PAMUKKALE UNIVERSITESI ARKEOLOJI ENSTITUSU SURELI YAYINI

JOURNAL OF PAMUKKALE UNIVERSITY INSTITUTE OF ARCHAEOLOGY

SAYI/ISSUE 8/2023 ARALIK / DECEMBER e-ISSN: 2717-8471

LYCUS &

aREREREBRBERBEREERER B e el el el ek elhalk

https://dergipark.org.tr/lycus



e-ISSN: 2717-8471

PAMUKKALE UNIVERSITESI ARKEOLOJI ENSTITUSU SURELI YAYINI

JOURNAL OF PAMUKKALE UNIVERSITY INSTITUTE OF ARCHAEOLOGY

LY CU S DERGISI

JOURNAL

e Sayi1/Issue 8

e Aralik/December 2023

https://dergipark.org.tr/lycus



LYCUS DERGISI BILIM KURULU

Prof. Dr. Esref ABAY
(Ege Universitesi, Tiirkiye)

Ord. Prof. Dr. Francesco D’ANDRIA
(Accademia dei Lincei, Italy)

Prof. Dr. Francesco GUIZZI
(Sapienza Universita di Roma, Italy)

Prof. Dr. Grazia SEMERARO
(Universita del Salento, Italy)

Prof. Dr. Havva ISKAN ISIK
(Akdeniz Universitesi, Tiirkiye)

Prof. Dr. Levent ZOROGLU
(Batman Universitesi, Tiirkiye)

Prof. Dr. Musa KADIOGLU
(Ankara Universitesi, Tiirkiye)

Prof. Dr. Ramazan OZGAN
(Selcuk Universitesi (Emekli), Tiirkiye)

Prof. Dr. R. R. R. SMITH
(University of Oxford, England)

Prof. Dr. Thekla SCHULZ BRIZE
(Technische Universitdt Berlin, Germany)

LYCUS DERGISI YAYIN KURULU

Prof. Dr. Elif OZER
(Pamukkale Universitesi, Trirkiye)

Prof. Dr. Suat ATESLIER
(Aydin Adnan Menderes Universitesi,
Ttirkiye)

Prof. Dr. Turhan KACAR
(Mugla Sitkt Kogman Universitesi, Ttirkiye)

Prof. Dr. Ayse AYDIN
(Mugla Sitki Kocman Universitesi, Tiirkiye)

Prof. Dr. Yasar Selcuk SENER
(Ankara Hact Bayram Veli Universitesi,
Ttirkiye)

Prof. Dr. Murat CEKILMEZ
(Aydin Adnan Menderes Universitesi,
Tiirkiye)

Prof. Dr. S. Hakan OZTANER
(Ankara Universitesi, Tiirkiye)

Doc. Dr. Ali OZAN
(Pamukkale Universitesi, Ttirkiye)

Dog. Dr. Siikrii OZUDOGRU
(Burdur Mehmet Akif Ersoy Universitesi,
Ttirkiye)

Dog. Dr. Baris SEMiz
(Pamukkale Universitesi, Tiirkiye)

Dogc. Dr. Esengiil AKINCI OZTURK
(Pamukkale Universitesi, Trirkiye)

Doc¢. Dr. Murat TASKIRAN
(Pamukkale Universitesi, Ttirkiye)

Dog. Dr. Barigs GUR
(Dokuz Eyliil Universitesi, Tiirkiye)

Dr. Tommaso ISMAELLI
(CNR ISPC National Research Council —
Institute of Heritage Science, Italy)



e-ISSN: 2717-8471

LYCUS DERGISI o LYCUS JOURNAL

PAMUKKALE UNIVERSITESI ARKEOLOJI ENSTITUSU SURELI YAYINI
JOURNAL OF PAMUKKALE UNIVERSITY INSTITUTE OF ARCHAEOLOGY
e Say1/Issue 8 e Aralik/December 2023

Yayin Sahibi / Owner

Pamukkale Universitesi Arkeoloji Enstitiisti adina Muidiir
Director on Behalf of Pamukkale University Institute of Archaeology

Prof. Dr. Celal SIMSEK
Yazi Isleri Miidiirii / Editor-in-Chief
Prof. Dr. Bilal SOGUT
Bas Editor / Editor-in-Chief
Prof. Dr. Celal SIMSEK
Editor Yardimcis1 / Co-Editor
Dr. Seniz YENER
Editorler Kurulu / Editorial Board
Prof. Dr. Celal SIMSEK Prof. Dr. Bahadir DUMAN

Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Baris YENER

Diizelti, Redaksiyon ve Mizanpaj/ Proofreading, Copyediting and Layout
Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Baris YENER

Yazisma Adresi
Arkeoloji Enstittisti, Pamukkale Universitesi, Kinikli Yerleskesi 20070 Denizli/TURKIYE
Tel. + 90 (258) 296 38 95 Fax. + 90 (258) 296 35 35 E.mail: lycus@pau.edu.tr
ehttps://dergipark.org.tr/lycus ehttps://www.pau.edu.tr/arkeolojienstitusu
Lycus Dergisi uluslararasi hakemli ve bilimsel, acik erisimli bir e-dergi olup yilda iki kez (Haziran ve
Aralik) yayimlanmaktadir. Dergide yayimlanan calismalarin tim sorumlulugu yazarlara aittir.
Pamukkale Universitesi’nin yazili izni olmadan derginin tamami veya herhangi bir béliimii kopya
edilemez.

Lycus Journal is an international blind peer-reviewed academic open-access e-journal published twice
a year, in June and December. All liability of published articles rests on the authors. The journal may
not be copied partially or entirely without written consent of Pamukkale University.
® Lycus Dergisi ASOS Indeks, Index Copernicus ve Index of Academic Documents tarafindan
taranmaktadir.

Lycus Journal is indexed by ASOS Indeks, Index Copernicus and Index of Academic Documents
Aralik | December 2023 © All rights reserved


https://www.pau.edu.tr/arkeolojienstitusu

e-ISSN: 2717-8471

ICINDEKILER
CONTENTS
eSay1/Issue 8 eAralik/December 2023

ARASTIRMA MAKALELERI / RESEARCH ARTICLES

Sevgi GURDAL
Konya Karahoéytk'tin Erken Tung¢ Cagi'ndan Orta Tung Cadi Gecis

Tabakalarinda (V-VI) Gértilen ithal Kap Formlari 1
Imported Vessel Forms from the Early Bronze Age to Middle Bronze Age Transition
Layers (V-VI) of Konya Karahdytik
Burcu TUYSUZ - Fikri KULAKOGLU
Kanis’ten Anisa’ya: Kultepe’den Hellenistik Dénem Bolge Arkeolojisine Yeni
Katkilar
25
From Kanish to Anisa: New Contributions to Hellenistic Regional Archaeology from
Kiiltepe
Murat AYDAS
Messogis Dagi'ndan Yeni Bir Yazit: Aninetali Bouleutes Aurelius Epigonos'un
Mezar Tas1 42
A New Inscription from Mount Messogis: Tombstone of Bouleutes Aurelius Epigonos of
Anineta
Tiilin KAYA
An Overview of Land Routes in Byzantine Anatolia (ca. 4th-7th c. CE) 47

Bizans Anadolusu’nda Kara Rotalarina Genel Bir Bakis (MS 4-7. yy)

Mark WILSON

Did the Laodiceans Drink Lukewarm Water? A Hydrological Inquiry into the
Temperature Metaphor of Revelation 3:15-16 75

Laodikeialilar Ik Su mu Ictiler? Vahiy 3:15-16'daki Sicaklik Metaforuna fliskin
Hidrolojik Bir Arastirma



LYCUS DERGIiSI’NIN AMACI, KAPSAMI VE YAYIN POLITiKASI

Amac

Lycus Dergisi, her yil Haziran ve Aralik aylarinda olmak tizere yilda iki sayi1 olarak yayimlanan,
bilimsel ve hakemli bir e-dergidir. Lycus Dergisi; basta Anadolu Arkeolojisi, Antik Dénem
Tarihi Cografyasi, Prehistorya, Protohistorya, Onasya ve Klasik Arkeoloji, Mtizecilik, Eskicag
Tarihi, Epigrafi, Nimizmatik, Antropoloji, Arkeometri, Koruma-Onarim, Mimarlik Tarihi gibi
alanlarin konularini kapsayan, disiplinler arasi calismalar: yayimlamay1 amaclamaktadir.

Kapsam

Lycus Dergisi, Anadolu Arkeolojisi, Tarihi Cografyas: olmak tizere Prehistorik Dénem’den
baslayarak, ginimuze kadar olan kultir mirasi, buluntular, arkeolojik kazi ve ylzey
arastirmalarinin sonugclari, restorasyon, konservasyon, muizecilik, antropoloji, epigrafi, etno-
arkeoloji gibi bilimsel calismalar1 kapsar. Bunlarin disinda ilk defa yapilan tespitler,
uygulamalar ve analiz calismalarinin yer aldig: yazilar icerir.

Yayin Politikasi

e Lycus Dergisi, Haziran ve Aralik ay1 olmak Uizere yilda iki say1 olarak yayimlanir. Hakem
degerlendirme strecinden olumlu gértis alan makaleler, yillik yayin icin belirlenen hedefi
asmasl durumunda bir sonraki sayida yayimlanmasi amaciyla havuzda bekletilir.
Makalelerdeki 6ncelik, yazar tarafindan calismanin gonderildigi tarih ve makale niteligi goz
ontne alinarak belirlenir.

e Lycus Dergisine gonderilen calismalarin daha o6nce herhangi bir yayin organinda
yayimlanmamis olmasi ve sisteme eklendiginde bir baska yayin organinin degerlendirme
asamasinda bulunmamasi gerekir. Yayimlanmak tizere génderilen calisma, yazarin tezinden
(lisans/ytksek lisans/doktora) tretilmigse veya bilimsel bir kongre/toplantida sunulmussa
bunun bashga konulacak dipnot ile aciklanmasi gereklidir. Bu calisma, yaymn kurulu
tarafindan uygun goértldtgt takdirde tarih ve yer bildirmek sarti ile kabul edilebilir.

e Basvurunun yapilmasindan, yazinin yayimlanma asamasina kadar gecen strecteki btitiin
islemler elektronik ortamda (https://dergipark.org.tr/lycus) gerceklesir. Herhangi bir yazinin
elektronik sisteme eklenmesi, calismanin yayimlanmasi icin basvuru olarak kabul edilir ve
degerlendirme sUreci baslar. Yazarlar yayimlanmak tizere génderdikleri calismalarin yayin
haklarini, Pamukkale Universitesi Arkeoloji Enstitiisti biinyesindeki Lycus Dergisi'ne
devretmis olurlar. Lycus Dergisi'nde yayimlanan calismalarin telif hakk: dergiye ait olup
referans gosterilmeden aktarilamaz, cogaltilamaz ve dergi yonetiminden izin alinmaksizin bir
baska yayin organinda yayimlanamaz. Yayimlanan calismalar icin yazarlara telif Ucreti
0denmez.

e Lycus Dergisi'nde yayimlanmis yazilardan kaynaklanmasi muhtemel herhangi bir bilimsel,
etik ve hukuki sorumluluk, yazar/yazarlara aittir. Bu hususta Dergi, herhangi bir
hukumlultk kabul etmez.

e Dergiye gonderilen yazilarin dergi kurallarina gore dtizenlenmis olmasi gereklidir. Yayin alt
komisyonu, yazim kurallarina uymayan yazilari yayimlamama veya duzeltmek Ttizere
yazar/yazarlara iade etme yetkisine sahiptir. Lycus Dergisi’'nde yayimlanacak makalelerin
yazarlarinin TELIF HAKKI DEVRI FORMU’nu eksiksiz doldurarak, 1slak imza ile adresimize
gondermeleri gerekmektedir. Calisma Dergi’ye gonderildikten sonra, hicbir asamada, Telif
Hakk: Devri Formu’nda belirtilen yazar adlar1 ve siralamasi disinda yazar adi eklenemez,
silinemez ve siralamada degisiklik yapilamaz.

° Etik Ilkeler ve Yayin Politikasiyla ilgili daha kapsaml bilgiye
https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/lycus/policy sayfasindan ulasabilirsiniz.
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YAZIM KURALLARI

Makaleler World ortaminda, Times New Roman harf karakteri kullanilarak yazilmis
olmalidir. Yunanca alintilar disinda tim metin tek yazi karakteri ile olusturulmalidir.

Metin 11 punto; 6zet, dipnot, katalog 9 punto; kaynakca 10 punto olmali, tek satir
aralikla yazilmalidir.

A4 boyutundaki yazilarda, sayfanin solundan ve tistinden 3 cm, sagindan ve altindan
2 cm bosluk birakilmalidir.

Ana baslik metnin yazildigi dilde, 11 punto, diiz ve kelimelerin ilk harfi btiytik harfler
ile ortalanarak, koyu yazilmalidir. Yabanci dildeki baslik, ana bashgin bir alt satirinda,
12 punto, italik ve kelimelerin ilk harfi buaytk harfler ile ortalanarak, koyu
yazilmalidir.

Baslik altinda, ortalanarak yazar/yazarlarin isimleri, 10 punto ve koyu yazilmalidir.
Yazar isimleri yildizli dipnot (*) ile dipnotta gosterilmeli, dipnotta ise yazarin akademik
unvani, calistigit kurumun adi, adresi ve e-posta adresi ile ORC-ID numaralari
belirtilmelidir.

. Yazar isimlerinin altinda, 200 kelimeyi asmayacak sekilde, ancak en az 150 kelimelik

ozet yazilmalidir. Ozette calismanin amaci, icerik ve sonuclari hakkinda kisa ve
aciklayict bilgiler bulunmalidir. Ozetin altinda en az 4, en fazla 6 kelimeden olusan
anahtar kelimeler verilmelidir. Yabanc: dildeki calismalarda metnin kaleme alindig:
dilde ve Turkce 6zet, Tiirkce yazilmis calismalarda ise metin dilinde ve Ingilizce ézet
yer almalidir.

Dipnotlar sayfanin altinda verilmeli ve makalenin basindan sonuna kadar sayisal
sureklilik izlemelidir.

Metin icerisindeki alt basliklarda kelimelerin ilk harfi buytk, diger harfleri ktictik
olmak tizere 11 punto olmali ve koyu yazilmalidir.

Calismanin tamami, 6zet, kaynakca ve figtirler ile birlikte 20 sayfay: ge¢cmemeli, sag
alt koseye sayfa numarasi eklenmelidir. Bu sinirlamay: asan calismalarda, editérlerin
takdir hakk: g6z 6ntine alinacaktir.

Makalede kullanilacak fotograf, resim, cizim ve harita gibi gorsel verilerde
“Fig.” kisaltmas1 kullanilmali, numaralandirmada sureklilik goézetilmelidir. Metnin
icinde kullanilan “Fig.” ibaresi parantez icerisinde yer almaldir. ikiden fazla figlir
belirtiliyorsa, iki rakam arasimna bosluksuz tire (Fig. 2-4) konulmalidir. Figtr
coztinurlikleri 300 dpiden asagt olmamali ve JPEG formatinda génderilmelidir.
Figtirlerin listesi metnin sonunda, kaynakca bo6limutntin 6ncesinde yer almalidir.
Kaynakca, makalenin sonunda bulunmalidir. Kaynakcanin devaminda, varsa figlirler
yer alir.

Makaleler, editorlerin onerileri dogrultusunda secilen cift tarafli-kor
hakemlik (gerektiginde 3. hakeme gonderilebilir) ilkesine uygun olarak
degerlendirilmektedir. Yazarin kimliginden bagimsiz olarak degerlendirilen yazilar i¢in
hakemlerin gerekli gordigti dizeltme ve goértsler yazara iletilir. Yazim kurallarina
uygun olmayan makaleler ise isleme konulmadan, yazarina iade edilecektir. Yazar,
hakemlerden gelecek degisiklik, dlizeltme ve ilaveleri yapmay: taahhtit etmis sayilir.
Yayimlanan yazilarin bilimsel sorumlulugu yazar/yazarlara aittir. Bu calismalar
dogrudan ya da dolayli olarak Lycus Dergisi’nin gortist niteligi tasimaz.

Dipnot kaynaklar1 asagidaki kurallara gére hazirlanmalidir;

Tek Yazarli Kaynak Goésterme: inan 1987, 121.

iki Yazarli Kaynak Gésterme: Simsek — Duman 2007, 75.

Ikiden fazla yazan kaynak gésterme: Hobbs v.d. 1998, 358.

Birden fazla kaynaktan yapilan alintiy1 gésterme: Kadioglu 2006, 152; Ismaelli 2009,
25.

Birden fazla soy ismi tasiyan yazari kaynak gdsterme: Dénmez-Oztiirk 2006, 95.
*Dipnotlarda sayfa numaralar verilirken, tam aralik verilmeli (inan 1987, 121-125),
“vd., vdd.” gibi kisaltmalar kullanilmamalidir.



15. Kaynakca asagidaki kurallara gére hazirlanmalidir;
e Kitap kaynak gdsterme:
Bailey 1980
D. M. Bailey, Roman Lamps Made in Italy, A Catalogue of the Lamps in the British
Museum II, London, 1980.
Demirhan-Erdemir 2015
A. Demirhan Erdemir, Prehistorik ve llk Caglarda Tip, Istanbul, 2015.
Humann v.d. 1898
C. Humann - C. Cichorius — W. Judeich — F. Winter, Altertiimer von Hierapolis, Berlin,
1898.
e Ceviri Yapilmis Kitabi1 Kaynak Gosterme:
Deighton 2005
H. J. Deighton, Eski Atina Yasantisinda Bir Giin, Cev. H. Kokten-Ersoy, Istanbul,
2005.
Magie 2001
D. Magie, Anadolu’da Romalilar I, Attalos’un Vasiyeti, Cev. N. Basgelen — O. Capar,
Istanbul, 2001.
e Editérlt Kitapta Bélumu Kaynak Gosterme:
Atila — Gurler 2010
C. Atila - B. Gurler, “Bergama Miuzesi'nde Bulunan Roma Doénemi Cam
Eserleri”, Metropolis Ionia II Yollarin Kesistigi Yer Recep Meric Icin Yazilar/ The Land of
the Crossroads Essays in Honour of Recep Meri¢c, Ed. S. Aybek — A. K. Oz, Istanbul,
2010, 47-53.
e Makale Kaynak Gosterme:
Basaran 1990
S. Basaran, “1988 Yili1 Enez Kazis1 Calismalar1”, 1 1. Kazt Sonuglart Toplantist 2, Ankara,
1990, 107-123.
Kaya 2009
M. A. Kaya, “Anadolu’da Roma Egemenligi (I0 205-25)”, Dogu Bati Dergisi 49, Ankara,
2009, 195-234.
Murat 2003
L. Murat, “Ammihanta Ritlelinde Hastaliklar ve Tedavi Yoéntemleri”, Archivum
Anatolicum 4 /2, 2003, 89-109.
Simsek — Duman 2007
C. Simsek — B. Duman, “Laodikeia’da Bulunan Ampullalar”, Olba XV, Istanbul, 2007,
73-101.
e Yayimlanmamis Tez Calismasini Kaynak Gosterme:
Sogut 1998
B. Ségut, Kilikya Boélgesi'ndeki Roma Imparatorluk Cagr Tapinaklar, Selcuk
Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstittisti, Yayimlanmamis Doktora Tezi, Konya, 1998.
Erén 2007
A. Erdon, Anadolu’da Roma Dénemi Tapinaklarninda Gériilen Bezemeli Frizler, Adnan
Menderes Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisti, Yayimlanmamis Ytiksek Lisans Tezi,
Aydin, 2007.
e Antik Dénem Metinlerini Kaynak Gosterme:
Antik déneme ait edebi bir metinden yapilan alintilar, dipnot yerine metin icerisinde
ve parantez icerisinde “Plinius (nat. V.105)”, “Strabon (XII.8.16)” verilmelidir. Metin ya
da dipnot icerisinde kullanilan antik dildeki terimler ya da kisa ctimleler italik olarak
verilmelidir. Antik kaynaklar Der Neue Pauly’de verilen standartlara uygun olmalidir.
16. Dipnot ve kaynakcada bir yazarin ayni yilda yayimlanmis birden fazla eseri
kullanilacaksa, yildan sonra alfabenin baslangi¢c harfinden baslayarak kuictik harf
ekleyerek (Simsek 2002a, 3; Simsek 2002b, 231) numaralandirilmalidir.
17. Basvurular https://dergipark.org.tr/lycus adresi tizerinden yapilmalidir; bununla
birlikte gerektiginde lycus@pau.edu.tr e-posta adresinden de yapilabilir.
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AIM, SCOPE AND PUBLICATION POLICY OF LYCUS JOURNAL
Aim

The Lycus Journal, published twice a year, in June and December, is a double blind peer-
review scientific open-access e-journal. The Lycus Journal aims to publish interdisciplinary
studies covering the areas such as Anatolian archaeology above all, ancient historical
geography, prehistory, protohistory, Near Eastern and classical archaeology, museology,
ancient history, epigraphy, numismatics, anthropology, archaeometry, conservation-
restoration, architectural history.

Scope

The Lycus Journal covers scientific studies in Anatolian archaeology and historical geography
from the prehistory through the present encompassing cultural properties, finds, results of
archaeological excavations and surveys, restoration, conservation, museology, anthropology,
epigraphy, and ethno-archaeology. In addition, articles covering first-time attestations,
implementations and analyses are included.

Publication Policy

e Lycus Journal is an open-access journal published twice a year — in June and December.
Manuscripts admitted through the peer review process may be kept in the pool for the next
issue in case there is an excess number of articles for the concerned year. Priority is given
according to the articles’ submission dates and their quality.

e Manuscripts submitted to Lycus Journal must not be already published elsewhere and must
not be in the process of evaluation by another publication. In case the manuscript submitted
was derived from undergraduate, master’s or doctoral dissertation of the author or it was
already presented at a scientific congress/meeting this must be explicitly stated with a
footnote inserted to the title. Such works may be accepted on the condition that place and
date be stated if the publishing committee approves.

e The entire process from the submission to the publishing stage is carried out electronically
(https:/ /dergipark.org.tr/lycus/). Any manuscript uploaded to the electronic system is
considered an application for publishing and the evaluation process starts. Thus, authors
transfer the copyright of their work to the Lycus Journal published by the Institute of
Archaeology of Pamukkale University. Copyright of studies published in the Lycus Journal
belongs to Lycus Journal and they cannot be transferred or copied elsewhere without giving
reference, or cannot be published elsewhere without getting prior written consent of the
Journal administration. Authors are not charged any fees for publication and are not paid
any royalty for their published studies.

e Any scientific, ethical or judicial liabilities possible to arise from articles published in the
Lycus Journal belong to the author(s). The Journal does not accept any such liability.

e The manuscripts submitted to the Journal must be prepared in accordance with the
Journal’s guidelines. The publishing sub-committee is authorized not to publish or return for
correction to the author(s) the manuscripts not conforming to the guidelines. All the authors
of manuscripts admitted for publication must fill in the COPYRIGHT TRANSFER FORM and
send us the wet-ink signature copy. After the manuscript is submitted to the Lycus Journal,
the author names must be used as designated in the Copyright Transfer Form; they cannot
be altered, changed in order or a new name inserted or one deleted.

e Lycus Journal checks the manuscripts against plagiarism using professional software. Any
manuscripts with high rate will be duly rejected.

e More information on Etihcal Principles and Publication Policy can be found
https:/ /dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/lycus/policy.
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AUTHOR GUIDELINES

1. The manuscripts need to be submitted in MS Word using Times New Roman font. Apart
from citations in Greek, the entire text needs to comprise a single font.

2. The main text must be 11 pt; abstract, footnotes and catalogues 9 pt; bibliography 10
pt in size and single line spacing.

3. The document needs to be arranged as A4 in size with margins of 3 cm from top and
left and 2 cm from right and bottom.

4. The main title needs to be 11 pt, bold, centred, with initials of each word capitalized,
in the language of the manuscript. The title in foreign language needs to be in the net
line after the main title, 11 pt, bold, centred, with initials of each word capitalized, and
all in italics.

5. The name(s) of the author(s) need to be 10 pt, bold and centred. The names need to
elaborated in a footnote marked with an (*). The footnote needs to state the academic
title of the person, his/her affiliation’s name and address, e-mail address and ORC-ID
number.

6. After the author-name(s) must come the abstract, not less than 150 and not more than
200 words. The abstract needs to state the aim, scope and results of the study briefly.
Under the abstract, the keywords— minimum four and maximum six — must be listed.
Non-Turkish articles need to have abstract in the language of the article and Turkish;
articles in Turkish need to provide abstracts in Turkish and English.

7. Footnotes need to be given at the bottom of each page and continue uninterruptedly
from the beginning through the end.

8. Titles of sub-chapters need to be 11 pt in size, bold, and initials of each word
capitalized.

9. The entire manuscript must not exceed 20 pages including abstracts, bibliography and
plates/figures. Page numbers must be inserted in the centre at the bottom.
Manuscripts exceeding these limits are subject to the decision of the editors.

10. Artwork such as photographs, illustrations, images and maps to be used in the
manuscript need to be indicated as “Fig.” with continuous numbering. When they are
referred to in the text they must be given within parentheses. When more than two
consecutive figures are referred, they need to be joined with a dash without spaces (i.e.
Figs. 2-4). The images must be submitted minimum 300 dpi and in JPEG format.
Figure list must be also given at the end of the text before the bibliography.

11. The bibliography must be given at the end of the manuscript. It is followed by the
figures/plates, if applicable.

12. Manuscripts are evaluated on the basis of double blind peer reviews proposed by the
editors; in case necessary, a third blind peer review may be asked. Independent of the
author’s actual identity, revisions and opinions of the referees are forwarded to the
author(s). Manuscripts not abiding by the guidelines will be returned without any
processing. The author(s) is/are considered to have committed to do the revisions,
changes and additions proposed by the referees.

13. Scientific liability of published articles rests on the author(s). These studies do not
necessarily represent the opinion of the Lycus Journal directly or indirectly.

14. Footnote references must be prepared as follows:

Single author reference: inan 1987, 121.

Two-author reference: Simsek — Duman 2007, 75.

Multiple-author reference: Hobbs et al. 1998, 358.

Multiple source referencing: Kadioglu 2006, 152; Ismaelli 2009, 25.

Author with multiple surnames: Dénmez-Oztiirk 2006, 95.

N.B. References in the footnotes must have clearly designated page numbers;
abbreviations such as “ff.” must not be used.

15. Bibliography must be prepared as follows:

e Books:

Bailey 1980

D. M. Bailey, Roman Lamps Made in Italy, A Catalogue of the Lamps in the British
Museum II, London, 1980.

Demirhan-Erdemir 2015
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Konya Karahoyiik’iin Erken Tunc¢ Cagi’ndan Orta Tunc¢ Cagi’na Gecis
Tabakalarinda (V-VI) Goriilen ithal Kap Formlar:

Imported Vessel Forms from the Early Bronze Age to Middle Bronze Age Transition
Layers (V-VI) of Konya Karahdytik

Sevgi GURDAL"

Oz

Konya Karahéyiik Orta Anadolu’da MO III. binyida iskdn edilen énemli héyiiklerden biridir. MO
II. binyuin ilk ceyreginde 6nemini korumus ve Asurlu tiiccarlar tarafindan Anadolu’da kurulan ticaret
istasyonlardan birine dénitismiistiir. MO II. binyilldan 6nce de bélgeler arast ticari faaliyetlerin varligt
bilinmektedir. Karahdyiik MO III. binyil sonlarinda Mezopotamya ve Bati Anadolu arasindaki kara
ticaretini saglayan merkezlerden biridir. Kazlarda 6zellikle V. ve VI. tabakalarda bu durumun delilini
olusturacak cesitli arkeolojik buluntular tespit edilmistir. Karahdyiik’tin Erken Tun¢ Cagi’ndan Orta Tung
Cagina gecis evresini olusturan tabakalanna ait ithal kap formlann bu calismanin konusunu
olusturmaktadir. Bu formlar Batt Anadolu kékenli depas ve tankard tipi kaplar ile Suriye kékenli sise tipi
kaplardiwr. Karahdyrtiklii cémlekci ustalart bu dénemde el yapumi canak ¢dmlek yaninda cark yapimi canak
¢émlegi de tiretmisler ve Erken Tung¢ Cagi'nda tirettikleri formlarin yaninda farkli bélgelerle olan etkilesim
neticesinde ithal formlart da repertuvarlarina eklemislerdir. Asu tiretim bélgeleri ile karakterize edilen bu
formlar Karahdytik’tin Orta Tun¢ Cagi’ndan énce cevre yerlesimlerle olan iliskilerini ortaya koymakta ve
ticaret glizergahlaruun tespitine de katk: saglamaktaduwr. Bati Anadolu ile olan etkilesimi neticesinde bati
kiilttirtintin gtiney ve dogusundaki merkezlere; Mezopotamya ile olan etkilesimi sonucu Mezopotamya
ktilttirtiintin batisindaki ve kuzeyindeki merkezlere yayumasin saglamustir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Konya Karahdytik, Ithal kaplar, Depas, Tankard, Suriye Sisesi.

Abstract

Konya Karahdytik was one of the most important mounds established in Central Anatolia in the
3rd millennium BC. It maintained its importance in the first quarter of the 2nd millennium BC and became
one of the trading stations established by Assyrian merchants in Anatolia. Interregional trade activities
are known to have existed before the 2nd millennium BC and Karahdytik was one of the centers of land
trade between Mesopotamia and western Anatolia in the late 3rd millennium BC. The excavations yielded
various archaeological finds, especially in Levels V and VI which provide evidence for this. Imported vessel
forms from the Early Bronze Age to Middle Bronze Age transition phase of Karahdyiik are the subject of
this study. These forms are depas and tankard-type vessels of Western Anatolian origin and bottle-type
vessels of Syrian origin. Karahéytik potters produced wheel-made pottery as well as hand-made pottery
during this period and added imported forms to their repertoire as a result of the interaction with different
regions. In addition to these forms, they produced other Early Bronze Age vessels. These forms, which are
characteristic of their original production regions, reveal Karahdytik's relations with the surrounding
settlements before the Middle Bronze Age and contribute to the identification of trade routes. As a result
of its interaction with western Anatolia, western culture was transferred to other centers in the south and
east, and as a result of its interaction with Mesopotamia, it provided to spread Mesopotamian culture to
other centers in the west and north.

Keywords: Konya Karahdytik, Imported Vessels, Depas, Tankard, Syrian Bottle
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Konya Ovasi’nin batisinda bulunan ve MO 1II. binyilda Asurlularin Anadolu’da
kurduklar: ticaret istasyonlarindan biri olan Konya Karahéyuk’te Sedat Alp
baskanliginda 1953-1992 yillar1 arasinda arkeolojik kazilar yapilmistir. Kazilar
neticesinde toplam 27 tabaka tespit edilmis ve bu tabakalardan V. ve VI. tabakalar
Erken Tung¢ Cagi'ndan Orta Tung¢ Cagina gecis evresi olarak belirlenmistir?.

MO 1I. binyilda Anadolu’da Troia’dan Mezopotamya’ya kadar uzanan
diplomatik ve ticari iligkilerin varligi bilinmektedir. MO III. binyilin ikinci yarisinda
daha cok metal ticaretine dayanan Anadolu ile Kuzey Suriye ve Mezopotamya
arasinda “Anadolu Ticaret Ag1” ya da “Buiytik Kervan Yolu” olarak tanimlanan uzak
mesafe ticaret agi kurulmustur?. Bu sistemin ve boélgeler aras: iliskilerin varligini
cografi kimlige sahip bazi arkeolojik buluntular desteklemektedir. Ozellikle ticari
rotalar Uzerinde bulunan merkezlerde ele gecen arkeolojik buluntular bu agin
varhigini ve iliskileri ortaya koyar nitelikte Mezopotamya kokenli muhurler, mihur
baskilar1 ve Suriye tipi siseler ile Bati Anadolu koékenli depas ve tankard tipi
kaplardir3. Bunlarin hem ticari mal, savas ganimeti vb. nedenlerle asil Uretim
bolgeleri disina tasindigr hem de Uretim boélgeleri disinda yerel Ureticiler tarafindan
taklitlerinin yapildigi goértilmektedir4. Bu tir buluntular Konya KarahéyukWlin de
icinde bulundugu genis bir alana yayilmistir. Ayrica MO II. binyila ait bazi siyasi
olaylar hakkinda malumatlar iceren yazili belgeler de bolgeler arasi iliskileri agikca
ortaya koymaktadirs.

Bu makalede Konya Karahéyuk kazilarinda V. ve VI. tabakalarda bulanan
Karahoyuk icin ithal olan canak ¢omlek formlar ele alinmaktadir. Bu tabakalarda el
yapimi ve cark yapimi canak ¢omlek birlikte kullanilmistiré. Cark kullanimi ile
birlikte canak ¢omlek repertuvarina Erken Tun¢ Cagi'nda uretimi yapilan formlar
disinda yeni formlar eklenmistir. Ayrica farkli bolgelerle olan iliskilerin sonucu olarak
ithal kap formlari canak cémlek repertuvarini zenginlestirmistir. Bu formlar ¢cémlekci
carkinin kullanilmasi ile birlikte ilk olarak Bati Anadolu’da ortaya c¢ikan tankard ve
depas tipi kaplar? ile Mezopotamya koékenli Suriye tipi siselerdir.

Karahoéyukin V. ve VI. tabakalarina ait mimari hakkinda yayinlarda ve kazi
raporlarinda yeterli bilgi bulunmamakla birlikte O A¢masi’nda V. tabakada 2.5-3
metre yukseklige kadar korunmus, 1-1,5 metre genisliginde duvar kalinligina sahip
buytk bir kamusal yapinin kalintilar1 tespit edilmistir8. Karahoéyik kazilarinda
bulunan tek alabastron tipi Suriye sisesi de bu yapinin kuzeyinde bir mezar ktipti
icerisinde baska mezar hediyeleri ile birlikte bulunmustur®.

1972 yilinda S A¢masi’nda yapilan kazi calismalarinda VI. tabakada ti¢c oda
tespit edilmistir (Fig. 1). Bu alanda intermediate tipinde boyal1 kaplar ile birlikte 7
adet depas tipi kap ele gecmistirl0. Ayrica ayni alanda daha sonraki yillarda yapilan
kazilarda baska bir odada bir adet depas tipi kap daha bulunmustur.

Bunlarin disinda C A¢masi’nda Ui¢ depas tipi kap ile bir tankard tipi kap, M
Ac¢masi’nda kuiresel govdeli Suriye tipi sise bulunmustur, ancak bulunduklar1 mimari
hakkinda bilgilerimiz yetersizdir.

1 Alp 1961, 523; Alp 1962, 621.

2 Efe 2002, 58, Fig. 7; Sahoglu 2005, 344, Fig. 1a; Sar1 2012, 177, Sek. 32; Sahoglu 2014, 293.

3 Blegen v.d. 1950; Blegen v.d. 1951; Braidwood — Braidwood 1960; Mellink 1963; Efe 1999; Seeher
2000; Efe 2007; Kontani 2011; Archi 2011; Ezer 2014; Bilgen — Bilgen 2015; Ttrker 2018.

4 Mellink 1963, 105-106; Okse 2004, 602; Archi2011, 30-32; Ezer 2014, 143; Alp E. 2022, 44.

5 Orlin 1970, 228; Larsen 1976, 177; Glinbatt1 1997, 131-132; Ozglic 2005, 3-4; Yigit 2000, 20-21.
6 Alp 1961, 523; Alp 1973a, 435.

7 Calis — Sazc1 2002, 59.

8 Alp 1967, 456.

9 Alp 1967, 457.

10 Alp 1973b, 1-2.
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Depas Tipi Kaplar

MO III. binyilda Bati Anadolu’da ortaya cikan depas tipi kaplar genis bir
cografyada sevilerek kullanilmistirll. Homeros’ta Depas Amphikypellon olarak gecen
bu kaplar cift dikey kulplu bardaklardir!2. flk defa Heinrich Schliemann tarafindan
Troia kazilarinda tespit edildikten sonra Depas Amphikypellon olarak
degerlendirilmistir!3.

Ik 6rnekleri Troia Ilc tabakasinda bulunan bu kaplar Bati Anadolu Erken
Tuncg Cagi III canak ¢omlek repertuvar icin karakteristik kap formlar1 arasindadir!4
ve bu dénemde en genis yayilim alani bulan formdur!s. Bati Anadolu, Ege Dulinyasi,
Balkanlar, Anadolu ve Suriye'ye kadar genis bir cografyada yaygin olarak
kullanilmistir?e.

Bu kaplar 6zellikle ticari gizergahlar: tespit etmek ve kulttirel iliskileri ortaya
koyabilmek amaciyla ele alinan maddi kilttir unsurlarindan biri olarak cesitli bilim

11 Blegen v.d. 1950, 333; Ezer 2014, 140.

12 Okse 2012, 93.

13 Schliemann 1875, 313-314.

14 Blegen v.d. 1950, 333; Huiryilmaz 2001, 342; Oguzhanoglu 2019, 311-312.
15 Ezer 2014, 140.

16 Yilmaz 2010, 45; Ezer 2014,139-141.



insanlarn tarafindan fonksiyonlari, tiretim boélgeleri, teknik ve bicimsel 6zellikleri ile
arastirilmistirl?. Yapilan degerlendirmeler sonucunda farkl tiplere ayrilmislardir ve
bu tipler bazen Utretim bodlgeleri bazen de tipolojik 6zellikleri ile farkli kriterlere gére
isimlendirilmistir. Uretim bélgesi icin yapilan isimlendirmeye Pisidia/Goller
Yoresi/Guneybati Anadolu, Kuzeybati Anadolu tipi depaslari, bicim ve teknik
ozelliklerine gore yapilan isimlendirmeye silindirik gévdeli depaslari, bodur depaslari
ve boyali depaslar1 6rnek verebiliriz!8.

Depaslar hem yerlesim alanlarn ile iliskili olarak hem de 610 hediyesi olarak
mezarlarda bulunmustur?!9. Fonksiyonu ile ilgili genelde siv1 iceceklerin tiiketimi icin
kullanilan kaplar olarak yorumlanmistir20. Icerisinde barindirdiklar1 malzemeler ile
ilgili bir grup Kulltioba depas1 tizerinde yapilan analizler bu diistinceyi desteklemis,
alkol ve yaprakli bitkilere ait kalintilar tespit edilmistir2!1.

Kazilarda kaydedilmis 6rneklerin tamami pismis topraktan tretilmis bu kaplar
genelde kirmizi, gri ve devetiyl astarli olup el yapimi ve cark yapimi 6rnekleri
bulunmakta, ayrica bu kaplarin metal kaplar: taklit ettigi distintlmektedir22. British
Museum’da bulunan giimuis depaslar metal 6rneklerinin varligini géstermektedir2s.
Yerlesim merkezlerinde ithal ve yerel Uretim olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir24. Genis
bir boélgede yerel olarak da turetilmis olmasi tipolojik zenginlige katk: saglamistir.
Govde sekilleri S profilli, can profilli, silindirik gévdeli olabildigi gibi dipleri de sivri,
duiz, yuvarlak ya da kaideli olabilmektedir.

Konya Arkeoloji Mtuizesi envanterinde Karahoytik kazilarinda bulunmus 11
adet depas tipi kap yer almaktadir. Karahoytk’te bulunan depas tipi kaplarin
tamami “S” ve “C” agmalarinda yerlesim ici buluntu olarak ele gecmistir.

S Acmasi’nda 6 adet depas tipi kap ayni odada (yanginla son bulmusl
numarali oda), iki depas tipi kap farkli odalarda (2 ve 6 numarali odalar) olmak tizere
toplam 8 adet depas tipi kap bulunmustur ve bu kaplar ti¢c farkl tipolojik 6zellik
gostermektedir25. Bunlarin tamami VI. tabakada ele gecmistir. C A¢masinda
bulunan ¢ parcadan birinin envanter fisinde buluntu yeri VII. tabaka, birinin
buluntu yeri VI. tabaka, birinin buluntu yeri V. tabaka olarak belirtilmistir.

Tip 1: Ayni odada bulunmus iki 6rnekten olusan bu tip basit disa acilan agiz
kenarli, hafif “S” profilli gévdeli ve dar duz diplidir. Gévdenin Ust kismindan alt
kismina baglanmis dikey iki kulpludur. Her iki 6rnek de kirmizi hamurlu ve yalindir
(Fig. 2/1-2). Yukseklikleri 11.5-11.3 cm, agiz caplar1 9.8-8.5 cm’dir.

Tip 1 depaslar1 Carl W. Blegen’ in A45 olarak belirledigi depas tipi ile tipolojik
olarak yakinlik gostermektedir26. Tarsus Gozlikule Erken Tung¢ Cagi III’de ele gecen
el ve cark yapimi 6rnekler diiz dipleri, kisa boyunlar1 ve “S” profilleri ile Karahéyuk
orneklerine benzemektedir2?. Ayrica yuvarlak dipli bir benzeri Alisar’da2?8, daha ince

17 Hiryilmaz 1995; Efe — Ay Efe 2001; Aykurt — Kaya 2005; Yilmaz 2010; Ezer 2014; Sahoglu 2014;
Bilgen — Kuru 2015; Oguzhanoglu 2019; Turkteki v.d. 2022.

18 Aykurt — Kaya 2005, 2; Yilmaz 2010, 46, 55; Oguzhanoglu 2019, 312-314, 316, Tab. 2.
19 Sahoglu 2014, 293.

20 Schliemann 1875; Blegen v.d. 1950; Yilmaz 2010, 46; Oguzhanoglu 2019, 312.

21 Tarkteki v.d. 2022, 140.

22 Yilmaz 2010, 47-55; Oguzhanoglu 2019, 312-318.

23 Sahoglu 2014, 293.

24 Yilmaz 2010, 51.

25 Alp 1973a, 434-435.

26 Blegen v.d. 1950, PI. 370a/A45; 381/35.579, 382/35.581.

27 Goldman 1956, 142, Fig. 265/483-484, 266/494, 356/484, 495.

28 OIP 28, 158, 164, PI. VIII/b37.



govdeli ornekleri Afyon-Kaklik Mevkii’'nde?29, Seyitoémer Hoyuk’te30, Aphrodisias’das3!
ve capr daha genis Ornekler ile Beycesultanin X. tabakasinda 32 karsimiza
cikmaktadir. Depas tipi kaplar bircok kazida ele gecmis, ayrica muzelere kazilar
disinda satin alma, muisadere ve hibe yolu ile de gelmistir. Karahisar bdélgesinde
bulunan ve satin alma yolu ile muizeye gelen bir 6rnek bezemesi disinda Tip 1 ile
benzerlik géstermektedir3s.

a
KKH 1972731 1
®
a
KKH 197230 2
a
3

KKH 1972/34

Fig. 2. Depas Tipi Kaplar Tip 1 (1-2), Tip 2 (3)

29 Topbas v.d. 1998, 73, Fig. 57/145.

30 Bilgen — Bilgen 2015, 185, Fig. 177.

3t Joukowsky 1986, 324, 325/1-4.

32 Lloyd — Mellaart 1962, Fig. P.50/46-47.
33 Akdeniz 2001, 19-26, Lev. 1.



Tip 2: Basit agiz kenarindan dibe dogru daralan uzun can gévdeli, cok dar duiz
diplidir. Goévde hafif disa bombe yapmaktadir. Gévdenin tist kismindan ¢ikan kulplar
alt kisminda son bulmaktadir. Karahdyuk’te bu tipi temsil eden doért tam Ug¢ parca
olmak Uizere toplam yedi adet 6rnek bulunmaktadir (Fig. 2/3; 3/1-3; 4/1-3). Carkta
yapilan bu o6rneklerin G¢d kirmizi astarli, dérdti yalindir. Tam olan Orneklerin
yukseklikleri 16.8-14.7 cm, agiz caplar1 8.4-7.8 cm arasinda degismektedir.

Tip 2 depaslar Bati1 Anadolu’da ortaya ¢ikarak Orta Anadolu’ya yayilan ve yerel
olarak da ftretilen tiplerden biridir34. Troia’da Ilc tabakasinda tespit edilmistir3s.
Gedikli Karahoyukse ve Seyitomer Hoyuk’te bulunan bazi depas tipi kaplar ile
benzerlik gbéstermektedir3?. Ayrica Aksaray Muzesi'nde sivri dipli bir benzeri de
bulunmaktadir3s.

1 )e
AR

W

\

KKH 1972735

KKH 1972/42

KKH 197325

Fig. 3. Depas Tipi Kaplar Tip 2

34 Yilmaz 2010, 51.

35 Blegen v.d. 1950, 333; Oguzhanoglu 2019, 312.
36 Duru 2010, 80, Lev. 56/3-9, 58/1-5, 129-130.
37 Bilgen — Kuru 2015, 6, Fig. 11.

38 Tezcan 1958, 520, Res. 4.



Tip 3: Bu tip genis agizli, konik gévdeli, diiz diplidir ve ayni odada bulunmus
iki 6rnekten olusmaktadir (Fig. 4/4-5). Ele gecen 6rneklerin her ikisi de ¢ark yapimi
ve kirmizi astarhdir. Astar dis ylizeylerine uygulanmis ve érneklerden birinin i¢erisine
kirmizi boya ile dikey seritler yapilmistir. Ylizeylerinde perdah izi gérilmemektedir.
Yukseklikleri 12.4 ile 9 cm, agiz ¢caplar: 13.7 ile 12.5 cm’dir.

KKH 1961/13

3

KKH 1961/49

1

KKH 1956/148

2

a 4

KKH 1972733

a
KKH 19 72/32 5

0 10an

Fig. 4. Depas Tipi Kaplar Tip 2 (1-2-3), Tip 3 (4-5)



Kultepe’de benzer 6rnekleri bulunmakla birlikte tespit edilen diger tiplere gore
daha az oranda oldugu belirtilmektedir3®. Kultepe 6rnekleri oval ya da sivri dipleri,
dis yuzeylerine yapilan dikey boya bezemeleri ile Karahoytk orneklerinden
ayrilmaktadir. Yine Orta Anadolu’da Alisar Hoéyuk’te yuvarlak dibi ile Karahéyuk
orneklerinden ayrilan benzerleri bulunmaktadir4°. Carkta yapilmis bir benzeri de
Tarsus Gozlukule’de Erken Tung¢ Cagi [II'te ele gecmistir4!. Titris Hoyltk’te bulunan
iki 6rnek uzaktan da olsa Karahoyik depas tipi kaplarini andirirken 42 Gedikli
Karahéyuk’te bulunan bir grup hafif kaideli 6rnek goévde sekli ile benzerlik
gostermektedir43. Uretim boélgesi Orta Anadolu olarak kabul edilen4+ bu tip Bati
Anadolu’da Kullioba'da Gec¢is Doéneminde ortaya cikan bir ornek ile temsil
edilmektedir+s. Glineybati Anadolu’da yer alan bazi merkezlerde bodur depaslar ele
gecmistir4¢ ancak daha dar agizli, ince uzun formlar ile Orta Anadolu depas tipi
kaplarindan ayrilmaktadir.

Ug farkl tipte karsimiza cikan Karahdytik depaslar: S. Alp’in de belirttigi gibi
bir yandan Guiney Anadolu (Tarsus) diger yandan Bati1 Anadolu (Troia) depaslar: ile
yakinlik géstermektedir4’. Depas Tip 1 ve 2 daha ¢cok Bati Anadolu ile olan iligkilere
isaret ederken Tip 3 Orta Anadolu ve GuUney Anadolu ile olan iliskileri ortaya
koymaktadir. Karahoytk’te bulunan depas tipi kaplar diger Orta Anadolu kentlerinde
oldugu gibi Erken Tung¢ Cagi III sonuna tarihlenmektedir+s.

Karahoéyuk depas tipi kaplarinin hamur, katki ve ylUzey oOzellikleri ile
Karahoéyiuk yerel canak c¢Omleginin ayni oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Karahoyuik’te
bulunan 11 depas tipi kaptan yedisi yalin, dérdt kirmizi astarlidir. Astarl 6rneklerin
astar1 ince uygulanmistir. Tamaminin ylzeyi mat bir gérinim arz etmektedir. Bu
Karahoyuk canak ¢coémleginin karakteristik 6zelligidir.

Depas tipi kaplarin genelde yerlesim merkezlerinde yerel olarak uretildigi, ithal
orneklerin az oldugu goérilmektedir+9. Bati Anadolu’da depas tipi kaplar genelde gri,
kirmizi ya da siyah astarli kaplardir5o. Bu halleri ile metalik bir gériniime sahiptir.
Pisidia / Guineybati Anadolu depas tipi kaplarinin ytizeyinde yiv ve oluk bezeme yer
almaktadirst.

Konya Karahoyuk’te oldugu gibi Kultepe’de tespit edilmis cesitli depas tipi
kaplar vardir52. Kultepe’de depas tipi kaplar yalnizca 11. ve 12. tabakalarda
bulunmustur, yani Kultepe’de bu kaplarin tamami Erken Tunc¢ Cag III sonuna
tarihlendirilmistirs3. Depas tipi kaplar diger bir Orta Anadolu kenti olan Alisar’da da
Erken Tunc¢ Cagi’nin son tabakasinda ele gecmistirs4. Alacahdytk’te bulunmus gri
hamurlu, iyi perdahli depas tipi kap parcas: cizimde “S” profilli ve yuvarlak dipli
olarak tamamlanmistirss. Dogru tamamlanmis oldugunu distintirsek Karahéyuk Tip
1 ile yuvarlak dibi hari¢ benzerlik goéstermektedir. Ayrica Alacahdéytukin 2010

39 Ezer 2014, 140, Tab.1.

40 OIP 28, PI. VIII/ b139, b332.

41 Goldman 1956, 143, Fig. 266/507.

42 Ezer 2014, 139-141, Res. 10/2-3.

43 Duru 2010, 80, Lev. 57/7-8, 58/2.

44 Sahoglu 2014, 298.

45 Sahin 2013, 73.

46 Oguzhanoglu 2019, 314, Tap. 2.

47 Alp 1973b, 1-2; Alp 1973a, 434-435.

48 Ezer 2014, 142.

49 Sahoglu 2014, 298.

50 Yilmaz 2010, 49-51; Oguzhanoglu 2019, 312, 314.
51 Oguzhanoglu 2019, 313.

52 Ezer 2014, 139-140, Tab. 1.

53 Ozglic 1964, 34; Ozglic 1986, 39; Ezel 2014, 142.
54 OIP 28, 164, PI. VIII/b37, b139, b332.

55 Kosay 1938, 37, Lev. XXXIII-XXXIV (Al.a. 261).



kazilarinda III. kultar katinda (Erken Tung¢ Cag: IlI) aralarinda tam olan 6rneklerin
de bulundugu bir grup depas tipi kap ele gecmis ve Troia depas tipi kaplan ile
benzerligi vurgulanmistirs6. Yine Bati Anadolu ile benzerlik kurulan bir depas tipi
kap 6rnegi de Karaoglan kazilarinda ele gecmistir5?.

Simdiye kadar Konya Ovasinin dogusunda yer alan Acemhoyuk’te yapilan
kazilarda bulunmus herhangi bir depas tipi kap olmasa da Aksaray Muizesine satin
alma yolu ile gelen el yapimi, siyah astarli, sivri dipli bir 6rnegin Acemhoéytuk kékenli
oldugu dusunutlmektedirss. Bu 6érnek incelendiginde teknik olarak Konya Karahéyuk
orneklerinden oldukca farkli oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Depas tipi kaplar diger bir Orta
Anadolu kenti olan Suluca Karahéyuk’te de ele gecmistirso.

Bati Anadolu’da Kulltioba kazilarinda cok sayida depas tipi kap bulunmustur
ancak bu 6rnekler ince uzun gérintmleri ile Orta Anadolu’dan ziyade Troia 6zelligi
gostermektedir®. Depas tipi kaplar ayrica farkli tipolojik 6zellikleri ile Aphrodisias®é!
ve Beycesultan’da%2? da bulunmaktadir.

Suriye’de Tell Bia'yva kadar yayilan depas tipi kaplar, Titris Hoyuk, Tilbesar
Hoytk ve Tell Selenkahiye yerlesmelerinde de farkli tiplerde karsimiza ¢cikmaktadires.
Tell Ta’yinat’ta bulunan 6rnek ithal kaplar icerisinde sayilmaktadiré4. Sabahattin
Ezer Suriye’de yer alan merkezlerde tespit edilen depas tipi kaplarin Erken Tunc¢ Cagi
I (Suriye kronolojisi ETC IV) sonuna tarihlendigini ve asil ¢ikis bolgeleri olan Bati
Anadolu’dan ziyade Orta Anadolu iliskilerine isaret ettigini belirtmektedir 65.

Naram-Sin dénemine tarihlenen ve Naram—Sin’in Anadolu Seferi’ni betimledigi
dustnulen Nasiriyah Steli tizerinde tasvir edilen ganimetler arasinda bir de depas
tipi kap bulunmaktadir®. Sargon ve Naram-Sin’in MO III. binyilda Anadolu’ya
yaptiklar seferler; Gretim bélgesi disindaki yayilimin yalnizca ticari iliskilerin degil
diplomatik ve siyasi iliskilerin de bir sonucu oldugunu ortaya koymaktadair.

Tankard Tipi Kaplar

Konya Karahoytuk kazilarinda ele gecen Bati Anadolu kékenli kap
formlarindan biri de tankard tipi kaplardir. Erken Tun¢ Cagi’'nda Bati Anadolu’da
ortaya cikan bu kaplaré? Anadolu ve Kita Yunanistan’da cok genis bir yayilim alani
bulmusturss.

Kulpsuz, tek kulplu ve cift kulplu bardaklar olarak karsimiza ¢ikan tankard
tipi kaplarin ilk érnekleri kulpsuz ya da tek kulpludur®®. Buytk cogunlugu pismis
topraktan yapilmis olmasina karsin Troia Hazineleri icerisinde gimus tankard da ele
gecmistir?0.

56 Cinaroglu — Celik 2011, 186, Res. 10.

57 Ezer 2014, 142.

58 Tezcan 1958, 520, Res. 4; Kamis 2012, 110.

59 Turker 2018, 56-58, Fig. 5-7.

60 Efe 2004, 22, Fig. 5; Tuarkteki v.d. 2022, 130, Fig. 1b.

61 Joukowsky 1986, 390-391, Fig. 323-325.

62 Lloyd — Mellaart 1962, 213, 249, Fig. P.52/17; 55/46.

63 Ezer 2014, 141, Res. 8, 9, 11; Turker 2019, 57, Fig. 4.

64 Braidwood — Braidwood 1960, 450, Fig. 48, 49.

65 Ezer 2014, 142-143.

66 Mellink 1963, 105-106, PI. XXX; Archi2011, 30-32, Fig. 4.
67 Calis — Sazc1 2002, 59.

68 Yilmaz 2010, 52.

69 Blegen v.d. 1950, PI. 370a/A38-A39, A43, 378, 380; Calis — Sazc1 2002, 59.
70 Calis — Sazc1 2002, 59.



En erken tankard tipi kap Aphrodisias’ta Erken Tun¢ Cag: II’de bulunmus el
yapimi tek kulplu 6rnektir7t. Depas tipi kaplardan daha erken ortaya cikan ve depas
tipi kaplar ile benzer bir yayilim sergileyen tankard tipi kaplar Anadolu Ticaret Agi’nin
ilk asamasz ili ilgili bilgi vermektedir72. Anadolu’da genis bir alanda poptler olan tek
kulplu tankard tipi kaplar Bati Anadolu’dan Orta Anadolu’ya yayilmistir73.

Kuresel govdeli, govdeden genisleyerek yikselen genis agizli, diiz dipli olan bu
formda kulplar yaygin olarak gévde tizerine yapilmaktadir, ancak boyundan gévdeye
ve agizdan govdeye baglanan kulplu o6rnekleri de bulunmaktadir74. Hem kirmizi
astarli hem de gri astarli 6érnekleri yaygindir7s.

KarahoytUk canak comlegi icerisinde mevcutta C A¢masi’nda VI. tabakada
bulunmus tek tankard tipi kap vardir (Fig. 5/1). ince krem renkli hamurlu, astarsiz
ve ince cidarhidir. Carkta yapilmis olup iyi pisirilmistir. Genis yuvarlak agizli, gbvdeye
dogru daralan huni boyunlu, kuiresel gévdeli ve duiz diplidir. Agi1z kenarindan gévdeye
tutturulmus dikey, yuvarlak kesitli tek kulpludur. Yuksekligi 10.5 cm, agiz cap1 9.7
cm’dir. Ince hamuru, ince cidar ile bu dénem Karahéytik canak cémlegine yabanci
olan bu kap buiytk olasilikla ticari yolla gelmis mallar arasindadir.

Tankard tipi kaplar Acemhoyuk’te eldeki buluntulara goére Konya
Karahéyiukten daha erken bir tarihte (XI. tabakada) gortilmeye baslamistir76.
Acemhoyuk’te ETC III'te hem tek kulplu hem cift kulplu érnekleri cark ve el yapimi
olarak yaygin bir sekilde kullanilmistir ve IX. tabakada tamamen cark Uretimi olarak
karsimiza cikmaktadir?7. Diger bir Orta Anadolu kenti olan Alacahéyuk’te III. kulttr
katinda bulunan Erken Tung¢ Cagi Ill’e tarihlendirilen tankard ve depas tipi kap ile
bir grup adak kabi birlikte ele gecmistir 78 . Ancak tipolojileri hakkinda bilgi
bulunmamaktadair.

Tek kulplu tankard tipi kaplar Beycesultan XIII. tabakada 79, Tarsus
Gozlukuleso Afyon-Kaklik Mevkii8! ve Bakla Tepe’de8? gortilmektedir.

Naxos—Panormos’da bulunan tek kulplu tankard tipi kabin kulpu Karahéytuk
orneginde oldugu gibi agiz kenarindan gévdeye baglanmigtirs3.

Karahoéyuk 6rnegi Troia’da C.W. Blegenin A39 olarak belirledigi tek kulplu
tankard tipi kap ve Kullioba 6rnekleri ile kulpunun baglanis yeri disinda yakinhk
gostermektedirs4.

71 Joukowsky 1986, 392-393, Fig. 326/4.

72 Sahoglu 2014, 299.

73 Yilmaz 2010, 55.

74 Sahoglu 2014, Fig. 4-5.

75 Yilmaz 2010, 52.

76 Kamis 2017, 169, Fig. 7/7-9, 8-10; Kamis 2022a, 784.

77 Kamigs 2018, 70, Res. 12/8; Kamis 2022a, 793-794, Res. 5/2.

78 Cinaroglu — Celik 2011, 186.

79 Lloyd — Mellaart 1962, 190, Fig. P.46/2.

80 Goldman 1956, P1.356, No. 470.

81 Topbas v.d. 1998, 69, Fig. 52/125-126, 54/137, 55/140, 72/185.
82 Sahoglu 2014, Fig. 5/7-9.

83 Sahoglu 2014, Fig. 4/1.

84 Blegen v.d. 1950, PI. 129, 370a/A39; Efe — Ay-Efe 2001, Res. 21; Efe 2004, 22, Fig. 7; Efe 2007, Fig.
7c.
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Cift kulplu o6rnekler de olduk¢a yaygin olarak karsimiza c¢ikmaktadir.
Kultepe’de 12. ve 13. tabakalardass, Tarsus Gozlukule86, Karatas Semaytiks?, Kaklik
Mevkiiss, Bakla Tepes? ve Troia’da® ele gecmistir.

KKH 1960/120

&~

KKH 1966/152

KKH 1956/145

0 WVem

Fig. 5. Tankard Tipi Kap (1), Suriye Tipi Siseler (2-3)

85 Ozglic 1986, 41, Fig. 3/31-33.

86 Goldman 1956, PI. 356, No. 471.

87 Sahoglu 2014, Fig. 5/2.

88 Topbas v.d. 1998, Fig. 53/133, 72/184.

89 Sahoglu 2014, Fig. 5/1, 3, 5, 10-12.

20 Blegen v.d. 1950, 287, Fig. 129/A43, 223a/A43, 370a/A43, 380.
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Suriye Tipi Siseler

MO III. binyilin prestijli ltiks mallar1 arasinda yer alan Kuzey Suriye ve Orta
Firat havzasinda genis bir alanda parfim, yag gibi kozmetik Girtinlerin tasinmasi ve
muhafazasi i¢cin kullanilan siseler “Suriye Sisesi” olarak isimlendirilmektedir9?.

Ilk olarak Hartmut Kiithne tarafindan Tell Chuera’da bulunan sise bicimli bazi
metalik kaplar Suriye, Turkiye ve Irak’taki muadilleri ile karsilastirilarak goévde
sekillerine gore alabastron bicimli ve kuresel go6vdeli olarak iki grupta
tanimlanmistir92. Genel olarak bu smiflandirma kabul gérmekle birlikte 93 bazi
arastirmacilar tarafindan kuresel gévdeli, oval gévdeli, armudi goévdeli ve silindirik
govdeli siseler olarak alt tiplere ayrilmistir94. Ayrica dip sekilleri de 6zellikle yerel
uretimlerde farklilagsmakta; yuvarlak, sivri, diiz ya da halka dipli olabilmektedir9s.
Govde ve dip bicimleri disinda agiz sekilleri disa c¢ekik, disa kalinlastirilmis, ice
dontk, ice kalinlastirilmis, disa acilan, yivli vb. sekillerde farklilik géstermektedir9e.

MO III. binyilda ortaya ¢ikan ve MO II. binyil baslarinda da kullanilan bu
formun cekirdek boélgesi daha cok Kuzey Suriye ve Orta Firat havzasidir 97. Ticari
yollarla asil kullanim alani disinda c¢ok genis bir alana yayildigi gibi farkh
cografyalarda yerel comlekciler tarafindan taklitleri de yapilmistir98. Suriye tipi
siselerin kuresel govdeli 6rnekleri alabastron tipi siselerden daha o6nce ortaya
cikmistir9o.

Suriye tipi siseler genelde gri renkli, ince hamurlu ve iyi pisirilmis kaplardir0o,
Bu o6zellikleriyle yaygin olarak metalik kaplar icerisinde degerlendirilmislerdir1ol.
Ancak 0Ozellikle yerel Uretilen 6rneklerde farkli hamur ve astar gorulebilmektedir.
Buyuk cogunlugu pismis toprak olan Suriye siselerinin altin ve gimus gibi degerli
madenlerden yapilmis 6rnekleri yaninda kursun gibi metallerden yapilmis 6érnekleri
de ele gecmistirl02. Pismis toprak 6rneklerinin buiytik cogunlugu carkta yapilmistir.
Ancak az sayida da olsa el yapimi 6rnekler de mevcuttur1os.

Suriye tipi siseler daha cok mezarlarda ele gecmistir ancak yerlesim
alanlarinda bulunan o6rnekler de vardir!%4., Bu siselerin tasinma yontemleri ve
fonksiyonlariyla ilgili diistinceler genellikle paralellik goéstermektedir. Icerisine
merhem, yag, parfim gibi kozmetik Urtinler konulmakta ve bu Urlnlerin hem
muhafazasini hem de tasimasini saglamaktadirtos. Kullioba’da bulunmus 6rnekler
lUzerinde yapilan analizlerde kap iclerinde birden fazla bilesenden olusan bitkisel
yaglarin yaninda hayvansal yaglarin da varlig: tespit edilmistir10e.

Bu siselerin agizlarinin deri ya da kumas gibi malzemelerle kapatildigi
dtistintilmektedir107. Icerisinde barindirdiklari liiks tirtinler disinda madenlerden

91 Okse 2004, 599; Sconzo 2014, 215; Kamis 2022b, 47.

92 Kihne 1976, 37-38, Abb. 65-70, Taf. 42/1-7.

93 Kontani 2011, 52-53; Kamis 2022b, 49.

94 Sconzo 2014, 220, Fig. 5.

95 Vacca 2014, 254; Sconzo 2014, 220, Fig. 5; Kamis 2022b, 52.

96 Blegen v.d. 1951, 30, Pl. 70, 34.750; Sconzo 2014, 220, Fig. 5.

97 Vacca 2014, 552; Sconzo 2014, 224; Kamis 2022b, 47; Okse 2004, 599; Alp E. 2022, 44.
98 Okse 2004, 602; Alp E. 2022, 44.

99 Kontani 2011, 53; Kamis 2022b, 48.

100 Alp E. 2022, 44.

101 Kiithne 1976, 33; Mellink 1989, 326-327; Okse 2004, 600.

102 Ozgilic — Temizer 1993, 625; Seeher 2000, 50-52; Kamis 2022b, 49-50.

103 Kamis 2022b, 50.

104 Okse 2004, 602; Kamis 2022b, 48, 54.

105 Mellink 1989, 327; Okse 2004, 599; Sconzo 2014, 215; Kamis 2022a, 807; Kamis 2022b, 47.
106 Tarhan v.d. 2023, 834, 844-845.

107 Alp E. 2022, 155.
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yapilan 6rnekleri de diistintildiigli zaman kendileri de prestij mallar1 arasinda yer
almaktadir10s,

Konya Karahoytuk kazilarinda bu dénemde tespit edilmis iki adet Suriye tipi
sise bulunmaktadir. Bunlar farkl tipolojik 6zellik gbéstermektedir. Biri alabastron tipi
digeri ktiresel govdelidir. Konya Karahoytk’te sise bicimli kaplar Koloni Cagi’'nda da
farkl tipleriyle kullanilmaya devam etmistir109.

Ik 6rnek O Acmasi’nda V. tabakada bir kiip mezar icerisinde bulunmustur
(Fig. 5/2). Agizlar: birlestirilerek yatirilmis iki ktip icerisinde dogu bati ydntiinde hoker
biciminde gomulmus bir birey cesitli mezar hediyeleri ile birlikte ele gecmistir. Bas
kisminda bronz ktipe ve igne, karin kisminda bronz igne ve ayak kisminda gaga agizl
testi ve bir alabastron bicimli Suriye tipi sise mezar hediyesi olarak konulmustur.

Bu sise carkta yapilmis, acik kiremit renkli, kum ve mika katkili hamurlu,
kilinden astarlidir. Acik kiremit renkli zemin tizerine koyu kirmizi boya ile birbirini
kesen cizgilerle kafes bezeme yapilmistir. Boyun kismina dogru daralan hafif huni
biciminde agizli, dar boyunlu, alabastron tipi gévdeli ve hafif sivri diplidir. Yuksekligi
20,3 cm, agiz ¢cap1 6,4 cm’dir.

Ikinci sise M A¢cmasr’nda sur duvarinin disinda bulunmustur!10, Kum, mika,
kire¢c ve bitki katkili krem renkli hamurlu, devetiiyd renginde astarli olup astar
buytk oranda dokulmusttr (Fig. 5/3). Disa acilan basit agiz kenarli, silindirik
boyunlu, kuiresel gévdeli ve yuvarlak diplidir. Yuksekligi 13 cm, agiz cap1 5 cm’dir.

Anadolu’da bircok merkezde sise bicimli kaplar tespit edilmistir. Bu
merkezlerden Kultepe’de hem ktiresel gévdeli hem de alabastron tipi Suriye tipi sise
ele gecmistirlll. Kiuresel govdeli tipleri ilk olarak héytuk kisminda Erken Tunc¢ Cagi
II'de gorultirken alabastron bicimli 6rnekleri Erken Tung¢ Cagi III’de yani 12b ve 11b
tabakalarinda karsimiza cikmaktadirti2.

Acemhoéyuklin IX. tabakasinda alabastron tipi bir Suriye sisesi parcasi, Bati
Anadolu koékenli tankard tipi kap ve tabaklarla birlikte bulunmustur!i3. Alisar
Hoéyuk’te 14 T tabakasinda mezar hediyesi olarak ele gecmis kuiresel govdeli 6rnek
elde yapilmistiril4. Ayrica Erken Tun¢ Cagi III'"in sonlarinda Eskiyapar’dalls ve
parcalar halinde Ovadren’dell¢ tespit edilmistir.

ithal ve yerel Uiretim alabastron tipi Suriye Siseleri Erken Tunc¢ Cag III'de
Tarsus Gozlukule!l” ve Gre Virike’deki bir cocuk mezarindall8, yine mezar hediyesi
olarak Lidar Hoyuk’te!l9, kiiresel govdeli érnekler Tell Acana’dal20 ele gecmistir.
Ayrica Arslantepe VI D’de!2! ve Norsuntepe 8.-6. tabakalarda Erken Tun¢ Cag [IT’e122
tarihlendirilen Suriye tipi siseler bulunmaktadir.

108 Kamis 2022b, 50.

109 Guirdal 2023a, 195, Lev. XCII/1-3; Gurdal 2023b, 113, Lev. XCII/1-3.
110 Alp 1957, 661.

111 Ozgtic N. 1957, 78-79, Fig. 27; Ozglic 1986, 35-37, 111.3.3-3.11, Fig. 3.6 -3.18.
112 Ozglic N. 1957, 78-80; Ozgiic 1986, 35-38; Kontani 2011, 53.

113 Oztan 1989, 409, Fig. 39, PI. 124/5; Kamis 2017, 169, Fig. 11.

114 OIP 28, 171, 176, Fig. 168 / PI. VIII, d2762.

115 Ozgiic — Temizer 1993, 617, 625.

116 Senyurt v.d. 2014, 112.

117 Goldman 1956, 134, 154, PI. 168/614-617.

118 Okse 2004, 601, Sek. 1, Res. 1-4.

119 Hauptmann 1981, 97, Res. 12.

120 Woolley 1955, 330, Pl. CXXI/130.

121 Conti — Persiani 1993, 365, Fig. 12/12.

122 Hauptmann 2000, 424, Abb. 7/11.
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Bati Anadolu’da, Kulltioba’da bir adak cukuru icerisinde Troia tabaklari,
depas tipi kaplar, mermer idoller ve Suriye tipi siseler birlikte bulunmustur!23.
Demircihéyuk’te kiiresel govdeli metal 6rnekler!24, Troia III’'de oval gévdeli 6rnekler
karsimiza cikmaktadiri2s. Ayrica Seyitémer Hoyluk kazilarinda bulunmus Kutahya
Muize Mudurligt envanterine kayith ktiresel gévdeli sise 6rnekleri bulunmaktadir.

Suriye tipi siseler batida Bulgaristan’a kadar yayilmistir 126 . Istanbul’da
Selimpasa Hoyuk’te kuresel govdeli siselere ait parcalar ele gecmistir!2?. Bunun
disinda hem kitiresel gévdeli hem alabastron tipi siseler Istanbul Arkeoloji Mtizesi
envanterinde bulunmaktadiri2s. Selimpasa Hoyuk’te bulunan 6rnekler Anadolu ve
Balkanlar arasindaki kultirel aktarimi saglayan merkezlerden biri oldugunu ortaya
koymaktadir129.

Suriye tipi siseler cesitli mthir baskilari, adak levhalar1 vb. tasvirli eserler
lUzerinde de karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir!3? ve bu 6rnekler siselerin kullanimi ve tasinmasi
ile ilgili fikir edinmemize katki saglamaktadir.

Sonuc

Konya Karahoyuik’te V. ve VI. tabakalar ¢cok sinirli bir alanda arastirilmistir.
Buna ragmen kazilarda déneminin boélgeler aras:i iligkilerine kanit olusturacak
sekilde yerli canak ¢omlek formlari ile birlikte ithal kap formlar: da tespit edilmistir.
Bu kap formlar1 Bati Anadolu kékenli depas ve tankard tipi kaplar ile Mezopotamya
kokenli Suriye tipi siselerdir. Karahdyuklt ustalar déneminin modasina duyarsiz
kalmamis yerel canak ¢comlek formlarinin yaninda bélgesel kimligi olan ithal formlar:
da Ureterek repertuvarlarini zenginlestirmistir.

Depas ve tankard tipi kaplar bardak/kadeh olarak degerlendirilerek icme ile
iliskilendirilirken sise tipi kaplarin yag ve merhem gibi kozmetik Girtinlerin tasinmasi
ve muhafazasi gibi fonksiyonlar1 vurgulanmistir. Kullioba kazilarinda bulunan
depas tipi kaplar ve Suriye tipi siseler icerisindeki kalintilar tizerinde yapilan analizler
de bu dustinceleri desteklemektedir!3!,

Bolgesel kimlige sahip bu kaplardan depas ve tankard tipi kaplar genelde
mekanlarda tespit edilirken, Suriye tipi siseler yaygin bir sekilde mezar buluntusu
olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Ancak mekan iclerinde bulunan 6rnekler de vardir.
Bu durum Karahoytik icin de gecerlidir. Depas ve tankard tipi kaplar mekanlarda,
alabastron tipi sise mezar hediyesi olarak mezar kiipu icerisinde ve kuiresel govdeli
sise mekan ile iliskili olarak ele gecirilmistir.

Bati Anadolu’da Erken Tung¢ Cagi III basinda kullanilmaya baslayan depas tipi
kaplar Karahoéyuk’te diger Orta Anadolu kentlerinde oldugu gibi Erken Tunc¢ Cagi II1
sonunda goérulmektedir. Tip 1 depas tipi kaplar1 tipolojik olarak Bati Anadolu
depaslar: ile yakinlik gostermekte ancak kisa, genis govdeleri ve yalin yUzeyleri ile
yerellik arz etmektedir. Tip 2 depas tipi kaplar1 Tip 3in daha ince Orneklerini
olusturmaktadir ve Karahoéyuk’te sayisal istinlige sahiptir. Bu tip de Bati Anadolu
ile tipolojik acidan genel olarak iliskilendirilebilir. Bu 6érneklerden ticti kirmiz: astarli,
dordd yalin mal grubundadir. Kirmiz: astarli olan 6rnekler ince astarh olup, tamamai

123 Efe 1999, 169, 175, Ciz. 5; Efe 2002, 58, Fig. 8/1; Efe 2007, 12-13, Fig. 13/b—c.
124 Seeher 2000, 50-52.

125 Blegen v.d. 1950, Pl. 130/BS5; Blegen v.d. 1951, 30, Pl. 70, 34.750.

126 Alp E. 2018, 64, Fig. 3.

127 Aydingtin — Aydingtin 2021, 22, Fig. 7.

128 Alp E. 2022, 145-153, No. 1-8.

129 Aydingtin — Aydingiin 2021, 25.

130 Okse 2004, 605, Sek. 3-4; Alp E. 2022, 154, Res. 1-6.

131 Turkteki v.d. 2022, 140; Tarhan v.d. 2023, 834, 844-845.
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mat gérunumladur. Tip 3 depas tipi kaplarin tretim bélgesi Orta Anadolu olarak
kabul gérmektedir ve daha c¢ok Karahéyukln dogusunda bulunan komsu
yerlesmeler ve Gliney Anadolu ile olan iligkilere isaret etmektedir.

Farkli bolgeleri isaret eden ¢ tip de ylizeylerinin matlig ile 6zgtin bir karakter
olusturan Karahéyuk yerel canak ¢omlegi ile benzesmektedir. Bircok merkezde yerel
olarak uretilen depas tipi kaplar Karahoytik’te de yerel olarak tretilmistir.

Karahoyuk’te tek 6rnek ile temsil edilen tankard tipi kap kulpunun baglanis
sekli ile genel itibariyle diger Anadolu kentlerindeki 6érneklerinden ayrilmaktadir. Bu
ornegin ince krem hamuru, ince cidari ve purtzstz yulzeyi ile Karahéyik canak
comleginden belirgin bir sekilde ayrildig1 gértilmektedir. Bu kap baska bir merkezde
uretildikten sonra Karahéyuk’e gelmis olmalidir.

Depas tipi ve tankard tipi kaplar Erken Tung¢ Cagi sonlarinda Bat1 Anadolu ile
olan iligkileri/ etkilesimi gésteren 6nemli buluntulardir. Karahéytik depas ve tankard
tipi kaplarin dogu ve guneyde yer alan merkezlere aktarilmasinda ©6nemli
istasyonlardan biri oldugu acikca goérilmektedir. Ancak Karahoytkin Erken Tung
Cag1 tabakalar cok sinirhi bir alanda arastirildig icin hentiz daha erken tabakalara
ait ornekleri ele gecmemistir.

Daha 6nce de belirtildigi gibi Anadolu’da bazi Erken Tun¢ Cagi merkezlerde
bulunan Suriye tipi siseler, mthurler ve mihtir baskilar1 Anadolu ve Mezopotamya
arasindaki temaslarin varligini géstermektedir. Konya Karahoytktin V. tabakasinda
bulunan alabastron goévdeli ve kuresel govdeli Suriye tipi siseler diger Anadolu
merkezlerinde oldugu gibi bu temaslarin varligina kanit olusturacak buluntulardir.
Karahoéyiuk Erken Tunc Cagi sonlarinda giineyinden gelen kulttirel dgeleri batisina
ve kuzeyine aktarmis boylece bolgeler arasindaki kiilttirel aktarima katki saglamaistir.

Bilindigi gibi Mezopotamya ve Anadolu arasindaki sistematik iliskilerin temeli
Erken Tung¢ Cagi’nda atilmistir. Bu iligkileri filolojik belgeler ile cografi kimlige sahip
arkeolojik buluntular ortaya koymaktadir. Depas ve tankard tipi kaplar ile Suriye tipi
siseler bu buluntularin basinda gelmekte ve dénemlerinin kulttirel, ticari ve hatta
siyasi iliskilerinin tanimlanmasina ve ticari gliizergahlarin tespitine buyuk katki
saglamislardiri32. Karahodytik’te bulunan depas ve tankard tipi kaplar ile Suriye tipi
siseler bu iligkilerin arkeolojik kanitlar1 olarak Orta Anadolu kultir envanterini
zenginlestirmektedir. Bu kanitlar Bati Anadolu ve Gliney Anadolu arasindaki kara
baglantisini saglayan merkezlerden birinin de Karahoytik oldugunu ortaya
koymaktadir. Karahoytik Bati Anadolu ile olan etkilesimi neticesinde bat:
kultirinin giney ve dogusundaki merkezlere, Mezopotamya ile olan etkilesimi
sonucu Mezopotamya kultirtiintin Bati Anadolu merkezlerine yayilmasini saglayan
istasyonlardan biri olarak karsimiza cikmaktadir. Erken Tun¢ Cagi’nda farkh
bolgelerle olan iliskilerini daha sonra Asur Ticaret Kolonileri Cagi’nda gelistirerek
devam ettirmis ve yerlesim goérdtiglt stiire boyunca énemini korumustur.

132 Blegen v.d. 1950; Blegen v.d. 1951; Braidwood — Braidwood 1960; Mellink 1963; Efe 1999; Seeher
2000; Efe 2002; Efe 2007; Kontani 2011; Archi 2011; Ezer 2014; Sahoglu 2014; Bilgen — Bilgen 2015;
Turker 2018.
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KATALOG

Kat. No : KKH - 01 Hamur Katkis: :

Fig. No 1 2/1 Kum :x Mika

Kaz Env.No : 1972/31 Kirec : - Bitki
Miize Env. No: 1975.19.29 Tagelk : -

Mal Grubu : Yaln Pigme : lyi

Form : Depas Tipi Kap Hamur Rengi : Ac¢ik Kremit

Tip No :Tip 1 Dis Astar :-

Maddesi : PT. Ic Astar ;-

Tabakasi : VI Seviye : DisPerdah : -

Ag¢masi ¢S Oda : i¢ Perdah ‘-

Yapim Teknigi : Cark Yapimi Olgiileri (cm) :Y: 11,3 AC:85 E: B: C:
Kat. No : KKH-02 Hamur Katkis: :

Fig. No 22 Kum :x Mika

Kazi Env.No : 1972/30 Kire¢ : - Bitki
Miize Env. No: 1975.19.28 Tascik : -

Mal Grubu : Yalin Pisme : lyi

Form : Depas Tipi Kap Hamur Rengi : Acik Kiremit
Tip No :Tipl Dis Astar -

Maddesi : PT. Ic Agtar ;-

Tabakasi : VI Seviye : DisPerdah : -

Agmast : S Oda : fgPerdah  :-

Yapim Teknigi : Cark Yapimi Olgiileri (cm) : Y: 11,5 A.C:9.8 E: B: C:
Kat. No : KKH-03 Hamur Katkis1 :

Fig. No 223 Kum :x Mika : -
Kazi Env.No : 1972/34 Kirec : - Bitki : x
Miize Env. No: 1975.19.32 Tasck : -

Mal Grubu  : Kirmizi Astarli Pigme : 1y

Form : Depas Tipi Kap Hamur Rengi : Kiremit Renkli
Tip No : Tip 2 Dis Astar : Kirmizi Renkli
Maddesi : PT. fc Agtar : -

Tabakasi : VI Seviye : DisPerdah : -

Agmasi ¢S Oda : i¢ Perdah :-

Yapim Teknigi : Cark Yapim Olgiileri (cm) :Y: 168 A.C:84 E: B: C:
Kat. No : KKH - 04 Hamur Katkis :

Fig. No 231 Kum :x Mika : -
Kazi Env.No : 1972/35 Kirec : - Bitki : x
Miize Env. No: 1975.19.33 Tasck : -

Mal Grubu  : Yalin Pisme s Iyi

Form : Depas Tipi Kap Hamur Rengi : Kiremit Renkli
Tip No : Tip 2 Dis Astar :-

Maddesi : PT. fc Aftar -

Tabakasi : VI Seviye : DisPerdah : -

Agmasi : S Oda : i¢ Perdah H

Yapim Teknifi : Cark Yapimi Olgiileri(cm) :Y:162 AC:7 E: B: C:
Kat. No : KKH-05 Hamur Katkis: :

Fig. No 232 Kum :x Mika : x
Kazi Env.No : 1972/42 Kire¢c : - Bitki
Miize Env. No: 1975.19.40 Tascik : -

Mal Grubu  : Kirmizi Astarh Pigme : lyi

Form : Depas Tipi Kap Hamur Rengi : Kiremit Renkli
Tip No : Tip 2 Dis Astar : Kirmiz1 Renkli
Maddesi : PT. fc Aftar :-

Tabakasi : VI Seviye : DisPerdah : -

Agmasi : S Oda : I¢ Perdah H

Yapim Teknigi: Cark Yapimi Olgiileri(cm) :Y:147 AC:738 E:13,6 B: C:
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Kat. No : KKH - 06 Hamur Katkisi :

Fig. No 133 Kum :x Mika : -

Kazi Env.No : 1973/25 Kireg : x Bitki : -
Miize Env. No: 1973.1.23 Tascik : -

Mal Grubu : Yaln Pigme : lyi

Form : Depas Tipi Kap Hamur Rengi : Devetiiyii Renkli

Tip No : Tip 2 Dis Adtar -

Maddesi  : PT. fc Adtar -

Tabakasi HAY Seviye : DisPerdah  : Var

Agmasi : S Oda :6 i Perdah -

Yapim Teknigi : Cark Yapimi Olgiileri (cm) :Y: 134 AC:68 E:
Kat. No : KKH-07 Hamur Katkis: :

Fig. No 1 4/1 Kum :x Mika

Kazi Env. No : 1961/49 Kireg : - Bitki : x
Miize Env. No : Etiitlik Tascik : -

Mal Grubu  : Kirmizi Aftarli Pigme : lyi

Form : Depas Tipi Kap Hamur Rengi : Kirmizi Renkli

Tip No : Tip2 Dis Astar : Kirmizi Renkli

Maddesi  : PT. Ic Adtar -

Tabakast 2 VI Seviye : 2 Dis Perdah -

Agmasi : C Oda : i¢ Perdah -

Yapim Teknigi: Cark Yapimi Olgiileri (cm) :Y: AC: E:
Kat. No : KKH - 08 Hamur Katkisi :

Fig. No ) Knom  :x Mika : -

Kazi Env.No : 1956/148 Kirec : x Bitki : -

Miize Env. No: 1974.1.131 Tascik : -

Mal Grubu : Yalin Pisme s Iyi

Form : Depas Tini Kap Hamur Rengi : Kiremit Renkli

Tip No : Tip2 Dis Astar -

Maddesi : PT. fc Adtar -

Tabakasi Y Seviye : DigPerdah  : Var

Agmasi : C Oda :31 Ig Perdah -

Yapim Teknigi : Cark Yapimi Olgiileri (cm) : Y: AC: E:
Kat. No : KKH - 09 Hamur Katkis: :

Fig. No 243 Kum :x Mika :

Kazi Env.No : 1961/13 Kire¢ : - Bitki : x
Miize Env. No : Etiitlik Tascik : -

Mal Grubu  : Yalin Pigme s lyi

Form : Depas Tipi Kap Hamur Rengi : Kiremit Renkli

Tip No : Tip2 Dis Astar -

Maddesi : PT. fc Astar -

Tabakast HAY | Seviye : 2 Dis Perdah -

Agmasi : C Oda : I¢ Perdah H

Yapim TekniBi: Cark Yapimi Olgiileri (cm) : Y: AC: E:
Kat. No : KKH- 10 Hamur Katkis: :

Fig. No : 4/4 Kum :x Mika : x

Kazi Env.No : 1972/33 Kirec : - Bitki : -

Miize Env. No: 1975.19.31 Tascik : -

Mal Grubu  : Kirmizi Adtarl Pigme : lyi

Form : Depas Tipi Kap Hamur Rengi : Kiremit Renkli

Tip No :Tip3 Dis Astar : Kirmizi Renkli
Maddesi . PT. ic Astar : Kirmizi dikey bant 4 adet
Tabakast : VI Seviye : Dis Perdah -

Ag¢masi 1S Oda :1 f¢ Perdah -

'Yapim Teknii : Cark Yapimi Olgiileri (cm) :Y: 124 AC:137 E:

17




Kat. No : KKH- 11 Hamur Katkis: :

Fig. No ;45 Kum :x Mika : -

Kazi Env.No : 1972/32 Kire¢ : - Bitki : x

Miize Env. No: 1975.19.30 Tascik : -

Mal Grubu : Yaln Pisme : Iyi

Form : Depas Tipi Kap Hamur Rengi : A¢ik Kiremit Renkli

Tip No : Tip 3 Dis Adtar -

Maddesi : PT. Ic Astar -

Tabakasi : VI Seviye : D1s Perdah -

Agmasi : S Oda :1 f¢ Perdah -

Yapim Teknigi : Cark Yapimi Olgiileri(cm) :Y: 9 AC:125 E:
Kat. No : KKH- 12 Hamur Katkis: :

Fig. No 1 51 Kum :x Mika : -

Kazi Env. No : 1960/120 Kirec : x Bitki : x

Miize Env. No: 1971.25.321 Tascik : -

Mal Grubu : Yaln Pigme : Iyi

Form : Tankard Tipi Kap Hamur Rengi : Krem Renkli

Tip No :Tipl Dis Astar -

Maddesi : PT. Ic Astar -

Tabakasi 1 VI Seviye : Dis Perdah -

Agmasi : C Oda :2ve4. IgPerdah -

Yapmm Teknigi : Cark Yapimi Olgiileri (cm) :Y: 10,5 A.C:9,7 E: 94
Kat. No : KKH- 13 Hamur Katkis: :

Fig. No 2 502 Kum :x Mika : x

Kazi Env.No : 1966/152 Kire¢ : - Bitki : -

Miize Env. No: 2018.2.18 Tascik : -

Mal Grubu : Kirmizi Boyali Pigme : lyi

Form : Suriye Tipi Sise Hamur Rengi : Kiremit Renkli

Tip No : Tip1 Di1s Astar : Dip, Af1z Kenar1 Kirmuzi,
Maddesi  : PT. Ic Aftar -

Tabakasi Y Seviye : DisPerdah  : Var

Agmasi : 0 Oda : i¢ Perdah -

Yapmm Teknigi : Cark Yapimi Olgiileri (cm) :Y:20,5 A.C:4,6 E: 0,6
Kat. No : KKH - 14 Hamur Katkis: :

Fig. No : 5/3 Kum :x Mika : x

Kazi Env.No : 1956/145 Kire¢ : x Bitki : x

Miize Env. No: 1974.1.128 Tascik : -

Mal Grubu : Devetiiyii Astarli Pigme : Orta

Form : Suriye Tipi Sise Hamur Rengi : Krem Renkli

Tip No : Tip2 Dis Astar : Devetityii Renkli
Maddesi : PT. Ic Astar -

Tabakasi 1 V? Seviye : -2545 DisPerdah :?

Agmasi ' M Oda : i¢ Perdah -

Yapim Teknigi : Cark Yapim Olgiileri(cm) :Y: 13,9 AC:52 E: 10,5
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Kanis’ten Anisa’ya: Kiiltepe’den Hellenistik Donem Bolge Arkeolojisine Yeni
Katkilar

From Kanish to Anisa: New Contributions to Hellenistic Regional Archaeology from
Kiiltepe

Burcu TUYSUZ* - Fikri KULAKOGLU**

Oz

Kiiltepe, giintimiiz Orta Anadolu Bélgesi’'nin i¢ kesimlerinde, Kayseri ilinin 21 km kuzeydogusunda
bulunmaktadir. Erken Tung¢ Cagi'nuin ilk safhasindan Roma Dénemi’nin sonuna kadar oldukg¢a uzun bir
yerlesime sahip olan Kiiltepe cogunlukla Tun¢ Cagt olmak tizere Demir Cagt verileri ile de tanunmaktadur.
Hellenistik ve Roma Dénemlerine ait arkeolojik verileri ise Prof. Dr. Tahsin Ozgiic zamaninda yapian ilk
doénem kazilanndan itibaren gelmeye baslasa da séz konusu dénemler tizerinde fazla calisma
yapitumanmustir. Sadece Hellenistik Roma Dénemlerinde de héytigtin yerlesim gordiigiine dair genel bir
cerceve cizilerek bu dénemler héytik stratigrafisinde yerini almistir. Ancak Prof. Dr. Fikri Kulakoglu
baskanliginda baslanan yeni dénem kazularwyla birlikte hem Tepe’nin hem de kismen nekropolis olarak
kullanilan Karum stratigrafisinin tamamlanabilmesi icin Hellenistik-Roma Dénemi tabakalarninin ve
buluntularimin detayli incelenmesi, bdylelikle Klasik Dénem Kiiltepe’sinin daha net anlasiumast gtindeme
gelmistir. Bu dogrultuda bir yandan ilk dénem kazlarvun buluntulart incelenirken bir yandan da
héytikte kazlara baslanmustir. Bu c¢alismada, Kiiltepe’nin yerlesim gérdiigii tiim dénemlere kisaca
deginilmis, ardindan 2006 yiinda baslayan yeni dénem kaziuar ile birlikte Hellenistik Dénem’e ydnelik
yapian arkeolojik calismalar genel hatlar ile ele alinmis ve ¢alismalar sonucunda elde edilen veriler
bzetlenmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kiiltepe, Anisa, Kapadokya Bélgesi, Hellenistik Dénem

Abstract

Kiiltepe is located in the inner parts of today's Central Anatolia Region, 21 km northeast of Kayseri
province. Having a long history of settlement from the first phase of the Early Bronze Age to the end of
the Roman Period, Kiiltepe is known mostly for its Bronze Age and Iron Age data. Although
archaeological data from the Hellenistic and Roman Periods started to be revealed since the first-period
excavations carried out by Prof. Dr. Tahsin Ozgiic, not much work has been done on the periods in
question. Only a general framework has been drawn that the mound was inhabited in the Hellenistic
Roman Periods, and these periods have taken their place in the mound stratigraphy. However, with the
new period excavations starting under the guidance of Prof. Dr. Fikri Kulakoglu, a detailed examination
of the Hellenistic-Roman Period layers and finds came to the fore to complete the stratigraphy of both the
Hill and Karum where partially used as a necropolis for a clearer understanding of the Classical Period
Kiiltepe. In this direction, while the findings of the first-period excavations were being examined,
excavations began in the mound. This study briefly summarizes all the periods in which Kiiltepe was
inhabited, then discusses in general terms the archaeological studies carried out about the Hellenistic
Period along with the new period excavations starting in 2006 and sums up the data obtained as a
result of the studies.
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Kultepe, Kayseri il merkezinin 21 km kuzeydogusunda, Karahéyuk koéyu
sinirlan iginde, Kizilirmak kavisinin 16 km glneyinde bulunmaktadir (Fig. 1)%.
Erciyes Dagi’'nin eteginde kurulan yerlesim, Karasu’ya karisip Kizilirmak’a doéktlen
Sarimsakli Deresinin altivyon birikintileri ile zenginlesmis, bereketli bir ova
Uzerinde yer almaktadir2.

7

Fig. 1. Kultepe’nin Konumu (Kultepe Kazi Arsivi)

Cogunlukla Tung¢ Caglar ve 6zellikle de Asur Ticaret Kolonileri Cagi (bundan
sonra Koloni Cagi) iyi bilinen Kultepe, adini ginimuzden 4000 yil 6ncesine
tarihlenen Koloni Cagi’na ait yerlesimi ile duyurmustur. Kultepe, MO 2. Binyiln
baslarinda Kanis ismiyle hem Mezopotamya ile Anadolu arasinda kurulan ticaret
aginin bassehri hem de bu ticaret ag sayesinde Asurlu tlccarlarin getirdigi civi
yazisinin Anadolu’da ilk kez kullanildig1 yer olarak tin kazanmigtir3.

Kultepe, héytuk-yukar: sehir ve asagl sehir-Karum olmak tizere iki béliimden
olusmaktadir (Fig. 2). Hemen hemen bir daire bicimindeki héytgin capi, yaklasik
550 m, yuksekligi 21 m’dirt. Asag1 sehir ise yaklasik olarak 2.5 km capindadir. Bu
yerlesim hoéytugt, kuzey, dogu ve glney yonlerden, bir hilal bi¢iminde
cevrelemektedirs.

Kultepe'nin kesif hikayesi diinyanin c¢esitli miizelerine dagilan, Kultepe’nin
gecmisi hakkinda bilgileri icinde barindiran, yazili belgelerin 18001t yillarda
okunmasi ile baslamistir. Bu kapsamda okunan ilk belge Anisa Levhasi’dir. Bu
levha 1880 yilinda, Konstantinopolisli antikaci Serope Markar Ali Shan tarafindan
Berlin Muzesi'ne satilmistir. E. Curtius, gelis yerini bilmedigi levhayi, hemen o yil
okumus ve bilim dinyasina tanitmistiré. Curtius, levhada adi gecen Anisa sehrini,
metnin sonunda yer alan Astarte tapinagindan yola cikarak, Kuzey Suriye'ye
lokalize etmistir. Cumont’tan 6grenilen bilgilere gére, 1884 yilinda levhanin gelis
yerini aydinlatmak tUzere J. H. Mordtmann tarafindan ikinci bir calisma

1 Calismada kullanilan tim gorseller Kiltepe kazi arsivine aittir.
2 Kulakoglu 2010, 40.

3 Kulakoglu 2012, 212.

4 Kulakoglu 2012, 208.

5 Kulakoglu 2018, 56.

6 Curtius 1880, 646-651.
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yapilmistir’. Mordtmann, Berlin Muzesi kayitlarindan aldig bilgiler 1si1ginda
levhanin Anadolu’dan Gemerek yakinlarinda Cesarea ve Sebasteia arasinda
bulunan Kul Tepe isimli bir sehirden geldigini yazmistir. Boylelikle bilim diinyasi,
1884 yilinda Cesarea ve Sebasteia arasinda bulunan Kul Tepe’den ve Kul Tepe’nin
MO 2. yuzyiin 2. yarisinda Anisa adinda bir yerlesim oldugundan haberdar
olmustur.

Fig. 2. Kultepe, Hoyuk ve Asag: Sehir (Kultepe Kazi Arsivi)

Ancak Kultepe'nin tam olarak kesfedilmesi ve arkeoloji dinyasinda Un
kazanmasit MO 2. Binyil’a ait ¢ivi yazili tabletlerin okunmasi ve tabletlerde ad1 gecen
Kanis sehrinin yerinin belirlenmeye calisilmasi ile miimkin olmusturg. Bu anlamda
ilk 6nemli calisma 1881 yilinda British Museum uzmanlarindan Th. G. Pinches
tarafindan yapilmistir. Pinches Kapadokya’dan gelen ve yine Serope Markar Ali
Shan’dan satin alinan, benzer bir 6rnegi Paris Bibliotheque Nationale’de bulunan
civi yazili tableti yayinlamis ve bunlarnn “Kapadokyali” olarak isimlendirmistir®.
Zamanla, Avrupa’da bu tabletlerin sayis1 artmis ve bu tabletler dikkatleri tizerlerine
cekmistir. 1983 yilindan itibaren bilim adamlari ve seyyahlar, Kapadokya Boélgesi
cikisli oldugu anlasilan bu tabletlerin nereden geldigini arastirmak icin Kayseri'ye
gelmis, bazilar1 Kultepe’ye ulasmis ve burada tablet bulmak icin kazi calismalar:
yapmis fakat basarisiz olmuslardir10. Son olarak 1925 yilinda B. Hrozny, Kultepe’ye
tablet aramak icin gelmis ve Karum’da yaptigi kazilarda bircok tablet bulmustur.

7 Cumont 1932.

8 Ozglic 2005, 6-8; Emre 2009; Emre 2010.
9 Pinches 1881a; 1881b.

10 Kulakoglu 2018, 57.
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Ayn1 zamanda koéyltilerden de cok sayida tablet toplamistir. Hrozny’nin yaptig bu
calismalarla tabletlerde adi gecen Kanis sehrinin Kultepe oldugu kesinlik kazanmais
ve Kanis’in lokalizasyon sorunu ¢ézilmustiir. Boylelikle MO 3. ve 2. Binyil’da adi
Kanis olarak gecen Kultepe arkeoloji literattirtinde yerini almistir!!.

Tim bu calismalar1 yakindan takip eden F. Cumont Kultepe’nin kesfinin
ardindan, 1932 yilinda Anisa Levhasi’ni yeniden degerlendirilmistir. Cumont,
levhanin gelis yeri ile (Gemerek yakinlarinda Cesarea ve Sebasteia arasinda
bulunan Kul Tepe isimli bir sehir) Kiltepe’nin Sivas (Sebasteia) ve Kayseri (Cesarea)
arasindaki konumunu dikkate alarak, Anisa’nin lokalizasyonu ile ilgili 6neride
bulunmus ve ilk kez Kanis ile Anisa arasindaki baglantiy1 yapmistiri2. Bu baglantiy:
yaparken Hrozyn’den aldigi “Hellenistik Dénem tabakasina ait buluntu yogunlugu’
bilgisini de ekleyerek Kultepe'nin Hellenistik Dénem’de Anisa sehri icin kuvvetli bir
aday oldugunu belirtmistir. Ilerleyen yillarda H. G. Giiterbock tarafindan da Kanis —
Nesha - Anisa arasindaki baglantiya dikkat cekilmis ve yazar Anisa kentini
Kultepe’yve lokalize etmistir!3. Buglin bu bilgi kabul gérmekte olup Hellenistik
Doénem Kiultepe'si atlas ve haritalarda Anisa olarak gecmektediri4.

Kultepe’'de ilk bilimsel kazilar ise ginuimuzden 75 yil 6nce, 1948 yilinda Prof.
Dr. Tahsin Ozglic baskanliginda baslamis ve 2005 yilina kadar kesintisiz bir sekilde
devam etmistir. Bu calismalarin agirlik noktasini Koloni Cagi’na ait kulttr katlar
olusturmustur. Civi yazili tabletlerin kontekstlerini tespit etmek, yazildiklar1 zaman
dilimini ve stratigrafileri ile Kanis sehrinin karakterini aydinlatmak ilk dénem
kazilarinin amact olmustur. 2006 yilindan itibaren de Prof. Dr. Fikri Kulakoglu
baskanliginda yeni dénem kazilar1 baslamistir. Halen devam etmekte olan yeni
dénem kazilarinda, ilk dénem kazilarinin amacinin yani sira héyugin tam
stratigrafisinin belirlenebilmesi icin daha erken (ETC-Kalkolitik) ve daha gec
(Hellenistik — Roma) tabakalarin arastirilmasi: da gindeme gelmis ve bu yonde de
calismalar baslatilmistir.

Hoéyukte ginimuze kadar yapilan calismalarda, bes farkli caga ait 18 yapi
kat1 saptanmistir. Tabakalanmanin sira diizeninde en erken evre olan 18. yap1 kati
Erken Tunc¢ Cagi'nin ilk safhasina aittir!5. Henliz sinirli bir alanda arastirilan bu
katta, donemin aydinlatilmasina katk: saglayacak eserler ele gecmistir. 17-14. yap1
katlar1 Erken Tung¢ Cagi II dénemini temsil etmektedir. Bu tabakalarda Kultepenin
farkli boélgelerle iliski icerisinde oldugunu kanitlayan, Guney Bati Anadolu,
Mezopotamya ve Suriye kokenli eserler tespit edilmistir. 13-11. yap1 katlari ise
Erken Tung¢ Cag III donemine aittir. Bu yapi1 katlarinin her birinde, plan ve
ozellikleri ile Anadolu’da benzeri olmayan, tic buyluk anitsal bina kesfedilmistir. Bu
tabakalarda hem Suriye’den hem de Bati Anadolu’dan ithal edilmis seramiklerle
karsilasilmistir?e.

Hoéyukteki 10.-6. yapi katlari Koloni Cagimi ve onu hazirlayan gecis
dénemlerini temsil etmektedir. Bu cagin 8. ve 7. yap: katlarinda idari karakterli
anitsal binalar tespit edilmistir. Bunlar Gliiney Teras Sarayi, Warsama Sarayi ve
Warsama Sarayi’nin altindaki Eski Saray’dir!’”. Bu cag ayni zamanda Asurlu
ticcarlarin Anadolu’nun dogal kaynaklarindan yararlanarak, ticaret yapmak icin
Asur’dan Kanis’e gelmeye basladiklar1 doénemdir. Bu doénemde Anadolu ile

11 Hrozny 1927.

12 Cumont 1932, 135-136.

13 Gtiterbock 1956.

14 Bizans Donemi haritalar icin bkz. Hild — Restle 1981, 193; Yunan ve Roma atlasi icin bkz. Mitford
2000, 986; Iranica ansiklopedisi i¢cin bkz.

15 Ozgiic 1999; Ozglic 2005; Kulakoglu 2018.

16 Kulakoglu 2018, 58-60.

17 Ozg1¢1999.
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Mezopotamya arasinda kuvvetli ve sistematik bir ticaret agi kurulmus, bu agin
Anadolu’daki merkezi Kanis olmustur. Temel olarak maden ve tekstil ticareti
Uzerine kurulu sistemde Anadolu’da bulunmayan kalay, gimus ve altin
karsiliginda Anadolu halkina satilmistir!s.

Hoéytugun, 10.-6. yapr katlar1 ile cagdas olarak asagi sehir/Karum’da da
yerlesim baslamistir. Burada yapilan kazilarda yaklasik 300 yil boyunca kullanilan
4 yap1 kat1 ortaya cikartilmistir. En erken yerlesim ana toprak tizerinde kurulmus
IV. yap1 katidir. Bu katin tisttinde III. yap: kat1 yer almaktadir. Her iki yap1 katinda
da herhangi bir civi yazili belgeye rastlanmamistir. III. yap1 katinin devaminda,
Asurlu tulccarlarin ticaret icin gelip yerlestikleri ve binlerce c¢ivi yazili belge
biraktiklar: II. yap: kat1 gelmektedir. Bu katta yaklasik 23 000 civi yazili tablet aciga
cikarilmistir. Ayr dilleri konusan, ayr: kulttirlere sahip yabancilar ve yerli halk II.
yapr katinin yerlesimine ait mahallelerde birlikte yasamislardir. II. yap:r katinin
lUzerinde Ib ve Ia olmak Uzere iki evreye ayrilan I. yap: kati bulunmaktadir. Ib
olarak isimlendirilen yap: katinda Asur ile olan iligkiler zayiflamis bunun yerine
Suriye ile yapilan ticaret agirlik kazanmistir. En son yapi katini temsil eden Ia yapi
katinda ise yazili belgeler tamamen ortadan kalkmis ama Suriye ile iliskiler devam
etmistir. Ia katindan sonra bir daha yerlesilmemek Uzere terk edilen asag sehir
Hellenistik ve Roma dénemlerinde nekropolis alani olarak kullanilmistir.

Hoéyukte Koloni Cagi’'nin ardindan Hitit yerlesimine ait herhangi bir mimari
kalintiya rastlanilmamis olup bu noktada yerlesim 800 yillik bir kesintiye
ugramistir. MO 2. Binyilin ikinci yarisindan itibaren bir yandan Mezopotamya ve
Suriye arasinda kurulmus olan ticari ve siyasi iliskilerin zayiflamasi1!9, diger
taraftan da Kultepe’nin icinde bulundugu cografyada gerceklesen jeomorfolojik
olaylar ve iklim degisiklikleri20 Kultepe'nin Eski Hitit Krallhlk Cagi’nda ve Hitit
Imparatorluk Dénemi’nde iskan gérmemesine neden olmustur. Ancak buna ragmen
Karum’un II. katindan itibaren, Hitit kultirtintin koékenine dair izler tasiyan
eserlere rastlanmaktadir2l.

Koloni Cagi ile sonlanan yerlesim, MO 9. ytizyilda Demir Cagi ile yeniden
baslamistir. Hoyuk stratigrafisinde 5. ve 4. yapi1 katlar: ile bu dénem, Orta Demir
Cagi’nt ve Ge¢ Demir Cagini kapsamaktadir. Demir Cagi yerlesiminin ismi ve
karakteri ile ilgili cok fazla veriye sahip olmasak da arkeolojik buluntular bu dénem
yerlesimlerinin karakteri hakkinda bilgiler sunmaktadir.

Kultepe, Orta Demir Cagi'nda Gec¢ Hitit Kralliklarindan Tabal tilkesine bagh
bir yerlesim olarak karsimiza cikmaktadir. 5. yap1 kati ile temsil edilen yerlesim MO
9. ylizyilin ortasi ile 7. ylizyillarin ortalarina tarihlenmektedir?2. Bu déneme yoénelik
yapilan kazilarda idari ya da dini nitelikte buyuk yapilarla baglantili olabilecek
kabartmali orthostat parcalar1 ve steller ele gecmistir23. Daginik olarak ele gecen
orthostat parcalar1 burada resmi yapilarin varligini goéstermesiyle o©6nem
tasimaktadir. Burada bulunan bezemeli seramikler ise Tabal Krallig
yerlesimlerinden tanidigimiz Alisar IV olarak tanimlanan 6rnekler icinde 6zel bir yer
olusturmaktadir24. S6z konusu yerlesimin Asur akinlarn ile baglantili gelisen bir
yanginla ya da tahribat ile sonlandig1 distintilmektedir2s.

18 Kulakoglu 2018.

19 Ozgii¢ 2005, 9.

20 Kulakoglu 2017.

21 Kulakoglu 2017, IX-XII.
22 Ozgiic 1971, 5.

23 Ozglic 1971, 6-11.

24 Ozgiic 1971, 13-29.

25 Kulakoglu 2017, XIII.
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Yerlesim Orta Demir Cagi’nin ardindan Ge¢ Demir Cagi ile devam etmektedir.
4. yap1 katini temsil eden bu yerlesim MO 7. ylizyiin sonu ile MO 6. ylzyilin ilk
yarisina tarihlenmektedir. Kazilarda bu yap: kati ile baglantili basit insa teknigine
sahip yapilar ile cok sayida boyali ve boyasiz seramik ele gecmistir26. Ge¢ Demir
Cagrnin ilk 50 yilina denk gelen bu yerlesimin devaminda MO 6. ytizyilin ilk
yarisindan sonraya ait olabilecek herhangi bir veriye simdilik rastlanilmamastir.

Yaklasik 225 yillik bir boslugun ardindan yerlesim, Hellenistik Dénem’de
yeniden baslamistir. Kultepe’nin Hellenistik Dénem yerlesim karakteri, Demir Cagi
yerlesimine nazaran cok daha belirgin ve yogundur. Bu dénem yerlesimine ait ilk
aktarimlar Hrozny’den bilinmekte olup Hrozny, Hellenistik Dénem tabakasina ait
yogun bir yapilasmanin oldugunu belirtmistir27.

Hoéyuk stratigrafisinde 3. yapr kati ile temsil edilen Hellenistik Dénem
yerlesimi MO 4. ylizyilin son ceyreginde baslayarak MO 1. ylizyilin sonlarina kadar
kesintisiz bir sekilde devam etmistir. Bu dénemde hoéyltik Anisa2® ismiyle etrafi 5 m
yuksekliginde ve 2,5 m genisliginde sur ile cevrili yerlesim yeri, Karum ise
nekropolis alani olarak kullanilmistir.

Kultepe’nin Hellenistik Dénem?’ ile ilgili bilgi veren 6nemli verilerin basinda
Anisa Levhasi?? ile Uizerinde Anisa isminin okundugu sikkeler3? gelmektedir. MO
160-150 yillar1 arasina tarihlenen Anisa Levhasi Uzerindeki kararname hem
Kultepe’nin hem de Kapadokya Boélgesi’nin hukuksal uygulamalar: ve sosyal yasami
hakkinda bilgi vermesiyle oldukca 6énemlidir. Yunanca olarak yazilan kararnamenin
konusu Anisa kentinde yo6neticilik yapmakta olan Abbas’in oglu Apolloniosun,
ardinda miras¢t birakmadan 6len bir vatandasin mirasini kente kazandirmasi
sonucunda Anisa’da sehir meclisi ve halk meclisi tarafindan euergetes (hayirsever)
unvani ile onurlandirilisini icermektedir.

Levhadan elde edilen bilgilere goére Anisalilar Yunan sehir devletinin
karakteristik demos, bolue, ekklesia, archon, demiurgos ve prytaneis kurumuna
sahiptid!. Bu durumda Anisalilarin kendilerine ait meclisleri, memurlari, gelismis
yasalar1 vardi. Kanunlarini kullanabiliyorlar ve kendi kendilerini yénetebiliyorlardi.
Bu sayede, haklarini koruyabiliyorlar ve baskentteki merkezi glic ile de iletisim
icinde olabiliyorlardi. Ancak buna ragmen Anisalilar kendilerini bir polisten ziyade
topluluk politeuma olarak tanimlamislardirs2.

Metin Uzerinde detayl calisma yapan bilim insanlarinin belirttiklerine gére33
metinde takip edilen polise ait 6gelerin yani sira, Yunan vatandaslarinin sehirleri
icin gosterdikleri cabalar sayesinde elde ettikleri euergetes (hayirsever) unvanin
Anisa’da bir vatandasa verilmesi, Yunan tanrilar1 Zeus ve Herakles’e ait ktltlerin
varligi, “Dios ayt’ ifadesi ile Makedon takviminin kullanilmasi ve en énemlisi metnin
Yunanca olarak yazilmis olmasi Anisalilarin Hellenistik diinyanin etkisi ile Yunan
geleneklerine deger veren ve Yunan geleneklerini 6zimsemeye calisan bir topluluk
oldugunu goéstermektedir. Ancak bunlarin yani sira levhada gecen Abbas,
Balasopos, Sasai, Menophilos, Maidates gibi Sami ve Pers kokenli vatandas isimleri

26 Ozglic 1971.

27 Cumont 1932.

28 Cumont 1932; Hild-Restle 1981, 193; Alp 1997, 45; Mitford 2000, 986; Barjamovi¢c 2015; Kulakoglu
2017.

29 Levha ile ilgili detayl bilgi icin bkz. Cumont 1932, 135-136; Guiterbock 1956; Robert 1963, 457-
523; Michels 2013; Barjamovic 2015, 236-237; Koyuncu 2023.

30 Anisa sikkeleri icin bkz.: Regling 1932, Pl. 1 No. 11; Barjamovic 2015, 237-238; Bilge 2022, 184,
229.

31 Michels 2013; Barjamovic 2015, 236-237; Koyuncu 2023.

32 Politeuma, Misirda Yunanhlarin, Perslerin, Ibraniler’in birlikte yasadigi, polisten ayri politik bir
organizasyondur.

33 Michels 2013; Barjamovic 2015, 236-237; Koyuncu 2023.
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ve sehirde tapinim géren, muhtemel bas tanrica olabilecek Astarte ve kuiltli, Anisa
halki tizerinde dogu kdékenli kultiir izlerinin etkisini yansitmaktadir.

Levhada acik bir sekilde okundugu Uzere bir yandan dogu kulturtine bir
yandan da bati1 kulltirtine ait 6zellikler ve siyasal kurumlar, Anisa’nin ve Kapadokya
Bolgesinin Hellenizasyon hareketliligine dair acik kanittir.

Kultepe’nin Hellenistik Dénem’i hakkinda bilgi veren bir diger O6nemli
buluntu grubu, tUizerinde Anisa isminin okundugu sikkelerdir34. MO 3. ytizyila
tarihlendirilen bu sikkelerin 6n ylUztnde Kral IIl. Ariarathes, arka yuzliinde ise
tanrica Astarte betimlenmistir. Sikkelerin arka yUzlinde, Anisa sehrinin isminin
bulunmasinin nedeni hentiz kesinlik kazanmamistirss.

Hoéyukte Hellenistik Donem ile ilgili asil kesifler ise 2006 yilinda baslayan
yeni dénem kazilariyla birlikte yapilmaya baslamistir. Yeni dénem kazilarinin
amaclarindan biri olan “Klasik Dénem Kultepesi’'nin daha net anlasilmas1” icin bir
yandan Tahsin Ozglic kazilarinda ele gecen Hellenistik-Roma Dénemi buluntular
detayli seklide incelenirken, diger yandan da hoyukte kazi calismalarina
baslanmistir. Bu kapsamda ilk kazilar 2009 yilinda héytigin hemen hemen
merkezinde 84-85-86/XCVIII-XCIX plankarelerinde yapilmis ve Hellenistik
Doénem’e tarihlenen bir yapi tespit edilmistir. Yap:1 hakkinda daha detayli bilgi
edinmek ve yapinin yayilim alanini belirleyebilmek icin 2020 ve 202236 yillarinda
yapinin kuzey aksinda yeni acmalar acilmis ve kazilara devam edilmistir3?.

Ozellikle yeni dénem kazilarindan elde edilen detayli sonuclar basta olmak
tzere Tahsin Ozglic Dénemi kazilarinin buluntulari da degerlendirildiginde
yerlesimin Hellenistik Dénem, sosyo—ekonomik yapisinin, mimari 6zelliklerinin, dini
geleneklerinin, seramik kultirinin ve ticari iliskilerinin anlasilmasina katki
saglayacak 6énemli sonuclara ulasilmistir.

Yeni donem kazilariyla birlikte net bir sekilde anlasilmaya baslanan
konularin basinda yerlesimin mimari karakteri gelmektedir38. Bu baglamda
Kultepe’de Hellenistik Dénem mimarisinin yenilenerek tekrar kullanildigi, bir diger
deyisle yapilarin birden fazla kullanim evresine sahip oldugu anlasilmistir (Fig. 3).
Yapilar genel hatlar ile birbiriyle baglantili dértgen planli mekanlardan olusan cok
odali bir mimari dltizen sergilemektedir. Mekanlar farkli boyutlarda sekilli ya da
sekilsiz kesilmis taslarla 6rtlen bazen dlizenli bazen de diizensiz 6rgli sistemine
sahip duvarlarla sinirlandirilmistir. Tabanlar sikistirilmis toprak veya tas doseme
ile kaplanmistir. Evrelerin mimari 6zellikleri birbirinden ¢ok da farkli olmayan bir
yapilagsmaya sahiptir. Evreler arasindaki hafif mimari degisiklikler, zemin
seviyelerinin yUukseltilmesi ve mekan ici mimari elemanlarin yeniden dtizenlenmesi
seklinde kendini gdstermektedir. Bu 6zelligi ile erken evrede insa edilen yapinin,
daha sonraki evrelerde, cogu yerde ayni duvar sinirlarini koruyarak, cesitli
onarimlarla tekrar kullanildigi, ihtiya¢ disindaki bazi mekanlarin iptal edildigi ya da
ihtiya¢ dahilinde bazi mekanlarin eklendigi anlasilmaktadir. Bu mimari diizen Orta

34 Anisa sikkeleri icin bkz.: Regling 1932, Pl. 1 No. 11; Barjamovic 2015, 237-238; Bilge 2022, 184,
229. Kultepe’'de ele gecen Hellenistik Dénem ile ilgili diger sikkeler i¢in bkz. Taner 1971; Taner 1974.
35 Konu ile ilgili yapilan 6neriler icin bkz. Mgrkholm 2000, 145; Simonetta 2007, 9-152.

36 Kultepe’de 2022 yilinda Hellenistik Dénem’e yonelik yapilan calismalar Nevsehir Haci Bektas Veli
Universitesi Bilimsel Arastirma Koordinasyon Birimi tarafindan desteklenmistir. Proje no: GP21S2'dir.
Katkilarindan dolay1 Nevsehir Haci Bektas Universitesi Rektérliigiine ve BAP birimine tesekkuirlerimizi
sunariz.

37 Kulakoglu v.d. 2022, 215-216.

38 Hellenistik Dénem mimarisi i¢in bkz. Kulakoglu vd., 2022; Ttystiz 2022, 48-103.
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Anadolu’dan tanmidigimiz Hellenistik Dénem yapilarinin mimari karakteri ile
benzerlik gostermektedirs.

Fig. 3. 91-92/XCV-XCVI, 90/XCVI, 89/XCV, 88/XCIV-XCIII-XCII Plankarelerinde
Aciga Cikartilan Hellenistik Dénem Mimari Kalintilar (Kuiltepe Kazi Arsivi)

Son doénemlerde yapilan calismalarda daha net anlasilmaya baslanan
konulardan bir digeri yerlesimin seramik kulttrtidtr. Calismalara gére Hellenistik
Doénem seramikleri ithal tGiretim ve boélgesel Giretim niteligindeki seramiklerle temsil
edilmektedir40. Ithal tiretim seramikler %41tk bir pay ile azinlig1 olustururken,

39 Kayseri Kululu: Ozgiic 1971, 37; Nevsehir Camihéytik: Uysal-Tezer 2011, 11-23; Topakli: Pecorella
1975; Kirsehir Merkez Kale Hoyuk: Adak-Adibelli 2014, 296-302; 2016a: 88-89; 2016b: 45-49; 2017:
17-23; Nigde Kinik Hoyluk: Derada 2019, 36-66; Trameri—d’Alfonso 2020, 65-93; d’Alfonso vd. 2020,
25-28.

40 Taystiz 2022, 122-369.
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bolgesel Uretim seramikler %961k bir pay ile en yogun grubu olusturmaktadir!.
ithal tiretim seramikler Atina ve Bati Anadolu tretimi siyah astarli seramikler42,
Bati Yamac: Stili'nde bezenmis seramikler, Pergamon seramikleri, gri hamurlu Ionia
Uretimi/Ephesos seramikleri, kursun sirli Tarsus seramikleri, kirmizi (Kapadokya
Komana’s1t uretimi/?) ve kahverengi astarli (Paphlogania Boélgesi uretimi/?)
seramikler ile Rhodos ve Thasos uretimi muhurli amphora parcalarindan
olusmaktadir®3 (Fig. 4). Anadolu Uretimi ithal seramikler Anadolunun farkh
cografyalariyla; Attika Uretimi seramikler ile mthurli amphora kulp parcalari ise
Ege ve Akdeniz dinyasiyla direkt veya dolayli yollardan kurulan kulttirel ve ticari
iliskilerin kanitlar1 olarak degerlendirilebilir. Farkli cografyalardan ithal edilmis bu
seramikler Kultepe’nin Hellenistik Doénem’deki baglantilarinin, konumlandig:
cografya sinirlarinin cok o6tesine uzandigini géstermektedir. Seramiklerin disinda
Anisa Levhasi’nda acgik bir sekilde okunan Yunan ve bati kultirtine ait ogeler
Robert’in de+4 belirttigi gibi Anisa’nin batidaki kentler ile etkilesim icinde oldugunun
gostergesidir.

- B

=t

Fig. 4. Kultepe Hellenistik Dénem Ithal Seramik Ornekleri (Kiiltepe Kazi Arsivi)

Bolgesel tiretimi temsil eden 6érnekler Kultepe’nin Hellenistik Dénem seramik
repertuar: Uizerine yapilan detayli calismada Kizilirmak Havzasi Seramikleri olarak
adlandirilmistir4s. Bu oOrnekler Kultepe ve civarinda Uretilmis olabilecek boyali ve

41 Taysuiz 2022, 111.

42 Taystiz 2021.

43 Taysuz vd. 2023, 62-74.

44 Robert 1963, 479.

45 Kizilirmak Havzasi seramiklerinin isimlendirmesi i¢in bkz. Taystiz 2022, 218. Grup ile ilgili yapilan
diger calismalar igcin bkz. Zoroglu 1976; 1978; 1981; 1987. Bahsi gecen grup ile ilgili farkh
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boyasiz seramiklerden olusmaktadirt6. Bu grubun hamur yapisi, astar rengi ve
bezeme Ozellikleri homojen bir yapiya sahiptir. Hamur renkleri kirmizimsi
kahverengi, cok acik kahverengi, kirmizi1 ve gri tonlarindadir. Hamur iceriklerinde
yogun oranda kire¢ ve tascik, az oranda da mika katkisi gortilmektedir. Astarlar1 da
hamurlarinin acikli koyulu tonlarindadir. Dis yuUzeyleri cogunlukla mat ve hafif
purtizlidir. Bezemeli 6rneklerin bezeme uygulama yontemleri kendi icinde farklilik
gostermektedir. En cok uygulanan yontem boyama yontemidir. Kazima, kabartma,
baski, akitma ve aplike teknigi daha az Ornekte tercih edilmistir. Bu seramikler
literatiirde Kultepe amphorasi olarak taninan eserden de anlasildigi tizere zengin
bir bezeme kompozisyonuna sahiptirt?. Bezeme kompozisyonlar1 arasinda yatay
bant motifleri cogunluktadir. Bant motiflerinin yani1 sira c¢izgi ktimeleri, ticgen
motifi, sevron motifi, capraz motifi, yatik S motifi, dalga motifi, balik pulu motifi,
sarmasik motifi, filiz, yaprak ve tomurcuklarin eslik ettigi dal motifi, defne yaprag:
motifi, rozet, dalgali hat, hayvan (kus, boga, panter, képek, at) ve insan figtirleri
bulunmaktadir. Grubun formlar1 ise farkhi tiplerde kantharos, kase, tabak,
meyvelik, tepsi, balikk tabag, lekane, testi, amphora, kip, pithos ve
unguentariumlardir (Fig .5).

-

Fig. 5. Kultepe Hellenistik Dénem Kizilirmak Havzasi Seramik (Bolgesel Uretim)
Ornekleri (Ktiltepe Kazi Arsivi)

adlandirmalar bulunmakta olup bu adlandirmalar i¢in bkz. Zahn 1907: 225; Maier 1963, 218-219;
Bittel 1974; Genouillac 1926; Akarca 1960; Dénmez 2001.

46 Kultepe'de glinimuze kadar yapilan calismalarda seramik uretimi ile ilgili herhangi bir veriye
ulasilamamistir. Bu nedenle Kultepe’nin Hellenistik seramigi icinde %96lik bir kismi olustan seramik
grubunun simdilik Ktltepe ya da yakin bolgesindeki atolye/atélyelerde tUretilmis oldugu
dustuntlmekte ve bolgesel seramik olarak tanimlanmaktadir.

47 Detayl1 bilgi i¢in bkz. Zoroglu 1987.
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Yeni déonem kazilarinda yapilan calismalarda Kiltepe insanlarinin Hellenistik
Dénem din hayatinda rol oynayan tanri ve tanrica kultleriyle ilgili ipuclar1 da elde
edilmistir. Bu anlamda 2009 yilinda kazilan alanda kapisi daha sonradan 6rilmus
bir odada ele gecen heykel ve beraberindeki buluntular dikkat cekici niteliktedir+8
(Fig. 6). Heykel, andezit tasindan yapilmis, 46,5 cm yuksekliginde, 14 cm
genisligindedir. Basi ve sag omzu kirik olup eksiktir. Dikdoértgen formlu bir kaide
lUzerinde ayakta betimlenmistir. Her iki kolu dirsekten kivrilarak one cekilmistir.
Sol elinde parmaklarinin arasinda bir nar tutmaktadir. Sag elini, parmaklarin
kapatarak yumruk yapmistir. Bu yumrugun ici oyuktur. Boynunda, 6én kisimda
uclarn kalinlastirilmis olan bir gerdanlik tasimaktadir. Figlir, altta kisa kollu, uzun
bir elbise olan khiton ile Uizerinde ince sal seklinde olan bir himation giymistir.
Heykelin sol elindeki nar, ilahi bir meyve olarak yorumlanmakta ve ayni zamanda
kadin tanricalarin simgesi olarak, bereketi, sagligi, dogurganlig: temsil etmektediro.
Olasilikla nar ile iliski bir tanricanin kdltiine ait olan heykel tizerinde 6ntimuzdeki
dénemlerde tamamlanacak olan calismalar heykel ve temsil ettigi kulttin kesinlik
kazanmasina olanak saglayacaktir.

Fig. 6. 2009 Yilinda Ele Gecen Heykel ve Boga Protomu (Kultepe Kazi Arsivi)

So6z konusu heykel, bir boga protomu, sunak, thymiaterionlar ile icinde yanik
izleri olan ve olasilikla thymiaterion gibi ttitst icin kullanilmis olan ayakl kaseler
ile birlikte ele gecmistir. Bu materyaller dini bir rittiele isaret etmektedir. Mekan
konteksti ile birlikte distnuldiginde kutsal bir yapinin ya da alanin, kult heykeli
(?) ile rittel sirasinda kullanilan malzemelerinin muhafaza edildigi 6zel bir oda
olmalidir. Bu heykelin disinda kazilar sirasinda ele gecen kartal figirtiin ve

48 Kulakoglu 2017, XIV.
49 Nar ve narin iliskili oldugu tanricalar icin bkz. Nigro-Spagnoli 2018.

35



heykelleri Anisa Levhasi’nda gecen Zeus kultiintin varligini desteklerken, Aphrodite
heykelciklerine ait parcalar kentte tapinim goéren ve daha 6nce bilinmeyen yeni bir
Yunan kékenli tann kulttintin varligina isaret etmektedir.

Hellenistik Doénem’in 6l gémme geleneklerini yansitan mezarlar ve
buluntular1 Uzerine yapilan calismalar da yeni dénem kazilar ile birlikte hiz
kazanmistirso. Hoyltkte yerlesim icinde tespit edilen az sayidaki mezarda kremasyon
ve inhumasyon gomulerle karsilasilmistir. Hellenistik Dénem’in asil mezarlik alani
Karum alamidir (Fig. 7). S6z konusu doénemde yerlesimin nekropolisinde cevrilen
alanda yapilan smirli kazilarda inhumasyon goémulerin yapildigi tas sanduka
mezarlar ve pismis toprak lahitler aciga cikartilmistirsl. Mezarlarin coguna tekli
g6mu yapilirken, cok az sayida mezara da coklu gomu yapilmistir. Gémuler dorsal
pozisyonda yerlestirilmis ve dogu bati yéntinde uzatilmistir. Mezarlarda tespit edilen
mezar hediyeleri ise, sikkeler, cam ve pismis toprak unguentariumlar, testiler, cam,
tun¢ gibi farkli maddelerden yapilmis takilar ile kemikten yapilmis kucuk
objelerden olusmaktadir. Mezarlarda ele gecen sikkelerden anlasildig: tizere simdilik
en erken tarihli mezar MO 3. ylizyila, en ge¢ mezar ise MS 5. ve 6. ylzyillara
tarihlenmektedirs2.

i 1Y

Fig. 7. Kultepe Asag: Sehir Hellenistik-Roma Dénemi Nekropolis Alani (Kultepe Kazi
Arsivi, Barjamovic 2015, Fig. 2)

Yukarida kisaca Ozetlenen calismalar, son doénemlerde yapilan kazi ve
arastirmalarin Kultepenin Hellenistik yerlesiminin mimari 6zelliklerinin, seramik
kultdrinin, 6l gdbmme ve dini geleneklerinin aydinlatilmasina katki saglayacak
énemli sonuclara ulasilmaya baslandigin1 géstermektedir. Ontimtizdeki dénemlerde
yapilacak olan calismalardan elde edilecek sonuclar stiphesiz ki 6zelde Kultepe
genelde de Kizilirmak Havzasi’nin guneyinde tam olarak aydinlatilamamis bir

50 Cizmeli-Ogtin 2008; Ustiindag 2009; Tiystiz 2022, 94-95.
51 Ustiindag 2009.
52 Cizmeli-Ogtin 2008.
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dénemin aydinlatilmasina katk: saglayacak, boélgede Hellenistik Dénem ile ilgili
stirdirtlen calismalar i¢in bir referans kaynagi olacaktir.

Kultepe’de gerceklestirilen arkeolojik calismalar bir yandan Orta Anadolu
arkeolojisinin bilinmeyen yonlerinin aydinlatilmasina katki saglarken diger yandan
da bolgede kultlirel miras ve kultirel miras turizminin gelismesine katkida
bulunmaktadir.

Kultepe, Erken Tung¢ Caginin ilk safhasindan Roma Dénemine kadar
oldukca genis bir tarihi gecmise sahiptir. Kultepe’de bugtin halen bu koéklu tarihin
biraktigi Anadolu’ya ait kulttirel mirasin izleri bliytik oranda toprak altindadir. Bu
baglamda burada yuritilen calismalarla glin yldzlne cikartilmis ve cikartilacak
olan degerler boélgenin tasinir ve tasinmaz kultir miraslarinin taninmasina,
korunmasina ve yasatilmasina katk: saglayacaktir.
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Messogis Dagi’ndan Yeni Bir Yazit
Aninetal1 Bouleutes Aurelius Epigonos’un Mezar Tas1
A New Inscription from Mount Messogis

Tombstone of Bouleutes Aurelius Epigonos of Anineta

Murat AYDAS"

Oz

Bu makalede sunulan yazitin buluntu yeri, Aydin sehrinin dogusunda yer alan Kuyucak yerlesimidir.
Kuyucak’ta 1900 yiinda W. R. Paton tarafindan yapilan arastirma, antik Anineta kentinin yerini tespit
etmistir. Messogis Dagi’nda bir Lydia kenti olan Anineta, Mastaura ve Brioula arasinda yer almaktaydt.
B. V. Head, R. T. Marchese, G. Hirschfeld, ve L. Zgusta kentin adint Aninetus ve Anineton olarak, W. R.
Paton, L. Robert, ve P. Thonemann ise Anineta olarak telaffuz etmektedir. Aydin’in Kuyucak ilgesi ve bu
ilce srurlan icindeki Pamukéren arasinda toprak altindan ¢ikartddigi séylenen yazit, buluntu yerinin eski
cagda nekropolis oldugunu géstermektedir. Zira bir meclis tiyesinin kent mezarlig: disina 1ssiz bir alana
gémiilmesi hayatin olagan akisina aykiwridr. Ayrica, bu makalede incelenen yeni yazitla Aninetalt iki kamu
gérevlisi ilk kez tespit edilmis ve Anineta kentinde bouleuterion’un varligt ilk kez belgelenmistir. Arkeolojik
kazwyla bu yapin yeri ve mimarisi belirlenmelidir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Messogis, Maiandros, Lydia, Aydin, Kuyucak, Anineta, Mezar yaziti.

Abstract

The findspot of the inscription presented in this article is Kuyucak, the settlement that lies east of the city
of Aydin. The exploration in Kuyucak carried out by W. R. Paton in 1900 detected the location of the ancient
city of Anineta. Anineta, a Lydian city on Mt. Messogis, stood between Mastaura and Brioula. B. V. Head,
R. T. Marchese, G. Hirschfeld, and L. Zgusta pronounced the city’s name as Aninetus and Anineton, while
W. R. Paton, L. Robert, and P. Thonemann pronounced its name as Anineta. The inscription, which is said
to have been unearthed between Kuyucak, the borough of the Aydin province, and Pamukéren in the
district of Kuyucak, reveals that the findspot was a necropolis in antiquity. Because the burial of a council
member in a deserted area outside the urban cemetery is against the ordinary course of life. In addition,
with the new inscription, examined in this article, two public officers of Anineta are identified for the first
time, and the existence of bouleuterion in the city of Anineta is documented for the first time. The location
and architecture of this building should be determined by archaeological excavations.

Keywords: Messogis, the Maeander River, Lydia, Aydin, Kuyucak, Anineta, Epitaph.
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Fotografa bakilinca fark edilmektedir ki bu mezar tasi, mezar agilmadan 6nce,
Uzerindeki toprak alinir alinmaz fotograflanmistir. Bu nedenle mezar tasinin
fotografinin in situ cekildigi aciktir. Sat. 4-6’daki ceza uyarisi ve cezanin gerekcesi,
buluntu yerinin bir nekropolis olduguna isaret etmektedir. Bir meclis Uyesinin, bir
kamu gorevlisinin onayiyla kent mezarlig: disina, 1ssi1z bir alana gémulmesi hayatin
olagan akisina aykiridir. Yapilmis yasadist kazi da bu alanin arkeolojik alan
oldugunu gostermektedir. Kuyucak’ta ve civarinda, Anitlar ve Muzeler Genel
Mudurltigii'ntin izniyle yapilan arkeoloji calismas1 yoktur.

Kuyucak ve Pamukoéren, eski cagda Messogis olarak adlandirilmig dagda,
batida Mastaura, doguda Brioula, guineyde Antiochea ad Maeandrum antik
kentlerinin arasinda bulunmaktadir. Fakat bu kentlerden uzaktadir. Bu nedenle
Kuyucak ve Pamukoéren ile yazitin bulundugu nekropolis’in bu t¢ antik kentten
birinin khora’st icinde yer almasi olas: gérinmemektedir. Bu durumda yazitin
bulundugu nekropolis, bu ¢ antik kentten daha yakin konumda yer alan bir
yerlesimin; yazittan elde ettigimiz ¢ikarima gore bouleuterion™u oldugu icin bir kentin
nekropolis’i olmalidir.

Bu cografya hakkinda antik yazarlar su bilgileri vermektedir:

L. Strab. XIV.1.47: niepikewvtat 8¢ a§loAdoyol katowkial repav tod Mawavdpou,
Kookivia kai ’OpBwoia, £éviog 6¢ Bpiouda, Mdotaupa, ’Axdpaxa.
“Maiandros’un dtesinde s6z etmeye deger Koskinia ve Orthosia katoikia’lart,
berisinde ise Brioula, Mastaura ve Akharaka yer alir.”

II. Strab. XII.8.15: Maiavdpog t1éwg pev d1a g Ppuyiag gepetat, énetta Hopilet
myv Kapiav kai wmyv Aublav kata 10 Maiavdpou xraloupevov tiediov.
“Maiandros bir stire Phrygia’da akar; sonra Maiandros’un aduu alan ovada
Karia’yt ve Lydia’yt ayunir.”

III. Steph. Byz. Ethnikon, 448: Meoowyig, dpog Audiag. “Messogis, Lydia’da bir
dagdir’.

IV. Steph. Byz. Ethnikon, 436: Mdotaupa, noAlg Audiag. “Mastaura, Lydia’da
bir kenttir’.

V. Steph. Byz. Ethnikon, 99-100: *Avuoxela. 6¢ka 1oAeig avaypdgoviat, gioi 6
rnAeioug. (...) évberatn Kapiag. “Antiokheia. On kent kayitidir. Fakat daha
fazla Antiokheia kenti varduwr. Onbirinci Antiokheia kenti Karia’dadir”.

Varligi, kendi sikkelerindeki ’Avivnoiolg, ’Avivnoieov 8fjpog lejantlarindan! ve
Antiocheia ad Maeandrum’da bulunmus yazittan? bilinen Lydia kenti Anineta3,

1 Head 1887, 548 s.v. Aninetus: “Autonomous of Imperial times. Inscr., ANINHZIOIZ, ANINHZIOQON
AHMOZY”; RE 1894, 2211 s.v. Anineton ('Avivntov): “Stadt in Lydien. Auf Minzen der Kaiserzeit ’Avivnoiov
6fipog Head HN 548 [Hirschfeld.]”; Marchese 1976, 112, 162-163, 165-167, 169-170, 173, 180-182,
193, 195, 197-199, 212-215, 232-233 s.v. Aninetus; Robert 1980, 325-334 s.v. Anineta; Zgusta 1984,
77, no. 72 s.v. "Avivntov; Thonemann 2011, 238 s.v. Anineta.

2 Buresch 1894, 102-103, sat. 13: ¢ &fjpog 6 "A[vi]vnoiav. Ibid., 103: “Die vorstehende Inschrift fand und
las ich im Juli 1888 im Gebiet der vom Erdboden verschwundenen alten Stadt Antiocheia a. M.”; 129-
130: “Z. 13 (...) also sicher ’Avivnoiav, wie auf den seltenen Muinzen der Stadt steht”; Robert 1980, 326:
“C’est une liste imposante de plus de vingt villes qui avaient honoré par des couronnes et des décrets
un citoyen défunt d’Antioche”.

3 Paton 1900, 64 s.v. Anineta: “On one of the spurs of Mount Messogis, about 1 % hours from the
Kuyujuk stands the village of Boghdaylik; close to the village are the remains of the circuit of an ancient
acropolis. (...) There are no traces of public buildings except a few marbles in the village, among them
the inscription No. X, which proves the site to be Anineta. I procured a coin of Anineta on the spot”; 79-
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Mastaura ve Brioula arasinda Kuyucak yakinlarinda yer almaktadirt. O halde bugtin
Kuyucak smnirlarit icinde kalan bu nekropolis, Anineta kentinin nekropolis’idir.
Asagida incelenen yazit, Anineta kentinin epigrafik buluntusudur.

BouAeutig Aurelius Epigonos’un Mezar Tas1

Fotografa goére meclis Uyesinin mezar tast mermerdir. Kalinligi fotograftan
anlasilmamaktadir. Olasilikla dikdértgendir. Uzerinde herhangi bir figlir ya da motif
gorinmemektedir. Mezar tasinin sekli onun stel oldugunu distindirmektedir. Stel
alinliksizdir. Arkaya devrilmis ve zamanla toprak altinda kalmistir. Yaziti hasar
gbérmemistir. Blitlin satirlar1 eksiksizdir. Fotograf, mezarin tipi ve Anineta’dan 6lu
gomme adeti hakkinda fikir vermektedir. Fotografa bakilarak sadece bunlar tespit
edilebilmektedir.

Olciileri: Yazit fotograftan (fig. 1) okunmustur.

Tarihlendirme: i.s. 212°den sonra.

Kata cuvxopnow KA(aubiou) vwv
2 Xpuodvbou ote@avn@opou,
1 iowotn éotiv Avp(nAiou) ’Ermyovou,
4 BouAeutod- €ig fjv ovdig Etepog
gvrapnostal, Erel aroteioet

6 vacat gi¢ 10 TapEiov X . vacat

Cevirisi

“Stephanephoros Claudius Khrysanthos’un onayt ile bu mezar, bouleutes (meclis tiyesi)
Aurelius Epigonos’un mezandiwr. Bu mezara baska hi¢c kimse gémiilmeyecektir. Aksi
takdirde tameion’a 1000 denaria ceza 6deyecektir’.

Sat. 1-2: Claudius Khrysanthos adli bir stephanephoros Anineta’da ilk kez
belgelenmektedir.

Sat. 3; 4: eiowotn yerine iootn); ovdelg yerine ovdig yazilmistir. -e1 yerine -1 kullanimi
icin bk. Gignac 1976, 190; 249.

Sat. 3-4: Aurelius Epigonos adli bir bouleutes Anineta’da ilk kez belgelenmektedir.

Sat. 6: Tameion sbézcUiginun hangi hazineyi kastettigi acik degildir. Roma
Imparatorlugu Hazinesi ya da Anineta Kent Hazinesi olabilir.

Anineta kentinde Aw06o[tog] (Diodotos) adli magistrat> ve ’AvOeotiog
(Anthestios) adli hayirsever® tespit edilmisti. Bu makalede incelenen yazittan

80, the inscription no. X, b [ oA 1] | ’Avivnoi[e]v. “There is no doubt about the important word
’Avivnoiav in b”.

4 Robert 1980, 324: “(...) Aninetos (Anineta), qui était maintenant fixée avec certitude entre Mastaura et
Brioula prés de la vallée du Méandre”; 325, dn. 17: “(...) aprés étre descendus d’Anineta, par les stations
de Kuyucak et d’'Horzumlu (...)”.

5 Robert 1980, 329.

6 Head 1887, 548: ANGELTIOX ANEO®HKE; Robert 1980, 331: *AvbB¢otiog aveOnKe.
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Anineta’da Roma Imparatorluk Déneminde goérev yapmis stephanephoros ve
bouleutes tespit edilmektedir: Claudius Khrysanthos ve Aurelius Epigonos.
Anineta’da bu iki kamu gorevlisinden baska bir bouleutes ve stephanephoros adi ile
baska kamu goérevlilerinin adlar:1 bilinmemektedir.

Anineta’da stephanephoros’un nekropolis’ten sorumlu oldugu da ilk kez bu
yazittan oOgrenilmektedir. Ayrica, Anineta nekropolisinin yeri ve bu iki kamu
gorevlisinden Aurelius Epigonos’un mezari ile Anineta’da bouleuterion'un varlig: da
bu makalede incelenen yazitla kesfedilmektedir.

Fig. 1. Mezar tasinin buluntu durumu
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An Overview of Land Routes in Byzantine Anatolia (ca. 4th-7th ¢, CE)

Bizans Anadolusu’nda Kara Rotalarnina Genel Bir Bakis (MS 4-7. yy)

Tilin KAYA®

Abstract

This paper! presents an overview of land routes in Byzantine Anatolia during the period between the fourth
and seventh centuries CE and aims to explain the development of the routes in Byzantine Anatolia in a
changing context. Understanding the emergence of routes, which expanded in Byzantine Anatolia, comes
from the earlier-built Roman roads. The development and the use of routes during the period in question
were largely shaped by the construction and use of Roman roads, both administratively and politically.
Archaeological evidence indicates that the Romans restored the main roads until the early seventh century
and maintained them during the Byzantine period. The use of routes was significantly impacted by the
foundation of Constantinople as the new capital and the development of more ‘centralized rule’ in the
Roman Empire in the fourth century. Rather than explaining and discussing all the routes of Anatolia in
detail, this study aims to outline the ways in which major routes developed in Byzantine Anatolia.

Keywords: Routes, Anatolia, Byzantine Period, Development, Change

Oz

Bu makale, MS 4. ve 7. ytizydlar arasindaki dénem boyunca Bizans Anadolusu'nda bulunan kara yolu
rotalarnina genel bir bakis sunmaktadwr ve degisim baglaminda Bizans rotalarinin gelisimini acitklamayt
amaglamaktadir. Bizans Anadolusu’nda gelisen rotalarnn ortaya ¢ikisint anlamak, daha énce insa edilmis
Roma yollarini anlamayt gerektirir. Bizans déneminde rotalarin gelisimi ve kullanimi, btiyiik élctide hem
idari hem de politik olarak Roma yollarinin yapumi ve bir gelisimi olarak sekillendi. Arkeolojik buluntular
ve kanitlar, Romalilarin ana yollart 7. yilizyitin baslanna kadar insa ve restore ettiklerini ve Bizans
doneminde de s6z konusu yol faaliyetlerini stirdtirdiiklerini, koruduklarint ve bakimlari yaptiklarini
gbstermektedir. Yol gtizergahlar veya diger bir deyisle rotalanin kullanimi, baskent olarak hentiz ilan
edilmis Konstantinopolis'in kurulusundan ve 4. yiizydda Roma Imparatorlugu'nda daha fazla ‘merkezi
ybnetim’in ytikselen bir idari sistem olarak zuhur etmesi ve gelistirilmesinden énemli éictide etkilenmistir.
Anadolunun tim rotalarimi aynntii olarak aciklamak ve tartismak yerine, bu calisma, Bizans
Anadolusu’nda ana rotalarnn gelisimine genel bir bakis sunmayi: amagclamaktadur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Rotalar, Anadolu, Bizans Dénemi, Gelisim, Degisim

Introduction2

Routes, described as “any line of communication between pre-existing points”3
and a product of “organized labour in construction”™, in Byzantine Anatolia were well

* Dr., Member of Prof. Dr. Andreas Kulzer’s Lab. at the Austrian Academy of Sciences.

0000-0001-7734-6833 | tuelinkaya@gmail.com
1 This article derives from my doctoral dissertation: T. Kaya, Routes and Communications in Late Roman
and Byzantine Anatolia (c. 4th-9th centuries AD), Middle East Technical University, Institute of Social
Sciences, Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, Ankara, 2020.
2 T would like to convey my heartfelt gratitude to Prof. Dr. John Haldon and Dr. Lucas McMahon for
their valuable comments and suggestions on my manuscript.
3 French, 1980, 703.
4 Earle, 1991, 11.



constructed and organized. The main routes that appeared and developed in the
Byzantine period depended on the presence of Roman roads in this regard. They were
known to have been used primarily for military and commercial purposes according
to the convenience of topography and the primary locations. The use of main routes
can be understood from the context of the political and administrative changes, which
had an impact on urbanization and therefore how main routes were usedsS.
Archaeological and textual evidence aids in the understanding of the development
and use of major routes in Byzantine Anatolia.

Archaeological Evidence

Milestonesé (Fig. 1), which were erected near roads and give epigraphic
information, dated primarily between the first and fourth centuries CE.” and some of
them until the second half of the sixth century CE8, are important to better
understand how Byzantine routes developed over time. Since milestones indicate the
distance between a given place and the point where the milestone was located, the
length of the roads was thus calculated?. The inscriptions carved on milestones state
clearly all the facts about administration of roads and displayed power and
propagandal®. Hence, the milestones that can be found throughout Anatolia are
extremely important in terms of both physically marking the roadways and holding
administrative data. They help us understand the development of the Roman roads
as a foundation and provide a basic framework for the use of main routes in
Byzantine Anatolia!l.

Archaeological excavations provide information regarding urbanization in
Byzantine Anatolia. Change in urban centres like building structures from the fourth
century onwards show the transformation of urbanization. In the main urban
centers, such as Aphrodisias (near Geyre), Sardis (Sart) and Ephesus (near Selcuk),
the Roman residential quarters generally continued to be occupied, with alterations
in the fifth and sixth centuries!2. The main urban centres established along the main
routes help indicating change in the use of major routes in this regard.

5 Kaya, 2020, 83-239; Kaya, 2019b, 34-51.

6 David French’s study of milestones in Asia Minor/Anatolia is specifically included in this paper’s
proposed outline of Byzantine routes. French meticulously recorded more than a thousand milestones
found both on-site and in museums. See French, 2016; French, 2014a, French, 2014b; French, 2014c;
French, 2013; French, 2012a; French, 2012b; French, 1998; French, 1993; French, 1992; French, 1986;
French, 1981; French, 1980; French, 1974.

7 Only the Via Sebaste is dated to 6 BCE.

8 Belke, 2008, 296 and 305.

9 There were more than 10.000 kilometers of paved roads in Anatolia, according to the known
milestones, which are spaced at intervals of roughly 1485 meters, French, 1992.

10 e.g. the name of the emperor, of an imperial official and a civic official if any, the record of the
construction and restoration of the road if any, the name of the city and distance from caput viae to that
city, and also dedication and acclamation. French, 1992, 7.

11 French, 2016. Milestones were systematically recorded by David French. Following French’s
monographs on milestones, which were published between 2012 and 2016, newly discovered milestones
were found in Termessos, Arslan — Ttiner-Onen, 2023, 63-73; near Cibyra, Arslan et al, 2023, 227-236;
in the village of Zurban, Ttner-Onen — Akcay, 2022, 327-346; in Komana/Hierapolis, Baz, 2020, 35-41;
on the road from Caesarea to Melitena in Cappadocia; near Tios, Oztiirk, 2016, 83-91, in eastern
Bithynia, near Iuliopolis, Avcu, 2020, 165-172; Onur, 2020, 99-104, in northern Galatia; and at
Osmaneli, Oztirk — Oztiirk, 2019, 255, near Bilecik. The milestone found near Iuliopolis was thus
appended to the milestones of the ‘Pilgrim’s Road’.

12 Ozgenel, 2007, 240. For discussion on the change and/or continuity of the construction activities,
see Kaya, 2020, 92-116.
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Milestones in Anatolia. Sources: French, D. Monographs, BIAA, Ankara

Fig. 1. Milestones in Anatolia

Textual Evidence

The ancient textual evidence!3, including itineraries, the accounts of ancient
historians, and cartographic sources, contributes to understanding the main routes.
The most important of these, which are quite representative of the routes in Anatolia,
are the itineraries, such as the Antonine Itinerary and the Jerusalem Itinerary. The
Antonine Itinerary or Itinerarium Provinciarum Antonini Augusti, was written to show
the distances between cities and towns of the Roman Empire as a list in the late third
century CE. The Itinerary gives information about the Roman communication system
in a geographical context!4, that is, it gives the geographic names of the road network,
such as from Constantinople to the Cilician Gates.

The Jerusalem Itinerary or Itinerarium Burdigalense was written in the fourth
century. It gives information about a Pilgrim’s Road’ from Western Europe to
Jerusalem!s. The Itinerary describes a single route from Burdigale (Bordeaux) to
Jerusalem, which crossed Anatolia, and passed through Chalcedon (Kadikéy),
Nicomedia (Izmit), Ancyra (Ankara), Tarsus (Tarsus), and Antiochia (Antakya)!6. This

13 Although it is difficult to deduce very much from saints’ lives regarding routes, for example, St. Paul
and St. Nicholas of Sion mention the routes they followed and the cities they stayed. St. Paul travelled
from Lystra through the Phrygian and Galatian regions to Troas and returned to Antioch of Pisidia.
Tashalan, 1991, 50. St. Nicholas travelled from Lycia thence to his monastery at Holy Sion (a hill in the
southwest of Jerusalem). “St. Nicholas of Sion (45A.57)”.

14 Tozer, 1897, 307; Belke, 2008, 296; Ramsay, 1890, 198.

15 Ramsay, 1890, 198; Tozer, 1897, 309.

16 French, 2016, 15.
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document mentions numerous minor stations; known as mutationes and
mansiones!?. “Itineraria Romana 1: Itineraria Antonini Augusti et Burdigalense (200-
217, 572-581)”. These two sources offer a means of conceptualizing and analysing
the routes and the cities in terms of spatial and cartographic knowledge.

Geographical information about the Byzantine Empire is found in Synekdémus
of Hierocles, a sixth century CE source prepared to give an official list of the cities
along with the titles of their governors!® in the Eastern Roman Empire. “Hieroclés
Synecdemus (658-706)”. Regarding the cartographic evidence, another well-known
source that displays cities as well as land routes and their distances is the Peutinger
Table or Tabula Peutingerianal®, thought to be a copy of a fifth century CE tourist
map?20. “Tabula Peutingeriana (IX 5-X)”. While it describes roads in detail, the
boundaries of countries and geographical features are highly abstract and do not
refer to any modern geographical projection or perspective.

The accounts of historians provide information about the routes used by the
armies. Well-known accounts of this sort from the Byzantine period (fourth — seventh
centuries) are those of Ammianus Marcellinus, Eusebius, Zosimus, John Malalas and
Procopius. Ammianus Marcellinus mentions the campaigns of the emperors, such as
that of Julian (361-363 CE), as well as journeys undertaken by Jovian (363-364 CE)
and Valens (364-378 CE). The routes followed by the emperors in question are from
Bosphorus to Antiochia (Antakya), from Antiochia (Antakya) to Constantinople and
from Pessinus (Ballihisar) to the region of Lydia, respectively. “Ammianus Marcellinus
(22.9, 25.10, 26.9)”. Eusebius gives information about religious building activities.
“Eusebius (45.2-46, 47.4-49, 47.4-50)”. Zosimus indicates the preparations for the
Persian war of the emperor Julian (361-363 CE) and that he went on from Byzantium
to Antiochia (Antakya) for such a campaign. “Zosimus (III.11)”. Zosimus also
mentions a revolt which broke out in the region of Phrygia and the emperor Valens
(364-378 CE) met the rebel forces at Thyatira (Akhisar) and after the rebel was
defeated, Valens moved to Sardis (Sart) and thence to Nacolea (Seyitgazi) in Phrygia.
“Zosimus (IV.8)”.21 John Malalas deals with construction activities in the cities such
as Constantinople and Antiochia (Antakya). Although Malalas does not provide direct
information about the routes, his narratives concerning the state and the status of
the cities are of importance during the period between the fourth and seventh
centuries. “John Malalas (13.3, 13.7, 13.8, 13.10, 13.11, 13.17, 13.30, 13.39, 13.40,
13.44, 14.20, 14.24, 16.8, 16.17, 17.19, 18.17, 18.33)”. Procopius focuses on major
public works such as the construction and maintenance of roads22, bridges, public

17 Ramsay, 1890, 66. Mutatio/allage refers to station for the change of transport facilities or changing
stations for riding and pack animals, and mansio/ stathmos refers to station or hostels for lodging and
food. Kolb, 2018, 440; Kulzer, 2023, 49.

18 Synecdémos lists the 64 provinces and 923 cities in the Eastern Roman Empire. Edson, 2018, 719;
Ktlzer, 2016, 281.

19 According to Ramsay, the Tabula Peutingeriana is a copy of a tourist map from the fourth century CE
that was renamed in the fifth century CE. Ramsay, 1890, 96. Rathmann argues that the Peutinger Table
could be traced to the Hellenistic era and was no longer in use during the Roman Imperial period; see
Rathmann, 2016, 714-735.

20 Kazhdan, 1991, 2004.

21 Zosimus narrates the Egyptians and the Persians met at Philadelphia (Alasehir) in Lydia during the
reign of Theodosius I (379-395 CE), but there is no information about the routes they followed.
Additionally, the Goths attacked Phrygia, Lydia and Ionia in the period of Arcadius (395-408 CE);
however, the chronicler does not provide information about the routes. The Gothic troops also attempted
to invade the region of Pamphylia and came as far as Selga (Selge). Zosimus mentions that the roads
were rough, marshy, and unsuitable for the cavalry so that the Goths could not escape and were
surrounded by all the city dwellers between the Melas (Manavgat) and the Eurymedon (Képriicay) rivers.
“Zosimus (IV.30, V.15, V.16)".

22 Evidence on the construction and maintenance of Roman roads can also be found in legal texts, such
as the fifth-century Codex Theodosianus. MacKay states that the sixth century Justinianic corpus and
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buildings, and churches in Anatolia. He mentions about the roads near Nicaea (iznik),
the Dracon River (Kocacay), and Antiochia (Antakya), by reporting that a wagon-road
near the Dracon River (Kocacay) and Antiochia (Antakya) were built, which enabled
communication through the mountains and precipitous hills. The construction and
restoration activities of bridges over the Dracon (Kocacay), Siberis (Kirmir Cayi),
Pyramus (Ceyhan), Sarus (Seyhan) and Cyndus (Berdan) rivers were also completed.
Among the other works mentioned by him is the restoration of the aqueducts in
Nicaea (iznik) and of public baths in Nicaea (iznik), Nicomedeia (Izmit), and in
Cappadocia, as well as church construction and restoration in Constantinople,
Ephesus (near Selcuk), Nicaea (iznik) and also near Galatia and Cappadocia.
“Procopius (VII.V.ii.10-iii.4, VII.V.iiil7-iv.5, VII.V.v.2-8, VIL.V.v.8-14, VIIL.V.v.15-
20)”.23

Of the modern sources, the Tabula Imperii Byzantini (TIB) series is the most
significant study on Byzantine routes in Anatolia. The TIB contributes to
understanding the use of routes chronologically, which is the most important
reference to the Byzantine routes, as the routes are presented and described in
accordance with the archaeological and textual evidence. In the TIB, the Byzantine
roads and routes are dealt with in three directions, which consist of the northwest-
southeast diagonal, east-west and north-south routes in Anatolia24.

Pre-Roman Routes

There were major routes in Anatolia before the Roman period. Routes were
expanded especially during the fourteenth century BCE.25 The Hittites had developed
a road network in northern Anatolia that led from Hattusa to the western, northern
and southern coasts of Anatolia. The communication network connected the capital
of Hattusa (HattuSa/Bogazkale), founded in the Halys (Marassantiya/Kizilirmak)
basin to its hinterland; to Amisus (Samsun) in the north, Sebastia (Sivas) in the east
and Smyrna (Izmir) in the west26. Among the cities that flourished significantly in the
Hittite period and were connected via a road network are Tapigga (Masat—a military
garrison), Tahazimuna (Dazimon-near Tokat), Sapinuwa (Ortakdy-a garrison city),
Anziliya (Zela-the religious centre of the Hittites), Hanhana (a cult centre about 20
km south of Gangra (Cankiri), Arinna (Alacahoytk), Karkemis (Karkamish), Kumanni

the late 9th century Basilika contain no new laws regarding roads and postal service. In this regard, the
Theodosian Code seems to be a main source for the administrative mechanism of the Roman roads and
posts. For discussion, see MacKay, 1999, 67.

23 Further information on the later period can be found in the Chronographia of St. Theophanes
Confessor, Byzantine monk and chronicler of the eighth-ninth century.

24 The Tabula Imperii Byzantini, published by the Austrian Academy of Sciences (Osterreichische
Akademie der Wissenschaften) in Vienna is a research project on the historical geography as well as
routes (Die Strassen) of the Byzantine Empire, including all the regions of Anatolia as well as Syria. In
each volume, the archaeological evidence is combined with written sources. Of the 18-volume Tabula,
10 are about Anatolia only 7 have been published to date. The TIB is a significant source for
understanding the main arterial routes as well as the geography and climate, borders and territorial
designations, administrative and church history and monasticism, economy and demographic trends in
the Byzantine world from the beginning of the fourth to the middle of the fifteenth century CE. The
region of Cappadocia was studied by Friedrich Hild and Marcell Restle, 1981, and the routes of
Cappadocia by Friedrich Hild, 1977; Galatia and Lycaonia by Klaus Belke and Marcell Restle, 1981;
Cilicia and Isauria by Friedrich Hild and Hansgerd Hellenkemper, 1990; Phrygia and Pisidia by Klaus
Belke and Norbert Mersich, 1990; Lycia and Pamphylia by Friedrich Hild and Hansgerd Hellenkemper,
2004; Paphlagonia and Honorias by Klaus Belke, 1996, and Bithynia and Hellespont by Klaus Belke,
2020. Current sections under preparation are Western Anatolia: Lydia and Asia by Andreas Kulzer, and
Caria by Friedrich Hild and Andreas Kilzer. Work on Pontos remains in preparation.

25 Garstang, 1943, 35.

26 Delaporte, 1936, 22-30.

51



(Komana/Sar in Cappadocia), Hupisna (Cybistra near Eregli/Konya), Tuwanuwa
(Tyana/Kemerhisar), TarSa (Tarsus), Adaniya (Adana), Alalah (Tel-Atchana),
TiSmurna (Smyrna?) and Apasa (Ephesus?)27. Of these settlements, Tyana, Smyrna
and Ephesus continued to play an important role during the early Byzantine period.

Routes which led to Gordion (about 95 km southwest of Ankara), the capital
of the Phrygians, gained importance when they established their rule in central
Anatolia in the second half of the eighth century BCE.28 The main routes, which were
used for military and trade during the Phrygian period, were diverted to Gordion when
the roads leading to Hattusas lost importance. Gordion became a commercial hub
between east and Anatolia, and communication and transportation led to the capital
of the Phrygians?29. Some of the cities that had flourished or gained prominence along
this route in the same period were Tavium (Buytknefes), Ancyra (Ankara), Pessinus
(Ballihisar), Orkistus (Ortakdy), Acmonia (Ahatkdy), Satala (Sadak) and Sardis
(Sart)30, given their connection to the communication system in western and central
Anatolia.

Inland Anatolia saw the development of several kingdoms between the eighth
and sixth centuries, as well as Greek colonization. New cities were established,
particularly along the Aegean and Mediterranean coasts. The expansion of Greek
colonization in Anatolia between the ninth and sixth centuries BCE3! gave way to an
increase in both commercial activities and the networks of communication.
Connections between Greece and the coastal regions of Anatolia flourished especially
during the late seventh century BCE with many cities gaining prominence as trade
centres. The economically influential Greek settlements that are known from this
period are Smyrna (izmir), Phokaia (Foca), Miletus (Milet) and Knidos (Datca).
Maritime trade in particular increased and operated between the cities of the Aegean
coast and Athens, for which Ephesus and Byzantium served as the major market
centers32. The Greeks who had settled in the southern coastal cities such as Aspendos
(Serik/Antalya) and Side facilitated the trade between the Aegean world and the
Levant, and also Egypt in this period33. The Lycian coast and the city of Phaselis
(north of Tekirova), located on the coastal route from Corycus (Kizkale) through
Attalia (Antalya), are also known to have interacted with Athens in the fifth and fourth
centuries BCE.34

The Persian Empire, in the meantime, had completed a major road that ran to
the Aegean in the fifth century BCE. This road was called the ‘Royal Road’ as it started
in Susa (Shush) in Iran, the capital of the Empire, and went to Sardis (Sart). The
‘Royal Road’ stretched in the east-west direction and was wused for
political/administrative and commercial purposes, as Herodotus “Herodotus (5.52)”
mentionsss.

In the pre-Roman period, new roads were built, and new routes came to
prominence36. One of the major routes established in this context was the ‘Great

27 Alp, 2005, 49-51.

28 See Kaya, 2007.

29 Young, 1963, 348-364.

30 Ramsay, 1890, 29.

31 Harl, 2011, 753.

32 Reed, 2003, 21.

33 Harl, 2011, 754.

34 Ibid., 31, 69.

35 Also See Anderson, 1897, 43; Charlesworth, 1924, 78; Starr, 1963, 163-64; Winfield, 1977, 152;
Magie, 1950, 39. For the discussion of the ‘Royal Road’, see Bryer — Winfield, 1985, 20; and see French,
1998, 15-43.

36 Charlesworth, 1924, 79.
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Trade Route’. This was a southern route, and its presence is traced to the fifth century
BCE.37 It ran from the Aegean coast to the Cilician Gates and was used during the
Persian period3s. “Strabo (XIV.2.29)”. In the Hellenistic period between 300 BCE and
100 BCE, the ‘Great Trade Route’ must have been developed further and used actively
with new cities such as Laodicia (Eskihisar/Denizli), Apamia (Dinar) and Nysa
(Sultanhisar) founded along its direction by the Hellenistic Kings39. In the third
century BCE, when more new cities such as Philadelphia (Alasehir) and Philomelium
(Aksehir) were established by the kings of Pergamum (Bergama), they were made part
of this line of communication. A new route known to have been established in this
period was between Laodikeia ad Lycum (Eskihisar/Denizli) and Amisus (Samsun).
In the Hellenistic period, Smyrna (Izmir) and Ephesus became the most important
commercial centers and port cities of Anatolia and the Aegean. Some of the other
cities which emerged in this period include Cyzicus (Erdek/Kapidag Peninsula), and
Chalcedon (Kadikdy), and Heraclia Ponti (Eregli/Zonguldak), Sinope (Sinop), Amisus
(Samsun) and Trapezus (Trabzon) in the north of Anatolia. Thus, the newly
established routes mentioned above and leading from western Anatolia to the Black
Sea coasts connected Aegean and Pontus in the west-east and southwest-northeast
axes. The main northern route between Bithynia and Pontus was used by the kings
of Pontus and later by the Romans for military and administrative purposes, as
shown by Ramsay#0. In the south Perge (Aksu/Antalya), Aspendus (Serik/Antalya),
Side (Side) and Attalia (Antalya) are known as the prosperous cities*! located along
the east-west coastal route in the Hellenistic period. The main routes in the
Hellenistic period were thus the ‘Great Trade Route’ that ran between the Aegean
coast and the Cilician Gates, and the route from Pergamum (Bergama) to Thyatira
(Akhisar)+2. Some of the cities*3 that were part of the main routes in Anatolia in the
Hellenistic period continued to flourish under the Romans. A number of separately
operated routes criss-crossed Anatolia but only under the Romans was a unified
communication system established44.

Roman Routes

The basis of the Byzantine routes depends on the roads constructed in the
Roman imperial period. Therefore, understanding the Roman routes is essential to
shed light on Byzantine routes in Anatolia between the ca. fourth and seventh
centuries. Anatolia had a multitude of independently operated routes, but the
‘connected’ road system gained importance in the Roman period. The frequent
changes in the balance of power among the Anatolian Kingdoms and the absence of
a unified political media are two factors that might account for this absence*s. A

37 Ramsay, 1890, 36.

38 Also see Tozer, 1897, 305; Charlesworth, 1924, 79.

39 Ramsay, 1890, 43.

40 Ramsay, 1890, 29, 44.

41 Harl, 2011, 771.

42 Ramsay, 1890, 43-44. There was one other route from Nicomedia to Amasia, which connected
Bithynia and Pontus; however, it was no great importance in this period, Ramsay emphasizes. Ibid.

43 Cities like Laodicia (Eskihisar/Denizli), Apamia (Dinar), Antiochia (Antakya), Nysa (Sultanhisar),
Seleucia (Silifke), Philadelphia (Alagehir), Attalia (Antalya), Philomelium (Aksehir), Nicomedia (Izmir),
and Prusa ad Olympum (Bursa), founded in the Hellenistic period, must have continued to have local
importance in the Roman period. Some of them such as Nicomedia and Philadelphia became significant
as are Byzantium or Ephesus, since they were established on the main highway in the northwest-
southeast and east-west directions respectively during the Byzantine period.

44 Ibid.

45 Harl, 2011, 771.
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systematic and extensive network of communication4¢ was developed in Anatolia
when the Roman Empire expanded its territories through the main routes that
connected Europe to the Euphrates in the east and northern Africa in the south in
the late first century CE.47 By the middle of the second century CE48, the network of
roads had created the routes that were crucial to the development of administration
and policy in Byzantine Anatoliat®. The Romans maintained and further developed
the east-west routes which were in use in the third and second century BCE.5° The
Romans kept building roads and paved roads were established in the Imperial period
in Anatolias!.

Physical aspects of the Roman routes or highways, as French classifieds2, were
wider than 3.25 meters and planned for wheeled traffics3. It is known that Manius
Aquillius54 built the first Roman roads in Anatolia5s between the years 129 and 126

46 Roads were administered by the cursus publicus or demosios dromos, the organization responsible for
communication service and imperial post, and at the same time the maintenance of roads, bridges and
hostels or way stations (mansio and mutatio) along the main routes. The officials, called comes sacrarum
largitionum, and comes rei privatae, were the administrative authorities responsible for the organization
of the transportation of goods. They were given official permission to use the horses and wagons of the
postal services. Two distinct systems, cursus clabularis — the slow post and cursus velox— the fast service,
were used in terms of transportation in the Roman Empire. Belke, 2008, 302; Avramea, 2002, 58; Kolb,
2001, 95. For more information about the function of cursus publicus, see Hyland, 1990, 250-252. For
discussion on cursus publicus, see Lemcke, 2016.

47 Talbert, 2012, 235.

48 Kolb, 2019, 10; Maas — Ruths, 2012, 256.

49 The infrastructure of the Roman roads is thoroughly explained by studies devoted to the
archaeologically investigated roads, which typically involve the findings of milestones on site and road
construction technology, such as physical aspects of the road in terms of engineering. See Laurence,
1999; Casado, 2013, 69-87; Kolb, 2019.

50 The Romans defined roads in three contextual categories as public roads (viae publicae), strategic
roads (viae militares), and local roads (viae vicinales). Berechman, 2003, 459. They used the terms vicus
for flat streets, clivus for rippled roads, semita for paths, angiportus for small road or passageways found
in the cities. The term viae was used for extra-urban roads. Staccioli, 2004, 11-12. The Roman roads
consisted of paved (viae munitae) and unpaved (viae terrenae) roads, which were divided further into two
as viae silice stratae (stone roads) and viae glarea stratae (gravel roads). Tilburg, 2007, 14-15. Kulzer
describes the minor roads as follows: cattle or herd paths are known as agelodromia, paths used for
carting goods as hamaxégoi, forest roads for the transportation of wood and tree trunks as xylophorika,
narrow mule tracks for pedestrians, riding and pack animals as monopatia, partially paved mountain
passes as kleisourai. Ktuillzer, 2023, 47.

51 French suggested that the Roman roads in the Republican period were ‘unpaved’, that is, trackways.
French, 1997, 183. The roads in the Republican period are demonstrated epigraphically from Pergamum
to Laodicia and Side, from Ephesus to Pergamum and Lampsacus, from Ephesus to Sardis, and from
Ephesus to Tralles and Laodicia. French, 1997, 180. Also see Kiilzer, 2019, 152.

52 Ancient Roman roads and routes in Anatolia are classified according to their physical aspects and
named as highway, roadway, trackway, and pathway first by David French. According to French,
highways and roadways are “the built, engineered paved and maintained lines of communication”.
French, 1981, 128. A trackway, which is broad, and a pathway, which is narrow, on the other hand, are
the two “constructed but not paved and regularly maintained lines of communication”. French, 1980,
703. Based on French’s study, Klaus Belke also classifies Roman roads as such: “highways are broad
and paved for vehicles, roadways narrow and paved for pack animals, trackways broad, constructed but
not paved, pathways narrow and not paved”. Belke, 2017, 28. In light of these classifications, it is
reasonable to assume that the Roman highways in Anatolia include the Pilgrim’s Road’, the route from
Satala to Melitena, the Via Sebaste, and the route from Caesarea (Kayseri) to Melitena (Malatya) and so
on. French, 1980, 13.

53 French divided the main road into two sub-categories as such: 1) The road, with an average width of
6.50 meters in unsuitable terrain, and, narrowed to about 4.00 or 3.25 meters wide; 2) The road, with
an average width of 6.50 meters in suitable terrain, narrowed to about 4.00-4.50 or 3.25 meters wide
and without steps. For the physical aspects of a Roman road, see French, 1992, 11-13.

54 The proconsul/governor of the province of Asia. French, 1992, 6; Kulzer, 2019, 151.

55 The Romans maintained and further developed the roads on east and west which were in use in the
third and second centuries BCE.
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BCE.5¢6 By degrees, parts of Anatolia came under the rule of the Romans throughout
the first century BCE., and new roads were constructed. New routes also emerged in
all the provinces of Anatolia for commercial and military purposes in the first century
CE.57 The northern routes, running from Chalcedon to the Cilician Gates via Ancyra
or to the Euphrates via Caesarea, gained importance towards the end of the first and
beginning of the second century CE.58 Locally, new routes in the provinces of
Bithynia, Pamphylia, Lycia, Galatia, Cilicia, Cappadocia, and Pontus were
established as a result of the construction of new roadss®. The Romans prioritized
work on building or repairing roads by considering which cities and settlements held
the most military relevance. As a result, stations and garrisons were built along the
routes that made it possible for military accessibility among the cities of Anatolia®0,
which enabled the movement of both people and goods from provinces to the frontiers
and political centres6!.

The milestones found in Anatolia aid in understanding to some extent the
existence of roads region by region62. The milestones show that approximately 33 per
cent of them have been found in Cappadocia®3. Although it is challenging to assess
the development and maintenance of roads using the available data, it is to some
extent to see the road construction or maintenance. It can be suggested in light of
the recorded milestones that significant new road construction activities were
undertaken during the first century CE, excluding the Via Sebaste®*. The inscriptions
viam fecit and viam stravit carved on the milestones show that both the major roads,
such as Ephesus (near Selcuk) — Cyzicus (Erdek/Kapidag Peninsula) and Pergamum
(Bergama) — Side (Side), and the minor ones were built during this period®s. In the
light of the inscriptions, some other roads might have been built in this period which
led from Corycus (Kizkale)6¢ to Claudiopolis (Mut), from Seleucia (Silifke) to
Claudiopolis (Mut), from Miletus (near Balat) to Didyma (Didim), from Prusa ad
Olympum (Bursa) to Nicaea (iznik), from Prusa ad Olympum (Bursa) to Cyzicus
(Erdek/Kapidag Peninsula), from Nicomedia (izmit) to Neocaesaria (Niksar), from
Chalcedon (Kadikdy) to Trapezus (Trabzon), from Satala (Sadak) to Amasia (Amasya)
thence to Ancyra (Ankara), from Satala (Sadak) to Melitena (Malatya), from Caesarea
(Kayseri) to Tavium (Buyuknefes), from Sinope (Sinop) to Neocaesaria (Niksar)67, from

56 French, 1992, 6. French, 2014a, 18, explains that due to a scarcity of evidence, there are still certain
unanswered questions for all provinces, such as who built the first Roman-era paved roads — local
workers or army — how much funding came from local sources.

57 Ramsay, 1890, 47.

58 Belke, 2020b, 264.

59 French, 1992, 6. Construction of roads was quite prevalent, particularly in the first century CE.
Examples of these roads can be given as follows: Myra-Limyra, Sahin, 2014, 110, Ephesus-Lampsacus-
Cyzicus, Laodicia-Hierapolis, Miletus-Didyma. French, 2014a, 321, Tarsus-Anemurium, French,
2014c,71.

60 Pompey established stations in the valleys of Lycus (a tributary of the Maeander) and the Halys River,
and Augustus’ colonies and garrisons were located in the regions of Lycia and Isauria, thereby providing
connections also between cities and the sea. Ramsay, 1890, 45; Mitchell, 1993, 124. The west-east route
running from Constantinople to Theodosioupolis already existed in the period of Pompey, and the
colonies established along this road were Pompeiopolis, Neapolis, Magnopolis, Diospolis, and Nicopolis
through Bithynia and Pontos. Bryer — Winfield, 1985, 21.

61 Haldon, 1999, 52.

62 There are more than 1200 recorded milestones found in Anatolia, including the provinces of Asia,
Galatia, Cappadocia, Pontus-Bithynia, Lycia-Pamphylia, and Cilicia-Isauria-Lycaonia.

63 French, 2012a.

64 The Via Sebaste (6 BCE) is the first known paved main road in Anatolia. French, 1997, 183.

65 French, 1997, 181.

66 Additionally, there is evidence that the coastal road between Corycus (Kizkale) and Corasion
(Susanoglu) was expanded in 521 CE. Hild — Hellenkemper, 1990, 130.

67 French, 2014c, 71; French, 2013, 169-170; French, 2014b, 121; French, 2014a, 321-322; French,
2012b, 315.
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Cotiaeum (Kuitahya) to Philomelium (Aksehir), from Tarsus to Anemurium (Anamur)
. It seems that the complete development of the main Roman road network in Anatolia
had occurred until the fourth century CE. The pre-existing roads were also prioritized
for maintenance by the Roman emperors, and the milestones are crucial for learning
more about the restoration and repairs that took place from the first century CE all
the way up to the fourth68. Accordingly, the roads in the east-west, north-south, and
northwest-southeast directions were refurbished®?. The restoration of roads, vias
restituit, occurred along the roads from Ephesus (near Selcuk) to Cyzicus
(Erdek/Kapidag Peninsula), Mylasa (Milas) to Tralles (Aydin) and to Telmessus
(Fethiye), Pergamum (Bergama) to Sardis (Sart) and thence to (Via Sebaste)70,
Caesarea (Kayseri) to Melitena (Malatya)7!, Apameia (1 km east of Mudanya) to Nicaea
(iznik)72 in the first century CE. It seems that the restoration and renovation activities
continued in the second and third centuries as well. The roads from Mylasa (Milas)
to Telmessus (Fethiye) and to Myndus (GUmuslik) were renewed?3, and the roads
which collapsed by time between Nicomedeia (Izmit) and Neocaesarea (Niksar) were
refurbished74. The road from Xanthus (Kinik) to Cibyra (Gélhisar)7s and from Prusa
ad Olympum (Bursa) to Cyzicus (Erdek/Kapidag Peninsula)’¢ was rebuilt and
restored in the second-third centuries. The road from Chalcedon (Kadikody) to
Trapezus (Trabzon) was also refurbished at the end of the second and the beginning
of the third centuries”?. The roads between Caesarea (Kayseri) and Iconium (Konya),
Satala (Sadak) and Ancyra (Ankara), Caesarea (Kayseri) and Ancyra (Ankara), and
Caesarea (Kayseri) and Melitena (Malatya) were repaired in the third century?s. The
Via Sebaste, which was between 6 and 8 meters wide and hence suited for wheeled
traffic and the movement of goods, is an example of one of these roads and serves as
the greatest case analysis for the repair and rebuilding of Roman roads in Anatolia?.
Since they served administrative, political, economic, and religious purposes, the
roads - which were extensively built and maintained between the first and second
half of the fourth centuries - played a crucial role in the development of the Byzantine
routes in Anatolia. The Romans constructed these highways diagonally in a
northwest-southeast direction and used them throughout centuries. The route,
which was already in use in the previous centuries and known as the ‘Pilgrim’s Road’,
continued to be used in later periods as a means of connecting the capital with the
Holy Land.

Byzantine Routes: Rise to Power

The new roads constructed and refurbished or restored by the Romans
between the first and fourth century CE presumably continued to be used locally
throughout the period from the fourth to the early seventh century. It is possible to
get information about the use of the existing roads from the road-building
inscriptions carved on the milestones, which were found in all the provinces of
Anatolia. The milestones show that the roads were maintained in the provinces of

68 Belke notes that roads were renovated and repaired up to the sixth century. See Belke, 2017, 29.
69 Jbid.

70 French 2014a, 321.

71 French, 2012b, 312.

72 Belke, 2020b, 278.

73 French, 2014a, 322.

74 French, 2013, 169.

75 French, 2014b, 121.

76 French, 2013, 169.

77 French, 2013, 170.

78 French, 2014c; French, 2013; French, 2014b; French, 2014a; French, 2012b.
79 Mitchell, 2015.
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Lycia, Pamphylia, Cappadocia, and Asia8® through the fourth century, as well as the
early fifth centurysl. According to French, milestones found alongside the
roads/roadways from Bargylia (Bogazici) to Myndus (Gumuslik)s2 and from Ephesus
(near Selcuk) to Pergamum (Bergama)s3 are dated to the sixth and early seventh
centuries, respectively, and it provides evidence of continuity in their use in this
regard8+. However, it should be kept in mind that according to French’s study there
are more than a hundred multi-inscribed milestones that were found in Anatolia, and
the fourth century CE is the date assigned to the majority of the milestones with
multiple inscriptions in the regions. In this regard, an excessive number of hardly or
no visible inscriptions carved on milestones could alter the interpretation of the
Anatolian Road network to some extent.

Milestones do not provide information as to which major routes gained
prominence, and the information about the state of routes can only be found in
textual evidence in the sixth century8s. For instance, the construction of wagon roads
in Cilicia and the refurbishment of the road established between the provinces of
Bithynia and Phrygia were conducted in the sixth century as it is understood from
the account of Procopius. “Procopius (VII.V.iii.17-iv.5, VIL.V.v.2-8, VII.V.v.8-14)”. In
this century, local routes were improved by connecting them with newly built bridges
and channels, allowing for easy access to cities and settlements. Following attacks of
the Persians on the eastern frontier, the sixth century witnessed the renovation of
existing cities and construction works to strengthen their fortresses and add
significant defensive structures such as city gates and also construction of new
fortresses. Given that the state of warfare affected the use of roads and routes for
military goals, it is certain that fortress construction and maintenance was
undertaken. Therefore, a number of fortified cities, like Caesarea and Sebastia, to
which the routes connected, would ensure the security of the main roads and routes.
“Procopius (VIL.II.iv.9-17, VILIIL.iv.18-v.4, VIIL.V.iv.5-14, VII.V.iv.14-v.2)”,
“Theophanes ([AM5973, AD 480/1], [AM5974, AD 481/2], [AM5975, AD 482/3],
[AMS5976, AD483/4], [AM5997, AD504/5])”.

Major routes were frequently used in long distance travel for military, religious,
and commercial purposes, which helped the routes to develop and become more well-
known. There are no milestones or inscriptions relating to road construction after the
sixth century and maintenance mostly after the fourth century CE.8¢ Therefore, the
routes mentioned above as ‘Roman Routes’ might be explained by the administrative
and religious changes in the fourth century Anatolia. Two essential changes that
occurred in the Roman Empire can be suggested that they impacted on the situation
and the priorities of the use of routes starting from the fourth century CE. The
changes in question can be explained as:

80 For discussion on the network of communication in Western Anatolia, see Kulzer, 2018a, 83-95.

81 French, 2014a, 321-322; French, 2014b, 31-45, 46-52, 55, 58, 61-62, 64, 69-70, 72, 74-77, 78-80,
88-89, 90-93, 96-99, 121; French, 2014c, 34, 45, 53, 54-55, 56-60; French, 2013, 35-50, 79-110, 169-
170; French, 2012b, 32-77, 80-95, 99, 123-124, 127, 137, 145-147, 156, 158, 160, 163, 172-173, 175-
177, 184-185, 190, 198, 200-203, 206, 225, 231-232, 239-254, 261.

82 French, 2014a, 322.

83 Ibid.

84 Since new discoveries in the future will alter our current body of knowledge, the information gathered
from milestones and inscriptions is here taken into consideration only to a limited extent.

85 Kulzer discusses that up until the sixth century, the maintenance of roads and bridges was the
responsibility of the imperial authority when local residents were also required to perform these duties.
Due to a lack of financial resources to keep the roads in good condition, it was difficult to meet the
demands in many places. Natural disaster-related damage was no longer repaired. There was a major
reduction in the former density of accommodation and changing stations, and the distances between
stations increased while the speed of movement decreased in the sixth century. See Kulzer, 2023, 50.
86 Belke, 2008, 296. For much discussion, see Belke, 2020a, 79-83.
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1) Constantinople’s inauguration in 330 CE and the subsequent rise of the
Eastern Roman Empire8? coincided with Constantinople becoming the new capital of
the Roman Empiress.

2) Recognition of Christianity as the official religion of the Roman Empires°.

The foundation of Constantinople as the new capital of the Roman Empire
made it a centre of authority and attraction thereby associating it with all the
changing dynamics of routes in Anatolia. With the power of the empire rising and
Constantinople becoming a symbol of this authority, the routes gradually began to
serve the new capital®. The cities which were already established close to the capital
began to flourish as centres of religious, social and administrative action and
interactiond!. The cities located in the northern regions of Anatolia, such as Nicaea
(iznik) and Ancyra (Ankara), developed more intense communications with
Constantinople, and that is exactly why the diagonal routes®? that crossed central
Anatolia became more operative in the transportation of goods and people, starting
from about the fourth century onwards. This resulted in a system of roads that led
to the capital and the main communication network of the empire enabled access to
the major urban centres, which were established along the main routes between the
fourth and the early seventh century CE. The use of diagonal routes that spanned
central Anatolia as a result of the emergence of a more intense relationship with
Constantinople became more frequent in the movement of goods and people in the
fourth century. Roads, restored and refurbished up to the fourth century CE, seem
to have been used until the beginning of the seventh century with slight
modifications93. It appears that the changes in the physical size of the highways did
not modify their intended function as the Pilgrim’s Road’ gained importance and it
became the most important highway passing through the inland of Anatolia%+.

It is possible to assert that the development of Christianity and the new
administrative system went hand in hand. As described by Brown, the new official
religion spread from Anatolia to every region and gave Constantinople the title “holy
city”. The emperor soon acquired a “holy identity” and became the main strong

87 It is known that the “centralization” of the administrative structure started to rule the empire by the
early fourth century. In this century, the “self-governing classical city-state” naturally lost out to the
whole central power. For the detailed discussion on the system of imperial administration, see
Hammond, 1974, 25; Bury, 1923, 5; Koder, 1986, 157; Brown, 1971, 42; Cameron, 1993, 53-60;
Mitchell, 2015, 11.

88 The diagonal routes were those that cut Anatolia along northwest-southeast direction and connected
the capital cities (Nicomedia and then Constantinople) of the Eastern Roman Empire to the inland cities
and southern coasts of Anatolia. When Nicomedia became the capital city of Diocletian in the third
century, the route had two branches which led from Nicomedia and Claudiopolis to the Cilician Gates
through Iconium and Tyana respectively. Winfield, 1977, 152. The new and more important capital of
the empire, Constantinople, became the hub of attention along the same set of highways.

89 Frede, 2010, 53; Cameron, 1993, 7; Mitchell, 2015, 337; Haldon, 2005, 16; Elton, 2015.

20 Avramea, 2002, 74.; Kaya, 2020, 83-145; Kaya, 2019a, 259-278; for comparative discussion, see
McMahon, 2022, 284-334.

91 Ramsay, 1890, 74.

92 Belke — Mersich, 1990, 139-148; Belke — Restle, 1984, 95-100; Hild, 1977, 33-63.

93 Belke states that during the period of about three centuries — e.g. fourth, fifth and sixth centuries —
many of the roads became narrower than the standard Roman roads, reducing the amount of wheeled
traffic. Hence, the main roads or highways in Anatolia were transformed into roadways with an average
width of 3,5m. But they continued to serve for the wheeled traffic as well as oxcarts during this period.
See Belke, 2008, 298; Belke, 2017, 29; Belke, 2020a, 79-83.

94 The distance of the route between Constantinople and Antiochia, which was the last destination of
the Pilgrim’s Road’ in the lands of Anatolia, is given as approximately 754 miles, which equals to
approximately 1112 kilometers, in the Antonine Itinerary whereas in the Itinerarium Burdigalense as
763 Roman miles, which is closer to the actual distance. “Itineraria Romana 1: Itineraria Antonini
Augusti et Burdigalense (572-581)”. Most recent research paper regarding the Pilgrim’s Road’ is in
preparation by Ozgenel and Kaya. Also see Whiting, 2022, 111-137.
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supporter of religion?5. The rise of religion as a political tool in issues of urban and
public management affected the urban fate, thereby demonstrating increasing
personal influence and authority in matters concerning the functioning of cities and
settlements%. As soon as they got support from the emperor, Christian bishops
transformed into administrative officials and implementers of Christianity dominated
rule??. A phenomenon that persisted throughout the sixth century was the apparent
extensive construction of ecclesiastical infrastructure, which served as a sign of the
new religious power that was effective in administration and policy?8. By the early
fourth century, it is evident from the efforts that the emperors had previously
supported and encouraged both the construction of churches and the maintenance
of existing ones. “Eusebius (44-61.1, 44-45.1, 45.2-46)”. There was an increase in
church construction, notably in the fifth and sixth centuries?, which seemed to be a
representation of Christianity, according to archaeological studies!® and literary
evidence. “Procopius (VII.I1.ii.19-iii.5, VII.I.i.20-24, VII.L.iii.5-11, VIL.Liv.I-7, VII.I.iv.24-
29, VII.I.xi.25-11.i.3)”. As a result, pilgrimage centres emerged, and Anatolia developed
into a favoured destination for those who travelled for religious purposes along the
main roads. While the building of churches moved quickly, pilgrimage developed
rapidly in the sixth century, indicating a growing network of communication in

95 Brown, 1971, 143.

96 For detailed discussion, see Brown, 1971, 86-91; Cameron, 1993, 15-16, p. 58; Caseau, 2001, 39-52;
Rapp, 2003, 155; Maxwell, 2012, 849-850.

97 By the fourth century, Christianity was reconfirmed and strengthened the Roman supremacy as well
as the superiority of the Roman values in a new way, as Inglebert states, Inglebert, 2012, 22-23. That
Christianity became the religion of the state brought about involving the bishops in the elites in the
‘Christian Roman Empire’. Gillett states that a network of communication had developed between
emperors and bishops as well as aristocrats and monks, and this can be defined as an ecclesiastical
network of communication, along which theological ideas were exchanged, Gillett, 2012, 815-820.
Without doubt, this resulted in the development of a cultural and religious network of communication.
Mratschek discusses the topic that the bishops of Caesarea, Sasima, Podandus and Ancyra played a
role in attaining a leadership power in Central Anatolia. Regional councils, such as the councils of
Ancyra (314 CE), Neocaesaria (314 and 325 CE), Gangra (325 and 381 CE), Antiochia (341 CE), and
Laodicia (343 and 381 CE) can be given as examples for the network of communication taking place
among the bishops, who discussed issues concerning Church discipline. For much discussion, see
Mratschek, 2019, 149-155. By the fifth century, the leadership of the bishops as it is understood from
the important church councils held in Ephesus (449 CE) and Chalcedon (451 CE) where the Church
was asserted by giving it an official status and the union of the state and the bishops between Rome
and Constantinople was consolidated. It seems that not only regional but also inter-regional this type of
communication was thus officially supported, thereby making Christianity and the Christian Church
become a significant part of the culture of the Roman Empire, that is, the Byzantine Empire from now
on. For detailed information regarding religious changes and its impact on social and political life of the
empire, see Cameron, 1993, 22, 66, 79-80; Caseau, 2001, 39; Brown, 1971, 8, 143.

98 Rapp, 2003, 149.

99 Cameron, 1993, 58; Caseau, 2001, 39.

100 According to the archaeological excavations, new churches were built in Olympos, Perge, Side, and
Patara in the fifth-sixth century, Parman, 2002, 137-145. The Panagia Church and St. Mamas Church
at Caesarea of Cappadocia, the Churches of St. Plato and St. Novatians in Ancyra, the church in
Anazarbus, the church of Akéren, and the church near Flaviopolis in Cilicia, and the church built in
the Gulf of Ceramus are the examples of fifth-sixth century religious structures, Otiiken, 1983, 93;
Cooper and Decker, 2012, 30; Foss, 1977, 61; Sayar et al, 1994, 140; Elton, 2019, 96. For the
transformations of ancient Roman structures into churches in Anatolia, see Ruggieri, 1999, 225-226;
Parrish, 2018, 139; Izmirligil, 1983, 291-297; izmirligil - Giinay, 2001, 336, Kéroglu, 2016, 463-477;
Topcu, 1981, 49; Waelkens, 1990, 216; Waelkens — Hoffman, 1995, 373-419; Ladstatter, 2011, 15; idil,
1993, 117-118; idil — Kadioglu, 2005, 392-393; 1dil — Kadioglu, 2007, 647-671. For the discussion on
the transformation of building activity, which impacted on the development of routes in Byzantine
Anatolia, see Kaya, 2020, 88-116.
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religious activities!0! that provided pilgrims with local routes of travell02. And during
this time, the ‘Pilgrim's Road’ leading from Constantinople to the Cilician Gates via
Ancyra (Ankara), also known as the ‘Pilgrim's Road’ and is well-known from the
Peutinger Table and the Antonine Itinerary but more accurately from the Jerusalem
Itinerary, as well as from milestones, became the main travel route for pilgrims103.
The prominence of the ‘Pilgrim's Road’, which runs from Bordeaux to Jerusalem,
increased as a result of the two aforementioned changes. Pilgrims favoured the route
since it offered the most practical and affordable land travel option1o4.

The major cities of the Pilgrim’s Road’ and resting places, which were
constructed along it and continuously maintained during the Byzantine period, were
significantly responsible for its vitality and existence. The churches, constructed in
the fourth, fifth and sixth centuries!%s in Nicaea (iznik), Iuliopolis (near Cayirhan),
Ancyra (Ankara), Tyana (Kemerhisar) and Antiochia (Antakya), for example, were
special holy centres where travellers might worship while traveling to the Holy Lands.
It is known from the narrative sources that the Pilgrim’s Road’ was used by political
bodies as well because it led to Constantinople according to Julian’s journey to
Antiochia in 362106, The authorities and messengers began using the ‘Pilgrim’s Road’

101 Cameron, 1993, 77. Pilgrimage constituted a great major of travellers. The archaeological research
indicates that Ephesus, Euchéita, Germia, Myra were the significant pilgrimage centres in Anatolia.
Ladstatter, 2011, 15; Sewing, 2019, 79; Haldon, 2005, 95; Vardar, 2008, 460; Niewdhner, 2011, 49;
Ottiken, 1994, 370. The roads leading to these cities must have continued to be used for pilgrimage.
102 For detailed information and discussion on pilgrimage centres and pathways, see Kiilzer, 2018b,
163-166.

103 According to the milestones, the route passed through Chalcedon-Nicaea-Iuliopolis-Ancyra-Colonia
Archelais-Tyana-Via Tauri-Tarsus, and thence Antiochia. French, 2012a, 20. Milestones demonstrate
that the northern section of the Pilgrim’s Road was built as early as the first century CE and restored in
the second and third centuries CE. Belke, 2020b, 265; French, 2013, 169.

104 Ramsay, 1890, 242. The fact that stations like mutationes and mansiones enabled comfortable travel
and made the route appropriate for both state officials and private travellers in addition to the
convenience of the route. Mutationes were places to change horses and rest, Foss, no date, p. 3, and
mansiones were large rectangle building structures, located right next to highways. For detailed
information about mansio, see Mitchell, 2020, 231-248.

105 The Church of St. Sophia at Nicaea in the second half of the fifth century, Peschlow, 2017, 209; the
church of Iuliopolis in the fifth-sixth centuries, Sagir et al, 2018, 60; the Church of St. Plato at Ancyra
in the fifth century, Bennett, 2003,10; a church nearby Tyana in the fourth-sixth centuries, Rosada,
2005, 160; the Golden Octagon of Antiochia in the fourth century, Metzger, 1948, 83; were the important
church construction activities in these urban centres along the Pilgrim’s Road’. Being one of the
episcopal meeting places, Nicaea attested the continuing importance for the bishops, who discussed the
religious issues at councils, thereby providing an episcopal network of communication in this regard.
106 Belke, 2020a, 81.
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once the connection between Constantinople and the Cilician Gates was
established!97, and it was probably used until the Arab raids108.

Conclusion

Land routes in Anatolia were systematically constructed in the Roman imperial
period and more developed during the Byzantine period (Fig. 2). The Roman roads
are known from the milestones and inscriptions carved on them, which are scattered
in all the provinces of Anatolia. They were extensively built and restored between the
first and fourth centuries CE and continued to be refurbished in the fifth and sixth
centuries CE, and even in the seventh century, as demonstrated by the last
milestone, which was dated to 693 and discovered at Kazikbaglari in the province of
Asial®. By the fourth century, two major changes occurred in the Roman Empire:
first, the official religion became Christianity; second, Constantinople became the
capital of the Roman Empire. The use of roads was impacted by these administrative
and religious changes, the ‘Pilgrim’s Road’, which was used in the previous centuries,
maintained its significance and served the requirements of travellers and pilgrims
between the fourth and seventh centuries. A mutual reading of the archaeological
data and historical texts is essential to comprehend the use of the routes in Anatolia
in the Byzantine era. The textual evidence provides information about the routes used
for religious, trade or military purposes to some extent while the archaeological data
like milestones demonstrate the presence of Roman and Byzantine routes.

107 Belke, 2020a, 83. Regional routes might be significant locally. Although it is difficult to demonstrate
as to which local routes gained importance between the fourth and seventh centuries, continuity in
urbanisation and cities as nodal points established along the main land routes can shed light on their
use. In Cappadocia, the routes in northwest-southeast and east-west directions passed through the
cities of Caesarea, Sebastia and Melitena. Hild, 1977, 35. The cities in question were strengthened for
military operations, which served as military camps in the sixth century. In Cilicia and Isauria natural
roads were in use, and the region of Cilicia is known to have been a central mediator as well as a transit
region for transportation. Hild — Hellenkemper state that the route in the north-south axis, passing
through the highland along Calycadnos which is known from ancient times, was used for trade. It seems
that the coastal route between Corycus and Corasion expanded in the sixth century. Hild —
Hellenkemper, 1990, 128-129. It can be suggested that a route from Side to Seleucia Pierias also
developed in Cilicia and the north-south connections through the Taurus and anti-Taurus gained
importance locally. Hild — Hellenkemper, 1990, 130. As in Cilicia and Isauria, routes in Lycia and
Pamphylia took their forms based on the terrain. Known from the Roman period, the route from
Pergamum to Side as well as Via Sebaste continued to function but there is no evidence whether the
routes were maintained for military or commercial purposes during the period in question. Hellenkemper
— Hild, 2004, 246 mention the mountain road from Myra to Chora was passable for pack animals. In
Pontus, the main means of communication along the coast was the sea as Bryer — Winfield state, and
the rugged nature of the region made communications difficult along the coastal route. Bryer — Winfield,
1985, 41. While the routes in the coastal regions served commercial activities, those of inland regions
must have been used for military operations. The Nicaea-Ancyra-Tavium route, for example, served as
the first line of military supply of the Euphrates frontier in the Roman period. Ancyra took the key
position along this line of communication; however, there is no literary evidence about the use of the
route between the fourth and seventh centuries, Belke — Restle, 1984, 95-98. An army route in
Paphlagonia that passed through Nicomedia, Claudiopolis and Ancyra was known to have been used by
troops, including a route between Heraclia and Neoclaudiopolis, and Cratia and Ancyra, as Belke
mentions. Belke, 1996, 122. There is no textual evidence about their military or commercial uses in the
period between the fourth and seventh centuries.

108 Tt is known that in the period of Justinian I, the northern section of the road around the valley of the
Dracon River was replaced by a new route, which was suitable for wagons. Belke, 2020, 266. And
Justinian built a bridge over the Siberis Stream (Girmir Cayi). Belke — Restle, 1984, 95. Our knowledge
about the ‘Pilgrim’s Road’ after the sixth century, i.e. during the period of Arab raids, is limited.

109 French, 2014a.

61



Fig. 2. Land Routes in Anatolia
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Did the Laodiceans Drink Lukewarm Water?

A Hydrological Inquiry into the Temperature Metaphor of Revelation 3:15-16

Laodikeialilar Ilik Su mu Ictiler?
Vahiy 3:15-16'daki Sicaklik Metaforuna fliskin Hidrolojik Bir Arastirma

Mark WILSON*

Abstract

Laodicea is the last of the Seven Churches mentioned in the book of Revelation chapters 1-3. This article
examines the interpretative issues related to the well-known temperature metaphor found in chapter 3:15-
16. The mention of “hot, cold, and lukewarm” has been related to the city’s hydrological situation. First
discussed are the early travelers to the site and what they wrote about its water system. In the twentieth
century various interpretations arose that suggested its water source was inferior to others in the Lycus
valley such as at Hierapolis and Colossae. The excavation of Laodicea beginning in 2003 has revealed
much new information about the city’s hydrological situation. The proconsul’s edict about water found at
the South Nymphaeum gives further insight into the city’s hydrology. Unfortunately, none of this is being
reflected in contemporary discussions of the temperature metaphor in Revelation. After reviewing this new
data, the article concludes that the interpretation that the temperature metaphor cannot be related to
Laodicea’s hydrological situation.

Key Words: Seven Churches, Laodicea, temperature metaphor, water system, hydrology.

Oz

Laodikeia, Vahiy Kitabt’nin 1-3. béliimlerinde bahsedilen Yedi Kilise'nin sonuncusudur. Bu makale, 3:15-
16. béliimlerde bulunan meshur “sicaklik metaforu”yla ilgili yorum sorunlarnini incelemektedir. “Sicak,
soguk ve ilik” tabirlerinin kullanilmas, sehrin hidrolojik durumuyla iliskilendirilmistir. Ilk olarak, bélgeye
giden ilk gezginler ve onlann su sistemi hakkinda yazdiklar ele alinmustir. Yirminci ytizyida, kentin su
kaynaguun Hierapolis ve Kolossai gibi Lykos Vadisi’ndeki diger su kaynaklarina gére daha diistik
oldugunu éne stiren cesitli yorumlar ortaya ¢ikmustir. Laodikeia'da 2003 yilinda baslayan kazilar, kentin
hidrolojik durumu hakkinda pek cok yeni bilgiyi ortaya ¢cikarmistir. Prokonstil’tin, Giiney Nymphaeum'da
bulunan suyla ilgili fermani, sehrin hidrolojisi hakkinda daha fazla bilgi vermektedir. Ne yazik ki bunlarin
hicbiri Vahiy'deki sicaklik metaforuyla ilgili cagdas tartismalara yansitumamaktadwr. Bu yeni veriler
incelendikten  sonra makale, sicaklik metaforunun  Laodikeia'min  hidrolojik  durumuyla
iliskilendirilemeyecegi sonucuna varmaktadar.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Yedi Kilise, Laodikeia, sicaklik metaforu, su sistemi, hidroloji.

* Prof. Dr., Asia Minor Research Center, Antalya; University of South Africa; Stellenbosch University,
RSA

0000-0002-8536-2718 | markwilson@sevenchurches.org



Introduction

Laodicea is named as the last of the Seven Churches mentioned in Revelation
chapters 1-3.! This apocalyptic work is the last book in the Christian canon as well
as the final book of the New Testament. The Seven Churches are well known not only
because of their spiritual significance but are also recognized today as important
archaeological and touristic sites seen by thousands of visitors each year. Particularly
familiar is Jesus’ admonition to the Laodiceans: “I know your deeds; you are neither
cold nor hot. I wish you were either cold (ypuxpog) or hot ((eotdg). Because you are
lukewarm (xAtapog) and neither hot nor cold, I am about to spew you out of my
mouth” (Rev 3:15-16, author’s trans.). This article will discuss the temperature
metaphor beginning first with its reception history. It will then examine how material
culture was used to interpret it through the presumed hydrological situation of
Laodicea. Since 2003 a Turkish archaeological team under the direction of Prof. Dr.
Celal Simsek has been conducting archaeological excavations at the site. His
investigations have included its water system. Because little of the published data
has been translated from Turkish, this article will summarize these findings in
English. The evidence from this archaeological data will then be compared to claims
made about Laodicea’s water system in various commentaries, monographs, and
articles about Revelation 3:15-16.

Early Interpretations of the Temperature Metaphor

Laodicea’s water system has been known about since the earliest Western
travelers visited the site. When Rycaut came in 1678, he was guided to Laodicea by
following the city’s aqueduct from the south2. In 1725 Chandler stated: “It has often
been remarked, that the waters of Laodicea, though drinkable, had a petrifying
quality; and at the east end of this ruin (Roman bath) is a mass of incrustation formed
by the current, which was conveyed to it in earthen pipes”3. A century later Arundell
cited Chandler’s observation that the Meander countryside was full of inflammable
matter and abounding in hot springs bubbling to the surface that had similarly
formed the bowels of Laodicea. From such burning Arundell concludes that “to a
country such as this how awfully appropriate is the message of the Apocalypse”. He
then cites Revelation 3:15-16. When Brewer visited the site in the 1830s, he noted
that among Laodicea’s numerous remains, “one of the most striking is that of an
aqueduct...running north and south in a small plain”s (Fig. 1). He also commented
on the hot springs in Hierapolis but never linked the two water sourcess.

Hamilton visited in 1835 and mentioned seeing not only the aqueduct and the
pipes but the south water tower?’. Bellew’s commentary accompanying some of
Allom’s gravures on the Seven Churches is most descriptive. Noting the water system
with its aqueduct on arches and descending pipes, he observed: “It is evident that
hydrostatics were understood at Laodicea”. He also added that these pipes “are

1 The Greek name Aaobikela is spelled various ways in English. For this article the spelling used in all
English translations of the New Testament is followed.

2 Rycaut 1679, 60. A review of these travelers is suggestive, not inclusive.

3 Chandler 1725, 226-227.

4 Arundell 1828, 90, who quotes Chandler 1825, 286-287.

5 Barber 1851, 243. This aqueduct is depicted in his view of Laodicea on page 240. Barber’s volume is
compiled from the journals of J. Brewer.

6 Barber 1851, 259; Miller 1897, 287-291, does so similarly.

7 Hamilton 1842, 515-516.
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choked with incrustations of calcareous matter, proving to us that the water which
fed Laodicea was as strongly impregnated with lime as we find it at Hierapolis”s.

LAODICEA.

Fig. 1. Stylized Etching of the Aqueduct, 18329

Beckwith in his commentary viewed lukewarmness as the principal figure in
the temperature metaphor: “The strong figure of tepid water causing nausea is used
to open their eyes to the Lord’s abhorrence of the present attitude”10. Building on the
fact that tepid water provokes nausea, Swete writes: “There is probably an allusion
to the hot springs of Hierapolis, which in their way over the plateau become
lukewarm, and in this condition discharge themselves over the cliff right opposite to
Laodicea”!!. Ramsay noted that Laodicea’s water supply was carried via an
underground aqueduct from springs about six miles south of the city. His primary
concern was that the system was vulnerable to enemy attack and that this “must
have prevented the people from ever feeling secure when threatened with attack”:2.
Despite Ramsay’s predilection for connecting local features to the text of Revelation,
he never even mentioned the temperature metaphor in his discussion of Laodicea’s
spiritual condition. Rudwick and Green noted that for this “curiously enough,
Ramsay offers no interpretation”!3, while Wood likewise observed that “one is only
surprised that so great a traveller as Sir William Ramsay should apparently have

8 Alllom — Walsh 2006, 200. Bellew’s text was among the descriptions that accompanied seven additional
Allom gravures of the Seven Churches and appeared in the Art Journal in 1862. These were published
in my updated edition of Constantinople and the Scenery of the Seven Churches of Asia Minor.

9 Etching by Thomas Knox in MacFarlane 1832, 50.

10 Beckwith 1919, 490.

11 Swete 1911, 60.

12 Ramsay 1904, 415.

13 Rudwick — Green 1957-58, 176.
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missed the significance of the double row of stone pipes leading across the hill
towards the city”14. Perhaps this great archaeologist never missed anything and
realized that the water system was not a local reference for interpreting the
temperature metaphor. In summary, early travelers and commentators failed to make
any explicit connection between the temperature metaphor and Laodicea’s
hydrological situation.

Modern Interpretations of Laodicea’s Hydrological Situation

Rudwick and Green were the first modern commentators to connect the
metaphor of hot, cold, and lukewarm to Laodicea’s water system. Their hypothesis
was based on some observations made during a visit to Laodicea in 1957. Seeking to
apply Ramsay’s approach of identifying local references, their autopsy of Laodicea
suggested that its water system shed light on interpreting the temperature metaphor.
They observed that “Laodicea, in the absence of any permanent source of more
normal water in the area, was obliged to procure its water from these hot springs. If
this was the case, the water would have cooled slowly in stone pipes, and even after
having flowed several miles, would still be warm when it reached the city”. They
further noted that “the lukewarmness’ of the Laodicean Church is an allusion to the
unusual quality of the city’s water supply”. They next commented on the healing
properties of the thermal spring water in Hierapolis and the refreshing cool water of
Colossae. Based on these observations, they concluded: “Laodicea would have been
notorious as a city which, for all its prosperity, could provide neither the refreshment
of cold water for the weary, as, for example, its neighbour Colossae could, nor the
healing properties of hot water for the sick, as its neighbour Hierapolis could”?s.
Another visitor named Wood subsequently made three visits to Laodicea in 1958,
1959, and 1961 and concluded about Rudwick and Green: “Their thesis is
convincing”16.

Subsequent interpreters on the message to Laodicea have reflected this
interpretation in almost every discussion of the temperature metaphor since.
Significant among these was the extended discussion of Hemer who concludes about
Laodicea that “the affluent society was far from the sources of its life-giving water,
and when by its own resources it had sought to remedy the deficiency, the resulting
supply was bad, both tepid and emetic”!7. Porter, writing soon after, purported to
address the question anew. However, he largely affirmed Hemer’s perspective: “Since
the Laodiceans had no natural springs for fresh water or at least not enough for their
growing population, they likely were forced to pipe in whatever water they could. And
this water was probably transported to them lukewarm from the outset”. Porter,
nevertheless, did acknowledge that his reconstruction is speculative since “records
are unavailable for the rate of water flow through the aqueduct; the times, seasons,
or years of the aqueduct's use; or records of water rights (a place near modern Denizli
is still only a speculative source)”. He concluded his brief discussion, stating: “The
fact that the Laodiceans went to the trouble and expense of building an aqueduct to
bring in water of inferior quality on account of its unusable temperature probably
attests to their being in a worse position than surrounding cities in at least this one
respect”18,

14 Wood 1962, 263; Hemer 1986, 186, similarly calls this a “remarkable omission”.
15 Rudwick — Green 1957-58, 177.

16 Wood 1962, 268.

17 Hemer 1986, 191, with discussion on pages 186-191.

18 Porter 1987, 147, 148.
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More recent expositors continue this line of interpretation. Yamauchi was one
of the first biblical scholars to attempt to bring “light from archaeology” to bear on
interpreting the Seven Churches. He observed three things about Laodicea: 1) it had
no springs, 2) the Lycus River was not dependable, and 3) the water feeding the
aqueducts came from hot springs!?. While Yamauchi’s discussion on other sites is
useful, here it shows how advancements in archaeological knowledge date his
comments about Laodicea’s hydrological situation. Worth, after discussing how
Laodicea’s water arrived lukewarm in the city, concluded: “Hot water in Hierapolis
served a useful purpose, cold water at Colossae served a useful purpose, but
lukewarm water is completely useless”0. Weima explained as well: ‘Since one of
Laodicea’s main water supplies was a hot mineral spring some five miles away, the
water would cool as it traveled along the aqueduct and would arrive in the city no
longer hot but lukewarm”2!. Graves attempted a more in-depth look of Laodicea’s
hydrological situation. Nevertheless, he wrote that it “had a serious disadvantage: the
city lacked an adequate fresh water supply, with the Lycus river drying up in the
summer”. He then correctly mentioned that its potable water came from a source
south of the city near Denizli, but nevertheless implies that it was deficient because
“this water contained a high percentage of minerals”22.

Among this unanimous chorus of interpreters, a dissenting voice was raised
by Koester who criticized this communis opinio for interpreting the temperature
metaphor. He noted that aqueducts were used in or around all of the cities in
Revelation so Laodicea’s water supply was like these. If Laodicea’s water was
lukewarm, the same would have been true of the other Seven Churches?3. Calling the
prevailing interpretation “untenable”, Koester concluded his discussion, saying, “All
this attests to Revelation’s imagery not being connected to the quality of local water
supplies” 24. Koester’s observations about Laodicea’s hydrological situation were
prescient. Citing sources on the hydrological situation of other Asian cities, now all
dated, Koester could not include any specific data on Laodicea because excavations
there had not yet begun.

In summary, with the proliferation of commentaries and monographs on
Revelation beginning in the late 1990s, similar discussions of this metaphor are
found in each. Except for Koester, they usually summarize previous publications with
little new material introduced. And all, including my own writings on Revelation, have
failed to discuss some results of the archaeological activity that began in Laodicea in
200425, Those findings regarding Laodicea’s hydrological situation will be
summarized next.

19 Yamauchi 1980, 141.

20 Worth 1999, 216.

21 Weima, 2021, 239.

22 Graves 2017, 442-443. While he is aware of the work of Celal Simsek and his excavation team, he
fails to provide a more nuanced discussion of Laodicea’s water system.

23 Koester 2003, 411.

24 Koester 2015, 337. He offered an alternative interpretation to that of the water system. In the context
of a banquet a host might serve diners either hot or cold water or wine to drink. A strainer would be
used to chill wine with snow and a metal water heater called a miliarion to heat the water. Such water
heaters were usually found in bathhouses and not in a triclinium. This option still does not seem to
capture the right interpretation; see Koester 2015, 333-334.

25 For example, I wrote over two decades ago about the temperature metaphor: “This statement probably
refers to the city’s water supply”; see Wilson 2002, 34. See also Wilson 2018, 1895; Wilson 2020, 248-
249.
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Laodicea’s Hydrological Situation

The inaccurate speculations of earlier commentators on Revelation are
understandable because Laodicea remained unexcavated through the twentieth
century. However, in 2003 the archaeology department of Pamukkale University in
nearby Denizli started the first comprehensive excavations at Laodicea under the
direction of Prof. Dr. Celal Simsek. Since that time numerous articles and
monographs documenting their finds have been published, some on the city’s water
system. Therefore, accurate information regarding its hydrological situation is now
available, albeit mostly in Turkish. This data allows us to evaluate previous
hypotheses and to lay a scientific foundation for ongoing discussion about Laodicea’s
water system?26.

Beginning in the Hellenistic period, Baspinar (“Springhead”) became the main
source of Laodicea’s water (Fig. 2). Here underground springs beneath Mount
Salbakos (modern Babadag) were collected in a large reservoir.2? From an elevation
of 443 meters, water flowed 7.82 kilometers to the city’s south distribution terminal.

Fig. 2. Baspinar looking toward Laodicea (highlighted) and Pamukkale/Hierapolis,
courtesy of the author.

26 Laodicea’s water system was first published in a Turkish article with English summary by Simsek —
Buiytikkolanc: 2006a; for the German version see Simsek — Bliytikkolanci 2006b. This was developed in
a section called “Kentin Su Sistemi” (City’s Water System) in Simsek 2007, 73-80. An updated edition
was published in 2013 with the unchanged text on the water system on pages 63-70. However, four new
illustrations were added: figs. 54, 57, 58, 61.

27 Baspinar is no longer visible near the bakery Citir Firin amidst the modern development in the
Servergazi neighborhood of the Merkezefendi district of Denizli. The basin for water collection is located
within the military area to the north; see Simsek 2017, 8.
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In the Roman period a second source was added—the Kara Huseyin Pinari
(spring). Both lines used two thick terracotta pipes to bring water toward the city (Fig.
3)28. The two lines joined 3 kilometers south of Laodicea (Fig. 4)29.

Fig. 3. Terracotta Pipes, courtesy of the Laodicea Excavation

To cross a ravine, an aqueduct with an open channel atop was constructed.
The water then entered a depressurization and resting pool standing at 316 meters
above sea level (asl). Here a double line of travertine blocks bored with terracotta
pipes carried water across a valley descending to 261 meters asl by using a siphon
system some 800 meters long (Fig. 5). Two rows of bored blocks, each measuring
.75-.90 meters, are still visible running downhill on the west side of Eskihisar.
Noticeable inside these pipes as well as those on the water terminal is the layer of
calcareous limestone, which is typical of water in Asia Minor. Pipes that became
calcified were either replaced or bypassed to facilitate a better flow.

28 Simsek 2013, 62, Res. 51.
29 Simsek 2006a, 95, Har. 1.
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Fig. 4. Map of Laodicea’s water Fig. 5. Travertine blocks of siphon system to
system, courtesy of the Laodicea Terminal 1, courtesy of the author.
Excavation.

The siphon ended at Terminal 1 standing at 278 meters asl (Fig. 6). Water
reaching Terminal 1, approximately 7 meters tall, was initially distributed to the
stadium baths and nymphaeum, which overlooked the in-ground stadium below.
Water from Terminal 1 was then sent to Terminal 2, which was 428 meters north and
set at 291 meters asl. This terminal, whose foundation is still visible near the
excavation house, distributed water to the later Caracalla and Septimius Severus
nymphaea as well as to three nearby bathhouses. Terracotta pipes carrying this water
are still visible on the eastern edge of the north agora.
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Fig. 6. South Terminal 1, courtesy of the author.

But what about the potability of this water? Regarding Greco-Roman water
systems generally Passchier and Stirmelihindi have written: “Aqueduct sources were
selected to have year-round large quantities of good, clear water, and these usually
happen to be carbonate rich springs; cave systems in limestone give rise to very large
karst springs, which have clean water of constant composition year round”3°. The
authors note that such springs supplied the well-known aqueducts at Pont de Garde
in France as well at Aspendos in Turkey.

That the water of Laodicea was of high quality is sustained by a long inscription
regarding the safeguarding of the aqueduct from illegal tapping (Fig. 7). Found in
excavations in 2015, the edict was issued by the proconsul of Asia, Cornelius Tacitus,
and Saenius Sabinus the legate. Dating to 114 /15 CE, it is now incorporated into the
wall of the restored South Nymphaeum on Stadium Street. The inscription provides
some significant information about Laodicea’s hydrological situation. It begins by
noting that the system of this most splendid city brought “plentiful water from very
abundant sources fulfilling the need of the city, both the ones from royal grant, and
all the other from the most high antiquity, for saving (delivering?) need (of the city)”3!.
These sources were probably the springs south of the city in public areas32. By using

30 Passchief — Stirmelihindi 2019, 513.

31 Guizzi — Nocita 2022, 7, for the Greek text with translation on page 9.

32 Guizzi 2019, 153, uses the Spanish word “demanial” to describe their location which in English
means, “in the public domain”.
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the particular language, d@6ovov Hdwp ...0ayideotatwv nnydv33, Guizzi and Nocita
comment: “The Roman magistrate points to the perennial abundance of water in
Laodikeia and, above all, to the quality of water springs, confirmed by the local
authorities as well as the members of imperial dynasties”34. The royal grants refer to
the Hellenistic kingdoms who ruled before the Romans - first to the Seleucids who
founded the city in the first half of the third century CE and then to the Attalids.
Thus, both the supply and quality of Laodicea’s water was guaranteed from “most
high antiquity”. Guizzi and Nocita continue: “It is widely known that safety and
preservation of water sources elicited good interest from Greek legislators, because of
the strict connection between the qualities of the springs and the terrains in which
they were located”35. The discovery and publication of this inscription further dispels
incorrect speculation that Laodicea’s water system in the latter half of the first
century CE was insufficient or deleterious.
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Fig. 7. Proconsul’s Edict Safeguarding Laodicea’s Water System, courtesy of Celal
Simsek

The Hydrological Situation of Hierapolis and Colossae

Because Hierapolis and Colossae are often included in discussions of the
temperature metaphor, it is appropriate to summarize briefly their hydrological
situation. Excavations and surveys at these sites have similarly clarified water usage

33 Strabo (13.4.14) notes that the supply of natural water in Hierapolis was also abundant (&gp6ovov).
Similar language is found in two biblical texts: 4 Maccabees 3:10, apBdvoug éxwv minydg, “plentiful
springs”, and Wisdom 11:7, daypidég H6wp, “abundant water” (NRSVUE trans.).

34 Guizzi — Nocita 2022, 10.

35 Guizzi — Nocita 2022, 10-11.
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in these cities. Visitors to the Lycus valley even today soon notice the white calcareous
cliffs that rise to the north at Pamukkale (“cotton castle”). This natural wonder, now
a UNESCO World Heritage site, results geologically from the thermal water that has
passed over the hillside for millennia. Ancient Hierapolis is situated just above these
travertines. The close geographical situation of the three Lycus cities, which later
facilitated spiritual fellowship as well (Colossians 4:13), makes Swete’s comment
likely: “The allusion [e.g., the temperature metaphor]| is the more apposite, since the
letter for Laodicea was practically addressed to the other Churches of the Lycus
valley, to the Church of Hierapolis as well as to Laodicea and Colossae”36.

Although excavations began at Hierapolis in the 1960s, its water system has
only recently been detailed at length by Scardozzo. He writes, “The thermal springs
inside the urban area are not suitable for drinking, being characterized by high
concentrations of dissolved salts”37. Instead Hierapolis’s freshwater was supplied by
three lines using an aqueduct system similar to that of Laodicea. These lines ran from
springs 6.2 to 13.5 kilometers north, northeast, and east of the city whose elevation
was 1065 to 1085 masl. Medium-sized terracotta pipes brought water from the
northeastern and eastern aqueducts into the Castellum Aquae where water was
stored and distributed to fountains and baths in the city. This castellum is still visible
above the theater. Like the system in Laodicea, its pipes show evidence of incrustation
of calcium carbonate, something common to the water systems in western Asia
Minor3s.

The system at Colossae, where survey work began in 2021, was similar. One
source was the gushing spring called Pinarbas: (“Springhead”) and today a popular
recreation spot to cool off in the summer heat. Only 3.8 kilometers south of Colossae
at the foot of Mount Cadmus (Honaz Dagi), the water was channeled through
terracotta pipes to minimize evaporation and contamination. Since its route runs
through modern agricultural land, few blocks of the system remain. Unlike Laodicea,
a siphon system was unnecessary because of the level descending terrain. The
Cadmus River (Aksu), a branch of the Lycus, flowed through the city. Calcified
channels situated between the north bank and the necropolis indicate that its water
was used to power mills and stone-cutting equipment hydraulically. The operational
method suggests that it dates from the Roman period3.

An inscription found near modern Honaz in 2005 honors Korumbos for
repairing at his own expense the baths in Colossae, probably damaged in the
earthquake of 60 CE that also devastated Laodicea. Cadwallader writes: “the evidence
does confirm that the management of water delivery, from a spring or one of the
streams that run from Mt Cadmus, was crucial to the functioning of the city baths
and of the city. Korumbos apparently directed his attention to this part of the
hydrological infrastructure (not just the baths themselves), in what may have been a
new development in the city”#0. Again, as Koester rightly observed, the hydrological
situation of the three cities in the Lycus valley was little different from other cities in
Asia such as Ephesus, Smyrna, and Pergamum+*!. Thus, recent archaeological

36 Swete 1911, 61.

37 Scardozzi 2020, 89.

38 This description is summarized from Scardozzi 2020, 89-103. The routes of the water system are
mapped on page 90, fig. 54. Calcareous deposits in the northeastern aqueduct are shown on page 99,
fig. 66

39 Cadwallader 2015, 142. The buildup of calcification in pipes and channels is shown particularly in
plates 7.14-16. The suggested dating comes from Baris Yener, the archaeologist working at Colossae
(personal conversation 29/08/2022).

40 Cadwallader 2012, 176.

41 Koester 2003, 411. Recent discussions of the water systems at these cities are Ephesus: Wiplinger et
al. 2019a, Wiplinger 2019b; Smyrna: Ersoy — Alatepeleri 2016; Pergamum: Fahlbusch 2014.
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excavations and surveys have validated this conclusion. Each city used a system that
could include terracotta pipes, aqueducts, and siphons to bring freshwater for
drinking, cleaning, and aesthetic embellishment.

Further Speculations on Laodicea’s Hydrological Situation

Now that the scientific situation related to Laodicea’s water is known, several
further comments must be made regarding additional speculations. One involves the
presence of calcium carbonate in the water. This can be observed in the pipes of the
siphon system as well as in the terracotta pipes on the south water terminal that are
clogged with such calcium deposits, usually called calcareous sinter. However, many
water sources in Turkey contain calcium carbonate so similar calcareous-lined pipes
can be seen in Perga, Ephesus, Hierapolis, et al. In fact, “It is even possible that
sources with carbonate enriched water were preferentially used for masonry
aqueducts because minor depositions of carbonate on the aqueduct wall and floor
can heal cracks, and avoid dissolution of the waterproof opus signinum into the
aqueduct water”#2. Therefore, water with calcium carbonate should not be considered
impure or of inferior quality but rather preferred in antiquity.

Laodicea’s springs, often erroneously called “hot”, supplied water of varying
temperatures. Of course, this situation would be the same in every Greco-Roman city
with a spring-fed aqueduct system. For water in such a system is not static in its
chemical composition and temperature. As Passchief and Stirmelihindi note: “The
spring may have a variable debit, temperature and composition over the course of
one year and even if the spring water does not change much, water in the aqueduct
is gradually warmed or cooled during its descent in contact with the walls of the
aqueduct, and gradually loses carbonate that is deposited43. The external
temperature would similarly influence the temperature of the water arriving in the
city. In the winter, temperatures in the Lycus valley can drop below freezing to -10
centigrade+4; in the summer, temperatures can reach 44 centrigrade. The result is
that the water’s temperature and composition varied throughout the year.

Conclusion

Our discussion, informed by recent archaeological activity, has demonstrated
what was not regarding Laodicea’s hydrological situation. A review of these nots
reveals eight interpretative conclusions that have been offered. Again, a review of
these is suggestive and not comprehensive.

1. Hot water from the springs at Hierapolis became lukewarm as it passed over
the white travertine cliffs*s.

2. Water arriving by aqueduct from Hierapolis was either lukewarm46 or had such
a medicinal taste that the Laodiceans wanted to spit it out?”.

42 Passchief — Stirmelihindi 2019, 513. Examples in Ephesus can be seen in the twenty-one figures that
illustrate the article.

43 Passchief and Stirmelihindi 2019, 513.

44 Note that the water inscription mentions the need to heat the pipes on occasion to prevent the water
from freezing; see Guizzi 2019, 159.

45 Blaiklock 1951, 77-78.

46 Ford 1975, 418-419, suggested that because Laodicea had no natural water supply, water was “piped
from the hot springs of Hierapolis down a cliff through the Lycus”. It is now known that a lake dating to
the Roman period was situated in the Lycus valley between Laodicea and Hierapolis; see Scardozzi 2020,
24-25, 115-116, and the map on page 112, fig. 80.

47 Blount 2009, 82.
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3. The thermal water of Hierapolis had positive medicinal properties for the sick,
something Laodicea’s water did not possess*s.

4. A contrast is drawn between the hot, healing waters of Hierapolis and the cold,
refreshing pure water of Colossae*.

5. Since Laodicea lacked natural springs and the water from its nearby rivers was
not potable, the city had to bring drinking water from hot mineral springs to
the southso°.

6. The hot spring water would become lukewarm as it flowed to Laodiceas!, thus
tasting tepid and causing nausea inducing regurgitation52.

7. The presence of calcium carbonate in the pipes testifies not only to the impure
“badness” of the water but also that it was not colds3.

8. Laodicea was totally dependent on an external water supply, unlike its
neighboring cities54.

These erroneous speculations of previous interpreters who discuss the
temperature metaphor should no longer be repeated. This article has demonstrated
that none are accurate either archaeologically or geologically, so they should no
longer be promulgated in sermons, articles, and commentaries discussing Laodicea’s
hydrological situation. The use of material culture remains important for interpreting
ancient texts like the New Testament. However, current archaeological data must be
taken into account for the sake of accuracy and plausibility in such discussions.

48 Rudwick and Green 1957-58, 177.

49 Mounce 1957, 125-126.

50 Weima 2021, 262. Despite a title that might suggest an interpretation of the temperature metaphor,
“Laodicea’s ‘Lukewarm’ Legacy”, Fairchild 2017 does not discuss its hydrological situation at all.

51 Hemer 1986, 188. Rudwick and Green 1957-58, 177, suggest that “the ‘Tlukewarmness’ of the
Laodicean Church is an allusion to the unusual quality of the city’s water supply”. Their modern
illustration of villagers in Ecirli (Pamukkale) waiting for lukewarm water to cool before drinking is
corrected by Wood, who mentions the presence of a fountain that villagers used for cool, potable water.
He also corrects their claim that there were no streams flowing throughout the year near Laodicea. These
correctives are instructive showing that even personal autopsy used in interpretation may be incorrect
and require modification.

52 Mounce 1977, 125 n. 36; cf. Beale 1999, 303.

53 Hemer 189, 190. Paul 2013, 163, observes that when this lukewarm spring water came into the city,
it was “full of calcium deposits — enough to make you want to throw up if you drank it”.

54 Meinardus 1979, 128. He further notes: “Using the metaphor of water, St. John reminds the
Laodiceans that there was no compromise between absolute loyalty to Christ and participation in the
imperial cults”. How Meinardus makes the leap between water and the imperial cult is left to the
interpreter’s imagination.

84



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Allom - Walsh 2006
T. Allom — R. Walsh, Thomas Allom’s Constantinople and the Scenery of the Seven Churches of
Asia Minor, Piscataway, NJ, Ed. M. Wilson, 2006.

Barber 1851
J. W. Barber, Patmos and the Seven Churches of Asia Together with Places in the Vicinity,
Bridgeport, CT, 1851.

Beale 1999
G. K. Beale, The Book of Revelation: A Commentary on the Greek Text, Grand Rapids, MI, 1999.

Beckwith 1919.
I. T. Beckwith, The Apocalypse of John, New York, 1919.

Blaiklock 1951
E. M. Blaiklock, The Seven Churches, London, 1951

Blount 2009
B. K. Blount, Revelation: A Commentary, Louisville, 2009.

Cadwallader 2012
A. H. Cadwallader, “Honouring the Repairer of the Baths: A New Inscription from Kolossai”,
Antichthon 46,2012, 150-183.

Cadwallader 2015.
A. H. Cadwallader, Fragments of Colossae: Sifting through the Traces, Adelaide, 2015.

Chandler 1825.
R. Chandler, Travels in Asia Minor and Greece, vol. 1, Oxford, 1825.

Ersoy — Alatepeli 2016

A. Ersoy — S. Alatepeli, “Water-Related Structures of Ancient Smyrna”, De Aquaeductu atque
Aqua Urbium Lyciae Pamphyliae Pisidiae. The Legacy of Sextus Julius Frontinus, Ed. G.
Wiplinger, Leuven, 2016, 37-46.

Fahlbusch 2014
H. Fahlbusch, “The Water Supply System of Ancient Pergamon”, Pergamon, A Hellenistic
Capital in Anatolia, Ed. F. Pirson — A. Scholl, Istanbul, 2014, 246-257.

Fairchild 2017
M. R. Fairchild, “Laodicea’s “Lukewarm” Legacy: Conflicts of Prosperity in an Ancient
Christian City”, Biblical Archaeology Review 43.2, 2017, 30-39, 67-68.

Ford 1975
J. M. Ford, Revelation, Garden City, NY, 1975.

Graves 2017
D. E. Graves, Jesus Speaks to the Seven of His Churches, Toronto, 2017.

Guizzi 2019
F. Guizzi, “An Edict of a Proconsul of Asia on the Aqueduct of Laodikeai (114/115CE?)”, 15.
Yilinda Laodikeia (2003-2018), Ed. C. Simsek, Istanbul, 2019.

Guizzi — Nocita 2022.
F. Guizzi — M. Nocita, Laodikeia (Laodicea on the Lycus): Greek and Latin Inscriptions Found in
the Excavation 2003-2021, Ed. C. Simsek, Istanbul, 2022.

85



Hamilton 1842
W. J. Hamilton, Researches in Asia Minor, Pontus, and Armenia, vol. 1, London, 1842.

Hemer 1986
C. J. Hemer, Letters to the Seven Churches of Asia in their Local Setting, Sheffield, 1986.

Koester 2003
C. R. Koester, “The Message to Laodicea and the Problem of its Local Context: A Study of the
Imagery in Rev 3.14-22”, New Testament Studies 49/3, 2003, 407-424.

Koester 2015
C. R. Koester, Revelation: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, New Haven,
CT, 2015.

MacFarlane 1832
C. MacFarlane, The Seven Apocalyptic Churches, London, 1832.

Meinardus 1979
O. F. A. Meinardus, St. John of Patmos and the Seven Churches of the Apocalypse, New
Rochelle, NY, 1979.

Mounce 1977
R. H. Mounce, The Book of Revelation, Grand Rapids, MI, 1977.

Passchief — Stirmelihindi 2019
C. Passchief — Surmelihindi, “Carbonate Deposits of the Degirmendere Aqueduct”, Der
Degirmendere Aquddukt von Ephesos, vol. 2, Ed. G. Wiplinger, Leuven, 2019.

Paul 2013
I. Paul, “Preaching from the Book of Revelation”, Preaching the New Testament, Eds. 1. Paul —
D. Wenham, Downers Grove, IL, 2013.

Porter 1987
S. E. Porter, “Why the Laodiceans Received Lukewarm Water (Revelation 3:15-18),” Tyndale
Bulletin 38, 1987, 143-149.

Ramsay 1904
W. M. Ramsay, The Letters to the Seven Churches of Asia and their Place in the Plan of the
Apocalypse, London, 1904.

Rudwick — E. M. B. Green 1957-58.
M. J. S. Rudwick — E. M. B. Green, “The Laodicean Lukewarmness”, The Expository Times
69/6, 1957-58, 176-178.

Rycaut 1679
P. Rycaut, The Present State of the Greek and Armenian Churches, Anno Christi, 1678, London,
1679.

Scardozzi 2020
G. Scardozzi, The Territory of Hierapolis in Phyrgia, Istanbul, 2020.

Simsek — Bliytikkolanct 2006a
C. Simsek — M. Buyukkolanci, “Laodikeia Antik Kenti Su Kaynaklar: ve Dagitim Sistemi”,
Adalya 9, 2006, 83-103.

Simsek — Btiytikkolanci 2006b

C. Simsek — M. Buytukkolanci, “Die aqueduct und das wasserverteilungssystem von Laodikeia
ad Lycum”, Cura Aquarum In Ephesos, vol. 1, Ed. G. Wiplinger, Leuven, 2006, 137-146.

86



Simsek 2007
C. Simsek, Laodikeia (Laodicea ad Lycum), Istanbul, 2007.

Simsek 2013
C. Simsek, Laodikeia (Laodicea ad Lycum), rev. ed., Istanbul, 2013.

Simsek 2017

C. Simsek, “Urban Planning of Laodikeia on the Lykos in the Light of New Evidence”,
Landscape and History in the Lykos Valley: Laodikeia and Hierapolis in Phrygia, Eds. C.
Simsek — F. D’Andria, Newcastle upon Tyne, 2017.

Swete 1911
H. B. Swete, The Apocalypse of St. John, 3rd ed., London, 1911.

Weima 2021
J. A. D. Weima, The Sermons to the Seven Churches of Revelation, Grand Rapids, MI, 2021.

Wiplinger et al. 2019a
G. Wiplinger et al., Der Degirmendere Aquddukt von Ephesos, vols. 1 & 2, Leuven, 2019.

Wiplinger 2019b
G. Wiplinger, “De aquaeductu urbis Ephesi: Water for Roman Ephesus”, BABESH Byvanck
Lecture, Leuven, 2019, 1-35.

Wilson 2002
M. Wilson, Revelation, Grand Rapids, MI, 2002.

Wilson 2018
M. Wilson, “Revelation”, ESV Archaeology Bible, Eds. J. D. Currid — D. Chapman, Wheaton,
IL, 2018, 1883-1915.

M. Wilson 2020
M. Wilson, Biblical Turkey, rev. 4th ed., Istanbul, 2020.

Wood 1962.
P. Wood, “Local Knowledge in the Letters of the Apocalypse”, The Expository Times 73/9, 1962,
263-264.

Worth 1999.
R. Worth Jr., The Seven Cities of the Apocalypse & Greco-Asian Culture, Mahvah, NJ, 1999.

Yamauchi 1980

E. M. Yamauchi, New Testament Cities in Western Asia Minor: Light from Archaeology on Cities
of Paul and the Seven Churches of Revelation, Grand Rapids, MI, 1980.

87



AR RN R R R R E SRS E S E e e el EL




	Lycus_8.pdf
	LYCUS DERGİSİ KAPAK BASKI 8-2023 Sayı.pdf
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