ERT(IBA-AR

Turkiye Bilimler Akademisi Arkeoloji Dergisi
Turkish Academy of Sciences Journal of Archaeology

21..

ISSN: 1301-8566

ANKARA



TURKIYE BILIMLER AKADEMISI

TUBA-AR

Tarkiye Bilimler Akademisi Arkeoloji Dergisi
Turkish Academy of Sciences Journal of Archaeology

Sayi: 21
Volume: 21
2017



TUBA Arkeoloji (TUBA-AR) Dergisi
TUBA-AR uluslararasi hakemli bir
dergi olup TUBITAK ULAKBIM (SBVT)
ve Avrupa Insani Bilimler Referans
indeksi (ERIH PLUS) veritabanlarinda
taranmaktadir.

TUBA Journal of Archaeology
(TUBA-AR)

TUBA-AR is an international refereed
journal and indexed in the TUBITAK
ULAKBIM (SBVT) and The European
Reference Index for the Humanities
and the Social Sciences (ERIH PLUS)
databases.

Sahibi / Owner:

Turkiye Bilimler Akademisi adina
Prof. Dr. Ahmet Cevat ACAR
(Baskan / President)

Sorumlu Yazi igleri Miidiirii
Managing Editor
Prof. Dr. Kenan CAGAN

Basin ve Halkla iligkiler
Press & Public Relations
Asiye KOMUT

Grafik Tasarim / Graphic Design
Fatih Akin OZDEMIR

TUBA-AR iletisim Asistani
Communication Assistant
Cansu TOPRAK

Baski: Ses Reklam Paz.Tur.San.Tic.Ltd.Sti.
Tel: 0.312 21562 00

Sayi: 21/2017 (750 adet)

Basildigi Tarih: 2017

ISSN: 1301-8566

TUBA-AR Yazigma Adresi
Correspondence Address
TUBA istanbul Ofisi
iTU Magka Yerleskesi
Yabanci Diller Ytksek Okulu 34367,
Magcka-ISTANBUL
Tel: 0212 219 16 60
Faks: 0212 225 20 66
E-posta: cansu.toprak@tuba.gov.tr

Turkiye Bilimler Akademisi
Turkish Academy of Sciences
Piyade Sokak, No: 27, 06690
Cankaya- ANKARA
Tel: 0312 442 29 03
Faks: 0312 442 72 36
www.tuba.gov.tr
E-posta: tuba-ar@tuba.gov.tr

© Turkiye Bilimler Akademisi, 2017
© Turkish Academy of Sciences, 2017
(All rights reserved.)

Bu derginin tim yayin haklari saklidir.
Tanitim i¢in yapilacak kisa alintilar
disinda yayincinin yazili izni olmaksizin
higbir yolla gogaltlamaz, CD ya da
manyetik bant haline getirilemez.
(Kaynagi belirtiimemis gorseller,
makalelerin yazarlarina aittir.)

TUBA-AR YEREL VE SURELI BiR YAYINDIR

Kapak Fotografi
Insan Yiizii Betimli Comlek, Hipodrom,
Geg Kalkolitik Cag (MO 4500), Pismis Toprak
Sevket DONMEZ

TUBA-AR
TURKIYE BiLIMLER AKADEMIiSi ARKEOLOJi DERGiSi

TUBA-AR, Tiirkiye Bilimler Akademisi (TUBA) tarafindan yillik olarak yayin-
lanan uluslararasi hakemli bir dergidir. Derginin yayin politikasi, kapsam1 ve
icerigi ile ilgili kararlar, Tiirkiye Bilimler Akademisi Konseyi tarafindan belir-
lenen Yayimn Kurulu tarafindan alinir.

DERGININ KAPSAMI VE YAYIN iLKELERI

TUBA-AR dergisi ilke olarak, donem ve cografi bdlge smirlamasi olmadan
arkeoloji ve arkeoloji ile baglantili tim alanlarda yapilan yeni arastirma, yo-
rum, degerlendirme ve yontemleri kapsamaktadir. Dergi arkeoloji alaninda yeni
yapilan g¢aligmalara yer vermenin yani sira, bir bilim akademisi yaym organi
olarak, arkeoloji ile baglantili olmak kosuluyla, sosyal bilimlerin tiim uzmanlik
alanlarina agiktir; bu alanlarda gelisen yeni yorum, yaklagim, analizlere yer veren
bir forum olusturma islevini de yiiklenmistir.

Dergi, arkeoloji ile ilgili yeni acilimlar1 kapsamli olarak ele almak icin belirli
bir konuya odaklanmig yazilar1 “dosya” seklinde kapsamina alabilir; bu amagla
¢agrili yazarlarin katkisinin istenmesi ya da bu baglamda gelen istekler Yayin Ku-
rulu tarafindan degerlendirir. Kazi ve ylizey aragtirmalart da dahil olmak iizere,
yeni yorum ve agilim getirmeyen, yalnizca malzeme tanitimi igeren, 6n rapor
niteligindeki yazilar dergi kapsaminin digindadir. Kiiltiir tarihi agisindan 6énem-
li bir yenilik getiren 6nemli buluntular “haber” olarak dergiye kabul edilebilir.
Yazarlar dergiye makale gonderdiklerinde, s6z konusu yazinin daha 6nce, geviri
olarak bile bagka bir yerde yayimlanmadigini ya da yayimlanmak iizere bir bagka
dergiye gonderilmemis oldugunu kabul etmis sayilirlar.

TOBA-AR
TURKISH ACADEMY OF SCIENCES JOURNAL OF ARCHAEOLOGY

TUBA-AR is an internationally referenced journal, published annually by the
Turkish Academy of Sciences (TUBA). Decisions related to the publication pol-
icy, the coverage, and the contents of the journal are admitted by the Editorial
Board, formed by the Council of the Turkish Academy of Sciences.

COVERAGE AND PUBLICATION PRINCIPLES OF THE JOURNAL

Principally, the TUBA-AR journal covers all recent studies, comments, evalua-
tions, and methods in archaeology, and in adjacent areas related to archaeology,
without limitation to any periods or geographic regions. In addition to studies
carried out in the field of archaeology, as a publication organ of an academy of
science, the journal is open to all professional fields of the social sciences, pro-
vided that they are related to archaeology; it has also undertaken the function to
create a forum covering recent interpretations, approaches, and analyses devel-
oping in these fields.

The journal may feature writings focused on a specific subject as a “file” in order
to comprehensively cover new initiatives related to archaeology; and to this end,
the Editorial Board decides whether contributions of invited writers are required,
or evaluates any requests received in that context. Articles that do not introduce
new interpretations and initiatives, but are rather in the form of a preliminary
report containing only introductions to materials, including archaeological ex-
cavations and surface researches, are out of the scope of the journal. Important
findings introducing significant innovations in terms of the cultural history can be
accepted as pieces of “news”. When writers send articles to the journal, they are
deemed to have agreed and undertaken that the article in question has not been
published in any other journal, including its translations into any languages, and
that it has not been submitted to any other journal for publication, including its
translations.
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SUNU

1998 yilindailk sayisiyla yayin hayatina baslayan Tiirkiye
Bilimler Akademisi Arkeoloji Dergisi TUBA-AR, 20.
Yast ile birlikte yayin periyodunu degistirerek yilda iki
kez (Haziran - Aralik) yaymlanmaya baslandi. 20. Sayis1
ile Haziran dénemini, incelemekte oldugunuz 21. Sayisi
ile ise Aralik dénemini basariyla tamamlayan TUBA-
AR, yeni sistemi ile her gecen giin artan yayinlanma
talebi baskisi sonucunda yayin kurulumuza gonderilen
makalelerin zamaninda basilabilmesi i¢in O6nemli bir
hamle yapmis bulunmaktadir. Bununla birlikte akademik
siireli yayinlarin bilim diinyasindaki roliinii titizlikle
takip eden editérler kurulumuz, yeni yayin politikamizin
bu siiregle de uyumlu oldugunu gézlemlemistir.

Akademik silireli yaymn diinyasindaki yenilik ve
gelismeleri izlemek ve TUBA-AR’m yakin gelecekteki
yayin stratejilerini  belirlemek amaciyla 2-3 Kasim
2017 tarihleri arasinda ulusal ve uluslararasi indeks
kurumlar ile iliskilerimizden sorumlu editériimiiz Yrd.
Do¢.Dr. Haydar Yal¢in ile birlikte Ulusal Akademik
Yayincilik Sempozyumu’na katildim. Ulusal Akademik
Yaymecilik Sempozyumu’nda o&zellikle Dergi Park
yapist hakkinda oOnemli bilgiler verildi. Ulusal atif
dizini hazirlik ¢aligmalarinin tamamlanmakta oldugu ve
Aralik ay1 igerisinde lansmaninin yapilacagi bildirildi.
Dergilerin yayin sikliklarma, Ingilizce 6z ve anahtar
kelime wuygulamalarina dikkat etmeleri gerektigi
belirtildi. Intihal konusunun alt1 etraflica ve 6nemle
¢izildi. Hakemlik kurumunun dogru ve etik kurallar
cercevesinde yiriitiilmesi gerekliligine vurgu yapilirken,
hakem formlarinda miimkiin oldugu kadar agik uclu
sorularla kaliteyi 6lcmeye dair sorularmn yer almasi

gerektigi belirtildi. Ozellikle Web of Science indekslerine
basvuru siireci hakkinda kurumun Ispanyol temsilcisi
bilgi verdi. Onaylanmayan basvurulardan sonra ii¢ yil
boyunca yeniden basvuru yapilamayacagi, kriterlerin
saglandigindan emin olmadan basvuru yapilmamasi
gerektigi belirtildi. Makale gelis, kabul ve yayimlanma
tarihlerinin makale son kullanici kopyasma eklenmesi
genel prensip olarak kabul edildi. Makalelerin ham
verilerinin paylasilmasi konusunda dergi editorlerinin
cesaretlendirici olmasi gerektigi belirtildi. Diger yandan
acik erisim politikasinin benimsenmesi gerektigi ve bu
baglamda OpenAir ve Horizontal 2020 gibi cergeve
programlarin dnerdigi veri paylagim politikalarina uygun
bir veri politikas: belirlenmesi gerektigi aktarildi.

21. Say1 siirecinde desteklerini her zaman hissettigimiz
TUBA Baskani Prof.Dr. Ahmet Cevat Acar’a, Baskan
Danigsmani ve Danigma Kurulu {iyemiz Prof. Dr. Kenan
Cagan’a, Editor, Yaym ve Danisma kurullarindaki
degerli hocalarim ile meslektaglarima tesekkiirlerimi
sunuyorum. 21. Saymin teknik ve biirokratik islerini
basar1 ile tamamlayan Asiye Komut, Fatih Akin Ozdemir,
Cansu Toprak ve Filiz Mazlum’a ¢ok tesekkiir ederim.
Arkeolojik kazilarin sonsuza kadar devam etmesi dilegi
ile.

Prof. Dr. Sevket Donmez
TUBA-AR Yayim Kurulu Baskan



PRESENTATION

With it’s 20" volume, Turkish Academy of Sciences
Journal of Archaeology TUBA-AR, which began
it’s publication life in 1998, changed it’s publication
period (June-December) and started to be published
twice a year. TUBA-AR, which successfully concluded
it’s June period with 20" and December period with
the 21% volume that you are currently reading, had
made an important move to publish on time the ever
groving number of articles sent to our editorial board
for publishing in daily basis. Additionally our editorial
board which meticulously observes the role of the
periodicals in the scientific world, has deduced that our
new publication politics is in harmony with this process.

In order to closely observe the innovations and news
in the publication world and to decide the publication
strategies of TUBA-AR in near future I have attended
the National Academic Publication Symposium in 2-3
November 2017 with our editor, Assoc. Prof. Haydar
Yal¢in who is responsible for our communication with
the national and international index organizations. In
National Academic Publication Symposium we have
received important information especially on Dergi
Park framework. It is announced that the national
attribution index is about to be concluded and it is going
to be launched in December. It was indicated that the
journals should be careful on their periodic frequency
and the implication of their English abstracts and
keywords. The issue of plagiarisation has specifically
and thoroughly underlined. While the importance of the
correct and ethical peer review have been emphasized, it
is indicated that in peer review forms should have open-
ended questions in order to qualify the quality of the

articles. Especially the application process of the Web
of Science indexes have been detailed by the Spanish
representative of the organization. It is indicated that
there cannot be another application for three years after
a failed application, so no application should be done
without being sure that it satisfies all the criteria. As a
general principle, the inclusion of the arrival, acceptance
and publication dates of the article to the final copy
of the article is accepted. It is also indicated that the
Journal Editors should be encouraged to share the raw
data of the articles. On the other hand, the necessity of
an open access policy is underlined and in this context
the need of deciding on a data policy matching the data
sharing policies offered by framework programs such as
OpenAir and Horizontal 2020.

I would like to thank Prof. Dr. Ahmet Cevat Acar,
Chairman of Turkish Academy of Sciences and Prof. Dr.
Kenan Cagan, Chairman Advisor and the member of our
Advisory Board whose support we constantly have felt,
and the esteemed mentors and colleagues of the Editorial,
Publication and Advisory boards for their support in the
publication of the 21% Volume. I would also like to thank
Asiye Komut, Fatih Akin Ozdemir, Cansu Toprak and
Filiz Mazlum for successfully concluding the technical
and bureaucratic work on the 21% volume. With our
sincere wishes that the archaeological excavations to
continue forever.

Prof. Dr. Sevket Donmez
TUBA-AR Chairman of the Editorial Board
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NORTH OF THE CENTRAL TAURUS AND WEST
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(6™ AND 5™ MILLENNIUM BC)
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Abdullah HACAR *

Keywords: Kestel Mine, Cardacik-Karatepeler, Mahmatli-Boztepe, North of the Central Taurus, West
Cappadocia, Middle Chalcolithic Period

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kestel Madeni, Cardacik-Karatepeler, Mahmatli-Boztepe, Orta Toroslarin Kuzeyi, Bati
Kapadokya, Orta Kalkolitik Donem

ABSTRACT

When the data obtained from recent archaeological studies concerning the Middle Chalcolithic Period in west
Cappadocia are put together, the results are often illuminating. A re-evaluation of finds from Kestel Mine and the
northern Taurus survey carried out by Aslihan Yener, during the years 1987-1996, made it possible to reveal the bigger
picture. The cultural patterns of the Middle Chalcolithic Period are quite well-known not only due to Giivercinkayast
I-1I and Késk Hoyiik I but also to the layers in Canhasan I 2A/B in the Karaman district and Mersin-Yumuktepe XVI in
the Anatolian south coast. All remains that are present in the area point to a culturally and perhaps socio-politically
linked community structure which had shared certain standards in the types of settlements, styles of architecture
and pottery production. They also maintained similar storage and goods preservation practices. Contrary to earlier

* Dr., Hitit University, Department of Archacology, Ulukavak 19040- Corum, E-mail: abdullahhacar@hotmail.com
I’m particularly grateful to Professor Aslihan Yener for the many valuable comments, suggestions and for revising the English text. I
would like to also express my sincere thanks to Professor Sevil Giilgur who also made numerous valuable comments and suggestions,
as well as Professor Fikri Kulakoglu for sharing unpublished information of Kayseri Survey. Once again [ would like to acknowledge
the support of Fazli A¢ikgdz, Nigde Archaeological Museum Director and experts of Nigde Archaeological Museum.
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assumptions, the relatively contemporary material that was found in the highland regions in the north Central Taurus
indicates that the community structure during this period may have had a more complex organization pattern. The
sites of Kestel mine, and two close settlements (Cardacik-Karatepeler and Mahmatli-Boztepe) could provide evidence
for the possibility that the Middle Chalcolithic communities had a system that utilized surplus products effectively
and thus developed craft specialization.

0ZET

Bati Kapadokya’da Orta Kalkolitik Cag’a yonelik degisik uzmanlarca son yillarda yapilan arkeolojik arastirmalardan
elde edilen veriler birlestirildiginde olduk¢a ilging sonuglar ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Son olarak Aslihan Yener
baskanliginda, 1987-1996 yillarinda, bolgenin giineyinde Orta Toroslarin kuzeyindeki daghk alanlarda yapilan
yiizey arastirmasi ve Kestel maden ocagi kazisi buluntularimin tekrvar degerlendirilmesi, biiyiik resmin daha net
anlasiimasina olanak saglamisti OKC 'nin kiiltiir ozellikleri, Bati Kapadokya’da yer alan Giivercinkayas I-11, Kosk
Hoyiik I disinda, Karaman yoresindeki Canhasan I 2A/B ve giineyde Akdeniz bolgesindeki Mersin-Yumuktepe XVI.
tabakalarindan iyi bilinmektedir. Bu donemin tiim buluntulari, yerlegsim alanlarimin se¢iminde, mimari ve ¢anak
¢omlek tiretiminde belli standartlar: olan, iiriin depolamaya ve bu iiriinii korumaya énem veren, kiiltiirel ve belki de
siyasal olarak birbirine bagh bir toplumsal yapu isaret etmektedir. Orta Toroslarin kuzeyindeki daghk alanlarda
rastlanan ¢agdag malzeme ise dénemin toplumsal yapisinin tahminlerin otesinde, daha karmasik bir orgiitlenmeye
sahip olabilecegini gostermektedir. Buluntu alanlarindan biri olan Kestel maden ocag ile yakinindaki iki yerlesme,
Anadolu’nun bu bolgesinde OKC toplumlarinin arti tiriinii islevsel olarak kullandiklarinin ve buna bagh olarak da
besin tiretimi disinda uzmanlasmaya imkan saglayan bir sistemi olusturduklarinin kaniti olabilir.
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INTRODUCTION

Following a thorough re-evaluation of materials obtained
from increasing numbers of archaeological studies in
Anatolia in the last 30 years, prehistoric cultures of most
areas have gradually become more definable. One of
those areas is the western region of Cappadocia, which
covered an area of what is now Aksaray, Nevsehir and
Nigde. Little had been known about the period between
6" and 5" millennium BC in the region until 20 years
ago. Excavations at Kosk Hoyiik (Bahge, Bor-Nigde),
Tepecik Ciftlik (Ciftlik, Nigde), Glivercinkayasi (Catalsu,
Giilagag-Aksaray) and soundings at Gelveri Yiiksekkilise
(Gtizelyurt, Aksaray) shed light on the region’s history'.
Analysis of the pottery found at those excavation sites
has brought about alternative ways of thinking which
made it possible to attribute new meanings to field survey
finds as well as uncovering information concerning the
way of life during the period.

Within the scope of what recent data has shown, there
has been a re-evaluation of the Chalcolithic finds which
belonged to the field survey started in the Taurus and
the excavations at Kestel mine directed by Yener?. After
reassessments, finds from Kestel mine and the settlements
of Mahmatli-Boztepe and Cardacik-Karatepeler near the
Kestel region have been dated back to the last quarter of
6" BC and first quarter of 5" millennium BC. Those finds
are well-known from the Middle Chalcolithic levels of
Giivercinkayasi I-1I and Késk Hoytik I. The finds suggest
that early metal production in the highland regions started
during the Middle Chalcolithic Period. Furthermore, it is
possible that the as-yet little known societal structure of
the period may have been more complex than we had
assumed it to be.

The finds from Giivercinkayasi I-II and Kosk Hoytik I
with other field survey finds from the western Cappadocia
point at marked changes that took place in human
lifestyles approximately at the end of the 6™ millennium
BC. Changes in settlement choice, architecture and
pottery production, can easily be observed in most
finds. The majority of settlements, unlike the ones in
earlier or later periods, were located on a natural hill that
overlooked the landscape or on a slope?®. It can be clearly
understood from the excavations at Giivercinkayasi that
the preference of settlement choice was due to security
concerns®,

I Silistreli 1985; Bigake1 2001; Oztan 2002; Oztan/A¢ikgdz/Oz-
kan/Erek/Arbuckle 2007; Giilgur 2012.

2 Yener 1993.

3 Giilgur 1999: 199, 203; Giilgur 2012: 217-18.

Giivercinkayas: is located on a steep rock that is almost

impossible to reach from western and southern slope. The

upper and lower settlements are divided by a fortification wall

Similarities are also visible in their architecture styles.
The buildings in Giivercinkayasi and Kosk Hoyiik
have generally similar plans, they only differ in size.
Rectangular shaped buildings had a single-room with a
cellar constituted by a dividing wall at the back of the
room. There was always a domed oven and fireplace in
the main room. In some of the buildings, there was a
platform with grinding stones. The cellar and bins, which
were found in every house, were used for storing grains’.

The pottery collected both from excavations and surveys
show that the dominant ware group dated to the Middle
Chalcolithic Period was the black/dark burnished wares®.
The uniformity in architecture can better be observed in
pottery. The sherds that were found in different settlements
were quite similar concerning their production techniques
and forms. The clays generally have added minerals. In
addition to mineral temper, chopped straw and mica can
also be found in the paste. The majority of pots were
carefully burnished to have a shiny effect. The surface of
some pots were mottled. However, all the large, narrow-
neck storage pots are black on the exterior and brown or
red on the interior surface’. Those pots were probably
fired in an oxidizing environment and then their exterior
surface was carbonized with well-controlled firing.

Storage vessels and jars have an important place in shape
variations®. The pots usually have an egg-shaped body.
The storage vessels generally have a long, vertical neck
whereas jars do not have necks. Apart from these, bowls
ofall shapes and sizes are objects used on a daily basis. An
important feature of storage vessels is the naturalistic and
symbolic relief-decorated figures applied on the exterior
surface. Among these relief-decorated figures, cattle,
goats, deer, dogs and snakes are the frequently observed
ones’. The fact that the figures were applied especially on
storage vessels may well be an indicator of the changing
religious beliefs with the increasing complexity of a new
economy based on surplus production.

strengthened by two towers. Several important structures were
aligned behind the fortification wall. The lower settlement
expanded through the north and the east. For more details see:
Giilgur 2012: 218-219; Giilgur 2004: 142-144.

5 Oztan 2002: 56; Giilgur 2004: 143; Giilgur 2012: 218-19, Oztan/

Acikgodz/Arbuckle 2009: 315.

Silistreli 1991: 97; Giilgur 2004: 144-46.

Silistreli 1985: 32; Giilgur 2004: 144-45; Giilgur 2012: 221.

Giilgur 2004: 145.

Silistreli 1985: 32-33; Oztan 2002: 58; Giilgur 2004: 146; Giil-

cur 2012: 216.
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Figure 1: Map of Sites Mentioned in the Text with Inset Map of Camardi District / Makalede Sézii Gegen

Arkeolojik Alanlari Gosterir Harita

Figure 2: Kestel’s Main Gallery and Tunnels (A. Hacar) /
Kestel Ana Galerisi ve Maden Tiinelleri

THE FINDS IN THE HIGHLAND REGIONS

The field survey in the north of Central Taurus range
in the south of Nigde province in 1987-1996 along
with the Goltepe and Kestel excavations carried out by
Yener have significantly changed what we knew about
early metallurgy during Early Bronze Age in Anatolia'®.
The ceramics, which were found, feature important
information about mining practices. These data have
been re-evaluated under the light of current thinking since
2012. At the initial stages, the re-evaluation process was

10 Yener 1988: 19-28; Yener 1993: 233-246; Yener 2000: 71-128;
Willies 1991: 241-247.

limited to the examination of the pottery that belonged to
the Early Bronze Age. However, it was inevitable that the
scope of examination had to be extended once the Middle
Chalcolithic Period finds that we are familiar with from
Giivercinkayasi and Kosk Hoylik were discovered in the
same zone. The finds unearthed in the highland regions
also force us to reconsider our knowledge about the early
history of ancient Anatolia.

The sites where the finds dating back to the Middle
Chalcolithic Period brought to light are located in the
highland Camard: district in today’s Nigde province and
at an altitude between 1800 and 2000 m. One of those
sites, Kestel mine, is located in the 2km west of Celaller
village, on a steep slope!!. The other two sites, Cardacik-
Karatepeler and Mahmatli-Boztepe, are positioned on
a natural hill, in accordance with the settlement types
in the Middle Chalcolithic Period. The two settlements
surveyed by Yener in 1991 are situated 7 and 9km from
the mine in the southeast direction (Fig. 1)

Kestel mine was also discovered as a result of the same
research project directed by Yener in 1987 and soundings
were initiated immediately following the discovery in
the same year'®. The mine comprises of a gallery entered

I Kaptan 1988: 5; Yener 1988: 18-19.

12 Yener 1993: 235.

13 Kaptan 1988: 5; Yener 1988: 18-19; Yener/Ozbal/Kaptan/Pehli-
van/Goodway 1989: 201.



15

POSSIBLE LINKS BETWEEN THE HIGHLAND REGIONS NORTH OF THE CENTRAL TAURUS AND WEST CAPPADOCIA IN THE MIDDLE CHALCOLITHIC PERIOD

through a 5-8 m diameter corridor and tunnels leading to
the gallery (Fig. 2). The diameters of the tunnels can be as
small as 60 cm'. Early Bronze Age materials similar to
Goltepe were found during the intermittent excavations
done up until 1996". In addition, dark burnished pottery,
which had been dated to Late Chalcolithic Period, were
also identified'®.

POTTERY

The Middle Chalcolithic pottery from Kestel mine was
retrieved from soundings S.2, S.9 and trenches T.10,
T.12. The finds in Cardacik-Karatepeler and Mahmatli-
Boztepe sites were collected in 1991. All pottery collected
from the three sites reflect the uniformity of the period.

The sherds, similar to the ones found in the north of the
area, comprise of usually black/grey burnished pottery
(Figs. 7-9). The paste is generally medium-fine and
mineral tempered; chopped straw or mica were used as
well'”. The dark colours on the exterior surfaces were
probably achieved by deliberate blocking of oxygen
access through the later stages of firing. It is assumed
that reversing some wide and narrow-neck vessels before
firing them might have prevented their inner parts from
being affected by the reducing environment. As a result
of the process, unlike their exterior surface, the interior
surface acquired tones of light red, reddish brown and
grey (Fig. 7). Apart from the vessels of this kind, there
are also ones with dark colour or mottled examples (Figs.
8-9).

The pottery is thought to have variable firing temperatures;
particularly some of the elaborately shaped examples
are well-fired and have clinky features (Figs. 8. 2-4).
Most examples display special emphasis on burnishing
similar to the ones at Glivercinkayasi and Kosk Hoyiik'®.
Shiny burnishing was applied to the exterior and interior
surfaces of the open vessels, whereas only exterior
surfaces of the closed vessels were burnished (Figs. 7-9).

The shape variations comprise of storage vessels, jars
and bowls. However, the proportion of storage vessels is
higher just as it is the case in Giivercinkayasi and Kosk
Hoyiik. This similarity also applies to vessel shapes. The
storage vessels that were examined have a lot in common
with the ones found in Giivercinkayasi I-II and Kogk

14 Yener/Ozbal/Kaptan/Pehlivan/Goodway1989: 201.

15 Willies 1991: 242-46; Yener 2000: 87-98.

16 Kaptan 1988: 5-6; Yener/Ozbal/Kaptan/Pehlivan/Goodway
1989: 201-202, Yener 2000: 92,

17 Silistreli 1984: 84; Silistreli 1985: 32; Oztan 2002: 58-59; Giil-
cur 2004: 145-46.

18 Silistreli 1984: 84; Giilgur 2004: 145.

Hoytik 1. They usually have a conical base, egg-shaped
body and long cylindrical necks' (Figs. 5. 5-7, 6. 1, 3,
5-7,7.3-7, 9. 3, 5). The transition from the body to the
neck is sharply angular. As is known from the finds at
Giivercinkayasi, in order to give more strength the base
was thickened with a separate element of clay® (Figs. 5.
7,9.3).

All the jars are formed neckless except from one example
with a wide-neck formed by the irregular everted rim
(Figs. 5. 2, 7. 2). Other examples have a globular body
and simply rounded or slightly everted rim (Figs. 5. 1, 3).
A carinated body sherd must have belonged to a jar also
known at Giivercinkayasi?! (Fig. 5. 4).

The rim diameters of the bowls are betweenl( to 33
cm. Those bowls have a hemispherical, conical or
slightly carinated profile (Figs. 3, 4, 8. 2-6, 9. 1-2, 4).
Similar examples of the carinated bowls were found in
Giivercinkayasi??. Most of the bowls’ lips are generally
simply rounded. Apart from the simply rounded or flat
base, the bowls with omphalos or a distinctive body-
bottom transition can be seen (Figs.4. 5-8, 8. 5-6, 9.1).
Parallel forms are commonly found at Giivercinkayasi®.
One of the two-handled examples has a strap-handle
attached to the rim and extends to the middle of the body
(Fig. 4. 2). The other example has a horned-handle which
is known to have spread during this period from northern
Anatolia to Cilicia (Figs. 4. 4, 9. 2)*.

One of the characteristic features of the Middle
Chalcolithic pottery is the stylized relief-decoration
applied especially on the bodies of storage vessels.
Those fragments were found in all of the three sites. The
horn relief on a body sherd from Kestel probably formed
a stylized animal head by composing a thick vertical
or horizontal handle just like the examples found in
various contemporary sites (Figs. 6. 4, 7. 1)*. A similar
example to the ones that belong to Cardagik-Karatepeler
is also known from Giivercinkayasi. It is composed of
parallel incised stripes and regularly embossed knobs
that cover the bottom of the handle. The incised stripes
are decorated on the horizontal handle-body join (Figs.
6. 6, 7. 3). There are only two of the knobs remaining
in the sherd collected from Cardacik-Karatepeler.
An examination of the example from Giivercinkayasi

Y Giilgur 2004: 145-46, Figs. 7. 2, 8. 1, 9. 1; Cayh 2010: 146;
Oztan/A¢ikgoz 2011: 139, Fig. 2.

2 Cayli1 2010: 20, kat. 68.

21 Giilgur 2004: Fig. 5. 1.

22 Giilgur 2004: 145, Figs. 2. 4, 8, 3. 4-7.

2 Giilgur 2004: Figs. 2. 4, 7.

24 Garstang 1953: Fig. 93. 11; Kosay/Akok 1957: 14, Fig. XVIIL
2; Giilgur 2004: Fig. 4. 2.

% Giilgur 2004: Figs. 5: 1, 6. 1.
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Figure 3: Middle Chalcolithic Ceramics (1-2,5-6 from
Kestel, 3-4,7 from Cardacik-Karatepeler, 8 from Mahmatli-

Boztepe) (A. Hacar) / Orta Kalkolitik Donem Canak Cémlegi
(No:1-2,5-6 Kestel, 3-4,7 Cardacik-Karatepeler, 8§ Mahmatli-
Boztepe)
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Figure 4: Middle Chalcolithic Ceramics (1-5 from Kestel,
6 from Cardacik-Karatepeler, 7-8 from Mahmatli-Boztepe)

(A. Hacar) / Orta Kalkolitik Dénem Canak Comlegi (No: 1-5
Kestel, 6 Cardacik-Karatepeler, 7-8 Mahmatli-Boztepe)
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Figure 5: Middle Chalcolithic Ceramics (1-4 from Kestel, 5-7
from Mahmatli-Boztepe) (A. Hacar) / Orta Kalkolitik Dénem
Canak Comlegi (No: 1-4 Kestel, 5-7 Mahmatli-Boztepe)

makes it clear that the decoration belonged to a panel of
20 knobs in rows of four horizontal lines®.

Mahmatli-Boztepe offers a variety of examples that belong
to storage vessels with relief decoration of the period.
One of those sherds has relief eyebrow/horn making up a
stylized animal or human face combining with a handle,
which is commonly found in Giivercinkayasi and Kosk
Hoyitik (Figs. 6. 5, 7. 7)¥. Another commonly preferred
example, which reflects the thin parallel fluting, applied
on the intersecting parts of the body and the handles was
also discovered at Giivercinkayas: (Fig. 9. 6)?. That
pattern gives the impression of a claw tying the body
to the handle. A different piece obtained at Mahmatli-
Boztepe is known both from Giivercinkayas1 and Kosk
Hoylik. The fragment, which belongs to the upper part
of a body, has a snake figure in high relief (Figs. 6. 7, 9.
5)%. Just like the ones found in the two other settlements,

2 Cayl1 2010: kat. 68.

7 Giilgur 2004: Fig. 25; Cayli 2010: kat. 72, 82-84.

28 Giilgur 2004: Figs. 10: 5, 22; Cayli 2010: kat. 68.

2 Silistreli 1985: 32-33; Esin 1998: 98; Giilgur 2004: Figs. 11. 7,
23.
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/

Figure 6: Middle Chalcolithic Ceramics (1-4 from Kestel, 6 from
Cardacik-Karatepeler, 5, 7 from Mahmatli-Boztepe) (A. Hacar)

/ Orta Kalkolitik Donem Canak Comlegi (No: 1-4 Kestel, 6
Cardacik-Karatepeler, 5, 7 Mahmatli-Boztepe’)

the snake figure from Mahmatli-Boztepe is adorned with
impressed dots. Those dots probably represent the scales
of snakes in nature. Based upon the examples found in
Giivercinkayasi and Késk Hoyiik, one can conclude that
those dots were encrusted.

DATING

The pottery from Kestel, Cardacik-Karatepeler and
Mahmatli-Boztepe belong to a standardized ware group
in terms of their production technique, surface treatment
and forms. The ware group which is regarded as black/
dark burnished ware have been safely documented at
Kosk Hoyilik 1 and Giivercinkayasi I-II. Radiocarbon
dating revealed that the examples taken from the layers of
Giivercinkayasi date back to a period between 5210 and
4860 BC (cal. C14)*. Similarly, dates for Kosk Hoyiik
Layer I pointed at a period between 5211 and 4911 BC
(cal. C14)*".

30 Giilgur 2012: 223.
31 Oztan 2002: 56, Oztan/Acikgdz/Ozkan/Erek/Arbuckle 2007: 533.

At the same layers of Gilivercinkayas1 and Kosk Hoyiik
a few imported painted pottery known from Canhasan |
2A/B were found out during excavations*2. Despite the
fact that there have been continuous debates about the
absolute dating of the levels of Canhasan I 2A and B,
it is quite important in that it links Giivercinkayasi and
Kosk Hoyiik Middle Chalcolithic levels with Canhasan
Chalcolithic levels®.

There are striking similarities between Giivercinkayasi
I-II and Mersin Yumuktepe XVI, which date back to
5000 BC. In Layer XVI, unlike in its preceding phases,
drastic changes came into play in architecture, pottery
and other finds**. Those changes are parallel to the ones
at Giivercinkayasi. Apart from general building types,
the settlement plan consisting of an upper and lower
settlement is also similar to that of Giivercinkayasi.
Among the pottery that was obtained from Mersin
Yumuktepe, there were examples with dark burnished
which resemble the ones in the northern part of Central
Taurus range*’. Mersin level XVI came to an end
following a catastrophe like Giivercinkayasi probably at
the same period*.

The bulk of the data has shown that the black/dark
burnished pottery obtained from Kestel, Cardacik-
Karatepeler and Mahmatli-Boztepe should be dated
back to 5250-4750 BC, corresponding to the levels at
Giivercinkayasi I-11, Kosk Hoylik I and Mersin XVI.

DISCUSSION

As aresult of the re-evaluation of the finds from Kestel
Mine and the northern Taurus survey carried out by
Aslihan Yener, for the first time Middle Chalcolithic
finds are documented in this region. This significant
discovery has brought about many questions regarding
the social structures. At this point it will be more

32 Giilgur states that the painted pieces which were obtained from
Giivercinkayas: are the contemporaries of the ones in Canhasan
I level 2A (Giilgur 2012: 221; Giilgur/Endogru 2001: 50). Oztan
and Silistreli, however, associate the similar material of Kosk
Hoyiik Level I to Canhasan I level 2B (Oztan 2002: 58-59;
Silistreli 1985: 34). The radiocarbon dating from Canhasan I
level 2B suggests that the layer dates back to an earlier time
before Middle Chalcolithic Period, approximately to the first
half of 6000 BC (Thissen 2002: 303, 324, 326-327). Despite the
lack of reliable analysis, level 2A is said to be dating back to the
Middle Chalcolithic Period, according to French (French 1998:
65-69). That is why we believe that both of the settlements are
contemporaries of Canhasan 2A.

3% French 1967: 165-173, chart. 1-2; Thissen 2002: 303, 324, 326-
327.

3 Garstang 1953: 131-53; Caneva/Koroglu 2010: 37-44.

3 Garstang 1953: 143, Figs. 11, 16-17; Caneva/Koroglu 2010: 42-43.

3¢ Caneva/Koroglu 2010: 42, 44; Giilgur 2012: 222-23.
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Figure 7: Middle Chalcolithic Ceramics (1-2 from Kestel, 3 from Cardacik-Karatepeler,
4-7 from Mahmatli-Boztepe) (A. Hacar) / Orta Kalkolitik Donem Canak Cémlegi (No: 1-2

Kestel, 3 Cardacik-Karatepeler, 4-7 Mahmatli-Boztepe)

Figure 8: Middle Chalcolithic Ceramics (1-3 from Kestel, 4-6 from Mahmatli-Boztepe) (A.
Hacar) / Orta Kalkolitik Dénem Canak Cémlegi (No: 1-3 Kestel, 4-6 Mahmatli-Boztepe)

accurate to evaluate Middle Chalcolithic finds from
the northern Taurus as two separate groups: as mine
and settlement finds.

The Middle Chalcolithic finds retrieved from Kestel
mine have presumably shown that early metal
production in the region commenced in the late 6%
millennium BC onwards. However, it is not certain
whether or not Cardacik-Kartepeler and Mahmatli-

Abdullah HACAR

Boztepe were settlements
where groups of miners
settled. The fact that they
were located on a quite
mountainous area  which
was not fertile enough for
agricultural production

and the rich resources for
mining in the area makes it
possible to consider that the
place might have been used
to accommodate groups of
miners. An alternative point
of view may suggest that
the settlements belonged to
semi-nomadic communities
who were engaged in animal
husbandry. The increased
variety of dairy products in
this period may be considered
as an evidence supporting
this view?".

But here in order to discuss,
we want to accept the first
hypothesis as true, taking
the uniformity of the finds
from Cappadocia into
consideration. Nevertheless
it is still not possible to
determine whether Cardacik-
Karatepeler and Mahmatli-
Boztepe, both of which are
claimed to be the miners’
settlements, belonged to the
miners who exploited Kestel
mine. When the distance
between Kestel and the two
settlements  (approximately
7-9kms) are examined, it
seems more probable that
the groups who stayed in
those settlements continued
production in mines nearby.
Another uncertainty about
those mining communities
is that it is not clear which
mineral(s) they produced. Were attempts made to
produce other minerals apart from copper, which
was commonly found in settlements of the Middle
Chalcolithic Period? It may be possible to answer the
question once further research is done, however, there
is no definite answer for such a question for the time
being.

37 Glilgur 2012: 223.
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Figure 9: Middle Chalcolithic Ceramics (2 From Kestel, 1,4 From Cardacik-Karatepeler,
3,5-6 From Mahmatli-Boztepe) (A. Hacar) / Orta Kalkolitik Donem Canak Comlegi (No:
2 Kestel, 1,4 Cardacik-Karatepeler, 3, 5-6 Mahmatli-Boztepe)

Despite the uncertainty, the fact that the Middle
Chalcolithic finds similar to the ones that are common
to the north were obtained from Kestel mine and the
two settlements of the highlands show that specialized
mining practice had started in the area far earlier
than it was assumed. That puts us in a position to
reconsider our knowledge regarding the social life
during the Middle Chalcolithic Period in the western
part of Cappadocia and produce new hypotheses. The
main and most important of all the hypotheses is the
probability that the Middle Chalcolithic communities
in western Cappadocia managed to establish a societal
structure including craft specialization other than
agriculture.

The majority of data derived from the excavations and
field surveys dating back to the Middle Chalcolithic
Period shows that an organised community which
probably had strong socio-political links established
in the western region of Cappadocia and that a
stratified social structure was on the verge of coming
into existence®®. The settlement plans, choice of

38 Tt is uncertain as to which regions the societal organization had
managed to spread to. However, field survey done on the area
is informative. The field survey conducted by Giilgur and Yener
confirms the existence of the culture in Aksaray, Nigde and the
south of Nevsehir. In addition, in field surveys done by Kula-
koglu reveal similar pottery forms in contemporary settlements
in Kayseri (Kulakoglu, personal communication). That brings
us to the possibility that the culture we definitely know that
existed in western Cappadocia might have spread an area large

location and similarities
in architecture point at a
striking uniformity®*. The
uniformity of the period is
even more apparent in pottery
that was produced. The style
of production, forms and
decorations are so standard
that they look as if they
were produced in the same
workshop.

Apart from the finds of
architecture and  pottery,
there were few other finds,
which suggest that craft
specialization in mining had
already started in the region.
A furnace used for smelting
process, parts belonging to
multiple dimpled stones and
residuals of copper were
brought to light in a forecourt
in Kosk Hoyiik level 1. As it
is described above, the finds which were obtained from
the two places other than Cappadocia but were found
to be in relation to it were considered to be important.
One of those two sites, Canhasan I level 2B yielded a
mace head that was put into shape with a process of
annealing and hammering*'. The finds from the Cilician
site Mersin-Yumuktepe have even more importance.
An axe and needles made from copper put into shape
following a process of casting and hammering were
found in level XVI and they clearly show the level of
specialization in mining during the period*>. A copper
seal from level XVII contains significant amounts of
tin (%2.6)*.

Kestel mine, Cardacik-Karatepeler and Mahmatli-
Boztepe probably played a role in the first production
stage of early metallurgy. Although it has not
been proven yet, the finds from Kosk Hoyiikk and
MersinYumuktepe suggest that craftsmen who

enough to cover Kayseri as a province.

¥ Giilgur 1999: 199, 203; Giilgur 2012: 217-219.

4 Oztan 2002: 56-57.

4! Yalgmn 1998: 286.

42 Garstang 1953: 134-40, Figs. 80b, 85; Yalgin 2000: 114-15;
Caneva/Koéroglu 2010: 44. Those finds provide information not
only on the level of technology they had reached in mining pra-
ctices but also on the phases of mine production and circulation.
Geographically, Yumuktepe is not far away from the aforemen-
tioned region. However, as shown in Fig. 1, the archaeological
areas evaluated in the article are located on the far north edge of
the natural ways that connect Central Anatolia to Cilicia.

4 Garstang 1953: 108; Esin 1969: 97, 144.
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performed the next stages of metal technology were
in existence. The specialization of mining may have
triggered expertise in other fields*. For instance, the
uniformity of the materials mentioned in the article
and obtained from northern areas indicate a possible
specialization in the production of pottery.

The finds found in the northern part of the highlands
prove the transition to a new socioeconomic model.
The protected spacious silos that were found in
excavations at Giivercinkayasi I-1I and Késk Hoyiik
I along with the proportional majority of storage jars
can be considered as archaeological proof for our
hypotheses®.

CONCLUSIONS

It is clear that the highlands in the north Central Taurus
range connected since the Pre-Pottery Neolithic
Period*® were integrated together in a new socio-
economic structure centred in the north after the last
quarter of 6" millennium BC. For the time being, the
archaeological data is incomplete regarding the nature
of the hierarchical structure. However, the excavations
and field surveys give clues about the structure
of this organization. The data obtained point to a
societal structure where communities are culturally,
economically and politically interlinked. They also
signal relationships between neighbouring regions.
Additionally, the size of the storage units found in
Giivercinkayasi and Kosk Hoyiik refers to a society
where surplus products are used effectively. The data
regarding stages of controlling and redistribution
of goods is incomplete for the present. However, as
Giilgur points out, storage unit number 13 located in
the upper settlement of Giivercinkayas: which was
behind the fortification wall and the storage unit
number 14 which is attached to the former but larger

4 Nissen 2004: 51-52.

# Silistreli 1991: 95; Ozkan/Faydal/Oztan/Erek 2004: 196; Giil-
cur/Kiper 2008: 246-49, 251; Oztan/Acikgdz/Ozkan/Erek/Ar-
buckle 2007: 535-536; Oztan/Agikgdz 2011; 139-140; Giilgur
2012: 219-20. A study by Cayli presents some valuable informa-
tion about the structures (numbers 13 and 14) which were prote-
cted by the two-tower fortification wall of Giivercinkayasi. Du-
ring excavation, storage jars that are characteristic to the Middle
Chalcolithic period were found semi-buried and arranged in a
line in a cellar of the house 14. Initially designed as an ordinary
structure, adjacent to number 14, house 13 was turned into a
storage area by building in storage units that are attached to each
other. For further information on yearly distribution and the sto-
rage capacity of those units, see Cayli1 2010: 128-130,146-147;
Giilgur 2012: 220.

46 The trace element analysis of a copper sample from Asikli was
well-matched by Bolkardag and Bakir Cukuru in the north of the
Central Taurus range see: Esin 1999: 28-29, Yener 2000: 23.
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in size than the other units may show that the surplus
products were protected strictly by an elite class®’.

The existence of surplus products and an elite class in
Middle Chalcolithic societies have been demonstrated
by the finds obtained from the highlands. If our
interpretations are correct, we suggest that craft
specialization may have started in Anatolia in the
Middle Chalcolithic Period. Mining is one of the fields
of specialization.

This organizational pattern came to an end between
4750-4500 BC following a catastrophe that broke out
in the main layers of Glivercinkayas1 I-11, Kosk Hoyiik I
and Mersin Yumuktepe XVI*. Both the nonlocal mud-
brick architecture of Giivercinkayasi and the other
finds similar to the Late Ubaid can provide information
regarding the origin of the cultural change®.

There are few archaeological data that remain from the
cultural change that took place from 4750-4500 BC to
the end of the EB I (2800 BC) in western Cappadocia.
Although the research carried out in the nearby regions
show that mining production continued in a similar way
during the Late Chalcolithic Period and first stage of
the Early Bronze Age I, it was not done in an organised
and intensive manner®®. Besides Kestel and other find
spots in its region, Camlibel Tarlas1 and Derekiitiigiin
near Corum which dated back to the Late Chalcolithic
Period can be cited as examples®!. After examining the
finds in Camlibel Tarlasi, Schoop concluded that the
area could have been a camping site for groups who
did seasonal production in a copper mine nearby>2.
Similar conclusions can be seen in Derekiitiigiin mine
and in its vicinity, which yielded Late Chalcolithic,
finds®®. Another example in the highlands might be
Senir Sirt1 which had mining activity during the Early
Bronze Age II and III located near Hisarcik, Kayseri.
The pottery collected from that mine included pieces
which belonged to the Early Bronze Age II as well as
the Late Chalcolithic Period*.

47 Giilgur 2012: 224.

* Garstang 1953: 134; Caneva/Kéroglu 2010: 40; Oztan 2002: 56;
Giilgur 2012: 219-220.

4 Gililgur 2004: 144; Giilgur 2012: 220.

5 Contrary to Central Anatolia, there is specialized metal produ-
ction including stratified societies in southeastern Anatolia see
Yener 2000: Lehner/Yener 2014: 540.

ST Aksoy 1998; Schoop 2011; Lehner/Yener 2014: 542-544;
Yalgin/Yalgin/Maass/Ipek 2015: 148-184.

52 Schoop 2011: 142-43.

53 Yalgin/Yal¢in/Maass/Ipek 2015: 151-52.

5 Yener/Kulakoglu/Yazgan/Kontani/Hayakawa/Lehner/Dardeniz/
Oztiirk/Johnson/Kaptan/Hacar 2015: 604, Figs. 7-8.
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During the Early Bronze Age II, the growth of
interregional trade brought about an increase in wealth
and population. In this period, there is a striking
intensity in the amount of the archaeological data
obtained from all the regions in Anatolia. Both the
excavation finds and the survey finds point to cultural
zones that are usually shaped within geographical
territories®. In addition, upper-lower settlements
systems and monumental structures that once belonged
to an elite social class imply a fully stratified society.
It is therefore fair to say that those cultural zones were
the political territories managed by a certain ruling
class’.

The uniformity of pottery and architecture, divided
settlements systems that point to differences in social
classes, the efficient use of surplus and mine production
in the Central Taurus range which apparently depended
upon another structure in the western Cappadocia in the
Middle Chalcolithic Period, have a lot in common with
the societal structure of Early Bronze Age II. Without
a doubt, that system in the Middle Chalcolithic Period
might not have had a hierarchical structure that was
as institutional as it was in the Early Bronze Age II.
However, it can be concluded that primitive building
blocks of the economic and political institutions that
would shape Anatolia in the later periods began to
form during this period.

3 Bittel 1942: 187-191; French 1969: 19-55; Efe 2004: 17-21.
36 Efe 1998: 298-299, Map.1; Efe 2004: 23-24.
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OZET

Karaz Kiiltiirii Ge¢ Kalkolitik Cag ve Erken Tun¢ Cagi boyunca Transkafkasya, Azerbaycan ve Kuzeybati Iran’t da
icine alan bélgede etkili olan bir kiiltiir olmustur. Bu kiiltiir ayni zamanda Dogu Karadeniz Bélgesi nin bir béliimiiniin
iginde bulundugu Karadeniz daglarina kadar yayilim géstermistiv. Erken Transkafkasya kiiltiirii olarak tammlanan
ve terminolojisi hakkinda bir¢ok teklif yapilan Karaz Kiiltiirii, Kura-Aras Kiiltiirii olarak da isimlendirilmistir.
Suriye-Filistin’de Erken Tun¢ Cagi’ndan Orta Tun¢ Cagi’na gegis asamasinda goriilen bu kiiltiir keramiginin, bir
halk hareketi sonunda veya yabanci bir kiiltiive bagl olarak bélgeye yayildigi diistiniilmektedir. Dogu Karadeniz
Bélgesi- Giresun- Alucra simirlart igerisinde bulunan Gavur Kalesi Yerlegimi'nin Karaz Kiiltiirii Keramigi 'nin etki
alant igerisinde oldugu diigiincesindeyiz. Bolgede devam eden arkeolojik yiizey arastirmalari sonuglarimin Karaz

Kiiltiirii 'niin yayulim alant ile ilgili ilerleyen zamanlarda daha kesin sonu¢lar verecegi kanmisindayiz.
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Salih KAYMAKCI
ABSTRACT

Karaz culture was an influential culture in the region that includes Transcaucasia Azerbaijan and Northwestern of Iran
throughout the late chalcolithic and Early Bronze Ages. At the same time this culture spread to Black Sea Mountains
in which part of eastern Black Sea region is located. Karaz culture was defined as early Transcaucasia culture and
many suggestions were made about its terminology. It was also called as Kura-Aras culture. The stonewares of this
culture, which were seen in Syria-Palestine in the transition stage from Early Bronze Age to Middle Bronze Age,
were believed to spread the zone as a result of migration or a foreign culture. We are on the opinion that Gavur
Kalesi settlement which is located in eastern Black Sea region- Giresun- Alucra is in the effect zone of stoneware of
Karaz culture. We also believe that the result of ongoing Archeological surface survey in the region will reveal more
accurate results about the spread of Karaz culture in the future.
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GiRis

Dogu Karadeniz Bolgesi'nin eskicag tarihi iizerine son
yillarda yapilan arkeolojik ylizey arastirmalari sayesinde
oldukca Onemli sonuglar elde edilmisti. Bolgenin
Tarihoncesi ¢aglart Neolitik Cag ile baslamaktadir.
Fakat Neolitik merkezler bolgenin topografyasi ve yeteri
kadar arastirllmamasi gibi nedenlerle az sayidadir. Dogu
Karadeniz Bolgesi’nin tarihoncesi ¢aglar1 Kalkolitik Cag
ile baghyor diyebiliriz'.

oOnerisi ise Orta Aras Havzast ile Elazig Malatya Bolgesi’dir.
Burney kiiltiiriin ismini de “Erken Transkafkasya Kiiltiiri”
olarak sunmustur® (Harita 1).

Uzun bir zamani kapsayan Karaz Kiiltiirii'niin ¢ok genis bir
alana yayilmasi ve buna bagh olarak farkli ¢anak ¢omlek
gruplari ile benzerlik gostermesi goz 6niinde bulundurularak
Giresun’da bu kiiltiire ait Gavur Kalesi Yerlesimi bolgede
arkeolojik kazi ve ylizey arastirmalari ile tespit edilen
bulgular ile degerlendirilecektir. (Harita 1-2).

Kalkolitik Cag’in ge¢ evreleri
ile Erken Tung Cag’in (ETC)
sonuna kadar olan donemde
ortaya ¢ikan Karaz Kiiltiirii ise
Dogu Karadeniz Daglari’na
kadar etkisini stirdiirmektedir?.

Dogu Anadolu Bolgesi’nde
ETC’yi temsil eden Karaz
Kiiltiirih Giircistan, Ermenistan,
Azerbaycan, Kuzeybati Iran’1
icine alan bir bolgede varliginm
hissettiren bir kiiltiir olmustur.
Cok genis bir yayillim alanina
sahip olan Karaz Kiiltiiri’nlin
yayitlm alaninin  bu smurlar

disgmda  Dogu  Karadeniz
Bolgesi’'ne kadar etki yaptigi
yiizey arastirmalart ile tespit
edilmeye caligiimaktadir.

Karaz® olarak tanimlanan ve

terminolojisi hakkinda bir¢ok teklif yapilan kiiltiir, Kura-
Aras Kiiltiirii ve Erken Trans-Kafkasya Kiiltiirii* olarak
isimlendirilmis ve Kafkaslardaki buluntu topluluklar ile
yakin ilgisi olabilecegi diisiincesi hakim olmustur. Suriye-
Filistin’de Erken Tung Cagi’ndan Orta Tung Cagi’na gegis
agamasinda goriilen bu kiiltiir keramiginin, bir halk hareketi
sonunda veya yabanci bir kiiltiire bagli olarak bdolgeye
yayilldig1 diistiniilmektedir. M. Isikli Karaz kiiltiirliniin
Terminoloji ile paralel bir gelisim siireci izleyen ve belki de
kiiltiire doniik en hareketli tartismalarin oldugu alan “kdiltiiriin
koken topraklarina yonelik problem oldugunu belirtmistir®.

Koken topraklarina dair goriislerde agirlik, kiiltiirin Kura
ve Aras rmaklari arasinda kalan genis diiz verimli topraklart
olabilecegi yoniindedir. Kiiltiirlin sinirlari ile ilgili Burney’in

! Sagona/Sagona 2004: 147, 150-151, 154-155.

2 Pehlivan 1984: 45 vd; Unsal 2012: 320; Sagona/Sagona 2004:7,
133.

3 Wright 1937: 72.

4 Unal 2002: 159-160.

5 Isikli 2005: 124; Isikli 2011: 15, 21.

Harita 1: Erken Transkafkasya Kiiltiirii'niin Genel Yayilim Alani. Isikli 2011: 16. (M.
Isikli'nin Haritas1 Uzerinde Gavur Kalesi Yerlesmesi Konumlandirilmistir) / The Range of
Early Transcaucasian Culture- Isikl1 2011: 16. (Gavur Kalesi Positioned on M. Isikli's Map.)

KARAZ-ERKEN TRANSKAFKASYA KULTURU’NUN
OZELLIKLERI

Cografi agidan oldukga genis bir alanda yayilim gdsteren
ve MO IV. Binyil ortalarindan MO 1II. binyil ortalarina
kadar uzanan Karaz-Erken Transkafkasya Kiiltiirii’nii
olusturan alan gilinimiiz Ermenistan ve Azerbaycan
topraklar;, Kuzeybati iran topraklari, Dogu Anadolu
Bolgesi’nin biilyilik bir boliimii ile Kuzey Suriye-Levant
topraklarinin da 6nemli bir boliimiinii olugturmaktadir’.

Kiltiir, farkli tiirde el yapimi, kazima ve kabartma
bezemeli ve iyi derecede ackilamaya sahip ¢canak ¢comlek
gelenegini, yuvarlak, kare veya dikdortgen planl kerpig
veya ¢camur-dal orgili tekniginde uygulamalar bulan bir
mimari gelenegi ve zengin bezemelere sahip pismis
toprak objeleri ile ayirt edilebilmektedir®.

¢ TIsikli 2005: 129.
7 Isikli 2011: 15.
8 TIsikli 2005: 1; Isikli 2011: 11.
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Harita 2: Gavur Kalesi Yerlesimi (Giresun-Alucra) / The
Settlement of Gavur Kalesi (Giresun-Alucra)

~

- | R
Resim 1: Gavur Kalesi Yerlesimi-Karaz Keramikleri. Benzer
ornekler icin bkz. Isikl1 2011: 200 / The Settlement of Gavur
Kalesi-Samples of Karaz Pottery. For Similar Samples see
Isikl 2011: 200

Salih KAYMAKCI

Uzmanlar arasinda ¢ok az goriis birligi saglanan bu
kiiltliriin  goriis birligi saglanan 6nemli alanlarindan
birini keramik degerlendirmeleri olusturmaktadir. Karaz
Keramigi’nin en 6nemli unsuru el yapimi olmasidir’.

Kiiltiiriin yayildig1 alanlarda elde edilen keramikler de
el yapimi olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Genel olarak
tek renkli, astar ve acki kullanilarak'® yapilan Karaz
Keramigi'' siislemeleri paralel, spiral veya kesigen
cizgilerden olugmaktadir. Bu siislemeler keramigin
cegitli tiirlerinde yiv-oluk ve kabartma teknigi ile
uygulanmistir'2,

Karaz tiiri keramik ig¢in, koyu yiizli ackil
keramikler terimi de kullanilmistir. Bu isimle
adlandirilan keramiklerde iki onemli ylizey 6zelligi
mevcuttur. Bunlardan birincisi renkleridir. Koyu
ylzli ackili olanlarin renkleri koyu veya kirlidir.
Tkinci ozellikleri ise ackili olmalaridir. Agki, bu tiir
keramiklerde rastlanan hem ortak 6zellik hem de diger
keramiklerden ayirici bir 6zellik olarak kargimiza
c¢ikmaktadir. Yine bu tiir keramiklerin hamuru
genellikle kaba bir malzemeden olusmaktadir'®.

DOGU KARADENiZ BOLGESI’NDE KARAZ-ERKEN
TRANSKAFKASYA KULTURU’NUN ETKILERIi

Kuzeydogu Anadolu’da Erzurum ve ¢evresi
Karaz-Erken Transkafkasya Kiiltiirii’niin en eski
yerlesmelerinin bulundugu alandir. Bu kiiltiir bolgede
varligim1 Kalkolitik Cag’in ortalar1 ve ge¢ evresi
ile Erken Tun¢ Cag boyunca (MO 4000/3600-
1800) siirdiirmiistiir'.

MO I11. Biny1l boyunca devam eden Karaz Kiiltiirii'niin
ilk orneklerine Karaz, Pulur, Sos Hoyiik, Giizelova
ve Bayburt yakinlarindaki Biiyliktepe kazilarinda
rastlanmistir. Bu kazilar ile Karaz Kiiltiirii’niin
Kuzeydogu Anadolu’da Geg¢ Kalkolitik Cag’in Geg
Evresi’nden itibaren iskan gordiigii anlagilmistir's.

O Isikli 2011: 67-75, Res. 14.

10 En yaygin olan ve bu seramik grubu ile 6zdeslesmis olan renkler
siyah ve kirmizidir. Bunlar disinda kahverengi, gri, ve devetilyii
gibi renklerde s6z konusudur. Ozellikle seramigin dis yiizeyinde
goriilen renk alacalanmasi ve i¢-dis yiizey renklerindeki kar-
sitlik durumu onun igin karakteristik bir durumdur. Bkz. Isikli
2011: 69.

1 Ts1ikl1 2005: 161; Isikli 2011: 70, 73, Res 14, 215, Res 47.

12 Pehlivan 1990: 171; Ayrica Bkz. Unsal 2008.

13 Arsebiik 1979: 83 vd; Kosay 1984: 29-31; Pehlivan 1984: 50;
Pehlivan 1990: 170-171; Kinal 1998: 28-29, 48; Harmankaya
2002: Karaz.

4 Pehlivan 1990: 168 vd; Sagona/Kiguradze 2003.

15 UUnsal 2008.
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Cizim 1: Gavur Kalesi-Karaz Keramikleri / Gavur Kalesi- Samples of Karaz Pottery
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Kiltiir ile ilgili aragtirmalar K. Kokten ve H.Z. Kosay
tarafindan 1940’11 yillarda baglamistir'®. Kosay’in Karaz
sondajlar1 ve Pulur-Sakyol, Giizelova’daki ¢calismalar ile
bolge prehistoryasi hakkinda bilgiler agiga ¢ikarilmistir.
1990’11 yillarda Sagona tarafindan gergeklestirilen
Sos Hoyiik kazilar1 ile Karaz-Erken Transkafkasya
Kiiltiirti hakkindaki bilgilerimiz artmigtir. S. Cigdem
tarafindan 2003 yilinda baglayan ve Giimiishane’ye
bagl Kelkit ve Siran ilgelerinde yiiriitiilen aragtirmalar
sonucunda  tamami  Siran  ilgesinde  bulunan!’
ve Karaz-Erken Transkafkasya Kiiltiiri’ne ait yerlesim
birimlerinin tespiti ile kiiltiiriin yayilim alan1 Glimiishane-
Giresun daglarinin giineyinden batiya dogru ilerlemistir's.
Karaz Kiiltiiri’niin etkin oldugu Kuzeydogu Anadolu
bolgesi ve cevresinin daha ¢ok hayvancilik, tarim ve
madencilik alaninda 6nemli oldugunu bilinmektedir'
Kiiltiirti olugturan halkin otlaklarin yetersizligi nedeniyle
ve yeni yerler bulma amagl Karaz Kiiltiiri’'nii Dogu
Karadeniz Bolgesi'ne (Giresun) kadar getirmesini
Giresun ilinde Alucra ilge sinirlarinda bulunan Gavur
Kalesi Yerlesmesi ile acgiklayabiliriz. Gavur Kalesi
Yerlesimi’nin bulundugu alan gerek hayvancilik gerekse
tarim i¢in elverisli sartlarin oldugu goriilmektedir. (Res.

1, Ciz. 1)

Karaz Hoyik’te*® yapilan ilk arastirmalar ile
Gumiishane-Siran, Sivas-Merkez, Yildizeli, Giiriin,
Kangal ve Zara ilgeleri*' ile Ordu-Mesudiye’de yer alan®
birgok prehistorik hoyiikte, sadece form ve teknik
acidan Karaz Keramigi ile mukayese edilebilen keramik
parcalart Gavur Kalesi Yerlesimi’nde tespit ettigimiz
keramiklerle benzerlik gostermektedir.

Karaz? tiirii keramiklere GKC ve ETC I boyunca Dogu
Anadolu basta olmak tizere Kelkit Havzasi’nin dogusunda
Gavur Kalesi Yerlesimi’nin de icinde oldugu Giresun

16 Kokten 1944: 479 vd.

17 Karakdy Hoyiik, Ortakdy Tepesi, Telme Hoyiik, Aksaray Hoyiik
ve Siran-Alucra ilge smirindaki Arakoy/Konger Hoyiik’te S.
Cigdem tarafindan yapilan ylizey arastirmalarinda Karaz-Erken
Transkafkasya Kiiltiirii’ne ait keramik pargalari tespit edilmistir.

18 Cigdem/Ozkan/Yurttas 2004: 285-301; Cigdem/Ozkan/Yurttas/
Oztiirk 2005: 57-70; Cigdem/Ozkan/Yurttas/Oztiirk 2006: 501-
512.

19 Pehlivan 1990: 171.

2 Karaz Hoyiik buluntular1 hakkinda ayrmtili bilgi i¢in bkz.; Ko-
say 1948: 165-169; Lamb 1954: 23-28; Burney 1958: 172; Ko-
say 1974: 53; Pehlivan 1984: 12, 33-34; Kosay 1984: 7, 14-15,
28-30; Pehlivan 1990: 170-171; Kinal 1998: 28-29, 48; Sagona
2000: 331; Yakar 1985: 302; Ceylan 2001: 75-76; Harmankaya/
Erdogdu 2002; Karaz/Oztiirk 2004: 81-93.

21 Okse 1995: 317-330; Okse 1996: 205-228; Okse 1997: 375-400.

22 Ozsait 1992: 357-376; Ozsait 1993: 311-330; Ozsait 2005: 263-
276.

2 Karaz Kiltiirii’niin Dogu Anadolu’daki yayilimi igin bkz; Pehli-
van 1984: 45 vd.; Isikl1 2005: 55-73, 217 vd; Isikl1 2011; Meier/
Aksoy 2012: 258-264.

Salih KAYMAKCI

Alucra ilgesi ile Gilimiighane-Kelkit-Siran ve Kose
ilgelerinde yogun olarak rastlanmaktadir. Giimiishane
cevresinde daha Once yapilan®* aragtirmalar sonucunda
elde edilen ganak ¢omlekler GKC’ye tarihlenmistir®.

Kelkit Havzasi’nin dogu kismini olusturan Kelkit, Kose,
Siran® ve Alucra (Gavur Kalesi) ¢evresinden elde edilen
canak ¢omlek 6rnekleri, MO IV. binyilin ikinci yarisindan
itibaren Dogu Anadolu merkezli olmak iizere Trans
Kafkaslar, Kuzeybat1 Iran, Kuzey Suriye ve Filistin’e
kadar yayilan Karaz Kiiltiirii ile iliskilendirilebilir.

Giresun ve ¢evresinde ETC I ve ETC II doneminde 6nemli
yerlesmeler ile kargilagilmaktadir”’. Dogu ve Kuzeydogu
Anadolu bu ¢agda tamamen Karaz Kiiltiirii etkisi altina
girmigtir. Daha ¢ok hayvancilik ve tarim ile ugragan bu kiiltiir
sakinleri, hem hayvanlarim rahatlikla besleyebilecekleri
otlak alanlarimin bol oldugu hem de tarmma elverisli
diizliik alanlarin oldugu, su kaynaklari agisindan zengin
bolgelerde, savunma endisesi tasimayan koylerde yagamay1
tercih etmislerdir. Bu 6zellikleri barmdiran Karasu, Coruh
Havzalar1 ile Kelkit Havzasi oldukga® sik yerlesim
alanlarinin kuruldugu bolgeler olmuslardir®.

Gavur Kalesi Yerlesmesi’'nin de icinde oldugu
Kelkit Havzasi’nin dogu boliimiinin ETC’si ile ilgili
bilgiler Bayburt ve ¢evresinde yapilan arastirmalarin
sonuglar1 ile degerlendirilebilmektedir. 1. Kokten’in
Pulur Hoyiik’te (Bayburt) yaptigt kazi calismalari
sonucunda ETC ile ilgili keramik miihiirler
tammlamistir®®.  [.Kokten’in arastirmalar1 sonrasinda
bolgede arastirma yapan A. Sagona, ETC kiiltiiriiniin
yogun bir sekilde yasandigimi ortaya koymustur?!.

S. Cigdem tarafindan Kelkit, Siran ve Kose’de yapilan
ylizey arastirmalart sonucunda ETC’ye tarihlenen
yerlesmeler tespit edilmis fakat bu yerlesmelerde
bugiine kadar kazi yapilmamistir. Yapilan arastirmalarin
sonucuna gore; Karaz Kiiltiirii'niin kuzey yayilim alaninin

24 Sagona/Sagona 2004: 147, 150-151, 154-155.

% A. Sagona bolgede yaptigi ¢alismalarda Giimiishane-Kelkit’te
Han Deresi Mevkii 3, Kose de ise Kilise Tepe 1 ve Ivcikler Te-
pesi yerlesmelerinde GKC ¢anak ¢omlekleri tespit etmis ve bu
yerlesmelerde Bayburt’ta ki ¢alismalar sonucunda tespit edilen
canak ¢dmlek Srneklerine benzer, hem koyu gri hem de siyah
parlak kaplarin varlifina isaret etmistir.

% Cigdem/Ozkan/Yurttas 2004: 285-301; Cigdem/Ozkan/Yurttas/
Oztiirk 2005: 57-70; Cigdem/Ozkan/Yurttas/Oztiirk 2006: 501-
512; Cigdem vd. 2008: 185-195; Cigdem 2012: 29.

77 Kaymakg1 2017: 72-75, (Giresun-Alucra ilgesi Han Tepesi Ho-
yiik, Calgan Selale Mevki, Pasapmar Mevkii, Gavur Kalesi Yer-
lesimi)

28 Sagona/Pemberton/Mcphee 1993: 69-83; Yakar 2000: 147 vd.

¥ Cigdem 2012: 30.

30 Kokten 1944: 479 vd.

31 Sagona/Sagona 2004: 147 vd.
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Giimiishane’nin giineyine kadar ilerledigi tespit etmistir®.
S. Cigdem 2003 yilinda Alucra-Siran smirinda bulunan
Konger Hoyiik’de (Siran) yaptigr caligmalarda mat,
parlak ve kismen de Karaz tiiriine benzeyen keramikler
tespit etmigtir. Siran sinirindaki Konger Hoyiik ve Arakoy/
Konger Kaya Mezart ile Alucra-Giresun siirinda kalan
Honker/Konger Kalesi bir biitiinii olusturan pargalardir.
Daha sonraki ¢aligmalarda il¢e siirlarina yakin yerlesim
alanlarmin birlikte degerlendirilmesi bolgenin Prehistorik
kiiltirleri hakkinda daha kapsamli bilgiler verecektir®.

Giresun’da yaptigimiz arkeolojik yiizey aragtirmalarinda
tespit ettigimiz Gavur Kalesi Yerlesimi’ndeki buluntulara
gore Karaz Kiiltliri’niin yayilim alaninin kuzeybatida
Giresun- Alucra, Sivas’ta T. Okse tarafindan yapilan
aragtirmalardan elde edilen sonuglara gore Zara,
Kangal, Yildizeli ve M. Ozsait tarafindan Ordu’nun
Mesudiye ilgesinde yapilan aragtirmalardan elde
ettigimiz sonuglara gore de kiiltiir sinirmin Mesudiye’ye
kadar ulastigin1 sdyleyebiliriz. D. Meier Karaz-Erken
Transkafkasya Kiiltiirli’nilin Siran iizerinden Giresun’un
Sebinkarahisar ilgesini gegerek Sivas-Sugsehri ve
oradan da giineybatiya ilerledigini belirtmistir®.

Gavur Kalesi Yerlesimi Siran-Sebinkarahisar arasinda
yer almaktadir ve Meier’in kiiltiir i¢in ¢izmis oldugu
rotay1 destekler niteliktedir. Siran, Alucra, Sebinkarahisar
ve Susehri Siran-Kelkit havzasi i¢cinde dogal bir yol-
vadi konumundadir. Biz burada M. Ozsait’in 1990’l
yillarda Ordu-Mesudiye ilgesinde yapmis oldugu ve
sahsimin da ekip iiyesi olarak katildig1 yilizey arastirma
verilerine gore Karaz-Erken Transkafkasya Kiiltiirli’niin
Sebinkarahisar’dan®® sonra giineybatiya Susehri ilgesine
ve ayni zamanda da kuzeybatiya Mesudiye ilgesine
ilerlemis olacagi diisiincesindeyiz.

Ayrica Karaz Kiiltiirii’niin yayilim sinir1 Karaz Kiiltiirii 'nii
olusturan halkin hayvancilik ve tarim ile ugrastiklar1 goz
Oniine alinarak ¢izilmistir. Bu smirin Giresun-Alucra ve
Ordu-Mesudiye ilgesini de i¢ine alacak bi¢imde olmasi
bolge genelinde yapilan yiizey arastirmalarindan elde
edilen keramik orneklerinin Karaz Kiiltiirii ile benzerlik
gostermesi ile agiklanabilir. Yine Glimiighane il merkezi
ve kuzeyi daglik ve ormanlik bir alan1 kapsadigindan
hayvan siiriilerinin beslenmesini saglayacak otlaklardan
ve tarimsal havzalardan yoksundur. Bunun i¢in kuzeye
dogru genisleyen kiiltiir Karadeniz sahiline ilerlememis,
Gilimiishane’nin gilineyinden itibaren verimli tarim
havzalarinin oldugu bat1 bolgesine dogru yodnelmis

32 Cigdem 2012: 30.

3 Cigdem 2004: 293-294-300.

3 Meier/Aksoy 2012: 60.

35 Ozsait 1992: 357-376; Ozsait 1993: 311-330; Ozsait 2005: 263-
276; Karaduman 2015: 36, Lev. 1; s. 47, Lev. 8-9;s. 64, Lev 1;
s. 81, Lev. 1; 5. 90, Lev. 6.

Fi) AR . 1

Resim 1: Gavur Kalesi Curuf Ornekleri / Gavur Kalesi Slag
Samples

olmalidir.

Iste bu verimli havzalar iginde bulunan Gavur Kalesi
Yerlesimi Giresun iline bagli Alucra ilgesindeki Tepekoy
kdyiinlin yaklasik 8 km kuzeyinde dogal bir tepenin
gilineybat1 yamacinda, tepe noktasina yakin yerde kayalik
bir alanda bulunmaktadir. Ana kaya ile sinirlanmis
20x20 m boyutlarinda bir tepe iistii yerlesimi olan alan
kacak kazilarla tahrip edilmistir. Kagak kazidan ¢ikan
molozlarmn iginde bulunan amorf seramik pargalar1 Geg
Kalkolitik Cag-ETC (Karaz), (Res. 1) MO I1. Biny1l (OTC
ve STC ) ve zayif olarak Helenistik—Roma dénemlerine
tarihlenmiglerdir. Keramiklerin tespit edildigi alan
tepenin bati1 tarafindadir. Tepe ¢evresine hakim bir
noktadadir. Kagak kazi yapilan alanin hemen {istiinde
anakaya Tlizerinde, erken donemlerde muhtemelen
kaya alt1 sigmagi olarak kullanilmis bir kaya oygusu
gOrilmistiir.

Gavur Kalesi Yerlesimi korunakli bir bolgede ve gecis
yollart iizerindedir. Hoyiiklesmenin pek miimkiin
olmadig1 bir alanda ve yaklagik olarak 2200 m rakimda
bulunmaktadir. Giresun-Giimiighane Daglarinin
gilineybatisinda bulunan yerlesim ayni zamanda gegit
olarak varlik gostermesi, bize bu gegidin bu donemlerde
de Dbolgeler arasindaki wulagimda kullanildigim
disiindiirmektedir.
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DEGERLENDIRME

Gavur Kalesi Yerlesmesi Karaz-Erken Transkafkasya
Kiltiiri’'niin  Dogu Karadeniz’deki yayilim alaninin
siirlar agisindan oldukga énemli bir yerlesim alanidir.
Daha onceki ¢alismalar ile kiiltiiriin yayilim alani
Glimiighane iline bagh Kelkit ve daha batida bulunan
Siran ilgesi ile Sivas’in Yildizeli, Zara, Kangal il¢elerine
kadar gelmistir. Yaptigimiz arkeolojik yiizey aragtirmalari
sonucunda ise kiiltlirlin bahsedilen gilizergahin batiya
dogruilerlemesi olarak sdyleyebiliriz. Kiiltlir Giimiishane
ilinin Siran ilgesi smirlarindan Giresun ilinin Alucra
ilgesi sinirlarina kadar devam etmektedir. Alucra’daki
bu sinir1 Gavur Kalesi Yerlesmesi ile tespit etmekteyiz.
Calisma alanimizin ¢evresinde daha dnce yapilmis yiizey
arastirmalar1 sonuglarina daha kapsamli baktigimizda
M. Ozsait tarafindan yapilan Ordu-Mesudiye yiizey
arastirmalarinda elde edilen keramik Orneklerinin de
Karaz kiiltiirii ile baglantili oldugu diisiincesindeyiz.

Gavur Kalesi Yerlesimi’nin hemen karsisinda keramik
yapimi ve madencilikle ilgili at6lyelerin cliruf artiklari da
tespit edilmistir. (Res. 2) Ozellikle Alucra’ya yakin Siran
bolgesindeki hoyiik yerlesimlerinin konumlart maden
rezervleri ile iligkili gibi goriinmektedir. Gavur Kalesi
Yerlesimi’'nin, MTA'nin yaymladigi maden haritasinda
yer alan bakir, kursun, ¢inko maden rezervlerine yakin
konumda bulundugu goriilmektedir. Kiiltiirii olusturan
halkin sadece otlaklarin yetersizligi nedeniyle degil yeni
yerler maden yataklari) bulma amach da bu giizergahi
kullanmig olmasi kuvvetle muhtemeldir. (Res. 2) Gavur
Kalesi Yerlesimi’nin bulundugu alanda gerek hayvancilik
gerekse tarim igin elverisli sartlarm oldugu goriilmektedir.

Sonu¢ olarak; bolgede yapilan arkeolojik yiizey
aragtirmalari ile Karaz-Erken Transkafkasya Kiiltiirii’niin
Dogu Karadeniz sinir1, Ge¢ Kalkolitik Cag’in sonundan
ve Erken Tun¢ Cag’in basindan itibaren tiim Dogu
Anadolu’yu igine alarak Karadeniz sahil seridine
¢tkmadan Giimiishane’nin gilineyinden itibaren Kelkit
ve Siran ilgelerini i¢ine alarak Giresun ilinin Alucra ilge
smirt ile Sebinkarahisar tizerinden Sivas’a diger bir kol
da kuzeyde Ordu’nun Mesudiye ilgesine kadar uzanan
bir kiiltiir oldugunu séylemek yanlis olmayacaktir.

Salih KAYMAKCI
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OzET

Dogu Akdeniz icin onemli bir liman konumunda olan Kibris, ¢aglar boyunca jeopolitik konumuyla Dogu Akdenize hdkim
olmak isteyen giiglerin odak noktasi olmugtur. Karpaz Yarimadasi da stratejik konum baglaminda hem Kibris hem de Dogu
Akdeniz icin ayr1 bir dneme sahip olmustur. Deniz akintilart ve riizgdr yonleri sayesinde deniz agirt uygarliklarin Kibris'a
en kisa siirede ulasabilecegi yer olarak karsimiza ¢ikan Karpaz Yarimadasi ozellikle Tung Caginda adamin anahtar
konumuna gelmistir. Yarimadanin giineydogusunda yer alan Kaleburnu Koyii ise Ge¢ Tung¢ Caginda Ugarit 'in karsisindaki
konumuyla ayri bir onem kazanmgstr.

Kaleburnu-Kral Tepesi/Galinoporni-Vasili yerlesim yeri Karpaz Yarimadasi'min giineydogusunda yer almaktadir. Kral
Tepesi, sahil seridine 2 km uzaklikta bolgeye hakim yiiksek bir tepenin iizerinde, gerek denizden gelebilecek gemileri
gerekse karada, hem giiney hem de dogu yoniinden gelebilecek ulak veya saldirilar: ¢ok onceden gorebilecek korunakii bir
konuma sahiptir.

Kral Tepesi, Geg Tung Cagr Kibris merkezlerinden pek bilinmeyen yapt plani ile kendine 6zgii ozellikleri biinyesinde
barmdirmaktadw: Kral Tepesi’'nin mimari dokusuna ek olarak yapilan kazilarda a¢iga ¢ikarilan buluntular da yerlesime
daha ilging bir karakter katmigtir. Bunlara ek olarak Kral Tepesi'nde yapilan ¢alismalarda ilk kez Kibris ta in situ ve bir
mimari kontexe dayali 2 farkl tung eser toplulugu aciga ¢ikartilmistir. Bu eser topluluklar: giintimiize degin Kibris ta
agiga ¢ikartilmig nitelik ve nicelik olarak en kapsamli eserleden olusmaktadir. Giintimiiz bilgi birikimiyle eldeki veriler
degerlendirildiginde, Kaleburnu-Kral Tepesi'nde yasamakta olan topluluk ve buradaki orgiitlenme yapisinn, Kibris Geg
Tung Cagi 1IC donemindeki ekonomik stivegte onemli bir rol oynadigi anlasilmaktadir: Deniz ticaret rotalarimin da ortaya
koydugu iizere, Kral Tepesi yerlesim yeri, Ada iizerindeki konumu itibariyle Dogu Akdeniz deniz ticaretinde, ¢cagdagsi olan
Levant diinyasimin yakin liman sehirleri ile Kibris arasindaki bagi saglayan yegane yerlesim yeri olarak hizmet etmigtir.

* Yrd. Dog. Dr., Dogu Akdeniz Kiiltiir Mirasin1 Aragtirma Merkezi (DAKMAR) / Sinif Ogretmenligi Programi, Egitim Fakiiltesi, Dogu
Akdeniz Universitesi, Gazimagusa, Kuzey Kibris Tiirk Cumhuriyeti, Mersin 10, Tiirkiye. E-mail: bulent.kizilduman@emu.edu.tr
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ABSTRACT

As an important port to the Eastern Mediterranean, Cyprus has been the geopolitical focus of any power residing
in the region for ages. The Karpas Peninsula in Cyprus, as a strategic location, is of unique value to both the whole
of Cyprus and to the Eastern Mediterranean. Due to the sea currents and the direction of the wind, the first feasible
landmass reachable in Cyprus, the Karpas Peninsula, constitutes a key location for sea-based civilizations of the
region, specifically during the Bronze Age. A novel example, a village referred to as Kaleburnu in the southeastern
part of the peninsula, retains exclusive significance as a location facing the Ugarit during the Bronze Age.

Kaleburnu-Kral Tepesi/Galinoporni-Vasili was a settlement in the southeastern part of the Karpas Peninsula. The
area of Kral Tepesi, based on a tall hill that holds 2 km inland from the coastal line, geographically possesses
visibility to detect approaching sea vessels or land-based messengers and perhaps attacks coming from the eastern
direction, making it a secure site.

The Kral Tepesi center of Late Bronze Age Cyprus hosts unfamiliar build plans boasting properties exclusive to the
site. In addition to the deviation of architectural norms of the time, the finds unearthed during excavations in Kral
Tepesi have also supplemented to defining the uniqueness of the site. Furthermore, the work on Kral Tepesi has
unraveled 2 distinct bronze hovdes in Cyprus in situ and with regards to finds related to architectural contexts of
buildings. These discoveries comprise the most wholesome and comprehensive list of pieces both in quantity and
quality of Cyprus up to date. Conclusions drawn with the available data and research depict the inhabitants of
Kaleburnu-Kral Tepesi to have had significantly vigorous economic roles as agents of the Late Cypriot Bronze Age
1IC. As maritime trade routes reveal, the location of Kral Tepesi on the island as a settlement, establishes it as the
sole mediator between Cyprus and the dominant and economically vibrant coastal cities of the Levant of the Eastern
Mediterranean in contemporary time.
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Kibris!, Akdeniz’in dogusunda, Anadolu’nun Mersin-
Antalya arasinda yer alan Taseli Yarimadasi’ndan 75
km, Girit’ten 550 km, Yunanistan’dan 835 km uzaklikta
yer almaktadir. Ada ile Suriye Laskiye kiyilar1 arasi 100
km, Akrotiri Yarimadasi ile Port Said (Misir) arasi ise
yaklasik olarak 370 km civarindadir. Kibris zengin bakir
yataklarinin diginda bu konumuyla da ¢aglar boyunca
Dogu Akdeniz’de vazgegilmez bir liman, jeopolitik
nokta olmustur. Kibris biiyiikk bir ada olmamakla
birlikte yine de Sicilya ve Sardunya’dan sonra 9251
km?’lik yiizl¢limilyle Akdeniz’deki {igiincii biiylik ada
konumundadir.

Kibris’ i kuzeydogusunu olusturan Karpaz Yarimadasi;
75 km uzunlugunda, 5-15 km genisligindedir.
Karpaz’daki platolar 100-150 m yiikseklikte kalkerli kum
taglarindan olugmaktadir. Girne dag silsilesinin devami1
niteligindeki tepeler burada 400 m yiikseklige kadar
ulasabilmektedir. Yarimadanin daha dar ve yagis getiren
bat1 riizgarlarina maruz kalan dogu yarisinda orman ve
caliliklar karakteristiktir’>. Geg¢mis donemlerde ada i¢
etkilesiminde bolgenin daha korunakli olmasini saglayan
cografyasi, gecmigin aksine bugiin halk arasinda,
bdlgenin, adanin en kirsal yeri olarak nitelendirilmesine
neden olmustur. Bununla birlikte Levant bdolgesine
yakinligi, ticaret rotalar {izerinde olusu, riizgar yonleri
ve akintilarin uygunlugu nedeniyle Karpaz Yarimadasi,
stratejik konum baglaminda hem ada hem de Dogu
Akdeniz i¢in ayr1 bir dneme sahip olmustur.

KARPAZ YARIMADASI’NIN JEOLOJIK OLUSUMU VE
JEOMORFOLOJiSi

Kibris tektonik, jeoloji ve iklim bakimindan Giiney
Anadoluve Kuzey Suriye’nin benzeri bir nitelige sahiptir®.
Adanim yiizey sekilleri Tirkiye’nin Toros Daglari’nda
oldugu gibi IIl. Zamanin gen¢ kivrimlarma aittir. IV.
Zaman baslarinda ise adanin Iskenderun Kérfezi yoniinde
dis Toros sistemi ile bagh oldugu disiiniilmektedir®.
Amanos Daglart’yla giineydeki Kel Daglar1 ve bunlarin
arasinda bulunan Asag1 Asi Nehri olugu Kibris’ta devam
etmekte olup Amanos’un devami Girne daglari, Asagi
Asi olugunun devami Mesarya c¢ukur alani, glineydeki
Kel Daglari’nin devami da Trodos Daglar1’dir.

Pleistosen donemin basinda karasal yiikselme hareketleri
ya da deniz seviyesinin diigmesiyle Ada yeniden su

! Hazirlanmis olan bu ¢aligmaya katklarini esirgemeyen Dr. Uwe

Walter Miiller’e, okuyarak degerlendiren Dog. Dr. Ekin Kozal
ile Siiheyla Gedik’e tesekkiirlerimi sunarim.

Giirsoy 1962:171-172.

Alagdz 1971:17.

Alag6z 1962:12; 1971:17, Giirsoy 1962:168; Giirsoy 1971: 43.
Alagdz 1962:12; Pamir 1971: 2-3.
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altinda kalmaktan kurtulmustur. Ada bdylelikle IV.
Zamanin baglarinda son genel seklini almistir. Karada
ve deniz seviyesinde yerylizii hareketleri durmamis ve
daha sonra da devam etmistir®. Adanin iklimi Pleistosen
ve Holosen donemler boyunca da degismeye devam
etmistir’.

Kral Tepesi yerlesim yerinin bulundugu Karpaz
Yarimadasi’nin zemininin Mezozoik-Eosen ve Oligosen-
Miyosen sig su karbonat bilesimlerinden olusmustur.
Bu olusan tabaka daha gen¢ bir tabaka tarafindan
cevrelenmektedir. Bu olusum, Akdeniz’in dibindeki
tektonik hareketlere bagli olarak fay hatlart tarafindan
gelisigiizel sekillendirilmistir. Ozellikle de Kibris’taki
Karpaz Yarimadasi’nin kuzeydogusunda, dogal limanlarin
olusumunun bir nedeni de kiy1 seridinin yakininda fay hatti
olmasi, ayn1 zamanda kiregtasi ve algitagi gibi kolaylikla
coziinebilen kayalar, kiregli toprak ve camurun varligidir.
Paleontolojik bulgular gdsteriyor ki bdlgenin jeolojisi
iki tabakaya yani orta ve yukar1 Miocenes’e ayrilmustir.
Paleontolojik bulgulardaki kabuklar ve kumlu kiregli
topraktaki materyallerin boyutundan da anlagilacagi
lizere, tortullasma 1liman iklim kosullar1 altinda, serin
ve s1g deniz kosullarinda olusmustur. Kumlu kiregli
topragin alt kisimlarinda, algitasi olusumlarina gegis
gozlemlenmektedir. Kosullar itibariyle algitagi olusumu
kuru ve sicak iklim periyoduna uymaktadir®.

Karasal yiizey sekillerinin farklilagmasi ayni zamanda
sahil seridinin de degigmesine neden olmustur. Bu
farklilasma deniz seviyesindeki degisikliklerle ortaya
cikmaktadir. Diinya genelinde meydana gelen gevresel
faktorler de bunda etkili olmustur. Bu etki icerisinde
atmosferik bagkalasim, iklimsel degisiklikler, Ostatik
osilasyon, tektonik hareketler, denizsel erozyon ve
insan miidahaleleri goz Oniinde bulundurulmalidir.
Ancak bu etkiler Diinya genelinde farkli bolgelerde,
degisik oranlarda meydana gelmistir’. Holosen dénemin
baslamasiyla birlikte baglica alt1 farkli donemde kiiresel
iklimsel farkliliklar meydana gelmistir'.

Yaklagik 10.000 yil 6nce sona eren Pleistosen dénem
sonunda baglayan Holosen donem igerisinde Akdeniz’in
seviyesi iklimsel 1sinmanin da etkisiyle yaklasik olarak
MO 6000’li yillardan itibaren daha hizli bir sekilde
yiikselmistir'!. Akdeniz deniz seviyesi giiniimiiz deniz
seviyesiyle kiyaslanacak olunursa MO 2000 dolaylarinda

Alagdz 1962: 13; Hill 1972: 3-4.

Clarke 2007: 48.

Kizilduman/Yigitbasoglu/Kocakusak 2015: 1.
Mantzourani/Theodrou 1989: 44, Fig.3.

10 Mayewski/Rohlign/Stager/Karlen/Maasch 2004: 244.

' Deckers 2002: 31; Mantzourani/ Theodrou 1989: 44; Mayewski/
Rohlign/Stager/Karlen/Maasch 2004: 243; Swiny 2004: 1.

6
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~2,5 m'2, MO 1500 dolaylarinda ~2 m'">, MO 1000
dolaylarinda ise ~1,5 m daha asagida yer almaktadir'4.
Bu noktadan hareket edilecek olunursa Kibris’in deniz
seviyesine bagl olarak MO 2000 dolaylarinda karasal
siirlar giiniimiiz karasal smirlarindan daha farkh
olmalidir. Olasilikla adanin daha genis karasal sinirlara
sahip oldugunu sdylemek miimkiindiir'®. Ancak MO
1000 dolaylarinda Geg Tung Cag1 sonlarinda ise karasal
sinirlar giiniimiizden ¢ok farkli olmamalidir's.

Yunanistan, Tiirkiye, Levant’in belirli kiyilarinda tespit
edilen yiikselmis kiy1r cizgilerinden alman Ornekler
iizerinde yapilan radyokarbon tarihlendirmeleri ve ayrica
tarihi kayitlardan derlenen sismik verilerden yola ¢ikarak
bunlar1 Kibris ile karsilagtirarak ana hatlariyla tiim bu
bolgeleri etkileyen deniz seviyesindeki degisikligin'’
varligi Karpaz Yarimadasi’nda da gozlemlenmektedir.
Aslinda, bu Nitovikla ve Trachonas yakimlarmdaki deniz
seviyesindeki 0,8 m olan nispi degisimin kesin kanitlarini
bolgedeki kayalar ve sahil seridi {izerindeki olusumlardan
rahatlikla yiizeysel olarak da takip etmek miimkiindiir.
Dolayisiyla aliivyal alanlarin  jeomorfolojik uzatma
yoniiniin yaninda, kiyisal ¢entiklerde var olan makro
fosiller ve kiregtas1 kiy1 seridi boyunca dalga agindirmasi
izleri takip edilebilmektedir. Bulgular; bataklik alanlarinin
kapsamiyla birlikte Karpaz Yarimadasi’'nin 0,8 m
yiiksekliginde olan onceki deniz seviyesi ve bolgedeki
allivyal alanlarin gelisimi iliskilendirildiginde, Ge¢ Tung
Caginda gemilerin kiyidan baglayan uygun alanlardan
iceriye dogru ilerlemesi miimkiin goriinmektedir'®.
Ozellikle Kral Tepesi’ne yaklasik 3,3 km uzaklikta yer alan
Nitovikla ve yaklagik 2 km uzaklikta yer alan Trachonas
bolgelerinin gegmiste buna en uygun topografyaya
sahip alanlar olduklari disiiniiliirken giiniimiizde bile bu
bolgelerde deniz seviyesi hinterlandinda hala batakliklar
mevcuttur (Res. 3b). Bu batakliklar araciligiyla iceriye
dogru giinlimiizde dahi zaman zaman deniz suyu girisi
olmaktadir.

Karpaz Yarimadasi’nin dogusu, Levant bolgesine olan
yakinligi, akinti ve riizgar yonleri ve de dogal limanlari
aracihfiyla Ge¢ Tun¢ Caginda yerlesim yerleri igin bir
cazibe merkezi olmustur’®. Jeomorfolojik olarak, bir
kiyr seridi ve bu kiy1 seridinin arkasindaki geng aliivyal
zeminde yiikselen Miyosen tepeleri, bolgenin bastanbasa
manzarasini olusturur. Bu tepeler Tung Cag1 ve sonrasinda

12 Deckers 2002: 31, 36; Mantzourani/Theodrou 1989: 44, Fig. 4.

13 Deckers 2002: 34.

4 Deckers 2002: 31, 36; Mantzourani/Theodrou 1989: 44, Fig. 4.

15 Bekaroglu 2008; Mantzourani/Theodorou 1989: 46.

16 Bekaroglu 2008; Mantzourani/Theodorou 1989: 46.

17 Bekaroglu 2008: 14-15.

18 Kizilduman/Yigitbagoglu/Kocakusak 2015: 1-2.

¥ Kizilduman 2008: 164; Kizilduman/Yigitbasoglu/Kocakusak
2015: 1-2.
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Paleoskoutella?, Nitovikla?', Kral Tepesi, Trachonas?, Agia
Varvara® Orneklerinden de goriilecegi tizere tercih edilen
alanlar olmusgtur.

Kiyi seridi limanlar ile Ge¢ Tung Cagi yerlesim yerleri
arasindaki iliskiye bakildiginda, Kuruova, Kaleburnu,
Dipkarpaz—Trachonas bolgelerindeki dogal limanlarin
varlig1 gorilebilir. Bu iki bdlgede yapilan sualti
arastirmalarinin  sonucu, olasilikla Kibris Geg¢ Tung
Cagindan, Ortacag XIV. yiizy1l Luzinyan egemenligine
kadar farkli donemlere tarihlendirilebilecek olan tag
capalar, anforalar hatta opus sectile pargalar su altinda
tespit edilmistir®.

DENIZCILIK FAALIYETLERI AGISINDAN KARPAZ
YARIMADASI’NIN DOGAL KOSULLARI VE ONEM

Dogu Akdeniz’deki deniz akimtilarinin yoni basing
sistemleri tarafindan diizenlenmektedir. Ge¢ Tung Cagi
ve glnlimiizdeki riizgdr yonleri takip edildigi zaman,
Misir iizerinden esen Kesisleme riizgarn gilineydogu
akist Kibris’in glineydogu kiy1 seridinden gegmekte
ve Karpaz Yarimadasi boyunca eserek Iskenderun
Korfezi'ne dogru ilerlemektedir. Iskenderun Kérfezi’nin
batisindan esen kuzeydogu riizgar yani Poyraz, Karpaz
Yarimadasi’na dogru esmektedir. Bu iki riizgar akimina ek
olarak, Levant bdlgesinden gelen dogu riizgar: Ugarit’in
giiney tarafindan esen Gilindogusu riizgari, Karpaz
Yarimadasi’na ulagmaktadir®®. Kibris ile denizagirt komsu
kiiltiirler arasinda yapilan deniz ticaretinin rotalarinin
belirlenmesinde riizgar yonlerinin etkisi ¢ok fazladur.

Onceki donemlerin inang sistemi ve gemi teknolojisi
disiiniildiigiinde, denizciler geceleri acik denizde
yolculuk yapmaktan ¢ekinmislerdir. Ornegin, giineyden
kuzeye ya da kuzeyden giineye yolculuk yapan
denizcilerin, Kibris-Kiti Burnu’nu ge¢meye vakitleri
olmadig1 zaman hem gecelerin denizde yelken basmak
istemediklerinden hem de Kiti Burnu’ndaki akimlarla
miicadeleye ¢ekindikleri i¢in Kition, Hala Sultan Tekke
veya Maroni’de konakladiklarina inanilmaktadir?’.

Bu donemde c¢evre kiiltiirlerle olan iliskiler, Anadolu
kiyilarinda batmis olan Uluburun? ve Gelidonya®, Ege’de

20 Sjoqvist 1934.

21 Sjoqvist 1934.

2 Catling 1962: 156, 163, Sjoqvist 1934: 461.

3 Stewart 2010: 169-171.

2 Kizilduman/Yigitbasoglu/Kocakusak 2015: 1.
% Harpster 2010: 308; Kizilduman 2008: 163.

26 Buchholz 1999: 319a; Murray 1995: 40 Fig, 4.
27 Negbi 1986:105.

28 Pulak 2006.

» Bass 1967.
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Iria®® ve Levant kiy1 bolgesindeki Kibbuz Hohotrim,
Hishulei Karmel®' gibi gemilerle saglanmis olmalidir.
Gemi kargolarinin gosterdigi iizere bu donemde bdlgeler
arasinda yogun ticari iliskiler yaganmistir.

Dogu Akdeniz’deki deniz ticaretinde aktif bir rol
oynayan Kibris, ticarette kendine en hizli ulasabilecegi
kiy1 seridini tercih ederek hareket etmistir. Ge¢ Tung
Cagindaki ticari faaliyetlere bakildig1 zaman, 6nde gelen
bolgelerin, Tiirkiye’nin Levant ve Misir ile baglantili olan
giineydogu kiy1 seridi oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu bolgede,
Kibris’a en yakin olmasa da, en ¢abuk ulasilabilecek
yerlerden birisi olan Ugarit ile dogrudan baglantt
kurulmustur. Bu koprii araciligiyla hem ekonomik hem de
olasilikla siyasi ilskiler yiriitiilmiistiir?. Dogu Akdeniz
deniz ticaret rotalarinda® da gosterildigi tizere Ugarit’in
karsisinda yer alan Kibris-Karpaz Yarimadasi’ndaki
Dipkarpaz-Kaleburnu-Kuruova koylerinin kiy1 seridi
denizcilik, ulagim ve lojistik baglaminda bilyiik bir nem
tagimistir. Bu bolgeyle alakali mevcut birikmis bilgi,
Kaleburnu-Kral Tepesi ve Kuruova Nitovikla yerlesim
yerlerinin  Kaleburnu-Kuruova kdylerinin ~ sinirlart
icerisinde yerlestigini gosterir.

Karpaz Yarimadasi’nda Kaleburnu-Kral Tepesi ve
cevresinin, Ozellikle o donemin deniz asirt kiiltiir
merkezlerine olan yakin konumu ve Suriye’de yer
alan Ugarit merkezine Kibris’taki en yakin yerlesim
yeri olmasi bu iki merkez arasinda baglanti noktasi
oldugunu arkeolojik kanitlarla, gerek seramik, gerekse
tung eserlerler ve de kiiglik buluntularla kanitlamak
miimkiindiir’,

Kral Tepesi’nde yiritilen arkeolojik ¢aligmalardaki
bulgular bir kez daha Levant ve Karpaz Yarimadasi
arasindaki iligkinin boyutlarina isaret etmektedir. Bu iliski
muhtemelen yazili vesikalardan bilinen AlaSiya-HattuSa/
Bogazkdy, AlaSiya-Amarna/Misir eksenindeki iligkilere
nazaran gerek konum gerekse diger bilimsel verilerden yola
cikarak Alasiya-Ugarit® iligkileri baglaminda hareket eden
ulaklar i¢in daha 6nemli bir anahtar rol oynamig olmalidir.

KALEBURNU-KRAL TEPESi/GALINOPORNI-VASILI

Kaleburnu/Galinoporni Kdyii, Karpaz Yarimadasi’nin
kuzey ve giiney kiyilarin birbirine baglayan bir bogazin
icerisindeki yamaglar iizerine giiney kiyilarindan 2
km uzaklikta iskén edilmistir (Res. 1 a-b). Kral Tepesi

30 Lolos 2003.

31 Bass 2006: 310.

32 Kizilduman 2008: 164.

3 Negbi 2005: 19, Fig. 5; Matthdus 2005: 358, Abb. 32.
34 Eriksson 2007: 160-162; Yon 2003: 47.

35 Goren/Bunimovitz/Finkelstein/Na’aman 2003: 252.

arkeolojik alani ise denizden yaklasik 1,5 km uzaklikta
bir plato ve onun yamaglari {izerine kurulmustur.
Platonun en {iist noktas1 denizden yaklagik olarak 152 m
yiiksekliktedir. Cok uzak mesafelerden bakildigi zaman
bile denizden goriinebilen Kral Tepesi, dogu ve giiney
kisimlarinda bir tepe dizisi iizerine kurulmus olup bu
bolgeden ulagima agiktir; ancak bat1 yamacinda ¢ok dik
olan topografik yapisiyla nerdeyse bir duvar seklinde
erisime kapalidir. Platonun en iist noktasi olan zirve ise

C D

Resim 1a: Kral Tepesi/ Vasili’nin Giineyden Genel Goriiniimii
(Kral Tepesi/Vasili Projesi Fotograf Arsivi) / General
Overview of the Southern Part of Kral Tepesi/Vasili (Kral
Tepesi/Vasili Project Photo Archive)

Resim 1b: Kral Tepesi/ Vasili’nin Kuzeyden Cekilmis Hava
Fotografi (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Projesi Fotograf Arsivi) / Aerial
Photograph of Kral Tepesi/Vasili, Taken from North (Kral
Tepesi/Vasili Project Photo Archive)
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dar ve uzundur. Plato boliimil ortadaki dar noktasiyla
kuzey ve giiney olarak ikiye ayrilmaktadir. Her iki b6liim
arasindayaklasik 2 metrelik bir seviye farki bulunmaktadir
(Res. 1b, 2 a-b). Arkeolojik alan yaklasik 4 hektarlik bir
yeri kaplamaktadir (Res. 2 a-b, 3a). Tiirk¢ede Kral Tepesi
veya Kral Tepe olarak adlandirilan mevki ayni zamanda
Yunancada ‘Vasili’ olarak da isimlendirilmektedir.

Resim 2a: Kral Tepesi Kazi Alanlart (Kral Tepesi/Vasili
Projesi Fotograf Arsivi) / Excavation Areas at Kral Tepesi/
Vasili (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Project Photo Archive)

Resim 2b: Kral Tepesi/Vasili Giiney Plato Boliimiiniin Hava
Fotografi (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Projesi Fotograf Arsivi) / Aerial
Photograph of the Southern Plateau of Kral Tepesi/Vasili
(Kral Tepesi/Vasili Project Photo Archive)

Bolgenin Akdeniz bitki Ortiisiinii olusturan maki bitkileri
arasinda en 6nemli yeri harnup (kegiboynuzu) agaglari
almaktadir. Harnup agaglarinin yani sira zeytin ve

3¢ Adanin Birlesik Krallik Koloni doneminde 1885 yilinda basil-
mis olan A Triconometrical Survey of the Island of Cyprus adli
haritada kdyiin adina, hem Tiirkce hemde Yunanca (Rumca) ola-
rak her iki dilde yer verildigi goriilmektedir (Biddulph/Kitche-
ner 1885).

Bulent KIZILDUMAN
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Resim 3a: Kral Tepes/ Vasili Topografik Haritas1 (Kral

Tepesi/Vasili Projesi Fotograf Arsivi) / Topographical Map of
Kral Tepesi/Vasili (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Project Photo Archive)

Ingiliz koloni déneminde adaya getirilmis olan Efgalitto
(Okaliptiis) agaclart sikga goriilmektedir. Yerlesim
yerinin {izerine kurulmus oldugu tepe daha sonradan
teraslanarak genisletilmistir. Bu tarzda yapilmig teraslara
adanin farkli bolgelerinde de sik¢a rastlanmaktadir.
Ancak Kral Tepesi ve ¢evresindeki bu teraslarin ilk kez
ne zaman inga edildigine dair herhangi bir bilgiye heniiz
ulagilamamstir.

Kral Tepesi’nin, iskan yeri olarak secilmesinin kuvvetle
muhtemel nedeni, cevresindeki bereketli topraklara
hakim konumda olmasidir. Bu se¢imdeki diger 6nemli bir
etken ise tepenin hemen batisinda yer alan ve giiniimiizde
de var olan bir dere ve derenin su ¢ikis kaynagidir.

Bunlara ek olarak bdlgeye hakim yiiksek bir tepenin
izerinde, gerek denizden gelebilecek gemileri gerekse
karada, hem giliney hem de dogu yoniinden gelebilecek
ulak veya saldirilari ¢ok Onceden gorebilecek bir
konuma sahip olusu da Kral Tepesi’nin yerlesim yeri
olarak secilmesinde 6nemli bir faktordiir. Ayn1 zamanda
Kral Tepesi/Vasili arkeolojik alani, bulundugu bélgenin
kuzeyinde yer alan daglar araciligtyla saldiriya kapali
bir konumdadir. Arkeolojik alanin kuzeyinde yer alan bu
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Resim 3b: Kaleburnu ve Cevresinin Izohips Haritas1 (Kizilduman/Yigitbasoglu/Kocakusak 2015:1) / Isohypes Map of the

Kaleburnu/Galinoporni Region

daglik kisim igerisinde bolgeye agilan vadiler arasinda
kalan gegit alanlar1 ise Kral Tepesi iizerinden rahatlikla
kontrol edilebilmektedir. Ayrica giiney yoniinde deniz,
dogu, bat1 ve kuzey yonlerinde ise daglar aracilifiyla
Kaleburnu-Kral Tepesi korunakli bir konuma sahiptir
(Res. 4a).

KALEBURNU-KRAL TEPESIi/ GALINOPORNI-
VASILI’NIN KESFi VE EFSANESI

Kibris Dogu Akdeniz Universitesi 6gretim iiyelerinden
Benjamin Moritz ve Nathanael May Karpaz
Yarimadasi’nda yer alan Kaleburnu Koyii’'nde, bolge
sakinlerinin Kral Tepesi dedikleri alanda Haziran 2004
yilinda yiiriiyiis yaparken, tesadiifen bir tagin altinda ag1z
bolimii kismen agik bir pithosun igerisinde ¢ok sayida
tungtan eser tesbit ederler. Bu kesfinin ardindan bolgede
ilk kurtarma kazisi, hemen birka¢ giin i¢cinde KKTC
Eski Eserler ve Miizeler dairesinden Hasan Tekel’in
yonetiminde bir ekip ve DAU &gretim iiyelerinin
katkilariyla ger¢eklestirilmistir. Yiiriitiilen bu ¢alismanin
amact ylizeyde belirlenen ve bir pithosun igerisinde
yer alan eserleri giin 1§18mma ¢ikararak koruma altina
almak olmustur’’.Bu ¢alismanin ardindan bir bilimsel

37 Miiller/Kizilduman 2004.

Resim 4a: Kral Tepesi ve Korunakli Etki Alan1 (Kral Tepesi/
Vasili Projesi Fotograf Arsivi) / Kral Tepesi/Vasili with the
Protected Area (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Project Photo Archive)

kurtarma kazi projesi hazirlanmis ve proje 2005 yilinda
uygulamaya gecirilmistir.

Kaleburnu Kdyii’nde uzun yillar 6ncesinden baslamis
olan inceleme ve daha sonrasindaki arkeolojik
calismalara ragmen bolgede ¢alisan hicbir ekip tarafindan
Kral Tepesi/Vasili arkeolojik alaninin belirlenememis
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Resim 4b: ilk Tung Eser Toplulugunun Maden Analiz Sonuglarina Gére Kokensel Dagilimi (Bartelheim/Behrendt/Kizilduman/
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I

Miiller/Pernicka 2011, 120 Abb. 13) / Distribution of Origin of the First Bronze Hoard Items According to the Analysis Results

olmasi, dikkat cekicidir. Oysa bu alan kdy sakinleri
tarafindan bilinmekte, hatta burasi1 hakkinda bir de efsane
anlatilmaktadir. ..

“Bolgede halkin Vasili ve Gastro dedikleri iki tepe vardir.
Cok c¢ok eski zamanlarda Vasili’de bir kral yasarmus.
Zaten Vasili kelimesi de Tiirkgede kral tepesi, kralin
tepesi anlamina denk gelmektedir. Gel zaman git zaman
yapilan savaglar sonucunda diigmanlar1 Vasili’yi isgal
edince kral, esiyle birlikte Gastro tepesine yerlesir. Ne
var ki yurdunu kaybeden kralin, beraberinde Vasili’de
gomiilii olan hazineleri de elinden gider. Kral zaman
zaman kraliceyle hiiziinlenerek Gastro tepesinden
Vasili tepesini gozler ve hayallere dalarmig, bu hayaller
O6mriiniin sonuna kadar kederle siirmiis...” Bu efsaneyi
anlatan koyliiler, Kral Tepesi’nde yani Vasili’de aciga
c¢ikarilan eserlerin Gastro tepesinde hazin bir hayat siiren
Krala ait olduguna inanmaktadirlar®,

3% Bu efsane koy sakinlerinden Siileyman Giil ve Hiiseyin Boylu
tarafindan yazara 2005 yilinda anlatilmistir.

2004 YILINDA BULUNAN TUNG ESER TOPLULUGU®

2004 yilinda Kaleburnu-Kral Tepesi mevkiinde bir
pithosun iginde yirmi alt1 adet tung eser tesbit edilmistir.
Daha sonradan anlasildig1 {izere pithosun yaninda
ayrica yere gdmiilmis lizengi kulplu bir ¢omlekle agiga
¢ikartilmistir (Res. 4b, 12 c-d). Yirmi alt1 adet tung eserin,
arasinda yer alan on dokuz adet tung kaplardan farkli
ebatlardaki alt1 adet yarim kiire seklindeki kase, Dogu
Akdeniz’de ¢ok yaygin olan bir tipolojiye sahiptir. Ancak
oriilerek yapilmis sepetkulplu, kapakli bir testi/siirahi,
tim Tung¢ Cagi Akdeniz havzasi i¢in karsilastirilacak
benzeri olmayan bir eserdir (Res. 6 a-b).

Eserler arasinda yer alan ve ¢ogunlukla tiitsii kaplari,
buhurdan olarak yorumlanan {i¢ adet, yiiksek ayakli,
s1g kase, iistiin bir ustalik ve zanaatgiligin sonucunda
iiretilmistir. Glinlimiize degin bagka higbir yayinlanmig
eser toplulugu igerisinde bu sekilde {i¢ adet buhurdana
bir arada rastlanilmamaktadir (Res. 4b: 1-3).

¥ Kral Tepesinde bulunan ikinci grup Tung Eser Toplulugu igin
bkz. “En Ust Teras Boliimii”.
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Resim 5: Metin I¢inde Ad1 Gegen Dogu Akdeniz ve Kibris ile Oteki Onemli Merkezlerin Haritast
(Kral Tepesi/Vasili Projesi Fotograf Arsivi) / Map of the Eastern Mediterranean with Cyprus and
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Iki tane yuvarlak dipli, iki kulplu ¢omlek Anadolu ve Levant
Bolgesi’ndeki mutfak kaplarina yakindan benzemektedir.
Ayni zamanda her iki eserin de dig ylizeylerinde olasilikla
is izleri yer almaktadir.

Ucgen lades kulplu, diiz dipli, kiigiik tung kAsenin seramikten
yaptlmis yakin benzerleri Kibris ve Yakin-dogu’dan
tammmaktadir (Res. 4b: 13). Seramik o6rneklerin diginda
Enkomi’de* giimiisten yapilmis lades kulplu bir 6rnek yer
alirken tunctan yapilmig bilinen karsilastirilabilecek tek bir
ornek disinda baska bir olasi benzeri bulunmamaktadir. Bu
tung 6rnek ise, Enkomi’de 3 pergim ¢ivisi ile kulbu iizerine
tutturulmus oldugu diisiiniilen, ancak lades kulp bolimii ele
gegirilememis olan bir 6rnektir*!,

Ug adet tek kulplu, daha biiyiik, s1g kise ve onlara benzer
ebatlarda ¢ift kulplu, kulplart per¢im ¢ivileriyle tutturulmus
legen, dikkat cekici diger eserlerdir. Kalan iki adet kap ise
agir, kova sapi seklinde tutanagi olan situlalardir.

4 Brown 1972: 14 Fig 10.
41 Catling 1962: 149.

Tung eser toplulugu igerisindeki ikinci grup eserleri ise
yedi adet alet olusturmaktadir. Bunlar arasinda, 44,6 cm
uzunlugunda olduk¢auzun bir testere; lizerinde olasilikla
Kibris-Minos isareti olan bir kiirek ve bes adet orak, eser
repertuvarini temsil etmektedir (Res. 4: 21-26, 12a-b).
Oraklarin kesici boliimlerin disinda kalan ve olasilikla
ahsap veya kemik kabza igerisine yerlestirilen saplama
boliimleri yukartya dogru kivrilmaktadir. Oraklardan
2 tanesi digerlerinden farklilik gostermektedir. Keskin
yani bir nevi dilgi bélimlerinin sapa baglandigi yerde
bir a¢1 olusturmaktadir. Saplama boliimleri kademeli ve
bigaklarin ucu hafif¢e yukari dogru egilmistir. Bu kiigiik
farkliliklar degisik bir kullanim bi¢iminin, iglevsel
farkliligin olabilecegini diisiindiirmektedir.

Bu eserlerin cogunun yakin benzerleri Kibris’ta, 6zellikle
de Enkomi** ve Sinda-Siradas’ta* bulunmaktadir (Res.
5). Tiitsii kaplari, buhurdanlarin ve diger eserlerin yakin
benzerleri ise Akko, Beth Shan, Jatt, Megiddo ve Ugarit

42 Catling 1964: 278-282.
4 Karageorghis 1973.
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Resim 6a: Kral Tepesi/ Vasili Birinci Tung Eser Toplulugundan
Sepetkulplu Siirahi (Skip Wilbert R. Norman) / Bronze Bag-
Shaped Jug from the First Hoard of Kral Tepesi/Vasili

N

Resim 6b: Birinci Tung Eser Toplulugundan Sepet Kulplu
Stirahi (Bartelheim/Kizilduman/Miiller/Pernicka/Tekel 2008:

165, Fig.5) / Bronze Bag-Shaped Jug from the First Hoard

Resim 6¢: Kuzey Plato’da Yer Alan Ro.40 (Kral Tepesi/
Vasili Projesi Fotograf Arsivi) / Locus Ro.40 on the Northern
Plateau (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Project Photo Archive)

basta olmak iizere Levant Bolgesi’nde bilinmektedir*.
Eserlerin bazi benzerlerine ait olabilecek parcalara
Gelidonya batig1 kargosu arasinda rastlamlmaktadir®,
Kral Tepesi Tung eser toplulugunun gerek Kibris gerekse
Kibris disinda yer alan paralelleri ve benzerlerinden yola
¢ikarak Tung eser toplulugunun MO 1300-1200 yillar:
arasma*® Kibris Ge¢ Tung Cagmin IIC donemine ait
oldugunu séylemek miimkiindiir.

Tung eser toplulugunun paralelerinin gosterdigi lizere bu
tarz eserler Kibris ve Dogu Akdeniz’de 6zellikle takasa
dayali sistemde yaygin olarak tercih edilen islevlerinin
yani sira sembolleri de olan metalardir. Eserlerin yapim
tekniklerinin yani sira kullanilan bakir madeninin kokeni
ve kullanilan madenlerin orani hakkinda daha fazla bilgi
sahibi olmak i¢in yapilan inceleme farkli sonuglarin
ortaya ¢ikmasina neden olmustur. Yirmi alti eserin
tamamindan alinan Ornekler, iz elementleri ve kursun
izotoplarin imzasint belirlemek i¢in, Curt-Engelhorn-
Zentrum-Archdometrie’de X-Ray-Fluorescence (EDRFA)
ve Mass Spectronomy kullanilarak analiz edilmigtir®’.
Yapilan analizlerin gosterdigi iizere tiim eserler tung
alasimindan tretilmistir. Eserler igerisinde 2,9 ile en
diisiik kalay (Sn) oranina sahip eser 5 numarali bir situla
iken 23,5 ile en yiiksek kalay (Sn) oranina sahip eser
ise 15 numarali kasedir® (Res. 4b: 5, 15). Bu yapilan
analizler sonucunda onbir eserin yapimi i¢in kullanilan
bakir madeninin farkli kesinlik dereceleriyle birlikte
Kibris Trodos Dagi tizerindeki maden yataklarindan elde
edildigi anlagilmistir. Diger dokuz eserin ise Arabah’daki

“ Artzy 2006; Bartelheim/Kizilduman/Miiller/Pernicka/Tekel
2008: 178.

4 Bass 1967: 105 Fig. 116:176,184,186.

46 Bartelheim/Kizilduman/Miiller/Pernicka/Tekel 2008.

47 Bartelheim/Behrendt/Kizilduman/Miiller/Pernicka: 98.

4 Bartelheim/Behrendt/Kizilduman/Miiller/Pernicka: 98, Tabelle 2.
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madenlerden saglanan bakirin iglenmesi sonucunda
tretildikleri anlagilmigtir. Geriye kalan eserlerden
dordiiniin  yapiminda kullanilan bakirin  kdkeni ise
belirlenememistir (Res. 4b). Bu sonuglar tipolojik analizle
iyi bir sekilde iliskilendirilebilir; ¢iinki situla, testere ve
kiiregin paralellerine Kibris’ta rastlanilmaktadir. Uggen
lades kulplu, diiz dipli kasenin seramikten yapilmis
yakin benzerleri adadan® hatta Uluburun batiginin
kargosundan da yogun olarak bilinmektedir’®. Diger
eserlere bakildiginda karsilagtirilabilir  buluntularin
ayrimi o kadar belirgin degildir. Kursun izotop
analizlerine gore eserler arasinda tiggen lades kulplu,
diiz dipli kasenin bakir kokeni muhtemelen Ege kokenli
olabilecek’! olan tek eserdir. Ancak bu, eserin tipolojisi
g0z onilinde bulunduruldugunda, ¢ok uzak bir ihtimaldir.
Yapilan analizler sonucunda ortaya ¢iktigi lizere eserlerin
iiretiminde kullanilan bakirin kdkeni hakkinda her ne
kadar kanit saglanabilmis olsa da, eserlerin iiretildigi
atolyelerin yeri hakkinda bilgi saglamak miimkiin
degildir. Uretim tekniklerinin dikkatli ve eksiksiz
sorgulamasinin yapilabilmesi igin Oncelikle eserlerin
tam olarak konservasyonunun bitirilmesinin ardindan
yapilacak teknik incelemelerin sonuglar1 beklenmelidir.
Bu noktada akla gelen ¢6ziim ise eserlerin iiretiminde
kullanilan bakirin elde edildikten sonra eserlerin bagka
bolgelerde iiretilmis olabilecegidir2. Ote yandan tung
eser toplulugu ayni zamanda gerek ada gerekse Kibris ile
deniz asir1 bolgeler arasinda Kaleburnu-Kral Tepesi’nin
takasa dayali ticarette 6nemli bir rol oynadigini agik¢a
gostermektedir.

KALEBURNU-KRAL TEPESI/GALINOPORNI-VASILI
VE BOLGENIN KISA ARASTIRMA TARIHGESI

Kaleburnu/Galinoporni ~ Kéyii'nde  XIX.  yiizyilin
baslarindan itibaren, arkeoloji alaninda baglatilmis olan
ilk ¢alismalarda bir¢ok nekropol alani kesfedilmistir®.
Bolgedeki ilk bilimsel arkeolojik ¢aligmalar Nisan 1928
yilinda Einar Gjerstad’in bagkanliginda “Swedish Cyprus
Expedition” ekibinden FErik Sjoqvist’in liderliginde
Trachonas’taki kazi ¢alismlariyla baglamistir**. Tiim adada
yapilan genigcapliarkeolojik ylizey arastirmasminardindan
1962 yilinda Hector Catling tarafindan Kibris’taki Tung
Cagina ait arkeolojik alanlarm listesi verilmigtir. Bu listede
Kaleburnu koy simirlart igerisinde yer alan “Galianaporni
Kapsalia”, “Galianaporni”, “Galianaporni Village” ve

 Astrdm 1972: 175-178.

0 Hirschfeld 2011: 119 Fig. 3a-b.

31 Stos/ Gale 2005: Abb. 2.

%2 Bartelheim/Behrendt/Kizilduman/Miiller/Pernicka: 103.

53 Astrom 1960: 123; Catling 1962: 156 no: 58-62, 163 no: 86-87;
Gjerstad 1926: 11; Hogarth 1889: 53,79; Karageorghis 1960:
245 Fig.4.

3 Grejstad 1935: 461-466.

“Galianaporni Trachonas™ arkeolojik alanlarin isimleri
verilirken, bu listede de Vasili/Kral Tepesi yerlesim
yeriyle ilgili hi¢bir bilgi yer almamaktadir. Kdyilin en
erken iskanina yonelik ilk izlere Kibris Orta Tung Cagina
ait oda mezarlarinda rastlanilmaktadir®®. K&y igerisinde
yer alan ve Kibris Ge¢ Tung Cagma verilen, literatiire
“Galianaporni Village” olarak gegen nekropol alanindaki
mezarda agiga cikartilmig olan seramiklerin (iizengi
kulplu ¢omlek, “pyxis” ve matara bi¢imli kap), dolayisiyla
mezarlarin Kaleburnu-Kral Tepesi/Galinoporni-Vasili ile
cagdas olmasi ve de yerlesim yerinde herhangi bir insan
mezari veya iskelet kalintisimin da bulunmamasindan
dolay1 buranin, yerlesim yerinin nekropolii olabilecegi
ihtimalini akla getirmektedir.

2004 yilindaki kesfin  ardindan  Kaleburnu-Kral
Tepesi’ndeki yogun erozyonun etkisi, tarimsal faaliyetler
ve de “hazine avcilar1”, kagakeilar tarafindan yapilan kagak
kazilar sonucunda hizla yok olmakta oldugu fark edilen
arkeolojik alanin kurtarilip koruma altina alinabilmesi i¢in
bilimsel kurtarma kazis1 projesi hazirlanmustir.

Hazirlanan proje DAU, Dogu Akdeniz Kiiltiir Mirasii
Arastirma Merkezi (DAKMAR) ve Fritz Thyssen
Stiftung’in finansal katkisiyla “Kaleburnu—Kral Tepesi:
Kibris Tiirk-Alman Disiplinlerarast Isbirligi Tarafindan
Yiriitillen Kibris Ge¢ Tung Cagi, Merkezi Yerlesim Yeri
Arastirmast” ad1 altinda Kaleburnu-Kral Tepesi Kurtarma
Kazis1 Projesi olarak baslatilmistir. Projenin ilk dénem
caligmalar1 2005-2009 yillar1 arasinda gergeklestirilmistir.
Projenin 2014 yilinda baglayan ikinci donem
caligmalar1 ise DAU DAKMAR baskanlhigindaki gorev
degisimiyle Biilent Kizilduman’in kazi bagkanliginda
stirdiiriilmektedir.

Proje ilk yillarinda ise donemin DAKMAR bagkani
Yrd. Do¢. Dr. Uwe Miiller ve Almanya’nin Freiberg
Universitesi’nden doneminin Troia kazi baskan1 Prof. Dr.
Ernst Pernicka ile Tiibingen Universitesi’nden Prof. Dr.
Martin Bartelheim ve DAU, DAKMAR yénetim kurulu
tiyesi Yrd. Dog. Dr. Biilent Kizilduman’in es bagkanliginda
yiiriitilmiistiir.

KALEBURNU-KRAL TEPESi/GALINOPORNI-VASILI
KAZI ALANLARI VE GENEL KARAKTERI

Kaleburnu-Kral Tepesi/ Galinoporni-Vasili’de arkeolojik
dokunun goriindigii tim alanlarda kazi c¢aligmasinin
yapilmasi glinlimiize degin miimkiin olmamistir.
Ozellikle alanin en yiiksek boliimiinii olusturan ve
erozyon nedeniyle ¢cok hizli bir sekilde yok olan, kagak

% Catling 1962: 156 no: 58-62, 163 no: 86-87.
56 Astrom 1960: 123.



46

Platodan Goriiniim (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Projesi Fotograf Arsivi)
! General View of the Southern Plateau, Badly Effected By
Erosion (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Project Photo Archive)

N

Resim 7b: Erozyon Nedeniyle Yok Olmakta Olan Kuzey
Platodan Goriiniim (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Projesi Fotograf Arsivi)
/ General View of the Northern Plateau, Badly Effected By
Erosion (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Project Photo Archive)
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kazilarla tahrip edilen Kuzey ve Giiney Plato bdliimleri
izerinde yapilan ¢aligmalara agirlik verilmistir (Res. 7
a-b). Bunlara ek olarak gerek erozyon gerekse tarimsal
faaliyetler nedeniyle En Ust ve Orta Teras boliimlerinde
de kazi caligmas1 gercgeklestirilmistir (Res. 2a). Bu
bilimsel ¢alismalar asagidaki gibidir.

KUZEY PLATO BOLUMU

Kral Tepesi yerlesim yerinin iizerine kuruldugu platonun
en st bolimiindeki diizlik alanmnin kuzeyi, Kuzey
Plato olarak adlandirilmaktadir (Res. 2a). Bu boliimdeki
mimari yap1 teknigi ve uygulamasina bakildig1 zaman
Kral Tepesi sakinlerinin topografyayr ve arazinin
jeolojik yapisini ¢ok iyi kullandiklari anlagilmaktadir.
Yap1 mekanlar1 yumugak marl kayalarin igine oyularak,
bazen B94 b/ B95 B plan karelerinde Ro. 40°ta®” oldugu
gibi, moloz taglardan duvarlarin ayiric rol ustlendigi
bir uygulamaya gidilmistir® (Res. 6¢). Bu tarz mimari
yap1 teknigi Kibris’ta Neolitik donemden itibaren Petra
Tou Limniti®, Ayios Epiktitos-Vrysi® gibi merkezlerden
bilinmektedir. Neolitik donemden sonra Kalkolitik
dénemde farklilagmakla birlikte Kalavass-Ayious®!
ve ardindan Tung¢ Cag1 boyunca ana kayanin oyulmasi
veya yapilar i¢in topografyanin kazilarak diizeltilmesi
seklindeki mimari uygulamay1 Kibris’ta yasayan kiiltiirler
binlerce yillik bir siireg iginde ¢esitli merkezlerde tecriibe
ederek yasamlarina aktarmiglardir. Bu baglica merkezler:
Enkomi®?, Dali Idalion-Ambelleri®, Maa-Paleokastro®,
Bamboula-Kourion® ve Pyla-Kokkinokremos olarak
karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir®®,

Plato boliimiiniin sinirlarinda olan kaya oyugu mimarinin
olusturdugu baz1 mekanlarin, B94 B/D plan karesinde Ro.
41°de oldugu gibi, tamami ya da bir boliimii erozyondan
dolay1 ciddi anlamda zarar gérmiis veya yok olmustur.
Bu boliimlerden kopan ana kayalara, yerlesim yerinin
yaklasik 60 m asagisinda yer alan ovalik boliim {izerinde
rastlamak miimkiindiir. Baz1 alanlar yogun erozyondan
dolay1 dagilma, baskalagma siirecine girmistir (Res.
2a). Bu alanlar her an koparak asagiya diigme tehlikesi
tagimaktadir (Fig.7 a-b).

57 Kazi sistemi igerisinde her kazi alan1 kendi sinirlarina bagl ola-
rak Ozgiin Buluntu Yerinin karsihiginda Ro. terimiyle adlandiril-
mistir.

58 Kizilduman 2011: 320.

% Gjerstad 1935: 2-3.

0 Peltenburg 1982: 18-36.

1 Todd/Croft 2004: 10, 25-29, Fig 9.

2 Dikaios 1969: 15-32.

9 Gjerstad 1935: 518.

% Demas 1988: 91.

% Weinberg 1983: 54-55.

% Karageorghis/Demas, 1984: 6.
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Gliney Plato tizerinde mekanlar kaya oyugu oda seklinde
birden ¢ok katli olarak insa edilmistir. Mekanlarin
ana kaya i¢inde kalan bolimleri bodrum kati seklinde
kullanilmigti. Mekanlar birbirine gecis boliimleriyle
baglanmaktadir. Zemin kat veya {iist katlarin varligi
mekanlar i¢inde bulunan, i¢erisinde organik malzemenin
kullanilmig oldugu, bir yiizeyi iist katin tavani diger
yiizeyi ise ist katin tabani olarak kullanilmis, toprak
topani ve siva algidan yapilmis parcalardan anlagilmistir.
Ayni zamanda B94 D ve B95 B plan kareleri iginde
yer alan Ro. 40 da da ¢ok net olarak goriildigii iizere
kaya oyugu seklinde olan, duvara oyulmus merdiven
boliimleri iist katlarin varhigimi ispatlamaktadir (Res.
6¢). Ancak eldeki verilerden yola ¢ikarak bodrum
bolimlerinin {ist yap1 katlar1 ve fonksiyonlarmin
rekonstriikksiyonunu  yapmak  miimkiin  degildir.
Yamag boliimiine yakin olan, plato bdliimiiniin her iki
yakasinda yer alan erozyondan yogun olarak etkilenmis
mekanlarm igerisinde herhangi bir arkeolojik buluntuya
rastlanilmamigtir. Olasilikla bu bélimler Kral Tepesi
terk edildikten sonra ya yagmalanmis ya da erozyon
neticesinde bu déneme ait tiim buluntularini yitirmistir.
Bu mekanlarin disinda Ro.40 olarak adlandirilan mekan
gibi bazi odalar ise buluntulariyla agiga ¢ikartilabilmistir.
Plato boliimiiniin batisinda yer alan bu kaya oyugu oda,
moloz taslarla oriilmiis bir i¢ duvar ile iki farkli mekana
ayrilmistir. Bodrum katini olusturan bu mekanlarin her
ikisinde de zemine agilmis gukurlar i¢erisinde depolama
kab1 olarak kullanilan biiylik ¢omlekler, i¢i bos olarak
aciga cikartilmistir. Ro. 40 igerisinde aciga ¢ikartilan
farkli seramik mal gruplarinin® yani sira hanger/bigak
ve tungtan yapilmis ¢ift balta bigiminde tasvir edilen bir
pandant da bulunmustur (Res. 8a).

Kuzey Plato boliimiinde yapilan ¢alismada her ne kadar
olasilikla ocak olarak kullanilmig bir yasam alanina
rastlanilmis olsa da bu alanda kullanilmig ne bir mutfak
kabi, ne de bir hayvan kalintistnin olmayis1 dikkate
degerdir.

Kuzey Plato da yapilan kazi ¢aligmalar1 sirasinda, biri
kire¢ tasindan diger ikisi pismis topraktan yapilmig 3
adet biiylik tekne aciga c¢ikartilmistir. Ayni zamanda
literatiirde “larnax” olarak da adi gegen bu eserler

7 Metin iginde adi gegen tiim seramik mal gruplarinin adi Ingiliz-
ceden Tiirk¢eye Dog. Dr. Ekin Kozal tarafindan agagida belirtilen
terciimedeki gibi adlandirlmustir.

Base Ring: Halka Kaideli

Bichrome Ware: iki Renkli Boyali Mal Grubu

Cooking-Pots: Pigirme Kaplari

Fine Ware: Katkisiz Hamurlu Mal Grubu

Red Lustrous: Kirmizi Parlak Astarlt Mal Grubu

Plain White Wheel Made: Yalin Cark Yapimu

White Painted Wheel-made Ware: Boyali Cark Yapimi Mal Grubu
White Shaved Ware: Yalin Traslanmig Mal Grubu

White Slip: Beyaz Astarli Boyali

i N

Resim 8a: Kuzey Plato Ro.40’1n Tabaninda Bulunmus KT06-
SF135 Pandant (?) (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Projesi Fotograf Arsivi)

/ KT06-SF'135 Pendant (?) Found on the Floor of Locus Ro.40
on the Northern Plateau (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Project Photo
Archive)

Resim 8b: Giiney Platoda Agiga Cikartilmis KTO05-SF14
Tezgah Agirligr (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Projesi Fotograf Arsivi)

/ KT05-SF14 Loom Weight Found on the Southern Plateau
(Kral Tepesi/Vasili Project Photo Archive)

kimi aragtirmacilar tarafindan banyo kabi olarak da
yorumlanmaktadir. S6z konusu olan teknelerden, pismis
topraktan yapilmig bir tanesinin i¢i algiyla sivanmistir.
Bu teknelerin bu bélimde yapilan {iretim amaciyla mi1
yoksa banyo kab1 olarak m1 kullanilmis olduklari heniiz
anlasilamamustir.

Bu kaplarin Kibris’ta yakin benzerlerine Kibris Geg
Tung Cagi ITA doneminde Ayios Iakovos-Dhima’da%®
tapinak olarak adlandirilan bir yapida; Kibris Ge¢ Tung

% Gjerstad 1934: 360, Fig 136-137, Plan XIII.
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Resim 8c: Giiney Plato Ro.10A’da Bulunmus KTO06-SF54
Ucayakli Tas Kase  (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Projesi Fotograf

Arsivi) / KT06-SF54 Tripod Stone Bowl Found on the Floor
of Locus Ro.10 on the Southern Plateau (Kral Tepesi/Vasili
Project Photo Archive)

Resim 8d: Giiney Plato Ro.10 iginde Ag1ga Cikartilmis KTO06-
SF24 Damga Miihiir (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Projesi Fotograf

Arsivi) / KT06-SF24 Stamp Seal Found on the Floor of Locus
Ro.10 on the Southern Plateau (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Project
Photo Archive)

Cag1 1IC doneminde Kalavasos-Ayios Dhimitros’ta®
idari ve farkli islevlere sahip yapilar icinde; Pyla-
Kokkinokremos Alan II kompleks D iginde; Kibris Geg
Tung Cagi IIC-III doneminde Alassa-Paliotaverna’da
bir idari yapi igerisinde; Enkomi’de™ idari ve farkli
iglevlere sahip yapilar i¢inde; Myrtou-Pigadhes’te Room
15 i¢inde; Kibris Ge¢ Tung Cagi IIIA doneminde Hala
Sultan Tekke’de’™ Alan 8 yapi A iginde ve diger bazi
arkeolojik alanlarda da rastlanmaktadir. Bu kaplarin
bazilar1 tipki Kral Tepesi’nde oldugu gibi tas, bazilari
ise pismis topraktan yapilmistir. Ancak bu tiir kaplarin
islevleri de ayri bir tartigma konusudur’.

¢ South 1980: 39.

70 Dikaios 1969: 181, 205.

7 Astrém 1998: 36; Hult 1978, 29, 64.
72 Collard 2008.
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Kuzey Plato igerisinde yer alan mekanlarin tamamina
yakiminin  duvarlarinda  ¢atlaklar, kirik tabanlar
bulunmaktadir. Bunlara ek olarak mekéanlarla, icerisindeki
buluntularin a¢iga ¢ikarilis pozisyonlari, bunlarin bir
sarsint1 sonrasinda dagildiklar: izlenimini vermektedir.
Ozellikle C94 B/D plan kareleri icinde Ro. 16’da tiim
bu ozelliklerden bahsetmek miimkiindiir (Res. 9a). Bu
mekan i¢inde yer alan ¢atlaklarin arasinda, zeminde, hala
in situ olarak duran diger parcalarla eslesen kap pargalari
aciga cikartilmigtir. Bu noktadan hareketle, bolgede Kral
Tepesi’nin 500 m yakiindan ge¢cmekte olan kirik fay
hatt1 da g6z 6niinde bulunduruldugunda Kral Tepesi’nin,
sakinleri tarafindan kullanilirken bir deprem sonucunda
yikilmig oldugunu iddia etmek yanlis olmayacaktir. Bu
iddiay1 Kibris Geg¢ Tung Caginda yasandigi kabul edilen
depremi ve onun izlerini tastyan Myrtou-Pigadhes’, Pyla-
Kokkinokremnos™ ve Sinda-Siradas™ merkezleriyle
karsilagtirarak daha ileri bir bilimsel noktaya tagimak
miimkiindiir.

GUNEY PLATO BOLUMU

Kral Tepesi mevkiinin denizden en yiiksek noktasim
olusturan Giiney Plato boliimii ayn1 zamanda yukariya yani
plato boliimiine nasil ulasildigima dair delil sunan tek alandur.
Bu alana, platonun giineyinde yer alan, ana kaya kazilarak,
icerisine ylizeyi diizglin tas plakalarin yerlestirilmesiyle
olusturulmus  basamaklardan  ulasilmaktaydi.  Bu
basamaklardan ancak giliniimiize iki sira ulagabilmistir.

2004 vyilindaki ilk kesifte, hicbir sekilde kazi
yapilmadan once, yap1 duvarlar1 ylizeyden rahatlikla
goriilebilmekteydi. ilk kazilarda, dzenle insa edilmis
olan yaklasik 80 cm kalmhiginda 1 m yiiksekligindeki
yapt temelleri agiga c¢ikartilabilmistir. (Res. 2 a-b).
BINA 1 olarak adlandirilan yap1”®, iizerine oturtulmus
oldugu topografyadan yararlanilarak ayn1 zamanda arazi
teraslanarak insa edilmistir. Ozellikle bazi alanlarda
ana kayanin kazilarak diizeltildigi ve duvarlarin
temellerinin ana kaya ile baglantili olacak sekilde insa
edildigi goriilmektedir. Duvarlarin ingasinda sadece
koselerde Kibris Ge¢ Tung Cagi II’den yogun olarak
bilinen kubik yani kesme blok taslar kullanilmigtir. Tag
duvarlar iizerinde kerpi¢ yapt malzemesiyle insa edilmis
olan yap1 duvarlarinin geneli moloz taslardan 6zenli
bir tas ustalifiyla insa edilmistir. Taban, duvar ve tavan
boliimleri algiyla sivanmis olan binanin biiyiik boliimii
erozyonla yok olmustur. Taban ve tavana ait oldugu
disiiniilen, igerisinde organik malzeme de barindiran
al¢1 pargalarina dayanilarak binanin iki katli olabilecegi

3 Taylor 1957: 23.

™ Karageorghis / Demas 1984: 15.

7> Frumark/Adelman 2003: 41, 47, 52.
76 Kizilduman 2017.
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Fita T i . ! B =

Resim 9a: Kuzey Plato Ro. 16’da Olas1 Deprem Izlerine Dair

Delil (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Projesi Fotograf Arsivi) / Locus
Ro.16 on the Northern Plateau with Evidence of Destruction
By An Earthquake (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Project Photo Archive)

Resim 9b: Giiney Plato Ro.9 icinde Bulunan KTO05-SF3
Agirsak (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Projesi Fotograf Arsivi) / K705-
SF3 Spindle Whorl Found on the Floor of Locus Ro.9 On the
Southern Plateau (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Project Photo Archive)

Resim 9c: Giiney Plato Ro.5’te Agiga Cikartilan KT05-SF75
Tas Kase (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Projesi Fotograf Arsivi) / KT05-
SF75 Stone Bowl Found on the Floor of Locus Ro.5 on the
Southern Plateau (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Project Photo Archive)

diislinilmektedir. Zemin kata ait odalarmn bir¢ogu ne
yazik ki iyi sekilde korunamamustir. Bina, merkezde
yer alan bir mekan ve cevresindeki oda dizilerinden
olugmaktadir. Merkezi konumdaki mekanin bir yarisi
ana kayanin traglanmasi diger yaris1 ise camur ve
topragin sikistirilmasiyla olusturulmus tabana sahiptir.
Bu mekan olasilikla bat1 yoniinde sagak kismina sahip
bir avlu boliimii olarak kabul edilmelidir. Bu mekan
icerisinde zaman ve mekan olgegine bagli olarak bir
iretimin yapildig1 agiga g¢ikartilmis 6giitme tagslari, tas
kaseler, tezgah agirliklar1, agirsaklardan anlagilmaktadir
(Res. 8 a-d, 9 b-c). Ana mekéan ¢evresinde yer alan
odalar ise depolma mekanlar olarak kullanilmistir. Bu
mekanlar igerisinde agiga ¢ikartilmis biiyiik depolama
kaplar1 binlerce litre sivi veya kat1 {irliniin depolanmis
olabilecegini gostermektedir. Ozelikle mekanlarin
icerisinde farkli taban (dolgu toprak, al¢i, ana kaya) ve
depolama kaplarinin yerlestirilis bigimi (kaide, dogrudan
zemin iizerine veya zemin igerisine agilan cukurlara) farkli
driinlerin farkli mekénlarda depolanmis olabilecegini
gostermektedir. Bunlara ek olarak Ro.9 mekani biiylik
seramik depolama kaplarmin yani sira bazi kiigiik
comlek ve kaselerin mekéan iginde yer almasi biiylik
kaplar i¢indeki iriinlerin aktarilmasinda kullanilmig
olabilecekleri fikrini bizlere sunmaktadir. Yapinin biiyiik
bir yangin ge¢irmis oldugu, agiga c¢ikartilan kalintilardan
anlasilmaktadir. Ancak yangin izlerinin  belirli
mekanlar i¢inde yogunlagmasi depolamadan dolay1
depolanan tirtinlerden kaynaklaniyor olabilecegi algisini
olusturmaktadir. Bu firiinlerin neler olabilecegi sorusu
akla gelmektedir. Bu soruya cevap olarak 6zellikle plato
boliimiinde agiga cikarilan tas aletler, kiicliik seramik
(Halka Kaideli testicikler, sigeler) ve tas kaplar ile
takasa dayali ticarette kullanilan kiigiik agirliklarin agiga
cikartilmasi burada kokulu yag iiretimi yapildigina dair
isaretler sunmaktadir. Yine mekanda yer alan kokulu
yag veya depolanmis olan zeytinyagiin yanici 6zelligi
ise bura da izleri belirlenmis olan yangmin tetikleyici
unsurlart olduguna dair kaniy1 giiclendirmektedir.

Giiney Plato’da yer alan yapinin kuzeyini ise poligonal
bi¢imde inga edilmis duvart ile yarim daire seklindeki bagka
bir boliim olugturmaktadir. Bu “apsis” seklindeki boliim ana
avlu mekanindan yaklagik 1 m yiikseklite yer almaktadir.
Bu boliim arazinin teraslanmastyla yiikseltilip topografyaya
uydurularak insa edilmistir. Olasilikla bu bdliim daha
erken bir donemde insa edilmis ve kullanilmig bir yapinin
duvarlarinin  yeniden kullanimiyla olusturulmustur”. Bu
yap1 Kibris ve Yakin Dogudan Geg Tung Cagi’nda bilinen
herhangi bir bagka yap1 ile gergek anlamda benzesmemekte,
Ozgilin, bolgesel bir yapi plant sergilemektedir. Yapi
icerisindeki buluntulardan da anlasilacag tizere bina Kibris
Geg Tung Cag1 IIC doneminde son kez kullamilmustir.

77 Kizilduman 2011: 312-326; Kizilduman 2017:120.
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Binanin depo odalarimin istiinde, tavana ait bazi
kalintilardan yola ¢ikilarak biiylik olasilikla en az ikinci
bir katin var oldugu anlagilmaktadir. Bu iist katin, eldeki
verilerden yola ¢ikarak yeniden rekonstriksiyonunun
yapilmast pek mimkiin goriinmemektedir.  Yap1
icersinde agiga cikartilan son derece kaliteli ve iist diizey
buluntularin yam1 sira Katkisiz Hamurlu seramikler
ile boyali “Miken” ve de Kibris seramikleri dikkat
cekicidir. Ayrica bu buluntularin diginda in situ olarak
bulunmasa da bir duvara ait, boyali duvar sivasi agiga
cikartilmistir. Kibris Ge¢ Tung Cagi mimarisinde ¢ok sik
rastlanmayan bu siva uygulamasi, binanin 6zel bir yap1
oldugunu gostermektedir. Dogu Akdeniz’deki gérkemli
uygulamalarin aksine bu donemde Kibris’ta Alassa-
Paliotaverna’, Enkomi”, Hala Sultan Tekkesi®, goriilen
duvar boyasi uygulamasina ait kanitlar sunmakla birlikte
bunlar nadir mimari siisleme uygulamalaridir. Kral
Tepesi kanitlarindan yola ¢ikarak bu uygulama hakkinda
¢ok fazla bilgi vermek miimkiin degildir.

Giliney Plato boliimiinde agiga c¢ikartilmis olan; Ro.
5 iginde bulunan minyatiir boga basi, Ro. 7 de agiga
¢ikartilmis kuvarstan yapilmis amulet benzeri bir boncuk
ile diger liks kullanim esyalari, binanin hem yerel
Olcekte hem de uluslararasi dlgekte bir seckin sinifin
niifus alanina ait oldugu gergegini yansitmaktadir.

Kral Tepesi'ne ait en etkileyici, se¢ki buluntulardan bir
digeri de yaklagik iicte ikisi korunmus olan bir damga
miihiirdiir (Res. 8d). Damga miihiir iizerinde heraklit
pozisyonunda duran iki aslan figiirii vardir. Aslan figiiri,
yonetimlerin siyasi gili¢ ve erkini temsil eden evrensel
bir sembol olarak kabul edilmektedir®'.Kral Tepesi’nde
yer alan bu aslan sembolii de gergek anlamda toplumsal
siyasal bir orgiitlenme yapisinin erkini elinde tutan bir
giiclin temsilcisi gibi goriinmektedir. Ancak bu diisiince
de birgok bagka kanitla desteklendigi takdirde daha
anlaml bir hale gelebilecektir.

Yukarida da deginildigi lizere bazi hayvan sekilli agirliklar,
miihiir, kaliteli ve Onemli kii¢iik buluntular, seramik
mal gruplari, tablet parcalari, farkli eserler {izerinde
yer alan yazi ornekleri bolgenin 6nemi ve zenginliginin
gostergeleridir. Damga miihiirle birlikte tiim bu eserler,
Kral Tepesi yerlesim yerinin Kibris Geg Tung Cagi I1IC
ticaret agina dahil oldugunun ag¢ik kanitidir.

Binanin depo odalarinda agiga c¢ikartilan seramik
pargalarinin bircogu biiyiikk depolama kaplarina ait
olmasina ragmen bunlarin diginda, bagta yaklagik 5-7

8 Hadjisavvas 2003: 434, Fig. 4.

7 Dikaios 1969: 26-28, 63, 814.

8 Astrom 1976: 117; Hult 1977:78.

81 Allsen 2006; Collins 1998; Marinatos 1990.
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litre siv1 igerigi alabilecek tek sapli testiler olmak
iizere, orta biiylikliikte kaplarin da kullanilmis oldugu
goriilmektedir. Baz1 orta biiyiikliikte kaplar, kulp boliimii
tizerinde Kibris-Minos yazisina ait isaretler tagimaktadir.

Kiiciik boyutlu seramik kaplarim biiyiik cogunlugu iki farkli
kap formundan olusmaktadir. Bunlar: kii¢iik testicikler ve
acik, derin olmayan kaselerdir. Testicikler ya el yapimi
Halka Kaideli mal grubu {iriinii ya da basit boyanmus,
bezemeli ¢ark yapimi ¢anaklardir. Derin olmayan kaseler
ozellikle ikinci tarzda yapilmistir. Mutfak kaplarina ait
herhangi bir seramik kap ag¢iga ¢ikartilmamustir.

EN UST TERAS BOLUMU

Kral Tepesi yerlesim yerinin en iist plato béliimii diginda
yer alan alanlarda da gegmisteki insan varliginin izlerine
birgok yerde rastlanilmistir (Res. 2a, 3a). Gegmisteki Kral
Tepesi insan faaliyetlerinin varligi, yerlesimin iizerine
kuruldugu alanin en yiiksekte olan teras boéliimiinde
yapilan kazilarla da kanitlanmistir. Ne yazik ki bu alan
tarimsal faaliyetler ve kagak kazilar sonucunda tahrip
edilmistir. Ozellikle topografyay1 diizleyerek daha rahat
ekilebilir ve genis bir arazi elde etmek amaciyla arazinin
sahibi tarafindan buldozerle yapilan ¢alisma sonucunda
hemen yiizey topraginin altinda kalan arkeolojik doku
biiyiik 6l¢iide yok olmus veya tahrip edilmistir. Buna
ragmen tahribattan geriye kalan bazi alanlarda kaya
oyugu bir mimari yapim tekniginin uygulandigi ve
kompleks binalarin oldugu anlagilmistir.

Bu alanda yapilan kazilarda Halka Kaideli, Yalin Cark
Yapimmi seramik mal pargalart Yalin Traglanmig Mal
Grubu testiciklere sik rastlanilirken 2014 kis donemi
caligmalar1 sirasinda L97 A plan karesinde bir kontekse
dahil olan mekéan i¢inde yer alan kuyuda in situ olarak
111 adet Tung Eser agiga cikartilmistir (Res. 10 a-b).
Kuyunun 6zellikle insa asamasi dncesinde veya sirasinda
iyice diisiiniilerek tasarlandigi anlagilmistir. Kuyu, en alt
boliimiine yerlestirilecek eserlerin kolaylikla bulunmasini
Onleyebilecek bir gizli bdlme yaratmaya uygun olarak
tasarlanmistir. Kazi esnasinda da anlagildigi tizere kuyunun
i¢c bolimiine, ahsap desteklerin yerlestirilebilecegi
nigler acilmistir. Bu nisler {lizerine yerlestirilen ahsap ve
taglar araciligiyla altta yer alan Tung eserlerin kolayca
bulunmasina kargt 6nlem alinmis oldugu anlagilmaktadir.
Kral Tepesi'nde agiga c¢ikartilan bu ikinci Tun¢ Eser
toplulugunun yaninda olasilikla {iglincii bir benzer eser
toplulugunun gecmiste var olduguna dair izlere 2009
yilinda yapilan kazilarda B95 B plan karesinde yer alan
bir bagka kuyu i¢inde de ulasilmistir. Fakat bu kuyu biiyiik
olasilikla Kral Tepesi terk edilirken veya terk edildikten
sonra bosaltilmis olmalidir. Buna ragmen kuyu i¢inde bir
adet ¢ekig basi agiga cikartilmustir (Res. 10 c-d).
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Resim 10a: En Ust Teras 2014 ve Tkinci Tung Eser Toplulugu
(Kral Tepesi/Vasili Projesi Fotograf Arsivi) / Highest Terrace
2014, with the Second Hoard of Kral Tepesi/Vasili
Tepesi/Vasili Project Photo Archive)

(Kral

Resim 10b: Kral Tepesi ikinci Tun¢ Eser Toplulugu, En
Ust Teras (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Projesi Fotograf Arsivi) / The
Second Hoard of Kral Tepesi/Vasili from the Highest Terrace
(Kral Tepesi/Vasili Project Photo Archive)

En Ust Teras Boliimiinde arazi sahibi tarafindan
buldozerle traslanarak biiylik oranda yok edilen bir
alanda, yapilan kaz1 ¢alismasinda mekanin igerisinde
skrabe bulunmustur. Kibris’ta skrabe bulunmasi Kral
Tepesi'ne 0Ozgli bir oOzellik degildir. Adada ozellikle

Resim 10c: Kuzey Plato, B95 B Plan Karesinde Yer Alan
Kuyu (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Projesi Fotograf Arsivi) / A Well
From Square B95B on the Northern Plateau (Kral Tepesi/
Vasili Project Photo Archive)

Resim 10d: Kuzey Plato, B95 B Plan Karesinde Yer Alan
Kuyu I¢inde A¢iga Cikartilmig Tung Cekic Bast (Kral Tepesi/

Vasili Projesi Fotograf Arsivi) / Bronze Hammer Head Found
on the Bottom of the Well from Square B95B on the Northern
Plateau (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Project Photo Archive)

Ayia Irini®?, Enkomi®, Hala Sultan Tekkesi*, Idalion®
gibi merkezlerde yapilan kazilarda da birgok skrabe giin
15181na kavusturulmusgtur®,

Teras alaninda yapilan incelemeler daha Once
diigiiniildiigiic gibi bu alanda {ist smmf konaklama,
konut®” veya toplumsal siyasal orgiitlenme yapisindan
ziyade daha ¢ok ticari amaclara yonelik bir aktivitenin
oldugunu diisiindiirmektedir. Yukarida farkli béliimlerde
de ifade edildigi lizere burada da giliniimiize degin
yapilan kazilardaki en ilging unsurlardan birisi de mutfak
kaplarinin ve diyetlerinin bir parcasi olan hayvanlara ait
kemik pargalarina rastlanilamamis olusudur.

82 Gjerstad 1935: 847-48.

83 Charles 1971: 819-823.

8 http://www.fischerarchaeology.se/?page 1d=1989/(4/3/2016-
1:49 PM).

85 Gjerstad 1935: 626.

8 Frumark 1953.

87 Kizilduman/Miiller, 2016: 216.



52

ORTA TERAS BOLUMU

Yerlesim yeri ilizerinde yukarida anlatilan {i¢ farkli
kaz1 alanina ek olarak Orta Teras boliimiinde de kazi
caligmalarma 2017 kazi sezonunda J102 B-J103 B-D plan
karelerinde baslanmis ve arkeolojik izlere ulasilmistir.
Ozellikle Yalin Cark Yapimi mal grubuna ve depolma
kap parcalarina ait seramiklere rastlanilirken ne yazikki
heniiz in situ buluntulara ulasilamamustir.

KRAL TEPESi BULUNTULARINA GENEL BiR BAKIS

Kral Tepesinde yapilan kazi calismalarinda merkezin
biiyiikligii ve kazi ¢aligmasinin kapsadigi alan diisiiniilecek
olursa oldukga zengin bir buluntu grubuyla karsilagilmistir.
Yapilan kazilar sonucunda agiga cikartilan Kibris Geg
Tung Cagma ait seramikler yaklasik olarak MO 1300-1200
yillar1 arasina verilmektedir. Seramik mal gruplarinin en son
kullamm yillarindan yola ¢ikarak yerlesim yerinin yaklagik
olarak Kibris Ge¢ Tung Cag1 IIC sonuna dogru terk edildigi
belirlenmistir. Yapilan ¢alisma sirasinda ¢ok sayida farkli
ebatlarda pithos olarak adlandirabilecegimiz depolama kabi
aciga cikartilmugstir. Kirik seramik parcalar arasinda en ¢ok
kargimiza Yalin Cark Yapimi seramik mal grubu ¢ikmaktadir.
Halka Kaideli ve Boyal1 Cark Yapimi Mal Grubu da oldukga
sik rastlamilan diger seramik mal grublarini olusturmaktadr.

Kibris disinda, Misir, Levant bolgesi, Orta Anadolu ve
Kilikya Hitit etkisindeki Kilise Tepe®®, Kinet Hoyuk®,
Mersin-Yiimiiktepe®, Tarsus-Gozlitkule®® merkezlerde
goriilen ama 6zellikle kokeni hakkinda olduk¢a yogun
tartigmalarin  yasandigi Kirmizi Parlak Astarli Mal
Grubu” seramiklere ait ¢ok az sayida kirik seramik
pargalar aciga cikarilmistir. Ayn1 zamanda Kibris Geg
Tung Cagi yerlesim yerlerinde yogun olarak rastlanilan
Beyaz Astarli Boyal1 Mal Grubu seramigi, Kral Tepesin
de tek bir kirik parca 6rnek ile bilinmektedir.

Yapilan kazilar sirasinda Dogu Akdeniz’de oldukga
sik goriilen bir bagka Kibris idriinii olan Yalin
Traglanmis testicikler agiga ¢ikartilmistir (Res. 11c).
Uluburun batigindan da bilinen®® Yalin Traslanmig
testiciklere Kibris disinda gerek Anadolu® gerekse
Ugarit/Ras Samra® ve Tell Abu Hawam’® basta

8 Hansen/Postgate 2007: 368-370.

8 Gates 2001: Fig. 2:12; Kozal 2015.

% Garstang 1953: Fig. 157: 16-17.

! Goldman 1956: 204, Fig. 329, 1232-1234.

92 Knappett/ Kilikoglou, 2007: 115-140; Kozal 2015: 53-64.
3 Hirschfeld 2011: 115, 117, Fig. L.

4 Kozal 2016: 54.

% Monchambert 2004: 138-139.

% Artzy 2005: 356.
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Resim 1la: Kuzey Plato, B95B Plan Karesinde Ro. 40°da
Aciga Cikartilmig Halka Kaideli Testicik (Kral Tepesi/Vasili

Projesi Fotograf Arsivi) / Base Ring Juglet Found on the
Floor of Locus Ro.40/ Square B95B on the Northern Plateau
(Kral Tepesi/Vasili Project Photo Archive)

i W N

Resim 11b: En Ust Teras, Ro. 126’da Bulunmus Insan Yiizii
Seklinde Betimlenmis Halka Kaideli Testicik Pargas1 (Kral

Tepesi/Vasili Projesi Fotograf Arsivi) / Base Ring Juglet
Sherd with Human Face, Found on the Floor of Locus Ro.126,
Highest Terrace (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Project Photo Archive)

olmak iizere Levant bolgesinde®” de yogun olarak
rastlanilmaktadir.

Yalin Cark Yapimi mal grubunda aciga cikartilmig
olan kaplarin c¢ogunlugu orta biyiiklikte testi ve
comleklerden olusmaktadir. Boyali Cark Yapimi Mal
Grubu seramiklerin gogunlugu, i¢inde dairesel ve sarmal
bezemelerin yer aldig1 kaseler ile dis yiizeyinde yatay
bantlarin yer aldigi kiigiik testicik ve ¢omleklerden
olugmaktadir (Res. 11d). Halka kaideli testiciklerinin pek
cogu ise biiyiiklik agisindan gark yapimi benzerleriyle
eslesmektedir (Res. 1la-b). Tim bunlara ek olarak
ki Renkli Boyali mal grubuna ait az sayida seramik
pargalar1 da agiga cikartilmistir. Giiniimiizdeki veriler
1s18inda seramik eser gruplarinin ve kap tipolojilerinin
siirl sayida olusu Kral Tepesi’ndeki yerlesim yerinin
cok ozel bir amaca hizmet ettigini gdstermektedir. Plato

°7 Orman 2008: 38.
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boliimiinde yapilan ¢aligmada yemek pisirmede kullanilan
mutfak kaplarina ait seramiklere veya pargalarina
rastlanilmamig olusu bu gergegi pekistirmektedir.
Biiyiik 6l¢lide hububat iiriinlerin depolanmasina yonelik
kanitlarin az olusu ve de bu doneme ait higbir hayvan
kemigine rastlanilmamasi bu tabloyla ortiisen bir diger
kanittir. Giliniimiize degin yapilan ¢aligmalarin ortaya
koydugu iizere Kral Tepesi’nde gegmiste ikamet eden
veya yasamsal faaliyetlerini bir 6l¢iide burada devam
ettirenlerin farkli birgok amaca yonelik yapmig olduklari
caligmalar1 arasinda yemek pisirmek yer almamaktadir.

Yukarida bahsedilen liikks kullanim eserlerinin disinda
kalan kiigiik buluntularin birgogu kiiciik 6lgekteki iiretim
i¢in gerek duyulan aletlerdir. Ozellikle bazalttan yapilmis
mil tagi, minyatiir ve bilylik 6giitme taslari, havanelleri,
biiyiik tas kaseler kayda deger sayida bulunmustur.
Burada tahil veya kokulu yag iiretimi diginda ne tarz
tiriinlerin iglendigi tam olarak bilinememektedir.

Yerlesim yeri genelinde, Kibris Ge¢ Tung Caginda
gizlendigi icin XXI. ylizyila kadar ulasilabilmis ve
yapilan kazilar neticesinde ag¢iga cikartilmig iki tung
eser grubu disinda ¢ok az sayida tung eser bulunmustur.
Buradan hareketle, yerlesim yeri yikildiktan sonra
veya yikim siirecinde ya Kral Tepesi’nin bilingli olarak
bosaltildig1 ya da biiylik bir olasilikla enkaz arasindan
yagmalanmis oldugu sonucuna ulagmak miimkiindiir.

YAZILI DOKUMANLAR VE KRAL TEPESI

Kral Tepesi’nde agiga ¢ikartilan buluntular arasinda
ozellikle Kibris’in tarihi donemlerine kismen de olsa
151k tutabilecek bazi veriler dikkat cekicidir. Kibris’ta
Ge¢ Tung Cagina ait birgok merkezdeki seramik kaplar
tizerinde Kibris-Minos yazisina ait isaretlere rastlamak
miimkiindiir®®. Kral Tepesi’nde agiga ¢ikartilmig olan
depolama kabi, lizengi kulplu ¢omlek, kiirek, kase,
agirsak, tezgdh agirhigr gibi bircok eser {izerinde
rastlanilan isaretler siradan kap isaretlerinin aksine,
kesinlikle Kibris-Minos yazi sistemine ait isaretlerdir
(Res. 12 a-d).

Giiney Plato’da yer alan yapinin gecmisteki biiytikliigii,
kapladigr alan erozyonun yikict etkisi nedeniyle
bilinmemektedir. BINA 1’in 6zellikle dogu, bat1 ve
giiney bolimleri yok olmustur. Yapinin kuzey ve orta
bolimil diger alanlara nazaran daha iyi korunmusgtur.
Binay1 agiga cikarmak igin yapilan kazi ¢alismasi
sirasinda, binanin yikintilar1 arasinda bir tablet parcasi
acgiga ¢ikartilmistir. Bu tablet pargasi tizerinde, Kibris-
Minos yazistyla kazinmis ti¢ satirlik, okunabilir sekiz

% Astrom 1969; Ferrara 2012.

Resim 1lc: Giiney Plato BINA 1°de A¢ia Cikartilmis Yalin
Traslanmig Testicik (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Projesi Fotograf

Arsivi) / White Shaved Juglet Found on the Floor of
BUILDING 1 on the Southern Plateau (Kral Tepesi/Vasili
Project Photo Archive)

fim W N

Resim 11d: Giiney Plato Ro. 7°de Bulunmus Boyali Cark
Yapimi/Miken Eser Grubu Alabastron (Kral Tepesi/Vasili

Projesi Fotograf Arsivi) / Mycenean/ White Painted Wheel-
Made Alabastron Found on the Floor of Locus Ro.7 on the
Southern Plateau (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Project Photo Archive)

isaret bulunan bir kitabe belirlenmistir. Kibris Ge¢ Tung
Cag1 yerlesim ve nekropol alanlarinda, Tiirkiye’nin
batist ve Ege Denizi’nin her iki kiyisina nazaran daha
sik yazi Ornegine rastlanilmaktadir. Ancak bunlar
genellikle birkac isaretten olusmaktadir. Bu nedenle,
Kral Tepesi’ndeki bu tablet pargasi ¢oziimlendiginde,
bilinen Kibris-Minos metin kiilliyatina  katkida
bulunacaktir.

Kibris-Minos yazisinin temel karakteri olan Linear
yazi sistemi ger¢ek anlamda ¢oziilememis olsa da
cevre kiiltiirlerdeki benzer kaynaklar Ada hakkinda
bilgi vermektedir. Girit Adasi’nda Knossos’ta
bulunmus olan bazi Linear B tabletleri iizerinde adi
gegen a-ra-si-jo etnik sifat ya da kisi adinin Kibris’la
ilgili oldugu disiiniilmektedir®.Bunun yani sira

* Bennet 1996: 51; Knapp 1985: 238.
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: ; B

Resim 12a: Kral Tepesi/Vasili’"de Bulunmus Birinci Tung
Eser Toplulugundan Tung Kiirek (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Projesi |

Fotograf Arsivi) / Bronze Shovel from the First Hoard of Kral
Tepesi/Vasili (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Project Photo Archive)

Knossos ve Pylos metinlerinde ge¢gmekte olan ku- '
pi-ri-jo kelimesinin Kibrisli Adam ve mal anlaminda
kullanildig: disiiniilmektedir!'®.

R
b

Linear yaz sistemleri disinda 1895 yilindan itibaren
MO II. bin yilbaslarina ait Yakindogu yazil belgelerinde
ad1 yogun olarak gecen Alasiya iilkesinin Kibris Adasi
olabilecegiyle ilgili bilimsel tartigmalar'®, AlaSiya
iilkesinden gelen tabletler iizerinde yapilan kimyasal
analizler sonucunda AlaSiya {ilkesinin Kibris olduguna
¢ogunlukla inanilmaktadir'®. Bu baglamda Ugarit Krali
Nigmaddu III'e (MO 1225/20-1215) Alasiya Kral
KuSmasusa tarafindan génderilen mektup ve diger yazil
belgeler olduk¢a dnemlidir. Bu belgeler ve buluntularla
ilgili olarak yapilan arkeometrik verilere bakilarak
KusmasuSa’nin oturdugu yer olarak Kibris’taki Alassa

ya da Kalavasos-Ayios Dhimitrios yerlesim yerleri isaret
edilmektedir'®,

\ o 5om

100 _ .
IOIE?ISI;:HL; (r)l ?;'uéglit())i'nzgolgz;gl'e;()"li(napp 1985: Miiler 1895: 257 Resim 12b: Kral Tepesi/Vasili, Tung¢ Kiirek (Bartelheim/
192 Goren/Bunimovitz/Finkelstein/Na’Aman 2003: 252; Hellbing Kizilduman/Miiller/Pernicka/Tekel 2008:170 Fig.10:1) / Kral

1979: 90; Knapp 1985. Tepesi/Vasili, Bronze Shovel (Bartelheim/Kizilduman/Miiller/
193Goren/Bunimovitz/Finkelstein/Na”Aman 2003: 252. Pernicka/Tekel 2008:170 Fig.10:1)




55

KRAL TEPESI: KARPAZ YARIMADASI'NDA BiR GEC TUNC CAGI YERLESIMI

Resim 12c: Birinci Tung Eser Toplulugundan Miken Stilinde
Uzengi Kulplu Cémlek, Kral Tepesi/ Vasili (Kral Tepesi/Vasili

Projesi Fotograf Arsivi) / Mycenean Style Stirrup Jar from the
First Hoard of Kral Tepesi/Vasili (Kral Tepesi/Vasili Project
Photo Archive)

Resim 12d: Kral Tepesi/ Vasili, Miken Stilinde Uzengi Kulplu
Comlek (Cizim U. Miiller Tarafindan Yapilmistir) / Kral Tepesi/
Vasili, Mycenean Style Stirrup Jar (Drawing By U. Miiller)

Misir/El-Amarna'®, Ras Shamra/Ugarit'®>, Mari'%,
Tell Agana/Alalah!”, Bogazkdy/ Hattusa'®, Ortakdy/
Sapinuva'® ve diger merkezlerde bulunmus olan yazili

19%4Moran 1987: 196.

15Holmes 1971: 426.

1%6Holmes 1971: 429.

107Wiseman 1996: 20.

18Beckman 1996b: 31; Knapp 1985: 238; Steiner 1962: 130.
19Siiel 1998: 43.

belgelerde ad1 gegen Alasiya’nin, ¢ivi yazili metinlerde
“KUR” ve “URU” ideogramlariyla birlikte yazilmasindan
dolay1 bir iilke mi yoksa sehir mi oldugu tam olarak
anlasilamamaktadir''®.  Bundan dolay1 AlaSiya’nin
Kibris’ta bir gehir mi yoksa adanin geneli ya da bir kismi
i¢cin mi kullanildig1 da heniiz netlesmis degildir.

Kral Tepesi’nde agiga cikarilan arkeolojik verilerden
de goriilecegi tlizere Kral Tepesi ile Ugarit arasinda
yogun bir iliskinin varligt yadsmamaz bir gergektir.
Yazili vesikalardan da anlagilacagi tizere Ugarit Kral
Nigmaddu III ile Alasiya Krali KuSmasusa arasindaki
bagda, Kral Tepesi limani, Kibris’ta Ugarit’e en yakin
liman olma konumuyla ayr1 bir 6nem tagimis olmalidir.
Ancak Kibris-Minos yazi kalintilarinin yetersiz kaligi
ve Kral Tepesi’nde heniiz ¢ivi yazili bir vesika aciga
cikartilmamis olmasi, Kral Tepesi’nin bu diplomatik
iligkiler icerisindeki ekonomik ve politik konumunu net
olarak ortaya koyamamaktadir.

KIBRIS GEG TUNG GAGI SOSYOPOLITIK YAPISI
ISIGINDA KRAL TEPESI

Kalkolitik donemden itibaren kullanilmaya baglanmig
olan Kibris bakir yataklari, Kibrishlar tarafindan Erken
Tun¢ Cagindan itibaren verimli olarak iglenmislerdir.
Ada, bakir potansiyeli ile Dogu Akdeniz’deki
kiiltiirler arasi takasa dayanan ticaret aginin bir parcast
olmustur. Kibris, Orta Tun¢ Caginda ise Levant ve Ege
diinyasiyla yapilan denizasir1 ticarette gittikce daha
etkin olmay1 basarmistir. Bu donemle birlikte artik
Yakindogu vesikalarinda ilk kez Alasiya iilkesinden
bahsedilmeye baslanmistir. Alasiya {ilkesi hakkindaki
en erken kaynaklardan birisi de Mari (Tell el-Hariri)
arsivlerinden bilinmektedir. AlaSiya metinleri Eski
Babil déneminden Yakhdum-Lim (MO 1800 &ncesi),
Sumu-Yaman ya da Zimri-Lim (MO 1777-1761)
dénemlerinden gelmektedir!!!. Ancak unutulmamalidir
ki Kibris’in Erken ve Orta Tun¢ Caginda daha cok
tarimsal faaliyetlerin agirlikli oldugu ekonomisinin
Kibris Ge¢ Tung Cagi ile birlikte tamamen degistigi ve
artik endiistriyel faaliyetlerin takas sistemine dayanan
ckonomide agirlikli rol oynamaktadir'’?2, Geg¢ Tung
Caginda Kibris {i¢ ana noktada 6n plana ¢ikmaktadir.
Bunlar adanin stratejik 6nemi, bakir madeni''® ve gemi
dretimidir''*.

19Goren/Bunimovitz/Finkelstein/Na”’Aman 2003:248; Hellbing
1979: 90; Knapp 1985: 237.

Sasson 1996: 17.

"2Tacovou 2007: 15.

3K nap 1996: 5.

4 Georgiou 1979: 84; Hellbing 1979: 43; Muhly 1982: 251.
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Kibris Orta Tun¢ Cagi III/Kibris Ge¢ Tung Cagi 1A
doneminde adada kentlesmenin baglangi¢ asamasi
gergeklesmistir!!’>.  Enkomi’de ve diger sahil
yerlesimlerinde Kibris Orta Tung Cagi III/Kibris
Geg¢ Tung Cagi IA yap1 katlarinda kente gegisin
meydana geldigi diisliniilmektedir. Bu gecis siireci
daha sonra Enkomi’nin, Kibris Ge¢ Tun¢ Cagi IB
doneminde merkezi konumda olusuna Onciiliik
etmistir'', ilerleyen siirec igerisinde adanin diger kiy1
yerlesimlerinin de kendi biinyelerindeki depolama
imkanlar1 ve hinterlantlar1 igerisinde sunduklari
glivenli tiretim fazlasi ya da ihtiyag iirlinlerini tasima
imkanlariyla bolgesel elit ya da devletlere doniigmiis
olduklar1 kabul edilmek istenilmektedir''’. Bunlar
arasinda Alassa, Kalavasos-Ayios Dhimitrios, Maroni
gibi merkezleri saymak miimkiindiir''®. Ugarit Kral
Nigmaddu III’e Alasiya Krali Ku§masuSa tarafindan
gonderilen tablet lizerinde yapilan arkeometrik verilere
bakilarak Kibris Ge¢ Tung¢ Cagi IIC doneminde
Ku$masusa’nin oturdugu yer olarak Kibris’taki Alassa
ya da Kalavasos-Ayios Dhimitrios yerlesim yerleri
ongorilmektedir'”®. Bu da bize artik Enkomi’nin
merkezi Ozelligini  kaybettigini  gostermektedir.
Olasilikla bu donemde Kibrish aristokrat nitelikli gii¢
sahibi ailelerin egemenlik alanlarini genigletme arzusu
igerisinde olduklarini diisiinmek yanlis olmayacaktir.
Bu amagla, farkli driinler elde etme arzusuyla
adaya gelen tiiccar denizciler ya da kendi denizagiri
diplomatik iliskileri araciligiyla takas sistemine dayali
bir ticaret yapmiglardir'?°.

Geg Tung Caginda, adanini¢ kisimlarinda kalan tiretim
merkezleri dnem kaybederken, kiy1 veya kiyiya yakin
yerlesimler giiclerini artirmigtir. Dogu Akdeniz’de
Geg¢ Tung Cagi sonundaki karmasa donemi Kibris’1
da etkilemistir. Cogunlukla ‘kriz yillari’'*' olarak
adlandirilan bu déonemin sorumlusu olarak istilalar ve
kitle gocleri neden gdsterilmektedir. Bu konuda diger
yaklasimlar, Kibris da dahil olmak {izere, birbirinden
farkli bolgelerdeki politik ve kiiltiirel degisikliklere
sebep olan siire¢ ve olaylar1 daha farkli bir bakis
acistyla aciklamaya c¢alismaktadir'??. Ozellikle bu
donem yasanirken ayakta duran ve Geg¢ Tung Cagi
IIC sonunda son bulan Kral Tepesi de, bu paradoksun
iginde yer almaktadir.

Tacovou 2007: 13.

6Tacovou 2007: 15.

7 Goren/Bunimovitz/Finkelstein/Na”Aman 2003: 251.

8Goren/Bunimovitz/Finkelstein/Na”’Aman 2003: 252; South
2002: 67.

19 Goren/Bunimovitz/Finkelstein/Na”Aman 2003: 252.

120K napp 1997: 5.

121K arageorghis 1990: 2000.

12Sherrat 1991; Sherratt 1998; Sherrat/Crouwel 1987; Knapp
1994; Voskos/Knapp, 2008.
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Zengin bakir yataklari adanin batisinda ozellikle
Trodos Dagi ve eteklerinde yer alirken, giliniimiiz
bilgi birikimiyle kent olarak yorumlanabilecek
yerlesim yerlerinin biiyiik ¢ogunlugu, Dogu Akdeniz
deniz ticareti ve kiy1 6tesi uygarliklarin etkisiyle olsa
gerek, doguda konumlandirilmistir'?®. Buna neden
olan etken ve kosullara'?* deginmek igin yapilan
sorgulamalara ragmen Ge¢ Tung¢ Cagi yerlesim aginin
yapist kismen anlagilabilmistir.

Kibris Ge¢ Tung Cagi iginde biiyiikk bir 6neme sahip
olan Kral Tepesi ¢agdasi oldugu diger merkezlerden
farklilik gdstermektedir. Bu merkezler arasinda yer
alan Kalavasos-Ayios Dhimitrios veya Myrtou-
Pigades gibi yerler kismen diiz bir alan iizerinde
gliniimiiz bilgi birikimiyle sdylenecek olursa savunma
duvarsiz iken Bamboula-Kourion'?’, Enkomi!?,
Kition'?’, Nitovikla!?®, Maa-Paleokastro'?,
Nikolidhes-Glyka Vrysis!®%, Sinda-Siradag'?! ise
gliclii savunma duvarlarn ile kusatilmigtir (Res. 5).
Tiim bunlarin yaninda sayilan merkezler arasinda ayni1
donemde iskan edilmis olan Pyla-Kokkinokremos
yerlesim yeri de tipki Kral Tepesi gibi bir plato iizerine
konuslandirilmistir. Ancak Pyla-Kokkinokremos!'*2
yerlesim yeri Kral Tepesi’nden farkli olarak disa
kapali bir ortak yapi duvari ile kendine 6zgii bir
savunma stratejisi gelistirmigtir!**.

Kral Tepesi yerlesim yeri, tipki kutsal kitaplarda da
bahsedilen, uzaktan bakildigi zaman Moriah Tepesi
gibi dik duran bir tepenin iizerine yerlesmistir.
Eldeki verilerden anlasildig: iizere en 6nemli yapilar
en yiiksek yerlerde olmak {izere, yerlesim unsurlari
acik bir hiyerarsi sirasiyla asagiya dogru inmektedir.
Bu da bizlere iizerine 6nemli yapilarin insa edildigi,
cok Ozel bir alan veya yerlesim yeri oldugu izlenimi
vermektedir. Kral Tepesi’nin ¢evredeki ovalik alanlar
i¢in ekonomik, politik kontrol ve/veya dini, ritiiel
oneme sahip bir yer olduguna dair izler tagimaktadir.

ZDogu Akdeniz deniz ticaretinde Hitit-Levant-Misir’a yakinlhigi
ve riizgar yonleri, denizel akintilar nedeniyle adanin giineydo-
gusuna nazaran hep kuzeyi géz ardi edilmistir. Adanin Kuzey
sahil seridinde Kibris Ge¢ Tung Cagina ait arastrima ve kazi
caligmalar1 giiniimiizde yapilmamaktadir. Eger bu bdlgede yii-
zey arastirmasi ve kazi ¢alismalar yapilacak olursa kuzey sahil
seridinin daha az 6neme sahip oldugu goriisii degisebilme po-
tansiyeline sahiptir.

124K eswani/Knapp 2003.

12Weinberg 1983.

126Dikaios 1969.

127K arageorghis/ Demas 1985.

128Sj6qvist/1934.

2Demas 1988.

30Gjerstad 1926.

BIFrumark/Adelman 2003.

132K arageorghis/Demas, 1984.

13Kizilduman 2011: 219-220.
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Kaleburnu-Kral Tepesi, gerek ada olgeginde gerekse
Dogu Akdeniz kapsaminda buluntularinin  ve
konumunun da gosterdigi ilizere kendine 6zgiin bir
nitelik tasimaktadir. Eldeki veriler degerlendirildigi
zaman, Kaleburnu-Kral Tepesi’'nde yasamakta
olan topluluk ve buradaki orgiitlenme yapisi, Kibris
Geg¢ Tung Cagi IIC donemindeki ekonomik siirecte
onemli bir rol oynamistir. Kral Tepesi yerlesim yeri,
Dogu Akdeniz deniz ticaretinde ¢agdasi olan Levant
diinyasinin yakin liman sehirleriyle arasinda; ada
iizerindeki konumuyla, deniz ticaret rotalarinin da
ortaya koydugu tlizere, Kibris’in araci yerlesim yeri
olarak da hizmet etmis olmalidir. Bunun sonucunda
ortaya ¢ikan zenginlik, ithal Levant ve Ege
seramikleri ile ticari mallarin ¢esitliliginden de takip
edilebilmektedir. Tim bunlar denizasir1 kiiltiirlerle
bir iletisim rotas1 ve ticari baglantilar1 yansitmasinin
yaninda, yerli iretim mallarina yonelik olarak ada
icindeki ekonomik agda yogun olarak kullanilan
onemli bir merkezdir. Ancak bu merkezin siyasi-
ekonomik unsurlari, rolii ileride bolgede yapilacak
kazilar 1s1g1nda sorgulanabilecektir.
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ABSTRACT

Highland of eastern Anatolia, southern Transcaucasia and northwestern Iran were divided among a great number of
local polities in the Late Bronze-Early Iron Age (c. 1600-900 BC). By the change of political power, regional landscape
previously consisted of small local polities largely transformed into a province of the kingdom of Urartu (Middle
Iron Age, c. 900-600 BC). The Urartian conquest of the Araxes valley-Mt Agr1 region began the earlier stage of the
kingdom. Some of the sites that we investigated in the region show a developed and complex system. These settlement
complexes were located in central area of geographical units. Each of the them covers interrelated units in a vast
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area within a long time period. The most remarkable settlement complexes of Mt Agri are Melekli, Karakoyunlu and
Bozkurt can be consider as urban and administrative centres of Early Iron Age (pre-Urartian) and Urartian. South
of the Araxes river was land of Erikua-Ireku-Irkuahi, inscriptions of king Minua refer to conquest of Luhiuni which
was the capital of Eviqua. Luhiuni, the royal city of Early Iron Age kingdom Erikua,; and Minuahinili, new fortress of
Urartu and Haldi Temple which was built afterwards by king Minua, must be in the settlement complexes at Melekli
and Karakoyunlu (Igdwr) on the northern slope of Mt Agr1 (Igdir plain-south of the Araxes valley). Bozkurt settlement
complex located in the southern part of mountain (Dogubayazit plain) must also be considered in this frame.

0ZET

Son Tung-Erken Demir Cagi’nda (ykl. MO 1600-900) Dogu Anadolu yiiksek yaylasi, Giiney Kafkasya ve Kuzeybat
Iran ¢ok sayida yerel politik giic arasinda boliinmiistii. Sivasi giiciin degismesiyle, oncesinin kiiciik yerel yonetim
birimleri cogunlukla Urartu Kralligi 'mn (Orta Demir Cag, ykl. MO 900-600) eyaletlerine doniistii. Aras Vadisi-Agr
Dag bélgesine ilk fetihler Urartu Kralligi'nmin erken domeminde baslamistir. Bolgede yaptigimiz arastirmalarda
belirledigimiz bazi yerlesimler gelismis ve kompleks bir yerlesim sistemi gosterirler. Bu yerlesim kompleksleri
cografi birimlerin merkezi noktalarinda yer alw. Her biri, genig alanlar icinde, birbirleriyle iliskili ve uzun bir
zaman dilimi igine yayilmis ayri birimlerden olusur. Agr1 Dagi’'min en dikkat ¢ekici yerlesim kompleksleri olan
Melekli, Karakoyunlu ve Bozkurt Erken Demir Cag (pre-Urartu) ve Urartu Kralligi’min biiyiik kentleri ve idari
merkezleri olarak diisiiniilebilir. Evken Demir Cagi 'nda Aras Nehri'nin giineyi Evikua-Ireku-Irkuahi iilkesiydi, Kral
Minua’nmin yazitlarinda Erviqua bagkenti Luhiuni nin fethi anlatilir. Erken Demir Cag kralligi Eviqua’nin krali kenti
Luhiuni ile sonrasinda Kral Minua tarafindan yeni kurulan ve bir Haldi Taginagi’nin da insa edildigi Urartu kalesi
Minuahinili sirastyla Agri Dagi’min kuzey etegindeki (Igdir Ovasi-Aras Nehri’nin giineyi) Melekli ve Karakoyunlu
(Igdir) yerlesim komplekslerindedir, dagin giiney etegindeki (Dogubayazit Ovasi) Bozkurt yerlesim kompleksi de bu
cercevede degerlendirilmelidir.
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Late Bronze-Early Iron Age (LBA-EIA, c. 1600-900
BC) of the highlands of eastern Anatolia, southern
Transcaucasia and northwestern Iran are characterized
by small independent polities named Nairi and Uruatri
by Assyrian and Urartian texts. According to these
epigraphic sources, pre-Urartian landscape appears
to have been divided amongst numerous small local
kingdoms or polities. By the change of political power,
regional landscape previously consisted of small local
polities largely transformed into a province of Urartian
empire (Middle Iron Age, MIA, c. 900-600 BC). The
Urartian conquest of the Araxes valley-Mt Agri region
began the earlier stage of the kingdom. In the early ninth
century BC, Ishpuni and Minua, kings of Urartu, extended
the borders of the kingdom from the upper Euphrates
to the western shore of Lake Urmia, their campaign
reached to the shore of Lake Sevan in the north. In spite
of existence in the north of the Araxes valley since the
reign of King Ishpuini (830-810 BC), the Urartians did
not occupy southern Transcaucasia until the reign of
King Argishti I (785/80-756 BC). Military conquests of
King Argishti I, encouraged by Argishtihinili fortress,
construction in the north of the Araxes river (Ararat plain)
and the region integration as a province of the kingdom.
However, the Urartians occupied definitively the region
of Mt Agn (Igdir plain-south of the Araxes valley) just
after the earliest campaigns to southern Transcaucasia
which carried out by Ishpuini and Minua. The new
fortress-city at Minuahinili on the northern slope of Mt
Agr1 was established as a primary administrative center
when the land of Eriqua captured by King Minua. With
the foundation of Minuaihinili, the kingdom of Urartu
became the sole political authority on the south of the
Araxes river and Mt Agr1 region, and was dominated the
gateways to the southern Transcaucasia-northwestern
Iran and rather fertile Igdir plain.

In general, it appears that area of pre-Urartian landscape
had a common culture and there were numerous polities
which could be named fortress-state, city-state, small
kingdom, chiefdom and regional confederacies in tribal
structure. Written sources also give information about
countries, cities, fortresses and people of these territorial
highland polities of pre-Urartian landscape. Political
intensification of these LBA-EIA highland state formation
was marked by the appearance of local states based in
fortresses and fortress-settlements following a long
period of pastoral life, a few settlement and numerous
big and wealthy kurgans of mobile communities of
Middle Bronze Age (MBA). Our knowledge on the
territories of these local states or small kingdoms in
eastern Anatolia is extremely limited; it is only possible
to localize some of them under general terms. It looks
that the areas they controlled were mostly limited with
geographical units like a valley or a plain which was

isolated with mountains. Settlement complexes and a
large number of LBA-EIA well preserved fortresses and
their cemeteries located in the highlands and foothills
surrounding of Mt Agr1, including the Lake Van basin
have been recorded in our investigation which is also the
case in southern Transcaucasia and northwestern Iran.
Rocky hills on foothills or highlands have clearly played
a special role in the construction of landscape at that
time producing of territory planning and control. One of
the most remarkable characteristics of this period is the
fortresses-cemeteries in great numbers which situated
on the defensible hilltops. The most striking features of
these fortresses are inaccessibility, irregular architectural
plan based on topographic contours, cyclopean walls' and
large cemeteries, located on skirts of the hills and directly
connected with contemporary fortresses. The cemeteries
which are located in the major fortresses or settlement
complexes contain over one hundred graves. Kurgans
and kromlechs are the most common grave type, taking
the place of large kurgans of the MBA.

One of the EIA kingdoms in the highland of eastern
Anatolia which was mentioned in the inscriptions of King
Minua was the land of Erikua-Ireku-Irkuahi located in the
north of Mt. Agn (Igdir plain-south of the Araxes valley)
(Figs. 1-2). Igdir plain is the most fertile area of eastern
Anatolia, and it is the entry point of southern Transcaucasia
and northwestern Iran through the Araxes river southwards.
In actual fact, Igdir plain is a flat area in the Araxes valley
that is between two highest volcanoes in the Near East. This
low plain is surrounded by Mt Aragats (Mt Alag6z, 4094
m) in the north, and Mt Agr (5123 m) in the south. The
section of this plain located in Turkey where the Araxes
river flows in the middle is called Igdir plain or Siirmeli-
Aras Cukuru, and the section located in Armenia is called
Ararat or Erivan-Revan plain. The Igdir plain seems like
an oasis in the eastern Anatolia with its 800 m average
elevation on the northern slope of Mt Agr1 which is the
lowest terrain in the region, its mild climate, and depending
on this, with its agricultural production. It is ecologically
diverse ranging from the Mediterranean climate to the

! Term of ‘Cyclopic fortress’ generally means fortifications built
with irregular and huge stone blocks, but the term is not quite
right for the most of the LBA-EIA fortresses although it is used
in this article because of the general use. Mostly, the stones of
fortress walls are not very large, it seems that may be earlier
fortresses (LBA) built with very large blocks, but it is difficult
to define because of the lack of excavations in the eastern Ana-
tolia. The term of ‘Cyclopic fortress’ is here used to indicate
forts, fortresses and fortified settlements built on hilltops, irre-
gular plans which is terrain dependent, dry masonry and uncut
or roughly shaped stones. This type of masonry contrast with the
ashlar or semi-ashlar masonry used in the construction of later
fortresses in the Middle Iron Age-Urartu. Second, EIA fortresses
have not projections on the walls, such as buttresses or towers
except for some late examples which is irregular design.

2 Ozfirat 2005; Sevin 2005; Salvini 2002; Salvini 2006.
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highlands of mountains. Mt Agr is also virtually the most
important point in eastern Anatolia in a strategic sense. It is
on the gateways of Caucasia and Iran is surrounded by the
Igdir plain and primary road of southern Transcaucasia in
the north; Dogubayazit plain and one of the main roads to
northwestern Iran and to the Upper Euphrates valley by the
Murat river valley in the south.

Some of the sites that we investigated show a developed and
complex system’. Central fortresses or settlement complexes
that cover long periods, along with citadels, lower cities,
cemeteries and mounds, suggest that the region was divided
into numerous small units ruled by a central city. These
fortified-cities or central fortresses of the small independent
polities of pre-Urartian (LBA-EIA) and Urartian (MIA)
were mostly located to be part of in the large settlement
complexes in continuity. The most remarkable settlement
complexes of Mt Agr1, Melekli (Igdir), Karakoyunlu (Igdir)
and Bozkurt (Dogubayazit) can be considered as urban
centers of pre-Urartian and Urartian in the region (Figs.
1-4). They were also formed with some permanent and
seasonal settlements and smaller fortresses in various size
and function around them.

ERIKUA AND MINUAHINILI

Urartian inscriptions mentioning the Araxes valley describe
a number of local polities informing the names of countries
and their cities, such as, northwest of the valley was Aza;
west of Lake Sevan was Etiuni; northeast of valley was
Ulua land and its city Dara (Elar); south of valley was the
land of Erikua-Ireku-Irkuahi (Fig 1).

The Urartian kings tried to take control of the Araxes
valley and southern Transcaucasia from the beginning. It
appears that King Ishpuini (830-810 BC) gave a start to
its imperial expansion and reorganization of the country.
Military expansions during co-regency of Ishpuini and
Minua reached to the shores of Lake Sevan and Urmia. Ina
short time after these earliest campaigns, King Minua (810-

3 Settlement complexes were major sites in the region. Our survey
and excavation in the Lake Van basin and Mt Agri region has re-
vealed that settlement complexes were located in central geog-
raphical areas, which where favourably located for agriculture,
pastures, highland routes, trade routes etc. Each of them covers
separate units related to each other such as mounds, cemeteries,
lower cities and fortresses, spreading over a wide area with a hori-
zontal stratigraphy covering a long chronological sequence, from
the Late Chalcolithic Period to the Middle Iron Age (Urartu) or
the Late Iron Age (Achaemenid), except for an interruption in the
Middle Bronze Age (MBA). Actually, this settlement pattern whi-
ch was characteristic for the highland of eastern Anatolia, sout-
hern Transcaucasia and northwestern Iran demonstrate a quite
different model in contradistinction to those of the central area of
Near East. It seems that, settlement system of Caucasia needs to
be discussed and redefined as shown by recent work in the region.
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785/780 BC) focused his attention to the Araxes valley.
Minua started to expand into southern Transcaucasia on the
northern slope of Mt. Agr1. He campaigned against the land
of Erikua, and conquered Luhiuni which was the royal city
of Eriqua, and afterwards, this conquest was consolidated
by the construction of fortress of Minuahinili which was on
the southern bank of the Araxes river. Thus, northern part
of Mt Agni or south of the Araxes valley were included to
Urartian territory*.

Inscriptions of the Eriqua campaign of King Minua which
also contains the capture of the royal city of Luhiuni and
foundation of the new Urartian fortress of Minuahinili
was found in the fortresses at Karakoyunlu and vicinity
of Bulakbasi. The study on the find spots of these three
inscriptions which was found in the area was done by
A. A. Ivanovskij and M. V. Nikol’skij, first researchers
to make a systematic investigation here in 1893-1894°.
Because of the research area including Karakoyunlu and
Bulakbag1 villages was within the boundaries of town of
Tagburun (Igdir province) in the mentioned date, fortresses
and inscriptions were named as Tasburun (Figs. 2, 15)°.
Confusion about these inscription apart from the name
issue, is related with the find spots. Actually, except from
the rock-cut inscription found on the slope of the fortresses
at Karakoyunlu, the location of other two which is known
as Bulakbasi is uncertain. Because of this uncertainty (see
fn 7-8), we preferred to use name of Tagburun which is the
numbers and locations given by Nikol’skij.

The conquest of Eriqua is mentioned in the rock-cut
inscription, found on the northern skirt of the fortresses
at Karakoyunlu (Figs. 4, 10), Tagburun No. I":

4+ Ozfirat (in press).

5 The inscriptions were studied by Nikol’skij, during investigations
of A. A. Ivanovskij and M. V. Nikol’skij in eastern Anatolia on
behalf of the Moskva Archaeological Society, Nikol’skij 1896:
14-30; Lehmann-Haupt 1910: 169-171; Ivanovskij 1911: 36-59.
Ivanovskj and Nikol’skij did not publish any findings from the
Karakoyunlu and Bulakbasi excavations and survey, and since
the photographs and plans are extremely limited, we do not have
enough information about the dating, architectural features, func-
tions etc. of the structures that were investigated by Ivanovskj.

¢ All the settlements examined on the northern slope of Mt. Agri
were described and named taking Tasburun town as the central
point. Karakoyunlu name is used once, Bulakbas1 or Basbulak
name is used because of the lake there. Two fortresses are men-
tioned in Karakoyunlu, and three on the shore of Lake Bulakba-
st (Fig. 15). Thereof, fortresses at Karakoyunlu and Bulakbas1
was frequently recorded as Tagburun, and as Tsolakert, Solagert,
Zolakert and Colegert in other versions. Tagburun is connected
to Karakoyunlu district today, but before it was the opposite,
Karakoyunlu was connected toTagburun. Karakoyunlu fortress
II is also named as Magaralar Mevkii due to Urartian rock-cut
tomb there, so we used this name in our first reports.

7 Nikol’skij 1896: No I, 16, 22-27, Tafel III-IV; Vorderasiatisches
Museum, Berlin, the rock-cut inscription at the point where the
Karakoyunlu fortresses connect with the plain. According to the
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Melekli Settlement Complex

Hanago-Gialiisti Mound and Cematery (I73/4)
Pottery: Late Chalcolithic
Architecture: Kurgans

Deliktag Mound, Fort 7 and Cemetery-Kurtbucad Cemetery (173/13)
Pottery: Late Chalcolithic, Middle Bronze Age (a few), Middle ron Age (Urartu),
Late Iron Age (Pers-Akhaimenid)

Architecture: Kurgans, Urartian Fort 7

Kiiltepe Mound and Cemetery-Columbarium (I73/1)

Pottery; Early Bronze Age, Middle Bronze Age (a few), Late Bronze-Early Iron Age,
Middle Iron Age (Urariu), Late Iron Age (Pers-Akhaimenid)

Architecture: Urartian Cemelery-Columbarium

Kasimtigi-Gre Herge Fortresses, Lower City, Forts and Cemeteries (I73/3)

Pottery: Early Bronze Age (a few), Middle Bronze Age (a few), Late Bronze-Early Iron Age,
Middle Iron Age (Urariu, a faw)

Architecture: Late Bronze-Early Iron Age Fortresses, Defensive walls, Fort

Cemaetaries: Kurgans-Cromlechs

Melekli-Lanetlitepe Fortress (I73/14)
Pottery: Late Chalcolithic (a few), Middle Iron Age (Urartu)
Architecture; Urartu
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Fortress |

Karakoyunlu Settlement Complex

Koruktepe Mound (173/21)

Pottery: Late Chalcolithic, Early Bronze Age (a few),
Micdle lron Age (Urartu), Late lron Age (Pers-Akhaimenid)
Architecture; Kurgans {no material)

Karakoyunlu Fortresses (I73/7)

Fortress |

Pottery: Late Bronze-Early Iron Age

Architecture: Late Bronze-Early Iron Age Fortress

Fortress I
Pottery: Middle Iron Age (Urariu), Late Iron Age (Pers-Akhaimenid)
Architecture: Urartian Fortress

Fortress Il
Pottery: Late iron Age (Pers-Akhaimenid),
Architecture: Urartian Rock-cul tomb, Middle Age remains

Cemeatery

Low Kurgans-Cromlechs: Middle Bronze Age (a few),

Late Bronze-Early Iron Age, Middle Iron Age (Urartu, a faw)
Urartian Rock-cut tomb and Chamber graves

Rock-cut Inscription
Urartian king Minua

Hikofaks 1808: Talals 101

Figure 4: Karakoyunlu Settlement Complex / Karakoyunlu Yerlesim Kompleksi
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“The god Haldi started excursion with his own spear.
He conquered Erikuahi land, and took the city of
Luhiuni. They made (them) obey in front of Minua. The
god Haldi is strong, and the spear of the god Haldi is
strong. With the strength of the god Haldi; Minua, son
of Ishpuini, started his excursion. The god Haldi went
in the front line.

Minua said: (The god Haldi) came to Erikuahi land.
The god Haldi gave royal city of Luhiuni, which was
never conquered before, to Minua, son of Ishpuini.
I conquered the city of Luhiuni. I granted the city of
Luhiuni (in return for) payment of tribute.

Minua said: Whoever destroys this inscription, whoever
commits a crime, whoever makes any other person
commit these crimes (or) whoever says something
different, that is, “I conquered Luhiuni”, the god Haldji,
the god Teisheba, the god Shivini (and all gods) deprive
him from sunlight.”

In Korziit, which is a repetition of the previous
inscription, the list of war spoils are given, and it
is mentioned that the women from the royal city of
Luhiuni were moved to the harem in Tushpa?®.

The foundation of Minuahinili is mentioned in the
inscriptions of Tagburun No II-III.

Tasburun No II°:

“With the might of the god Haldi, Minua established
this place, the land of Irkua of Minua ( ). He built a
Haldi gate and a fortress in a perfect style.

Minua said: I established ... I built ...”

Nikol’skij photographs, this inscription is on the northern slope
of fortress what we call Karakoyunlu III and on the rocks over-
looking the valley. The find spot of this inscription is recorded
as Solagert fortress in Payne 2006: 5.1.3; Tsolakert-Tagburun
(Igdir) in Salvini 2008 (CTU): A5-1.

8 In the inscription of Susi Temple of the fortress at Korziit (in
Muradiye plain at the northeastern shore of Lake Van) in which
the northern campaigns of King Minua were mentioned, Payne
2006: 5.1.4-5.1.6; Salvini 2008 (CTU): A52A-F.

® Nikol’skij 1896: No II, 17-18, 28-29, Tafel V; History Mu-
seum of Armenia, Yerevan, this inscription is on a stone block,
found at the home of a hard ware store owner in Tagburun town.
The exact find spot is unknown, the villagers described that they
found this inscription from the medieval city on the plain east of
the lake near the Urartian fortresses (Bulakbasi 1-4 ) on the slope
of Mt Agr and shores of Lake Bulakbagi. Although Ivanovskj
made extensive excavations in the medieval city of Bulakbasi in
1893-1894, he did not find any evidence of earlier periods (Fig.
15 map, probably settlement of Tagburun), (Ivanovskij 1911:
38-52). The find spot of this inscription is recorded as Solagert
fortress (E¢miazin) in Payne 2006: 5.3.12; Tsolakert-Tagburun
and Magaralar Mevkii (Igdir) in Salvini 2008 (CTU): A5-27.

Tasburun No TIT':

“Minua, son of Ishpuini, established this building in a perfect
style, and built a fortress to the god Haldi in a perfect style. He
named (this place) as ‘Minuahinili’. Minua, son of Ishpuini,
the mighty king, is the hero of the City of Tushpa, and the
king of the Biainili land, with the greatness of the god Haldi.”

Luhiuni, the royal city of Kingdom of Erikua; and
Minuahinili, the new fortress of Urartu which was built
afterwards, must be situated in the settlement complexes
at Melekli (Luhiuni) and Karakoyunlu (Minuahinili),
(Figs 1-4). Actually, both were local LBA-EIA cities, one
of them was at Melekli-Kasimtigi (Luhiuni) and the other
was at Karakoyunlu fortress I, probably a smaller city of
Eriqua. Melekli and Karakoyunlu settlement complexes
are located on the northern slope of Mt Agr1 where lava
flow join the Igdir plain-Araxes valley, covering a long
time span from the Late Chalcolithic (LC) to the Late
Iron Age (LIA-Achaemenid) except for an interruption in
the MBA which is represented by very few sherds. Right
in front of them, lie the fertile lands of the plain, and the
main routes of southern Transcaucasia and northwestern
Iran via the Araxes river valley.

Luhiuni must be the large fortress-settlement at
Kasimtigi-Gre Herse fortresses which is located in
Melekli settlement complex (Figs. 1-3, 5-6). Showing
the characteristics of a large fortress-city, it spreads to an
extremely wide area dimension of nearly 4 km; and was
the largest settlement in the region with its central area
surrounded by fortification walls, fortresses on the very
high hills overlooking the plain, lower city and a vast
cemetery. There is an ancient lake at the western end of
the city (Figs. 2, 5). The walls of the citadels which have
irregular plans based on topography were made of uncut
or roughly shaped stones; and the square-rectangular
buildings were built on the slopes in the contour of
terraces. Long ramps extending from citadels stretch to
the southern sides of the fortresses (Figs 7-9). Two forts
are situated in the southern and northwestern borders
of the city, the forts at Hazine Tepe and Karakoyunlu-
Kasimtig are located on extremely high and sharp hills
overlooking all the valley and plain (Figs 2-3, 5-6, 9).
The central area and the citadel of the city is located on
Gre Herse fortress (Figs 2-3, 5-7, 9). It is situated on
the highest hill of the city with its buildings on terraces
(Fig 7). Lower city fortification walls which lies on the
southern slope of the fortress is at the length of nearly 3
km (Fig 5, 7). This wall is 2.5 m in thickness, and 2 m

10 Nikol’skij 1896: 16-17, 29-30, No III, this inscription couldn’t
be found. Nikol’skij studied this inscription from a photograph
found in Archbishop Mesrop in Tagburun town. The find spot of
this inscription is recorded as Basbulak in Payne 2006: 5.3.13;
Bagbulak-Bulakbasi (Tasburun, Igdir) in Salvini 2008 (CTU):
A5-26.
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Figure 5: Melekli-Luhiuni / Melekli-Luhiuni
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Figure 6: Melekli-Luhiuni / Melekli-Luhiuni



74

height of it has been preserved. It surrounds the lower
hills and flat areas in the southern and eastern part of the
fortress. Kasimtig1 fortress situated on the high hill which
is northern part of central area, it might be a separate
point in the northern border of the city (Fig 2-3, 5-6, 8-9).
There are some parts of a long and thick wall that might
belong to the city wall on a lower hill in the western slope
of Kasimtig1 fortress.

Cemetery of site contains hundreds of kurgans and
kromlekhs spread over all the flat places and lower lava
hills around Melekli settlement complex (Figs 2-3, 5-6)
which has pottery from the MBA to the LBA-EIA. It
spreads extending to Hanago-Goliistii mound to the south,
and Deliktas mound-Kurtbucagi to the north, these are
large kurgans, differing from the ones in between fortresses
(Figs. 2-3, 5), no pottery have been found in these large
kurgans. Among the kurgans in the city, the largest one
located between the Kasimtig1 and Gre Herse fortresss on
a high hill (Orgiilii Tepe) overlooking the whole Araxes
valley differs from the rest because of its size and location
(Figs. 2-3, 5-6, 8). There is a large kurgan in the middle of
a platform (60 x 60 m) with terraces on the hill.

Luhiuni, the capital of Erikua was the political center of
the region of Mt Agri-southern bank of the Araxes river
in pre-Urartu. The localization of LBA-EIA settlement at
Melekli-Kasimtig1 with Luihuni evidenced by the remains
of largest fortified-city in the region, and by its architecture
which has irregular plan based on topography were made
of uncut or roughly shaped stones and by the remains of
extensive cemetery and its pottery both fortresses and
cemetery belongs to LBA-EIA aside from a few MBA
from graves and its geographical location and its closeness
to Minuahinili.

Minuahinili is located in Karakoyunlu settlement complex
nearly 4 km away from Melekli to the east, closer to the
Araxes river (Figs. 1-2, 4). The fortress-city at Minuahinili
which was named after King Minua, was established on a
lower hill stretching on the plain'!. The city, although its

1T Contrary to the settlement system of pre-Urartian on the high-
lands and inaccessible hills, Urartian sites were built at much
lower elevations, on the lower hills stretching the plains and
valleys. In fact, settlement pattern of Urartu were based on cont-
rolling primarily roads, valleys-plains and other fertile lands for
agriculture. It seems that, pre-Urartian settlement pattern and so-
cio-economic structure one way or another survived, except for
eastern and northern sides of the Lake Van basin which is central
area of the kingdom and in the Urmia plain, along with the fort-
resses-cemeteries of the highlands. A great number of pre-Urar-
tian fortresses continued into the Urartian period, in some cases
minor changes are visible. The Urartian administrative centers
which were founded on the borders of the kingdom combined
local and Urartian architectural features.These fortress-cities or
capitals of LBA-EIA were transformed into provincial or major
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plan is not clear, spans c. 3 km with a citadel, lower city
and a large cemetery (Figs. 2, 4, 10). Citadel consists of
new Urartian Fortress (Fortress 1I) and a LBA-EIA fortress
(Fortress I). Both fortresses situated over three separate hills
overlooking the plain were surrounded by about 1 km long
wall with its fragments can be seen. The lower city must
have been existed in the plain, starting from right on the
slope of the citadel where the inscription of King Minua to
the Koruktepe mound. Since this area is within the borders of
the modern city and the farmland we couldn’t determine the
remains and boundaries of the city, but Koruktepe mound in
within modern Karakoyunlu evidences that the city expands
to this point. The LBA-EIA fortress at Karakoyunlu (fortress
I), which is situated on the high hill overlooking the plain,
shows an irregular plan that was created by the topography
(Figs 10-11), its pottery is also typical for the period. The
Urartian fortress (Karakoyunlu fortress II) located on the
opposite lower hill stretching the plain'>. On a third hill
adjacent to these, Karakoyunlu fortress I1I has thick Middle
Age layer and an Urartian rock-cut tomb on the eastern side
(Fig. 10)"3. Except for some sherds, it is difficult to obtain
information about the levels because of the intense layer of
Middle Age on it, but, some of the wall pieces related to the
Urartian architecture are apparent.

Karakoyunlu fortress II (Minuahinili) shows the
characteristics of Urartu by its architecture and pottery.
Semi-ashlar masonry was used in the construction
of the walls with buttresses (Figs 10, 12). Fortress is
450 meters long and consists of two separate sections
with differing elevations'. The Upper part has 250 m

cities of Urartu, such as, Gavar-Khaldi, Tsovinar-Teishebaini,
Tsovak, Lchashen, Arghuyti Dash, Horom, Aramus, Shisheh
and Seqindel-Libliuni. Badalyan/Avetisyan 2007; Badalyan, R.
S./Kohl, L. P./Kroll, S.1997; Badalyan/Kzlyan/Iskra/Mikalyel-
yan/Kyureghan 2016; Badalyan/Mikalyelyan/Kyureghan/Iskra/
Hovsepyan/Nahapetyan/Yeghiazaryan 2017; Baxseliyev 2002;
Bakhshaliyev/Marro 2009; Biscione 2002; Biscione 2003; Bis-
cione 2009; Biscione 2012; Biscione/Dan 2011; Biscione/Dan
2012; Biscione 2012; Hammer 2014; Heinsch, S./Kuntner, W./
Avetisyan, H. 2012; Hmayakyan 2010; Kerimov 2003; Khan-
zaq, B. R./Biscione, R./Hejebri-Nobari, A. R./Salvini, M.
2001; Kleiss/Kroll 1980; Kohl/Kroll 1999; Kroll 2005; Kroll
2011; Kroll 2012; Narimanishvili 2012; Narimanishvili 2016;
Ozfirat 2009; Ozfirat 2013; Ozfirat 2014b; Ozfirat 2015; Ozfirat
2016; Ozfirat 2017a; Ozfirat 2017b; Rasuloglu 1993; Reinhold
2016; Ristvet, L./Bakhshaliyev, V./Gopnik, H./Ashurov, S. H.
2013; Sanamyan 2002; Sevin 2005; Sevin 2006; Sevin 2014;
Shanshashvili/Narimanishvili 2013; Smith 1999; Smith 2003;
Smith 2012; Smith/Badalyan/Avetisyan 2009.

Ivanovskj and Nikol’skij mention two fortresses in Karakoyun-
Iu, according to their descriptions, they must have made a small
excavation in 1893 at the place we call Karakoyunlu II (Ivanov-
skj 1911: 37-38).

Cevik 2000: No 18.

This must be the hill where A. A. Ivanovkiy and M. V. Nikol’skij
excavated, yet there weren’t enough information from this short-
term excavation, since it includes only one structure, Ivanovskij
1911: 37-38; Nikol’skij 1896: 16, 22-27.
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Gre Herge Fortress Malekli-Luhiuni

Figure 7: Melekli-Luhiuni: Gre Herse Fortress, Lower City Walls / Melekli-Luhiuni: Gre Herse Kalesi, Asagi Kent
Surlart
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Kasimtii Fortress

b L

Figure 8: Melekli-Luhiuni: Kasimtig1 Fortress, Orgiiliitepe Kurgan / Melekli-Luhiuni: Kasimtigi Kalesi, Orgiiliitepe
Kurgam
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Melekli-Luhiuni

Karakoyunlu-Kasimtig Fort

Figure 9: Melekli-Luhiuni Forts / Melekli-Luhiuni Kuleler
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Figure 10: Karakoyunlu-Minuahinili / Karakoyunlu-Minuahinili
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Karakaoyuniu
Minuahinili

Citadal wall east of gate

Sitadel Giiney Kapist ve Duvari
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Karakoyuniu
Minuahinili

Fortress ||

Figure 12: Karakoyunlu-Minuahinili: Fortress II / Karakoyunlu-Minuahinili: Kale 11
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Figure 13: Bulakbasi Fortress 2 and General View of Fortress 4 / Bulakbagsi Kale 2 ve Kale 4 Genel Goriiniim
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length and 70 m width with rectangular plan, the second
part adjacent to the plain below has an irregular plan
matching the topography with 200 meters of length. At
the highest point, there is the Haldi temple with a square
plan (4.00 x 3.5 m) as mentioned in the inscriptions of
Minua: ‘... and built a fortress to the god Haldi in a
perfect style ...°, *... He built a Haldi gate and a fortress
in a perfect style ... .

The fragments of wall surrounding the citadel can be
traced to south and east. The gate to the cemetery in
the south of the fortresses and the wall going to the
east and wall pieces between the two fortresses in the
north, level of the plain should belong to the wall of the
citadel. The early fortress (I) in the west appears to have
been reconstructed by the Urartians, and should have
required this arrangement, since it is already at the western
end of Minuahinili (fortress II). In this case, the citadel
of the city appears to have been surrounded by a wall in
much lower other directions, except for the western side
which is a steep hill where the fortress I is located. In
the south, the gate towards the cemetery indicates that
it is a strong wall. We could not find any information
on whether the walls surrounding the citadel continued
north to the lower city, since dense farming took place
today at [gdir plain. Karakoyunlu settlement complex has
a large cemetery consisting of great numbers of graves,
some Urartian chamber graves, mostly low kurgans and
kromlekhs on the lower lava hills and the flat areas south
of the fortresss in which the pottery of a few MBA, a
great number of LBA-EIA and a number of MIA-Urartu
have been found.

Localization of the Karakoyunlu Fortress II with the
fortress-city of Minuahinili, besides the discovery
of rock-cut inscription of King Minua there and its
geographical location, was by far the largest fortified site
and principal Urartian fortress on the northern side of Mt
Agr1. Karakoyunlu Fortress II is distinguished from the
others in the region by its attentive architecture and Haldi
temple, its graves and its classical Urartian pottery'.
The Urartian settlement at the Karakoyunlu complex
demonstrate city characteristic; a citadel surrounded by
a wall which seems to enclose all three fortress, a large
cemetery spread over a wide area between the lava hills
in the south, together with a lower city located on the
plain in the north constitute the units of the city.

Minuahinili, the Urartian political center of the region
was strengthened with new constructions in time (Figs

15 We found a large number of Late Iron Age pottery both Karako-
yunlu Fortress II and Koruktepe mound and also from Melek-
li-Kiiltepe mound showing of the presence of an large Achaeme-
nid settlement.

Aynur OZFIRAT

1-2). They appear as various units supporting the
administrative center: The fortresses at Bulakbasi 2 and 4
near the southern bank of the Araxes river that appears to
have been constructed at the same time with Minuahinili
and a fortress-garrison town (Bulakbas1 3-Aktas fortress)
next to them which established later were in southeast;
an outpost-route station (Melekli-Lanetlitepe fortress),
settlement and columbarium were in the west; an outpost-
route station (Bozkurt fortress II) and a central fortress
(Omeraga-Gélyiizii fortress) in the Dogubayazit plain
were on the southern slope of Mt. Agr.

Bulakbags1 fortresses located c¢. 4 km southeast of
Minuahinili (Karakoyunlu) at a closer point further east
to the Araxes river, on the shore of Lake Bulakbas1 (Figs
1-2, 13-16)'. This area, which is recessed southward
along the skirts of Mt. Agrt, is the richest wetlands of the
region. Lake Bulakbasi is also the exit point of Karasu
River which is a branch of the Araxes river. Urartian
fortresses at Bulakbasi (2-4) and a big kurgan (Bulakbasi
1) located on the surrounding hills on the western shore
of lake. They are all on adjacent hills: Kurgan (Bulakbasi
1), Fortress 4, Fortress 2 and Fortress 3-Aktas lies from
north to south.

Bulakbas fortress 2 situated on a low hill adjacent to the
fortress of Bulakbag1 3-Aktas and next to the lake (Fig.
13, 15-16)". The plan of the fortress is partly clear due
to a Middle Age level on top. A rough plan of the fortress
is rectangular, with 200 m length with. The walls were
built with semi-ashler stones, had a thickness of 3.00 m.
Remains of two adjacent interior rooms in the plan of
rectangular are visible on the northern corner.

Bulakbag1 fortress 4 is on a high hill adjacent to the
kurgan (Bulakbasi fortress 1), (Fig. 14)®. The lay out
of the fortress is rectangular, with 130 m length (the
existing part) and 50 m width. Although the plan of the
southern part of the fortress remains undefined, the main
gate (3.60 m wide) into the citadel appears to have been
on the northern side, overlooking the kurgan (Bulakbasi
fortress 1).

16 Tvanovskj and Nikol’skij recorded three fortress, on the wes-
tern shore of Lake Bulakbasi (Fig. 15). Enumerating the fort-
resses of Bulakbast No. 1 and 2 (we used the same), from here
to the south, they finally did research on Bulakbasi 3-Aktas,
which they called the Great Fortress. Ivanovskij 1911: 38-56;
Nikol’skij 1896: 17-18, 28-29. We have found a new Urartian
fortress (Bulakbasi 4) on a high hill between Bulakbas1 1 and 2.
I would like to offer my sincere thanks to Dr. Ayhan Yardimciel
for his help in Bulakbas: studies.

17 Ivanovskij 1911: 55-56.

18 The site has not been investigated by Ivanovsky.
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. _ | Bulakbagi 1 Kurgan - Fortress 4

emngvieiy 1911 Fig. 348

'

Figure 14: Bulakbasi Kurgan (Fortress 1) and Fortress 4 / Bulakbasi Kurgan (Kale 1) ve Kale 4
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Bulakbas1 3-Aktas fortress-garrison town is located
dominating entire plain-valley on a very high hill
adjacent to Bulakbasi fortress 2 (see fn 14), (Figs. 13, 15-
16)". The plan of the fortress is roughly triangle-shaped,
it has strong walls which has dimensions of 500 x 280 m
and 3 m thickness built semi ashlar masonry. Three gates
reached by ramps are on the walls which were regularly
buttressed, main gate is situated on the east with towers
and a long-wide ramp. The traces of architecture inside
are very weak and a few pottery was found in the
fortress?, for this reason, it is possible to claim that this
was not established as a settlement. Given its situation on
an extremely high hill and its plan which is not typical of
Urartu and the closeness to Minuahinili; it must have been
used as a garrison-town. Its localization on the shore of
Lake Bulakbasi and the Karasu river which flows to the
Araxes river must have been an important reason to build
such a big fortress. Bulakbag1 3-Aktas fortress shows the
architectural features of the 7th century BC. It is possible
to admit that it was established on the northern bank
of the Araxes river by Rusa, son of Argishti II, during
the foundation of the new political center Teishebaini
(Karmir Blur), and the reorganization in Aza.

Bulakbagi fortress 1 is a kurgan although Ivanovskj
recorded as a fortress and numerated Bulakbasi 1 (Fig.
14-15)*'. Unfortunately, no sufficient information reported
from his excavation. It is situated on a small and low hill
northwestern end of lake. The kurgan is 8 m in diameter in
the middle of a square platform (10 x 10 m) with terraces
which built semi-ashlar masonry. It is difficult to date it, no
pottery has been found. The plan of ivanovsky is not very
different, the kurgan lies on the eastern corner, platform is
much more visible and a small passage on the west wall
which we couldn’t have seen.

The fortresses at Bulakbasi usually known as Minuahinili
from inscription reported from Basbulak-Bulakbasi
in the literature. No distinction was made for the three
fortresses of Bulakbagi investigated by Ivanovsky, the
site recorded as a single fortress. As we mentioned above,
the find spot of the Bulakbasi inscription are unclear and
fortress II at Karakoyunlu much more convenient for the
localization of Minuahinili, in fact, it can be considered
as a single settlement because of both sites are very close
to each other. The architecture of fortresses at Bulakbasi
2 and 4 were semi-ashlar masonry which is typical for
Urartu. Unfortunately, it is very difficult to distinguish
which one was built by Minua, no pottery has been found
in the fortresses and the plans of Bulakbasi fortresses

19 Tvanovskij 1911: 56-59; Nikol’skij 1896: 19-20, Great Fortress;
Ozfirat 2014a.

2 These sherds shows EIA features, probably they belong to an
earlier building.

21 Tvanovskij 1911: 54-55.
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are not typical. The fortress at Bulakbasi 3-Aktas is
separated from others by its architecture, which shows
late Urartian characteristics. The fact that the find spot
of the Bulakbas1 inscriptions are not fully known create
a problem, nevertheless, the presence of inscriptions
related to the foundation of Minuahinili near the fortresses
thoughts that one of the fortresses of Bulakbagsi 2 and 4
was built by Minua. It seems that, the Lake Bulakbasi
densely fortified by the Urartians due to its geographical
location, most likely for military activities. King
Minua, probably Argishti I and afterwards Rusa, son of
Argishti II should have preferred this fertile area of Lake
Bulakbas1 which is also very close to the Araxes river. Its
location on the crossroads of southern Transcaucasia and
northwestern Iran in the valley, and its closeness to the
primary administrative centers like Erebuni (Arin Berd),
Argishtihinili (Armavir) and Teishebaini (Karmir Blur)
are situated in across the Araxes river, and absence of
pottery in the fortresses strengthening the assumption of
their military base.

Melekli Urartian settlement is situated c. 4 km west
of Minuahinili, at the northwestern end of Mt Agri*.
It is located in Melekli settlement complex and just
below the LBA-EIA city of Luhiuni-Kasimtig1, on the
interconnected low lava hills that extend into plains. (Figs.
1-3, 6). Melekli Urartian settlement consist of interrelated
units:  Outpost-route station (Lanetlitepe fortress),
fort ? (Deliktas mound), columbarium (Kiiltepe) and
settlement (Kiiltepe mound)®. It seems that the Urartian
settlement at Melekli was established in 8th century BC.
The Melekli-Lanetlitepe fortress has an image belonging
the early 8th century BC, an outpost-route station with
its location, planning and size. Columbarium is dated to
the second half of the 7th century BC and is considered
a cemetery belonging to the military garrison of Urartu.
It must have been established by King Minua during the
first time the region was incorporated into the Urartian
borders or during the conquest of the northern part of
the Araxes river by King Argishti 1 (785/80-756 BC).
Melekli, with its location at the west end of the plain and

22 Ozfirat 2017b

% In general, Kiiltepe mound and Columbarium named as a single
site as Kiiltepe, Melekli or Igdir. The reason of this confusion
is because they are next to each other over a single hill and the
Urartian level in the mound is not defined yet (Fig. 3, 6). First
excavation at Melekli-Kiiltepe (Igdir) mound and Urartian Co-
lumbarium were carried out by P.F. Petrov in 1913. Second ex-
cavation at Urartian Columbarium was carried out by K. Balkan
in 1966. The material of excavation of P. F. Petrov in Tbilisi was
published later by B. A. Kuftin, see Kuftin 1944. The summary
and additional information related to the Columbarium part of
this publication was published in English by R. D. Barnett, see
Barnett 1963. The material of excavation of K. Balkan was not
published, for a short informations see Mellink 1967 and Alkim
1968. The material of Balkan excavation in Kars Museum was
studied by us, see Ozfirat 2017b.
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Map of Tagburun (Bulakbag-Karakoyunlu)
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Figure 15: Map of Tagburun (Bulakbagi-Karakoyunlu) and Bulakbagi 3-Aktas Fortress, Investigations of A. A. Ivanovskij

and M. V. Nikol’skij / Tasburun (Bulakbasi-Karakoyunlu) Haritasi ve Bulakbasi 3-Aktas Kalesi, A. A. Ivanovskij ve M. V.
Nikol skij Arastirmasi
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Bulakbasi 3-Aktas Foriress

Bulakbag: Foriress 2

Figure 16: Bulakbasi 3-Aktas Fortress and General View of Bulakbasi Fortress 2 / Bulakbasi 3-Aktas Kalesi ve
Bulakbasi 2 Kalesi Genel Gériintim
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on the Mt Agr1 gateway, was the most important point
between the city of Minuahinili and eastern Anatolia.

The Urartian fortress at Omeraga-Golyiizii and outpost-
route station at Bozkurt Fortress 2 are located in Bozkurt
settlement complex on the southern slope of Mt Agn
(Dogubayazit plain) and on the shore of Lake Saz-Seyhli
(Figs. 1)*. The Urartian pottery of Omeraga-Golyiizii,
and its architecture and location relative to the other sites
in the plain suggests that it was the primary center in the
southern slope of Mt Agri connected with Minuahinili. The
area was also controlled an outpost-route station at Bozkurt
(Fortress 2) which is located on a very high hill dominating
the plain and on the western pass of Mt Agri (Figs. 1)*. The
fortress at Omeraga-Golyiizii was also important with its
location on the main road of northwestern Iran where the
early provinces of the kingdom are located. Both fortresses
must have been built during the foundation of Minuahinili
because of the earlier pottery of the fortress at Omeraga-

Golyiizii.

CONCLUSION

Northern part of Mt Agr1 was densily populated covering
a long chronological sequence, from the Late Chalcolithic
to the Late Iron Age (Achaemenid) in contrast to the rest of
the highland of eastern Anatolia by its land use which is the
most agricultural area in the region and its location on the
crossroads of southern Transcaucasia and northwestern Iran
via the Araxes river valley. Thereof, the most remarkable
sites of pre-Urartian and Urartian in the region are in the
Igdir plain and on the surrounding hills.

Basically, to define the exact location of pre-Urartian local
polities are difficult in the highland of eastern Anatolia, as a
result of insufficient epigraphic data and lack of stratigraphic
excavations. The most remarkable information comes from
the area of Mt Agr1 when considered the epigraphic sources
and archaeological data. The central fortresses or fortress-
cities of LBA-EIA which are mainly parts of settlement
complexes are suggested to be political centers or capital of
small kingdoms of Nairi, with the foundation of the kingdom
of Biainili, these sites were transformed into provincial
cities, primary administrative centers or major fortresses
of Urartu. Inscriptions of King Minua inform to conquest
of Erikua which is a local pre-Urartian polity, situated on
the southern bank of the Araxes river and foundation of
the city of Minuahinili. Luhiuni, the royal city of Erikua;
and Minuahinili, the new fortress-city of Urartu located in

2 Ozfirat 2016.

% Tt is difficult to date since we didn’t make any excavation, and a
few pottery have the characteristics of 8th-7th century BC. Yet,
its situation on the western gateway on Mt. Agr1 between the
plains of Dogubayazit and Igdir strengthen the possibility of its
foundation dating back the first campaigns of Minua.

settlement complexes at Melekli and Karakoyunlu (Igdir)
on the northern slope of Mt Agr1 (Igdir plain-south of the
Araxes valley) according to the result of our survey.

Kasimtigi-Gre Herse at Melekli settlement complex
is the largest of the LBA-EIA fortresses in the region
showing city characteristic. Luhiuni, the capital of
Erikua and the political center of the region in pre-Urartu
must be the large fortress-city at Kasimtigi-Gre Herse
which surrounded by fortification walls (Figs. 1-3, 5-6).
The new fortress-city at Karakoyunlu II-Minuahinili
was established as a political center of the region when
the Luhiuni captured by King Minua. In this manner,
territorial control and the military organization of the
north-eastern frontier of the kingdom were substantially
completed.

The construction of Minuahinili supported in time by
fortresses, garrison-towns, outposts, road stations and
settlements surrounding the city. It seems that, King
Minua established the Bulakbasi fortresses 2 and 4
for military activities on the northern slope which was
located at a closer point further east to Araxes valley
for defense of the city of Minuahinili and campaigns of
southern Transcaucasia. The area densely fortified by the
Urartians due to its geographical location. King Minua,
probably Argishti I afterwards Rusa, son of Argishti II
must have preferred the area of Lake Bulakbasi because
of its fertile land and its setting up a forward point on the
crossroad of southern Transcaucasia and northwestern
Iran as shown by the fortress at Bulakbag1 3-Aktas.

Mt Agr1 western pass was controlled from both sides by the
Melekli and Bozkurt outposts-route stations and the central
fortress at Omeraga-Golyiizii on the southern slope which
was located at a closer point further east to northwestern
Iran such as Bulakbasi on the north (Figs. 1-2, 11). The
plain of Dogubayazit on the southern slope of mountain
also was important for the kingdom of Urartu because of
its location on the main routes leading to Tushpa in the
south, to Caucasia in the north, to Euphrates valley in the
west via the Murat river valley and to northwesten Iran in
the east. Thus, the infrastructure for southern Transcaucasia
campaigns and consolidation with new cities and provinces
was established in northwestern Iran-Lake Urmia. Probably,
the strengthening of Minuahinili continued during the
foundation of Argishtihinili (Armavir) and construction
of the northern bank of the Araxes river as a province
of Urartu by Argishti I seems to have been completed
by Rusa, the son of Argishti II (c. 675°s BC). Rusa has
increased its power in the eastern and northern regions of
the kingdom with its large-scale construction activities such
as the new cities Teishebaini (Karmir Blur) and Rusaihinili
(Bastam). Bulakbag1 3-Aktas Fortress, located in the east of
Minuahinili and very close to the river, must have been built
as a garrison-town during the reorganization of King Rusa.
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ABSTRACT

Paralel to the rising number of the archaeological excavations in Istanbul, our knowledge on the Prehistoric and the
Protohistoric periods are becoming clearer. It is understood that the settlement in the city started in Neolithic Age
and continued without disruption until the Greek Colonization Period despite the relocations and restructuring. In
spite of this in the important excavations like Old Prison of Sultanahmet, Yenikapi and Begiktas no evidence attesting
to the “Byzas — Megarans — Byzantion — 669/658 BC” structure which has been tried to be accepted as the “Olfficial
Ancient History of Istanbul”. On the contrary, the evidence pointing towards the Thracian presence of Early Iron
Age started appearing in Begiktas besides the Sultanahmet — Hagia Sophia flats. In this article where new evidence
as well as the old ones are evaluated, the theory that the Istanbul being an Iron Age settlement belonging the local
Pre-Byzantion people.
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0ZET

Istanbul’da son yillarda artan arkeolojik arastirmalara dogru orantili olarak Tarihoncesi ve Ontarih kiiltiirel siirecine
iliskin bilgilerimiz de daha belirgin hale gelmektedir. Kentte yerlesimin ilk olarak Neolitik Dénem’de basladigi,
yer degistirmeler ya da farkl yerlesmeler temelinde kesintisiz bir sekilde Eski Yunan Kolonizasyon dénemine
degin siirdiigii anlasiimaktadir. Buna karsin Sultanahmet Eski Cezaevi, Yenikapi ve Begiktas gibi 6nemli kazilarda,
“Istanbul’un Resmi Antik Tarihi” algilatilmaya calisilan “Byzas — Megaralilar — Byzantion — MO 669/658”
kurgusunu destekleyen hi¢cbir bulgu ele gegmemistir. Aksine, Erken Demir Cagi’'nda Thrak varligi ile ilgili bulgular
Sultanahmet — Ayasofya diizliigiiniin yanisira, Besiktag ta da belirmeye baslamistir. Giincel bulgularin yansira kimi
eski kazilarin bulgularimin da degerlendirildigi bu ¢calismada, Istanbul’da Byzantion oncesi yerel halklara ait bir
Demir Cag yerlesmesi olabilecegi hususu tartistimaktadir.
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INTRODUCTION

The archaeological remains in Historical Peninsula
(Surigi) and its vicinity that point out the first settlements
in Istanbul have been revealing more and more with
each passing day. “°The Formal Antique History of
Istanbul”, to which Turkish archaeologists provided no
important support, has begun to change depending on the
archaeological excavations because of the infrastructure
works (Metro-Marmaray) especially in the first half
of 2000s. This essay mentions the recent data on early
periods of Istanbul and the historical background which
started to change.

Neolithic Period

The archaeological remains, graves and other remains
which were revealed during the archaeological
excavations in Yenikapi central station and other subway
stations (Fig.1) have been the first data that proved
the existence of the Neolithic Period in the Historical
Peninsula. Moreover, the remains of the first humans in
Istanbul were detected in Yenikapi as well. The settlement
of the Neolithic Period in Yenikapi, which is more likely
sort of a fishing village, has a special importance in terms
of documenting the historical background of Istanbul
back to 6500 BC'.

The existence of important Neolithic settlements outside
the Historical Peninsula have already been known so far.
Depending on the settlements which were revealed after
the archaeological excavations of Yarimburgaz Cave? in
European Side and of Fikirtepe® and Pendik-Temenye*
(Figs.2-5), and the ones which were revealed during a
foundation excavation in Tuzla-Kale Kapisr® (Figs.6-9)
in Asian Side it was interpreted that all the mentioned
settlements were similar to the ones in Yenikap1 and had
the features of simple villages. It was determined that
the pottery in Istanbul were produced and used in the
settlements of the Neolithic Period.

The remains that were revealed in Yenikap1 excavations
prove has happened also in the Historical Peninsula as
well as in Istanbul, without any doubt. It is understood
that the Neolithic village, which is located where Lykos
(Bayrampasa Stream) meets the sea, was 6.5m under
the sea level. The archaeological excavations that were

! For Yenikap1 Neolithic Settlement, Donmez 2006: 241; Dénmez
2011: 20-23; Donmez 2014: 49, Polat 2013: 77-93.

2 Ozdogan 1992: 39-51; Ozdogan 2010a: 38-42.

3 Ozdogan 1992: 40-44.

4 Harmankaya 1983: 25-30; Pasinli/Uzunoglu/Atakan/Girgin/
Soysal 1994: 147-163.

> Firath 1958b: 30-31.

carried out on a wide range have proven that the settlement
which was founded in 6500 BC was destroyed by the sea
in around 5300/5200 BC. This proved us that the Sea of
Marmara was a sweet-water lake before the 6th century
BC and the Neolithic Village in Yenikap1 was founded on
one of the last elevations between Lake Marmara and the
Bosporus. A similar settlement-river-lake relationship
can be thought for Fikirtepe, Pendik-Temenye and Tuzla-
Kale Kapist Neolithic Period villages.

Currently, the Bosporus has a length of 31.7km and a
width of 600m at least. The deepest point is 92m while
the shallowest point is about 40m. According to the
geological interpretations, it is known that the water basin
had flowed to the north of the Bosporus and a small river
that had been formed here flowed into the Black Sea®.
Because of the subsidence around the coast line of the
Neolithic Period village in Yenikapi, it is assumed that
the Marmara Lake had been formed. Following the end of
the Pleistocene Period and the start of the Holocene, the
level of the Black Sea should have risen above the basin
and a coast line which is similar to the current one should
have been formed. Thus, the Yenikap1 Neolithic village
had been under the floods of sea water in the second half
of Sixth Millennium BC and the formation of the seabed
that was revealed in the excavations had started.

The relation of the village settlement in Yenikap1 with
Lykos have been proven after revealing the stream base
clearly during the excavations. Moreover, the swamped
area which is very close to the settlement is quite
fascinating. Besides many potsherds, tools and weapons
which were made of wood, stone and bone were revealed
in the swamp as well. The wooden bows, spears and
shovels that were revealed in close proximity to the
swamp has a special significance and value since they
belong to the Neolithic Period which is too early. Some
of the essays on the Neolithic village in Yenikapi states
that the settlement had been founded beside the swamp’.
Rivers and areas alongside waterlands are vital for
foundation and continuity for the settlements. However,
foundation of a settlement and continuity of life alongside
a swamp seems to be a controversial point. It is quite
clear that the settlement would have disadvantages and
difficulties in case of being founded alongside a swamp.
The disadvantages would undoubtedly occur on health of
the individuals in the settlement. Revealing of potsherds
other small findings in swamp means that the settlement
and the swamp had existed side by side for a period of
time. It could have been possible that the swampland
was a sort of a lagoon since it had been located close
to the coast line in the period of the foundation of the

¢ Merig 2010: 34-41.
7 Ozdogan 2010a: 42.
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Figure 1: Tarihi Yarimada ve Yakin Cevresinde Demir Cag1 Bulgulari1 / fron Age Finds in and the Vicinity of the Historical Peninsula
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\_ ) Figure 5: Ezgi Tas1, Pendik-Temenye, Ge¢ Neolitik Donem,
Tas / Grinding Stone, Pendik-Temenye, Late Neolithic
Figure 2: Kadin Bigimli Figiirin, Pendik-Temenye, Geg Period, Stone.
Neolitik Donem, Pigmis Toprak / Figurine in Woman's
Shape, Pendik-Temenye, Late Neolithic Period, Terracotta. e \
e N
\\ L Sem /
Figure 6: Comlek, Tuzla-Kalekapisi, Geg¢ Neolitik Donem,
Pismis Toprak / Jug, Tuzla-Kalekapisi, Late Neolithic
Period, Terracotta.
e / \
\_ = /
Figure 3: Spatulalar, Ge¢ Neolitik Donem, Pendik-Temenye, \_ ———— J
Kemik / Spatulas, Pendik-Temenye, Late Neolithic Period, Figure 7: Comlek, Tuzla-Kalekapist, Geg Neolitik Dénem,
Bone Pismis Toprak / Jug, Tuzla-Kalekapisi, Late Neolithic
- ™~ Period, Terracotta.

settlement. It should be assumed that the lagoon had
turned into a swamp because of the environmental and
coastal changes. Currently, the same transformation is
being observed on north coast of the Kiigiikcekmece
Lake (Fig.10). In this context, the mentioned swampland
would be a sort of a wetland that turned into a swamp
18 later rather than being an original swamp. Detailed
\_ ————— /) research on this issue is considered to have significance
to help us understand the relation between the settlement

Figure 4: El Baltasi, Pendik-Temenye, Geg¢ Neolitik Donem,
Tas / Hand Axe, Pendik-Temenye, Late Neolithic Period, and the swampland.
Stone.
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Figure 8: Comlek, Tuzla-Kalekapisi, Ge¢ Neolitik Donem,
Pismis Toprak / Jug, Tuzla-Kalekapisi, Late Neolithic Period,
Terracotta.
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Figure 9: Comlek, Tuzla-Kalekapisi, Geg Neolitik Donem,
Pigsmis Toprak / Jug, Tuzla-Kalekapisi, Late Neolithic
Period, Terracotta.

Figure 10: Batakhiga Doniisme Siirecindeki Lagiin Kiyisi, Kiiciikgekmece Golii, Istanbul (Sevket
Dénmez) / Shore of the Lagoon in the Process of Turning into a Swamp, Kiigiikcekmece Lake, Istanbul

The main architectural character of Yenikap1 Neolithic
village had been formed on an axis of simple huts. The
huts, had rectangular shaped plans, mostly while some
had circular plan schemes. The main structure of the huts
were the thin timber columns which had been fit into the
holes on soil ground. In order to strengthen the columns,
base parts were fixed with stones. It is assumed that the
roof surfaces of the huts were constructed with a net
system by using tree branches and both the interior and
mostly exterior surfaces of the net were plastered®.

It is also assumed that some revealed simple holes which
had grain remains inside were used as some sort of
grain storages. This data explains that there was not any

8 Donmez 2011: Photo 4

production of big sized jars as storage in the settlement
even if the clay made pottery had been produced before.

Similar pottery which were revealed in Yenikapi
Neolithic village has been observed in Yarimburgaz
Cave and Fikirtepe as well. Observing similarities of
this sort in means of pottery and other small findings
in close settlements is an ordinary situation. However,
each settlement has its own culture and characteristic
background. For this reason, considering Yenikapi
Neolithic village in context of Fikirtepe Culture just
depending on the similarities of small findings may
warrant discussion’.

° Ozdogan 2010b: 6.
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Figure 11 a-d: Insan Yiizii Betimli Cémlek, Hipodrom, Geg Kalkolitik Cag, Pismis Toprak / Jug with the Human Face Decoration,
Hippodrome, Late Chalcolithic Period, Terracotta

The swampland, which enabled the timber remains survive
until today, stands an important issue with archaeological
and historical value of the Neolithic village in Yenikapi.
The most important ones among are the bows, spears and
shovel-like objects!®. The mentioned objects are assumed
to be used for fishing. The quantity of the wooden pieces
emphasizes the vital importance of wood in people’s life
as both raw material and tool or weapon which has always
been felt even without any certain evidence. Except for the
wooden pieces revealed; some tools made of flint, stone
and bone were also revealed.

10 Kiziltan 2010: 18-19.

There had been detected two types of burials on Neolithic
Cultural Layer of Yenikapi; one, of wooden structured"!
and other of cremation burials'2. It was observed that
the wooden structured ones contained multiple bodies.
Two burial sites of this sort were detected. The first
one contained four skeletons, some of which in hocker
position. The second and the smaller one contained
two skeletons, one in hocker position and the other
was inhumed in a pot at the foot of the other. It was
observed that the graves were bordered with fine sawed

1 Kiziltan 2010: 7, Res.10-11.
12 Kiziltan 2010: 7.



100

Sevket DONMEZ
a N
\_ smmee )

Figure 12a: Insan Yiizii Betimli Cémlek, Hipodrom, Geg Kalkolitik Cag, Pismis Toprak / Jug with the Human Face Decoration,

Hippodrome, Late Chalcolithic Period, Terracotta.
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Figure 12b: Insan Yiizii Betimli Cémlek, Hipodrom, Geg Kalkolitik Cag, Pismis Toprak / Jug with the Human Face Decoration,

Hippodrome, Late Chalcolithic Period, Terracotta

wood pieces. After burying the dead body, storing the
remains and the ashes in a pot called ‘urne’ is defined
as cremation type burial. Seven examples of this sort of
burial urne on Late Neolithic Period layer in Yenikap1
has the importance of being the oldest examples of this
burial tradition in Turkey.

Chalcolithic Period

There are serious data on the location of another settlement
of early period in Historical Peninsula, which is assumed to
be close to the Hippodrome'®. The mentioned data, which
is dated to the Late Chalcolithic Period (4500-3500 BC),
was reached during the excavations directed by St. Casson

13 Donmez 2004: 43-44.

in the end of 1920s in Hippodrome!4. Among those finds,
two jugs'> which are exhibited in Istanbul Archaeological
Museums are especially amazing. One of those jugs is
handmade with light buft paste, while the slip has buff. The
surface has black spots because of the baking. The paste
have mineral and medium and large plantal inclusions'®
(Figs.11 a-d, 12 a-b). The jug which has a narrow rim,
bulging, pressed and narrowing body and flat base has
decorations resembling human faces placed symmetrically

4 Casson 1930: 213-242.

15 T thank to the Directorate of Istanbul Archaeological Museums for
permitting to study on the jugs which were revealed in Hippod-
rome and on the pottery of Late Proto-Corinth that were revealed
in front of the second gate ‘Babiisselam’ of the Topkapi Palace, in
the second courtyard and to publish Besiktas photo in Fig. 1.

16 The dimensions of the jug: diameter of mouth 20cm; diameter of
body 43,5cm; diameter of bottom 10cm; height 46.5cm.
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Figure 13a-d: Comlek, Hipodrom, Geg Kalkolitik Cag, Pismis Toprak / Jug, Hippodrome, Late Chalcolithic Period, Terracotta

on its body. The vertical handles are interpreted as the nose
of the mentioned face. The eyes and the wide eyebrows are
shaped with carving technique. When focused on the face
figure, it is noticed that the eyes and the eyebrows are not
positioned at the same level on the clay jug. Moreover, the
deformation of the body at the base could be interpreted as
the Hippodrome jug was not made with great care. Similar
examples of this human face figured jugs were observed
in Bafra-ikiztepe'” of the Central Black Sea Region and
in Kosk Hoyiik, in Central Anatolia'®. The date of the jug
is assumed to be the beginning of the Late Chalcolithic
Period (4500-4000 BC). The following issues support

17 Alkim 1986: Lev.1/10, VI/3.
18 D6nmez 2004: Res. 1.

our proposal about the dating: Similar examples were not
revealed during the Yenikap1 Neolithic village excavations
in terms of either objects or decoration elements. The
production techniques and surface colors had similarities
with the examples of Ikiztepe and Késk Hoyiik. The pots
were revealed on the layers of Late Chalcolithic Period.

The second jug which has similar paste and technique
qualities with the one with human face decorations is itself
not decorated!® (Figs.13 a-d, 14). Its buff paste has thin
and medium mineral and medium plant tampered. The
medium-baked jug has also a buff slip. It is understood

Y The dimensions of the jug: diameter of mouth 14.2cm; diameter
of body 28cm; diameter of bottom 11.5cm, height 41 cm.
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Figure 14: Comlek, Hipodrom, Geg Kalkolitik Cag, Pismis Toprak / Jug, Hippodrome, Late Chalcolithic Period, Terracotta
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Figure 15: Topuz Basi, Sultanahmet, Geg¢ Kalkolitik Cag, Tas. /
Mace Head, Sultanahmet, Late Chalcolithic Period, Stone

that the jug was handmade and has straight circular rim,
rounded, narrowing body and a flat base. Two vertical
handles are placed at the roundest part of the body. A
string hole is observed on one of the handles which is
understood to be crafted after production. This jug could
be dated back to the Late Chalcolithic Age, same as the
face decorated jug.

One of the other pieces which was revealed surrounding
the Hippodrome and proves the existence of a settlement
of Late Chalcolithic Period is a mace head made of stone
(Fig.15). During the excavations directed by the German
Archaeology Institute on the area between the Hippodrome
and St. Euphemia Martyrion in 1942, a dark green colored
mace head was revealed on amixed layer®. Similar examples
of this mace head were observed in many settlements of
Late Chalcolithic and Early Bronze Age.

20 Erzen 1954: 134-135, Res.3; Donmez 2006: Fig.2b.

Bronze Age

The most important factors and evidence pointing us to
this conclusion come from the Anatolian/Asian side of
Istanbul. Some pottery items were found on 15.05.1989
at the Fenerbah¢e Yacht Harbour (Fig.16), where the
Kurbagali Stream reaches Kalamis Bay, during work
being done by the Kadikdy Local Council to clean the
riverbed. On the discovery of this pottery, consisting
of two jug-shaped vessels or “dippers” (Figs.17 a-b, 18
a-b), and two jugs (Figs.19 a-b, 20 a-b), on 15.06.1989
and under the direction of a specialist archaeologist from
Istanbul Archaeology Museums, Dr. Seniz Atik?', two
underwater archaeologists called Dilek Tandz and Jekfer
Gokpnar did some exploratory diving at the site where
the dippers and jugs had been found. Unfortunately,
due to the fact that visibility was extremely poor as it
was the time for cutting the seaweed, the underwater
research carried out by means of diving was not able to
fulfil its aims. However the underwater archaeologists
were able to ascertain, through groping with their hands,
the existence of some architectural remains that were
probably walls but no evidence could be obtained to
indicate which period these belonged to. Since then no
further archaeological research has been done at the
Fenerbahge Yacht Harbour.

The two jug-shaped vessels or dippers?? found at the
Fenerbahcge Yacht Harbour in Kalamis Bay are handmade

21 T extend my thanks to Dr. Seniz Atik for permission to publish
these finds.
22 Dénmez 2006: Figs.3 a-b.
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Figure 16: Kadikdy Erken Tung Cagi Canak Cémleklerinin Bulundugu Yerin Krokisi, istanbul / The Plan of the Area where the

Early Bronze Age Pottery Found in Kadikoy, Istanbul
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Figure 17 a-b: Magrapa, Fenerbahge Yat Limani, Erken Tung Cagi IL, III, Pismis Toprak / Dipper, Fenerbahge Yacht Harbour, Early

Bronze Age 1, 111, Terracotta
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Figure 18 a-b: Masrapa, Fenerbahce Yat Limani, Erken Tung¢ Cagi II-1II, Pismis Toprak / Dipper, Fenerbahge Yacht Harbour, Early

Bronze Age II-11I, Terracotta

and beak-spouted. The first of these (Fig.17 a-b) is of
dark grey paste and is unburnished. The upper part of
the beak spout of this dipper is missing; it has a vertical
handle that starts at the rim and finishes by joining
with the body section; it is spherical in shape and has a

rounded base. The second dipper is also dark grey and
unburnished (Fig. 18 a-b). The body of this vessel widens
as it extends downwards; its vertical handle that is now
missing originally extended from the rim down to the
plain base.
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Figure 19 ab: Testi, Fenerbahge Yat Limani, Erken Tung Cag1 II-111, Pigsmis Toprak / Pitcher, Fenerbahge Yacht Harbour, Early Bronze

Age II-11I, Terracotta
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Figure 20 ab: Testi, Fenerbahge Yat Limani, Erken Tung Cagi II-111, Pismis Toprak / Pitcher, Fenerbahge Yacht Harbour, Early Bronze

Age II-11I, Terracotta

Of the jugs® that were found together with the jug-
shaped vessels, one is complete and one has quite a large
section missing. The complete, which like the vessels is
shaped by hand (Fig.19 a-b) is slipped in a dark buff and
unburnished. It has a slightly raised beak spout with a
cylindrical neck, and a vertical handle extending from
the rim down to the shoulder. This spherical jar with a
rounded base has two circular bas-relief designs side
by side on the shoulder symmetrical to the handle. The
second jug, of which the rim, neck and upper part of the
body are missing (Fig.20 a-b), is also spherical shaped
and can be thought to have been similar in form to the first
one. No decoration is seen on the surviving part of this
jug, which is made of dark grey paste and unburnished.

There is some similarity in the general appearance of
the vessels found at Kalamig Bay to the pottery of the
Yortan Burials Culture®®. However, the Kalamis Bay
jugs and jug-shaped vessels do not reflect the same
technical structure and typology as those of the Yortan
Culture and Thrace settlements. This indicates that the

2 Donmez 2006: Figs.4 a-b

24 For information about the Yortan Burials Culture represented
by graves at Yortan, Babakdy and Ovabayindir see Kamil 1982;
Bittel 1939: 1-31; Ozgii¢ 1944: 53-70; Akurgal 1958: 156-170;
Orthmann 1966: 1-26.

Kalamig Bay pottery vessels, can be dated Early Bronze
Age II-111, were probably of local manufacture.

Assuming that the Kalamig Bay pottery vessels were
of local manufacture, and on the basis of the presence
of wall-like architectural remains suggested by the
underwater archaeologists, it is possible to speak of an
ancient settlement that might have existed at Kalamig
Bay that is now underwater. The fact that Kalamis is a
suitable bay for a settlement, and is fed by a freshwater
source like Kurbagalidere, would have been the most
likely reasons for choosing it as a site for establishing
a settlement. The question of why such a settlement
(if it exists) is now underwater can be explained by
the fluctuation in water levels of the Marmara shores
throughout history?.

The most important reveal in the Historical Peninsula
belonging to the periods following the Late Chalcolithic
Period is a terracotta pitcher (Fig.21) which were
revealed during a foundation excavation next to the
Tomb of Merzifonlu Karamustafapasa in Cargikapi®.

% Erol 1991: 11-16.
26 Frrath 1958a: 29-30; Firatli 1978: 572, Fig. 1I1.5.
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Figure 21: Testi, Merzifonlu Karamustafa Pasa Medresesi, Beyazit, Orta Tung Cag1, Pismis Toprak / Pitcher, Madrasah of Merzifonlu

Karamustafa Pasa, Beyazit, Middle Bronze Age, Terracotta

The pitcher was in dark buff and handcrafted (Fig.21).
It contained thin and medium sized mineral and plant
tamper. The color of the slip is also dark buff as its
paste. It has four vertical handles. The pitcher is not
well fired and the painted in aubergine color. The jug
looks like the other jugs of the periods Middle Cyprus
Age T (1900-1800 BC)?’, Middle Cyprus Age IT (1800-
1725 BC)*, Middle Cyprus Age III (1725-1600 BC)®
and Late Cyprus Age I-IT (1600-1200 BC)*® in terms of
long neck part and similarity of decoration design. But
the low-quality production of the said pot and that it
has four handles which cannot be found in the pottery
tradition of Cyprus is a property which proves that this
one was a local production.

Iron Age

The people in Anatolia and close vicinity experienced a
really difficult period especially in the second part of the
13th century BC because of changing climate conditions,
famine, drought and the repeating earthquakes of 7.5-
8.5 magnitude which occurred in a wide area including
Greece to Middle Anatolia and from Crimea to Egypt®!.
For the mentioned difficulties, the Thracians who used to
live especially in Macedonia and in Western Thrace and
the Phrygians who were used to be called as Bhrygians

27 Karageorghis 2000: 33/35 numbered jug.

% Maguire 1991: Fig.7/1-5.

¥ Karageorghis 1999: 106-107/75 and 76 numbered jugs.

3 Malmgren 1999: Fig. 7/C 257; Karageorghis 2000: 37/47 num-
bered jug.

31 Nur 2008.

by Herodotos (Historiai, V1, 45; VII, 73,185) in their
homeland Macedonia had started their so-called Thraco-
Phrygian migrations® of approximately 150-200 years
towards the Anatolia. The mentioned migration took
place through the Bosporus as well as the Dardanelles
(the Canakkale Straits). Besides the potsherds (Fig.22)
which were revealed during the foundation excavations
of the annex unit of Istanbul Archaeological Museums*
some of the pottery (Figs.23-24) that was revealed in
Yenikap1 excavations is assumed as the evidence of the
Thraco-Phrygian migration*. The revealed jug pieces
(Fig.22) in foundation excavations of the annex unit were
handcrafted. The color of the paste is dark gray and it
has thin and medium mineral and medium plant tamper.
The outer layer has the same color with the paste. Some
handmade modifications are observed on outer surfaces
and the clay that is medium fired. One of the pieces is a
rim of a jug which has a rope figure in relief*® (Fig.22).
The other one is a piece of a bowl’s body which does
not have any figure decoration but has similar technical
features with the first one. This period is named as ‘Early
Iron Age’ of Istanbul in some essays and is interpreted

32 Dénmez 2004: 44-45; Dénmez 2006: 243-244; Dénmez 2011:
24; Donmez 2014: 49.

3 Donmez 2004: Lev.2/1, Res.5; Donmez 2006: Fig.1b. In my
previous essays, I interpreted the pottery (handmade and rope
figured pieces) of the annex unit excavation of Istanbul Archa-
eological Museums as the evidence of the Thracian-Phrygian
migrations. However, depending on the current data on archa-
eology, today I believe that the mentioned pottery belong to an
earlier settlement than Byzantion Period.

3 Donmez 2004: 44-45; Dénmez 2006: 243-244; Dénmez 2011:
24; Donmez 2014: 4.

3 Frrath 1978: 570, P1.163/Fig.4.
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Figure 22: Cémlek Parcasi, Istanbul Arkeoloji Miizeleri Ek Bina, Erken Demir Cag1, Pismis Toprak / Jug-Sherd, Annex Building of
the Istanbul Archaeological Museums, Early Bronze Age, Terracotta

in context of Prehistoric Archaeology?®. The information
we got about both the Southern Balkan Peninsula and
Troia War depending on Herodotos prove the inaccuracy
of the assumption that Thracian Late Bronze and Early
Iron Ages are Prehistoric Periods. Perception of the term
Protohistory®” correctly and arranging the publications
accordingly would help set the chronological background
of the history of Turkey accurately. In this context, the
ancient written data on the Balkan Peninsula, Istanbul,
Thrace and the nearby geography prove that the Early
Iron Age would not be a section of Prehistoric Period.
Since many ancient witnesses such as Herodotos, Strabo,
Pliny, Stephanus Byzantios and Photius gave detailed
information on the mentioned region, it is clear that the
Early Iron Age is a section of Prehistoric Period.

There are several myths about the foundation and
founder of Byzantion, the city which is assumed to be
the first settlement of Istanbul. It is assumed to be placed
near Sarayburnu region, which is named as Bosphorios
Akra. Depending to the interpretation of the mentioned
myths, the settlement had been founded as a colony of
Megara in 669/658 BC. According to the legend, the
inhabitants of Megara, who migrated from the Central
Greece had a commander called Byzas and therefore
the name of the city had been transformed accordingly.
According to another legend, Byzas, the founder of
Byzantion is the son of Poseidon- the God of the Sea-
and Keroessa-the daughter of Zeus-. Depending on a
city founded by Byzas, the city was called as Byzantion
later on. Byzantion was located on a peninsula which is

36 Ozdogan 2008: 83.

37 In case the inhabitats of a settlement live in a Preliterate Period
and however, in case the neighbourhood developed written lan-
guage skills and give inscripted informaton on the Preliterate sett-
lement and their geography; this means that the firstly mentioned
settlement live in Protohistorical Times (Donmez 2016: 52).
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Figure 23: Comlek Pargasi, Yenikapi, Erken Demir Cagi,
Pismis Toprak / Jugsherd, Yenikapi, Early Iron Age, Terracotta
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Figure 24: Comlek Pargasi, Yenikapi, Erken Demir Cagi,
Pismis Toprak / Jugsherd, Yenikapi, Early Iron Age, Terracotta
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surrounded by Bosphorus Thracios (the Bosporus) on
west, by Keras (the Horn) or Khrysokeras (the Golden
Horn) on north and by Propontis (the Marmara Sea)

(Fig.1).

After the excavations in Yenikapi, Sirkeci and Old Prison
of Sultanahmet; it is noticed by me that the concept of
“Byzas — Megarians - Byzantion — 669/658 BC”, used
to be studied depending on mythological legends rather
than old or current archaeological data. Even though the
Thracian name Byzas was stated to be strange for the
Colonization Period by Afif Erzen many years ago’®, the
subject was unfortunately ignored until today.

In case of interpreting Istanbul Colonization from
a wider perspective; another issue, which has been
mentioned historically although it has not been clarified
archaeologically, is the naming of Kalkhedon (Kadikoy)
as ‘Country of the Blind’. According to the historical
chronology, Kalkhedon (Fig.38) was founded on Asian
side of Thracian Bosporus in 685 BC. On the other hand,
Byzantion (Fig.38) was founded on European side in
669/658 BC. After approximately 150 years of foundation
of these two cities, when the Persian commander
Megabazos learned that Kalkhedon had been founded
approximately 16 years earlier than Byzantion, he defined
Kalkhedon as ‘Country of the Blind’. Megabazos might
have chosen this sort of definition in order to emphasize
the irony of inhabitants of Kalkhedon for choosing more
unsuitable area to settle. Who knows if this definition
of Megabazos, probably the most interesting one of the
Early Period of Istanbul, reflects the truth or not? Or does
that definition belong to one who just passed near two
settlements? I personally believe that the purpose of the
foundation of Kalkhedon was to cultivate the hinterland
of Kalkhedon (Papaz’in Cayir1). The historical growth
of both cities point out that the choice of land for the
cities had totally been conscious. It is assumed that
the Kalkhedon colonists had chosen Kadikdy Region
because of its agricultural potential comparing to
Sarayburnu Region. After the foundation of Kalkhedon,
Byzantion was also founded by the Megarians (Fig.38).
The reason for choosing the Sarayburnu Region should
have been again because of positive agricultural reasons
rather than naval ones. It could be assumed that the
colonists who had settled in the Historical Peninsula,
-the edge of the Thrace- changed their mind and decided
on sailing instead of agriculture. In other words, the
reason that made Byzantion a significant government
center should have been the existence of the Thrakion
(Fig.38) in that region rather than the blindness of the
inhabitants of Kalkhedon. There exists several old and
current archaeological data which make us think so. I

3% Erzen 1954: 131-154.

personally believe that the hypothesizes which state
that Byzantion had been founded by the Megarians
in 669/658 BC or Istanbul had started the historical
periods via an old Greek settlement should be reached
with doubt. Any data could not have been reached yet
during the archaeological excavations related with the
colonization of Megara even though it is placed as a
“Trojan Horse’ in almost every book about Istanbul and
is assumed as a base data for ‘Formal Ancient History.’
The excavation works which carried out in Yenikapi®
helped us percept a strong layer with an entire section
of cultural development until the Late Neolithic Period
of the Historical Peninsula. With regards to the layers
discovered in Yenikapi, I have been the first one to set a
system on those layers by getting help from the related
sources and I coded the layers referring the cultural
sequences (see Chronological Table). In this context, it
is observed that the 7th layer, which included the data
on both Archaic and Classical Periods, also included the
Colonization Period of Byzantion (see Chronological
Table). The three Middle Corinth aryballoi® (Fig.1)
and two oinokhoi*' (Fig.1), which were discovered in
Theodosius Port, point out the commercial relations in
early period of Byzantion. Besides, they prove that the
port having a similar function 1000 years ago with the
one founded in 4% century AD. Moreover, the date 6%
century BC for the aryballoi and oinokhoi (Fig.1) that
were discovered at the port, points out the commercial
attraction of the town rather than the mythological

foundation story on the Colonization.

Depending on the whole data, the Thracians started to
settling down in Sultanahmet - Hagia Sofia flats (Figs.25-26,
38) in 13%-12" centuries BC and later on. The gray colored
pottery pieces which were revealed during the excavation
in the Hagia Irene -lead by Muzaffer Ramazanoglu in
1945 and 1946 and interpreted as Phrygian by him- are
very significant to support the previously mentioned
hypothesis. The excavations reached the bedrock and
revealed the layer on the rock as a Phrygian layer. Ruins
of a wall which had similar technical and material features
with the Phrygian walls in Bogazkdy. The revealed pottery
had light gray color and simple features. All the mentioned
data is quoted Afif Erzen®.

As a researcher, keen on the early period archaeology and
history of Istanbul, I have had no positive feedbacks so far
by either Istanbul Archaeological Museums or Hagia Sofia
Museum on working the evidences of Muzaffer Ramazanoglu
directly. However, a Thracian jugsherd (Fig.22) which was
revealed during the foundation excavation of annex unit of

3 Pekin 2007; Oztuncay/Coskuner 2013.

4 575550 BC, Oncii 2013: 95/26-27, 96/28.
41 6t Century BC, Oncii 2013: 97/29, 98/30.
42 Erzen 1954: 135.
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CHRONOLOGICAL TABLE
YENIKAPI STRATIFICATION
LAYER DATING PERIOD
0 1923 and later Republic of Turkey
1 1453 - 1923 Ottoman Period
2 13th century AD - 1453 Late Byzantine Period
3 9th century AD - 12th century AD Middle Byzantine Period
4 303 AD - 8th century AD Early Byzantine Period
5 30 BC - 303 AD Roman Period
6 334BC-30BC Hellenistic Era
7 800 BC- 334 BC Archaic and Classical Periods
8 1200 BC - 800 BC Iron Age
9 6500 BC - 5200 BC Neolithic Period

Figure 25: Bab-1 Hiimayun’dan Sultanahmet-Ayasofya Diizliigli Genel Goriinimii (Sevket Dénmez) / General View of
Sultanahmet-Hagia Sophia Flats from Bab-1 Humayun

Istanbul Archaeological Museums that is not so far to Hagia
Irene and the evidences of Early Thracian and Phrygian
Periods of Muzaffer Ramazanoglu in Hagia Irene point
out a settlement of Thraco-Phrygian character in the First
Courtyard of Topkap1 Palace (Fig. 26).

The Phoenician four-faceted glass bead (Fig.1, Fig. 27
a-b) in a human head form, which was revealed during
the construction works of Istanbul Court in Sultanahmet

in 1950-1952, has been one of the early period pieces of
Byzantion. Furthermore, it has been an important proof
that shows the development of commercial relations
towards the East Mediterranean ports in the 5th century
BC and later on which started with the Aegean culture in
the 6 century BC.

The Historical Peninsula, which is located on southwest
part of the Catalca Peninsula, is a natural part and extension
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Figure 26: Bab-1 Hiimayun’dan Topkap: Saray1 Birinci Avlu Genel Gériiniisii, Sultanahmet-Ayasofya Diizliigii niin
Sarayburnu Uzantis1 (Sevket Dénmez) / General View of the First Courtyard of Topkapt Palace from Bab-1 Humayun,

Seraglio Extension of the Sultanahmet-Hagia Sophia Flats

Figure 27 ab: Cok Yiizlii Fenike Boncugu, Sultanahmet,
Ge¢ Demir Cagi, Cam / Multifaceted Phoenician Bead,
Sultanahmet, Late Iron Age, Glass

of Ancient Thrace because of its geo-strategic location.
For this reason, it is a strong possibility that the Thraco-
Phrygian inhabitants of the area had settled down in
Sultanahmet (Hippodrome) - Hagia Sofia region during the
‘Dark Age’ (1200-1000 BC). The architectural ruins of the
cottages in branch-mud technique®, which were revealed
on layers 7A and 7B in political capital of the Phrygians in
Gordion (Yassihoyiik) help us create a simple picture of
the settlement in Sultanahmet Hagia Sofia Region.

4 Sevin 2003: 239.

The important archaeological developments which
support our Thracian presence theory in Istanbul
happened in the summer of 2017 in Besiktas which lies
at the European Side of the Bosporus and not so further
away (roughly 6 kms) from the Historical Peninsula. At
the foot of the Yildiz Hill, in the salvage excavations
implemented by Istanbul Archaeological Museums in
the construction site of the Besiktag Square entrance of
the Kabatag-Mahmutbey subway line important evidence
were uncovered which will shed light to the period just
before the Greek colonization of Istanbul. The structures
which were uncovered 6-7 meters beneath the modern
city layer were discovered to be the kurgans (Fig.1) built
in close vicinity to each other and constructed by rubbles.
The most important aspect of the said kurgans that they
were preserved from the effects of nature and men quite
good by remaining beneath the ground and groving city.
It is also understood that the kurgans of Besiktas are
made of circular stone masonry in original. It is observed
that in the area partially used in Roman and Ottoman
periods, the cones of the kurgans were largely destroyed
in modern infrastructure works and their masonry were
scattered in a wide area. When the scattered masonry was
removed kromlechs were uncovered (Fig.1). The Late
Bronze-Early Iron Age pottery which is encountered with
the cremation, the bone and ash remains of the burned
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bodies, found in the simple stone boxes placed in Kurgan
tombs, which is a tradition of a wide geography spanning
Balkans, Thrace and even in Ukraine without question
proves that the said tombs belonged to Southeastern
Europeans, Eurasians, Cimmerians or maybe even
Thraco-Phrygian peoples. The similar pottery to the
Besiktas kurgans are already known from Turkish
Thrace, Sultanahmet, Troy and Gordion (Ankara-Polatl1)
which later became the capital of the Phrygian Kingdom.
It has proven that the Thraco-Phrygian Migrations (1250-
900 BC) which was a contributing factor of the collapse
of the Hittite Great Kingdom has happened through the
Bosporus, Dardanelles and the Marmara Sea. According
our recent observations the encounter of the cremation
burial in the earlier examples of the Gordion and Ankara
tumuli (kurgans) which was built 300-400 years later than
the Besiktas Kurgans which in turn can be dated to 1300-
1000 BC, clearly proves the connection between the
Thraco-Phrygian Migrations and the Phrygian Kingdom
even at this early point of the research. At this context,
it seems that the missing-link of the Phrygian tumulus
tradition which is yet to be understood by the way it
arrived to Anatolia, can be found in Besiktag kurgans.

Even though the excavations have not been concluded,
the burial structures uncovered seems to cause many
information that is believed to be true about the Istanbul
Iron Age Archaeology and the subsequent Greek
Colonization Period to become urban legends. Could
the reason why the Megarian Colonization which was
concentrated in the Marmara entrance of Bosporus
have not encompass the shores of Bosporus which is
more suitable for settlement be the resistance of the
people already inhabiting this territory? Even though
the definitive dating has not been done yet the initial
research on the pottery shows that the Besiktas kurgans
(Fig.1) were built between 1300 and 900 BC. In this case
the people that the cemetery in today’s Besiktas Square
is thought to be here when and before the arrival of the
Megarians.

CONCLUSION

The archaeological data and the historical sources
about the Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages of
the Historical Peninsula support the possibility
of existence of a Thraco-Phrygian settlement in
Sultanahmet-Hagia Sofia flats (Figs.1, 25-26). The
revealed data of the excavations in the flats, in the
second courtyard of the Topkap1 Palace, in annex unit
of Istanbul Archaeological Museums, in Hagia Irene
and Sultanahmet Old Prison* (Fig.25) certainly point

4 The excavation project of Sultanahmet Old Prison (Great Pala-
ce), which started in 1997, is one of the primary archaeological

Sevket DONMEZ

out a settlement before Byzantion Period. The pieces of
a Thraco-Phrygian pottery (Fig.1, 22) and a Phrygian
fibula®® (Fig.1, 28) are the characteristic samples of
the Iron Age of Istanbul. Besides, the name Thrakion*
is quite interesting which could be mentioned inside
the ancient city of Byzantion according to the Ancient
Western sources. There exist historical sources which
prove the Sultanahmet-Hagia Sofia flats (Fig.1, 25-26)
is in fact the mentioned Thrakion Square, which is a
square name in Byzantion. Xenophon states important
information especially on the size of the square in his
book called Anabasis. Xenophon mentions that there
are not any houses on the square and it is useful enough
for the mustering of the soldiers (Anabasis, VII, 1,21-
30). The square is assumed to be fairly large.

e N

Figure 28: Fibula, Sultanahmet, Orta Demir Cagi, Tung. /
Fibula, Sultanahmet, Middle Iron Age, Bronze

Murat Arslan claims that the public assembly was used
to gather in Thrakion Square*’. However, according
the information which is gained from Pliny, Byzantion
had a gate named as Thrakion (Naturalis Historia
XXXVI, 23[99-100]). The relation between the
Thrakion Square and the Thrakion Gate is approved
by Xenophon (Anabasis, VII, 1, 21-30). There exist
strong evidence that the Thrakion Gate was located
in Bab-1 Himayun®. In this context, it is reasonable
to match the Thrakion Square with the Sultanhamet-
Hagia Sofia flats.

projects of the Historical Peninsula (Denker/Yagci/Akay 2007:
126-141). Even though no layers were revealed, the oinokhoe
piece of East Greek (625-600 BC; Denker/Yagci/Akay 2007:
144/SC2) the Kylix piece (550-525 BC; Denker/Yagci/Akay
2007: 144/SC3) and the dinos (6th century BC; Denker/Yagc1/
Akay 2007: 145/SC4) stand as significant data referring to the
beginning years of Byzantion.

4 Denker/Yagci/Akay 2007: 144/SC1.

4 Arslan 2010: 125-126.

47 Arslan 2010: 363

* Tunay 2014.
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Figure 29 ab-30: Aryballos, Bab-iis-Selam, Topkap1 Sarayi, Orta Proto-Korinth II Dénemi, Pismis Toprak / Aryballos, Bab-iis-
Selam, Topkap: Palace, Middle Proto-Corinth Il Period, Terracotta

~

Figure 31 ab-32: Aryballos, Bab-iis-Selam, Topkap1 Sarayi, Orta Proto-Korinth II Dénemi, Pismis Toprak / Aryballos, Bab-iis-
Selam, Topkapt Palace, Middle Proto-Corinth II Period, Terracotta

Figure 33 ab-34: Aryballos, Bab-iis-Selam, Topkap1 Sarayi, Orta Proto-Korinth II Dénemi, Pismis Toprak / Aryballos, Bab-iis-
Selam, Topkap: Palace, Middle Proto-Corinth Il Period, Terracotta

The aryballoi® (Figs.1, 29 a-b, 30, 31 a-b, 32, 33 a-b,
34) of Middle Proto-Corinth II (660-650 BC) which
were revealed by Aziz Organ in 1971, in the second

4 Ogan 1940: Lev. LXXIII/2.

courtyard of the Topkapi Palace; the aryballoi of
Late Proto-Corinth (Fig.35 a-b, 36; 650-640 BC); the
ones of Yenikap1 and the oinokhoi of Yenikap1 are the
earliest samples that point out the establishment period
of Byzantion. It is mindful that the Proto-Corinth (650-
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Figure 35 ab-36: Aryballos, Bab-iis-Selam, Topkap1 Sarayi, Proto-Korinth Dénemi, Pismis Toprak / Aryballos, Bab-iis-Selam,

Topkapt Palace, Proto-Corinth Period, Terracotta

Figure 37: Byzantion Déneminden Kaldig1 Diisiiniilen Sur Temel Pargasi, Cankurtaran, Istanbul (Ferudun Ozgiimiis) / Remains of
a Defensive Wall Foundation Thought to be Dated to the Byzantion Period

640 BC) pottery of Babiisselam (the Second Gate) are
dated later than the pottery of the annex unit of Istanbul
Archaeological Museums and then the Phrygian fibula
of the Sultanahmet Old Prison. Therefore, it could be
logical to assume that the revealed pieces of the annex
unit and the Old Prison belong to a settlement before
Byzantion in case the Babiisselam (the Second Gate)
pottery prove the existence of Byzantion.

Except for the Proto-Corinth pottery of Babiisselam
(the Second Gate), the most important data is
presented by the City Walls which is characteristic for
Byzantion in terms of archaeology. The information

on early period walls (before Roman) reached during
the railway construction in Sarayburnu in 1871 and
afterwards in 1921 and in 1925%. Moreover, the fairly
enormous stone block®' (Fig.37), which is located
nearby the coastal highway in Cankurtaran region,
quite possibly belongs to the establishment period of
Byzantion (the Archaic Period).

The existence of the Sultanahmet-Hagia Sofia flats
in Byzantion city memory is quite reasonable. The
naming of both a square and a gate Thrakion, which

50 Gokbilgin 1950: 1145.
31 Tezcan 1989: 50, Res.57.
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Figure 38: Thrakion, Byzantion ve Kalkhedon’un Yerlerini Gosteren Harita / The Map Detailing the Locations of Thracion,
Byzantion and Chalcedon.

clearly is left either from a region or a settlement
name, can be interpreted as a sort of reference to
the Thrako-Phrygian settlement in Sultanahmet-
Hagia Sofia flats (Fig.38). It could be assumed
that the scale of Thrako-Phrygian settlement before
Byzantion (Fig.38) was like a village or a small
town rather than a big city, whose information was
presented depending on the historical data in this
essay. In this context, I personally believe that
Sarayburnu Region had not been not vacant when the
Megarians arrived there, there had been a Thrako-
Phrygian settlement on the Sultanahmet-Hagia
Sofia flats (Fig.38), the inhabitants of Byzantion
had called the areas as Thrakion and the memory of
this settlement-integrated with Byzantion- within the
historical background of the city has been continued
with the name Thrakion. The kurgan structures with

cremation tradition and the pottery of Balkan origin
which were uncovered in Besiktas Square Subway
Station (Fig.1) strongly proved that Istanbul did not
stepped into historic period by Greek Colonization
and there was a strong presence of Thracian people.
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OzET

Giiney Karadeniz ki1 seridinin merkezinde, Anadolu 'nun en kuzey noktasi olan Sinop Burnu iizerinde yer alan Sinope antik
kenti (modern Sinop), bir Miletos kolonisi olarak kurulmugtur. Kentte, Arkaik Donem 'den itibaren kesintisiz olarak stel
tiretiminin varligini, Sinop Arkeoloji Miizesinin zengin stel koleksiyonu agik¢a gostermektedir. Ne yazik ki Sinope stelleri,
Geg Arkaik ve Klasik Donemlere tarihlenen erken drnekler disinda heniiz yaymlanmanusti: Bu ¢alismanin konusunu,
Sinop ve ¢evresinde bulunmugs, Hellenistik Donem’e ait iki mezar steli olusturmaktadir. Steller, korunabilen yazitlarina
gore, Sabeinos ve Straton(?) stelleri olarak adlandirilmistir: Naiskoslu stel grubunda yer alan stellerin tizerinde “dexiosis”
sahnesi yer almaktadi. Her iki stelde de iki figiirlii kompozisyon tercih edilmistir. Straton(?) Steli'nde, buna ilaveten,
kadmn figiiviiniin yamnda kiictik boyutlu bir hizmetgi figiirii de eklenmistir. Stellerin sahne kismindaki kompozisyonlar ve
figiirler incelendiginde, is¢ilik ve stil dzellikleri agisindan, iki stelin aymi usta tarafindan olmasa da yakin donemlerde, ayni
atolyede iiretilmig oldugu anlasiimaktadir. Sabeinos ve Straton(?) stelleri iizerinde, stil ve konu olarak her ne kadar Smyrna
stellerinin etkisi yogun olsa da, ig¢ilik ve stil ozellikleri agisindan Byzantion stelleri ile daha yakin iliskiler kurulabilir.
Stilistik karsilastirmalar 1s18$inda, Sabeinos Steli’'nin MO 2. yiizyihn ilk yarisinda, Straton(?) Steli’nin de MO 2. yiizyil
ortalarmdan once yapilmis olmasi gerekir.

* Yrd. Dog. Dr., Selguk Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Arkeoloji Béliimii, Konya/ Tiirkiye. E-mail: suhalsaglan@selcuk.edu.tr
* Dog. Dr., Bartin Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Arkeoloji Béliimii, Bartin/ Tiirkiye. E-mail: fatmabagdatli@yahoo.com
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Suhal SAGLAN - Fatma BAGDATLI CAM
ABSTRACT

Sinope ancient city (modern Sinop) was established as a Milesian colony on Sinop cape where is the northernmost point
of Anatolia, in the center of South Black Sea coastal strip. Rich funerary stele collection of Sinop Archeological Museum
manifests the existence of stele producing since Archaic Period uninterruptedly. Unfortunately, Sinope stelae have not
been published as of yet except first samples dated in Late Archaic and Classical Periods. The subject of this study is
about two funerary stelae which are found in Sinop and around and belong to Hellenistic Period. The stelae are called
as Sabeinos and Straton(?) based on their fencible inscriptions. There is “dexiosis” scene on both stelae which are both
placed in the group of naiskos stelae. Figurative compositions were preferred for both steles. A small sized servant figure
was additionally added nearby woman figure on Straton(?) Stele. When analyzing compositions and figures in scene part
of stelae, understood that these two stelae were produced in the same atelier, in close periods even not by the same artist in
terms of workmanship and style characteristics. There could be correlated closer with Byzantion stelae as style and subject
much as the effect of Smyrna stelae are denser. In the light of stylistics comparisons, Sabeinos Stele must be made the first
half of the second century BC, Straton(?) Stele must be done before in the midst of the second century BC



SINOPE'DEN HELLENISTIK DONEME AIT iKi MEZAR STELI

Sinope (Sinop) antik kenti, Karadeniz’in giineyinde
Anadolu kiyilarinin en kuzey noktasinda yer alir'.
Giliniimiizde Karadeniz Bolgesi olarak adlandirilan
bu kiy1 seridi, Anadolu’nun diger kiyilarina gore
daglarin kiyiya paralel uzaniyor olmasi ve vadilerin
azlig1 sebebiyle olduk¢a zorlu bir cografyaya sahiptir.
Bu daglik kiy1 seridi nedeniyle kara yolundan ziyade
deniz yoluyla ulasim agisindan daha elveriglidir. Bu
cografi sartlara sahip bir Karadeniz kenti olan Sinope,
antik donemde, batida Parthenios (Bartin) Nehri ile
doguda Halys (Kizilirmak) Nehirleri arasinda yer alan
Paphlagonia Bolgesi’nin en 6nemli kentidir. Sinope’nin
konum olarak Kirim Yarimadasi’nin neredeyse tam
kargisinda olmasi, Kirim Yarimadasi ile Kuzey Anadolu
arasindaki ulagim ve ticarette 6nemli bir rol oynamasina
imkan vermistir. Ayn1 zamanda, Paphlagonia’nin diger
kentlerine oranla, I¢ Anadolu ile olan karayolu baglantisi,
Sinope’nin bdlgenin en 6nemli kentlerinden biri olmasini
saglamigtir?.

Antik kaynaklarda, Sinope’nin MO 8. yiizy1l sonlarin-
da bir Miletos kolonisi olarak kurulmus oldugu
belirtilmektedir’. Buna gore Sinope, Kyzikos gibi,
Miletoslular’m MO 725-700 tarihleri arasindaki ilk
kolonizasyon doneminde kurulan kentler arasindadir.
Ancak Kimmer akinlari ile birlikte kent, diger yerlesimler
gibi, bu athi-savas¢t gocebe kavimlerin etkisinde
kali. MO 670 civarinda, Lydilalilar’in Kimmerler’i
yenmesinden sonra Miletos yeniden kolonilerini kurmaya
girisir. Sinope de, MO 7. yiizyilin ortalarindan sonra,
Miletoslular tarafindan yeniden kurulur*. E. Akurgal ve
L. Budde tarafindan 1951-1953 yillar1 arasinda, kentin
gesitli alanlarinda yapilan kiigiik ¢apli kazilardan elde
edilen buluntular, Sinope’de Grek kolonizasyonunun
MO 7. yiizyilin iigiincii veya dordiincii geyreginde
kuruldugunu ortaya koymaktadir®.

Bu calisma, Selguk Universitesi, Bilimsel Arastirma Projeleri
(BAP) Koordinatorliigi’niin 14401069 numaral: projesi ile des-
teklenmistir. Stellerin yayin iznini veren donemin Miize Miidiir
Vekili Sayin Fuat Dereli’ye ve Sinop Miizesi Midiirii Saym Hii-
seyin Vural’a tesekkiir ederiz. Ayrica, stel fotograflarin1 ¢eken
Arkeolog Fotografci Soner Yaman’a da tesekkiir ederiz.

D. M. Robinson, Sinope hakkinda yaptig1 kapsamli ¢alismasin-
da, Sinope’nin 6neminden bahseden antik yazarlarin tam bir d6-
kiimiinii yapmistir. Bkz. Robinson 1905: 131-135.

3 Strabon: XII, iii, 1.1; Diodorus Sicilus: Historical Library, 14.
31. 2; Pseudo Scymnus: 995-996; Eusebius: Chronographia,
631-630. Arriaus’a gére MO 7. yiizyilda Miletoslular tarafindan
kurulmustur. Bkz. Arslan 2005: 113-114.

Bkz. dn. 3. Kolonizasyon konusunu ele alan modern kaynaklar
icin bkz. Boysal 1958: 27-28; Hind 1998: 133; Doonan 2003:
1380-1382; Manoledakis 2010: 566 vd.

> Akurgal/Budde 1956: 4-7; Akurgal 1956: 48 vd.; Budde 1956:
5 vd.; Erzen 1956: 48; Boysal 1958: 27 vd. Antik kaynaklardan
elde edilen bilgilerle arkeolojik veriler arasindaki bu tutarsizlik,
kentte genis kapsamli bir arkeolojik kazi ¢alismasi yapilmamis
olmasindan kaynaklaniyor olabilir.
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Sinope, Arkaik, Klasik, Hellenistik ve Roma
donemlerinde kesintisiz olarak yerlesim gormiistiir. Kent,
Pers hakimiyeti sirasinda ve sonrasinda Anadolu’nun
i¢ bolgelerinden Karadeniz’e ulasan ticaret mallarinin
deniz yoluyla aktarilabildigi O6nemli bir liman kenti
konumundadir. Anadolu’daki Akhaemenid Dd&nem
etkilerinin izlerini Sinope ve tiim Pontus Bolgesi
kentlerinde izlemek miimkiindiir®.

Hellenistik Dénem’de, Biiyiik Iskender’in seferleri ile
baslayan yogun Hellenizasyon 'dan Sinope de etkilenmis,
bolgede oOnce Antigonos ve ardindan da Seleukos
hakimiyeti hiikiim siirmiistiir. MO 183’de Karadeniz’de
iistiin bir gii¢ olarak varligini hissettiren Mithridates’in,
kurdugu Pontus Kralligi’nin topraklarina Sinope’yi dahil
etmesiyle birlikte kentin 6nemi daha da artmus, artik bir
baskent haline gelmistir’.

Kuruldugu dénemlerden itibaren Karadeniz’in giiney
kiyilarindaki en 6nemli ticaret limani olarak varligim
siirdiiren Sinope’nin, Ege diinyast ile olan yogun
iligkilerinin izleri, kent ve ¢evresinde yapilan gesitli
kurtarma kazilar1 ya da satin almalar yoluyla elde
edilen seramik ve heykeltrashk eserleri yardimiyla
anlagsilabilmektedir®. Bu eserler igerisinde yer alan bazi
mezar stelleri, bugiine kadar bilim insanlar1 tarafindan
Karadeniz Bolgesi’ndeki Yunanlilar’a ait en erken
kiiltir ornekleri olmalar1 agisindan ele alinmis ve
yalnizca Geg Arkaik, Erken Klasik Donem’e tarihlenen
belli basli eserler incelenerek literatiire eklemistir®.
Oysa Sinop Miizesinin zengin stel koleksiyonunda,
Sinop ve yakin g¢evresinde bulunmus olan, Arkaik
Donem’den Ge¢ Roma Dénemi’ne kadar uzanan ¢ok
sayida mezar steli mevcuttur ve bu steller, s6z konusu
donemlerde kentte mezar steli iiretiminin varligini
kanitlar niteliktedir'.

Paphlagonia’y: hakimiyeti altina alan Persli komutan Datames,

Biiyiik Iskender’in Anadolu Seferi’ne kadar bu bélgeyi elinde

tutmustur. Bunun en 6nemli kaniti, kentte Datames adina basi-

lan sikkelerdir. Arslan 2005: 114. Ayrica Strabon’a gore Zela,

Kommana gibi kentlerde, Pers tanrilarna ait 6nemli tapinakla-

rin varlig1 ve bolge halkinin da bu tapinaklara biiyiik baglilik

gosterdigi bilinmektedir. Strabon: XII, iii, 30-40.

7 Doonan 2003: 1384; Arslan 2005: 115; Koester 2012: 49.

8 Akurgal/Budde 1956: 4-7; Akurgal 1956: 48 vd.; Budde 1956: 5
vd.; Erzen 1956: 48; Boysal 1958: 27 vd. Sinope amphoralar1 ve
seramik arastirmalari i¢in bkz. Kassab Tezgor 2010.

® Akurgal 1948: 584-585, Fig. 3-4; Akurgal 1955: 5-15; Akurgal/
Budde 1956: 15-23, Taf. 6,7; Akurgal 1961: 270, Abb. 237, 238;
Budde 1963: 55-74; Clairmont 1970: 33-37, Nr. 10, Taf. 36;
Hiller 1975: 59-61, Nr. O18-21, Taf. 11.2-12.2; Pfuhl/ Mébius
1977: 14,16,17, Taf. 4.13, 6. 22-24; Durugdniil 1992a: 97-107,
Taf. 8, 1-2; Ozgan 2009: 239-252; Aykanat 2013: 99-104, Res.
1,2.

10 Sinop Miizesi Koleksiyonu’nda bulunan mezar stelleri Suhal

Saglan tarafindan yayima hazirlanmaktadir.
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Karadeniz ¢evresinde, sistemli kazilar1 yapilarak
literatiire kazandirilan Olbia, Chersonesos, Apollonia
ve Mesembria kentlerinden elde edilen verilerin
yayinlanmast ile, bolgede mezar steli geleneginin Klasik
Dénemlerden itibaren baglangigta Atina etkisinde kaldig:
anlagilmigtir. Hellenistik Donem’den itibaren, Erken
Roma Imparatorlugu Dénemi de dahil olmak iizere,
Dogu Yunan, Byzantion ve Kyzikos gibi yerlesimlerle
giderek artan bigimde yogun bir iliskinin oldugu; mezar
stellerinin bahsi gegen merkezlerden hem islenmis
olarak, hem de kabaca bi¢imlendirilerek ithal edildikleri
anlagilmaktadir. Mesembria’da, ithal edilen stellerin
son rotuslarinin yapildig1 bir atdlyenin yaninda, yerel
iiretim yapan atolyelerin de varligi tespit edilebilmistir''.
Bolgenin bir diger 6nemli yerlesimi olan Amisos’ta
bulunmus Hellenistik Doénem stelleri de literature
kazandirilmigtir'?2. Tiim bu veriler 1g1831inda, Sinope’de
bulunmus olan stellerden, sistemli bir kazidan elde
edilmemis olsalar da, Arkaik Dénem’den itibaren Attika
etkili mezar stellerine kendi yorumunu katan bir atdlyenin
varlig1, daha once yapilan yayinlarin da katkilariyla
tartisilir hale gelmistir. Hellenistik Donem’e tarihlenen
stellerin incelenmesiyle, Sinope’de, s6z konusu donemde
heykeltraglik atolyelerinin varligi, stili ve etkilesim
alanlarmin daha detayli tespiti miimkiin olabilecektir.
Boylece, ozellikle Klasik Dénem’de goriilen yogun
Atina etkisinin Hellenistik Donem’de nasil bir boyut
kazandigi, ticaretin yanisira kiiltiirel iliskiler aginin da
aydinlatilmasina yardimci olacaktir.

Bu baglamda, Sinop Arkeoloji Miizesindeki iki adet
Hellenistik Donem iiretimi stelin form, stil ve ikonografik
ozelliklerinin detayli incelemesi yapilacak, benzer form
ve stil Ozelliklerine sahip mezar stelleri ve serbest
heykeller ile karsilagtirmali olarak degerlendirilerek
iretim tarihleri belirlenmeye calisilacaktir. Boylece,
son yillarda artan bir ilgiyle arkeolojik arastirma ve
caligmalara konu olan Karadeniz Bolgesi’nin en 6nemli
antik kentlerinden biri olan Sinope’nin kiiltlir tarihi ve
halka ile ilgili de ipuglar1 yakalanmaya calisilacaktir.

Steller iizerindeki figiirlii sahneler degerlendirilirken,
once sahnenin ve figilirlerin genel Ozellikleri ve
ikonografisi ele alinacaktir. Figiirlerin islenig bigimleri
iizerinde durulacak, ardindan durus, hareket ve
iscilik ozellikleri detayli olarak incelenerek stilistik
karsilagtirmalar ile stellerin hangi dénemde yapildig: ve
etkilendikleri stil akimlari belirlenmeye ¢alisilacaktir.

1 Petrova 2007: 126.
12 Durug6niil 1992b: 61-70, Taf. 13-17.
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1. SABEINOS STELI": (Fig. 1-4)

Tamim: Ince tanecikli beyaz mermerden yapilmis olan
stelin {ist kism1 diiz bigimde kesilmis ve tam ortada
0.21 m genisliginde ve 0.04 m yiiksekliginde, 0.10 m
derinlige sahip bir bosluk birakilmistir (Fig. 1-2). Stelin
sonradan eklenmis olan {ist govdesi gliniimiize kadar
korunamamistir'®. On yiizde sahne ve onun altinda da
yazit yer almaktadir (Fig. 1-2). Yazitin hemen altindan
kirilmig olan stelin alt kismi, miizede sergilenebilmesi
amaciyla, diiz bir yiizey olusturmak i¢in tamamlanmusgtir.
Stelin arka kismu diiz keski ile kabaca diizeltilmistir.

%
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15.9.76. / Sabeinos Stele, Sinop Archaeology Museum, Inv.
Nr. 15.9.76 (S. Yaman)

13 Sinop Arkeoloji Miizesi, Env. Nr. 15.9.76. Yiikseklik: 0.95 m;

Genislik: 0.53 m; Derinlik: 0.16 m. Sinop kent merkezinde bu-
Iunmus olan stel, 13.09.1976 tarihinde Kastamonu Miizesi’nden
Sinop Arkeoloji Miizesine iade edilmistir.

14 Stelin tst kisminda iki adet diibel deligi mevcuttur. Sag diibel
deligi igerisine yerlestirilen demir kenet korunagelmistir.
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Figiir 2: Sabeinos Steli (detay), Sinop Arkeoloji Miizesi, Env.
Nr. 15.9.76. / Sabeinos Stele (detail), Sinop Archaeology
Museum, Inv. Nr. 15.9.76 (S. Yaman)

|
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Figiir 3: Sabeinos Steli (detay), Sinop Arkeoloji Miizesi,
Env. Nr. 15.9.76. / Sabeinos Stele (detail), Sinop Archaeology
Museum, Inv. Nr. 15.9.76 (S. Saglan)
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Sabeinos stelinin sahne kismi1 0.08 m derinlige sahiptir.
Sahnede bir kadin ve bir erkek figiirii arasindaki, klasik
literatiirde “dexiosis” olarak bilinen tokalasma sahnesi
betimlenmistir (Fig. 1-3).

Stele karsidan bakildiginda, soldaki erkek figiirii oturur
vaziyette ve profilden islendigi goriiliir. Ancak arkada
kalan sol kolu betimlenmemistir (Fig. 2). Sahnenin
dis tarafindaki sag kolun 6ne dogru uzanmasi ve sol
omuzdan gdgiis lizerine diisen manto kenarinin kabarik
yapist nedeniyle sol kolun ihmal edilmis oldugu
anlagilmaktadir. Figiir, kisa kollu bir khiton giymistir.
Uzerine sard1g1 manto kumast, sag kolun altindan arkaya
uzanarak, sol omuz ve gogiis ilizerinden One dogru
gecirilmistir. Ayaklari bir tabure iizerine basmaktadir.
Sahnenin digindaki sag ayak yere diiz bicimde basarken,
arkadan goriinen sol ayak parmak ucuna basar. Erkek
figiiriiniin oturdugu koltugun arkali§i yoktur ve 0On
ayaklar1 aslan ayag1 seklinde islenmistir (Fig. 3).

Sahnenin saginda ayakta duran kadin figiirii, agirhigin
sag bacagi lizerine vermis ve sol dizini rahatca One
dogru kivirmistir (Fig. 1-3). Bas1 profilden verilmis ve
sag kolunu oturan figiire dogru uzattigi igin %’liik bir
dontisle govdesi onden goriilecek sekilde betimlenmistir.
Sol kolu belin alt kisminda hafif¢e 6ne dogru kivrilarak
manto kumasini tagimaktadir. Khiton ve {izerine de
basint da oOrten bir manto giymistir. Khiton, gogiisiin
hemen altinda ince bir kemerle baglanmistir ve kemerin
kenarlar1 asagi dogru hafif bir egimle inmektedir
(Fig. 3). Basin1 ortmekte olan manto, sol yanda diiz
bi¢cimde beline kadar inerken, sag tarafta bel hizasinda
toplanarak bir rulo halinde belin alt kismindan sol kol
lizerine dogru uzanmaktadir. Asagida, dizin hemen
altina kadar uzanan manto kumasinin altindan khitonun
ince kivrimli kumagi ayaklar iizerine diismektedir (Fig.
2-4).

Stilistik ve Tkonografik Degerlendirme: Erkek figiirii,
sahnenin solunda rahat bir pozisyonda oturur bi¢imde
ve profilden betimlenmistir (Fig. 2). Karsisinda khiton
giymis ve mantosuna sarinmis ayaktaki kadin figiirii
sag kolunu erkek figiiriine dogru uzatmistir. Ayni1 konu
ve figlir tiplerinin yer aldigi kompozisyon, Klasik
Dénem Attika mezar stelleri iizerinde 6zellikle MO 4.
ylizyildan itibaren goriilmeye bagslanir'®. Oturan erkek
ve ayakta duran kadin figiirliniin islendigi “dexiosis”
sahneli benzer steller, Hellenistik Donem’de, Dogu
Yunan 6rnekleri arasinda oldukga yaygindir'e.

15 Dogu Yunan 6rnekleri i¢in bkz. Clairmont 1993: Kat. Nr. 2.159,
2.193.

16 Pfuhl/M6bius 1977: Kat. Nr. 872-874, 227; Durugéniil 1992b:
63, dn. 3.
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Figiir 4: Sabeinos Steli (detay), Sinop Arkeoloji Miizesi,
Env. Nr. 15.9.76. / Sabeinos Stele (detail), Sinop Archaeology
Museum, Inv. Nr. 15.9.76 (S. Saglan)

Kompozisyon agisindan  bakildiginda, MO 2.
ylizyilin baglarindan itibaren yogun firetimi yapilan
Smyrna stelleri, bu tiir stellerin en kaliteli drneklerini
icermektedir'’. Ancak en fazla benzer 6rnek, MO 2.
yiizy1lin ortalarindan MO 1. yiizy1l iglerine kadar iiretim
yapan Delos atolyelerinden gelmektedir'®. Bir bagka
benzer 6rnek ise MO 2. yiizyil sonlarina tarihlenen
Stratonikeia stelleri arasinda karsimiza ¢ikar. Tim bu
sayilan 6rneklerde, stelin sahne kisminda, solda oturan bir
mantolu erkek figiirii ve karsisinda ayakta duran khiton
ve manto giymis kadin figiiriiniin tokalasmas1 (dexiosis)
sahnesi yer alir. Bu konu ve figiir benzerliginin disinda,
sahnenin detaylarinda farkliliklar géze carpmaktadir.
Bu stellerde, iiretildikleri atdlye, siparisi veren kisinin
ozel talepleri vs. dikkate alindiginda, figiiriin oturdugu
koltuk, sandalye vs. gibi mobilyalarin ya da sahnenin bir
parcast olan hizmetgilerin varlig1 ve yoklugu gibi kiiciik
detaylarda degisiklik goriilebilmektedir. Zira Sabeinos
stelindeki sahnede, hizmetgi figiliri ihmal edilmistir.

Hellenistik Donem’de mezar stellerinde konu ve
figlir olarak o©nceki donemlerdeki Orneklerin model
alindigi, ancak detaylarda farkliliklarin gozlemlendigi

17 British Miizesinde sergilenen stel i¢in bkz. Yaylali 1979: Kat.
Nr. 30; Pfuhl/M6bius 1977: Kat. Nr. 872, Taf. 129; Kénel 1989:
55, Taf.15.2. Verona Miizesinde sergilenen stel i¢in bkz. Pfuhl/
Mobius 1977: Kat. Nr. 867, Taf. 127.

18 Cuilloud 1974: Kat. Nr. 25-28, 79,80,83.

19 Ozgan 1999: 147-8, Taf. 50b.
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merkezlerden biri Delos’tur. Delos atdlyelerinde, MO
2. ylzyilin iretimleri olan zengin Smyrna atolyesi
stellerinin model alindig1 anlasilmaktadir. Ancak Delos
stellerinde, sahne detaylarindaki farkliliklar ya da ihmal
edilme durumu, Delos’un Attika kolonisi olmasiyla
aciklanmaktadir®. So6yle ki; Delos atolyelerinde,
Attika’da Klasik Dénem’den beri bilinen “dexiosis”
sahnesinin, figiir ve sahne olarak donemin modasi
geregi Smyrna atOlyelerinin izlerini tasidig1 goriilse de,
Deloslu ustalar, bagli bulunduklari Attika gelenegine
sadik kalarak, Smyrna’dan aldiklar1 formlar1 kendi
anlayiglarina gore bu gelenekle yani Attika gelenegi
ile Ozdeslestirerek yorumlamay1 tercih etmiglerdir?..
Bu durum, model alinan sahnelerin ve sahnelerdeki
figlirlerin yorumlanmasindaki farkli detaylarda kendini
hissettirmektedir. Zira yaygm goriilen “dexiosis”
sahnesinde yer alan iki figiire, sahnenin diger yaninda bir
geng ya da ¢ocuk figiirii ekleyerek, Attika stellerindeki
kalabalik aile sahnelerine doniistiirdiikleri ya da kadin ve
erkek figiirlerini ayna etkisiyle sahnenin ters yonlerine
yerlestirebildikleri  goriiliir?>. Benzer kompozisyon,
Amisos stellerinde de go6zlemlenebilir®®. Durugdniil
tarafindan incelenen Amisos’tan iki stelde, konu olarak
“dexiosis” sahnesi goriillmektedir. Her iki stelde de oturan
erkek figiirii aymi kisidir, ancak stelin sahibi olan 6len
kisi ise karsida ayakta durur sekilde, stellerden birinde
kadin, digerinde de erkek olarak betimlenmigtir®.

Delos ve Amisos orneklerinden yola ¢ikarak Sinope
stellerine  baktigimizda, Sabeinos stelinde MO 2.
yiizyildan itibaren yeniden yaygimlasan ve Dogu
Yunan o6zelliklerini yansitan bir “dexiosis” sahnesinin
betimlendigi goriiliir. Figiirlerin, Attikali kdkenlerine
sadik kalarak daha sade islendigi ve oturan figiiriin
ayaktaki figiir ile neredeyse esit yiikseklikte yapilarak,
Klasik Donem Attika stellerinde oldugu gibi, 6len kiginin
yiiceltildigi anlasilabilir. Ayrica, tipki ayni bolgedeki
Amisos stellerindeki Attikali ge¢misine bagliligini
gdsteren sahnenin gelenekgi yapisi gibi, Sinope’de de MO
5. yiizyildaki Perikles Dénemi’nin yogun Atina etkisinin
Hellenistik Donem’e dek stirmesiyle agiklanabilecektir®.

20 Schmidt 1991: 36.

2 Schmidt 1991: 36.

2 Schmidt 1991: 36.

2 Durugéniil 1992b: 62-64, Taf. 13-17.

24 Durug6niil 1992b: 62-64, Taf.13-17.

25 Plutarkhos’a gore (Perik. XX. 1-2) Atinalilar, MO 436 yillari
civarinda, komutanlar1 Perikles 6nderliginde, Sinope’yi de et-
kileyen bir Karadeniz seferi diizenlemislerdir. Perikles, komu-
tanlarindan Lamakhos’u, komutasindaki on {i¢ savag gemisi ve
askerleriyle birlikte, tiran Timesileos’a karsi Sinopeliler’e yar-
dim etmesi i¢in Sinope’de birakmustir. Timesileos ve taraftarla-
11, Atinalilar’in bu yardimlariyla uzaklastirilinca Perikles, Ati-
na’dan Sinope’ye 600 kolonist gondermistir. Boylelikle Sinope
ve koloni kentleri olan Kotyora, Kerasos ve Trapezus (Ksen.
Anab. IV.8.22, V.3.2, 5.3, 10; Diod. XVI1.30.31, 5, 31.1), dogal
olarak Attika-Delos Birligi’nin iiyeleri arasina katilmislardir. Bu
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Sabeinos stelinde, mantosuna sarmmis erkek figiiriinlin
sag omzu ve kolu mantonun diginda kalmis ve eli ileri
dogru uzanarak karsisindaki kadinin elini tutmustur.
Ayaklar1 bir ayak taburesi iizerine basmaktadir. Figiirii
form acisindan tek basina degerlendirdigimizde, yine
MO 4. yiizy1l Attika stellerinden benzer orneklerle
kargilagiriz?®, Bu figliriin, Hellenistik Dénem’de yaygin
gorillen Smyrna?”’, Delos® ve Byzantion® stelleri
tizerindeki figiirlerle benzerlik gdsterdigi anlagiimaktadir.
British Miizesinde ve Verona Miizesinde sergilenen
Smyrna stelleri lizerindeki erkek figiirlerinin, tipolojik
Ozellikleri agisindan, Sinop stelindeki erkek figiiriiyle
olduk¢a yakin oldugu anlagilir. Verona Miizesindeki
solda oturan erkek figiiriiniin sahne kenarina yerlestirilis
bicimi ve omuz, bas ve govde profilinin konturlarinin
birebir denebilecek benzerligine ek olarak, arkada kalan
sol kolun ihmal edilmesi de, Sabeinos stelindeki erkek
figliri ile sasirtict derecede benzerdir. Stilistik agidan
bakildiginda, kumasin yumusak dokusu, viicudun
anatomik yapisinin manto altindan hissedilisi ve kivrim
yapilarinin ~ yakilign  goriilebilmektedir.  Karadeniz
Bolgesi’nin bat1 kiyilarindaki Odessos, Mesembria,
Apollonia, Callatis gibi yerlesimlerde bulunan mezar
stelleri ile Sinope stelleri arasinda da paralellik kurmak
miimkiindiir®. Ozellikle Mesembria 6rnekleri iizerinde,
oturan mantolu erkek figiirlerinin, Sinope Ornegi ile
benzer tipte oldugu anlasilabilmektedir.

Ayakta duran kadin figiirli, erkegin eline uzanmak igin
iist gdvdesini saga dogru cevirmis, bdylece alt gdvde
ile iist govdesi arasinda bir farklilik olusmustur (Fig.
3). Figiiriin bag1 tam profilden, iist govde ise neredeyse
cepheden goriilecek bi¢cimde ve alt govdesi % lik bir
doniisle betimlenmistir. Kadin figiiri, MO 4. yiizyil
Attika mezar stelleri tzerindeki benzer tipte kadin
figiirlerinin tipolojik &zelliklerini tasimakla beraber®',
hem tip hem de stili agisindan Hellenistik Donem
ozelliklerini yansitmaktadir®>. Figiir, iist gdvdesinin
gbgsiin altindan gegirilen kemerle iyice daralmis olmasi

konuda ayrica bkz. Fernoux 1999: 193 vd. Sinope’de, Perikles
Dénemi’ndeki Atina etkisi i¢in ayrica bkz. Ozgan 2009: 251.

S. Durugéniil, bu yogun Klasik Atina’ya bagh kiiltiirtin Hel-
lenistik Dénem’de yeniden canlanmasini VI. Mithridates Eu-
pathor’un ydnetim anlayisi ile iligkilendirir. Bkz. Durugéniil
1992b: 66-67.

%6 Clairmont 1993: Nr. 2.317.

7 British Miizesinde sergilenen stel igin bkz. Yaylali 1979: Kat.
Nr. 30; Pfuhl/Mobius 1977: Kat. Nr. 872, Taf. 129; Kénel 1989:
55, Taf. 15.2. Verona Miizesinde sergilenen stel igin bkz. Pfuhl /
Mobius 1977: Kat. Nr. 867, Taf. 127.

28 Cuilloud 1974: Nr. 98; Schmidt 1991: 70, 83, Abb. 53.

2 Frratli/Louis 1964: 105, Nr. 165, P1. XLI ve 105-106, Nr. 166,
PL. XLI. MO 2. yiizyila tarihlenmektedirler.

30 Petrova 2015: Nr. M-10-11, M-14, 55-63

31 Clairmont 1993: Kat. Nr. 2.159, 3.411 ve 3.384c.

32 Schmidt 1991: Abb. 4 (Kavala Miizesi, Env. Nr. L. 208); Cuil-
loud 1974: Nr. 83; Ozgan 1999: 147-148, Taf.50b.
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ve alt gdvdenin manto altindaki dolgun yapisiyla, ilk
bakista erken Hellenistik kadin figiirlerini animsatir.
Ancak, durusundan kaynakli olarak basin, {ist ve alt
govdenin farkli yonlere dogru hareketleri Yiiksek
Hellenistik Dénem’de goriilen birbirini kesen hareketleri
yansitir (Fig. 3)%. Stel tizerindeki kadin figiiriiniin
alt govdesinde, dizin iist kisminda, plastik bir kabarti
sekilde betimlenmis yatay ¢izgiler mevcuttur. Literatiirde
“Liegefalten” olarak gegen bu detayin, serbest heykeller
iizerinde kumas katlarmin belirtilmesi ya da heykelin
renklendirilmesi sirasinda kumasin deseninde ayirt edici
yardimci bir unsur oldugu bilinmektedir**. Hellenistik
Donem’de oldukca yaygin olarak goriillen bu unsur,
Ozellikle Bergama stilinin en bariz 6zelliklerinden biri
haline gelmistir. “Liegefalten” ile mezar stelleri {izerinde
de siklikla karsilasilmaktadir®.

British Miizesinde sergilenen ve konu olarak da Sabeinos
steli ile benzerlik arz eden Smyrna stelinde, kadin
figiiriiniin, Sabeinos stelindeki kadin figiiriine oranla viicut
hatlar1 daha katidir ve iist govde ile alt govde arasindaki
¥’likk donis etkisi Sabeinos figiiriine gore daha azdir?®.
Sabeinos stelindeki kadin figiiriiniin daha esnek durusu
ve durusun etkisinin viicut hatlarma yansiyan hareketli
yapisi, Sabeinos stelinin, Smyrna steline gore farkli

33 Figiir, Yiksek Hellenistik Donem’in erken 6rneklerinden ka-
bul edilen Juno Cesi ile, iist gdvdenin gogiis altindan gegiri-
len manto rulosu ile daraltilmas: ve alt govdenin daha dolgun
yapistyla benzerlik gosterir. Juno Cesi:Roma, Kapitol Miizesi,
Env. No. 731. Ozgan 1982: 202, Taf. 46; Flashar 1999: Taf.14.
2; Ridgway 2000: 270-271, dn. 6, P1. 71. Eserin Roma kopyast
giinliimiize ulasmis olsa da, orijinal heykelin genel itibariyle Per-
gamon heykel sanatinin MO 2. yiizy1l bagindaki érneklerinden
oldugu kabul gérmektedir. Juno Cesi’nin MO 3. yiizy1lin sonla-
rinda Pergamon stiline ait bir eser olduguna dair tarihlendirme-
si ile ilgili Linfert’in goriislerinin tartisildigi béliim i¢in ayrica
bkz. Ridgway 2001: 357, dn. 12. Linfert 1976: 108, Abb. 251.
Serbest heykellerin stillerinin ve mezar stelleri lizerindeki figiir-
lerin stil 6zelliklerinin yorumlanmasindaki iligskilendirme igin
bkz. Schmidt 1991: 62-62, dn. 332. Juno Cesi’de goriillen manto
rulosunun belin hemen altindan yana dogru gecirilmesi, agirli-
g1n bir bacaga verilerek serbest bacagin kalgasinin daha asagida
betimlenmesi yani viicuda hareketin esnekliginin yansitilmasi
da, Sabeinos stelindeki kadin figiirii ile benzerdir. Ancak basin,
alt ve iist gévdenin farkli yonlere yonelmesi, agirligimni verdigi
bacak tarafinda kalganin daha yukarida gosterilmesi, durusta bir
esneklik ve hareketliligin saglanmasi ile Bergama 54 ve 53 nolu
heykeller ile, durus bi¢imi farkli olsa da, stil benzerligi yakala-
nabilmektedir. Pergamon 53 nolu eser i¢in bkz. Flashar 1999:
Taf. 15.1; Pergamon 54 nolu eser i¢in bkz. Schraudolph 2007:
213-214, Abb. 181c.

Oztepe 2004: 209-214. “Liegefalten” ya da “press fold” ola-
rak tamimlanan yatay gizgisel hatlar MO 5. yiizyildan itibaren
kumas dokular iizerinde dnce ¢izgisel hatlar olarak ortaya ¢ik-
mustir. Hellenistik Donem’de bu yatay c¢izgisel hatlarin plastik
bir yap1 kazandig1 gozlenir. En giizel drnekleri Bergama Zeus
Sunagi tizerindeki betimlemelerde karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. “Lie-
gefalten” igin ayrica bkz. Linfert 1976: 10, 29, 76; Oztepe 2008.
35 Oztepe 2004: 210, dn.14.

3¢ Yaylali 1979: Kat. Nr. 30; Pfuhl/M6bius 1977: Nr. 872, Taf. 129.

%)
r
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atolye isciligi olarak kabul edilebilir. Benzer durum,
Verona Miizesinde sergilenen Smyrna kokenli stelde,
ayakta duran erkek figiiriiniin yapisinda da goriiliir. S6z
konusu Smyrna kokenli stellerin ikisi de MO 2. yiizyilin
ortalarindan sonraya tarihlendirilmektedir®’. British
Miizesinde sergilenen Smyrna stelindeki kadin figiiri,
Yaylali’ya gore, Smyrna stelleri {izerinde sik rastlanan
Demeter rahibesi tipindedir*®. Mantosunu bagina 6rtmiis
ve manto kenarini rulo halinde bel hizasindan gegirerek
diger yandaki eliyle kalga hizasinda tutmaktadir. Elbette
bu form benzerligi, Sabeinos steli {izerindeki kadin
figliriiniin Demeter rahibesi oldugunu gostermez. Ancak
figiiriin tipolojik benzerligi ile, Smyrna stellerinin model
alindigin1 gosteren bir ipucu verir. Zira bahsi gecen
Smyrna stelinin sahnesindeki iki ana figiiriin betimlenme
bi¢imini, Sinope sahnesinde de gorebiliriz. Boylece bu
ipuglar1 sayesinde Sabeinos stelinin, Smyrna stellerinin
semasini yansitmig oldugu anlagilmaktadir. Smyrna steli,
Pfuhl / Mébius tarafindan MO 2. yiizyilin ikinci yarisina,
Yaylali tarafindan da MO 2. yiizyilin iiciincii ¢eyregine
tarihlenmigtir®.

Sabeinos stelindeki figiirlerin kaliteli isgiligi dikkate
alindiginda, Smyrna ornekleriyle ilk bakista benzer bir
stil yapisi var gibi goriinse de, dikkatli incelendiginde,
ozelliklerinin Smyrna orneklerinden is¢ilik agisindan
ayrildigr anlasilir. Sabeinos steli, Byzantion stelleri
iizerinde goriilen kadin figiirleri ile, is¢ilik agisindan daha
yakin benzerlik gostermektedir®. Ozellikle Firatli’nin
calismasindaki 152 numarali stelde mantolu kadinlardan
sagdaki figiiriin durusu, manto yapist ve Ozelikle bas
ozelikleriyle benzerligi, sag omzunun sola gore daha
yukarida verilmesi gibi teknik detaylar dikkat ¢ekicidir®'.
Schmidt’e gore Byzantion stelleri, Smyrna formlarinin
etkisinde kalmigtir*>. Byzantion stellerindeki figiir tipleri
ve sahneler, Smyrna ile yakin iligkiyi gostermektedir.
Ayni durum Delos eserleri i¢in de s6z konusudur®.

Ancak, erkek figliriiniin degerlendirilmesi sirasinda,
gozden kagirilmamas: gereken bir husus, bahsi
gecen Amisos stellerinin  varligidir®. Durug6niil’iin
degerlendirmesine gore Amisos stelleri, form 6zellikleri
olarak, Klasik Attika gelenegine sadik kalarak,

37 Bkz. dn. 17.

3% Yaylal1 1979: 40. Yaylali’ya gore Bat1 Anadolu stelleri tizerinde
goriilen Demeter rahibelerinin en ayirt edici 6zelligi, yanlarin-
da ya da arkalarinda betimlenen mesaledir. Figiir tipi olarak da
giysi 6zellikleri ve mantolarina sarinis bigimleri ile diger steller-
deki kadin figiirlerinden ayirt edilebilirler. Klockner 2013: 305-
307, 310-313.

% Bkz. dn. 36.

40 Frrath 1962: Nr. 152,168.

41 Frrath 1962: 168, Nr. 152.

42 Schmidt 1991: 31-32.

4 Schmidt 1991: 36.

“ Durugéniil 1992b: 62-67, Taf. 13-17.
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Hellenistik Doénem’in Dogu Yunan mezar stellerinin
etkisini yansitmaktadir. Bu yaklasim 1siginda, birbirine
yakin komsu olan Sinope ve Amisos’un, kokenleri MO
5. ylizyildaki Atina kiiltiir politikasinin yogun etkisine
dayanan ayni sanat anlayigina sahip olduklari ortaya
cikacaktir. Bahsi gegen Klasik etkileri, Hellenistik
Donem’de de devam ettirmeleri agisindan, Sinope’nin de
Amisos gibi kendi sehrine ve vatandaglarinin beklentileri
dogrultusunda mezar stelleri iizerindeki sahne ve
figlirlerin islenmesinde etkili olduklar1 disiintilebilir.
Uretim tarihi olarak MO.2. yiizy1l sonlar1 ya da MO 1.
yiizy1l ilk ¢eyregi icleri Onerilebilir.

Yazit:

Stelde sahnenin altinda yer almaktadr.

A+ I (0bdiog)/ ZABEINOZX (Xofeivog)® (Fig. 1).
Ceviri: L. lulius Sabinus.

Tarihlendirme: MS 1.-2. yiizy1l*.

Sabinus ismi, Pontus ve Paphlagonia civarinda yalnizca iki
adet yazit igerisinde yer almaktadir. Bu yazitlar da MS 1.-
2. yuzyillara tarihlendirilmistir*’. Pontus ve Paphlagonia
Bolgesi disinda, Sabinus ismi, yogunlukla Makedonia
Bolgesi’nde kullanilirken, Thrakia, Ionia, Lydia, Phrygia,
Mysia, Bithynia, Galatia ve Kilikia-Isauria Bolgeleri’nde
de Roma Imparatorluk Dénemi’ne ait yazitlarda bu isme
rastlanmuistir®®,  Latince olan “Sabinus”, Sabine kokenli
bir erkek ismidir*. Bu tespitler 1s1ginda, stelin Roma
Imparatorluk Dénemi’nde yeniden kullanildig1 rahatlikla
Onerilebilmektedir; zira Hellenistik Donem stellerinin
Roma Imparatorluk Donemi’nde yazit eklenerek
yeniden kullanildigini gosteren kamitlar mevcuttur®. D.
French, steli harf karakterlerine gére MS 1.-2. yiizyillara
tarihlendirmistir ki, bu da stelin sd6z konusu donemde
yeniden kullanilmig oldugunu gosterir ve bu donemde
bolgede Roma vatandaglarinin varligina isaret etmektedir.

4 French 2004: 97, No. 133, PL. 20.

46 Bkz. dn. 45.

47 French 1994: 103, Nr. 10; SEG 44: 1019.

4 Waelkens 1986: Fig. 465.

4 Donaldson 1860: 126-163.

50 Mezar stellerinin yeniden kullanimu ile ilgili en erken 6rnekler
Klasik Donem’den gelmektedir. Grossman 2001: 30, dn. 11.
Buradaki 6rnekte, naiskosun iist kisminda orijinal isimlerin ol-
dugu alanin iist sirasina sonradan eklenen isimle ayni aileden bir
baskasinin da ayni steli kullanmayi sectigi anlasilmaktadir. Kar-
Isson ise ¢alismasinda, Kyzikos stelleri igerisindeki bir 6rnekten
yola ¢ikarak, Hellenistik Donem stellerinin Roma imparatorluk
Donemi’nde yeniden kullanildiklarini belirtmektedir. Stellerin
yeniden kullanimi igin ayni1 yere gémiilen akrabalarin, ayni stele
isimlerini ekledikleri ya da akrabalik olmasa da daha ekonomik
oldugu i¢in ya da ikonografi ve kaliteli is¢ilikleri nedeniyle ya-
zitlar silip kendi isimlerini ekleyerek stelleri yeniden kullandik-
lar1 bilinmektedir. Buna en giizel 6rnek de Kyzikos’ta bulunmus
olan steldir. Bkz. Karlsson 2014: 14-15, dn. 39, Nr. K100, Taf.
44.2.
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Sabeinos stelinin sahnenin {ist kismunda goriilen
dikdortgen bosluk da bu kisma eklenecek olan yeni bir
tist yap1 (alinlik, anthemion vb.) i¢in yapilmig olmalidir®’.

II. STRATON(?) STELI® (Fig. 5-7)

Tanim: Ince tanecikli beyaz mermerden yapilmustir.
Stel ylizeyinin tamamina yakim1 kahverengiye ¢alan
renkte korozyonla kaplidir. Stelin {ist kismi oldukga
hasar gérmiis olmasina ragmen sahnenin iist kismindaki
rozetlerden biri tiime yakin olarak korunmus, digeri
ise hasar gormistiir (Fig. 5). Kirik olan iist kisminda
korunmus olan iki adet diibel deligi, stelin {ist yapisinin
sonradan eklenmig oldugunu gostermektedir. Sahne
kisminda figiirlerin bas ve yiiz kisimlar ile erkek
figiirliniin sahnenin disina dogru olan sag yaninda kiriklar
vardir. Stelin alt kismi kiriktir ve burada yazitin kiigiik
bir kism1 korunmugtur (Fig. 5).

Figiir alaninda, “Dexiosis” pozunda iki ana figlir ve bir
de hizmetciden olusan bir kompozisyon yer alir (Fig. 5,
7). Kargidan bakildiginda solda, mantolu bir erkek figiirii
ayakta durmaktadir. Sag tarafta ise arkalikli bir koltukta
oturmus bir kadn figiirii goriiliir. iki figiir birbirine doniiktiir
ve erkegin sag kolu one dogru uzatilmis, kadin figiirliniin
sag kolu da One dogru uzatilarak tokalasma/dexiosis
hareketi betimlenmistir (Fig. 5-6). Erkegin iist gdvdesi
¢iplaktir ve mantosunu sag kolunun altindan gecirerek
sol omzundan 6ne dogru uzatmigtir. Sol gogsii lizerinde
eliyle manto kenarini tutmaktadir. Figliriin bas1 ve gévdesi
profilden verilmesine ragmen, 6zellikle sol gogsiiniin de
betimlenmis olmasi, iist gdvdenin izleyiciye dogru hafifce
dondiiriilmiis oldugunu gosterir. Sag ayagi dista ve parmak
ucuna basmaktadir. Arkada kalan sol ayagi ise tam olarak
korunmamuis ya da ihmal edilmis olmalidir (Fig. 6).

Kadm figiirii, koltuguyla birlikte, %4’liikk disa dogru
donmiis sekilde betimlenmistir. Sol kolunu koltugun
kolgagina paralel sekilde koymustur. Ust gévdesi sol
omuzdan asagi inen manto ile soldan smirlanmig olsa
da, sag kisimda iist gdvdesi ve omzuyla birlikte sag
kolunun i¢ kismi agik sekilde goriilmektedir (Fig. 5-6).
Alt gdvdede dizlerin ikisi de betimlenmigtir. Figiir altta
khiton giymistir ve hemen g6giis altindan ince bir kemerle
ist govde smirlanmistir. Bagini da 6rten mantonun sol
kenari, figiiriin sol omzu ve gdgsiiniin bir kismmi da
orterek asagi uzanir ve sol kola sarilarak koltugun kolgak

3! Benzer 6rnek i¢in bkz. Karlsson 2014: 14-15, dn. 39, Nr. K100,
Taf. 44.2.

32 Sinop Arkeoloji Miizesi, Env. Nr. 1.1.002. Yikseklik: 1.03 m;
Genigslik: 0.52 m; Derinlik: 0. 24 m.
Stel, Sinop ili, Boyabat ilgesine bagli Binarli Kdyii’nden miisa-
dere yolu ile alinarak Sinop Miizesi Koleksiyonuna dahil edil-
mistir.
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Figiir 5: Straton(?) Steli, Sinop Arkeoloji Miizesi, Env. Nr.
1.1.002. / Straton(?) Stele, Sinop Archaeology Museum, Inv.
Nr. 1.1.002. (S. Yaman)

kismina kadar diiz sekilde iner. Sol kolun altindan,
mantonun kenar zikzak olusturacak sekilde asag1 dogru
sarkar. Alt govde manto ile sarilidir. Mantonun altinda
khitonun etek ucu betimlenmistir. Ayaklar1 bir tabure
ilizerine basar. Taburenin dis kismi1 islenmemistir.

Bas kismi1 hasar gormiis olan kiiciik hizmetci kiz
figiirii, sahnenin sag alt kosesinde koltugun Oniinde
betimlenmistir (Fig. 5,7) ve oturan kadin figiiriiniin yarisi
biiyiikliigiindedir. Khiton giymistir ve sol eliyle, alttan
destekledigi ve sag elini de iizerine koydugu bir kutu
tasimaktadir®,

53 Elinde bir kutu tagtyan hizmetci kiz figiirleri, Petrova’nin ¢a-
lismasinda detayli olarak ele alinmaktadir. Ona gore, bu tipte
hizmetgi figiirleri, MO 5. yiizyil ortalarindan itibaren mezar
stelleri lizerinde goriilmeye baslanir ve Hellenisik Dénem’de de
Rhodos, Sardes, Kyme, Smyrna, Ephesos ve Samos’ta yaygin
sekilde goriilmeye devam eder. Sinope stelindeki gibi bir koltuk
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Figiir 6: Straton(?) Steli (detay), Sinop Arkeoloji Miizesi, Env.
Nr. 1.1.002. / Straton(?) Stele (detail), Sinop Archaeology
Museum, Inv. Nr. 1.1.002. (S. Saglan)

Stilistik ve Ikonografik Degerlendirme: Straton(?)
stelinde islenen “dexiosis” sahnesi, Klasik Donem
Atina stelleri lizerindeki en yaygin konulardan biridir™,
Hellenistik Donem’de Smyrna®®* ve Delos* stelleri
iizerinde yaygin olarak goriilmektedir. Byzantion stelleri
icerisinde de benzer 6rnekler gorillmektedir®’.

Solda, ayakta duran erkek figiiriniin form agisindan
benzerlerini Smyrna stelleri iizerindeki “Normaltypus”

Suhal SAGLAN - Fatma BAGDATLI CAM

olarak tamimlanan mantolu erkek figiirleri arasinda
gormek miimkiindiir’®. Mantosuna sarinan figiir, manto
kenarim1 sol omuzdan gogiis iizerine gecirmistir. Sag
elini de karsidaki figiirle tokalagmak iizere uzatmistir.
Agirligini sol ayak lizerine vermistir ve sag ayagi geride,
sahnenin kosesine kadar geri g¢ekilerek parmak ucuna
basmaktadir. Sol diz hafifce biikiilmiis durumdadir (Fig.
6). Boylece figiiriin hareketli bacagmin oldugu kismi
daha hareketli betimlenmistir. Figiiriin sag yan1 olduk¢a
hasar gormiis oldugundan, kumas altindan viicudun
hareketinin yansitilma durumunu ve bacagin disa doniip
donmedigini anlamak giigtiir. Ancak bel hizasindan asagi
capraz uzanan derin manto kivrim yapisiin diiz bir
yarik bi¢iminde olmasi ve paralel sekilde asagi inmesi
ile, Izmir Basmane Miizesindeki® Smyrna kokenli stel
izerindeki erkek figlirliniin manto kivrimiyla benzerlik
gostermektedir. Delos stellerinden biri lizerindeki erkek
figliriiniin, Straton(?) stelindeki figiiriin tersi yonde
betimlenmis olsa da, mantosunu giyinis bakimindan
benzerligi dikkati ¢ekmektedir®. Schmidt, bu figiirii
“Menandros tipi” olarak adlandirmaktadir®',

Erkek figiiriinliin ¢ok fazla tahrip olmasi nedeniyle,
daha iyi korunmus olan kadin figiirli, stil 6zellikleri
ve tarihlendirme i¢in daha iyi fikir verebilecektir.
Petrova’nin ¢alismasinda degerlendirdigi, Bat1 Karadeniz
kiyisindaki yerlesimlerden biri olan Mesembria stelleri
tizerinde de benzer figiir tiplerini gérmek miimkiindiir®,
Bunlardan biri, Sinope stelindeki mantolu erkek figiiriiyle
neredeyse birebir denebilecek benzerliktedir®>. Ancak
Mesembria steli, hem 6lgiileri hem de daha erken olan
tarihiyle Sinope stelinden ayrilmaktadir. Mesembria steli
yardimiyla, MO 5. yiizyildan itibaren Attika etkisinin
Karadeniz kiy1 kentlerinde yogunlastigi ve Sinope
stelindeki figlir yardimiyla da bu etkinin Hellenistik
Donem’e dek siirdiigii anlagilabilmektedir.

Straton(?) stelinde, kadin figiirii sahnenin saginda bir
koltukta oturmaktadir. Mantosuna sarinmis olan figiir,
¥4’liik bir dontis ile betimlenmistir. Bas1 ve viicudu da bu
doniise uygun pozisyonda verilmistir. Bagini 6rten manto
asag1 diiz bir sekilde uzanmakta ve ne kivrilan sol koluna
dolanmaktadir. Straton(?) steliyle benzer sekilde manto
yapisina sahip en erken 6rnek, Rhodos’ta bulunmug bir
stel iizerinde betimlenmistir ve MO 3. yiizyilin ikinci
yarisina tarihlenmektedir®. Bir bagka erken Ornek,

ya da figiiriin arkasinda, kenarda betimlenen figiirlere benzer 6r-
neklerin, Byzantium ve Kzykos etkisinde Karadeniz’e ulastigini
belirtir. Petrova 2015: 47-48, 101

% Clairmont 1993: Kat. Nr. 2.339, 2.350, 2351, 2.374c, 2.380,
2.381, 2.640, 3.372a, 3.383c, 3.387, 3.391b, 3.403a, 3.403,
3.408a, 3.418, 3.419, 3.427a, 3.436a.

55 Yaylali 1979: Kat. Nr. 69.

56 Cuilloud 1974: Kat. Nr. 49, 53, 54,58, 104, 84,85, 106.

57 Firatli/Louis 1964: 109, Kat. Nr. 177, P1. XLIV. Dionysios steli,
MO 3. yiizyila tarihlendirilmistir.

8 Yaylali 1979: Kat. Nr. 47 ve 69.

% Yaylali 1979: 149-150, Kat. Nr. 48; Pthul/Maobius 1977: 109,
Kat. Nr. 258. Stel, Pfuhl/Md&bius tarafindan Geg Hellenistik D6-
nem’e tarihlendirilmistir.

% Schmidt 1991: 80-81, Kat. Nr. 49. Stel, Schmidt tarafindan MO
2. yiizy1l ortalarina tarihlendirilmistir.

6 Schmidt 1991: 81.

62 Petrova 2015: 55, 181-183, Nr. M-4.

63 Petrova 2015: 181-183, P1.6, Nr. M-4.

% Schmidt 1991: 55, Abb. 7.
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Byzantion stelleri arasinda karsimiza gikar®. Istanbul
Beyoglu’nda bulunmus olan bu stelin sahne kisminda
ic figiir betimlenmigtir. Sahnenin saginda oturan kadin
figlirli ve tokalastig1 erkek figiirli sema olarak Straton(?)
steli ile benzer kompozisyondadir. Kadin figiiriiniin
hareketli kolunun omzundaki koseli yapi ile omzunun
manto altinda daha yukaridaymis izlenimi yaratmasi,
kemerin gogiis altindan gegirilmesiyle iist govdenin
daraltilmasi, bacak {iizerindeki kumas yogunlugunun
sol el ile aym hizada olacak sekilde alt gévdenin genis
yapisinin vurgulanmasi, Byzantion steli izerindeki figiirle
benzerdir. Byzantion steliyle ayni sahnenin islendigi bir
baska 6rnek MO 1. yiizyil baslaria ait bir Delos stelinde
de gorilir®. Straton(?) steliyle benzer sahne yapisinin
diger Delos stellerinde de islendigi anlagilmaktadir®’.

Yapilan karsilagtirmalar 1s18mnda, Straton(?) steli
lizerindeki kadimn figiiriiniin tip olarak MO 4. yiizyilda
ortaya ciktigi ve MO 3. yiizyildan itibaren Ege Adalar
ve Anadolu’da yaygin olarak, mezar stelleri iizerinde
goriilmeye baglandig1 anlagilmaktadir. Straton(?) steli
tizerinde betimlenen kadin figiirti, stilistik olarak Delos
eserlerindeki kadmn figiirlerinin durus, kumas ve kivrim
yapilarindan, daha yumusak ve hareketli yapisiyla
ayrilmaktadir. MO 3. yiizyila tarihlenen Byzantion steli®®
tizerindeki kadin figiiriiniin durusundaki yumusaklik
ve dinamik yapisi ile kivrimlariin benzerligi dikkati
cekmektedir. Ancak Straton(?) stelindeki kadin
figiiriiniin dizden asag1 kismindaki kivrim yapilarindaki
sertlik, Byzantion steline gore daha gec bir tarihten
olmas1 gerektigini gdstermektedir. Straton(?) stelinin,
Delos eserleri ile olan stilistik karsilastirmalar 15181nda,
karsilastirilan  eserlerin  genellikle MO 1. yiizyila
tarihlenmelerini de dikkate alarak, biraz daha erken
bir tarihte, MO 2. yiizyihn iglerinde yapilmis olmasi
gerektigi anlagilmaktadir.

Yazit?:

Stelin en alt kisminda kirik boliimiin hemen {izerinde
korunmus birka¢ harf okunabilmektedir. Toplam besg
harfin yalnizca {ist yaris1 korunabilmistir (Fig. 5).

STPAT(...)

Korunan harflerden yola ¢ikarak yazan kelimenin
otpatinyoc (komutan), otpoatuwtng (asker) ya da
otpatov (0zel isim) olabilecegi anlasilmaktadir. Yazinin

6 Firatl/Louis 1964: 109, Nr. 177, Taf. XLIV. Stel, yazitiyla MO
3. ylizy1la tarihlendirilmistir.

% Cuillaoud 1974: 101-102, Kat. Nr.106.

7 Cuilloud 1974: 93-94, Kat. Nr. 84. MO 2. yiizy1l sonlari; 94,
Kat. Nr. 85, MO 2. yiizyihn ikinci yarisi; 82-83, Kat. Nr. 57.
MO 2. yiizyilm ikinci yarisina tarihlendirilmistir.

% Firath 1962: 109, Nr. 177, Taf. XLIV.

% Yazitin yorumlanmasindaki katkisindan dolayr Oznur Tanri-
ver’e tesekkiirlerimizi sunariz.
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mezar steli iizerinde yer almasi nedeniyle 6zel isim
olma olasiligi daha giigliidiir. Bu noktada tek ornek
Karadeniz’in kuzeyinde yer alan Chersonessos kentinde,
Erken Hellenistik Donem’e tarihlenen nekropol alaninda
bulunmus bir mezar stelinden gelmektedir™.

Chersonessos steli tizerindeki yazit”':
2TPATON
AI'NIA
Cevirisi: Hagnias in oglu Straton(?).
Tarihi: MO 3. yiizyil.

2parav

"Ayvia

Posamentir’e gore Ttpdrwv (Straton) ismi Grekge’dir”
ve babast "Ayviag’in (Hagnias) ismi sayesinde bir
bagka stel lizerindeki Apemantos ile kardes olduklar1
anlagilmistir’®. Boylece Straton’un Chersonessos
halkindan oldugu anlasilabilmektedir.

Sinope steli iizerinde yazan ismin de, Chersonessos
stelindekinden yola ¢ikarak, bolgede karsilagilan
Grekge bir isim olarak XTPATQN olma olasiligi
gliclenmektedir. Harf'karakterlerinin tam korunamamisg
olmasi dolayistyla yazit1 tarihlemek oldukca giictiir.
Stel iizerinde iki figiiriin iglenmesi ve korunan ismin
stelin sag kenarina yakin bir pozisyonda olmasindan
yola ¢ikarak ikinci ismin “Straton’un kizi/karisi ...”
seklinde olmasi beklenmektedir. Bdyle bir ¢ikarim
elbette yazit olarak kanit olmadan yapilmigsa da,
stelin sahne kisminda betimlenen figiirlerden kadin
figlirlinlin  oturur pozisyonda olusu ve ayaktaki
figiirle ayn1 boyda verilisinden yola c¢ikarak, dlen
kisinin kadin oldugu ¢ikarimi yapilabilir. Boyle bir
yorumlamadan yola ¢ikarak Anadolu’da oldukca
yaygin olarak karsilagilan Strat(onike) isminin dSlen
kiginin ad1 olabilecegi ihtimali de g6z ard1 edilemez.

70 Posamentir 2011: 58, No. 50; 414, Table 12.3; 418, 441, Table
12.6.
7l Posamentir 2011: 58, 441, No. 50.
2 ¥1pdrwv (Straton) isminin Grekge oldugunun kanit1 olarak Pi-
raeus Miizesinden MO 4. yiizy1l iigiincii geyregine tarihlenen
bir mezar stelindeki yazit kanit olusturabilir (Piraecus Miizesi,
Env. Nr. 3577). Stel i¢in bkz. Schmaltz 1998: 182-183, Taf.
33.1. Stel tizerinde dexiosis motifinin varlig1 dikkati ¢eker. Ste-
lin yazitinda “Erchia’dan Straton oglu Euphiletos” yazmakta-
dir. Boylece Posamentir’in Chersonessos’taki Yunanlilar’dan
biri oldugu 6nermesi de dogrulanmis olmaktadir.
Posamentir 2011: 441, No. 50. Posamentir’e gore Straton’un
babasi olan Hagnias ismi, bir diger stelde Apemantos’un babasi
olarak gegmektedir. Bu yakin tarihli iki stelde baba isminin ayn1
olmasi nedeniyle Straton ve Apemantos’un kardes olmasi ge-
rektigi anlagilmaktadir. Apemantos’un steli igin bkz. Posamentir
2011: 442, No. 51.
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SABEINOS ve STRATON(?) STELLERINiN GENEL
DEGERLENDIRMESi:

Her iki stel de naiskoslu stel grubunda yer alir (Fig. 1, 5).
Stellerin ne yazik ki gliniimiize kadar korunamamig olan
iist kisimlarmnin nasil oldugu konusunda ozellikle yakin
bolgelerdeki stel drneklerinden yola ¢ikarak iki farkli 6neri
getirilebilir. Straton(?) stelinde, stelin {ist yan kisminda
korunan silme, {ist govdesi iizerinde liggen alinlik ya da
anthemion seklinde bir bashk olabilecegini gostermektedir™
(Fig. 5). Sabeinos stelinde ise, 6n ylizde istte goriilen
dikdortgen bosluk iki sekilde yorumlanabilir (Fig. 1); stelin
ikinci kullanimimda buraya bir nig benzeri bogluk birakilmig
olabilir” ya da bu kisim, {ist yapisiyla alakali bir birlesme
noktasidir.

Tkonografi: Her iki stelde de iki figiirlii bir kompozisyon
tercih edilmistir. Straton(?) stelinde ek olarak kadmn
figliriiniin yaninda kii¢tik boyutlu bir hizmetci figiirii de
eklenmistir (Fig. 7). Stellerde bir figiir koltukta otururken,
digeri karsisinda ayakta betimlenmistir. Oturan figiiriin
kapladigi alan, ayaktaki figliriin kapladigi alanin iki kati kadar
genislige sahiptir. Ayrica oturan figiir ve ayaktaki figiiriin
boylarmm esit olmasi da Delos ya da Smyrna stellerinde
pek rastlanilmayan, ancak Klasik Attika stellerinde dlen
kisinin kahramanlagtirilmas1 ve hayattaki figiirlerden ayirt
edilmesini saglayan bir betimleme yontemidir. Bdylece
Sinope stellerinin Klasik Attika gelenegini Hellenistik
Dénem’de de siirdiirdiigiiniin kanitt durumundadir.

Her iki stel tizerinde de “dexiosis” sahnesi yer almaktadir.
“dexiosis” genel anlamda birlikteligin/birligin sembolii
olarak kabul edilir. Ancak daha Ozel anlamda ailevi

™ Posamentir, Chersonessos stellerinin basliklariyla ilgili deger-
lendirmesinde, alinlikli basliklarin daha ¢ok kadinlara ait stel-
lerde, horizontal yapidaki basliklarin da erkeklere ait stellerde
yaygin oldugunu tespit etmistir. Anthemionlu steller i¢in boyle
bir siniflama yapmak zor goriinmektedir. Bkz. Posamentir 2011:
140-141. Zira Grek diinyasinin diger bolgelerinde de stellerin
basliklarinin segiminde erkek ya da kadin stellerinin bagliklarin-
da boyle tercihlerin varligi ¢ok sinirlidir. Bkz. Schmaltz 1979:
13-37. Naiskoslu stellerin Hellenistik Donem’deki 6rneklerinde
icgen alinlik tercih edilmesi ve Sinop stellerinin de dénemin
modasini takip etmeleri sebebiyle bu genellemeyi yapabiliriz.
Chersonessos stelerinin bazilari iizerinde alinligin hemen altinda
dortgen bir bosluk birakildigi goriillmektedir. Bkz. Posamentir
2011: 31, No.20; 87, No. C6; 89, No. C8; 176, No. 14, Fig. 5.14;
103, No. C28; 104, No. C29; 105, No. C30; 106, No.C31; 107,
No. C32 vd. Posamentir, bu bosluklarin mermer bir eklenti ya
da yontu konulabilecek yerler oldugunu 6nermektedir. No. C8
(Env. Nr. 4609) ve No. C32 katalog numarastyla belirtilen stel-
lerde, bu bosluga farkli bir mermerden yapilmis olan, ilizerinde
yazit bulunan bir levha eklendigi goriiliir. Kesinlik tagimasa da,
Sabeinos stelindeki bu boslugun, sonraki kullaniminda, stelin
yeni sahibinin isminin yazildig: bir levha eklenmek i¢in olustu-
ruldugu onerilebilir.

7
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Figiir 7: Straton(?) Steli (detay), Sinop Arkeoloji Miizesi, Env.
Nr. 1.1.002. / Straton(?) Stele (detail), Sinop Archaeology
Museum, Inv. Nr. 1.1.002. (S. Saglan)

iligkilerin ~ vurgulanmasi  amaglanmigtir’®,  Almanca
literatiirde “Handschlag” olarak ifade edilen “dexiosis”
sahnesi, mezar stelleri tizerinde Arkaik Dénem sonlarindan
itibaren goriilmeye baglanir”’. Klasik Devir Attik mezar
steli kabartmalarinda sik¢a goriilen “vedalagsma” sahneleri’®,
Hellenistik Dénem’de de yaygin olarak kullanilmig ve Roma
Donemi’nde de kullamlmaya devam etmistir. Ozellikle
kari-koca olma durumunu vurgulayan bu hareket, eslerin
vedalagsmadan/dliimden sonraki hayatta da bagliligin ifade
eder”.

6 Schmaltz 1983: 214-215. Aile bireyleri arasindaki vedalasmanin
da semboliidiir. Bkz. Ferrario 2006: 89.

77 Johansen 1951: 149-151; Clostermann 2007: 635; Himmelmann
1999: 21,23,27 Abb. 4 ve 32 Abb.8.

8 Johansen 1951: 149-15; Steiner 2003: 133.

7 Himmelmann 1956: 11, 17 vd.; Schmaltz 1983: 207 vd.; Steiner
2003: 120-133; Ricks 2006: 432-433.
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Iki figiiriin karsilikli tokalasmasini tanimlayan “dexiosis”
sahnesi, konu olarak, vazo betimlerinde MO 6. yiizy1ldan,
beyaz zeminli lekythoslarda MO 5. yiizyildan ve mezar
stellerinde MO 4. yiizyildan itibaren, Atina eserleri
izerinde yayginlagmigtir®®. Mezar stellerinde en erken
“dexiosis” betimi, Aegina’da bulunmus olan ve MO 500
civarina tarihlenen bir stel tizerinde goriiliir®!. “Dexiosis”
sahnesi, MO 4. yiizyilda da Attika’daki steller iizerinde
oldukga sik bigimde betimlenmistir®2. Bu semadaki stel
ornekleri, MO 3. yiizyil sonlarinda Ege Adalari’nda da
goriilmeye devam eder®. MO 2. yiizyilin baslarindan
itibaren, Bati Anadolu’nun stel fiiretimi yapan en
o6nemli atdlyesi konumunda olan Smyrna {iretimi steller
tizerinde oldukga yaygin bir form haline geldigi goriilen
bu sema, MO 1. yiizyila kadar devam eder®. Sinope
stelleri tizerinde de, tipki Amisos stellerinde® oldugu
gibi, donemin en yaygin betimlemesi olan “dexiosis”in
kullanilmasinin nedeni, Amisos Orneklerinden net
sekilde anlasildig1 bigimiyle, kar1 koca ya da akrabalik
iligkilerini yansitmakta bu motifin tercih edilmesidir.
Sinope’den iki stelde de iki figiirlii sahne betimlenmistir.
Sabeinos stelinde erkek figiirii otururken, Straton(?)
stelinde oturan figiir kadindir. Ikisinin de temel 6zelligi,
kadin figiirlerinin mantolarinin kenar1 ile baslarini
Ortmiis olmalaridir. Bu 6zellik, kadimnlarin evli oldugunun
kanitidir. Her iki stelde de figiirlerin yiiz yiize bakmalari,
aralarinda dogrudan bir iliski/bag oldugunu gosterir.
Boylece her iki stel lizerinde yer alan figiirlerin kari-koca
oldugu anlagilmaktadir. Hellenistik Donem’in Dogu
Yunan mezar stellerinde yaygin “dexiosis” sahnesinin,

8 “Dexiosis” anlam olarak iki figliriin “tokalasma” sahnesini ta-
nimlamakta kullanilmaktadir. Davies 1985: 627-640. Davies’e
gore, mezar stelleri {izerinde MO 4. yiizyildan itibaren gdriil-
meye baslayan “dexiosis sahnesi” vazo resimlerinde MO 6.
yiizy1ilin baslarindan itibaren daha siklikla karsilan bir motiftir.
Dexiosis’in tokalagan iki figiir arasindaki kuvvetli bagi simge-
lemesi bakimindan, mezar stellerinde, &len kisiyle vedalasmay1
simgeledigi, kabul edilen goriistiir. Ancak bu tiirde sahnelerin
hazirlayicisi, Atina’da MO 5. yiizyilin baslarinda yayginlasan
beyaz zeminli lekythoslarin sahnelerindeki cenaze ve vedalag-
ma sahneleridir. Bkz. Fairbanks 1907 ve 1914. Detayl1 bilgi i¢in
bkz. Stupperreich 1994: 93-103. Ayrica bkz. Cremer 1995: 1-7;
Pemberton 1989: 45-50.

Himmelmann 1999: 21,23, Abb. 4.

Clairmont 1993: Vol. 2, Nr. 2.339 (Env. Nr. Athens, NM 725).
Bati1 Karadeniz’de Mesembria’da tek érnek, MO 4. yiizyila ta-
rihlendirilen, naiskos tipinde bir stelden korunan ayakta duran
erkek figiirii ile belirlenebilmistir. Petrova 2015: 32, 181-183,
PL5 M-4.

Pfuhl/Mobius 1977: Kat. Nr. 874, Taf. 128. Karpathos Adasi’n-
da Aperi’de bulunmus olan stel, MO 3. yiizy1l sonuna tarihlen-
dirilmistir. Aym sema Byzantion ve Bithynia’da da MO 3. yiiz-
yildan érneklerde karsimiza ¢cikmaktadir. Byzantion ve Bithynia
ornekleri igin bkz. Pfuhl/M6bius 1977: Kat. Nr. 1058, Taf. 158
(Yalova); Kat. Nr. 1100, Taf. 166 (Istanbul Beyoglu’nda bulun-
mus stel).

bkz. Pfuhl/Mobius 1977: Kat. Nrs. 867 (Taf. 127), 868 (Taf.
128), 869 (Taf. 128), 872-873 (Taf. 129), 875-877 (Taf. 129).

8 Durugoniil 1992b. 61-70, Taf. 13-17.
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Mesembria, Odessos, Amisos ve Sinope Orneklerinden
yola ¢ikarak, Karadeniz’de de yaygim olarak tercih
edildigi goriilmektedir.

Stil  Ozellikleri:  Stellerin ~ sahne  kismindaki
kompozisyonlar ve figiirler incelendiginde, is¢ilik ve stil
ozellikleri acisindan da benzerlikler goriilebilmektedir.
Kadm figiirlerinin genel duruslarindaki esneklik ve
hareketlilik, 06zellikle omuz kisimlarindaki koseli
yapi, sol yanlarindan asagi sarkan manto kenarmin
li¢cgen kumas katlarimin islenisi gibi detaylardaki
benzerlik dikkat cekicidir. Erkek figiirlerinde de genel
form ve kumas kivrim yapilarindaki yakinlik, kadin
figlirlerindeki gibi paraleldir. Tiim bu benzerlikler, iki
stelin ayni1 usta tarafindan olmasa da yakin donemlerde,
ayn1 atdlyede {dretilmis oldugunu gdstermektedir.
Figiirlerin detaylarindaki is¢ilik farklari nedeniyle ayni
usta tarafindan yapilmis olamayacaklar1 anlagilmaktadir.

Sabeinos stelinde, solda oturan erkek figiiriiniin
kargisindaki kadin figiirii ayaktadir (Fig. 1). Straton(?)
stelinde de solda ayakta erkek figiiriiniin kargisinda oturan
bir kadm figiirii betimlenmistir (Fig. 5). Her iki steldeki bu
kompozisyonun, MO 4. yiizyildan itibaren, MO 1. yiizyila
kadar olduk¢a revacta oldugu bilinmektedir. Stellerin
incelenmesi sirasinda yapilan karsilastirmalar yardimiyla,
Sinope stellerinin kompozisyon ve figiirlerinin, tipolojik
olarak, MO 4. yiizyila ait Attika stellerindeki yaygin
konulara sadik kalinarak, Hellenistik Donem’de yogun
sekilde stel iiretimi yapan Dogu Yunan atolyelerinin yani
sira, Karadeniz kiyilarindaki merkezlerle (Mesembria,
Odessos, Kallathis, Amisos) iliski igerisinde olduklarini
gostermektedir. Bu kompozisyondaki stellerin Hellenistik
Déonem’de, 6zellikle MO 2. yiizy1l boyunca yogun iiretimi
ve Ege diinyasinda yaygimlasmis olan bu merkezin
etkilerinin Sinope stellerinde de goriilmesi sasirtici
degildir. Schmidt tarafindan yapilan degerlendirmede,
Byzantion ve Kyzikos atdlyelerinin MS 1. yiizyildan
itibaren yogun olarak Karadeniz’deki merkezlerle iligkili
olduklar aktarilmaktadir®®,

Belki de Mesembria’da oldugu gibi®’, Hellenistik
Donem’deki Ege’den stel ithalatimin Sinope’yi de
kapsadigi ve boylece Sinope’ye gelen Byzantionlu stellerin
etkisinde, yerel atdlyelerin donemin modasin1 yakindan
takip etme imkan1 bulduklar1 seklinde yorumlanabilir.

8 Schmidt 1991: 31-32.

87 Bat1 Pontus’un Onemli kentlerinden biri olan Mesembria’nin,
ozellikle Ge¢ Hellenistik Donem’den itibaren mermer ithal ettigi
bilinmektedir. Mesembria ve ¢evresinde, mezar stellerinin yapimi
icin kullanilan mermerin agirlikli olarak Prokonnessos, Paros ve
Attika kaynakli oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Bkz. Petrova 2007: 124.
Mesembria’nin Hellenistik Donem’deki geligimi i¢in bkz. Presh-
lenov 2003: 157-182. Mesembria’da iki farkli mezar steli lireten
atolyenin varlig1 bilinmektedir. Bkz. Petrova 2007: 125-126.
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Sinope’de, Massambria’da oldugu gibi, Ge¢ Arkaik
Donem’den itibaren Attika etkili stellerin varligi
bilinmektedir®®. Ancak Hellenistik Donem’de bir
atolyenin varligimi sorgulamak i¢in, bu dénemden ¢ok
daha fazla sayida ve aynu stil 6zelliklerini tagiyan 6rnegin
incelenmesi gerekmektedir. Sinop Arkeoloji Miizesi’nde
Hellenistik Donem’den ¢ok sayida stelin varligi bu
ihtimali giiglendirmektedir. Mesembria 6rnegindeki
gibi, belki de ithal edilen stellerin detaylarmi isleyen
bir atdlyenin ve kendine Ozgii stel ilireten baska bir
atolyenin de varhigi onerilebilir®. Mesembria 6rneginin
Sinop i¢in 6nemi sudur; ikisi de Karadeniz’de bulunan
o6nemli liman kentleridir. Chersonessos stellerinin de
Klasik ve Hellenistik Dénemler’de yogun sekilde hem
ithal edildigi, hem de yerel {iretimin yapildig1 bilgisini
de eklersek, Sinope’nin de Karadeniz’in diger kentleri
gibi bu ticari hareketlilikte énemli bir konuma sahip
olmasi gerektigi anlasilabilmektedir. En Onemli bilgi
ise Amisos’tan gelir. Durugoéniil tarafindan incelenen
Hellenistik Doénem’e tarihlenen iki “dexiosis” sahneli
stelin varlig1 ve Sinope stelleri ile benzerliginden yola
¢ikarak, Amisos ve Sinope’nin Hellenistik Dénem’de
Pontus Kralligi’'na bagh iki Onemli ticaret limani
olduklar1 i¢in iletisim halinde olmalar1 ve belki de
birbirinin etkisinde iki atlyenin varhigi tartigilabilir®.
Ancak boylesi bir tartigma i¢in ¢ok sayida Ornegin
degerlendirilmesi gerekmektedir®.

Sinope’de, MO 5. yiizyilin baslarindan itibaren Attika
etkili stellerinin goriilmesi, Durugdniil’iin Amisos
stelleri ve Petrova’nin Mesembria stelleri i¢in yaptigi
degerlendirmeler 151831nda, hem konu hem de figiirlerin
islenme biciminden yola cikarak, bolgenin MO 5.
ylizyilda Perikles Donemi’nde yogun sekilde Attika
etkisinde kalmasi, kiiltiirel ve sanatsal gelisiminin
temelini olusturmaktadir. Hellenistik Donem’de, 6zellikle
MO 2. yiizyilda, Pontus Kralligi’min ydnetiminde
yeniden Klasik Doénem kiiltliriniin desteklenmesiyle,
bolgedeki diger kentlerle birlikte Sinope’nin de, kendi
Attik kokenlerine sadik kalmaya calismasi ve sanatsal
iiriinlerinde de bu tavri yansitmasi anlagilabilmektedir.
Sinope’nin MO 183°te Pontus Kralligi’'nin topraklarina
katilmas1 ve hatta bagkentlik yapmasi, bu etkinin daha
da yogun hissedilmesini saglamis olmalidir®. Stellerin

8 Bkz. dn. 9. Geg Arkaik Donem’den beri liretim yapan ve ¢ev-
re merkezlere sevk eden biiyiik bir atolyenin varligi Samsun
Miizesinde bulunan Sinop iiretimi olmas1 muhtemel stel ile de
kanitlanmaktadir. Bkz. Temiir 2015: 817-826, Fig.1-3; Lafli/
Meischner 2015: 63-81.

8 Petrova 2007: 125-126.

% Durugoniil 1992b.

! Bkz. dn. 10.

92 Koester 2012: 49. Kentin MO 183’te III. Mithradates’in oglu
Pharnakes tarafindan isgal edildigi ve Pontus Kralligi’nin bas-
kenti olarak oldukca 6nemli bir ticaret merkezi haline geldigi
gOoriiliir.
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iiretim tarihleri agisindan MO 183’ten sonra olmasi
gerektigini, yukaridaki stilistik karsilastirmalari 1g1ginda
MO 1. yiizyila tarihlenen Delos eserlerine gore ise
daha erken bir tarihte yapilmis olduklarini séylemek
mimkiindiir.

Sonug¢ olarak, Sinop’ta bulunmus olan bu iki Snemli
mezar steli, Sinope’de Arkaik Doénem’den bu yana
iretim yapan bir atdlyenin varligini tartigmaya agmakta
ve Hellenistik Donem’de Karadeniz Bolgesi’nde Pontus
Krallig1 yonetimindeki kentlerin, mezar stellerinin konu
ve stilleri yardimiyla, ayn1 donemlerde iliski icerisinde
olduklarint kanitlamaktadir.
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OzET

MO 753’den MS 476’va kadar Akdeniz’in politik ve kiiltiirel lideri olan Roma uygarligimn gorkemli eserleri koklii
kiiltiirlerin sanatlar ile yogrularak evrilmisti. Roma Sanati icinde heykel 6n plana ¢ikmisti:. Roma Cumhuriyet Donemi,
Romalilarin Yunanlar ile karsilastigi ve onlarin heykel sanatim tamdiklar: zaman dilimidiv. Romalilarim Yunan heykelini
ilk zamanlarda yagma malzemesi ve degerli bir meta olarak gordiigii ve bu goriigiin koleksiyonculugu ortaya ¢ikardig
saptanmisti: Romali muhafazakarlarin baslangicta yagmaciliga karsi ¢iktigi anlasiumaktadir: Ancak ilerleyen yillarda
yagmann ivme kazandigi ve elde edilen Yunan eserlerinin Romalilar igin bir statii simgesi olmastyla da koleksiyonculugun
yayginlastigi goriilmektedir. Bu konuda en onemli kaynaklar: kuskusuz antik yazarlarin aktardiklari olugturmaktadir. Bu
kaynaklardan, bircok Romali aristokratin yani sira Romali devlet adami, hatip ve filozof Cicero 'nun énemli bir koleksiyoner
oldugunu égreniyoruz. Cicero’nun, tuttugu sanat simsari ile olan yazismalari, koleksiyonerligin ne derece profesyonel
yapildigini ortaya koyar. Kent Roma min tiim bu gelismelere paralel olarak MO 1.yiizyilin sonunda bir heykeltirasi merkezi
haline geldigi soylenebilir. Romalilarin heykeli Yunan ile birlikte tamdigim soylemek dogru degildir. Roma heykeli Etriisk
ve yerel Italik halklarin sanatlarimi, Yunan sanati ile birlikte erittigi potann tiriinii olmustur.

* Yrd.Dog.Dr., Istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Arkeoloji Béliimii, Klasik Arkeoloji Anabilim Dali, Ordu Cad. No: 196, 34134,
Fatih-Istanbul, E-mail: ozgurturak@gmail.com
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Ozglir TURAK
ABSTRACT

Magnificent works of the Roman Civilization, which was the political and cultural leader of the Mediterranean area from
753 BC to 476 AD, has been evolved by intertwining the arts of the well-rooted cultures. The sculpture has come into
prominence in Roman art. Republic period of Rome was the timeframe where the Romans have met the Greeks and knew
their art sculptures. It was detected that the Romans have estimated those Greek sculptures as looting materials and
valuable commodities in the first place, and that point of view has emerged the idea of collecting. It is understood that
Roman conservatives have opposed looting in the earlier stages. However, in the following years, it is observed that looting
has gained momentum, and obtained Greek works have become a status symbol for the Romans, thus collecting has become
widespread. The most important sources on this subject are undoubtedly the narrations and statements of ancient writers.
From these sources, we learned that, the philosopher Cicero was a great collector, besides many Roman aristocrats, Roman
statesmen and orators. Ciceros correspondence with an art dealer which he held its records, reveals that how collectorship
was conducted professionally. In parallel with these developments, it can be said that the city of Rome has become a center
for sculptors at the end of the Ist century. It is not right to say that the Romans have met the sculpture thanks to Greeks,
but the Roman sculpture has become the product of the pot where Etruscan and local Italic peoples’ art were melted with
the Greek art.
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Roma Uygarlig1 yaklasik MO 753°den MS 476°ya kadar
Akdeniz havzasinin politik ve kiiltiirel lideri olmustur.
Bu zaman diliminde Romalilar ii¢ farkli yonetim siireci
yasadi: Kralik (MO 753-509), Cumhuriyet (MO 509-
27) ve Imparatorluk (MO 27-MS 476). Topraklari,
MS 2. yiizyilda batida Iber Yarimadasi’ndan doguda
Mezopotamya’ya, kuzeyde Britanya’dan, giineyde
Afrika’ya yaklasik 6 milyon km2lik bir alan1 kapsiyordu.
Bu biiyiik uygarligin sanat1 bu genis cografya da evrildi.
Kiiltiirtin, “Roma Sanat1!” terimi i¢ine sikistirilan
gorkemli eserleri, kokli kiiltiirlerin  sanatlart ile
yogrularak, tretilmis, eklektik bir “Akdeniz Sanatini”
meydana getirmistir. En biiyiik sansizlig1, Yunan sanati
ile karsilastirildiginda basarisiz olarak addedilmesidir?.

Heykel, Roma sanatinda, ona yiiklenen politik anlamin
da etkisiyle 6n plana ¢ikmustir. Yerel Italik kiiltiirler,
Yunan ve Etriisk kiltlirlerinin sanat 6geleri ile
zenginlesen Cumhuriyet Donemi heykeltirasisini, Roma
sanati i¢in bir devrim olarak nitelendirmek ¢ok da yanlis
olmayacaktir. Romalilarin kendilerinden 6nce biiyiik bir
heykel sanati yaratmig olan Yunanlar ile karsilastigi bu
donem, bir Romalinin heykele olan bakisini yansitir.

Bu makalede Roma uygarliginin Yunan heykel sanatiyla
temasi, bu sanata bakis acisi, savaglarin getirdigi
yagmacilik ve bunun sonucunda olusan koleksiyonerlik
incelenmistir. Bu konu i¢in en 6nemli kaynak kuskusuz
antik yazarlardir. S6z konusu kaynaklardan yagmacilik,
kopyasanat,ticaretgibidonelerinyanisirakoleksiyonerler
ve sanat simsarlariin isimleri gibi 6nemli veriler de elde
edilmektedir. Makalede bu kaynaklar degerlendirilerek
okuyucunun goziinde bir Romalinin Yunan heykeline
bakisinin  yansitilmast  amaclanmigtir. ~ Makalenin
zaman simirini Roma’nin yayilmaci politikasina bagl
olarak smirlarim1 genisletmeye bagsladigi Cumbhuriyet
Donem’i olugturmaktadir. Bu baglamda yagmacilik
ve koleksiyonerlige ortam hazirlayan donemin siyasi
gelismeleri iizerinde kisaca durulmustur. incelenen antik
verilerin yan1 sira makalenin kapsami diginda tutulan
Akdeniz’de bulunan batiklar® 6nemli bilgiler igerir ve
Romalilarin Yunan heykeline olan ilgisini ortaya koyar.

Roma Sanati terimi, eklektik bir sanati, genis bir cografyada
birgok sanat ekoliinii biinyesinde barindiran bir anlayis1 biin-
yesinde barindirir. Dinamiklerini Etriisk, Yunan ve yerel italya
kiiltiirlerinin olusturdugu, sanatgilarinin genelinin Yunan oldugu
bir sanata “Roma Sanat1” denilmesinin sebebi eserleri yaptiran-
larin, yani 6demeyi yapan patronlarin Romali olmasidir.

Bat1 kiiltiiriiniin temelini olusturduguna inanilan Yunan sanati
daha dar bir cografyada, bir kiiltiir biitiinligii igcinde geligmis-
tir. Bu baglamda iki farkli karaktere sahip olan Yunan ve Roma
sanatini estetik agidan karsilastirip, basarili ya da basarisiz gibi
sonuglara varmak kanimca dogru degildir.

Durugoniil 2011.

SiYASi TARIH

MO 509 yilinda Roma, Kralliktan Cumbhuriyete
gecmistir. Geleneksel tarih anlatimina gore bu degisimin
son kral Tarqunius Superbus’un Lucretia’ya tecaviizii
sebeptir*. Yeni kurulan yOnetim {i¢ unsura sahiptir:
Senato, Magistratlar ve Meclisler (Comitia Curiata
gibi)’. Baslangigta bu yeni yonetim anlayist altinda iki
sosyal smif yer almaktaydi: aristokrat patricii’ler ve
fakir pleb’ler. Magistratlar se¢imle basa getirilmis ve
imperium yetkisi® ile donatilmiglardir. Bu yetkinin ve
Roma ordusunun giderek giiclenmesi dncelikle italya ve
cevresine ve zamanla Akdeniz’e yayilmaya yol agacaktir.

Yonetimin degismesi, MO 6. yiizy1l Roma’sinda kiiltiirel
ve sanatsal agidan 6nemli farkliliklara yol agmamuistir.
Arkeolojik verilerin de destekledigi Etriisk etkisi MOS5.
yiizyilin 6zellikle ilk ¢eyreginde kuvvetlidir. Patricii ve
Pleb’ler arasindaki sinif ¢atigmasi s6z konusu yillarda
baslamisti. MO 5. yiizyihn ikinci yarisi ile birlikte
Roma’nin askeri giicii artmig, komsulari kuzeyindeki
Etriiskler, dogu ve giineyindeki yerel halklar i¢in biiylik
bir tehdit olusturmaya baslamistir. Ozellikle MO 396
yilinda Veii’nin alinmas: ile arttk Tiber, Roma nehri
haline gelmisti. MO 390 yilinda Gal kavimlerinin
istilas1 ile Roma giiciinii kisa siireligine yitirmistir’.
Komsularina kars1 elde ettigi bu zaferler, Roma heykel
sanatina direk yansir. Elde edilen zaferler sonucunda
birgok eser yagmalanmugtir.

Gal istilasindan sonra toparlanan Roma komsularina
kars1 tekrar giiciinii hissettirmeye baglamistir. MO
338 yilinda tiim Latium’u kontrol altina alan Roma,
Campania halkinin yardim ¢agris1 {izerine onlar1 tehdit
eden Samnit’lere karsi savasmak lizere ¢izmenin
giineyine inmigtir. Tarthe Samnit savaslar1 olarak gecen
carpismalar sonucunda Roma, MO 290 yilinda Giiney
Italya’ya (bdlgede yer alan Yunan kentleri haricinde)
hakim olmustur®. Bu siirecte Roma i¢in bir tehdit
olusturan Gal kavimleri MO 280 yilinda Italya’dan
stiriilmiistiir. italya’nin giineyindeki Yunan kentleri icinde
en giicliisii olan Tarentum’un Roma’ya kars1 Epirus kral
Pyrrhus’dan yardim istemesi Yunan ve Roma’lilarin karsi
karsiya geldigi ilk onemli carpismadir. Yaklagik 10 sene
siiren ve Piros savaslari olarak adlandirilan miicadele
sonucunda MO 270 yilinda Roma, Giiney Italya’yr da
tamamen zapt ederek ¢izmedeki tek gii¢ haline gelmeyi

4 Pollitt 1983: 14.

5 Kershaw 2010: 258, vd., Pollitt 1983: 14-15.

¢ Imperium, Latincede emretmek, hilkmetmek anlamina gelir. Bu
yetkiye sahip olan kisiler orduya hitkmedebildigi gibi yargiy1 da
ellerinde bulundurur. MO 366°da Praetor’luk olusturulmus ve
bu yetki Konsullerin altinda bulunan Praetor’lara da verilmistir.

7 Pollitt 1983: 17.

8 Pollitt 1983: 22-23.
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basarmistir. Aym1 zamanda Roma’nin kendi ig¢indeki
Patriici ve Pleb kavgasi da ¢6ziilmustiir®.

MO 3. yiizy1lm ilk yarist Roma’nin Akdeniz’e yayilmaya
basladigi dénemdir. MO 264 yilinda baslayan ve iic
muharebe halinde MO 146 yilina kadar siiren “Kartaca
Savaglart” buna 6n ayak olmustur. Mamertinlerin'®
Sicilya’daki Messena kentini kugatmast dénemin Sicilya
tiran1 Hieron’un Kartaca ve Roma’dan yardim istemesine
yol agmustir. MO 264 yilinda Romalilar ve Kartacalilar
kars1 karsiya gelmis ve 30 yillik savas baslamistir'.
Savasin sonunda Roma mutlak zafer kazanmis ve
Kartaca’nin Kuzey Afrika ve Ispanya’daki topraklarmni
ele gegirmistir. Kartaca savaglar1 sirasinda Roma’nin
gliclinlin boliinecegini diisiinen Makedonya krali V.
Philippos, Makedonya’da Roma’ya kars1 orgiitlenerek
bir birlik kuvveti olusturmus ve Roma’nin denetiminde
olan Illyria’ya saldirmistir. Bu durum, MO 214-167
yillar1 arasindaki “Makedon Savaslarina” yol agmustir'.
Bu siire¢, Roma’nin Yunanistan {izerinde hakim olmaya
baslamasina 6n ayak olur. MO 197 yilinda Konsul
Flamininus kendini Yunan diinyasmin koruyucusu
ilan eder. Yeni Makedon krali Perseus’un MO 171°de
Roma’ya bagkaldirmasi, MO 168 yilinda Paullus’un
Pydna zaferi ile sonuglanacak, MO 147 yilinda
Makedonya’nin Roma eyaleti haline gelmesi ve MO 146
yilinda Korinthos’un yagmalanmasi ile sonuglanacak
olaylar zincirini baglatacaktir’®. Bu olaylar birgok
Yunan heykelinin ganimet olarak yagmalanmasina,
Roma heykeltiraghiginin Yunan etkisini yogun olarak
hissetmesine ve kopya sanatinin baglamasina yol
acmugtir',

Onemli siyasi ve askeri reformlarin ardindan Roma,
MO 120-63 yillar1 arasinda Pontos krali VI. Mithridates
Eupator ile bir dizi savasa girismistir'>. Bu savaslart MO
88 yilinda konsiil segilen Sulla yonetmis, savasi kazanmig
ve Yunanistan ile Anadolu’ya girmistir. MO 86 yilindaki
Atina kusatmasi ve kentin yagmalanmasi, bircok 6nemli
heykelin Roma’ya getirilmesi sonucunu dogurmustur.
MO 83 yilinda Roma’ya dénen Sulla, diktatér ilan
edilmisti. MO 79 yilinda yerine daha once birlikte
savagtiklar1 Gnaeus Pompeius gegmis, Anadolu’nun
giiney kiyillarinda korsanlara karst savasmis, MO
66 yilinda Mithridates’i yenilgiye ugratmisti. MO
59 yilinda konsiil segilen Julius Caesar, Pompeius
ve Crassus ile birlikte ii¢lii yonetim olarak bilinen I.

? Pollitt 1983: 23-24.

10 Mamertinler (Mars’in ogullar1) Syracusai krali Agathokles
(M.0.304-289) emrindeki italyan parali askerler.

1T Tekin 2008: 203.

12 Tekin 2008: 206 vd.; Faulkner 2008: 120 vd.

13 Pollitt 1983: 30-31.

14 Ozgan 2013.

15 Tekin 2008: 213 vd.

Ozglir TURAK

Triumvirligi kurmustur. Uglii  y&netimin dagilmas:
ile Caesar MO 46 yilinda on yil boyunca diktator
secilmis, suikaste ugradigit MO 44 yilinda ise dbiir boyu
diktator olarak goreve gelmistir. Caesar’in 6liimiinden
sonra yegeni G. Octavius, M. Antonius ve Lepidus ile
beraber II. Triumvirligi olustursa da siiregelen siyasi
anlagmazliklar, MO 31 yilinda Aktium deniz savasina
yol agmistir. G. Octavius’un MO 27 yilinda Augustus
unvani ile imparator ilan edilmesi ile Roma Cumbhuriyeti
son bulmustur!®,

GLYPTOTHEK: KENT ROMA
YAGMA VE TRIUMPH’LAR

Roma Cumhuriyet Dénemi tarihinde énemli bir yer tutan
ve Roma’nin bilylik bir imparatorluk haline gelmesine
yol acan savasglarin heykeltirasi sanatina dogrudan
etkisi vardir. Roma’nin MO 5-4. yiizyilda Italya’daki
yayilmaci politikasi ¢ok sayida kentin yagmalanmasi ile
sonu¢lanmigtir. Keltler, Etriisk, Sabin, Samnit ve diger
yerel halklar ile yapilan savaglar ve ¢ok sayida heykelin
baskent Roma’ya getirildigini antik kaynaklar araciligiyla
ogrenmekteyiz'’. Roma Cumbhuriyet’inin Akdeniz’e
yayilmasi ile baglayan siire¢ ve 6zellikle Yunanlar ile
yaptiklar1 savaslar, Romalilar1 Yunan heykel sanati ile
tanistirmis, heykele olan ilgilerini arttirmistir. Bu savaglar
sonucunda bagkentte diizenlenen triumphlar'®, Yunan
basyapitlarinin italya’ya girmesine yol agmistir. Getirilen
eserler, kamusal alanlarda sergilenmeye baslamis; bunun
sonucunda Romalilarin Yunan eserlerine olan ilgileri
artmis ve zamanla 0zel koleksiyonerlerin dogmasi
ka¢inilmaz olmustur. Bununla beraber Yunan heykeline
olan talebin fazlalig1 kopyaciligin da ortaya ¢ikmasinda
O6nemli bir etken olmustur.

Yunan bagyapitlarinin teshir edildigi bu triumphlar,
antik yazarlarca giiziimiize aktarilmistir. S6z konusu
kaynaklardan bir Romalinin yagmacilifa karsi olan
bakis agisi, heykellerin elde edilen ganimetler i¢indeki
yeri, yagma edilen eserlerin sanatgilari, eserlerin nitelik
ve nicelikleri, yagmacilarimin kimlikleri gibi verilere
ulasilmaktadir.

MO 264-133 yillart arasindaki dénem Roma’nin
Akdeniz’e yayildigi ve egemenligini kabul ettirdigi

16 Pollitt 1983: 63.

17 Pollit 1983: 24-25.

18 Triumph’lar yani zafer alaylart Roma kiiltiirinde 6nemli bir
yere sahiptir. Roma askeri zaferleri ile bas tanri Jupiter, dog-
rudan ilgilidir. Zafer kazanan komutan (triumphator) kente gi-
rerek, Kapitol tepesine gelir ve burada Jupiter’e kurban sunar.
Jupiter’in atribiilerini tagiyan ve onunla 6zdeslesen triumphator,
askerleri, esirleri ve elde edilen ganimetler ile beraber Jupiter
tapmagina gelir. Detayl: bilgi igin bkz. Pollitt 1983: 10.
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yillardir. Sicilya, Giiney italya, Makedonya, Kartaca ve
Yunanistan’daki askeri zaferler ve sonucunda diizenlenen
triumphlar ¢ok sayida heykelin Roma’ya gelmesine yol
acmistir.

MO 211 yilinda M. C. Marcellus, Sicilya’daki Syracusai
kentini ele gecirmistir. Plutharkos, generalin kenti
yagmaladigini, bir¢ok heykeli Roma’ya getirdigini
anlatir'. Kendisinin bu eserlerin triumphunda 6nemli bir
etki yaratacaginin ve Roma i¢in 6nemli siisler olacaginin
farkinda oldugunu aktarir. Ancak metnin devaminda
Plutharkos’un Marcellus’u  6vmek yerine yerdigi
anlagilmaktadir. Yazar, Tarentum’u fetheden general
F. Q. Maximus’un kentteki heykellere dokunmadigini
sadece para ve degerli diger esyalari getirdigi icin Romali
yaslilarin ona daha fazla saygi duydugunu belirtir.
Marcellus, yaslilarin goziinde tanrilara saygisizlik
etmis, onlar1 bir kdle gibi Roma’ya getirmistir. Livius®,
Marcellus’un Syracusai’t yagmalamasinin, ganimetlerin
Roma’ya getirilmesinin savasin bir geregi oldugunu
vurgular. Fakat devaminda yagmalamanin hemen
hemen kutsal olan her yerde arttigim1 ve bunun bir
ahlaksizlik oldugunu anlatir. Tarih¢i bir diger kitabinda
Cato’nun yaptigi bir sdylevi aktarir®!. Cato, Roma’nin
Yunanistan ve Anadolu’daki genislemesinin sonucunda
elde edilecek zenginligin Roma’ya zarar verecegini
belirtmig, zenginligin  kendilerini esir alacagini
anlatmistir. Konusmasinda Syracusai yagmasina da
gonderme yapmustir. Bir¢ok insanin Atina ve Korinth’in
zenginliklerini, onlarin eserlerini 6vmesinden, kendi
tanrilarinin tapinaklarindaki terrakotta antefikslerle dalga
gegmelerinden duydugu rahatsizligi da dile getirir.

Plutharkos ve Livius’un aktardiklar1 bilgilerden
muhafazakdr Romalilarin, yagmalardan rahatsiz
olduklarini, bunlarm Roma geleneklerine zarar

vereceginden kaygi duydugunu anliyoruz. Ancak Romali
muhafazakarlarin bu kaygilar1 ve kars1 duruslarinin pek
etkili olmadig1 ve yagma ile triumphlarin artarak devam
ettigi de goriilmektedir.

MO 209 yilinda F.Q. Maximus tarafindan Tarentum
kusatmast ve zapti, yukarida da soz edildigi gibi
triumphatorun heykelleri ganimet olarak gérmemesi ile
meshurdur. Ancak bazi antik kaynaklarda Lysippos’un
Herakles’inin Roma’ya Maximus tarafindan getirtildigi
anlatilmaktadir®,

19 Marcellus 21.

0 XXV, 40, 1-3.

1 XXXV, 4, 1-4.

22 Lysippos’un oturan Herakles heykeli kastedilmektedir. Bu heykel
Tarentum’dan Roma’ya getirilmis daha sonra Constantinapolis’e
gotiirlilmistiir. Eser, MS 1204 yilinda Frank istilasinda yok edil-
mistir. Heykel i¢in detayl bilgi ve Tarentum’dan yagmalandigin-
dan s6z eden antik kaynaklar i¢in bkz. Pollitt 1990: 101 vd.

Livius®, Flamininus'un MO 198 yilinda Euboia
adasindaki Eretria kentini zapt etmesini aktardigi
kitabinda heykel ve resimlerin kentin zenginliginin
istiinde bir kaliteye sahip oldugundan s6z eder. Yazar,
MO 194 yilinda yapilan triumph igin su satirlart kaleme
almistir: “Triumph {i¢ giin siirdii. {1k giin ele gegirilen silah
ve askeri techizatlar ile bronz ve mermerden ¢ok sayida
heykel sergilendi. Bu heykeller, Philippos tarafindan
Yunan kentlerinden yagmalanmis olan eserlerdi.””.

M.F. Nobilior’un MO 189 yilinda Ambrakia’y1 almasi
ve MO 187 yilinda Roma’da diizenledigi triumphda
Polybius’dan® ogrendigimize gore ¢ok sayida tanri
heykeli tasinmigtir. Livius?, ayni triumphda 285 bronz
ve 230 mermer heykelin yer aldiginin altin1 ¢izmektedir.
En gorkemli zafer alaylarindan biri, A. Paullus’un MO
168 yilinda yaptigt Pydna triumph’udur. Plutharkos’un
aktardigina gore {li¢ gilin siiren triumph’da heykeller,
resimler ve kolosal tasvirler 250 araba ile ancak
tasinabilmistir””. MO 148 yilinda Makedonya nin
tamamen fethedilmesinden sz eden Velleius Paterculus
(I,11,2-5), Q. Metellus’'un Makedonya’dan siivari
heykelleri getirdiginden s6z eder. Siivarilerden olusan
bu grubun Biiyiik Iskender’in Lysippos’a yaptirttig1 grup
oldugunu aktarir®®. Cicero®, MO 146 yilinda P. Scipio
Afrikanus’un yaptig1 Kartaca triumphunda Sicilya’dan
yagmalanan ¢ok sayida heykelin Roma’ya getirildigini
bildirir.

Yine MO 146 yilinda yapilan Korinthos yagmasi
ile ¢cok sayida heykel Roma’ya tagmmistir. General
L. Mummius’un kentte bulunan heykel ve resimleri
yagmaladigini ve bu eserler ile tiim Italya’y1 donattigim
de Viris Tllustribus 60’dan 6greniyoruz®. Korinthos
yagmasindan ¢ok sayida antik yazar s6z etmistir’!.

Roma sanatinin gelismesinde onemli yap1 taslarindan
birini de Dogu Hellen diinyasi ile olan temas olusturur.
Sanatin tiim dallarinda farkindalik yaratan dogunun bu
zenginligi Roma heykeltiraghigmin gelisiminde biiyiik
rol oynamistir. Asya’nin Roma iizerindeki etkisi antik
kaynaklarda da karsimiza ¢ikar*’. Roma’nin L. Scipio
ve M. Vulso onderliginde Seleukos krali Antiokhos’u

B XXXII, 16, 17.

2# XXXV, 52, 4-5.

» XXI, 30, 9.

% XXXIX, 5, 13-16.

27 A. Paullus, 32-33.

2 Pollitt 1983: 45.

2 Verr. 11, 11, 3.

3 De Viris Illustribus, Roma Cumhuriyet Doneminin énemli ki-
silerinin biyografilerinin bulundugu, MS 4. yiizyilda yazildig:
diisiiniilen bir eserdir. Pollitt 1983: 47.

31 Korinthos yagmast ile ilgili bkz: Pollit 1983: 46-47.

32 Detayl bilgi i¢in bkz. Pollitt 1983: 34-41.
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yenmesi sonucunda yapilan gérkemli triumph Asya’nin
zenginliginin Roma’ya getirmistir. Livius*, Scipio’nun
triumphunda alayda bulunan ganimetlerin istatistiki
bilgisini verirken 134 kent tasvirinin®* de tasmdigindan
s0z eder.

Geg Cumhuriyet Donemi’nde yagmacilik devam etmistir.
Sulla’nin Atina’y1 tahribi ve MO 81 yilinda Roma’daki
triumphu 6n plana ¢ikanlardandir. Antik yazarlar,
Atina’dan yagmalanan ve zafer alayinda sergilenen
eserler iginde heykeller hakkinda detayli bilgiler
vermez**. MO 61 yilinda G. Pompeius’un Asya zaferleri
icin gerceklestirdigi triumph’da Pontos krali Pharnakes
I ve Mithridates Eupator’un glimis heykellerinin
tagindigim Plinius* giiniimiize aktarmigtir.

Romalilarin ilk zamanlarda Yunan heykeline ganimet
olarak baktiklarini  sdyleyebiliriz. MO  3.yiizyilla
baslayan Yunan zaferleri ve &zellikle MO 146 yilinda
Korinthos’un yagmalanmas: kent Roma’y1 Yunan sanat
eserleri ile doldurmus olmalidir. Bu boliimii Cicero’nun
sozleri ile sonuglandirmak yanlis olmayacaktir®’.

“Sanat eserleri bakimindan ¢ok zengin olan Syracusai
kentini ele geciren M. Marcellus’a ne diyebilirim?
Asya’da savasmis ve krallar dize getirmis L. Scipio’ya
ne denir? Kral Philippos ve Makedonya’yr Roma’ya
bagimli yapan Flamininus’a ne soOylenir? Giiclii ve
erdemi ile kral Perseus’un flistesinden gelen Paullus’a
ne denir? Muhtesem giizellige ve sanatsal zenginlige
sahip Korinthos’u tahrip eden, ayn1 zamanda Boiotia ve
Akhaia’yr Roma hakimiyeti altina alan L. Mummius’a
ne sOylenir? Bu adamlarin evleri onur ve erdemle dolu,
heykel ve resimden yoksundur. Ve tiim kent ile tapinaklar,
tipki Italya'min diger yerlerindeki gibi bu adamlarin
hediyeleri ve anitlari ile siisliidiir.”

KOLEKSIYONERLER, KOLEKSIYONLAR, SANAT
SIMSARLARI

Kelime anlami ile koleksiyonculuk ilgi duyulan bir
nesnenin toplanmasi, korunmasi ve sergilenmesidir.
Antik Romalilar 6nceki bdliimde anlatilan olaylar
dizisi sonucunda Yunan olan her seyi isteyen birer
koleksiyonere doniismiistiir. Ik baslarda birtakim
Romali muhafazakarlarin-Cato gibi-kars1 ¢ikmalarina

3 XXXVII, 59-3-5.

3% Yazar burada simulacrum kelimesini kullanmigtir. Kelime, La-
tincede tasvir, bigim, suret, heykelcik gibi anlamlara gelmekte-
dir. S6z konusu triumph’da tasinanlar kent modelleri ya da kenti
simgeleyen heykeller (personifikasyonlar) olmalidir.

35 Pollitt 1983: 63-64.

3 N.H.XXXII, 151.

37 Verr. 11, 1, 55.

Ozglir TURAK

ragmen, orta Cumhuriyet Donemi’nden itibaren
Yunan eserlerinin toplanmasina méani olunamamustir.
Ganimetlerin Roma’da boy gostermesi triumphator’un
kariyeri i¢in 6nemli bir basamakti. Bir Romali general
kentini ele gecirdigi ganimetlerle siislerle kendilerini
Roma tarihinin bir pargasi olarak gorebilecektir. Bu
gidiiyle kente getirdikleri eserleri begenen Romali
zenginler onlar1 elde etmek istemis olmalidir. Roma
koleksiyonerliginin temelinde, eserlerin onlara sahip
olanin bilgeligi, kiiltiirel, politik ve askeri yetilerini
gOstermesi fikri yatar®,

Romali bircok zengin aile zamanla koleksiyonlar
olusturmaya baglamis ve MO 1. yiizyilda sayilar1 bir
hayli artmigtir. Eserleri, kamu yapilari ve 6zel villalarinda
sergiledikleri** bilinir. Koleksiyonlarini olusturmak
ya da gelistirmek isteyenler eserlere, Yunanistan ya
da Sicilya’daki aracilar/simsarlar sayesinde ulagirdi*.
Simsarlar eseri seger, satin alir ve aliciya ulasimin
saglardi. Tim bu verilere antik yazarlarin detayl
anlatimlari sayesinde ulastyoruz.

Roma Cumbhuriyet tarihi 6nemli koleksiyonerlerinden
biri Gaius Verres’tir. Kendisi MO 80 yilinda Kilikia
valisi, MO 73-70 yillar1 arasinda ise Sicilya propraetor’u
gorevlerini  iislenmistir.  Verres, koleksiyonerlikten
daha ziyade yagmaci ya da hirsiz olarak gorilmiistiir*!.
Sicilya’y1r o kadar talan etmistir ki yerli halk onu
senatoya sikayet etmis ve yargilanmasini saglamistir. Bu
davada savci olarak Cicero, savunma avukati olarak ise
Hortensius gorev yapmuistir. Ayni zamanda bu iki isim de
birer koleksiyonerdir. Cicero, Verres’in davasini kaleme
almigtir, Verres’in hangi sanat eserlerini ¢aldigini, bu iste
kimlerin ona arac1 oldugu gibi 6nemli bilgileri aktarmistir.
Cicero ilk olarak Verres’in Yunanistan ve Anadolu’daki
hirsizliklarindan s6z eder. Metinden, Verres’in Khios,
Halikarnassos, Tenedos ve Erythrai’dan heykeller ¢caldigi
daha sonra Samos Hera kutsal alaninda da hirsizliklarda
bulundugunu o6grenmekteyiz. Dava esnasinda Cicero,
Verres’e donerek eve cok giizel heykeller ve resimler
getirdigini, bunu inkdr etmemesi gerektigini soyler.
Samos Hera tapmagin girisinde duran iki heykelin su
anda evinin impluviumunda durdugunu bildirir*>. Saveci,
daha sonra davanin asil konusunu olusturan Sicilya

3% Rutledge 2012: 33.

% Koleksiyonculukla dogrudan ilgili olan sergileme konusu ma-
kalenin kapsami disinda tutulmustur. Bu konu 1.U. Arkeoloji
Boliimii Klasik Arkeoloji Ana Bilim Dali arastirma gorevlisi F.
Nihal Koseoglu tarafindan hazirlanmakta olan “Antik Dénem
Heykellerinin Sergilenmesi: Sergileme ve Miizecilik Tarihi A¢i-
sindan Genel Bir Degerlendirme” baslikl: yiiksek lisans tezinde
incelenecektir.

4 Mattush 1997: 52.

41 Pollitt 1983: 66.

2 Verr. 11, 1, 49-51, 61.
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yagmalarindan soz eder”: “Iddia ediyorum ¢ok zengin
ve eski, bir¢ok yerlesimi olan Sicilya’da ne Korinth ne de
Delos isi glimiis vazolar, altin ya da fildisi eserler, gemma
ya da inciler, bronz, mermer ya da fildisi heykeller, bitmis
veya daha bitirilmemis resimler, yilin goblenlerin hepsi,
Verres tarafindan istenmis, incelenmis ve eger hosuna
gitmigse ¢alimigtir”.

Thermaeli (Sicilya) Sytsthenius’un Verres’e karsi taniklik
yapmak i¢in Sicilya’dan kagip, Cicero’ya sigimmasinin
anlatildigit  bolim olduk¢a ilgi ¢ekicidir. Verres,
Sicilya’da iken zengin bir aile mensubu olan Sthenius’un
evinde konuk olmustur. Sthenius’un Verres’in evindeki
degerli egyalarin ¢alinmasindan rahatsiz oldugu ve en
sonunda Verres’in Thermae’nin kamusal alanlarinda
duran heykellere gz dikmesine dayanamadig1 ve dava
icin Roma’ya geldigi anlatilir*,

Davanin devaminda MO 1. yiizy1l sanat marketini
anlatan onemli bilgilere yer verilir. Cicero, Heius isimli
bir sanat koleksiyoncusundan soz eder. Sicilya Messinalt
bu kisi Myron, Praksiteles ve Polykleitos’un eserlerinin
de i¢inde bulundugu 6nemli bir koleksiyona sahiptir.
Heius, eserlerini 6,500 sestersiusa Verres’e satmistir®.
Cicero’nun iddiasi, bu eserlerin ederinden ¢ok diisiik
fiyata satildigim1 ve dolayisiyla Verres’in Heius’u
eserlerini satmaya zorladigidir. Metinlerde Verres’in
say1siz hirsizliklarindan s6z edilir. Yagmalanan eserlerde
cok fazla sayida kiilt heykeli bulunur. Metinler i¢inde en
Oonemlilerinden biri de Verres’in bu hirsizliklar1 yaparken
iki tedarik¢i tutmus oldugudur*: Hieron ve Tlepolemos.
[1ki ressam, ikincisi ise balmumundan modeller yapan bir
sanatgidir. Bu ikiliyi sanat simsar1 olarak nitelendirmek
yanlis olmayacaktir. Cicero, bu ikilinin Kibyra’h
kardesler olduklarini, burada yasarken kendi yurttaglari
tarafindan Apollon kutsal alaninin talaninda siipheli
olarak goriildiiklerini belirtir. Hieron ve Tlepolemos
kardesler bir siire Verres i¢in ¢alismis, ona eser tedarik
etmislerdir.

Bu noktada ger¢ek anlamda bir koleksiyoner olan
Cicero’dan*’ s6z etmek gerekir. Cicero, Yunan
sanatina ¢ok biiylik ilgi duymus ve topladigi eserleri
Tusculum’daki villasinda sergilemistir. Arkadasi ve ayni
zamanda sanat simsari olan Atticus’a*® mektuplar yazarak
eser temin etmesi istemistir. Glinlimiize ulasan mektuplar

 Verr. I, IV, L.

4 Verr I1, I1, 83-85; Tempest 2011: 48.

4 Verr. I1, IV, 12-14.

4 Verr. 11, IV, 30-31.

47 Marcus Tullius Cicero, MO 106-43 yillar1 arasinda yasamis Ro-
mal1 devlet adamu, filozof, hatip ve yazardir.

4 Titus Pomponius Atticus, MO 109-32 yillar1 arasinda yasamis-
tir. Cicero ile birlikte egitim almigtir. Romali olmasina ragmen
uzun siire Atina’da yagsadigi i¢in Atticus ismini almigtir.

bir koleksiyonerin eserlere olan tutkusunu, onlar1 elde
etmek icin harcadig1 serveti, aracilarla kurdugu iliskiyi
ve eserlerin ne sekilde ulastirildign hakkinda birgok
veriyi bizlere sunmaktadir. Cicero’nun koleksiyonunu
MO 70°li yillarda olusturmaya basladig1 sdylenebilir.

Cicero MO 68 yilinda yazdigi mektubunda®: “sana
rica ediyorum gymnasionum icin -ki sen mekanima
yabanci degilsin- uygun olan herhangi bir eser bulursan
elden kacirma.” Aymi yil yazdigi diger mektubunda®
ise “senin igin problem olmazsa Tusculum’daki villam
icin ne gerekiyorsa al. Orasi zor bir giiniin ardindan
dinlenebildigim tek yer”. Bu pasajlardan Cicero’nun
Atina’da yasayan Atticus’un sanat zevkine giivendigini,
Atticus’un evini ve Cicero’nun ihtiyaglarmi bildigi
anlagilir. Tusculum’da®  villasindaki gymnasionun
ise Platon’un Akademisi gibi bir okul oldugu
diisiinilmektedir.

MO 67: “Yazdiklarin dogrultusunda Megara heykelleri
icin L.Cincius’a 20,400 sesters O0dedim. Soz ettigin
bronz basli, pentelikon mermerinden hermeler simdiden
bana biiyiik bir haz verdi. Bunlari1 bana en kisa zamanda
gondermen igin ve aym1 zamanda mekanima, zevkime
uygun diger heykel ve eserler i¢in dua ediyorum.
Eserlerin bana ulagsmas1 konusunda biiylik bir heyecan
duyuyorum. Yardimini bekliyorum. Lentulus’a ait gemi
yoksa eserleri hangi limandan istersen yiikleyebilirsin®?”.

Bu metinde iki isim 6n plana ¢ikmaktadir. ilki Lucius
Cincius’tur. Bu kisi hakkinda ¢ok fazla bilgi bulunmaz.
Kendisi Cicero’dan eserler igin yiiklii miktarda paray1
alip, Atticus’a iletecek kisidir. Atticus’un bolgedeki
temsilcisi olabilir. Diger isim ise gemi tagimaciligindan
sorumlu Lentulus’tur. Eserler, muhtemelen Atina’nin
liman1 Piracus’dan yliklenecektir. Metinden ayrica
Cicero’'nun eserleri Ogrenince heyecanlandigini  ve
eserlere bir an 6nce sahip olmak istedigini anliyoruz.

MO 67: “Mektuplarinin aralar1 acildi. Senin Roma’ya
giden birini bulmanin benim Atina’ya giden birini
bulmamdan daha kolay oldugunu diisiiniiyorum. Ben
Roma’dayim emin olabilirsin, senin Atina’da oldugunu
diigtinliyorum”’,

“Bana mektubunda s6z ettigin Megara heykellerini ve
hermeleri sevkle bekliyorum. Akademim i¢in uygun

4 ad Atticum I, 6,2.

30 ad Atticum I, 5.5.

Sl Roma’nin giineydogusunda yer alan Tusculum’daki villanin
yeri tespit edilememistir. Cicero’nun mektuplarint buradan yaz-
dig1 diisiiniilmektedir.

52 ad Atticum 1.8.2.

33 ad Atticum 1.9.1.
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gordiigiin eserleri gondermekte tereddiit etme, benim
hazineme giliven. Gymnasionum i¢in uygun olan seyleri
talep ediyorum. Lentulus gemileri i¢in s6z verdi. Sana bu
ise Ozen goéstermen igin yalvariyorum”,

Cicero, eserlerin ona biran 6nce ulasmasi i¢in sabirsizlaniyor.
Atticus’dan haber alamadigi i¢in biraz endise duymus
olmali, bunu Lentulus’la kendisinin temas kurmasmdan
anliyoruz. Atticus’un Atina’da olup olmadigindan emin
olmak istiyor. Atticus™un bir sanat simsart oldugu kesin,
belki de eser temin etmek i¢in Atina disinda dolasiyor. Acaba
Atticus’un Cicero disinda bagka miisterileri var mi1? Kendisi
de bir koleksiyoner mi? Bu iki soruyu cevaplamamiz ne
yazik ki simdilik imkansiz. Bir diger soru ise temin edilen
eserler, sevkiyattan once bir depoda saklaniyor muydu?
Mattush, bu eserlerin Atticus’un Atina’da ¢aligmasindan
hareketle Piracus’da bir depo da olabilecegini belirtir®.
Bu alan Piracus’daki, Sulla'nin kenti tahrip ettiginde
zarar gordiigli bilinen, igerisinde yiiklenmek igin bronz ve
mermer heykellerin saklandigi tespit edilen depo olabilir*®.

Cicero’nun MO 67 yihnda yazdigi diger bir mektuptan®’
istedigi heykeller ve Hermerakles®®in en kisa zamanda
gonderilmesini, aym sekilde gymnasiumu ve giires sahasina
uygun eserlerin temin edilmesini istedigi anlasiliyor. Ayni
zamanda bir takim kabartmalar temin edilmesini de rica
ediyor. Ayni yilin sonunda yazdigi mektup da su ibareler
yer alir®: “Benim i¢in génderdigin eserler Caieta’ya® indi.
Onlar1 gérmeye ve getirtmeye sansim olmadi. Ancak bana
ulagtirmast igin bir adama para verdim. Zahmetlerin igin
sana tesekkiir ederim.”

Cicero MO 66 yilmm baglarmda yazdigi mektubundan®!
begendigi baska eserler bir sonraki sevkiyatin yeri 6grenilir.

“Hermathena® hakkinda yazdiklarin tatmin edici. Bu
akademi i¢in ¢ok uygun bir eser......... daha 6nce yazdigin
gibi gymnasionumu miimkiin oldugu kadar c¢ok sanat
eseri ile donatmak istiyorum. Daha 6nce bana gonderdigin
eserleri daha gormedim. Su an Formiae’deler®. Onlarn
Tusculum’daki villama getirtmeliyim. Caieta’y1 zengin
olmaya baslaymca dekore edecegim”.

% ad Atticum 1.9.2.

55 Mattush 1997: 57.

¢ Depoda yapilan kazilarda dort bronz heykel, bronz kalkanlar,
bronz tiyatro maskesi, iki mermer herme, iki mermer Artemis
Kindyas bulunmustur. Mattush 1997: 24-25.

57 ad Atticum 1.10.3.

8 Hermes ve Herakles basly, ¢ift tarafli herme.

% ad Atticum 1.3.1.

% Modern Gaeta. Roma’nin 128 km. giineydogusundaki liman.

1 ad Atticum 1.4.3.

2 Hermes ve Athena bagl, ¢ift tarafli herme.

% Modern Formia. Caieta ile komsu liman. Metinden Cicero’nun
Caieta’da miilkii oldugu anlasilmaktadir.

Ozglir TURAK

Cicero’ nuneserlerinekavustugudahasonrakimektubundan
anlagilir®. Dért yil sonra MO 61 yilinda bir baska arkadast
M.F.Gallus’a, eline gecen eserlerden memnun kalmadigini
bildiren bir mektup yazar (ad Familiares VII.23.1-3)%.
Gallus’un da Cicero’ya eser temin ettigi anlagilmaktadir.
Cicero, bu eserleri kesinlikle begenmemis ve Odeme
yapmak istememektedir. Gallus’a ‘sadece benim istedigim
heykelleri alsaydin, sorun olmayacakti’’ diye serzeniste
bulunur. Gallus’un bu eserleri kendi begenisi ile aldigini,
bu baglamda da onun zevkine aslinda giivendigini
yazmigtir. Mektubuna su sekilde devam eder: “eger
Damasippos sartlara uysaydi daha memnun olurdum.
Gergek su ki bu satin almanlardan higbirini istemiyorum.”
Mektubun devaminda Cicero igin bakkha grup heykelleri
satin alindig1 okunuyor. Ancak Cicero’nun s6z konusu
heykelleri begenmedigini anliyoruz. Bu durumu Gallus’a
sOyle izah ediyor: “Bakkhantes’i Metellus’un Mousalari

ile mi kargilastirtyorsun? Ne benzerlikleri var? ....... en
azindan Mousalar1 kiitliphaneme koyardim. Bakkhantes
heykellerini evimde nereye koyacagim?...... sana benim

bildigim spesifik eserler i¢in para ddedim. Ben daha
¢ok dekoratif etki yapan, palaestrama gymnasionuma
uygun eserleri tercih ederim. Mars heykelini ne
yapaymm. ....benim tercihim Mercurius heykeli olurdu.
Diigiiniiyorum da Avianus ile is yapmaliyim”. Mektubun
devaminda elestirisini bitiren Cicero, eserleri nereden ve
ne zaman alacagini, nakil islerini nasil yapacagini sorar.

Cicero’nun Gallus’a yazdigi mektupta iki isim 6n plana
cikar. Damasippos ve Avianius. Ilki bahgeleri heykel ile
siisleyen ve heykel satan bir sanat simsaridir. Tkincisi MO
l.yiizyllda Roma’da caligan, sevilen Yunan eserlerinin
kopyasini yapan heykeltiras Avainus Evander olabilir®,

Verres’in savunma avukati Hortensius®” da tipki Cicero gibi
bir koleksiyonerdir. Plinius®, Korinthos heykelciklerinden
s0z ederken Hortensius’un da bu heykelciklere sahip
oldugunu belirtir. Ayn1 zamanda {inlii hatibin Verres’den
bir sphenks heykeli aldigini da belirtir. Yazar ayni1 zamanda
Hortensius’un Kydias’in Argonautlarin tasvir edildigi
resmine 144,000 sestersius 6dedigini bildirir®.

RomaCumhuriyet Dénemi’ninen geniskoleksiyonlarindan
birine, J. Caesar, M. Antonius ve Augustus ile arkadag
olan G. Asinius Pollio sahipti (MO 76-MS 5). Plinius’,
koleksiyonu hakkinda detayli bilgiler sunar: “zevkli
bir adam olan Asinius Pollio, sanat koleksiyonunun

 ad Atticum I.1.5.

5 Pollitt 1987: 78.

% Pollitt 1983: 9.

67 Quintius Hortensius Hortalus, M.0.114-50 yillar1 arasinda yaga-

mis Romal1 hatiptir.

% N.H.XXXIV, 48.

% N.H. XXXV, 130.

" N.H. XXXVI, 33.
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gorlilmesini  isterdi. Koleksiyonunda Arkesilaos’un
Kenthauroslarin tasidigi Nympheler grubu, Kleomenes’in
Thespiades’i, Heniokhos’un Okeanos ve Jupiter’i,
Stephanos’un Appiades’i, Tauriskos’un Hermeerotes’i,
Papylos’un Jupiter Hospitalis’i, Rhodos’dan getirilen
Apollonios ve Tauriskos’un Dirke grubu....... Ayni yerde
Eutykhides’in Liber Pater’i yer alird1”.

Pontos krali VI. Mithridates ile savasmis, Lucius L.
Luculus’un da (MO 117-56) 6nemli bir koleksiyonu
oldugunu antik kaynaklar vasitasiyla Ogrenmekteyiz.
Plutharkos, Lucullus’un yasamini kaleme aldig1 eserinde
sanatin her dalmna ilgi duydugunu, c¢ok yiiksek paralar
harcayarak resim ve heykeller satin aldigini aktarir’.

Arkeolojik  veriler, Ozellikle de villa kazilar™,
Romalilarin koleksiyonerlige olan diiskiinliiklerini ortaya
koyar. Herculaneum’daki Villa Papyri Ornegi Romali
aristokratlarin eklektik bakis acgisin1 yansitir. Villa’da
bulunan heykeller arkaistik, neoklasik ve Hellenistik
Dénem’e ait eserlerdir™.

Kiigiik bir kdyden, Akdeniz diinyasina hitkkmeden siiper
bir gii¢ olan Roma Cumbhuriyeti, MO 2-1.yiizyillarda bir
heykeltiraglik merkezi haline gelmistir. Zengin Romalilar,
Yunan heykeltiraglarindan  kendileri igin heykeller,
portreler, kabartmalar gibi eserler yapmalarini istiyorlards.
Ayn1 zamanda Romali koleksiyonerlerin ve zenginlerin
Klasik Yunan heykellerinin kopyalarini™ yaptirdiklari
da bilinir”>. Baskentin bu noktaya gelmesinde MO 5.
yiizyilda siklasan, bir politika haline gelen yayilmaciligin
ve Ozellikle MO 3.-2.yiizyillardaki yagmaciligin
etkisi olmustur. Pollit’in kaynaklar iizerinden yaptig1
aragtirmaya gore Hellenistik Donem’in sonunda kamu
binalar1 ve kutsal alanlarda Praksiteles’in 14, Skopas’n 8§,
Lysippos’un 4, Euphanor’un ve Myron’un 3, Pheidias ve
Polykleitos’un 2 eseri bulundugu anlagilmaktadir’.

Romalilarm, Yunan heykellerine olan bu diiskiinliigii
heykeltiraglara da yeni ig imk&ni tanimmustir. Sanatgilar
ya kopyalar yapmis ya da Klasik gelenekte varyantlar
lizerinde ¢alismugtir”. MO 2. yiizyildan itibaren kopyalarin

™ Lucullus 39.

2 Bartman 1991: 71-88.

3 Mattush 2005.

* Roma heykeltiraghigini 6nemli 6zelliklerinden biri olan kopyaci-
Itk bu makalenin kapsami diginda kalmaktadir. Konu hakkinda
bilgi i¢in bkz.: Zanker 1974, Bieber 1977, Vermeule 1977, Pol-
litt 1978, Ridgway 1984.

75 MO 480 ile 330 yillari arasindaki Yunan orijinallerin kopya edil-
digi bu stile neo-klasik ya da klasisizm ad1 verilir. Detayl bilgi
i¢in bkz., Kousser 2008; Pollitt 1986:164 vd.; Smith 2002: 262.

76 Pollitt 1986: 161; Pollitt 1978: 170-174.

77 Smith 2002: 262: kopyalar ii¢ kategori de incelenebilir: nobilia
opera (listat heykeltiraglarin yaptig: tinlii eserlerin kopyalarr),

artisi, Romalilarin Yunan heykeline olan talebi ile dogru
orantihdir”®. MO 1.yiizyilida iki okulun Romalilarin bu
taleplerini karsiladiklar1 goriilmektedir: kent Roma’da
Pasiteles ve Atina atlyesi. Giiney Italya kokenli bir Yunan
olan heykeltirag Pasiteles ayn1 zamanda bir yazar ve
elestirmendi. Bes ciltlik kitab1 muhtemelen Klasik eserleri
konu aliyordu. O ve dgrencilerinin kurdugu okul, ge¢
Cumhuriyet Dénemi’nde Roma pazarina hakim olmustur.
Diger bir atdlye de eserleri Athenaios olarak imzalayan
Atina atOlyesiydi. Klasik Atina eserlerini kopya pazarina
sokuyorlardi. Bu atolye hem bas eserler hem portreler hem
de dekoratif heykeltiraghk eserleri yapiyordu. Bu dénem
sanatgilar1 arasinda Venus Genetriks kiilt heykelini yapan
Atinali Arkesilaos da sayilmalidir”.

DEGERLENDIRME

Erken Cumhuriyet Dénemi’nde gelenek¢i Romalilarn (Cato
gibi) kars1 ¢iktig1 ve hirsizlikla bir tuttugu yagmaciliktan,
Cumbhuriyet Dénemi’nin ortalarindan itibaren bir tutkuya
doniisen  koleksiyonerligin izlerini takip ettik. Geg
Cumbhuriyet doneminde (6zellikle MO 1.yy) kent Roma’nin
bir heykeltirasi merkezi haline geldigini gordiik. Bu
noktada bitirmeden dnce Romalilarin heykele bakis agisini
Ozetlemekte fayda vardir. Romalilar ilk baglarda heykele
yagmalanacak bir obje olarak bakmuglardir. Yagmaciligin bu
kadar siradanlagsmasinda politik kaygilarin yam sira heykelin
degerli bir ticari meta olmasi da etkendir®. Romalilarn,
zamanla heykelin sanatsal degerini kavradiklarim inkar
etmek miimkiin degildir; keza heykeli bir statii simgesi
olarak gordiikleri de sdylenebilir. Romalilarin belki de
heykeli bu kadar benimsemeleri onu bir propaganda aract
olarak gérmelerinde yatmaktadir. Heykel, Roma’nin tiim
siyasi tarihi boyunca, Cumhuriyet Donemi’'nde generaller,
yoneticiler, diktatorler, Imparatorluk Donemi’nde ise
imparatorlar tarafindan bu amaca hizmet etmek icin
kullanilmustir.

Romalilarin heykeli Yunan ile birlikte tanidigini sdylemek
yanhsti. Roma heykeli Etriisk ve yerel Italik halklarin
sanatlarini, Yunan sanatt ile birlikte erittigi potanin iirliniidiir.
Fakat Yunan heykeli, Romalilarin heykele bakis agisini
degistirmistir. Son olarak Yunan heykelini kavramamizi
biiylik oranda Romalilara borglu oldugumuzu vurgulamak
isterim. Eger Romali patronlar, Yunan heykellerini
begenmemis ve arzu etmemis olsaydi, bugiin Yunan
heykellerinin bircogunu sadece yazinsal kaynaklardan
tantyacaktik.

imagines ilustrium (Yunan diisiiniirlerin portreleri), ornamenta
(dekoratif heykeltirasi). Klasik Dénem eserleri Nobilia opera’y1
olusturur. Diger ikisi i¢in her donemden eser kopya edilmistir.
8 Yunan ve Roma heykeli arasindaki iligki i¢in bkz. Anguissola
2015.
7 Waldstien 1887; Richter 19675: 304-305; Anguissola 2015: 246.
8 Durugoéniil 2011: 51 vd.
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ABSTRACT

Skeletal material forms the basis of paleoanthropological studies and they are also valuable sources of information for the
assessment of elemental analysis which may provide clues about nutritional status of ancient populations. Study material
comprises skeletons from the necropolis of Beybag-Mugla (Turkey) region belonging to Byzantine period and excavated
during 2008 period. 52 femoral samples (19 men, 18 women, 15 children) and 3 soil samples were studied with the aid
of XRF spectroscopy. Macro elements such as calcium, iron and phosphorus as well as trace elements such as arsenic,
barium, lead, strontium and zinc were evaluated in order to figure out nutritional status of this Byzantine population with
the help of skeletal elemental analysis. In addition it was also aimed to assess different parts of femoral bone within the
study in order to determine the effect of sampling area in this population. Results were evaluated with Kruskal-Wallis and
Tukey tests. Strontium values for groups were found significantly higher than soil samples. Similarly zinc and phosphorus
values for groups were also found significantly higher than soil. However barium, iron and iodine values were found similar
to soil samples and affected by diagenetic rather than a biogenetic source. Phosphorus content of bone material was high
and Ca/P rate was found lower than observed values in literature which is possibly due to diagenesis. Log (Ba/Sr) rate was
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altered because of possible diagenesis for Ba. Since those two ratios are used as indicators of nutrition of the individual,
presence of potent diagenesis prevents conclusion on nutrition and diet choices such as marine/ terrestrial for Beybag-
Mugla population. Since aim of this study was to assess bone material of this high anemia and other paleopathological
disease bearing population in elemental analysis a malnutritional situation was expected. However observation of high
zinc and phosphorus compared to literature suggests no lack of protein in diet. In addition low lead and low arsenic values
suggest no adverse impact of those toxic elements on physiological state of Beybag people. According to these findings diet
of Beybag population can be considered within omnivorous limits and without apparent insufficiency of nutrition. However
presence of anemia in all of the sample material suggests infections diseases and low hygiene conditions in this population
and needs further assessment on burial locations and burial types with less influence of diagenetic processes inorder to
figure out nutritional status of this population.

0ZET

Iskelet materyali paleoantropolojik ¢calismalarin temel materyalini olusturur ve element analizinden elde edilen bilgilerle
antik toplumlarmm beslenme durumu hakkinda ipuglart saglar. Calisma materyali Beybag-Mugla (Tiirkiye) bélgesi
nekropoliinden 2008 yilimdaki kazida elde edilmis Bizans dénemine ait iskeletleri icermektedir. 52 femur ornegi (19
erkek, 18 kadin, 15 ¢ocuk) ve 3 toprak drnegi XRF spektroskopisi araciligiyla arastirildi. Bizans toplumunun beslenme
durumunun iskelet element analizi yardimiyla ortaya konulabilmesi igin kalsiyum, demir ve fosfor gibi makro elementlerin
yani sira arsenik, baryum, kursun, stronsiyum ve ¢inko da soz konusu ¢alismada incelendi. Buna ek olarak femurun farkl
fasimlarimin orneklenmesinin bu topluma ait eser element analizindeki etkisini arastirmak da hedeflendi. Sonuglar Kruskal-
Wallis ve Tukey testleri ile degerlendirildi. Gruplar igin stronsiyum degerleri toprak drneklerine gére anlamh derecede
yiiksek bulundu. Benzer sekilde gruplarin ¢inko ve fosfor degerleri de topraga gove anlamli derecede yiiksek tespit edildi.
Ancak baryum, demir ve iyot degerleri toprak ornekleri ile benzer bulundu ve biyogenetik bir kaynaktan ¢ok diyagenetik
olaylardan etkilenmis olarak tespit edildi. Kemik materyalinin fosfor icerigi yiiksekti ve Ca/P orani muhtemelen diyageneze
bagh olarak literatiirden yiiksek bulundu. Log (Ba/Sr) orami muhtemelen baryumun diyagenezden etkilenmesine bagh
olarak farkh bulundu. Bu iki oran bireyin beslenmesinin belirtegleri olarak kullanildigi icin muhtemel diyagenezin
giiclii etkisi Beybag-Mugla toplumunun beslenmesi ve denizel/karasal gibi diyet tercihleri hakkinda yargiya varmay
engellemektedir. Bu ¢alismanin amact ytiksek oranda anemi ve diger paleopatolojik hastaliklar: tagiyan bu toplumun kemik
materyalinin element analiziyle degerlendirilmesi oldugu icin bir malniitrisyon durumu beklenmekteydi. Ancak ¢inko ve
fosforun literatiire gore yiiksek diizeyde gozlenmesi diyette protein agisindan bir eksikligin olmadigini diigiindiirmektedir.
Buna ek olarak diisiik kursun ve diisiik arsenik degerleri bu toksik elementlerin Beybag toplumunun fizyolojik durumuna
olumsuz bir etkisi olmadigim diisiindiirmektedir. Bu bulgulara gore Beybag toplumunun diyetinin omnivor limitler icinde
oldugu ve belirgin bir beslenme bozuklugunun gozlenmedigi yargisina varilabilir. Ancak incelenen materyallerin tiimiinde
aneminin varligr bu toplumda enfeksiyon hastaliklarim ve diisiik hijyen kosullarm diisiindiirmektedir. Bu toplumun
beslenme durumunun ortaya konulabilmesi igin diyagenetik siireclerden daha az etkilenen gomii alanlarimin ve gomii
tiplerinin degerlendirilmesine ihtiya¢ duyulmaktadir.



149

ELEMENTAL ANALYSIS OF BEYBAG-MUGLA (TURKEY) BYZANTINE SKELETONS

1. INTRODUCTION

Human body is composed of elements dominated by
carbon, hydrogen and oxygen but also encompasses
more than 80 elements classified in the periodic table.
Many of them can be incorporated into the bone tissue'.
Amount consumed in foods defines the term macro
and microelements in diet. Macro elements which are
consumed in large quantities are carbon, hydrogen,
nitrogen, oxygen, calcium, potassium, phosphorus
(P) and sodium (Na). Whereas strontium (Sr), barium
(Ba), selenium (Se), lead (Pb) are classified as micro or
trace elements. These are found in very low quantities
in bone tissue. This quantity may be as low as parts
per million (ppm) or billion (ppb)>. However this
minute contribution into bone tissue does not lessen the
physiological importance of trace elements. In various
parts of the world alterations in the trace elements in
soil is correlated with certain diseases such as Kashin-
Beck disease (osteoarthritis deformans endemica) found
in Northern China, Northern Korea and Siberia. This
disease is found to be related by low selenium content
of soil’.

Use of physicochemical analysis techniques in
anthropological studies brought a new area to obtain more
data from the skeletal materials in this field. Presence of
many of the diseases which existed during historical periods
was found with the help of science of paleopathology
which deals with the remnant skeleton material of humans.
Metabolic diseases which form an important portion of
those diseases have direct relation with nutrition. Stable
isotopes of some elements and trace elements in the periodic
table are among the mostly investigated substances. Both
techniques base on the analysis of bone and teeth which
are the most durable tissues in the body that can withstand
the disintegration occurred during postmortem period.
Amount of those elements in those tissues and their ratios
to one another gives valuable information in the field of
nutrition and related paleopathological conditions*. Since
elemental compositions of soils from different parts
of the world are vastly dissimilar, this situation avoids
comparison between anthropological materials from
different studies. Nevertheless comparisons of elemental
content of skeleton materials from the same burial site
give valuable information®. Another important detail in
this subject is the dissimilarity of data obtained from teeth
and skeletal material. Teeth are almost completely formed
at the early stages of life. On the contrary bone tissue is a

Smrcka 2005, Bowen 1979, Emsley 1998

Smrcka 2005.

Sokoloft 1988.

Trimble/Macko 1997; Lee-Thorp/Sponheimer/Vnder Merwe
2003.

> Katzenberg/Saunders 2008.

T

dynamic structure in which osteoclastic and osteoblastic
cells continue to break down and build up bone tissue
throughout lifetime. This disparity in the exposure of teeth
and bone tissues to different environmental and nutritional
impacts give way to assess different conditions faced in
distinct phases of lifetime®. Elements widely used for
clarifying nutritional status and nutrition of past humans
are Ba, Sr, Iron (Fe), Copper (Cu), Cadmium (Cd), Silicon
(Si), Pb, Se and Iodine (I)’. Accumulation of those elements
in the bone tissue may be affected from various factors.
Food choice of humans may include more animal or plant
based food or a balanced diet. This variation is reflected in
the bone elemental composition. Calcium (Ca), Ba and Sr
which are all members of 2A group of the periodical table
are found in soil, plant and animals within the food web.
Close physicochemical properties of those elements cause
similar accumulation in bone tissue.

Animal body can incorporate all three elements however
they favour Ca when it is available. Since absorption of Ca
and excretion of Sr is high in the kidneys, Ca accumulation
in the organism is much higher than Sr in animals compared
to plants and in carnivors compared to herbivores®. Sr and
Ba are high in plant food resources and so in bones of
individuals which have higher plant sources in the daily
nutrition. Similarly silicon can be found in higher amounts
when plant based food dominates the diet®.

Pb is accepted as a toxic element for organisms and its
physiological significance is not known yet. Although its
toxicity and related symptoms are most visible at central
nervous system its accumulation occurs mostly at bone
tissue. Copper is another element which can cause toxicity
however its adequate amounts are necessary for enzymes
of antioxidant system in the body. It also accumulates in
the bones. Those elements can occur in food as well as they
can be found as a result of contamination from the storage
cups to the food!®. Similarly water pipes can contaminate
the water inside them. Apart from the accumulation of
such elements in the skeleton due to the food or water
consumed by the people, diagenesis can be a source of
augmented copper or zinc (Zn) content'.

Although Pb and mercury (Hg) can cause very distinct
intoxications when they are found in very low quantities, all
elements may cause toxicity above certain levels. Fe is an
important element for oxygen transport via hemoglobin as
well as for oxidant/antioxidant enzyme systems. Its decrease
in the body leads to anemia whereas its over accumulation

¢ Grupe 1995.

7 Smrcka 2005.

8 Smrcka 2005.

° Aksoy 2007.

10" Smrcka 2005.

I Zapata/Perez-Sirvent/Martinez-Sanchez/Tovar 2006.
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in the body may lead to pathological conditions'?>. Under
normal circumstances over accumulation of a trace element
in the body is rare but it may occur due to geological
conditions of the inhabited region, food preparation
techniques and used materials for food and water.

Various techniques are applied for the analysis of elements
from bone or earth material. Gas chromatography, atomic
absorption spectroscopy, atomic emission spectroscopy
XRF (X-Ray fluorescence), ICP-MS are examples for
such techniques®. Such techniques depend on the fact
that properties of atoms in absorbing and emitting energy
are different. By their different properties elements
can be discriminated from each other. The principles of
X-Ray Fluorescence (XRF) analysis is related to optical
dispersion spectrograph principles. However in the X-ray
fluorescence method excitation of atom happens through
X-rays (instead of heat). As the atom numbers increase
in the elements, the amount of electrons they have and
thus their number of orbitals on which the electrons move
increase. If any atom is excited with a high energy radiation
like X-Ray, this high energy input brings the electrons in
the near orbitals to a higher energy level; when the excited
electrons go back to the initial energy level, they discharge
the extra energy they had gained in the form of X-Rays.
This secondary X-Ray emission is called “fluorescence
radiation”. The wavelength of these radiations that an
element emits is characteristic for that element. In other
words, these radiations are like fingerprints of the related
elements. By identifying the wave-length of the radiation,
the type of the element and by measuring the density of
this identified ray, the concentration of the element in that
substance can be determined*.

Porous structure which gives bone tissue its strength and
flexibility also causes its close interference with blood
elemental values such as Ca and P'>. This porous structure
isthe key for exchange of elements between bone and blood
during lifetime and between bone and soil after death.
Following the death of individual this close interrelation
of bone with blood ends and another interaction strats with
soil and burial environment. Some elements in the bone
are lost whereas some others may start to accumulate to
the bone from the soil such as manganese, Ca and Fe'®.
Ba is more affected from diagenesis although it is a better
indicator than Sr for plant based food'’. Therefore Ba

12 Allen/Gurrin/Constantine/Usborne/Delatycki/Nicoll/McLaren/
Bahlo/Nisselle/Vulpe/Anderson/Southey/Giles/English/Hop-
per/Olynyk/Powell/Gertig 2008.

13 Katzenberg/Saunders 2008; Smrcka 2005; Johansson/Camp-
bell 1988.

14 Shackley 2011.

15 Katzenberg/Saunders 2008.

16 Sillen/Sealy/vander Merwe 1989

17 Farnum/Sandford 1997.

content of soil should be assessed prior to the use of Ba as
a plant based food inorder to discriminate whether this Ba
is originated from soil diagenesis or the food consumed
by the individual. More abundance of an element in soil
rather than bone material suggests a diagenetic process.
Since Sr and Zn are less affected from diagenesis unlike
the Ba it is much safer to use them in nutrition assessment
studies'®. But still soil elemental analysis is essential for
confirmation.

In addition to soil analysis, Ca/P ratio in bone can be
used as an indicator of diagenesis. Ca/P rate is found
at a constant rate in humans. This ratio is 2.16". An
attenuation of this value or its increase can be considered
as a diagenetic process to the skeletal material. Diagenesis
is known to effect bone and dental tissue differently. Teeth
are more resistant to diagenesis®. Also skeletal tissue is
not uniformly affected by diagenesis. Cortical bone is less
affected than trabecular bone and surface is more affected
than deeper parts of bone*'. In order to lessen the effect of
diagenesis cortical bone surface obtained from areas such
as femoral neck is scraped with a suitable material and
less affected parts are used for analysis??. There are reports
stating the impact of sampling area on the bone on the
results. Femoral head (spongiosa part of the femoral head)
is used but also compact bone extracted from the proximal
part (femoral neck) is also assessed? since it is known
that compact bone is less influenced from diagenesis*.
Even spatial accumulation of elements is also observed in
same site of bone*. Therefore additional samplings may
aid evaluation of accumulation of elements. Generally
bone which have more surface/volume ratios such as ribs
are more affected from diagenesis. Due to same physical
surface/volume ratio adult bones are less affected from
diagenesis compared to children bones?.

Another ratio frequently used is the Sr and Ca ratio. High
St/Ca ratio is an indicator of plant based diet and vice
versa”’. Higher levels in food pyramid causes less Sr/more
Ca® since animal tissues prefer Ca in favor and Sr levels
attenuate compared to lower levels of this pyramid®.
Humans place somewhere in between carnivorous
and herbivorous animals because of their omnivorous

18 Ezzo 1994.

19 Posner 1969.

20 Kyle 1986.

2! Lambert/Weydert-Homeyer 1993.
22 Lambert/Weydert-Homeyer 1993.
2 Smrcka 2005.

24 Katzenberg/Saunders 2008.

% Pemmer 2013.

26 Mays 1998.

27 Sillen 1992.

2 Smrcka 2005.

¥ Katzenberg/Saunders 2008.
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Figure 1: Mugla - Beybag Region / Mugla Beybag Bolgesi

property®. Also augmented Log Ba/Sr rate in the skeletal
material may indicate an augmented marine food in the
diet of this human?'.

Turkey with its long human settlement history starting
from prehistoric times provides a vast study area for
elemental analysis from burial sites. There are increasing
number of studies on the subject presenting different
nutritional status of individuals and different burial
conditions in the scope of diagenetic processes which alters
elemental content of skeletons. Among them Beybag-
Mugla Byzantine population has been studied by different
researchers in archaeological and anthropological view. In
this population various paleopathological conditions has
been found (PhD thesis by S.K. Arihan). This reminds
a possible malnutrition or intoxication case. This study
aims to assess nutritional status of this population with the
aid of certain chemical elements found in bone material
inorder to figure out any possible interrelation between
those pathologies and nutritional state.

2. MATERIALS AND METHODS

2.1. Skeletal Material

Research material consists of samples from an excavation
study conducted at Beybag Region (Mugla-Turkey-
Byzantine Period) by Prof Dr. Ahmet Tirpan from Konya
Selguk University Department of Archaeology in 2008

3 Lambert/Vlasak-Simpson/Szpunar/Buikstra 1984.
31 Smrcka 2005; Burton/Price 2002.

(Fig. 1). This site had been inhabited between 10th
century AD and 13th century AD* (Fig. 2). Skeletons
belonging to 52 individuals were studied in this research.
Chronologic determination of skeletons was perfomed
according to archaeological findings. Burials were in
different types but all were found with close contact with
soil material.

Different settlement periods are shown in different colors
as: Bronze age, Byzantine period and Ottoman period

2.2. Age And Sex Determination

Determination of age and sex are important subjects in
anthropological studies. Following cleaning and repair
on skeletal material age and sex determination were
performed. Methods accepted for this purpose were applied
according to literature records. Morphological features on
pelvis and skull of adult individuals were chosen for sex
determination. For sex determination Brothwell**, Buikstra
and Ubelaker*, Krogman and Iscan®, Olivier’, Steele
and Bramblett’” and criteria determined at Workshop of
European Anthropologists (1980) were used.

32 Tirpan/Sogit/Biiyiikozer 2009.
33 Brothwell 1981.

34 Buikstra/Ubelaker 1994.

35 Krogman/iscan 1986.

36 Olivier 1969.

37 Steele/Bramblett 1988.
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Figure 2: Beybag Region Excavation Site (Beybag Excavation Archive) Different Settlement Periods are
Shown in Different Colors as: Bronze Age, Byzantine Period and Ottoman period / Beybag Bolgesi Kazi
Alani (Beybag Kazi Arsivi). Farkl Yerlesim Dénemleri Farkli Renklerle Gosterilmistir: Bronz Cagi, Bizans
Dénemi ve Osmanli donemi

For age determination of adults symphysis pubis found
on pelvis*® and auricular surface morphology?*’, degree
of sutural closure on skull*’, cross section of clavicula
body*, teeth erosion*’, changes of costae on sternal end
4 proximal cross section of humerus and femur* were
preferred.

For age determination of young adults methods such
as epiphyseal aging and symphysial aging®, dental
erosion*’, complex aging*’ were used.

Epyphyseal aging in young adults*® and tooth eruption as
well as root length were chosen for children®. For aging

3 McKern/Stewart, 1957.

¥ Lovejoy/Richard/Meindl/Thomas/Pryzbeck/Robert 1985.
40 QOlivier 1969.

41 Kaur/Jit 1990.

42 Brothwell 1981.

4 Krogman/iscan 1986; Loth/Iscan, 1989.

4 Szilavssy/Kritscher 1990.

4 White/Black/Folkons 2012.

4 Brothwell 1981.

47 Workshop of European Anthropologist, 1980.
8 Brothwell 1981.

4 Ubelaker 1978.

of childrens and babies measurement of maximal long
bones*’, and tooth eruption times were’! chosen.

Mean age of males, females and childrens were 39+12,
41+9 and 544 respectively. At least one of the pathological
signs of anemia (cribra orbitalia, porotic hyperostosis
and thickening of skull bones) were observed in all of
the individuals, studied in this research (PhD thesis by
S.K.Arihan)

2.3. Elemental Analysis

A total of 52 skeletal (19 male, 18 female and 15
childrens) and 3 soil samples were investigated for this
population. 3 samples from man and woman are from
the same individuals sampled from two different areas
of the femoral bone; femoral head (spongiosa part of the
femoral head) and femoral neck (at the opposite position
of lesser trochanter). Therefore we aimed to assess
different parts of the femoral bone to determine the effect
of sampling area.

30 Workshop of European Anthropologist 1980.
3! Ubelaker 1978.



153

ELEMENTAL ANALYSIS OF BEYBAG-MUGLA (TURKEY) BYZANTINE SKELETONS

Figure 3: Burning Samples in Stove / Orneklerin Firinda
Yakilmasi

Figur 4: Sample Crushing in Agate Mortar / Orneklerin Agat
Havanda Ezilmesi

Samples were prepared for analysis at Historical Material
Research and Conservation Laboratory-MAKLAB at
Gazi University (Faculty of Fine Arts, Department of
Conservation and Restoration of Cultural Properties).
By the suggestions made by Katzenberg and Saunders™
in sample preparation, our bone samples were processed
to make them ready for analysis. Samples were mostly
chosen from femoral and humerus head. Contact of
samples with metal substances was avoided. All samples
taken were washed at ultrasonic bath (Transsonic 470/
H) for 10 minutes for each sample with distilled water

32 Katzenberg/Saunders 2008.

Figure 5: Prepared Samples of Males, Females and Children
(Left to Right Respectively) / Hazirlanmis Erkek, Kadin ve
Cocuk Ornelderi (Soldan saga dogru)

without any hand contact. Ultrasonic device was cleaned
with distilled water following cleansing of each sample in
order to avoid any cross contamination between samples.

Following washing procedure drying had been performed
in stove (Raypa) for 12-15 hours at 100 - 110°C. Dried
samples were placed in numbered crucible and burned
at stove (Nuve MF 120) for 3 hours at 550°C (Fig. 3).
Samples were crushed until they are fine as dust in agate
mortar, sieved (Retsch 250 um) and placed in locked
plastic bags. In order to avoid contamination between
samples, agate mortar and sieve was cleaned with air
pump and alcohol after each sample preparation (Fig. 4,
5).

The element contents of the skeleton/bone samples
from Beybag-Mugla were determined by using X-Ray
Fluorescence (XRF) Analysis Method (PED-XRF). After
pulverizing the analysis samples selected for the analysis in
an agate mortar, 32 mm discs were formed, each disc was
mixed with a chemical (wacks) used in the XRF analysis and
placed on the sample stage of the device and was analysed.
In this study, X-Lab 2000 model PED-XRF (Polarized
Energy Dispersive-XRF) brand spectrometer was used.
X-Lab 2000 PED-XRF spectrometer has a property of
being capable of analysing the elements from sodium (Na)
with atom number 11 to uranium (U) with atom number
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Man femoral Man Woman Woman ' .
Element head femoral femoral femoral Children Soil
neck head neck
Arsenic 7.4:0.7° 5.8+1.9° 9.0£1.2° 3.2:0.9° 7.5£0.6° 26.5£9.32
Barium 250.7+£14.4* | 117.5223.0° | 260.1£20.2% | 179.3+22.0% | 292.4+22.22 | 237.9+8.9%
Calcium 41.8+1.6%¢ | 54.4+0.8%% | 43.3+1.5% | 55.3+0.9%2 | 42.9+1.6% | 31.5:+4.1%¢
Copper 17.421.3% 1.520.2° 18.51.9% 1.5320.1° 27.745.9% | 24.17+4.37®
lodine | 10.11.22 | 3.2:0.7° | 9.4s1.12 | 2.4s0.00 | /-3#0.97  61:2.0°
Iron 2.4+0.3% 0.1+0.1%° 2.5+0.3% 0.1+0.0%° 2.7+0.3% 3.7+0.3%2
Lead 13.8x1.12 4.9:0.8° 14.5+1.02 4.6£1.1° 16.9+1.22 17.6x1.52
Phosphorus | 27.5:0.9%" | 36.3+1.4% | 25.6+£1.2%° | 34.1£0.9%® | 25.6x1.2%° 2.3£1.3%¢
Strontium | 131.2+6.7@ | 133.0£19.0® | 144.6+7.12 | 138.4£16.1* | 131.9x6.72 92.9:8.0°
Zinc 177.5£31.9% | 189.4£65.6% | 195.7+45.6° | 184.7+74.2% | 182.1247.2% | 69.4223.7°

Table 1: Results of Analysis from Skeletal Samples from Femoral Head from Man, Woman and Children and Soil Samples. Data were
Statistically Evaluated with Kruskal-Wallis and Tukey Tests. Statistically Homogenous Subsets for Groups are Shown in a, b, ¢ and d
Letters. Statistical Significance was Accepted as *P<0.05. Data are Presented as Mean + Standard Error of Mean. (n=19 for Man, n=18
for Woman, n=3 for Soil). Iron was Given in the Form of % Fe203, Calcium in the Form of % Ca0 and Phosphorus in the Form of P205.

| Erkek, Kadin ve Cocuk Femur Iskelet Ornekleri ve Toprak Numuneleri i¢in Analiz Sonuclart. Veriler Kruskal-Wallis ve Tukey Istatistik
Testleriyle Degerlendirildi. Istatistik A¢isindan Homojen Gruplar a, b, ¢ ve d Harfleri ile Géosterildi. Istatistik Anlamlilik *P<0.05 Olarak
Kabul Edildi. Veriler Ortalama + Standart Hata Olarak Gosterildi. (Erkekler igin n=19 , Kadinlar i¢in n=18, Toprak igin n=3). Demir %
Fe203 Cinsinden Verildi. Kalsiyum % Ca0 Bi¢iminde ve Fosfor P205 Cinsinden Verildi.

92. The sensitivity threshold of the device is 0.5 ppm for
heavy elements and about 10 ppm for light elements. In
this study approximately 50 elements could be identified.
Because of the weight loss (LOI) at high temperature
(950°C) lithium, boron and fluorine cannot be detected. In
the analysis major and minor elements are given in the form
of oxide percentages (%) and trace elements are given in
one in a million (ppm) concentration. In the analysis the
USGS (U.S. Geological Survey) standards and as reference
GEOL, GBW-7109, and GBW-7309 were used.

2.4. Statistical Analysis

Data were statistically evaluated with Kruskal-Wallis
and Tukey test. P<0.05 was accepted as statistically
significant. Data is presented as mean + standard error
of mean.

3. RESULTS

Sr values were found as 131.2 ppm+6.7 for man femoral
head, 144.6 ppm +7.1 for woman femoral head, 131.9

ppm £6.7 for children and 92.9 ppm £8.0 for soil samples.
Values of all three groups were found significantly higher
than soil samples (p<0.05). However, no significance
were found between man, woman and children groups.
Femoral neck values were found as 133.0 ppm £19.0 in
man and 138.4 ppm £16.1 in woman (Table 1).

Ca values were found as 41.8 % +1.6 for man femoral
head, 43.3 %=*1.5 for woman femoral head, 42.9 % +1.6
for children and 31.5 % +4.1 for soil samples. Values
of all three groups were found significantly higher than
soil samples (p<0.05). Femoral neck values were 54.4 %
+0.8 for man and 55.3 % £0.9 for woman (Table 1).

Ba values were found as 250.7 ppm *14.4 for man
femoral head, 260.1 ppm £20.2 for woman femoral head,
292.4 ppm +22.2 for children and 237.9 ppm +8.9 for
soil samples. No difference was observed with groups
and soil (p>0.05). Femoral neck values were 117.5 ppm
4+23.0 for man, 179.3 ppm £22.0 for woman (Table 1).

Zn values were found as 177.5 ppm £7.2 for man femoral
head, 195.7+£11.86 for woman femoral head, 182.1 ppm
+12.2 for children and 69.4 ppm *13.7 for soil samples.
All values of groups were found significantly higher than
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soil samples (p<0.05) (Femoral neck value was found
as 189.4 ppm +37.9 for man and 184.7 ppm +42.8 for
woman. Table 1).

P values were found as, 27.5 % +0.9 for man femoral
head, 25.6 % +1.2 for woman femoral head, 25.6 % +1.2
for children and 2.3 % =+1.3 for soil samples. Values
found for P for man, woman and children groups were
significantly higher than soil samples (p<0.05). No
significant difference was found between man, woman
and children. Femoral neck values were found as 36.3 %
+1.4 for man and 34.1 % +0.9 for woman (Table 1).

I values were found as 10.1 ppm +1.2 for man femoral
head, 9.1 ppm #1.1 for woman femoral head, 7.3+0.9
for children and 6.1 ppm +2.0 for soil samples. Femoral
neck values were 3.2 ppm +0.7 for man and 2.4+0.0 for
woman. Femoral neck values were found significantly
lower than those for femoral head and soil sample values
(p<0.05).

Fe were found as 2.4 % +0.3 for man femoral head, 2.5
% £0.3 for woman femoral head, 2.7 % +0.3 for children
and 3.7 % =%0.3 for soil samples. Femoral neck values
were found as 0.1 % +0.1 for man and 0.1 % +0.0 for
woman. Femoral neck values were found significantly
lower than femoral head samples (p<0.05) (Table 1).

Cu were found as 17.4 ppm+1.3 for man femoral head,
18.5 ppm=£1.9 for woman femoral head, 27.7 ppm=5.9
for children and 24.2 ppm=+4.4 for soil samples (p>0.05).
Femoral neck values were found as 1.5 ppm=0.2 for man
and 1.5 ppm=0.1 for woman. Femoral neck values were
found significantly lower than femoral head samples
(p<0.05) (Table 1).

Pb were found as 13.8 ppm=1.1 for man femoral head,
14.5 ppm=1.0 for woman femoral head, 16.9 ppm=+1.2
for children and 17.6 ppm=1.5 for soil samples (p>0.05).
Femoral neck values were found as 4.9 ppm+0.8 for man
and 4.6 ppm=1.1 for woman. These values found for
man and woman were significantly lower other groups
(p<0.05) (Table 1).

As were found as 7.4 ppm=0.7 for man femoral head, 9.0
ppm=1.2 for woman femoral head, 7.5 ppm=0.6 for children
and 26.5 ppm=9.3 for soil samples. Femoral neck values
were found as 5.8 ppm+1.9 for man and 3.2 ppm+0.9 for
woman. Values of all groups were found significantly lower
compared to soil samples (p<0.05) (Table 1).

Sr/Ca rate was found as 3.14 for man femoral head, 3.34
for woman femoral head and 3.07 for children samples.
Same ratio was found as 2.44 for man femoral neck and
2.5 for woman femoral neck samples.

Log (Ba/Sr) rate was found as 0.28 for man femoral head,
0.25 for woman femoral head and 0.35 for children.
Same rate was found as -0.05 for man femoral neck and
0.11 for woman femoral neck samples.

Ca/P rates were found as 1.52 for man femoral head, 1.69
for woman femoral head and 1.68 for children. Same rate

was found as 1.50 for man femoral neck and 1.62 for
woman femoral neck samples.

4. DISCUSSION

In this study elemental analysis of 52 samples from
Beybag-Mugla (Turkey) Byzantine population was
conducted. On the bone samples 3 macro (Ca, P and Fe)
and 6 trace elements (As, Ba, Pb, Sr, Zn and I) analyses
were performed. For the analyses, femoral head samples
were used. In order to determine any possible differences
in different parts of bone material, femoral neck from 3
samples of man and woman were compared with samples
obtained from femoral head.

Sr values of man, woman and children are significantly
higher than soil samples from the graves, suggests that
this Sr content reflects food origin rather than diagenesis.
Comparison of trace element content of bone material and
soil samples are a common method for determining the
impact of diagenesis®. Similarly close values observed in
femoral neck and femoral head samples for Sr supports
the possibility that diagenetic processes did not have a
significant impact for this element. No significant difference
between man and woman were observed (Table 1). Beybag
values (man 131.2 ppm, woman 144.6 ppm) were similar
with an ancient Kelenderis population (man 198.2, woman
179 ppm)* whereas much lower than found in ancient
Ikiztepe population where values for adults vary between
674 to 757 ppm. Soil Sr for ikiztepe population (139 ppm)*
was also higher than Beybag population (92.9 ppm).

Ba is a good indicator of plant based diet however it was
shown that it is affected from diagenesis®. In Beybag
samples diagenesis is also apparent therefore together
with Sr values it avoids conclusion on plant or animal
based nutrition for man or woman.

Log (Ba/Sr) rate which is an indicator of marine/terrestrial
feeding” is found at similar rates in man (0.28) and
in woman (0.25) compared to childrens (0.35). It was
expected to observe negative values for this ratio whereas
we observed altered values compared to literature.
Findings for man and woman are at the limit of terrestrial
feeding however strong diagenetic impact on Ba avoids
such conclusions. Although higher Ba content in children
can be related with breast feeding however high diagenesis
obscures such conclusions.

33 Smrcka 2005.

3 Cirak 2010a.

55 Ozdemir/Erdal 2009.

% Katzenberg/Saunders 2008.
57 Smrcka 2005.
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Ca in Beybag for adults was found higher (adults 41 to
43% and soil 31%) than Ikiztepe population population
(37 to 41% and soil 10%) (Ozdemir and Erdal 2009).
Accumulation of Ca and Sr may show different patterns
according to their presence in the diet and fiber content
of the food. Increased plant fiber may decrease Ca but
enhance Sr. In addition Ca content in bone tissue may be
subject to diagenesis. According to our study results, Ca
was found significantly higher than soil samples except
males.

Sr/Ca rate is observed higher in woman (3.34) than
man (3.14) and children (3.07). These values are higher
compared to Ikiztepe bronze age population (Ozdemir and
Erdal 2009).

Phosporus was observed in similar quantities in man
(27.5£0.9%), in woman (25.6+1.2%) and in children
(25.6£1.2%). Although P content was significantly high
compared to soil samples (2.3£1.3%) (p<0.05), values
observed in Beybag bone samples were much higher
compared to literature. This situation reminds strong
diagenesis for this element. were found P as 18 % for adults
and 4.3 % for soil. Excessive phosphorus due to agricultural
practices interferes with biological content of bone post-
mortem. In addition to that in a study by Nielsen and
Kristiansen® a prehistoric Celtic field system in Denmark
possessed augmented levels in Na, K, P, Ca, Sr and Mn,
whereas an attenuation in Co compared to a reference soil.
Beybag site has been inhabited at least since Bronze age
therefore such enhancements in soil is also expected which
in turn alter chemical composition of buried bones.

One of the most important indicators of diagenesis is the
Ca/P rate®. Ca/P rates are 1.52 for man, 1.69 for woman,
1.68 for children at femoral bone samples. This rate is
lower than 2.16 which is found as a standart value in
other studies®!. Ca/P values in our study are much lower
than other studies peformed in Turkey such as, Ozdemir
2008, Cirak 2010a and Ozdemir and Erdal 2009. This
finding seems related with high P content of sampled
bone material due to diagenesis since Ca ratios are
in parallel with other elemental analysis studies from
Turkey. However there are studies which determine Ca/P
rate as 5.3 which suggest that this ratio can change and
can not be used as a constant for every site®.

Zn was found as 177.5£7.2 ppm for man, 195.7+11.86
ppm for woman and 182.1+£12.2 ppm for children and

58 Ozdemir/Erdal 2009.

% Nielsen/Kristiansen 2014.

60 Zapata/Perez-Sirvent/Martinez-Sanchez/ Tover 2006.
81 Posner 1969.

62 Klepinger/Kurn/Williams 1986.

Seda KARAOZ ARIHAN - Ali A. AKYOL - ismail OZER - Okan ARIHAN

found statistically higher than soil which is 69.4 ppm +13.7
ppm (p<0.05). Zapata® found a mean of 133 ppm for a
late ancient period, Martinez-Garcia et al (2005) found
a mean of 131 ppm in Catagena, Spain. From Anatolian
settlements, Ezci® found 102.2 ppm for man, 76.5 ppm for
woman and 32.3 ppm for soil and Cirak® found 154.3 for
man and 158.5 ppm for woman. Higher values were found
by Giiner®®as 194.3 ppm for man, 156.9 for woman and
72.2 ppm for soil in Adramytteion population. Zn values
found for man, woman and childrens in Beybag population
are within the range (150-400 ppm) of omnivors in which
the humans are categorized®’. Conditions where Sr was
low whereas Zn was high were related with a diet high
in protein with meat, kazein (milk protein), peanut and
other protein sources®. Cirak® concluded on a vegetation
dominant diet in ancient Kelenderis population due to
findings on Sr (198.2 ppm for males and 179 ppm for
females) and Zn (154.4 ppm for males and 158.7 ppm
for females). In Beybag population Sr values were lower
and Zn values were higher than values found by Cirak™.
Therefore, higher protein intake can be considered
for Beybag population compared to this population.
Observation of high Zn in our study suggests a diet high in
protein. This protein richness is not just related with meat
consumption’. Therefore according to our results it is not
possible to state high meat consumption in this population.
Zn is known to incorporate to bone tissue differently due
to seasonality”?. However it is not possible to make such
correlations since it is not known the exact burial season
of Beybag samples.

Fe is an important element for nutrition and its low intake
may result in diseases such as anemia. Fe was also assessed
in our study. Although femoral head has a higher blood
circulation compared to femoral neck cortical bone and
it’s the site of medullary hematopoiesis (blood production)
higher Fe content is expected but when high Fe content
in the soil samples are considered this discrepancy in
both sampling sites reminds an effective diagenesis. In
relevant scientific literature Fe in soil was also found in
high quantity”. In Beybag population iron was found as
2.4 % for man, 2.5 % for woman, 2.7 % for childrens and
3.7 % for soil (p>0.05). This situation prevents evaluation
of this important element in this aspect. However femoral

63 Zapata/Perez-Sirvent/Martinez-Sanchez/ Tover 2006.

¢ Ezci/Kaya/Erdem/Akay/Kural/Soykut/Bogoglu/Fenyurt/Kilig/
Temiz 2013.

5 Car 2010a.

6 Gliner/Tiirksoy/Atamtiirk/Duyar 2012.

7 Lambert/Vlasak-Simpson/Szpunar/Buikstra 1984.
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neck samples present much less iron content showing
impact of diagenesis on femoral heads. Ezci’ found 230
ppm for males, 295 ppm for females and 1278 pp for soil
in Camihoyuk population.

Woman was expected to have more I than man because of
pregnancy and breastfeeding however results for man (10.1
ppm) and woman (9.1 ppm) are similar and also statistical
insignificance with soil shows effect of diagenesis.
Nevertheless although different from soil, similar results
were observed for man (3.2 ppm) and woman (2.4 ppm)
for femoral neck samples.

Insignificant results in copper content of man, woman and
soil samples in Beybag population state high diagenesis
for this element. In literature records mean Cu value for
ancient populations varies as 12 ppm”, 13.4 ppm’®, 28.5
in Ikiztepe population”’, 38.4 in Resuloglu population™
and 52.5 ppm for a Jordanian population”™. In ancient
Tios population Cu was found as 28.2 ppm for males and
35.3 for females. In Adramytteion population Cu values
were found as 40.6 ppm for man, 48.3 ppm for woman
and 30.6 ppm for soil®. Tios population Cu leves are
also high (28 ppm for man and 35 ppm for woman)?! as
Adramytteion population. Cu values were 27.3 ppm for
males and 29.8 ppm for females in Ikiztepe population®
which show similar values with Tios population. Since
augmented grain consumption attenuates Zn absorption
and leading high Cu level in bones® it can be interpreted
as an indicator of animal based diet. In this aspect low
Cu content in femoral neck samples (1.5 ppm for males
and females) of Beybag population suggests a low plant
based and high animal food based diet. Compared to
other literature records, Beybag population Cu values are
similar to Camihoyuk population (1.2 ppm for males and
0.47 ppm for females)®*.

As values in Beybag population presents low arsenic
content in bones (man 7.4 ppm, woman 9 ppm and
children 7.5 ppm) however soil As content was high (26.5
ppm). In another Anatolian settlement Adramytteion
population As values were found higher as 26.6 ppm
for man, 35.5 ppm for woman and 7.5 ppm for soil

™ Ezci/Kaya/Erdem/Akay/Kural/Soykut/Bogoglu/Fenyurt/Kilig/
Temiz 2013.
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8 Guiner 2011.

7 Grattan/Abu Karaki/Hine/Poland/Gilbartian/Al-Saad/Pyatt 2005.

8 Guiner/Tiirksoy/Atamtiirk/Duyar 2012.

81 Cirak/Akyol 2015.

82 Ozdemir/Erdal/Demirci 2010.

8 Ezzo 1994.

8 Ezci/Kaya/Erdem/Akay/Kural/Soykut/Bogoglu/Fenyurt/Kilig/
Temiz 2013.

in®. Values of As for another population in Anatolia
(ikiztepe Early Bronze Age population) were found in
between Adramytteion and Beybag populations. In this
population As values were 16.9 ppm for males, 15.0
ppm for females, 14.1 ppm for childrens and 6.0 ppm for
soil samples®®. No metal object findings within graves in
Beybag population eliminates such an interaction with
burial objects however significantly lower As content
observed in femoral neck samples (5.8 ppm for man and
3.2 ppm for woman) suggests partial impact of diagenesis
on this burial site for this element.

Lead is a toxic element with well known physiological
outcomes. It accumulates in bones. It has a mean of 5
ppm in ancient populations®’. Among most potent reasons
for lead accumulation in bones, use of lead containing
cookware is being accused. In Ikiztepe population in
Northern Turkey high lead values were related with
the use of lead made cookware®. In Beybag population
information about lead containing cookware is not
present however high lead content of soil compared
to finding in Minnetpinar1 population (male 5.78 ppm,
female 5.67 ppm, children 4.63 ppm)* reminds a strong
diagenetic process. Pb values in ancient populations may
vary vastly. Zapata et al*® found mean Pb for population
as 225.0 ppm whereas Gonzalez-Reimers et al®! found
mean Pb for population as 4.06 for a Bronze age
population in Spain. Another low Pb finding was from
Camihoyuk, Turkey as 3.43 ppm for males, 2.71 ppm for
females and 0 ppm for soil samples®.

5. CONCLUSION

Results of elemental analysis of Beybag samples present
a high diagenetic impact of burial environment on Ba, I,
Fe and P. This situation hampers evaluation of Log (Ba/
Sr) and assessment of diet choices of Beybag population
such as animal/plant or terrestrial/marine based diet.
Although sample sizes are small for femoral neck
samples they show great difference with femoral head
samples for the elements Ba, Cu, I, Fe and Pb.

High Ba content in all of the groups, observation of
Ca/P rate altered from the standart limits in humans and
dissimilarity of femoral neck with femoral head for certain
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I Gonzales-Reimers/Velasco-Vazquez/Arnay/de/la/Rosa/Santo-
laria//Fernandoz/Galindo/Martin 2001.
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lig/Temiz 2013.
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elements demonstrate a strong impact of diagenesis for this
burial site. When Zn is considered as a non affected element
from diagenetic processes it is possible to state that man and
woman in this population had similar protein intake. Similar
content of Sr in both genders suggests a similar plant source
was incorporated into diet. However Sr/Ca rate observed
in woman (3.34) is higher than man (3.14) and childrens
(3.07). More animal food in the diet was mentioned in past
populations such as Ikiztepe population®.

Low As, Cu and Pb levels in Beybag samples show no sign
of toxication by those elements. This can be concluded
as no potential impact of those elements on the observed
paleopathological signs on this population samples.

Although sample sizes are small for femoral necks,
comparison of femoral head to femoral neck bone values
for certain elements reveals importance of sampling area
from bone tissue. In areas such as Beybag region where
burial types are simple earth grave, agricultural practices
are frequent and contamination with diagenetic processes
are augmented, sampling from femoral neck may prevent
loss of information from elemental analysis.

As aresult it can be concluded from the data obtained from
this study, correlation of reported paleopathological findings
in Beybag Byzantine population with any toxication from
assessed toxic elements or any apparent lack of macro or
micro nutrients is not evident. However presence of anemia
signs in all of the sample material suggests infectious
diseases and low hygiene conditions in this population and
needs further assessment on burial locations and burial
types with less influence of diagenetic processes inorder to
figure out nutritional status of this population.

This study presents an example for assessment of nutritional
status of individuals belonging to a high palepathological
disease bearing ancient population with the help of
elemental analysis.
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OzET

Yaz aylarini hayvan siiriileri ile birlikte Toros Daglarimin yaylalarinda, kiglari giineydeki ihiman diizliiklerde gegiren
goger topluluklara iliskin arkeolojik kalintilar Yukari Dicle havzasinda Ilisu Baraji ve HES projesi kapsaminda
yiiriitiilen kurtarma kazilarinda tespit edilmistirv. Bunlar ince birer kiiltiir tabakasi halinde ¢adirlar: ¢evreleyen duvar
kalmtilart ile agik alanlarda yer alan ¢ok sayida ocak ve bazi depolama ¢ukurlarindan olusan zayif mimari izlerden
olusmaktadur: Salat Tepe IV yerlesimi Roma Imparatorluk doneminden (IV-3) itibaren goger topluluklar tarafindan
kullamilmustir. Yeni Cagda (IV-1) agwhikl olarak kerpic ve pisé, Orta Caglda (IV-2) tas ile insa edilmis duvarlarin
dairesel, dortgen ve késeleri yuvarlatilmis dortgen bicimli ¢cadirlari ¢evreledigi diisiiniilmektedir. Tepe iizerine 8-10
cadirin kurulabilecegi hesaplanmistir. Duvar kalintilarinin tizerinde dolgular olmadan iist iiste insa edilmeleri ve bazi
tas duvarlarda ve tandirlarda belirlenen yenileme evreleri, tepe iizerinin mevsimlik olarak uzun siire kullanildigina
isaret etmektedir. Duvarlardan bazilarimin Orta Cag mezarlart iizerine kurulmasi, tepenin bog kaldigi donemlerde
mezarlik olarak da kullamildigini gostermektedir. Bu tabakalara ait oldugu diistiniilen bazi depolama ¢ukurlarinda
arpa, bugday ve mercimek disinda hayvan yemi olarak kullanilan iiriinler de depolanmus, agirlikli olarak kiigiikbag
hayvanlar ve av hayvanlar: tiiketilmistiv. Bu dolgularda ele gecen az sayida malzeme dere tagsi agirliklar, kirildig
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icin geride birakilmis havan ve ogiitme tasi parcalar, agwrsak, demir ¢iviler, tung tip aleti, ok ve olta ucu, tak
pargalari, pigmis toprak lamba ve pipo par¢alarindan olusmustur. Pismis toprak ¢omlek, testi ve pisirme kaplar
agirlikly olarak yalin fabrikasyon mallardan olusmus, az sayida kalipta bicimlendirilmis kabartmali veya sirli kap
pargalart bulunmustur. Bu malzemeye gére gogerler tepeyi Selcuklu doneminden Osmanlt dénemi sonuna kadar
kullanmis, kendilerine yetecek kadar esya bulundurmus ve kullanabileceklerini yanlarinda gotirmiistiiv. Tarihi
kaynaklara gore 11. yiizyildan itibaren bolgede ¢esitli gocer asiretleri kiglamistir. Bir gécer topluluk halen yazlar
Bingél yaylalarinda, kiglart Salat Cayt vadisinde gecirmektedir.

ABSTRACT

Archaeological remains related to nomadic communities spending the summer on the Taurus foothills along with their
herds, and the winter on the temperate plains to the south, are recovered during the rescue excavations carried out in
the frame of the llisu Dam and HEPP project in the Upper Tigris basin, as thin cultural deposits with poor architectural
traces, such as remnants of walls surrounding tents, several hearths and some storage pits. The settlement of Salat Tepe
1V has been used by nomadic communities from the Roman Empire period (IV-3) onwards. In the New Age (IV-1) mud
brick and pisé walls, and in the Middle Ages (IV-2) stone walls with circular or rectangular plans or quadrilateral plans
with rounded corners seem to have surrounded tents. It is estimated that 8-10 tents can be erected on the mound summit.
Walls were built on top of each other, without any debris in-between, and several rebuilding phases are observed at diverse
walls and tandoors, reflecting a long-term seasonal usage of the summit. Some of the walls were constructed on medieval
tombs, so, the summit should have also used as a cemetery during vacant seasons. In some storage pits belonging to
these levels, barley, wheat and lentils as well as fodder had been stored, and predominantly ovine and wild animals are
consumed. The few findings recovered in these deposits consist of pebble weights, fragments of stone mortars and grinding
stones, spindle whorls, iron nails, bronze medical instruments, arrow heads and fishhooks, pieces of jewellery, as well as
fragments of terracotta lamps and pipes. The baked clay jugs, pitchers and cooking pots are mainly composed of mass-
produced plain wares, pieces of moulded pottery in relief or glazed pot pieces are found in a small number. According to
this material, nomadic communities used the summit from the Seljuk period to the end of the Ottoman period, possessed
artefacts sufficient for their daily use, and carried only the artefacts they need. Historical documents refer several nomadic
tribes using the region for winter pastures since the 11th century. A nomadic community still spends the summers on the
Bingdl Plateau, and winters in the Salat River valley.
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GiRis

Insanlik tarihinin son on iki bin yilinda, besinini | vaz

kendisi iireten topluluklar tarimci-yerlesik
ve hayvanci-goger (gogebe) gruplar halinde
yasanmustir. iki farkli yasam tarzi siiren topluluklar
baz1 donemlerde birbiriyle eszamanli olarak ayni

cografyay1 kullanmis, buna karsin, iklim ve gevre kI

kosullar1 ile siyasi olaylardaki degisimlere bagh
olarak bu iki farkli yasam tarzindan birisi agirlik
kazanmustir.

Ciftgi topluluklar tarim alanlarin1 isleyerek
gecimlerini  saglayan yerlesik  topluluklardir  ve
hayvanlarini tarim alanlari disginda kalan bolgelerde
otlatarak kalici tek bir yerlesim alanini kullanirlar.
Tarimin daha az rol oynadigi, hayvanciliga dayali besin
ekonomisi yiiriiten topluluklar da kalic1 yerlesimde
yasarlar, ancak, toplulugun bir boliimii bahar ve yaz
aylarinda hayvan siiriileri ile birlikte yaylalara cikar.
Anadolu’da halen bazi tarimeci kdylerin bir ya da daha
fazla yaylasi olur, yaylalarda evleri ve ahirlar1 bulunur.
Bu topluluklarin bir boliimii hayvanlarla birlikte kalici
yayla yerlesimlerini yaz kis devamli kullanir ve tiim
yasamlar1 yaylalarda gecer'. Anadolu’da bazi kalict
yaylalar zamanla yerlesik kdylere doniigmiistiir’.

Belirli bir cografi bolge igerisinde hareket eden ve birden
cok gecici ve/veya kalici yerlesim birimi kullanan Goéger
(Gogebe) topluluklar ise genellikle hayvancilifa dayal
besin ekonomisi siirdiiriirler (Sek. 1). Bu topluluklar
cesitli nedenlerden dolayr yasadiklari cografyay: terk
ederek yasamlarim siirdiirecekleri farkli bir cografyaya
gb¢ eden ve cogu da yerlesik yasam tarzi siiren gdgmenler
degildir. Yagam tarzlar1 hareketlidir ve tim iiyeleri ve
biiyiik hayvan siiriileri ile birlikte uzun yollar kat ederek,
tarim bakimindan verimli olmayan otlaklar1 kullanirlar.
Otlaklarin bulundugu yatay dogrultuda gerceklesen
“Yatay Gogebelik” veya “Sahra Gogebeligi” Avrasya
steplerinde veya Biiyilk Sahra, Arabistan yarimadasi
gibi genis diizliikk alanlarda siirdiiriiliir. Diizliiklerle
daglik alanlar arasinda yapilan “Dikey Gogebelik”
(Dag Gogebeligi) kiglart iliman diizliiklerde, baharlari
ve yazlar1 farkli yiikseltilerdeki yaylalarda gegiren
yasam tarzidir. Anadolu’da ve Kuzey Mezopotamya’da
Toros Daglari, Bati Iran’da Zagros Daglari boyunca
ilman kiglaklar ile yiiksek yaylalar1 arasinda gocen
topluluklarin konaklama yerleri, gé¢ yollar1 lizerinde yer
alan ve mevsimlere gore degisen, tarim alanlarindan uzak

I Mevsimlik yerlesimler Kom/Gom/Koém (Giirbiiz 1998: 97-99,
101; Somuncu 2005: 135; Polat 2013: 52, 59), yayla veya oba/
zoma adi ile anilir (Tanoglu 1954: 4, 8, 15, 17-18, 23-25, 29-30;
Yakar 2000: 199-200).

2 Giirbiiz 1998: 99-103; Polat 2013: 29-30; Kutlu 1992: 59.
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\ Yerlegim / Yerlegim Yerlegim

Sekil 1: Yagsam Tarzlarina Gore Yerlesim ve Devinim Tipleri / Settlement and
Migration Types According to Lifestyles

su kaynaklarmin yakininda, lirlinlerini tarim tiriinleriyle
degis tokus edebilecekleri mesafelerde bulunur.
Konaklama yerleri baska etkenler neden olmadig siirece
degistirilmez, her mevsim bir 6nceki yil konaklanan
alan tercih edilir. Konaklama alanlarinda kalic1 yapilarin
ingasinda harcanan malzeme ve is giicline oranla ¢ok
daha az emek harcanarak ve daha kisa siirede hazirlanan
cadir, kuliibe, ¢ukur ev gibi barinaklar kullanilir®.

Anadolu ile Kuzey Mezopotamya’y1 birbirinden ayiran,
yiikseklikleri yer yer 3000 metreyi asan ve yillik ortalama
750-1000 mm y1llik yagis alan Giineydogu Toros Daglari
mese ve ardic ormanlan ile kaphdir, eteklerindeki 600
m yiikselti sinirinda meyve yetisir. Buralarda yaylayan
gocerler kislak alani olarak giineydeki 1liman diizliikleri
tercih eder®. Ortalama 500-750 m yiikseltilerdeki Dicle
boliimiinden (Diyarbakir Havzasi) kuzeye baglanan
en onemli gecitler Dicle bogazi, Doganca gecidi ve
Bitlis Cay1 koridorudur®. Ilisu Baraji ve HES Projesi
kapsaminda yiiriitiilen arkeolojik kurtarma kazilarinda
Yukar1 Dicle vadisinde farkli doénemlerde yasayan
gogerlerin kullandiklar1 gegici barmak alanlar ile bazi
kalic1 yayla yerlesimleri a¢iga ¢ikmustir (Sek. 2).

Arkeolojik kazilarin yaylalardaki diiz yerlesimlerden
cok ovalardaki ¢ok katmanli hdyiiklerde yiiriitiilmesi
nedeniyle bu topluluklarin daha ¢ok kiglik barinaklarina
iligskin veriler elde edilebilir. Gegici yerlesim alanlarinda
cadir, kuliibe ya da ¢ukur barmaklar kullanildigindan,
birikerek  hdyiiklere doniisecek yap1 malzemesi
kullanilmadigindan, yaylak ve kislaklar diiz yerlesim
alanlar1 olusturur. Eski yaylalarin saptanmasi i¢in tiim
alanin sik araliklarla yiiriinerek taranmasi gerekir, ancak,
yogun ylizey aragtirmalart ¢ok uzun zaman aldigindan,
genellikle dar alanlarda gergeklestirilir ve bu nedenle de
saptanan mevsimlik konaklama alanlarinin sayis1 azdur.

3 Berquest 1959: 481; Denker 1960: 136-140; Doganay/Coskun
2013: 6, sek. 1.

4 Kilig 2014: 2.

5 Sozer 1984: 10-11, 15-20, 24-25; Yigit 2002: 54-59, 75.
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erzak depolama gukurlan

Sekil 2: Gegici ve Kalici Yerlesimlerin Arkeolojik izleri / Archaeological Traces of Temporary and Permanent Settlements

Kazilarda mevsimlik barinaklara tarim alanlarindaki
héyiiklerde kalict yerlesimlerin kurulmadigi donemlerde
veya kalic1 yerlesimlerin yanindaki bos alanlarda zayif
mimari izler, terk edilmis yerlesim yerlerinin iizerine
kurulan basit barinaklar, kuliibeler, cadirlar veya ¢ukur
evler halinde rastlanir. Kalic1 konutlar gibi uzun seneler
kullanilmak iizere insa edilmeyen gecici barinaklarin
malzemesi de hafif ve ince olacagindan, arkeolojik
dolgularda, ince bir kiiltiir tabakas1 olusturur. Ornegin,
Salat Tepe’nin ortalama 100 yil kullanilmig olan Orta
Tung Cagr 2. tabaka yikintis1 1,50-2,00 metre kalinlikta
bir dolgu olustururken, yaklagik 1800 yil (Doénem III-
IV) boyunca kurulan mevsimlik barinaklar ve agik
kullanim alanlar1 toplam 2,50 metre kalinlikta bir dolgu
olusturmustur. Bu kalinlik, tarimei kdy yerlesmelerinin
bu siirede olusturabilecegi dolgunun onda birinden azdr.

Gegici  konaklama  alanlarinda  bir  yap1 ile
iliskilendirilemeyen ¢ok sayida ocak bulunur®, barinaklar
fazla alan kaplamaz, c¢adirlarin aralarinda hayvanlarin
bekletilebilecegi genis mesafeler birakilir’. Bu nedenle
konaklama alanlarinda birbirinden fazla uzak olmayan
kiiciik birimlerden olusan bir doku ortaya c¢ikar. Bu
gruplarin niifusuna ve hayvan siiriilerinin sayisima gore
daha genis alanlara yayildiklar1 durumlarda, birbirine
yakin birka¢ gecici yerlesim alaninin da kullanilmasi
miimkiindir®.

Gilinlimiizde yaylalar terk edildikten sonra ¢evrede ve atik
kiiller arasinda yiyecek artiklari, kirilan arag ve gerecler,
delinmis su kaplar1 ve benzeri, iglevini tamamen yitirmis
atik malzeme bulunur’. Arkeolojik kazilarda ele gegen

¢ Hiitteroth 1982: 202-283; Cribb 1991: 218-222; Cohen 1992:
110-119; Eldar/Nir/Dahlieli 1992: 212-213; Zarins 1992: 223-
230; Haiman 1995: 33; Yakar 2000: 423-424; 2006.

7 Polat 2013: 53/54.

& Okse 2005: Sek. 3, 6.

° Polat 2013: 75-76, 85; Res. 129.

malzeme de bu niteliktedir. Kirildig1 i¢in orada birakilan
giinliik kullanim kaplari, bigim repertuari zengin
olmayan, sadece yiyecek hazirlama ve titketmeye yonelik
olarak sinirli sayida pisirme kaplart ve derin ¢anaklardan
olusur. Goger topluluk agir olan bu malzemeyi bir
sonraki kamp yerine taginmak yerine yeni kamp yerinde
ihtiyaci kadar tekrar iiretir. Arkeolojik dolgularda geride
birakilmis az sayida malzeme arasinda bulunan agir tag
dibekler ve ogiitme taslar1 gibi, giinlimiiz gogerleri de
tahil dovmede kullanilan tas dibekler, ahsap balyozlar ve
tas havanellerini ardinda birakir'®. Bu topluluklar besin
ve glinliik esyalarini (dokuma, hasir, sepet, drgii) agirlikli
olarak kendileri tiretmekle birlikte, yerlesik topluluklarin
kullandig1 egyalar da kullanir.

MiIMARi KALINTILAR

Ilisu Baraji kurtarma projesi kapsaminda 2000-
2013 yillar1 arasinda kazilan Salat Tepe’nin Geg
Tung Cagi ortalarinda terk edilmesinin ardindan
yakin zamana kadar gocer gruplar tarafindan kishk
konaklama alan1 olarak kullanildig1 anlasilmistir.
Salat Tepe III yerlesimleri Demir Cagi boyunca
kullanilan agik alanlar ve ¢ukur evlerden olusmus!!,
Roma Imparatorluk déoneminden (IV-3) itibaren Orta
Cag (IV-2) ve Yeni Cagda (IV-1) birbiri ile baglantisi
bulunmayan duvar kalintilar1 ile ¢ok sayida ocak ve
tandir ile bazi depolama g¢ukurlari agiga ¢ikmistir'2

(Sek. 3).

En istteki tabaka (IV-1) tas ve kerpi¢ duvar pargalari
ile bunlarla birlikte kullanildigr diisiiniilen tandir
kalintilarindan olusmaktadir. L 12 ag¢masi ile K-L
13 agmalarinin bati yarisinda agiga c¢ikan duvarlar

10 Polat 2013: 68, Res. 111-113.
11 Okse 2015.
12 Okse 2012: 10-12, Tablo 3.
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Sekil 3: Salat Tepe — Dénem IV Plani / Salat Tepe - Period IV Plan

koseleri yuvarlatilmig dortgen bi¢imli birer mekéni
cevreleyecek sekilde, 50cm kalinlikta, tek sira
kerpigle Oriilmiis duvar parcalaridir'®>. Duvarlarin
olusturdugu planin tahmini tamamlanmasi, bunlarin
birbirinin {izerine insa edildigini gostermektedir
(Sek. 4:1). Buna gore kerpi¢ duvarlar farkli yillarda
kullanilmis olmalidir. A¢gmanin kuzey bdliimiinde yer
alan, koseleri yuvarlatilmig dortgen bigimli pisé duvar
da bu tabaka icerisinde degerlendirilmistir. Tepenin
batisindaki M6 ac¢masinda dogal aliivyon dolgu
iizerine kurulmusg kavisli tag temel {izerinde pisé duvar
kalintilar1 belirlenmistir'#. Duvarin yuvarlak planl bir
cadir1 ¢evreledigi, disindaki, kuzeye dogru algalan bir
ot y18in1 ¢evresine sivanan ¢amura ait hafif yanik hat,
burada bir saman deposunun bulunabilecegi izlenimini
birakmistir.

13 Okse 2005: 792, Fig. 1-2; Okse/Alp 2002: 645-670: 464, Sek. 2.
14 Okse/Alp 2011: 768, Sek. 2b.

|_| Salat Tepe 1V-1
Salat Tepe 1V-2

P
B Salat Tepe 1V-3

T  Tandir
s=  Tag
o Kerpig

Kerpi¢ duvarlarm altinda (IV-2) ¢amur harci kullanilarak
toplama taglarla 6riilmiis duvar pargalari agiga ¢ikmustir'
(Sek. 4:2). L 13 agmasimin ortasinda yer alan dogu-bat1
dogrultulu tag duvar pargasinin tag siralar1 arasinda
saptanan c¢amur harci katmanlari, duvarin onarilarak
yeniden kullanildigina isaret etmektedir. Bu tabakaya
ait duvarlar agmalarin tamaminda belirlenmistir. L 12
acmasinda keskin kdseler olusturan tas duvar pargalari
ile yaklasik 2.5 m capinda dairesel dizilmis taglardan
olusan kalintilar, burada dortgen ve dairesel c¢adirlarin
kullanildigina isaret etmektedir. L 14 agmasinin giiney
tarafinda aciga ¢ikan tag duvarin kdsesi yuvarlaktir.

En alt tabaka (IV-3) da tas dizileri ve tandir kalintilarindan
olugmaktadir. K 13 agmasimin kuzey yarisinda yer alan
iki sira halinde paralel désenmis tas dizileri, buradaki
bir tag duvarin kalintis1 olup, 1V-2 tabakasindaki tas
duvar bunun iizerine insa edilmistir. L 12 agmasindaki

15 Okse/Alp 2002: 654-656.
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L12 A¢masinda Tas Duvar Pargalar1 / The Walls Around the Tents at Salat Tepe: 1. Pieces of Stone and Mud Brick Walls Built on Top of

Each Other in Trench K13; 2. Pieces of Stone Walls in Trench L12

cok evreli genis tag duvarin altinda da IV-3 agmasina
ait tag dizilerinin bulunmasi, baz1 barinaklarin dénemler
boyunca ayn1 konuma kuruldugunu gosterir niteliktedir.
Buradaki tas duvarin digerlerinin 3-4 kati genislikte
olmasi, buraya 6zel dnem verildiginin gostergesi olarak
nitelenmektedir.

Birbiriyle baglantis1 bulunmayan diiz ya da kavisli
tag, kerpi¢ ve pisé duvar pargalarindan olusan mimari
kalintilar  ¢adirlarin  ¢evresine oriilen  koruyucu
duvarlarin  kalintilar1  olarak  degerlendirilmektedir.
Anadolu’da genellikle yazin faal olan gecici yerlesim
birimlerinde kullanilan en yaygin barinak kegi kilindan
dokunan “Kara Cadir”dir (Kil Cadir)'® (Sek. 5). Cadir
dortgen bigimli, 3-5 direk tarafindan tasinan 4,5-9 metre
uzunlugunda ve 3-5 metre veya daha fazla genislikte
bir iist par¢a ve ihtiyaca gore artirilabilen, 3-5 kanattan
olusur!’. Anadolu’da yakin zamana kadar kullanilan
“Topak Ev”ler, ahgap iskelet lizerine iplerle kege ya da
dokumalar tutturularak kurulan, ¢aplar1 3-5 m arasinda
degisen, 2-2.5m yiikseklikte yuvarlak planli ¢adirlardir's.
Cadirlara yagmur suyunun veya hayvanlarin girmesini
onlemek amaciyla ¢evrelerine bir ya da iki siradan olugan
hargsiz tas veya kerpigten, yaklasik 1 m yiikseklikte,
ortalama 50 cm kalinlikta, ¢adirin sekline gore oval
ya da kosgeleri yuvarlatilmis dortgen bigimli duvarlar
oriilmektedir’. Cadirlarin ¢evresi bazen dallardan
yapilan ¢it veya cayirdan kesilen ¢imli toprak karelerinin

16 Giirbliz 1997: 188-189; 1998: 118-119; Kili¢ 2014: 6-7; Kutlu
1992: 63 (dipnot 11: Johansen 1966: 44; Eren 1984: 61).

17 Glingor 1941: 49; Er6z 1991; 93, 97; Yakar 2000: 214-215.

18 Glingor 1941: 49; Yalman 1977: 245-246; Giirbiiz 1997: 186-
190; Yakar 2000: 215.

1 Dénmez 2016: 132; Yazgan 2013: 104-105.

tist tiste dizilmesiyle gevrelenir®. Tek sira halinde dikey
cubuklarin topraga saplanmasi ve yatay dallar ya da ip ile
oriilmesinden olugan gitlerin arkeolojik kalintilar1 oval
ya da dortgen bigimli bir alan1 ¢evreleyen kiigiik oyuklar
dizisi seklinde ortaya ¢ikar?!.

Cadirlar genellikle tag veya kerpig dizileri ile gevrelenir®.
Denizli yakinmindaki iki antik kentte, Hierapolis® ve
Laodekia’da (13. yiizyil)* belirlenen dortgen ve dairesel
planli tag siralart Ortacagda konar-gdger cadirlarinin
cevresine orta biiyiikliikteki taglarin har¢siz bigimde
birkag sira dizilmesinden olusan algak duvarlara ait
olmalidir (Sek. 6). Yukar1 Firat havzasinda belirlenen,
yayilimlar1 0.5-0.6 hektar arasinda degisen iki alan® ile

20 Polat 2013: 61, Res. 64, 71-72.

2 Erken Transkafkas kiiltiirii toplulugunun Malatya-Arslantepe
VIBI1, Norsuntepe, Sakyol-Pulur ve Sos Hoylik’te dal orgii tek-
nigi ile inga edilmis ince duvarli yapilar (Sagona 1984: 80; Cribb
1991: 221; Sagona/Erkmen/Sagona/Thomas 1996a: 33; Sagona/
Erkmen/Sagona/Howells 1996b: 184, Lev. 4; Marro 2011: 293,
303-304) ile Geg¢ Tung Caginda Uctepe 10-9. Tabakalarmin
zayif tas temelli yapilart (Kéroglu 1998: 27-28; Ozfirat 2006:
33-34) ve Kavusan Hoyiik’te ii¢ yap1 katindan olusan dal 6rgii
kuliibeler (Kozbe 2008: 292-293), gbcer topluluklarin kislik ba-
rmaklaridir.

MO 1050-300 yillarinda Mersin Yumuktepe V. tabakada aciga
¢ikan, dere taglarmin ¢amurla tutturuldugu ince duvar pargasi
(Vb) ile cakil dosemeli taban pargasi (Va) (Sevin/Koroglu 2004:
75, Fig. 1, tab. 1) ile Salat Tepe III, Ziyarettepe, Kavusan Ho-
yiik, Hirbemerdon, Hakemi Use ve Kenan Tepe’de agiga ¢ikan
mimari kalintilar ve cukur evler (Okse 2015), gbcer toplulukla-
rin barinaklar olarak kullanilmstir.

2 Arthur 2006: Res. 14, 69.

24 Simsek 2013: Res. 276, 284.

5 Ozdogan 1977: 122-124.
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Sekil 5: Oyuktas Kéyii, Kozluk/Batman (Nurettin Vural 2015): 1. Yaylaya Ctknms Koyun Siiriisii, Arka Planda Cadir I¢in Hazirlanmis

4]

Dortgen Tag Duvar; 2. Cadirlar Arasinda Bulundurulan Koyun Siiriisii; 3. Kara Cadirin Cevresindeki Tag Duvara Sabitlenmesi; 4. Cadir
Cevresindeki Tas Duvar Orgiisiiniin I¢ten Goriiniimii / Oyuktas Village, Kozluk/Batman 1. Sheep Grazing in Highlands, Quadrangular
Stone Wall for Tent in the Backplane; 2. Sheep Kept Between Tents; 3. Black Tent Fastened to the Stone Wall; 4. Stone Wall Around the

Tent from Inside

Han Ibrahim Sah A1 tabakasinda agiga ¢ikan® (Sek. 7)
dortgen big¢imli, yaklasik 7x3m boyutlarda kil ¢adirlar
ve ocaklardan olusan mimari kalintilar, Yakin Cag
gocerlerinin konaklama alani olarak nitelenmektedir?’.
Yukari Dicle havzasinda Ziyarettepe L1a tabakasi?® (Sek.
7) ile Hirbemerdon ¢evresindeki yaylalik alanda yapilan
ylizey arastirmalarinda cok sayida dortgen veya oval/
dairesel planli kuru tas dizilerinden olusan kalintilar®
ve Karacadag yaylaklar®*® 300 yildir kullanilmaktadir.
Agn platosunda yapilan bir arastirmaya gore’!, terk
edilen yayla yerlesimlerinde bu tip yapilarin {ist oOrtii
sistemleri yakacak olarak kullanildigindan, agikta kalan
duvarlarin yikilma siireci hizlanmaktadir. Yirmi yil
boyunca kullanilmayan yaylalarda duvarlarin yarisindan
fazlasinin yikildigi, 50 yil 6nce terk edilen yaylalarda
duvarlarin ¢ok az bir kisminin ayakta kaldig1 gézlenmistir.
Salat Tepe IV mimari kalintilar1 da bu baglamda ¢adirlar
cevreleyen duvarlar olarak nitelenmektedir.

% Ertem 1982: Lev. 34.

27 Cribb 1991: 219-220.

% Matney/Rainville/Kéroglu/Keskin/Vorderstrasse/Ozkul Findik/
Donkin 2007: 59, Fig. 53.

% Hammer 2014: 274-277, 281-284, Fig. 2-4, 8, 11-14.

30 Kilig 2014: 5, Res. 1-4, 6.

31 Cribb 1991; Polat 2013: 85, 53-54, 57, 59, 62-64, 84, Res. 31-
35, 44, 48, 56, 128, 134-136, 147-150.

Duvarlar arasinda kalan bos alanlarda ¢ok sayida tandir
ve ocak bulunmus, bunlardan bazilarinin iki evreli
inga Ozellikleri, bozulan tandirlarin tekrar onarilarak
kullanildig1 izlenimini birakmistir (Sek. 8). Hem firin
hem de ocak olarak kullanilabilen tandir, yerlesik
tarimci topluluklarda evlerin arasina, gdger topluluklarda
cadirlarin aralarinda kalan bos alanlara insa ederek
ortak kullanilmaktadir’?. Dibinde ates yakilarak tandir
duvarlarini sittiktan sonra, dipte kor halini almasi
beklenir ve pide haline getirilen hamur tandirin yan
cephelerine yapistirilarak ekmek pigirilir.  Tandirin
igerisine etin sarkitilarak uzun siirede pisirilmesi de
yaygin bir uygulamadir. Tandirlarin igerisinde, 1siya
maruz kalmalar1 nedeniyle rengi kirmiziya donmiis
kil dolgulari, dip boliimlerine dogru da kiilli yikinti
karisimlar: kalir.

Acik alanda yanan atesin cevresine konulan birkag
yiiksek tas iizerine tencere yerlestirilerek yemek
pisirmede kullanilan basit ocaklar, daha kolay insa
edilmeleri nedeniyle daha sik kullanilir. Genellikle
birbirine paralel ya da at nali bigimde dizilmis tas siralar
veya alcak kil duvarlar1 olan bu ocaklar giiniimiizde agik

32 Mulder-Heymans 2002: 2-5, Fig. 1A; Kogkli 2005: 158-159,
Fig. 15-18.
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Sekil 6: Hierapolis ve Laodikeia Stadium Goger Barinaklar1 / Nomadic Shelters in Hierapolis and Laodikeia Stadium (Donmez 2016:

Figs. 12-13)

havada ya da evlerin igerisindeki davlumbazli ocaklar
igerisinde kullanilmaktadir. Bu ocaklar sac ya da pismis
toprak tavada pide pisirmek veya lizerine demir ¢ubuklar
yerlestirilerek 1zgara i¢in kullanilir®.

Salat Tepe’de agiga ¢ikan cukurlar ortalama 1-1.5 m
derinlikte ve 2 m agiz ¢apinda, ¢an bigimli ya da sise
bi¢imlidir** (Sek. 9). Cukurlarin agiz kenarlar1 ¢evresi
yaklasik 1 m eninde kil ile stvanarak saglamlastirilmistir.
Cukurlarin kenarlarinda karbonlagsmis saman kalintilari
saptanmigtir. Anadolu yaylalarinda besin maddelerinin
disariya gore daha serin bir ortamda korunmasi amaciyla
kazilan 20-50 cm derinlikteki ¢ukurlarin cevresi tas
ile Oriiliip tizeri branda ya da dallarla o6rtiilmektedir®.
Tahil depolama ¢ukurlar1 genellikle yagmurdan en
az etkilenecek tepe istlerine agilmakta, hava ile
temasim1 daha iyi engelleyebilmek i¢in agizlar1 dar

33 Peters 1972: 166, Pl. 125:2; Akpolat/Aydin/Eser/Tosun 2001:
359.

3 Okse/Alp 2011: 760-762, Sek. 3, 14-15.

35 Polat 2013: 60, Res. 63.

kazilmakta, kenarlar1 samanla beslenip ortalarina iiriin
yerlestirildikten sonra agizlar1 kil ile sivanarak gukura
nem ve hava girisi engellenmektedir®®.

MEZARLAR

Salat Tepe Yeni ve Yakin Caglarda mezarlik olarak da
kullanilmigtir. Bunlar basit toprak mezar tipinde olup,
bireyler baglar1 batiya, ayaklar1 doguya gelecek sekilde
sirt Ustil yatirilmustir. Tepe tizerine kazilan 20 mezarin®’
bazilar1 Donem IV-1 duvarlarinin altinda kalmis
oldugundan Dénem IV ile eszamanli olmalidir. Digerleri
acik kullanim alanlarina gomiildiiglinden, stratigrafik
konumlar1 tespit edilememistir. Bir mezarin {izerine
yerlestirilen moloz taglar arasinda bir adet yazili mezar
tas1 bulunmustur (Sek. 10). iki parca halinde ag13a ¢ikan
tagin bagka bir mezardan buraya getirilmis olabilecegi
degerlendirilmektedir. Giiney etek kesimine kazilan®’

36 Peters 1979: 127-134: 128-129, Fig. 2; Seeher 2000: 261-269.
7 Okse/Alp 2002: 648, Sek. 7-8; 2011: 758.
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Sekil 8: Salat Tepe L14 A¢masi: 1. Genel Goriiniimii: Yukarida Tas Duvar ve Silo, Ortada ki Tandir, Asagida Kiip (L14/0032/S/01); 2.
Ortadaki Iki Evreli Tandirdan Ayrinti / Salat Tepe Trench L14: 1. General View: Stone Wall And Granary Pit Above, Two Tandoors in the
Middle, A Pithos Below; 2. Detail From A Two-Phased Tandoor in the Middle

e : il Rl - e
Sekil 9: Salat Tepe Depolama Cukurlari: 1. L13 Ag¢masi Silo Dibi; 2. L13 Agmasi Kuzeybati Kenarinda Sise Bigimli Silo Profili; 3.
L12 Agmasi Dogu Profilinde Can ve Trapez Bigimli Silo Profilleri / Salat Tepe Storage Pits: 1. Floor of A Granary Pit in Trench L13;
2. Section of A Bottle-Shaped Granary Pit at the North-Western Board of Trench L13; 3. Sections of A Bell-Shaped and A Trapezoidal

Granary Pit at the Eastern Board of Trench L12

mezarin iizeri ortalama 13cm capta aga¢ govdeleri ile Burada agiga ¢ikan 57 bireyin yarisindan fazlasini
ortiilmis, bireylerin ylizleri giineye ¢evrilmis olup, (%53) bebek ve g¢ocuklar, yarisina yakinini eriskinler
diizenli bir mezarlik goriinimiindedir® (Salat Tepe (%47) olusturmaktadir. Antropolojik arastirmalara gore
Donem V) (Sek. 11). eriskin kadinlar ortalama 36-37 yil, erkekler ortalama

39-40 yil yasamiglardir®. En erken 6liim yasi 0-5, en

3% Okse 2004: 609, Sek. 21. * Uysal 2013: 213, 218.
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Sekil 10: Salat Tepe L14 Ac¢masi: 1. Silonun Bozdugu Bir Tas Duvar Parcasi ile Mezar, 2. Mezar Uzerindeki Yazili Mezar Tasi

(L14/0031/R/01,03) / Salat Tepe Trench L14: 1. Piece of A Stone Wall And Burial Disturbed by A Granary Pit, 2. Inscribed Grave Stone

on the Burial

geg Oliim yas1 50 olarak belirlenmistir. Bireylerde genel
olarak enfeksiyon hastaliklari, bebek ve g¢ocuklarda
demir eksikligi anemisi, eriskin bireylerde fiziksel
aktivite kaynakli oldugu disiiniilen eklem hastaliklari
ve travmalar, ii¢ bireyde clizam lezyonlar1 belirlenmistir.
Bebek ve ¢ocuk mezarlarinda cam boncuklardan olusan
takilar*® bulunurken bir eriskin mezarinda 33 boncuklu
tespih, bir digerinin sol elinin yliziik parmaginda bakirdan
bir yiiziik ele gegmistir. Bebek ve ¢ocuklarin takilarla
gomiildiigii Erken Islami doénem mezarlari Mardin
Daglarinin giineyindeki Girnavaz’da agiga ¢ikmigtir!,

KUGUK BULUNTULAR

Salat Tepe’de ¢akil taban, duvar pargalar1 ve tandirlardan
olusan Orta Cag ve Yeni/Yakin Cag kalintilarina (Dénem
1V) iliskin dolgularda da az sayida malzeme ele gegmistir.
Kii¢iik buluntularin biiylik boliimii islevi tamamlanmig
erzak cukurlar1 igerisinde biriken dolguda veya duvar
kalintilarinin bulundugu seviyedeki kiiltiir dolgusunda
ele gecmistir.

Kiigiik boyutlu agirlik taglarindan birisi yassi (ortalama
2cm kalinlikta), oval bigimli taglarin dar ucuna yakin
bir deligin a¢ilmasiyla iiretilmistir; boyutlart 10x4cm ile
17x8cm arasinda degisen bu agirliklar dokuma agirligi
olabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir (Sek. 12). ikinci agirlik
tipi, dogal delikleri olan gri dere taslarindan, delikleri
diizeltilerek iiretilmistir. Deliklerinin matkapla agildigt,

% Okse 2004: sek. 25; Okse/Alp 2002: Sek. 9-10.
41 Erkanal 1983: 132-133; 1984: 123.

m; s e A el

Sekil 11: Salat Tepe G11-12 A¢malarindaki Mezarlik Alani / The
Cemetery at Salat Tepe Trenches G11-12

T4 b TH

deliklerdeki dairesel paralel izlerden anlasilmaktadir.
Bu tip agirliklarin boyutlar1 2x3cm ile 5x6cm arasinda
degismektedir. Kullanim amaglarinin balik ag1 agirhig
olabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir.

Sert bir kaya¢ olmasi nedeniyle bazalttan iiretilen
havanlar ve havanelleri, kirildig1 i¢in kullanilamaz hale
gelmesi nedeniyle geride birakilmis gériinmektedir (Sek.
13). Bir havaneli kenarlar1 yuvarlatilmis dortgen prizma
bicimli, ezgi yilizeyi ve tutma ucu bombe bigimlendirilmis
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Sekil 12: Salat Tepe’de Bulunan Agirlik Taslari: 1. Yasst Agirlik (K12/0013/R/01); 2-4. Cakil Tas1 Agirliklar
(L13/0040/R/02; L12/0058/R/01; K12/0031/R/01) / Weight Stones in Salat Tepe: 1: Flat Weight;, 2-4: Pebble

Stone Weights

Sekil 13: Salat Tepe’de Bulunan Havanlar ve Havanelleri: 1. Havaneli (L12/0059/R/03), 2. Havan Gévdesi
(L14/0004/R/01); 3-5. Havana Déniistiiriilen Ogiitme Tas1 Pargalar: (L12/0060/R/02; K13/0025/R/01; K11/0021/R;

K12/0015/R/01; L12/0060/R/01) / Mortars and Pestles Found at Salat Tepe: 1. Pestle, 2. Mortar; 3-5. Pieces of

Grinding Stones Converted to Mortars

olup 8.3 cm uzunlukta, enli 6giitme yiizeyi 4.6x3.3 cm
boyutlardadir. Sadece dip kismi korunmus, iist govdesi
kirilmis ve kenarlart aginmis havan govdesi derin ¢anak
bicimlidir. Gozenekli bazalt tagindan {iretilmis 6giitme
taglarinin zamanla kirilarak 6zgiin bigimin yitirmesinden
sonra diiz Oglitme ylizeylerine sig cukurlar agilarak
havan olarak kullanilmaya devam edildigi goriillmektedir.
Bazalt taginin Salat Tepe g¢evresinde bulunmayist ve
en yakin kaynagin Karacadag kiitlesi olmast nedeniyle

kirilan 6gilitme taslarinin bu sekilde ikincil olarak kiigiik
malzemenin 6giitlilmesine kullanilacak bi¢ime getirildigi
anlagilmaktadir. Bu tip havanlar az miktarda malzeme,
Ornegin baharat veya kok boya ezilmesi i¢in kullanilmig
olmalidir. Salat Tepe’de ele gecen dairesel bigimli,
tutamakli tas ile somun bi¢imli dgiitme taglarinin kirik
parcalarindan iretilen benzeri 6rnekler, ikincil kullanima
taniklik etmektedir.
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Sekil 14: Salat Tepe’de Bulunan Somun Bigimli Ogiitme Taslari: 1. Ogiitme Tasinin Ogiitme Canag1 Uzerindeki
Konumunu Gésterir Temsili Cizim; 2-3. Ogilitme Taslar1 (K13/0025/R/02; K12/0019/R/01); 4. Bulgur Kirma Tas1

(Destar), Biiyiikkmutlu Koyii, Virangehir, Sanlwurfa, 2015 (Mesut Vural) / Loaf-Shaped Grinding Stones from Salat
Tepe: 1. Representation of the Position of Grinding Stone on Grinding Bowl; 2-3: Grinding Stones; 4. Stone for
Grinding Bulgur (Destar), Biiyiikmutlu Village, Virangehir, Sanlwrfa, 2015

Tahil 6giitmede kullanilan somun bi¢imli taglar genellikle
gozenekli bazalt tagindan iiretilmistir (Sek. 14). Ortalama
23-35x15-16 x 5-6cm boyutlardaki bu taslarin ezgi yiizeyi
diiz, elle tutularak hareket ettirilecek olan iist ylizeyi
bombe bigimlendirilmistir. Bu tip 6glitme taslar1 genis
ve lizeri diize yakin bigimlendirilmis 6glitme canaklari
iizerine, diiz yiizeyi alta gelecek sekilde yerlestirilerek,
dizleri {izerinde oturan bir kisinin tas1 ileri-geri hareket
ettirmesiyle tahillarin  Ggiitilmesinde  kullanilmisgtir.
Gilintimiizde halen bulgur kirmada kullanilan 6gilitme
taglar1 ise disk bigimli iki tas levhadan olugmakta,
ustteki levhaya agilan bir delige takilan kulp yardimiyla
gevrilerek kullanilmaktadir.

Salat  Tepe’deki  toplulugun  dokuma  {irettigi
anlagilmaktadir. Pigmis topraktan veya kemikten iiretilen
agirsaklar kirmenin ucuna gegirilerek yiinden ip egirmede
kullanilir (Sek. 15). Ortalama 2.5-3.5cm ¢aplarda diizgiin
dairesel sekilde iretilen agirsaklarin bir yiizeyi diiz,
diger ylizeyi konik veya basik kiiresel bigcimlendirilir.
Uzunlamasina tam merkezden agilan deliginden
kirmenin ucuna takilir, kirmen dondiiriildiiglinde dengeli
donmesini saglar. Gilinlimiizde kirsal alanda halen yiin
egirmede kullanilan ig ve kirmenlerin ucuna agirsaklar
takilarak ip egrilir ve bu yiinden kilimler ve ¢uvallar
dokunur (Sek. 16).

El tezgahlarinda ¢ozgii/eris(dikey sarilan ipler) iplerinin
arasindan mekikle gegirilen atki (yatay gecirilen ipler)
iplerle dokumanin Salat Tepe toplulugunca da iiretildigi

anlasilmaktadir. Atki iplerini ¢dzgi ipleri arasindan
gecirmede kullanilan mekik ince uzun, yiizeyi pliriizsiiz
bir alettir. Salat Tepe IV dolgularinda tastan iiretilmis bir
mekik 7cm uzunlukta olup {izerinde kazima ¢arp1 igareti
bulunmaktadir (Sek. 15:4). Deri gibi sert maddeleri
dikmek tizere ip gecirmek amaciyla kullanildigi
diisliniilen bir kemik delici 3.5cm uzunluktadir (Sek.
15:3). Bir silo igerisinde ele gegen bir yiiksiik, tascik
katkili agitk kahverengi kil hamurundan kabaca
bigimlendirilmis, yiizeyi islenmeden birakilmigtir (Sek.
15:5). Yiiksik 3cm yiikseklikte, agiz ¢api 2cm olup,
olasilikla sert malzemenin dikilmesi sirasinda igneyi
itmek i¢in parmaga takildig1 diistiniilmektedir.

Demir ve tungtan iretilmis ¢iviler, tun¢ kaziyicilar,
ok uclar1 ve olta uglar1 da Orta Cag ve Yeni Cag
topluluklarinca kullanilan aletler arasindadir*?. Salat Tepe
IV dolgularinda ele gegen tunctan kulak kasigi 14cm
uzunluktadir ve ucundaki kiigiik s1 kagik 1cm capindadir
(Sek. 17:1). Benzeri aletlerin Roma Déneminde yaralarin
temizlenmesinde kullanildigi bilinmektedir®. Tungtan
tiretilmis, sap dilli ok ucunun namlusu baklava bigimlidir
(Sek. 17:2). Ok ucu bulunmasi, buradaki toplulugun
avlanmak ve savunmak amaciyla bu tip silahlan
kullandigina isaret etmektedir. Tungtan iretilmis bir
olta ignesi de toplulugun besin ekonomisini balikg¢ilikla
destekledigini kanitlar niteliktedir (Sek. 17:3).

42 Okse 2004: 629, Sek. 25.
43 Uzel 2000: 69, Lev. XII-XIII.
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Sekil 15: Salat Tepe’de Bulunan Dokuma Aletleri: 1. Kemik Agirsaklar (L13/0084/Q/01); 2. Pismis Toprak
Agirsaklar (M13/0075/S/01); 3. Kemik Biz (L130041h01); 4. Tas Mekik; 5. Pismis Toprak Yiiksiik (L13/0060/S/01)

| Weaving Tools in Salat Tepe: 1. Bone Spindle Whorls; 2. Terracotta Spindle Whorls; 3. Bone Awl; 4. Stone
Weaver's Shuttle, 5. Terracotta Thimble

Sekil 16: Gogerlerin Dokuma Uretimi, Yeni Mahalle (Meydana Selik) K&yii, Giiglitkonak/Sirnak (Mesut Vural, 2016): 1. Kirmenle
Yiin Egiren Hatun (Xate) Timurtas (57); 2. Cuval; 3. Kege / Textile Production by A Nomadic Community in Yeni Mahalle (Meydana
Selik) Village of Giicliikonak/Surnak: 1. Hatun (Xate) Timurtas (57) Spinning Wool,; 2. Sack; 3. Felt
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Sekil 17: Salat Tepe’de Bulunan Kiigiik Buluntular: 1. Tungtan Uretilmis Kulak Kasig1; 2. Ok Ucu; 3. Olta ignesi; 4. Pismis Toprak
Kandil Pargas1 (L14/0017/S/01); 5. Pismis Toprak Pipo Pargasi (K12/0001/S/01) / Small Finds From Salat Tepe: 1. Bronze Ear
Spoon; 2. Arrow Head; 3. Fish Hook; 4. Piece of Terracotta Lamp; 5. Piece of Terracotta Pipe

Bizans donemine ait kalip isi pismis toprak kandil
pargalari* (Sek. 17:4) ile Osmanl donemi tabakalarinda
sikca rastlanan pigmis toprak pipo parcalart (Sek.
17:5) bulunmaktadir. Hasankeyf’te ele gecen benzeri
buluntular16-18. yiizyillara aittir®.

Pismis topraktan tretilmis kaplarin kirik parcalarmin
¢ogu pisirme, kizarma ve sofra kaplarina aittir ve
genellikle kaba kahverengi hamurlu kaplar kullanilmistir
(Sek. 18). Bunlar arasinda agik kahverengi yiizeyli
kulplu ¢omlekler, tarak bezemeli ¢omlekler ve iizerinde
parmak baskilar1 olan kabartma seritlerle bezeli kiiplere
ait gdvde parcalar ile disk bi¢imli kiip kapaklarina ait
parcalar bulunmaktadir. Saman katkili bej hamurdan
iretilen ¢omleklere ait pargalarin yani sira yesilimsi
krem hamurdan iretilmis yalin ylizeyli testi ve
¢omlekler en yogun grubu olusturmaktadir. Kendinden
astarl sirsiz seramikler bilyiik oranda Hasankeyf’de?,

# Okse/Alp 2002: 657.

% Ozkul-Findik 2008, 135-136, Lev. 43: 793-794; Uysal 2007,
Res. 6,7, 9.

% Ozkul-Findik 2008, Lev. 37: 697, 39: 719-720, 42: 778-779,
136.

Anadolu?, Iran ve Suriye’deki*® benzerlerine gére 9-14.
ylizyillara tarihlenmistir. Kaba kirmizi hamurlu kaplar
Orta Firat havzasinda Gritille ve Lidar Hoyiik® ile Tille
ve Tagkun Kale’de®, Erzurum platosunda Sazpekler!,
Yukar1 Dicle havzasinda Hasankeyf?, Orta Firat
havzasinda Samsat®, Iran ve Artuklu’* seramikleri ile
karsilastirilarak 12-14. ylizyillara tarihlenmistir. Kalip
baski teknigi ile bi¢imlendirilen kabartma (barbotin)
bezemeli®, krem rengi sirsiz kaplara ait parcalar (Sek.
19) Hasankeyf*® ve Samsat Hoyiik’te>’ bulunan, 12-14.
yiizyillara tarihlenen kaliplarla benzer niteliktedir. Bu
bezeme sekli Iran’da 10-14. yiizyillarda, Suriye’de 12-
14. yiizyillarda uygulanmistir®®. Yesil sirli kaplara ait

47 Bohlendorf-Arslan 2007, Fig. 1.

4 Bartl 1994, Lev. 23.

4 Redford 1998, 107.

30 McNicoll 1983, 17-19.

51 Tekinalp/Ekim 2005, Lev. I T 6; 18: 12, 35: 7.
52 Ozkul-Findik 2008, 129-130.

33 Bulut 2000, 17.

¢ Mason 1997, 103-135; Ozkul-Findik 2008, 137-139.
5 Tungel 2002.

56 Ozkul-Findik 2008, 129.

57 Bulut 1984.

38 Watson 2004, 106-127; Bartl 1994, Lev. 4: 7.
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Sekil 18: Salat Tepe’de Bulunan Pigmis Toprak Yalin Kaplar: 1. Cift Kulplu Testi (K13/0023/S/02); 2. Tek Kulplu Testi
(K13/0030/S); 3. Kiip (L14/0032/S/01) / Plain Pottery from Salat Tepe: 1. Double Handled Jug; 2. One Handled Jug, 3. Pithos

Sekil 19: Salat Tepe’de Bulunan Bezemeli Pismis Toprak Kap Parcalari: 1. Kazima ve Kabartma Bezemeli (L14/0010/S); 2. Kalip
Bezemeli (L13/0070/S, L13/0076/S) / Decorated Pot Sherds from Salat Tepe: 1. Incised And Relief Decorated; 2. Mould Decorated

parcalar®® Hasankeyf ornekleri ile karsilastirilarak MO
11-13. yiizyillara tarihlenmigtir®.

L14 agmasinda yilizey topragmin hemen altindaki
moloz tas doseli tabanda ele gegen taki, altin bir telin
kivrilmasiyla yay olusturacak sekilde bigimlendirilmistir
(Sek. 20). Yayin i¢ Kisminda iki yanmi nokta dizisi

» Okse/Alp 2002: 650-651.
60 Ozkul-Findik 2008: 130; Moore 1993; Fehervari 2000: 133-141.

ile bezenmis 1.48 mm kalinliktaki seridin iist ve alt
kenarlarinda {iger topguktan olugsan bezekler yer alir.
Kiipenin alt kisminda agagiya sarkan bir iiggen de ayni
teknikle eklenmistir. Diiz kismin yay ile birlestigi iki
ucta birer halka bulunmaktadir. Depolama gukurlar1 ve
dolgularda ele gegen, rengi ve dokusu kaliteli delikli
yassi taslarin da taki olarak kullanildigi diistiniilmektedir.
Dolgularda ele gecen kizil kahverengi, oval bigimli yass1
dere tasinin matkap ile delinmesiyle iiretilmis kolye
tanesi, cam bilezik parcalari, yilanbagh tun¢ bilezik
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Sekil 20: Salat Tepe’de Bulunan Siis Esyalari: 1. Altin Taki (L14/0011/V/03), 2. Tung Yiiziik, 3. Tas Kolye Tanesi (L14/0006/R/01), 4.
Tung Halka, 5. Tung Bilezik, 6. Cam Bilezikler, 7. Tun¢ Kemer Tokasi, 8. Kiregtast Diigme (L11/0007/R/03) / Ornaments from Salat
Tepe: 1. Gold Jewellery, 2. Bronze Ring, 3. Stone Pendant, 4. Bronze Ring, 5. Bronze Bracelet, 6. Glass Bracelets, 7. Bronze Belt Buckle,

8. Limestone Button

pargasi, tung halka (yiiziik?), diiz kash tung yiiziik ve tung
kemer tokasi, taki parcalarimi olusturmaktadir. Beyaz
tagtan dikdortgen prizma bi¢iminde kesilerek iiretilmis
diigmenin alt ylizeyi diiz olup, iplik gecirilebilmesi
icin iki delik agilmistir. Diigmenin iist yiizeyi prizma
bi¢ciminde yontulmus, iistii diizlestirilmis, list kenarlar
boyunca iiger cukurcuk agilmistr.

BESIN EKONOMISI

Yukar1 Dicle havzasi halen yillik ortalama 500-600 mm
yagis almakta, tahillar (bugday, arpa) ve baklagiller
(mercimek) yetistirilir; hayvanciligin % 82,5 kadar
koyun ve kegi siiriilerinden olusmaktadir. Salat Tepe’de
bulunan silo ¢ukurlar1 ve kiil katmanlar igerisinde en
yogun grubu yine kabuklu arpa, karikli bugday, kaplica
bugdayr ve ekmeklik/sert bugday kaydedilmistir®'.
Baklagiller arasinda en yogun grubu mercimek tohumlari
olusturmus, bir silo ¢ukurunda da basta burgak taneleri
olmak {izere yonca, ii¢giil, Trifolicac oymag1 gibi yem
bitkileri depolanmistir. Bu bulgular, agirlikli olarak
hayvancilikla gegindikleri diisliniilen topluluklarin
tarim iiriinlerini hem kendi beslenmeleri hem de hayvan
yemi olarak kiglik yerlesimlerinde depoladiklarini
gostermektedir. Cukurlarin  hacimleri yaklasik 8
metrekiip (8000 litre) olarak hesaplanmaktadir. Bir litre
bugdayin agirlign ortalama 0.66 kg oldugundan, Salat
Tepe’deki silo ¢ukurlarinin her biri yaklasik 5300 kg
arpa depolamaya uygundur. Erigkin bir bireyin yillik
tahil tiiketimi®* g6z 6niine alindiginda, bu miktarda arpa
yaklasik 18-19 kisinin y1llik besini olabilecektir.

¢! Cihangir 2006: 86-87.
92 Yakar 2000: 176, 186, 191.

OrtaCagvesonrasinaaitazsayidahayvankemiginden%70
kadarin1 (90 parca) evcil kegiler (caprinae)ve koyunlar
(ovis) olusturmus, evcil sigir (bovine) kemikleri %20
(24 parga) oraninda temsil edilmistir®. Av hayvanlarina
ait kemikler %10 oraninda ele ge¢mistir; sekiz adet
yaban domuzuna (suidae), geyige (cervidae)ait ti¢c kemik
ve iki boynuz parcasi ele gecmistir (Sek. 21). Tilbesar
Hoytik ve Salat Tepe’nin Orta Cag kontekstlerinde evcil
keci kemiklerinin agirlikli olmasina karsin Gritille Orta
Cag tabakasinda tiiketilen hayvanlarin yarisina yakimini
domuz olusturmusgtur. Atgillere (equidae) ait kemiklere
Gritille ve Tilbesar’da rastlanmasina karsin Salat Tepe’de
bulunmamigtir. Diyarbakir havzasinda halen agirlikli
olarak kiiclikbas hayvan (koyun ve ke¢i) yetistiriciligi
stirmektedir®.

YASAM ALANI VE NUFUS

Salat Tepe’de kazilan 700m2 alanda eszamanli olarak
kullanilmis ka¢ cadir bulunabilecegi belirlenememis,
ancak, biiylik boliimiiniin tandir ve ocaklarin bulundugu
acik alanlardan olustugu belirlenmistir. Tepe lizerinde
cadir kurulabilecek diiz alanda en fazla 8-10 g¢adirin
kurulabilecegi anlagilmistir. Duvar kalintilarina gore L 12
acmasinda aciga cikan dairesel tas dizisi yaklagik 2.5m
capinda bir dairesel ¢adirin varligina isaret etmektedir.
Bu kiigiik ¢adirin 5m? yiiz6lglimiinde kiigiik gocuklar
olan 4-5 kisilik kiiciik bir ailenin yasayabilecegi
hesaplanabilecektir®®. L 14 agmasinin kuzey boliimiinde
yer alan pise duvarin g¢evreledigi alan 3m genisliktedir,
ancak uzunlugu oOl¢iilememistir. Uzunlugu 5m oldugu
taktirde bu ¢adirin 15m? yiiz6l¢iimiinde olabileceginden

% Silibolatlaz Baykara 2016: 19-20, Fig. II, TV.
¢ Cagliyan/Durmus 2010: 33-34.
65 Okse 2016: 53.
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hareket edilerek burada 10 kisilik bir ailenin
geceleyebilecegi One siiriilebilecektir. Diger agmalarda
belirlenen koseleri yuvarlatilmig dortgen mekanlar
cevreleyen kerpi¢ duvarlarin 6lgiilebilen uzunluklart
1.5-3.5m arasinda, tas duvarlarin da uzunluklar 2-4m
arasinda degismekte olup, bunlarin c¢evreledikleri
mekanlarin genislikleri veya uzunluklar: dl¢iilememistir.

Antalya Ili Kas Ilgesine bagli Sarilar K&yii’'niin Baglica
Mevkii’nde oturan Osman Levent’ten Arkeolog Hiisniye
Levent tarafindan aktarilan bilgiye gore yaylaya ¢ikan
topluluklar 7-8 ¢adirdan olugmakta, mutfak ve yikama
igleri digarida yapilmakta, kil ¢adirlar ortalama 3x5
metre (15m2) boyutlardan baglayarak ihtiyaca gore
biiyiitiilmektedir. Bir kil ¢adirlarda en fazla 15 kisinin
yasadig1 belirtilmistir. Dogu Anadolu yaylalarinda da
Goger agsiretlerinin ortalama 2000 c¢adirdan olusmasina
karsin, hayvanlarin otlaklar arasinda paylastirilmasini
saglamak amaciyla bir kamp yerinde ona yakin ¢adirin
bulundugu gruplar halinde konaklanmaktadir®. Salat Tepe
IIIB Dénemine (MO 8.-7. yiizyillar) ait, farkli caplarda
sekiz ¢ukur evden olusan gegici konaklama alaninda
en fazla 110 kisilik bir toplulugun konaklayabilecegi
hesaplanmistir®”. Buna gore Salat Tepe IV toplulugunun
da yaklagik ayni sayida bireyden olusmasi miimkiindiir.

% Yakar 2006: 49.
67 Okse 2016: 61-62.
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Gilinlimiizde Diyarbakir havzasinda ¢ok az sayida
kom (Kiiciikbag hayvan c¢iftligi) ve yayla yerlesmesi
bulunmaktadir®®, Giineydogu Toros Daglarinda goger
niifusun beste birini, kamp yerlerini otlaklari daha iyi
kullanabilecekleri mesafelerde, yaklasik 5-10 ¢adirdan
olusan gruplar®, beste dordiinii yaylacilik yapan tarimci
koyliiler olusturmaktadir. Kis aylarin1 Yukari Dicle
havzasinda gegiren gocer gruplarin niifusu 30-40 ile 150
aile arasinda degismektedir’. Hirbemerdon gevresinde
bulunan kislaklarda ortalama 6 ¢adirda yaklasik 50 kisilik
bir niifus ve 3000-4000 kiigiikkbas hayvan beslendigi,
ancak bazi kamp yerlerinde c¢adir sayisinin yirmiye
yaklastig1 belirlenmigtir’.

TARiHi SUREG

Salat Tepe IV dolgularindan ve Hirbemerdon ¢evresindeki
kamp yerlerinden toplanan pismis toprak kap parcalari, cam
ve metal malzeme pargalari 11. ylizyildan 19. yiizyila kadar
uzanan zaman araligina tarihlenmektedir. Bu tarihlerde Salat
Cay1 vadisinde kislayan gocer topluluklara iliskin ayrmntili
bilgi bulunmamakla birlikte, tarihi belgelere gore gesitli
goger gruplar kislar1 Yukart Dicle havzasinda gegirmistir.

% Cagliyan/Durmus 2010: 31. 1997 yili kdy envanter etiitlerine
gore havzada 1.225 koy, 174 mahalle, 1.140 mezra, 10 kom ve
152 yayla yerlesmesi mevcuttur.

9 Yakar 2006: 149.

" Cagliyan/Durmus 2010: 37-38, 41-42.

I Hammer 2014: 275, 285.
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Tarihi belgelere gore de Yukar1 Dicle havzasi 11.
ylizyildan itibaren Toros Daglarindaki yaylalarda
bahar ve yaz aylarin1 gegiren gocer gruplarin kiglak
alan1 olmustur. Bélgeye egemen olan Mervani emirligi
11. yiizyilda Biyiikk Selguklu sultan1 Alparslan
ve Nizamiilmiilk’ii desteklemis, Sultan Meliksah
doneminde Selguklu egemenligini kabul etmis (1086-
1093), Diyarbakir’a Sultan Sencer doneminde Tutus
(1097-1102) egemen olmustur’. Sultan I. Kiligarslan
1105 yi1linda bélgeyi kendisine baglayarak” yonetimini
Ymal oglu Ibrahim’e vermis ve Diyarbakir havzasim
1183 yilma kadar Inal (Yinal) Ogullar1 ydnetmistir’;
bu donemde Siileyman Sah da Birecik, Urfa ve
Diyarbakir kirsalinda yaylak ve kislak tutmustur.
Bolgeyi 1222/1223 yillarindan itibaren Eyyubiler,
Selguklular ve Harezmsahlara bagli Melik Mesud,
Anadolu Selguklu Sultani II. Giyas al-Din Kayhusrav
doneminde Konya’ya bagli subasilar yoOnetmistir.
Mogol istilas1 sirasinda bazi goger asiretleri bolgeden
ayrilmis”, Hiilagh Han doneminde Musul, Mardin ve
Diyarbakir cevresinde kurulan Diyarbakir eyaletini
1259 yilinda IV. Kili¢ Arslan, 1277-1298 yillarinda
Mogollara bagl Artuklular (ilhanli dénemi), 1298-
1393 yillarinda Mardin Artuklular1 yonetmistir’s.
[lhanli1 déneminde gdgerlerin besledigi her yiiz
koyundan birisi “Kopgur Vergisi” olarak alinmigtir’’.

Mogollarin 1335 yilinda ¢ekilmesinin ardindan Dogu
Anadolu’ya (Erzurum-Musul arasi) egemen olan
Karakoyunlu (1380-1469) hiikiimdar1 Bayram Hoca
Hiiseyin Beg yerel beylerden olusan orduyu Salat Cay1
kiyisinda yenmis ve bolgenin yonetimini, kendisine
bagliligi kabul eden Melik Adil’e vermistir’®.
Timur’un ordular1 1394 yilinda Diyarbakir ve Cizre
bolgesini istila etmis’, bir asiretler konfederasyonu
olarak  Diyarbakir’da  kurulan  Akkoyunlular’in

2 Bizbirlik 2002: 471; Sevim/Yiicel 1989: 205; Biger 2013: 237
(dipnot 4: Turan 1980: 157, 158, 160; Ripper 2012: 236, 237).

3 Biger 2013: 241-243 (dipnot 15: Sevim/Mergil 1995: 432 ve
dipnot 21: Turan 2004: 438, 439; Beysanoglu 1999: 64). Sul-
tan 1. Kilicarslan 1105 yilinda Silvan/Meyyafarikin’e egemen
olmus, Siverek, Ergani, Cermiik, Akil ve diger kaleler de Sel-
cuklulara baglamis, Amed emiri Ibrahim, Siirt emiri Kizilaslan,
Artukoglu Sokmen, Emir Sahruh ve Hiisaimeddin sultana bagli-
liklarint bildirmiglerdir.

7 Biger 2013: 241 (dipnot 13: Uremis 2005: 69). Selguklu Sultan
Mahmud bélgeyi 1121 yilinda 11 Gazi’ye 1kta etmis, 1142-1183
yillarinda Artuklular (Nisanoglu ve 1179 Selahaddin Eyyubi’ye
bagli Hisn-1 Keyfa Artuklulart) yonetmistir.

5 Biger 2013: 245-248 (dipnot 50: Turan 1973: 128).

76 Biger 2013: 249 (dipnot 56: Stimer 1992: 33).

7 Erkog 2015: 46.

8 Biger 2013: 251 (dipnot 61: Stimer 1992: 39). Karakoyunlu
Bayram Hoca Hiiseyin Beg ile savasan yerel beyler Hisn-1 Keyf
hiikiimdar1 Melik Adil, Bidlis hakimi Ziyaeddin, Mus hakimi
Semseddin, Ahlat hakimi Bahaeddin ve Silvan hakimi Zirki
Seyh Izzeddin’dir.

” Biger 2013: 255, dipnot 79, 257.

(1403-1508) Firat ile Dicle arasindaki bdlgeye
egemen olmasindan sonra Erzincan-Urfa-Diyarbakir
hattt Akkoyunlu ve Karakoyunlu savaslarina sahne
olmustur®. 1409 yilinda Karakoyunlu Kara Yusuf’un
Diyarbakir civarinda yendigi Akkoyunlu Kara Yiiliik
Osman Bey®, Timur’a baglanmasi karsiliginda
Diyarbakir’t ikta olarak almig®?, Aras ve Murat
Nehirleri havzasindan Yukar1 Dicle, Yukar1 Habur ve
Balih Nehirleri havzasina kadar genislettigi egemenlik
alaninda goger niifus artmistir®.

Akkoyunlu Uzun Hasan 1457 yilinda Karakoyunlu
Cihangah’1 Dicle yakinlarinda yenmis, ancak, 1478
yilindaki 6limiiniin ardindan Akkoyunlu federasyonu
dagilmig®* ve bolge 1508-1511 yillarinda Safevi Sahi
Ismail tarafindan fethedilmistir®>. Osmanli Sultani I.
Selim’in (1512-1520) Caldiran zaferinden sonra Seyh
Hiisamettin oglu Idris-i Bitlisi Urmiye Géliinden
Malatya ve Diyarbakir’a kadar uzanan bolgede
yasayan gocer asiretlerini Safevi Sahi Ismail’e kars:
orgiitlemistir®®. 1515 yilinda Sivas Beylerbeyi Sadi
Pasa ve Erzincan Beylerbeyi Akkoyunlu Biyikli
Mehmed Pasa, bu agiretler ile birlikte Diyarbakir’
fethetmis, Tunceli-Bing6l bodlgesinden Urfa-Sincar
hattina uzanan Diyarbakir Beylerbeyiligi (Eyalet-i
Diyar-1 Bekr) kurulmustur®’.

Osmanli arsiv belgelerine gore 16. yiizy1lda Anadolu
niifusunun yaklasik % 15 kadarini konargdgerler
olusturmus®®, toplam 7230 goger asiretinin yaklagik
dortte  biri  Glineydogu Anadolu  Bolgesinde
yasamistir®,  Diyarbakir  havzasinda  kiglayan,
Akkoyunlu Federasyonundan kalan ¢esitli “Bozulus”
agiretleri®® 1540 yilinda toplam niifusun onda birini

80 Uzungarsili 1984b: 188-190; Siimer 1992, 34; Emecen 2009:
66, 79-80; Biger 2013: 254.

81 Biger 2013: 251 (dipnot 65: Siimer 1992: 80; Akdeniz 2012:
37).

82 Biger 2013: 252 (dipnot 69: Uzungarsili 1984a: 269).

8 Biger 2013: 253 (dipnot 72: Akdeniz 2012: 49, 50). Kara Yiiliik
Osman Bey’in ele gecirdigi bolgeler Bingdl, Harput, Erzurum,
Malazgirt, Elesgirt, Karabag, Amid, Palu, Kigi, Ergani ve Di-
yarbakir, Siirt, Mardin, Halep, Urfa ve Sincar Daglar1 arasindaki
ovalardir. Bu déonemde Buldukani/Mardasi, Doger, Hamze Ha-
cilu, Haydarlu, Musullu, Purnak, Koca Hacilu, Tabanlu asiretle-
rinin yasam alanlar1 arasinda Diyarbakir yoéresi de bulunmakta-
dir; Bkz. Erdem 1991: 248-249, 252-254, 257-258, 264

8 Biger 2013: 252 (dipnot 68: Aka 1991: 45-46). Akkoyunlu im-
paratorlugu 1508 yilinda Safevi hiikiimdar1 Sah Ismail tarafin-
dan yikilmustir.

85 Sarwar 1939: 52-53.

8 Kilig 2004: 575-576.

87 Goyling 1969: 23-26; Uzungarsili 1988: 274; Van Bruinessen
1988a.

8 Barkan 1958: 30.

8 Baran/Yilmaz 2011: 1647.

% Stimer (Demirtas) 1949: 30-31, 34-35, 39. 1540 tarihli deftere
gore bolgede Hamzahacilu, Kocahacilu, Musullu, 1zzeddinha-



182

DAGLARI

| NEMRUT

Ayse Tuba OKSE

Y, )

'DfﬂnG :

4 b
ﬁ I i
|~ %, ¥
'F.i- - *g'b
= >
£ 3
3 587 -
: Tl
0 ™ Hfrbeme b
.% tﬁ mﬂn
o g
®
~ TURKIYE
SURIYE {
_.Jr-* 2 = i b

Sekil 22: Yukar1 Dicle Havzasinda Géger Kalintilarinin Bulundugu Kazi Alanlari ve Yakin Cag Gog Yollari/ Sites with Nomadic Remains
in the Upper Tigris Region and Migration Routes of the New Age (Hiitteroth 1982: Abb. 56)

olusturmustur®’. Osmanli Tahrir Defterlerinde bu
topluluklarin koyun siiriileri iki milyon bas olarak
kaydedilmis®?, 16. ylizyilda merkezi hiikiimet adina
sancaklara ¢esitli vergiler vermiglerdir®®. 17. yiizyilda

cilu, Haydarlu, Hiiseyinhacilu, Ivas, Ishak, Yurtcu ve Piirnek,
Ogulbeyli, Tabanlu, Siileymanhacilu, Seyhlii, Danigsmendlii ve
Alahacilu Tirkmen asiretleri ile Gehverlu, Lek, Anter, Celahir
ve Cek adli Kiirt agiretleri bulunmaktadir. Kanuni Sultan Siiley-
man devrine ait defterlerde de Avsar, Begdili, Karkin, Bayat ve
Déger asiretlerinin adlar1 gegmektedir. Ayrica Bkz. Van Brui-
nessen 1988a: 27-28.

°l Van Bruinessen 1988b: 35.

%2 Van Bruinessen 1988c: 41, dipnot 15.

% Stimer (Demirtag) 1949: 41-42; Giindiiz 2002. Lindner 2000:
Bolim 2’de 16. Yiizyilda gogerlerden alinan vergiler Resm-i
ganem / adet-1 agnam (koyun vergisi), resm-i kara (sabit vergi),
resm-i agil (agil vergisi), resm-i yaylak (yayla vergisi), resm-i
kislak (kislak vergisi), resm-i otlak (mera vergisi), resm-i du-
han olarak siralanmigtir. Giineydogu Anadolu gégerleri ayrica
“adet-1 gobanbeyi” adli bir vergi vermislerdir. Bu dénemde ko-
yun vergisi 10 koyundan birinin alimmasindan baslayarak 2 ko-
yuna 1 akceye kadar yiikseltilmistir.

agirlagtirilan vergiler ve yoneticilerle yasanan gesitli
sorunlardan Otiirii  “Bozulus” batiya goé¢ etmis,
bolgedeki asiretler 18. yiizyilin baslarindan itibaren
merkezi idare tarafindan yerlesik hayata ge¢cmeye
yoneltilmis, mevsimlik olarak yaylalara ¢ikmalarina
izin verilmistir.

Toros Daglar ile giineyindeki iliman ovalar arasinda
halen stiren “Dikey G6¢ Hareketi”® (Sek. 22) 19-20.
ylizyilda Dicle Nehrinin gilineyindeki kiglaklardan
dogudaki yaylalara, kuzeyindeki kislaklardan Nemrut
Dagi1 ve kuzeyindeki Siiphan Dagi yaylalarina,
Garzan ve Bothan vadilerinden Van Goliiniin
giineyindeki Ihtiyarsahap Daglarma yonelmistir.
Halen Dicle Nehrinin gilineyindeki kalict kislaklarda
konaklayan hayvanci topluluklar Hakkari Daglarinda

% Hiitteroth 1982: Abb. 56-57; Cribb 1991: Fig. 1.1; Baran/Y1l-
maz 2011: 1648-1649; Doganay/Coskun 2013: 11; Planhol
1959: 527-530; Denker 1960: 140-141.



183

SALAT TEPE IV MEVSIMLIK BARINAKLARI: YUKARI DICLE HAVZASINDA ORTA CAG VE SONRASINDA GOCERLER

yaylaya ¢ikmakta®, Bismil ilgesi kirsalinda kiglayan
topluluklar®® da Mart sonundan Temmuz basina
kadar Dicle, Hani, Lice ve Kulp ilcelerinin daglik
alanlarindaki yaylalara, en sicak donemde de Mus
Gilineyi Daglarindan Bing6l Daglarina kadar uzanan
yiksek yaylalara yonelmektedir. Kisin Salat Cay1
vadisinde konaklayan bir gocer topluluk cadirlarini
yaz aylarinda Serafettin Daglar1 ile Bingdl ve Karliova
yaylalarina kurmaktadir®”. Beritan agiretinin Molla
Omer koluna mensup olan topluluk ortalama 20-25
kisi i¢in 3-5 c¢adir, ortalama 200-300 koyun ile 30-40
s1g1r i¢in de 3-5 ¢adir kurmaktadir®®.

SONUG

Arkeolojik kazilarda birbiriyle baglantisi bulunmayan
diiz ya da kavisli tas, kerpi¢ ve pisé duvar pargalarindan
olusan mimari kalintilar ¢adirlarin ¢evresine oOriilen
koruyucuduvarlarin kalintilaridir. Salat Tepe [V mimari
kalintilar1 da burada kislayan bir gocer toplulugun
cadirlarin1 ¢evreleyen duvarlara ait goriinmektedir.
Acik alanlarda bulunan tandir ve ocaklarin da
cadirlarin aralarindaki bos alanlara kurularak ortak
kullanildig1r diistiniilmektedir. Salat Tepe’de Yeni
ve Yakin Cag dolgularinda ele gegen az sayida esya
giinliik kullanim sirasinda kirilip bozulmasi nedeniyle
geride birakilmis goériinmektedir. Dere taslarindan
iiretilen agirliklar dogada bulmasi ve iiretmesi kolay
oldugundan, takilara ait parcalar da kaybedilen 6zel
esyalar oldugundan bu dolgularda kalmis olmalidir. Bu
kontekstlerde rastlanan kemiklerin daha ¢ok kiigiikbas
hayvan ve av hayvanlarina ait olmasi, buna karsin
daha ¢ok yerlesik tarimci niifusun besledigi sigir ve
domuz kemiklerinin ¢ok az sayida bulunmasi da Salat
Tepe toplulugunun goger karakteri ile uyumludur.

Salat Tepe’deki ve Hirbemerdon c¢evresindeki
kamplarin kullanildig: 11-19. yiizyillarda Yukar:1 Dicle
havzasinda kiglayan gogerlere iliskin tarihi bilgiler
kisithdir. Tarihi ve arkeolojik bulgulara gore bolgede

5 Halen bahar ve yaz aylarim siiriileri ile birlikte Hakkari’deki
yaylalarda gegiren bazi yar1 goger topluluklara ait kislak alan-
lar1 Sekil 16:1°de goriilen, Sirnak ili Giigliikonak ilcesine bagli
Yeni Mahalle (Kaynak kisi: Mesut Vural) ile Batman ilinin 20
km giineydogusunda yer alan Demirbilek kdyiine bagli Sugeken
Mevkiinde (Okse/Gormiis/Atay 2010: Fig. 3-4) bulunmaktadur.

% Hammer 2014.

7 Kaynak Kisi: Remzi Aktay, Yukari Salat beldesi, Bismil/Diyar-
bakir. Kendisine bu bilgileri saglamasi, Arkeolog Sakir Can’a
aktarmasindan dolay: tesekkiir ederiz.

%8 Baran/Yilmaz 2011: 1648-1649, Sek. 4, 15. Beritan asireti Ko-
san, Karakulak ve Molla Omer adinda ii¢ kol halinde Diyarba-
kir, Sanlurfa ve Elazig illerinde yasar. Yaklasik 300/600 yillik
geemisi bilinen agiretin bir bolimii 1980°1i yillarda Yukar: Salat
beldesini kuzeyine kurulan baz1 kdylerde yerlesik yagama bas-
lamis olup, ahir olarak cadir kurmayu siirdiirmektedir.

gocer kiglaklart 11. yiizyilda Selguklu doneminde
baslamis, Mogol istilas1 sirasinda bazilar1 bolgeden
ayrilmis, kalanlar 14. yilizyilda Salat Cay1 kiyisinda
Karakoyunlulara yenilmis ve yaklasik yarim yiizyil
sonra Timurlu istilas1 gecirmigtir. 15. yiizyilda
Akkoyunlu dénemi boyunca goger niifus tekrar
artmig, bolge 16. yiizyilda gesitli agiretlerin destegi
ile Safevi’lerden Osmanli idaresine geg¢mistir. Bazi
agiretler 17. yilizyilda agirlasan vergilerden dolayi
bolgeden ayrilmis, kalanlar da 18. yiizyildan itibaren
yerlesik hayata yonlendirilmistir. Salat Tepe iizerinde
arkeolojik kalintilar1 a¢iga ¢ikan topluluklarin mensup
oldugu agsiretler bilinmemekle birlikte, Salat Cayi
kenarinda halen ¢adirlarda kislayan toplulugun “Dikey
Go¢ Hareketini” son 900 yil boyunca uyguladiklari
anlasilmaktadir.
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TUBA-AR GENEL YAZIM KURALLARI

TUBA-AR, Tiirkiye Bilimler Akademisi (TUBA) tarafindan yillik olarak yayimlanan uluslararasi siireli bir dergidir.
Derginin yayin politikas1, kapsami ve igerigi ile ilgili kararlar (Tiirkiye Bilimler Akademisi ~-TUBA) Akademi Kon-
seyi tarafindan belirlenen Yayin Kurulu tarafindan alinur.

DERGININ KAPSAMI

TUBA-AR dergisi ilke olarak, donem ve cografi bélge simirlamasi olmadan arkeoloji ve arkeoloji ile baglantili tim
alanlarda yapilan yeni aragtirma, yorum, degerlendirme ve yontemleri kapsamaktadir. Dergi arkeoloji alaninda yeni
yapilan ¢alismalara yer vermenin yani sira, bir bilim akademisi yayin organi olarak arkeoloji ile baglantili olmak
kosulu ile kiiltiirel miras yonetimi, koruma, doga, fen ve diger sosyal bilim alanlar1 ile ilgili tlim uzmanlik alanlarinda
yeni yorum, yaklasim, analizlere agiktir; bu alanlarda bir forum olusturma islevini de yiiklenmistir.

Kazi ve yiizey aragtirmalar1 da dahil olmak {izere yeni yorum ve a¢ilim getirmeyen, yalnizca malzeme tanitimi iger-
en, kaz1 6n rapor niteligindeki yazilar dergi kapsaminin disindadir. Ancak, kiiltiir tarihi agisindan 6nemli bir yenilik
getiren, 6zgiin buluntular “haber” olarak dergiye kabul edilebilir.

YAYIN ILKELERI

Dergide basilmak icin verilen yazilar Tiirkge, ingilizce, Almanca ya da Fransizca olabilir; Tiirkge yazilara Ingilizce,
diger dillerde yazilmis olanlara da Tiirkge ve Ingilizce bir 6zet eklenmesi gerekmektedir. Resim alt yazilari, biri
Tiirkge olmak {izere mutlaka cift dilde yazilmalidir. Anahtar sdzciikler ve 6zetler ise, Ingilizce ve Tiirkge olan yazilar-
da Tiirkge ve Ingilizce olarak ¢ift dilde, diger dillerde yazilan makalelerde makale dilinin yam sira Tiirkge ve In-
gilizce olarak ii¢ dilde verilmelidir.

Yazarlar dergiye gonderdikleri makalenin 6zgiin oldugunu, baska bir dilde dahi olsa makalenin daha 6nce yayimlan-
madigini ya da yayimlanmak iizere bir bagka dergiye gonderilmemis oldugunu kabul etmis sayilirlar.

TUBA-AR hakemli bir yaymdir. Gelen yazilarin &nkabulii iizerine yayin kurulu goriis bildirir ve hakem onerir. Her
yazi en az iki hakeme gonderilir. Hakemlerin 6nerileri, elestiri ve diizeltmeleri yazara hakem adi gizlenerek yollanir;
yazarlar hakem goriisiine uymay1 kabul etmek yiikiimliiliglindedir. Yazarlarin, gerekce gostererek goriislerinde 1s-
rarct olmalar1 durumunda yayin kurulu yeni bir degerlendirme yapar.

Hakem goriisleri dogrultusunda yayin kurulu tarafindan basilabilir karari verilen yazilar, yazi diizeni, yazim kurallari,
kaynakga, gorsel malzeme ile yazinin iliskilendirilmesi gibi konular da dahil olmak iizere gdzden gegcirildikten sonra,
onemli bir aksaklik bulunmaz ise son gdzden gecirme yayin koordinatorii tarafindan yapilir.

YAZIM KURALLARI

Makaleler: Makale metni bilgisayar ortaminda yazilmalidir. Baglik iki kademeli kullanilabilir ve ikinci satira yazilan
baslik “alt baglik’ olarak degerlendirilir. Sayfa sayisi i¢in belirli bir sinir bulunmamakla beraber {ist sinir 50000 vurus
olarak kabul edilmektedir. Makaleler iki agamali olarak teslim edilmelidir; ilk olarak hakeme gonderilecek sekilde tek
dosyada metin, kaynakca, diisiik ¢oziiniirliikkte gorseller ve resim alt yazilari, ikinci agamada, makalenin kabuliinden
sonra ise ayr1 dosyalar halinde olmak iizere metin, kaynakga, yiiksek ¢oziiniirliikte goérseller ve resim alt yazilari olar-
ak teslim edilmelidir. Metin, ‘microsoft word’ kelime islem programinda yazilmalidir. Metin igindeki birinci derece
bagsliklar biiyiik harf bold, ikinci derece basliklar biiyiik harf normal, iiclincii derece bagliklar sozciik ilk harfleri
biiyiik olmak tizere kiigiik harf bold, doérdiincii kademe basliklar sézciik ilk harfleri biiylik olmak iizere kiigiik harf ve
italik yazilmalidur.
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Ornek yazilim:
INTRODUCTION
CULTURAL STAGES
North-Central Anatolia
Ikiztepe

Metin i¢inde gegen yabanci sdzcilik ve terimler, 6rnegin ‘in situ’ italik olarak yazilmalidir. Metin i¢inde Milattan
Once, Milattan Sonra gibi ¢ok alisilagelmis kisaltmalar disinda kisaltma kullanilmamali ve agik yazilmalidir. Ancak
metinde ¢ok sik gecen adlamalar, ilk olarak agik yazilip yaninda kisaltmasi parantez iginde belirtildikten sonra kisalt-
ma olarak kullanilmaya devam edilebilir; 6rnegin Maden Tetkik Arama (MTA). Gegerli bazi kisaltmalar:

Milattan Once’nin kisaltmasi: MO ve tarihten 6nce; &rnegin MO 475

Milattan Sonra’nin kisaltmasi: MS ve tarihten 6nce; 6rnegin MS 456

Giiniimiizden 6nce: GO

Uyarlanmus (kalibre) tarihler: cal. M.0O.; 6rnegin cal. MO 475

Belirli baz1 donem adlari kisaltilabilir; 6rnegin Erken Tung Cagi, ETC; Ge¢ Demir Cagi, GDC

Bolge adlarmin ilk harfleri biiyiik yazilmali; drnegin i¢ Anadolu, Orta Amerika, Giineydogu Anadolu, Orta Asya,
Yakin Dogu gibi. Ayni sekilde yer, cografya ve kurum adlarinin da ilk harfleri biiyiik yazilir; 6rnegin Avrupa, Akdeniz
Bolgesi, Barbaros Bulvari, Kizilirmak, Firat Nehri, Istanbul Universitesi, Tiirk Tarih Kurumu gibi.

Gorseller: Resimler dijital olmalidir. Gorsellerin yiiksek ¢dziiniirliikte ve imaj boyutunun biiyiik olmas1 gerekmekte-
dir. Genelde 20 sayfalik bir metin i¢in 6-8 resim sayfasina girecek sekilde tercihen 15 resim {ist sinirdir. Yazi hangi
dilde olursa olsun resim alt yazilar1 biri Tiirk¢e olmak iizere mutlaka ¢ift dilde yazilmalidir. Gorsellerde ve metin igi
gondermelerinde tek bir numaralandirma uygulanmalidir. Fotograf, resim, Ciz. hepsi Res.1,2,3... / Fig. 1,2,3... olarak
siralanmali ve metnin sonunda verilmelidir. Tablo-¢izelgeler, gorsellerden ayr olarak Cizelge 1,2,3.../ Table 1,2,3...
olarak numaralandirilmali ve metin sonunda verilmelidir.

Her tiirlii gérsel malzemenin sayfa mizanpajinda rahat kullanilabilmesi i¢in, yatay ya da dikey A4 normun oranlarina
uygun olmasi gerekmektedir.

Yazara/yazarlara ait olmayan gorsellerin kaynagi belirtilmeli, yayim i¢in telif hakki anlagsmasi gerektiren googleearth
gibi gorseller kullanilmamalidir.

Dipnotlar: Dipnotlar asagidaki 6érneklerdeki gibi olmalidir;
Ozgii¢ 1978, Garstang/Gurney 1959; Forlanini 2007: 151.

Kaynakgada verilen tiim kaynaklara metinde génderme yapilmalidir.
Kaynakga yazim kurallari agsagidaki gibidir:

Makale:
ALKIM, U.B. 1979.
“Ikiztepe Kazis1 1978 Calismalar1”, Belleten XLIII/72: 890-892.

Kitap Boliimii:

HAMSHERE, J.D. 1987.

“Data Sources in Historical Geography”, Historical Geography: Progress and Prospect (Ed. M. Pacione). London:
46-69.

Kitap:
HAZENBOS, J. 2003.
The Organisation of the Anatolian Local Cults During the 13th Century B.C. Leiden.

BRYER, A/WINFIELD, D. 1985.
Byzantine Monuments and Topography of Pontus. Washington.
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PUBLICATION RULES

TUBA-AR (Turkish Academy of Sciences, Journal of Archaeology) is an international periodical that is published
annually by Turkish Academy of Sciences. The Editorial Board appointed by the TUBA Academy Council makes
the decisions as to the publication policy, extent and content of the journal (Turkish Academy of Sciences - TUBA).

SCOPE OF THE JOURNAL

The journal TUBA-AR principally involves new research, comment, evaluation and methods conducted in the field
of archaeology and in archaeology-related fields without any periodic and geographic area restriction. The journal
includes newly conducted studies in the field of archaeology, but as a science academy house organ, it is also open
to new comments, approaches and analyses in the areas of expertise like cultural heritage management, protection,
nature, science and other fields of social science as long as these areas are related to the archaeology.

Excavational working paper-like reports which only offer a material advertisement or lack of new comments and
initiatives about excavation and surface research lie beyond the scope of the journal. However, unique findings that
break new ground in terms of cultural history can be accepted to the journal as “news.”

EDITORIAL PRINCIPLES

The manuscripts may be in Turkish, English, German or French; for Turkish manuscripts an English summary must
be added and for the manuscripts that are written in other languages, both a Turkish and an English summary must
be provided. The official subtitles must certainly be written in two different languages, one of which is to be Turkish.
The keywords and summaries for English and Turkish manuscripts must be offered in Turkish and English; the man-
uscripts written in other languages must be provided in Turkish and English, as well, apart from the source language
of the manuscripts.

The authors are assumed to acknowledge that the manuscripts they write for the journal are authentic and have never
been published previously even in another language or have not been submitted for publication elsewhere.

TUBA-AR is a refereed journal. The editorial board expresses an opinion about the preliminary acceptance of the
manuscripts and hand it over to the referees. The manuscripts are referred to at least two referees. The suggestions,
criticism and corrections made by the referees are redirected to the authors provided that the referees’ names remain
anonymous; the authors are obliged to take referees’ consult. In case the authors are insistent upon their own manu-
scripts, the editorial board re-evaluates them.

In accordance with the referees’ opinions, the manuscripts cleared for publication by the editorial board are reviewed
for their format, spelling rules, references and visual materials; the final assessment is conducted by the editorial
coordinator provided there is no crucial defect.

SPELLING RULES

Articles: The articles should be prepared in computer environment. Titles up two lines are allowed; the first line as
the ‘Title’ and the second line as the ‘Sub-Title.” Although there is no exact limit on the length of the articles, the av-
erage length should not exceed 50000 characters. The articles should be delivered in two phases: first, in a single file,
with references and low-resolution illustrations and image subtitles, then in the second phase, once they are cleared
for publication, they should be presented in separate files with the text itself, references, high-resolution illustrations
and image subtitles. The texts should be prepared in a Microsoft Word processing format. The titles in the texts should
be written in bold capitals, the subtitles in capitals, third degree titles in bold, in lower case except for the first letter
of the words, and the fourth degree titles in italics, in lower case except for the first letter of the words.

Example:
INTRODUCTION
CULTURAL STAGES
North-Central Anatolia
Ikiztepe
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Foreign words and terms found in the texts like “in situ” should be written in italics. Except for the conventional
abbreviations like “Before Christ” and “Anno Domini” the abbreviations should not be used and the term should be
written in full length. However, frequently-used expressions should first be written in full length with the abbrevia-
tions in parentheses, then the abbreviated forms can be used for the rest of the text; for example, General Directorate
of Mineral Research and Exploration (MTA). Valid abbreviations:

Abbreviated form of Before Christ: BC and the date, e.g. 475 BC

Abbreviated form of Anno Domini: AD and the date, e.g. AD 456

Before present: BP

Calibrated dates: cal. BC; e.g. cal. 475 BC

Certain period names can be abbreviated; for example, Early Bronze Age, EBA; Late Iron Age (LIA)

The first letter of region names should be in capitals; for example, Central Anatolia, Central America, South-east Ana-
tolia, Central Asia, Near East, etc. Similarly, the first letter of place names, geographic and institutional names is in
capitals; e.g. Europe, Mediterranean Region, Barbaros Bulvari, Kizilirmak, Euphrates, Istanbul University, Turkish
Historical Society, etc.

Illustrations: The visuals should be in digital format. They should be in high-resolution and the image size should
be large. The maximum image number should be 15 in the way that 6-8 images should be selected for print for a 20-
page text. No matter what the language of the text is, one of the image subtitles should definitely be in two different
languages, one of which is to be Turkish. All the illustrations and intra-textual references should be numbered in the
same format. Pictures, images, drawings, etc. should be numbered as Pic.1,2,3..... /Fig. 1,2,3... and given at the end
of the text. Apart from the illustrations, tables-charts should be numbered as Chart 1,2,3.../Table 1,2,3.... and given
at the end of the text.

Every kind of illustrations, whether in horizontal or vertical form, should be suitable for A4 format sizes in order to
be used comfortably in the page lay-out.

All the illustrations that may or may not belong to the author should be credited and the ones that require a copyright
agreement like googleearth should not be used.

Footnotes: The footnotes should be given as in the examples:

Ozgii¢ 1978, Garstang/Gurney 1959; Forlanini 2007: 151

All the resources presented in the references should make a reference within the text.
Rules for Reference List:

Article:
ALKIM, U.B. 1979.
“Ikiztepe Kazis1 1978 Calismalar1”, Belleten XLIII/72: 890-892.

Book Section:

HAMSHERE, J.D. 1987.

“Data Sources in Historical Geography”, Historical Geography: Progress and Prospect (Ed. M. Pacione). London:
46-69.

Book:
HAZENBOS, J. 2003.
The Organisation of the Anatolian Local Cults During the 13th Century B.C. Leiden.

BRYER, A/WINFIELD, D. 1985.
Byzantine Monuments and Topography of Pontus. Washington.
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