hammadde karakterizasyonu, tipoloji ve
teknoloji odakli ¢alismalar giin gectikce
artmaktadir. Akdeniz kiyisinda Ucagizls,
Okiizini ve Karain Magaralarinin Geg
Pleistosen ve Erken Holosen’e tarihlenen
tabakalarinda bulunmus sts esyalarn
tzerine gerceklestirilen ¢alismalar ve bu
buluntulardan bahseden detayl
rapotlar”, Emma Baysal'in Epipaleolitik
Dénem’den Kalkolitik Cag’a dek cesitli
buluntu yerlerinde gerceklestirdigi detayl
analizlere dayanan ve uzun erimli bir
perspektif sunan calismalart®, Neolitik
Dénem’e tarihlenen Asikli Hoyik™ ve
Catalhytik’te™ gerceklestirilen
hammadde, teknoloji ve kullanim odakl
arastirmalar, cesitli yerlesmelerde boncuk
yapiminda kullaniddigr  disuntlen tas
delicilere odaklanan calismalar’ ve Bati
Anadolu’da gergeklestirilen aragtirmalar
Anadolu’da tarihoncesi boyunca kisisel
sis esyalarinin  Uretim  ve kullanim

30 Albrecht ve dig. 1992; Aslan 2006; Otte ve dig.
1995; Stiner ve dig. 2013; Yalcinkaya ve dig. 2002.
31 Baysal 2013a; Baysal 2013b; Baysal 2014; Baysal
2015a; Baysal 2015b; Baysal 2016a; Baysal 2016b;
Baysal 2016c; Baysal 2017; Baysal 2019; Baysal
2020a; Baysal 2020b; Baysal 2022; Baysal — Er-
dogu 2014; Baysal — Erek 2018; Baysal ve dig.
2015.

32 Esin 1993; Yelozer 2016, 2018; Yelozer — Ala-
rashi, 2021; Yelozer — Christidou 2020.

33 Bains 2012; Bains ve dig. 2013; Bar-Yosef Ma-
yer 2013b; Vasi¢ 2020; Vasi¢ ve dig. 2021; Vero-
poulidou 2021; Wright, 2012.
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oruntilerine dair detaylt veriler saglamus,
cok boyutlu yaklagimlar sunmus ve hem
yerlesmeler arast iliskileri bu materyaller
tzerinden okuyabilmek icin hem de
kisisel stis esyast kullaniminda uzun erimli
degisim ve devamliliklart anlayabilmek
icin genel resmi biyiik dlciide gbrmemizi
saglamistir.

Bununla birlikte, Anadolu’da
tarih6ncesi donemlerde alet yapimt basta
olmak tizere ¢esitli amaglarla ve yogun
sekilde kullanilan obsidiyenden tretilmis
sis esyalarina odaklanan calismalar™,
daha ge¢ donemler i¢in yine hammadde
kullanimi ~ ve  teknolojik  analizlere
odaklanan, 6rnegin Troya’da’” ve Basur
Hoyik’te® gerceklestirilen calismalar ile
cesitli  yerlesmelerden  elde  edilen
malzeme gruplart  lzerinde analitik
yontemlerin - uygulandigt  hammadde
karakterizasyonu caligmalarr® da
bilgilerimizi arttirmistir. Etnoarkeolojik
arastirmalar da Anadolu’da kisisel sus
esyast kullaniminin gesitliligine dair fikir
sunmaktadir®. Turkiye'de kisisel siis
esyalart iizerine gerceklestirilen arkeolojik
ve arkeometrik calismalarin
degerlendirildigi V. ODTU Arkeometri
Calistay1*' ise arastirmacilart bir araya
getirerek Anadolu arkeolojisi icin kisisel

3 Calley — Grace 1988; Coskunsu 2008; Grace
1989/1990; Iovino — Lemorini 1999.

% Baysal 2014; Baysal 2016c; Baysal — Erdogu
2014; Baysal ve dig. 2015; Cakurlar 2015; Erdogu
ve dig. 2021.

3 Healey — Campbell 2014.

37 Ludvik ve dig. 2015.

38 Baysal — Saglamtimur 2021.

3 Bursali ve dig. 2017; Datrdeniz ve dig. 2020; Ek-
men ve dig. 2020; Pickard — Schoop 2012.

40 Gindogdu 2004; Kilig 2017.

# Gunal Tirkmenoglu — Demirci 2021.
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sis  esyast calismalarinin  sundugu
potansiyeli ve disiplinlerarast
yaklasimlarin 6nemini ortaya koyan ilk
bulusmalardan olmustur.

Kigisel Siis Egyalari Kimlikler
Hakkinda Ne Soyler? Etnografik
Ornekler

Arkeolojik  baglamlarda,  detaylt
analizlerden elde edilen verilere dayanan
yorumlar ve etnoarkeolojik ¢alismalar,
sis egyalarinin  bireysel ve kolektif
kimlikleri simgeleyen ve ayni zamanda
onlarin olusumuna ve strdurtlebilitligine
katki sunan materyal kultir 6geleri
oldugunu  gostermektedir?.  Ancak,
arkeolojik yaklasimlarin ve analizlerin
yant sira, sis esyalarinin  kimliklerle
iliskisini, bu objelerin bireyler ve gruplar
arasinda sosyal iliskileri kurma, stirdiirme
ve dontstirmedeki yerini ele almadan
coztimleyemeyiz. Kisisel sus esyalarinin
birey, toplum, diger materyal kultir
ogeleri ve dogayla karsilikli iliskisi bu
objelerin  bedeni siislemenin  Gtesine
gecen islevlerini ve sosyal kimliklerle
iliskilerini  de  disinmemizi saglar.
Etnografik ornekler, hediye ve takasin,
insanlar ve materyal kiltir arasindaki
etkilesimin ~ en  O6nemli  alanlarint
olusturdugunu ve materyal kiltire de
sosyo-ekonomik bir anlam kattigini
gostermektedir.

“Assembling Ornament and Assembling
Identity”  baslhkli  calismasinda  Julian
Thomas®, siis esyalarinin insanlar ve
diger materyal kultir Ogeleriyle nasil
iliskilendigini agiklamak ic¢in Bronislaw

42 6rn.: Alarashi 2014, 2016; Baysal 2019; Hodder
1982; Iliopoulos 2020; Mattson 2016; Thomas
2021; Williams 1987; Wright 2012.

43 Thomas 2021.

Malinowski’nin** Trobriand adalarinda
gerceklestirdigi  etnografik  calismalara
dayanan  “Kula  sistemi”  6rnegine
basvurur. Bu takas sisteminde takilar,
kisinin bir parcasi olabilecegi gibi kisiyi
farkli  bir  kisiye  donustirebilme
potansiyeli de tasimaktadir.
Dolasimlariyla birlikte sosyal iliskilerin
yaratildigl, bireylerin prestijinin arttig1
bileklikler ve kolyeler, Kula sistemi
icerisinde sosyal stratejilerin ve kurulan
iliskilerin aracist  olurlar. Farkli
topluluklardan bireyler, sosyal statiileri ve
kimlikleri ve takasi yapilan sis esyalari bu
kiltirel ve sosyo-ekonomik baglam
icerisinde yeni anlamlar tstlenerek bir
bakima birbirlerini yeniden var ederler.
Esyalarin dolagimi, takasin iki ucundaki
kisilere  farkli  sosyal  kimliklerin
atfedilmesini saglar®. Kiiltiirel yapinin
surdurilebilirliginin dis dunyayla
etkilesime bagli oldugu ve bireylerin bu
etkilesim icinde statii kazandig1, objelerin
ise bu iliskinin merkezinde yer aldig1 Kula
sistemine benzer sckilde, boncuklarin
komsu topluluklar arasindaki takas
sistemleri icerisindeki yerini ele alan diger
etnografik calismalar da bu objelerin
kimlikleri olusturmada tasidigt Gnemi
vurgulamaktadir®.

Elbette farkls topluluklarda,
bolgelerde ve donemlerde materyaller,
teknolojiler ve sembolik anlamlar farklidir
ve bunlarla iligkili kimlikler de cesitlilik
gostermektedir.  Etnografik  6rnekler
materyal kiltirin renk, doku, form gibi
ozelliklerinin kultarel olarak
anlamlandirddigini, farkli materyallerin

44 Malinowski 1922.
45 akt.: Thomas 2021, 202-203.
46 6rn.: Strathern — Strathern 1971.
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insan bedeniyle ve farkli kimliklerle
Ozdeslestigini gosterir ve bu cesitlilige
dair fikir sunar. Bu baglamda, siis esyalari
dis goriniimle mesaj verme, sosyal
kimlikleri vurgulama, hastaliklara karst
koruma gibi amaclara hizmet etmekte,
ayrica ritiiellerde veya takas objesi olarak
da kullanidmakta ve bu yonuyle birden
cok isleve ve anlama sahiptir’’. Ornegin,
Anadolu’da  konusma gugligi ¢eken
cocuklarin bir dizi mavi boncuk tasirsa
iyilesecegine inanildig aktarilmaktadir®.
Kili¢’in Dogu Anadolu’da gergeklestirdigi
etnografik  calisma da  boncuklarin
formlarina ve renklerine gbre cesitli
inanslarla  iliskilendirildigini, Grnegin,
beyaz boncuk takan annenin sitlinin
artacagina  ya da  kirmizi renkli
boncuklarin cesitli hastaliklar
iyilestirecegine  inanildigin1 ve  bu
inaniglarin  hikayelerle nesilden nesile
aktarildigint géstermektedir®.

Tarihoncesinde Siis Egyalar::
Sembolik Davranig, Teknoloji ve
Kiiltiirel Kimlik

Tarihoncesi  kisisel stis  esyalar,
“sembolik  davranisin” ilk  Srnekleri
icerisinde yer alir. Bu iliskide sis
esyalarinin  form, materyal, renk ve
teknolojik 6zelliklerinin topluluklar i¢in
sahip oldugu anlamlar saklidir. Bu
anlamlari olusturan sey ise tekno-kiltirel
secimler, etkilesim ve dolasim aglart ve
tim bu streclerin altinda yatan, sis
esyalari araciligiyla simgelenerek aktarilan
sosyal hafizadir”’. Cesitli arastirmacilar’’,
avct toplayict gruplarin artan popiilasyon

47 Boivin 2004; Hodder 1982; Kilic 2017;
McAdam 2008; Williams 1987.

4 Ornek 1995; akt.: Kilic 2017, 850.

4 Kilig 2017.

0 Tliopoulos 2020.
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say1st karsisinda sosyal iliskileri ve aidiyeti
devam ettirmek amaciyla, s6zlii olmayan
bir iletisim sistemi icerisinde bu baglari
sis esyalart gibi materyal kiltir 6geleri
aractligiyla  simgeleyerek strdurdigina
Onerir. Sus esyalariyla simgelenen sosyal
bilgi icerisinde bireyin, ait oldugu
toplulugun ya da sosyal grubun
hammaddeye  erisimi  oldugu, sus
esyalarinin yapimina dair zaman, bilgi ve
tecritbeye sahip oldugu ya da bu materyal
kiltir 6gesine erisim sahibi oldugu gibi
mesajlarin  yer aldigt onerilmektedir™.
Tarithoncesinde sts esyalarinin sembolik
anlamlarini vurgulayan arastirmalarin, bu
objelerin tarihéncesi insanlar icin ifade
etmis olabilecegi estetik 6nemi goz ard:
edebildigini belirten Antonis Iliopoulos
ise, Orta Paleolittk Dénem’de Nassarius
kraussianus turi kabuk boncuklarin farkls
kompozisyonlarla, farkli sekillerde ipe
dizilerek kullaniminin zaman icerisindeki
degisiminin estetik algilardaki degisimle
iliskili oldugunu 6nerir ve farkli boncuk
formlari, hammaddeler, renkler veya
kompozisyonlar lzerinden takip
edebilecegimiz estetik algilarin
Uretiminin, tekrarnin ve yeni kugaklar
tarafindan kullanilmaya devam edisinin
kultirel aidiyet hissi yaratarak bireyleri
toplumsallastirdigint séyler.

En Erken Boncuklar ve
Teknolojiler

Giuneybatt  Asya’dan  Afrika  ve
Avrupa’ya dek genis bir cografyada Orta
Paleolitik Donem’den itibaren kullanilan
bu materyal kiltir 6geleri, tarthdncesinde

51 Kuhn 2014; Kuhn — Stiner 20072; Kuhn — Sti-
ner 2007b; Stiner 2014.

52 Quinn 2006, 19.

33 Jliopoulos 2020, 26-34.
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bireysel kimliklerin ve grup aidiyetlerinin
yaratiminda, stirdurilmesinde,
simgelenmesinde ve yeni teknolojilerin
gelisiminde merkezi bir rol oynamistir™.
Giney Levant’ta Misliya Magarasi,
Qafzeh Magarast ve Skhul Magarast’nda
bulunan kabuk boncuklar™, Kuzey
Aftika’da Bizmoune, Contrebandiers ve
Grotte des Pigeons Magaralarinda
bulunan Tritia gibbosula tiri  kabuk
boncuklar®, Dogu Afrika’da Panga ya
Saidi Magaras'ndan  deniz  kabugu
boncuklar ile deniz kabuklarindan ve
devekusu yumurtasi kabugundan
tretilmis, disk formlu boncuklar gibi
modifiye edilmis formlar”, Giiney
Afrika’da Blombos Magarast’ndan insan
eliyle delinmis kabuklar® ve Border
Magaras’'nda  bir ¢ocuk mezarinda
bulunmus Conzus ebraeus tirii boncuklar®,
Iber Yarimadasinda Orta Paleolitik
buluntu yerlerinden bilinen pigment
boyali  kabuklar ve Hirvatistan’da
Krapina’da bulunmus siis esyalar® en
ertken  Ornekler icerisindedir.  Ust
Paleolitik Dénem’e gelindiginde, deniz
kabugu, hayvan kemigi ve disinden
yapilmis boncuklar yayginlagsmaya baslar®
(Tablo 3). Bu dénemde mezarlarda da
yuksek miktarlarda gérilmeye baslayan
boncuklarin hastaliklari, glinltik yasamda
Ustlendikleri roller veya 6lim nedenleri

5 6rn.: Alarashi 2014; Bar-Yosef Mayer ve dig.
2020; Baysal 2019; Bonnardin 2009; d’Etrico ve
dig. 2020; Ifantidis 2019; Kuhn — Stiner 2007a;
Kuhn — Stiner 2007b; Langley 2015; Newell ve
dig. 1990; Rigaud 2011; Rigaud ve dig. 2015; Van-
haeren 2005; White 1993; Zilhao ve dig. 2010.

% Bar-Yosef Mayer ve dig. 2009, 2020.

%6 Bouzouggar ve dig. 2007; d’Errico ve dig. 2009;
Steele ve dig. 2019.

57 d’Errico ve dig. 2020.

8 Vanhaeren ve dig. 2013.

59 d’Errico — Backwell 2016.

10

gibi faktorler dolayisiyla gocuklar ve
gengler gibi farkli yas gruplarindan
secilmis bireylerin kimliklerini simgeledigi
onerilmektedir®. Ayni mezarda bulunan
boncuklar, kimi Orneklerde  farkls
treticiler tarafindan tretilmis ya da uzak
mesafelerden getirilmis ve bir bireyle
birlikte mezara koyulmak amaciyla
kompozit bir takida bulusturulmus
objelerdir ve bu agidan teknoloji,
etkilesim ve takasin sosyal kimlikle
iliskisini gosterirler®.

Calismanin odagindaki cografya olan
Anadolu ve Levant’a geri dondugiumiizde
(Harita 1), en erken 6rneklerden itibaren
boncuk formlart ve hammaddelerinde
devam eden ve degisen trendler takip
edilebilmektedir. Siis esyalart tUzerinden
okuyabildigimiz tekno-kiltirel yenilikler,
olasilikla  farklt  gelenekler, kdlttrel
kimlikler ve grup aidiyetleriyle iliskili
bolgesel farkliliklar igerir ve her yenilik bir
baska gelisimi tetikler”. Orta Paleolitik
Dénem’den ilk ornekler, su ve kum ile
asinma gibi dogal siiregler sonucu agilmis
deliklere  sahip  kabuklardir.  Giiney
Levant’ta Misliya ve Qafzeh
magaralarinda bulunan Glyeymeris
nummaria tird kabuklarda dogal aginma
sonucunda  olusan  delikler,  baz
orneklerde tizerlerinde astboyast (ochre)

60 Zilhdo ve dig. 2010.

o1 Frayer ve dig. 2020; Radov¢ic ve dig. 2015.

62 Alvarez Fernindez 2011; Moro Abadia —
Nowell 2015; Vanhaeren — d’Errico 2002; White
2007.

03 6rn.: Trinkaus — Buzhilova 2018; Vanhaeren —
d’Errico 2002; Zilhao 2005.

64 6rn.: Vanhaeren — d’Errico 2003; Vanhaeren —
d’Errico 2005; Zilhao 2005.

5 Bar-Yosef Mayer ve dig. 2020; d’Errico ve dig.
2020; Iliopoulos 2020; Newell ve dig. 1990; Ri-
gaud ve dig. 2015.
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kalintllart bulunmast ve kullanim izleri,
bunlarin sahilden toplanarak yerlesmeye
getirildigini ve ipe gecirilerek
kullanildigini g6stermektedir®. Orta ve
Ust Paleolitik Dénem’de dogal ve insan
eliyle delinmis kabuk ve dis boncuklarla
birlikte, cesitli yerlesmelerde tespit edilen,
bitki liflerinden yapilmis ip kalintidarn®,
sis  esyalarinin  bedende  tasinarak
kullanilmasina dair motivasyonun delici
ve ip uretimi gibi teknolojileri de
tetikledigini gostermektedir®. Ust
Paleolitik ve Epipaleolitik Dénem’de ise,
bedenin ya da nesnelerin boyanmasi gibi
islevleri olan materyaller, teknolojik
siireclere de entegre edilir. Ornegin,
cakmaktast aletlerin Gstinde ve geyik disi
pendantlarin  deliklerinde g6zlemlenen
boya izleri, delme sirasinda boya
hammaddesinin asindirict bir malzeme
olarak kullanildigini gostermektedir®.

Deniz Kabuklari, Uzun Erimli
Tercihler ve Kiiltiirel Kimlikler

Orta Paleolitik Doénem’de Levant,
Afrika ve Avrupa’da benzer tirlerdeki
deniz kabuklarindan yapilmis
boncuklarin tercih edildigi gorilmektedir.
Giuney Levant'ta Glgymeris turt cift
kapakli kavkiar ve Nassarius kranssianus
ve Tritia gibbosula turt gastropodlar en sik
tercth edilen tirlerdir. Bu bolgede en
erken ornekleri Akdeniz kiyisina yakin
alanlardan bilinen kabuklar olasilikla
dogrudan sahilden, topluluklarin kendisi
tarafindan  temin  edilmistit™”.  Ust

% Bar-Yosef Mayer 2005; Bar-Yosef Mayer ve dig.
2020.

7 Hardy ve dig. 2013; Kvavadze ve dig. 2009; Ra-
dov¢ié¢ ve dig. 2020.

% Bar-Yosef Mayer ve dig. 2020.

% Tejero ve dig. 2021.

70 Belfer-Cohen — Hovers 2020.

8. Yelozer

Paleolitik ve Epipaleolitk Dénem’e
gelindigindeyse, Ozellikle Nassarius ve
Tritia tirt kabuk boncuklarin devamlilig,
morfolojik 6zelliklerine dayali tercihlerle
birlikte kiltiirel hafizanin ve belirli sosyal
mesajlarin  aktarimiyla  da  iligkili
olmalidir". Bu iki tiiriin bin yillar boyunca
tercih  edilmesinin  nedeninin  kigtik
boyutlar;, oval formlar, parlak ve
purtzsiz  yuzeyleri,  delindiklerinde
kullanimlarinin - uzun  streli olmasint
saglayan kalin kabuklari gibi 6zellikleriyle
iliskili oldugu énerilmektedir’ (Fig. 2).

Epipaleolitk Doénem’de  Akdeniz
kiyt seridinden uzakta, Urdiin Vadisi
yerlesmelerinde bulunan deniz kabuklar
ve bunlarin yerlesmede uretildigine dair
veriler ise, topluluklarin deniz
kabuklarina erisim amaciyla dolastiklar
bolgenin  genisledigini  ve topluluklar
arasinda  karsilasma ve etkilesimin
yogunlastigini goéstermektedir”. Akdeniz
kiyt cizgisinden igeride, doguya dogru
Azraq havzasindan ve kuzeyde Toroslar
ile Orta Anadolu’dan elde edilen veriler
de Epipaleolittk Doénem’de  genis

cografyalar  arasinda  dolasim  ve
etkilesimin arttigini, Akdeniz

kabuklarinin ise dolasim aglari igerisinde
onemli bir yeri oldugunu ortaya
koymaktadir'™.

Anadolu ve Levant’ta Ust Paleolitik
ve Epipaleolitik Dénem’de artarak tercih
edilen Tritia  gibbosula  gibi  turlerin
devamliligtyla birlikte yeni tirler de tercih

" Bar-Yosef Mayer 2015; Kuhn 2014; Steele ve
dig. 2019; Stiner 2014; Stiner ve dig. 2013.

72 Stiner ve dig. 2013.

73 Belfer-Cohen — Hovers 2020.

74 Baysal 2013b; Baysal — Erek 2018; Maher ve dig.
2012; Richter ve dig. 2011.
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edilmeye baslar” (Tablo 3). Ornegin,
Anadolw’da Ugagizli Magarasr’'nda Ust
Paleolitik Donem’de Tritia gibbosula ve
Columbella rustica tiric Akdeniz kabuklar
baskindur. Zamansal olarak
baktigimizdaysa, stre¢ icerisinde T7itia
gibbosula  tirt  kabuklarin  baskinligini
yitirdigini  ve Epipaleolitik Doénem’e
dogru oransal olarak Columbella rustica
turd kabuklar ile esit hale geldiklerini
gortriz. Epipaleolittk Doénem’de ise
Dentalinm veya Antalis sp. gibi yeni tirler
de tercih edilmeye baslar™®. Ust Paleolitik
ve Epipaleolitik Dénem’de Anadolu’nun
Akdeniz kiyisinda yer alan Okiizini ve
Karain magaralarinda da yaklasik 30 km
uzakliktaki kiyidan elde edilmis oldugu
dustintlen cesitli kabuk tirleri gorilir.
Okiizini Epipaleolitik 6rnekleri
icerisinde, bu dénem igin bir baska 6rnegi
bilinmeyen ve Neolittk Donem’de
kullanimi 6zellikle Firat havzasinda artis
gosterecek olan”" Luria lurida tiri bir
kabuk boncuk ile daha yaygin olarak
Columbella rustica ~ve Tritia gibbosula tira
kabuklar yer almaktadir™. Sik goriilen bir
baska turt, Epipaleolittk Doénem’de
Anadolu ve Levant’ta daha da yayginlasan
Dentalinm boncuklar olusturmaktadir”.
Karain B’de de benzer sekilde Columbella
rustica, Tritia gibbosula ve Dentalinm tirleri
baskindir ve bitmis boncuklarla birlikte

bulunan Dentalium cekirdekleri,
boncuklarin ~ magarada  uretildigini
gostermektedir®.

75 Bar-Yosef Mayer 2005; 2015; Stiner ve dig.
2013.

76 Stiner ve dig. 2013.

77 Alarashi 2010; Alarashi 2014.

8 Albrecht ve dig. 1992, 137-138.

7 Albrecht ve dig. 1992.

80 Albrecht ve dig. 1992, 137; Ozgelik 2015, 128.
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Akdeniz’den  Tritia kabuklar1 ile
Dentalinm veya Antalis sp. tirt kabuklarin
fosil ve deniz kokenli 6rnekleri Geg
Epipaleolitik Doénem’de Anadolu ve
Levant’ta  yayginlagit®™.  Anadolu’da,
Toroslarda yer alan Direkli Magarast’nda,
timu farklt derecelerde kullanim izi
tastyan Tritia gibbosula ve Antalis dentalis
turd kabuk boncuklar baskin olmakla
birlikte az sayida Columbella rustica tura
kabuklar da mevcuttur®. Bati
Anadolu’da, Girmeler Magaras’'nin Geg
Epipaleolitik ~ Dénem  tabakalarinda
bulunan sts esyalart ise sirasiyla Tritia
gibbosula, Columbella rustica ~ve Dentalium
tird  kabuklardan  olusmaktadir ve
Akdeniz kiyt seridinde, Okiizini ve
Karain Magarast B Gozundeki ¢agdast
topluluklarla benzer tercihler sergiler®.
Kiytya daha uzak mesafede, Orta
Anadolu’da Konya ovasinda konumlanan
Pinarbast  kaya siginaginda ise Geg
Epipaleolitik’te  Dentalium  sp.  turi
kabuklar baskindir, bunu Tritia gibbosula
turt takip eder ve Columbella rustica ve
Nerita sp. tiri kabuklar da mevcuttur™.
Pinarbast’'nda Dentalium tiri kabuklarin
baskinligt  Giiney Levant’taki Natuf
topluluklarinin =~ kisisel ~ sts  esyast
tercihleriyle paralellikler tasirken, T7itia ve
Columbella turt kabuklar ise olasilikla
toplulugun tercihlerini etkileyen
yerel/6zgiin  kulturel kimligine isatret
etmektedir®. Direkli Magaras’'nda da
Tritia kabuklarin baskinliginin magaray1

81 Giiney Levant icin bkz.: Bar-Yosef Mayer 2005,
2008; Kurzawska ve dig. 2013; Anadolu icin bkz.:
Baysal 2013b; Baysal 2016a; Baysal — Erek 2018;
Stiner ve dig. 2013.

82 Baysal 20106a.

8 Erdogu ve dig. 2021, 308.

84 Baysal 2013b, Tablo 2.

85 age., 270.
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kullanan toplulugun 6zgin tercihleriyle
iliskili oldugu, Dentalium turt kabuklarin
ve asagida ele almacak olan tag
boncuklarin ise toplulugun etkilesimde
bulundugu Gtiiney Levant cografyast ile
iliskileri ~ yansittigi  6nerilmektedir™.
Anadolu’da benzer deniz kabuklarinin
tercihine ragmen buluntu yetleri/bolgeler
arasinda takip edilebilen farkhiliklarin ve
bu farkliliklarin kultiirel kimliklerle olast
iliskisinin bitr benzerini Firat havzasinda
da goririz. Bu farklilik, Geg Epipaleolitik
Doénem’de Guney Levant’ta Dentalium
veya Abntalis sp. turt kabuklarin belirgin
baskinligina ve bunlarin Anadolu’da da
dolasimda  olmasimna  karsin  Firat
havzasindaki Abu Hureyra 1°de bu
kabuklarin tercih edilmemis olmasidir.
Abu  Hureyra’da Geg¢ Epipaleolitik
Doénem’de en sik tercih edilen tir,
Paleolitik Cag’dan beri en baskin tirler
icerisinde olan Tritia gibbosuladir®. Bu
egilim, olasilikla bolgede Ust
Paleolitik’ten aktarilan kiltirel tercihler
ve kimliklerle iliskilidir. Aynt bolgedeki
Dederiyeh Magarast'nda® Dentalinm veya
Antalis  sp. turd kabuk boncuklarin
baskinligiysa tercihleri etkileyen farkl
kiltirel kimliklerin varligiyla agiklanabilir.

Geg Epipaleolitik Doénem’in
sonlarna dogru Firat havzasinda Abu
Hureyra ve Mureybet gibi c¢agdas
yetlesmelere ulasan deniz  kabuklari
saytsal bir disiis yasar”. Bu donemde,
Anadolu ve Levant’ta boncuk yapimi1 ve
kullaniminda yeni teknolojilere paralel
olarak yeni materyallerin de tercih edildigi

86 Baysal 2016a, 143.

87 Ridout-Sharpe 2015.

88 Nishiaki ve dig. 2011.

89 Ridout-Sharpe 2015.

% Bar-Yosef Mayer — Porat 2008.

8. Yelozer

goriilmektedit”.  Canak  Comleksiz
Neolitik Dénem’in ortalarina dogru, bu
teknolojilere yerel olmayan hammaddeler
ve gittikce komplike bir hale gelen
teknikler entegre edilecektit”. Canak
Comleksiz  Neolittk Doénem’de  Orta
Anadolu’da, kiyidan uzak iki yerlesme
olan Boncuklu ve Asikl’da tercih edilen
kabuk tiirleri ise yeni materyallerin ve
teknolojilerin  siis  esyast  pratiklerine
yansimalarinin yant sira hem devamlilik
oruntilerini hem de aynt cografyay:

paylasan topluluklar arasindaki
farkliliklars takip edebilmemizi
saglamaktadir. Konya ovasindaki

Boncuklu’da Tritia gibbosula tirt kabuk
boncuklar  baskindir ancak  Nerita,
Columbella ve Dentalinm tira kabuklar da
mevcuttur””.  Bolgenin  dogusundaki
Kapadokya’da yer alan Asikl’da ise
swrastyla Conus, Columbella ve Tritia tirleri
baskindir ve Dentalium ya da Antalis tira,
bir 6rnek haricinde mevcut degildir™.
Benzer kabuk tirleri her iki yerlesmede
de  bulunmakla  birlikte,  oransal
tarkliliklar, aynt erisim aglarini
kullandigint distinebilecegimiz ¢agdas iki
toplulugun kdlttrel kimlikleriyle iliskili
farklt tercihleri bulundugunu
disundirmektedir. Orta  Anadolu’da,
Catalhoyuk’ten elde edilen veriler ise
Epipaleolitik Doénem’den beri  tercih
edilen kabuk tirlerinin Anadolu’nun ic¢
bolgelerine  dek  dolasiminin  Canak
Comlekli Neolitik Dénem’de de devam
ettigini gostermektedir™.

91 6rn.: Alarashi 2016; Groman-Yaroslavski — Bar-
Yosef Mayer 2015; Yelozer — Alarashi 2021.

92 Baysal 2013b, 7, Tablo 3.

93 Yelozer 2018; Yelozer — Christidou 2021.

9 Veropoulidou 2021.
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Canak Comleksiz Neolitik
Doénem’de Firat havzast ve Toroslara
baktigimizda, Akdeniz (Luria lurida) ve
Kiziddeniz (Erosaria nebrites ve Erosaria
turdus)  kokenli  yeni kabuk  turleri
goriirtiz”. Hem daha erken tarihlerde,
Erken Epipaleolittk Dénem’de, hem de
Canak Comleksiz Neolitik Donem’de
Giiney Levant’ta ve ayrica Ust Paleolitik
Dénem’de, Anadolu’da az sayida da olsa,
goriilen” bu kabuklar, Canak Cémleksiz
Neolitik Dénem’de 6zellikle Firat havzast
yetlesmelerinde, insan  iskeletleriyle
birlikte bulunmakta ve kompozit takilar
icerisinde kullanilma sekilleri de g6z
ontne alindiginda, hem topluluklar igin
kiltirel kimligin  hem de topluluk
icerisindeki sosyal gruplarin kimliginin bir
gostergesi  haline  gelmistir”.  Ayni
donemde, Gtliney Levant’ta ayrica
Ghlyeymeris — nummaria  tird  kabuklarin
devamliligini, kimi Orneklerde  diger
tirlere oranla sayisal olarak oldukca
yuksek adetlerle bulunduklarini ve bazi
durumlarda alet olarak da kullanildiklarini
ya da tepesinde dogal deligi bulunan
orneklerin tas aletlerle birlikte
saklandigini gérmekteyiz”.

Columbella  ~ve Tritia  gibi  kabuk
turlerinden boncuklar, kizil geyik kopek
disinden pendantlar ve damla formlu tas
pendantlar arasinda morfolojik
benzerlikler oldugunu 6neren Stiner, Ust
Paleolitik Dénem’den itibaren boncuk
yapimi ve kullaniminda belirli formlarin
tercih edildigini ve farkli materyallerde bu
formlarin  arandigini,  uyarlandigin,

% Alarashi 2014, Alarashi ve dig. 2018; Ridout-
Sharpe 2015.

% Albrecht ve dig. 1992, 137; Bar-Yosef Mayer
2014; Richter ve dig. 2011; Schechter ve dig. 2021.
97 Alarashi ve dig. 2018.
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zaman igerisinde yeni materyallere
yonelimin de bununla iligkili oldugunu
belirtmektedit”. Epipaleolitik Dénem’de
belirginlesmeye baslayan bolgesel
ayrimlar ile es zamanl sekilde yeni
formlar ve materyallerin boncuk yapimi
ve  kullaniminda  tercih  edilmeye
baslamast ise, kurulan yeni toplumsal
aidiyetler ~ ve  kultiirel  kimliklerle
iliskilidir'”. Dolayistyla, bu kronolojik
benzerlik, devamlilk ve  degisim
oruntusiiniin ardinda, artan popiilasyon,
bélgeler arast dolasim, topluluklar arast
etkilesim  ve yogunlasan  bilgi/esya
aligverisi gibi sosyal nedenler yer alir'"".
Ek olarak, kiy1 seviyesindeki degisimlerin,
yeni deniz kabugu tirlerini daha
erisilebilir hale getirmis olmast gibi
cevresel nedenler de vurgulanmalidir'®.
Ozetlemek gerekirse, baskin  tarler
icerisinde gbrulmeye baslayan bolgesel
farkliliklar, topluluklarin farkli dolasim ve
takas rotalarini tercih etmesi ve yeni
kolektif kimliklerin ortaya c¢itkmasiyla
iliskiliyken, devam eden 6gelerin kultiirel
kimliklerinde ge¢misten gelen birtakim
ogeleri koruma motivasyonuyla iliskili
oldugu 6nerilebilir.

Ust Paleolitik ve Epipaleolitik
Doénem’den itibaren, taksonomik acidan
takip edilebilen devamliliklara karsin,
deniz kabuklarinin kullanim bicimlerinde
Ozellikle Neolitik Doénem’de goérilen
cesitlenme,  yerlesmeler arast  farkl
tercihler ve Kizildeniz’den Levant ve
Anadolu’ya dek genisleyen dolagim aglart
ile entegre edilen yeni materyaller ve yeni

%8 Schechter ve dig. 2021.

99 Stiner 2014.

100 Belfer-Cohen — Bar-Yosef 2002.

101 Maher ve dig. 2012; Richter ve dig. 2011.
102 Stiner ve dig. 2013, 393.
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teknolojiler ise boncuk yapimi ve
kullaniminda yeni trendlerin  ortaya
cktugini  dustindirmektedir.  Canak
(Comleksiz Neolitik Doénem’de bu ag
igerisindeki 6gelerden kimi tas boncuklar
(6rn.: asagida ele alinacak olan “kelebek”
formlu boncuklar) ve bazt Akdeniz
kabuklar1  ise i¢  bolgelere, Orta
Anadolu’ya  dek  ulasmustir'”.  Bu
devamlilk  ve degisim trendlerine
teknolojik agidan  baktigimizda, Ust
Paleolitik ve Epipaleolitik Doénem’de
dogal kosullar sonucunda delinmis
kabuklarin kullanimi devam ederken,
birtakim teknolojik yeniliklerin yasandigt
gorilir. Antalis turt kabuklarin kesme ve
koparma yontemiyle halka veya silindirik
formlu  boncuklara  dontstirilmesi,
ardindan Geg¢ Epipaleolitik Dénem’de
kabuklarin dogal formu tiimiiyle modifiye
edilerek ve yeni delme teknikleri
kullanilarak disk formlu boncuklarin
yapimi  bu yenilikler icerisindedir'™.
Canak Comleksiz Neolitik Donem’de
gorilen bir baska teknolojik yenilik ise
belitli turlerde (I7itia, Luria ve Erosaria
sp.) kabuklardan boncuk yapimina,
kabugun sirt  kisminin - ¢ikarilmasing
saglayan ve ayrica Conus sp. gibi bazi diger
gastropodlarin da disk formlu boncuklara
dontstirilmesinde kullanilan
surtme/agindirma tekniklerinin entegre
edilmesi olmustur'®. Bu yeni teknikler, es
zamanlt olarak tas boncuk
teknolojilerinde gorilen degisimlerle de
iligkilidir.

Bolgeler arasinda dolasimda olan
farklt deniz kabuklarinin topluluklar icin

103 Baysal 2013a; Bains 2012; Yelozer 2018; Yelo-
zer — Alarashi 2021.

104 Bar-Yosef Mayer 2014, 94-95.

105 Alarashi 2021; Bar-Yosef Mayer 2014, 96.

8. Yelozer

kultirel kimligi olusturma ve yansitma
potansiyelinin  yanit  sira,  topluluk
icerisinde kimi bireylerin veya gruplarin
kimlikleriyle iliskisine dair veriler de takip
edilebilmektedir. Farkli kabuk tirlerinin
mezarlarda bulunma sekli ile cinsiyet ve
yas gruplarina goére dagilimi bu tir
ctkarimlarda bulunmamizi saglamaktadur.
Ornegin, Orta  Anadolwda  Canak
Comleksiz Neolitik Dénem’e tarihlenen
Asikl’da  Conus  ve  Columbella  tura
boncuklarin biyiik bolimu yetiskin bir
erkege ait mezarda, yerel olmayan farkls
materyallerden  yapilmis  boncuklarla
birlikte kompozit bir takinin parcast
olarak bulunmustur'®. Ayni doénemde
Firat havzasinda yer alan Tell Halula’daki
mezarlarda ise Cypraeidae sp. turd
kabuklar ¢ocuklarda pelvis cevresinde
bulunurken, yetiskinlerde bas cevresinde
ya da hem bas hem de pelvis ¢evresinde
bulunmaktaditr'”.  Asikli  6rneginde'”
yerel olmayan  Akdeniz  kabuklar
olasilikla bu bireyin hammadde temini,
takas ve etkilesim aglariyla iliskili sosyal
kimligine isaret ederken, Tell Halula’da'”
cocuklar ve yetiskinler arasinda gortlen
farklilik, takilarin farkli yas gruplar icin
farklt kullamim bic¢imleri oldugunu ve
yasla birlikte dontisen sosyal kimliklere
isaret edebilecegini dusindirir. Yas ile
iligkili kimliklere isaret eden benzer bir
oruntli, Canak Coémlekli  Neolitik
Doénem’de  Orta  Anadolu’da, yerel
olmayan Akdeniz kabuklarindan
boncuklarin buytk kisminin mezarlarda
bulundugu ve bu mezarlarin genellikle

106 Yelozer — Ozbasaran (baskida).
107 Alarashi ve dig. 2018.

108 Yelozer 2016; 2018.

109 Alarashi ve dig. 2018
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cocuklara ve geng¢ bireylere ait oldugu

Catalhoyiik’te de gorilmektedir''’.

Tas Boncuklar, Yeni Renkler,
Yeni Teknolojiler

Anadolu  ve  Levantta  Geg
Epipaleolittk Do6nem’de yasanan bir
degisim, cesitli taglar ve minerallerden
boncuk yapiminda yeni teknolojilerin
gelismeye baslamasidir. Silindir, disk, oval
ve dortgen formlar gibi Neolitik
Donem’de yaygin hale gelen formlarda
malahit, turkuaz, amazonit, serpantin gibi
cesiti ~ minerallerden  Uretilmis  bu
boncuklarin (Fig. 3a-b) ortak 6zelliginin
yesil renkleri oldugu tespitiyle Bar-Yosef
Mayer ve Porat, bu artis1 yogunlasmaya
baslayan hasat faaliyetleriyle iliskilendirir
ve yesil renkli boncuklarin kiltiirel ve
sembolik bir anlam tasidigint 6nerirler!.
Anadolu’da bilinen 6rnekler icerisinde
Direkli’de bulunan iki yesil renkli tas
boncuk icerisinde silindir/fi¢1 formlu bir
ornek tekno-morfolojik agidan Firat
havzast ve Levant’tan bilinen Orneklerle
benzerlikler tasirken (Fig. 3a.1), cift
delikli, yasst bir baska boncuk bu dénem
icin tniktir'? (Fig. 3a.2). Bu 6rnek,
Neolittk Doénem’den  bilinen  yasst,
“kelebek” formlu boncuklarin 6nciist
olan ¢esitli tas boncuk teknolojilerinin
Epipaleolitk Doénem’de  denenmeye

basladigint 6nermektedir'".

Yesil renkli boncuklarla birlikte,
Canak Comleksiz Neolitik Dénem’den
itibaren beyaz ve kirmizi kiregtast ve
kuvars grubu minerallerden de boncuk
yapimi artis gostermeye baslar. Urdiin’de

110 Veropoulidou 2021, 262.

111 Bar-Yosef Mayer — Porat 2008.
112 Baysal 2016a; Baysal — Erek 2018.
113 Baysal — Erek 2018, 9.
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Jilat-Azraq  havzasinda tas boncuk
yapiminda  goOrilen  artisla  birlikte
buradaki yerlesmelerde yer alan boncuk
atolyeleri, Canak Coémleksiz Neolitik
Doénem’de yasanan gesitli  degisimleri
ortaya koymaktadir. Bu dénemde boncuk
formlari cgesitlenir, daha buytk boyutlu
formlar ortaya cikar''. Bu yerlesmelerde
bulunan yontmatas ve stirtmetas aletler ile
boncuk yapimina isaret eden hammadde
yumrulari, c¢ekirdekler, oOnformlar ve
bitmemis boncuklar, boncuklarin
yapiminda uygulanan teknikler icerisinde
hammadde temini, yongalama, kesme,
elle ya da mekanik bir aletle iki yonden
delme,  sirtme/asindirma  asamalari
oldugunu ve her bir teknigin farkl
materyaller ve formlar icin gelistirildigini
gostermektedir'®.  Canak  Comleksiz
Neolitik Dénem’de tas boncuklarin
artisint ve tekno-morfolojik ¢esitliligini
tartisan Wright ve Garrard, yeni renk,
boyut ve formlardaki boncuklarin
olusturdugu takilarin, bu doénemde
gittikce kalabaliklasarak bir arada uzun
sureli yasami deneyimlemeye baslayan
topluluklar icinde olusmaya baslayan yeni

sosyal kimlikleri simgeledigini 6nerir'™.

Canak Comleksiz Neolitik Dénem,
Gineybati Asya’da yerlesik yasama gegen
topluluklarin gittikce karmasiklasan yeni
teknolojiler gelistirdigi bir sirectir. Yeni
teknolojilerin boncuk Uretimine entegre
edilmesi ve akik, nabit bakir, malahit,
Kizildeniz ~ kabuklart  gibi  Levant,
Zagroslar, Kibris ve Orta Anadolu
topluluklart icin kimileri yerel olmayan
materyallerin tercihi, bu objelerin uzak

114 Wright — Garrard 2003.
115 Wright ve dig. 2008.
116 Wright — Garrard 2003, 276.
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cografyalar arasinda dolagimi, farkl
yetlesmelerde farkli miktarlarda ve farkl
baglamlarda bulunmastyla
sonuclanmistir. Bunlar icerisinde
“kelebek” formlu boncuklar (Fig. 3c),
Firat havzast'”, Levant'’®) Zagroslar'®,
Orta Anadolu' ve Kibris’a'*! dek yayilan
genis bir cografyadan bilinmektedir.
Genellikle  akik,  kuvars, turkuaz,
serpantin ve obsidiyen gibi tas turlerinden
uretilen bu boncuklarin iretim zinciri
hammadde temini, 1sitma, yongalama,
surtme/asindirma ve cift tarafli uzun
delikler agma gibi her biri farkl
teknolojilere dair bilgi ve tecribe,

gerektiren teknikler icerir'*.

Bu dénemde yayginlasan “kelebek”
formlu boncuklar orneginde
gordugimuz gibi, boncuk teknolojilerine
yeni ve zor teknikler entegre edilmistir.
Bu yenilik, daha o6nceki doénemlerden
itibaren ozellikle yontmatas
teknolojilerinden aktarilan arka planla
birlikte boncuk yapiminda tercih edilen
aletlerin = ve  tekniklerin  gelisimiyle,
hammaddelerin  daha iyi taninmaya
baslamasiyla ve treticilerin tecriibe ve

yetenek derecesinin artistyla iliskilidir'>.

Uzmanlagma ve Sosyal Kimlik

Teknolojik uzmanlasma ya da zanaat
uzmanl@i, arkeolojik veride bireyleri,
sosyal kimlikleri ve rol gruplarini
tanimlamamiz1 ve tartismamizt saglayan
bir kavram niteligindedir. Bu kavramin
arkeoloji literatiiriinde ele alinis bicimine

17 Alarashi 2016; Coskunsu 2008; Erim—Ozdogan
2011.

118 Groman-Yaroslavski — Bar-Yosef Mayer 2015;
Spatz ve dig. 2014

119 Richardson 2020.

120 Bains 2012; Yelozer 2018.
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dair genel egilimin merkezi otorite ve
“clitler” gibi temalara odaklandigin
vurgulayan Baysal, bu yaklasimlarin
uzmanlagsmay! tanimlamak i¢in 6nerdigi
parametreleri su sekilde Ozetler: (a)
tretime harcanan zamanin yogunlugu, (b)
bu tretimden fayda elde edilmesi, (c) bu
tretimi gerceklestiren kisiye bir isim ya da
stati  atfedilmesi, (d) bu Gretim
karsiliginda treticiye maddi bir geri donts
saglanmasi, (e) ihtiyactan fazlasinin
tretilmesi, (f) yuksek teknolojik bilgi ve
yetenek derecesi, (g) iretime katilan hane
ya da birey sayist'®.  Ancak bu
tanimlamalar, oldukca karmasik
teknolojilerle hem gunlik kullanim igin
hem de sembolik amaclarla cesitli
materyal kiltiir 6gelerinin tretildigi, diger
yandan hiyerarsik bir sosyal yapilanmaya
isaret eden verilerin bulunmadigi Neolitik
Doénem igin uygulanabilir degildir. Bu
tespitle, Neolitik Donem icin
uzmanlagsma kavramini yeniden ele alan

Baysal, Neolitik Dénem’de
uzmanlagsmanin takas, teknolojik bilgi
birikimi, hammaddeye erisim,

talep/ihtiya¢ ve Urtntn form, stil, islev,
hammadde ve teknik gibi farkli agilardan
karst taraf icin taninirliga sahip olmasi gibi
parametrelerle iliskili oldugunu ancak
gecici, bireysel ya da kurumsallasmamis
diizeyde olabilecegini énermektedir'?.
Costin de uzmanlasmay1 tanimlarken iki
ayri  kategoriden bahseder: “bagimsiz
uzmanlagsma” ve “bagimli uzmanlagsma”.
Bagimsiz uzmanlasma, hane bazinda ya
da toplulugun ortak kullanimindaki

121 Moutsiou — Kassianidou 2019.

122 Alarashi 2016; Groman-Yaroslavski — Bar-Yo-
sef Mayer 2015; Yelozer — Alarashi 2021.

125 Alarashi 2016, 507.

124 Baysal 2013c, 236.

125 age., 239, Tablo 1.
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atolyelerde herkesin erisim
saglayabilecegi ~ urtnlerin  uzmanlik
gerektiren teknolojilerle tretimini igerir.
Bagimli uzmanlasmaysa merkezi bir
gicin  kontroli  altnda  yapilan
uzmanlasmis tiretimi ifade etmektedir'®.
Ancak, Neolittk Dénem’de uzmanlasmis
bir teknolojinin triini olan tas boncuklar
bu iki kategoriye de tam olarak
uymamakta, ikisi arasinda bir yerde

konumlanmaktadir!?’.

Neolitik Donem’de boncuk
teknolojilerinin uzmanlagsma ve sosyal
kimlikle tliskisini ele alirken

basvurulabilecek kriterlerden biri, birden
¢ok boncugun toplu tretimi ya da aynt
teknigin farkli Griinlerde bagartl kullanimi
lzerinden tanimlayabilecegimiz
standardizasyondur'®. Bir digeri, uzun
zaman ve Ogrenme stregleri gerektiren
ve/veya erisilmesi zor hammaddelerden
karmasik teknolojiler kullanilarak yapilan
tretimler ve bu trtinlerin uzak mesafeler
arasinda dolasimda olmasidir'?. Bir baska
kriter ise Uretimde tercih, hata ve
6grenme siireclerinin tanimlanmasidir'™’.
Wright ve digerleri, ureticilerin yliksek
bilgi birikimi ve yeteneginin tek bagina
uzmanlagsmanin  gostergesi  olmadigini
vurgular'.  Ancak, teknolojik bilginin
bireyler ya da nesiller arasinda aktariminin
surekliligi saglayacagini ve aktarilan bilgi
ile 6grenilen uzmanlagmis tretimin sosyal
gruplarin  olusumuna etki edecegini
diusindigimiizde, “uzmanlagsmis” ve

126 Costin 1991.

127 Wright ve dig. 2008, 151-152.

128 5rn.: Alarashi 2021.

129 5rn.: Alarashi 2016; Groman-Yaroslavski —
Bar-Yosef Mayer 2015; Yel6zer — Alarashi 2021.
130 5rn.: Bril ve dig. 2000; Perlés — Pion 2020;
Roux ve dig. 1995; Wright ve dig. 2008.
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“amator/cirak”  seviyesindeki  farkli
tretimlerin ~ bir  arada  olmasini
uzmanlagsmanin gostergeleri igerisinde
degetlendirebiliriz'*. Arz-talep

mekanizmasinin uzmanlasmayla iliskisine
dair verileri ise, uzak mesafeler arasinda
dolagsan ve turetimi bilgi birtkimi ve
tecriibe gerektiren boncuklarin,
uretimleriyle iliskili  arkeolojik  veri
bulunmayan yerlesmelerde bitmis haldeki

6rneklerinde arayabiliriz'”.

Az sayida calisma, tarihOncesinde
boncuk ve pendant iiretiminde 6grenme
sureclerini nasil tanimlayabilecegimize
dair parametreler onerir™.  Neolitik
Donem’de  Cerastoderma  glancum  tira
kabuklardan  disk  formlu  boncuk
tretimine dair verilere dayanarak Perlés
ve Pion, amator Ureticilere/ciraklara dair
birtakim gostergeler belirlemistir:  (a)
yanls hammadde/hammaddenin tretime
uygun olmayan kisimlarinin secimi, (b)
yanlis teknikle yongalama sonucunda
olusan asimetriler, fazla kigiik, buytk ya
da kalin oOnform c¢tkarimi, (¢) delme
sirasinda  yonin yanlis ayarlanmast ve
deligin tamamlanamamast, (d) yongalama
ya da delme sirasinda kirtlan 6rnekler, (e)
tamamlanmamis 6rnekler'”. Hatalt ya da

basartyla uygulanan tekniklerin
tanimlanmastyla, ciraklarin  yani  sira
uzmanlasmis bireylerin de
tanimlanabilmesi ~ mumkindtur.  Bu

soruyla, Jilat-Azraq havzast Neolitik
Doénem  yerlesmelerindeki — bitmemis

131 Wright ve dig. 2008, 152.

132 6rn.: Perlés — Pion 2020.

133 6rn.: Orta Anadolu’da yer alan Asikh Hoytik
yerlesmesi, bkz.: Yel6zer 2018.

134 5rn.: Arnold 2012; Perlés — Pion 2020.

135 Petlés — Pion 2020, 238-239.
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boncuklarda delme siirecinde karsilasilan
hatalari ele alan Wright ve digerleri', bir
yetlesmede 95 adet bitmemis boncuk
icinde yalnizca iki Ornekte hatali
uygulama tespit etmistir. Gozlemlenen
teknolojik standardizasyonla birlikte, hata
payinin az ve basarili sekilde tretimi
tamamlanmis  boncuk sayisinin  fazla
olmasinin, uzmanlasmis reticilere isaret
ettigi ifade edilmektedir.

Neolittk Donem’de neredeyse tim
buluntu yerlerinde goriilen kiiciik disk tas
boncuklar ve aynit iretim tekniklerine dair
izler igeren bazt kabuk boncuk turleri gibi
ornekler, standartlasmis toplu Uretim
sireclerinin  gostergeleridir. ~ Uretimi
surtme/agindirma gibi yavas, detaylt ve
aynt hareketlerin tekrarlanarak
uygulanmasina dayanan teknikler
gerektiren disk boncuklarin delinmis 6n
formlart ipe dizilerek, gruplar halinde
one-arkaya dogru dondurdlerek, uzun
sure  surtme/asindirma  isleminden
gecirildikten sonra aynt formlara ve
standart boyutlara ulasmaktadir. Bu
baglamda, Canak Coémleksiz Neolitik
Doénem’de, 06zellikle Firat ve Dicle
havzasi yerlesmelerinde gorilen ¢ok
saytda disk boncuk 6rnegi, boncuk
treticilerinin standart form ve boyutlarda

tretim gerceklestirdigini
gostermektedir'”’. Ayni dénemde Tell
Halula’daki ~ mezarlarda,  bireylerin

kafatast ve pelvis cevresinde bulunmusg
kabuk boncuklarin iz analizleri ve
deneysel calismalar ise, Gretim izlerinin
boncuk yiizeyindeki dagilimina  ve
boncuk  formlarinin  kalinlk  gibi
morfometrik Ozelliklerine dayali olarak,

136 Wright ve dig. 2008, 153.
137 Alarashi 2021.
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bu boncuklarin toplu sekilde
tiretildiklerini ortaya koymustur'.

Tartigma ve Sonug

Bu calismada ele alinan arkeolojik ve
etnografik 6rnekler, bedende tasinabilen
objeler olarak kisisel sus esyalarinin
kultirel/toplumsal aidiyetletle ve sosyal
kimliklerle iliskili anlamlar tagidigin
onermektedir.  Tarthoncesinde — farkls
materyallerden, farkls formlarda,
boyutlarda ve renklerde boncuklarin
tercih edilmesi veya farkli boncuklarin
kompozisyonu, sosyal, kultirel ve
ckonomik tercihlere paralel sekilde
degismis ve dontsmistiir. Anadolu ve
Levant’ta tarihoncesi topluluklarin kisisel
sis  esyast pratiklerinde, hammadde
tercihlerinde ve tekno-morfolojik agidan
Paleolitik Cag’dan Neolitik Dénem’e dek
takip edilebilen uzun erimli tercihler ve
yetlesmeler/bolgeler  arast  farkliliklar,
degisen yasam bicimine paralel sekilde
yasanan degisimler ve birbirini tetikleyen
yeni teknolojiler, kisisel sis esyalarinin
topluluklarin  teknolojik  se¢imlerini,
kaltirel aktarim mekanizmalarini,
tercihlerini, begenilerini  ve bunlarin
olusumunda bireyler ve topluluklar
arasindaki etkilesimin etkisini
okuyabilecegimiz bir materyal kultir
ogesi oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu
acidan, grup aidiyetlerinin bireysellestigi
ve bedende tasindig1 bu nesnelerin, sosyal
kimliklerin olusumuna katk: saglayan bir
aractya donustigl, bu aracilikla sosyal
kodlarin bireyler ve kusaklar arasinda
aktardlabilir hale geldigi, sosyal gruplarin
ve iliskilerin de bu aktarim araciliiyla
strdurtlebilir kilindigr 6nerilebilir.

138 Alarashi 2021, 179-180.
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Bu baglamda, materyal kiltir ve
teknolojiyi merkeze alarak etnografik ve
arkeolojik Orneklerin sundugu cerceveyi
dustindugimiizde, sus esyalarinin
bireylerle ve kimliklerle iliskisini nasil
cozuimleriz? Meskell’e gore, arkeolojide
bireyi  eylemleri  veya tasvirleriyle
tanimlayabiliriz'”. Bu baglamda topluluk
Olgeginde farkli tercihlerin yant sira
topluluk icinde de farkli tekniklerin ve
stillerin tanimlanmasi, zanaatgilarin veya
uzmanlagsmanin tartistimast  6nemlidir.
Dobres, kiigik Olgekli  topluluklarda
belirli materyallere ve tekniklere dair bilgi,
uzmanlk ve yetenegin, kisilerin ya da
gruplarin kimliklerini, statiilerini ve diger
bireyler ile gruplar tzerindeki etkilerini
belitledigini 6nermektedir'®. Fowler da
sosyal kimligi  bireylerin  toplumsal
rolleriyle iliskilendirir ve bu rollerin
butininden meydana gelen “sosyal
benlik”ten farkli oldugunu belirtir'*. Bu
noktada  Uretim  zinciri  kavramina
basvurabiliriz.  Boncuklar  tzerinde
uygulanan tretim zinciri yaklagimi, Gretim
sireci icerisinde tasartm ve uygulama
asamalarina ve dolaylt olarak ureticilerin
bilissel diinyalarina ulagmamuzi saglar.
Teknik bilgi, 6grenme stresi ve yetenek
gibi faktorlerle i¢ ice olan dretim
stirecinde  ureticilerin  6grendiklert,
uyguladiklar: ve Ogrettikleri teknikler,
metotlar, jestler ve hareketler teknolojik
siirecleri sekillendirmektedir. Ureticilerin
teknikleri dogru sekilde uygulayabilmesi
icin  rutin  sekilde  deneyimlemesi
gereklidir'®. Farklt teknikler ise sosyal
normlar tarafindan belitlenir, taniml
kurallar icerir ve “Uretim sureci icerisinde

139 Meskell 1999, 34-36.
140 Dobres 2000, 119-120.
141 Fowler 2004, 4-6.
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ureticiler tarafindan gergeklestirilen her
hareket kendi dinyast tarafindan
belitlenen  sosyal =~ konumunun  bir
yansimasidir”'*. Bu iliskide teknik bilgiyi
surekli  gerceklestirilen  jestler — ve
hareketlerle 6grenen ve 6greten beden,
kiltirel ve teknik bilgiyi saklayan ve
aktaran  bir aract  haline  gelir'*.
Dolayisiyla,  yukaridaki ~ 6rneklerde
tartisldigt gibi, arkeolojik ¢alismalarda
teknolojik siireglerin ve dogru ya da hatals
uygulanan  tekniklerin  tanimlanmast,
bizleri ureticilerin kendisine yaklastiran

metodolojik  bir  ara¢  potansiyeli
tasimaktadir.
Bu metodolojik aract

kullanabilmemizin yolu ise, kisisel sts
esyalarini  gOrsel zenginlik tasiyan bir
buluntu kategorisi olarak ele alip yalnizca
tanimsal degerlendirmelerle
yorumlamaya calistigimiz yaklasimlardan
uzaklasilmasindan  ve farkli analitik
yontemlerin bir arada kullanilmasindan
gecmektedir. Her bir boncugun ve bu
objelerin bir araya geldigi kompozit
takilarin  tasartm, Utretim, kullanim,
yeniden kullanim ve kullaniminin sona
erme surecglerini  makro ve mikro
analizlerle desteklenmis biyografik bir
yaklasimla ele alan calismalar,
boncuklarin ve bunlari iireten ve kullanan
topluluklarin ve bireylerin hikayelerini
anlamamizi, bu hikayeler tzerinden
bireysel ve toplumsal 6l¢eklerde rolleri ve
kimlikleri  tartisabilmemizi ~ mumkin
kilmaktadir.  Anadolu  arkeolojisinde,
Ozellikle son yillarda artis g6steren
calismalar da bu tir metodolojik ve
analitik yaklasimlara basvurarak kisisel

142 5rn.: Bril ve dig. 2000; Roux ve dig. 1995.
143 Wallaert 2012, 20.
144 Fairlie — Barham 2016, 645.
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sis esyalarint  ele almaktadir. Bu
calismalar,  kisisel sis  esyalarinin
tarihoncesinde  kultirel ve  bireysel
kimlikler hakkinda ne s6yleyebilecegi
sorusunu  yanitlandirabilecek  veriler
sunmaya baslamustir.
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Extended Abstract

In her book “Biographical Objects: How Things Tell the Stories of People’s Lives”, Janet
Hoskins reveals the codified meanings of material culture through a detailed ethnographic study of
the intrinsically bounded ties between the identities of the Kodi people living in Indonesia, and
their objects and stories. Here, objects are the creators of identities. They can take place of an
individual, signify their presence within the community or their death, and thus become the
narrators of people’s identities. The Kodi example is not unique. Cross-cultural ethnographical
studies suggest that material culture plays a prominent role in creating, transmitting, and altering
identities. However, despite similarities, each object carries different meanings for different
communities and social groups. Archaeological studies support this notion while providing further
evidence on the centrality of the entire chaines opératoire in creating, transmitting, and communicating
identities, social relations, and attributing things with culture-specific meanings. In recent years,
archaeological studies of material culture began questioning the mutual relationship between things
and people by studying the complex biographies of objects. This includes multi-proxy analyses (i.e.,
raw material characterization and sourcing analyses, technological analysis with macro- and
microscopic techniques, use-wear analysis, and contextual and statistical analyses) of the entire
process of production, use, reuse and repair, and deposition. As objects that are small but durable,
transmittable, and reusable, personal ornaments have been preferred to mark the identities of
individuals, social groups, and communities for thousands of years. Studies suggest that the
adornment of the body with these small objects as single or composite items created a non-verbal
communication system where the identities of the individuals carrying them, and their social
relationships and ties with social groups, communities, and/or regions were signified and
negotiated.

The themes surrounding the study of personal ornaments in Anatolian prehistoric archaeology
have for so long been limited to issues of socio-economic inequalities. This is due to the lack of
detailed analyses of these items as well as the lack of proper recovery methods (i.e., systematic
flotation), and last but not the least, the lack of an in-depth understanding of ethnographic and
theoretical approaches to material culture. The recent years, on the other hand, witnessed the rise
of high-quality studies that apply a series of analyses in the study of prehistoric personal ornaments
from Anatolian sites as discussed in detail in this article. This article begins with an overview of the
methods and approaches applied in the archaeological study of personal ornaments. This is
followed by a short section that provides an ethnographic background to the relationship between
body adornment, exchange, interaction, and identities. Ethnographic examples bring forth the
potential of personal ornaments in creating social ties between individuals and groups in the context
of exchange, thus creating and attributing individuals with certain social roles and identities. This
is aptly illustrated by the famous example of the Kula exchange system, where the ornaments
circulated between individuals, groups, and regions create social relations and attribute the
individuals that take part in this system with status, prestige, and identity. We can track this complex
relationship between symbolic behaviour, technology, and cultural identity back to prehistory.
Personal ornaments are among the earliest forms of symbolic behaviour where their forms, raw
materials, colors, and technological properties are codified with culture-specific meanings that are
constructed by techno-cultural choices, their circulation among individuals, groups, and regions,
and especially the social meanings and memory that is transmitted through their circulation and
exchange.
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The earliest examples of personal ornaments found in Middle and Upper Palaeolithic sites in
Southwest Asia, Africa, and Europe indicate that these objects were integral to the creation of
individual and group identities, as well as initiating the advancement of new technological
processes. The rich examples of adorned burials from Upper Palaceolithic sites in Europe suggest
that technology and exchange were intrinsically related to social identities. In Anatolia and the
Levant, the earliest examples of personal ornaments reveal continuing and changing preferences in
form and raw material preferences. The trend of change was related to techno-cultural
advancements where the growing investment towards the production of personal ornaments
triggered the use of various new techniques and materials. The long-term continuity of certain
forms and materials in personal ornamentation practices from the Upper Palaeolithic /
Epipalaeolithic into the Eatrly Neolithic periods suggest that these communities in transition
somehow conservatively preferred certain forms that they had known how to procure, and possibly
found visually familiar. The differences in the ratios of certain shell types between sites and sub-
regions, on the other hand, suggest the presence of newly emerging group identities/affiliations
throughout this transitional process from foraging to farming and sedentism. The Late
Epipalaeolithic and Farly Neolithic periods in Anatolia and the Levant witnessed a diversification
of raw materials as well as a change in technological investment in the production of personal
ornaments. Stones and minerals of especially certain colors (e.g., green, and red) were more
intensively procured to produce complex, pre-designed ornament types with more complex
technological processes. These items were used extensively as single objects or in composite
ornaments, and their use-lives were prolonged through repair and reuse practices. During the Early
Neolithic Period (PPNB, specifically) the techno-morphological similarities of the beads found in
sites across Anatolia and the Levant (e.g., the “butterfly” beads), their raw materials (e.g., hard,
knappable stone types), and the time investment, know-how and experience required for their
production, as well as their depositional processes (i.e., in the graves of certain individuals) bring
forth the idea that due to their techno-morphological characteristics and raw materials, the
circulation of these objects between regions and/or the participation to the networks where these
items were procured attributed certain individuals with new social identities.

Technological specialization is, therefore, another theme that allows us to discern the social
identities of individuals and groups in archaeological contexts. The nature of bead production
during the Early Neolithic in Anatolia and the Levant included the production of certain beads
(e.g., the “butterfly” beads, as mentioned above) that required skill, time investment, and
experience, which could be defined as skilled production, if not specialization. The often e masse
production of high numbers of small disc beads in standardized forms and sizes again suggests that
certain individuals invested time and energy into the production of personal ornaments in Neolithic
villages (or workshops), where contexts of learning and the transmission of knowledge were
created, and in return, attributed certain individuals with social roles and identities related to their
participation in the production of these materials.

Overall, the ethnographic and archaeological examples discussed in this article suggest that as
objects that could be carried on the body, transmitted and circulated as single or composite items
between individuals and groups, with prolonged and complex use-lives that witnessed processes of
production, use, repair, reuse and deposition in some cases in graves with individuals of different
biological sexes and age groups, personal ornaments were interwoven with meanings related to
cultural affiliation, memory, and social identities. In this regard, considering the centrality of
material culture and technology in the creation and transmission of identities, how do we
methodologically approach the relationship between personal ornamentation, and individual and
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collective identities? Identifying different technologies and discerning the scale of skill, know-how,
and time investment required for each technological process is one step in approaching individuals,
and their respective roles and identities. Contextual and statistical analyses are important tools in
understanding the variation and similarities in the ornamentation practices of different sex and/or
age groups, thus allowing us to discuss the cultural correlations of sex and age, as in, identities of
gender and social age. Revealing long-term patterns in raw material and form preferences for per-
sonal ornamentation is another aspect that could lead the way to discuss memory and transmission
through time, while a comparison of the ratio of similar and different materials and forms between
contemporaneous sites and regions would allow a discussion of distinct cultural identities/affilia-
tions, traditions, and preferences in personal ornamentation practices. Lastly, it should be empha-
sized that these theoretically driven methodological approaches strictly rely on the application of a
series of analytical techniques, from raw material characterization and sourcing to technological
and use-wear analyses, which would allow us to study each individual bead and the composite items
of adornment they create with a biographical approach from procurement and production to use,
reuse and deposition.
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Nassarius kranssianns Tritia gibbosnla Columbella rustica Glycymeris nummaria

Cigimler: A. Goldfield
Alt iki sira: Natural History Musennm,
Rotterdam CC BY-NC-SA 4.0

Figiir 2
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a: Emma Baysal | Direkli Kagz Arsivi
b: Bar-Yosef Mayer - Porat 2008, Figiir 1 & 2; Copyright (2008) National Academy of Sciences, U.S.A.
¢: Alarashi 2016, Figiir 4f & 45 (5-6); Asikls Hoyiik Kage ve Arastirma Projesi Arsivi (7)

Figtir 3
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8. Yelozer

Kriter

Tanim

Aks:

Aks, boncugun delik merkezinden gecen soyut bir hat ¢izilerek belitlenir.

Capraz kesit:

Aksin her iki yanindan, boncuk yiizeyinde birbirine en uzak iki nokta be-
litlenerek alinan kesit.

Cevre uzunlugu:

Capraz kesiti cevreleyerek olctilen uzunluk.

Cap:

Capraz kesitin maksimum genisligi.

Capraz kesitin simetrik ya da tam yuvarlak olmadigt durumlarda akstan

Ana yarigap: cevre uzunluguna dek dlcilen maksimum uzaklik.
Dikey kesit: Ana yarigaptan gecerek hesaplanan aks uzunlugu.
. Delik cevresi diiz veya i¢biikeyse bu kisim boncugun bitimi olarak adlan-
Bitim:
durilir.
. Boncugun delik ¢evresinde diiz veya i¢biikey bir kisim yoksa boncuk pro-
Tepe/Apeks: filinin delikle bulustugu yer tepe noktast olarak adlandirilir.
Boncugun dikey kesitini ¢evreleyerek iki bitimini ya da tepe noktasini bu-
Profil:
lusturan hat.
Boncugun iki tepe noktast ya da iki bitimi arasindaki mesafe. Bir boncu-
Uzunluk: . . . . - o
gun uzunlugu genellikle deligin uzunluguyla esittir.
Kenar: Bir boncugun ytizeyindeki iki farkli diizlemin (face?) bulustugu nokta.
Ue: Bir ya da daha fazla diizlemin bulustugu nokta ya da sivti veya konik bi-
& timler u¢ noktasini olusturur.
Orta: Bir boncugun her iki ucuna, tepe noktasina ya da bitimine esit mesafedeki
) orta nokta.
Alt: Bir bitimi diiz olan boncuklarda diiz olan bu yiizey boncugun alt kismidir.
Tablo 1
Parametre Ozellik/Tanim
Delik morfolo- Yuvarlanmis, kdrelmis ya da deforme olmus delik kenarlart.
JIst: Delik kenarinda ve ¢evresinde silinmis tiretim izleri, parlaklik, centikler.
Silinmis tretim izleri.
. Bir bagka sert ylizeyle stk temas sonucu olusan vurma izleri.
Boncuk yiizeyi: x —
Patlaklik: Diizensiz, daginik, Gretim izlerini kesen.
Cizikler: Diizensiz, Uretim izlerini kesen.
Kenarlar: Kenar kiriklari, yuvarlanmis, kérelmis, deforme olmus kenarlar.
Boncugun bir baska yiizeye sabitlenmesi amaciyla kullanilan, delik cevre-
Kalintilar: sinde ya da boncuk yiizeyinde gézlemlenebilen organik materyallerin ka-

Iintilari.

Tablo 2
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Siis egyalarinda devam

Bolge Dénem eden ve yeni eklenen Referans
6geler
Bar-Yosef Mayer ve dig.
2020; Bouzouggar ve dig.
Giiney Levant Glycymeris sp. 2007; d’Errico ve dig.
Afrika Orta Paleolitik Nassarius kraussianus 2009; Frayer ve dig. 2020;
Avrupa Tritia gibbosula Steele ve dig. 2019; Van-
haeren ve dig. 2013;
Zilhao ve dig. 2010.
]TD‘?;.a“.‘blzhk’/ Albrecht ve dig. 1992;
i oo Bar-Yosef Mayer 2005;
Anadolu Yeni 6geler: Bar-Yosef Mayer — Porat
. . , 2008; Baysal 2013b,
Giiney Levant Akdeniz ve Kizil Deniz
- .. . L - 2016a; Baysal — Erek
Kuzey Mezo- Ust Paleolitik kokenli yeni tiirler (6rn.: y o
. . : 2018; Erdogu ve dig.
potamya (Firat | Epipaleolitik Columbella rustica, Conns -
. . : 2021; Kurzawska ve dig.
ve Dicle havza- mediterranens, Mitrella C . .
. . . 2013; Nishiaki ve dig.
larr) seripta, Dentalium/ Antalis . -
Col e Taria | 2011; Richter ve dig.
-, Clope nemiea L@ -\ o011; Ridout-Sharpe
rida (1 Grmek) 2015; Stiner ve dig. 2013
Tas boncuklar ’ vedig: )
Devamlilik:
Tritia gibbosula
Columbella rustica
Conus mediterranens
Dentalium/ Antalis sp.
Tas boncuklar .
Alarashi 2014, 2016; Ala-
Anadolu . -

. . rashi ve dig. 2018; Baysal
Guney Levant Yeni 6geler: 2013a: Groman-Yaros.
Kuzey Mezo- Canak Comleksiz | Akdeniz ve Kizil Deniz la ki, Bar-Yosef Maver
potamya (Firat | Neolitik kokenli yeni tiirler (6rn.: Vel baros Y

ve Dicle havza-
lary)

Luria lurida, Erosaria nebri-
tes, Erosaria turdus)

Yeni boncuk formlari,
daha karmasik teknoloji-
ler, islenmesi daha zor tas
ve mineral tirleri (6rn.:
akik, obsidiyen, nabit ba-
kar)

2015; Wright ve Garrard
2003; Wright ve dig.
2008; Yelozer 2018.
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METAL PRODUCTION IN MEZRAA HOYUK IN
THE EARLY BRONZE AGE

Derya YALCIKLI"

Keywords: Mezraa Hiyiik ® Early Bronzge Age ® Euphrates ® Metal Production ® Crucible ® Monld.

Abstract: Metal objects and findings that suggest metallurgy activities were discovered in the Early Bronze
Age architectural layers of Mezraa Hoyiik in the Birecik region. Among the finds were two crucible fragments
and a casting mould. Analysis of the metal fragments preserved on the crucible parts revealed the presence
of arsenical copper. Pins in well-known forms in the Middle Euphrates Region during the Early Bronze Age
make another group of findings. According to the analysis, one pin was produced by arsenical copper alloy
and the other one by tin-copper alloy. This data proves the existence of metallurgical activities in the second
half of the Early Bronze Age, and the production of arsenical copper alloy.

ERKEN TUNC CAGP’NDA MEZRAA HOYUK’TE
METAL URETIMI

Anahtar Kelimeler: Mezraa Hoyiik ® Erken Tung Cag1 @ Firat Nehri ® Metal Uretimi ® Pota & Kalip.

Ozet: Sanlrfa ili, Birecik ilgesinde bulunan Mezraa Hoyiik, Firat Nehri’nin dogu kenarinda yer almaktadir.
Mezraa Hoyik’in en uzun yerlesim siirecini Erken Tun¢ Cagt temsil etmektedir. Bu stirece ait ele gecen bir
grup buluntu merkezde madencilik faaliyetlerinin yapildigini kanitlamaktadir. S6z konusu buluntular arasinda
iki adet potaya ait parcalar ve bir adet dokim kalibt yer alir. Erken Tung Cagr’nin ilk yarisina tarihlenen pota
patcalarinin Uzerinde korunan metal parcalarinin analizinde arsen-bakir alagiminin varligi saptanmustir. Kalip
sayesinde de Erken Tung¢ Cagt ikinci yarisinda madencilik faaliyetlerinin devam ettigi anlagilmaktadur.
Mezraa’da diger bir buluntu grubunu ise bolgede Erken Tun¢ Cagi'nda taninan formlara sahip ignelerden
olusan iriinler olusturur. Ignelerden bir tanesinin analizinde arsen-bakir, digerinin ise kalay-bakir alasimi
oldugu saptanmustir. Bu veriler, Mezraa’da Erken Tung¢ Cagrnin ilk yarisinda arsen-bakir alagimindan
tretiminin yapildigim ve bunun yami sira Erken Tun¢ Cagr'nin ikinci yarisinda ise kalay-bakir alasimindan
tretilmis nesnelerin kullanildigini  g6stermektedir. Kisith alanlarda sirdirdigimuiz ¢alismalardan elde
ettigimiz bu veriler, Mezraa’nin Erken Tun¢ Cagt boyunca ihtiyaglarini kargilayacak boyutta bir metalisji
teknolojisine ve iretim yapabilecek ekonomik giice sahip oldugunu kanitlamaktadir.
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Gelis Taribi: 21.12.2021; Kabul Taribi: 06.05.2022; DOI: 10.36891/ anatolia. 1039487

This study was written during the pandemic, and I would like to thank Prof. Dr. Ekin Kozal, who gave me
invaluable assistance in acquiring hard to obtain publications. I would also like to extend sincere thanks to
faculty member Dr. Umit Giider who analysed the examples, to Prof. Dr. Tuba Okse, Hiilya Yalcikly, and
research assistant Fatih Yilmaz. Thanks also go to my master’s degree student Yunus Kaptan who lent
assistance during the study.

45



Metal Production in Mezraa Hoyiik in the Early Bronge Age

Introduction

Mezraa Hoytik in the Birecik district
of the Sanlurfa province, Turkey, is
located on the eastern bank of the
Euphrates River (Fig. 1). Excavations
were conducted across three separate
areas: the east slope, the southeast slope,
and the northeast sector between 2000
and 2007. The Early Bronze Age
architectural levels, which were covered
by layers of Middle Bronze Age, Iron
Age, and Middle Age, represent the
largest and longest period of Mezraa
Hoyuk. The architecture and the small
findings recovered from the building
layers that represent this period give
detailed insight to the Early Bronze Age
in the northern part of the Middle
Euphrates Region. A remarkable group
of findings among these consist of metal
artefacts and the evidence of metal
production.

Crucibles and Moulds

The findings indicating metallurgical
activities carried out in Mezraa Hoyik
were found in the building levels dating
back to the Early Bronze Age. Among
these findings, there are two crucible
fragments and a casting mould. The
findings were recovered from different
levels of the building and different
locations; so, these were not found in a
workshop context. The first crucible
fragment (Fig. 2.1, 4.1) was found on the
stone floor, named T125, of the structure
unearthed in Level IV in Trench P/15 on
the southeast slope, dating back to the
Eatly Bronze Age I'. No other items

! Finkbeiner et al. 2015, 432-433: EME 2.
2 Finkbeiner et al. 2015, 432-434: EME 2-3.
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related to metallurgy were found in the
structure. The baked clay crucible
fragment is formed as a round based
bowl. The deformation of the porous
structure on the inner and outer surfaces
of the crucible reflects exposure to high
temperatures. Small metal residues
adhering to the pouring lip of the crucible
fragment were preserved.

Fragments of the second crucible
(Fig. 2.2, 4.2) were found on the floor,
named A1029, of a structure located at
the southern patt of Trench R/15 on the
South-eastern Slope. Due to intense
corrosion, only a small part of this floor
was preserved and the pottery fragments
belonging to the Early Bronze Age 11
were found on this layer and in its
immediate vicinity”. Many large and small
fragments of a baked clay crucible were
found, and its pouring lip was partially
restored. The crucible had a trough-like
spout; however, the shape of the bowl
could not be determined According to
the section of the connection of the
pouring lip, the bowl seems to have a
rounded base. The interior of the pouring
lip shows a porous deformation due to
high temperatures.

Small metal residues are preserved
on the inner surface of the fragments of
the crucible (Fig. 2.2). Similar examples
of bowl-shaped crucibles with pouring
lips and round-bases are found in the
Late Chalcolithic levels at Tepecik’ and
Tilintepe’ in the Upper Euphrates
Region, and Kurugay in the Lakes

3 Miller-Karpe 1994, PL. 8.4.
4 Miiller-Karpe 1994, P1. 9.8.
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Region®. Similar crucibles can also be
dated back to the Early Bronze Age in
Troia® in Western Anatolia, and Ikiztepe’
in Northern Anatolia. Similar simple-
shaped crucibles are also found in
Arslantepe dating back to the Early
Bronze Age III%, and this crucible type
was still in use during the Middle Bronze
Age in Central Anatolia’. Whether both
bowls had handles in the form of pan or
ledge handles is not known.

The mould from Mezraa Hoyik
(Fig. 3, 5) was recovered from the mixed
debris from Trench S 12 on the East
Slope, also containing other pottery
fragments from architectural layers dated
to the Early Bronze Age 111" which were
destroyed in the medieval (11-13.
centuries)' period.

It would be appropriate to date the
mould back to the second half of the
Early Bronze Age, considering the
ceramic fragments obtained from the
context. The baked clay mould is broken,
and considering the preserved part, it was
formed as a square prism. The preserved
length of the mould was 10.2 cm with a
width of 6.85 cm and a thickness of 6.62
cm. On four wide lateral faces of the
prism, negative spaces for items to be
produced had been shaped. The square-
shaped base is flat. One of the faces bear
the casting of a flat axe, possibly a chisel
ot rod-shaped ingot on the second face, a
flat axe on the third face, and a dagger on

5Duru 1996, 52 Fig. 146/7,149/6,147/1, 149/7.
¢ Blegen et al. 1951, 34, 53-54 PL 80.33.1263-
1265.

7 Miller-Karpe 1994, P1. 10.2.

8 Di Nocera 2013, Fig. 15.2.

9 Ozgiic 1955, 74.

10 Finkbeiner et al. 2015, 436-438: EME 4-5.
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the fourth face. If the items to be
produced using the casting technique had
simple and massive shapes. This mould,
which might have been among the
preferred one-piece moulds, was used by
pouring smelted metal into a cavity that
had the shape of the product. can be
assumed that the mould was used many
times, since the colour changes indicate
that it was exposed to high temperatures.
One of the most important features of
the mould was a round bore (Fig. 5.
section B) located on the rear end of the
flat axe on the first face. This bore was
opened to easily create a hole that would
be formed as a result of the removal or
breaking off a cylindrical clay core of the
same diameter placed vertically in it after
casting. Accordingly, these holes were
placed in the rear side of a part of the flat
axe'” in order to facilitate the attachment
of the axe head to the shaft that were
created during casting.

In the Middle and Upper Euphrates
regions, the number of sites with strong
evidence of Early Bronze Age metal
production has gradually started to
increase, and a considerable number of
furnaces, ctrucibles, moulds, and similar
items used in metal production have been
uncovered. A one-piece mould at
Hacinebi Tepe", a crucible and a mould
in Arslantepe'?, a smelting furnace, a one-
piece mould and a copper slag in

1 Yalcikli — Tekinalp 2002, 172 Fig. 10d.
12Woolley 1914, PL. XXIV; Bittel 1940, Fig. 13 PL
V. §3448, S3446.

13 Stein 1997, 101.

14 Di Nocera 2013, 115, 121 Fig. 3.12-13, 5.14-15;
Frangipane 2017, Fig. 15.1a, c.
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Norsuntepe”, a slag in Fatmali-Kalecik',
a furnace, a crucible, a slag in
Degirmentepe'’, a slag in Tiilintepe,
Tepecik'®, and the mould in Pulur-
Sakyol" can be considered as examples
from the Chalcolithic period.

In the Early Bronze Age, an increase
in the number of settlements where metal
production activities were carried out in
the Middle and Upper Euphrates regions
was observed. Among the findings dating
back to the beginning of the Farly Bronze
Age, the presence of workshops in Tell
Chuera®, Tell Bderi”', and Arslantepe™
draws attention. The following may be
considered evidence of production of
metal in addition to the workshops: an
axe mould in Halawa®™; a one-piece axe
mould in Chagar Bazar™; a crucible
fragment preserved in the pouring lip in
Tell Shioukh Fawqani®; crucibles in
Zeytinli Bahce Hoyiik™; a slag in Tilbes
Hoyiik™; a slag in Lidar Héyiik®; a mould
in Hassek Hoyiik*; 2 mould in Tepecik’m;
and a crucible, a mould, and slags in

15 Hauptmann 1982, 31; Schmidt 2002, 40, 549-
550, 41.547.

16 Hess et al. 1998, 59.

17 Kung et al. 1983; Esin 1986, 145.

18 Ozbal 1983, 210; Esin 1987.

19 Kosay 1976, 33, 72, 193, PL. 110.425.

20 Pfalzner 2001, 342 PL. 63.

21 Pfilzner 2001, 286.

22 Di Nocera 2013, 124 Fig. 9.

2 Orthmann 1989, 107 Fig. 70.

24 Mallowan 1937, 153 PL. XVIILB.

25> Bonacossi 2005, 63 PL 52.

26 Palmieri — Di Nocera 2004, 377.

27 Gil et al. 2000, 27.

28 Hauptmann 1985, 205.

29 Behm-Blancke 2003, 483.

30 Esin 1982, 92, 65.7, 78.16 'T74-145.

3 Hauptmann 1982, 21; Schmidt 2002, 40 PL
41.549.
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Norsuntepe’. Among the centres with
metal workshops dating to the latter part
of the Early Bronze Age take place
Jerablus Tahtani”, Habuba Kabira®™,
Chagar Bazar™, Tell Brak”, Tell Qara
Quzaq®, and Arslantepe’. An important
group of metal producing tools belonging
to this period are moulds® in Tell
Ahmar”, a one-piece mould and an ingot
or chisel mould in Tell Beydar®, the
mould of the lead figure in Titris
Hoyuk", and a two-piece mould in
Norsuntepe®™. These moulds appear as
findings representing different
technological ~ developments. ~ While
examples with a single or a few castings
on one face were common among mould
shapes, also multiple moulds with multi-
faced castings appear, of which four
lateral faces, as well as rare top and
bottom base faces were used. The mould
from Mezraa Hoytk is a multiple-faced
mould type. Similar moulds are found in
many sites; an early example is the Pulur-
Sakyol mould dating back to the Late
Chalcolithic Age®. Similar moulds are

32 Peltenburg — Wilkinson 2008, 28, 30.

3 Stromenger 1980, 78-79 Fig. 81.

3 Mallowan 1937, 158 PL. XVIILB; 1947, 160 PL
XXIXA.

% QOates et al. 2001, 247-248 Fig. 268.

3 Montero Fenollos 1999, 452 Fig. 1.

37 Di Nocera 2013, 133 Fig. 15.1, 2; Frangipane
2017, 172 Fig. 15.1d.

38 M. Fenollos (1999, 451-452) suggests the late
stage of the Early Bronze Age for the dating of
the moulds unearthed under the Aramaic
structure.

3 Thureau-Dangin — Dunand 1936, 87 Fig. 26.
40 van der Stede 2005, 36 Fig. 183.

# Matney et al. 1997, 68-69 Fig. 19-20.

#2 Hauptmann 1979, Fig. 32.4; Schmidt 2002, 40
Pl 41.552.

# Kosay 1976, 33, 72, 193, PL. 110.425.
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known from the Early Bronze Age
settlements at Tell Brak*, Tell Tayinat®,
and Arslantepe®. It is also evident that
this type of mould was used extensively
around second millennium BC"".

Toggle-Pins

The second artefact group consist of
metal pins. Three of the four toggle pins
dating back to different stages of the
Early Bronze Age were found in
settlement layers, and one was found on
the surface. Considering their shape,
these toggle pins on three different types.
The first type is characterized by a toggle
pins with a body with grooves and a
conical head, found in the structure
located in Trench P 14 of the southeast
slope, dating back to Early Bronze Age
I1* (Fig. 2.3a, 4.32).

The current length of the toggle pin
bent in a “U” shape was 3.43 cm, the
actual length is calculated as 6.8 cm, and
body diameter is 0.3 cm. The head of the
toggle pin had a small pyramidal
structure, and the join of the head to the
body is decorated with four evenly
spaced horizontal grooves. The pin body
has a rounded cross section and a
tapering shape.

There are two toggle pin of the
second type with a conical head and a
needle’s eye (Fig. 2.3b, c, 4.3b, ¢). One of
these was obtained from a context
destroyed by the Middle Ages on
architectural levels dating back to the
Early Bronze Age I11* in Trench S/13 on
the east slope (Fig. 2.3b, 4.3b) and can be

# McDonald et al. 2001, 247-248 Fig. 267-269.
# Braidwood — Braidwood 1960, 450-451 Fig.
350.1, PL. 49.5.

4 Di Nocera 2013, Fig. 15.2.

D. Yalgikls

dated to the late phase of the Early
Bronze Age, according to pottery
assembalges. The toggle pin with a
pyramidal head is 8.3 cm long and 0.7 cm
in diameter. The needle’s eye on the body
with circular cross section, tapers towards
the end.

The second toggle pin was found
broken on the surface of the southeast
slope. According to its shape, the toggle
pin can be dated back to the Early Bronze
Age (Fig. 2.3c, 4.3¢). The preserved part
is 7.2 cm long. The toggle pin with a body
with 0.6 cm in diameter, has a conical
shaped headand a needle’s eye.

The toggle pin of the third type is
shaped by a bend looped head with a
needle's eye and spherical head. The
toggle-pin is found in Trench M/12 of
the northeast section on the summit in
connection with structures dating back to
the Eatly Bronze Age HI/IVA™ (Fig.
2.3d and 4.3d). Some parts of its body
was broken, and the survived part is 5.1
cm long. The toggle pin had a curved
body and a spherical head, 0.8 cm in
diameter. The body with a needle's eye is
0.4 cm in diameter.

In the Middle and Upper Euphrates
regions, ornamental metal toggle-pins are
dated to the Chalcolithic Age. A toggle-
pin of this type without a a needle's eye
and with simple decoration is found in
the Uruk-period contexts of Tell Sheikh

47 Miller-Karpe 1994, 200-205 PI. 22-36.

48 Finkbeiner et al. 2015, 432-434: EME 2-3.
4 Finkbeiner et al. 2015, 434-436: EME 4.
50 Finkbeiner et al. 2015, 434-437: EME 4-5.
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Hassan®, and another one with a needle's
eye and conical head in Tepe Gawra™.

An early example of toggle-pins with
conical head and grooves (Fig. 2.3a, 4.3a)
is found in Zeytinli Bahge Hoyik™,
located close to Mezraa Hoytk, dating
back to the Late Uruk Period. Similar
toggle-pins are also known from
Hacinebi Tepe™, Birecik Cemetery™,
Carchemish®, Hassek Hoyik”,
Arslantepe™, Samsat™, Norsuntepe®, and
Taskun Mevkii®, dating to the Early
Bronze Age.

Similar conical headed toggle-pins
with conical toggles and needle’s eyes are
found (Fig. 2.3b, c, 4.3b, c) in Birecik
Cemetery® and Carchemish® in contexts
dating to the first half of the Early Bronze
Age, and in Tell Brak®, Halawa®,
Qatna®, Wreide”, Tell Qara Quzaq®,
Dibecik Tombs®, Gedikli-Karahoyiik™,

51 Boese 1995, 60 Fig. 11.d.

52 Rothman 2002, 64 PL. 77.2730.

53 Frangipane et al. 2002, 44 Fig. 12.

54 Stein 1997, 130 Fig. 4.H.

% Sertok — Ergeg 1999, 93 Fig. 9.D; Spuadrone
2007, Fig. 13.1.1-2; 2015, 312-313 PL 2.21, 22
Type B10.

36 Woolley 1954, PL. 60.b, 61.b.

57 Bhem-Blancke 1984, 50 Fig. 8.4.

58 Palmieri 1981, 118 Fig. 10.5,6; Di Nocera 2013,
Fig. 8.1-2.

59 Ozgiic 2009, 80.

%0 Hauptmann 1982, Fig. 26.6.

61 Sagona 1994, 9 Fig. 68.5, 9.

62 Spuadrone 2007, Fig. 13.4.2; 2015, 318 PL. 2.17-
20 Type A10.

0 Woolley 1921, 133,134 PI. 27.a8.

64 McDonald et al. 2001, Fig. 257.54.

% Orthmann 1981, 55-57 PL 68.100-111; Novak
1994, 240 Fig. 72.18.

% Lamoni 2012, 352 Fig. 2.6-10, 4.

67 Orthmann — Rova 1991, Fig. 26.W66:32.

% Montero Fenollos 1999, 454 Fig. 3.

9 Spuadrone 2007, Fig. 13.9.13.
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Oylum Héyiik”, and Titris Hoyik™ in
context dating to the the second half of
the Early Bronze Age.

Toggle-pins  with bent spherical
toggles and needle’s eyes (Fig. 2.3d, 4.3d)
were found in Halawa™, Tell Chuera™,
Tell Banat”™, Tell es Sweyhat®, Wreide”,
Umm el-Marra™, Tawi”, Ayyildiz and
Dibecik tombs*, Gre Virike®, and Titris
Hoyiik™ dating back to the middle and
late phases of the Early Bronze Age.

H.G. Egeli®, F.F. Squadrone* and
L.A. Stork™ conducted detailed studies
on toggle pin dating back to the Early
Bronze Age found in the Middle and
Upper BEuphrates regions. Squadrone®
stated that, among the toggle pin found
in the Carchemish region, conical-headed
toggle pin was common in the early
period and that this refers to the intensity
of the relations between the Carchemish-

70 Alkim — Alkim 1966, 17 Fig. 36.

1 Ozgen et al. 1997, 60 Fig. 12.2.

72 Nishimura 2015, Fig. 5.1

73 Orthmann 1981, 57 PL. 71.10-11, 54-55, 63.40-
48.

7 Moortgat 1965, 43, Fig. 30; Orthmann et al.
1995, 128 Fig. 73.73.

75 Porter 1995, 8, 21 Fig. 5; Porter — McClellan
1998, 33-34 Fig. 23.5-6.

76 Zettler 1997, 56 Fig. 3.20.

77 Orthmann — Rova 1991, Fig. 18.W54B:08,
26.W66: 34-39.

8 Schwartz et al. 2006, 607-608 Fig. 8.

7 Kampschulte — Orthmann 1984, Pl 1.6-7,
16b.14.

80 Spuadrone 2007, Fig. 13.9.3,10-11; 2015, 319-
320 PL 4.9-15 Type Al7.

81 Okse 2006, 24-25 Fig. 29.

82 Algaze et al. 1995, 28 Fig. 34.

83 Egeli 1995.

84 Spuadrone 2007; 2015.

85 Stork 2014, a, b; 2015.

86 Spuadrone 2007, 210.
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Karababa regions and the Habur-Old
Mosul-Dam regions. She considered
spherical headed toggle pin, which make
up a remarkable group, among the new
types found in the middle of the Early
Bronze Age. According to the study of
Stork, on the distribution area of toggle
pins*’, most of the toggle pin unearthed
in the Middle Euphrates region were
found in graves. Although the toggle pins
obtained from Mezraa Hoytk are few in
number, their presence in the habitation
levels and the existence of examples of
different types indicate that toggle pins
were widely used in daily life apart from
tombs.

Analyses

The crucible fragments and
preserved metal residues on crucibles and
toggle pins were provide evidence of
metal production in Mezraa Hoéyuk. X-
ray fluorescence (XRF) spectroscopy
analyses were performed on preserved
metal residues in one fragment of one of
the crucibles and on two different
fragments of another crucible (Table 1).

According to the analysis, 95.15%,
88.34%, and 78.45% copper oxide and
3.265%, 2.585%, and 1.80% atsenic
trioxide have been observed on the first
mentioned crucible (Fig. 2.1). One of the
fragments of the second crucible (Fig.
2.2) includes 57.93%, 52.765%, and
50.85% copper oxide and 1.05%,
0.485%, and 0.43% arsenic trioxide. Tin
is observed in none of these fragments.

Two toggle-pins (Fig. 2.3a, b, 4.3a, b)
could not be analysed, since these are
inventarized in the Museum. Only

87 Stork 2014b.
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portable X-ray fluorescence (XRF)
spectroscopy analysis was performed on
two toggle pins (Fig. 2.3c, d, 4.3c, d)
toggle pins (Table 1) The analysis on two
toggle pins (Fig. 2.3c, 4.3c) revealed
93.8% copper and 2.25% arsenic
indicating arsenical copper alloy. The
other toggle-pin (Fig. 2.3d, 4.3d), includes
92.7% copper and 3.86% tin, indicating a
copper-tin alloy. Unlike other analysed
examples, this toggle pin was the only
example  with  copper-tin  alloy.
Considering the low content of tin in its
body, it is difficult to talk about the
existence of bronze in the proper sense.
The question is, whether the ratio of the
alloy is sufficient for the hardness aimed
for a qualified product.

The first toggle-pin had a shape
characteristic for the early stage of the
Early Bronze Age, and its alloy ratios are
in harmony with the values obtained
from the crucible fragments. The second
pin found in a context dating to the Early
Bronze Age III/IV proves the existence
of tin-copper alloy products in this
period. In Mezraa Hoyuk, no evidence
indicating the presence of tin was found
in the late phase of the Early Bronze Age.
The existence of a casting mould at the
mound  indicates  continuity  of
metallurgical activities in this period.
There is an important point to be
emphasized: Although the toggle-pin was
found in Mezraa Hoyuk, it might have
not been produced there. This type of
toggle-pins are extensively used in this
period; so, it is possible that this artefact
might have been produced in another site
and imported to Mezraa Hoytik.
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Arsenical Copper Metallurgy in
Anatolia

Our  knowledge  about  the
development of Anatolian metallurgy
comes mostly from the data obtained
from the analysis of metal artefacts. In
the studies conducted on metal findings
dated to the Chalcolithic Age and Early
Bronze Age I-11, a significant part of the
technological development was the
hardening of copper. According to the
analyses, arsenic and tin wused for
hardening  copper  had  different
development paths in technological
processes. In the Chalcolithic Age, the
processes of copper smelting and copper
hardening with arsenic has an almost
parallel development. This technological
development can be observed over a
wide geography including Anatolia, Iran,
Palestine, and Syria from the late sixth
millennium BC to the eatly fourth
millennium BC®. Among the arsenical
copper-products, the finds from
Palestine have an important place among
the early examples®. A similar item from
Habuba Kabira-South in Syria dates back
to mid fourth millennium BC”. Hacinebi
Tepe”, Hassek Hoytik”, and Arslantepe™
are among the settlements revealing items

8 Hauptmann 2007, 295-296; Neukirchen 2016,
33,

89 Shalev — Northover 1993; Tadmor et al. 1995,
Tab. 2.

9% Montero — Fenollos 1999, 453.

91 Ozbal et al. 1999, 43.

92 Behm-Blancke 1984.

93 Palmieri — Di Nocera 2000, 181; Di Nocera
2010, 256-257; Frangipane 2017, 193.

9 Moorey — Schweizer 1972, 186.

% Mootey — Schweizer 1972, 187.

96 Palmieri — Di Nocera 2004.

97 Ozbal — Turan 2002, 62.
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produced with arsenical copper during
the Late Chalcolithic Age in the Middle
and Upper Euphrates regions.

Arsenic was used in Tell Brak™
and Chagar Bazar” in Syria during the
Early Bronze Age. Arsenic was also
present in the metal findings dating back
to the Early Bronze Age I-1I in Zeytinli
Bahce Hoyuk in the vicinity of Mezraa
Hoyuk, and nickel was also found in this
alloy. Arsenic and nickel were determined
in slag fragments, probably occured
during the production of copper in the
Early Bronze Age I in the Tilbes Hoyiik
Similar items are also found in the middle
and late phases of the Early Bronze Age
at titris Hoyiik”. Moreover, Ozbal and
Turan”’, determined 3.74% of arsenic in a
piece of metal dating to the end of the
Early Bronze Age; suggested that arsenic
was added intentionally™.

As a result of the analysis of metal
residues found in Mezraa Hoyuk
crucibles, differenceshave been
determined in the copper and arsenic
ratios of three different examples. While
this result may indicate smelting
processes performed in different time
periods, it may also suggest the presence
of an alloy without homogeneous

% Pernicka et al. (1990, 268) argue that the
presence of arsenic in the copper alloy content of
more than 2% indicates the existence of a
deliberate alloy production. Although the
determination of this ratio as a definite limit for
differentiation is discussed by many scientists, this
ratio is important because it represents the
amount required for the hardening of copper. The
mixture ratio, which is considered necessary to
determine the differentiation of naturally arsenic-
containing copper with the deliberate production
of arsenical copper, is a topic that has long been
discussed by scientists (Hauptmann 2020, 385-
393).
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distribution, since it was not mixed well.
Tin was not used for hardening copper in
the crucible examples. On the other
hand, it is wunclear whether the
determined amount of arsenic was in the
aimed ratio or whether a conscious
hardening process was carried out, since
the samples taken from the crucible
fragments may indicate any phase of the
preparation stage. Among the arsenic
trioxide value above 1.8% taken from
different residues of the first crucible,
3.2% is a remarkable value. Considering
that the targeted amount of arsenic in
copper to provide hardness is 2%, this
amount is above the limit. The samples
taken from the second crucible, the ratio
of arsenic trioxide is around 1% and
lower (except for one value); so, the
analyses on samples taken from different
parts indicated the existence of arsenic in
the copper content of the crucible.

Nickel that was evidently found in a
proportion of 1.35-2.79% on the second
fragment of the second crucible and in
smaller amounts in toggle-pins. The
existence of nickel in one of the two
samples taken from the crucible and its
absence in the other sample suggests
metal residues from different raw
material sources or coating of the crucible
in different processes.

Metal finds in the region including
copper, arsenic, and nickel are dated to
the Chalcolithic Age in Hassek Hoyiik”
and Hacinebi Tepe'”. To the north of the
region, arsenic and nickel at slags from

99 Schmitt-Strecker et al. 1992, 111.

100 Ozbal 1996, 109-110.

101 Frangipane 2017, 193.

102 Palmieti — Di Nocera 2000, 182.

103 Palmieri — Di Nocera 2004, 377-379.

104 Gil et al. 2000, 27; Ozbal - Turan 2002, 63.

D. Yalgikls

Arslantepe'”’. Palmieri and Di Nocera'”
suggested that the findings indicate
interactions of Arslantepe with the
aforementioned settlements. Palmieri
and Di Nocera'” stated that the
metallurgical activities carried out in
Zeytinli Bahce Hoytlik were limited to the
first half of third millennium BC;
moreover, coppet, arsenic, and nickel
were found together in Zeytinli Bahge
Hoytk and Titris Hoytk. Slag samples
dating the Early Bronze Age I in Tilbes
Hoytk and were determined to have been
used in the production of copper
artefacts'”. From late Chalcolithic/Eatly
Bronze Age, metal artefacts containing
copper, arsenic and nickel have been
recovered in Tiilintepe and Tepecik'”.
These samples contain coppet,
arsenic and nickel all in together. E.
Pernicka'” points out the ores containing
Cu-Ni-As and focuses on this property as
an indicator for determining the source
of the raw material. U. Yalcin, G.
Yal¢in'"” and H. Hauptmann'”® indicated
the Cu-Ni-As contents in these materials
as characteristics linked to the ores with
ophiolite. They suggested the sources of
findings recovered in Anatolia might
have brought from orpiolite ores either in
Anatolia or Northern Iran. Yalcin and
Yalcin assessed the previous researches
on ophiolite ores in Eastern Anatolia, and
drew the attention to some of the
important  ophiolite  ores  those
discovered close to Tunceli-Ovacik,
Pancarli and Kakbil as well as the cedac-

105 Yal¢in — Yalcin 2008, 106 Tab. 1; 2009, 128-
132 Tab. 1,3.

106 Pernica 1995.

107 Yal¢in — Yalgin 2008, 106, 120-121.

108 Hauptmann 2007.
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sulfate ores near Elazig-Guleman, Palu
and Hagan, and with small copper ores
located between Malatya and Siirt. They
also pointed out that these ores contain
As-Ni, being the potential source of the
copper used in the aforementioned
sites'”. The ore resources containing
copper, arsenic, and nickel are spread
over a wide area extending from
Caucasus, and Iran to Palestine; so, it is
difficult to determine the sources of raw
materials used for production of metal
findings discussed here'"’.

The discovery of iron components
in toggle-pins and crucibles appears as a
significant outcome relating to ore
sources. Hauptmann''! who points out to
the iron content in the ores of Cyprus as
an indicator of copper mines with similar
contents, obstructing the distinguishing
of ores from each other. In their research
on the Ergani ore deposits Ozbal et al.'"?
found nickel in the ore content along
with copper at Hacinebi Tepe findings,
indicating the probable raw material
source of the Ergani deposits. This
estimation may be valid for the Mezraa
Hoyuk located near Hacinebi Tepe and
other settlements in the region.

Conclusions

Evidence of metallurgical activities
in the region, started in the Chalcolithic
Age and increased by diversifying in the
Early Bronze Age, revealed also
technological ~ developments.  Ore,
furnace, slag, crucible, and one-piece

109 See Yalcin — Yalcgin 2008 for resources and
more detailed information focusing on the
researches on ophiolite included ote beds located
in Eastern Anatolia.

110 Frangipane 2017, 193; Hauptmann 2007, 297-
301 Fig. 8.19-20; Yalgin — Yalcin 2008, 116 Fig.
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moulds among the archaeological
findings have been obtained from the
Chalcolithic settlements in the Middle
and  Upper  Buphrates  regions.
Technological developments joined to
the existing production system in the
Early Bronze Age show that the metal
production had been accelerated and
diversified in a short time. The data
reflects advanced technological
knowledge. For example, one-piece
moulds began to be wused in the
Chalcolithic Age and developed in
accordance with the needs occurred in
the first half of the Early Bronze Age, and
complex types began to be used. Findings
related to metallurgy, consisting of
crucible fragments and moulds from
Mezraa Hoytk, indicate that the mound
had an important place in the
development of metallurgy. We are
familiar with the pouring lips and similar
examples of the small-volume bowls of
the crucibles dating to the first half of the
Early Bronze Age in the region. These
findings have parallel features with the
metallurgical activities carried out in the
region. The products were obtained from
different levels and contexts in Mezraa
Hoyuk, indicating metallurgical activities
carried out in the first half of the Early
Bronze Age and the economic power and
metal technology performed in the
settlement. It is certain that the
technology of arsenic-copper alloy in the
first half of the Early Bronze Age
continued until the middle of third

17 for the distribution of similar raw material
resources.

11 Hauptmann 2007: 61.

112 Ozbal et al. 1999, 59, 61, 65 Tab. 1.
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millennium BC. The tin-copper alloy is
detected only at a toggle-pin with a
spherical head, from the to the second
half of third millennium BC. Similar
toggle-pins were used extensively in the
region during this period. Considering
the toggle-pin, the use of tin-copper alloy
is determined at this period; however, no
data indicating that the pin was produced
in the settlement could be obtained.
Possibly, some of the needs were met by
local producers and metal products as
well as pottery might have been produced
in certain workshops and distributed in
the region as a commercial material. The
mould indicates metal production at the
site in the first half of third millennium
BC and continued in the second half.
This data is obtained from the studies we
carried out in limited areas; on the other
hand, this data shows that the settlement
performed metallurgy that met the needs
throughout the Early Bronze Age.

D. Yalgikls

Catalog

Figure 2.1, 4.1. Crucibles, P/15, 0082V04,
context: T'125.

Baked clay, L 6,4 cm, W 3,6 cm, H 1,4 cm.
color: external: 2,5YR5/8-5YR5/1 gray,
internal:  2,5YR6/1 reddish gray, core:
5YR5/1 gray

Figure 2.2, 4.2. Crucibles, R/15, 7034V11,
context: A1029.

Baked clay, L 7,1 cm, W 5,5 cm, H 2 cm.
color: external: 10R5/4 weak red-10YR7/8
yellow, internal: 10R3/1 very dark gray, core:
10R3/1 very dark gray.

Figure 3, 5. Mold, S/12, 448VO01.

Baked clay, L. 10,24 cm, W 6,85, H 6,62 cm.
color: 10R4/6 red-10YR2/1 black.
Published: Yalciklt — Tekinalp 2002: 172 Fig.
10d

Figure 2.3a, 4.3a. Pin, P/14, 5006V15,
context: A802

L 3,43 cm dia. 0,3 cm, open state 6.8 cm
Figure 2.3b, 4.3b. Pin, S/13, 6012V04,
context: AG11

L 8,3 cm, dia. 0.7 cm.

Figure 2.3c, 4.3c. Pin, S/15, 5500V02,
context: Surface

L 7,2 cm, top 1,9-1,5 cm, dia. 6 mm.

Figure 2.3d, 4.3d. Pin, M/12, 4550V01,
context: A750

L 5,1 cm, top dia. 0,8 cm, body dia. 0,38 cm

List of Figures and Table

Table 1. Analyses of crucibles and pins.
Figure 1. Map showing sites.

Figure 2. Crucibles and pins.

Figure 3. Mould.

Figure 4. Crucibles and pins.

Figure 5. Mould Drawing,.

55



Metal Production in Mezraa Hoyiik in the Early Bronge Age

References

Algaze et al. 1994

Alkim 1966

Behm-Blancke 1984

Behm-Blancke 2003

Bittel 1940

Blegen 1951

Boese 1995

Bonacossi 2005

Braidwood — Braidwood 1960

Di Nocera 2010

Di Nocera 2013

Duru 1996

Egeli 1995

56

G. Algaze — P. Goldberg — D. Honca — T. Matney — A. Misir — A.
Rosen —D. Schlee — L. Somers, “Titris Hoyiik, A Small EBA Urban
Center in Southeastern Anatolia: The 1994 Season”, Anatolica 21,
1995, 13-64.

U.B. Alkim — H. Alkim, “Gedikli (Karahyiik) Kazist Birinci On-
Rapor”, Belleten XXX, 1966, 1-26.

M.R. Behm-Blancke, “Hassek Hoyiik, Vorldufiger Bericht tiber die
Ausgrabungen der Jahre 1981-1983”, LszMitt 34, 1984, 31-149.

MR. Behm-Blancke, “Northern Frontiers: Early Ninevite 5
Contacts with Southeastern Anatolia”, in: E. Rova — H. Weiss
(eds.), Subartn IX: The Origins of North Mesopotamian Civilization:
Ninevite 5 Chronology, Economy, Society New Haven 2003) 481-492.

K. Bittel, “Der Depotfund von Soloi-Pompeiopolis”, ZA 46.1,
1940, 183-205.

C.W. Blegen — J.L.. Caskey — M. Rawson, Troy: the Third, Fourth, ana
Fifth Settlements, Vol. 11. (London 1951).

]. Boese, Ausgrabungen in Tell Sheikh Hassan, 1. Vorliufige Berichte iiber
die  Grabungskampagnen 1984-1990 und 1992-1994 (Saarbriicken
1995).

D.M. Bonacossi, “The Late Chalcolithic and Early Bronze Age I
Sequences of Area D”, in: L. Bachelot —F.M. Fales (eds.), Te// Shinkh
Fawgani 1994-1998, History of the Ancient Near East/ Monographs, V1.1
(Padova 2005) 21-249.

R.J. Braidwood — L.S. Braidwood, Excavations in the Plain of Antioch
L. The Earlier Assemblages Phases A-J (Chicago 1960).

G.M. Di Nocera, “Metals and Metallurgy. Their Place in the
Arslantepe Society Between the End of the 4% and Beginning of
the 3 Millennium BC”, in: M. Frangipane (ed.), Economic
Centralisation in Formative States. The Archaeological Reconstruction of the
Economic System in 4th Millenninm Arslantepe (Roma 2010) 255-330.

G.M. D1 Nocera, “Organization of Production and Social Role of
Metallurgy in the Prehistoric Sequence of Arslantepe (Turkey)”,
Origini XXXV, 2013, 111-142.

R. Duru, Kurugay Hoyiik 11. 1978-1988 Kazularmmn Sonuclar: Geg
Kalkolitik ve 1lk Tung Cags Yerlesmeleri (Ankara 1996).

G. Egeli, “The Metal Pins from Eastern and Southeastern Anatolia
During the Third and the Beginning of the Second Millennia BC”,
in: Istanbul Universitesi, Prehistorya Anabilim Dali (ed.), Hales



Anadolu | Anatolia 48, 2022

Esin 1982

Esin 1986

Esin 1987

Finkbeiner et al. 2015

Frangipane 2017

Frangipane et al. 2002

Gil at al. 2000

Gale et al. 1985

Hauptmann 2007

Hauptmann 2020

Hauptmann 1979

Hauptmann 1982

Hauptmann 1985

D. Yalgikls

Cambel igin Prebistorya Yazilar/ Readings in Prebistory Studies Presentea
to Halet Cambel (Istanbul 1995) 175-216.

U. Esin, “Tepecik Kazisi, 1974, Keban Projesi 1974-1975 Calssmalar
/ Keban Project 1973 Activities (Ankara 1982) 71-93.

U. Esin, “Degirmentepe (Malatya) Kazilart Arkeometrik
Arastirmalarina Toplu Bakis”, Tiibitak Arkeometri Unitesi Bilimsel
Toplants Bildiriler: V1, 1986, 131-153.

U. Esin, “Tepecik ve Tilintepe’ye (Alunova- Elazig) Ait Bazi Metal
ve Curuf Analizleri”, Ar&ST 11, 1987, 69-79.

U. Finkbeiner — M. Novak — F. Sakal — P. Sconzo, “Conclusion”,
in: U. Finkbeiner — M. Novak — F. Sakal — P. Sconzo (eds.),
Associated Regional Chronologies for the Ancient Near East and the Eastern
Mediterranean Middle Euphrates (Turnhout 2015) 431-438.

M. Frangipane, “The Role of Metal Procurement in the Wide
Interregional Connections of Arslantepe during the Late 4th—Early
3rd Millennia BC”, in: C. Maner — M.T. Horowitz — A.S. Gilbert
(eds.), Overturning Certainties in Near Eastern Archaeology, A Festschrifi
in Honor of K. Aslihan Yener, Culture and History of the Ancient Near
East, Vol. 90 (Leiden 2017) 186-210.

M. Frangipane — C. Alvaro — F. Balossi Restelli — G. Siracusano,
“The 2000 Campaign at Zeytinli Bahce Hoytk”, in: N. Tuna — J.
Oztiirk — J. Velibeyoglu (eds.), Salvage Project of the Archacological
Heritage of the Liisu and Carchemish Dam Reservoirs. Activities in 2000
(Ankara 2002) 57-99.

FJ. Gil — P. Charvat — M. Rothman — E. Algorri — E. Bucak, “1998
Salvage Excavations at Tilbes Hoytik (Birecik, Urfa)”, Orient Express
2000.2, 2000, 27-30.

N.H. Gale— Z.A. Stos-Gale — G.R. Gilmore, “Alloy Types and
Copper Sources of Anatolian Copper Alloy Artifacts”, An St 35,
1985, 143-173.

A. Hauptmann, The Archacometallurgy of Copper, Evidence from Faynan,
Jordan, (English edition) (Heidelberg 2007).

A. Hauptmann, Archaeometallurgy — Material Science Aspects (Natural
Science in Archaeology) (Switzerland 2020).

H. Hauptmann, “Norsuntepe Kazilari, 19737, Keban Projesi 1973
Caligmalar:/ Keban Project 1973 Activities (Ankara 1979) 43-60.

H. Hauptmann, “Norsuntepe Kazilari, 1974, Keban Projesi 1974-
1975 Calsgmalare | Keban Project 1974-75 Activities (Ankara 1982) 15-
71.

H. Hauptmann, ‘“Lidar Hoyiik, 1984, AnS# 35, 1985, 203-205.

57



Hess et al. 1998

Kampschulte — Orthmann
1984

Kosay 1976

Kunc et al. 1983

Lamoni 2012

Mallowan 1937

Mallowan 1947

Matney et al. 1997

McDonald et al. 2001

Montero-Fenoll6s 1999

Miller-Karpe 1994
Moorey — Schweizer 1972

58

Metal Production in Mezraa Hoyiik in the Early Bronge Age

K. Hess — A. Hauptmann — H. Wright — R. Whallon, “Evidence of
Fourth Millennium BC Silver Production at Fatmali-Kalecik, East
Anatolia”, in: H.G. Bachmann — R. Maddin — T. Rehren — A.
Hauptmann — J. Muhly (eds.), Metallurgica Antigua: in Hononr of Hans-
Gert Bachmann and Robert Maddin (Bochum 1998) 57-67.

1. Kampschulte — W. Orthmann, Griber des 3. Jabrtausends v. Chr. im
Syrischen Euphrattal: 1. Ausgrabungen bei Tawi 1975 und 1978 (Bonn
1984).

H.Z. Kosay, Keban Projesi Pulur Kazus: 1968-1970 / Keban Project Pulur
Excavations 1968-1970 (Ankara 1976).

S. Kung¢ — A. Eker — S. Kapur — N. Giindogdu, “Degirmentepe
Curuf Buluntulart Analizi”, Tibitak Arkeometri Unitesi Bilimsel
Toplantz Bildirileri 1V, 1983, 133-139.

M. Lamoni, “Toggle Pins of the Bronze Age: A Matter of Style,
Function and Fashion”, in: F.M. Fales — G.B Lanfranchi — C. Pappi
—S. Ponchia (eds.), Leggo!: Studies Presented to Frederick Mario Fales on
the Occasion of bis 65th Birthday (Wiesbaden 2012) 349-363.

M.E.L. Mallowan, “The Excavations at Tall Chagar Bazar and an
Archaeological Survey of the Habur Region. Second Campaign,
1936, Iraq 4, 1937, 91-177.

M.E.L. Mallowan, “Excavations at Brak and Chagar Bazar”, Irag 9,
1947, 1-259.

T. Matney — G. Algaze — H. Pittman, “Excavations at Titris Hoytik
in Southeastern Turkey: A Preliminary Report of the 1996 Season”,
Anatolica 23,1997, 61-84.

H. McDonald — J. Curtis — R. Maxwell-Hyslop, “Third-Millennium
Metalwork”, in: D. Oates — J. Oates — H. McDonald (eds.),
Excavations at Tell Brak Vol. 2: Nagar in the Third Millennium BC
(Oxford 2001) 233-256.

J.L. Montero-Fenoll6s, “Metallurgy in the Valley of the Syrian
Upper Euphrates During the Early and Middle Bronze Ages”, in:
G. Del Olmo Lete — J.-L.. Montero Fenollos (eds.), Archacology of the
Upper Syrian Euphrates. The Tishrin Dam Area. Proceedings of the
International  Symposinm Held at Barcelona, Jan. 28th—30th, 1998
(Barcelona 1999), 443-469.

A. Miller-Karpe, Altanatolisches Metallhandwerk (Neumtnster 1994).

P.R.S. Moorey — F. Schweizer, “Copper and Copper Alloys in
Ancient Iraq, Syria and Palestine: Some New Analyses”,
Archaeometry 14, 1972, 177-198.



Anadolu | Anatolia 48, 2022

Moortgat 1965
Neukirchen 2016

Nishimura 2015

Novak 1994

Oates et al. 2001
Orthmann 1981

Orthmann 1989
Orthmann — Rova 1991

Orthmann et al. 1995

Okse 2006

Ozbal 1983

Ozbal 1996

Ozbal et al. 1999
Ozbal — Turan 2002
Ozgen et al. 1997

Ozgii¢ 1955

D. Yalgikls

A. Moortgat, Tell Chuera in Nordost-Syrien Bericht iiber die vierte
Grabungskampagne 1963 (Koln 1965).

F. Neukirchen, VVon der Kupfersteingeit u den seltenen Erden: Eine kurge
Geschichte der Metalle (Berlin 2016).

Y. Nishimura, “A Systematic Comparison of Material Culture
Between Household Floors and Residential Burials in Late Third-
Millennium B.C.E. Mesopotamia”, AJA4 119.4, 2015, 419-440.

M. Novak, “Gewandnade”, in: J.-W. Meyer — A. Pruf (eds.),
Ausgrabungen in Halawa 2. Die Kleinfunde von Tell Halawa A
(Saarbriicken 1994), 237-241.

D. Oates — J. Oates — H. McDonald, Excavations at Tell Brak, 2:
Nagar in the Third Millenninm BC (Oxford 2001).

W. Orthmann, Halawa 1977 bis 1979 1V orliufiger, Bericht iiber die 1. bis
3. Grabungskampagne (Bonn 1981).

W. Orthmann, Halawa 1980-1986 (Bonn 1989).

W. Orthmann — E. Rova, Graber des 3. Jabrtausends v. Chr. im Syrischen
Euphrattal: 2. Ausgrabungen in Wreide (Saarbriicken 1991).

W. Orthmann — R. Hempelmann — H. Klein — C. Kithne — M.
Novak — A. Prufp — E. Vila — HM. Weicken — A. Wener,
Ausgrabungen in Tel] Chuera in Nordost-Syrien. (I). 1 orbericht iiber die
Grabungskampagnen 1986 bis 1992 (Saarbricken 1995).

AT. Okse, “Early Bronze Age Graves at Gre Virike (Period 1IB):
an Extraordinary Cemetery on the Middle Euphrates”, [NES 65.1,
2000, 1-37.

H. Ozbal, “Tepecik ve Tilintepe Metal, Filiz ve Ciiruf Analizleri”,
Arkeometri Unitesi Bilimsel Toplants Bildirileri 111, 1983, 203218,

H. Ozbal, “Chemical Analysis of a Copper Chisel from Hacinebi
Tepe”, Anatolica 22,1996, 109-110.

H. Ozbal — A.A. Mieke — E. Bryan, “Hacinebi Metal Production
and Exchange”, Paléorient 25.1, 1999, 57-65.

H. Ozbal — U. Turan, “Tilbes Hoyiik ve Surtepe: M.O. 3. Binyilda
Gineydogu Anadolu Metaliirjisi”, Ar£ST 17, 2002, 59-69.

Ozgen — B. Helwing — H. Tekin, “Vorliufiger Bericht tiber die
Ausgrabungen auf dem Oylum Hoéyuk”, IstMitt 47, 1997, 39-90.

T. Ozgiic, “Koloni Devrinin Gee Safhasina (1b) Ait Bir Atilye Hakkinda”,
Belleten X1X-73, 1955, 73-80.



Metal Production in Mezraa Hoyiik in the Early Bronge Age

Ozgii¢ 2009

Palmieri 1981

Palmieri — Di Nocera 2000

Palmieri — Di Nocera 2004

Peltenburg — Wilkinson 2008

Pernicka et al. 1990

Pfilzner 2001

Porter 1995

Porter — McClellan 1998
Rothman 2002

Sagona 1994

Schmidt 2002
Schmitt-Strecker et al. 1992

60

N. Ozgiig, Samsat: Sumeysat, Samosata, Kumaha, Hahha, Hahhum:
Bir Baskent ve Kalenin Uzun Yasaminin 6000 Yilik Déneminden
Kesitler (Ankara 2009).

A. Palmieri, “Excavations at Arslantepe (Malatya)”, A4nS7 31, 1981,
101-120.

A. Palmieri — G.M. Di Nocera, “The Metal Objects from the
“Royal” Tomb at Arslantepe (Malatya-Turkey) and the Metalwork
Development in the Early Bronze Age”, in: L. Milano — S. de
Martino — F. Fales — G. Lanfranchi (eds.), Landscapes, Territories,
Frontiers and Horizons in the Ancient Near East Part 111 (Padova 2000)
178-185.

A. Palmieri — G.M. Di Nocera, “Early Bronze Age Copper
Circulation and Technology in the Middle Euphrates Regions”, in:
C. Nicolle (ed.), Ammurru 3: Nomades et sédentaires dans le Proche-Orient
Abncient: Compte Rendu de la X1V 1e Recontre Assyriologique Internationale,
Paris, 10-13 juiller 2000 (Paris 2004) 377-388.

E. Peltenburg — T.J. Wilkinson, “Jerablus and the Land of
Carchemish: Excavation and Survey in Sytia”, Current Worla
Archaeology 27, 2008, 24-32.

E. Pernicka — F. Begemann — S. Schmitt-Strecker — A.P. Grimanis,
“On the Composition and Provenance of Metal Artefacts from
Poliochni on Lemnos”, Oxf]A4 9.3, 1990, 263-297.

P. Pfilzner, Haus und Haushalt. Wobnformen des dritten Jabrtausends vor
Christus in Nordmesopotamien, Damaszener Forschungen Band 9 (Mainz
2001).

A. Porter, “Tell Banat-Tomb I, DaM 8, 1995, 1-50.

A. Porter — T. McClellan, “The Third Millennium Settlement
Complex at Banat: Results of the 1994 Excavations”, DaM 10,
1998, 11-63.

M.S. Rothman, Tepe Gawra: The Evolution of a Small, Prebistoric Center
in Northern Irag (Philadelphia 2002).

A. Sagona, The Agvan Sites 3. Keban Rescne Excavations, Eastern
Apnatolia. The Early Bronze Age (London 1994).

K. Schmidt, Norsuntepe: Kleinfunde 11 (Mainz 2002).

S. Schmitt-Strecker — F. Begemann — E. Pernicka, “Chemische
Zusammensetzung und Bleiisotopenverhaltnisse der Metalfunde
vom Hassek Hoyik”, in: M.R. Behm-Blancke (ed.), Hassek Hoyiik
Naturwissenschaftliche Untersuchungen und Lithische Industrie (Tibingen
1992) 108-123.



Anadolu | Anatolia 48, 2022

Schwartz et al. 2006

Sertok — Ergec 1999

Shalev — Northover 1993

Spuadrone 2007

Spuadrone 2015

Stein 1997

Strommenger 1980

Stork 2014a

Stork 2014b

Stork 2014c¢

Stork 2015

Tadmor et al. 1995

D. Yalgikls

G. Schwartz — H. Curvers — S. Dunham — B. Stuart — J.A. Weber,
“A Third-Millennium BC Elite Mortuary Complex at Tell Umm el-
Marra, Syria: 2002 and 2004 Excavations”, A4 110, 2006, 603-
641.

K. Sertok — R. Ergec, “A New Early Bronze Age Cemetery:
Excavations near the Birecik Dam, Southeastern Turkey -
Preliminary Report (1997-98)”, Anatolica 25, 1999, 87-107.

S. Shalev — J. P. Northover, “The Metallurgy of the Nahal Mishmar
Hoard Reconsidered”, Archacometry 35.1, 1993, 35-47.

F.F. Spuadrone, “Regional Culture and Metal Objects in the Area
of Carchemish During the Early Bronze Age”, in: E. Peltenberg
(ed.), Euphrates River 1 alley Settlement: The Carchemish Sector in the Thira
Millenninm BC (Oxford 2007) 198-213.

F.F. Spuadrone, “Metal”, in: U. Finkbeiner — M. Novak — F. Sakal
— P. Sconzo (eds.), Associated Regional Chronologies for the Ancient Near
East and the Eastern Mediterranean Middle Euphrates (Turnhout 2015)
297-339.

J.G. Stein, “1995 Excavations at Hacinebi Tepe”, KST" XVIIL1,
1997, 93-120.

E. Strommenger, Habuba Kabira, ein Stadt vor 5000 Jabren (Mainz
1980).

L.A. Stork, “Is a Pin Mightier Than a Sword? Metal Items as Grave
Goods During the Eatly Bronze I and II in the Upper Euphrates
Valley”, in: P. Bieliiski — M. Gawlikowski — R. Koliiski — D.
Fawecka — A. Sottysiak — Z. Wygnanska (eds.), 876 Internationa
Conference on the Archaeology of the Ancient Near East ICAANE), Vol.
1 (Wiesbaden 2014) 539-548.

L.A. Stork, “The Relationship between Pins and Textiles in the
Carchemish Region during the Early 3rd Millennium BC”, in: R. A.
Stucky — O. Kaelin — H.-P. Mathys (eds.), Proceedings, 9th Internationai
Conference on the Archaeology of the Ancient Near East ICAANE), Vol.
2 (Wiesbaden 2014) 323-332.

L.A. Stork, “On Pins and Needles: Understanding the Role of Metal
Pins in the Upper Euphrates Valley During the Early Bronze I-117,
Levant 46.3, 2014, 321-338.

L.A. Stork, “Systems of Value and the Changing Perception of
Metal Commodities, ca. 4000-2600 be”, INES 74.1, 2015, 115-132.

M. Tadmor — D. Kedem — F. Begemann — A. Hauptmann — E.
Pernicka — S. Schmitt-Strecker, ““The Nahal Mishmar Hoard from
the Judean Desert: Technology, Composition, and Provenance”,
Atigot 27,1995, 95-148.

61



Metal Production in Mezraa Hoyiik in the Early Bronge Age

Thureau-Dangin — F. Thureau-Dangin — M. Dunand, T7-Barsib (Paris 19306).
Dunand 1936
van der Stede 2005 V. van der Stede, “The Akkadian Occupation”, in: M. Lebeau — A.

Suleiman (eds.), Te// Beydar /| Nabada, An Early Bronze Age City in the
Syrian Jezirah: 10 Years of Research (1992-2002) (Damascus 2005) 33-

37.
Woolley 1914 C.L., Woolley, “Hittite Burial Customs”, AnnLiy 6, 1914, 87-99.
Woolley 1921 C.L., Woolley, Carchemish. Report on the Excavations at Jerablus on Behalj
of the British Museum. Part 11: The Town Defences (London 1921).
Yalciklt — Tekinalp 2002 D. Yalcikli — M. Tekinalp, “Mezraa Hoyuk 2000 Yili Kazilart /

Mezraa Hoytik Excavations 2000”. in: N. Tuna — J. Velibeyoglu
(eds.), llsu ve Karkamus Baraj Golleri Altinda Kalacak Arkeolojik ve
Kiiltiir Varliklarm: Kurtarma Projesi 2000 Yy Caltgmalar: (Ankara
2002) 159-210.

Yal¢in — Yalgin 2008 U. Yalgin — H.G. Yalgin, “Der Hortfund von Tiilintepe,
Ostanatolien”, Anatolian Meta/ IV, 2008, 101-123.
Yalcin — Yalcin 2009 U. Yalgin — H.G. Yalgin, “Evidence for Early Use of Tin at

Tilintepe in Eastern Anatolia”, TUBA-AR 12, 2009, 124-142.

Zettler 1997 R.L. Zettler, “Surface Collections and Excavations in the Lower
Town and Lower Town South”, in: R.L. Zettler — J.A. Armstrong
— A. Bell — M. Braithwaite — M.D. Danti — N.F. Miller — P.N.
Peregrine — J.A. Weber (eds.), Subsistence and Settlement in a Marginai
Environment: ~ Tell  es-Sweybat,  1989-1995  Preliminary — Repont
(Philadelphia 1997) 35-72.

62



Anadolu | Anatolia 48, 2022 D. Yalgikls

*. pulurSakyol

Asyan

Taskufilevkif

Tf:ﬁ-':«f; Norsuritepe

Peginmentepe

Arslantepe

Hassek Hoyiik

Titrig Hayiik
Gedikli/Karahdyhk

Chagar Bazar
Dibecik
Tell Beydar
ukh Fawqani
Oylum Hiyiik Tell Ahmar 6
Tell Qara Quzak Tell Chuera

Tell Brak

Tepe Gawra =
Tell Banat
Tell Tayinat

Habuba
Umm el Marra -
£ Halawa
Wreide 50 km

Figures Artefact| Konteks Date , Probe :
(CuO-NiO-As203) (Cu-Ni-As-Sn)
CuO NiO Asy03
. 88.34 2.58
Figures 2.1, 4.1 Crucible | 0082V04 e B;EZ; Apel CuO-As;05 95.15 ” 3.26
R 2] 78.45 1.80
; 52.76 0.43
Figures 2.2, 4.2 ?r.‘“‘bll‘; 7034V11 Eaﬂ}g;;‘“; sge I Cu0-As:05 50.85 s 0.48
e ; 57.93 1.05
N 88.22 2.79 0.61
Figures 2.2, 42 E:r.”c‘b;e) 7034V11 Eaﬂ% gﬁg"‘; ;\)ge Il cuonio-asm0s | 6271 2.14 270
plocs i 73.72 135 0.87
Cu Ni/Sn As
: ; Early Bronze Age III SR 0.047
Figures 2.3¢c, 4.3¢ Pins 5500V02 (EME 4) Cu- N1-As 93.8 et 225
: : Early Bronze Age 3.86
Figures 2.3d, 4.3d Pins 4550V01 TIVIVA (EME 4-5) Cu-Sn 92.7 ) 0.032

Tablo 1

63



64

Metal Production in Mezraa Hoyiik in the Early Bronzge Age

Figure 2



Anadolu | Anatolia 48, 2022 D. Yalgikls

Figure 3

65



Metal Production in Mezraa Hoyiik in the Early Bronzge Age

66



D. Yalgikis

Anadolu | Anatolia 48, 2022

msay d-¢

msay v-v

Figure 5

0 Al

mey VY

67






Anadolu | Anatolia 48, 2022 P. Pergin-Gergek — E. Piskin

ANIMAL ECONOMY AND CONSUMPTION IN THE ADMINISTRATION
SECTOR OF HITTITE CAPITAL SAPINUWA

Pinar PERCIN-GERCEK'
Evangelia PISKIN™

Keywords: Zooarchaeology *Animal Husbandyy *Hittites Ortakdy/ Sapinmwa

Abstract: During the excavations carried out in Ortakéy-Sapinuwa a large number of animal bones were
found along with other finds and in various contexts. This article aims to discuss the animal husbandry and
meat consumption patterns based on the zooarchaeological study of a bone assemblage recovered from the
excavation area of Tepelerarast, Area G. The area represents a metal workshop dating to the 14th century
BC. The materials recovered from this area, called Workshop I, are not zz sitn. It is thought that after the
workshop fell into disuse, it was filled with debris, which was brought from other, likely nearby, locations of
the city, for flattening the terrain. The results of our analysis showed that animal consumption was based on
sheep and goats. Cattle are found in very low numbers. Pig and a few other species are minimally represented
in the bone assemblage. While the mortality profile of cattle is dominated by young animals slaughtered for
their meat, those of sheep and goat show evidence for a mixed economy where both secondary products and
meat provision were important.

HITIT BASKENTI SAPINUVA'NIN YONETIM BOLGESINDE
HAYVAN EKONOMISI VE TUKETIMI

Anahtar Kelimeler: Zooarkeolsji ®Hayvancilik *Hititler *Ortakiy/ S apinnva

Ozet: Hititlerin bir diger baskenti olan Ortakéy-Sapinuva’da yapilan kazilarda diger buluntu gruplart ile be-
raber oldukga fazla miktarda hayvan kemikleri de ele ge¢mistir. S6z konusu kemiklerin biyiik bir kisminin
schrin mutfak atiklarini temsil ettigi anlasilmakla beraber ayrica kurban kalintilart da agiga ¢ikarilmistir. Bu
makale, Tepelerarast Bolgesi G Alant kazi alanindan ele gegen kemik grubu tzerinden sehrin hayvancilik
ekonomisini ve titketim modellerini agtklamayt amaglamaktadir. Alan MO 14. yiizyila tarihlenen bir metal
atolyesini temsil etmektedir. Tslik T olarak adlandirilan bu alandan ele gegen malzeme grubunun zzsitu olmadigi
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belirtilmektedir. Atélyenin islevini yitirmesinin ardindan diizenleme amactyla bagka bélgelerden getirilen ve
schrin atiklart olarak nitelendirilen enkaz topragi ile dolduruldugu diistiniilmektedir. Yapilan analiz ¢alismala-
rinin ardindan hayvancilik ekonomisinin temelinin koyun ve kegiye dayandigint séylemek mimkindur. Sigirin
oldukga az bir miktarda temsil edildigi ve sigir tiketiminde daha ¢ok geng bireylerin tercih edildigi gézlem-
lenmistir. Domuz ve diger birkag tiir ise topluluk icerisinde minimum dizeyde temsil edilmektedir. Sig1r ti-
ketiminde ¢ogunlukla daha gen¢ hayvanlarin yer aldigint séylemek mimkindir. Koyun ve kegilerin ikincil
arinlerinden faydalanildigt actkca gézlemlenmesine ragmen et tiiketim stratejisi icin de temel tiirler oldukla-

rint s6ylemek mimkiindir.

Introduction

The Late Bronze Age Hittite culture
flourished on the Central Anatolian plat-
eau between 1650 — 1190 BC. Many cities
were established in the area with a high
concentation in northern central Anatolia
and around the contemporary province
of Corum. Here we study animal bone re-
mains recovered from one such large city,
namely Ortakéy-Sapinuwa. Our aim is to
explain the livestock raising activities,
which consitituted a large part of the Hit-
tite economy, using the studies we have
carried out on animal bones.

Area G, where the animal bones we
examined were found, was used as a
metal workshop during the 14™ century
BC. After the workshop lost its function,
it was filled up with debris. Soil, ceramics
and animal bones constitute the majority
of this fill. Therefore, the animal bones
we examined represent the food remains
of a part of the city. Because Area G is
located in the Tepelerarast sector of the
city, where administrative buildings were
found, and considering that the rulers of
the city lived in this area, it is possible to
say that the animal bones we examined
represent the consumption of this elite

1 Unsal 2012, 209; Dorfler et al. 2011.
2 Alpaslan 2013, 506; Dérfler et al. 2011.
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class and/or the palace tradesmen and
bureaucrats.

The location of the city on a high
plateau dissected by small rivers and can-
yons and with cold winters and relatively
hot summers provided a varied but harsh
environment. Valleys formed by rivers in
terms of proximity to water resources,
plains that provide favorable conditions
for economic activities, have often been
the guiding factors for Anatolian people
when choosing a living space, in all peri-
ods. At the same time, large plateaus and
pastures became natural highland areas
for livestock activities'. The harsh winter
months of Central Anatolia would have
completely obstructed the connections
between the roads following the narrow
valleys and the plains. This situation not
only makes it difficult to keep the state
together, but also brings various difficul-
ties in terms of economy”.

Archaeological background
Hitites

The Hittites came to Anatolia in
small groups in the 2nd millennium BC
and settled in the Kizilirmak river bend.
It is thought that the Hittites, who politi-
cally united Anatolia and formed the first
empire in these lands, were of Indo-



Anadoln | Anatolia 48, 2022

European origin. Until the 20th century,
there was very little information about
them. However, as a result of the meticu-
lous work of Hittitologists and archaeol-
ogists, it has been revealed that the Hit-
tites established a complex political entity
in Anatolian lands before the heyday of
the Babylonian and Assyrian civilizations.
The Hittites more likely descended from
the east, through the Caucasus, and began
to settle first in Southeastern Anatolia
and then in Central Anatolia’.

The Hittites, who firstly lived under
the administration of local kingdoms al-
ready established in the regions they set-
tled, gradually took Anatolia under their
dominion®. The traditions of the Hatti-
ans, who comprised the majority of the
native people, influenced the Hittites.
With the establishment of the Hittite
state, the Hatti principalities were con-
nected to the state administration and a
political unity was achieved in Anatolia.
The Hittite state flourished between
1650-1190 BC and it is now known as the
Great Hittite Empire’.

Hattusha, the capital of the Hittite
Empire, is located near the comtempo-
rary Bogazkale district of Corum prov-
ince and flourished in the 2nd millennium
BC. Hattusili I, the first king of the Hittite
State, chose this name, which means
"man of Hattusha" and declared the es-
tablishment of such a powerful state for
the first time in Central Anatolia.’.

There are about 2000 place names in
Hittite cuneiform texts, and

3 Akurgal 2005, 36.

# Bagoglu 2010, 150.

> Seving 2008, 12.

6 Schachner 2013, 156.
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archaeological research has revealed
many settlements from the Late Bronze
Age. Despite this, very little relationship
has been established between archaeolog-
ical sites and written sources mentioning
cities. Among the most important cities
are:  Bogazkéy=  Hattusha, Orta-
kéy=Sapinuwa, Masat Hoyiik=Tapikka,
Kusakli=Sarissa, Oymaagac=Nerik and
Kayalipinar=Samuha’.

The site of gapinuwa

Ortakoy, in the vicinity of which
Sapinuwa is to be found, is located 53 km
southeast of Corum, in north Central An-
atolia, south of the Black Sea Mountains,
and at the end of the Kelkit Valley, which
forms a natural passage from Central An-
atolia towards the Caucasus. The Hittitie
city of Sapinuwa is located 3 km south-
west of Ortakdy town center®. Sapinuwa
is a wide-spread and flat settlement on a
plateau extending as terraces on the
northern slopes of a valley created by the
Ozderesi river, a branch of the Cekerek
River. The Hittites did not settle on the
nearby mound where local people were
already living, but they created a new city
on a wide flat area. The city extended to
about 3 km in the east-west direction and
2.5 km in the north-south direction’.

As a result of the studies on the tab-
lets and other archaeological finds, it was
determined that the name of this Hittite
city was Sapinuwam. The archives discov-
ered in Sapinuwa showed that this was
the second largest archive in Anatolia, af-
ter Bogazkdy. In addition, the studies on

7 Mielke 2013, 136.
8 Stiel 1996, 2.

9 Stiel 1996, 3.

10 Sizel 1995, 283.
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the cuneiform tablets recovered from the
excavations revealed that this city was an-
other capital of the Hittite state!'. Sapi-
nuwa, which extends to 9 km?®, appears to
have had administrative power over a
very wide area around it, including fur-
ther settlements'?.

The Hittite city of Ortakéy — Sapi-
nuwa was discovered during a survey
conducted in 1988-1989 under the direc-
tion of Prof. Dr. Aygiil Siiel and Dr. Mus-
tafa Stel. In the éapinuwa excavations,
which started in 1990, many structures
with administrative, commercial and reli-
gious characteristics have so far been
identified. Excavations have been carried
out in two separate areas: in the Tepel-
erarast area, which is defined as the
"acropolis" where the administrative
buildings are located, and the Agilond
area, which is known as the ritual area of
the city" (Fig. 1).

Tepelerarasi, Area G

The highest point of the city, the Te-
pelerarast area, is the location where the
most important structures are located'.
The major structures in this sector are
Building A, the largest building where
royal materials and cuneiform archives
have been exposed, Building B, where
more than 70 pithoi are located, and reli-
gious buildings Buildings C and D" (Fig.
2).

Close to Building D is located Area
G. Excavations in Area G, where the an-
imal bones of our study were found,
started in 2014 and continue to date (Fig.

11 Siiel — Stiel 2019, 300.
12 Siiel — Stiel 2004, 61.
13 Siiel — Stiel 2019, 312.
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3). In the first excavation season, 4
trenches measuring 5x5 m were dug.
Among the finds, bellows, blowers,
pieces of crucibles and materials inter-
preted as molds were found. In the exca-
vations carried out in 2015, the discovery
of two furnaces next to the bellows, a
partially destroyed blower and copious
amounts of slag showed that metal smelt-
ing activities were carried out in this area.
As a result, it was concluded that Area G

was used as a workshop'®.

The animal bones in our study in-
clude the material obtained from trenches
3,4, 5and 6 of Area G in the years 2014-
2015 (Fig. 4). The animal bones found
here represent some of the food waste of
the city. In addition, bronze material res-
idues, which were melted and poured into
molds here, oxidized over time and gave
a green color to the surrounding soil. This
effect is clearly seen in the color of the
soil as well as in other archaeological ma-
terials found in the area. This color
change was also observed in 9.5% of the
animal bones that were located closer to
the workshop material. There is no dif-
ference between the other bones and the
bones that have a green color found here,
except for their color.

Methodology

Analysis of some of the bones was
carried out in the Ortakéy-Sapinuwa ex-
cavation laboratory as a preliminary study
in the 2019 excavation season. The re-
maining material was divided into 2 sets.
One set was brought to the Environmen-
tal Archaeology Research Unit of the

14 Siiel — Stiel 2019, 300.
15 Sitel — Stiel 2019, 303.
16 Siiel 2017, 66-70.
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Department of Settlement Archeology of
the Middle East Technical University
(METU) after the necessary permits were
obtained. The other set of materials was
kept in the excavation house depot and
studied in the 2020 excavation season.

Each bone and bone fragment
(N=8112) was examined one by one ac-
cording to standard zooarchaeological
methods. The identification of the bone
fragments was made using modern ani-
mal bone reference collections and at-
lases. The data were entered in the data-
base (Microsoft Access) according to spe-
cies, skeletal element, bone portions pre-
sent (diagnostic zones), directions (right-
left), age, malformations seen on the
bone (pathology) and human modifica-
tion marks (burning, butchery). In order
to calculate the species proportions, the
Number of Identified Specimens (NISP)
and Minimum Number of Individuals
(MNI) methods were applied. To calcu-
late the NISP, we counted all the bone
and bone fragments one by one. For
MNI calculations, we counted the mini-
mum number of each element of each
species present after taking into account
the direction (right/left) and bone fusion.
For each species the element that gave us
the highest count according to these cri-
teria was taken as the MNI of that spe-
cies. We also performed a calculation
based on NISP to indicate the frequency
of each element in the skeleton represen-
tation tables.

Epiphyseal fusion of bones, tooth
eruption and wear and horn growth stage

17 Greenfield — Arnold 2008, 836.
18 Payne 1973.
19 Grant 1975.
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methods are applied to determine the age
at death of animals in archaeological
sites'. In our study, Payne'® and Grant's"
methods were applied to record the tooth
wear data. Hambleton's coding system
was used in the evaluation of ages at
death of sheep and goat because it offers
a more accurate comparison and its ease

of application (Table 1).

Skeletal elements’ fusion is evaluated
in the earliest and latest age ranges based
on age estimates made by Zeder”. Esti-
mated age ranges at which fusion oc-
curted are tabulated for sheep/goat
bones.

Species Proportions

Sheep, goats and cattle are the most
frequently found domesticated species in
the Hittite Age, and it is known that these
species formed the basis of the Hittite
livestock economy. Other domesticated
species include donkeys, pigs, horses,
mules and dogs*. Calculations for the
species were made using NISP (Number
of Identified Specimens) and MNI (Min-
imum Number of Individuals). The re-
sults of the calculations are shown in
Graphs 1, 2, 3 and Tables 3, 4.

According to the NISP calculations
in Table 1 and Graph 1, sheep/goat (Ovis
aries/ Capra hircus) bones constitute the
most numerous bone group of the as-
semblage with 60.5% (Graph 1).
Amongst sheep and goats, goats are more
abundant (1.38%) than sheep (0.71%).

The second most commonly found
animal is cattle (Bos faurus) which is

20 Zeder 2006.
21 Dorfler et al. 2011, 99-116.
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represented with a low percentage of
6.04%. Clearly, goat, sheep and
sheep/goat bones are considerably more
abundant compared to cattle bones.
Therefore, it is possible to say that
sheep/goat husbandry constitutes the ba-
sis of the livestock economy at least as de-
tected in the particular area under study.
However, if we make a general assess-
ment for the consumption of meat, as
only one head of cattle offers much more
meat than one sheep or goat, we could ar-
gue that all three animals contribute sig-
nificantly to meat consumption.

Among domesticated species, after
sheep, goats and cattle, pig (Sus serofa do-
mesticns) is also found represented by a
tiny 0.1%. In addition, some bones of
other animals were found. Dog (Canis /u-
pus familiaris) is 0.05%, donkey (Equus asi-
nus) 1s represented by 0.02% and horse
(Equus caballus) by 0.01%. It is known that
the Hittites did not consume horses and
donkeys and that these species lived in ar-
eas far from human habitatation areas™.
Given that this bone assemblage consists
of kitchen waste, the low representation
of these animals is not surprising. Since
they did not consume these species, it is
only logical that their bones were not
found in large quantities™.

Among the bones we could not iden-
tify at species level, large sized mammals
(cattle and animals of equal size to cattle)
constitute 5.52%, while medium sized
mammals (sheep/goat sized animals) are
represented by 1.31%. The higher frag-
mentation of cattle sized bones makes it

22 Collins 2007, 121.
2 Dotfler et al. 2011, 116.
24 Marsall — Pilgram 1993, 261
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difficult to identify them on a species ba-
sis. This may have caused some biases in
the species proportions data. More of the
sheep sized animals could be identified
resulting in a higher NISP, as is also indi-
cated in the literature*(Table 2).

In Graph 2, the category "other spe-
cies", which has the very low ratio of
0.67%, includes wild animals. The pres-
ence of wild species is important in terms
of explaining hunting activities and as po-
tential ecology indicators. The red deer
(Cervus elaphus) whose remains are found
at Sapinuwa is represented by only 0.2%.
It is known that three deer species,
namely red deer (Cervus elaphus), fallow
deer (Dama dama) and roe deer (Capreolus
capreolus) existed in Anatolia in the 2nd
millennium BC. Among these three spe-
cies, red deer are especially common. The
high ratio of representation of red deer in
studies conducted so far indicates that the
species in question is abundant in Central
Anatolia. According to the faunal data of
Bogazkdy, it is remarkable that 3.9% of
all animal remains and more than half of
wild animal remains are represented by
red deer. Red deer ratios show that its
hunting was favoured by the Hittites and
it constitutes part of their diet”. At the
same time, the presence of red deer in an
area indicates the existence of open and
wide forest lands and provides inferences
about the local environment™.

Another wild species is the hare
(Lepus enropaens), represented by 0.14%.
Among the animal bones we examined,

2 Collins 1989, 140-141.
26 Dorfler et al. 2011, 119.
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traces of the skinning process were found
on one distal tibia bone of a hare.

Bird (Aves) remains in the area are
represented by 0.07%. The presence of
bird bones among food waste suggests
that these animals were consumed
(Graph 2). Amongst birds we recongised
the patridge and perhaps goose or a
goose sized bird.

When the MNI values in Graph 3 are
examined, we observe some differences
compared to the NISP wvalues. Firstly,
MNI percentages for all species are
higher than those of NISP. This is be-
cause the NISP calculations included the
generalised categories of cattle sized,
sheep size, pig size and goose size bones.
However, these categories are not in-
cluded in the MNI table. Therefore, the
reason that MNI ratios are higher than
NISP can be explained by the inclusion
of these generalized categories in the
NISP calculations” (Graph 3).

A comparison of NISP and MNI is
given in Table 4 and includes only the
main domestic animals. This aims to
eliminate the effect of other minor spe-
cies and categories described above on
calculations. Sheep/goat bones percent-
ages drop by 13.7% by the MNI method
whilst an increase of 8.8% for sheep and
5.5% for goats is observed in MNI calcu-
lations compared to NISP. This differ-
ence can partly be explained by the fact
that the generalized categories mentioned
in the previous paragraph are not in-
cluded in the MNI calculations.

27 Joannidou Pigkin 2012, 429.
28 Cakarlar 2008, 257-259.
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More importantly, in the MNI calcu-
lations, the sheep percentages are slightly
higher than those of goat whilst in the
NISP the opposite was true. The reason
for this is that in the NISP calculations
the horns of sheep and goat were in-
cluded and it was clear that we had many
more goat horns than sheep. Because
sheep horns are more fragile than goat
horns, the former are less likely to be pre-
served. Accordingly, we would consider
the MNI results more reliable and pro-
pose that sheep bones were actually more
abundant than those of goat. For cattle
bones, only a 0.5% difference was ob-
served between the MNI and NISP ratios
(Table 3).

The general impression obtained
from the species ratios regarding domes-
ticated species is that caprines (sheep and
goats) are the basis of animal husbandry.
Perhaps cattle breeding is more trouble-
some as they need more water and food
than caprines, hence they were not pre-
ferred®. Alternatively, these findings may
only represent the meat consumption as
reflected at this particular area of Sapi-
nuwa. Since éapinuwa is a very large set-
tlement, data derived from one location
of it are not sufficient to explain in full
the livestock economy of the entire city.

Skeletal Elements Proportions

The skeletal element proportions of
animal remains recovered from an ar-
chaeological site and the abundance of
different skeletal fragments may repre-
sent selective transport or consumption®
(Table 4). We applied this method to
sheep/goat remains and cattle as the rest

2 Lupo 2006, 20.
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of the species were present with very few
bone fragments for such analysis to be
meaningful.

Sheep/goat

The foreleg (scapula, humerus, ra-
dius, ulna, radius+ulna, metacarpal) is
represented by 36.2%, the hind legs (pel-
vis, femur, tibia, astragalus, calcaneum,
metatarsal) by 41%, the head (mandible
and maxilla, teeth and eye orbits) % 11.3
and finger bones are represented by
11.5%. The hind legs appear to be repre-
sented with a higher ratio compared to
other anatomical regions, neverthless this
is due to the fact that we included in this
calculation the astragalus and calcaneum
whilst we did not include carpals for the
front leg. When these tarsals are excluded
from the calculation the hind leg scores
36.3% which is almost equal to the fore
leg. The head region and finger bones are
represented with a lower ratio compared
to the fore and hind legs. A number of
explanations can be proposed for this im-
balance. First, the meaty portions of the
carcass were selectively brought to the
site for consumption after slaughtering,
whilst less meaty parts such as the lower
legs represented by fngers and head re-
mained in the slaughter area. This, in
turn, suggests that the slaughtering was
not done in the location we studied and
parts only of the carcass were transported
in pieces and consumed™. Another possi-
bility is that the better represented skele-
tal elements are less affected by tapho-
nomic process. Especially the 2nd and
3rd phalanges may have been overseen
and not collected during excavation due
to their small size (Graph 4) whilst head

30 Silibolatlaz Baykara 2014, 77.

76

elements, being more fragile, may have
suffered higher destruction.

Cattle

The skeletal element representation
of cattle, calculated on 490 bone frag-
ments, is shown in Table 5 and Graph 5.
The foreleg (scapula, humerus, radius,
ulna, metacarpal) is represented by
31.6%, while the hind leg (pelvis, femur,
tibia, astragalus, calcaneum, metatarsal) is
represented by 31.5%. A difference of
only 0.1% was observed between them.
The phalanges are 26.4%, and the head
(mandible and maxilla, teeth and orbits)
10.5%, which for both cases are lower
compared to the legs. The 1st phalange
bone is the most frequent skeletal ele-
ment with 11.7%. The 2nd and 3rd pha-
langes are also abundant.

The low representation of the skull
bones indicate that, just like in the case of
sheep/goats, the slaughtering might have
been done outside the area we have stud-
ied and the portions of the carsass with
much meat were preferentially trans-
ported here.

We should note here that we had
many small fragments of mandible. We
did not include these in the calculations.
Instead we preferred to include only
mandibles that retain their teeth. These
small mandible pieces indicate that this
bone might actually have been more
abundant. In addition, metacarpals and
metatarsals of cattle are very rare in the
bone assemblage. This is more likely due
to the selection and removal of these
bones for bone working.
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Ageing

For zooarchaeologists, age data of
mammal populations are of great im-
portance in order to understand and ex-
plain the exploitation of animals’. The
main purpose of determining the age at
death of animals is to examine the eco-
nomic aims of livestock management™.
Epiphyseal fusion is one of the most
common methods used for age determi-
nation. However, it is of limited use be-
cause it can only give age estimates for
sub-adult individuals. In addition, bones
of young individuals are more affected by
taphonomic processes than the fused
bones of adults. Therefore, the use of ep-
iphyseal fusion data may overestimate the
proportions of adults in a population™.
Another and more reliable method of
ageing is the eruption and wear stages of
the teeth. The application of this method
gives relatively more precise results com-
pared to the epiphyseal fusion method™.

Age data based on tooth wear stages
are given in Graph 6 for sheep, Graph 7
for goat and Graph 9 for sheep/goat.
Analyses were conducted on 50 mandi-
bles in total. Sheep are represented by 20,
goats 6 and sheep/goat by 24 mandibles.
Since the cattle mandibles were very few
(N:2), tooth ageing studies could not be
performed. According to the ages ob-
tained from the tooth wear stages, almost
half of the sheep (45%) were killed be-
tween 1-2 years old. Considering this
finding, it is thought that a large number
of sheep were kept for meat production.
15% of the individuals were slaughtered

31 Grant 1978, 103.
32 Hambleton 1999, 61.
33 Hambleton 1999, 61.
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at the age of 2-3 years old, 10% of them
at the age of 4-6 years old and 20% of
them at the age of 4-8 years old. Equal
frequencies are found for the ages of 6-8
(5%) and 8-10 (5%) years. In total, the in-
dividuals slaughtered above 4 years old
comprise a large enough percentage of
the flocks (40%) to show that many ani-
mals were kept above the prime age for
meat production. Hence secondary prod-
ucts such as milk and wool were also im-
portant” (Graph 6).

In contrast to sheep, goat samples
consist of infants and young individuals.
66.7% of the samples represent new-
borns between 1-2 months and 33.3% of
them represent young individuals be-
tween 6-12 months. Therefore, it can be
assumed that goats were kept mostly for
their milk and meat. However, in our
study, many of the mandibles had missing
teeth and could not be allocated within
meaningful age ranges. These are ex-
cluded from this calculation. As a result,
the workable sample was small and per-
haps not suffiecient to draw firm conclu-
sions.

In the group of sheep/goat, the ages
coohorts of 1-2, 2-3 and 4-8 years’ old all
hold the same percentage of 21.4% while
the 3-4 and 6-8 years olds score each
14.3%. An additional 7.2% consist of
very young animals between 2-6 months.
The fact that the age distribution includes
all age ranges from infants to older indi-
viduals suggests that animals were not
kept for a single economic output. Nev-
ertheless, we can observe a reduction of

34 Albarella et al. 2017, 758.
3 Alparslan 2013, 510; Dérfler et al. 2011, 116.
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slaughter for animals at the age of 2-3 and
7-8 years. This indicates that most of the
animals surviving to the age of 2 years,
which is the maximum for economic
meat harvesting, lived for a few more
years, more likely for the expoitation of
their secondary products. Also we see
that we do not have many old animals
slaughtered in our assemblage. This may
be related to the fact that these animals
were consumed in an elite context where
the less palatable meat of old animals was
not preferred. It is interesting to note that
in the group sheep/goat we do not have
many deaths of very young animals at 2-
6 months and between 1-2 years. Never-
theless, if we look at the data given sepa-
rately for sheep and goat we see that the
majority of data fall exactly at these ages.
We should better evaluate all these 3
groups of data together fromm which we
can conclude that actually most of the
data of the combined sheep/goat cate-
gory indicate pleanty of deaths at an early
age, which matches a “meat-consump-
tion” mortality profile (Graph 8).

The mortality profile created on
skeletal element fusion for sheep and
goat is based on age estimates made by
Zeder (Table 4). Graph 9, 10, 11, 12 and
13 show the percentages of the epiphys-
eal fusion stages of sheep/goat bones.
Here, we use the term “fusing” for epiph-
yses that are at the stage of completing
their development and starting to fuse
with the shaft of the bone. There are no
bones belonging to Stage A (0-6
months/infant) and Stage F (over 48
months/adult). In Stage B, where the age
of fusion is specified as between 6-12

36 Zeder 2006.
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months, the bones in the fusing stage are
12.50%. Half of the samples (50%) con-
sists of unfused bones, therefore half of
the individuals were slaughtered very
young and under 12 months of age.
Fused bones are represented by 37.5%
(Graph 9).

In Stage C, (12-18 months), 17.40%
is comprised of fusing bones, 76.10% of
unfused bones and 6.50% of fused bones.
It is clear that most of the individuals
(76.10%) were slaughtered under the age
of 18 months (Graph 10).

Unfused bones in Stage D, (18-30
months), are represented with a very high
ratio of 92.8%. Bones at the fusing stage
are 4.80%, while fused bones are only
2.40%. Almost all of the samples (92.8%)
represent young individuals slaughtered
bellow 30 months (Graph 11).

In Stage E, (30-48 months), we
found only fused and unfused bones. Un-
fused bones are represented by 28.6%
and fused bones by 71.4%. Accordingly,
most of the bones (71.4%) represent in-
dividuals of 48 months and/or older
(Graph 12).

According to these results, the peak
in slauhtering is observed between 6 and
18 months of age. After this age, most of
the animals appear to survive to at least
48 months old. These results agree by and
large with the tooth wear analysis and
suggest that caprines (sheep/goat) are
kept for meat but also for secondary
products (Graph 13).
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Cattle

The bones of cattle that could be
aged are very few. The majority of them
(44) are unfused, therefore showing that
these animals could not have been more
than a maximum of 4 years old. In more
detail, 1 proximal radius, 6 unfused prox-
imal 1 phalanx and 1 proximal second
phalange show an animal of less than 1.5
years old. One distal metacarpal, one dis-
tal metacarpal and 5 distal tibiae (3 of
which are of the left side) indicate at least
3 animals of less than 2-2.5 years. We
have 19 more bones that are unfused
whose MNI is also 3 (5 proximal calca-
nea, 4 proximal femora and 2 distal fem-
ora, 1 proximal humerus, 1 proximal ulna
4 distal radii and 2 distal tibiae). These
bones fuse around the age of 3.5 — 4 years
old. Because this age is higher than the
age of the bones we found to be fusing at
the age of 2-2.5 years old we cannot con-
tirm that they are different animals. They
may have been the same. We can obtain
more information from 4 bones that are
at the fusing stage. 2 proximal first pha-
langes show an animal of around 1.5
years old and one distal femur and proxi-
mal calcaneum indicate another animal
around the age of 3.5 years. Only 5 bones
were found fused. These are 2 distal radii,
a proximal tibia, one proximal and one
distal femur. All these bones will fuse
around the age of 3.5 to 4 years. They
may belong to the same animal. We can
conclude that at least one animal was
killed after reaching maturity. We further
had 1 3rd phalange, 1 humerus, 1 right
and 1 left metacarpal, 1 metatarsal and 1
pelvis fragment, which are very small and

37 Larje 1992, 23.
3 Crabtree — Campana 2008, 323.
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have very porous surfaces. These come
from a very young animal, perhaps a few
weeks old. In addition, all the rib, neck
and vertebra fragments we found were
unfused. Combining all the above we
could argue that the maority of the cattle
consumed at the particular location were
of young age. This fits well a strategy of
the exploitation of meat. This is not to say
that in Sapinuwa cattle were kept only for
meat, instead this consumption type is
very suitable for the “elite” place we are
studying.

Butchery Marks

Cut marks on bones have been the
subject of numerous studies”’. In general,
the frequency of cut marks is accepted as
an indicator of the intensity of carcass ex-
ploitation by human groups. Within the
context of our study, 8112 animal bones
were examined one by one and butchery
marks were found on only 237 bones,
that is 3% of the bones. The low oc-
curence of cut marks has important im-
plications about the cooking technique™.
Some cooking techniques such as boiling
or roasting whole animals/large pieces do
not nesseciate the removal of meat from
the bone before cooking. Therefore, the
low occurrence of cut marks suggest that
the cooking technique used may have
been boiling™ or roasting in large pieces.

Studies have shown that the traces of
skinning, which is the first stage of butch-
ery activities, are more commonly found
on the metatarsal, metacarpal bones and
horns*. We do have such cut marks but
it should not be forgotten that not all cut
marks are related to butchery. Bones and

3 Costamagno et al. 2019, 4.
40 Costamagno et al. 2019, 99.
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horns are important raw materials for
bone tool production. We have light cut
marks made by a knife as well as heavier
chop marks. We think that lighter cut
marks represent cuts done for skinning
whilst heavier chops indicate the splitting
of bones or removal of horns for bone
working *'. Among the bones we studied,
such heavy cuts corresponding to prepa-
ration for bone working were observed
only on one sheep/goat metatarsal bone
and one goat's horn.

Pathology

Factors such as age, strenuous phys-
ical activity, injury and obesity are known
to cause a number of diseases in animals.
In our paleopathology studies, 2 exam-
ples of degenerative joint diseases, known
as calcification, and displaying excess
growth of bone that fits the criteria for
osteoarthritis, were observed. One of the
lessions was located in the distal part of
the humerus bone of a sheep/goat, while
the other case was observed on the prox-
imal part of the metacarpal bone of a
sheep/goat. This disease causes a number
of conditions such as grooves on the joint
surface, hardening and elongation of the
joint surface, and benign growth of the
cartilage tissue*.

Discussion

In general, the meat consumption
pattern reflected in the studied bone as-
semblage is based on goat, sheep and cat-
tle, with sheep and goat being much more
numerous and representing the main
component of it. Perhaps the reasons

# Latje 1992, 23-26; Costamagno et al. 2019, 99-
100.

#2 Stevanovic et al. 2015, 3; Sapir — Hen et al. 2008,
64-65.
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why cattle were not preferred are that
they need more water and food than
caprines and their raising requires more
effort”. Pig, dog, horse and donkey are
represented with very few bones. Consid-
ering that the bone assemblage we exam-
ined represents part of the food waste of
the city, the scarcity of dog, horse and
donkey bones is understandable. The im-
portant thing here is that pig bones are
almost absent in the area. The pig is
acknowledged as a dirty animal for the
Hittites. However, there are pigs in other
Hittite settlements and Agilént sector of
Sapinuwa*. In addition, it was observed
that wild species, that is red deer, hare
and patridge, were represented at very
low rates among animal bones. This situ-
ation shows that hunting played a mini-
mal role in the meat provision.

It is possible to draw inferences
about slaughtering activities by quantify-
ing the frequency of different skeletal el-
ements among the animal remains un-
earthed from an archaeological site®. Our
examination of sheep/goat and cattle
skeletal element proportions showed
more or less the same pattern. Elements
of head and phalanges are rather few
compared to the fore and hind legs. This
may indicate that slaughter of animals
was not regularly taking place in the local-
ity we studied, instead at least some
dressed carcasses may often have been
brought there for cooking. On the other
hand, elements of the fore and hind leg
are found in more or less similar frequen-
cies. This indicates that complete but

43 Cakirlar 2008, 257-2509.
4 (Piskin - unpublished data)
4 Lupo 2006, 20.
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dressed carcasses were consumed, with-
out any particular preference for certain
parts of the animal.

The mortality profiles we ob-
tained for sheep and goat showed that all
age cohorts, from newborn to old indi-
viduals were slaughtered at different
rates. We have a clear peak of slaughter at
the prime age for meat production, which
can be considered expected since we are
dealing with a city that obviously de-
mands meat to cover the nutritional
needs of its inhabitants. Amongst the an-
imals slaughterd we also have a number
of very young animals, indicative of early
slaughter to save the milk of the mother.
Additionaly, we have a good number of
older animals, above the age of 3 and up
to 8, which points to animals kept for
wool and/or reproduction. Therefore,
we could argue that even if the age of
most of the animals slaughtered at the site
represent an economic strategy targeting
the procurment of meat, secondary prod-
ucts were also important. In the case of
cattle, in contrast, our finds represent
young individuals slaughtered for their
meat.

The analysis of butchery marks
showed a very low occurrence of such
traces leading us to think that the fa-
voured cooking methods were boiling or
roasting in large pieces and removing the
meat from the bone after it was cooked
and had become soft. Pathological cases
were minimal showing that the flocks of
Sapinuwa comptised of animals in good
health and nutrition.

4 Bryce 2002; Chantre 1898; Secher,1995.
47 von den Driesch — Boessneck 1981, 33; Adcock
2020; Berthon 2017; Hollstein — Middea 2014;
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Zooarchaeological studies have been
carried out in several other Hittite sites.
In addition, many researchers, whether
archaeologists, historians or philologists
have discussed the matter of subsistence
and animal economy in Hittite times. It is
not our aim here to make an exhaustive
discussion of this very wide topic but we
would like to refer to some that we con-
sider important and helpful for contextu-
alising our finds.

The most famous Hittite site is per-
haps Bogazkoy/Hattusa, the capital of
the Hittite empire. The site was discov-
ered in the 19" century by a French ex-
plorer and has seen many years of exca-
vation under different directors and
teams*. The current excavations are run
by the DAI under Andreas Schachner.
There are several zooarchaeological stud-
ies carried out by Adcock 2020, Berthon
2017, Hollstein and Middea 2014, von
den Driesch and Boessneck 1981, von
den Driesch and Péllath 2004. Based on
these we will attempt a comparison of the
finds despite the fact that, since we deal
with large cities with areas with different
functions, we cannot be sure that the as-
semblages under consideration can be
considered to represent equivalent con-
texts. Considering the species proport-
tions of Bogazkdy/Hattusa, which served
as the capital of the Hittite Empire at cer-
tain intervals for 450 years, we see that
sheep, goats, cattle and pigs are the basis
of the livestock economy”. It has been
observed that caprines (sheep/goat) ate
represented with a very high rate in all the
assemblages examined®. Among the wild

von den Driesch — Boessneck 1981; von den
Driesch — Pollath 2004.
48 Adcock 2020, 130-137.
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species, the presence of red deer and hare
in both capitals stands out. Many more
species of wild animals were also re-
ported from Hattusa such as lion, leop-
ard, wild shep, wild goat and wild pig
which we did not find in our research. In
addition, fish bones were found in the
Middle and Late Bronze Age layers of
Hattusa®. No fish remains were found in
the faunal assemblage of Sapinuwa. The
first publication of animal bone finds
from Hattusa *” attracted the attention of
Hittitologist A. Unal *'. He provided very
interesting comparisons between the
zooarchaeological finds and cuneiform
texts. Worth noting is his disagreement
with Driesch and Boessneck’s suggestion
that the wild animals mentioned above
were actually eaten by the Hittites. To his
view these animals had a different role,
more likely related to ritual and magic ra-
ther than being table fare. The lack of
wild species in our assemblage, which we
consider to be comprised of kitchen
waste, agrees very well with Unal’s obser-
vation.

Another site in the area is Cadir
Hoytk. There, caprines (sheep/goats) are
the most commonly found animals, fol-
lowed by cattle and pigs™. There is a dif-
ference with Sapinuwa in terms of the
abundance of the pigs. Whilst at Cadir
Hoyuk pigs are third in importance, in
Sapinuwa they are so rare that they rank
10™ in the species sequence. An im-
portant Hittite city and religious center is
Kusakli/Sarissa. The site was reported to

49 Bursa 2007, 72.

50 yon den Driesch — Boessneck 1981.

51 Unal 1985.

52 Adcock 2020, 142.

53 Miller-Karpe 1995; Miller-Karpe 2002.
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be a very important religious, military and
administration center and a place where
Hittite kings came in the summer from
Hattusha to carry out religious festivals™.
Domestic  species in Ku§akh/éari§§a,
ranked in order of importance, are sheep,
goat, cattle, pig, horse, donkey and mule.
It was also stated that among these spe-
cies, sheep bones were most abundant™.
Amongst the wild species recovered red
deer, aurochs, wild sheep and wild goat
are mentioned. Red deer is widely found
in settlements of the Hittite Age, but the
presence of aurochs, wild sheep and wild
goats is striking.

A religious center, the Hittite sacred
city of Nerik was excavated at
Oymaagac™. In the zooarchaeological
tinds of the city, it was reported that al-
most all of the animal bones in the Late
Bronze Age layers at Oymaaga¢ Hoyuk
consisted of sheep/goat bones (85-90%).
Few remains of cattle and pigs were iden-
tified. The basis of the livestock economy
in the area consists of sheep and goat
rearing and, in this respect, the findings
of the zooarchaeological study at this set-
tlement are similar to ours. Other species
include hare, wolf, wild cat, bear, weasel,
and various small mammals™.

In the Late Bronze Age layer of Yu-
muktepe in Mersin, first cattle, then
sheep and finally goats are the most fre-
quently found animals, while the im-
portance of pigs decreased compared to
other periods excavated at this site. Con-
trary to finds at Sapinuwa, cattle occur in

> von den Driesch — Vagedes 1997, 122 -134.

% Czichon — Klinger 2005; Mielke — Czichon
2019.

56 Kunst — Bohm 2016, 89-92 ; Kunst et al. 2016,
193-224.
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high rates at Yumuktepe. While the wild
species assemblage is dominated by the
Mesopotamian fallow deer in Yumuk-
tepe, only red deer and hare are found
among the wild species in Sapinuwa®.
The presence of this species in Yumuk-
tepe can be explained by the geographical
location of the site within the range of the
natural habitat of Mesopotamian fallow
deer.

Sheep, goat and cattle form the basis
of meat consumption at Tell Atchana. Pig
is found in lesser amounts. While the ma-
jority of the examples represent adults, a
small number of examples represent in-
fants and young individuals®. High rep-
resentation of adult individuals at Tell
Atchana shows that the secondary prod-
ucts of animals were very important at the
site. A significant amount of terrestrial,
freshwater and matine mollusks have
been recovered from Tell Atchana show-
ing that mollusks were also important in
the diet of its inhabitants®. This is not
surprising given the geographical location
of Tell Atchana. No remains of mollusks
were found in the area we studied. In an-
other zooarcheology study report con-
ducted at Tell Atchana in 2007, it was
stated that the majority of mammal re-
mains represent cattle”’. This shows that,
unlike Sapinuwa, at Tell Atchana cattle
were motre numerous.

Turning to another area, that of the
Upper Tigris, we see a different pattern
of animal exploitation present at Kavusan
Hoyuk,  Giricano,  Mislimantepe,

57 Minniti 2014, 97.

58 Cakirlar — Rossel 2010, 141-146.
5 Cakirlar — Rossel 2010, 141-146.
60 Cakurlar 2008, 257-259.
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Hirbemerdon Tepe and Turbe Hoéytk.
Given in order of importance pig, cattle,
sheep and goat dominate in the livestock
economy in these five settlements.
Among these settlements, especially in
Kavusan Hoyuk and Giricano, pig pro-
vides the bulk of meat®. In the other
three settlements, the pig representation
is at a considerably higher rate than in
Sapinuwa. In general, when evaluated to-
gether with both Sapinuwa and other Hit-
tite settlements, the consumption of pigs
in the settlements in the Upper Tigris Re-
gion is quite high. This may be either ex-
plained by the different geograph-
ical/ecological zones the sites are located
in or by cultural differences as the above
sites are in the Mittani sphere of influence
rather than the Hittite.

At Gordion/Yasst Hoytk, whilst in
the 8" layer (1200 BC) we have equal pro-
portions of cattle and pig, in the 9™ layer
(1400 BC, Hittite Empire period) we have
an increase in cattle and decrease in pig™.
Considering these data, we think that the
attitudes of the Hittites towards pigs
probably affected the pig husbandry in
the settlements under their influence.

It is doubtful whether the chicken
was present in Anatolia in the Hittite Age.
The oldest and only record of the feeding
of chickens in the Late Bronze Age is
known from the settlement of Korucu-
tepe, near Elazig, in the easternmost part
of the Hittite Empire®. In the samples we
examined, no chickens were found

61 Berthon 2013, 148-250.
62 Zeder — Arter 1994, 109.
63 Dorfler et al. 2011, 115.

83



Animal Economy and Consumption at the Administration Sector of Hittite Capital Sapinuwa

among the species observed at the Sapi-
nuwa settlement.

Conclusion

Our study of the animal bone assem-
blage recovered in a particular location in
Sapinuwa demonstrated that meat con-
sumption was reliant on sheep and goats.
Cattle appear to have a much lesser con-
tribution, whilst striking is the minimal
presence of pig. Very few remains of red
deer, hare and patridge were also identi-
fied. The animal husbandry practices as
testified by the mortality profiles, reveal a
diverse economic structure aiming to har-
vest both meat and secondry products.
Only two cases of pathology were ob-
served amongst the bones examined,
speaking of flocks in good health and nu-
tritional status. Similarities between Sapi-
nuwa animal exploitation and other cities
under the influence of the Hittite regime
are observed even though local ecosys-
tems/ cultural traits define some diversifi-
cation.
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Uzun Ozet

Anadolu cogratyast konumu itibariyle Avrupa ve Asya’yt birbirine baglayan bir képrii duru-
mundadir. Bu durum g6z 6niine alindiginda, tarih boyunca bir¢ok medeniyet i¢in ugrak ve yerlesim
yeri olmast anlastlir bir durumdur. Bu medeniyetler arasinda yer alan Hitit Imparatorlugu, MO
2.binde Anadolu’ya kiiciik topluluklar halinde gelmis ve Kizilirmak kavsi igerisine yerlesmislerdir.
Yerlestikleri bolgelerdeki yerel kralliklarin yonetiminde kendini var etmeye baslayan Hititler, za-
manla Anadolu’yu egemenlikleri altina almislardir. Bugun Corum ilinin Bogazkale il¢esi yakinlarinda
bulunan ve MO 2. binyilda Orta Anadolu’da var olan Hitit 1mparatorlugu’nun baskenti Hattusa’dur.

Hitit ¢ivi yazili metinlerde 2000 kadar yer ad: bulunmaktadir ve arkeolojik arastirmalar Geg
Tung Cagr'na ait ¢cok sayida yerlesim ortaya c¢tkarmistir. S6z konusu bu yerlesim yerleri arasinda
bulunan Ortakdy/Sapinuva’da ele gecen tabletler tizerinde yapilan ¢alismalar sonucunda, bu kentin
Hititlerin bir diger baskenti oldugu anlasilmistir. Ortakdy/Sapinuva’da bugtine kadar yapilan kazi
calismalari idari binalarin yer aldigt “akropol” olarak tanimlanan Tepelerarast Bolgesi ve kutsal alan
olarak bilinen Agilénii Bolgesi olmak tizere iki ayr1 boélgede yuratilmistiir. Bu makale, Tepeleraras
Bolgesi G Alant kazi alanindan ele gecen kemik grubu tizerinden sehrin hayvancilik ekonomisini ve
titketim modellerini actklamay: amaglamaktadir. Alan MO 14. Yiizyila tarihlenen bir metal atélyesini
temsil etmektedir. Islik I olarak adlandirilan bu alandan ele gecen malzeme grubunun zzsitn olmadigt
belirtilmektedir. AtSlyenin islevini yitirmesinin ardindan diizenleme amactyla baska bélgelerden ge-
tirilen ve sehrin atiklari olarak nitelendirilen enkaz topragi ile dolduruldugu distnilmektedir.

Calismamiz kapsaminda incelenen hayvan kemikleri iizerinde morfolojik analiz ¢alismalari (ke-
mik ve dislerin siniflandirilmasi, karsilastirmali osteomorfoloji, kasaplik izleri, karnivor dis izleri,
paleopatoloji ve yaslandirma) ve sayisal yontemler (NISP, MNI) olmak tizere bir takim zooarkeoloji
yontemleri uygulanmustir. Morfolojik analiz ¢alismalari kapsaminda yer alan kasaplik izlerinin %3
gibi oldukea diistik bir oranla temsil edildigi gozlemlenmistir. Bu durum alandaki pisirme tekniginin
haslama olabilecegi gibi pisirmenin ardindan bir kesici alet kullanima gerek kalmaksizin etin kemik-
ten kolayca ayrilmis olabilecegi sonucuna varmamiza neden olmustur. Paleopatoloji sonuglarina
gore bir adet koyun/keciye ait humerus kemigi ile bir adet metakarpal kemigi tizerinde “osteoartrit”
olarak adlandirilan, halk dilinde kireclenme olarak bilinen, romatizmal bir hastaliga dair kanitlar
mevcuttur. Yalnizca 2 6rnek tizerinde s6z konusu hastaliga ait verilerin olmast alanda bulunan hay-
vanlarin genel olarak sagliklt olduklart ve alan insanlart tarafindan iyi bakidiklarini distindiirmekte-
dir. Disler ve kemikler tizerinde yapilan yaglandirma ¢alismalarinin sonuglarina gore tim yas aralik-
larinin dagilim igerisinde temsil edildigi gbzlemlenmistir. Bu durum hayvanlarin alanda belli bir stra-
teji olmaksizin, hem et ihtiyacint karsilamak hem de ikincil Griinlerinden (yiin,stit vb.) yararlanmak
gibi bir dizi ekonomik amag icin tutuldugunu gostermektedir. Sayisal yontemlerin sonuclart gz
Ontine alindiginda, hayvancilik ekonomisinin temelinin koyun ve keciye dayandigini séylemek
mimkindir. Sigirin oldukea az bir miktarda temsil edildigi ve sigir tiketiminde daha ¢ok genc
bireylerin tercih edildigi gézlemlenmistir. Domuz ve diger birkag tir ise topluluk igerisinde mini-
mum diizeyde temsil edilmektedir.

Yapmis oldugumuz calismada Ortakdy/Sapinuva ile Anadolu’daki diger Hitit ve Hitit Cagt
yasamis yetlesimlerin hayvancilik ekonomileri karsilastirilmis ve birtakim sonuglara ulasimistir. Bu
sonugclar g6z 6ntine alindiginda, karsilastirmalari yapilan yetlesimler ile Ortakdy/Sapinuva yetlesimi
arasinda benzerlikler oldugu kadar ekonomi modelleri ve ekoloji baglaminda da birtakim farklilik-
larin oldugu acik¢a gbzlemlenmistir. Yapilan karsilagtirmalar sonucunda, Geg Tung Cagr'nda gelis-
mis bir hayvancilik ekonomisi ile evcillestirme uygulamalarinin oldugu ortaya koyulmustur.
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Payne | Grant | Recommended Deniz and Payne Generalized
MWS | MWS absolute age (1982) age class
(Payne, 1973)
A 1-2 0-2 months Newborn
B 3-7 2-6 months 5 months Infant
C 8-18 6-12 months 3-14 months Young
D 19-28 1-2 years 11-30 months Pre-adult
E 29-33 2-3 years 24-47 months Pre-adult
F 34-37 3-4 years 33 months -6 years | Adult
G 38-41 4-6 years 4-7.5 years Adult
H 42-44 6-8 years 5-9.5 years Adult
I 45+ 8-10 years 7-10+ years Adult
Table 1
Species NISP %
(Ovis aries) Sheep 58 %0,71
(Capra hircus) Goat 112 %1,38
(Ovis/Capra) Sheep/goat 4908 %60,50
(Bos taurus) Cattle 490 %6,04
(Sus scrofa domesticus) Pig 8 %0,10
(Canis lupus familiaris) Dog | 4 %0,05
(Equus caballus) Horse 1 %0,01
(Equus asinus) Donkey %0,02
(Cervus elaphus) Red deer 15 %0,20
(Lepus europaeus) Hare 11 %0,14
(Aves) Bird 6 %0,07
(Perdixperdix) Partridge 3 %0,04
(Testudinidae) Turtle 2 %0,02
(Equidae) Equidae 1 %0,01
Cattle size 448 %35,52
Sheep size 106 %1,31
Pig size 46 %0,57
Goose size 1 %0,01
Unidentified parts 1890 %23,30
Total 8112 %100 Table 2
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NISP | % MNI | %
Sheep/goat 4908 | %88,1 99 %74,4
Sheep 58 %1 13 %9,8
Goat 112 %2 10 %7,5
Cattle 490 %38,8 11 %38,3
Table 6
Total 5568 | %100 133 | %100
Table 3
Skeletal element NISP NISP (%) Skeleton element NISP NISP (%)
0,
Scapula S Al Scapula 11 %4.8
Humerus 86 %6.3
Humerus 24 %10,4
Radius 92 %6.,8
Radius 17 %74
Ulna 72 %S5.3
0,
Radius+ulna 12 %0.9 Ll i 453
Metacarpal 80 %6.5 Metacarpal 10 %43
Pelvis 194 %143 Pelvis 15 %6,5
Femur 92 %6.8 Femur 13 %57
Tibi 139 %10,
o *10.2 Tibia 19 %8.3
Astragalus 13 %1,0
Astragalus 9 %?3,6
Calcaneum 51 %3,7
Calcaneum 14 %6,1
Metatarsal 78 %5.0
1.phalange 120 %38 Metatarsal 3 %1,3
2.phalange 27 %2.0 1.phalange 27 %11,7
3.phalange 10 %0,7 2.phalange 18 %7,8
Mandible 60 .4 3.phalange 16 %73
Mandible+teeth 46 %3.4
Mandible 11 %4,8
Maxilla 2 %0,1
Mandible+teeth 6 %2,6
Marxilla+teeth 23 %1,7
TP ~
Upper orbit p %01 Maxillatteeth 5 %2,2
Lower orbit 22 %1.6 Lower orbit 2 %0,9
Table 4 Table 5
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ON THE CLASSICAL SANCTUARY SPACE AND ITS NATURAL
CONTEXT: NATURE AS EXTENSION OR CONTAINER?

Idil Uger KARABABA”

Keywords: Ancient Greek and Roman Painting * Classical Sanctuary Space © Landscape-Architecture Relationship
Phenomenology * Perspective.

Abstract: Even though nature is accepted to be an integral part of classical architecture, there is limited
academic literature on this aspect. This paper aims to contribute to this literature with a focus on the trans-
formation of attitudes towards nature in classical culture and the influence of this transformation on sanctu-
ary planning. The first part, titled “Nature as Extension,” examines the integration of nature with the human-
made in the seemingly haphazard planning of the Sanctuary of Apollo at Delphi. In this sanctuary, myth,
nature, and the human-made merge through a phenomenological logic that employs movement and gaze as
its major constituents. The second part, titled “Nature as Container,” compares Delphi to the sanctuaries of
Athena at Lindos and Fortuna at Praeneste. Perspectival concepts developed in the Hellenistic petiod could
be thought of as instrumental in these sanctuaries, in the creation of an axial and symmetrical space focused
on the ascend to the temple. Ultimately, this paper argues that the rupture from nature in the Hellenistic and
Roman sanctuaries was a result of the demise of the Archaic mythological tradition and the institution of the
philosophical tradition in the democratic polis, humans questioned the dependence of their fate on the al-
mighty gods and defined themselves as the constructor of their own order. Uncontrolled nature became the
container of the chaos of the mythical, separate from the controlled human-made realm. The use of perspec-
tival concepts to create introverted spaces preoccupied with their own grandeur rather than the natural con-
text around them could have occurred only in such a cultural context.

KLASIK TAPINAK ALANLARINDA DOGAL PEYZAJIN YAPILI CEVREYLE ILISKiSi:
BiR UZANTI VEYA BAGLAM OLARAK DOGA

Anahtar Kelimeler: Eski Yunan ve Roma resim sanatr  Klasik tapmak alanlar: » Peyzaj- Mimari Iliskisi © Fenome-
noloji * Perspektif

Ozet: Dogal peyzajin klasik mimarlikla yakin iliskisi yaygin kabul géren bir anlayis olmasina ragmen, bu konu
tzerine yazilmis kaynaklar kisithdir. Bu makale, argiimaninin odagina antik diinyada insan-doga iliskisinin
doniigimund ve bu dontstimin kutsal alan planlamasina yansimalarini alarak, ge¢mis tartigmalara katkida
bulunmayi amagclar. “Bir Uzanti Olarak Doga” baslikli ilk bolimde, Delfi’deki Apollon kutsal alaninda, insan
yaptmi ve dogal olan arasindaki girift iliski incelenir. Bu kutsal alanda, tantilar ve insanoglu, insan yapimi ve
peyzaj, deneyime dayalt bir mekansal organizasyon mantgi ¢ercevesinde entegre edilir. “Bir Baglam Olarak
Doga” basliklt ikinci bélimde ise, Delfi, Lindos’taki Athena kutsal alant ve Praeneste’deki Fortuna kutsal
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alant ile kargilastirilir. Bu kutsal alanlarda, Helenistik donemde perspektif konusundaki iletlemeler sonucu
gindeme gelmis olabilecek bazi kavramlar, dogal peyzajdan kopuk, kontrolld bir i¢ mekan yaratilmasinda
etkili olurlar. Bu makale, Helenistik ve Roma dénemi kutsal alanlarindaki dogadan kopusun, antik Yunan
kentlerinin demokratiklesme stirecinde, Arkaik mitolojik gelenegin kirlip felsefi gelenegin yerlesmesi ile ilis-
kilendirilebilecegini 6ne siirer. Bu kirilma sonucu insan, kendi kaderinin belirleyicisi olarak dizen kurmaya
kendini muktedir saymaya bagslar. Doga tanrilarin mekan tuttugu kaotik bir yer olarak kentten soyutlanir.
Insan, ancak boyle bir kiiltiirel ¢ergevede, kendini dogal baglamdan kopuk kendi anitsalligina odaklanan me-

kanlar yapmaya ciiret eder.

Nature and The Ancient Greeks

For the early ancient Greeks, the
boundary between the gods and nature
was blurred. In his Theogony, Hesiod tells
us that the first-generation Greek gods
and goddesses represented the nature it-
self. Ge was the deep-breasted earth, Ura-
nus was the statlit sky, and their children,
Titans and Cyclopes, were the raw forces
of nature. These were followed by a sec-
ond generation of Greek gods and god-
desses, who had control over nature.
Zeus controlled skies, Poseidon seas,
Hades underground, and Artemis ani-
mals. This second generation of gods and
goddesses resided in altars and temples in
nature at locations fitting to their identi-
ties defined by the myths. Olympus, the
highest mountain in Greece, was home to
the gods; Poseidon controlled seas from
Cape Sounion and Apollo claimed Mount
Parnassus as his'. Because of this blurred
relationship between the divine and the
natural, any interference with nature by
humans demanded reconciliation with
the deities. Building, as a massive inter-
vention, therefore, was a field of

! Hughes 2014, 44-46; Norberg-Schulz 1984, 28-30.

2 Waterhouse 1993, 100.

reconciliation that integrated human-
made with natural.”

Starting with the sixth century, a
quest to understand the truth behind life
through philosophical reasoning, and not
to accept it only as a result of the whims
of gods, became the pursuit of philoso-
phers. The inquiry of arche by the Pre-So-
cratic philosophers can be thought of as
the first scientific question, which was
later related to the question of ethics by
Plato and Aristotle.” Through the institu-
tion of democracy, humans felt the
power and necessity to demand control
of their own lives and fates. Vernant'
identifies the fifth century in Athens as
the tragic moment, in which, through
tragedies, humans questioned god’s
power over their destinies. Within the
context of the democratic polis, philoso-
phers rejected the traditional mythologi-
cal explanations of the world and pro-
fessed that the truth about nature could
be discovered by the human mind
through abstract reasoning or observa-
tion. This attitude resulted in a rupture of
humans from the divine nature, separat-
ing the human-made from the natural.

3 Discussion on the mythological versus philosophical worldview of ancient Greeks is inspired by Kaan
Atalay, Doctor of Philosophy at Istanbul Bilgi University. See Kirk et.al. 1957.

* Vernant-Vidal-Naquet 1990, 23-28.
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There is a common preconception
that depictions of nature or landscapes
are mostly missing from early Greek art
and literature. This preconception was
created mainly by the nineteenth century
Romantics, who, in their newly found ob-
session with nature, discussed the lack of
response to and representation of nature
in Grecek art and literature’. Among them,
Friedrich von Schilletr® argued that
Greeks were too close to nature and in
accord with it to see it as something out-
side themselves and represent. Alexander
von Humboldt’ tied the lack of depiction
of nature as a distinct branch of poetic lit-
erature to the anthropocentrism of Greek
art. John Ruskin® suggested four reasons
for the failure of the Greeks to respond
to nature. First, he argued that Greeks
could not distinguish the landscape from
all the divinities that occupied it. Second,
he claimed that Greeks were indifferent
to the beauties of nature as they lived in
the beautiful Greek landscape. Third, he
suggested that Greeks did not feel melan-
choly towards nature since they did not
experience the urban life of modern man.
Fourth, he believed that since Greeks
were obsessed with symmetry, they
feared the disorderly, unbalanced, and
rugged nature.

Later scholars persuasively argue
against these nineteenth century precon-
ceptions by showing that in Archaic and
Classical literature and art, references to
nature were rich and varied. Yet, recent

5 Hurwit 1991, 34-35.

6 Schiller 1981, 34.

7 Humboldt 1844, 22.

8 Ruskin 1904, 187-190.
9 Leach 1988.

10 Hurwit 1991.
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comprehensive studies on this topic are
still meagre. One of the few detailed stud-
ies is by Eleanor Winsor Leach, who, in
The Rhbetoric of Space,” examines the Roman
depictions of nature in literature and art
and compares it to Greek depictions
through references to Homer. Jeffrey
Hurwit," in his article “The Representa-
tions of Nature in the Early Greek Art,”
deals with the depiction of nature in
Greek art with references to literary
sources. His article provides a secure
ground for anyone researching Greek at-
titudes to nature and its conception in
later scholarship.'' Most recently, Donald
Hughes'?explores Greek and Roman atti-
tudes to nature within the framework of
environmental philosophy and ecology.

Even though nature is accepted to be
an integral part of Greek architecture,
there is also limited scholarship on this
aspect, perhaps due to the speculative
character of this issue. Important excep-
tions are Vincent Scully’s, Christian
Norberg-Schulz’s, and Alan Water-
house’s studies. Scully’s The Earth, the
Temple and the Gods” is one of the rare
books devoted to the relationship of
Greek sanctuaries to their surrounding
landscape. Norberg-Schulz,"* in his
books on the phenomenology of archi-
tecture, attracts attention to the topolog-
ical character of Greek architecture and
its assimilation to genius loci. Alan

1 Hurwit 1991, 56-57, refers to Murray 1912;
Fairclough 1930; Segal 1963; Nicolson 1959, 38-
39; Elliger 1975; Redfield 1975, 188-192 Bonnafé
1984 and Anderson 1976, 17.

12 Hughes 1994; 2014.

13 Scully 1962.

14 Norberg-Schulz 1975; 1984.
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Waterhouse®, in his Boundaries of the City,
devotes the chapter titled “Cities in a
God-Filled Landscape” to Greek and Ro-
man architecture and planning, and ar-
gues that the primary purpose of classical
architecture and planning was “reconcili-
ation by articulating and dissolving the
boundaries of the landscape.”

This paper aims to contribute to this
literature by discussing the definition of
nature in classical culture, and the trans-
formation of this definition through the
study of literature, art, and architecture.
Within this general framework, it focuses
on the influence of this transformation
on sanctuary planning and organizes the
discussion mainly in two parts. In the first
part, titled “Nature as Extension,” it ex-
amines the integration of nature with the
human-made in the seemingly haphazard
planning of the Sanctuary of Apollo at
Delphi. In the second part, titled “Nature
as Container,” it compares Delphi to the
sanctuaries of Athena at Lindos and For-
tuna at Praeneste. In these sanctuaries,
nature can be defined as the container of
the introverted and axial sanctuary space
detached from its surrounding landscape.
Ultimately, this paper argues that the rup-
ture from nature in the Hellenistic sanc-
tuaties was a result of the demise of the
mythological tradition and the institution
of the philosophical tradition. This was
brought forth by the democratization of
the Greek polis and the development of
abstract reasoning by the philosopher-
scientists that positioned nature not as
their extension but as the other to be ob-
served.

15 Waterhouse 1993, 100.
16 Translation by Leach 1988, 30.
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Nature As Extension

In Archaic and Classical Greek liter-
atutre, nature was described as the beauti-
ful or the sublime, and often used as a
simile or metaphor for the characteristics
of a human being or the mood of an
event. One of the most prominent exam-
ples of literature here is, of course,
Homer and his 1/iad and Odyssey.

Eleanor Winsor Leach,'® attracts at-
tention to the description of a harbour in
Ithaca by Homer in Odyssey:

“There is, in the demos of Ithaca, a hat-
bour belonging to Phorcys, the old man
of the sea. Two projecting headlands
steep and sharp, embrace the harbour.
They keep off the great waves from the
tempestuous winds outside. Within, well-
oared ships can ride at anchor without
mooring when they have come within the
boundary of the cove. At the head of the
harbour is a slender-leaved olive. Nearby
is a cave, lovely in darkness, sacred to the
nymphs they call Naiads.” (Odyssens, X111.
96-106)17

In this quote, the harbour is de-
scribed as a site of temporary rest and
self-renewal after the long journey of
Odysseus. However, more importantly,
in addition to its description as a peaceful
place, certain natural elements of the har-
bour are mentioned since they are con-
nected to the protagonist through their
symbolic significance. The headlands em-
brace Odysseus’ ship in his homecoming
to his motherland. The olive tree points
to Athena’s protection of the hero, and
the cave belonging to the weaving
nymphs refers to Odysseus’ cleverness

17 Translation by Leach 1988, 30.
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and his wife Penelope’s fidelity.

As an example of the sublime depic-
tions of nature in Homer, Jeffrey Hur-
wit'® refers to the below quote from the
Iliad. Here, nature becomes a metaphor
for a breakthrough within the violence of
the Trojan War:

11

. an Argive breakthrough - bright as
the moment Zeus the lord of lightning
moves from a craggy mountain ridge a
storm cloud massing dense and all the
lookout peaks stand out and the jutting
cliffs and the steep ravines and down
from the high heavens bursts the bound-
less bright air ...” (I/iad, XV1. 347-53).

Again, in lliad, Homer portrays Pa-
troclus as a character, who, in his frustra-
tion with Achilles, describes him through
metaphors taken from nature and
through references to its sublime charac-
teristics:

“You heart of iron! He was not your fa-
ther, the horseman Peleus — Thetis was
not your mother. Never. The salt grey
sunless ocean gave you birth and the
towering blank rocks — your temper is
so relentless.” (I/iad, XV1. 37-40)

As another example, Sappho force-
fully contrasts the serenity of the beauti-
fully imagined landscape with the restless
mood of a lover:

<«

the rosy-fingered moon after sunset,
Surpassing all the stars, its light
Spreads over the salt sea

Alike and the field of flowers,

And the lovely dew is shed, and roses
bloom and tender

Chervil and blossoming melilot.

To and fro wandering,

18 Hurwit 1991, 35.
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She remembers gentle Atthis with
yearning,

Surely her tender heart is heavy ...” (Po-
etarum Lesbiorum Fragmenta, 90)

Plato presents a scene in Phaedrus,
where Socrates and Phaedrus converse in
a setting in the country, fitting the mood
of the dialogue about erotic love. Socra-
tes describes this setting by the foot of
Ardettos Hill in relation to his senses and
his body:

“By Hera, it really is a beautiful resting
place. The plane tree is tall and very
broad; the chaste-tree, high as it is, is
wonderfully shady, and since it is in full
bloom, the whole place is filled with its
fragrance. From under the plane tree the
loveliest spring runs with very cool wa-
ter- our feet can testify to that. The place
appears to be dedicated to Achelous and
some of the Nymphs, if we can judge
from the statues of girls and votive of-
ferings. Feel the freshness of the air;
how pretty and pleasant it is; how it ech-
oes with summery, sweet song of the ci-
cadas’ chorus! The most exquisite thing
of all, of course, is the grassy slope: it
rises so gently that you can rest your
head perfectly when you lie down on it.”
(Phaedras, 230b-c).

In contrast to these rich and varied
references to nature in Archaic and Clas-
sical Greek literature, depiction of nature
in Archaic art was meagre and simple.
Lack of representation of nature as a
place or setting in Greek art has mostly
been tied to the focus of Archaic Greeks
on the representation of figure and event.
Natural elements on pottery can be seen
frequently and only in simple forms of
rocks and other landforms, trees and
other vegetation, and water."” These can

19 Natural elements in Greek art are discussed by
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act as narrative props of the well-known
stories of myths or as attributes of gods
and goddesses: vines are emblematic of
Dionysiac activity, Sisypos needs a hill to
roll his rock up, or Sinis uses a pine tree
to kill.

Natural elements on pottery can also
be used as symbols for virtues or the
mood of the figure represented. On an
Attic calyx crater representing the dice
game between Achilles and Ajax, there is
a palm tree with five fronds behind Achil-
les and four fronds behind Ajax (Fig. 1).
Five fronds point to the superiority of
Achilles, whereas four fronds inferiority
of Ajax.”” On the Polyksena Sarcophagus
now in the Museum of Troy, Polyksena’s
mother, Hekabe sits under a tree without
leaves.”' This tree is a symbol of the sor-
row of the mother, who had lost her child
to sacrifice, and of the mourners behind
her. Right arm of the middle mourner
merges with the branches of the tree,
which mimics the gestures of the women
in despair (Fig. 2).

As a result, it is possible to argue that
nature in Archaic Greek literature and art
was not depicted as a space or a back-
ground, in which the events took place.
Rather, it was integrated into the narra-
tive as an extension of the figures, integral
to them. Here I want to move onto archi-
tecture and argue that similarly, at the
Sanctuary of Apollo at Delphi, nature
does not constitute a background/con-
tainer in one of the most beautiful land-
scapes of Greece. The human-made

Heinemann 1910; Waywell 1969; Wegener 1985,
4-10; Carroll-Spillecke 1985; Birge 1982; Hurwit
1991; Giiven 2012.

20 Symbolism of the palm tree is discussed by Mil-
ler 1979 and Sourvinou-Inwood 1985, 125-146.

108

becomes an extension of the natural to-
pography in this site, located at the slopes
of Mount Parnassus descending towards
the Pleistos Valley.

Mythological stories connect the hu-
man-made to the natural at the Sanctuary
of Apollo at Delphi. These stories, which
attest mythological significance to the
landscape, are the governing factors be-
hind the location of the site itself and its
most conspicuous element, the temple
dedicated to Apollo. According to Greek
mythology, Delphi literally marked the
centre of the wotld. Zeus released two ea-
gles from opposite ends of the earth,
which met in the sky above Delphi. The
omphales, or the navel stone, marked this
centre on the site.”” Delphi was also a par-
ticularly important sanctuary of Ge, or
Mother Earth. One of her children, the
serpent Python, was the ancient guardian
of Delphi's Castalian Spring. Apollo
killed the Python, captured the spring,
and founded the oracle at Delphi.”
Pythia, the priestess, who delivered the
sacred words of Apollo, sat on a tripod in
the inner chamber at the basement of the
Temple of Apollo.”* Researchers believe
that this chamber was located on a chasm
on the earth’s surface, which opened as a
result of a massive earthquake. Through
this chasm, poisonous gases were emit-
ted, causing the trance state of the Pythia.

Therefore, the construction of the
Sanctuary of Apollo at this particular site
and the Temple of Apollo on a chasm at
this location was justified by the myths

21 Cevirici 20006, 53-57.

22 Scott 2014.

23 Fontenrose 1959, 13-22.
24 Norberg-Schulz 1975, 63.
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identifying the natural characteristics of
the site. In other words, through myths,
the human-made and the natural were
reconciled at this site. Here, 1 also would
like to argue that locations of other struc-
tures encircling the temple and making up
the sanctuary space were also determined
through an organizational logic, which
connected the human-made and the nat-
ural. This logic ensured the experience of
the site in full integration with the nature
around it.

Sanctuary of Apollo at Delphi, alt-
hough in existence from the eighth cen-
tury B.C.E., became the most important
oracular centre of the Greek world during
the sixth to fourth centuries B.C.E. Dur-
ing this period, it developed by the con-
struction of many commemorative mon-
uments in the form of treasuries, col-
umns, sculptures and sculpture groups
(Fig. 3). These monuments, which were
dedicated by Greek cities or private indi-
viduals, celebrated the power and victory
of their dedicators. In time, Delphi be-
came a sort of museum of Greek history
because of these monuments.

The sacred road among these monu-
ments was developed in time by the addi-
tion of the treasuries and the monuments
along it.” It, in fact, assumed its final
form and was paved during the Roman
period (Fig. 4). Therefore, during the var-
ious building phases, circulation inside
the sanctuary was left free, allowing

25 New studies undermine the notion of a single
main route through the sanctuary. See Roesch
1984, 187-188; Jacquemin 1999, 32-33 and Scott
2010, 24.

26 Scott 2010.

27 Scully 1962, 108-115; Scully 1991, 57-63.
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various paths to be defined among the
treasuries and dedicatory monuments.
Even though the ritual entrance to the
site had always been from the southeast
corner, multiple entrances opening to the
city of Delphi surrounding the sanctuary
further added to the freedom of move-
ment inside.

The treasuries and dedicatory monu-
ments were located on different grounds
and angles in a seemingly haphazard fash-
ion on the sacred road. It seems like there
was no conscious planning effort in their
placements. Recent scholarship argues
otherwise. For example, Michael Scott™
in Delphi and Olympia scrutinizes the polit-
ical rationale behind the seemingly hap-
hazard locations of certain treasuries and
monuments in the sanctuary. In this pa-
per, I am not going to look into the spe-
cific locations of particular monuments,
but in the same vein as Scully”” and
Norberg-Schulz*® discuss the existence of
a phenomenological logic under the
seemingly haphazard spatial organization
of the Sanctuary of Apollo at Delphi. In
order to form an understanding for the
twenty-first century viewer of this classi-
cal phenomenological logic, I will make
use of contemporary examples.”

I will start with the early twentieth
century still life paintings of Cezanne,
which I find instrumental in explaining
the organizational logic behind the com-
memorative monuments of the Sanctuary

28 Norberg-Schulz 1975, 63-65; Norberg-Schulz
1984, 28-30.

2 Here, I feel compelled to emphasize that my ar-
gument is one of many possible ways of experi-
encing the site. Yet, I believe that this argument is
worthwhile because of its emphasis on the rela-
tion of the site to the nature surrounding it.
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of Apollo at Delphi. The seemingly hap-
hazard placement of these monuments
resembles the seemingly haphazardly
drawn objects in the still-life paintings of
Cezanne with the presumed mistakes in
petspective. Etle Loran,” in his analysis,
shows us that shifting planes of these ob-
jects that seem to float on wvarious
grounds attest to different viewpoints of
the painter, therefore movement of the
painter when painting (Fig. 5).”' So just as
the dynamic gaze of Cezanne is the major
constituent of his compositions, in the
Sanctuary of Apollo at Delphi, the dy-
namic gaze of the architect can be
thought of as the constituent element in
the spatial arrangement of its commemo-
rative monuments.

Ancient Greek architects made no
use of drawings in planning the layout of
their sanctuaries in the way architects do
today.”” In modern planning, spatial rela-
tions are contemplated on paper through
bird’s eye view drawings that abstract the
experience of the site. The layout of the
monuments at a Greek sanctuary was not
drawn on a two-dimensional medium but
sculpted through observations from the
eye level and was formulated for the gaze
of the pedestrian movement. The plan-
ning was done on site, letting the specifics

30 Loran 1970, 76-77.

31 Maryse Posenaer, Doctor of Art History at
Sabanci University argues that these different
viewpoints could attest to the movement of the
painter when painting.

32 For a discussion of whether ancient Greek ar-
chitects used architectural drawings see Coulton
1977, 53-54; Kostof 1977, 3-27; Haselberger
1985, 126-132; Robbins 1994, 10-11; Perez-
Gomez and Pelletier 2000, 97-105.

33 This idea of the moving body of the architect is
against the Doxiades 1937 claim that classical
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of the landscape take the primary role. At
the centre of this landscape, stood the ar-
chitect with his sightlines and his moving
body tailoring the experience of the
three-dimensional relationships of the
built environment.”

To explain further this organiza-
tional logic, integrating gaze and move-
ment as its major constituents, I want to
call it cinematic and refer to the director
Sergei Eisenstein.’ In his well-known ar-
ticle “Montage and Architecture,” Eisen-
stein mentions Choisy’s analysis of the
Parthenon and reinterprets it through
cinematic concepts such as shots, se-
quence and montage.” At the Sanctuary
of Apollo at Delphi, cinematic concepts
could also be helpful in explaining the ex-
perience of the site and its organizational
logic. In cinematic terms, it might be ar-
gued that the seemingly haphazard place-
ment of the dedicatory monuments and
treasuries on the multiple flexible paths
of the sanctuary allows multiple mov-
ing/viewing sequences for whoever ex-
periences the site. This plurality of mon-
tage sequences results in multiple narra-
tives of Greek history extending to vari-
ous geographies and times, juxtaposed
through the moving body and gaze of
each visitor.

sanctuaries were planned according to the sight-
lines from a fixed point.

34 Eisenstein 1989, 117-121.

3 FHisenstein 1989, 117-121, quotes Choisy’s anal-
ysis of the Acropolis in Athens in his attempt to
unravel the moving/viewing sequence of the site.
He suggests that Choisy’s analysis reveals the me-
ticulously calculated shots of first impressions
that the buildings of the Acropolis create. These
impressions make up a montage sequence, reveal-
ing themselves shot by shot while walking on the
Acropolis.
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Such a plurality of montage se-
quences in twentieth-century cinematic
terms finds its basis in what Jocelyn
Penny Small, in her article “Time in
Space: Narrative in Classical Art,” ex-
plains as the lack of interest in linear
chronological sequencing in ancient
Greek art.” She ties this to the relative
rarity of literacy in ancient times, which
renders a different thought pattern for
the ancient mind based on hierarchical re-
lationships, rather than ours that de-
mands a chronological sequence with a
beginning and an end.”” This thought pat-
tern, based on the memorizing practices
of the oral tradition and supported by the
inflected nature of both ancient Greek
and Roman languages, is attuned to dis-
secting events into episodes that unfold
in a non-linear order. Ancient Greek de-
pictions of events in art, therefore, defy
linear chronological sequence, since they
are organized either according to the hi-
erarchical relationships of these episodes
or compress time representing a set of
episodes together.”® Therefore, I would
like to argue that these modes of repre-
sentation of time can be thought of as re-
sulting in layered compositions, which al-
low the viewer to arrange the episodes of
an event in any sequence she/he wants.

36 Small 1999, 562 claims that “strict sequencing
of events in the order that they actually happened
was not of paramount interest in antiquity.” For
similar observations she refers to Snodgrass 1982,
11-12 and Toynbee 1965, 61.

37 Small 1999, 557, claims that even though liter-
acy was not widespread in antiquity, artists were
among the first to be literate.

38 Small 1999, 563-564, gives the Francois Vase
(570-560 B.C.E.) as an example of hierarchical ar-
rangement. On this vase, the events are not ar-
ranged with a chronological order, and the Wed-
ding of Peleus and Thetis as the most important
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An example especially relevant here
is a painting by Polygnotos of Thasos (ac-
tive ca. 470-460 B.C.E) covering the walls
of the Lesche (Club House) built by
Cnidians at the Sanctuary of Apollo at
Delphi” (Fig. 4, 61). This painting did
not survive until our time. Yet, it was de-
scribed in detail by Pausanias, who was a
Greek traveller and geographer in the
second century C.E. From his descrip-
tion, we learn that the walls of the Club
House were covered by murals depicting
scenes from two stories of Homer: Sack
of Troy (Iliupersis) and Odepius’ journey
to Hades (Nekyia). Mark D. Stansbury-
O’Donnell’s  recent  reconstruction®
places Iliupersis on the right and Nekyia
on the left, occupying the walls of the
room like brackets. Stansbury-O’Donnell
argues that these stories were divided into
various episodes, which were juxtaposed
on two or three grounds on the wall plane
(Fig. 6). These episodes, although they
belong to these particular events, also ex-
tend to different times and places
through their protagonists. Therefore, we
can claim that they intricately interweave
various times and places, without atten-
tion to linear chronological sequence, at
different layers of one big composition.
This layering of various episodes of a

event occupies the widest band on the shoulder
on both sides. Small 1999, 566-567 also gives La-
conian Cup (550-530 B.C.E.), as an example for
compression of time in a single scene. On this
cup, the story of the Blinding of Polyphemus is
natrated as a single scene through depiction of at-
tributes of sequential events together such as the
legs of the half-eaten companion, the cup of wine
and the pole.

39 Kebric 1983.

40 Stansbury-O’Donnell 1989; Stansbury-O’Don-
nell 1990.
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story resembles the layered composition
of treasuries and dedicatory monuments
of the sanctuary at Delphi, telling the his-
tory of Greeks in the multiple montages
created through the multiple mov-
ing/viewing sequences of the visitors."

One other cinematic concept that
might be helpful in understanding the
overall organization of the Sanctuary of
Apollo is the “establishing shot.” In
filmmaking, these shots establish the
overall spatiotemporal context of the
events. Thus, the establishing shots, at
the Sanctuary of Apollo at Delphi, can be
thought of as the constants within the
plurality of the montage sequences re-
minding the totality/reality of the sanctu-
ary within its physical and temporal con-
text. The multiple montage sequences ex-
tending the space and time of the sanctu-
ary to various geographies and times in
history were brought back to here and
now through the establishing shots,
which can be defined as views/frames
from particular locations. The human-
made is merged with the landscape in
these frames.

One such establishing shot can be
thought to be located at the opening on
the upper terrace of the sacred road called
the Halos (Fig. 4, 32a). This opening,
which is conjectured to have been left
open to receive ritual gatherings, was not
built over throughout the building history
of the site.*” Especially by the end of the
fourth century B.C.E., when the two
sides of the first part of the sacred road
were defined by the commemorative
monuments and treasuries, this opening
became the locus where the visitor was

41 Karababa 2019.
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exposed to the totality of the site. In the
much more defined first part of the sa-
cred road, the visitor was temporarily iso-
lated from the exterior. Yet, when he/she
turned up the contour and walked past
the Athenian treasury (Fig. 4, 27), the
view opened up, allowing vistas to the
surrounding landscape.

Straight ahead, the cliffs making up
the gorge of the Castalian Spring came
into view (Fig. 7). The gorge naturally
opening up towards the sanctuary echoed
the sacred road opening up at this locus
towards the natural. On the left of the sa-
cred road, sza of the Athenians, polygo-
nal wall of the temple platform, Temple
of Apollo and the steep slope of the
Phaedriades Mountains framing the sanc-
tuary became visible (Fig. 8). The polygo-
nal terrace wall echoed in form the sur-
face of the slope, suggesting continuity
between the human-made and the natu-
ral; and the columns of the temple and
the s7oa appeared as intervening human-
made layers. On the right of the sacred
road, a sweeping view of the valley al-
lowed a complete understanding of the
location of the site within the natural
landscape.

Another establishing shot can be po-
sitioned at the top rows of the theatre.
The theatre is nestled into the earth, du-
plicating the hollow concave space cre-
ated by the slopes of the Phaedriades
Mountains above it. Looking down from
the top of the cavea, multiple layers of the
site are montaged in a single unifying
frame. The human-made terraces, on
which the theatre, Temple of Apollo, the
treasuries, the gymnasium and the

4 Jacquemin 1999, 34; Scott 2010, 42.
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Sanctuary of Athena Pronaia stand,
merge with the layers of the natural to-
pography descending towards the bot-
tom of the valley (Fig. 9).

As a conclusion, it is noteworthy to
add that the establishing shots of the
Sanctuary of Apollo at Delphi were from
the loci, where the ritual performances
were held. We, therefore, can suggest that
at these loci, the site, conceived as a part
of its surrounding natural landscape,
acted as a stage for the performances in-
tegrating the mythological and the mun-
dane, i.e., gods and humans.

Nature As Container

The spatial organization of the Sanc-
tuary of Apollo at Delphi, allowing vari-
ous moving/viewing sequences in full in-
tegration with the surrounding nature,
contrasts starkly to the spatial organiza-
tion of some later sanctuaries exemplified
by the Hellenistic Sanctuary of Athena at
Lindos® and the Roman Sanctuary of
Fortuna at Praeneste" (Figs. 10, 11)."
The spatial organization of these sanctu-
aries reveals an obsessive control over the
moving/viewing sequences in contrast to

4 Hollinshead (2012) argues that the sanctuary
was rebuilt probably according to an all-encom-
passing plan in the third century B.C.E. as a result
of its total destruction after a fire in the fourth
centuty.

4 Filser (2013) argues that the sanctuary was built
as a single unified design with Hellenistic influ-
ence during the late second century B.C.E.

45 These sites are chosen because they ate the eat-
liest examples that illustrate my point of view
cleatly. We can add to these most of the later Ro-
man sanctuaries, which confirm to this later mode
of axial planning. In most of the Roman sanctu-
aries temples are located at the focal point of an
axis, and the sanctuary is an introverted system
that exercises control over movement and gaze.

I U. Karababa

the freedom in the Sanctuary of Apollo at
Delphi. An axial approach to the temple
located at the focus of ascending terraces
dominates the sanctuary space in these
examples. Everything else situated sym-
metrically along this axis constructs an in-
terior, in which the human-made is de-
tached from its surrounding environ-
ment.

The axial mode of planning present
in such sanctuaries can be intimately
linked with the development of perspec-
tive as a representation tool, which began
with the scenographic trials in Greek
painting at the end of the fifth century
B.CE.*. Vitruvius (De Architectura 7.
Praefatio. 11) mentions that the Athenian
painter Agatharchos painted the first
tragic set and wrote a treatise about it in
the late fifth century B.C.E."" This treatise
led Anaxagoras and Democritus to for-
mulate their own ideas on the representa-
tion of three-dimensions in stage paint-
ings in the late-fifth and eatly-fourth cen-
turies B.C.E. Ultimately in the late-fourth
and early-third centuries B.C.E., Euclid
wrote his Theorem 8 explaining perspec-
tive in his book on Op#ies.*

46 Soy6z 2010, 1-101; Bek 1993.

47 Scenographia literally means stage painting or
scene painting, but the term came to be used as
the term for spatial perspective, because it was
first employed in the painted stage settings de-
signed for theatrical performances. Pollitt 1974,
240-245, discusses the historical accuracy of Vi-
truvius’ statement about Agatharchos. He sus-
pects that this statement perhaps was anachronis-
tic, and a fully developed system of perspective
described by Vitruvius may not have taken shape
until the third or second century.

4 The issue of existence of an all-encompassing
system of perspective in classical painting and its
presumed methods is a matter of ongoing schol-
arly dispute. Most recent sources discussing this
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Several Greek theatres trebuilt or
built in the Hellenistic period were prob-
ably the main schools of perspective
painting.” Vitravius (De Architectura 5. 6.
8) describes tragic, comic and satyric sets
representing palace facades, houses with
balconies and landscapes. These were
painted on wooden panels called pinakes,
which were inserted into the openings on
the stage buildings. By the mid-fourth
century B.C.E., we sce the three-dimen-
sional representation of a palace facade
with receding lines on a Arater from Ta-
rentum. Scene paintings on the walls of
the Roman houses in Pompeii and
Boscoreale, which date from the mid-first
century B.C.E., are also thought to be a
continuation of the tradition rooted in
Hellenistic stage paintings (Fig. 12).

Here, I would like to argue that this
new visual regime in painting based on
the three-dimensional representation of
space could have caused a new approach
to spatial planning to develop among an-
cient architects during the Hellenistic pe-
tiod.” Architects, aware of the perspec-
tival constructions in painting, by the
Hellenistic period, might have started ac-
commodating certain concepts of space
related to perspective.

These concepts of space related to
perspective are best explained by Erwin
Panofsky in his foundational book

issue with references to earlier discussions are To-
bin 1990, 14-40; Perez-Gomez and Pelletier 2000,
97-105; Gros 2008, 1-17; Stinson 2011, 403-426;
Sinisgalli 2012; Scholari 2012, 24-46.

49 Bieber 1939, 249-252; Beyen 1938, 97-207 and
352-359; Little 1935; Little 1936; Little 1956;
1971.

50 Algra 1994, 38, argues that “Until the period of
Hellenistic schools neither Greek common par-
lance, nor the eatly philosophical Greek had a
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Perspective as a Symbolic Form. Panofsky’s
ideas on ancient perspective have been
largely contested in the later scholarship,
but I believe that his discussion on the
perspectival conception of space is still
relevant. Panofsky’'starts his book with
Durer’s description of perspective as un-
derstood in the Renaissance: “Item Per-
spectiva ist ein lateinisch Wort, bedeutt
ein Durchsehung” (Perspectiva is a Latin
word which means seeing through). Per-
spective, therefore, transforms the entire
view into a “window” through which we
look into space.”® Through this window,
the reality of the psychophysiological
space is translated into an abstract math-
ematical construct, which is fixed by a
single immobile eye. This abstract math-
ematical construct is unchanging and ho-
mogeneous.

Thus, a regime of spatial planning
based on perspectival concepts exercises
obsessive control over how the point of
view of the observer should be located in
space. Not only the solids, but also the
voids in between these solids, are de-
signed as the location of the viewpoints.
A defined path for the movement/gaze
of the viewer is formulated/shaped by
concepts of axiality, infinity and homoge-
neity.

At the sanctuaries in Lindos and
Praeneste, we can see that these concepts

term exclusively denoted space. In this respect
Epicurus and Stoics were important innovators.”
This quest to define space in Hellenistic philo-
sophical schools can be related to our discussion.
51 Panofsky 1991, 27.

52 Panofsky 1991, 76, refers to Leon Battista Al-
berti, Della Pittura, 56: “I insctribe a quadrangle . .
. which is considered to be an open window
through which I see what I want to paint.”
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related to perspective dominated the or-
ganization of architectural space. The u-
shaped porticoes defining the terraces
not only frame the voids but also the gaze
and direct it inwards towards the sym-
metry axis (Figs. 10, 11). There is an ob-
vious control on what is being perceived
and at what intervals on this axis. The
voids, as moving channels with ramps or
stairs, or as terraces defined by porticoes,
make up a system that is introverted and
homogeneous. This introverted system is
preoccupied with its own grandeur rather
than the natural context around it.

Epilogue

This new understanding of space
based on perspectival concepts caused
the rupture of the human-made from the
natural context in Hellenistic and later in
Roman architecture. Yet, ultimately, de-
velopment of perspective could be tied
with the development of the philosophi-
cal worldview in the classical culture that
started with the Pre-Socratic philoso-
phers in the sixth century. The inquiry of
arche by the Pre-Socratic philosophers can
be thought of as the first scientific ques-
tion, which gave birth to practical science
in the Hellenistic petiod.” So the interest
in optics can be intimately linked with hu-
manity’s dare to separate themselves
from the will of gods and search for truth
through  abstract  reasoning  and

53 Osborne 2006, 72-93, explains the birth of ra-
tional thought by Pre-Socratic philosophers and
its development after Socrates by Plato and Aris-
totle. He attracts attention to the development of
practical science in the Hellenistic period and
claims that “science began to flex its muscles as a
quite sepatrate activity from philosophy” during
the Hellenistic period. Euclid provided mathe-
matical proofs derived from axioms in his
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observation.

As we have seen at the beginning of
this paper, the philosophical worldview is
generally tied to the establishment of de-
mocracy in Athens, starting with Solon’s
reforms in 594 B.C.E. The notion of the
polis as a realm under the control of hu-
mans as opposed to nature as the realm
of gods developed with the institution of
democracy. So, the quote from Socrates
in Phaedrus, praising nature stated at the
beginning of this paper, continues as be-
low and defines this opposition clearly:

“Forgive me, my friend. I am devoted to
learning. Landscapes and trees have noth-
ing to teach me- only the people in the city
can do that.” (Phaedrus, 230b-d.)

Here, I would like to refer to Leach®
again, who compares the description of a
harbour in Ithaca by Homer, which was
quoted before, with the description of a
harbour in Africa by the Roman poet
Vergil:

“There is a place within a long recess
where an island makes a harbour by the
protection of its sides, against which every
wave from the deep sea is broken and cuts
itself against returning curves. Here and
here again vast cliffs and twin peaks rise
threateningly against the sky and under
their summit the broad protected sea lies
quiet. Then the backdrop, the forest,
flashing gleams of light and dark grove
looms up with its bristling shadow. Under

Elements, published around 300 B.C.E. Archime-
des can be considered as a practical scientist as he
used theoretical knowledge to design machines.
Apollonius, Eratosthenes, Hipparchus and others
made significant scientific innovations in mathe-
matics, geometry and astronomy by using scien-
tific methods.

>4 Translation by Leach 1988, 30-36.
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the opposing face is a cavern with hanging
rocks and sweet waters and seats of stone,
the home of nymphs.”%.

Leach attracts attention to the differ-
ences between Homer’s and Vergil’s de-
scriptions. Homer, in his description of
the harbour, is not after forming an over-
all conception of space, but describes the
landscape as experienced by the protago-
nist through his moving gaze. Therefore,
in the quote from Homer, elements of
the landscape do not form a com-
plete/continuous picture. However, in
the quote from Vergil, Leach claims an
“increase of verbal and syntactical com-
plexity ... that unites the features of land-
scape within a broad panorama.” In this
description, one can argue for an overall
conception of space outlined as if on a
map. The spatial interdependence of the
topographical features is described by
prepositional phrases pointing to their re-
spective locations. Therefore, in this
quote, the experience of the landscape
can be thought of as from a fixed location
at the harbour mouth, in contrast to the
moving gaze of the protagonist, as in the
case of Homer. Leach points to the fact
that compared to Odysseus’ connection
to his homeland, Aeneas is a stranger to
the scene he surveys. His lack of associa-
tion with this harbour in Africa might ex-
plain his distant look to it from the out-
side.

As a conclusion, I would like to add
to this argument of Leach that Aeneid’s
look to the harbour in Africa as an out-
sider resembles the depiction of nature in

55 Translation by Leach 1988, 31.

56 The origins of Roman landscapes dated to the
first century B.C.E. are argued to be in the long-
lost Hellenistic stage paintings. Not only Odyssey
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the Odyssey Landscapes (Fig. 13). In
these Roman paintings dated to the first
century B.C.E, the event and the figures
are not the primary artistic interest as was
the case with the early Greek paintings,
but the misty vistas of the sea, rocks, hills
and trees containing the stories from the
Odyssey. The infinite horizons of the
Odyssey Landscapes as the realm of the
mythical are represented to be viewed
from outside through the frames of a hu-
man-made construct, behind architec-
tural screens.’® These screens can be
thought of as resembling the porticoes of
the sanctuaries in Lindos and Praeneste,
separating the human-made from the nat-
ural. So, in these sanctuaries, natute is not
an extension of the human-made as at
Delphi, but it is something to be viewed
behind the screens. The spatial construct
of these sanctuaries separates the humans
from the uncontrolled infinity of primal
nature, and locates them in a limited, ho-
mogeneous and controlled locus. Ulti-
mately, this spatial construct provides hu-
man beings with a rational framework,
through which they may assess and/or
formulate nature as a field of science sep-
arated from their being, positioning them
as the observer, controller and the uti-
lizer.

Landscapes, but also landscape paintings of the
Pompeian third style represent nature through ar-
chitectural frames emphasizing their otherness.
See Dietrich (2017).
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3rd century B.C.E., courtesy of National Mu-
seum of Denmark (Adapted from Hollins-
head 2015; Plate 27c).

Figure 11. Sanctuary of Fortuna at Praeneste,
Ist century B.C.E. (Adapted from Boetius
1978, 168).

Figure 12. Wall from the Boscoreale Cubic-
ulum (courtesy of Metropolitan Museum of

Art) (Accessed 14.02. 2022.
http://www.metmuseum.otg/art/ collec-
tion/search/247017).

Figure 13. Odyssey Landscapes from a
house on the Esquiline in Rome, Vatican
Museum

(Accessed 14.02. 2022.
http://www.museivaticani.va/con-
tent/museivati-
cani/en/collezioni/musei/sala-delle-nozze-
aldobrandine/ ciclo-con-scene-dell-odissea-
da-via-graziosa.html#lnav_ex-
plore&gid=1&pid=1).
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Uzun Ozet

Dogal peyzajin klasik mimarlikla yakin iliskisi yaygin kabul géren bir anlayis olmasina ragmen,
bu konu tzerine yazilmis kaynaklar kisithdir. Bu makale, argiimaninin odagina antik diinyada insan-
doga iliskisinin déntusimund ve bu déniisimin kutsal alan planlamasina yansimalarini alarak, gec-
mis tartismalara katkida bulunmayi amagclar. Sadece mimarlikta degil, edebiyat ve sanat alanlarinda
da bu doéntisiimiin izlerini siirerek, antik diinyada insan-doga iliskisini biitiinctil bir yaklagimla agk-
lamayi dert edinir.

Tanri-insan iliskisinin entegre tanimlandigr Arkaik mitolojik gelenekte, dogayr mekan edinen
antropomorfik tanrilar insanoglunun kaderini ellerinde tutarlar. Dolayisiyla bu donemde dogaya
insan eliyle yapilacak bir miidahale tantisal olanla anlagsmay1/biitinlesmeyi gerektirir. Arkaik donem
edebiyat ve sanatinda doga bir baglam veya arka plan olarak degil, kahramanlarin bir uzantist olarak
betimlenir veya resmedilir. Delf’deki Apollon kutsal alaninda da benzer sekilde, dogal olan insan
yapimi olanin baglamint olusturmaz; insan yapimi olan dogal olanin bir uzantisidir ve ondan ayril-
maz. Bu kutsal alanda tanrilar ve insanoglu, insan yapimi ve peyzaj, deneyime dayali bir mekansal
organizasyon mantifl cercevesinde entegre edilir. Makalede, bu deneyime dayali mekansal organi-
zasyon mantifl modern sinematik kavramlarla iliskilendirilerek tartisthir. Kutsal alanin gbrintirde
rastgele plani ziyaretcilerin her birinin deneyimleri ile iliskilenen ¢oklu hareket/gézlem sekanslari
kurmalarina imkan verir. Farklt montaj sekanslart gibi tanimlayabilecegimiz bu ¢oklu deneyimler
sinema terminolojisinde genel plan diyebilecegimiz tasarlanmis kareler sayesinde, ortak bir zaman
ve mekan baglamina oturtulur. Bu kareler, insan yapimi olani dogal olanin bir uzantist olarak ona
entegre tanimlar.

Insanoglunun tanrilarin iktidarint sorguladigt Yunan kentinin demokratiklesme siireci sonu-
cunda, insanin doga ile entegre iliskisi kirilir. Bu kirilma sonucu insan, kendi kaderinin belitleyicisi
olarak dizen kurmaya kendini muktedir saymaya baslar. Doga tanrilarin mekan tuttugu kaotik bir
yer olarak kentten soyutlanir. Kokt Helenistik sahne resimlerine dayanan Roma duvar resimlerinde,
mitolojik peyzajlara, mimari bir ¢ercevenin arkasindan bakilir. Bu mimari ¢erceve, Lindos’taki At-
hena kutsal alan1 veya Praeneste’deki Fortuna kutsal alanindaki kolonadlar gibi, insan yapimi olani
dogal olandan ayirir. Bu kutsal alanlarda, Helenistik donemde perspektif konusundaki ilerlemeler
sonucu giindeme gelmis olabilecek baz1 kavramlar, dogal peyzajdan kopuk, kontrolli bir i¢ mekan
yaratilmasinda etkili olurlar. Ziyaretcinin hareketinin ve bakis acisinin obsesif bir sekilde kontrol
edildigi bu matematiksel soyut mekan anlayisi, ¢oklu hareket/gozlem sekanslarina izin veren
Delfr’deki Apollon kutsal alaninin mekansal organizasyon mantigindan ¢ok farklidir. Mekansal
kurgu kendi anitsalligina odaklanir ve dogal baglamdan kopar.
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Figure 10
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TEOS’TAN BUST TACLI BiR KADIN PORTRESI
(CLAUDIA METRODORAY)

Musa KADIOGLU®

Yunan ve Roma mimarisinde yol gésterici
Hocam Seyhan DORUK’un 75. yas giind icin

Anahtar Kelimeler: Teos ® Claudia Metrodora e Stratoneike ® Arkhiereus ® Portre ® Biistlii Tay.

Ozet: Bu makale Teos antik kentinde 2021 yili kazi calismalarinda meclis binasinin (bouleuterion) giiney duva-
rina teget kuzeybati-glineydogu dogrultulu cadde désemest tizerinde bulunan biist taglt bir kadin portresini
ele almaktadir. Boyundan kirik portrenin ait oldugu Zorso kazi calismalarinda ele gegmemistir. Beyaz mermer-
den yapilmis normal insan Slgiilerindeki kadin portresi, basinda defne tact ve defne tacina bagl bir levha
tizerinde ¢ adet bust tagimaktadir. Ancak ¢ok tahrip olan tagtaki bustlerin kimleri temsil ettigi kesin olarak
belirlenememistir. Tagtaki biistlerin bilingli bir gekilde tahrip edilmis olmalart ve herhangi bir tanriyla iliski-
lendirilebilecek belirteglere sahip olmamalari, bustlerin belirli tanrt ya da yonetimdeki imparatorluk ailesiyle
baglantisint ¢6ziimsiiz birakmaktadir. Caddenin devaminda yapilacak olan kazi ¢alismalarinda bulunacak bu
portreye ait olasi pargalar ile yazit, belki ileride portrenin daha iyi yorumlanmasina katk: saglayacaktir. Bistla
tag tagtyan s6z konusu bu portre, Asia Birligi Basrahibesi (Tanrica Roma ve Augustus Kiiltii), Dionysos Kulti
Basrahibesi, szephanephoros ya da bir agonothetes ile iliskilendirilmeye ¢alisitlmustir. Stilistik agidan MS 1. yiizyilin
3. geyregine tarihlenen (MS 50-70) kadin portresinin biistlii kadin portreleri icerisinde en erken 6rnek oldugu
ileri surtlmistiir. Khios ile Ephesos’ta yapmus oldugu hizmetlerden dolayr zamaninda iyi taninan ve dort
kusak boyunca takip edilebilen Tiberii Claudii stilalesinin ad: bilinen ilk kadin ferdi Tiberius Claudius Kalob-
rotos’un kiz1 Claudia Metrodora ya da Tiberius Claudius Kalobrotos’un gelini Asia Birligi Basrahibesi Strato-
neike olabilecegi bu ¢alismada 6nerilmistir.

A FEMALE PORTRAIT WITH BUST-CROWN FROM TEOS
(CLAUDIA METRODORAY)

Keywords: Teos ® Clandia Metrodora ® Stratoneifee ® Archierens ® Portrait ® Bust-crown.

Abstract: The subject of this article is a life-sized marble female portrait with a bust-crown, which was dis-
covered during the 2021 excavations on the Northwest-Southeast aligned marble street tangent to the South
wall of the Council House (Boulenterion) in the ancient city of Teos. The corresponding Zorso belonging to the
portrait head with broken neck was not found during these excavations. The crown bears a laurel wreath
with three busts in relief attached to a rectangular plate in the center of the diadem. Since the busts on the

* Prof. Dr. Musa Kadioglu, Ankara Universitesi, Dil ve Tarih-Cografya Fakiiltesi, Arkeoloji Biliimii, Klasik Arkeolgji
Anabilim Daly, Atatiirk Bulpar: No. 45, 06100 Sihhiye/ ANKARA, ORCID ID: 0000-0002-6481-229X

e-posta: musakadiogh@ankara.edu.tr
Gelis Tarihi: 08.04.2022; Kabul Taribi: 13.10.2022; DOI: 10.36891/ anatolia. 1100702

129



Teos’tan biist tagl bir kadin portresi (Clandia Metrodora?)

crown have no attributes and are intentionally very badly damaged, they could not be associated with specific
deities or with the members of the imperial household. As a result, it is not possible to determine exactly
whom the busts on the crown represent. Additional fragments of the portrait statue and an accompanying
inscription that might possibly turn up in the future excavations, would probably contribute to a better in-
terpretation of the portrait. The portrait head, which is stylistically dated to the third quarter of the first
century CE (50-70 CE), is the eatliest example of a female portrait with a bust-crown. Moreover, even in its
present condition, it is possible to narrow down the scope of the possible attributions of this portrait, inclu-
ding the significant details of the bust-crown. The head likely represents one of the following: the High
Priestess of the Province of Asia (and by extension, the cult of Roma and Augustus); the High Priestess of
the Dionysus-Cult; a stephanephoros; or an agonothetes. In this study, it has further been suggested that the port-
rait either represents Claudia Metrodora, the daughter of Tiberius Claudius Kalobrotos and the first known
female member of the well-known Tiberii Claudii family of four subsequent generations, honored for her
services in Ephesus and Chios, or that it depicts Stratoneike, the High Priestess of the province of Asia and

the bride of Tiberius Claudius Kalobrotos.

Giris

2021 yilt kaz1 ¢alismalarinda 2010 y1-
lindan itibaren Teos’ta stirdirilen arkeo-
jeofizik Sl¢imlerinde tespit edilen boulen-
terion’un giney duvarina teget bir cadde-
nin ortaya ctkarilmast amaclanmistir. Hel-
lenistik Dénem Sur duvarina ait rektago-
nal kirectast bloklarin devsirme kullanila-
rak insa edilmis olan ve bouleuterion™un gu-
neydogu késesine birlesen Ge¢ Roma
Dénemi Suru’nun bir kapr ile bolundigu
2020 yili calismalarinda anlagilmistir.
Hem s6z konusu Ge¢ Roma Doénemi
Suru’ndaki kapi agikligt hem de arkeo-je-
ofizik sonuglari, burada antik tiyatro yo-
nunden gelip, boulenterion’a teget gecerek
kentin agora’sina ulasan guneydogu-ku-
zeybatt aksli bir caddenin varligina isaret
etmistir (plan 1-2). Roma Doénemi ve
belki de 6ncesinden itibaren var olan soz
konusu cadde, olasilikla MS 3. yiizyilin
tclinct geyreginde inga edildigi disinu-
len ve sanki bir i¢c kale olustururcasina
yaklasik 3 hektarlik bir alan igerisindeki
boulenterion, agora ve Tantiga Roma ile Tm-
parator Augustus Tapinag’ni gevreleyen
Geg¢ Roma Suru yapildiginda islevini kay-
betmemis bu alana bati yonden giris i¢in
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kullanimina devam edilmis olmalidur.
Agora’da strdurilmekte olan arkeolojik
kazilar ileride bu konuya agiklik getirebi-
lecektir.

2021 yil1 galismalart kapsaminda Geg
Roma Suru’nun dogusundaki alanda tah-
min edilen bu cadde, B25 koduyla stirdti-
rulen kazi ¢aligmalarinda glintimiiz toprak
seviyesinden (+2,02 m) yaklasik -70 cm
alt kotta (+1,30 m) ¢ok iyi korunmus ola-
rak giin yiiziine ¢ikartilmustir (plan 2). Sur
kapist 6ntinde genisligi 4,10 m olan bu
caddenin, doguya dogru yaklasik 15 m’lik
bir kismi agiga ¢ikarilmis olup dogu kis-
minda genisligi 3,80 m’ye kadar daralmus-
tir. Bat1 baslangicinda +1,21 m kotta olan
cadde yuzeyl, doguya dogru yaklasik 10
cm kadar (+1,31 m) ylkselmektedir. Ge-
nel olarak dikdoértgen gri mermer bloklar-
dan olusturulmus cadde kaplamasinin
yani sira icerisinde 90 cm ¢apinda ve mer-
kezinde 5,5 x 6 cm 6lclilerinde bir dibel
yuvast bulunan olasilikla bir siitun tam-
buru da kullanidmustir.

Bu caddenin hemen hemen dogu
ucunda +1,77/41,70 m kot araliginda
(T21-B25-002) yiizey topraginin yaklasik
30 cm altinda ve cadde désemesinin 40
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cm kadar tzerindeki dolgu toprak igeri-
sinde bir kadina ait portre bas, boyundan
kirik olarak bagimsiz halde ele gegmistir
(fig. 1). Portre basin dogrudan dogruya
cadde kaplamas: tizerinde degil de cadde
tizerindeki dolgu icinde ele gegmis olmasi
ve bagin sag yarisina ait olast pargalar ile
ait oldugu giyimli kadin yontusuna ait hig-
bir parcanin ele ge¢meyisi, portrenin bu-
raya yakin ¢evredeki agora’dan veya yaki-
nindaki resmi yapilarin birinden getirilmis
olabilecegini diisindirmektedir.

Portrenin Tanimi

Geng ve piriizsiz kendine has yiiz
hatlari, milkemmel sa¢ kuafori, alin Gze-
rindeki ¢ sira defne yaprak tact' ve bu
taca bagli bulunan ti¢ adet bust tastyan
bas, olasilikla Teos™un 6nde gelen ailele-
rinden birinin bir kadin ferdini portrele-
mektedir (fig. 2-6). Ince kristalli beyaz
mermerden yontulmus ve hemen g¢ene-
bogaz gecisinden kiridmis portre bas, bi-
yik olasilikla ayakta duran giyimli bir ka-
din portre yontusuna aittir. Portre basin
korunan sol vyarisi, Perge’de Plancia
Magna ya da Aphrodisias’ta bir lahit tize-
rindeki kadin rahibeden farkli olarak
mantosuyla basint Ortmemis, capite ve-
latg’suzdur (fig. 2-6). Yani genel olarak
dini ritiellerde rahip/rahibelerin ya da
imparatorun kurban toéreni esnasinda
mantosuyla basini Ortme jesti (gestus),
Teos kadin portesinde gorilmediginden
bir kurban téreninden daha ziyade Tan-
rica Roma ve Augustus Kiltt veya diger
kiltler icin diizenlenen yarismalarla iliski-
lendirilebilir.

1 Defne yaprak tac1 (corona laurea) mitolojide Apol-
lon, Zeus ve Dionysos’un (Liber Pater) tact di-
sinda, kilt uygulamalarinda, yarismalarda, askeri
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Sag gb6zin hemen baslangicindan
yani alt ve st gbz kapaklarinin kesisimin-
den sag yanagin yarisinit da igine alacak se-
kilde gene altina ve sol arkaya dogru basin
1/3’lik kismi diz bir sekilde kirilmistir
(tig. 2a-b ve 4). Alin Gzerindeki bustler ile
hemen hemen burnun alt yarist tahrip ol-
mustur (fig. 2a-2b). Sag burun kanadinin
tamamen tahrip olmasina karsilik sol bu-
run kanadi ile deligi kismen korunmustur.
Sol tist ve alt g6z kapagy, etli alt dudak, st
dudak yay1 ve philtrum setleri kismen ze-
delenmistir. Ayrica alin tzerinde sol géz
tzerinden burun aksina dogru capraz
yukselen ince bir ¢atlak s6z konusudur.

Portre bagin defne yapraklt tacin tst
bitiminden c¢ene altina kadar korunan
yuksekligi 24,5 c¢cm; korunan genisligi 15
cm ve kalinligi ise 22 cm’dir. Portenin
yuzi, cene altindan kas hizasina kadar 12
cm; ¢ene altindan alin tzerindeki salyan-
goz bi¢imli kivirctk sag lilelerine kadar
15,5 em’dir (iki sira kivircik sag lileleri da-
hil yiz 20,5 cm ytksekliginde). Bistleri
cevreleyen cerceve ise 4,5 cm eninde ve 7
cm uzunlugundadir.

Ceneden kulaklara dogru yiikselen
ticgenimsi bir yiize sahip olan portre bas,
sa¢ kuaforinden dolayt diz bir alin, yu-
varlak sivri bir ¢ene, hareketli kiicik bir
ag1z ve gugli bir buruna sahiptir. Piriiz-
stz yumusak ylz, burun ile kas birlesi-
minde bir kemer/yay olusturmayan ve
hafif ¢cokiik burun kéktnde sert bir hat ile
birlesen ince kaslar, gz kenarlarinda be-
lirgin orbital, derin gbz cukuruna yerlesti-
rilmis g6z yast pinarlarinin islenmedigi
hafif kisik kii¢iik badem gozler, keskin ke-

alanda, zafer alayinda (corona trinmphalis) ve politik
alanda olmak tzere bircok alanda kullandmistir.
Bkz. Bergmann 2010, 5-35, 518-519.

131



Teos’tan biist tagl bir kadin portresi (Clandia Metrodora?)

natl agir/kalin g6z kapaklari, dizgiin yer-
lestirilmis uzun konturlu gii¢li burun, bu-
run kanat sekline uygun naso-labial ¢izgi-
lerle 6ne ¢ikan yanaklar, yay seklini almis
hareketli ince st dudak, dolgun alt du-
dak, kapali agiz kenarlarinda olusan gam-
zecikler ve st dudak ile burun arasindaki
belirgin philtrum, portre basin fizyonomik
ozellikleridir.

Hafifce belirginlestirilmis yanaklara
sahip plrtizsiiz yiz, 30-40 yaslarindaki ol-
gun bir kadinin yiz hatlarina isaret et-
mektedir. Burun koki ile kaslarin birlesi-
minde olusan dikey hatlar (hafif catik kas
gibi) yiize ciddi bir ifade kazandirmis ol-
makla birlikte genel olarak yiz ifade-
siz/hissiz ve donuktur. Yanlara dogru
taskin genis kanatlariyla gticli burun, bur-
nun her iki yanindaki hafif iggenvari naso-
labial hatlar yanaklar1 hafifce vurgulamis-
tir. Dolgun alt dudak, ince sekillendirilmis
yay bicimli st dudak, agzin kenarindaki
kiiciik gamzeler, naso-labial hatlar ile ¢6-
kiik burun kokiindeki dikey ¢izgiler ve kii-
ciik kistk gozler portre bagin yliziine ciddi
ve donuk bir ifade vermistir.

Tum bast ¢cevreleyen ancak kulaktan
kulaga daha belirgin uzanan salyangoz bi-
cimli kivircik sag lileleri iki sira halinde
aln1 cevrelemektedir. Her iki kulaktan alin
ortasina dogru simetrik olarak yerlestiri-
len kivircik sag lileleri, atta burun ve Ustte
merkezi bust aksinda birbirlerine kavu-
surlar. Basin sol yarisindaki 6 sira cift ki-
vircik lileye karsilik basin sag yarisinda tig
tam bir yarim sira kivircik liile koruna gel-
mistir. Simetrik yapidan dolay1 basin her
iki yarisinda da lile sayist esit olmalidir.
Kigtik sol kulak kepgesi tzerindeki
digme bicimli ilk sag ltlesi, kulag: agikta
birakmak igin tekli islenmistir (fig. 3). Ku-
lak arkasinda da dugme bicimli kivircik
sa¢ lulelerinin alin Gzerinde gorilen siralt
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diizeni kaybederek enseye dogru diizensiz
bir sekilde indigi gorulir. Kulak tizerin-
deki tek lileden itibaren tim alint ¢evre-
leyen digme bi¢imli salyangozvari kivir-
cik sag liileleri merkezlerinde belirgin olan
tek nokta matkap delgiyle vurgulanmistir.
Aynt sekilde kulak deligi matkapla uzun
bir kanal seklinde acilmistir. Portre bas
cephede ve yanlarda kulak tzerine kadar
ayrintil bir sekilde islenmesine karsilik,
kulak arkasindan itibaren hem salyangoz-
vari kivircik sag lileleri hem defne tacinin
yapraklart hem de ta¢ arkasinda kalan sag-
lar daha yiizeysel islenmistir. Ozellikle ta-
cin arkasinda kalan bagsin ust kismindaki
cok stilize islenen sac telleri ortadan iki
yana ve kismen de arkaya dogru taranmus-
tir. Ense Uzerine kadar takip edilebilen tig
sira defne yaprakli tag tizerinde sagin to-
puz yapildigina dair higbir iz yoktur (fig.
5-6). Ayrica kulak arkasindan enseye
dogru inen kivircik bir sag lilesi, sa¢in to-
puz degil aksine belikler halinde omuzlar
ve sirt Uzerine salindigina isaret etmekte-
dir. Basin st kisminda stilize saglarda ol-
dugu gibi kulak arkasindaki lilelerde
nokta matkap delgiden kag¢inilan daha yiu-
zeysel iscilik s6z konusudur.

Teos kadin portresi, iki sira ¢ok dii-
zenli (simetrik) kivircik sa¢ lileleri tize-
rinde bast ¢epegevre saran ve alin tze-
rinde dikdortgen bist tastyicida son bulan
U¢ sira defne yaprak tacina sahiptir. Defne
yapraklarinin u¢ kisminda bazen tekli
defne tohumlart tasvir edilmistir. Her iki
yonde defne tacinin sinirladigt alin tizerin-
deki tabula ansata benzeri ince cerceveli
dikdortgen bir levhada, hemen hemen
ayni Olciilerde ti¢ adet bust tasvir edilmis-
tir. Bu yonuyle Teos portresi, hem J.
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Rumscheid® tarafindan yapisal olarak iig
grup altinda degerlendirilen taglardan
hem de Aphrodisias’da bulunan himation
giyimli erkek portre yontularinin besinde
belirlenen dort farkli gesitteki rahiplere
6zg taclardan belirgin sekilde farklidir ve
daha basittir.” Teos 6rneginde oldugu gibi
farklt bir tag 6rnegi Aphrodisias’ta MO 1.
yuzyi sonu ile MS 1. yiizyil basina tarihle-
nen bir rahip portresinden bilinmektedir.*
Cepheden tasvir edilmis kabartma bust-
leri tagtyan dikdortgen bir levhada benzeri
bust tastyicinin alin Gzerindeki taca tuttu-
rulmast her iki 6rnekte benzerdir ve daha
sonrasina tarihlenen neredeyse tam plas-
tik olarak serbest duran bistlii taclardan
oldukea farklidir. Ancak yine de ¢ogun-
lukla Anadolu’da goriilen bistla taglarin
bir ¢esitlemesi olarak Teos Ornegi,
Rumscheid’in Anadolu tipi® taglar altinda
degerlendirdigi tipe dahil edilebilir.
Portreye gore” ortadaki ve solundaki
bust, en sagdaki biiste oranla biraz daha
iyi korunmustur (fig. 2b). Sagdaki bustiin
sadece gb6giis ve omuz lzerindeki elbise
kivrimlart kismen korunmusken, ortadaki
ve soldaki bustiin goglis ve omuz tizerin-
deki elbise kivrimlari, boyun, yiiz ve sa¢
bi¢imi hakkinda kismen bilgi sahibi olabi-
liyoruz. Ancak her t¢ bistiin de oldukc¢a
tahrip olmalarindan dolay1 kesin olarak

2 Rumscheid 2000, 7-8.

3 Krs. Hallett 20006, 154-155.

4 Aphrodisias Bouleutetion/Odeion’unda bulun-
mus olan bust taclt Aphrodite Rahip yontusu Inan
ve Rosenbaum tarafindan Geg Flaviuslar D6-
nemi’ne tarihlendirilirken (Inan — Rosenbaum
1966, 171-172 no. 228, lev. 126; Inan — Alf5ldi-
Rosenbaum 1979, 39), Ch. Hallett tarafindan MO
gec 1. yiizyl ile MS erken 1. ylizyila tarihlendiril-
mektedir: Hallett 2006, 159-160, no. 4, lev. 30 ve
31.
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tanimlanmalari (tanri/tantica ve impara-
tor/imparatorice ya da imparatorluk ailesi
mensubu) oldukea glctiir.

Diger Biistlii Heykel Ornekleri

Genel olarak bistlerin bir tiir destek
elemanina tutturuldugu taclar, bilinmekle
bitlikte yaygin kullanilmamislardir.” Co-
gunlukla erkek portrelerinde karsimiza ¢1-
kan bustlt taglarin Ephesos, Aphrodisias,
ve Perge olmak tizere nadiren kadin port-
relerinde de yurittigh gorevi vurgulamak
amactyla kullanildigi bilinmektedir.* Bu
bakimdan Teos’ta 2021 yili kazi ¢alisma-
larinda bulunan bust tach kadin portresi,
asagida ele alinacak olan kisiliginin yan
sira bu tirin simdilik bilinen en erken 61-
negini olusturdugu icin 6nem tasimakta-

dir.

5 Rumscheid 2000, 8.

6 Yonler izleyiciye gore degil porte basa gore ta-
nimlanmustir.

7 Hallett 2006, 174.

8 Krs. Rumscheid 2000, 37, no. 8, lev. 3,4; no. 9,
lev. 3,5; no. 15, lev. 7,3; no. 17, lev. 7,4; no. 18,
lev. 8,3-4; no. 32, lev. 20,3, no. 60, lev. 25; 26,1-
2; no. 62, lev. 27,1-2; no. 68, lev. 32,2.
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Genelde Anadolwda’  Aizanoi',
Didyma'' ve Hierapolis’teki' kabartma-
larda, Aphrodisias”, Ephesos', Metro-
polis" ve Perge'® gibi antik kentlerde ele
gecen plastik eserlerde bustli taglarla kar-
stlastimistir.’””  Anadolu disinda  sadece
Atina’da da MS erken 3. yiizyila tarihle-
nen biist tacl geng bir erkek portesi'® bi-
linmektedir. Erkek portrelerinde oldugu
gibi kadin portrelerinde de bistli taclar,
rahibe belirteci olarak yorumlandig: ve ilk
bakista bu durumu Perge’de kaidesindeki
yazitiyla birlikte bulunan Plancia Magna
yontusunun destekler gibi goriindiigu be-
lirtilmistir."” Ancak géreve geldikleri siire
igerisinde yarismalar (agon) dizenleyen
agonothet, alytarch, asiarch, archiereus, archie-
reia, archiprytan, eparchik, kilikiarch, pa-
negyriarch, stephanephoros ve panbelleniosun
bustli tag taktiklari, bu gérevlerden bazi-

larint kadimnlarin da yirtitmus oldugu Ana-
dolw’da bilinmektedir.*

9 Bkz. Inan — Rosenbaum 1966; Inan — Alfoldi-
Rosenbaum 1979, 38-47; Rumscheid 2000, 7-51;
Hallett 2006, 155 dn. 29.

10 Rumscheid 2000, 12 no. 1c-d, f-g, lev. 1,1-5.
11 Rumscheid 2000, 14-15, lev. 6,2 no. 12.

12 Rumscheid 2000, 125-126, no. 22-23, lev. 11-
13.

13 Smith vd. 2006, no. 48, 170-174, lev. 40-42;
no. 50, 177-179, lev. 44-45; no. 51, 179-180, lev.
46-47; no. 59, 186-187, lev. 55; no. 95, 214-216,
lev. 74-75.

14 Rumscheid 2000, 121-122, no. 14-15, lev. 7,3-
4.

15 Aurenhammer 1996, 387-391, Res. 1-3;
Rumscheid 2000, 128-129, no. 29, lev. 17,3; Ay-
bek 2009, 93 nt. 105, lev. 42, 105.

16 Rumscheid 2000, 31, no. 32, dn. 208, lev. 20,3.
17 Bkz. Inan — Alf6ldi-Rosenbaum 1979, 42;
Rumscheid 2000, 11, dn. 75

18 Piccardi 2007, 365-390.

19 Rumscheid 2000, 37.

20 Rumscheid 2000, 14, 38, dn. 90 ve 248.

21 Rumscheid 2000, 38.
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Bistlii tag tastyan kadin portrelerinin
cogunlukla MS 2. ylizyilda 6ne ¢iktigt ve
tarihlenebilen en erken Ornegin ise
Perge’deki Plancia Magna’nin portre hey-
keli  oldugu bilinmektedir.?!  Plancia
Magna’nin bustli portresi haricinde Aph-
rodisias bouleuterion’n orkestrasinda bulu-
nan bir kadin portre parcast™ ile bir lahit
tzerindeki kadin kabartmasi®; Ephe-

sos’ta Yukart Gymnasion’, Liman Gymna-

sion’u® ve buluntu yeri bilinmeyen bagka

bir portre parcast®® olmak iizere ii¢ kadin
portresi; Texas, Fort Worth’daki kadin
portresi”’; Londra’daki kadin portresi* ve
pismis topraktan yapimis bir kadin biis-
tiniin®, Antoninler’den Severuslar Do-
nemi sonrasina kadar bilinen tim 6rnek-
leri olusturduklart g6z 6ntine alindiginda
yeni bulunan Teos 6rnegi, bu zamana ka-
dar bilenenler icerisinde en erken bust
tacl kadin portresidir.

22 fnan — Rosenbaum 1966, 116-177, 179, no. 241,
lev. 133,3-4; Inan — Alféldi-Rosenbaum 1979, 38
vd.; Rumscheid 2000, 38, 116-117, no. 8, lev. 3,4;
Lenaghan — Hallett 2006, 214-216, no. 95, lev. 74
ve 75.

23 Rumscheid 2000, 38, no. 9.

24 Tnan — Alféldi-Rosenbaum 1979, 40, no. 137,
lev. 110, 3-4; 111,1-2; Rumscheid 2000, 38, 123
no. 18, lev. 8, 3-4 (ilgili tim literatiirle birlikte).

25 Hill 1899, 245-249 fig. 132; Inan — Rosenbaum
1966, 137, no. 169, lev. 98,4; Rumscheid 2000, 38,
122, no. 17, lev. 7,4 (ilgili tim literatiirle birlikte).
26 Hill 1899, 245-249 fig. 133; Rumscheid 2000,
38, 121-122, no. 15, lev. 7,3 (ilgili tim literatiirle
birlikte).

27 Inan — Alféldi-Rosenbaum 1979, 39, 327-329,
no. 326, lev. 235; 275, 1-3; Rumscheid 2000, 38,
no. 60.

28 Rumscheid 2000, 38, no. 62.

2 Inan — Alféldi-Rosenbaum 1979, 42-43, lev.
273, 2; Rumscheid 2000, 38, 42-43, no. 68, lev.
273 2.
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Tacinda ti¢ bist tastyan en erken 61-
nek MO geg 1. yiizyil-MS erken 1. yiizyila
tarihlenen Aphrodisias boulenterion/ ode-
zon’unda bulunmus giyimli bir erkek yon-
tusudur.” Tacin ortasindaki biistiin Aph-
rodite ve her iki yanindaki bustlerin ise T.
K. Erim’in 6nerdigi tizere olasilikla bir
cift olusturan Helios (Sol) ve Selene
(Luna) olabilecegi kabul gormiistiir.” Bu
portre yontunun tacinin ortasindaki Aph-
rodite bistinden dolayt Aphrodite rahi-
bine ait oldugu, herhangi bir tanri ya da
tanriga belirteci olmayan her iki yandaki
biistlerin Imparator Domitian ve Titus’a™
ya da imparator ciftine ait olabilecegi de
6nerilmistir.”” Rumscheid’a gore tacin or-
tasinda Aphrodisias kentinin bas tanrigasi
Aphrodite bistiiniin tasvir edilmis olma-
sindan dolay1 s6z konusu tag, Aphrodite
ve imparator ¢ifti onuruna dizenlenen
senliklerde takilmis olmalidir.”*

Perge’de H1 Propylon’unda ithaf ya-
zittyla birlikte bulunan, Marcus Plancius
Varus’un kizi, ‘Kentin Kizt’ unvanli, Ar-
temis Rahibesi, ¢ kez Demiourgos
(eponym yonetici), yasam boyu anatan-
rica rahibesi, imparator Kulti Basrahi-
besi Plancia Magna, Biiyiik Herkulaneum
heykel tipinde tasvir edilmistir. Portre ba-
styla birlikte yontulmus olan heykel ol-
dukea iyi korunmus olup basinda biustla
bir ta¢ tasimaktadir. Teos 6rneginden ti-
polojik  olarak farkli olan Plancia

30 Rumscheid 2000, 115, no. 5, lev. 2,3-4; Hallett
2006, 158-160, no. 41, lev. 30 ve 31.

31 Inan — Rosenbaum 1966, 171-172 no. 228, lev.
126; Inan — Alfldi-Rosenbaum 1979, 39; Hallett
2006, 159 no. 41.

32 Alfoldi-Rosenbaum 1994, 102-103, dn. 11.

33 Rumscheid 2000, 115 no. 5, lev. 2, 3-4.

34 Rumscheid 2000, 115.

35 Inan — Alféldi-Rosenbaum 1979, 40, 248, no.
225, lev. 158, 1-3; 159; 160, 2; 271, 4.
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Magna’nin tacinda kalin urgan kesitli bir
halka tizerinde cepheden gosterilmis dort
bist tastyan bir levha ve bustlerin ara-
sinda olasilikla degerli taslar taklit eden
diigme bi¢imli kabaralar bulunur. Bustle-
rin baglart biyiik oranda tahrip olmasina
karsilik ortadaki iki bustin paludamentum
ve zirhlt olmast erkek olduklarina isaret
etmektedir. Inan ve Rosenbaum®, distaki
iki figlirti foga ya da himation’lu erkek figtir-
leri olarak yorumlamalarina karsilik
Rumscheid™ her iki figiiriin korunma du-
rumu ve elbise kivrimlarindan cinsiyetle-
rini belitflemenin zor olduguna dikkat
¢ekmistir. Tactaki bustlerde herhangi bir
tanri ile iliskilendirilebilecek bir belirte¢
olmadigindan Plancia Magna’nin onur
heykeli, yazitinda da belirtildigi tizere
daha cok imparator kilti ve bu kiltin
basrahipligi ile iliskilendirilmistir.”” Buna
uygun olarak ta bustlerin Nerva, Traian
ve Hadrian® ya da Sabina, Hadrian, Tra-
ian ve Plotina’yr tasvir etmis olabilecegi
onerilmistir.”

MS 2. ylizyil ortasindan MS 4. ytizyil
sonuna kadar farkli tarihler énerilen® ve
tacinda ii¢ minyatiir bust tagtyan rahibe
giyimli (alttan &hiton ve Uzerine himation)
kadin portre yontusu, stilistik olarak An-
toninler Dénemi’ne tarihlenmis ve Aph-
rodisias boulenterionundaki MS geg 2. ylz-
yil diizenlemeleri ile iliskilendirilmistir."!

36 Rumscheid 2000, 31, dn. 209.

37 Rumscheid 2000, 31-32.

38 Tnan — Alféldi-Rosenbaum 1979, 40.

39 Rumscheid 2000, 32.

40 Antoninler Dénemi: Rumscheid 2000, 116-117,
no. 8, lev. 3, 4; MS 4. yiizyil sonu: Inan — Rosen-
baum 1966, 39, 179 no. 241, lev. 133, 3-4; Inan —
Alfoldi-Rosenbaum 1979, 39.

41 Lenaghan — Hallett 2006, 214-216, no. 95, lev.
74 ve 75.
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Olasilikla boulenterion™un scaenae frons si-
tunlari arasinda bir rahip heykeline* es
olusturacak sekilde dikilmis olan rahibe
yontusunun portre tacinda ¢ bistten sa-
dece sol gbz tuzerindeki kugik erkek
busti, zirhl giyimiyle bir imparator olarak
yorumlanmistir.”  Aphrodisias’daki bu
her iki heykel muhtemelen rahiplik maka-
mint ortak yurlten bir ¢ift, Ustlenmis ol-
duklari gérevden dolayr kentin boulente-
rion’unda onurlandirilmistir.* MO gec 1.
yuzyl ile MS erken 1. ylizyila tarihlenen
Aphrodisias’taki ~ Aphrodite’nin  rahip
yontusunda oldugu gibi bu rahibe portre-
sinde de ortada kentin ana tanrigast Aph-
rodite ile her iki yaninda ona eslik eden
imparator ve esi ya da bu dénem igin 6r-
negin Marcus Aurelius ve Lucius Verus
gibi iki imparatorun olabilecegi 6nerilmis-
tir.*

Aphrodisias’ta  Ge¢ Antoninuslar
Donemi’ne tarihlenen bir lahit Gzerindeki
yazittan anlasildigr kadariyla bir ¢ift ya da
ayni ailenin iki tiyesi olarak eyalet impara-
tor kiiltd basrahipligi ve kentteki yerel ra-
hiplik gbrevini tstlenen bir kadin ile bir
erkek yan yana tasvir edilmistir.* Rumsc-
heid, o zamana kadar bilinen 6rnekler ice-
risinde bu lahit Uzerinde birlikte tasvir
edilmis bust tagh ciftin yegane 6rnek ol-
duguna, ancak ciftin hangi gérevde bustla
tact taktiklarinin agitk olmadigina vurgu
yapmistir.”’

Yine Ge¢ Antoninler Dénemi’ne ta-
rihlenen Texas, Fort Worth, Kimbell Art

42 Hallett 2006, 164-166, no. 45, lev. 35-37.

43 Inan — Rosenbaum 1966, 39, 179 no. 241, lev.
133, 3-4; Lenaghan — Hallett 2006, 215-216.

4 Lenaghan — Hallett 20006, 216.

4 Lenaghan — Hallett 20006, 216.

46 Rumscheid 2000, 38, 117 no. 9, dn. 249, lev. 3,
5; 4, 1. (ilgili tim kaynakga ile birlikte).

47 Rumscheid 2000, 138, 17, dn. 711.
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Museum’daki rahibe portresinde de tag
tzerinde Uglu bust dizenlemesi gorilir:
paludamentum giyimli iki erkek busti ile
olasilikla bir kadin bistintn imparator-
luk aile fertlerini (Marcus Aurelius, Lucius
Verus ya da Antoninus Pius ve muhteme-
len Geng Faustina) tasvir ettigi Onerilmis-
tir,*®

Ephesos Liman Gymnasiun’unda bu-
lunan ve bir imparatorluk kit rahibesine
ait kadin portresinin sadece alin tizerinde
her iki yana taranmis sa¢ tutamlari, bu sag
tutamlarini Ustten sinirlayan tek sira defne
celengi ve sekiz bist iceren tacin bir kismi
korunagelmistir. Bustlerde tanrilarla ilis-
kilendirilebilecek hicbir belirte¢ korun-
mamis olup bustlerin olusturdugu frizin
ortasindaki sakalli figiiriin Septimius Se-
verus, ona eslik eden bustlerin Caracalla
ve Geta ile birlikte diger imparatorluk aile
fertleri oldugu belirtilmistir.*” Ephesos’ta
buluntu yeri kesin olarak bilinmeyen, bu-
run hizasindan ytiziin sol yarist ile alin
tizerindeki saglart ve bir kismi1 koruna ge-
len bistli kadin portresi, stilistik olarak
Hadrian-Antoninler Dénemi’ne tarihlen-
mistir.”’ Yukart Gymnasion’da bulunmus
bir diger rahibe portresinin tacindaki se-
kiz bist, oldukea tahrip olmasina karsilik
bustlerde tanrilarin aksine kadin ve erkek-
lerin tasvir edilmis oldugu ve portre, sti-
listik olarak Severuslar Dénemi’ne tarih-
lendigi icin s6z konusu bistlerin de hem
Antoninler hem de Severuslar Siilalesi aile

48 Tnan — Alfoldi-Rosenbaum 1979, 39-40, 327-
329, no. 326, lev. 235 ve 275, 1-3; Rumscheid
2000, 140, no. 60, lev. 25 ve 26, 1-2.

49 Hill 1899, 245-249 fig. 132; Alféldi — Rosen-
baum 1966, 137, no. 169, PL. 98,4; Rumscheid
2000, 38, 122, no. 17, lev. 7,4 (ilgili tim literatiirle
birlikte).

50 Rumscheid 2000, 38, 121-122, no. 15, lev. 7,3.



Anadolu | Anatolia 48, 2022

fertlerini tasvir etmis olabilecegi yontin-
dedir.”’ Ephesostaki bu her ii¢ kadin
portresi de stilistik agidan Teos 6rnegin-
den oldukga farklidir.

Bistli kadin portrelerinde oldugu
gibi bustlii erkek portrelerinde de durum
benzerdir. Aphrodisias’ta Lucius Antoni-
nus Claudius Dometeinos Diogenes’in®
bustli tacinda, merkezde Aphrodisias
Aphrodite’sini simgeleyen kilt heykeli ile
solunda gittikge kigtlen Olg¢tilerde dort
adet bust yer alir. Strastyla g6giis tizerinde
gorgoneion kabartmalt zirhli bust giyen bir
imparator, kadin elbise kivrimlarina sahip
bust, olasilikla bir imparatorige, konsul
togalt (toga contabulata) bir bist ve son ola-
rak biraz daha kugciik zirhli bir bust daha
bulunur.” Merkezdeki Aphrodisias Aph-
rodite’sinin saginda ise yine kigtlen 6lgu-
lerde swrasiyla paludamentum giyimli bir
bust, kivrimli elbise giyen bir kadin bustd,
zirhlt bir bust, kivrimli elbise giyen bir di-
ger kadin busti ve son olarak paludamen-
tum tastyan bir bust daha olmak tzere
tagta toplam on biist tasvir edilmistir. Ta-
cn  merkezdeki Aphrodisias  Aphro-
dite’sinin saginda ve solundaki bustlerin,
heykelin dikildigi donemde y6netimdeki
imparator ve imparatorluk aile fertlerine
ait oldugu 6nerilmistir.”* Bu durumda sol
taraftaki bistlerin Septimius Severus, Tu-
lia Domna, Caracalla ve Geta™ ve sag ta-
raftaki bustlerin Antoninler Silalesi aile
fertlerini temsil ettigi ve boylece sol taraf-
taki Severuslar Silalesi ile sag taraftaki

51 Tnan — Rosenbaum 1979, 40, 177-178, no. 137,
lev. 110, 3-4; 111, 1-2; Rumscheid 2000, 123 no.
18, lev. 8, 3-4.

52 Inan — Alféldi-Rosenbaum 1979, 41, no. 186,
lev. 274; Hallett 2000, no. 48, 170-175, res. 19 ve
24, lev. 40-42; Rumscheid 2000, 32-34, no. 10, lev.
4,2-4;51.

53 Hallett 2006, no. 48, 174 Pl. 40-42, dn.15.
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Antoninler Sulalesi’nin eslestirildigi ileri
stirtlmiistiir.*

Aphrodisias’in soylu Antonii Claudii
ailesi fertlerinden olan ve yazitlt kaidesiyle
birlikte ele ge¢mis Dometeinos ve yegeni
Claudia Antonia Tatiana ile bir cift olus-
turacak sekilde boulenterion™un giney giri-
sine dikilmis heykellerinin yant sira, ba-
bast ve ogullarina iligkin olarak ta Aphro-
disias’ta bulunan yazitlar bilgi vermekte-
dir’’. Once stephanephoros olan Dometei-
nos, ardindan yasa koyucu, émir boyu
gymnasiarch ve son olarak Asia Birligi Bas-
rahibi (Archiereus Asias) unvanini almus,
tyeleri arasinda eyaletin en zengin ve en
iyi baglantili ailelerinden bazilarinin bu-
lundugu seckin bir gruba dahil olmus ve
kentin 6nde gelen kisilerindendir.”® Roma
Vatandagt olan Dometeinos™un ogullart
Tiberius Claudius Diogenes ve Tiberius
Claudius Attalos ise daha yiiksek siyasi
cevrelere girerek Roma Senato tyesi ol-
muslardir. Dometeinos™un torunlart ise
Roma Senatosu’na girdiginde (MS 2. yliz-
yil sonu/3. yiizyil basinda) Dometei-
nos’un s6z konusu bu heykeli boulente-
riowa dikilmistir.”” Asagida deginilecegi
tzere benzer durumun Teoslu Tiberii
Claudii stlalesi icin de gegerli oldugu
muhtemeldir.

Aphrodisias tiyatrosunda bulunmus
ve MS gec 1. yuzyil-erken 2. yiizyila tarih-
lenen bir gence ait heykelin portesinde
defne ¢elenginde iki bust tasvir edilmistir.
Tiyatroya dikilmis olan bu gen¢ erkek

54 Hallett 2006, no. 48, 174.

55 Inan — Alféldi-Rosenbaum 1979, 39; Hallett
2006, no. 48, 174, lev. 41 dn. 15.

56 Hallett 2006, no. 48, 174 PL. 41 dn. 17.

57 Hallett 2006, 174-175 dn. 18.

586 Hallett 2006, 175.

59 Hallett 2006, 175.
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yontusu, hem giysisi hem de rahiplere
Ozgl bustli defne yaprak taciyla prestijli
yerel bir rahipligi elde etmis geng bir kisiyi
temsil etmektedir.”” Her ne kadar tactaki
bustler oldukca tahrip olmus ise de en
azindan bustlerin erkek ve kadin (impara-
tor ve imparatorige) ¢ifti olusturdugu ileri
stirilmistiir.”  Ephesos Dogu Gymna-
sion’u imparatorluk salonu olarak adlandi-
rilan mekanda bulunmus ve Severuslar
Donemine tarihlenen sofist Flavius Da-
mianus’un® portre heykelinin tacinda,
baslar1 kirik 15 bisttin, giymis olduklar
elbise ve elbise kivrimlarindan otiirti yo-
netimdeki imparator, imparatorige, impa-
ratorluk aile fertleri ile tanrilari tasvir et-
tigi one strilmistir.”” New York’ta
Shelby White ve Leon Levy koleksiyo-
nundaki bronz portrenin tacinda ise An-
toninler ve Severuslar Stilalesi’nin on bes
erkek iiyesi temsil edilmistir.**

Lykia kentlerinden Oinoanda’da bu-
lunmus Gaius Iulius Demosthenes’in
kurdugu (MS 123/124 ya da 124/125 yil-
lart), kendi cebinden finanse ettigi ve
kendi adint verdigi Demostheneia miizik ya-
rigmast (agon) ile ilgili yazit™, taclarin yo-
rumlanmasinda 6nemli bilgiler icermekte-
dir. Bu yazitta agonotetes’lerin her dort
yilda bir Imparator Hadrian ve tanrt
Apollon onuruna diizenlenen bu muzik

0 Lenaghan — Hallett 20006, 178, no. 50, lev. 44-
45

1 Lenaghan — Hallett 20006, 178.

62 Tzmir Arkeoloji Miizesi env. no. 648; Inan—Ro-
senbaum 1966, 128 no. 151, lev. 83, 4; 87,1-2;
Inan — Alf6ldi-Rosenbaum 1979, 41; Rumscheid
2000, 123-124, no. 19, lev. 5, 2; 9-10 (yeni litera-
tirle birlikte); Flavius Damianus degil Aphrodisi-
aslt Vedii Antonini ailesinin bir tyesi oldugu ile il-
gili olarak bkz. Dillon 1996, 261-274, fig. 1; 5; &;
13; Piccardi 2007, 373-374, fig. 7, dn. 11.

63 Rumscheid 2000, 123 no. 19, lev. 5, 2; 9 ve 10.
Inan ve Rosenbaum’a gore bustlerin tamami,
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yarismalarinda giyecegi kiyafet tanimlan-
mustir. 7 ... ve kente hediye edilecek jizerinde
Imparator Nerva Traianus Hadrianus Caesar
Aungustus ile liderimiz ata tanr: Apollon’un
portre biistlerinin oldugu altin bir tac: agonothe-
tes takmaly, ...”."" Ayrica Hierapolis tiyatro
frizlerinde de bist tagl figliriin bag1 tze-
rinde A'QNO]®ETHX kelimesinin ko-
runan son harfleri, burada oyunlara bas-
kanlik eden agonotetese isaret etmektedir.”®
Hierapolis’te oyunlarin  duzenleyicileri
olarak agonothetes, diger yazili kaynaklar-
dan da bilinmektedir”. Oinoanda’daki
Demosthenes yazitinda oldugu gibi Hie-
rapolis tiyatro frizlerindeki hem biist tach
figlirtin Gzerindeki yazit hem de bustli fi-
giiriin icerisinde bulundugu kompozisyon
baglaminda agonothetes oldugu ve agonothe-
tes'in diger friz sahnelerinde kentin ana
bayrami/senligi olan Apolloneia Pythia’yt
yonettigi anlagilmaktadir.”

Atina  Agora’st yakinindaki Eleu-
sinion’da tacinda sekiz kiigtik bist tastyan
geng bir erkek portresine’' daha énce de-
ginilmistir.  Olasilikla  Caracalla Do6-
nemi’ne tarihlenen bu portrede, mersin
agact (myrthe) yaprak tact tizerindeki bust-
lerin, Antoninler ve Severuslar Siila-
lesi’nin erkek fertlerini tasvir ettigi ve Ele-
usis ile yakindan iliskili bir kurum olan
Panbellenion’un bir delegesini temsil ettigi

Nerva’dan Pertinax’a kadar 11 imparator ile geri
kalan dordi ise 1. ylizyil imparatorlarint tasvir et-
mektedir: Inan — Alf6ldi-Rosenbaum 1979, 41.

64 Piccardi 2006, 374, dn. 12; Rumscheid 2000,
142-143, no. 64, lev. 28-30.

65 Wortle 1988, 1-43.

66 Rumscheid 2000, 10 dn. 65.

67 Wortle 1998, 10-11, 52-54. satitlar.

68 Rumscheid 2000, 12 dn. 78, no. 25, lev. 14,1-3.
69 Rumscheid 2000, 12 dn. 79, no. 25, lev. 14,1-3.
70 Rumscheid 2000, 12.

71 Piccard 2007, 365-390, res. la-c; 2; 3.
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6ne sirilmistir.”” S6z konusu delege,
muhtemelen Panbellenia  senliklerindeki
hizmetlerinden 6tiirt bir archon ya da ago-
nothetes olarak Atina’da bir heykelle onur-
landiridmustir.”

Aphrodisias’ta rahiplere 6zgu tag ta-
styan portelerin dordi olgun ve yash er-
kekleri, dordiniin ise sakalsiz geng erkek-
leri temsil ediyor olmasi antik kentteki
6nemli dini gorevlerin yaslilara oldugu ka-
dar geng erkeklere de acik olduguna isaret
etmektedir.”* Rahiplik miiessesi, festival-
lere baskanlik etmeyi ve diger masrafl
harcamalari Gstlenmeyi iceren onurlu bir
makam olmast itibariyle bu géreve gelen-
ler kentin varlikli ve ileri gelen ailelerini
temsil etmekteydiler. Zengin geng aris-
tokratlarin kamusal hayata girmeleri, er-
ken yaslardan itibaren hayirseverlik (exer-
getism) sistemine baslatilmalariyla olmus-
tur.”

Aizanoi Stadion’unun gliney cephesi
6ntinde bulunan kabartma tizerinde tasvir
edilen yedi tagtan 3., 4., 5. ve 7.’si olmak
tizere dordu bustli tactir. 9 stilize busta
tastyan ilk tacin, tag cemberi igerisindeki
Eski Yunanca yazittan anlasildigr tizere
MS 114 yilinda Pergamon’a 2. Neokoros-
luk verildiginde Asia Eyaleti Bagsrahibi
olan Appuleius tacint Pergamon’daki ta-
pinaga (Traianeum) adamustir.”® Ayni sti-
listik 6zelliklere sahip ancak dokuz yerine
on bist bulunan dérdiinci tag kabartma-
sinda, dedesi Appuleius’tan yaklagik ya-
rim ytzyil sonra Marcus Aurelius ile Lu-
cius Verus'un ortak imparatorlugunda

72 Piccard 2007, 365-3706, res. la-c; 2; 3.

73 Piccard 2007, 365-390, res. la-c; 2; 3.

74 Hallett 2000, 156.

75 Hallett 2006, 156, dn. 30 (dokuz ya da on yagin-
daki erkek ¢ocuklar bile rahip olabilmekteditler).
76 Rumscheid 2000, 13. no. 1c, lev. 1,1-2.

77 Rumscheid 2000, 13. dn. 82 no. 1d, lev. 1, 1,3.
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ayni gorevde bulunan torunu Eurykles,
tacint Pergamon’daki Imparatorluk Kiilt
(Traianeum) tapinagina adamustir.”” Aiza-
noi’daki ayni kabartma tzerindeki tag-
larda Appuleius ve torunu Eurykles’in,
stephanophoros gibi farkli bir gérevde bustla
ta¢ tagimalart Asia Birligi Bagrahibi
(Aoyepete) disinda ayrica panbellenion ve
stephanophoros gorevini elde edenlerin de
bustli ta¢ tasidiklarina isaret etmektedir.
Romali tarih¢i Suetonius,” Impara-
tor Domitian, Tupiter Rahibi ve Flaviuslar
rahipler kurulunun Roma’daki Capitol
oyunlarint seyrederken giydiklerini soyle
tasvir etmistit: “Oyunlara baskanhk eden
Domitian, ayaklarmda sandal, Y unan stili fe-
simli erguvan renkli bir toga, basinda Kapitol
Ugliisii olarak. bilinen lupiter, Inno ve Mi-
nerva’'min  biistlerini tastyan altindan bir tag,
onun yaninda ayn: tir elbise giyen ve taglarinda
Kapitol Ucliisii’niin yanisira imparatorun da
biistii bulunan Iupiter rahibi ile Flavinslar Ra-
hip Kurulu diyeleri yer almnstzr”’. Suetonius’un
da belirttigi gibi (imparator ve oyun di-
zenleyici) farkli gorevlerdekilerin bustla
tag tagidiklari, tacin dogrudan dogruya bir
gorevin belirteci olmadigl, aksine belirli
bir islevin simgesi oldugu énerilmistir.”
Once G. F. Hill'in® 6ne siirdiigii ve
ardindan 1. Robert’in® destekledigi
bustli taclatin imparator kilti ve/ya da
tanrt kiltiiniin rahip ve rahibelerinin bir
nisant oldugu ¢ogu arastirmact tarafindan
kabul gérmiistiir.*> Ancak arkeolojik mal-
zeme, antik kaynaklar ve epigrafik belge-

78 Suetonius, Domitian 4,4; ayrica bkz. Rumscheid
2000, 9.

79 Rumscheid 2000, 7-14.

80 Hill 1899, 247.

81 Robert 1930, 262-267.

82 Aurenhammer 1996, 389; Rumscheid 2000, 7.
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ler degerlendirildiginde yonetimdeki im-
paratorlar, tanri kilt rahipleri, imparator-
luk kilt rahipleri, kent ve eyalet rahipleri
(archiereus/ archiereia), asiarkh, stephanopho-
ros, agonotetes, panegyriarch ve archiprytan’la-
rin biistlii tag taktiklart anlasiimaktadir.®’
Ayrica hem tarihi hem de epigrafik kay-
naklar, oyunlarin (agon) tanrilar ve impa-
ratorlar onuruna kentteki memurlar tara-
findan da duzenlendigine isaret etmekte-
dir.**

Stilistik Kargilagtirma ve
Tarihleme

Flaviuslar Dénemi’nden Theodosius
Dénemi’ne kadar tim bistla rahip ve ra-
hibe portreleri, énce J. Inan ve E. Rosen-
baum® ve sonrasinda J. Rumscheid® ta-
rafindan degerlendirilmis olup kadin
portrelerinde en erken 6rnegin Hadrian
Doénemi’ne tarihlenen Plancia Magna’nin
portre yontusu oldugu kabul g6érmiistiir.”’
Kadin portrelerinde ancak MS 2. yiizyilda
bustli taglarin yayginlastigi ve bilinen en
erken 6rnegin Hadrian Dénemi’ne ve di-
ger orneklerin Hadrian Doénemi sonra-
sina tarihlendigi gérﬁlmektedir,88 Her ne
kadar tarihlendirilmesi tartismali olsa da
Aphrodisias  Bowulenterion’unda bulunmus
bust tagli Aphrodite’nin rahip yontusu,
stilistik olarak MO geg 1. yiizyil/MS er-

8 Bkz. Aurenhammer 1996, 90, dn. 24-26;
Rumscheid 2000, 10-24, dn. 156; Piccard 2007,
365-390.

84 Rumscheid 2000, 7-14, dn. 157.

85 [nan — Rosenbaum 1966, no. 111, 143, 151, 169,
174,190, 216, 219, 228,239, 241, 251 ve 282; inan
— Alfoldi-Rosenbaum 1979, 38 dn. 172. no. 135,
137, 186, 225, 230, 264, 311 ve 326.

86 Rumscheid 2000.

87 Inan — Alf6ldi-Rosenbaum 1979, 39, 248 no.
225, lev. 158,1-3; 159; 160,2; 271,4 (eski literatiirle
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ken 1. yiizyldan Ge¢ Flaviuslar Do6-
nemi’ne kadar farkls tarihlendirilen en er-
ken biist taglt rahip yontusudur.”

Teos kadin portresi ilk bakista sag¢
model bi¢imiyle MS 1. ytzyilin ikinci ya-
risina ait oldugu hissini uyandirir. Ancak
portrenin stilistik ve ikonografik 6zellik-
leri Flaviuslar Dénemi’nden daha cok
Geg Claudius — Nero Dénemi’ne (MS 50-
70) daha yakin oldugunu gosterir. Alt ge-
neden kulaklara dogru ytikselen t¢gen bi-
¢imli purtizstiz bir yliz hattina sahip olan
Teos kadin portresi, agiz kenarlarindaki
kiiciik gamzelere ragmen hissiz (belki bi-
raz ciddi) ve donuktur. G6z pinarlart ve
irisleri belirtilmeyen derine yerlestirilmis
badem bicimli kictk gbzler, naso-labial
hatlarla belirginlesen yanaklar ve burun
koki ile kemervari birlesmeyen ancak bu-
run kokindeki dikey cizgilere kavusan
ince kaslar, 30-40 yaslarinda olgun bir ka-
dmnin portrelendigine isaret eder.

Genel olarak 6nde kulaktan-kulaga
alni gevreleyen zarif yuvarlak yuzik bi-
cimli tek sira halkalardan olusan zincir bi-
¢imli sa¢ buklelerinin ilk kez Caligula D6-
nemi’nde (MS 37-41) ortaya ¢iktig1 ve ar-
dindan Nero Donemi’nde (MS 54-68) sa¢
ltlelerini olusturan halkalarin yine tek sira
halinde daha belirgin, daha kalin ve daha

birlikte); Rumscheid 2000, 31-32, 130-131, no. 32,
lev. 20,3 (yeni literatiirle birlikte).

88 Rumscheid 2000, 38.

89 Aphrodisias Boulenterion/ Odeion’unda bulunmug
olan biist taglt Aphrodite Rahip yontusu Inan ve
Rosenbaum tarafindan Geg Flaviuslar Dénemi’ne
tarihlendirilirken (Inan — Rosenbaum 1966, 171-
172 no. 228, lev. 126; Inan — Alf5ldi-Rosenbaum
1979, 39), Ch. Hallett tarafindan MO geg 1. yiizyil
ile MS erken 1. yiizyila tarihlendirilmektedir: Hal-
lett 2006, 159-160, no. 4, lev. 30 ve 31.
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etli olarak sa¢ kuaforiinde uygulama bul-
dugu belirtilmistir.”

Salyangoz bigimli kivircik sag lilelert,
sac lilelerinin merkezindeki nokta mat-
kap delgileri ve lilelerin alin tizerinde du-
zenli siralanist Tulia Titi’'nin Lugano’daki
portresini’’ hatirlatmakla beraber, Lu-
gano portresinde saglar sanki bir peruk
gibi ¢cok daha kabarik/hacimli ve Ust stte
cok sayida kivircik sag lilesinden olustu-
rulmustur. Ancak kulak tizerinde son bu-
lan bu stingervari kabarik sa¢ modeli, ku-
lak arkasindan itibaren belikler halinde
stilize bir sekilde oriilerek sikica basa sa-
rilmis ve ense tzerinde topuza donis-
mustiir. Lugano portesinde cephedeki ka-
barik stngervari abartili sa¢ modeli ile
yanlarda stilize sa¢ Orgiileriyle toplanmis
sa¢ topuzu arasinda olugan tezatlik Teos
portresinde tamamen eksiktir. New York,
Metropolitan Miizesi'nde MS 80-100 yil-
larina tarihlenen 26 cm yuksekligindeki
bir rahibe portresinin®, sa¢ kuaforii ve
salyangoz sekilli kivircik sag lilelerinin is-
lenisi Teos portesini hatirlatsa da hem
sungerimsi etki yaratan hacimli sa¢ kua-
ford, bu etkiyi biraz daha artiran sag tze-
rindeki hacimli tag, hem de basin arka-
sinda ense tzerinde stilize islenen sag be-
likleriyle yapilan topuz, Iulia Titi’nin Lu-
gano portresinde oldugu gibi hem stilistik
hem de tipolojik olarak farklidir. Benzer
sac modeli Tulia Titi’nin Solothurn” ve

90 Ozgan 2013a, 269-272; Ozgan 2013b, 48, 104-
105, res. 106-108.

o1 Daltrop — Hausmann — Wegner 1966, 49-52,
55, lev. 43a-b; Ozgan 2013b, 48, res. 32a-b.

92 Richter 1941, 4, no. 22 (MS 1. ylzyilin ikinci
yarisi Flaviuslar D6nemi); Richter 1948, no. 55
(Domitian ya da Traian Dénemi); Zanker 2016,
201 no. 73 (Geg Flaviuslar Dénemi, MS 80-100);
Zanker vd. 2019, 382 fig. 154 (Geg Flaviuslar ya
da Traian Dénemi MS 80-100);
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Roma Museo Nazionale’deki™ portrele-
rinde de s6z konusudur. Kivircik sac isle-
nisi ve siinger gibi aln1 ¢evreleyen sag ku-
aférit Domitia Longina’nin Roma ve
Brescia portrelerini” hatirlatmakla bit-
likte Teos portresi ¢ok hacimsiz ve abar-
tidan yoksundur. Aphrodisias Giliney
Agora’nin batt stoa’sinda bulunmus peplos
giyimli kadin yontusuna ait portre basin
abartili sa¢ kuaforiinde gézlenen merkezi
nokta matkap delgili ist tiste ¢ok sira ki-
vircik sag lileleri, Teos portresinin sag ku-
aforini hatirlatsa da etki bakimindan
Teos portresini katbekat asmaktadir.
Teos porte basinda salyangozvari sag li-
leleri, daha plastik, diizgiin siralt ve birbir-
lerinden acik bir sekilde ayirt edilebilir
olarak  islenmistir. ~ Aphrodisias’taki
peplos’lu kadin yontusunda® birbiri igeri-
sine gecmis, en azindan ilk iki sirada di-
zenli ancak ardindan diizensiz bir etki ya-
ratan sa¢ lilelerindeki nokta matkap yu-
valari, diizensiz bal petegini andirmakta
ve bir peruk gibi portreyi sarmaktadir. Sti-
listik olarak MS erken 2. yiizyila tarihle-
nen Aphrodisias pep/oslu kadin portresi”’
kabarik sac¢ kuafori ve dizensiz sag lile-
leri ile stilistik olarak Teos’taki portre bas-
tan daha ge¢ olmalidir. Teos kadin port-
resi, Flaviuslar Dénemi ve sonrasinda ka-
din portrelerinde gorilen hem bir taraf-
tan cephede vurgulanmis hacimli/kabatik
sungervari sa¢ modeline hem de basin tist

https://www.metmuseum.otg/art/ collec-
ton/search/246997 (erisim tarihi: 02.08.2022).

93 Daltrop — Hausmann — Wegner 1960, lev. 44;
46, d; 47, c.

% Daltrop — Hausmann — Wegner 1960, lev. 49,
b; Raeder 2010, 137-139, Abb. 215a-c.

95 Ozgan 2013b, 48-49, res. 35a-b ve 36a-d.

9 Dillon — Smith 2006, no. 90, 209-211, lev. 69 ve
71.

97 Dillon — Smith 2006, no. 90, 209-211, lev. 69 ve
71.
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ve arkasinda stilize edilen sa¢ belikleriyle
olusturulmus bir sa¢ topuzuna sahip ol-
mayist bakimindan farklidir. Sa¢ kuafori
acisindan Teos portresi abartidan uzak
cok daha sade ve Ge¢ Claudius-Nero D6-
nemi kadin portrelerini hatirlatir. Cogun-
lukla Flaviuslar Dénemi kadin portrele-
rinde ve sikke tasvirlerinde, alin Gzerinde
her iki yana ve ¢ogunlukla arkaya dogru
taranan saclar, stilize bir sekilde ense tize-
rinde topuz yapimustir. Buna karsilik Geg
Claudius ve Nero Dénemi kadin portre-
lerinde bas tzerinden yanlara dogru tara-
nan saglar, ense tizerinde topuz yapilma-
dan, belikler halinde ense tizerinden sirta
ve omuzlara dogru salinmustir. Teos ka-
din portresinde saglarin topuz yapildigina
dair bir iz yoktur. Saglarin ense tizerinde
topuz yapildigt portrelerde ense daima te-
miz yani sa¢stz birakilmistir. Buna karsilik
basin arkasinda topuz yapilmayan yani
belikler halinde her iki omuz ve sirt tize-
rine salinan sag¢ kuafériinde enseyi dogal
olarak sag lileleri ve belikler vurgulamis-
tir.

Teos kadin portresinde gorilen siki
salyangozvari kivircik buklelere sahip ve

%8 RPC1, 972; 1198; 2479; 2517, 2979; 2981; 2983;
4170.

99 Krs. Thrakia’daki Perinthos kenti bronz Claudia
Octavia sikke darbt icin bkz. Schénert-Geiss 255;
RPC1, 1755; Varbanov 3694; Claudia Octavia’nin
porteleri i¢in bkz. Wood 1999, 230-237, fig. 101-
104; RPC 1, 1755.

100 Krs. Roma National Museum’daki Poppaea
Sabina (?) portresi i¢in bkz. Maderna 2010, 121,
Abb. 179a-b; Louvre Mizesi’ndeki portre icin
bkz. Maderna 2010, 120-121, Abb. 178; Olympia
Miizesi’'ndeki i¢in bkz. Palagia 2010, 431-433, dn.
4, fig. 1, PRC 1, 1756.

101 T'eos kadin portresinin daha dar bir araliga ta-
rihlenmesi igin vermis oldugu bilgilerden Stari
R.R.R. Smith’e cok tesekkiir ederim.
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basin arkasinda topuz yapmayan sa¢ mo-
deli (kuaforti), Claudius ve Nero Do-
nemi’nde, Geng Agrippina’, Claudia Oc-
tavia” ya da Poppaea Sabina (?)'" gibi im-
paratorluk ailesinin kadin fertlerinin ter-
cih ettigi sa¢ modast stillerini olduk¢a ha-
titlatmaktadir."”' Aphrodisias  Sebasteion’
unda oglu Nero’yu taclandiran Geng Ag-
tippina portresinde'”?, MS 54 yilinda Im-
parator Nero ile annesi Geng Agrip-
pina’nin aureus darbi tzerindeki portre-
sinde'” ve Geng Agtippina’nin diger met-
mer portrelerindeki sa¢ modeli oldukga
benzerdir.'" Ayrica Paris Louvre Mii-

zesi'ndeki bir kadin portresi'” ile Olym-

pia Miizesi'” ve Roma Museo Nazionale
Romano’daki'”” Claudius-Neron Dénemi
imparatorluk ailesinden bir kadin portre-
sinin alin tzerindeki siralt bir diizene sa-
hip yuzik bicimli kivircik sa¢ bukleleri
Teos portresiyle 6nemli 6lgtide benzerdir.
Teos portresinde salyangozvari sag buk-
leleri daha sade ancak ince ayrintilidir.
Hem stilistik hem de tipolojik a¢idan
Teos kadin portresini MS 1. yiizyithn 3.
ceyreginin sonlarina dogru yani Geg Nero
Doénemi’ne tarihlemek miimkin gibi g6-

102 Smith 2013, 74-78, no. Al fig. 39, lev. 20-21;
ayrica bkz. Wood 1999, 295-304; fig. 142; Ma-
derna 2010, 127, Abb. 200a; Alexandridis 2004,
158-159, kat. no. 104-105, Lev. 27.

103 Ayrica Seleucis et Piera ve Antiocheia am
Oronthes darbi.

104 Krs. Alexandridis 2004, 156-164; kat. no. 99,
102, 103-107, 115, 116, Lev. 222; 2324; 24;
26,1,4; 27.

105 Maderna 2010, 120, Abb.178.

106 Alexandridis 2004, 169, kat. no. 134, Lev.
30,2.

107 Alexandridis 2004, 169, kat. no. 135, Lev.
30,3.
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zitkmektedit. Teos portresinin hissiz/do-
nuk yliz ifadesi yine genel olarak bu do-
neme tarihlenen kadin portrelerinde de
gorilir.

Teos’taki portre basin hem yuz
hatlar: hem de sa¢ kuaférii, daha ¢cok Im-
parator Nero Donemi’nde moda olan be-
lirgin sag stiline isaret etmesinden dolay1
olasilikla MS 1. ytizyilin 3. ceyregine tarih-
lenebilir. Boylece Teos bist taclt kadin
portresi, Plancia Magna portresinden
daha 6nceye tarihlendiginden bu tiirin en
erken 6rnegi olarak kabul edilebilir. Bu
durum MS 1. yizyilin hemen ortasindan
itibaren antik kentin sosyal ve kultiirel ya-
saminda 6nemli rol oynayan kentin 6nde
gelen bir figiiriine isaret ediyor olabilir.
S6z konusu kisinin tespitiyle belki daha
guvenilir bir tarih elde etmek miimkiin
olabilecektir.

Portre Basin Tarihsel Baglam
Icerisindeki Yeri ve Onemi

Teos kadin portresi, kendine 6zgi
fizyonomisi, defne tact ve tacinda alin
tzerinde tasidigt uglii bustiyle kentteki
prestijli memurluklardan birini tistlenmis,
kentin 6nde gelen bir ailesinin bir ferdini
onurlandirmaktadir. Kentteki prestijli
memurluklar, oyunlarin masraflarint kar-
stlayabilecek durumda olan kentin 6nde
gelen varlikli vatandaslari tarafindan tst-
lenildigi g6z 6ntine alindiginda ele gecen
yazitlardan ~ Ggrendigimiz ~ kadariyla
Teos’ta MS 1. yuzyilin ortasindan MS 2.
yuzyi baslangicina kadar olan dénemde
aynt aileye mensup ¢ 6nemli kadin figii-

108 Herrmann 2000, 92-95 no. 5; Kearsley 1999,
200, no. 5, 211-212, dn. 56.
109 Kearsley 1999, 198 dn. 31, 209, no. 1, dn. 52.
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rin 6ne ¢iktgr gorulir: Claudia Metro-
dora, Stratoneike ve Claudia Tryphaina.
Ayrica kentin bu 6nemli kadin figtirlerine
dordiinct olarak hakkinda higbir bilgimiz
olmayan Claudia Metrodora’nin annesi ve
Tiberius Claudius Kalabrotos'un esi de
dahil edilmelidir (Tablo 1).

Teoslu Tiberius Claudius Kalobro-
tos’un 6z kizi, Khios’un 6nde gelenlerin-
den Skythinos’un, erkek kardesi Tiberius
Claudius Phesinos'”™ ile birlikte evlat
edindigi ~ Claudia ~ Metrodora’nin'”,
Teos’ta hentiz hi¢bir kamusal gorevi bi-
linmemesine karsilik Khios’ta iki kez szep-
hanophoros’luk (kentteki en yiksek me-
murluk), sehre gelenlerin bile cémertge
davet edildigi sehir halki i¢in satafatlt bir
ziyafet verdigi, agonothetes olarak impara-
torluk oyunlarinin yénetimini tGstlendigi,
dort kez gymmnasiarch’lik, birlesik Herakleia
Kaisareia ve Romaia bayramlarinda bir-
den fazla agonothetes’lik, Herakleia Bay-
ramr’nda tim kent halkina iki kez zeytin
yag1 dagitimt ve 13 kentten olusan Tonia
Birligi’nde basileia gorevini ustlendigi ya-
zitlardan bilinmektedir.""” MS 1. yiizyilin
ortalarinda babast Kalobrotos’tan dolay1
ayni zamanda Roma vatandagligina da sa-
hip olan Claudia = Metrodora’nin,
Khios’taki kamusal yasama dair gérevleri
tek basina istlendigi, ardindan kocasiyla
birlikte bircok kamusal gorevi Ephe-
sos’ta'"! yerine getirdigi ele gecen yazitlar-
dan anlasimaktadir (ne yazik ki Ephe-
sos’ta bulunan yazitta kocasinin adi tahrip

110 PHTI Chios 17-18, 187; Robert 1938, 534-535;
Kearsley 1999, 198-201, dn. 41-42, no. 1-4, 209-
211.

" IpEph.= IK 17.1, 1981, 3-4 no. 3003; PHI Ep-
hesos 268; Kearsley 1999, 189, 198-201.
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olmustur).'”” Khios ve Ephesos’ta bulu-

nan yazitlar, kronolojik olarak siralanama-
salar da genel olarak Nero Doénemi’ne
(MS 54-68) tarihlenmekteditler. Claudia
Metrodora’nin olasilikla evlilik nedeniyle
Ephesos’a gelisiyle buradaki kamusal faa-
liyetlerinin Khios Adasi’ndakilerden biraz
sonra olmast muhtemeldir.'”” Teos’lu Ti-
berius Claudius Kalobrotos’un kizt Met-
rodora, Teos’ta heniiz hi¢bir kamusal g6-
revle iliskilendirilmese de Ephesos’lular
ya da Khioslular hayirseverleri Claudia
Metrodora’yt anavatant Teos’ta belki de
kentin agora’sinda bir heykel yontu ile
onurlandirmis olabilirler. Claudia Metro-
dora, s6z konusu yaztlarla Nero Do-
nemi’ne tarihlendigi icin adint bilmedigi-
miz annesi bir kusak 6ncesine yani Impa-
rator Claudius Doénemi’ne (MS 41-54) ta-
rihlendirilebilir. Biyiik olasiikla Claudia
Metrodora’nin babast Tiberius Claudius
Kalobrotos, Claudius Dénemi’nde Roma
vatandasligt elde etmistir.'"*

Ephesos'"” ve Teos’ta'® bulunan ya-
zitlara gore Claudia Metrodora’nin erkek
kardesi Tiberius Claudius Phesinos ve
onun esi Stratoneike, ardindan MS 2. yiiz-
yil basinda ise kizlart Claudia Tryphaina'"’
Asia Eyalet baskenti Ephesos’da 6nemli
gorevlerde bulunmuslardir. Teos’ta ele
gecen vyazittan Teos halki ve danisma

116

112 Herrmann 2000, 94-95, dn. 24; Kearsley 1999,
201, no. 3, 210 dn. 54.

113 Kearsley 1999, 201.

114 Adak 2021a, 103-104, res. 42.

115 IvEph.= IK 12.2, 1979, no. 232-233, 237-238,
240; Friesen 1993, 47, 175, 185; Friesen 1999, 289.
116 JGR 1V 1571=CIG 3092; LeBas — Waddington
110; PHI Teos 118; Robert 1937, 24-25; Hert-
mann 2000, 92-96 no-4-5.

17 JGR1V 1571=CIG 3092; LeBas — Waddington
110; PHI Teos 118; Friesen 1993, 162-163; Ke-
arsley 1999, 200, dn. 43; Herrmann 2000, 94.
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meclisinin, Asia Birligi Bagrahiplik gore-
vini birlikte yerine getirmis Tiberius Cla-
udius Phesinos ile Stratoneike’nin kizi,
archiereia  Asias (Asia Eyaleti Basrahi-
besi)''"® ve Teos’ta Dionysos Rahibesi Cla-
udia Tryphaina’yr onurlandirdigs ve hey-
kelinin ogullari Kalobrotos ve Peisoninos
tarafindan  dikildigi 6grenilmektedir.'”
MS 2. ytuzyilin hemen baslarina tarihlenen
s6z konusu yazitta babast Phesinos ve an-
nesi Stratoneike’nin Asia Birligi Basrahip-
ligi, kizlar1 Claudia Tryphaina’nin Asia
Birligi Basrahibeligi ve ayni zamanda Di-
onysos Bas rahibeligi yaptiklari anlasil-
maktadir.” S6z konusu bu yazit hari-
cinde bu stlale ile ilgili olarak 1963 ve
1964 yilarinda strdurilen Teos’taki bosule-
uterion kazilarinda Tiberius Claudius Ka-
lobrotos ve oglu Asia Birligi’nin Basrahibi
Tiberius Claudius Phesinos’un birer
bronz heykelle onurlandirildigina dair ya-
zith heykel kaideleri de ele gecmistir.'!
Ayrica 2012 yilt kaziarinda yine bouleute-
rion’da bulunan diger bir heykel kaidesin-
deki yazittan da baba Tiberius Claudius
Kalobrotos’un heykelini imparator basra-
hibi olarak kiraladig1 gladyator ekibinin
(familia) diktigi anlasilmaktadir'®. Tibe-
rius Claudius Kalobrotos ve Tiberius Cla-
udius Phesinos’un bronz heykelini tastyan
¢ kaidenin siyasi kararlarin alindigi mec-
lis binasinda bulunmasi onlarin kentteki

18 _Aprchierens ve Archiereia icin bkz. Friesen 1993,
77-113, 169-171, 175.

119 JGR1IV 1571=CIG 3092; LeBas — Waddington
110; PHI Teos 118; Robert 1937, 24-25; Hert-
mann 2000, 93.

120 Herrmann 2000, 94.

121 Boysal — Ogiin 1962, 12; Ogiin 1963, 117, lev.
4,1; Boysal 1965, 231; Herrmann 2000, 91-95 no.
4-5, res. 1-2 (aile soyagact ile birlikte) res. 1-2;
SEG 51, 1618 ve 1619; Kadioglu 2012, 510-511,
res. 9; Kadioglu 2021, 41, 295 dn. 85 fig. 13, 42.
122 Adak 2021a, 103.
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6nciil konumuna isaret etmektedir.'” An-
cak her ne kadar yazitlar bu konuda he-
nuz bilgi vermiyor olsa da Kalobrotos,
bityiik olasilikla Imparatorluk Kiiltii Bas-
rahibi olarak gladyator oyunlart diizenle-
mis olmalidir.'* Kalobrotos’un biyolojik
oglu Phesinos, MS 89/90 yilinda Ephe-
sos'un ilk #eokorosTugu almasi tzerine
Asia Birligi’nin Ephesos’ta gérev yapan
basrahibi (archierens) olarak bu prestijli g6-
revi esi basrahibe (archiereia) Stratonike ile
bitlikte yerine getirmistir.'” Ephesoslu
Tiberius Claudius Italicus ile evlenmis
olan kizlar1 Claudia Tryphaina, ebeveyn-
leri gibi Asia Birligi Basrahibelik gérevi ile
Teos’ta Dionysos rahibeligini ytriitmis-
tir. Roma’nin Asia Eyaleti’ndeki impara-
torluk kult kurumlarinda en yiiksek yetki-
liyi ifade eden Asia Birligi Basrahibi (arc-
hiereus tes Asias), neokoros unvani almis olan
kentlerde ayni zamanda Tanrica Roma ve
Augustus Kiulti’niin Bagrahibi unvanini
da icermektedir.'"* Archierens/ asiarkh dini
ve idari gorevlerinin yant sira Imparator-
luk klt rahibi olarak oyunlar diizenledigi
bircok yazittan bilinmektedir.'”’

Gec Hellenistik Dénem’de ve Erken
Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi’nde Diony-
sos rahiplerinin isimleri tapinaktaki mer-
mer bloklar tzerine yazilmustir. Eponym
prytanislerin isimlerinin de yer aldigt bu
rahip listelerinden simdiye kadar ti¢ blok

123 Herrmann 2000, 93; Adak 2021a, 103.

124 Adak 2021a, 103.

125 Herrmann 2000, 94.

126 Friesen 1999, 275 dn. 1.

127 Rumscheid 2000, 14, dn. 90.

128 Adak 2021b, 117.

129 JGR 4, 1567; Herrmann 2000, 94 s. 96’da aile
soyagact. Ayrica bkz. Friesen 1993, 191.

130 Herrmann 2000, 94-95; Kearsley 1999, 201-
202.

M. Kaduwogln

ele gegmistir. Bunlardan en geg olan1 Fla-
viuslar Dénemi’nde tanrinin rahipligini
yapan Tiberius Claudius Phesinos’a ait-
tir."” Italicus ile Tryphaina’nin ¢ocuklari
olan Tiberius Claudius Pius Pisoninos,
Tiberius Claudius Kalobrotos, Claudia
Magna ve Claudia Tertulla (?) da basrahip
olarak gorev yapmis ve Teos halki tarafin-
dan hayirsever sifatlartyla onurlandiril-
mislardir. Torun Tiberius Claudius (Pius)
Pisoninus, Ephesos’ta MS 124 ile
130/131 yillar1 arasinda Halk Yazmani
(Grammatens) ve MS 130-138 yillarinda
Asiakh, oglu ise kamu yapilarinin sorum-
lusu (ergepistates) olarak gérev yapmustir.'”
MS 1. ylizyihn ortasindan MS 2. yiizyillin
ortalarina kadar dort nesli ardt sira takip
edilebilen Teos’lu bu soylu ailenin etki
alant Teos disinda Khios ve Ephesos’a
kadar yayilmistir."’

Aizanoi, Aphrodisias, Stratonikeia,
Silandos ve Cumae kent haklarinin ilk 7e-
okoros’lugunu alan Ephesos’u ve Asia Bir-
ligi Bagrahibi (Gg¢tnct) Tiberius Claudius
Phesinos’u  kutlayan yazitlar icin MS
89/90 yilt énerilmistir.””" Onerilen bu ta-
rih, s6z konusu yazitlarda adlart gecen L.
Mestrius Florus (MS 88/89), Marcus Ful-
vius Gillo (MS 89/90) ve L. Luscius
Octea’nin (MS 90/91) Asia Prokonsuli
olarak gbrev yapmalariyla iliskilendiril-
mistir."”> Béylece Claudia Tryphaina’nin
babast Phesinos ile annesi Stratoneike’nin

131 IvEph.= IK 12.2, 1979, no. 232-242; Keil 1919,
115-120 nr. 5; Keil 1932, 60; Magie 1950, 1. 572
ve I1. 1434; Karwiese 1970, 282; Priece 1984, 178,
dn. 31 (s. 255); Herrmann 1986, 183; Campanile
1994, 42-43, no. 18; Friesen 1993, 29-44, 162, 175;
Friesen 1995, 231-232; Friesen 1999, 289; Hert-
mann 2000, 93 dn. 20; Burrell 2004, 62-63 (Neron
Dénemi ya da daha sonra MS 85-86).

132 Eck 1970, 85, 140-141; bkz. Friesen 1993, 42,
46-49, 139, 162, 175; Campanile 1994, 42-43, no.
18; Friesen 1995, 244; Herrmann 2000, 93 dn. 20.
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Ephesos’ta Asia Bitligi Bagsrahibi/rahi-
besi olarak MS 89/90 ya da MS 90/91 yil-
larinda gorev yaptiklart kabul edildigin-
den, Teos boulenterion’una heykellerinin di-
kilerek onurlandirilmast olasilikla boulente-
rion’da yapilan degisikliklerle iliskilendiri-
lebilir."”

Stilistik ve ikonografik olarak MS 1.
yuzyiin 3. ceyregine (MS 50-70) tarihle-
meyi Onerdigimiz kadin portresi, buyik
olasilikla kentin 6nde gelen Tiberii Clau-
dii stilalesinden olgun bir kadinin giyimli
portre yontusuna ait olmalidir. Bu du-
rumda s6z konusu portre, Khios ve Ep-
hesos’ta yapmis oldugu hizmetlerden do-
lay1 tanidigimiz, bu siilalenin adi bilinen
ilk kadin tyesi Claudia Metrodora’ya ait
olabilir. Ancak s6z konusu portrenin bi-
raz daha gec yani MS 80/90’1 yillara ta-
rihlenmesi  durumunda  Stratoneike’yi
onurlandirmzis olabilecegi de g6z ard1 edil-
memelidir. Claudius Phesinos’un esi, Asia
Birligi Basrahibesi Stratoneike’nin Roma
imparatorluk Dénemi’nin baslangicinda
imparatorluk Kulti ile birlestirilen Di-
onysia Kaisarea Bayrami’ndaki yarisma-
lar1 (Hellenistik Donem’den itibaren bili-
nen tragedya, komedya, ates danst ve ¢o-
cuklar flit korosu, erkekler fliit korosu
vb.)"** agonothetes olarak MS 89/90 ya da
90/91 yilinda Asia Birligi Basrahibi Tibe-
rius Claudius Phesinos'”, esi Stratoneike
ile birlikte ytritmustir. Bu nedenle soz
konusu kadin portresi hem tarihsel hem

de sosyo-kiltirel baglamda Stratoneike
ile de iliskilendirilebilir.

133 Kadioglu 2021, 283.

134 Adak 2021b, 118 dn. 20.

135 Adak 2021a, 102-104.

136 Adak 2021b, 102, fig. 39 dn. 3; ayrica bkz.
Rigsby 1996, 291.
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Dionysos Tapinagi’'nin dogu cephe-
sinde ele gecen bir kiilt yazit1, Teos™un do-
kunulmazliginin (asylia) MS 22 yilinda Im-
parator Tiberius tarafindan onaylandigina
ve Tiberius'un Dionysos kultiine dahil
edildigini ortaya koymaktadir."”® Her ne
kadar kentin ggora’sinda Tanrica Roma ve
imparator Augustus kiltine adanmis pe-
ripteral bir tapinak (Sebasteion)"” inga edil-
mis ise de 1mparat0r Tiberius ile birlikte
imparatorluk kilti kentin basat kualta
olan Dionysos ve Dionysos Tapinagi ile
birlestirilmistir.

Teos’ta Dionysia Kaisarea Bay-
ramt’ndaki yarigmalari finanse eden olasi-
likla Tiberii Claudii silalesinin bir kadin
ferdinin (Metrodora ya da Stratoneike) ti¢
sira defne yaprak tacl portresinde, dik-
dortgen levha tizerindeki bustler ne yazik
ki cinsiyetlerini de belirleyemeyecek kadar
kot tahrip olmustur. Aphrodisias’taki
bustli taglarda oldugu gibi ortadaki figtir
bir tanri ya da tanriga olabilir. Ancak figi-
rin cinsiyetini sadece gégus ve omuz tize-
rinde korunmus olan elbise kivrimlarin-
dan tespit etmek zordur. Elbise kivrimla-
rinin kismen g6gts tzerinde secilebiliyor
olmasi, genelde uzun saglt ve tst gévdesi
ciplak tasvir edilen ketteki basat tanrt Di-
onysos’tan daha ziyade burada belki de
tanrica Roma, Demeter ve Kore ya da Le-
ukotheia™® tasvir edilmis olabilir. Sagda
bir erkek ve solda ise bir kadin figiir tasvir
edilmis gibi gérinmektedir. Bu durumda
yonetimdeki Imparator Nero sagda ve
solda annesi Geng¢ Agrippina ya da esi
Claudia Octavia/Poppaea Sabina yer ali-

157 Kadioglu 2021, 178-185.
138 Kentteki kiltler i¢in bkz. Adak 2021b, 116-
133.
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yor olabilir. Eger s6z konusu portre Do-
mitian Donemi’ne tarihlenirse o zaman
sagdaki bustiin yonetimdeki imparator
Domitian ve soldakinin ise esi Domitia ya
da Iulia Titi oldugu distinutlebilir.

Hierapolis tiyatrosunun hemen alt
kesiminde bulunmus olan uzun-ince yu-
varlak altar’daki tag kabartmasinda yone-
timdeki imparator Septimius Severus, esi
Tulia Domna ve oglu Caracalla’ya ait biist-
lerin oldugu tahmin edildigi'"” ya da
Perge’de Plancia Magna portre yontu-
sunda oldugu gibi'*’ Teos kadin portesi-
nin tacindaki bustlerde ortada iktidardaki
Imparator Nero, solunda yiiksek sa¢ kua-
fortyle annesi Geng Agrippina ve saginda
ise uvey babast Claudius olmus olabile-
cegl de dustnilebilir. Goraldigu tzere
bustlerin kot korunma durumu gtivenilir
bir sonuca ulagsmay1 zorlastirmakla ve bir-
cok olasiligr miimkiin kilmaktadir.

MO 2. yiizyildan itibaren temel egi-
timde miizik ve dilbilgisi sinavlari icin de
kullanilmis oldugunu kentte bulunan bir
yazittan'*'  bildigimiz ve Roma Dé-
nemi’nde bir odezon olarak kullanimina de-
vam edilen  boulenterionda'”  Straro-
neike’nin esi Asia Birligi Basrahibi Tibe-
rius Claudius Phesinos ile babast Tiberius
Claudius Kalobrotos bronz heykellerle
onurlandirilmislardir.'” Teos kadin port-
resinin boulenterionun hemen giineydogu
bitisigindeki cadde tzerinde bulunmus
olmasina karsilik portre, boulenterion’daki
sz konusu kisilerle hentiz kesin olarak
iliskilendirilememektedir.  Bouleuterion’da
bulunan Tiberii Claudii siilalesinin erkek

139 Rumscheid 2000, 16-17, no. 22, lev. 11,3; 12,1-
3.

140 Rumscheid 2000, 32.

141 Kadioglu 2021, 260-262 dn. 1, tablo 3; Adak
2021¢, 267-268.
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fertlerine ait heykellerin bronzdan olma-
sina karsilik Teos kadin portresinin beyaz
mermerden olmast s6z konusu kompo-
zisyonun bitlikteligini zayiflatmaktadir'*,
Buna karsilik yarismalarla (agon) baglantili
olan bistli portenin, miizik ve sahne sa-
natlart yarismalari icin de kullanilan ode-
ion/ boulenterion ile iliskilendirilmesi ol-
duk¢a mantiklidir. Ancak buluntu yeri iti-
bartyla portre basin ait oldugu giyimli ka-
din yontusunun kentin ticari ve politik
merkezi olan agora’ya dikilerek ilgili kisi-
nin onurlandirldmis olmast daha olasidur.
Tactaki bustlerde herhangi bir tanri ile
iliskilendirilebilecek bir belirte¢ olmadi-
gindan Perge’deki Plancia Magna portre-
sinde oldugu gibi Teos kadin portresi,
Asia Birligi Basrahibesi, Dionysos Kiltii
Basrahibesi, stephanephoros ya da bir agonot-
hetes ile iliskilendirilebilir.
Sonug

2021 yili Bouleuterionun gineyindeki
cadde kazi ¢alismalarinda ele gecen biist
tagh kadin portresi, stilistik ve tipolojik
olarak MS 1. yizyilin 3. ¢eyregine (olasi-
likla Neron Doénemi) tarihlenmektedir.
Boylece Teos kadin portresi, bu zamana
kadar bust tagl kadin portreleri igerisinde
bilinen en erken 6rnegi olusturur. Defne
tacindaki ti¢ bustten dolay1 kentte 6nemli
gorevler istlenmis (tanrt kilt rahibesi, im-
paratorluk kilt rahibesi (archiereia), stepha-
nophoros, agonothetes, gynmasiarch ve/veya
Tonia Birligi'nde basileia gibi) kentin ileri
gelen ailelerinden birinin bir kadin ferdi
oldugu distuntlmektedir. Bu baglamda
portrenin Imparator Nero Dénemi’nde

142 Kadioglu 2021, 272-283.

143 Herrmann 2000, 91-95, no. 4-5, res. 1-2.

144 Belki de grup igerisinde yer alan kadin heykel-
lerinin daha mermerden erkek heykellerinin ise
bronzdan yapilmis oldugu distinilebilir.
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hem Khios hem de Ephesos’ta hayirse-
verlikleriyle taninan aslen Teoslu Claudia
Metrodora’ya ait olabilecegi 6nerilmistir.
Yine Tiberii Claudii stilalesinden adlart bi-
linmeyen diger kadin tyelerinin yant sira
Tiberius Claudius Phesinos’un esi Asia
Birligi Basrahibesi Stratoneike’nin de s6z
konusu edilebilecegi ifade edilmistir. An-
cak ¢ok tahrip olan tagtaki bustlerin kim-
leri temsil ettigi kesin olarak belirleneme-
mistir. Caddenin devaminda yapilacak
olan kazit calismalarinda bulunacak bu
portreye ait olast pargalar ile yazit, belki
ileride portrenin daha iyi yorumlanmasina
katk: saglayacaktir.
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Plan ve Figiirler Listesi:

Tablo 1. Tiberii Claudii Stlalesi Soy Agact
(Herrmann 2000).

Plan 1. Teos kent plani, 2022 (S. Ornek).

Plan 2. Teos kent planindan ayrintt: Geg
Roma Dénemi Suru’nun gevreledigi Bouleu-
terion, Agora, Tanrica Roma ve Augustus Ta-
pinagt plant (S. Ornek).

Figiir 1. 28.1 numarali cadde tizerindeki ka-
din portresinin  buluntu durumu ve arka
planda Ge¢ Roma Dénemi Suru ile Bouleu-
terion (Teos Kazt Arsivi).

Figiir 2a. Teos bist tach kadin portresinin
(Metrodora?) cepheden goriinist (Teos Kazi
Arsivi).

Figiir 2b. Teos kadin portresinin (Metro-
dora?) bist tacindan ayrintt (Teos Kazt Ar-
sivi).

Figiir 3. Teos bust tagh kadin portresinin

(Metrodora?) sol yandan gorinisi (Teos
Kaz1 Arsivi).

Figiir 4. Teos bust tagh kadin portresinin
(Metrodora?) sag yandan goriinisi (Teos
Kaz1 Arsivi).

Figiir 5. Teos bust tagh kadin portresinin
(Metrodora?) istten gorinisi (Teos Kaz
Arsivi).

Figiir 6. Teos bust tagh kadin portresinin
(Metrodora?) arkadan gorintsii (Teos Kaz
Arsivi).
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Tablo 1. Tiberii Claudii stilalesinin soyagact (Herrmann 2000).
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PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS OF THE MACROBOTANICAL REMAINS
FROM THE LATE ANTIQUE AND BYZANTINE PHASES OF THE
DOMUS AT POMPEIOPOLIS
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Abstract: Archaeological excavations of the Domus complex at Pompeiopolis reveal significant information
about the evolution of the settlement beginning from its foundation in the second half of the 3% c., its
transformation through the Late Antiquity - Early Byzantine — Transition Period (Dark Ages) and the Middle
Byzantine phase of the complex before its abandonment sometime after the 11%-12% c. In the 2021
excavation season, 32 flotation samples were processed representing the multi-period occupation of the
domestic complex. In this paper, macrobotanical materials recovered from the flotation samples are analyzed.
The results are discussed in relation to the sample contexts representing different phases of the Domus.

POMPEIOPOLIS’TE BULUNAN DOMUS’UN GEC ANTIK CAG VE BiZANS DONEMI
EVRELERINDEN ELDE EDILEN MAKROBOTANIK KALINTILARIN ON
DEGERLENDIRMESI
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Ozet: Pompeiopolis’te gerceklestirilen arkeolojik kazilar Domus kompleksinin 3. yiizythn ikinci yarisinda insa
edilmesinden, 11.-12. ytzyilin sonrasinda terkedilmesine kadar gecen zaman icinde Ge¢ Antik Cag — Erken
Bizans — Geg¢is Dénemi (Karanlik Cag) ve Orta Bizans donemlerindeki déntsimu hakkinda 6nemli bilgiler
sunmaktadir. 2021 kazi sezonunda bu konutsal alanin ¢ok dénemli iskanint temsil eden 32 flotasyon 6rnegi
incelenmistir. Bu makalede flotasyon 6rneklerinden ayristiridmis olan makrobotanik kalintilar analiz edilmis,
Domus kompleksinin farkli dénemlerini temsil eden Srneklerden elde edilen sonuglar baglamlariyla iligkili
olarak tartistlmigtir.
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Preliminary Analysis of the Macrobotanical Remains from the Late Antique and Byzantine Phases of the Domus at Pompeiopolis

Introduction

Archaeobotanical studies
predominantly focus on prehistoric and
pre-classical  periods in  Anatolia,
compared to later periods. While there
are mote contributions in the last decade
to Late Antique, Medieval and Ottoman
periods', we are strongly indebted to the
archacobotanical research done in the
earlier diachronic excavations such as
Beycesultan, Amorium, and Kilisetepe®
(Fig. 1). This preliminary
archacobotanical data studied from
Pompeiopolis, representing Late Antique
and Medieval periods, aims to contribute
to  the limited  archaeobotanical
assemblages of related periods in
Anatolia, and is therefore worth
consideration.

Also, the chronological resolution of
data recovered from the Domus complex
at Pompeiopolis is high compared to the
majority of Late Antique and Medieval
excavations. In most cases, the
chronological representation of the
archacobotanical data is defined as
Byzantine or Medieval for the entire
assemblages. However, this definition
represents the 4™-15" c., therefore it is
low resolution and insufficient for
providing data relating to any specific
research questions. Especially, there are
multiple social, religious, political, and
economic breaking points (ie. de-
urbanization/ruralization, domestic
organization, economic strategies,
Persian wars, Arab attacks (dark ages or

!'see Giorgi 2012; Ramsay — Eger 2015; Pigkin —
Tatbul 2015; De Cupere et al. 2017; Cassis et al.
2019.
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transition period), Iconoclasm, Middle
Byzantine revival) during the Late
Antique and Medieval periods apart from
the environmental and climatic factors.
For instance, palynological research
proves that there were favorable climatic
conditions, and agricultural practices and
animal husbandry increased during the
Middle Byzantine period and this is also
supported by  archaeological and
historical data’. Archaeobotanical data at
Pompeiopolis provides information for
all significant periods.

In this preliminary analysis, primarily
the proportions of the economic species
were identified and the patterns were
compared with other contemporary
archaeobotanical assemblages in
Anatolia. The dominant presence of
some species is taken as an important
indicator of economic strategies and
various unfavorable conditions (i.e.
wheat vs barley cultivation). Also,
contextual patterns were emphasized in
chronological differentiation, therefore
kitchen, storage, and drainage contexts
were associated with consumption,
storing, and discard behaviors
respectively, and thus the domestic
organization of the community through
the occupation history of the Domus
complex. Component parts of plants
were included in the analysis to make
inferences about the condition in which
they were brought to the domestic unit,
how they were stored and whether the
diachronic absent/present pattern of
component parts within the Domus

2 see Helbaek 1961; Harrison — Christie 1993;
Bending —Colledge 2007.

3 see Izdebski 2012; Haldon et al. 2014; Xoplaki
et al. 2016; Roberts et al. 2018.
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context might indicate anything about the
ruralization process.

Context of the Study

The archaeological site of
Pompeiopolis is located in Taskoprd,
Kastamonu. The Roman city was
founded by Gnaeus Pompeius Magnus in
65/64 BCE, after defeating Mithridates
VI'. The settlement (Zimbuilli Tepe) was
continuously inhabited from the 1* c. CE
until its final abandonment sometime
after the 11™-12* c. The public and
functional structures of the Roman city
were discovered and documented both
through geophysical prospection and
excavations revealing limited parts of the
structures, mostly in the upper parts of
the settlement’.

From 2009 an Italian team directed
by Prof. Musso (University of Roma 3)
ran an extensive excavation of a whole
block of the ancient city on the north-
eastern slope of the hill’. The block was
entirely occupied by a Late Antique Do-
mus built around the mid-3™ c. and con-
tinuously inhabited until the Middle Byz-
antine period with a succession of trans-
formations that can be summarized as
follows: Period I (mid-3" to 6™ ¢.) - rich
residential grand house; Period II (6™ to
7" ¢)) - transformation of the house into
several premises hosting storerooms and
manufacturing facilities; period 111 (8" to
10" ¢.) - loss of the original townscape

4 Summerer — von Kienlin 2013, 115.

5 Summerer — von Kienlin 2013.

6 Musso et al. 2011; Brizzi et al. 2021; Summerer
2008, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2016, 2017, 2018;
Summerer — Cevik 2015; Summerer — von
Kienlin 2009; Summerer et al. 2010.

7 Brizzi et al. 2021.

M. N. Tathbul — T. Giirdal

and formation of a hamlet; Period IV
(11™-12" ¢.) - construction of a Christian
religious building and formation of a
small cemetery around (Table 1).

Period 1 provides continuous
occupation history of the Domus during
the transition from the Late Antique to
the Early Byzantine period. Period II
represents the 6™-7" c. occupation of the
Domus, which was subjected to major
architectural transformation’. In
Anatolia, 6™-7" c. is known for political
instability due to the Persian and early
part of the Arab invasions, therefore this
phase bears the potential to enlighten the
less known part of Anatolia during this
period of political instability’. An
interruption of communication starts in
this period between the capital
Constantinopolis and the cities of
Anatolia, resulting in new administrative
and economic organizations, and the
lands were divided into themata’. 6™ c. is
also taken as the beginning of de-
urbanization  and  ruralization  of
Byzantine Anatolia.

Period III was dated to the 8™-10™
c."", which represents the Transition
period (Dark Age)'” and the eatly part of
the Middle Byzantine period, when there
was a rural revival, establishment of new
domestic and industrial units and
prosperity  of  diminished  urban
settlements (castra)"”. The Domus area at

8 see Decker 2016.

9 see Haldon 2010; Brubaker — Haldon 2011.
10 see Saradi 2006.

11 Brizzi et al. 2021.

12 see Decker 2016.

13 see Holmes 2008; Harvey 2008; Whittow
2008.
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Pompeiopolis was transformed into a
hamlet in this period™.

Period IV, which is the final
occupation of the settlement, is dated to
the 11"-12" c. A Middle Byzantine chapel
and associated graves were attested in the
excavations”. 'This phase has the
potential to provide information about
the transition from the Byzantine to
Seljuk period in the region. Many
Byzantine settlements were abandoned
or transformed and continued under
Seljuk rule in the region during the 11™-
12th C.16

Flotation samples taken from the
Domus and its neighborhood represent
domestic  contexts: storage  room,
kitchen, street sewer, and internal
drainage. Archaeobotanical data at
Pompeiopolis sheds light on storing
plant-based food, food preparation,
consumption, and discard behaviors.

Methodology

In the 2021 excavation season, a
total number of 32 samples from the
Domus area were floated (637 liters),
sorted, and identified (Fig. 2) (Table 2).
Of those, 12 samples from the depot
belong to previous years and 20 samples
were newly taken simultaneously with the
ongoing excavations.

Sampling Strategy

The archaeobotanical work at
Pompeiopolis in the 2021 season mainly
focused on understanding the contextual
relationship  between the Domus

14 Brizzi et al. 2021.
15 Brizzi et al. 2021.
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complex and the recently explored street
of the settlement. During the
excavations, a main drainage system
below the street pavement was explored,
which had connections to the internal
drainage system of the Domus. Apart
from that, burnt contexts and utility
features at the Domus that might have
the potential for plant remains were
considered for sampling. Therefore, the
sampling strategy was judged following
the excavation of these related
stratigraphic units. No limits were
defined for the sampling volumes. Each
sample is calculated per liter while
comparing the identified materials in the
further stages of the research. Potential
stratified ~ contexts  were  sampled
gradually at depth to distinguish intrusive
materials in the upper parts of the
stratigraphic unit, which might originate
from disturbance and post-depositional
processes.

Flotation

A siraf type flotation barrel was used
to process the soil samples. It was
designed and first used at Pompeiopolis
by Evangelia Piskin from METU in the
2012 season. The barrel had two valves:
one for water intake and the other for air,
which was connected to an air
compressor to mobilize and resolve the
intact soil and help to easily float the
charred materials minimizing the physical
contact during the process. The floated
light fractions (LF) were collected in a
tulle cloth (woven ca.100 microns) and
set on a perforated bucket at the mouth

16 see Tatbul 2021; Bohlendorf-Arslan 2017, 367,
Cassis 2009, 5-6; Haldon 2018, 251; Erciyas
2019.
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of the  Dbarrel, where the water
overflowed. The sunken heavy residue
(HR) was collected in plastic mesh (1
mm). Volumes of all soil samples were
measured by a scaled bucket in liters
before floating.

Sorting

After the flotation and drying
process of the samples, all LF and HR
were sieved through 2 mm, 1 mm, and
500-micron sieves. Only the LF and HR
over 2 mm in size were sorted and
identified. Materials smaller than 2 mm
were kept in the depot for further study.
Due to bureaucratic reasons and a general
prohibition on all excavations by the
Ministry in the last few years, the samples
could not be moved to scientific
institutions, universities, and laboratories.
Therefore, in the limited time, only the
samples over 2 mm had to be sorted,
identified, and analyzed within the
boundaries of the excavation facilities.

Identification

The aim of this analysis of the 32
samples analyzed in 2021 was to
investigate the economic plants within
different contexts of the Domus through
its  architectural and  occupational
evolution from the Late Antique to the
Middle Byzantine periods. After the
sorting of seeds and fragments from the
larger charcoal remains with the naked
eye, each separated material was observed
under a stereo  microscope  for
identification at the species level. Visual
documentation of plants were made

17 Neef et al. 2012.
18 Cappers — Bekker 2013.

M. N. Tathbul — T. Giirdal

through a Celestron MicroDirect 1080p
digital microscope.

Plant remains recovered from the
samples were identified by using the
Digital ~ Atlas  of Economic — Plants  in
Archaeology’, A Manual for the Identification
of Plant Seeds and Fruits'”*, and Jacomet's
manual Identification of Cereal Remains from
Archaeological ~ Sites”.  Due to the
restrictions that limited the performance
of the identification procedures on-site,
no reference collections could be
appealed to other than the very limited
examples the authors had. Some plants,
which needed further checks in the
laboratory with reference collections,
could not be identified properly, and are
therefore recorded as unidentified in the
database, but excluded in this article.

Quantification

All  identified specimens were
quantified. Seeds were counted as one
when they were in complete form. For
grapes, the tips of the seeds were
counted. When there are stalks (i.e. grape
pedicle) they were counted as one. For
legumes, the half seed was counted as one
if the other halves were not in the same
rational size.

Data Analysis

Proportions among species

The count of identified specimens
was 109 among the plant remains
recovered from 32 soil samples having a

total volume of 637 liters (Fig. 3). The
dominating species were the cereals with

19 Jacomet 20006.
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47% of the total assemblage. Triticum spp.
(wheat) was represented with 18%,
Hordeum  spp.  (barley) with 10% and
Cerealia with 19%, which includes grasses
and unidentified members of the Poaceae
family.

Legumes comprise 4% of the
identified plant taxa. It was surprising
that no lentils (Lexns culinaris), peas (Pisum
sativumi), and chickpeas (Cicer arietinunz)
were recovered within the Domus
samples. A limited number of Lathyrus
sativus  (grass pea) and icwa sativa
(common  vetch) represented the
legumes.

While cereals were the dominating
family of the assemblage, |77#s vinifera was
the most abundant individual species
with 28%. Very limited fruits and nuts
were recovered other than grapes. 1
Prunus cerasus (sour cherry), 1 Olea enropea
(olive), and 1 Juglans regia (walnut) were
found among the samples. 18% of the
total assemblage was weeds, where the
vast majority was preserved in uncharred
condition, which might originate from
modern contamination.

For the component parts of the
plants, Cerealia culm nodes were the most
abundant component parts of the cereals,
where 30 fragments were found within
the samples. Straw fragments were the
second in abundance with 21. The
number of Cerealia rachises and spikelet
forks was 12 in total. Other than Cerealia
component parts, 7 grape pedicles were
found in the samples.
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Significant Clusters and Patterns of
Species Among Sampling Contexts

While Triticum spp. were only found
in storage and drainage contexts, the
majority of Hordeum spp. was in storage
contexts. The vast majority of Cerealia
and component parts of the cereals were
in the kitchen context. Legumes were
absent in the kitchen samples. Grape was
significantly dominant in the storage
context (Fig. 4).

The taxonomic composition of
Samples 22-23, taken from a burnt
kitchen context, was the most significant
(Table 3). It dates to Period III, which
represents sometime between the
Transition Period (Dark Age) and the
beginning of the Middle Byzantine
Period. This kitchen context was
represented by cereals and fruits while
legumes were missing. Among the cereals
was Hordenm spp. (3) (Fig. 5a), Cerealia
(16), and component parts such as rachis
9), spikelet forks (2), nodes (26) (Figs.
5b-c-d), and straw fragments (10). It
might be taken as an indicator that the
final cleaning of the cereals was
performed in the kitchen area. There was
a lack of Triticum spp. within the sample,
but it might be due to the discretionary
sampling spot and the sample size, which
was only 24 liters. Samples 22-23 were
also one of the richest in Vitis vinifera
having 6 grape pips and 1 pedicle. The
other two fruits, 1 Prunus cerasus (Fig. 5e),
and 1 Olea europea (Fig. 5f), were only
found in this sample. Also, 4 weeds were
found in the sample.

Four different groups of samples
representing  storage facilities were
significant. The first group, Samples 7-8-
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9 (taken from three different spots), was
from a multi-functional room with an
earthen floor. This sample group dates to
Period II. It is significant due to the
presence of cereals and grapes. Triticum
spp. (4), Hordeum spp. (3), other cereals (3),
and component parts such as nodes (3)
and straws (4) were found. This might be
an indicator of storage of cereals in a half
cleaned state and the rest of the cleaning
processes being performed before the
preparation of the food. Vs vinifera pips
(6) and pedicles (6) were also found in the
samples besides cereals (Figs. 5g-h). The
second sample group (Samples 36-37),
was only significant for grape pips (4).
They were recovered from the content a
pithos located in a storage room. This
sample also dates to Period II. Another
significant sample (10) was taken from
basement storage destroyed by fire, based
on the evidence of a carbonized pole. The
sample was comprised of Vca sativa (2)
and component parts of cereals (1 node,
7 straws). The context dates to Period II-
final phase.

The fourth important sample
recovered from a storage context was
Sample 3. It was taken from a pithos in a
storage room. It dates to Period III. It
had the most cereal and grape-rich
content with 7 wheat, 4 barley grains, and
11 grape pips.

7 samples taken from the drainage
context have charred plants, of those 4
are from internal channels of the Domus
and 2 represent the main street sewer
content. Sample 29, from an internal
channel context, had only 1 barley grain.
Sample 30, taken from the catch pit of the
latrine, has 4 wheat grains. Both samples
date to Period I- final phase. Sample 33,
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taken from an internal channel dating to
the 6"-7" c., had 1 wheat, 1 Juglans regia
fragment in mineralized condition (Fig.
51), and 2 weeds, and Sample 38 from the
same phase (Period II) had only 1 grape
pip. Sample 27, taken from the debris
below an zz situ lid on the main street
sewer, had the richest sample content
with 3 wheat grains (Fig. 51i), 1 cereal, 1
rachis fragment, 1 Viia sativa (Fig. 5j),
and 2 grape pips. The sample dates to
Period I-II (Road III). This context was
significant because it represented the ashy
refuse of the Domus, which was dumped
into the main street sewer through an
offtake channel. Sample 1 from Period I-
IT (Road III) street channel context had 1
Lathyrus sativus (Fig. 5m) and Sample 19
from the same period had one wheat
grain.

Distribution  of  Macrobotanical
Remains Among Occupation Phases

Macrobotanical remains were mostly
recovered from Period I1I samples. While
cereals were most abundant in these
samples, wheat (Triticum spp.) had a more
equal distribution among periods, and
barley (Hordenm spp.) was only absent in
Period I samples (Fig. 6). Parts of cereals
such as rachis, spikelet fork, culm node,
and straw appeared to be richest in
Period III and moderately present in the
Period II occupation of the Domus. It
can be questioned whether the cereals
were brought to the Domus complex
cleaner during the 4* and 5" c. and the
presence of the component parts fermzinus
postquem 6" c. was indicative of the
performance of grain separation within
the complex, and the earliest phase of the
ruralization process in the city.
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Discussion

The vast majority of the Domus
assemblage was comprised of cereals at
Pompeiopolis throughout its occupation
history. The dominance of cereals is a
common pattern in many Late Antique
and Byzantine contemporary
archaeological sites. Similar patterns of
species proportions were reported at
Amorium during the Late Roman and
Byzantine periods®. Archaeobotanical
samples at Sagalassos and Dtizen Tepe, in
its territory, show that cereals were the
primary crops through the Early and
Middle Byzantine periods®. A vatiety of
crops were attested at Byzantine
Kilisetepe including cereals such as wheat
types (einkorn, emmer, spelt, free-
threshing) and barley, pulses (bitter vetch,
grass pea, common pea, and lentil), and
fruits including grape, olive, fig and
pomegranate”.  Also, during the
Byzantine period, cereal cultivation was
suggested as the primary agricultural
practice at Cadirhoyiik®”. Other than
cereals, grapes, chickpeas, lentils, and flax
were also attested in the samples™
Contrary to the common patterns of
cereals in the Medieval assemblages,
individual cases in special contexts might
give significant clusters of other plants.
Archaeobotanical samples at Kinethéyuk
dating to the Abbasid and 10" c. Middle
Byzantine period had special domination
by the Chenopodium album (Fat Hen) with
90% of the samples. The rest of the

20 Harrison et al. 1993, 152-3; Giorgi 2012.
2! De Cupere et al. 2017, 7.

22 Bending — Colledge 2007, 588.

23 Cassis et al. 2019, 345.

24 Cassis et al. 2019, 346.
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assemblage was mostly wheat and a few
legumes™.

At Pompeiopolis half of the plant
remains were found in the samples taken
from storage contexts of the Domus
dating to different phases. Samples
representing the 6*-7" c., 7"-8" c., and
8"-10" c. phases confirmed the
continuous presence of plants in the
storage facilities. Their survival was due
to the destructive events that caused the
plants to have been subjected to fire. At
Beycesultan, mixed wheat, barley, and rye
(Secale cereale) were found within the
contents of a large storage vessel dating
to the 10® c. Middle Byzantine period™.

Only one sample context was from a
kitchen at Pompeiopolis dating to the 8-
10" c. and it was one of the richest,
having cereals, fruits, and component
parts of both cereals and grapes. Wheat,
barley, and cereal component parts were
reported in an oven or burnt area context
related to a barn on the terrace at
Byzantine Cadirhdytik”. Clean and semi-
clean crops such as batley and spelt were
found in burnt storage pit contexts in
Byzantine Kilisetepe™.

At Pompeiopolis, plant seeds and
charcoal fragments were found in
abundance within the samples taken from
the drainage system contexts. The
presence of charred economic plant
remains both within the internal channels
of the Domus complex and the main
street sewer indicated that the food

25 Ramsay — Eger 2015, 40, 43.

26 Helbaek 1961, 78-9.

27 Smith 2007, 174, 180-1; Cassis et al. 2019, 346.
28 Bending — Colledge 2007, 591.
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activity-related refuse was dumped into
the main street sewer for all periods
(between 4"-7" c) of its operation.
Although the number of seeds is limited
within the samples, charred fragments
and possibly ash were abundant. Refuse
disposal of ash, originating from food
preparation or possible heating, might be
on purpose for sanitary reasons to
disinfect the channels having latrine
content.

Barley comes as the second cereal
after wheat and it is mostly cultivated
when the quality of soil is low, there is
high salination, and unfavorable climatic
conditions™. It is mentioned that when
the habitation decreased in Sagalassos
during the Early Byzantine period (AD
450-650) barley was more important than
wheat, and there were new crops such as
millet and rye”. Cultivation of millet was
interpreted as a backup strategy if the
other cereal crops fail to grow’'. Batley
comes after wheat at Pompeiopolis but it
was abundant in the samples giving
terminus postguem 6 c. Only one specimen
was found in the 4"-5" c. context. It is
too early to make clear suggestions but
political and economic i34nstability in
Anatolia increased from the 6" c.
onwards and the appearance of barley
increases within the samples later than
the 6™ c. at Pompeiopolis.

At Sagalassos, crop processing by-
products  were found in  the
archaeobotanical samples dating to the
Early Byzantine period (late 6" c.), while
they were absent in the Roman period

2 Helbacek 1961, 93-4.
30 De Cupere et al. 2017, 9, 12.
31 De Cupere et al. 2017, 13.
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archaeobotanical record. This data was
interpreted as agricultural practices that
were performed in the Sagalassos urban
center during the FEarly Byzantine
period™.

According to archaeobotanical data,
there was an increase in ruralization
during the Early Byzantine period in
Sagalassos and intensive crop cultivation
and arboriculture were abandoned at the
end of the Early Byzantine period when
the economy became more dependent on
ovicaprid herding”. At Pompeiopolis,
component parts of cereals were mostly
found in the samples terminus postquem 6™
c. Only one rachis fragment was found in
a 5" c. drainage sample. And also the
majority of the weeds were found in
terminus postquems 6 c. samples, while the
minority were in the drainage context.

The presence of crop weeds (Bromus
sp., Asperula sp., Galium sp., Lolinm sp.)
indicated that the animals were foddered
or grazed in harvested agricultural fields
at Cadirthoyik™. Galium sp. was only
found in 6™-7" c. storage context samples
at Pompeiopolis (Fig. 5k). This might be
taken to question whether the
ruralization process of Pompeiopolis
started after the 6™ c.

Conclusion

In the light of the preliminary
archaeobotanical data, some research
questions were put forward and
proportions of plant species through the
occupation history of the Domus were
identified, and distribution patterns of

32 De Cupere et al. 2017, 12.
3 De Cupere et al. 2017, 14.
34 Cassis et al. 2019, 346.
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species and elements among contexts
were analyzed. The first aim was to
understand the food quality, crisis
management, and economic behavior of
the inhabitants of the area through time.
However, the size of the assemblage was
still small, therefore the evaluations are
preliminary. The second aim was to
understand the domestic organization,
food preparation, consumption, and
refuse behaviors through time. But spot
finds for food preparation such as oven
contents and consumption refuse
contexts such as garbage pits, which
normally provide the vast majority of the
remains in archaeobotanical studies, were
absent,. Limitations in the variety of
species also stem from the same issue.

The big question about
deurbanization or ruralization of the
complex was observed and indicated by
the excavators through the architectural
and organizational evolution of the
complex. Archaeobotanical data slightly
supports  the hypothesis, is still
preliminary, but promising. Finding
answers to all of these research questions
was not possible with the current
archacobotanical data but needs motre
data collection from vatrious contexts.
Also, proxy data from zooarchaeology,
ceramics, numismatics, and architecture
should be integrated to make suggestions
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related to economic behavior, social
organization, and political atmosphere of
the periods at Pompeiopolis.
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Uzun Ozet

Anadolu’da yapilan arkeobotanik ¢alismalar genellikle tarih6ncesi ve klasik dénem Oncesi aras-
tirmalara odakli gerceklestirilmektedir. Son yillarda Geg Antik Cag, Orta Cag ve Osmanlt dénem-
lerini i¢ine alan yeni ¢alismalarin artig1 gérilmekle birlikte, bu alanda elde edilmis daha erken verileri
Beycesultan, Amorium ve Kilisetepe gibi diyakronik belgelemenin yapildigi miinferit kazi projele-
rine borgluyuz. Pompeiopolis antik kentinin Ge¢ Antik Cag ve Orta Cag evrelerini temsil eden
baslangic niteligindeki bu ¢alisma Anadolu’nun bu dénemleri i¢in kisitlt olan arkeobotanik ¢alisma-
larina katkida bulunmast bakimindan énemlidi.

Geg Antik Cag ve Orta Cag yetlesmeleriyle karsilastirildiginda Pompeiopolis’te Domus komp-
leksinden elde edilen verinin kronolojik ¢6ztntirligl oldukea yliksektir. Bu dénemleri temsil eden
arkeobotanik verilerin kronolojik tanimlamast ¢cogu zaman Bizans Doénemi ya da Orta Cag olarak
verilmektedir. Fakat bu tantmlama 4. ytizyil ile 15. ylzyil arasindaki olduk¢a uzun bir zaman dilimini
temsil eder. Bu nedenle belirli arastirma sorularinin yanitlanmasinda zamansal ¢6ziiniirlik yetersiz
kalir. Ge¢ Antik Cag ve Orta Cag boyunca iklimsel ve ¢evresel kosullarda yasanan degisimlerin yani
sira kentletin ¢okust/kirsallasma, konut alanlarinin degisen organizasyonu, yeni ekonomik strateji-
let, Pers savaglari, Arap akinlart (karanlik ¢ag/gecis donemi), ikonoklazma, Orta Bizans Donemi
iyilestirmeleri gibi pek ¢ok sosyal, politik, ekonomik ve ideolojik kirilmalar yasandigint goriiriiz.
Buna ek olarak arkeolojik ve tarihi verilerle de desteklenmis oldugu tizere polen analizleri Ana-
dolu’da Orta Bizans Dénemi’nde iklim kosullarinin 6ncesine gére daha elverisli oldugunu, bunun
tarim ve hayvancihgin gelisimine etki ettigini ortaya koymaktadir. Pompeiopolis’ten elde edilen ar-
keobotanik kalintilar séztint ettigimiz bu kirilma noktalarinin her biri i¢in veri saglama potansiyeline
sahip olmasi bakimindan 6nem tagtr.

Bu ¢alisma kapsaminda gerceklestirilen arkeobotanik incelemelerde 6ncelikle ekonomik tiitle-
rin orant tanimlanmis, ardindan Anadolu’daki diger ¢agdas yerlesimlerde bulunan arkeobotanik veri
gruplariyla karsilastirma yapilmustir. Bazi tirlerin baskin olmasi ekonomik stratejilerin ve olumsuz
kosullarin (6rnegin bugday yerine arpa yetistirmeye yonelme) 6nemli géstergeleri olmalidir. Cals-
mada ayrica baglamsal dagilim Sriintiileri farkli ddnemler arasinda degerlendirilmis, mutfak, depo
ve kanalizasyon sistemi baglamlar1 sirastyla titketim, depolama ve atik davranusi ile iliskilendirilmis,
béylelikle Domus kompleksini iskdan eden toplulugun domestik 6rgiitlenmesi anlagilmaya calisilmais-
tir. Bitki kalintilarinin ikincil bilesenlerine incelemede yer verilerek, bitkilerin domestik alana hangi
kosullarda getirildikleri, nasil depolandiklart ve yerlesimde hangi zaman diliminde bulundugu soru-
larindan hareketle kirsallasma strecinin baslangicina yogunlasilmustir.
Calismada alinan toplam 637 litre hacme sahip 32 6rnek suda yizduriilmis, ayristirilan kalintilardan
109 numune tanimlanmistir.

Alinan 6n sonuglara gore, baskin tiir %47 ile tahillar olurken, bugday (Triticum spp.) %18,
arpa (Hordeum spp.) %10 ve Poaceae ailesinin tanimlanamayan tirlerini olan Cerealia %19’ luk bir
oranla temsil edilmektedir. Domus kompleksinden alinan 6rneklerde mercimek (Lens culinaris),
bezelye (Pisum sativum) ve nohut (Cicer arietinum) olmamast sagirticidir. Baklagiller tanimlanan
tirlerin 4%’tnd olusturmaktadir. Bunlar az sayida miirdimiik (Lathyrus sativus) ve fig (Vicia sativa)
ile tanimlidir. Ytzdesel olarak tahillart %28 ile tiziim (Vitis vinifera) takip eder. Tanumlanan tirler
arasinda az sayida olmakla birlikte zeytin (Olea europea), kiraz (Prunus cerasus) ve ceviz (Juglans
regia) gibi meyve ve kabuklu yemisler de bulunmaktadir. Yabani bitki tiirlerine ait tohumlar %18
oranindadir.
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Ikincil bitki bilesenleri arasinda tahillara ait eklemli/bogumlu ot en fazla bulunan grup olurken,
saman kalintilari, bagsak ekseni ve basakcik (catal) da tespit edilmistir. Ayrica, iiziime ait sapgiklar
bulunmustur.

Bitki ttrlerinin mekansal dagilimi yapildiginda bugdayin (Triticum spp.) yalnizca depo ve ka-
nalizasyonda, arpanin (Hordeum spp.) ise cogunlukla depo alanlarinda oldugu anlagilmaktadir. Ce-
realia ve tahillarin ikincil bilesenleri mutfakta tespit edilmistir. Baklagiller mutfakta bulunmaz, iizim
Ozellikle depo alanlarinda baskin tiir olarak karsimiza cikar.

Makrobotanik kalintilar en fazla evre II’te bulunmustur. Ornekler icinde tahillar baskin grubu
olustururken, bugday (Triticum spp.) evreler arasinda daha esit bir dagilim gostermektedir. Arpa
(Hordeum spp.) ise evre I’e tarihlenen 6rnekler arasinda bulunmaz. Tahillara ait ikincil bilesenler
en fazla Domus’un III. evresi ve daha az olmakla birlikte II. evresinde bulunmustur. Tahillarin
Domus kompleksine 4. ylizyil ve 5. ylizyilda daha temiz getirilip getirilmedigi ve 6. ylizyila tarihlenen
orneklerde ikincil bilesenlerin varliginin tahil tanelerinin ayristirma isleminin domestik alanda yapil-
diginin bir gostergesi olup olmadigr yant sira 6. ylizyilin kentin kirsallasma stirecinin erken evresi
olup olmadig1 sorulatt bu noktada 6nem kazanir.

Domus kompleksinin tim iskan tarihini temsil eden makrobotanik kalintilarin biiyiik cogun-
lugu tahillardan olugur. Bu bakimdan Pompeiopolis, Anadolu’daki ¢agdas diger Ge¢ Antik Cag ve
Bizans yerlesimleriyle benzerlik icerisindedir.

Pompeiopolis’te tanimlanan bitki kalintilarinin ¢ogu Domus kompleksinin farkli evrelerine ta-
rihlenen depolarda bulunmustur. Bu da 6. ylzyil-7. yiizyil, 7. yizyil-8. ylzyil ve 8. yiizyil-10. ylzyil
evrelerini icine alan depolarin kesintisiz olarak kullanildigini dogrular. Bitki kalintilarinin korunma
kosullart atese maruz kalmalarina neden olan yikict olaylar sonucunda olusmustur.

Pompeiopolis’te incelenen 6rneklerden sadece bir tanesi 8. yiizyil-10. ylzyila tarihlenen bir
mutfaktan alinmistir ve bu 6rnek tahillar, meyveler ve hem tahil hem de tiztim tirine ait ikincil
bilesenler bakimindan en zengin olanidir. Kanalizasyondan alinan 6rneklerde yogun olarak kémiir-
lesmis bitki kalintilart ve yanmis aga¢ parcalart bulunmugtur. Yanmis ekonomik bitki kalintilarinin
(arpa, bugday, tiztim) gerek Domus kompleksinin kanal sistemi gerekse caddenin drenajinda bulun-
mus olmast 4. yizyil ile 7. ylzyil boyunca besin hazithginda kullanilan tiirlerin atiga déntstigini
gosterir. Tohumlarin azligina ragmen komiir ve kil kalintilart daha yogun olarak karsimiza cikar.
Bunun yani sira besin hazirligt ve olasilikla 1stnma gibi aktivitelerden artakalan kiliin tuvalet (latrina)
ile baglantilt olan drenaj kanalinin dezenfeksiyonu i¢in hijyen saglanmast amactyla kanalizasyon sis-
temine atildigt da disinilebilir.

Pompeiopolis’te bulunan tahillar arasinda arpa yogunluk bakimindan bugdaydan sonra ikinci
siradadir. Arpanin tamamina yakint 6. ylizyi sonrasina tarihlenen baglamlarda bulunmaktadir. Sa-
dece bir numuneye 4. yiizyil-5. yizyl 6rneginde rastlanir. Daha ¢ok hayvan besini olarak tercih
edilen arpanin Domus kompleksinde 6. ylizyildan itibaren artis g&stermesi yetlesimin hayvanciliga
agirlik verdiginin ve cevresel kosullar nedeniyle alternatif diriin olarak arpaya yéneldiginin bir g&s-
tergesi olabilir. 6. ylizyil sonrasinda aynt zamanda politik ve ekonomik istikrarsizligin yasandigi da
bilinmektedir. Bu nedenle yerlesimin kirsallasmaya basladigt 6nerilebilir.

Pompeiopolis’te tahillara ait ikincil bilesenlerin biyiik ¢ogunlugu 6. ylzyil sonrast 6rneklerde
bulunurken yalnizca bir basak ekseni 5. yiizyil drenaj 6rneginde tespit edilmistir. Ayrica yabani
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tirlere ait tohumlarin biyik cogunlugu 6. ylzyil sonrasina ait 6rneklerde bulunurken drenajdaki
6rnek sayist oldukea azdir.

Cadirh6ytk’te ekinlerle birlikte bulunan yabani tohumlar (Bromus sp., Asperula sp., Galium
sp., Lolium sp.) hayvanlarin hasat edilmis tarlalarda otlatilmis olduklarinin bir gostergesidir. Pom-
peiopolis’te yogurtotu (Galium sp.) yalnizca 6. yiizyil-7. yiizyila tarihlenen depoda bulunmustur. Bu
baglamda Pompeiopolis’te kirsallagsma stirecinin 6. ylzyil sonrasinda bagladigini 6nermek miimkiin-
dr.

Pompeiopolis’te arkeobotanik veri tizerinde yapilan 6n incelemenin sonucunda, bazt aragtirma
sorulart ortaya konulmus, Domus kompleksinin iskani boyunca kullanilan bitki tiirleri tanimlanmis
ve bunlarin dagilimt yapilmus, tiir ve bilesenlerin baglamlar arasindaki dagilim Sriintileri belirlen-
mistir. Calismanin amaglarindan biri yerlesimi iskan eden toplulugun incelenen tarih araligindaki
ekonomik davranisini beslenme kalitesi, kriz yonetimi gibi parametreleri de icerecek sekilde anlamak
tzerinedir. Mevcut arkeobotanik verinin az miktarda olmast nedeniyle bu konuda elde edilenler 6n
sonug niteligindedir. Ikincisi yerlesimin donemler arast domestik érgiitlenmesi, yiyecek hazirligt,
titketim ve attk davranisini anlamaya odaklidir. Bu ¢ercevede arkeobotanik ¢alismalarda yiyecek ha-
zithigina dair en yogun kalintt grubuna sahip ocaklar ile tiketim ve atik davranisini temsil eden ¢6p
cukuru gibi baglamlardan allanacak 6rneklerin de incelenmesi gerekmektedir. Bu ¢alisma kapsa-
minda tanimlanan tirlerin beklenen cesitlilikte olmamast biyiik 6lctide bundan kaynaklanmaktadir.
S6zi edilen baglamlardan alinarak incelenecek 6rneklerle daha ¢ok ve cesitlilikteki bitki tirlerine
ulasma potansiyeli vardir.

Kent niteliginin kaybedilmesi ve kirsallasma sorunsali Domus kompleksinin mimarisi ve or-
gitlenmesindeki degisimler gézlemlenerek kaziy1 gerceklestiren arkeologlar tarafindan Snerilmistir.
Arkeobotanik 6n sonuglart su an icin bu 6nermeyi desteklemektedir.

Sorulan tim arastirma sorularina yanit vermek eldeki kisitlt veriyle mimkiin degildir, 6te
yandan farkli baglamlardan toplanacak arkeobotanik veriyle ¢esitli 6nermelerde bulunulabilecektir.
Ozellikle, zooarkeoloji, seramik ¢alismalari, nimizmatik ve mimari gibi farkli uzmanlik alanlarinin
verileriyle birlikte Pompeiopolis’te dénemler arasindaki ekonomik davranis, sosyal organizasyon ve
politik atmosferin yansimalarina dair daha genel bir resim ¢izmek miimkiin olacaktr.
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Figure 2. Sample locations and architectural plan of the Domus Domus
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Species ratios within the total assemblage
(samples n=32, flotation volume 637 litres, identified specimens n=109)
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Figure 3. Species ratios within the total assemblage
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2.5mm 25mm

Figure 5. 2) Hordeum sp. (Sample 23) b) Cerealia culm nodes (Sample 23) ¢) Cerealia rachis
(Sample 23) (d) Cerealia spikelet fork (Sample 23) (e) Prunus cerasus (Sample 23) (f) Olea eu-
ropea (Sample 22) (g) Vitis vinifera pips (Sample 8) (h) Vitis vinifera pedicles (Sample 8) (i)
Triticum sp. (Sample 27) (j) Vicia sativa (Sample 27) (k) Galium sp. (Sample 7) (1) Juglans
regia (Sample 33) (m) Lathyrus sativus (Sample 1).
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Chronological Distribution of Macrobotanical Remains
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Figure 6. Chronological Distribution of Macrobotanical Remains
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Sample n. Year Area Room Stratigraphical Sample volume
unit (litre)

1 2019 V14 RR 1266 10
2 2019 V14 RR 1265 8
3 2017 V11 JJ - pithos 909 908 56
4 2017 Vi1 KK 930 1
5 2017 Vi1 KK 937 21
6 2016 V4 ] 802 6
7 2015 V8 R 585.1 32
8 2015 V8 R 585.2 19
9 2015 V8 R 585.3 34
10 2012 V4 K-O 333 4
11 2012 V4 K-O 323

12 2009 V2-V3 C 68 2
19 2021 V17 RR - strada drainage up_lower 1414 43
20 2021 V17 RR - strada drainage up_upper 1413 27
21 2021 V17 RR - strada drainage up_middle 1413 62
22 2021 V16 \'AY 1424 4
23 2021 V16 \'AY 1424 20
24 2021 V17 RR 1426 10
25 2021 V17 RR - strada drainage 1414 16

down_lower
26 2021 V17 RR - strada drainage 1413 91
down_middle

27 2021 V17 RR - strada drainage lid 1445 35
28 2021 V17 RR - strada drainage lid 1445 12
29 2021 V1o \A% 1444 14
30 2021 V16 uu 1443 19
31 2021 V16 NN2 1456 11
32 2021 V16 NN2 1432 6
33 2021 V16 XX 1439 42
34 2021 V1o uu 1446 1
36 2021 V16 XX 1497 8
37 2021 V16 XX 1506 1
38 2021 V2 H 1515 10
39 2021 V16 uu 1499 9

Table 1. Sample information
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Sample Phase TPQ Context Function
n.
1 Period 1 - final phase 5thc. Street channel content Drainage
2 Period 1 - final phase Late 5th — 6th c. Street channel content Drainage
3 Period 3 8th — 10th c. Pithos content Storage room
4 Period 2 - final phase 7th-8th c. Pot content Storage room
5 Period 3 8th-9th c. Pithos content Storage room
6 Period 1 2nd half of 4th-5th c. Ashy locus Garden
7 Petiod 2 6th-7th c. Earthen floor Multi-functional room
8 Period 2 6th-7th c. Earthen floor Multi-functional room
9 Period 2 6th-7th c. Earthen floor Multi-functional room
10 Period 2 - final phase 7th-8th c. Desttuction by fire Basement storage
(carbonized pole)
11 Period 2 - final phase 7th-8th c. Destruction by fire Basement storage
(carbonized beam)
12 Late Period 1 - Initial 5th-6th c. Reverse pot content Garden
Petiod 2
19 Period 1 - Period 2 5th to P? (6th or 7th) ¢ Street channel content Drainage
(Road III)
20 Period 1 - Period 2 5th to 2?2 (6th or 7th) ¢ Street channel content Drainage
(Road IIT)
21 Period 1 - Period 2 5th to ?? (6t or 7t) ¢.  Street channel content Drainage
(Road III)
22 Period 3 8th — 10th c. Burnt layer Kitchen
23 Period 3 8th — 10th c. Burnt layer Kitchen
24 Period 2 (Road 1IV) 6th - 7th c. Channel content Internal channel
25 Period 1 - Period 2 5th to 2?2 (6th or 7th) ¢ Street channel content Drainage
(Road IIT)
26 Period 1 - Period 2 5thto P2 (6th or 7th) ¢.  Street channel content Drainage
(Road IIT)
27 Period 1 - Period 2 5th to P? (6th or 7th) ¢ Street channel content Below drainage lid
(Road I1II)
28 Period 1 - Period 2 5th to 2?2 (6th or 7th) ¢ Street channel content Below drainage lid
(Road IIT)
29 Petiod 1 4th c.-5th c. Connection from VV Internal channel
to main street channel
30 Period 1 4th c.-5th c. Catch pit of the latrine Internal channel
flushed by channel
US1526
31 Petiod 0 2nd-mid 3rd c. Lower fill of the drain- Pre-Domus drainage
age US1450
32 Period 2 6th-7th c. Burnt Small kiln
33 Petiod 2 6th-7th c. Channel content Internal channel
34 Period 1 Mid-3rd c.-4th c.-5th ~ Deposit in the syphon Flushing if the latrine
c.
36 Petiod 2 6th-7th c. Pithos content Storage room
37 Period 2 6th-7th c. Pithos content Storage room
38 Period 2 6th-7th c. Channel content Internal channel
39 Period 1 - Initial phase 2nd half of 3rd c. Sand and ashes (fire?) Indeterminable
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KARAIN MAGARASI KAZILARI —
2022

Harun TASKIRAN*

1946 yilindan glintimiize kadar kazi calis-
malarinin devam ettigi Karain Magarasi, Ttr-
kive Cumhutiyeti’'nin en uzun soluklu kazi
projelerinden bir tanesidir. Glintimizde mo-
dern tekniklerle birlikte, genis bir uzman ve
ogrenci kadrosunun katlimiyla bilimsel ¢alis-
malar stirdirilmektedir.

Ankara Universitesi, Dil ve Tarih-Cog-
rafya Fakiltesi, Arkeoloji Bélimii, Tarih On-
cesi Arkeolojisi Anabilim Dalt Ogretim Uyesi
Prof. Dr. Harun Taskiran baskanhgindaki bir
ekip tarafindan yiritilen 2022 yili calismalari
Temmuz ve Agustos aylari icerisinde gercek-
lestirilmistir. 2022 yili kazt calismalart Karain
Magarast’nin yedi tane géziinden ikisi olan E
ve B gozlerinde ylritilmistir.

E gbziinde yuritilen kazilarda yaklasik
olarak 350 bin yil kadar eskiye inen arkeolojik
seviyelerde calisilmistir. S6z konusu seviyeler
Orta Paleolitigin oldukca erken bir evresine
ait kiiltirel 6geler sunmaktadir. Biyik oranda
yerel bir hammadde cinsi olan radyolaritin ya-
ninda daha az oranlarda cakmaktasindan tre-
tilmis bir endistri gérilir. Bununla bitlikte
s6z konusu hammadde cinslerinden tretilmis
kiicik alet endustrisine kalker hammadde
tzerine yapimus iri boyutlardaki aletler eslik
etmektedir. Kazi ¢alismalarinin gerceklestiril-
digi alanlarda karsilagilan iri boyutlardaki hay-
van kemikleri de géz 6ntinde bulunduruldu-
gunda s6z konusu aletlerin kasaplik islemle-
riyle iliskili oldugu fikri agirlik kazanmaktadir.
Bu olasilik, bazi kalker aletlerin tizerine yapis-
mis kemik pargalarinin varligiyla daha da
glicli bir hale gelmektedir.

Yontmatas alet grubu igerisinde kenar
kaztyict, dislemeli, ¢ontuklu, dizeltili yonga,

* Prof. Dr. Harun Tagkaran, Ankara Universitesi, Dil ve Ta-
rib-Cografya Fafkiiltesi, Arkeoloji Biliimii, Tarih Oncesi Ar-
keolgjisi Anabilim Dal, Atatiirk Bulvar: No. 45, 06100

iki ylizeyli alet, kiyict ve satir tiplerinde, farklt
islevlere yonelik olarak uretilmis Grnekler
mevcuttur. Thr tayini yapilmis faunal kalinti-
lar igerisinde ise koyun-kegi, su aygiri, geyik,
ayl, sirtlan ve kedigillere ait 6rnekler yer alur.

Karain Magarast 2022 kazt ¢alismalart

2022 yilinda kazilarin gerceklestirildigi
bir diger alan ise B géziidur. B géziinde sa-
dece Karain icin degil Ttrkiye Paleolitigi icin
de oldukea 6nemli olan Ust Paleolitik seviye-
lerde calisilmistir. Yagisin yogun oldugu bir
evreyi temsil ettigi dislnilen seviyelerden
¢ok sayida yontmatas parca ve faunal kalinti
tespit edilmistir. Dilgi-dilgicik ve c¢ekirdek
gibi teknolojik parcalarin yaninda 6n kaziyicy,
tas kalem ve tas delgi tipinde aletler ele gec-
mistir. Karain B goziindeki Ust Paleolitik se-
viyeler, yagislt bir evreyi temsil etmekle bit-
likte ilgili dénemde iklimsel ve cevresel sart-
larin canli yasamu i¢in olduk¢a uygun oldugu
anlasilmaktadir. Karaca ve tilki gibi tlrlerin
tespit edilmis olmast da bu durum agisindan
glizel bir 6rnektir.

Karain Magarasi kazilarinda, Paleolitik
(Gag’da magarada iskan etmis olan avci-topla-
yic1 gruplart ve donemsel agidan cevresel sart-
lart daha iyi anlayabilmek icin arkeometrik ¢a-
lismalar da yuriitilmektedir. Bu kapsamda
2022 yilt kazilarinda DNA analizleri gercek-
lestirilmek tizere, insan iskaninin gézlemlen-
digi seviyelerden Ornekler alinmistir. Bu ve

Sihhive/ Ankara; e-posta: haruntaskiran@gmail.con;
ORCID ID: 0000-0001-7954-6230
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bunun gibi ¢alismalarin sonuglart iletleyen yil-
larda bilim alemine sunulacaktir.

KIZILIN KAZILARI - 2022

Metin KARTAL®

2022 Yii Kiziin kazilar1 20.07.2022-
26.08.2022 tarihleri arasinda gerceklestiril-
mistir. Kokten alaninda kazilacak alanin ge-
nisletilmesi amactyla 2022 yilinda 3x4,5 metre
boyutlarinda 4 buylik agcma ve a¢ma arala-
rinda el arabast yollar1 birakilmistir. Bu alan-
larda en Gstteki ve glincel toprakla karisik ta-
bakalar kaldirildiktan sonra, ileriki yillarda
gercek Epipaleolitik Dénem tabakalari tize-
rinde calistlacak alanlar olusturulmast ve alan-
daki Epipaleolitik’in genis cercevede tespit
edilerek ¢ok boyutlu degerlendirilmesi amacg-
lanmustir.

Kizilin Magarasi 2022 kazt ¢alismalari

Calismalarimiz ~ cercevesinde Kokten
Alanr’nda karsimiza ¢tkan iri kayalar yerlerin-
den kaldirilmis, bu kayalar ile kazi esnasinda
cikan irili-ufakli kalkerler Cambel Alant’na ta-
sinip istiflenmis ve elenen toprak buraya dé-
kiilerek, alan bir platform olusturmak tizere
diizgiin ve saglam bir hale getirilmistir. Alan-
daki tesviye ¢alismalari sonunda ileriki yil-
larda burada prehistorik yasam bicimlerini

* Prof. Dr. Metin Kartal, Ankara Universitesi, Dil ve Tarib-
Cografya Fakiiltesi, Arkeoloji Boliimii, Tarib Oncesi Arkeolo-
Jisi Anabilim Dals, Atatiirk Bulvar: No. 45, 06100 Sib-
hiye/ Ankara; e-posta: metin.kartal@ankara.edu.tr;

ORCID ID: 0000-0002-4513-6310
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gosteren tematik bir “prehistorik  yasam
alan1” olusturulmasi planlanmaktadir.

S6z konusu 4 agmanin kazist boyunca
1442 kova toprak elenmis, 1025 kova irili-
ufakli kalker dékiintii atilmistir. Kazi1 teknigi
acisindan her doért agmada degiskenlik g6ste-
ren kalinliga sahip dolgular iz situ Epipaleoli-
tik tabakalara ulasincaya kadar ayrt kazidmug
ve ayri tasnif edilmistir. Kazilan seviyeler ka-
ristk dahi olsa c¢ikan her bir sediman kovasi
kendi karesi icinde 5 mm’lik elekle kazi ala-
nindaki uygun bir eleme noktasinda kuru ola-
rak elenmis ve elenen her bir sedimanin icin-
den kiiltiir varligi olan tiim materyaller top-
lanmustir. Ele gecen buluntular tespit, tasnif
ve temizleme islemlerine tabi tutularak fotog-
raflar1 ¢ekilip gerekli bilgiler kaydedilmistir.
Kazisi yapilan karelerden bol miktarda canak-
¢6mlek parcalart ve yontmatas buluntu ile az
sayida kemik ve siirtmetas buluntu ele geg-
mistir. A¢malarin kazisi bittikten sonra, kalict
profili olacak kenarlarina olusabilecek tahri-
batt 6nlemek amaciyla toprak doldurulmus
cuvallar yetlestirilerek profiller desteklenmis-
tir.

CANHASAN HOYUKLERI (LILIIT)
KAZI ve ARASTIRMALARI — 2022

Adnan BAYSAL*

Canhasan hoyikleri (I, II ve I1I) 1950°li
yillarin basinda ilk kez yiizey arastirmalart ve
bélgede yapilan diger ¢alismalar sonucunda
arkeoloji dinyasina kazandirlmistir. Bu calis-
malar ve konumu o dénem i¢in Turkiye ve
bélge arkeolojisi icin 6nemli bir konuma ulas-
mistir. Dr. David French tarafindan kazt ve
aragtirmalart bu Gi¢ hoyiik tizerinde 1960’1 yil-
larda baglatilmistit. Bu ¢alismalar Canhasan 1

“ Dog. Dr. Adnan Baysal, Ankara Universitesi, Dil ve Ta-
1ih-Cografya Fakiiltesi, Arkeoloji Bilimii, Tarib Oncesi Ar-
keolojisi Anabilim Dals, Atatiirk Bulvar: No. 45, 06100
Sibhiye] Ankara, e-posta: abaysal@ankara.edn.ir;

ORCID ID: 0000-0002-1119-2082
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uzerinde kazilar, Canhasan III uzerinde ise
sondaj ¢alismalari olarak gerceklesmistir.

David French’in yapmis oldugu ¢alisma-
lar yaklagik 10 yil kadar stirmustiir. Calismala-
rin neredeyse tamami Canhasan I’de gercek-
lesitken sadece 2 ay stireligine Canhasan 111
nolu héyikte kicliik sondajlar yapilmustir.
1969 ve 1970°deki sondaj calisgmalarindan
sonra bu hoyiiklerde herhangi bir arkeolojik
calisma gerceklestirilmemisgtir.

Canhasan  hoytklerindeki — calismalar
2021 tarihinde bakanligimizin ve sayin Cum-
hurbagkanimizin izin ve olurlart dogrultu-
sunda Ankara tniversitesi ve Kiltiir ve Tu-
rizm Bakanligt adina yiritilmek tzere yeni-
den baslatimistir. Bu calismalar 2021 ve 2022
yillat1 kazt sezonlarinda basarilt bir sekilde yii-
ritilmistir. Can Hasan III kiigiik bir héyiik
olup, 120 x 120 m boyutlarinda ve 6nceki ya-
yinlarda verilen bilgiye gére ova seviyesinden
2,5 m yitksek oldugu ve buna ¢k olarak ova
seviyesi altinda da kiltirel dolgularin 4 -
4.5m. kadar devam ettigi French tarafindan
belirtilmektedir. Deniz seviyesinden olan
yuksekligi yaklasik 1140 m kadardr.

Canhasan (I, II, III) Karaman ilinin mer-
keze baglt Alagatt kéytntn icinde bulunmak-
tadir. Merkezden sadece yaklagik 13,5 km ka-
dar uzakta yer almaktaditlar.

2022 yili sezonu igerisinde yapilan 5x35
m’lik alandaki ylizey temizligi calismalart, h6-
yik tzerinde ge¢miste yogun olarak yiiriittl-
mis tarimsal faaliyetler sonucunda tahrip ol-
makla birlikte mimari kalintilart ortaya ctkar-
mustir. Dortgen ve kerpicten insa edilmis ol-
dugu anlasilan bu yapilarin birbirlerine yapisik
sckilde ama kendi duvarlari olan yapilar ola-
rak insa edildigi gézlenmektedir. Yapilatin
icinde yer alan tabanlarin ise bir hayli sertles-
tirilmis kil tabanlar oldugu ve yer yer gorilen
boya izlerinden de boyanmis oldugu

’ Prof. Dr. Fikri Kulakogh, Ankara Universitesi, Dil ve Ta-
rih-Cografya Fakiiltesi, Arkeoloji Boliimii, Protobistorya ve

dastintlmektedir. Yine pulluk ile tahrip olma-
sina karsin evlere ait bazt duvarlarin i¢ ylzey-
lerinin dizenli bir sekilde sivanmis ve bu si-
valarin tzerlerinin de boyanmis oldugu dik-
kati cekmistir. Eleme islemi sirasinda kargila-
silan bu stva patcalarinin icinde kirmizi, tu-
runcu, siyah gibi renklerle karsilasiimasi olast
duvar resimlerini dusindurmekle bitlikte bu
konudaki kesin kanitlara ilerleyen sezonlar
icinde yapilacak olan calismalar sonucunda
ulasacaglz. Canhasan III Uzerindeki 5x35
m’lik alanda baslattigimiz calismalar, calisma
alanini genisleterek ve kalintilar tizerinde ya-
pilacak olan ¢alismalar ile 2023 sezonu iginde
devam edecektir.

| Canhasan il

Ganhasan |

“\ Canhasan I

~

Canhasan I, IT ve III nolu hoytikleri

KULTEPE-KANIS KAZI ve
ARASTIRMALARI - 2022

Fikri KULAKOGLU*

Kayseri 1li, Kocasinan Ilgesi’ne baglt
Kiiltepe-Kanis Orenyeri’nde 2022 yili kazilari
Tepe (Hoytk) ve Karum’da (Asagt Sehir) ger-
ceklestirilmistir. Kiltepe’de 2009 yilindan iti-
baren Tepe’de farkli alanlarda stirdirilen
yeni donem kazilart kapsaminda, Geg Kalko-
littk Doénem’den Roma Dénemi’ne kadar
uzanan kultir tabakalar arastirilmis  ve
6nemli verilere ulagtlmistir.

Warsama Saray’nin giineydogu yama-
cinda, ilk kez 2021 yilinda kazisi yapilan

Onasya Arkeolojisi Anabilim Dals, Atatiirk Bulvars No. 45,
06100 Sthhiye/ Ankara; e-posta: kulakogln@ankara.edn.tr;
ORCID ID: 0000-0002-8163-1378
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alanda Ge¢ Kalkolitik Déneme tarihlendiri-
len kaltir tabakalart aciga cikartilmistir. Anit-
sal nitelikteki kerpi¢c mimari ile temsil edilen
bu déneme ydnelik calismalar bu sezon da
devam etmis ve s6z konusu kiltiir tabakala-
rina ait 6nemli nicelik ve nitelikte seramik ve
cesitli buluntular bulunmustur.

B e

i N W /4
Kiiltepe 2022 Yili Kazi Calismalari

Yogun olarak Eski Tun¢ Cagi’'na (ETC)
ait tabakalarin arastirildigt yeni dénem kazila-
rinda, MO 3. binyilin ikinci yarisina tarihlen-
dirilen anitsal yapilar ve bunlarin yaninda s6z
konusu dénemin idari sistemi, sanati ve inang
dinyast hakkinda 6nemli veriler sunan bulun-
tular giin 1s18ina cikarlmustir. Plan ve boyut
bakimindan Kuzey Suriye ve Mezopo-
tamya’daki cagdas anitsal yapilar ile yarigabi-
lecek diizeyde olan bu yapilar, Kiiltepe’nin
Asurlu tlccarlarin gelisinden ¢ok daha 6nce
Anadolu ile uzak mesafedeki bolgeler ara-
sinda kurulan sistemli bir ticaretin odaginda
oldugunu ve bu 6zel durumun Kiiltepe’yi
MO 3. binyil ikinci yarisinda son derece zen-
gin ve refah seviyesi yitksek bir merkez haline
getirdigini kanitlamaktadir. Tahsin Ozgii¢’iin
baskanligt altinda tepede ylritilen ilk dénem
kazilarinda a¢iga cikarilan ve ETC’nin son ev-
resine tarihlendirilen iki anitsal yap1' disinda,
yeni dénem kazilarinda kesfedilen anitsal ya-
pilar ve bu zengin safhanin bitiminden he-
men sonta insa edilen ancak bu kez anitsal

1 Bu anitsal yapilarin ilki T. Ozgiic tarafindan “sézde
megaron” olarak tanimlanmus ve 12. tabakaya tarihlen-
dirilmistir bkz. Ozgiic 1963, 35. Tkinci yapt ise yine T.
Ozgiic tarafindan “pilastrolu bina” olarak
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nitelikte olmayan konut ve islik niteligindeki
miitevazi yapilar, Kiiltepe’nin MO 3. binyil
boyunca kesintisiz bir sekilde iskan edildigini
gostermektedir. 2010 yilinda kesfedilen ve 13.
tabakaya tarihlendirilen birbirine bitisik oda-
lardan olusan biytik anitsal yap1? ile bu yapi-
nin hemen glineyindeki alanda 2015 yilindan
itibaren kesintisiz bir sekilde surdurtilen kazt
caligmalari sonucunda T. Ozgii¢’tin “sézde
megaron” adin1 verdigi anitsal yapinin devami
niteliginde uzun, dikdértgen planli odalar
kesfedilmistir. Aynt alanda bu sezon gercek-
lestirilen kazi ¢alismalari neticesinde, s6z ko-
nusu odalara iliskin son derece 6nemli bulgu-
lar gtin 1518102 cikarlmistir. Yaklastk 2 m yuk-
sekligindeki stvalt tag duvar veya temellerden
olugan bu odalarin fonksiyonlari tam olarak
tespit edilememistir.

Odalarin tabanini bulmak amaciyla bu
sezon gerceklestirilen kazi calismalari sira-
sinda, s6z konusu odalardan daha eski oldugu
anlasilan, anitsal nitelikte, sivalt ve beyaz ba-
danali kerpi¢ duvarlardan olusan yeni bir mi-
mari kesfedilmistir. ETC I1I’in baslarina ait
oldugu distintlen bu yeni anitsal yapinin insa
plan 6zellikleri ve fonksiyonu ontimtizdeki
kazi sezonlarinda yapilacak ¢alismalarla bera-
ber acikliga kavusturulacaktir.

2015 ve 2021 yillarinda tepenin giiney-
batt bélimiinde gerceklestirilen kazi ¢alisma-
lar1 kapsaminda neredeyse tamami aciga ctka-
rilan ve icerisinde bulunan buytk boyutlu et-
zak kiiplerinden yola ctkarak bodrum karak-
terinde depo oldugu diisiiniilen ve Asur Tica-
ret Kolonileri Cagr'na (ATKC) tarihlendirilen
uzun dikdortgen planlt iki odadan olugan tas
binada kazi calismalart bu sezon da devam et-
mis ve odalarin icerisinde 7 situ durumda bu-
yuk erzak kiipleri ve yogun miktarda timle-
nebilir kaplara ait seramikler bulunmustur.

isimlenditilmis ve 11b tabakasina tatihlendirilmistir
bkz. T. Ozgiic 1986, 31-34.
2 Kulakoglu 2015, 13.
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2009 yilindan itibaren tepede stirdiiriilen
yeni donem kazilart kapsaminda, Buyik ETC
Agmasr’nin kuzeydogusunda Hellenistik D6-
neme ait kiltiir tabakalari kesfedilmistir. Dini
nitelikli tas mimari ve 6zel buluntu gruplari ile
temsil edilen bu déneme yonelik calismalar
bu sezon da devam etmis ve yeni verilere ula-
sitlmistir. Bununla beraber, Kiltepe’nin gec
dénemlerini arastirmak amaciyla bu sezon ya-
pilan calismalarin devaminda, Warsama Sa-
rayr’'nin giineybatisinda Roma Dénemi’ne ta-
rihlendirilen bir yap1 kesfedilmistir.

Karum alaninin kuzey boliimiinde, 2019
yilinda kismi ¢alismalarin yapildigt alanda, bu
sezon kazilar devam etmis ve ATKC’nin geg
evresine ait yeni verilere ulastlmistir. Ib katina
tarihlenen ve oldukea tahrip olmus bir yapiya
ait odalarin kegfedildigi bu kazi calismalarinda
ayrica odalarin icinde 7z situ durumda kaplar
ve cesitli seramikler glin 1s1g1na ¢ikarilmistir.

Yukarida kisa bir 6zet halinde verilen
giincel somut veriler 1s181nda, Kiltepe’nin sa-
hip oldugu stratejik konumu sayesinde, MO
4. binyilin sonlarindan itibaren dikkat c¢ek-
meye basladigi ve 6zellikle MO 3. binyilin
ikinci yarisinda daha glclii bir sekilde kurulan
bélgelerarast ticari iliskiler sonucunda Ana-
dolu’nun en 6nemli kilit noktalarindan birisi
haline geldigi net bir sekilde anlagilmaktadir.
Kiiltepe, bu 6zel durumunu koruyarak MO 2.
binyilin ilk ¢ceyreginde Anadolu ile Kuzey Me-
zopotamya’da yer alan Assur ile kurulan ulus-
lararasi sistemli ticaretin Anaolu’daki baskenti
olmayt bagarmistir. Helenistik ve Roma Dé-
nemlerinde bu kez daha 6zel amaclarla iskan
edilen Kiltepe, yalnizca erken dénemler icin
degil ayn1 zamanda ge¢ dénemler icin de Orta
Anadolu’nun kiltiirel gelisimini anlama ve
kronolojik problemlerini ¢6zme yolunda son
derece 6nemli bir referans noktast oldugunu
kanitlamistit.

* Prof. Dr. Vasif Sabogh, Ankara Universitesi, Dil ve Tarib-
Cografya Fakiiltesi, Arkeoloji Biliimii, Protobistorya ve
Onasya Arkeolgjisi Anabilim Dals, Atatiirk Bulpar: No. 45,

LIMAN TEPE KARA ve SU ALTI KAZI
VE ARASTIRMALARI - 2022

Vasif SAHOGLU*

2022 yilt Liman Tepe kazt ¢alismalarinin
karada yiriitiilen kisminda MO 2. ve 3. Binyil
yetlesimlerinin arastirilmasina devam edilmis-
tir. MO 3. Binyilin (Erken Tung¢ Cag) farkl
evrelerine ait gelismelerin anlasimasina yone-
lik calismalarda 6zelikle yerlesimin giiney-
dogu kosesi ag1ga cikarlmis ve bu alanda Er-
ken Tung Cagi 1, 2 erken, 2 gec ve 3 erken
dénemlerinde sur duvarinin bu alandaki yapi-
lasmasinda gézlemlenen degisiklikler ortaya
konmustur. Sur duvarina baglanan uzun evle-
rin sadece bir tanesi icinde kiicik capl bir
kazi gerceklestirilmis olup, 6ntimiizdeki yil bu
alanda cok daha kapsamli bir kazi yapilmasi
planlanmustir.

Erken Tun¢ Cagi tabakalarinin {izerin-
deki Orta Tung Cagi tabakalari 2022 yilinin
ana kazt alanint olusturmustur. Alttaki sur du-
vart ve ona bagli olan MO 3. Binyil uzun ev-
lerinden olusan yapi blokunun st seviyele-
rinde yer alan bu tabakada oldukga tahrip ol-
mus sekilde cesitli oval evlere ait kalintilar ve
ilging olarak ¢ok sayida ¢ukur ve tahribat alant
tespit edilmistir. 2023 yilinda bu tahrip olmus
kalintilarin kaldirlarak derinlesilmesiyle alt-
taki Erken Tung Cag1 uzun evlerine ulasilacak
ve Liman Tepe’nin MO 3. Binyil yetlesim
modeli buiyiik 6lgtide ortaya konabilecektit.

Liman Tepe’de deniz altindaki ¢alisma-
larda Arkaik Cag limaninin igerisinde iki yildir
yurttigimiz sondaj calismasinda Gnemli
sonuglarla karslagilmustir. Arkaik Cag liman
tabaninin yaklastk olarak 2m altinda MO 3.
Binyilin baglarina tarihlendirilebilecek sera-
mik 6rnekleri ile karsilasimistir. Bu buluntu-
lar Liman Tepe’nin o déneme ait yerlesiminin
kismen de olsa bugiin deniz altinda kalmig
olabilecegini distindirmektedir. Cok dar bir

06100 Sihhiye] Ankara; e-posta: vsahogl@gmail.com;
ORCID ID: 0000-0003-4310-3686
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alanda yiritilen sondaj ¢alismalarinda alinan
bu énemli sonug¢ neticesinde 2022 yilinda
sondaj alant genisletilmis ve kazi calismalarina
daha genis bir alana yayilmistir. Oniimiizdeki
1-2 yil igerisinde MO 3. Binyil tabakalarina
daha genis alanda inilerek bu buluntularin
gercek 6nemi daha detaylt bir sekilde ortaya
konabilecektir.

Liman Tepe kazt alant

Deniz altinda yurtttigimiz ikinci ¢a-
lisma, Ankara Universitesi olarak Kog ve Ya-
sar Universiteleri ile ortak bir calisma olarak
yurtttiglimiz Karantina Ada Yolu tizerinde
gerceklestirilmistir. Bu alanda Ada Yolu’nun
Bityiik Iskender déneminde insa edildigi dii-
stntlen ilk kalintilart ve daha sonra Roma ile
Osmanli Dénemlerindeki yeniden kullanim-
larina ait kalintilarin belgelenmesine devam
edilmistir.

Deniz altindaki ¢alismalarimizin bir di-
ger ayagini Karantina Adasi’nda bulunan ba-
ttk Roma Dénemi limant icerisindeki su alti
fotografli belgeleme calismalart olusturmus-
tur. Bu alanda liman kalintilarinin fotomoza-
ginin yapilmasina devam edilmigtir.

2022 yilt ADEP Destek bagvurular kap-
saminda desteklenmesi uygun gorilen “Su
Altt Aragtirmalartyla Liman Tepe / Klazome-
nai’in Denizsel Peyzajinin Zamansal Gelisim
Stireci Igerisinde Degerlendirilmesi” baslikl
projemiz kapsaminda Oniimiizdeki t¢ yilda

* Prof. Dr. Lbrabim Tung Sipahi, Ankara Universitesi, Dil ve
Tarih-Cografya Fakiiltesi, Arkeoloji Boliimii, Protobistorya ve
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Liman Tepe ve cevresinde su altinda yiiriite-
cegimiz deniz tabani gériintilleme, belgeleme
ve kazi caligmalariyla Liman Tepe’nin bin-
lerce yilda gecirdigi degisimlerin daha kap-
samli olarak ortaya konmasi hedeflenmistir.

ESKIYAPAR KAZISI — 2022

Ibrahim Tun¢ STPAHT*

Eskiyapar kazisina 2021 yilinda belitle-
nen hedefler ve bu sezon i¢in planlanan
amaglar dogrultusunda 20.07.2022 tarihinde
XXXIV/27-28deki Demir Cagt yapisinin da-
gilan ve diizensiz durumdaki duvar taslar
toplanmis ve burada bir sondaj alani olugtu-
rulmustur (DC1-2). 2022 sezonunda Once-
likle XXXIV/27-30, koordinatlarin
10X10’luk plan karelerini kapsayan kazi alani-
mizda calismalar baglatilmistir. A Teras alani-
nin batisinda 6X8 metrelik DC olarak tanim-
ladigimiz agmada KB-GD yéniinde Orta Hi-
tit ge¢ safhaya ait bir duvar ortaya ctkarilmis-
tir. Bu duvar orta Hitit ge¢ safhaya ait olup A
yapistnin bir uzantisidir. Duvarin hemen ya-
ninda ortaya ¢tkan yaklasik 50X40 cm 6lcti-
sinde beyaz stvalt bir taban parcast korun-
mustur. Bu agmada en basindan itibaren Orta
Hitit seramigi ve Eski Hitit seramigi karisik
olarak gelmistir.

Nadir olarak Eski Tung Cag1 seramikleri
gorilmustir. Derinlik arttikca Eski Hitit se-
ramiginin yogunlasmas: beklenen bir durum-
dut. DC a¢masindaki kazilar sirasinda p.t. bir
adak kabu, tastan bir alet ayrica ylzeyi tirnak
baskist ile bezeli p.t. kapak benzeri bir obje
bulundu. Yine aynt agmada bronz igne, agir-
saklar, bronz igneler yiizeyi kesik izli (ip yu-
vast?) bir kemik obje ortaya ctkarildi. 2023 y1-
linda DC sondajt “B” a¢masina déniistirtle-
cektir. Bu uygulama ile amaclanan daha alt-
taki Asur Ticaret Kolonileri Cag1 seviyesine
ulagilmasidir.  Devam  eden  caligmalar

Onasya Arkeolojisi Anabilim Dals, Atatiirk Bulvars No. 45,
06100 Sthhiye/ Ankara; e- posta: tuncsipahi@gmail.com;
ORCID ID: 0000-0002-8846-2730
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sonucunda: Daha 6nce Orta Hitit “A” yapist-
nin, kuzeyindeki Eski Hitit II B2 olarak ta-
nimlanan oda grubu ile bir butiinlik arz ettigi
ve Hski Hitit I’'den Orta Hitit erken evrenin
sonuna kadar tadil edilerek veya yeni duvarlar
eklenip eski duvatlar korunarak kullanildig
anlasiimistir. Bu asamadan itibaren yapinin
tamamu icin “Hitit A Yapist” tanimi kullanila-
caktir. Béylece bu yilin sonuglarina dayana-
rak, A terasindaki tek yapinin Hitit A Yapist
oldugunu kesinlestirmis bulunuyoruz. Ayrica
A yapisinin giineyindeki duvar kalintilar ve
molozlar temizlenmis ve burada bir sondaja
baslanmustir (A sondajt). 2023 Yilinda bu son-
daj “A” agmasina donistirilecektir.

28 29 30

395470 395500

Eskiyapar A Teras alani, son durum

Kaziarimiz sirasinda toplam 30 envan-
terlik eser, agirlikli olarak Hitit A Yapisinda
insitu bulunmustur. Eserlerimiz agtk kemik-
leri, metal igneler, kemik eserler ve adak kap-
larindan olusmustur. Eskiyapar’da 2022 yi-
linda gerceklestirilen faaliyetler ve uygulama-
larin 1s1¢1nda gelecek yilin programi belirlen-
mis olup belirlenen yeni hedeflerimizin dog-
rultusunda 2023 yilinda kazilara devam edile-
cektir.

* Prof. Dr. Musa Kaduwglu, Ankara Universitesi, Dil ve Ta-
rih-Cografya Fakiiltesi, Arkeoloji Boliimii, Klasik Arkeoloji
Anabilim Dals, Atatiirk Bulvar: No. 45, 06100 Sh-

hiye/ Ankara; e-posta: musakadiogh@ankara.edu.tr; teos.an-
kara.edn.try ORCID ID: 0000-0002-6481-229X

TEOS KAZI ve ARASTIRMALARI
(13. SEZON) —2022

Musa KADIOGILU*

2022 yili Teos kazi, belgeleme, koruma,
onarim ve diizenleme calismalar, T.C. Kiltir
ve Turizm Bakanlgi, Kiltar Vatliklart ve M-
zeler Genel Midurligi ile Teos Kazist resmi
sponsotlarinin saglamis oldugu 6denekle 14
Subat-16 Aralik 2022 tarihlerinde strdiril-

mustur.

Toplam on aya yayilan 2022 yili kaz1 ca-
lismalar, agiehklt olarak Dionysos Kutsal
Alani, Tanriga Roma ve Augustus Tapinagy,
Agora ve Bouleuterion’da gergeklestirilmistir.
Dionysos Kutsal Alan’ndaki kazi ¢aligmala-
rina dogu ve gliney s#oa’sinda, Tanriga Roma
ve Augustus Tapinagi’nin giiney krepidoma’st
ile gliney girisinde devam edilmistir. Boulente-
rion’da surdurilen calismalar Oncelikli olarak
dogu portico'nun dis sinirlarint belitlemeye ve
Miletos Boulenterionun g revakly (zriporticus)
avlusunda oldugu gibi merkezi akstaki olast
ana giris kapisinin (propylon) tespitine yénelik
gerceklestirilmistir. Ayrica Bowulenterionun koi-
lon’a (cavea), dogu duvari ve avlu porsico’larinin
yapt kompleksinin insa stirecindeki kronolo-
jisi arastirilmistir. S6z konusu bu kazi calis-
malartyla dogu portico'nun stylobat1 ile arka du-
vart kismen ortaya ¢ikarilmustir. 7 m enindeki
dogu portico le U tarafi portico'larla (triporticus)
cevrili tim avlunun dis Olcileri dogu-bati
yonde 31 m ve kuzey-giiney yonde 32 m ol-
dugu tespit edilmistir. Boylece Teos Bouleute-
riorunun avlusunun (#riporticus) kareye yakin
dikd6rtgen plani hem Miletos’daki Boulente-
rior’un aynt sekilde G tarafi portico’lu avlusuna
(triporticus, 34,84x31,62)! hem de Nysa Ge-
rontion’u dort tarafi portico’lu avlusuna (fetra-
portico; 28,20 x 30,15 m)? benzemektedir.

1 H. Knackfuss, Das Rathaus vo Milet. Milet I1 (Berlin
1908) 56-73, Abb. 53.

2 M. Kadioglu, Das Gerontikon von Nysa am Mdander.
Forschungen in Nysa am Mdander. Band 3 (Darmstadt
2014) 20-23, Plan 5.
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Ayrica avlunun giineybati késesinde gercek-
lestirilen kazilarda gliney portico zemini altinda
bir 6nceki evreye olasilikla MO 3. yiizyila ait
polygonal teknikte fessera’lardan yapilmis figtirlti
bir mozaik zemin dbésemesine ulagilmistir.
S6z konusu bu mozaik déseme, boulenterion ve
6n avlu yapilmadan 6nce buradaki 6zel kent-
sel dokuya isaret etmektedir.

Mimari koruma, onarim ve diizenleme
calismalart Dionysos Kutsal Alant ve Bowuleute-
rion’da yogun olarak stirdtirtlmistir. Tim se-
zon boyunca hem bu yapilarda hem de kentin
cesitli yerlerinde ele ge¢mis olan mimari blok-
larin parca birlestirme ¢aligmalarinin yani sira
Turk Tarih Kurumu’nun maddi destegiyle,
Izmir 1 Numarah Kiiltiir ve Tabiat Varlikla-
rint Koruma Bélge Kurulunun 28.01.2021 ta-
rih ve 11891 sayilt karari ile Bowlenterion’ un
cavea’sinin giney yarisinda bulunan ve eksik
olan profilli mermer oturma stralarinin alt ya-
pilart saglamlastirildiktan sonra eksik olan
oturma basamaklart yeniden uretilerek res-
tore edilmistir.

* Dog. Dr. 8. Hakan Ozfzmer, Antkara Universitesi, Dil ve
Tarib-Cografya Fakiiltesi, Arkeoloji Boliimii, Klasik Arkeo-
loji Anabilim Dals, Atatiirk Bulvar: No. 45, 06100
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NYSA KAZI ve ARASTIRMALARI -
2022

Serdar Hakan OZTANER*

Aydin ili, Sultanhisar ilcesi, Nysa antik
kentindeki kazi, arastirma, koruma ve onarim
calismalarina 2022 yilinda Kiltir ve Turizm
Bakanlig1 ile Ankara Universitesi adina S.H.
Oztaner’in baskanliginda devam edilmistir.
Nysa 2022 yili aktif kazi calismalart 19 Tem-
muz - 20 Kasim 2022 tarihleti arasinda An-
kara Universitesi ve cesitli tiniversitelerin 6g-
retim Uyelerinin, &grencilerinin  katilimiyla
gerceklestirilmistir. 2020 yiindan bu yana
Nysa Kazist belgeleme, koruma, onarim, res-
torasyon calismalart tim yil boyunca ¢alisma
programit dogrultusunda yuritilmektedir.

Nysa antik kentinde cadde-sokak siste-
minin ve kent planlamasinin aragtirilmasina
yonelik ¢alismalara 2022 yilinda da devam
edilmistir. Kentin dogu yakasinda, dogu-bati
yonli kentin ana caddesi olan Sttunlu Cadde
/ Cadde 1’in kuzey-guney yonlu Cadde 2 ile
kesistigi kavsak ve cevresinde, kentin bat1 ya-
kasinda kuzey-gliney yénlii ana cadde Cadde
8B’nin giineye dogru devaminda kazi ve aras-
tirma calismalart yiratilmuistir.

Kentin dogu yakasinda 2013 yilindan bu
yana Cadde 1-plareianin, Merkezi Kopri-11
ile Cadde 2 arasinda kalan 171 m uzunlugun-
daki kesiminde ytiriitilen kazilarda 9,5 m ge-
nisligindeki, kirectast ve mermer déseme tas-
lartyla doseli, kentin en genis caddesi olan sii-
tunlu cadde agiga cikaridmistir. Cadde bo-
yunca yer alan mekanlarin cephe duvarlart
ontinde insa edilmis siitunlu cephe mimarisi
ve slitun aralarina yerlestirilmis heykel kaide-
leri, onurlandirma yazitlar1 gérkemli, anitsal
bir nitelige sahip olan caddenin kent yasanti-
sindaki 6nemini gostermektedir. Agora ile ge-
rontikon yapilari arasindan gecerek kuzey-

Sthhive/ Ankara; e-posta: oztaner@antkara.edn.tr, OR-
CID ID: 0000-0002-8284-6792
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gliney yoniinde uzanan 6,30 m genisligindeki
Cadde 2-plateia ile kesistigi kavsak noktasinda
2022 yili kazilarinda MS 2-3. ylzyillara tarih-
lenen, 2 adet onurlandirma yaziti aciga ctka-
rilmistir. Bu  yazitlardan kent tarihindeki,
6nemli gbrevler ustlenmis, danigma ve halk
meclisleri tarafindan onurlandirilmig hayirse-
ver Nysalilar hakkinda énemli bilgiler edinil-
mektedir. Cadde 1 ile Cadde 2’nin kesistigi
kavsagin kuzeydogu késesinde agiga cikarilan
mymphaenm da anitsalligiyla bu iki ana cadde-
nin MS 2-3. yizyillarda Nysa kent yasantisin-
daki 6nemini vurgular niteliktedir.

Kentin batt yakasinda, Cadde 1 ile dik
kesisen, Podyumlu Dorik Tapinak — He-
roon(?)’un glneyinde 2013 yilindaki kazi ¢a-
lismalariyla yeri saptanan, kuzey-gliney yonli
kentin ana caddelerinden Cadde 8B’nin gi-
neye dogru kazilarna 2022 yiinda devam
edilmis, caddeyi dogudan sturlandiran Geg
Roma hamaminin batt duvart agiga cikaril-
mustir. Yaklasik 6,5 m genisliginde ve &onglo-
mera doseme taslartyla doseli caddenin uzun
kenarlari boyunca kentin geg yerlesim done-
mine ait oldugu tespit edilen 8 mezardan ele
gecen insan iskelet kalintilarinin antropolojik
incelemeleri sonucunda toplamda besi ¢ocuk,
ikisi bebek, biri juvenil, gt eriskin olmak
tizere 11 birey saptanmustir.

2020-2022 yili restorasyon calismalar
kapsaminda Nysa Tiyatrosu sahne binast res-
torasyonu ile Situnlu Cadde ve Carst Bazili-
kast’'nda anastilosis esasina dayanan restoras-
yon calismalart gerceklestirilmistir. Seramik,
epigrafi, mimari belgeleme, depo-laboratuvar
calismalarinin yant sira bilimsel arastirma ve
yayin calismalarina devam edilmigtir. Aralik
2022’de, NYSA Cift Yakali Kent ve A Dipo-
lis on the Meander NYSA kitaplart Tiirkiye Is
Bankas: Kiltir Yayinlarindan yayimlanmustir.
“Yerel Halkin Kiltiirel Mirasin Korunmasina
Mliskin Olarak Bilin¢lendirilmesi” kapsaminda

* Dog. Dr. Girken Kikdemir, Ankara Universitesi, Dil ve
Tarih-Cografya Fafkiiltesi, Arkeoloji Boliimii, Klasik

2022 yilinda, Aydin Tl Milli Egitim Midirligi
ile Nysa antik kentinde oryantiring sporu ile
egitim ¢alismalari, Aydin Vali Yazicioglu Kiil-
tiir Merkezinde “Roma Dénemi Mimarisinin
Ornek Kenti NYSA” M. Diler fotograf ser-
gisi gerceklestirilmistir.

Nysa stitunlu caddesi, cadde 1-plateia
MAGNESIA AD MAEANDRUM - 2022

Gorkem KOKDEMIR*

Aydin ili Germencik Tlcesi, Magnesia an-
tik kentinde Kdaltir ve Turizm Bakanligt
adina Ankara Universitesi tarafindan baskan-
ligim altinda yiritilen 2022 yili ¢alismalari-
mizin odagini, 2021°de Kutsal Agora’da bas-
ladigim1z Zeus Tapinagi kazilart ve belgeleme
calismalart olusturmustur.

1890 Aralik ay1 ile birlikte, 1892 yilinin
Ekim ayina kadar Magnesia Antik Kenti’nde,
Berlin Kraliyet Miizesi adina Carl Humann ve
ekibi kazi calismalari gerceklestirmistir. Bu
calismalar sonucunda Artemis Kutsal Alani
ve Artemis Tapinagi kazi calismalarinin odak

Arkeoloji Anabilim Daly, Atatiirk Bulvar: No. 45, 06100
Sibhiye] Ankara; e-posta: gorkem.kokdemir@ankara.edn.tr;
ORCID ID: 0000-0002-6827-2008
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noktasint olusturmustur. Bu calisma alanlart
disinda Tiyatro ve Agora’da yapilan calisma-
lar sonucunda, kent ile ilgili 6nemli sonuglar
ortaya c¢tkartilmistir. Humann Dénemi kazi-
lar1 6ncesinde yapilan ¢alismalarda, antik kay-
naklarda belirtilen Magnesia’daki Zeus Kilti
ile ilgili olarak sikkeler disinda somut bir ve-
riye ulagtlmamisken, 1892 yilinda, 24 Ma-
yis’ta, Agora’da yapilan sondaj kazilari sonu-
cunda bir tapinak kalintist ortaya ¢ikartimis-
tir. 1892 Haziran ayina kadar araliklar ile de-
vam edilen calismalar sonucunda bulunan bir
yazit, bu tapinagin “Zeus Sosipolis Tapinagt”
oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Humann D6-
nemi kazilarinin ardindan Istanbul ve Ber-
lin’deki miizelerde sadece birka¢ tane mimari
blogu ile gorilebilen tapinak, Humann D6-
nemi ¢alismalarini ve sonuglarini iceren yayin
icinde 20 sayfalik bir bélim ile bilim dinya-
sina duyurulmustur.

Humann Dénemi kazilart ardindan tek-
rar toprak altinda kalan Zeus Tapinagi, 2021
yilinda baslayan ve 6zellikle de 2022 yilinda
ekibimizle birlikte Magnesia’da yapilan kazi-
larin sonucunda 75% oraninda mimari blogu
ile birlikte ortaya ctkartilmistir. Bu calismalar
sonucunda tapinakla ilgili butiin veriler, gi-
niimiuze kadar ilk kez bu denli mimari detayla
bilim diinyasina kazandirlmistir. Ayrica bu
buluntularin disinda Roma imparatorlarina
ait olan heykel kaideleri de ele gecmistir. Im-
paratorlar kronolojik sirayla, Claudius™un esi
Agrippina ve varisi Nero en erken dénemli
olanlari olmak lzere; Nerva, Traianus, Anto-
ninus Pius, Lucius Verus ve Iulianus Apos-
tata’dan olusmaktadir. Bu buluntularin di-
sinda bu imparatorlardan bir tanesine ait ol-
mast muhtemel bir mermer heykelin parcast
da 2022 yili Magnesia Kazilart buluntulari ara-
sinda yer almaktadir. 2022 yilinda tapinakta
bulunan ve buluntu durumu belgelenen tim
mimari bloklar ayni zamanda kaz1 alant disina
cikartilarak Ontimiizdeki yillarda yapilacak
restorasyon calismalarinin 6n ¢alismasi da ta-
mamlanmistir. Bu sonuglara gére, Erken
Roma Imparatorluk Donemi ile birlikte son
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pagan imparator Iulianus Apostata Do6-
nemi’ne kadar yaklasik 350 yil boyunca Zeus
ile birlikte imparatorluk kultiine de tapinagin
hizmet ettigini kesin verilerle ortaya koymus-
tur.

TSR G

Magnesia, 2022 Yilt Zeus Tapinagi

Humannin calismalart ardindan gini-
miize kadar literattirde ¢ok kisith bilgilere rag-
men her zaman tartisma konusu olan tapinak
genel goriise gbre; MO 3. yiizyila ait bir tapi-
nak ve Mimar Hermogenes ile iliskilendirilen
bir yap1 olarak taninmustir. 2022 yilinda Mag-
nesia’da Kutsal Agora’da gerceklestirilen ka-
zilar sonucunda, elimizde bulunan daha de-
tayli veriler ile birlikte, tapinak ile ilgili bugtine
kadar yapimis tiim tartismalara ve sorulara
daha kesin verilerle 6ntimiizdeki yillarda yanit
bulabilecegimizi séylemek ise yanlis olmaya-
caktir.
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ALEXANDRIA TROAS KAZI ve
ARASTIRMALARI - 2022

Ethan OZTEPE*

Canalkale 1li, Bzine Ilgesi Dalyan Kéyii
yakinindaki yer almakta olan Alexandria
Troas antik kentinde Kulttir Varliklart ve Mi-
zeler Genel Midurligi’niin izni ve destegi ile
25 Temmuz- 8 Kasim 2022 tarihleri arasinda
aktif kazt calismalart ve arastirmalar ylurGtdl-
migtir. 2022 yilinda caligmalarin agirligine
Forum ve cevresindeki faaliyetler olustut-
mustur. Bu cercevede Decumanus’un en ba-
tidaki kisminda gerceklesen aragtirmalarda
Roma Caddesinin tizeri ve cevresinde Orta ve
Geg Bizans Déneminde bir iskan alani olus-
turuldugu ve antik kentteki son yagayanlarin
bu déneme ait olduklari teyit edilmistir. Ben-
zer bir durum Forum’un icinde ve bu yil 6zel-
likle Odeion’un en tstteki mimari katmanda
da gorilmistir. Cadde diginda Forum pla-
tosu ile Asag1 Agora arasinda yurutilen ¢alig-
malarda 6zellikle agoranin zeminin ortaya ¢i-
karilmast calismalart neticesinde yirime ze-
mininden daha yukarida biri 6,5 m digeri 1,5
m derinlikteki atik su sistemine baglanan iki
adet tag havalandirma bacasina rastlanilmistir.
Bu bélgedeki diger bir arastirma alami olan
Hellenistik Carst’nin giineye dogru devami-
nin arastirlmasinda muhtemelen ditkkanlar-
dan birinin dogudaki kapisina tesadiif edil-
mistir. Kap1 cephesinin 2023 yilinda zemine
kadar acilmasi planlanmaktadir.

Forum cevresi arastirmalarinda 2022 y1-
linda Odeion’un kuzeydeki ilk girisinin geri-
sindeki bolgenin a¢ilmasina devam edilmistir.
Odeion’un muhtemel korunmus oturma sira-
larina ulastlmast hedefiyle yiritilen ¢alisma-
larda bu yapinin tizerinde de Orta ve Geg Bi-
zans Donemlerinde devirme mimari eleman-
larla olusturulmus mekanlara rastlanilmistir.
Buytk bir olasihikla bu mimari katman

* Prof. Dr. Erban Oztepe, Ankara Universitesi, Dil ve Ta-
rih-Cografya Fakiiltesi, Arkeoloji Boliimii, Klasik Arkeoloji

belgelenip kaldirildiktan sonta en asagida
oturma siralarina ulasabilmek mimkin ola-
caktir. Arkeolojik kazi ve arastirmalarin ya-
ninda 6zellikle Forum Cesmesi’nin temelinin
saglamlagtirlmast ¢alismalart tamamlanmus-
tir. Bunun yaninda Odeion’un batiya bakan
giris cephesinin kuzey kanadinda duvar ve
derz saglamlastirma islemlerinin yaninda gec-
tigimiz yillarda giin 1s181na ¢ikarllan mermer
kaplama levhalart da tespit edilerek birlegtiril-
mis ve Ozgin yetlerine yerlestirilmislerdir.
2022 kazt sezonundaki diger bir ¢alisma ise
Dalyan Kéytiniin batisindaki sualtt arastirma-
laridir. Bu ¢ergevede antik limanin kuzeyinde
bir baska mendirege ait ize rastlanmigtir. Mi-
mari belgeleme calismalarinin yaninda Fo-
rum’da AR Artirilmis Gergeklik uygulamalart
ile ilgili calismalar da ylrGtilmustir.

Alexandria Troas Asagl Agora 2022

Anabilim Dali, Atatiirk Bulvar: No. 45, 06100
Sibhiye/ Ankara; e-posta: erbanoztepe@gmail.com;
ORCID ID: 0000-0003-0558-8870
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ANKARA iLi MERKEZ ve YAKIN iL-
CELER TARIH ONCESI ARKEOLO-
Jisi YOZEY ARASTIRMASI — 2022

Gizem KARTAL*

2022 Yilt Ankara Ili Merkez ve Yakin II-
geler Yiizey Arastirmast 13.06.2022 tarihinde
baslamis ve 24.06.2022 tarihinde sona ermis-
tir. Aragtirma sinirimizin en giney ucunda
bulunan Gélbast ilgesinin tamami 2022 arag-
tirma sezonu itibariyle oldukea detaylt bir ge-
kilde arastirilmis ve toplamda 1730 km yol kat
edilmistir. G6lbast ilcesinin ¢ok buytk olusu
(1010 km?) ve beklentimizin ¢ok Stesinde bu-
luntulara ve buluntu yogunluguna sahip ol-
mast nedeniyle 2022 aragtirma sezonu icinde
yalnizca bu ilcede calismalar yuritilmastiit.

Golbast ilgesine ait olan bltiin mahalle-
lerde -merkezde yer alan yerlesim olan mahal-
leler harig- ylizey taramast ¢alismalari gercek-
lestirilmistir. Arastirmamiz esnasinda 27 adet
buluntu alant tespit edilmistir. Tespit ettigi-
miz buluntu alanlart Altincanak, Bezirhane,
Boyalik, Cayirli, Celtek, Cimsit, Dikilitas,
Emirler, Go6lbek, Halagli, Karagedik Aydin,
Karaoglan, Kirikli, Mahmatlibahge, Selametli
Sehit Emrah, Tepeyurt ve Velithimmetli ma-
hallelerinde yer almaktadir. 2022 yili arastirma
sezonunda Golbagt ilgesinde 1000-1250 m
kotlart arasinda buluntu ve buluntu alanlarina
tesadiif edilmistir.

Arastirmamiz sonucunda Golbast ilge-
sinde Alt ve Orta Paleolitik tekno-tipolojik
Ozellikler gbsteren cesitli hammaddelerden
tretilmis ¢ok saytda buluntu tespit edilmistir.
Paleolitik’in erken donemlerini yansitan bu
buluntularin yant sira Epipaleolitik teknoloji
goOsteren az sayida buluntu da tespit edilmis-
tir. Hammadde acisindan ¢ort kadar volkanik
kokenli andezit ve bazaltin da yontmatas en-
dustrinin dretiminde kullanilmis oldugu géz-
lemlenmistir. Bazt buluntu alanlarinda yogun

* Dog. Dr. Gigem Kartal, Ankara Universitesi, Dil ve Tarib-
Cografya Fakiiltesi, Arkeoloji Biliimii, Tarib Oncesi Arkeolo-
Jisi Anabilim Daly, Atatiirk Bulvar: No. 45, 06100
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bir bicimde ¢6rt yumrulart ile de kargilasilmis-
tir. Boyalik ve Dikilitas mahalleleri Paleolitik
Cag acisindan olduk¢a verimli arazilere ve
¢ok tipik buluntulara ev sahipligi yapan iki
6nemli alan olarak karsimiza cikmustir. Ozel-
likle Alt Paleolitik Dénem’i karakterize eden
kiyicilar ve iki yiizeyli aletler Gélbag’'nin en
etken buluntularint temsil etmeleri acisindan
cok S6nemlidir. Ayni zamanda Orta Paleoli-
tik’e ait gesitli teknoloji ve tipolojilerdeki /eval-
lois gekirdekler, levallois ug, gesitli tiplerdeki
kenar kaziyicilar ve diizeltili pargalar da Go6l-
basr’nda bu dénemin varhigini gdstermeleri
actsindan olduk¢a 6nemlidir.

Ankara ili ylzey arastirmast, iki ylizeyli alet

ESKISEHIR ILi TARIH ONCESI AR-
KEOLOJiSI YUZEY ARASTIRMASI —
2022

Metin KARTAL

2022 Yili Eskisehir Ili Tarih Oncesi Ar-
keolojisi  ylzey arastirmast 27.06.2022-
06.07.2022 tarihleri arasinda gerceklestiril-
mistir. Arastirma boyunca Odunpazart ve Te-
pebast ilcelerinde ¢aligilmustir. Her iki ilceye
ait olan bitin mahallelerde -merkezde yer
alan modern mahalleler hari¢- arastirma yapil-
mustir. Aragtirma esnasinda Odunpazari ilge-
sinde; Seving, Imisehir, Tiirkmentokat, Kara-
tepe, Akpinar, Dogankaya, Kravdan ve Yu-
rukkirka mahallelerinde 15 ve Tepebasi ilge-
sinde; Yeniincesu, Musadzii, Mollaoglu,

Sihhiye/ Ankara, e-posta: gizem.kartal@ankara.edn.tr; OR-
CID ID: 0000-0002-5080-7772
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Gokdere, Beyazaltin ve Kozlubel mahallele-
rinde 13 olmak tizere toplam 28 adet buluntu
alani tespit edilmistir.

Buluntu alanlarindan Alt ve Orta Paleo-
litik Dénem’i yansitan ¢ok sayida buluntu tes-
pit edilmistir. Alt Paleolitik’e ait buluntular iki
ylzeyli aletler, kiyict aletler, yonga, dilgi ve se-
kilsiz cekirdeklerdir. Orta Paleolitik buluntu-
lar ise cesitli tipolojilerde levallozs ¢ekirdekler
ve yongalar ile ¢ok sayida diizeltili (6zellikle
cesitli tiplerde kenar kaziyicilar) parca ile tem-
sil edilmektedir. Arastirilan alanlarda Paleoli-
tik Cag’a ait ¢ok ¢esitli buluntularin yani sira
aynt zamanda hammadde yumrulart ile de
karstlasiimistir. Hammaddenin bazi alanlarda
bloklar halinde de bulundugu gézlemlenmis-
tir.

Eskisehir’in merkez ilgeleri olan Odun-
pazart ve Tepebast ilgelerinde yuriitilen de-
tayll ylzey taramalari sonucunda arastirma
acisindan en verimli alanlar Odunpazar ilge-
sine baglt Sevin¢ Mahallesi ile Tepebast ilge-
sine baglt Kozlubel Mahallesi olmustur. Her
iki mahallede tespit edilen 6nemli iki buluntu
alant koruma altina alinmalar ve tescillenme-
leri amactyla sit alant olarak 6nerilmistir. Cok
sayida yongalama artigi, yonga ve cekirdek
buluntunun yant sira kalsedon c¢akmaktast
hammaddenin de tespit edildigi Seving Ma-
hallesi’ndeki alan bir islik alanidir. Orta Pale-
olitik’e ait ¢cok sayida levallois ¢cekirdek, yonga
ve diizeltili parca iceren ve Paleolitik Cag yer-
lesim yeri olan Kozlubel Mahallesi’'nde tespit
edilen alan oldukc¢a 6nemlidir ve alanda daha
detayli calisma yuritiilmesi gerekmektedir.

* Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Yavuz Ayden, Ankara Universitesi, Dil ve
Tarih-Cografya Fakiiltesi, Arkeoloji Bilimii, Tarih Oncesi
Arkeoloisi Anabilim Dalr, Atatiirk Bulvar: No. 45, 06100

Eskisehir ili yiizey aragtir-
masi, iki yluzeyli alet

AFYONKARAHISAR iLi PALEOLI-
TIK CAG YUZEY ARASTIRMASI -
2022

Yavuz AYDIN*

Kilttr ve Turizm Bakanligi, Kaltir Var-
liklar1 ve Miizeler Genel Mudirligi’niin izin-
leriyle ilki 2022 yilinin eyldl ay1 igerisinde ger-
ceklestirilen ve Afyonkarahisar ilinin dogu-
sunda yer alan 8 ilgeyi kapsayan Paleolitik Cag
Yiizey Arastirmast 12.09.2022 tarihi itibariyle
baslamistir.

Afyonkarahisar ili bulundugu konum iti-
bariyle Anadolu yarimadasinin i¢ ve batt ke-
simleri arasinda dogal bir gecit goriiniimiin-
dedir. Afyonkarahisar ilinin icerisinde bulun-
dugu bélgenin giintimtizde oldugu gibi Pleis-
tosen Dénem’de de oldukea buytk sulak hav-
zalara sahip oldugu bilinmekteydi. S6z ko-
nusu bolgenin bu 6zelligi, alanin Paleolitik
Cag agisindan biiyiik bir potansiyele sahip ol-
dugunu gosteriyordu. Bununla birlikte 2022
yilina kadar Afyonkarahisar ili sinirlart iceri-
sinde sistematik ve Paleolitik Cag odaklt bir
aragtirma gerceklestirilmemisti. Bu eksikligi
gidermek ve Paleolitik Cag gruplarinin Ana-
dolu cografyast igerisindeki dagilm ve

Sihhive/ Ankara; e-posta: yavuzaydin.dicf@gmail.com;
ORCID: 0000-0002-0347-9462
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hareketliliklerini daha iyi anlayabilmek icin
bélgede calismalar baglamustir.

Arastrmanin ilk yilt olan 2022 itibariyle
Cay, Cobanlar ve Sultandagy ilgelerinin sinir-
lar1 icerisinde kalan alanlarda ¢alismalar ger-
ceklestirilmistir. Calisilan alanlar icerisinde
Ozellikle Cay ilcesinin batist ve Cobanlar ilge-
sinin kuzeyinde yer alan kisimda Paleolitik
CGag'in farkli dénemlerine ait yontmatas kil-
tir 6geleriyle karslagilmustir. 2022 yili calis-
malart boyunca Sultandag: ilgesinin bir kis-
minda yapilan ¢alismalarda ise herhangi bir
Paleolitik Cag bulgusuna rastlanmamustir.
Buna ragmen Cay ve Cobanlar ilgelerinde tes-
pit edilen Paleolitik Cag bulgulart bundan
sonraki yillarda yapilacak ¢alismalar acisindan
biyiik bir umut vaat etmektedir.

2022 yili caligmalari sirasinda toplam 12
buluntu alant tespit edilmistir. Bunlardan ba-
zilart tekil buluntu alam gériintimiindeyken
bazilart ise pek ¢ok teknolojik par¢anin ve ge-
kirdegin ele gectigi atdlye tipinde alanlar ola-
rak dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Tespit edilen yont-
matag kultir 6geleri icerisinde Alt ve Orta Pa-
leolitik tipte kiyict ve iki ylizeyli aletler, Orta
Paleolitik tipte ¢ekirdekler ile Ust ve Epi-pa-
laeolitik dénemlere ait olabilecek parcalar
vardir.

Toplam 4 arastirma sezonu seklinde
planlanan ¢alismalar sonucu Afyonkarahisar
ilinin dogu kisminda, 8 ilce sinirlati igerisinde
kalan alanin Paleolitik Cag acisindan 6nemi-
nin ortaya konulmast amaglanmaktadir.

* Prof. Dr. Kadrive Ozgelik, Ankara Universitesi, Dil ve Ta-
rih-Cografya Fakiiltesi, Arkeoloji Biliimii, Tarib Oncesi Ar-
keolojisi Anabilim Dal, Atatiirk Bulvar: No. 45, 06100
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Afyon ili ylizey arastirmasi

DENIZLI iLi PREHISTORIK
DONEM YUZEY ARASTIRMASI —
2022

Kadriye OZCELIK*

2022 yilinda arazi calismalari 2 Eylil- 19
Eylil taribleri arasinda gerceklestirilmistir.
Calismalara Denizli ilinin gliney sinirinda yer
alan ve proje kapsaminda daha 6nce hic ince-
lenmedigi icin Paleolitik Cag potansiyeli hak-
kinda bir bilgiye sahip olunmayan Cameli il-
cesi ile baslanmistir. Cameli, genel olarak dag-
lik ve engebeli bir arazi yapisina sahiptir.
Karstik yapidaki ¢ok sayida magara ve kaya
altt s181nagt incelenmis ancak ne magaralarda
ne de cevrelerinde Paleolitik dénemleri nite-
leyecek bir bulgu ile karsilasiimamistir. Tlgeye
ait arazilerde yapilan incelemeler sonucu ise
Paleolitik Cag’in erken evrelerine tarihlenebi-
lecek tekil yontmatas buluntulara ulasilimistir.

Kizilyaka Mahallesi’ne ait arazide kuvars
bir kiyict alet, Giirsu Mahallesi’ne ait arazide
bir tanesi levallois olan 2 adet ¢ekirdek ile yine
Girsu ve Artkaya mahalleleri arasindaki bir
arazide iclerinde ¢ekirdek-kiyicinin da yer al-
dig1 yontmatas grubu saptanmugtir. Paleolitik
dénemlere iligkin hicbir verinin bilinmedigi

Sthhiye/ Ankara; e-posta: kozeelik20@gmail.com; OR-
CID ID: 0000-0002-2298-8780
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Kale ilgesinde de arastirmalar yapilmustir. {l-
cede kismi calismalar gerceklestirilebilmesine
ragmen zengin buluntu alanlar ile kargilasil-
mustir. Paleolitik Cag’in erken evrelerine ta-
rihlenebilecek yontmatas endiistri gruplart
barindiran bu alanlardan ilki ilce merkezinin
kuzeyindeki Camlarca Mahallesi arazisinde-
dir. Buradaki yontmatas endistrinin ham-
maddesi kuvarstir. Bolge, kuvars hammadde
acisindan oldukea zengindir. Endistri grubu
icinde kiytct formlar ile yonga cekirdekleri
daha baskindir. Cekirdekler arasinda levallois
olanlar da bulunmaktadir. Tlgenin kuzeyinde
Golbast ile Dogankdy mahalleleri arasinda
yine kuvars hammaddenin yogun oldugu g6-
rilmistir. Cok sayida da yontulmus 6rnek
vardir. Kiyict formlar ve aralarinda levallois
olanlarin da bulundugu yonga cekirdekleri
burada da baskindir. Yontmataglar arasinda
bulunan Micoquien tip iki yiizeyli alet, hem
hammaddesinin kuvarsit olmast hem de gelis-
kin bir teknikle Gretilmis olmasi ile biraz fark-
lilik gostermektedir. Kale ilgesindeki son bu-
luntu, hammaddesi ¢6rt olan bir kiyict alettir
ve ilgenin merkezinde ele ge¢mistir.

Denizli ili ylizey aragtirmast

2021 yilinda Tavas ilgesinde Yahsiler ve
Akincilar mahallelerinde zengin yontmatas
buluntular icerdikleti igin islik/konaklama
alan1 gibi goériinen ¢ok sayida buluntu alant
saptanmistt. S6z konusu buluntu alanlari ara-
sinda en zengini olarak degerlendirilebilecek
olan Harami Beleni mevkisindeki alana bu

sezon tekrar gidilmis, buluntularin dagilimi ve
alan sinirlarina iliskin gézlemler yapilmustir.

Denizli'de 2022 yilinda gerceklestirilen
aragtirmalar sonucunda bugitine dek Paleolitik
gecmisi konusunda hicbir bilgiye sahip olma-
digimiz Cameli ve Kale ilgelerinde Alt/Orta
Paleolitik dénemlere tarihlenebilecek énemli
buluntular saptanmig, bu ilcelerin tarih 6ncesi
dénemlerden itibaren yerlesim gbren, dolayi-
styla gecmisleri bilinenden ¢ok daha eskilere
inen bir cografyada olduklart anlagilmistir.
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ANADOLU / ANATOLIA DERGISI YAYIN ILKELERI
Amag

Anadolu Dergisi 6ncelikli olarak Anadolu Arkeolojisi tizerine bilimsel ve 6zglin ¢alis-
malart yayimlamayt amaglar. Bu amac¢ dogrultusunda, Anadolu arkeolojisinin taninirligint ve
gorinirliigind uluslararast bilimsel platformlara tasimay1 ve yine bu platformlarda paylas-
may! ama¢ edinmektedir. Béylece arkeoloji biliminin sadece modern Tirkiye sinitlarinda de-
gil uluslararast diizeyde gelismesini amag edinmistir. Bu amag dogrultusunda da 1956 yilindan
bu yana arkeoloji biliminin yurt icinde ve disinda gelisimine katkilarin siirdiirmektedir.

Kapsam

Cografi olarak Anadolu ve ¢evre kiltiir bolgelerini kapsar. Ancak, konu agisindan arke-
olojinin 3 alt disiplini olan “Tarihéncesi Arkeolojisi”, “Protohistorya ve Onasya Arkeolojisi”
ve “Klasik Arkeoloji” ile sinirlidir. Anadolu / Anatolia Dergisi yilda bir kez yayimlanir. Bu
cografi ve alt disiplinler kapsaminda olmak tizere yine arastirma makaleleri diginda kitap eles-
tirisi, kazt ve arastirma raporlari ile haberler de dergide yer alabilir. Bu ¢erceve icinde yer
alacak calismalar arastirma makalelerinin stireclerinden farkli olarak hakem denetimine tabi
olmay1p, editérler kurulunun sorumlulugundadir.

Yayin Siireci
Anadolu / Anatolia Dergisi'nde 6zgiin aragtirma makaleleri yayimlanmaktadir.

Anadolu / Anatolia Detgisi’ne Dergipatk online génderim sistemi tizerinden génderilen
makaleler, 6ncelikle génderim konusuna gore ii¢ alan editériinden biri tarafindan (Tarih On-
cesi Arkeolojisi, Protohistorya ve Onasya Arkeolojisi ile Klasik Arkeoloji’yi temsil eden) de-
getlendirilir. Alan editotleri makalenin ilgili etik standartlar, konu, metnin hazirlanmasi, dip-
notlar ve referanslar, gérsellerin kalitesi ve gerekli telif hakki izinleri dahil olmak tizere dergi-
nin génderim kosullarinit kriterlerini karsilayip karsilamadigini degerlendirir.

Bu kosullart saglayan makaleler hakem degerlendirmesine gonderilir. 1lgili alandaki uz-
manliklarina gore en az iki hakem segilir. Hakemler, doktora diizeyine ve kanitlanmus bir
aragtirma gecmisine sahip olmalidir. Inceleme siireci kor hakem ve kor yazar olmak lzere
gizli yiiriitiilmektedir. Incelemelerin 30 giin icinde tamamlanmast beklenir. Hakemler, maka-
lenin yayina uygunlugunu degerlendirmek ve yapilacak degisikliklere iliskin 6nerilerde bulun-
mak i¢in kullanilan bir form doldurur. Hakemler makaleyi degisiklik yapmadan kabul etmeyi,
kiictik degisikliklerle kabul etmeyi, biiyiik degisiklikler ve yeniden géndermeyi talep etmeyi
veya makaleyi reddetmeyi segebilirler. Her iki hakemden de kii¢iik degisikliklerin kabulii veya
tavsiyesi dogrultusunda revize edilmis versiyon gonderildiginde ve onaylandiginda makale
kabul edilecektir. Biyiik degisiklikler olmast durumunda, makale alan edit6ri tarafindan ye-
niden degerlendirilecek ve gerektiginde degisiklikler yapildiktan sonra kontrol icin hakemlere
iade edilecektir. Degisikliklerin uygun goérilmesi halinde makale yayina kabul edilecektir. Asil
hakemlerden biri makaleyi reddettiginde veya bir olumlu ve bir olumsuz hakem raporu olmast
durumunda t¢iinct bir hakeme gonderilir. Ancak iki olumlu hakem raporu ve alan editéri-
niin olumlu kararindan sonra makalenin yayimlanmasina karar verilir. Editérlerin kararlar
nihaidir ve ilgili COPE y6nergelerine gore yalnizca istisnai durumlarda temyiz edilebilir.
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Dizgi yapildiktan sonra kabul edilen makaleler, yayimlanmadan 6nce son okuma, son
diizeltme ve onay icin yazarlara génderilir. Yazarlardan, makalenin derginin etik standartla-
rina uygun oldugunu ve s6z konusu ¢alismanin sorumlulugunu kabul ettiklerini teyit etmeleri
istenir. Makale gbénderimi yuvarlanma esasina gore yapilir. Makaleler, zamanlama ve miusaitlik
durumuna gore editorler tarafindan belirlenen dergi sayisinda yayinlanacaktir.

Makale Yazim Kurallar1
Makale Gonderiminde Dikkat Edilecek Konular

Yayin dili Tirkge, Ingilizce, Almanca ve Fransizca’dir. Makalelerde biri Tiirkge olmak
tizere iki 6zet olmalidir. Makale dilinde 6zet en fazla 200 kelime olmalidir. Tkinci 6zet en az
500 kelimelik genisletilmis 6zet olmalidir. Makale 1ngilizce, Fransizca veya Almanca ise
Tiirkge, Tiirkge ise Ingilizce olmalidir.

Makalede metin igindeki ¢izim, fotograf, harita, grafik ve benzeri gosterimler 300 dpi
¢ozuntrlikte ve TIFF formatinda olmalidir.

Gonderilen yazi ile bitlikte kisa bir mektup/yazida ¢alismanin bashigt ve yazarin adi/
soyadi, varsa bagl oldugu kurum, akademik statst, elektronik ve posta adresleri ile telefon
numarasinin bulundugu bir dosyayt da ylklenmesi gereklidir. Génderilen ¢alismanin birden
fazla yazarlt olmasi durumunda yazarlarin isim sirast calismaya verdikleri katkt oraninda sira-
lanmalidir. Derginin hakemli bir dergi olmasindan dolayt génderilen calismanin bu siireg
icinde yazar/larin anonim olarak kalacag: sekilde hazitlanarak ve bu detaya dikkat edilerek
gonderilmesine 6zen gosterilmelidir. Kosullar saglanmadan génderilen calismalar isleme alin-
mayacaktir.

Genel Diizenleme

Calismalarda ana metin, iki stitun halinde dizenlenen sayfa dizeni icerisinde, “Gara-
mond” karakteri ile 12 punto kullanilarak yazilmalidir. Stireklilik gosterir sekilde her sayfa
sonuna eklenen dipnotlar ise 9 punto ile “Garamond” karakterinde yazilmalidir.

Yazilar 19,5 x 27,5 cm boyutlarindaki sayfaya 1,04 aralikli olarak yazilmalt ve sayfanin
solunda 3 cm, saginda 2 cm; bosluk birakilmalidir. Ust ve alt bosluklar sirastyla 3,7 ve 3 olarak
birakilmalidur.

Calismada yararlanilan kaynaklar ve kisisel kisaltmalar en sonda belirtilmelidir.

Uluslararast kisaltmalarda, 4.4 2. Halbband 2005, 329-389; https://www.da-
inst.org/documents/10180/70593/02_Liste_ Abk%C3%BCrzungen_quet.pdf/2c74093b-
c8b06-4c6a-8af1-17a155109505; AJA (https://www.ajaonline.org/submissions/abbreviati-
ons) ya da Der Neue Panly dizinlerinden yalnizca biri kullanilmalidir.

Bibliyografik referanslar ve dipnotlar
Bu dizinlerde yer almayan yayinlar asagidaki gibi kisaltilmalidur:

Arkeoloji ve Sanat Dergisi = ASanat

Arkeometri Sonuglart Toplantist =Ar&ST

Dil ve Tarih-Cografya Fakiiltesi Dergisi, Ankara Universitesi = DTCFD
Forschungen in Nysa am Mdander = FiN

Miize Kurtarma Kazilart Semineri = MiizeKK

Tirk Tarih Kongresi Bildirileri =T7ir&TK
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Antik kaynaklar “ILIMC”e gbre verilmelidir.

Makalede dipnotlar ilk sayfadan itibaren 1’den baglayarak numaralandirilmali ve sayfa

altinda gosterilmelidir.

Dipnotlar:

Makale ya da kitap icin ornek:

Tek yazarl ise: Yalcinkaya 1998, 490.
Tki yazarli ise: Yalcinkaya — Kartal 1998, 165.
Ucg ve daha cok yazarli ise: Yalcinkaya ve dig. 1998, 235.

Kaynakga:

Alfabetik siraya gore cift stitunlu tablo halinde hazirlanmis bibliyografya makalenin sonuna

eklenmelidir.

Siireli yayinlardaki makale icin 6rnek:

Yalcinkaya 1998
Cahill — Kroll 2005

Hassall ve dig. 1974

Kitap icin érnek:
Yalcinkaya 1989

Carradice — Price 1988

Kadioglu ve dig. 2011

L. Yalginkaya, “La Grotte d’Okiizini: Généralités dans le
contexte anatolien”, ERAUL 85.2, 1998, 489-499.

N. D. Cahill — J. H. Kroll, “New Archaic Coin Finds at
Sardis”, A4J.A4 109.4, 2005, 589-617.

M. Hassall — M. Crawford — J. Reynolds, “Rome and the

Eastern Provinces at the End of the Second Century B.C.”,
JRS 64,1974, 195-220.

1. Yalginkaya, A/t ve Orta Paleolitik Y ontmatas Endiistrileri
Bigimsel Tipolojisi ve Karain Magaras: (Ankara 1989).

I. Carradice — M.]. Price, Coinage in the Greek World
(London 1988).

M. Kadioglu — K. Gorkay — S. Mitchell, Rowa Dinem:'nde
Apnkyra (Istanbul 2011).

Birden fazla baskiya sahip ¢alismalarda, ¢calisma adinin sonunda baski numarast iist simge

olarak verilmelidir:

Akurgal 1989

E. Akurgal, Anadoln Uygarliklar: (Istanbul 19892).

Kitap icinde boliim, bildiri metni vs.:

Kadioglu 2013

Tagskiran — Tasgkiran 2011

M. Kadioglu, “Anazarbos Zafer Taki: Restitlisyon ve
Tarihleme Onerisi”, icinde: G. Kokdemir (ed.), Orban Bingil’e
67. Yas Armagant/ A Festschrift for Orhan Bingol on occasion of bis
671th Birthday (Ankara 2013) 237-260.

H. Taskiran — Z. Fiiriizen Taskiran, “Iki Yiizeyli Aletlerin
Anadolu’daki Dagiliminda Yeni Bir Nokta: Afyonkarahisar”,
icinde: H. Taskiran — M. Kartal — K. Ozcelik — M. B. Késem
— G. Kartal (ed.), Isin Yalgnkaya’ya Armagan Kitab: (Ankara
2011) 235-244.
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Kadioglu ve dig. 2015 M. Kadioglu — C. Ozbil — M. Kerschner — H. Mommsen,
“Teos im Licht der neuen Forschungen/Yeni Aragtirmalar
Isiginda Teos”, iginde: U. Yal¢in — H.-D. Bienert (ed.), Ana-
tolien — Briicke der Kulturen. Aktuelle Forschungen und Perspektiven
in den dentsch-tiirkischen Altertumswissenschaften/ Kiiltiirlerin
Kopriisii Anadoln. Tiirk-Alman Eskicag Bilimlerinde Giincel Bilim-
sel Aragstirmalar ve Yeni Bakss Agilare. Der Anschnitt. Zeitschrift fiir
Kunst und Kultur im Bergbau. Beiheft 27 (Bonn 2015) 345-3606.

Elektronik kaynaklar:

Elektronik kaynaklara (Web sitesi, CD-ROM vb.) yapilacak géndermelerde yayinin tam ad-
resi/kiinyesi ve erisim tarihi belirtilmelidir.

Horejs 2008 B. Horejs, “Cukurici Hoyiik. A New Excavation Project in
the Eastern Agean”. http://www.aegeobalkanprehis-
tory.net/article.phprid_art=9 (14 Eylul 2008).

Kartal 2015 G. Kartal, “Karain B G6zi Kalkolitik Cag Buluntu
Toplulugunun Tekno-Tipolojik Analizi”, Anadoln/ Anatolia
21, 2015, 25-49. doi:10.1501/ Andl_0000000420

Kullanilan Diger Kisaltmalar:

a. dn.: agag1 dipnot

age. : adi gecen eser Ciz. : ¢izim

ay. :ayniyazar dn. :dipnot

bkz. : bakiniz vd. :ve devami

Res. : resim vdd. : ve devamindakiler
Lev. : levha

y.dn. : yukart dipnot
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ANADOLU / ANATOLIA PUBLISHING PRINCIPLES

Aim

Anatolia Journal primarily aims to publish scientific and original studies on Anatolian
Archaeology. In line with this purpose, it aims to carry the recognition and visibility of Ana-
tolian archaeology to international scientific platforms and to share them on these platforms.
Thus, it aims to contribute to and develop archaeological knowledge and the science of ar-
chaeology not only within the borders of modern Turkey but also at the international level.

In line with this purpose, it has been contributing to the development of archaeology at home
and abroad since 1956.

Scope

Geographically, it covers Anatolia and the surrounding cultural regions. However, it is
limited to three sub-disciplines of archaeology, namely “Prehistoric Archaeology”, “Proto-
history and Near Eastern Archaeology” and “Classical Archaeology”. Anadolu / Anatolia
Journal is published once a year. In addition to research articles, within the scope of these
geographical and sub-disciplines, book reviews, excavation and research reports and news
can also be included in the journal. The studies to be included in this latter group are not
subject to peer-review, unlike the processes applied to research articles, and are under the
responsibility of the editorial board.

Publication Process
Anadolu / Anatolia publishes original research articles.

Articles sent to Anadolu / Anatolia through the Dergipark online submission system
are first assessed by one of the three area editors (representing Prehistory, Protohistory and
Classical Archaeology), according to the subject matter of the submission. Area editors assess
whether the article meets the submission criteria of the journal, including relevant ethical
standards, subject matter, preparation of text, footnotes and references, quality of images
and any necessary copyright permissions.

Articles that meet these conditions are sent for peer review. Two reviewers are chosen
according to their expertise in the relevant field. Reviewers must hold a doctorate and have
a proven track record of research. The review process is double blind. Reviews are expected
to be completed within 30 days. Reviewers complete a form which is used to evaluate the
suitability of the article for publication and make any suggestions for changes to be made.
Reviewers can choose to accept the article with no changes, accept with minor changes,
request major changes and resubmission, or reject the article. In the case of acceptance or
recommendation of minor changes from both reviewers, the article will be accepted when
the revised version has been submitted and approved. In the case of major changes, the
article will be re-evaluated by the area editor and, where necessary, returned to reviewers for
comments after changes have been made. If changes are considered to be acceptable, the
article will be accepted for publication. If one of the original reviewers rejects the article, it
will be sent to a third reviewer for comment. A decision is then made by the area editor/s
according to the reports of the three reviewers. Editorial decisions are final and may be ap-
pealed only in exceptional circumstances according to the relevant COPE guidelines.
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After typesetting, accepted articles are sent to authors for proofreading, final correc-
tions and approval prior to publication. Authors are asked to confirm that the article com-
plies with the ethical standards of the journal and that they accept responsibility for the work
in question.

Article submission is on a rolling basis. Articles will be published in the edition of the
journal specified by the editors according to timing and available space.

Preparation of Manuscripts

Articles in Turkish, English, German, and French are welcome. Publication languages
are Turkish, English, German and French. Articles should have two abstracts, one in Turk-
ish. The abstract in the language of the article should be a maximum of 200 words. The
second abstract should be an extended abstract of at least 500 words. This should be in
Turkish if the article is English, French or German, or English if the article is in Turkish.

Photographs, drawings and plans should be sent at least in 300 dpi resolution and pref-
erably in TIFF format. All illustrations should be numbered and marked on the reverse with
the indication of top and other necessaty information.

The academic titles of the author or authors, the title of the article and the authot’s
name, affiliation, mailing address, telephone number and e-mail address, ORCID ID should
be written on a separate page and uploaded to Dergipark. In case of articles with more than
one author, the names of the authors should appear in the order of their degree of contribu-
tion to the work. In order to facilitate the peer-review process, manuscripts should otherwise
be prepared with attention to maintaining the anonymity of the authozr(s). The article evalu-
ation process is carried out through Dergipark. The names and other information of the
authors should not be included in the article uploaded to Dergipark.

General Matters of Style

The text should be prepared in MS-Word in double columns, using font style “Gara-
mond” both in body and footnote text with font sizes 12 and 9, respectively.

All parts of the manuscript must be written 1.04 spaced on one side of an 19.5 x 27.5
cm sized paper. Margins on edges should be 3 cm at the left, 2 at the right, 3.7 at above and
3 at below.

Sources and personal abbreviations used in the study should be indicated at the end.

For international abbreviations one of, .44 2. Halbband 2005, 329-3809;
https://www.dainst.org/documents/10180/70593/02_Liste_ Abk%C3%BCt-
zungen_quet.pdf/2c¢74093b-c8b6-4c6a-8af1-17a155109505; AJA
(https:/ /www.ajaonline.org/submissions/abbreviations) ot Der Neue Pauly should be used
consistently.

Bibliographical References and Footnotes

For citation of periodicals, a single abbreviation system must be used on the basis of
AA 2. Halbband 2005, 329-389, ArchBibl., AJA, BCH, JHS or Der Neue Panly.

Periodicals which are not included in the above-mentioned references should be abbre-
viated as below:
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Arkeoloji ve Sanat Dergisi = ASanat

Arkeometri Sonuglart Toplantist = ArkST

Dil, Tarih ve Cografya Fakiiltesi Dergisi, Ankara Universitesi = DTCFD
Forschungen in Nysa am Médander = FiIN

Fouilles de Xanthos = FdX

Mize Kurtarma Kazilart Semineri = MiizeKK

Tirk Tarih Kongresi Bildirileri= T7irkTK

Ancient sources must be cited according to “LIMC”.

Footnotes should be numbered starting with “1” from the first page and should appear
at the bottom of each page.

A full bibliography with a list of all works cited must be appended to the end of the
article, arranged in alphabetical order by last name of author.

Footnotes:
Example for a book or an article:

For single author: Yalcinkaya 1998, 490.
For two authors: Yal¢inkaya — Kartal 1998, 165.
More than two authors: Yalginkaya ez 2/ 1998, 235.

Bibliography:

The bibliography should be added at the end of the article alphabetically in a two-column
table.

Example for citing an article in a periodical:

Yalcinkaya 1998 L. Yalginkaya, “La Grotte d’Okiizini: Généralités dans le
contexte anatolien”, ERAUL 85.2, 1998, 489-499.

Cabhill — Kroll 2005 N. D. Cahill — J. H. Kroll, “New Archaic Coin Finds at
Sardis”, A4 109.4, 2005, 589-617.

Hassall ez a/. 1974 M. Hassall — M. Crawford — J. Reynolds, “Rome and the

Eastern Provinces at the End of the Second Century B.C.”,
JRS 64,1974, 195-220.

Example for citing a book:

Yalcinkaya 1989 1. Yalcinkaya, A/t ve Orta Paleolitik Y ontmatas Endiistrileri
Bigimsel Tipolojisi ve Karain Magaras: (Ankara 1989).

Carradice — Price 1988 1. Carradice — M.J. Price, Coinage in the Greek World
(London 1988).

Kadioglu ve dig. 2011 M. Kadioglu — K. Gorkay — S. Mitchell, Roa Déneni'nde
Apnkyra (Istanbul 2011).

For the second or revised edition of the book, see example below:

Akurgal 1989 E. Akurgal, Anadoln Uygarliklar: (Istanbul 19892).
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Example for citing in a proceedings book or Festschrift:

Kadioglu 2013

Tagkiran — Taskiran 2011

Kadioglu ve dig. 2015

Electronic sources

M. Kadioglu, “Anazarbos Zater Taki: Restitlisyon ve Tarih-
leme Onerisi”, in: G. Kékdemir (ed.), Orban Bingil’e 67. Yag
Armagani/ A Festschrift for Orhan Bingol on occasion of his 671th
Birthday (Ankara 2013) 237-260.

H. Taskiran — Z. Fiiriizen Taskiran, “Iki Yiizeyli Aletlerin
Anadolu’daki Dagiliminda Yeni Bir Nokta: Afyonkarahisar”,
in: H. Taskiran — M. Kartal — K. Ozgelik — M. B. Késem —
G. Kartal (Eds.), Iszn Yalnkaya’ya Armagan Kitab: (Ankara
2011) 235-244.

M. Kadioglu — C. Ozbil — M. Kerschner — H. Mommsen,
“Teos im Licht der neuen Forschungen/Yeni Arastirmalar
Isiginda Teos”, in: U. Yalgin — H.-D. Bienert (Eds.), Anato-
lien — Briicke der Kulturen. Aktuelle Forschungen und Perspektiven in
den dentsch-tiirkischen Altertumswissenschaften/ Kiiltiirlerin Kopriisii
Anadolu. Tiirk-Alman Eskicag Bilimlerinde Giincel Bilimsel
Aragtrrmalar ve Yeni Bakes Agilare. Der Anschnitt. Zeitschrift fiir
Kunst und Kultur im Bergban. Beiheft 27 (Bonn 2015) 345-366.

By citing electronic sources (Web site, CD-ROM etc.) the full address and/or the publica-
tion details of the source should be given along with the date of access.

Example:
Horejs 2008

Kartal 2015

B. Horejs, “Cukurici Hoytik. A New Excavation Project in
the Eastern Agean”. http://www.aegeobalkanprehis-
tory.net/article.phprid_art=9 (14 Sep. 2008).

G. Kartal, “Karain B G6zu Kalkolitik Cag Buluntu Toplulu-
gunun Tekno-Tipolojik Analizi”, Anadolu/ Anatolia 21, 2015,
25-49. doi:10.1501/ Andl_0000000420
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