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Foreword

I write this foreword sitting at a the balcony of my apartment of the Netherlands Institute in
Turkey (NIT), looking out over the Bosporus, where large cargo ships, on their way to the Black
Sea or Mediterranean, are steered cautiously through the narrow waters. Not unlike these cargo
ships, [ have navigated this dissertation through a five year trajectory of sometimes dangerously
shallow waters and treacherous shores. Like the helmsman who, still shaking, realizes he made it
through, I now look back with sweaty hands and a combined sense of relief and disbelief about
the fact that the manuscript is finally finished. This would not have been possible without a large
amount of ‘crew members’ that assisted me throughout the years, and that I wish to express my

gratitude to here.

First and foremost, my thanks go out to prof. dr. Miguel John Versluys, without whose critical
guidance, creative force and unceasing enthusiasm this dissertation would not have existed. One
could simply not wish for a kinder and more trusting Doktervater. The many inspiring
conversations we had during our walks through Amsterdam, Leiden, Rome, Alexandria and
Commagene | remember with great fondness and I look forward to the collaborations that lie
ahead. My second supervisor, prof. dr. Michael Blomer, has also been of crucial importance to this
PhD, providing many detailed and critical comments on the manuscript. I cannot thank him
enough for his great generosity in sharing his profound knowledge of the archaeology of ancient
Northern-Syria and I am excited to continue working together with him on the excavations of

Doliche.

The ‘Innovating Objects’ VICI project within which this thesis emerged brought me in close contact
with a range of wonderful colleagues and an eclectic mix of continental traditions from which I
learned a lot. First of all, [ am grateful to dr. Stefan Riedel, with whom I have spent long, warm
days in the depot of the Archaeological Museum of Adiyaman, and whose archaeological expertise
and kind heartI feel fortunate to have been accompanied by. Eleni Fragaki and Cécile Harlaut, who
made up the ‘French-Alexandrian’ branch of our project, have been invaluable in their generous
support and informed opinions throughout the years. I thank my dear colleague and friend dr.
Rebecca Henzel for our joyful collaborations as well at the many stimulating conversations in the
Van Steenis office. Her ‘predecessor’, dr. Sander Miiskens, was of crucial help in the starting-up

process of this PhD research; I am very grateful for his assistance.

The Commagene-branch of the VICI project relied entirely on its cooperation with the
Forschungsstelle Asia Minor (Westfélische Wilhelms Universiteit Miinster), to which I am greatly
indebted. Prof. dr. Engelbert Winter has been crucial in setting up the framework of this

dissertation and I have benefitted tremendously from his help, both in Miinster and Doliche.
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Furthermore, I cannot express enough my gratitude to Dilek Cobanoglu, who has been
indispensable in acquiring the permissions in Ankara and Adiyaman, and for teaching me a lot
about Turkey in the meantime. Special thanks go out to prof. dr. Aliye Oztan and prof. dr. Tayfun
Yildirim for permitting Stefan and me to study and publish the documentation of Nimet Ozgii¢’s
Samsat excavations. | would furthermore like to express my profound gratefulness to the director
of the archaeological Museum in Adiyaman, Mehmet Alkan, whose unceasing support, hospitality
and friendly assistance have been of invaluable importance. I also thank the friendly staff of the
museum for their important help and their patience with my very limited Turkish. A special word
of thanks goes out to Muzaffer Ozciris, my good friend, who has been a crucial anchor and guide

during all my activities in Adiyaman.

Before thanking the rest of the Doliche team, I would like to especially express my gratitude to dr.
Werner Oenbrink, who has assisted me tremendously with critical remarks and suggestions for
the descriptions and discussions of the pieces of architectural decoration presented in chapter 5
of this dissertation. The fantastic kazi ekibi furthermore consists of Uli, Eda, Sophie, Fynn, Eva,
Katharina, Laura, Veronika, Julia, Birgiil, Katinka, Constanze, Margherita, Goniilnur, Gamze, Giinay,
and my arkadazzo Torben. Without exaggeration, I can say that standing in the sunlit trenches of
Keber Tepe, eating Antep Fistik while excavating Ausbruchgruben, and working together with this
team has been one of the greatest gifts that this dissertation gave me. The fantastic Turkish team
of excavators from nearby villages has taught me much, and I thank them from the bottom of my

heart for their hospitality and mildness.

At the Faculty of Archaeology of Leiden University, | have been incredibly fortunate to have shared
an office with my dear friend and colleague Suzan van de Velde, with whom I shared the struggles,
insecurities, frustrations and, also, joys of PhD life; I am very grateful for the many laughs, drinks
and conversations that we had over the years and look forward to those that are still to come! I
would furthermore like to thank my dear Leiden colleagues dr. Marike van Aerde, dr. Aris
Politopoulos, dr. Mark Locicero and Riia Timonen for the many stimulating conversations and
delightful distractions. A special word of thanks goes out to Josephine Say, whose kind assistance

has been of invaluable importance through the years.

During my PhD, I had the great pleasure of visiting the Joukowsky Institute for Archaeology
(Brown University) for a short-term visiting scholarship in March 2018. [ want to thank prof. dr.
Peter van Dommelen, prof. dr. Yannis Hamilakis and dr. Felipe Rojas for their stimulating input
and their hospitality in welcoming me to their inspiring research environment. I received a
generous Byvanck Grant and an OIKOS travel grant, which enabled me to go to Turkey and the
USA; for both, I am very grateful. Lastly, I was granted a fellowship at the Netherlands Institute in
Turkey in November 2021; I wish to thank dr. Fokke Gerritsen for his hospitality and generous
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support. My journey in Mediterranean archaeology started at the University of Amsterdam, where
prof. dr. Marijke Gnade, dr. Gert-Jan van Wijngaarden, and Jitte Waagen were important and
inspiring teachers. The Royal Netherlands Institute in Rome greatly supported me throughout my
studies and thereafter; I wish to express my thanks to prof. dr. Gert-Jan Burgers, dr. Jeremia

Pelgrom and dr. Arthur Weststeijn for their advice and support.

I wish to thank my paranymphs dr. Eva Mol and Rogier Kalkers, who have been guiding lights in
terms of my archaeological and academic ‘path’ but who, moreover, have been incredibly loyal
and reliable friends ever since those mythical days in the sweaty trenches of Satricum. Other
friends have been crucial in the process of writing this dissertation, either by their critical and
sympathetic ear, their moral support, their musical distraction or their creative inspiration: Tim,
Tijm, Laurien, Marleen, Elmar, Merijn, Maria, Suus, Bastiaan, Bart, Niels, Anastasia, Boudewijn,
Wouter, Julia, Kate and Eva. I lack the space here to thank them all individually; I hope they will

forgive me for this and know that I treasure their friendships and value their support immensely.

I want to thank my girlfriend Fotini for her sweet patience, help and all the joyful moments of
distraction; finishing this dissertation would not have been possible without her being close by.
This dissertation furthermore owes very much to the warmest, most stable and loving family one
could wish for. I thank my sweet and wise late grandmother Jo, to whom I dedicate this
dissertation, my auntie Joke, whose creativity and artistry continue to be an inspiration, and my
brother, Thomas, who is not only an intellectual exemplar but also my final confidante. Finally, of
course, my parents, Arda van Eikeren and Bert Kruijer: I would need another dissertation to
express all the ways in which your unconditional love and care, your knowledge and wisdom, and

your passionate and curious natures are at the very root of this dissertation.






To Jo van Eikeren, in loving memory



‘Never think the earth void or dead -
It’s a hare, awake with shut eyes:
It’s a sauce-pan, simmering with broth -

One clear look, you'll see it’s in ferment.’

Jalal al-Din (Rumi)

‘Where are we to put these hybrids? Are they human? Human because they are our work. Are they
natural? Natural because they are not our doing. Are they local or global? Both.’

Latour 1993, 50

‘People are no longer the driving forces of history; instead they are one element of a set of
relationships of swirling materials and forces that come together in the world, and allow for
certain kinds of action and not others. Archaeological sites are excavated not just to understand the
people who lived there but to look at the materials that were transformed there as historical actors

in their own right.

Cipolla and Harris 2017,
148.



Table of Contents.

008 o0 s L1 ot o) RS PRNRPPR 13

Chapter 1. Research history and archaeology of Samosata and Commagene..............ccccocevevrrcrreneenn 21
R 00 L Uot o ) o OO

1.2 Geographical SEttING.......coiiiiitiii et b b b e b i
1.2.1 Geology and climate
B -1 T I LT
1.2.3 Urban connections and FOULES .........cuririiiiiie i s ss s s s s s s s s s 26
1.2.4 Site topography.......ccccoceeeeennee .29
1.3 ReSEArCh RISTOTY ...t s e s e e s .31
1.4 The Ozgii¢ campaigns (1978-1989): history, methodology and publications .37
1.5 The history and archaeology of Samosata; a brief overview.........ccccoee i 41
1.6 Introduction to the history and archaeology of the kingdom of
Commagene (€a. 27 €. BCE = 151, CE) .uuiuiiiiiiiiiict ettt st st st et s e et s s s s s s 47
Chapter 2. State of Research. New approaches to ‘Hellenism in the East’
in Commagenean SChOIATSIIP .........cccoi i e e et e s e e ee e e 55
2.1 Introduction........ccoccvvevinene .55
2.2 Making sense of culture styles and perceived hybridity in acculturative approaches.............cececeurreenee. 55
2.3 Understanding the Antiochan program in the context of 1st c. BCE dynastic
self-representation of ‘client kings’ in the Near East...........coooiiiiiiincini s 60
2.4 Towards a globalizing perspective: universalized culture styles in a local context
of dynastic ideology construction and strategies of cultural bricolage.............ccocovriiininiiiincic 63
2.5 ‘Doing GreekK’ in the palace of Samosata? The limits of HElleniSm.........cceoevreineneesserceine e s e 67
Chapter 3. Towards vibrant objects. Theory and methodology .............ccocooeiniii i 71
B0 01U o Ta Ut (o) o PR 71
3.2 New Materialism, assemblage thinking and its application in archaeology and
the study of the anCIENT WOTTA.......c.ceiirie e e e e e e e er e e sre e en s e 72
3.2.1 New MaterialiSm.....ccooverininininncin e s .73
3.2.2. The application of Assemblage Theory in archaeology..........coocueeereeiererieierinece e 79
3.2.3 From ‘power over’ to ‘power to’: New Materialist archaeology and
itS @thiCAl IMPIICATIONS . vcuu et ettt et ettt et et ee e e st s e ae s s et b e s st ee se s b et aa se s nes 82
3.3 The Assembled Palace. Towards a post-anthropocentric and post-representational
understanding of Hellenistic courts and their vibrant elements..........ccocevi i e 84
3.3.1 Material vibrancy
3.3.2 Sensorial VIDIaNCY .....cueciiiie it s s s st s s b s 38
3.3.3 Vibrancy through radical alterity .........ccosiuririiie sttt e e s e s s s 90
3.3.4 Vibrancy through glocal relations...................... .90
3.4 Methodology: vibrant objectscapes and glocal genealogies. .93
3.4.1 Vibrant 0bjectSCapes.......ccoceverrrereerererieiereneeneenns .93
3.4.2 GlOCAl GENEALOZIES ... e cuueuietirecue et ettt st et ee e ees et b e et se s es e b ses b et ea eb seses s s eaeab sennn 95
Chapter 4. Archaeological description and diSCUSSION .............cccooviiini i 97
B I Lo L ot (o) o TN 97
4.2 Description of archaeological features in sector i-n/13-19.....ccccviiiiiininci s s 99
4.2.1 Walls
4. 2.2 FLOOTS ot siutiei et sttt et b s e s s s s b 0 b bR e b s e e s e b s 155
4.2.3 INSTAllatioNS . ..cuo it e b s 170
4.3 Discussion.......ccoceeveiiiiseiinns 177
4.3.1 The palatial lay-out. ..177
4.3.2 Height differences................. ....184
4.3.3 Staircases and multiple floors. ....185
4.3.4 ROOFING. ..ot ....186
4.3.5 Evidence for later additions and reparations.... ....191
4.3.6 Identification as the Commagenean royal palace..........cccccuvviieiiiniiniii s 193
4.3.7 CRTONOLOZY .. v ce ettt st et see s st eae e s ses e e eeeses s eeea e ses s es s eaeee sesen e e eaeeh sesen s nseaeerenns 195



Chapter 5. Fragments of architectural decoration from Samosata (2" c. BCE-1st c. CE)..............0...... 201
5.1 Introduction......
5.2 Corinthian Capitals...............

5.2.1 Corinthian OTder L. .o ucueiiieie e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e s e

5.2.2 Corinthian Order IL.......ov oo ettt et cee et e ees s s s s s s s s es s ses s s ennenan

5.2.3 Corinthian capitals (miscellaneous).
5.3 10MIC CAPILALS ... seu ettt et ettt et ettt ses s et sh e ses s s eae ee s ses s e £ h eeeeseb £ neeh eE een s £ s £aeeb e nen s s eneeb neen
5.4 DOOT IINTELS ... v ettt et e et e e e s e e e s e £h e s s ne R eh e R e e R e s er R e e
5.5 Column bases....
5.6 Column drums...
5.7 Entablature fragments......
5.8 SmMall decorative fragIMENtS. .. ..ccooiuieierie et s e e e e s et e s er e ea e s s e ene ne e

Chapter 6. Hellenistic and early Roman sculpture from Samosata (24 c. BCE-1st c. CE) ..................249
LT 04U o Ta Ut 1o o TR

L o) 5 UL TN

6.3 Statue fragments..
6.4 FIGUIAtIVe TEIIETS ... ciiie et e e et e et e s h s er e er e st e

6.5 Stelai pertaining to the Antiochan ruler CULL..........cooocii i e e s 290
6.6 The sculptural evidence for Hellenistic and early Roman Samosata

N itS COMMAGENEAN CONTEXL ... cuuitiitie it sttt st b s b shs b s b e b bbb sa s s b bd s e b e bbb b 302

Chapter 7. Transforming Objectscapes of Samosata (4th c. BCE - 15t . CE)..........ccoveevvsisnnenens
7.1 Introduction: four vibrant objectscapes of Samosata..
7.2 Objectscape 1 (4th-2nd ¢, BCE; pre-palatial).......ccooevveevricrnrineenne
7.2.1 The ‘torus-base structure’ in sector d-g/15-17,1ayer VI.......ccoooeemmereinnenseine e e s
7.2.2 The ‘altar structure’ in sector f-g/17,1ayer VI.......ccoco vt e e
7.2.3 ‘Curved step structure’ in sector k /16, layer VI
7.2.4 Pottery finds in sector u/9-10, 1ayer VIL.......cccniviiiinini e s s
7. 2.5 ALY SIS ottt e e e ettt e et e et e et as s s e e en e s e s eneennena
7.3 Objectscape 2 (early 15t c. BCE; early palatial)
7.3.1 Architecture.........cooeiviniininiinne
7.3.2 MosaicS....ccocevvniiniinnns
7.3.3 Architectural decoration...
7.3.4 Wall painting.
7.3.5 Ceramics.....
7.3.6 ANALYSIS..cuiiicti i e b e b b s
7.4 Objectscape 3 (mid-late 15t c. BCE; later-palatial)........cccueireiieessereeine e s s e e
7.4.1 Architecture
74,2 MOSAICS ...cueii ittt st b bbb b e b b b bR b b b s bbb b b b
7.4.3 Architectural decoration........c.ccccuiiciiiinii i
7.4.4 Wall painting..................
7.4.5 Sculpture....
7.4.6 Ceramics.
7.4.7 Analysis.......ccccomininnennee
7.5 Objectscape 4 (15t c. CE; post-palatial).......cccoveenieniininnin i
7.5.1 The structure in opus reticulatum in sector m-r/14-15.
7.5.2 The citadel wall in opus reticulatum in sector 8-h/2-3 ... e
7.5.3 The city walls and Urfa Gate in opus reticulatum in the Lower TOWN........ccccoceeeeureineccesenieinenns 373
7.5.4 The structure in opus reticulatum in the Lower Town .
7.5.5 COIAIMICS .ttt it sttt st b e b b s e s b b e b e sh e r e e h e e
7.5.6 ANALYSIS ..o ettt st e e e e e e e e s R R e e r et R e s en e er e
7.6 From objectscapes to glocal genealogies...........cccciiiniiiiiiiniiin s e

Chapter 8. Case study 1: The glocal genealogy of the satyr-like mosaic mask.....................................389

8.0 INETOAUCTION ....ettte et e e e e e e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

8.1 Description and discussion
8.1.1 Description ... icvieriece e .
8.1.2 Identification and connotation of the mask mosaic: a diSCUSSION........c.covreeeiiiriireinecne e 395

10



8.1.2.1 Identification.......oveiieeee ittt s e s s s 395
8.1.2.2 Three reductions: the mask mosaic as a representation of
Greekness, theatre and Dionysos.

8.2 The glocal genealogy of the MasK MOSAIC.......c.vieeriier i e e e e e

8.3 Exploring a more-than-representational capacity of the mask mosaic:

the ‘satyr/mask/mirror-assembIage’..........cuiiriiririreiir e e e e s s e e e e e e
8.3.1 The ‘satyr/mask/mirror-assemblage’..
8.3.2 Modes of visuality in COMMAZENE........ccucuurrieeeererieeireire i e esese e eae e s s e e ses s e e se s s enees

8.4 CONCIUSION ...ttt e e bbb s ea e b e b b b e b bbb s b s e e b e s bbbt

Chapter 9. Case study 2: The glocal genealogy of the crenellation motif...............cccoceoviniii i 427

9.1. Introduction .
9.1.1 Description of the crenellations in SAMOSALA.........coeiirrieieireee e e e 428
9.1.2 Earlier scholarship on the crenellation motif..........c..cocoiiiniiiiiiiii 429

9.2 The glocal genealogy of the crenellation motif................... 431
9.2.1 The glocal genealogy of mosaics with crenellation.. 431
9.2.2 The glocal genealogy of painted crenellations...........cccoerveviineiiiinnn. ...435

9.3 More-than-representational capacities of the crenellation motif on three scales. ..437
9.3.1 Achieving visual coherence on alocal scale....... .437

9.3.2 Joining a global network of motifs and concepts... ..439
9.3.3. Achieving distinctiveness on a regional SCale...........ovciiiriiiieinecie s 447
9.3.3.1 Hellenistic floor mosaics in Asia Minor and
the Near East: different selections on a regional level..........ccccvviveiiicineiiicnscence e 447
9.3.3.2 The absence of floor mosaics in ‘palatial’ contexts of the Near East.........c.ccovevrunne. 453
9.3.3.3 ‘Rare selections’ in the royal Commagenean visual program.............cceeeserservreenens 456
9.4 Exploring relational capacities of the crenellation motif genealogy............ccoevrurunes
9.4.1 The crenellation motif as a representation of architectural fortifications....
9.4.2. The crenellated mosaics as representations of carpets..........c.cccvveves v
9.4.3 The crenellation motif as a celestial representation with divine connotations...........c.cceerener 469
9.4.4 The crenellation motif as a form of Persianism..........c.coccooviiiiciiiiniii 471
0.5 COMCIUSIONS ..v sttt et s e e s b b s b e b sha b s b d e b 0+ Sea b s Ba b e s bbb ab b bbb e 476
Chapter 10. Case study 3: The glocal genealogy of the symmetrical suite................cccoviviinniiccnnin 477
10.1 INErOdUCHION .....vivieii et s s s
10.2 Description of symmetrical suite(s) in Samosata
10.3 Scholarly debate on the cultural designation of the symmetrical suite in Samosata..........c.ccvreeverenren. 479
10.3.1 A ‘Greek’ reduction.......ccceviiiiiicciin s e 480
10.3.2 An ‘Oriental’ reduction.......... 482
10.4 The glocal genealogy of symmetrical Suites..........c.cevvrererene. 486
10.5 Exploring the capacities of the symmetrical suite in Samosata.........coovvniriniiiiiini e 498
1106 CONCIUSIONS ...ttt sttt et et e s s bbb s s e s b s bbb e s shs s e bbb s s 503
Chapter 11. CONCIUSIONS ..ottt s e ae s et e e e s s et et ses s b e ea sesen e erereeneseene
11.1 ASSEMbIING I@GACY AATA......coeiuereeeier it sttt s s e e e s e e e s s e e e en e er e e
11.2 Assembling vibrant objectscapes
11.3 Assembling glocal GeNealoZIes..........ecviiriieriirii et e e e e s
11.4 Assembling Afro-Eurasianlocalities.........cociiiiiiiiiiinii s 512
Curriculum Vitae... . .515
Summary in Dutch Nederlandse Vertalmg ..515
BIDHHOZIAPRY ..ottt e e s e e r e e s e ee e R e e e Ren e n e en e e e 519
Appendix A Excavation photographs (OZGUiG ArChiVE) ..ottt raen 567
Appendix B Maps and sketches (Ozgii¢ Archive).... . "
Appendix C Excavation report campaign 1984 (Ozgut; Archlve) ............................................................ 703
APPENAIX D MAPS....c.eiitiie ittt ittt ettt et e e et es s s es et es s s eh s es ek s es s s es s s s s e en s e s e e e
Appendix E Catalogue of mosaic crenellations...
Appendix F Catalogue of painted crenellations.............ccccoco i 737

11



12



Introduction.

Fig. 0.1 In the wake of the Euphrates flooding, inhabitants of Eski Samsat moved their belongings to Yeni

Samsat. Source: samsathaber.com.

Prelude: the endurance of Eski Samsat

On the 5t of March 1988, the inhabitants of the small village of Samsat, located in the vilayet of
Adiyaman in southeast Turkey, moved their belongings to higher grounds, away from the west
bank of the rising Euphrates river (see fig. 0.1). Further south along the river, at the village of
Eskin, the Atatiirk Dam and its hydroelectric power plant - part of the large and controversial
Southeastern Anatolia Project (from here on GAP: Giineydogu Anadolu Projesi) - had just been
finished and, soon after, the river’s entire alluvial plain from Eskin up to the Gerger area was

submerged, including the village of Samsat itselfl Even the 50-meter high hdyiik, an iconic

1 The GAP started in the 1960s for irrigation and power generation purposes, intended to enrich the water-
resources of the countryside in this area by building sewer dams in both the Euphrates and Tigris rivers.
This enormous project (in total 21 sewer dams, 19 hydroelectric power plants and a water tunnel of about
26,4 km. in length) has resulted in a grand-scale threat of Commagenean cultural heritage as not only the
valleys of the Euphrates and the Tigris have become overflown, but also the valleys of smaller tributary
rivers. Ultimately, it led to the complete disappearance of all archaeological sites under the 500 m. contour,
like Samosata. The most famous of these undoubtedly is Zeugma/Seleukeia on the Euphrates, where,
despite the large-scale submergence of the site (and the full disappearance of its ‘twin town’ Apameia),
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artificial mound towering over the village (see fig. 0.2), would ultimately be concealed by the pale
blue Atatiirk lake, covering it with 90-120 meter of water.? In the wake of the rising waters, the
villagers necessarily had to move to the newly built village of Yeni Samsat, leaving behind their

houses, their mosque, their small school, their stores, their village square and also the towering

hdylik, never to be able to return to them again.

Fig. 0.2 The hdyiik of Samosata in 1990 after Eski Samsat was fully submerged. Source: Ozgiic Archive.

This forced migration of ca. 3000 inhabitants from Eski Samsat to Yeni Samsat first of all meant a
radical and potentially traumatic uprooting from a place that most people had called home their
entire life. This biographical caesura was of course suffered first and foremost by individual
persons, but it can also be considered in terms of the long historical life of the town itself. After
almost 6000 years of habitation on and around the hdyiik, this long chronological fibre, stretching
from the Chalcolithic to the late 20t century CE, was abruptly terminated. As such, the villagers of
Eski Samsat not only were forced to bid farewell to the materiality of their personal histories, but
also to that of a much deeper past. A past that, in fact, had never completely passed by as long as

the hdytik had still cast its long shadow over the village, as long as ploughing farmers would

archaeological investigations are ongoing, cf. Gorkay 2012, 2021. For critical considerations of the GAP, see
Kriiger 2009; Conde 2016.

2Voigt and Ellis 1981, 87 for a similar estimation at the nearby site of Gritille.
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stumble on limestone Corinthian capital fragments and as long as children playing hide-and-seek

in their backyards would pick up Iron Age pottery sherds.

Loosely following the ideas of the philosopher Henri Bergson, we might say that the inherent
‘multi-temporality’ of material culture causes its many pasts to endure; the physical héyiik, for
instance, never only belonged to one present, nor to merely one of its many pasts.3 Such material
endurance, this duration of past worlds, is abruptly terminated when its materiality is destroyed
or simply forced out of reach. The flooding of an entire cultural landscape as a consequence of the
GAP therefore was not just the destruction (or long-term sealing off) of passive matter that once
was imbued with biographical meaning and memory. Rather, it terminated the duration of that

past itself.

To some extent, archaeological research has the capacity to re-assemble past worlds?, to activate
the complexity of material culture, and to resuscitate the relationality of things, their power to
amaze, inform, bewilder and transform. Samsat’s héyiik and its multiple pasts can, in some way,
endure in an archaeological narrative. This would not have been possible had a team of
archaeologists, led by the late prof. dr. Nimet Ozgii¢ (Middle East Technical University Ankara),
not spent circa ten years to excavate and study the héyiik of Samsat in the years leading up to the
5th of March 1988.5 This work has proven to be of enormous value, allowing for the continued
emergence and endurance of more of Samsat’s pasts than ever before. This dissertation publishes
and analyses the legacy data of these excavations pertaining to the Hellenistic and early Roman
periods (ca. 4t c. BCE-1st c. CE), focusing especially on its late-Hellenistic (1st c. BCE)
Commagenean palace. In the first place then, this dissertation can be read as a retrieval and re-
assembling of one of Samsat’s many submerged past worlds - that of its Late-Hellenistic palace

and its myriad of vibrant object capacities.

3 Bergson 1922. For an archaeological reading of Bergson’s ideas about materiality and duration, see
Hamilakis 2007. Michael Camille suggests something similar when he claims: ‘objects from the past (...) serve
as ‘actual apparitions’ of history, blurring the line between the past and the present... where the gazes of both
can meet’ (Camille 1996, 7). See also Crellin et al. 2021, 49: ‘the material traces of the past have a duration
into the present and as such help creating a multi-temporal present’.
4 A phrase borrowed from Harris 2021.
5 Note that the American archaeologist Theresa Goell already excavated at Samsat between 1964 and 1967.
Seech 1.
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A drowned past re-assembled: the archaeological legacy data of the Late-Hellenistic Palace of

Samosata

TURKEY

Commagene

) /

Fig. 0.3 Samosata and Commagene in the 15t c. BCE Eurasia. Source: Pitts and Versluys 2021, 376, fig. 3 (by

Joanne Porck).

This dissertation investigates the archaeological legacy data of the royal Commagenean palace of
Samosata (early 1st c. BCE) in relation to questions about cultural transformation in Commagene,
focusing on the transformative, vibrant role of objects and their glocal genealogical relations (for
a map of Commagene in its 1st c. BCE Eurasian setting, see fig. 0.3). Whereas the Late-Hellenistic
kingdom of Commagene is world-famous for the ruler cult of king Antiochos I (ca. 69-36 BCE) and
its monumental tomb-sanctuaries (hierothesia), most importantly Nemrut Dagi, the kingdom’s
capital Samosata and its large Late-Hellenistic palace have remained largely unknown until now.

The palace was excavated on top of the ancient town’s héyiik during the salvage excavations of the
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1980s and it is very likely that this elaborately decorated structure, with its tessellated mosaics,
painted stucco, and architectural decoration, was the ‘seat of the Commagenean kings’
(to Baciielov) Strabo mentions in the early 1st c. CE.6 As such, it adds a rare non-cultic (and
probably not exclusively ‘Antiochan’7) context to our knowledge of Late-Hellenistic Commagene.
Despite its significance, this palatial context has received only limited scholarly attention,
something particularly caused by the fact that large parts of the archaeological material and

documentation belonging to the palace have remained unpublished so far.8

This book provides the first exhaustive archaeological study of this important palatial context.® It
unlocks and integrates a variety of different legacy data pertaining to the excavations carried out
by Nimet Ozgiic and her team. These legacy data consist principally of two different types of data:
archaeological objects and excavation documentation. The first consists of a large amount and
variety of archaeological artefacts resulting from the Ozgii¢ excavations, stored (and in a few cases
exhibited) in the Archaeological Museum of Adiyaman. Thanks to the kind generosity of the
museum'’s director Mehmet Alkan as well as Turkey’s Ministry of Culture and Tourism, permission
was granted to study this material in May-June 2017, June 2018 and July 2019. The second corpus
of legacy data derived from the Middle East Technical University (METU) in Ankara, where an
archive was stored containing Ozgii¢’s excavation documentation. Thanks to the very kind
permission of prof. dr. Aliye Oztan and prof. dr. Tayfun Yildirim (both METU), I was allowed to

digitize, study and publish this material together with my Leiden VICI-colleague Stefan Riedel.

These legacy data for the first time allow for a detailed and exhaustive study of the archaeological
structures belonging to and surrounding the palace, presenting more than a hundred new
photographs, as well as many sketches, maps and excavation reports, all together considerably
improving and problematizing our knowledge of the structure’s lay out, chronology and overall
character (chapter 4). To this is added a catalogue of all known fragments of Hellenistic and early
Roman architectural decoration from Samosata (ca. 314 c. BCE-1st c. CE), most of which have not
been published before, thus adding to our knowledge of the general architectural embellishment
of the palace, but also to our knowledge of architectural decoration in Hellenistic and Early Roman
Commagene in a broader sense (chapter 5). Another catalogue that consists almost entirely of
previously unknown material is provided by the corpus of Hellenistic and Early Roman sculptural
fragments from Samosata (chapter 6). Its analysis adds to our broader understanding of

Commagenean sculpture, also for the hardly known pre- and post-Antiochan phases. Apart from

6 Strabo 16.2.3. See paragraph 4.3.6 for a discussion.
7 ‘Antiochan’ in the sense of belonging to the reign of king Antiochos I (ca. 69-36 BCE).
8 The few existent publications are mostly in Turkish, e.g. Ozgiic 2009; Bingél 2013. See chapter 1 for a
complete historiography.
9 A summary of part of the argument was already published in Kruijer and Riedel 2021.
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these three material categories, this dissertation also deals with the painted wall decoration,
mosaics, and pottery that can be assigned to or associated with the Late-Hellenistic palace (see
chapter 7). Taken together, these catalogues and discussions of a variety of material groups allow

for an exhaustive and integrated study of the palace of Samosata.

Beyond Hellenism in the East

Moving up one level of interpretation, this dissertation attempts to investigate the material
culture of the palace of Samosata in relation to a broader phenomenon of cultural transformations
happening in Commagene in the 1st c. BCE (chapter 7). It does so in critical dialogue with a
scholarly tradition that has been particularly focused on understanding the character of ‘Greek
elements’ in Commagene, keen on framing Samosata and its late-Hellenistic palace as an example
of ‘Hellenism in the East’ (chapter 2). Scholarship on this topic is vast and varied, but, in recent
decades, increasingly, a post-colonial critique has developed deconstructing traditional notions of
‘Hellenization’ as a one-directional, top-down diffusion of ‘Greek culture’ imposed on ‘eastern’
communities, and instead stressing the local agency of elites and societies to actively adopt
‘Hellenism’ for their own situated purposes. This dissertation argues that, although these new
approaches have been of great importance to a more nuanced view on cultural transformation in
Commagene, the Hellenism-model retains some fundamental methodological and interpretative
shortcomings. A central critique formulated in chapter 2 is the fact that archaeological analyses of
‘Hellenism in the East’ have consistently overlooked and simplified the complex and manifold
capacities of material culture. There seems to be a recurrent conflation between, on the one hand,
Hellenism as an emic concept and, on the other hand, Hellenism as an etic class of objects. By
critically evaluating all the instances in Samosata where ‘Greek’ is used as an object label, this
dissertation contributes to the much needed disentanglement of these two notions of Hellenism.
As an alternative, this dissertation proposes an approach to the material culture and cultural
transformation in Samosata that postpones the term Hellenism altogether, rejecting an a priori

categorical distinction between ‘things Greek’ and ‘things Eastern’.

This critical rethinking of what ‘Hellenism in the East’ entails is important not in the least because
the broader notion of Hellenism in some sense still pervades the world we live in, functioning as
one of the main foundation-myths of modern Western society. It is not seldomly the case that the
interest and search for ‘Greek culture beyond Greece’ in the pastis in fact an ideologically inspired

search for the modern cultural Self, creating a ‘false cultural intimacy’1° between the ancient and

10 Herzfeld 2005.
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modern worlds.!! Precisely because Shelley’s ‘We are all Greeks’’? still echoes from 10 Downing
Street to the White House!3, and notably also in alt-right racist notions of Western and white
supremacy!4, the critical disentanglement of Hellenism as a modern myth and a historical

phenomenon is more necessary than ever.

An assemblage of glocal and vibrant objects

To go ‘beyond Hellenism’ in Samosata, this dissertation places center stage two important
theoretical notions about objects. The first is the idea of glocality, a concept developed within the
context of globalization theory (see chapter 2), and referring to cultural phenomena that were
simultaneously local and global (or more-than-local), emerging in contexts of increased
connectivity through mutually constitutive processes of particularization and universalization. In
this dissertation, I particularly focus on the glocal aspects of the palace’s material culture as it
helps to prevent from relapsing into the use of ethnic labels and the problematic notion of ‘pure’
cultural containers that ‘curiously’ formed a cultural hybrid in the palace of Samosata.l5
Importantly, this dissertation uses globalization theory not as a mere descriptive notion of
increased connectivity, but as a heuristic tool at the starting point of the analysis of material

transformations in Samosata.

The second notion about objects that is central in this dissertation entails the reconceptualization
of the palace as an assemblage, a ‘composition that acts’6, a notion that derives from a theoretical
strand known as New Materialism (see chapter 3). Within this post-anthropocentric framework,

objects are vibrant, relational and always more-than-representational; their supposed relation to

11 This links to broader de-colonizing perspectives on Greece, Greek culture and Greek archaeological
heritage, cf. Hamilakis 2007. His recent collaborative initiative ‘décolouize hellas’ calls for ‘an urgent
(re)viewing of the place of modern Greece in relation to geographies and genealogies of European colonialism’,
cf. decolonizehellas.org.
12 Shelley 1977, 409. For an analysis of Shelley’s Philhellenism as a form of Romantic Nationalism, see
Findlay 1993.
13 The Philhellenism of Boris Johnson is widely attested, most notably perhaps in his assertion that London
is today’s Athens in his 2014 speech "Athenian Civilisation: The Glory That Endures”: ‘There are people around
the world who in one way or another reject Periclean ideals, and so it is more vital than ever that we uphold
them here in London. Let us keep the flame alive, protect the owl of Pallas Athena that still haunts the squares
of Bloomsbury (...)’ (Boris Johnson, Legatum Institute Lecture, 4-09-2014). Like his predecessors, Joe Biden
has repeated several times how ancient Greece is the ultimate source of American civilization: ‘Greece and
America share common values, common goals, a common philosophical tradition going back to the great
scholars of ancient Greece.’ (Remarks by the Vice President Joe Biden, Greek Independence Day, March 25,
2009).
14 One of its most gloomy recent instances can be found in the extreme right-wing rhetoric of Dutch
parliamentarian Thierry Baudet, whose political party uses a Greek temple as its main logo and whose
speeches contain evocations of Hegel’s ‘owl of Minerva’ and dog-whistling references to Himmler’s notion
of Hyperborea. (See Tempelman 2019).
15 Versluys 2015; Pitts and Versluys 2015.
16 Due 2002, 32.
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specific cultural concepts, material categories or human intentions (as emphasized in the
Hellenism framework) can never fully exhaust the many wide-ranging capacities that such objects
afford. By exploring the relational capacities of objects in the palace of Samosata, it will attempt
to discern how objects are vibrant, functioning as historical agents capable of effectuating change
themselves. The latter is specifically done with the use of a so-called ‘objectscape methodology’
(see chapter 3 and chapter 7), which allows for the investigation of successive object repertoires
and their changing object vibrancies in Samosata from the 4t c. BCE - 1stc. CE.17 One type of object
vibrancy that is particularly investigated and explored in this dissertation comprises of the
genealogical relations of objects (chapters 7-10). This builds on the idea that objects are always
part of bigger groups of objects of the same type and that, as such, they can act en masse. Instead
of reducing material culture to static concepts, this dissertation invites the reader to ‘read along’

with objects, entering ‘into the fog™8 of their glocal relations and their vibrant capacities.

By investigating and exploring the relational capacities of glocal and vibrant objects in the palace
of Samosata, this dissertation aspires to demonstrate that there is a lot of analytical room ‘beyond
Hellenism’. With the palace of Samosata as its central focus, it seeks to develop a new framework
and methodology to investigate the local impact of increased connectivity in Hellenistic-period

Afro-Eurasia, with objects in the role of historical protagonists.19

17 Pitts 2019; Pitts and Versluys 2021.

18 A phrase borrowed from Bille and Sgrensen 2016.

19 As such, this dissertation is about ‘large issues in a small place’, investigating the impact of globalization
processes on a local scale, Cf. Eriksen 1995.
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Chapter 1. Research history and archaeology of Samosata and

Commagene.

1.1 Introduction

This chapter provides an introduction to the research history and archaeology of Samosata and
Commagene. [ start with a introduction to the geographical setting of Samosata (section 1.2),
followed by a brief research history of the site (paragraph 1.3), narrating the history of
archaeological activity in and around Samosata up until the 1970s. In the following paragraph
(1.4), I discuss in more detail the background and character of the excavations by Nimet Ozgii¢ in
the 1980s, which also serves as the ‘meta-data’ for the legacy data presented in chapters 4, 5, 6
and 7 of this dissertation. This is followed by a brief chronological overview of the archaeological
findings of the Ozglic campaigns, thus painting - with a broad brush - the four millennium spanning
history of this city (paragraph 1.5). In the last paragraph (1.6), I provide an equally concise
overview of the history and archaeology of the kingdom of Commagene, focusing on the 2nd c. BCE-
1st c. CE, meant to familiarize the reader with the contemporary local context of the palace of
Samosata and its cultural dynamics. Especially the latter paragraph serves as a stepping stone to
the state of research presented in chapter 2, which explores in a more critical way the scholarship
on Commagene’s 1st c. BCE cultural dynamics, formulating the main analytical issues at stake in

this dissertation.
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1.2 Geographical Setting

1.2.1 Geology and climate

Fig. 1.1. CORONA satellite imagery from 01-08-1969 (1107-2138A061/2). Source: Center for Advanced Spatial
Technologies, University of Arkansas/U.S. Geological Survey.

Before its flooding, the site of Samosata was located on the west bank of the Euphrates River
(Turkish: Firat Nehri) in the Lower Karababa Basin, approximately 30 kilometers south-east of
the modern town of Adiyaman and around 50 kilometers north-west of modern $anliurfa (ancient
Edessa). The closest tributary river of the Euphrates were the Kahta Cay in the northeast and the
Ziyaret Cay in the southwest. The Euphrates emerges from the Anatolian highlands, making a
sudden turn to the west, cutting through the Taurus mountains east of Malatya in an
approximately southerly direction and emerges from the mountains into a series of large
floodplains, including the Karababa Basin, the location of Samosata.20 The Karababa Basin is
located between the anti-Taurus foothills in the north, and the upland pastures of the Urfa-
Gaziantep plateau in the south.2! It starts approximately 10 kilometers upstream from Samosata,
at the sites of Gritille and Lidar Héyiik, and, along its approximately 70 kilometer length, widens
considerably from there, reaching a maximum width of 10 kilometers. At the stretch near

Samosata, the basin was circa 8 kilometers wide, and the river at this point ran in a south-west

20 Wilkinson 1990, 5.
21 Stein 1988, 27.
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orientation with a relatively wide and shallow course, with large flat islands at several points that
allowed people and animals to cross easily (see fig. 1.1 for CORONA satellite imagery from 196922).
The river at this point is deeply incised into the plateau, something that changes further south,
where it sits above the level of the Mesopotamian plain. Further downstream, the river continued
in a south-west-west direction through the Karababa Basin, passing the Urfa-Gaziantep plateau,
subsequently leading through the steppe of the north-Syrian Jazirah, and ultimately arriving at

the Mesopotamian basin.
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Fig. 1.2. Land use sub-regions within the Urfa-Adiyaman area in the 20 c. Samsat/Samosata is indicated with

land use type 2b, the Plio-Pleistocene terrace of the north bank of the Euphrates. Source: Wilkinson 1990, 49,
fig. 2.5.

Within the Karababa Basin, Samosata was located on the north bank river terrace (indicated with

‘2b’ in fig. 1.2), which formed an outcrop of the Plio-Pleistocene terraces and scarplands further

22 See Kriiger and Blémer 2011 for an exploration of the potential of such CORONA imagery for the retrieval
of the submerged and still little known tell landscape of the Karababa Basin.
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north in the area of modern Adiyaman.23 Its soils are classified as reddish-brown or chestnut
soils.2* The Plio-Pleistocene terraces around Adiyaman (indicated with 2a’ in fig. 1.2) formed part
of the limestone ‘badlands’, gently folding edges of the Karababa Basin that were heavily eroded
by tributaries of the river and transitioned into the foothills of the Anti-Taurus Mountains
(indicated with ‘1’ in fig. 1.2).25 This massive north-east running chain was located circa 40
kilometers north from Samosata and consist mainly of limestone.2¢ Like the enormous Taurus
Mountain range it belonged to, the Anti-Taurus Mountains are the result of a collision between
the Arabian plate, moving towards the north and slightly west, and the Eurasian plate.2” The Urfa-
Gaziantep plateau, starting approximately 20 kilometers south of Samosata at the southern and
eastern side of the Euphrates, is the extension of the southern Jazirah and, as such, of the Arabian

platform, which consists of limestones, marls, clays, sandstones and conglomerates.28
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Fig. 1.3. Mean monthly rainfall in Samosata. Source: Wilkinson 1990, 12, 1.3 (adapted by the author).

The climate of the Karababa Basin has been classified as dry sub-humid mesothermal, according
to Thornthwaite’s classification, or, alternatively, as a semi-continental variant of the
Mediterranean climate.2 Autumn rains startin October (see fig, 1.3), and are followed by wet, cool
but mild winters, that often comprise of snow that can remain on the surface during 10-30 days
per year.3° The wet season ends in May, and the exceptionally warm and dry summer months that
follow make June the usual harvest time for cereals, which notably conflicts with the milking

season.3! The rainfall has a high degree of variety in the region, however, with almost double the

23 Wilkinson 1990, 49.

24 Beaumont et al. 1988.

25 Stein 1988, 27.

26 Dewdney 1971.

27 Beaumont et al. 1988.

28 Tolun and Pamir 1975, 81. See Wilkinson 1990, 7, fig. 1.2 for a geological map.

29 For both, see Dewdney 1971, 34. The mean monthly temperatures in July are circa 30° C in Adiyaman but
they can reach up to 50 ° C.

30 Dewdney 1971. The average monthly temperature in January is circa 4-5° C in Adiyaman, and (light)
frosts happen commonly (circa 30 times per year).

31 Wilkinson 1990, 51.
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rainfall in the northern part of the region (anti-Taurus mountains and foothills), compared to that
in the area near Harran.3? The mean annual rainfall in Samosata is 470 mm per year and thus is

considerably dryer already than for instance in nearby Adiyaman to the north-west.

1.2.2 Land use

This north-south variation has had strong consequences for land use up until the 20t century,
with, for instance, tobacco not being produced south of the Euphrates, where the climate is too
dry.33 Despite its semi-arid character, the entire flood plain of the Karababa Basin generally
provided a large area of arable land, which in most years will allow for cereal production without
irrigation. Wilkinson notes, however, that especially the southern area is located close to the limit
of dry-land farming (ca. 240 mm mean annual rainfall34) which, combined with the highly variable
mean annual rainfall, could also result in years with very low crop yields.35 In the 20t century,
farming was the major economic activity with the major crops in the area being grapes, wheat,
barley, lentils, cotton and tobacco. Rice and vegetables were grown in the lower parts of the
valleys of the Euphrates’ tributaries. Samosata seems to be located on an important transition
zone between north and south, with grapes having prominence over wheat and barley, a ratio that
was reversed towards the south, where wheat especially becomes the major crop, for instance in
the district of Bozova, a mere 20 kilometers to the south of Samosata.36 In general, the crop yields
drop significantly towards the south, with, for instance, an average barley production of 2000 kg
per ha in Samosata decreasing to circa 750 kg per ha in Bozova.3” The north-south contrast is also
meaningful with regards to pastoralism, with Adiyaman showing more than double the amount of
sheep, goats, and cows per ha of cultivated land compared to the province of Sanlurfa; the uplands

and highlands to the north were most likely used to pasture these animals38 but also the lowest

32 J[dem, 13: ‘The variation in moisture regime results from orographic cooling of westerly depressions which
are funneled to the south of the Anatolian high plateau by the high pressure air masses which prevail during
the winter months’. See also Walter and Lieth 1967.
33 Wilkinson 1990, 39ff. Wilkinson discussed in great detail the land use of the Karababa Basin in the 20t
century (up until the advent of the Atatiirk Dam), which, although of course altered through modern
mechanization and a different economical system, still would partially reflect long-term environmental
conditions and constraints and their related cropping patterns.
34 Wallén 1967.
35 Wilkinson 1990, 13.
36 Jdem, 50: ‘Although only a generalized assessment, the land use map [see fig. 1.3] does clearly show the
transition from broad basins dominated by cereal cultivation in the south (areas 5 and 6) through smaller
lowlands characterized by cereal and lentil cultivation and viticulture in the vicinity of the Euphrates, to mixed
farming with a greater reliance on pastoralism and tree crops in the Anti-Tauros mountains and foothills in
the north.’
37 Idem, 47, fig. 2.4c. The graph shows that the same drop in crop yields towards the south of Samosata can
be observed for wheat and lentils. The crop yields of Samosata and Adiyaman (further north) are more or
less the same, suggesting that Samosata was located at the ‘advantageous side’ of the north-south transition.
38 J[dem, 47-48.
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floodplains adjacent to the river would have been used for grazing and watering during the dry
summer months.3° The Plio-Pleistocene terrace at the north bank of the Euphrates where
Samosata was located was used for cereal farming (mostly wheat) with viticulture and contained
a small component of lentil cultivation.40 Nuts, apricots and other winter and summer fruits grew

wild in the mountains around Samosata.4!

1.2.3 Urban connections and routes

In the direct environment of the river valley of Samosata lay several smaller mounds of
archaeological importance. Approximately 10 kilometers upstream, on the north-western river
bank, was the elongated, 24-meter high mound of Gritille, where excavations in 1981-1984
unearthed a Medieval fortification.42 At the opposite, south-eastern river bank of Gritille was Lidar
Hoyiik, where excavations between 1979-1987 yielded an important Bronze Age center and
occupation phases of the late Iron Age and Hellenistic period, continuing into the Medieval
period.#3 Around 4-5 kilometer downstream from Samsat were two mounds at the south-eastern
river bank, Saskan Biiyilik Tepe and Saskan Kii¢lik Tepe.** Approximately 3-4 kilometers further
downstream lay Kurban Hojuk, which was located on the northwest river bank, and contained

many remains from the Chalcolithic and Bronze Age.*5

39 Redford 1986.

40 Wilkinson 1990, 49-50 with fig. 2.5. Samosata is indicated as cultivated area 2b on fig. 2.5.

41 Al-1dris], a geographer writing in the 1150s mentions an abundance of such fruit in relation to Samosata.
See Al-I1drisi 1970-1984.

42 The mound must have been inhabited already since the Neolithic however. See Redford1986; Redford et
al. 1998.

43 Cf. Hauptmann 1986,/1988, 33-37; Miiller 1999, 123-131.

44 Cf. Ozdogan 1977, 178-180; Kennedy 1998b, 558-559.

45 Cf. Wilkinson 1990; Algaze 1990.
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Fig. 1.4 Map of Commagene in the period 60 BCE-20 BCE during its largest territorial expansion (in light

green), with several of its nearest urban centers indicated. Source: Brijder 2014, 39, fig. 15.

During the Hellenistic and Roman periods, Samosata belonged to a broader network of North-
Syrian urban centers, of which the most directly relevant were Edessa (modern Urfa) in the
southeast?*¢, the capital of the kingdom of Osroehne; Seleukeia on the Euphrates/Zeugma, circa
130 km. downstream towards the southwest*7, holding an important crossing over the Euphrates;
Doliche (modern Diiliik, near Gaziantep) towards the west-south-west#8; Germanikeia/Caesarea
Germanica (modern Kahramanmaras) circa 120 km. towards the west#; Perrhe (near modern
Adiyaman) towards the northwest5?; and Melitene (modern Malatya) towards the north.5!
Samosata was relatively well connected towards the south, although the fragmented character of
the landscape forced its communications through narrow corridors (as opposed to the easier

passage in the flat plains of the Harran Basin). There are several important and well-attested

46 Cf. Blomer 2019 with further literature.
47 Cf. Gorkay 2021.
48 Cf. Blomer, Cobanoglu and Winter 2019, 103-186; Blomer and Winter 2011, 248-285, 361-364 with
further literature.
49 Sahin 1991.
50 Dérner and Naumann 1939, 66-69; Eraslan and Winter 2008; Blomer and Winter 2011, 128-137, 356-
357; Eraslan 2016.
51 For a good introduction to North-Syrian cities, see Blomer 2020, with bibliography. The ‘four cities of
Commagene’ (quattor civitates Commagenorum), mentioned as the financiers of the Severan-period
Cendere bridge over the Chabinas river in the north of Commagene likely were Samosata, Perrhe, Doliche
and Germanikeia. See Blomer and Winter 2011, 91-95; Wagner 1987, 48-55.
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routes towards the south and west.52 The first led directly across the Euphrates, running south-
east to Urfa (ancient Edessa). Although often mentioned as containing a bridge, it seems more
likely that the river at Samosata was crossed by means of boats or simply by crossing at its most
shallow locations.53 Urfa was located at the Balikh River and the start of the Harran Plain, and thus
allowed for easy passage to Raqqa (Nikephorion/Kallinikos in the Hellenistic-Roman period) and
further into Mesopotamia. The second route, towards the southwest (b on fig. 1.4), linked the city
to Doliche, and subsequently passed Aleppo (ancient Beroea) and the ‘Amugq plain, thus ultimately
arriving at the Mediterranean coast. Long stretches of the Roman phases of this route have been
attested between Samosata and Doliche, passing by a Severan fortress at Eski Hisar, several
Roman funerary monuments (at Hasanolu, Elif and Eski Hisar) and several Roman bridges (over
the Goksu and the Karasu and near Yarimca).54 A third route followed the course of the Euphrates
and thus led from Samosata to Zeugma.5s Another, more direct route from Samosata to Zeugma,
running east of the Euphrates, is attested by a Roman watchtower at Uzunburg.56 Finally, a road

existed that linked Samosata with Germanikeia to the west, passing the bridge at Karasu.5”

Connections towards the north were more problematic, with the Anti-Tauros Mountains forming
a natural barrier that reaches heights of approximately 2560 above sea-level. The highlands begin
approximately 35 kilometers north of Samosata, and, quickly, the landscape becomes difficult to
trespass and less attractive for cultivation. There must have been a road running through the
mountains from Samosata to Malatya (ancient Melitene), running past Perrhe towards the north,
but its exact course has not yet been established.58 Another road probably led from Samosata to
the Cendere Bridge, and from there, further north-east into the mountains; again, the exact course
is unclear. Traffic along the Euphrates was possible by boat, but land routes following the
Euphrates valley in both the north-east and the south-west direction from Samosata were difficult

due to the narrow and deep gorges of the river.5 The above considerations concerning the

52 For the roads and communication systems in Commagene, focusing on Roman Zeugma, see Comfort et al.
2000 (east-west connections); Comfort and Erge¢ 2001 (north-south connections).

53 Strabo 16.2.3 is often referred to as evidence for a bridge at Samosata, but it is likely he in fact referred to
Zeugma, cf. Syme 1995, 95-110. Josephus in fact mentions that the river is easily crossed without a bridge,
cf. Joseph. B] 7.224. Kriiger and Bléomer 2011, 351 furthermore add: ‘Ein Blick auf die natiirlichen
Gegebenheiten des Flusstals im Stereomodell unterstiitzt diese Vermutung. Die zu tiberspannende Breite des
Flussbettes wdre enorm und bdte sich fiir die Errichtung einer festen Briicke nicht an.’. The presence of a
ponton bridge can however not be ruled out.

54 Cf. Blomer and Winter 2011, 163-167; Wagner 1983.

55 Comfort and Erge¢ 2001, 20-27.

56 Wagner 1983; Comfort and Erge¢ 2001, 41.

57 Comfort et al. 2000, 117.

58 [t has been suggested that the road passed the Cendere Bridge that runs across the Chabinas river, but
this would not have been part of the main route as it lies too far towards the east, cf. Blomer and Winter
2011, 95.

59 For a good overview of the evidence, see Comfort and Erge¢ 2001, 20-27. Al-1drisi, writing in the 1150s,
mentions that the Euphrates was navigable in this period from Baghdad up until Samsat, cf. Al-1drisi 1970-
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available communications should make it clear that, throughout its history, Samosata was linked

to northern-Syria much more than to highland Anatolia.

1.2.4 Site topography
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Fig. 1.5 Map showing the topography of Samosata. Source: Goell 1974, 86-87, fig. 2.

For the site topography of Samsat/Samosata, the best available map from before the site’s
submergence in the Atatiirk Lake is the one that resulted from the extensive urban surveys done
by Sabri Giineg, Theresa Goell, Carl Anthony and Ergun Uytun in the 1960s (see fig. 1.5). This map

shows the circumference of the ancient city by means of the 1st c. CE city fortification wall, which,

1984. It remains questionable whether these upper stretches were ever navigated by more than local traffic
though.
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by the 1970s and 1980s, in some parts was still preserved up to 9,0 m. high (see paragraph 7.5.3
of this dissertation). The wall contained the well-documented ‘Urfa Gate’ in the south-east, which
must have been one of several city gates.6® The eye-catching héyiik, the ca. 50 meter high, largely
artificial mound on which the Hellenistic palace was located, stood against the eastern long edge
of the ancient town, directly bordering the floodplains of the Euphrates in the east. The oval-
shaped hdyiik measured ca. 250 x 150 m. at its flattened top and had particularly steep edges at
the west and east sides, sloping somewhat more gently at the shorter northern and southern ends.
Remains of a Late-Antique fortification wall (assigned as ‘Late Byzantine’ in fig. 1.5), at the time
greatly diminishing the extent of the city, was still visible in several locations running from the
northern edge of the hdyiik towards the southwest. At the time of documentation, the most
important entryway to Eski Samsat lay to the west, with the main road coming from Adiyaman.6!
The modern village of Eski Samsat was located in the southern fringes of the oval-shaped fortified
part of the ancient city, with most modern houses located close to the fortification wall and the
Urfa Gate (see figs. 1.1 and 1.5). In the foothills towards the northwest and southeast of the town,
evidence for 2nd-3rd ¢, CE Roman tombs was found, pointing to the ancient city’s necropoleis.
Towards the north-east, along the banks of the Euphrates, ran the remains of a Roman aqueduct,
which was provided with water from an unknown source in the valley of the Kédhta Cay.62
Unfortunately, investigations of the Lower Town and the town’s environment before the flooding
remained very limited, leaving us largely in the dark concerning its further urban topography. The
background and results of scholarly work on Samosata - mostly focused on its hdytik - will be

discussed in the next paragraph.

60 For these archaeological investigations, see section 1.3.

61 A second, smaller road ran along along the Euphrates river and passed through Samsat, connecting it to
the village of Kovanolut in the north-east and Balcilar in the southwest.

62 Cf. Dérner and Naumann 1939, 54-61; Ozdogan 1977, 106-136.
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1.3 Research history

Fig. 1.6. The team of Osman Hamdi Bey and Osgan Efendi crosses the Euphrates between Havliyan and Kantara,

south-west of Samosata. Picture taken on 2 June 1883, the day of the encounter with Karl Humann and Otto
Puchstein. Source: Eldem 2010, 132 fig. 55 (nr. 11229).

A research history of Samosata cannot but start with that unlikely encounter at the banks of the
Euphrates near Samsat on the 2nd of June 1883 (see fig. 1.6). That day, a team of Ottoman
archaeologists, led by Osman Hamdi Bey and Osgan Efendi, had visited Samsat and crossed the
Euphrates between Havliyan and Kantara, southwest of Samsat, planning to continue their travels
to Urfa.63 At Kantara, a German team of archaeologists, led by Karl Humann and Otto Puchstein,
had been planning to cross the river in the opposite direction, travelling to Nemrut. This resulted
in an unexpected meeting of the two teams.é* Although there must have been at least some degree
of nationalistic competition between the two archaeological ‘équipes’, the accidental encounter

was met with sheer joy from both sides, resulting in a copious dinner and ‘toutes sortes de

63 For this expedition, see Eldem 2010. The results were published in Hamdi Bey and Efendi 1883 (Le
Tumulus de Nemroud Dagh). The famous scholar, artist and intellectual Osman Hamdi Bey was appointed
director of Miize-i-Hiimayun (Museum of the Ottoman Empire) in 1881, and Osgan Efendi was a sculptor at
the Sanayi-i Nefise Mektebi (School of Fine Arts).
64 For which, see especially Radt 2003.
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liqueurs‘s> In retrospect, the synchronous appearance of research teams in and around Samsat
was perhaps not entirely accidental; both expeditions were a direct consequence of the recent
(re)discovery of Nemrut Dag1 in 1881 by the road construction engineer Karl Sester and the
subsequent detailed archaeological report by Otto Puchstein, who had undertaken a

reconnaissance campaign to Nemrut in 1882 together with Sester.66

65 In his ‘Voyage a Nemrut Dagi’, Hamdi Bey reported on the 2" of June 1883: ‘Au moment ot nous remontions
d cheval pour continuer notre voyage, nous entendimes derriére nous des personnes qui nous appelaient, nous
reconnilmes avec une surprise aussi grande qu'agréable le comité allemand de Nemroud Dagh. C'étaient nos
amis les Drs Humann, Puchstein et von Luschan. Nous résoliimes de nous arréter sur la Mésopotamie pour
célébrer cette heureuse rencontre. Nous fimes donc retourner nos bagages qui étaient déja partis et nous
dress@mes nos tentes tout au bord de I'Euphrate; notre joie redoubla quand nous y reciimes les lettres de nos
familles. Ce ne fut que rire et gaité. Nous primes toutes sortes de liqueurs, c'était une vraie féte. Nous nous
photographidmes tous ensemble pour avoir un souvenir de cet heureux jour. Nous photographidmes aussi des
chameaux. Le soir nous fimes un diner copieux et nous passdmes le reste de la soirée a développer nos clichés.
Taken from Eldem 2010, 71. Humann writes the following about the encounter: ‘Sobald das Fahrzeug bei
uns anlegte, stellte es sich heraus, dass es Hamdy-Bey und Osgan-Effendi waren, die vom Nemrut-dagh schon
zurtickkehrten. Da gab es viel zu erzdhlen; wir schlugen darum am hohen Ufer unsere Zelte auf und blieben bis
zum ndchsten Morgen beisammen.’ (Humann and Puchstein 1890, 181-182). For a thorough analysis of the
Ottoman expedition, and its sometimes competitive relation to the German endeavours, see Eldem 2010.
Eldem 2010, 20: ‘Il va sans dire que, du point de vue des archéologues allemands, Osman Hamdi Bey tombait
comme un cheveu dans la soupe’.

66 Humann and Puchstein 1890, 99-104; D6érner 1987, 11-39. Sester worked for the Osman authorities of
the Vilayet Diyar-1 Bekr and was directed to Nemrut by a Kurdish man named Baké. Soon after, the
Akademia der Wissenschaften ordered Otto Puchstein, an archaeologist and bursary of the German
Archaeological Institute, to travel to Nemrut Dagi together with Karl Sester in 1882. They described the
monument and made the first transcription of its so-called ‘Great Cult Inscription’. The results of this
campaign were published in the ‘Sitzungsberichte der kéniglich preufSischen Akademie der Wissenschaften
zu Berlin’ (Puchstein 1883). In the spring of 1883, the royal Academy of Science of Prussia organized an
expedition under the direction of Karl Humann, Felix von Luschan and Otto Puchstein. Humann was a well-
established archaeologists who was most known for his discovery of the Pergamon altar. The results of his
expeditions in Turkey and North-Syria, during which he also recorded archaeological sites and finds at
Sesonk, Karakus, Selik, and Gerger, were published in the book Reisen in Kleinasien und Nordsyrien (Humann
and Puchstein 1890).
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Fig. 1.7. Map of Samosata by Karl Humann and Otto Puchstein. Source: Humann and Puchstein 1890, fig. 28.

As excited as the scholars were about the newly discovered tomb-sanctuary of Nemrut, as
underwhelmed the scholars clearly were by Samsat. This disappointment was partially fuelled by
high expectations of ancient Samosata as the birthplace of the famous satirist Lucian of Samosata
(ca. 120 - ca. 200 CE).¢7 On the 1st of June, Hamdi Bey notes in his travel diary: ‘A I'approche de
Samsat nous vimes au bout de la plateforme qui domine Samsat et I'Euphrate, quelques tumulus de
petite dimension. A onze heures et demie nous arrivimes a Samsat. Nous filmes fortement saisis au
ceeur en voyant ces quelques malheureuses huttes qui composent la ville moderne. Ou trouver ce
Samsat, la superbe capitale de la Commageéne, cette ville qui vit naitre Lucien? Il n'en reste pas le
moindre vestige. On voit seulement a quelque distance de la misérable ville moderne une élévation
sur le bord du fleuve sur laquelle se trouve une immense plateforme. Ce devait étre l'acropole, elle est
d'une forme rectangulaire et a l'extrémité sud-ouest se trouvent les restes d'une fortification

rectangulaire d'une époque postérieure d'aucune importance. Voila tout ce qui reste de l'ancienne

67 For a good recent introduction to Lucian of Samosata, both in a literary and a historical sense, see Mestre
and Gomez 2010.
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ville’.58 On the 2nd of June, Hamdi Bey adds: ‘Ce matin nous alldmes visiter les environs de Samsat et
comme nous avons déja dit dans notre rapport d'hier, il n'y a absolument rien a voir.®® After
ascending the héyiik, and making some photographs, the Ottoman team soon travelled on.
Humann and Puchstein visit Samsat the day after their encounter with the Ottoman team and
conduct more detailed documentation, making the first ‘map’ of the city (see fig. 1.7), showing the
course of the fortification walls, and describing the hdytik in more detail; soon after, they travel on

to Nemrut.70

The Ottoman and German teams were not the first to describe Samsat nor the first foreigners to
visit it. In the 17t century, the Dutch geographer and historian Olfert Dapper (1636-1689)
appears to be the first to identify the modern village of Samsat with the ancient city of Samosata.”!
A travel report by Prussian general Helmuth Karl Bernhard von Molte (1800-1891) from 1838
furthermore provides an early description of ‘der bertihmten Stadt Samosata’, one that is strikingly
less pessimistic than that of Hamdi Bey half a century later, curiously suggesting that the valley of
the Euphrates at Samsatlooks similar to ‘der Oder nahe oberhalb Frankfurt’, and praising the héytik
for its ‘riesenhafter Arbeit’ and its ‘schéne Ruinen eines viereckigen Gebdudes’.’? Von Moltke
stumbled on a marble frieze decorated with foliage, birds and bulls ‘von so schéner Arbeit, wie ich
nie gesehen'73 A year later, in 1839, the English traveller, surgeon and geologist William Francis
Ainsworth (1807-1896) travelled through Commagene and visits Samsat, which however again
disappoints: ‘All that remains of this once celebrated city [Samosata], the seat of Commagene, the

birth-place of Lucian, and an episcopate in the middle-ages, is a partly artificial mound, with

68 Taken from Eldem 2010, 70.

69 Idem, 71.

70 Humann and Puchstein 1890.

71 Dapper 1677/78. The subtitle of Dapper’s book mentions that the descriptions are ‘excerpted from several
ancient and recent authors, and reported by eyewitness investigators.” He writes: ‘the Euphrates, starting at
the city of Erzerum, flows to Commagene, passes the city of Malatya, and finally reaches Samosatum where it
takes its course to the south-east. (...) The capital of Commagene was called either Samosatum [singular] by
the ancient authors, like Strabo, Pliny and others, or Samosata [plural], but afterwards Sumeisata or Sumeisat
by the Arabs. It is situated on the west bank of river Euphrates, at the utmost northern end of Syria, there where
the Euphrates starts to bend to the south-east, twenty-two thousand steps northwards from Edessa, in the
direction of Melitene and two thousand and thirty steps eastward from Caesarea in Cappadocia. Some make
Aleppo the capital of Commagene. Strabo mentions Samosatum as a city fortified by nature. Samosatum was
a Christian Episcopal city under the archbishopric of Edessa. Nowadays the city is completely destroyed’. Taken
from Brijder 2014, 50 n.28. Brijder adds that ‘Dapper never travelled outside The Netherlands, but wrote his
‘Description’ sitting on his armchair in his well-equipped library in Amsterdam.’

72 Citations from Von Moltke 1893, 236-237. Von Moltke documented his explorations in Commagene,
where he investigated the possibilities of communication routes in the Taurus and Antitaurus mountains
(between Malatya and Birecik) for the Ottoman army during the war between the Ottoman empire and
Egypt (first phase 1831-1833; second phase 1839-1841), which mainly dealt with obtaining power over
Syrian and Palestine territory. During his travels, he (re)discovered several archaeological sites and finds
that had previously been largely unknown, most notably the Great Cult inscription of Gerger. For Von
Moltke’s role as a captain and general, see Mombauer 2001. Von Moltke approached Samsat by boat from
Gerger in the north and hence also described the remainders of the Roman aqueduct.

73 Von Moltke 1893, 237.
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fragmentary remains of a castle on its summit. The modern town [Samsat] is a poor place, of about

400 houses, peopled by Kurds, and Turkomans.’7*

The largely negative, disappointed judgement regarding Samsat’s archaeological value might be
one of the reasons that in the next decades, only scarce scholarly attention was given to the town.
In 1894, Vincent W. Yorke travelled in the area of Samsat and provided some short descriptions
of the site, mentioning four newly discovered Roman inscriptions connected to the Roman legion
XVI Flavia Firma that was stationed at Samosata after 72/73 CE.7s In 1935, Giulio Jacopi found
another inscription (‘Sy’, ID689 in chapter 6 of this dissertation) on a stele located in Samsat’s
primary school, which helped to complete the Great Cult Inscription of Arsameia on the
Nymphaios.’6 Another important visit followed in 1938, when Friedrich Karl Dérner and architect
Rudolf Naumann documented the remains of the Roman aqueduct north of Samosata.’? In 1958,
H. Th. Bossert furthermore visited Samsat to investigate an Iron Age royal stele that had already

been documented during the visit of Humann and Puchstein.”8

The first actual archaeological excavations in Samsat were conducted by Theresa Goell in the
1960s, during a ‘Sondage campaign’ in 1964 and more proper excavations in 1967 and 1970.7°
These investigations were already conducted in light of the construction of the Atatiirk Dam (for
which, see the introduction of this dissertation): ‘The urgency for explorations at Samosata on-the-
Euphrates in 1967 was to anticipate the consequences of the Turkish Government’s project to build
a dam for irrigation and power generation at Halfeti on the Euphrates southwest of Samosata (...)
Accelerated archaeological excavations are being conducted there by Turks and foreigners in order

to gain a glimpse of its ancient cultures before they disappear forever under the rising waters. This

74 Ainsworth 1842, vol I, 284-285. In his Travels and Researches in Asia Minor, Mesopotamia, Chaldea and
Armenia, Ainsworth furthermore describes the Roman aqueducts: ‘Our road lay still along the banks of the
Euphrates, over a country very little cultivated. Two hours from Hoshun, and above the junction of the Kakhtah
River, are some rapids, which appear to be cataracts noticed by Pliny as being above Samosata, for we saw no
others from hence to that town. (...) Below, the Kakhtah River flowed into the Euphrates by three different
mouths. From hence to Sameisat [Samosata] the remains of an aqueduct, which carried the water of this river,
as previously noticed, to the capital of Commagene, are every now and then visible. Its lofty arches, supported
either by strong walls or piers, show that it must have been a work carefully executed (...)’. See also Brijder
2014, 179-183.
75 Yorke 1896, 322: ‘Samsat, which preserves the name of the ancient Samosata, the capital of the Seleucid
kingdom of Commagene, the birthplace of Lucian, and station of one of the legions on the Euphrates, is now a
wretched Kurdish village of about one hundred houses, three of which are Armenian. Its antiquities have been
well described in Humann and Puchstein's work, and the only addition which we can make to the results which
they obtained on the site, is that of four inscriptions. Two of these give the name of the Legion XVI. F(lavia),
F(irma), which is known from another source to have been posted here, and a third, found in the castle wall,
gives part of the name of one of the Roman governors of Commagene.’
76 Jacopi 1936, 21ff. Dorner noted that also the backside was inscribed (SyV). See Dérner and Naumann
1939, 17-43. Facella 2006, 35-36. See paragraph 6.5 of this dissertation for the stalai associated with
Samosata and paragraph 10.5.1 for a further discussion concerning the ruler cult of Antiochos I in Samosata.
77 Dérner and Naumann 1939, 30-43, 54-61.
78 Bossert 1959.
79 Goell 1974.
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fate awaits Samosata when the Halfeti dam is completed.’8® Although Goell was particularly keen
on finding the Commagenean phases of Samosata, the complex stratigraphy and intense Medieval
habitation of the héyiik prevented her from investigating layers older than the Seljuk period.8! In
1964, Goell mapped the surfacing archaeological remains - the standing medieval fortification
walls and a Roman foundation wall - and opened a test trench of 12,50 x 10,00 m. at the east-
central periphery of the mound, facing the Euphrates. This trench yielded much Seljuk-period
material, including a structure with storage rooms situated around a courtyard interpreted by
Goell as ‘a strategic military and administrative center controlling the military and trade routes

converging there.'82

During the 1967 and 1970 campaigns, Goell continued mapping the area, executing an extensive
survey of the fortification walls (resulting in the map of fig. 1.5) and investigations of the
necropoleis northwest and west of the city. On top of the hdyiik, she extended the 1964 test trench
and connected it to a new east-west running trench that started at the western summit periphery
and ran across the entire width of the mound (indicated on fig. 1.5). This east-west trench was
lowered to the same Level [ as reached in the eastern 1964 campaign, and again mostly yielded
Seljuk-period structures and finds. At the western side of the trench, terraced building
foundations and clay room floors were unearthed together with a number of clay ovens, hearths,
large heavy ceramic basins, and a variety of 12th-13th c. ceramic vessels. In the eastern part of the
extended trench, Goell also uncovered a habitation phase which she designated 'level II', dated to
the 9th -10th century. A lower ‘level III’, broadly dated to the Byzantine period, was reached but not
further explored.83 Although Goell intended to arrive at the Commagenean phases and also
appeared to have planned to reach all the way into the earliest, Chalcolithic habitation phases of
the mound84, no more fieldwork campaigns followed in the succeeding years, probably because of

the dire working circumstances.85

80 Goell 1974, 83.

81 Jdem, 85, 96.

82 Jdem, 96.

83 [dem, 102: ‘this lower level (...) requires more extensive excavation and study’.

84 Jdem, 85: ‘Our 1967 season of work will concentrate on following up the architecture of the medieval storage
rooms [presumably 12th or 13th century A.D.] and enlarging the area in order to reveal a more comprehensive
picture, going down in depth to the levels of Antiochus’ Hellenistic dynasty and its foundation. We also planned
to uncover the levels to the beginning of the settlement of Samosata in at least the Chalcolithic period at the
base of the mound.’

85 Described wonderfully in Sanders and Gill 2006, 514: ‘During the summer and early fall months, Goell
returned to Turkey to resume excavations at Samsat. Her season at Samsat in 1970 exemplified her entire
archaeological tenure in Turkey. There were the normal long waits in Ankara for permits and various local
clearances to use equipment; the season stretched again into early fall. As was usual for Goell’s digs, she
accompanied the fieldwork with the construction of a small camp for her staff and workers, which, down near
the Euphrates River, consisted of small adobe huts (instead of the tents surrounded by high stone walls erected
atop Nemrud Dagi). The region around Samsat even in the 1970s resembled the medieval period in social and
political structure. Wealthy Turkish landowners tended to be in charge of poorer Kurdish workers, who were
treated like serfs and property. Numerous arguments between Goell and the landowners over who owned the
36



In the wake of the multiple dam constructions belonging to the Southeast Anatolia Project8s,
several large scale surveys were undertaken. Tony Wilkinson surveyed the area around Kurban
Hoyiik and Titris Hoylik during his Chicago Euphrates Archaeological Survey from 1980-1984,
covering also the Samsat Region.8” Two other largescale archaeological surveys were organized
in the Lower Euphrates Basin by the M.E.T.U. Lower Euphrates Project (Asagi Firat Eski Esserli
Kurtarma Projesi). These surveys included the investigation of Samosata and its environs, and
were published principally in Umit Serdaroglu’s Surveys in the Lower Euphrates Basin and Mehmet
Ozdogan’s Lower Euphrates Basin 1977 Survey, both published in 1977.88 These surveys resulted
in a list of 210 threatened archaeological sites in Lower Euphrates Basin, which were discussed
during a meeting held at Ankara in November 1977. There, a committee of Turkish and foreign
archaeologists decided that, of these 210 endangered sites, Samosata held the highest preference

for emergency excavations.8®

1.4 The Ozgiic campaigns (1978-1989): history, methodology and publications

The board of the M.E.T.U. Lower Euphrates Project (especially prof. dr. Ekmel Derya and prof. dr.
Sevim Bulug) asked prof. dr. Nimet Ozgii¢c (1916-2015) to start salvage excavations in Samosata.?
She gathered a team with field archaeologists and specialists from a variety of different Turkish
universities and conducted summer campaigns every year between 1978 and 1989, except for
1980 and 1988. After 1989, the Atatiirk Dam was almost completed and further campaigns were

impossible. Their work was mostly focused on the héyiik, with several large-sale trenches

rights to have Kurds work for them disrupted the fieldwork. There were even local beatings of workers and the
smuggling of arms, drugs, and antiquities. Goell did her best as peacemaker and intercessor, demonstrating
over and over again her skill in dealing with landowners, even though she was woman. Among the constraints
of excavations at Samsat was the mere two hours of electric power each night. During that time daily record
keeping had to take place and the photographs taken of trench progress had to be developed, inventoried, and
mounted on index cards on which Goell would describe the image.’
86 See infra, n. 1.
87 Wilkinson 1990.
88 Serdaroglu 1977; Ozdogan 1977. A third number of the M.E.T.U. Lower Euphrates Project Publications
appeared in 1987 and deals with the findings of the surveys of 1978-1979. See also the annual contributions
by Mellink in his Reports on the Archaeology of Asia Minor in the American Journal of Archaeology during the
1980’s and early 1990’s.
89 Mellink 1978.
90 Nimet Ozgii¢ received her doctorate in 1944 with a thesis on Anatolian stamp seals. She became professor
at Ankara University in 1958. By 1978, when she was assigned the task of excavating Samosata, her
experience as archaeological project leader was well-established. The list of archaeological projects she
participated in and was responsible for is long, and include the Dundartepe, Kavak-Kaledorugu, Tekkekoy
excavations in the Samsun region, the Elbistan survey, the 1947 Karahdyiik excavations, the Toprakkale and
Maltepe excavations in Sivas, the Kiiltepe excavations, rescue excavation at Tepebaglar1 Tumulus, and
excavations at Acemhoyiik (between 1962 and 1989). After her retirement in 1984, she became an honorary
member of the Turkish Academy of Sciences in 1996 and was honoured with the Culture and Art Grand
Prize of the Ministry of Culture and Tourism in 2010. Besides her monograph on Samosata, key publications
include Ozgiic 1965 (cylinder seals from Kiiltepe) and Ozgiic 1979 (Early Anatolian Art from Acemhéyiik).
37



covering large parts of the mound. Several smaller test trenches were also dug in the Lower Town,
especially near the so-called Urfa Gate in the southeast part of the fortification wall. At the end of
each campaign, the finds were stored at the Adiyaman Archaeological Museum, totalling 3347

inventoried objects after the last campaign in 1989.91
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Fig. 1.8. The grid-system of the Ozgiic excavations with the trenches indicated in dark grey. The palace is
located in sector j-m/14-18. Map by the author, based on Ozgiic 2009, 131 plan 3.

The excavations on top of the hdyiik were documented using a grid-system that covered the entire
hayiik (see fig. 1.8) which measures ca. 50 m. in height and ca. 250 x 150 m. size.%2 This grid-system
consists of grid-squares measuring 10 by 10 meters. The numbering is compiled by a north-south

axis with numbers 1 to 25 counting up southwards; and a west-east axis with letters (a-z). Some

91 Ozgii¢ 2009, ‘6nsiiz’. This count does not include the ceramics and painted stucco fragments.
92 [dem, 131 plan 3.
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of these trenches, one on the southwest side (sector d-f/15-17) and one on the northeast side (q-
r/14-15), reached down all the way to the earliest Chalcolithic layers of the mound. This enabled
Ozgiic to distinguish 30 different layers of settlement habitation, ranging from the Chalcolithic
period up to the late Medieval Seljuk periods that had already been scrutinized by Goell (see
above). It must unfortunately be stressed that the layers distinguished by Ozgii¢ are very
unprecise, as they combine layers across a 10,0 x 10,0 m. grid-square, making it unavoidable that
a lot of fine-grained stratigraphic differentiation was lost. A further complicating factor is the fact
that the system was not always used in a consistent manner. In sector j-m/14-19 (see appendix B,
map B2), for instance, the chronological sequence is made up of layer VI (Early-mid Hellenistic
period), layer V (Commagenean or Late-Hellenistic period; the Commagenean palace), and layer
IV (Early Roman period). However, in some grid-squares Ozgiic clearly deviated from this system;
in sector u/9-10 for example, the Hellenistic finds are part of layers VII and VI. Lastly, there are
several examples of layers consisting of very ‘mixed’ material, suggesting that different
archaeological layers were heaped together and/or layers were simply contaminated. We must
conclude that we are dealing with very general periodic differentiation rather than genuine
stratigraphic units. Despite these severe stratigraphic and contextual limitations of the legacy
data, this dissertation in some cases retains the original grid-square system and the general
periodic differentiation, for instance in referring to single locations of objects. In the case of the
architectural and archaeological analysis of chapter 4, I have however developed a system based

on archaeological features that allows for a more detailed discussion of the data.

Based on the legacy data, we can more or less reconstruct the evolvement of the excavations
through the years. It seems that, in 1978 and 1979, the team was primarily focused on surface
reconnaissance and standing architecture on top of the héyiik, especially the remains of the Seljuk-
period tower on the southern extreme of the mound.? In 1981, excavations started near the Urfa
Gate in the Lower Town (see Appendix B, map B1), as well as in sector e/3, 0/14-15 and in g-r/14-
15, where layers I and Il were removed. In 1982, excavations in 0/14 continued into layer III, while
p/15 was excavated up until layer II. In sector j-k/15-16, layers I-II were removed, and in some
locations also parts of layers Il and 1V, thus already exposing parts of the Late-Hellenistic palace.
In sector d-e/15-16, layers I-1l were removed and in some places (d/15) layer Il was reached. In
1983, work was continued in d/16 up until layer VI, while in e/15-17, layers I1I-VII were removed.
Sector g-i/16 was removed until layer Il and in the sector of the Late-Hellenistic palace, j-1/14-17

layers Il and IV were now entirely removed, providing a full view of the central, northern and

93 The 30 layers are consecutively presented by Ozgiic 2009. It must be noted that most scholars follow
Zoroglu 2012, 137 who mentions only 15 layers (cf. Wagner 2003/2004, 135; Brijder 2014, 424; Canepa
2019, 109) without giving further explanations for this numbering.
94 Ozgii¢ 2009, 10-11.
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western wing of the palace. In sector m/14-16, a start was made to excavate the sector where the
eastern continuation of the palace would be expected, removing layer I. In 1984, further work was
conducted in the trench containing the palace (j-1/14-17, layer V). This trench was also extended
towards the west (with g-i/15-17 layers I-1V) and east (m/14-16, layers II-IV) brought to the level
of the palace. In sector k/16-17, layer V was removed, thus reaching layers older and below the
Late-Hellenistic palace (see appendix B, map B2). On the east of the héyiik, trenches were opened
in sector s-t/11-13. Work continued on trenches near the Urfa Gate. In 1985, the trench of the
palace was extended towards the south, by removing layers I-1II of j-k/18-19, thus unearthing the
southern wing of the palace. An extension was also created towards the northeast, with n-p/14-
15 brought down to layer IV. Further work was conducted in k/15, layer V, below the palace. In e-
f/16-17, layers IV-VI were removed, exposing the so-called ‘torus-base structure’.9s This trench
was extended to the east, with g/15 brought down to layer 1V, exposing the so-called ‘altar
structure’.? In sector q-r/14-15, at the east of the hdyiik, layers IV-V were removed. Further east,
sector u/9-10 is excavated up to layer IV. In 1986, this trench at the eastern slope of the mound
was brought down to layer VIII. The trench with the palace is extended further to the southwest
(i/17-18, layers III-1V). In 1987, further work was conducted on sector 1-m/17, layers III-IV. In
i/15-16, immediately west of the palace, layer VI was reached. In the last campaign, in 1989, the
excavators reached layers IV-V of sector f-g/15-17, west from the Late-Hellenistic palace. North
of the palace, in m/14, layer 3 was reached, unearthing the so-called ‘structure in opus

reticulatum’97

From 1984 to 1987, Ozgiic published four brief reports containing preliminary results in the Kaz
Sonuglart Toplantisi, also dealing with the late Hellenistic palace.?® The yearly ‘Reports on the
archaeology of Asia Minor’ by Mellink in the American Journal of Archaeology furthermore
provided general updates of the yearly results.?? An investigation of the aqueduct remains north
of the city was published in 1982 by Ulkii Izmirligil.1?0 In 1986, Levent Zoroglu published a study
of the Late-Hellenistic-Early Roman red-gloss table wares or ‘Eastern Sigillata A’ ceramics from
the hdyiik and the Lower Town.101 The fortification wall was analysed in a specialized study by

Tirpan, published in the succeeding years.192 A brief discussion of the wall painting and mosaics

95 For which, see paragraph 7.2.1. of this dissertation.

96 See paragraph 7.2.2. of this dissertation.

97 See paragraph 7.5.1 of this dissertation.

98 Ozgii¢ 1985, 221-227; Ozgiic 1986, 297-304; Ozgiic 1987, 291-294 (all in Turkish).

99 Mellink 1966;1979, 335-336; 1980, 506; 1981, 468; 1982, 562; 1983, 432; 1984, 448; 1985, 554; 1987,
8;1988,110; 1989, 113-114; 1990, 135; 1991, 135-136

100 Jzmirligil 1982 (Turkish).

101 Zoroglu 1986, 61-100 (Turkish); the conclusions of this article are presented in chapter 7 of this
dissertation.

102 Tirpan 1986, 183-201 (Turkish); 1989, 519-526.
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was published in 1997 by Orhan Bing6l.193 In the same year, Nimet Ozgii¢ published an article on
the Early Hellenistic phase of Samosata.l%¢ The first overview of the results of the Ozgiic
excavations appeared in an article (in German) by Levent Zoroglu in Jérg Wagner’s 2000 edited
volume Gottkénige am Euphrat.195 A synthetic overview of the findings was presented by Wagner
three years later.106 Important work on the Iron Age phases of Samsat was published by Wolfgang
Messerschmidt in 2008.17 The key publication that synthesized the results of the Ozgiic
excavations only appeared in 2009, with Ozgii¢’s Turkish monograph Samsat - Siimeysat,
Samosata, Kumuha, Hahha, Hahhum.108 In 2013, Orhan Bing6l followed with a small but important
booklet in Turkish, called Samosata I. Theos Antiokhos Sarayi, in which he provided a more
detailed account of the Late-Hellenistic palace, specifically focusing on its wall painting and
mosaics.109 In several important publications, Michael Blomer commented on the results of the
Samsat excavations.!10 Recently, the Leiden VICI project ‘Innovating Objects’, the context within
which this dissertation also emerged, produced new research dealing with the Hellenistic material

of Samosata.111

1.5 The history and archaeology of Samosata; a brief overview

Combined with the available written sources, the results of the Ozgii¢c campaigns allow for a
historical overview of Samosata that spans from its first Chalcolithic habitation phase to the
ultimate destruction of the town in the 13t c. CE.112 In this paragraph, I will provide a brief
overview of this long-term history, in close correspondence to and reliance on the archaeological
results of the Ozgiic excavations. The Late-Hellenistic palace that is the central focus of this
dissertation will be discussed in much more detail in the succeeding chapters (especially chapter
4), as well as the other structures dating to the Hellenistic and Early Roman period (see chapter
7).

103 Bingol 1997, 111-118.
104 Ozgii¢ 1996.
105 Zoroglu 2000, 74-83. Re-published in Zoroglu 2012, 135-145 almost without revisions.
106 Wagner 2003/2004, 131-154.
107 Messerschmidt 2008, 1-35.
108 ()zgii¢ 20009.
109 Bingol 2013.
110 See, most notably, Kriiger and Blémer 2011 with further literature.
111 Rjedel 2018; Kruijer and Riedel 2021.
112 It is very likely that some sort of village settlement has always continued to exist at the foot of the héyiik
through the early modern and modern period, culminating in Eski Samsat (see introduction). However, |
focus here on the history of the site functioning as a town that was focused on the habitation on top of the
hoyiik itself.
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The earliest traces for habitation in Samosata date to the Late Chalcolithic period and as such it is
one of several middle-sized settlements that seem to emerge in the area in that period.113 The
location for the site at the west bank of the Euphrates is most likely explained by its close vicinity
to the river, its highly fertile river plain, and the presence of two natural water springs at the east
slope of the hdyiik. It is furthermore likely that the wide running course of the river at this location
caused a relatively easy crossing. Ozgii¢’s periodic layers XX-XXX represent the Late Chalcolithic
period, which Ozgii¢ unearthed mostly in sector d-f/15-17, at the SW sloping edge of the hdyiik.114
The early phases where also reached at g-r/14-15, at the eastern edge of the héyiik, where a
similar deep trench perpendicular to the mound’s slope was excavated. The voluminous later
stratigraphic layers that superimpose these Halaf and Ubaid phases made it impossible to
excavate larger portions of this early period, and specifically at the centre of the hdyiik our
knowledge of the early habitation is completely lacking. Nonetheless, on the basis of the sondages
at the eastern and western slope, it was estimated that around 20 of the 40 meters of cultural
deposit on the hdyiik belonged to the Chalcolithic age, which underlines the impression of very
continuous and intense activity for this period. No architectural remains were unearthed for the
Halaf and Ubaid phases (layers XXVII-XXX), however these layers are rich in artefacts, specifically
the Halafian and Ubaid ceramics, as well as worked flint and obsidian.115 The later ‘Uruk Culture’
phases (XX-XXVII), representing the transition from Chalcolithic to Early Bronze Age in this
region, do contain architectural evidence, such as a two-roomed building with stone foundations,
pebble-paved floors and fragments of architectural decoration.!16 Other finds for this period
include spindle whorls, weights, stamp seals with figurative decoration and flint tools and ground

stones. Infant burials in jars with grave gifts were unearthed in sector q/15, layer XXVI1.117

Ozgii¢ dated layers XIII-XIX to the early and middle Bronze Age habitation layers, which were
equated with the old-Assyrian city of Hahhum.!18 The earliest of these layers pre-date the old-
Assyrian empire however, starting already around 2600 BCE. The most important foci of

investigation were again trench g-r/14-15, at the eastern slope of the héyiik, and trench b-f/15-

113 See Wilkinson et al. 2012, especially 154-158, for a synthesizing discussion of survey data concerning
Chalcolithic and early Bronze Age settlement development in the Middle Euphrates region, including
Samsat. With an estimated maximum extent of ca. 5-10 ha, late Chalcolithic Samsat belongs to a group of
middle-sized sites such as Lidar, Beddayeh and Kurban Hoytk, cf. Wilkinson et al. 2012, 142.

114 Ozgii¢ 1988, 294. Ozgiic 2009, 88-105

115 Ozgii¢ 1988, 261.

116 Ozgii¢ 2009, 88-103, pl.169, 390-391; pl.171, 399.

117 Ozgii¢ 2009, 99, pl.173, 403; Ozgiig 1988, 294.

118 As already suggested by Falkner 1957, 10-11. Contra Liverani 1988, 166 who suggested that Hahhum
had to be located on the eastern bank of the Euphrates, opposite Samsat, perhaps at Lidar Hoyiik. For the
EBA-MBA transition of Samsat in its wider regional context, see Abay 2007. For the importance of Hahhum
as a crossing point of the Euphrates, see Palmisano 2017, 38: ‘This may suggest that Hahhum, as the most
accessible pinch-point and critical linkage between Upper Mesopotamia and central Anatolia, did indeed play
a pivotal role as a market town and stop on the route to Anatolia (Old Assyrian texts mention an inn in this
city)’. In general, see Barjamovic 2011.
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19 (the SW slope). Layer XIX, f/15-16 contained seven graves in crouched position. Architectural
remains of small rectangular rooms with stone foundations (and mudbrick superstructure) were
unearthed in the eastern trench as well as the south-western trench.!’® Other architectural
fragments were retrieved in layers XVI-XVI], in the eastern trench, consisting of small rectangular
wall structures and pavements.120 These layers also contained three burials (two infants, one
adult), both in the eastern and the south-western trenches.'?! Layer XIV in the SW-trench contains
the so-called ‘Assyrian palace’, consisting of a small enclosure or fortification that forms a citadel-
like structure with a paved inner court and a gate at the western side, as well as two towers. Its
status as a ‘palace’ has not been widely accepted but the monumental wall size and presence of
painted wall decoration do seem to point to an exceptional structure.122 In trench b-f/15-18, layer
XIII consisted of small rectangular house structures with a paved street running through them.123
The walls have stone foundations but had a mudbrick superstructure that had almost completely

vanished.

Ozgii¢ dated layers VII-XII to the Late Bronze Age and early Iron Age, coinciding with the neo-
Hittite period of the city, when it was called Kummuh (or Kumaha) and functioned as the capital
of the neo-Hittite kingdom of Kummuh (ca. 12%-8t century BCE).12* It is likely that the town
remained in use after Assyrian king Sargon Il conquered Kummubh in 708 BCE.125 Late Bronze Age
and Iron age layers assigned to Neo-Hittite Kummuh were retrieved in the SW trench (d-f/15-19)
the eastern trench (q-r/14-15), and the other eastern trench u/9-10, located at the eastern slope
as well. Especially layer VII and VIII contained monumental structures belonging to a fortification
around the hdyiik, as well as paved courts and houses inside these walls.126 A monumental
‘postern’ (staircase-tunnel) was unearthed at the north-eastern side of the mound at q-s/14-15,
connecting the fortification system with the lower slope of the mound, ending at a cistern. The
vertical walls are constructed in masonry with clay mortar and the roof was executed in large
limestone blocks. Important finds for these layers include reliefs with Luwian inscriptions, Late-

Hittite stelai, sealings and ceramics.127

As is true for the wider North-Syrian region, the Babylonian, Persian and Seleucid periods of

Samsat Hoylik remain rather obscure archaeologically. It is however likely that, somewhere in the

119 SW trench: Ozgii¢ 2009, 85, lev 159, 357. E trench: Ozgiic 2009, 145, pl.159.
120 Ozgii¢ 2009, 75, pls. 150, 325.
121 Idem, 75, pl.150, 326 and pl.151, 327-328.
122 Idem, 68, lev 144, 313; pl. 145, 314 and 315.
123 Jdem, 145, plan 18.
124 For a good introduction to Iron Age Kummubh, its regional setting, historical sources and the relevant
secondary literature, see Hawkins 2000, 330ff.
125 Hawkins 1974, 79-80. The most important source for the relations between Assyria and Kummubh is the
stele of Adad-Nirari III, cf. Hawkins 1974, 74f.
126 Ozgii¢ 2009, 142, plan 15; pls.127-138.
127 [dem, 54-57.
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3rd ¢. BCE, the city is (re-)founded by the Orontid kings of Sophene, to which Commagene belonged
at that time. Like the city of Arsamosata in Sophene, it was renamed after an Orontid king called
‘Samos’ (or ‘Sames’), which in the literature is known as Samos I to differentiate him from Samos
11, the late 2nd c. BCE Commagenean king.128 In sector j-m/14-18 of layer V, Ozgii¢ unearthed the
Late-Hellenistic ‘Commagenean palace’ that is central to this dissertation; its archaeological
features are elaborately described and discussed in chapter 4. There I also argue that the palace
was likely built in the early 1st c. BCE, probably under the reign of king Mithridates I Kallinikos (ca.
100-69 BCE) and indeed must be the structure Strabo referred to when he speaks of the ‘seat of

the Commagenean kings’ that is located there (70 Bacileiov).129 During the 1st century BCE,

128 In general, for the re-foundation of Samosata, see Messerschmidt 2000, 40; Metzler 2000, 51; Facella
2006, 172- 73; Messerschmidt 2012, 92; Versluys 2017a, 172-174. The dating of this re-foundation and the
identity of ‘Samos’ is based first and foremost on the fact that Strabo, writing in the early 1st c. CE, derived
the name ‘Samosata’ from the writings of Eratosthenes (276-194 BCE), which excludes Samos Il as a (re-
)founder given that he lived after Eratosthenes’ time. Strabo 16.2.3: ‘Commagene is a rather small country;
and it has a city fortified by nature, Samosata, where the royal residence used to be; but it has become a
province; and the city is surrounded by an exceedingly fertile, though small territory. Here is now the bridge of
the Euphrates; and near the bridge is situated Seleuceia, a fortress of Mesopotamia, which was included within
the boundaries of Commagene by Pompey'. For more arguments in favour of Samos I as the (re)founder of
Samosata, see Sullivan et al. 1977, 751-52; Dorner 1981, 367-68; Messerschmidt 2000, 40; Messerschmidt
2012, 92; Metzler 2000, 51; Zoroglu 2000, 75; Zoroglu 2012, 135; Sartre 2001, 424; Schwertheim 2005, 78:
‘Samos scheint die spdtere Hauptstadt des Reiches Kommagene, Samosata, gegriindet zu haben'; Facella 2006,
169-174; Cohen 2006, 187-190; Winter 2008, 41-42: ‘Demgegeniiber [Doliche] verdankte die
kommagenische Hauptstadt Samosata - Commagenes caput Samosata- ihre erneute Bedeutung der Initiative
des armenischen Kénigs Samos L, der durch diese,Neugriindung’des alten Zentrums von Kummuh um die Mitte
des 3. Jhs. v. Chr. Seinen Anspruch auf Herrschaft im kommagenischen Raum dokumentieren wollte. (...) . Die
erste Erwdhnung des hellenistischen Samosata findet sich in einer Passage bei Strabon, der hier Eratosthenes
zitiert. Strabon bezeichnet zudem Samosata als befestigte Polis und erwdhnt in diesem Kontext auch die
Bedeutung des kéniglichen Palastes (...). Der in augusteischer Zeit schreibende Geograph ist eine duperst
zuverldssige Quelle, die sehr sorgfiltig in ihrer Charakterisierung von antiken Siedlungspldtzen ist’; Blomer
and Winter 2011, 143: ‘The city is said to have been renamed by a predecessor of the Commagenean royal
family, the Armenian king Samos, in the 3 century BCE’; Kropp 2013, 107: ‘the capital Samosata which was
founded by king Samos in the mid-third century BC. Cohen gives the most detailed overview of this
discussion, and settles with the communis opinio choosing the 3rd century BCE ‘Samos’: ‘the person for whom
the settlement was named predated Eratosthenes; hence this could have been Samos 1. On balance the latter
seems to be the more likely option.’ (Cohen 2006, 188). Contrary to this almost unanimous support for Samos
I, Goell suggests in Sanders 1996, 20: 'Ptolemy was succeeded by Sames [i.e. Samos II], founder of Samosata,
the capital city and principal fortress of the state’. Versluys 2017a, 172-173 questioned the complete
historical veracity of both Samos I and II, but offers no satisfactory explanation for the available epigraphic
and numismatic evidence for both. This concerns especially the coins for Samos Il discussed in Facella 2005;
Facella 2006, 205-208; Facella 2012, 79-82. Despite his assertion that ‘I have not tried to argue that Ptolemy,
Samos Il and Mithridates I Kallinikos never existed, nor that they were an Antiochan invention and that, for
instance, coins showing them are in fact all Antiochan’ (Versluys 2017a, 182), Versluys in fact does imply the
latter several times: ‘With our present knowledge, however, it seems thus not far-fetched to consider the
possibility that these coins were, in fact, a sort of medallion struck by Antiochos I’ (Versluys 2017a, 182 n.306).
Earlier, he talks about ‘the perhaps doubtful status as historical evidence’ of these coins (Versluys 2017a,
177). Key to Versluys’s argument is the small amount of pre-Antiochan coins, but he does not consider the
possibility that a medallion-like mint could also have existed under Antiochos I's predecessors. For Samos
I, the 3rd century BCE Armenian King and father of Commagenean King Arsames, see the inscription OGIS
394, found at Arsameia on the Euphrates: ‘Baci\éa ['A]pad[unv] tov ék B[aciiéwg] Zapov’. See also Humann
and Puchstein 1890, 285.

129 Strabo 16.2.3:" kaBdAov pév ovtw, kad’ ékaota 6¢ n Koupaynvn wkpd tic éotwv: éxet §” épuuvnv motwv
Zauboata év i 6 facilelov Umijpys, vivv 8 émapyia yéyove: ydpa ¢ wepikeitar c@dSpa ebdaiuwv, 6Aiyn 8¢,
évtatOa 8¢ viv éott T0 {elyua tob Ebppdrov (...)".
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Samosata is besieged twice; first by the Roman general Lucullus in 69 BCE130 and later by general
Ventidius and Mark Antony in ca. 38 BCE; these events are not archaeologically attested.13! The
palace likely was abandoned and partially destroyed after 17 CE, when Commagene was
provincialized under emperor Tiberius.132 Layer IV was dated to the early Roman period (ca. 1stc.
CE) and contained the so-called ‘structure in opus reticulatum’, a rectangular basilica-shaped
building that partially covered the Commagenean palace.!33 In approximately the same period, a
large citadel wall as well as a fortification wall encircling the Lower Town were constructed, both
in opus reticulatum (for its course, see Appendix B, map B1). It is suggested in chapter 7 that these
structures were all created during the rule of Antiochos IV.13¢ After the provincialization of
Commagene in 72/73 CE35, a Roman legion (Flavia Firma XVI) is stationed in Samosata!3¢, and
the city seems to thrive as an economic and cultural centre throughout the 2nd c. CE, when its coins
bear on the reverse ‘©AA CAMO MHTPO KOM'’ (i.e. Flavia Samosata Metropolis of Commagene).137
In the 2nd c. CE, the city is the birthplace of the famous author Lucian of Samosata (ca. 120-180 CE)
and, in the 3rd c. CE, that of Paul of Samosata (200-275 CE), who would become bishop of Antioch

in the later part of his life.138

The famous trilingual ‘Res Gestae’ inscription of Sassanid king Shapur I on the Ka‘ba of Zoroaster
at Naqgsh-i Rustam in Fars attests of severe pillaging of Syria, Cilicia and Cappadocia in 252/253
CE, and Samosata is mentioned as one of the captured and pillaged cities.13? Layer 1l was dated
by Ozgiic to the Byzantine period of Samosata, and seems to attest of a renewed flourishing from
approximately the 4th-early 6th c. CE, when it held the seat of the bishopric of the province of
Euphratesia.1#0 After an Arab raid in 531 CE, the region is quickly restored to Byzantine hands;

130 Plin. HN 2.235: ‘In urbe Commagenes Samosata stagnum est emittens limum — maltham vocant —
flagrantem. cum quid attigit solidi, adhaeret; praeterea tactu et sequitur fugientes. sic defendere muros
oppugnante Lucullo; flagrabat miles armis suis. aquis et accenditur; terra tantum restingui docuere
experimenta.’ The nature of this ‘maltha’is explained as follows by Mayor 2009, 167: ‘Maltha was apparently
a very viscous form of naphtha skimmed from great pools of asphaltum, petroleum tar that oozes from fissures
in sandstones in the region.’
131 Plut. Vit. Ant. 34; Cass. Dio 49.22; Oros. 6.18.23; Joseph. B/ 1.16.7.
132 Suet. Calig. 16. For the ‘structure in opus reticulatum, see chapter 4.
133 See chapter 4 and paragraph 7.5.1 for a detailed archaeological discussion.
134 See paragraph 7.5.3 of this dissertation for this dating.
135 Joseph. BJ 7.7 1-3. Perhaps described also in the famous Letter to Mara bar Sarapion, for which see Merz
and Tieleman 2009 (especially the contributions by Facella, Blomer and Versluys).
136 Zoroglu 2000, 75-6; cf. Kennedy 1998a, 156. Attested also by multiple tile stamps, cf. Ozgii¢ 2009, pl. 29,
fig. 205. It is not known where exactly the Roman legion would have been stationed. See Pollard 2000, 266-
268.
137 Butcher 2004, 467-476. At that time, it was considered one of the ‘four cities of Commagene’ (quattor
civitates Commagenorum), see infra n.51.
138 For Lucian, see infra n. 67. For Paul of Samosata, see Euseb. Hist. Eccl. V11, xxvii-xxx.
139 Henning and Tagizadeh 1957; Huyse 1999; Curtis and Stewart 2010, xI.
140 Ozgii¢ 2009, 5-28. Ozgiic mentions that, within the M.E.T.U. project, research on these later periods was
primarily executed by Prof. dr. Metin Ahunbay. For the Islamic ceramics, see Bulut 1991. For the bishopric
of Euphratesia, cf. Lewin 2011. For an elaborate discussion of Late-Antique Samosata, see Redford et al.
1998, 5-30.
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emperor Heraclius (610-641 CE) is the last Byzantine emperor to visit the city.14! Important
archaeological features include several Byzantine mosaics!42 and a Byzantine apsidal building
(maybe a church) on top of the Roman fortification wall in opus reticulatum in the Lower Town.143
During this time, a smaller fortification wall was built in the Lower Town, significantly reducing

the extent of the city (see fig. 1.5).144

In the 7t c. CE, the Arab conquest of the region by caliph Omar (634-644 CE) ultimately brings
Samosata, by then known as Sumeysat, under Rashidun and, soon after, Ummayad control.145 After
a short-lived Byzantine occupation between 701 and 710 CE, the Ummayad Calliphate controls
the area of Sumeysat from 711-1032 CE. The city turns to Byzantine rule again between 1032-
1071 CE, with the Euphrates functioning as the south-eastern border of the empire, running all
the way south to Antioch (and also including Urfa, for which Samsat functioned as an important
supply link). After the famous battle of Manzikert led by Alp Arslan, the Seljuks gained control of
Sumeysat, lasting from 1071-1099 CE. Subsequently, the city came under control of the Frankish
Crusader County of Edessa, which was short-lived (1099-1148 CE), but during which Samsat was
again an important supplier of animals and foodstuffs for Urfa.146 The Turkish emirs of Syria and
Northern Mesopotamia almost constantly attacked the Crusader County, until in 1146 CE, emir
Nir al-Din captured Urfa and Sumeysat in 1148 CE. In 1174 CE, the city came under control of the
Ayyubid dynasty, after which, in 1188 CE, Saladin captured it. His son, al-Afdal, gained the city as
a fief from his father’s successor, al-Malik al-Adil.147 In 1202 CE, after al-Afdal was defeated by his
uncle and brother and only left with Sumeysat, he submitted to the Rum Seljuk Sultan, Kukn ad-
Din Kay Rhusraw, starting to strike coinage in the sultan’s name. The Rum Seljuks invaded the city
twice thereafter, in 1208 and 1238 CE.148 A year before, in 1237 CE, the city was however already
plundered and destroyed by the Mongol invasion.149 After the waning power of the Mongols in the
succeeding decades of the 13t century, the strategic importance of Samsat Hoyiik decreased, with
the frontier of this region moving more towards the north (in the area of Eski Kahta) during the

rising power of the Mamluk Dynasty.

141 (zgii¢ 20009, 25.

142 Mosaics at the foot of the héyiik in the north: Ozgﬁ(; 20009, 23, pl. 72, 167. Mosaics south of the hdyiik:
Ozgii¢ 2009, 23; pl. 73, 168a+b.

143 With the apsis facing SW. Ozgii¢ 2009, 23, 138, plan 11; pl. 70, 163; pl. 71, 164-165; pl. 72, 166.

144 Ozgii¢ 2009, 21-25.

145 Bulut 1991. For this period, I rely heavily on Ozgﬁg 2009, 5-6 and Redford 1986, 113-118.

146 For which see Segal 1970, 215ff.; and Tritton 1934, 278.

147 Humphreys 1977, 116.

148 For the invasion of 1208 see Humphreys 1977, 159. For that of 1238, see Duda 1959, 206.

149 See Redford 1986, 117: ‘Samsat, as we have seen, kept its value as the controlling fortress on an important
invasion route well into the 1230’s’. The 13t century, Baghdad-based Greek geographer Yakut (1225 CE),
probably describes one of the last phases of the city before its destruction: ‘Sumaisat is a town on the west
bank of the Euphrates. It has a castle. In one quarter of Sumaisat, Armenians dwell’ (Geographical Lexicon, iii,
151).
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This long period full of political shifts was attested archaeologically in Ozgii¢’s (and also Theresa
Goell’s) layers 1 and II on the hdyiik. Important structures are the Seljuk-period tower (still
partially standing at the time of excavation) in sector k-1/23-24150, the ramparts in sector m-r/0-
1 at the north side of the héyiik5t, and the 7th/8th c. CE Arabic hamam structure in sector n-s/14-
16 on top of the hdyiik.152 Domestic contexts similar to those retrieved by Goell in the 1960s were
also found by Ozgiic and her team.!53 Interesting finds attributed to the 12t c. CE Crusader County
period include a so-called ‘crusader relief’ in limestone representing a lion and a warrior.154 In
layer I, Goell and Ozgii¢ unearthed an elaborate ‘citadel residence’ with a courtyard plan.ss After
the destruction, the town was largely abandoned, although the presence of a village at the foot of
the hdytik is already attested for the 16t century, under the rule of Ottoman emperor Selim I, and
probably continued into the village observed by Von Moltke and others in the 19t century (see

the previous paragraph).156

1.6 Introduction to the history and archaeology of the kingdom of Commagene (ca. 2" c. BCE - 1st c.
CE)

Following this general historical overview of Samosata’s history and archaeology is a brief
introduction to the history and archaeology of Commagene from ca. the 2nd c. BCE until the 1st c.
CE, thus familiarizing the reader with the specific archaeological and historical context of the Late-
Hellenistic kingdom of which Samosata was the capital. This chronological overview of key events
and key archaeological sites functions as a stepping stone to the more critical discussion of its
historiography in the next chapter, especially regarding Commagene’s 1st c. BCE cultural dynamics
and transformations, an issue that is central to the research questions of this dissertation and

further developed in chapter 2 and 3.

150 (zgiic 2009, 10-11, 133, plan 5; pl. 22, 62-63; pl. 23, 64-65; pl. 24, 66; pl. 20, 58, 59; pl. 21, 60.
151 Idem, 9-10, 132, plan 4.
152 J[dem, 11, pl. 24, 67, pl. 25, 58. Plan 7; pl. 70, 162; pl. 25, 69.; pl. 26, 70.
153 Idem, 11.
154 Jdem, 12; pl. 27, 73, pl. 28, 74-76.
155 Goell 1974, 96
156 (zgiic 20009, 6.
47



Fig. 1.9. Map of Asia Minor and Syria with the political situation in the 1st c. BCE. Note that under most of the

reign of Antiochos I (ca. 69-36 BCE) Commagene extended further south and included Zeugma and Doliche.
Figure by Carole Raddato (19-08-2000, Wikipedia Creative Commons).

The archaeological, historical and epigraphical record of Commagene is like a photograph with a
very shallow ‘depth of field’; only a small portion of the kingdom’s history and social strata is in
focus, while all the rest is blurred at best. The paper thin sheet that is relatively well known
belongs almost solely to the reign of king Antiochos I (ca. 69 - ca. 36 BCE), and consists particularly
of the archaeology and epigraphy found in relation to its so-called hierothesia (tomb sanctuaries)
and temene (sanctuaries), constructed as part of the king’s ruler cult.157 For the period before the
reign of Antiochos I we are dependent on a very scanty record.!58 In the 2nd c. BCE, Commagene
seems to have developed as an independent state during the period’s increasing disintegration of

the Seleucid Empire, with the Seleucid epistates Ptolemaeus (ca. 163 - ca. 130 BCE) succeeding in

157 A problem already considered by Blomer 2012, 98: ‘Apart from the restricted royal perspective on the
land, our knowledge of Commagene is extremely vague. Little is known about the king’s predecessors and his
successors alike. Sources on everyday life, culture and society in the Late-Hellenistic and early Roman periods
hardly exist’. See also Versluys 2017a, 137-141, 172-184. 1 am aware that the applicability of the term ‘ruler
cult’ to the religious context of late-Hellenistic Commagene is contested, cf. De Jong 2021. It is however not
within the capacities of the present author, nor the scope of this dissertation, to elaborate on this issue here
further.

158 rely here heavily on Margherita Facella’s 2006 monograph on the Orontid dynasty, cf. Facella 2006. For
an overview of the available primary sources for Commagene (mostly later Roman sources such as Tacitus,
Cicero, Plutarch, Appian, Flavius Josephus and Cassius Dio), see Sullivan 1978; Facella 2006, 425-433 and
Speidel 2009.
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achieving autonomy and becoming the kingdom’s first king.15° The exact territorial extent of the
kingdom at that time as well as in the succeeding centuries is unclear but the Commagenean
heartland was definitely located around Samosata, on the west bank of the Euphrates river and
further north into the Anti-Tauros mountains (see fig. 1.9).16 During that period, Commagene was
surrounded by the kingdoms of Sophene in the northeast, Osroehne in the southwest, Cilicia in
the west and Seleucid Syria in the south. We know very little about the population of Commagene;
it is likely that they were an Aramaic speaking people but even this is debated.16! The rest of the
2nd ¢, BCE remains largely dark apart from a few numismatic finds attributed to king Samos II (ca.

130-100 BCE).162

Under the reign of Mithridates I Kallinikos (ca. 100-69 BCE), Commagene likely gets under the
sphere of influence of the Armenian Kingdom of Tigranes 11.163 Through the dynastic monuments
of his son, Antiochos [, we know that Mithridates I was married to Laodike, the daughter of
Seleucid king Antiochos VIII Grypos.164 This dissertation argues that the palace of Samosata was
commissioned in the early 1st c. BCE, probably early during the reign of Mithridates [ Kallinikos
(see chapter 4). On the basis of recent discoveries and a new reading of older excavation results,
it becomes more and more likely that Mithridates I already initiated something of the beginnings

of a ruler cult at places like Arsameia on the Nymphaios and a sanctuary at the Giizelgay.165

After Antiochos I succeeded Mithridates I Kallinikos in ca. 69 BCE, the political changes in
Commagene and the wider Near East happen in rapid succession.166 After Roman general Lucullus
besieges Samosata in 69 BCE, Pompey strikes a deal with Antiochos I in 64 BCE, during the
congress of Amisos in 65/64 BCE when the political organization of large parts of Asia Minor and

Syria were profoundly reorganized, de facto bringing the region under Roman control.167

159 Djod. Sic. 31, 19a.
160 Under the reign of Antiochos I, Commagene briefly also extended further south including Zeugma and
Doliche, cf. Strabo 16.2.3; Plin. HN 5.21; Tac. Ann. 12.12; Hartmann and Speidel 2003, 101ff; Speidel 2009,
566. This either ended after Mithridates Il defeat at Actium (Facella 2006) or later, in 17 CE (Butcher 2009).
Under Antiochos 1V, in the early 1st c¢. CE, Commagene also briefly included Cilicia. Recently, Blémer has
suggested that the Euphrates might have been a less ‘hard’ eastern border than often thought, cf. Blomer
2017.
161 Hoepfner 2000, 67; Speidel 2005, 91; Kropp 2013, 358. Kropp 2013, 23 n. 116 points to the Semitic
onomastics on funerary stelai from Zeugma, cf. Parlasca 2005 232-235. Contra Millar 1993, 452-456. See
now Jacobs 2021.
162 Sullivan; Bedoukian 1985; Facella 2005; Facella 2006, 205-208; Gariboldi 2007; Brijder 2014, 533-562.
The cultic program of Antiochos I suggests that Samos Il was buried at the hierothesion of Arsameia on the
Euphrates, where he is also depicted in a large rock relief; cf. Facella 2006, 205-208. Versluys has suggested
that it is possible that this merely an Antiochan fiction, cf. Versluys 2017a, 174.
163 Ehling 2008.
164 Facella 2006, 209-224.
165 See infra, n.165. See paragraph 4.3.7 of this dissertation for a discussion.
166 For a detailed historical narrative and a discussion of the primary sources, see Speidel 2009 and Facella
2006.
167 For the character of Roman power in Commagene see Speidel 2009.
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Antiochos I is allowed to keep his throne and even is granted a territorial extension of his kingdom
towards the south, including the important river crossing at Seleukeia on the Euphrates
(Zeugma).1¢8 This means the start of a complex diplomatic buffer role of Commagene, crammed
between two fiercely competing super powers - the Roman empire in the west and the Parthian
empire in the east (see fig. 1.9).169 Antiochos I plays a seemingly skillful and fairly successful
diplomatic role, walking on thin ice by supporting both powers; he calls himself ‘philorhomaios’
and, in 59 BCE, is awarded the prestigious Roman Toga Praetexta by Julius Caesar while, at the
same time, he marries away his daughter Laodike to the Parthian royal house.170 Around 40 BCE,
this fine balance is tested severely when, during the Parthian invasion of Pacorus, Antiochos I is
accused of disloyalty to the Romans and attacked by Ventidius and Mark Antony, a great peril he

just manages to escape by bribing the Roman general.17!

As mentioned above, the only aspect of the history of the kingdom of Commagene that is relatively
sharp in focus is the ruler cult of king Antiochos I. This is due to the high amount of epigraphic and
archaeological material, and especially the monumental and elaborate character of its
sanctuaries.!’2 Throughout the kingdom, sanctuaries (temene) were founded that contained
reliefs with a more or less standardized inscription and, often, a so-called dexiosis scene, with the
king shaking the right hand (hence dexiosis) of a deity (see paragraph 6.5 of this dissertation and
fig. 8.13 for examples).173 Most of the known temene were located in or in the near vicinity of
Samosata, suggesting that this area should be considered the religious Kernland of the
Commagenean ruler cult (see fig. 1.4). Two temene were likely located in Samosata while several
others were located close to Samosata (Selik, Ancoz).17¢ Three larger tomb-sanctuaries in the
northern part of Commagene (Nemrut Dagi, Arsameia on the Nymphaios!7> and Arsameia on the
Euphrates!7¢), contained elaborate monuments and provide us with the most contextual data for

Antiochos I’s ruler cult.

168 App. Mith. 106, 117; Plut. Vit. Pomp. 45.5.

169 For the complex role of Commagene as an allied kingdom, see Facella 2010.

170 Philorhomaios: Facella 2006, 225-298. Toga Praetexta: Cic. QFr. 2.11.2-3. Marriage: Wagner 1983, 218.
171 Cass. Dio 48.41.5; Facella 2006, 243-248.

172 Not limited to epigraphic sources in Commagene alone; see OGIS 405, an honorary inscription for
Antiochos Iin Ephesos mentioning the king as ‘Theos Dikaios Philorhomaios Philhellen’. See also Fraser 1978.
173 For the Commagenean dexiosis and the interpretation of its iconography, see Jacobs and Rollinger 2005;
Rose 2013.

174 For evidence and a discussion of temene in Samosata, see infra paragraph 6.5, ID688 (‘Sa’), ID689 (‘Sy’),
ID690 (‘Sz’), and ID691 (‘Sx’).

175 Dorner and Goell 1963; Hoepfner 1983; Hoepfner 2000; Hoepfner 2012; Brijder 2014, chapter 2. See
paragraph 10.5.1 of this dissertation for an elaborate discussion of the site in relation to the palace of
Samosata.

176 Brijder 2014, chapter 2.
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Fig. 1.10 The hierothesion of Nemrut Dagi (East Terrace). Picture by the author.

Of these three hierothesia, Nemrut Dagl is the most monumental and is supposed to contain the
grave of the king himself (fig. 1.10).177 A large tumulus grave on a highly visible location in the
anti-Tauros mountain range (at ca. 2206 m. altitude) was flanked on the east and west side by
large terraces that contained colossal sculptures of the king enthroned amidst four enthroned
deities. Their names are known through a ‘Great Cult Inscription’- containing the nomos (holy
law) with a precise instruction regarding the rituals conducted at the sanctuary and a detailed
account of the achievements of Antiochos I, a text largely overlapping with the known inscriptions
of the temene!78 - depicted on the back of the statues: Zeus-Oromazdes, Kommagene, Apollo-
Mithras-Helios-Hermes and Herakles-Artagnes. These ‘syncretic’, Greek-Persian names resonated
well with the ancestral claims made by Antiochos in a large row of figurative stelai that together
made up an ancestral gallery; here he claimed descend from Alexander the Great on his mother’s
side and to Persian king Darius I through his father’s lineage.17° The innovative juxtaposition of

these two different cultural elements was consciously explored in the visual style and

177 For more detailed descriptions, I refer to Brijder 2014.

178 In the remainder of this dissertation, I refer to the Great Cult Inscription with N (Nemrut Dag1) or A

(Arsameia on the Nymphaios) followed with the line number cited.

179 It is commonly assumed that this ‘syncretic’ phase of the Antiochan cult succeeded a pre-syncretic, purely

Greek phase, exemplified specifically by early temene dedicated to the gods Apollo Epekoos and Artemis

Diktynna. The related stelai are AD, Cb, SO and Bee. The latter stele is later overwritten by the syncretic

inscription BEC, which suggests the proposed chronological distinction. Contra Versluys 2017a, 178-182.
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iconographies of the statuary and imagery belonging to his cult, with, amongst other things,
(imagined) ‘Persian’ garments and attributes, a ‘Greek’ understanding of anatomy, and a reduced
realism that, in scholarship, is considered more ‘Oriental’.180 Antiochos I explicitly explains his
intentions regarding this eclecticism in an inscription on Nemrut: ‘the kingdom subject to my
throne should be the common dwelling place of all the gods, in that by means of every kind of art |
decorated the representations of their form, according to the ancient manners of Persians and Greeks
- the fortunate roots of my ancestry.’181 This eclectic combination of cultural models could also be
observed in the king’s epithets, which included both ‘Philhellene’’82 and, as mentioned before,
‘Philorhomaios’. Many of these very innovating and experimental elements recur in almost the
same fashion in other hierothesia and temene of Commagene and thus show a very centrally
planned, completely novel, ‘cultic grid’ that Antiochos I seems to have placed over the kingdom.183
Itis far from clear whether the hierothesion of Nemrut Dag1 was actually finished, and in fact there
is good reason to assume it was not.18¢ Especially the row of unfinished stele and the comparison
with the colossal statues of Arsameia on the Nymphaios, which have been rendered in much more
detail, seems important evidence for the generally unfinished state of Nemrut. This suggests that

soon after the reign of Antiochos I, his ruler cult was not anymore active.

The successors of Antiochos I - especially Mithridates 11, Mithridates 1II and Antiochos III - are
again much less in focus than Antiochos I and his ruler cult, and only a handful of data remind us
of developments during this period.185 Mithridates II’s tumulus tomb at Karakus suggests that at
least some concept of his predecessor lingered on - a tumulus grave, a dexiosis relief, colossal
sculptures of lions and eagles - but without the cultic character and elaborate inscriptions, nor the
magnitude and innovative eclecticism found in the Antiochan hierothesia.18¢ Mithridates II
supported Mark Antony at Actium but achieved a deal with Augustus and could remain in power,
albeit without its southern territories including the river crossing of Zeugma/Seleukeia on the
Euphrates.187 By this point, it is clear that the Roman emperor decided over Commagenean
kingship and its succession!88, something especially witnessed with the appointment of

Mithridates III (ca. 20 BCE-12 BCE) by Augustus in ca. 20 BCE.18° About both him and his son,

180 See the next chapter for a critical discussion of these cultural labels.

181 N29. Translation from Sanders 1996, 206-217; OGIS 383.

182 Facella 2005.

183 See Versluys 2014.

184 Sahin 1991, 333-341.

185 For an overview, see Facella 2006, 299-358.

186 For Karakus, see Humann and Puchstein 1890; Blomer and Winter 2011, 96-99; Facella 2006, 303-307;
Brijder 2014, 206-217.

187 Facella 2006, 299-312.

188 For the character of Roman power in Commagene before and after its provincialization, see Speidel 2009.
At this point, Commagene formally became a client kingdom. See Braund 1984; Kaizer and Facella 2010 and
Kropp 2013.

189 Facella 2006, 312-314.
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Antiochos I1I (12 BCE - 17 CE), we know very little.190 In 17 CE, Antiochos I1I dies and Germanicus

provincializes Commagene under emperor Tiberius.191

Under Caligula and Claudius, Commagene is again restored as a kingdom and ruled by the great-
great-grandchild of Antiochos [, Gaius Julius Antiochos IV philokaisar (38-72 CE), who was a
Roman citizen and a youth companion of Caligula.192 Under his rule, Commagene was extended
and briefly included Cilicia, and he was known as the richest of all Hellenistic kings.193 He founded
several cities, that he named after the Roman emperors that he was loyal to: Germanikeia,
Claudiopolis and Neronias. During the Jewish wars of the late 60s CE, Antiochos IV fought
faithfully alongside the troops of Vespasian.l9¢ As a consequence of (probably unjustified)
accusations of collaboration with the Parthians, L. Caesennius Paetus, consul of Syria under
Vespasian, attacks Commagene, and Antiochos IV flees.195 At that point, in 72 CE, Commagene
became provincialized and officially annexed by the Roman empire, with a Roman legion stationed

from that point at Samosata (the legio XVI Flavia Firma).1%6

This brief historical overview of the history and archaeology of the kingdom of Commagene shows
that especially in terms of archaeology, for this period we lack good archaeological contexts that
provide evidence for the periods before and after Antiochos I. Also, we lack contextual evidence
for other social strata, particularly for less elevated social domains than that of the Antiochan ruler
cult. Both lacunae are probably to some extent explained by a traditional focus on epigraphic
sources in the research history of Commagene.197 In this light, the results from the excavations of
Samosata are of great importance. They might not provide a non-royal context, but they do offer
contextual archaeological data that transcend the rule and ruler cult of Antiochos I. Crucially, the
archaeological legacy data of Samosata allow for a unique diachronic look at the 1st c. BCE cultural
dynamics and their transformations through time.1%8 In the next chapter, I will provide a critical
state of research concerning the scholarly interpretations of the cultural dynamics of 1st c. BCE

Commagene.

190 Facella 2006, 314-316.
191 Tac. Ann. 2.56.4; Strabo 16.2.3, 749; Joseph. AJ 18.53; Millar 1993, 52-53; Facella 2006, 316-317.
192 Suet. Calig. 16.3; Cass. Dio 59.8.2; Joseph. A] 19.276.
193 Cilicia: Cass. Dio 60.8.1; Joseph. 4] 19,5,1. Richest of all Hellenistic kings: Tac. Hist. 2, 81.
194 Facella 2006, 328-331.
195 Joseph. BJ 7.7.1. Facella 2006, 331-338.
196 Tac. Hist. 2.83.3; Joseph. B] 7.219-223. For the dating, see Speidel 2009, 563 n.1.
197 As argued for by Blémer 2017.
198 This will be offered in chapter 7 of this dissertation.
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Chapter 2. State of Research. New approaches to ‘Hellenism in the East’

in Commagenean scholarship.

2.1 Introduction

The available archaeological and historical sources for ancient Commagene discussed in the last
paragraph of the previous chapter bear witness of profound transformations in this small
kingdom during the 1st c. BCE, specifically represented by the radically innovative cultic program
of Antiochos 1. This chapter discusses the different scholarly approaches to these cultural
dynamics and considers how it relates to scholarship on the palace of Samosata more specifically.
Paragraph 2.2 deals with the more conventional approaches to the visual aspects of the Antiochan
program, which I link to a broader discussion about the issue of ‘Hellenism in the East’. This
paragraph heavily relies on the convincing historiographic critique that Versluys has developed
already in detail in his 2017 monograph ‘Visual Style and Constructing Identity in the Hellenistic
World’ and therefore will only be dealt with here briefly.19° New to this criticism, however, is a
more elaborate consideration of how these more traditional ideas also recurred in interpretations
of the palace of Samosata. In paragraphs 2.3 and 2.4, I critically discuss two new approaches in
Commagenean research that have recently reinvigorated debates concerning the cultural
dynamics of 1st c. BCE Commagene and ‘Hellenism in the East’ more broadly. The first approach is
represented by the work of Andreas Kropp, and specifically his impressive 2013 monograph
‘Images and Monuments of Near Eastern Dynasties, 100 BC — AD 100’200 The second approach
developed from the work of Miguel John Versluys and is particularly represented by his already
mentioned monograph.20! After establishing this state of research, I argue for the need of a new
approach to cultural change in 1st c. BCE Commagene (paragraph 2.5). This paragraph then

functions as a ‘stepping stone’ to the succeeding chapter, which develops such an approach.

2.2 Making sense of culture styles and perceived hybridity in acculturative approaches

Since already the late 19t century, when scholarship first started to systematically investigate
Commagene’s history and archaeology (see paragraph 1.3), fundamental problems arose with
regards to understanding the ‘cultural affiliation’ and the overall character of Commagene’s

cultural eclecticism during the 1st c. BCE.202 These problems evolved specifically from the

199 Versluys 2017a.

200 Kropp 2013.

201 Versluys 2017a. Crucial publications in this second research line are Strootman and Versluys 2017 on

‘Persianism’ and Blomer et al. 2021.

202 For a thorough historiography and a critical discussion of the ways scholars dealt with Commagene’s

perceived ‘in-betweenness’, see Versluys 2017a, 14-45. Note however also the personal comment by
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manifold cultural elements and styles - ‘Greek’, ‘Persian’, ‘Armenian’, ‘Roman’ and ‘local’ - that
scholars identified in the Antiochan program, and, importantly, from the (perceived) unusual
combination and execution of these cultural styles and concepts. As such, the Antiochan program
consistently was considered to fall in-between scholarly categories: it was deemed ‘too Eastern’
for classical archaeologists and ‘too Western’ for Near Eastern scholars. According to many
scholars, for instance, the colossi of Nemrut Dag1 did not live up to the standards of what was
considered a ‘pure, Greek style’, lacking naturalism and defying pre-existing chronological
typologies. An explanation for this classificatory defiance was sometimes sought in the non-Greek
ethnicity of the artisans who produced these statues; they had to be local, ‘Oriental’ people who,
as a consequence of their ethnic and cultural background, were less skilled and less cultured.203
Such valorising and dismissive interpretations can be traced from Humann and Puchstein’s 1890
description of Nemrut's sculpture as ‘Leistungen hellenisierter Barbaren'204, to the 1988 assertion
by R.R.R. Smith that ‘Antiochos’ images, then, are (...) a rather hollow, synthetic Greek version of
Oriental dynastic art’.2°5 A more positive reading of the same model is found in the work of Roman
Ghirshman, who describes the Antiochan style as demonstrating ‘(...)la resistenza delle tradizioni
iraniche’ and states that it is ‘fortemente legata alle formule achemenidi’2s, only altered because of
‘penetrazione delle nuove correnti venute dal mondo partico’.297 Similarly, Stewart described the
statues of Nemrut Dag1 as ‘lonely beacons of Asiatic grandeur in the twilight of the Hellenistic
world’2%8 Versluys noticed how many such interpretations reasoned from an ‘acculturation-
model’ of cultural transformation, where the coming together of monolithic ‘culture containers’

(‘Greek’, ‘Persian’, ‘Oriental’) determined the local outcome of Commagene’s material culture.209

Such acculturation-thinking is pervasive in scholarly research dealing with the issue of ‘Hellenism

in the East’ more broadly.210 The question ‘What exactly is ‘Greek? has proved difficult to answer

Michael Blomer in Riedel and Versluys 2021, 15, n.12: ‘It is interesting to note that research from the 1950s
and 60s seems to have had less difficulties with evaluating Commagene’s “inbetweenness” on its own terms
than later scholarship’.

203 Humann and Puchstein 1890, 348: ,[the deviation of the ,Greek’' norm] wird bei den kommagenischen
Steinmetzen als Mangel an Kunstfertigkeit, wenn nicht als ein Zeichen ihres barbarischen Formensinns
aufzufassen sein'.

204 [pidem.

205 Smith 1988, 104. Versluys gives many examples. See for instance also Hamdi Bey and Efendi 1883, 17-
18, who compare the Nemrut statues with snowmen. Smith 1988, 103 furthermore describes the Antiochan
style as ‘megalomania of a minor potentate’.

206 Ghirshman 1962, 57, 65-67.

207 [dem, 69.

208 Stewart 2014, 267.

209 Versluys 2017a, 158, who concludes that such approaches ‘understand Antiochan Commagene and its
material culture as an ethnic or cultural “index” of its population or royal dynasty; as the outcome of an
acculturation process in which ethnic identities from East and West have merged’.

210 Hellenism was famously first considered by Johan Gustav Droysen as a hybrid culture that resulting from
a cultural fusion (Verschmelzung) between Greek culture and ‘Eastern’ culture. cf. Droysen 1836. For critical
analyses of Droysen'’s use of the term ‘Hellenismus’, see Canfora 1995, 95-109; and Sebastiani 2015.
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and in many ways still implicitly or explicitly steers research on cultural transformation in the
Hellenistic-period Near East.2!l An explanatory framework that is influential to this very day
(especially in non-academic discourse) is the idea of ‘Hellenization’, an acculturation process that
is strongly tied to (British) colonial, imperialist narratives of civilising military expansion (most
notably through Alexander’s ‘conquest of the east’) and the presumed inherent superiority of
Hellenism. 212 In the wake of post-colonial critique, this model was largely overthrown in favour
of narratives of local and regional resistance to such cultural imperialism, stressing, on the one
hand, the limits of Hellenization213, and, on the other, the possibility of local agency, with non-

Greek individuals and groups that actively ‘self-hellenized’. 214

At the core of these type of reasoning, however, still lies the assumption of an encounter of two
groups of people with their distinct cultural (and sometimes also ethnic) containers, namely
‘Western-Greek’ and ‘Oriental’ that always retained a certain degree of incommensurability. More
recently, understandings of ‘things Greek in the East’ have increasingly drifted away from such
acculturative models, reframing the bottom-up, local appropriations of ‘Greekness’ as very
contextual forms of ‘Hellenisms’ that were less connected to (resistance to) cultural imperialism
or cultural identity per se. Crucial in this shift has been the disentanglement of a strict one-to-one
relation between culture styles and cultural identity; especially Paul Veyne already realized that
not everything we call ‘Greek’ from an etic perspective was in fact considered ‘Greek’ from an emic
perspective.215 In this more contextual reading of ‘things Greek’ in ‘eastern contexts’, Hellenism is
considered to have evolved into ‘a source of social power’216 through its repeated and widespread
adoptions. From this perspective, cultural forms that modern scholars designate as ‘Greek’ might

not have functioned as tokens of ethnic and cultural identity in historical contexts and rather were

211 And beyond antiquity as well; see Zacharia 2008 for a diachronic overview of ‘Hellenisms’ from antiquity
to modernity.
212 See for instance Schlumberger 1970, 5: 'the Hellenization of Asia is a consequence of the conquests of
Alexander the Great, and the art introduced in the regions of the former Achaemenid Empire by the newcomers
did adapt and diversify in time and space.’ Daniel Schlumberger was one of the first to seriously consider
what he called ‘hellénisme oriental’ as a cultural phenomenon in its own right and not merely in relation to
Graeco-Roman Mediterranean culture. Although Schlumberger acknowledged the importance of ‘hellénisme
oriental for the formation of for instance Parthian and Greco-Buddhist art, he still considered it the outcome
of an acculturation process that started with Alexander’s military campaigns and his presumed diffusion of
an inherently superior Greek culture. Schlumberger’s notion of Hellenization therefore is acculturation in
an ethnological sense; it describes the encounter of two distinct cultures that has ‘hellénisme oriental’ as its
result. See Schlumberger 1960, 1970. For a more recent example of this type of acculturative approaches to
‘transferts culturels’in Zeugma, see Abadie Reynal and Yon 2015, with the review of Kruijer 2018. See also
Messina and Versluys 2021, 196.
213 Cf. Eddy 1961; Momigliano 1975.
214 E.g. Kuhrt and Sherwin-White 1987; Alcock 1993; Funck 1996.
215 Veyne 1979.
216 Butcher 2003, 273.

57



intended to evoke connotations with, for instance, ‘modernization’, ‘civilization’ and a general

sense of ‘cultural competence’.217

In Commagene studies, this ‘social’ definition of ‘Hellenism in the East’ was only recently
introduced with the work of Versluys.218 Most Commagenean scholarship, however, has reasoned
from an acculturative equation between visual styles and ethnic or cultural ideas.?19 In the case of
the Antiochan program, this acculturation-model thus considered the occurrence of different
cultural elements (‘Greek’, ‘Persian’) as the logical outcome of an encounter of two ethnic or
cultural containers, either through the presumed mixed ethnicity of the Commagenean population
or the presumed mixed ethnic ancestry of the royals themselves. The outcome of this acculturative
encounter is often expressed in terms of a hybrid, an ‘in-between’ category such as the typically
hyphenated category of ‘Graeco-Persian’, which still refers back directly to its perceived cultural
constituents. As such, this more traditional scholarship of the Antiochan project in some way
denied this dynastic visual culture its unicity, undermining the way the seemingly different
cultural elements actually functioned as a logical ‘whole’ in its Commagenean context, becoming

something genuinely new.

This is relevant for our understanding of the palace of Samosata as, here too, we can witness
acculturative approaches that frame the structure as the outcome of an encounter between ‘Greek’
and ‘Oriental’ cultural or ethnic containers.220 The most recent, vocal proponent of this line of
thinking is Maria Kopsacheili, who considers the palace of Samosata as an example of
‘hybridization of Hellenistic architecture’.221 The palace, in her understanding, is a ‘Greek-Oriental
hybrid’ that consists of ‘Greek’ decoration in combination with an ‘Oriental’ lay-out.222 She

connects this hybridity to the presumed hybridity of the Antiochan program, suggesting it is an

217 For such contextualized understandings of Hellenisms and their social significance, see Gatier 2003, 112-
113; Stavrianopoulou 2013; Versluys 2017a.

218 Versluys 2017a. See paragraph 2.4 below.

219 Jbidem. for many examples.

220 Note that the model is also used for Samosata as a whole, for instance in Kriiger and Blomer 2011, 348:
‘Im 2. Jh. v. Chr. wurde Samosata dann Hauptstadtdes Kénigreiches Kommagene, das sich unter der Herrschaft
der Orontiden vom Seleukidenreich lossagte. Welchen Charakter die Siedlung damals hatte, ldsst sich nicht
beurteilen, doch scheint der Ort noch liber einen langen Zeitraum kaum hellenisiert gewesen zu sein.’ Here, the
notion of a ‘not yet hellenized’ city employs the term ‘hellenisiert’ in an acculturative manner that is
moreover teleological as it reasons from an understanding of hellenization as a cultural process that would
inevitably befall Samosata.

221 Kopsacheili 2011.

222 [dem, 24 states: ‘the plan of the excavated part of the palace in Samosata resembles oriental models instead
of early Hellenistic Macedonian (...); corridors appear to play an important role as passageways between the
different rooms, while a broader corridor runs along the external wall of the western side of the building and
must have extended to the north surrounding the whole palace. Nevertheless, as presented below, western
elements also feature, but in this case they are detected in decoration (...) the decoration in the palace of
Samosata follows Greek prototypes in terms of iconography and style. Tessellated mosaics depict a
pornoboskos (a pimp), a character of the New Comedy, a Rhodian amphora, and cymatia, while wall painting
fragments and a Greek-style limestone head representing Antiochus I of Commagene have been also found'.
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expression of the ancestral claims of Antiochos I (discussed in paragraph 1.6): ‘The fact that the
rulers of Kommagene preferred to follow this pattern is possibly explained by the effort of Antiochus
I to claim origin from Seleucus I and the daughter of Artaxerxes 11, leading further back to Alexander
and Darius 1. This is also expressed in the “Ancestor Gallery” he set out at Nemrut-Dagi.’?23 In this
line of reasoning the different elements of the palace are labelled in terms of a perceived cultural
affiliation and subsequently considered representative of a certain ethnic (imagined or actual)

identity.

A somewhat similar acculturative approach to the palace of Samosata that also emphasises its
cultural hybridity is found in Werner Oenbrink’s study of Commagene’s ‘Sakralarchitektur’224
Oenbrink considers the palatial structures of both Samosata and Arsameia on the Nymphaios to
be typical Commagenean ,Mischformen‘that combine, what he calls ‘Greek-Hellenistic’ decorative
elements with ‘oriental architectural forms: ‘Dartiber hinaus folgt die Gestaltung beider
Grundrisse, die vor allem durch die auf modern westlich-hellenistische Dekorformen zuriickgreifende
Ausstattung mit Bodenmosaiken vordergriindlich griechisch-hellenistisch wirken, eindeutig
dstlichem Raumverstdndnis. (...)225 Within this ,Mischform’, Oenbrink ultimately considers the
palace of Samosata as more ‘Oriental’ than Greek, when he states: ,Aufgrund ihrer topographischen
Lage leitet die Kommagene eher zum syrisch-paldstinischen und mesopotamischen Raum und ist
dementsprechend stdrker ,orientalistisch” geprdgt.©26 Oenbrink considers the palatial structures
as belonging to a category of ‘Oriental-Hellenistic Peristyle houses’ that showcase a ,partielle
,Hellenisierung“‘227 which particularly developed in the Seleucid and Parthic empires. Especially
Oenbrink explicit use of the term ‘Kulturkreise’, gives away the acculturative interpretative model
that lies behind his reasoning, suggesting that the ‘Greek’ and ‘oriental’ finally ‘meet’ in Samosata,
forming into a mix of which the constituent parts remain distinguishable and always to some

extent incommensurable.228

As I explained above, there are several drawbacks to this acculturative interpretative framework,
also when employed to analyses of 1st c¢. BCE cultural dynamics of Commagene. 229 Most
importantly, it runs the risk of reducing (culture) styles and material culture in general to mere
one-to-one representations of ethnic and cultural identities - even when the intention is merely
to provide an etic, descriptive classification of archaeological phenomena. The claim on an

objective classificatory system accommodates a pre-theoretical use of cultural labels and

223 Kopsacheili 2011.
224 Qenbrink 2017.
225 Idem, 177
226 [pidem.
227 [dem, 177-178
228 J[dem, 178: ,Einfliisse aus beiden Kulturkreise’.
229 A criticism formulated in detail in Versluys 2017a.
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profoundly structures any argument that follows. In the case of Commagene, scholars have
specifically focused on the representation of hybrid ethnic or cultural identity, which implies that,
when two ‘pure’ cultural containers meet (‘western Greek’ and ‘eastern Persian or Oriental’), a

mixed hybrid is the outcome.

The material culture that is deemed a mere representation of such hybrid identities subsequently
is also conceptualized as the logical and passive outcome of this inter-cultural encounter. As such,
this argumentation leaves very little agency for the local agents that selected and used the specific
cultural elements that made up the perceived hybrid. The local context of 1st c. BCE Commagene -
its socio-cultural and politically specific historical situation, the particular selection of elements,
and their specific combination and embedding - is made subordinate to an abstract grand
narrative of diffusing and clashing ‘cultures’. Thinking about the palace of Samosata in terms of
hybridity thus risks ignoring the fact that this ‘oriental lay-out’ and ‘Greek decoration’ in fact made
part of one and the same structure; they were both part of the same assemblage (see chapter 3).
The local, contextual and social functioning of the different constituent elements of the palace

might very well not have been determined (solely) by their potential cultural connotations.

Lastly, the conceptualization of Commagenean culture as ‘in-between’ and ‘a bridge between East
and West’ allowed scholars to study Commagene in isolation, considering it as peripheral and a
‘Sonderstellung’ in the wider Eurasian world. By using the kingdom’s exceptional location
‘between cultures’ as a shorthand explanation for its cultural dynamics, scholars thus often failed
to investigate the socio-cultural local context within which it emerged as well as to compare this

to broader Near Eastern or even Eurasian parallel phenomena.

2.3 Understanding the Antiochan program in the context of 1t c. BCE dynastic self-representation of

‘client kings’ in the Near East

Some of the drawbacks of these acculturative approaches to the cultural dynamics of 1st c. BCE
Commagene are dealt with in Kropp’s 2013 monograph ‘Images and Monuments of Near Eastern
Dynasties, 100 BC - AD 100'.23° This important book investigates the Antiochan program in the
regional socio-political context of other Hellenistic dynasts of the Near East, namely the
Nabataeans, the Hasmonaeans and Herodians, the Ituraeans, and the Emesans - traditionally
known as ‘client kings’, a modern label that is increasingly considered controversial for its

Romanocentrism.231 This larger, regional perspective moves away from the more traditional,

230 Kropp 2013.

231 Idem, 10-13. ‘Client kingship’ was coined and developed by Badian 1958 and usefully criticized in Braund
1984 and Braund 1988. In general, see Kaizer and Facella 2010.
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acculturative approaches discussed in the previous paragraph in the sense that it does not
consider what happens in Commagene as a peripheral, isolated case of ‘East meeting West’, but
rather as something that can be studied and explained within its specific socio-political context.
For all ‘client kingdoms’, Kropp systematically compares the iconographies, stylistic choices and
intended messages of their royal portraiture, royal palaces, royal tombs and royal cults. Although
Kropp’s conclusion emphasizes difference and variety in these client kings’ cultural responses to
Roman power,232 he also points to the similarity of the intended messages, which, to his mind,
share ‘the aspiration to manifest royal projections (and illusions) of full-fledged sovereignty’233
Kropp suggests that we should understand the Antiochan program within this socio-political
context too, and describes what happens in mid-1st c. BCE Commagene as ‘the self-projection as a
sovereign ruler, exceeding his Hellenistic predecessors by benefitting from a double Graeco-Persian
heritage’.23* Rather than interpretating the eclectic character of Antiochos I's cultural program as
the result of an ethno-cultural encounter, Kropp considers it the outcome of a broader socio-
political context, in which the politically dire circumstances of the time - Commagene being
crammed between the Roman and Parthian super powers - necessitated kings like Antiochos I to
develop new forms of self-projection.235 Kropp argues that this increased necessity for self-
representation went hand in hand with larger royal investments in luxury and
monumentalization, that themselves ‘required and conditioned innovation. As local dynasts decided

to spend prodigious sums on monuments, they inevitably broke with cultural traditions.'236

Therefore, a second common characteristic of the images and monuments of these Near Eastern
client kings according to Kropp is the incorporation of foreign models, and their combination in
eclectic and innovative ways. Although, on a structural level, Commagene fits well to this general
characteristic, Kropp considers the kingdom an anomaly in his analysis as, according to him, in
Commagene there seems to be no place for local identities and local religious traditions in the
newly created eclectic mix. Instead, Kropp claims that the ruler cult of Antiochos I ‘uprooted the

religious fabric of Commagene’ by solely adopting outside models (Hellenism, Persianism) and not

232 Kropp 2013, 382: ‘In terms of images and monuments, one looks in vain for a trajectory of typical features
across the borders. There is no typology of self-representation of client kings, but instead a bewildering variety
of images and monuments’.
233 [bidem.
234 Idem, 357.
235 Kropp'’s analysis of the motives of Antiochos I to establish his royal cult seem to primarily stick with the
commonly political ‘GrofSwetterlage’. See Kropp 2013, 358.
236 Idem, 5.
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‘absorbing traditions’?37 He suggests that in Commagene, the starting point is never ‘local’ but

instead always ‘Greek’.238

Although the latter assertion is problematic, especially for the palace of Samosata (see below),
Kropp does make us aware that what happens in 1st c. BCE Commagene is a type of cultural
dynamics that can be studied in a broader, trans-regional context, and that, at its core, is about the
innovative and active adoption of non-local elements, creating new forms that benefitted the

political self-positioning of dynastic rulers in a local context.

Kropp fails to explain, however, what ‘Greek’ and ‘Persian’ as cultural concepts had become by the
1st ¢. BCE and how the social roles and connotations of these concepts might have developed.
When he states that ‘the kings of Kommagene can be described as Hellenizers’ who ‘enjoyed excellent
contacts with the west’'239, he seems to hold on to an acculturative model where ‘Greek identity’
and ‘Greek style’ are all part of a static cultural container that was, moreover, still strictly tied to a
territory (‘the West’). By merely explaining the occurrence of ‘things Greek’ and ‘things Persian’
in Commagene in relation to Antiochos I's ancestry, he misses the opportunity to critically rethink

the validity of such material classification and to ask what ‘Greek’ had become by the 1st c. BCE.240

This is specifically problematic in his treatment of the palace of Samosata, which he structurally
reduces to a ‘Hellenized visual arrangement’?*1, a ‘Hellenized counterpart*2, with ‘a cultural
emphasis (...) inclined towards Graeco-Roman culture'?3, ‘rooted in a Greek artistic tradition’, and
‘built by a dynasty keen to stress its Greek credentials’24* This reductive and pre-theoretical
labelling allows little room for other, novel meanings and other object capacities emerging in the

palace beyond its ‘Greek’ affiliation. The supposed ‘Greek’ origins of the manifold elements of the

237 Both quotes from Kropp 2013, 382. This is a contested issue however; we know so little of local cults
that it is hard to consider to what extent they were ‘absorbed’ by the Antiochan cult. See Blémer 201 2a for
an exploration of the available evidence for local religion in Commagene. An important argument against a
complete depletion of local religion by Antiochos I is the fact that his temene were often located in pre-
existent cult sites.

238 Something he witnesses, for instance, in the presumed pre-syncretic phase of the ruler cult, see infra n.
179. Note that, even in its ‘Greekness’, Kropp suggests that what happens in Commagene is ‘blown out of
proportion’ and ‘an extreme example of the normal Greek civic practices’ (Kropp 2013, 170), thus ascribing
to Commagene a new type of Sonderstellung.

239 Kropp 2013, 363.

240 The closest Kropp comes to such theorizing is in the very last sentences of his book, where he states: ‘The
selective use of ‘foreign’ elements reveals both a familiarity with things Greek and Roman and a through
consideration of how to employ them. Hellenized and Romanized artefacts did not necessarily carry precise
cultural messages per se, but were integrated as lavish, exotic, and modern elements. In other instances, the
origins of individual elements may have been identifiable, but their composition, and often accumulation,
resulted in unique visual expressions charged with new meanings, designed to highlight social superiority and
enhance royal prestige’ (Kropp 2013, 383). Kropp does however not explore the socio-cultural
consequences of the repeated and widespread adoptions of such ‘foreign models’.

241 Kropp 2013, 85.

242 [bidem.

243 [bidem.

244 [dem, 109.
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palace become the alpha and omega of the analysis, overshadowing the less obvious outcomes of
novel ‘integrations’, ‘compositions’ and ‘accumulations’24 Additionally, Kropp ignores the fact that
several elements of the palace - for instance its mudbrick architecture, its architectural lay-out,
its pebble mosaic with checkerboard patterns - would not even qualify as ‘Greek’ or ‘Hellenized’
in a traditional, etic cultural taxonomy. The idea that the Commagenean dynasty only ‘does Greek’
and ‘uprooted’ everything local is not only reductive and solely reasoning from an etic cultural

categorization, but also questionable when looking at the objects themselves.

Alast shortcoming of Kropp’s analysis is its sole focus on Near Eastern kingdoms as it is too limited
a context for the cultural dynamics witnessed in Commagene. The new Sonderstellung Kropp
assignes to Commagene suggests that not all phenomena witnessed here can be explained within
the context of Near Eastern client kingdoms. He even suggests that the ‘unique’ characteristics of
the Antiochan cult - its lack of local religious tradition and the highly central position of the ruler
- does in fact find strong parallels in, for instance, the Roman imperial cult?46, adding however
immediately (and curiously) that ‘Rome played no role in Kommagenian ideology’2*” Apparently,
the cultural dynamics emerging in 1st c. BCE Commagene demand a broader geographic context,

that is not a priori restricted to the political context of client kingdom:s.

2.4 Towards a globalizing perspective: universalized culture styles in a local context of dynastic

ideology construction and strategies of cultural bricolage

Such a broader approach is developed in Versluys’s 2017 monograph on Nemrut Dagi, which
analyses the Antiochan program in relation to developments happening in the wider Hellenistic
world.2#8 Versluys suggests that we should understand the seemingly mixed cultural character of
Antiochos I's ruler cult in the context of visual strategies of innovative eclecticism and cultural
bricolage witnessed throughout Late-Hellenistic Afro-Eurasia - also beyond the confines of Near
Eastern client kingdoms.249 Geographically, Versluys thus casts the net wider than Kropp,
suggesting that the socio-cultural mechanisms at stake in Commagene during this period to some

degree also transcend the socio-political circumstances of the region and have everything to do

245 See infra n. 240.
246 Kropp 2013, 358-359, 359: ‘This veneration of a divinized ruler may draw some conclusions with the
imperial cult that was taking shape at almost the same time as Antiochos’ cult reform’.
247 Jdem, 359. The fact that the Commagenian Kings, from Antiochos I onwards, employed the epithet
‘philorhomaios’ seems incompatible with this statement, cf. Facella 2006, 225-298. Kropp also considers
how the artificial, eclectic art of the Antiochan program bears structural similarities to the Achaemenid
practices at Susa, Pasargadae and Persepolis, cf. Kropp 2013, 361-362.
248 Versluys 2017a.
249 Bricolage was first introduced to classical archaeology by Terrenato 1998, 23, who defined it as ‘a process
in which new cultural items are obtained by means of attributing new functions to previously existing ones’
resulting in ‘a complex patchwork made of elements of various age and provenance: some of them are new,
but many other are old objects, refunctionalized in new forms and made to serve new purposes within a new
context.” See also Versluys 2013, 434; 2017, 178-182, 201-207.
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with increased connectivity - and hence globalization processes.25° Crucially, Versluys suggests to
consider 1st c. BCE Commagene as an integrated node in a large Afro-Eurasian network, which
means a very explicit shift away from traditional acculturative understanding of the kingdom as

‘peripheral’ and ‘out-of-the-ordinary’ (paragraph 2.2).251

Versluys considers how 1st c. BCE Afro-Eurasia was a world that, already for a long time, had been
deeply connected, and for which, already since the late Bronze Age, strict cultural borders
between ‘East’ and ‘West’ are not tenable.252 He suggests that, therefore, the occurrence of ‘Greek’
and ‘Persian’ visual styles in Commagene cannot be the simple outcome of two cultures meeting
on ‘the bridge between East and West’, nor the logic consequence of an actual ‘Greek’ and ‘Persian’
ancestry passively befallen upon Antiochos I. Like Kropp, he instead assigns a good deal of agency
to the king himself, whose active selection of styles and forms from seemingly different cultural
traditions in fact served a very specific purpose in the context of the king’s socio-political
circumstances, especially with regards to his need for legitimization of his rule.253 In much more
detail than Kropp, Versluys develops an analysis of the character of Antiochos I's visual strategies,
arguing that his cultural and cultic program should be understood as an attempt at constructing
dynastic ideology through strategies of canonization and cultural innovation. The latter is
especially characterized by ‘cultural bricolage’, creatively and consciously combining elements

from different ‘cultural scenarios’. Instead of a megalomaniac monarch in the periphery, Versluys

250 Versluys 2017a, 142-148. See also Riedel and Versluys 2021, 4, where they suggest that the Antiochan
program should be seen as ‘exemplary of socio-cultural developments in a Hellenistic oikumene that stretched
from the Atlantic to the Oxus’. Note that the comparative approach of Versluys 2017a is still largely limited
to western Eurasia (as the author also admits, cf. Versluys 2017a, 24, n.61). This is now compensated for in
Blomer et al. 2021, an edited volume called ‘Common Dwelling Place of All the Gods. Commagene in its Local,
Regional and Global Hellenistic Context’. This book is the result of a conference held at Miinster University
in 2019 and contains a range of contributions by different authors that critically discuss and further develop
Versluys’s approach to Nemrut Dag1. Importantly, the book contains a wide range of ‘Eurasian perspectives’,
with specialists of different Eurasian regions (from Ai Khanoum to Italy and from Alexandria to Armenia)
reflecting on the congruence between developments happening in Commagene and in their own respective
localities.

251 This perspective starts out from an explicit critique on the acculturation-model in Commagenean
scholarship, arguing that it 1) conceptualizes cultures as monolithic ‘culture containers’, 2) culture contact
as ethnological first-hand encounters and 3) visual styles as directly linked to ethnicity and identity. See
Versluys 2017a, 26-29; Riedel and Versluys 2021, 8. See paragraph (2.2) for a more elaborate summary of
this argument.

252 For connectivity in the Bronze Age, see for instance Vandkilde 2016.

253 For Antiochos I's need for legitimization, see Versluys 2017a, 168: ‘Antiochos’ position and new political
importance - after the disintegration of Seleucid authority and after Pompey’s measures - required ideological
underpinning and he developed a highly visible ideological system to fulfil this need. Imaginary or not,
everything Antiochos I did demonstrated to both his people and the world around him that he had become a
Hellenistic sovereign’. For the agency of Antiochos I see Versluys 2017a, 157-167, see especially 157: ‘The
main conclusion of this chapter, thus far, is therefore that we should not regard the material culture of
Antiochan Commagene as an ethnic or cultural “index” of its population or royal house, but rather as a dynastic
Hellenistic project that had many (structural) parallels; not as the logic and linear outcome of a historical
process in which ethnic and cultural identities from East and West met, but as a set of specific choices made for
specific reasons’.
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considers Antiochos I a capable cosmopolitan broker in sync with dynastic cultural practice of his

time.

Crucial for our understanding of Antiochos I's strategies, according to Versluys, is the question
what ‘Greek’ and ‘Persian’ had become in their 1st c. BCE Commagenean context. To investigate
this, Versluys considers the implications of increased connectivity for visual styles in the Late-
Hellenistic period. He argues that the repeated use of visual styles over a large area can instigate
a process of universalization, a phenomenon that derives from globalization theory and implies
the de-territorialized, watering down of ‘original’ meanings and connections to an origin.254 In line
with more social and contextual definitions of ‘Hellenism in the East’ (see paragraph 2.2), Versluys
considers these universalized styles as ‘social repositories’ rather than direct representations of
a territory, ethnicity or cultural identity. By the 1st c. BCE, then, ‘Hellenism’ had developed into a
‘cultural scenario’ that was more about ‘doing Greek’ than ‘becoming Greek’ - ‘a cultural means to
achieve social and political aims’.255 By tracing the cultural biography of ‘Greek style’ and ‘Greek’
as a cultural scenario, Versluys convincingly argues that the ‘Greek’ element in Antiochos I's ruler
cult - including his ancestral claims - was a consciously chosen source of social power that was
capable of evoking connotations with civilization and modernity.256 The Persian element, on the
other hand, functioned in Antiochos I's bricolage as a cultural scenario that evoked connotations

with dynastic legitimacy.257

Versluys’s analysis of Nemrut Dagi is particularly useful for this dissertation in terms of its
introduction of globalization theory to understand cultural change in 1st c. BCE Commagene. It fits
well to a relatively recent trend in scholarship on the Hellenistic World turning to ‘globalization’
as a concept to describe and analyse processes of increasing connectivity in Afro-Eurasia.2s8
Following a plethora of studies on ‘things global’ - first developed in the social sciences and
cultural anthropology?5° but now successfully adopted and adapted by the historical sciences as

well260 - the notion of an expanded Hellenistic oikoumene (in terms of long-distance trade,

254 For de-territorialization, or disembeddedness, see Appadurai 1986, 13-20, 41-48; Giddens 1990, 21-29;

Tomlinson 1999, 106-149.

255 Strootman 2020, 204.

256 Versluys 2017a, 209-213, 247.

257 Idem, 213-219. See also Strootman and Versluys 2017.

258 A broader field in which Versluys himself is one of the most influential voices. In general, see Malitz 2000,

37; Martin and Pachis 2004; Moore and Lewis 2009, 174-205; Vlassopoulos 2013; Strootman 2007, 2014;

Thonemann 2015; Versluys 2014; 2015; 2017;2021; Hoo 2020; Hoo 2021 (forthcoming). An important

precursor to these studies on Hellenistic-period globalization is Horden and Purcell 2000, which did not yet

engage with the term globalization in depth but placed much emphasis on connectivity and inter-

dependence in the Mediterranean.

259 Appadurai 1990; Giddens, 1990; Tomlinson 1999, 2006; Held et al 1999; Appadurai 2000; Eriksen 2007;

Nederveen Pieterse 2009.

260 Many scholars have by now argued and accepted that ‘globalization’ is not restricted to ‘planetary global’

situations nor industrialized ‘modernity’, allowing for engagements with globalization theory also in deep

historical contexts. For a good historiographic discussion of this shift, see Jennings 2011, who argues for the
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economics, politics, science, intellectual networks, culture and arts) is now also reconsidered in
terms of globalization.261 Several authors have warned for the uncritical, undertheorized use of
the terms ‘global’, ‘globalism’, and ‘globalization’, as a merely descriptive employment of these
terms often holds little analytical and explanatory value, serving mainly as fashionable but hollow
terminology.262 Although definitions of what ancient globalization exactly entails differ greatly?263,
a general focus lies on a set of processes brought about by increased connectivity between distant
localities, entailing economic, political and cultural interactions through the movement of flows of
people, things and ideas.264 One of the most important of such processes is universalization, a
concept Versluys uses to investigate the watering down of territorial, ethnic and cultural
connotations of a visual style. This phenomenon goes hand in hand with the process of
particularization, the adoption, adaption and embedding of universalized elements in a local
context - creating a variety of different local responses to the global. The ongoing, intertwined
process of universalization and particularization forms the mechanism that produces and further
develops forms of glocal culture; people, things and ideas that are local and global at the very same

time.265

The notion of the glocality of people, things and ideas has profound implications for our
understanding of the cultural dynamics of 1st c. BCE Commagene and ‘Hellenism in the East’ in

general as it is stands in stark contrast to understandings of 'things Greek' as merely global, non-

breaking down of the ‘Great Wall’ between ‘modernity’ and ‘pre-modernity’ (also following the fundamental
critique on ‘modernity’ by Latour 1991). For other good examples of historicized globalization, see Bordo
etal. 2003; Chanda 2007; Hopkins 2002; Seland 2008; McNeill 2008; Osterhammel and Petersson 2005; La
Bianca and Scham 2006; Hall etal. 2011; Hodos 2009, 2010, 2016, 2020; Hodos et al. 2017; Hales and Hodos
2010; Nederveen Pieterse 2012; Kardulias 2014; Malkin 2011; Pitts and Versluys 2015. Scepticism about
the usefulness of the concept of globalization in our studies of the ancient world include Naerebout 2006-
2007, 153; Rosenberg 2005, 66; Ball 2015, 251; these studies often point to the perceived anachronism of
the term, and the risk of yet a new type of ‘grand narrative’ terminology. These concerns are dealt with and
overcome for instance in Pitts and Versluys 2015; and Hoo 2020, 555-560.

261 Pitts 2008; Hodos 2010, 2016; Pitts and Versluys 2015; Versluys 2013, 2017; Vlassopoulos 2013;
Whitmarsh 2010; Strootman 2017; Hoo 2018; 2020; 2021.

262 For an eloquent critique, see Hoo 2020, 554. Important exceptions include her own work as well as
Hodos 2016, 2010; Pitts 2008; Pitts and Versluys 2015; Versluys 2013, 2017; Vlassopoulos 2013;
Whitmarsh 2010.

263 Ranging from ‘a set of processes of increasing connectivities’ (Hodos 2015; Pitts and Versluys 2015, 11;
Hoo 2020, 555), to a ‘product, not an agent, of change’ (Morley 2015), and a ‘hermeneutic device’ (Versluys
2015, 143; Laurence and Trifilo 2015). For this distinction, see Van Oyen 2015, 641.

264 [ follow here the definition in Hoo 2020, 555. An important characteristic of these increased
connectivities and global flows is the variety in terms of their strength, frequency, directionality and
intensity (Knappett 2013), which causes fundamental unevenness and interdependency, something that
can deeply affect social relations and material realities on a local level.

265 These complex, paradoxical processes clearly are a far cry from stereotypical ideas of globalization as
simply a fashionable word for homogenization. Instead, studying ancient globalization entails
acknowledging the variety of local responses to the global, and allowing for the existence of, for instance,
objects across large distances that are similarly glocal in a relational sense but at the same time wildly
heterogeneous in terms of their specific outcome. Cf. Robertson 1992, 97-115; 1995, 29-32; Hannerz 1990,
249-250.
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local, cosmopolitan culture.266 Kropp’s assertion that Antiochos I's program was solely non-local
because it was ‘Greek’ (see section 7.3), for instance reasons from an a priori categorical
distinction between local culture and global culture, where ‘things Greek’ can never be considered
local 267 Strootman suggests something similar by defining Hellenism as a ‘supranational form of
culture’ which was ‘in essence what we might now term Greek’268, thus disallowing Hellenism a
degree of locality. His understanding of Hellenism as ‘court culture’ is equally problematic in this
regard, as he considers this ‘a shared culture of interaction’ that developed as an outcome of the
social character of courts, being ‘intercultural meeting places where networks of interaction
converge%9, thus only understanding Hellenism as something global and not as something glocal.
Understanding Hellenism as a phenomenon that is solely global (‘cosmopolitan’, ‘shared’,
‘supranational’ etc.) risks to ignore the contextual particularities of Hellenisms. Versluys’s
approach to the glocal character of Hellenism in Commagene, investigating both the
universalization and the particularization of ‘Greek’ as a cultural concept, is fundamentally

different in this regard, and an important step forward.

2.5 ‘Doing Greek’ in the palace of Samosata? The limits of Hellenism

Versluys’s analysis of Hellenism at Nemrut Dag1 as a glocal phenomenon provides us with a
sophisticated and illuminating understanding of the conscious and intentional adoption and
particularization of what a de-territorialized concept of ‘Greekness’ had come to mean in the 1stc.
BCE. In this paragraph, [ will argue that Versluys’s Hellenism-model is however problematic when
applied to the material culture of the palace of Samosata. I will formulate a set of shortcomings of

the Hellenism-model, focusing on its emphasis on conscious adoption, its pre-theoretical

266 This point is made very well also in Hoo 2020, 557: ‘Although the idea of a global culture is an appealing
explanation for what we analytically examine as Greek(ish) visual culture across Eurasia and what some
describe as Hellenism in passing, we should be wary about how we use the concept. Without proper reflection
and clarification, there is a risk of simply equating global culture to the assimilation of local difference into
plain sameness, centred on a particular society or civilization - Greek in the case of Hellenistic period Central
Asia - from where global culture disseminated to peripheral areas. According to globalization thinkers (...),
global culture is by no means homogeneous because the flows of goods, objects, ideas, and meanings are
mediated through asymmetrically organized channels. Although we infamously lack written sources to inform
us in detail about these channels in Hellenistic Central Asia, the archaeological presence of fragile unbaked
sculptures of local clay in various styles at Takht-i Sangin (...), the mould-made and locally fired “Megarian”
bowls at Ai Khanoum (...), and templates and plaster casts for the manufacture of figural art at Ai Khanoum
(...) and at the late Hellenistic sites of Sakhsanokhur (...) and Kampyr Tepe (...), amongst others, should make
us think about numerous different hands, eyes, experiences, and interpretations that mediated and intersected
in processes of producing, transporting, using, and making meaning of Greek and other styled material objects
and visual culture’.
267 Kropp 2013, 382.
268 Strootman 2014, 9.
269 Strootman 2020, 205; see also Strootman 2014; 2017.
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preservation of ‘things Greek’ as a supposed emic category of material culture, and its overall lack

of attention for the relationality and capacities of material culture beyond culture styles.

There are fundamental differences between the contexts of Nemrut Dag1 and that of Samosata’s
palace that make the application of Versluys’s model of glocal Hellenism in the latter difficult to
conduct. At Nemrut Dagi, there is explicit epigraphic evidence that attests of an emic
categorization of material culture as ‘Greek’ and ‘Persian’. In the Great Cult Inscription of the
hierothesion, written at the back of the colossal statues of the deities on both the Eastern and the
Western Terraces, Antiochos | asserts that the colossal statues of the deities were consciously
executed in a Greek and Persian style (‘the kingdom subject to my throne should be the common
dwelling place of all the gods, in that by means of every kind of art I decorated the representations
of their form, as the ancient lore of Persians and of Greeks - the fortunate roots of my ancestry’).270
Such epigraphic evidence for emic stylistic and cultural categories that are consciously adopted
lacks completely in Samosata. It is furthermore highly probable that the palace of Samosata was
not part of the Antiochan program but in fact pre-dated the king’s reign. Did the presumed
commissioner of the palace, Mithridates I, categorize the palace or aspects of it as ‘Greek’? Was
this a similarly conscious adoption of Hellenism as witnessed at Nemrut? - we simply cannot tell.
However, if we speak of ‘Hellenism’ in relation to the palace of Samosata, we automatically assume

that there was a conscious adoption of ‘things Greek'.

This is related to a more fundamental criticism on the role of material culture and its
categorization in the model of glocal Hellenism, as its reliance on ‘conscious adoption’ suggests
that Hellenism is more conceptual than material. Whereas Versluys investigates the processes of
universalization and particularization of Hellenism as a cultural concept, he actually keeps the
material culture ‘behind it’ at distance. By a priori assuming that certain objects belong to a certain
style, he reduces these objects to a cultural category but the validity of this category remains
unquestioned: ‘no one will deny that a style of material culture developed in Magna Graecia that has
specific formal characteristics and has commonly been denominated as Greek’.271 As such, it appears
that the etic, pre-theoretical categorization of ‘things Greek’, according to Versluys, is a valid
historical category that has ‘common characteristics shared and displayed by large groups of
artefacts over extended geographic ranges and/or periods of time’272 However, Versluys remains
silent about what these common characteristics are - he seems more interested in what Hellenism
means than what it actually consists of. The pre-theoretical insistence on the validity of ‘things

Greek’ as an emic category should however be avoided, as it is a consequence of the ‘false cultural

270 N 24-36.

271 Versluys 2017a, 209. Strootman makes a similar common-sense claim when he asserts that ‘One usually
recognizes Greek style when one sees it.” (Strootman 2020, 202).

272 Versluys 2017a, 190.
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intimacy’ of antiquity in our modern world: the modern, Western appropriation of the ‘classical
world’ - a term that itself illustrates this modern foundation myth - has fuelled the assumption
that our modern etic taxonomies and ontologies were more or less identical to the emic categories
of people living in ‘the classical world’.273 Taking glocal Hellenism as a starting point for an
investigation of the material culture of the palace, would imply that its adherence to an emic
category of ‘Greekness’ is unquestionable. In short: starting out from Hellenism in Samosata risks
the a priori imposition of an etic (modern) cultural category onto material culture. In this regard,
it seems more fruitful to employ the notion of glocality - a result of simultaneous processes of
universalization and particularization - not to a pre-theoretical stylistic category (as Versluys

does) but rather to actual objects.

Despite its dynamic understanding of Hellenism as a glocal phenomenon, Versluys’s approach
retains a static, homogenous category of material culture of (‘things Greek’) which risks reducing
objects to a single cultural category (‘Hellenism’), and, related to this, only considers material
culture in relation to its human, conscious and intentional genesis. To some extent, therefore, this
model assigns only a representational role to ‘things Greek’, framing these things as vessels of
meaning that for instance signal Hellenism as ‘civilization’.2’4 Uncritically holding on to the
category of ‘things Greek’ however obfuscates the complex and versatile character of material
culture, its relationality and its much wider capacities in terms of meaning and impact.275 Using
glocal Hellenism as a starting point for the analysis of this dissertation would simplify our
understanding of the roles of material culture in the palace, as its outcome would be fairly
predictable: an interpretation in which the ‘Hellenism’ of the palace of Samosata is interpreted as
a situated evocation of concepts of civilization, modernity and/or cosmopolitanism that the
Commagenean kings employed to simultaneously legitimize their rule and enter a global stage of

shared trans-regional court culture.276

273 Herzfeld 2005.
274 Although Versluys suggests to go ‘beyond representation’ (Versluys 2017a, 29-33), he actually retains a
largely semiotic understanding of culture styles by looking at ‘the meanings and associations that these
elements built up over time’, formulating the ‘respective messages’ of Hellenism and Persianism, concluding
they ‘signalled’ civilization, modernity and kingship. (see Versluys 2017a, 247).
275 Similar a priori reductions of material culture to homogenous etic categories have been successfully
deconstructed (notably also by Versluys) for conceptions of ‘things Roman’ (Versluys 2014; Van Oyen 2017)
and ‘things Egyptian’ (Mol 2013; Mol 2015) but the category of ‘things Greek’ might turn out to be the most
stubborn of them all. This work also relates to a more general and well-known archaeological critique of the
problems of attempting to establish bounded groups and bounded sets of stylistically distinct objects. See
Hodder 1979, 1982. Gavin Lucas already noticed in 2001 that, despite this general deconstruction of the
culture concept as ‘a bounded, homogenous entity which ‘more or less’ corresponded with a comparable social
unit - a people, an ethnic group and, in some cases, a race’ (Lucas 2001, 121), ‘in many ways the use of cultural
classifications (...) continued — and continues in practice with little thought for what this might mean’ (Lucas
2001, 123).
276 A similar conclusion as already drawn by Kropp 2013, 363: ‘It appears that Antiochos saw Hellenistic
palaces, the etiquette of court, and the conventions of Greek symposia as entirely adequate for the projection
of his image’. Ultimately, both Versluys and Kropp explain the cultural dynamics of 1st c¢. BCE in terms of
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This type of interpretation has a strong focus on the human, conscious and intentional genesis of
objects and can therefore be seen as an example of what anthropologist Tim Ingold has coined the
‘hylomorphic’ model of creation, in which ‘form came to be seen as imposed by an agent with a
particular design in mind, while matter, thus rendered passive and inert, became that which was
imposed upon’277 Ingold makes a broad distinction between ‘reading creativity backwards’
(‘hylomorphic’) versus ‘reading creativity forwards’ (‘morphogenic’), prioritizing the coming into
being of objects over their presumed origin and intention.278 This distinction should make us
aware that the Hellenism-model only covers one aspect of what the palace of Samosata - as a real,
actual and material entity - was, could do and mean. Moving away from an approach that culturally
reduces objects creates analytical room for an approach in which other interpretative possibilities

appear, in which the palace of Samosata is less trapped in an exclusively representational role.

Although we definitely cannot exclude that Hellenism played a role as a consciously intended
‘cultural scenario’ in the palace of Samosata, it seems clear that there are significant drawbacks to
Hellenism as an analytical starting point for our understanding of the cultural dynamics of
Samosata. What is needed therefore, is an approach to the palace of Samosata that postpones
cultural categorizations and human intentions, and instead investigates the glocal and
‘morphogenic’ relations and capacities of objects making up the palatial context, studying it as a
real, actual, and material phenomenon. Such an approach is developed in the next chapter, where
[ introduce assemblage thinking as a post-anthropocentric and post-representational theoretical

approach to vibrant material culture.

Anticohos I's ‘Legitimationsdruck’ (Kropp 2013, 35; see also Versluys 2017a, 170). Note however Sheldon
Pollock’s critique on interpretations that come down to the notion of legitimacy, claiming these are ‘not only
anachronistic, but intellectually mechanical, culturally homogenizing, theoretically naive, empirically false,
and tediously predictable.’ (Pollock 2006, 18, 614-625; quoted after De Jong 2017, 42.)

277 Ingold 2010, 92, in general 91-93. See also Ingold 2012, 432.

278 Ingold relies heavily on the work of Deleuze and Guattari 2004. See the next chapter for a more elaborate
discussion of their work as well as Ingold’s in relation to new materialism and assemblage theory.
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Chapter 3. Towards vibrant objects. Theory and methodology.

3.1 Introduction

In the previous chapter, it was argued that, in order to understand the palace of Samosata as a
real, actual and material entity, an analytical approach is needed that goes beyond existing
acculturative, representational and anthropocentric understandings of material culture. Although
Versluys’s model of glocal Hellenisms offers a valuable set of concepts to overcome acculturative
thinking (derived from globalization theory), it was considered a problematic analytical starting
point for the purposes of this dissertation, as it retains a pre-theoretical notion of ‘things Greek’,
and ignores the more-than-representational and more-than-intentional aspects of objects. A
necessary analytical approach that takes the objects making up the palace of Samosata seriously,
should acknowledge the complex relationality of objects, their wide-ranging capacities and their

actual impact - beyond cultural categorization and representation.

This chapter draws on concepts and approaches from a theoretical field known as ‘New
Materialism’ - more particularly its ‘Assemblage Theory’ - in order to develop an alternative
analytical approach to glocal objects in Late-Hellenistic Samosata. In its shortest definition,
assemblages are ‘compositions that act’?’ Assemblage Theory provides a well-developed
ontological framework in which people, things and ideas are related in radically different ways
than is the case in traditional Cartesian dualist ontologies that underlie conventional
archaeological thinking (not in the least that of Hellenism discourse). Recent applications of
assemblage thinking in archaeological analyses have by now proved it to be highly advantageous
for our understanding of the relationality, capacities and impact of material culture and its
complex relation to humans.280 It helps us, for instance, to break away from the often very
restrictive subject-object opposition in our archaeological analyses, a problem that lies at the core
of much acculturative and representational thinking. The notion of a passive material world (for
instance a tessellated mosaic) that is imbued with ‘concepts’ (for instance ‘Greekness’ or

‘civilization”) by active human actors (like king Antiochos I) maintains this dualist ontology.

As approaches like this are relatively new to the field of Hellenistic-Roman archaeology, this
chapter will elaborate on New Materialism and Assemblage theory, before presenting it as a
methodology to study the palace of Samosata and its place in the material transformations of
Samosata during the 4t c. BCE - 1st c. CE. In section 3.2, I will therefore first explore briefly the

philosophical foundations of New Materialism and then turn to its application in archaeology.

279 Due 2002, 32.
280 For many examples, see Crellin etal. 2021. See 3.2.2. of this dissertation for a discussion of archaeological
applications of Assemblage Theory.
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Here I will spend some time considering how the adoption of Assemblage Theory in archaeology
differs from other archaeological theoretical approaches that belong to the broader ‘material turn’
(e.g. Gell's object agency, and the symmetrical archaeologies based on Latour’s ANT or on
Harman’s 000). Subsequently, I will briefly discuss the ethical implications of post-
anthropocentric approaches in the ancient world. In section 3.3, I will explore how a New
Materialist approach can help us to fundamentally rethink the notion of Hellenistic courts and
palaces, understanding these as post-anthropocentric, relational and emergent assemblages
instead of the more representational notions of palaces as ‘manifestations’ of ‘a monarch’s wealth
and power’ that ‘embody the ideas and values of his kingship’.281 A turn to the actual and virtual
capacities of the elements that make up Hellenistic palaces can help to go beyond such
representational notions and to become aware of the processes and vibrancy of the palace as an
assemblage. In section 3.4, | will develop a methodology to study the palace of Samosata and its
place in material transformations in Late-Hellenistic Samosata in terms of assemblages. This
means that [ will consider two types of assemblages, namely ‘vibrant objectscapes’ and ‘glocal

genealogies’, notions that I further elucidate at the end of this chapter.

3.2 New Materialism, assemblage thinking and its application in archaeology and the study of the

ancient world

This section introduces ‘New Materialism’, Assemblage Theory and its application in archaeology.
[ will first outline the philosophical foundations of this theoretical corpus, focusing specifically on
its discontents with traditional dualist ontologies (paragraph 3.2.1). After this, [ will consider its
application in archaeology and how this differs from other, related archaeological theory that
draws on the broader ‘Material Turn’, especially the so-called ‘first-wave symmetrical
archaeology’ based on Bruno Latour’s Actor Network Theory (ANT) and the ‘second-wave
symmetrical archaeology’, based on Graham Harman’s Object Oriented Ontology (000)
(paragraph 3.2.2). After this, I will briefly comment on a recent debate about the perceived ethical
implications of employing New Materialist approaches in our study of the ancient world

(paragraph 3.2.2).

281 Citations from Kropp 2013, 94.
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3.2.1 New Materialism

New Materialism and Assemblage Theory are related bodies of post-humanist theory?82 that are
applied and adapted in a range of different disciplines, but find a shared origin in the philosophical
work of Gilles Deleuze, Félix Guattari, Manuel DeLanda, Jane Bennett, Donna Haraway, Karen
Barad, and Quentin Meillasoux, to name its most influential protagonists.283 Although the work of
these authors is in many ways wildly different, diverging and often contradicting, what they share
is a post-anthropocentric and anti-dualistic critique of what they consider the arbitrary nature of
Western, Cartesian thought and its Enlightenment taxonomies. Importantly, New Materialism
moves away from a philosophical stance now known as ‘correlationism’, for which all knowledge
about the ‘being’ of objects was considered to be constricted by our human cognition.28¢ As an
alternative, New Materialists argue from a philosophical stance (or ‘meta-ontology’) that is known
as ‘Speculative Realism’, which posits that there exists a reality independent from human
subjectivity and that it is possible to speculate about the nature (or ontology) of that reality.285
This means, for instance, that the palace of Samosata can be understood as a real and actual entity

thatis presumed to have existed independent from human thoughts, intentions and concepts. New

282 Posthumanism is a broad and extremely varied intellectual movement and ontological orientation in the
social sciences and humanities characterized by a general desire to move beyond humanist worldviews,
Cartesian dualisms and anthropocentrism. Especially the humanist’s insistence on the idea of the individual
human subject is considered fundamentally problematic as it implies a universal and transcendent
ontological status of this human subject and does not explore its emergence and immanence. For a good
introduction see Ferrando 2019.
283 Deleuze and Guattari 1987, 1980, 2004; DeLanda 2006; 2016; Bennett 2010; Barad 2007; Haraway 2008;
Meillasoux 2008. A good introduction to these philosophical foundations of New Materialism is offered by
Coole and Frost 2010; as well as by Dolphijn and Van der Tuin 2013.
284 Speculative realist Quentin Meillassoux coined correlationism as ‘the idea [that] we only ever have access
to the correlation between thinking and being, and never to either term considered apart from the other’
(Meillassoux 2008, 5). From that perspective, humans are always trapped in a circle of thought, an imminent
dialectic between thought and the world. Graham Harman refers to the basic correlationist stance as ‘we
can’t think an X outside of thought without thinking it, and thereby we cannot escape the circle of thought’
(Harman 2012). Levi Bryant describes that what followed from this perspective was an anthropocentric
‘subordination of ontology to epistemology’ (Bryant 2011, 35) because it could not be asked anymore what
an object was as such, only what an object was for humans, in relation to humans. This idea probably finds
its origin in Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, where he stated: [u]p to now it has been assumed that all our
cognition must conform to the objects; but all attempts to find out something about them a priori through
concepts that would extend our cognition have, on this presupposition, come to nothing. Hence let us once try
whether we do not get farther with the problems of metaphysics by assuming that the objects must conform to
our cognition, which would agree better with the requested possibility of an a priori cognition of them, which
is to establish something about objects before they are given to us’ (Kant 1998, xvi). Peter Heft on Kant’s
influence on later philosophers: ‘Kant cemented correlationism in the minds of philosophers in such a way
that everyone from Hegel to Heidegger, Freud to Lacan, and Pierce to Baudrillard were implicated.’ (Heft 2016,
10). This primarily entailed Kant’s distinction between ‘an inaccessible noumenal world of things-in-
themselves’ and ‘a phenomenal world of experience’ and his persistence that we can only deal with the latter.
Kant stated that the world does not have an inherent structure, but that the phenomenal world is structured
by human thought by using categories. This was an affirmation of Berkeley’s radical empiricism and
immaterialism (it is impossible to think of a thing outside of thought; ‘esse est percipi’) and made the
correlationist perspective even stronger. See also Edgeworth 2016.
285 DeLanda and Harman 2017, 28: ‘The world exists outside of human beings’ knowledge of it; the world does
not depend on human beings’.
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Materialist thinkers furthermore share a conviction of the relational nature of this reality
(‘relational realism’), suggesting that relationality is a feature of ontology and that no object pre-
exists its relations.286 These relations, furthermore, are understood to form assemblages,
relational gatherings (or ‘bundles of relations?87) of diverse matter that act, affect and that are
emergent, in the sense that they are always ‘in a state of becoming’. Importantly for the purpose
of this dissertation, New Materialist and Assemblage Theory positions share a desire to give the
non-human elements in the world their due, investigating the relations humans have with non-
human elements - such as material culture (but also plants and animals) - and exploring the roles
these non-human elements play. As a consequence, New Materialists de-centre humans,
reconceptualising them as ‘one of many’.288 As such, they allow a much greater deal of ‘ontological
room’ for non-human things, noting that both humans and non-humans function as and
participate in assemblages which themselves are often also heterogeneous, consisting of a

gathering of human and non-human elements.289

A Kkey text for New Materialism is Deleuze and Guattari’s 1972 Anti-Oedipus: Capitalism and
Schizophrenia.2%0 In a broad sense, their work on assemblages focuses on issues such as becoming,
contingency, local difference, and how relationships give rise to things.291 Deleuze and Guattari
were heavily influenced by the work of Baruch Spinoza, whose anti-Cartesian and monistic
thinking profoundly informed their ideas about the heterogeneity, and relationality of
assemblages as well as their capacity to affect.292 Spinoza famously claimed that ‘no one has yet
determined what the body can do’293, a notion that planted the seed for an exploration of the
undetermined and emergent nature of assemblages. Deleuze and Guattari’s philosophical work is
wide-ranging and notoriously complex, which has caused many recent, non-philosophical
applications of their work in the humanities and social sciences (among them archaeologists) to

rely heavily on the reading and further development of their Assemblage theory by philosopher

286 Barad 2007. Note however that Harman’s 000 (see below) already deviates from this position, allowing
for a certain object essence that can withdraw from its relations.

287 Pauketat 2013.

288 Harman has argued in several places that a fundamental problem with correlationism is the fact that it
always assigns to humans 50% of all that exists (all of ontology) and only maximum 50% to everything else,
cf. Harman 2018, 56.

289 Jane Bennett for instance argues that we should not anymore put humans at the ‘ontological apex’ of our
analyses (Bennett 2010, ix).

290 Deleuze and Guattari 2004.

291 As nicely summarized by Fowler 2017, 96.

292 Deleuze 1998, 124-5; Deleuze and Guattari 1987, 253-60. See Bennett 2010 for an exploration of
Spinoza’s thinking in relation to Deleuze and Guattari. New Materialist scholarship in general uses the word
‘affect’ rather than the also common word ‘agency’, which is considered too much in line with humanist
ideals of the individual human subject that is ‘agentive’, cf. Hamilakis 2017. Affect implies the possibility to
affect and be affected. The concept of affect, by comparison, makes it clear that we have the capacity to affect
and be affected, describing a relational, two-way street.

293 Spinoza 1994, 155-156.
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Manuel DeLanda.2%¢ In DeLanda’s 2006 A New Philosophy of Society: Assemblage Theory and Social
Complexity, he uses the Deleuzian notion of assemblages to describe and analyse social

ontologies.2%

On the basis of Delanda’s work, it is possible to characterize assemblages as heterogeneous, non-
hierarchical, emergent and vibrant. The first three characteristics are important to elaborate on
as they will help us to radically rethink what Hellenistic palaces and courts really are (see 3.3)and
they provide a conceptual framework to give hand and feet to Ingold’s call for a ‘morphogenic
approach’, a reading creativity forwards (see 2.5). I singled out ‘vibrancy’ as the central notion of
the methodology of this dissertation to analyse the archaeology of Late-Hellenistic Samosata (see

paragraphs 3.3.1-4) and therefore [ will elaborate on this notion here too.

Assemblages are heterogeneous, meaning that they consist of elements that are often considered
categorically separate or even opposing, such as human and non-human elements, cultural and
natural elements and material and conceptual elements.2% By freely combining and containing
these heterogeneous elements and their (often shifting) relations, assemblages are in essence
non-dualistic and post-anthropocentric. This heterogeneity also implies that assemblages have no
single point of origin or a singular organizing principle (such as a notion of ‘Greekness’) but
instead are always multiple in terms of the relations and processes they are caught up in. Crucially,
Deleuze and Guattari stress that assemblages always consist of both ‘material and expressive
components’, meaning that they are not limited to solely physical elements, and thus often also
include signs, gestures, symbols, meanings, identities and emotions.29? This means that
Assemblage Theory accommodates meanings and representations but is not confined to these
‘expressive components’; instead of non-representational, assemblages thus are more-than-
representational, re-situating the relations between material culture and meaning in a shared

ontology.2%8

294 DeLanda 1997; 2006. His reading of Deleuze and Guattari is however contested, with several authors
warning for an understanding of Deleuze and Guattari that is in fact more ‘DeLandian’. Cf. Hamilakis 2017,
who however also admits that Deleuze and Guattari themselves encouraged the selective reading of their
own work and the work of others.
295 In DeLanda 2006, DeLanda develops a critique on organic and totalizing understandings of societies, and
instead suggests to conceptualize societies as assemblages in which stabilizing and de-stabilizing processes
are constantly at play. By pointing to the self-subsistent and relational character of all the different elements
that make up a society, DeLanda explored how societies emerge and transform into new compositions at a
variety of different scales (towns, cities and nations).
296 Deleuze 2006, 176-177: ‘[iJn assemblages you find states of things, bodies, various combinations of bodies,
hodgepodges; but you also find utterances, modes of expression, and whole regimes of signs’.
297 Deleuze and Guattari 2004, 97-98.
298 Harris 2021, 111.
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Assemblages furthermore are also non-hierarchical, because they reason from a so-called ‘flat
ontology’2%%; in principle, there is no a priori hierarchy between its heterogeneous elements. With
a ‘flat ontology’ new materialists criticize the conventional hierarchical ontology of the modern
‘western’ world that places humans above animals, plants, and objects. A ‘flat ontology’ suggests
that this hierarchy can be brought down to one shared ontological plane where things (human
and non-human) exist on an equal footing. In the assemblage, human elements are not necessarily
more important than non-human elements; concepts are not necessarily more important than

material elements.300

Thirdly, assemblages are emergent, in the sense that they are more than the sum of their gathering
parts; we can say that the assemblage is immanent to the relations between its constituent parts.
This also relates to the fact that assemblages are never bounded, static or permanent31; they are
always in a state of becoming and its changing relations create their capacity to affect the world
around it.302 A good example of an assemblage is a pollinating insect (a bee) and a flower303; its
components are of a different kind (the assemblage is heterogeneous), there is no hierarchy
between the insect and the flower (assemblages are non-hierarchical), and the insect-flower
relation causes, for instance, the pollination of the flower, the production of honey, and the
creation of the flower’s offspring (assemblages are emergent). The non-static character of
assemblages is witnessed especially in Deleuze and Guattari’s notions of ‘territorialization’
(coming together) and ‘de-territorialization’ (falling apart), which indicate how assemblages
form, transform and dwindle.3%¢ Territorialization describes how some elements that make up an
assemblage are acting to stabilize the assemblage, making its boundaries clearer and the elements
more homogenous. De-territorialization, on the other hand, describes how other elements are
trying to break the assemblage apart, to blur its boundaries, making its identity less clear and

allowing some parts to fall away.305 Both territorialization and de-territorialization are always at

299 DeLanda 2002, 51. This does not mean however that New Materialists believe humans and non-humans
to be exactly the same. Rather, it means that humans and non-humans are all equally capable of effect and
affect in the world. See also Cipolla and Harris 2017, 147: ‘It is also worth emphasising that starting with a
flat ontology does not mean ending in the same way - with no variations in power or authority at the end of
the analysis. These approaches ask us to explore all of these differences rather than deciding beforehand that
one particular difference (that between humans and everything else) is worthy of special, ontological, status.’

300 Such a flat ontology does however not necessarily lead to a flat ethics; see paragraph 3.2.3.

301 Barad 2007.

302 Fowler 2017, 96: ‘an assemblage acts, and acts in a way that none of its components can without being in
such a configuration’.

303 DeLanda 2006, 15.

304 Idem, 12. See also Barad 2007.

305 Note that we should not confuse the Deleuzian use of the term ‘de-territorialization’ with that being used
in globalization theory, where it is considered the opposite of ‘particularization’ (for which, see paragraph
2.4). Whereas the former, Deleuzian concept describes a disintegrating process of entities on an ontological
level, the latter describes how a phenomenon’s connections to an actual geographic place or area water
down through being caught up in a process of increased connectivity. To prevent from conceptual confusion,
[ will only use the term universalization when discussing it in the latter globalized way.
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stake in every assemblage. Importantly, this constant shifting of the boundaries of assemblages
and their elements conjures up a world in which there are no bounded subjects and objects and
in which the outcome is always contingent and, to some extent, open-ended. If we consider the
palace of Samosata as an actual, and real assemblage, it should be acknowledged that it was never
a priori decided what it would do and become, nor who or what was the driving force in this

process.

Lastly, assemblages are vibrant. By stressing the emergent nature of assemblages, Assemblage
Theory allows for the change and process of these assemblages. Deleuze and Guattari already
suggested that change came about through ‘a life proper to matter’° and in the work of political
theorist and philosopher Jane Bennett this capacity of assemblages to change is further explored
and explained through the notion of the ‘vitality’ or ‘vibrancy’ of matter, (human 4nd non-human)
something which itself allows an assemblage to affect the world around it: ‘an assemblage owes its
agentic capacity to the vitality of the materialities that constitute it’307 By showing how the
elements that assemblages consist of are never static, but always in a state of becoming through
the vibrancy of its elements, we start appreciating how assemblages exist on different scales308;
the elements of assemblages are emergent assemblages with vibrant elements in their own right.
Bennett located this vibrancy in the notion of capacities; relational characteristics of the
assemblage’s components that can effect change on the level of the overall assemblage. In her
fascinating book Meeting the Universe Halfway, feminist theorist and theoretical physicist Karen
Barad explores the ‘different material configurations of ontological bodies and boundaries, where
the actual matter of bodies is what is at issue and at stake’3%%, drawing attention to the intra-actions
and capacities of the elements within a relational configuration. Assemblages transform through
the vibrant capacities of the elements that it consists of and the specific relational composition of

its elements.

There are some crucial differences between New Materialist ‘assemblage thinking’ and other,
related, post-humanist and anti-dualistic theories that have emerged in the humanities and social
sciences in the last two decades or so. As these different approaches have also led to very different
archaeological applications of these ideas and are moreover often lumped together in critiques on
New Materialism (see paragraph 3.2.2), it is useful to briefly consider the main differences. The
first and arguably most important of these alternative post-humanist and anti-dualistic
approaches is Bruno Latour’s Actor Network Theory (ANT), whose post-dualistic thinking already
developed in the late 1970s with his Laboratory Life and, later, with We Have Never Been

306 Deleuze and Guattari 2004, 454.
307 Bennett 2010, 34.
308 Something particularly also explored in DeLanda 2016. See also Harris 2017.
309 Barad 2007, 155.
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Modern31® In his 2005 Reassembling the Social, Latour reconceptualised society as a
heterogeneous network of people and objects that both act through their relations, with agency
distributed throughout the network.31! His thinking meant a radical departure of dualistic
understandings of the world, breaking down differences and oppositions between humans and
non-humans, culture and nature, reasoning towards a more ‘symmetrical’ ontology. As such,
Latour shares with New Materialism a relational approach that insists on the heterogeneity of
networks and, to certain degree, a flat ontology, allowing for both human and non-human
‘actants’312 However, New Materialist theorists have criticized Latour’s ANT for the little
analytical room it leaves for explaining change, suggesting that his networks are rather static.313
The main reason for this is that, for Latour, the nodes in his network are entirely defined by their
actual relations, which leaves the question how such an air-tight network can ever change.314 New
materialism instead considers relations and objects as co-emergent to one another, allowing for
non-activated (non-actual) but enduring object capacities (virtual object capacities, see below)
and the vibrancy of matter to affect change.315> On the other end of the spectrum is Graham
Harman’s Object Oriented Ontology (000), which posits objects as the fundamental ontological
building blocks of the world. Harman is strongly influenced by Deleuze and Latour, and hence
argues from a largely flat ontology where relations and non-humans have an important role to
play, but by insisting that objects (human and non-human) cannot be reduced to their components
(as naive realism has it316) nor to their relations (as ‘correlationism’ has it, see above), he strongly

deviates from other New materialists thinkers. This has great repercussions for archaeological

310 Latour 1979; 1991.

311 Latour 1999; 2005.

312Latour uses the term ‘actant’ to indicate any entity in the world that is capable of having any type of effect
through its relations. In a by now famous example, Latour argued that, when dealing with a person holding
a gun, it is not either the human or the gun that has agency, but rather the relational network that both are
part of, cf. Latour 1999. Thus, for Latour, agency emerges relationally. See also Robb 2010.

313 Crellin 2020.

314 Harman 2009. Note that Ingold has a diametrically opposing reading of Latour, suggesting that Latour
prioritizes objects instead of relations. Cf. Ingold 2008.

315 Fowler and Harris 2015, 135: ‘This reading of Barad resolves the question of whether we start with real
objects that enter into relationships, or whether we should begin with relationships that are only abstracted,
later, into bounded objects. Not only does she reveal that neither is primary, she also shows how both are
relational, and dependent on a broader assemblage.’ For vibrancy of matter, see Bennett 2010.

316 In naive realism, objects are deemed too superficial, too shallow as they are considered as mere
manifestations in the human mind. Following John Locke’s empiricism, proponents of naive realism argue
that objects should be studied using our perception and our possibility to experiment, causing us to
understand that objects are actually not solid entities at all, as they disintegrate into smaller components
such as atoms when we observe them and experiment with them. Harman and others have stressed that
this approach to objects can be said to be foundational to most of modern-day natural sciences and tends to
break the object into smaller pieces, stating that the object is just a manifestation but that underneath it
there is a reality of matter that is much more complex and real than objects as they appear in everyday
human experience. In the naive realism perspective, the world as it manifests itself to us basically is a fake
world - an illusion of the human mind - that needs to be deconstructed by studying the real world that lies
beneath it. This studying of the real world, according to naive realists, is possible only by the use of scientific
observation and experimentation. See Harman 2012.
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applications of 00O, especially when compared to archaeological applications of New

materialism, an issue to which we shall turn now.

3.2.2. The application of Assemblage Theory in archaeology

The notion of assemblages is not new in archaeology, but its conventional use in modernist
archaeology, where it simply indicates the collection or association of objects or materials, is very
different from that of recent archaeological applications of Assemblage Theory.317 Anthropologist
Tim Ingold was one of the first to draw attention to the value of New Materialism for
archaeology.318 He argued that materials and their properties are always caught up in variable
relations with the world around it (something he coins a ‘meshwork’, comparable to an
assemblage), and thus form a history of change and transformation instead of having a static
nature. Crucially, this theoretical notion of ‘vibrant materials’ is promising as a way to reconcile
the more scientific approaches in archaeology with its more conceptual or theoretical strands of
research.319 Related to this, is Ingold’s suggestion that New Materialism can help archaeologists
to develop better ways to think about the genesis and formation of forms and the roles of people
in the processes behind their ‘making’.320 In paragraph 2.5, I characterized the existing
interpretations of the palace of Samosata as strongly related to what Tim Ingold coined the
‘hylomorphic’ model of creation, in which ‘creativity was read backwards’, and the interpretation
of an object, in this case the palace, was reduced to its human, conscious and intentional genesis.32!
The New Materialist ontology and its specific conceptualization of assemblages indeed is closely
related to the ‘morphogenic’ approach (‘reading creativity forward’) advocated for by Ingold.
Rethinking archaeological objects (like the palace of Samosata) as assemblages makes us aware
of the many internal and external relations in which these objects were caught up, the
heterogeneity and vibrancy of its constitutive elements, its emergent state, and the processes of
territorialization and de-territorialization that were ongoing from the moment an object was

assembled (or ‘territorialized”).322

317 Hamilakis and Jones 2017, 80: ‘in the conventional understanding of assemblages in archaeology, the main

emphasis is either on formal and material similarity, or on spatial and chronological co-presence or proximity,

in other words on aggregation’.

318 Ingold 2007.

319 A good example of this approach is offered by Conneller 2011.

320 Cipolla and Harris 2017, 139

321 Ingold 2012, 432. Cipolla and Harris summarize the critique on hylomorphic thinking well when they

state: ‘it tends to emphasise the creativity of the human being at the expense of the materials’ (Cipolla and

Harris 2017, 139).

322 Fowler 2017, 96: ‘Assemblages occur at varying scales of space and time, intersect, and can bleed into one

another. Assemblages are always in the process of becoming, yet are also definable entities. They are

temporary, yet may be of very long duration. Societies or communities are assemblages of humans, things,
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Reflecting an increasing dissatisfaction with the dualistic and anthropocentric nature of most
archaeological thought (be it ‘cultural historical’, ‘processual’ or ‘post-processual’323), the last
decade has witnessed an enthusiastic adoption and adaption of New Materialist approaches in a
range of archaeological studies.32¢ Especially noteworthy introductions are a 2017 Special Section
on assemblages in the Cambridge Journal Archaeological Journal edited by Yannis Hamilakis and
Andrew Jones325 and the introductory Archaeological Theory in the New Millennium by Craig
Cipolla and Oliver Harris, a book that broadly deals with the many ‘Material Turns’ of archaeology
but also spends considerable attention to New Materialism.326 Applications of New Materialism to
the archaeology of the ancient Mediterranean and Near East is also picking up since the last
century.327 Scholarship following more broadly the ‘material turn’ of so-called ‘symmetrical
archaeology’ are definitely more widespread however.328 In a stimulating ‘manifesto’ from 2014,
Versluys argued for the necessity of a ‘Romanization Debate 2.0’, in which a turn to global object
flows and the stylistic and material properties of objects are central.329 A similar post-
representational approach to the Hellenistic world is necessary, but, as I have argued, the current
focus on glocal Hellenisms still retains, from its analytical outset, an overtly representational
approach to objects. Therefore, a truly New Materialist approach would be highly welcome for

the Hellenistic World as well.

Cipolla and Harris summarize the value of proper New Materialism for archaeology as such:
‘People are no longer the driving forces of history; instead they are one element of a set of
relationships of swirling materials and forces that come together in the world, and allow for certain
kinds of action and not others. Archaeological sites are excavated not just to understand the people

who lived there but to look at the materials that were transformed there as historical actors in their

animals, materials, practices, ideas, places, and so on. A broadly Deleuzian reading of assemblages places
emphasis on becoming, contingency, local difference, and how relationships give rise to things.

323 For a summary of this critique, see Cipolla and Harris 2017, chapter 1. Note that especially critique on
the ‘textual metaphor’ of post-processualism was already fully developed by the first proponents of
symmetrical archaeology, cf. Olsen 2003. See also Thomas 2004. For a critique on correlationist thinking
(see above) in archaeology, see Thomas 2015, 1291.

324 Cobb and Croucher 2014; Hamilakis 2013; Fowler 2013; Harris 2014a, 2014b, 2016a, 2016b; Harrison
2011; Jones 2012; Lucas 2012; Normark 2010; Witmore 2014. Hamilakis 2017 suggests that Chapman 2000
should be seen as an exploration of assemblage thinking in archaeology ‘avant la lettre’. Applications of
assemblage theory to reflections on the nature of the archaeological discipline are found in Lucas 2012;
Fowler 2013; and Hamilakis 2013.

325 See Hamilakis and Jones 2017 for an introduction to this collection of papers.

326 Something not surprising since the authors are leading voices of Assemblage Theory in archaeology. See
Cipolla and Harris 2017.

327 For Bronze Age Crete, see Hamilakis 2013. For the Roman world see Mol 2013, 2015, 2021.

328 For the Roman world, see for instance Versluys 2014, 2015; Van Oyen 2016; and Pitts 2019. For the Near
East, see for instance Bahrani 2014; Ristvet 2014a. Below I will follow the distinction made by Cipolla and
Harris between ‘first wave symmetrical archaeology’ (following Latour) and ‘second wave symmetrical
archaeology’ (following Harman).

329 Versluys 2014.
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own right.’330 Whereas their book is intended more as an undergraduate introduction (or, of
course, a postgraduate refresher course) to relational thinking in archaeology, it has a perfect
follow-up in the highly stimulating and thorough 2021 Archaeological Theory in Dialogue.331 In
this book, five leading voices of Assemblage Theory in archaeology - Rachel Crellin, Craig Cipolla,
Lindsay Montgomery, Oliver Harris and Sophie Moore - discuss its advantages for archaeological
interpretation, its deviation from other relational approaches and ongoing matters of debate
regarding a wide range of issues such as the ontological status of relations, the different conflicting

types of ‘ontological archaeology’, and the need for post-anthropocentric ethics.

Cipolla and Harris make some useful distinctions between assemblage approaches in archaeology
on the one hand and other types of semi-related archaeological theory on the other, something
which is of importance when we want to ‘turn to objects’ in the Hellenistic world as well. An
important distinction is created by the degree to which such alternative approaches retain some
of the anthropocentrism that characterized earlier (mostly ‘post-processual’) archaeological
theory. Despite its general turn to the capacities of objects, anthropologist Alfred Gell’s classic
1998 monograph Art and Agency is, for instance, considered to largely retain an anthropocentric
focus, as Gell differentiated between primary and secondary agency, understanding the agency of
objects primarily as an ‘index’ of human agency.332 lan Hodder’s 2012 Entangled is similarly
considered to retain an anthropocentric focus, as his discussions of human-thing entanglement
are strongly focused on ‘dependence’ and its human aspects.333 A wide range of different
archaeological approaches based on Latour’s ANT are considered ‘first wave symmetrical
archaeology’ by Cipolla and Harris.33¢ Despite its great variety of approaches, in general these
approaches share with New Materialism a relational, post-anthropocentric and anti-dualistic
approach to material culture that considers the properties of a variety of different ‘actants’
(human and non-human) in a network and, for instance, understand object meaning as only one
of many object capacities. A crucial difference is the New Materialist emphasis on process, the

diachronic movement of materials in a world in motion, and the territorialization and de-

330 Cipolla and Harris 2017, 148. See also the motto of this dissertation.
331 Crellin et al. 2021.
332 Gell 1998. See Cipolla and Harris 2017, 72: ‘For Gell, humans use the material world to distribute their
personhood and agency.’ Note that they do acknowledge that the later parts of Art and Agency explores also
less anthropocentric forms of object agency, in which humans are not necessarily always the starting point.
Gosden 2005, 196 already remarked the same when he further developed Gell’s idea of the inter-artefactual
domain (see below).
333 Hodder 2012. For critiques, also on Hodder’s insistence on ‘contextual meaning’ instead of affects and
effects of assemblages, see Jones and Alberti 2013, 27-30; Hamilakis 2013; Cipolla and Harris 2017, 104-
106. ‘Dependences’ are Hodder’s main focus in terms of human-thing entanglement and are framed as a
relation through which humans use things to accomplish new tasks, hence implying an anthropocentric
notion of entanglement.
334 Olsen 2003; 2010; Witmore 2007; Shanks 2007; Webmoor and Witmore 2008. Olsen et al. 2012. See
Cipolla and Harris 2017, 138.
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territorialization of gatherings of people and materials.335 More recently, symmetrical
archaeology has developed into what Cipolla and Harris have coined a ‘second wave’ , which
increasingly relies on Harman’s OOO rather than Latour’s ANT (for which, see paragraph 3.2.1).336
This has evolved into an anti-human, anti-relational and anti-historical approach, in which
materials and objects are considered as withdrawn essences, that, compared to the dynamic
assemblages of New Materialism, are problematically static in their very nature.33” This type of
anti-human approach naturally can have ethical implications but, and this is important, should not
be considered representative of all New Materialist approaches to material culture. This is an
issue I will now briefly discuss in relation to criticisms on the application of New Materialisms in

Mediterranean archaeology.

3.2.3 From ‘power over’ to ‘power to’: New Materialist archaeology and its ethical implications

In a recent discussion article by Fernandez-Gétz, Dominik Maschek and Nico Roymans, the
adoption of New Materialism in studies of the Roman world - especially Versluys’s ‘Romanization
2.0’ manifesto - was heavily criticised for its perceived lack of ethical considerations, suggesting
that approaches that reason from a ‘flat ontology’ ignore the unequal and dark ‘predatory’
character of Roman imperialism, creating ‘a sanitized past’338 Misunderstanding post-
anthropocentrism as a complete renunciation of ‘all things human’, Fernandez-Gétz et al.
furthermore frame archaeological adoptions of New Materialism as causing a new form of ‘object
fetishism’ in archaeology.33? Since debates about the right application of New Materialist and post-
humanist theories are still ongoing, scepticism about the ethical implications of New Materialism
is in some sense understandable. However, it overlooks the wide variety of approaches that New
Materialist archaeology has to offer.340 Whereas it is indeed true that the object-oriented, a-
humanist and non-relational stance of ‘second-wave symmetrical archaeology’ (largely based on

the idea of withdrawing object ‘essences’ of Harman’s OO0 and therefore not really ‘New

335 Cipolla and Harris 2017, 200: ‘This emphasis on process and becoming is one of the critical differences
between symmetrical archaeology and new materialism’ (Harris).

336 Olsen 2010; Olsen and Pétursdottir 2014; Olsen and Witmore 2015; Pétursdéttir 2012; Witmore 2014.
337 The non-human aspect of these approaches is well captured in Pétursdéttir’s interest in ‘how things exist,
act and inflict on each other (...) outside the human realm’ (Pétursdéttir 2012, 578). See also Olsen and
Witmore, who claim that ‘things do hold something in reserve, something that cannot be explained by such
relational involvement’ (Olsen and Witmore 2015, 190). For a critique see Cipolla and Harris 2017, 188;
Crellin et al. 2021

338 Fernandez-Gotz et al. 2020; Diaz de Liafio and Fernandez-Gotz 2021. Echoing also Barret’s critique on
non-anthropocentrism in archaeology as ‘the new antiquarianism’.

339 Fernandez-Gotz et al. 2020, 1630-1631.

340 For a critique on Fernandéz-Gotz et al. 2020, see the defence of Versluys 2020. See also Crellin et al. 2021,
133: ‘Critics of these new ideas sometimes mischaracterize them as apolitical and ahuman, and whether we
agree or not, it is certainly the case that many archaeologists experimenting with these new directions in theory
have yet to seriously address the status of power and politics.”
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Materialist’, see 3.2.1) leaves very little room for humans and the political and social relations and
affects of objects341, other forms of New Materialist archaeology in fact can be considered to be at
the very forefront of decolonial activism in archaeology, developing exciting new posthuman
perspectives on issues such as racism, queerness, and inequality in both past and present

contexts.342

Critically, posthumanism does not mean anti-human or non-human, and it is therefore that several
authors now also use post-anthropocentrism instead of non- or anti-anthropocentrism.343
Humans, including their social inequalities, power structures and other asymmetries, are often
still a very important part of the assemblages that New Materialists study. To put it bluntly, it is
simply mistaken that an approach that reasons from a ‘flat ontology’ cannot account for any type
of inequalities.344 Rather, a ‘flat ontology’ merely creates a level playing field for all that exists at
the outset of any analysis, as one cannot know whether a human, an animal, a thing or a landscape
will have a more or less important role to play. A post-anthropocentric analysis can however very
well detect inequalities in any given assemblage: ‘Thus, here the political outcomes, and the ethical
impact, of the analysis are not decided in advance, but they follow nonetheless’3* Rachel Crellin has
been particularly occupied with developing a New Materialist approach to power in archaeology,
investigating how power - both in its negative, repressive form (potestas) and its positive,
empowering form (potential) - is not simply ‘possessed’ and ‘exercised’ by human agents but
instead relational, multiple and dynamic, emerging from post-anthropocentric assemblages.346
She states: ‘Power is not limited to humans and is not merely repressive. We need to keep talking
about ‘power over’ but also about ‘power to’, including non-humans. Power is as much in resistance
as in subjugation. The power of a virus to bring down economies, destroy businesses, reconfigure
social relations, shift politics, and kill thousands of people. Power, like affect, has nothing to do with
human beings. Indeed, it always involves non-humans, because even those assemblages that include

humans involve non-humans too. The slave and owner example includes all kinds of non-humans

341 See Van Dyke 2021 for a thorough critique. A good example of such a-humanist approaches in
archaeology is Pétursdéttir and Olsen 2018. The anti-human stance of such approaches sometimes adopts
concepts from post-colonialism (‘Archaeologists should unite in a defence of things, a defence of those
subaltern members of the collective that have been silenced and ‘othered’ by the imperialist social and
humanist discourses’, Olsen 2010), which is, to say the least, not very helpful for the post-humanist agenda.
Somewhat related is the radical ahumanism in Patricia MacCormack’s ‘Ahuman Manifesto’, which argues
for human extinction to end the Anthropocene, cf. MacCormack 2020.
342 See for instance Alberti 2016; Crellin et al. 2021, 120: ‘Why should studies that elevate the non-human be
any less concerned with power than anthropocentric approaches?.
343 For the ethics of post-humanism and its discontents with the very narrow and unequal definitions of ‘the
human’ in traditional humanism - see especially Braidotti 2013; 2019. For post-anthropocentrism, see
Crellin 2021, 121.
344 Something that was for instance also suggested in Hodder 2014.
345 Crellin et al. 2021, 9.
346 Jdem, 126, drawing specifically on Deleuze 2006, 60 and his reading of Foucault 1979.
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from chains and ships to whips and weapons.’3*7 Investigating the roles and capacities of the
different elements of an assemblage - for instance a Hellenistic palace - therefore is not a form of
‘object fetishism’ or a ‘new antiquarianism’ but a radical investigation of the ‘power to’ while still
acknowledging the ‘power over’. This idea I will further explore in relation to Hellenistic palaces

as assemblages in the next section.

3.3 The Assembled Palace. Towards a post-anthropocentric and post-representational

understanding of Hellenistic courts and their vibrant elements

In this section, I will explore how Assemblage Theory can offer new analytical perspectives to the
study of Hellenistic palaces and courts in more general terms. I will first broadly outline some
characteristics of current scholarship on Hellenistic palaces, emphasising how these architectural
structures are generally understood as representational ‘manifestations’ of ‘a monarch’s wealth
and power’ that ‘embody the ideas and values of his kingship’3*8 1 will then explore what a
rethinking of such palaces as heterogeneous, non-hierarchical, emergent and vibrant assemblages
(see paragraph 3.2.1) can add to our analyses and interpretations of the monumental and highly
eclectic nature of these royal residences. I will explore how a turn to the actual (local) and virtual
(globalizing) capacities of the elements that make up Hellenistic palaces can help to go beyond the
representational notions and to become aware of the processes and vibrancy of palaces as glocal

assemblages.

Scholarship on Hellenistic palaces has increased considerably over the last three decades or s0.349
Known palaces have been re-examined, and new ones have been discovered.350 Overall, the
palaces of the Hellenistic period become increasingly experimental and monumental through
time, culminating in the innovative eclecticism of Late-Hellenistic palaces.35! The formation and
functioning of these palatial residences are mostly analysed and understood in the socio-cultural
framework of Hellenistic courts and the mechanisms of royal power that constitute such courts.352
Kropp summarizes the main axioms of this general interpretative framework well when he states:

‘Typically, a new king seeks to impress his subjects, satisfy his subordinates, and overshadow his

347 Crellin et al. 2021, 126.

348 Kropp 2013, 94.

349 Lévy 1987; Brands and Hoepfner 1996; Nielsen 1999; Held 2002; Kropp 2013, 93-173.

350 E.g. Vergina: Saatsoglu-Paliadeli 2001; ‘Iraq el-Amir: Will and Larché 1991. Relatively recent discoveries
include, inter alia, Pella: Brands and Hoepfner 1996; and the Governor’s palace of Jebel Khalid: Clarke 2001.
351 See Kropp 2013 for a good overview. For this move towards eclecticism, see Hoepfner 1996, 43: ‘Die
architektur der basileia ist anfangs konservativ. Die friihen Paldiste zeichnen sich durch hohe Qualitdt der
Bauausfiihrung, aber kaum durch bedeutende Neuerungen aus. (...) ‘Neue Formen und farben prdgten den
Eklektizismus des Hoch- und Spdthellenismus.’

352 Strootman 2014, chapter 3.

84



predecessors in magnificence. Royal palaces are a key feature in this visual game of power.’353 As
such, Hellenistic royal palaces are mostly considered as the physical setting of a court, allowing
for certain social functions and always subject to ‘games of power’. This perspective is greatly
indebted to Norbert Elias’s classic 1969 The Court Society, in which Elias developed a ‘sociology of
court society’, in which he describes the court in the following way: ‘At such a ‘court’ hundreds and
often thousands of people were bound together in one place by peculiar restraints which they and
outsiders applied to each other and to themselves, as servants, advisers and companions of kings who
believed they ruled their countries with absolute power and whose will the fate of all people these
people, their rank, their financial support, their rise and fall, depended within certain limits. A more
or less fixed hierarchy, a precise etiquette bound them together’354 In Elias’s definition, the court is
primarily a social entity consisting and created by humans, bound together by hierarchies,
ideologies of absolute power and the practices of etiquette; the material elements of the court -
the physical space of the palace, with its own capacities and demands - however remains largely

subordinate to these things.

Following from Elias’s influential human-centred, social understanding of the court, scholarship
dealing with Hellenistic courts has had the strong tendency to ascribe representational roles to
palaces, understanding them primarily as symbolic vehicles meant to signal the royal ideology and
power of the king.355 Related to this interpretative framework is Inge Nielsen’s insistence that in
Hellenistic palaces ‘form always follows function’, suggesting that all palatial forms can be ‘read
back’ to one of nine general ‘palatial functions’, i.e. official, social, religious, defensive,
administrative, service, residential for king, royal family and guests, public and recreational.356
This ‘reading back’ of palatial residences to ideological concepts and human intentions and
functions echoes Ingold’s definition of the hylomorphic model of understanding cultural creation.
As a consequence, palaces remain static, bounded entities that are strictly reduced to their
messages and functions, and are deemed ontologically inferior to their human commissioners and
users. Kropp claims: ‘the design and decoration of public and semi-public areas of all palaces, such
as court rooms, banqueting and reception halls, express ideological messages of legitimation,
sacrality and self-aggrandizement (...) Great buildings manifest a monarch’s wealth and power, and
embody the ideas and values of his kingship’357 A fundamental problem with this representational

understanding of palatial design and decoration is that it leads to an approach in which the

353 Kropp 2013, 94. See also Kropp 2013, 348: ‘The universal rationale of absolute monarchy, whereby wealth
and power needed to be displayed ostentatiously in order to inspire awe and respect.’
354 Elias 1969, 35.
355 E.g. Kopsacheili 2011; Kropp 2013; Strootman 2014.
356 Nielsen 1999.
357 Kropp 2013, 94.
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‘deciphering’ of the messages is solely determined by the socio-cultural context.358 As such, object
meaning is always determined by an external, human sphere that completely exhausts the objects
under study (e.g. the palace’s design and decoration). The point that I try to make in this section
is not that objects are never manifestations of royal power and embodiments of ideas. Rather, I
want to explore whether there is also analytical room to consider palaces and their constituent
elements as more-than-representational, asking whether the design and decoration of palaces
also did something else besides ‘expressing ideological messages’ and participating in ‘visual
games of power’'35 Can we consider power to be distributed across the heterogeneous
assemblage (following Deleuze and Crellin), not owned by humans or non-humans, but rather
emerging from the relations between its different components? Can we allow for the ‘power to’ of

non-human elements in a palace?360

What if we rethink Hellenistic palaces and courts as assemblages that are heterogeneous, non-
hierarchical, emergent and vibrant instead of solely representational? What would such a
relational, post-anthropocentric, post-humanist, truly New Materialist approach to Hellenistic
palaces look like? In theoretical studies of architecture, New Materialist approaches have already
been enthusiastically adopted36l, a trend that is particularly well captured and further developed
in the 2019 edited volume Elements of Architecture by Mikkel Bille and Tim Flohr Sgrensen.3¢2 The
manifold ways this book investigates and operationalizes the book’s analytical starting point - i.e.
‘architecture is the assemblage of elements63 - provide promising new avenues of analysis for
the study of Hellenistic palaces as well. The editors emphasize time and again how ‘assemblage
thinking’ frees studies of architecture from the limiting and sometimes intellectually suffocating

interpretative frameworks that retain reductive, static and dualistic understandings of such

358 See for instance Kropp 2013, 93: ‘In order to “decipher” such messages of the architecture, it is necessary
to explore the cultural background of its makers and consumers’.

359 Note that Irene Winter claims that ‘Any study of the palace, whatever its historical period, is fundamentally
linked to the concepts of authority and rule’ (Winter 1993, 36). Zaineb Bahrani rightfully challenges this claim
when she states that this type of approach ‘continues to equate serious theoretical discussion exclusively with
the idea of reducing social practices in Near Eastern antiquity to practices in the service of royal power and
overt propaganda.’ (Bahrani 2014, 34).

360 | follow Rachel Crellin’s suggestion that power does not reside with a single idea or person but rather is
the emergent quality of a heterogeneous network: ‘power does not rest with the monarchy but in relations
between flags, anthems, postage stamps, parliament, bank notes, and newspaper front pages. The importance
of the monarchy can change; newspapers print stories about scandals or extravagant spending, the flow of
power shifts direction and intensity; this in turn elevates some components at the expense of others and thereby
shifts public opinion, the relations between monarchy and the public change as people come to think differently
of a member of the royal family. Whilst the power in one part of the assemblage is changing elsewhere, other
components remain stable: the flags still fly, the Queen’s head is still on the postage stamps and coins, and
Buckingham Palace remains.” (Crellin 2021, 126).

361 Introduced (again) by Ingold 2013, who warned for approaches to architecture that turn ‘building’ from
verb into a noun, from an active process to a passive object (Ingold 2013, 47).

362 Bille and Sgrensen 2016, 3: ‘architecture as a process and as a sensory and affective experience, enabling,
rather than merely reflecting ideas, hopes, practices, politics, economy and social life’

363 Ibidem.
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architecture: ‘architecture is rarely - if ever - a socially and functionally compartmentalised
occurrence. A focus on the continuous practices and heterogeneous performances of tangible and
intangible elements of architecture goes to show precisely this point’364 Bille and Sgrensen’s call for
a focus on ‘the heterogeneous performances of tangible and intangible elements of architecture’
echoes strongly with Jane Bennett’s turn to ‘the vibrancy of matter’ and Crellin’s attention for the
‘power to’-aspect of elements. It is exactly this kind of perspective that I want to pursue here with
regards to Hellenistic palaces, not in the least because their increased eclecticism in the Late-
Hellenistic period is probably better understood by looking at its impact than by reducing it to the

static ‘visual games of power’ mentioned by Andreas Kropp (as discussed in paragraph 2.3).

New types of questions concerning the nature of Hellenistic palaces thus emerge: what are these
kinds of ‘continuous processes’ that elements of Hellenistic palaces were caught up in?; Wat role
do these tangible and intangible elements have to play? A turn to these questions requires us to
radically rethink Hellenistic palaces as heterogeneous, non-hierarchical, emergent and vibrant
assemblages (see 3.2.1). I single out the notion of ‘vibrancy’ to now start building up a
methodology to investigate these ‘assembled palaces’ because I believe that, from the conceptual
toolbox of New Materialism, this concept has the most analytical power. A focus on the vibrancy
of elements of a palace urges us to question the different types of processes and relational
capacities that such elements were caught up in. I make this more concrete by distinguishing
between different types of vibrancies, that can in fact be researched for every object or (palatial)
assemblage, namely their 1) material vibrancy, 2) sensorial vibrancy, 3) vibrancy through alterity
and their 4) vibrancy through virtual glocal relations. It should be remarked that I do not intend
these four types of vibrancy to be an exhaustive or mutually exclusive conceptual taxonomy; they
overlap and are related, forming an emergent assemblage themselves. Importantly, these four
types of vibrancy will return as the four methodological proxies with which I study the object
transformation (including the palace) in 4th c. BCE-1st c. CE Samosata (see 3.4 and chapter 7). In
the following, I will illustrate the analytical potential of thinking in terms of these vibrancies by

exploratively applying them to some well-known Hellenistic palaces.

3.3.1 Material vibrancy

A first type of ongoing processes we can investigate for elements of Hellenistic palaces are their
tangible, material vibrancies, specifically the properties of the materials with which palaces are
made. Karen Barad has made us aware that the experiential qualities of materials (e.g. their colour,

hardness) are relational ‘but they do not only become attached to other things, but also come to

364 Bille and Sgrensen 2016, 6.
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define them, they are central to the emergence of these things’365 This opens up a perspective to
Hellenistic palaces that looks at the processual and relational capacities of its materials, asking
questions, for instance, about the possibilities and demands that mud-brick walls or limestone
floors are engaged in, what flowing water affords, or how the colour of an object defines and
constitutes that object.366 At the famous Hellenistic Qasr el-Abd of Iraq el-Amir, we might ask what
the white stone, mentioned explicitly in a description by Flavius Josephus (ek lithou leukou),
defined the palace itself. 367 What was enabled and restricted by the water in the moat around it?
How did opus caementicium allow for new forms (cupolas, domes, vaults) in Herod’s Third Palace
at Jericho and how was the need for Herod’s eclectic experimentation nourished by the capacities
of this material?3¢8 How did the ongoing flooding potential of the Wadi at Jericho impact the
palaces around it? What was the impact of the ‘variety of the stones?3¢° Josephus describes for the
palace of Jerusalem? How were the sandstone columns and painted stucco of the northern knife-
edge of the northern palace of Masada, with its belvedere and tholos, affected by wind and rain;

how severely did they erode and discolour?370
3.3.2 Sensorial vibrancy

This materiality perspective to the ongoing vibrancy of elements in Hellenistic palaces is
furthermore strongly connected to questions about the multi-sensorial capacities of an
assemblage. This approach was particularly developed for archaeology by Yannis Hamilakis, who
criticized overtly DeLandian understandings of Assemblages Theory as being too much rooted in
modernist sociological thinking (e.g. Max Weber and Erwin Goffman), arguing that this made them
too mechanical and systemic, not allowing for the messier, experiential and sensorial aspects of
life and matter.37! This focus on sensoriality in assemblages resonate well with the ethical
considerations discussed earlier in this chapter, as Hamilakis’ ‘sensorial assemblages’ or ‘multi-
sensorial fields’, consist of both non-human and human elements, and allows for investigations of
the ways that power is distributed along the relations of its assemblage, and not merely ‘owned’
by a royal commissioner.372 Sensorial assemblages are defined by Hamilakis as ‘the contingent co-
presence of heterogeneous elements such as bodies, things, substances, affects, memories,

information, and ideas. Sensorial flows and exchanges are part of this sensorial assemblage and at

365 Harris 2021, 35, referring to Barad 2007.

366 See Ingold 2007 for the relational and processual properties of objects. For a good example see Van Oyen
2016, 11-32, reflecting on the redness of terra sigillata.

367 Joseph. AJ 12.230 - 33. For the Qasr el-Abd, see Will and Larché 1991.

368 For the Third palace of Jericho see Netzer 2001, 93-100.

369 Joseph. B] 5.176 -81.

370 For the northern palace of Masada see Netzer 1991, 115-124.

371 Hamilakis 2013; 2017.

372 [dem, 111: ‘Sensorial assemblages produce place and locality through evocative, affective, and mnemonic
performances and interactions. At the same time, natural or human-made features in these localities,
permanent or not, or buildings and architecture, can become part of sensorial assemblages.’
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the same time the “glue” that holds it together’.373 Multi-sensoriality of palatial elements points our
attention to the intricate and constantly ongoing and shifting combinations of olfactory sensations
(e.g. the smell of burning oil lamps), tactility (e.g. narrow corridors; the structure of a tessellated
mosaic), vision (e.g. how geometric patterns slow down the eye and the mind374), audial
sensations (e.g. the acoustics of an inner court, the silence of a secluded room) but for instance
also memorial sensations (e.g. how a place or object with much time-depth allows for multi-
temporality and conflicting or channelled memorialization375). Together, these multi-sensorial
fields can function as a form of bio-politics or ‘sensorial regimes’ that have a certain degree of
duration and therewith suppress or enable, limit or empower specific individuals.376 Hamilakis
makes us aware that there is room for cynicism with regards to such bio-politics: ‘a ‘palatial’
building can be a component of a sensorial assemblage where authorities attempt (often
unsuccessfully) to establish specific sensorial regimes, and a distinctive, power-laden bio-political
and consensual order. These attempts do not go unchallenged by the various participants in these
sensorial assemblages.’377 These considerations raise a plethora of new approaches to Hellenistic
palaces; what kind of multi-sensorial regimes were for instance shaped by the many pools and
bathrooms of Hasmonaean palaces?378; how did the physical experience of ascending the imposing
rock of Masada produce a sensorial memory, and how were such bio-politics challenged?; how
did the smells of the gardens at Jericho determine the specific sensorial fields of each different
palace?; and how did the vibrancy of flowers growing in the western peristyle court of Jericho’s
Third Palace enter into complex sensorial relations with the abstracted floral motifs of its painted

stucco walls?379

373 Hamilakis 2013, 126.
374 Gell 1998.
375 A good example for a place with a lot of time-depth is of course Eski Samsat, with which I started this
dissertation (see the introduction). I argued there that the destruction of such a multi-temporal site (with
pasts that endure) also means the de facto erasure of historical worlds. Hamilakis reminds us that this type
of mnemo-politics is always also a multi-sensorial matter.
376 Hamilakis 2013, 111: ‘Such devices produce distinctive sensorial affordances, and often regulate and
regiment sensorial experience and interaction. A settlement or a city, a monumental structure, a temple or
sanctuary, a ‘palatial’ building can be a component of a sensorial assemblage where authorities attempt (often
unsuccessfully) to establish specific sensorial regimes, and a distinctive, power-laden bio-political and
consensual order. These attempts do not go unchallenged by the various participants in these sensorial
assemblages.’
377 Hamilakis 2013, 127.
378 Netzer 1975, 74-76.
379 For the flowers of the western peristyle court, where seven rows of twelve flower pots were found, see
Gleason 1993; Nielsen 2001, 180. For the wall painting, see Netzer 2001, 250-251.
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3.3.3 Vibrancy through radical alterity

A less tangible, but still very actual type of ongoing object capacities is that of bringing in ‘radical
alterity’; aspects of palatial elements that introduce highly different modes of ‘existence’ and
therefore prove to be vibrant and transformative.380 Colours, styles, materials, concepts, figurative
modes, and multi-sensorial fields can all be radically different, unsettling, shocking and shaking
the foundations of the pre-existing ontologies in which they appear.38! This implies an approach
to objects as if they are new, encountered for the first time or considered a constitutive part of
ontological change. The often highly experimental and eclectic nature of Hellenistic palaces are
the ideal context to pursue such questions. What radical alterity did the ‘animals of gigantic size’
at the facade of the Qasr el-Abd of Iraq el-Amir for instance bring forth?382 How radically new was
the introduction of figurative painted stucco in Jebel Khalid?38 How was the presence of
naturalistic sculpted decoration in the architectural decoration of the ‘Dionysian Hall’ of Nabatean
Beidha - with its Ionic capitals with heads, Medusa heads in the abaci, and elephant heads in the

place of volutes - actively altering the ontological status of representation in this region?38+

3.3.4 Vibrancy through glocal relations

A non-tangible and perhaps even virtual capacity of elements, affecting another type of vibrancy
of Hellenistic Palaces as assemblages, are their glocal relations; the ways that object types exist
beyond a strictly local level only. The ongoing globalizing processes of universalization and
particularization of object types throughout Hellenistic-period Afro-Eurasia caused the virtual
relations of objects to always be in flux. As such, individual elements of Hellenistic palaces in part
also derived their vibrancy from their virtual and glocal relations with other objects of the same
types.38s For this notion I draw first of all on the work of Chris Gosden, whose seminal 2005 article
‘What do Objects Want?' itself drew on Clarke’s famous notion of ‘battleship curves’3ss and Gell’s

notion of an ‘inter-artefactual domain’.38” Gosden made a compelling argument for the importance

380 For alterity, see Holbraad and Pedersen 2017.

381 An approach also taken in Bahrani 2014, who frames art objects in the Near East as emergent ‘time-
travellers’, infinite images that can effect change through their alterity.

382 Joseph. 4] 12.230 - 33. Kropp 2013, 100.

383 Jackson 2016.

384 Bjkai et al. 2008.

385 For this notion, see also Versluys 2014, who argues that objects, through their globalizing relations, are
always ‘in motion’, even when encountered as static that objects.

386 Clarke 1978.

387 Gell 1998, 215 with an analysis of the inter-artefactual domain of Maori meeting houses that only change
according to the ‘principle of least difference’. See also Gell 216: ‘Culture may dictate the practical and/or
symbolic significance of artefacts, and their iconographic interpretation; but the only factor which governs the
visual appearance of artefacts is their relationship to other artefacts in the same style. Visual culture is an
autonomous domain in the sense that it is only definable in terms of relationships between artefacts and other
90



of the way that groups of related objects en masse produce ‘stylistic universes’ that affect
producers and users of new objects, being bound to the canons and demands of such object-
types.388 Gosden realized that such perpetuated forms added to and altered these universes
through simultaneous processes of standardization and particularization, notions that pleasantly
overlap with concepts developed in globalization theory (universalization and particularization).
Through such processes, a dynamic genealogy of standardized but not static form-types emerged
and with these standardized (or ‘canonized’) object-types also other things were perpetuated,
especially the specific capacities (or, in Gosden’s terms ‘obligations’ and ‘requirements’) that an
object-type afforded.38? Recently, the New Materialist archaeologist and theorist Chris Fowler has
made similar arguments by suggesting that object-types and their genealogies function as
assemblages, existing as a relational group of objects that is emergent, dynamic but also, to some
extent, enduring.3%° Fowler notices that, while every new local and actual particularization of an
object type is a unique ‘rearticulation’ of the virtual, globalized assemblage, creating a ‘momentary
presence’, this rearticulation does not necessarily change the inter-artefactual assemblage
completely at once; in other words: while these standardized object-types should not be
understood as static and essential, they nonetheless can have endurance.?*! This means that

individual objects never only exist in their actual local relations (‘present in the world’); they were

artefacts; it is a mistake to think of ‘culture’ as a kind of ‘head office’ which decrees, on the one hand, what form
political competition will assume, and on the other, what artefacts will look like. Artefacts are shaped in the
‘inter-artefactual domain’, obeying the immanent injunctions governing formal stylistic relationships among
artefacts, not in response to external injunctions from some imaginary ‘head office”. Gosden reflects on Gell:
‘Although he doesn’t explore the conceptual implications of this idea, Gell’s view that artefacts form a world
with its own logics somewhat independent of human intentions is vital in demonstrating that there might be
many cases in which forms of abstract thought and mental representation take the shape suggested by objects,
rather than objects simply manifesting pre-existing forms of thought.’ (Gosden 2005, 196).
388 Gosden 2005, 194: ‘the ways styles of objects set up universes of their own into which people need to fit.'.
See also Pitts 2019, 14-16.
389 Gosden 2005, 194: ‘Objects produced within a recognizable set of forms and styles have influences on the
ways in which people make and use them.” Crucially for the purpose of this dissertation, I believe Gosden’s
use of the word ‘style’ is not applicable to the category of ‘things Greek’ (see the previous chapter) as he is
not interested in culture styles but rather in groups of objects that are related in terms of their form. While
a ‘tessellated mosaic with concentric border decoration’ exists in an inter-artefactual domain as its
execution was channelled and constrained by the standardization of its form and object-type, a similar
argument cannot be made for the much more elusive conceptual category of ‘things Greek’; it is impossible
to say what formal obligations ‘things Greek’ imposed on new ‘things Greek’ as there are no clear formal
characteristics of ‘things Greek’.
390 Fowler 2013; 2014. See especially Fowler 2017, 95: ‘typologies are not constraints to the appreciation of
distinctiveness, difference and relationality in the past, but can rather form an important tool in detecting
those relations and making sense of different past ways of becoming. Artefacts are assemblages and so are
types of artefacts.” See also Fowler and Harris 2015, 130: ‘A group of pots of the same type are just as real -
and as relational - as any single pot. (...) The point is that, for archaeologists at least, classification need not
separate a thing from its relations, but can rather identify some of the key relations that endure’.
391 Fowler 2013, 252: ‘The rearticulation of assemblages continually produces momentary presents out of
these pasts; but such rearticulations do not change everything at once’.
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also caught up (or ‘territorializing3°?) into more-than-local assemblages of virtual relations (‘real

but not actual’).393

Acknowledging the virtual, more-than-local (glocal) relations of objects as existing within such
object-type assemblages is another way of investigating the vibrancy of matter.3%4 From these
considerations follow that we can investigate the genealogies of palatial elements and consider
how these virtual, inter-artefactual assemblages were developing through time and space. We
might for instance ask how the genealogy of tessellated concentric border mosaics shaped their
occurrence in the Western palace of Masada and how its aniconic particularization meant a strong
deviation from the inter-artefactual assemblage.395 Another example of such virtual relations in
Hellenistic palaces is the very standardized ‘Masonry Style painting’, an inter-artefactual
assemblage that channelled and constrained its adoption for instance in the royal palace of

Petra.3%

The four types of ‘vibrancy’ of elements of Hellenistic palace assemblages explored above open up

a lot of analytical room to go beyond anthropocentric and representational approaches and

392 Deleuze and Guattari 2004, 307.

393 The distinction between actual and virtual relations is made by Deleuze: ‘the virtual is not opposed to the
real, but to the actual’ (Deleuze 2004, 260). In relation to archaeology, Oliver Harris comments: ‘the notion
of a virtual shaped by history allows us to think about how capacities to act endure, without having to reject
the relational existence of the world.” (Crellin etal. 2021, 45(Harris)). Bille and Sgrensen make a similar claim
for the importance of exploring the less presentist, actual aspects of architecture, something they call
‘entering into the fog of architecture’: ‘we believe that there is still a pressing need to, also beyond
archaeological approaches to architecture, for complementing the presentist bias on the tangible with
attention to intangible and ontologically vague phenomena tincturing people’s lives. Beyond the steel
framework of a building, we need to enter into the fog of architecture and adopt the ontologically indistinct as
the starting point for tracing the connections shaping the tangible and intangible aspects of human lives’ (Bille
and Sgrensen 2016, 3). Harris further explores the multi-scalar character of assemblages in Harris 2017,
127, where he concludes that any attempt to privilege a single scale is always reductionist. Note that this
position stands in stark contrast to the axioms of especially post-processualist archaeologists, who often
consider such larger ‘virtual’ scales as merely human inventions, artificial concepts that are imposed onto
‘reality’ in a top-down manner. This very dualist epistemology (of local material reality versus subjective
human concepts) is not desired for in assemblage thinking, which has as a key characteristic a commitment
to realism (see paragraph 3.1 of this dissertation and DeLanda 2002, 4). Harris shows how assemblages
offer ‘new ways of thinking about archaeological categories as neither externally imposed reifications, nor
simply internally defined essential historical truths’ (Harris 2017, 128). See also Crellin et al. 2021, 43
(Harris). The notion of the ‘virtual’ is also at odds with Latour’s ANT, as there the nodes in the network are
solely defined by their actual relations, something especially criticized by Harman, who uses the notion of
‘potentiality’ to deal with object qualities that are not necessarily currently activated. Cf. Harman, 2009, 75.
His use of the word ‘potentiality’ however relies heavily on the notion of the ‘withdrawn object’, a form of
un-relational essentialism that is not suitable for historical analysis as it has an ahistorical character.
Following Crellin et al. 2021, I use the word ‘capacities’ to indicate the relational qualities of objects in an
assemblage.

394 Harris summarizes this relation between virtual relations and vibrant emergence by pointing out how
the virtual ‘captures the space of potentials that exist in the process of becoming through which things emerge’.
(Harris 2017, 135).

395 For Herod’s aniconism, see Kropp 2013, 148-152.

396 E.g. Joukowsky 2007.
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understandings of these palaces. Rather than culturally labelling the elements that make up these
palaces, or ‘reading them back’ to human intentions and royal ideologies (Ingold’s hylomorphic
model), | have here explored a morphogenic approach, reading forward, along with the processes
of object capacities, toward palaces as heterogeneous, non-hierarchic, emergent and vibrant
assemblages. This implies allowing for the multifarious and multi-scalar character of object
assemblages, their actuality as well as their virtuality, their glocal and relational genealogy, their
‘radical alterity’ and their participation in sensorial fields. The elements that Hellenistic palaces

consisted of were anything but static; they were vibrant and in a constant state of becoming.

3.4. Methodology: vibrant objectscapes and glocal genealogies

In the remainder of this chapter, I will briefly explain how this dissertation will employ the
theoretical positioning developed in the previous sections to the context of the palace of Samosata.
One might in fact read the overall dissertation in a morphogenic way, successively territorializing,
assembling first the archaeological elements of Hellenistic-Early Roman Samosata (its
architecture, architectural decoration and sculptural evidence, in chapters 4, 5 and 6), and
subsequently bundling and applying the notion of assemblages and vibrancies in chapters 7-10.
Acknowledging that assemblages are multi-scalar, two slightly overlapping types of assemblages
will be considered3??: first, in chapter 7, the relatively synchronous and actual ‘vibrant
objectscapes’, and, second, in chapters 8-10, the more diachronic and virtual ‘glocal genealogies’.
I will elaborate on the ways I will investigate these two types of assemblages in the following

paragraphs.

3.4.1 Vibrant objectscapes

In chapter 7, I will consider four consecutive ‘objectscapes’ of Hellenistic and ‘early Roman’
Samosata. Such objectscapes are a type of assemblages that comprise of ‘the repertoires of objects

at hand in a given locality in a particular historical moment’3% By studying the sequencing of

397 Such overlapping is inevitable because, as Chris Fowler claimed, ‘Assemblages occur at varying scales of
space and time, intersect, and can bleed into one another’ (Fowler 2017, 96).
398 Pitts 2019, 7. For objectscapes, see Versluys 2017b; Pitts 2019, 7-19; Pitts and Versluys 2021. Pitts 2019
is the most in-depth application of the objectscape methodology as of yet. In his impressive monograph ‘The
Roman Object Revolution’, Pitts investigates the impact of the boom of standardized objects in northwest
Europe during 100 BCE-100 CE in terms of shifting objectscapes, using a dataset of thousands of objects,
mostly pertaining to funerary contexts. Through the lens of objectscapes, Pitts is capable to discern how
increased object standardization allowed for pan-regional societal convergence in Gallia Belgica, southern
Britannia and Germania Inferior, with a punctuation in the adoption of standardized objects with
Mediterranean genealogies during the Augustan period - a true ‘revolution’. Crucially, his approach
illustrates how objectscape-thinking provides a way out from problematic acculturative narratives of
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multiple succeeding ‘objectscapes’ in the same locality, one can first of all ‘map’ cultural changes
in a locality in terms of its material transformations; it makes it possible to contextualize the
palace in the archaeological and diachronic context of the site. As such, this part of the
methodology is not necessarily much different from conventional archaeological diachronic
narratives, albeit explicitly focused on the objects of these changes, and not on their
representational aspects. However, investigating objectscapes also allows for an investigation of
the nature of these material transformations, asking what exactly changed and, more importantly,
how the different elements of these objectscapes contributed to this change as vibrant historical

actors.

This will be done by analysing every objectscape according to four ‘proxies’ that investigate
different relational capacities. These four types of object vibrancy have been discussed in depth
in the previous section (3.3) and consist of 1) temporal and geographical genealogies
(investigating the vibrancy of glocal relations); 2) materials and colours (investigating the
vibrancy of materials and their relational capacities); 3) sensorial capacities (investigating the
vibrancy of matter through the multi-sensorial capacities of objects and their place in ‘sensorial
regimes’); and 4) radical alterity and representation (investigating the vibrancy of ‘ontologically
unsettling’ objects). These proxies help to investigate object-change in Samosata from a post-
representational and post-anthropocentric perspective, shedding light on the emergence and
affect of these assemblages, while giving non-human elements their due.3% It situates the palace
of Samosata in the context of that change by investigating the sequencing of four objectscapes in
Samosata that together span a period between ca. the 4th c. BCE and the 1st c. CE. These consists of

the 4th-2nd ¢, BCE pre-palatial objectscape (section 7.2); the early 1st c. BCE early palatial

cultural change (‘romanization’) and representational understandings of objects. Note that both Pitts and
Versluys consider objectscapes as something distinct from assemblages: ‘Unlike the archaeological notion
of the assemblage, which consists of a discrete, quantifiable and static group of objects that share an
archaeological context, an objectscape comprises a dynamic repertoire of objects in motion’ (Pitts and
Versluys 2021, 368). Their definition of assemblages however is solely applicable to the conventional use
of the word ‘assemblage’ in modernist archaeology (for which, see Hamilakis and Jones 2017, 80 and
paragraph 3.2.2 of this dissertation), and does not apply at all to the New Materialist, ‘Deleuzian’
assemblages that I employ here. Therefore, I believe objectscapes can in fact be considered a specific type
of New Materialist assemblages because both are focused on the gathering of heterogeneous elements from
which emerges something that is ‘more than the sum of its parts’; they are both about process and change;
and can exist on a variety of scales (although, unlike objectscapes, assemblages can also exist on the object-
scale itself - an object as an assemblage - and much ‘below’ it, down to its very atoms, electrons and
neutrons, cf. Barad 2007). Objectscapes, as the name implies, is furthermore focused primarily on the non-
human aspect of assemblages (‘non-human agents’, cf. Pitts and Versluys 2021, 367), which makes them
suitable as an archaeological methodology, but too dualistic for a theoretical framework - in which case it
would have more affinities with Hodder’s entanglement or symmetrical archaeology (indeed referred to in
Pitts 2019, 7) than with the post-dualism of New Materialism.

399 This resonates well with the general scope of the objectscapes methodology, cf. Pitts 2019, 8: ‘Prioritising
this relationality fosters better understandings of what objects did in the past, helping to evade the partial
representational logic in many archaeological studies in which objects are reduced to proxies for abstract
processes (e.g. Romanisation) or social categories (e.g. ethnicities and identities).’
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objectscape (section 7.3); the mid-late 1st c. BCE later palatial objectscape (section 7.4); and the

1st c. CE post-palatial objectscape (section 7.5).

3.4.2 Glocal genealogies

Whereas chapter 7 focuses on changing objectscapes and considers the genealogical aspect of its
elements only as one of four proxies to explore the vibrancy of the objectscape, chapter 8-10
investigates such object type genealogies in much more detail, focusing on the role such inter-
artefactual assemblages have for the affect and vibrant impact of individual objects. These
chapters then present three case studies of different elements that make up the palace, namely a
geometric decorative motif (the ‘crenellation motif’), a figurative decoration (the ‘mask mosaic’),

and an architectural lay-out (the ‘symmetrical suite”).

In each of these case studies, the first part of the analysis is focused on the standardizing,
universalizing object-type that the individual object in Samosata belongs to. Following the ideas
of Chris Fowler (see paragraph 3.3.4), I understand these standardized object types as virtual
assemblages, that define and are defined by their particularized re-articulations. Each case study
traces the glocal genealogy of these object-types, resulting in a diachronic narrative of
universalization and particularization of the object under scrutiny. For each particularized re-
articulation of these object types, it will be investigated how they adhered to or deviated from the
standardizing object type. Underlying these object type genealogies, then, are questions about the
endurance of object-types, their impact on an individual, actualized level and the ways in which
these re-articulations alter the object-type in turn.* By approximating the dynamic emergence
of an object type, it becomes clear how the particularized, crenellation motif, mask mosaic, and
‘symmetrical suite’ in the palace of Samosata adhered to the standardized object type, and thus
were shaped by their virtual relations. At the same time, it becomes clear how these particularized
re-articulations also deviated from the standardized types they were related to, thus altering the
inter-artefactual assemblage itself. In the second part of each of these three genealogical case
studies, we take this analysis one step further, moving, as it were, from interpretation to ‘analytical
exploration’, asking what the further implications of such relationality might have been. What type
of capacities might these object-types have acquired through their glocal genealogies? And how

might they have been transformative and vibrant in the context of the palace of Samosata?

400 The need for such an analysis in archaeology is also formulated by Fowler and Harris 2015, 135: ‘What
is also needed, however, is an appreciation of the history of the entities producing relations and entities
emerging from relations; precise histories for all the elements in the phenomenon. What we require, therefore,
is an approach capable of dealing with both episodes of being and the dynamics of becoming, and one that
reveals the work required to reveal either configuration.
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Chapter 4. Archaeological description and discussion.

4.1 Introduction

Before this thesis arrives at interpretative questions about the vibrancy of objects and their glocal
genealogies, it first starts assembling the palace of Samosata by bringing together and analyzing
the legacy data pertaining to the excavations by Nimet Ozgii¢ (chapters 4-6). To this end, this
chapter provides a detailed description and discussion of the archaeological features in sector i-
n/13-19, in periodic layers I1I-V on the héyiik of Samosata. This includes periodic layer IV, to which
the palatial structure was assigned. A close analysis of the available legacy data, deriving from the
Ozgii¢ Archive, makes it possible to provide a much more fine-grained account of its
archaeological character compared to the earlier publications by Ozgiic, Bingdl and Zoroglu. Due
to the nature of the available legacy data, the descriptions and analyses are especially focused on

architectural features such as walls, floors and installations.
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Fig. 4.1. Map of archaeological units in sector i-n/13-19, with layers II (in brown), Il (in orange), IV (in red), V
(the palace, with walls in dotted yellow, floors in purple and installations in blue) and VI (in green). For a bigger
version, see appendix D, map D1. Figure by the author (based on Ozgiic 2009, 139 pl. 12).
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The descriptions and discussions of this chapter are based on an integration of the photographic
evidence (Appendix A) with the available maps, sketches and drawings (Appendix B) as well as
the 1984 excavation report (Appendix C) and, lastly, the publications by Ozgii¢, Bingél and
Zoroglu.401 By assigning feature numbers to the walls, floors and installations documented in
these four source types and using these features as the basis for the new QGIS maps, a much more
detailed account of the palatial structure and its (stratigraphic) context can be provided. To fully
appreciate the new level of detail, the descriptions and discussions in this chapter should
therefore be read in close relation to especially catalogue A (the pictures) and the newly
developed maps (Appendix D, see also fig. 4.1). This integration of the legacy data makes it
possible to provide detailed descriptions of separate features and to link these to the photos and
maps. Such descriptions in turn allow for discussions concerning the architectural make-up and
lay-out of the palatial structure, its accessibility and routes of movement, as well as the
stratigraphic sequencing of its features. It also is the first time that the decorative elements of the
palatial structure, especially its wall painting and mosaic floors, can be described in their spatial
context, making it much easier to contextualize them than was the case in the more stylistic

descriptions offered, for example, in Bingol's 1997 and 2013 publications.

The descriptions in section 4.2 start off with paragraph 4.2.1, an in-depth account of the wall
features (labelled as W1, W2, W3 etc.) in sector i-n/13-19 in layers IlI-V, providing the available
or inferable information about their masonry type, their size, their location, their orientation, their
state of preservation, their relative and absolute heights, their stratigraphic relations, the
availability of entrances and, if present, the character of their decoration. In each case, mention is
made of all the pictures from appendix A where this particular feature is visible and indicated. In
paragraph 4.2.2, the same type of description is provided for the floor features (labelled as F1, F2,
F3 etc.) in the same sectors. In paragraph 4.2.3, I describe a more miscellaneous category of
features under the heading of ‘installations’ (labelled as 11, 12, I3 etc.), which comprise drainages,

statue bases, altars and more.

The discussions of section 4.3 are intended to synthesize and analyze in more depth the data
presented in section 4.2, starting with a detailed account of the lay-out of the palatial structure,
describing its spaces and entrances (paragraph 4.3.1).402 This newly proposed interpretation of
the lay-out and its spaces deviates in significant ways from the previously proposed
interpretations, which I will elaborate on more in this section. In paragraph 4.3.2, I discuss the
existence of different ‘elevation zones’ in the palatial structure, illuminating the use of ‘micro-

terracing’ in the construction of the palace. By integrating the different elevation systems on

401 Especially Zoroglu 2000, 2012; Ozgiic 2009; and Bingél 2013.

402 For those readers less interested in detailed wall and floor descriptions, it is advised to skip to this
section directly.
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different field drawings, sketches, and published maps, and standardizing these, it is possible to
now provide an overall idea of the absolute heights throughout the palatial structure. I discuss to
what extent the different ‘elevation zones’ also seem to function as separate zones in the palace in
terms of accessibility, decoration and overall character. In paragraph 4.3.3, the evidence for
roofing in the palatial structure is discussed. Not much archaeological evidence is available but,
on the basis of some contextual indications and some parallels, new hypotheses can be formulated
for the presence of a roof in room XIV and the absence of a roof in corridor B. In paragraph 4.3.4,
earlier scholarly claims about the presence of staircases and multiple floors in the palatial complex
are critically discussed. In paragraph 4.3.5, I discuss the evidence for later additions and
reparations, suggesting that the palatial structure is likely to have undergone at least one more
phase of embellishment and restructuring after its construction. In 4.3.6, I discuss the
interpretation of the building as a palace. In paragraph 4.3.7, lastly, I discuss the issue of the

structure’s dating, both concerning its construction and its abandonment and/or destruction.

4.2 Description of archaeological features in sector i-n/13-19

4.2.1 Walls

W1 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular core
of small stones and mud mortar (width: 1,90 m.), running in a NW-SE orientation. It has been preserved up
to 1,86 m. high in the NW, sloping down gently towards the SE. No traces of plaster or wall painting were
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associated with W1. W1 connects to W9 in the NW and W14 in the E. W69 covers W1 and is thus later. In
the SW, F1 seems to abut W1.

Absolute height: 448,28 m.403

Figures appendix A: 1/1X/X/XLVI/XXIV/LV/LVI/LIX/LXVII/LXXX /LXXXI/LXXXIII /CXXL.

W2 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular core
of small stones and mud mortar (width: ca. 1,15 m.), running in a NW-SE orientation. It has been preserved
up to 1,38 m. in height. It has an entrance in the west of ca. 1,00 m. and another opening in the east of ca.
0,60 m.,, both indicated by stone slabs. Traces of wall painting were found in the centre of its southern facing
in room II, consisting of alternating red and yellow vertical orthostats.*%* W2 connects to W10 in the NW
and W15 in the SE. W57 is placed against W2, blocking off the eastern entrance, and thus must be later. It
seems that F2 abuts W2 in the SW and it is likely that F1 abuts W2 in the NE.

Absolute height: 447,80 m.

Figures appendix A: 1/1V/VIL/IX/X/XXVII/XXVIII/XXXIV/XLIIT /XLVI/LVI/LIX /LXXXI/LXXXIIL

403 In some cases, absolute heights were not available and the relative heights of the features is estimated
on the basis of the pictures (indicated by ‘ca.’ in the description).

404 Bingol 2013, 28 fig. 23-24.
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W3 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular core
of small stones and mud mortar (width: 1,20 m.), running in a NW-SE orientation. Its preservation at the
time of excavation was very bad; almost nothing was preserved. Only one layer of stones remained in the
southeast section of the wall (with a length of ca. 1,50 m.), while a small protrusion of W10 may indicate the
wall’s northwest connection to W10. The clearly defined limit of F2, the checkerboard mosaic of room II,
seems to indicate that it ran up to W3, but it cannot be excluded that an opening similar to those in W2 was
present, providing entrance from room II to room III. No traces of plaster or wall painting are associated
with W3. W3 seems to connect to W11 in the NW and W16 in the SE. F2 likely abutted W3. W62 likely runs
below W3.

Figures appendix A: 1/1V.
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W4 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular core
of small stones and mud mortar (width: 1,30 m.), running in a NW-SE direction. It was preserved only in its
NW part (length ca. 1,60 m.), where it reached ca. 40 m. in height. The entire central and SE part of the wall
were not preserved. It is likely that an entrance connecting rooms III and IV was present in the SE part of
W4. No traces of plaster or wall painting are associated with W4. W4 connects to W12. Its stratigraphic
relation to W17 is unclear. Both W101 and W102 seem to run below W4.

Figures appendix A: 1/VI1/X/XXXVII/XXXVIII/LII/LIX.

W5 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular core
of small stones and mud mortar (width: 1,20 m.), running in a NW-SE direction. It was preserved up to ca.
1,00 m. in the NW, sloping down steeply towards the SE. It is likely that it originally contained an entrance
both in the NW and the SE, comparable to W2. The entrance in the NW was probably filled with a later
collapse and hence not recognized during excavation. The entrance in the SE is recognizable through the
continuation of F13 but at some point closed with a SE extension of W5 consisting of mudbrick. Traces of
plaster and painted decoration were found on the NE side of W5 in room IV, including on the extension.
These wall paintings consist of a lower row of horizontal orthostats in red, yellow and green, placed
underneath a layer of vertical orthostats with diamond-shaped lozenges, alternating in red and blue.*5 W5

connects to W13 in the NW and W18 in the SE. It likely abuts F13 in the SW.

Figures appendix A:  1/VI/X/XII/XIII/XXVII/XXVIII/XXXIV/XXXVII/XXXVIII/LII/LIX/LXXXIV /XCV1/
XCVII/XCVIIL

405 Bingol 2013, 30, fig. 27 and 40 figs. 46-47.
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W6 is a wall with an irregular core of small stones and mud mortar (1, 00 m. wide) combined with a
mudbrick facing (0,30 m. wide) at its SW side. It has a NW-SE orientation. The random rubble wall was
preserved primarily in the NW part (with a height of ca. 0,50 m. measured from F13), sloping down towards
the SE, where it seems to have been cut and/or pillaged. The mudbrick part of the wall was preserved along
almost the entire length of the wall. No traces of plaster or wall painting are associated with W6. It connects
to W13 and W47 in the NW and, likely, to the badly preserved W18 in the SE. F12 seems to abut W6 in the
SW and F13 in the NE. It is possible that the SW mudbrick segment and (painted) plaster is a later addition

to the wall.

Figures appendix A: V1/XII/XIT1/XXXIV/XXXVIII /LI /LXXXIV/CXXIX.
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W7 is a mudbrick wall (width: 0,95 m.), running in a NW-SE orientation. It was preserved across its entire
length (5,10 m.) and to a height of 0,34 m. In the NW, an entrance with a width of ca. 1,00 m. provided access
between rooms VI and VII, specifically indicated by the continuation of F11 NW of W7. No traces of plaster
or wall painting are associated with this wall. W7 connects to W21 in the SE. Both F12 and F11 seem to abut
to W7.

Absolute height: 447,60 m.

Figures appendix A: V/XI11/XXVIII/XXXII/LXII/LXXI11/LXXIX.
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W8 is a mudbrick wall (width: 1,10 m.), running in a NW-SE orientation. It was only preserved in the NW,
with a length of ca. 2,00 m. and up to a height of ca. 0,20 m. It is not clear how far it extended to the SE
originally and whether there was an entrance that connected rooms VII and VIII. No traces of plaster or
wall painting are associated with this wall. W8 connects to W48 in the NW and might have connected to

W22 in the SE. F11 seems to abut W8 in the NE and F3 in the SW.

Figures appendix A: XI11/LX11/LXXIII/LXXIX/C/CXXX.

W9 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular core
of small stones and mud mortar. It has a NE-SW orientation and a width of 1,90 m. It was very well
preserved, up to a height of 2,26 m. across its entire length (measured from F1), only sloping down slightly
towards the NE. Small fragments of plaster containing painted decoration were preserved on its SE facing,
in room L. It seems to consist of vertical orthostats alternating in red and yellow.#6 W9 is the same as W10,

W11, W12 and W13. It connects to W1 in the NE and W2 in the SW. It is likely that F1 abuts W9 in the SE.

Absolute height: 448,68 m.

Figures appendix A: 1/VI1/X/XLVI/LIX/LXXX/LXXXI/LXXXIII/LXXXVIII /CXXI.

406 Bingdl 2013, 28, fig.21.
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W10 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar. It has a NE-SW orientation and a width of 1,90 m. It was very well
preserved, up to a height of 2,26 across its entire length (measured from F2), only sloping down slightly
towards the SE. Small fragments of plaster containing painted decoration were preserved on its SE facing,
in room II, but also further NE in the entrance leading to room I. It seems to consist of a standing orthostat
in yellow with a red diamond-shaped lozenge inside it.#07? W10 is the same as W9, W11, W12 and W13. It
connects to W2 in the NE and W3 in the SW. It is likely that F2 abuts W10.

Absolute height: 448,35 m.

Figures appendix A: 1/1V/VI1/X/XIV /XL/XLVI/LIX/LXXX]/LXXXVIIL

407 Bingpl 2013, 28, fig. 24.
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W11 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar. It has a NE-SW orientation and a width of 1,90 m. It was very well
preserved, up to a height of 1,90 m. across its entire length (measured from room III); in the S part, the wall
seems to be cut by a later oval-shaped feature. Fragments of plaster containing painted decoration were
preserved on its SE facing, in room III, consisting of vertical orthostats alternating in in red and yellow and
divided by band in purple.*8 The yellow orthostats contain depictions of red pomegranates with green
foliage. W11 is the same as W9, W10, W12 and W13. It connects to W3 in the NE and to W4 in the SW. It
seems that W11 overlies W101 in the SW. It is likely that W11 overlies the presumed continuation of W62
in the NE.

Absolute height: 448,32 m.

Figures appendix A: 1/VI/X/XXVII/XXVII/XXXIV /XXXVII/XL/XLVI/LII /LIX/LXVI/LXXXVI/LXXXIX/XC.

408 Bingol 2013, 33-34, figs. 32-35.
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W12 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an
irregular core of small stones and mud mortar. It has a NE-SW orientation and a width of 1,70 m.
It was very well preserved, up to a height of ca. 2,23 m. across its entire length (measured from
room IV), although it slopes down somewhat towards the E. No traces of wall painting or plaster
are associated with W12. W12 is the same as W9, W10, W11 and W13. It connects to W4 in the NE
and W5 in the SW.

Absolute height: 448,32 m.

Figures appendix A: 1/VI1/X/XII/XXVII/XXVII/XXXIV/XXXVII/XXXVIII/XL/XLVI/LII/LIX/LXVI.

W13 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar. It has a NE-SW orientation and a width of 1,70 m. It was only preserved
at its far NE part, where it reaches 1,80 m. (measured from F13), but in the SW it was almost completely

gone. It is indicated solely by one shallow row of stones and the edge of F13 in the E. It seems likely that a
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later feature cut straight through the wall, a disturbance we can also witness further towards the SW. No
traces of wall painting or plaster are associated with W13. W13 is the same as W9, W10, W11 and W12. It
connects to W5 in the NE and W6 in the SW. F13 seems to abut W13.

Absolute height: 448,32 m.

Figures appendix A: 1/X/X11/XXXIV/XXXVII/XXXVIII/LII/LIX.

W14 is a wall with mudbrick facings on both the NW side as well as the SE side; the core seems badly
preserved. It is running in a NE-SW orientation. Both mudbrick faces measured ca. 30,0 cm. in width and
contained (painted) plaster and were preserved up to 1,40 m. high in the SW. The core was preserved much
less well (up to ca. 0,50 cm. high). On the basis of the pictures (e.g. fig. LV), it seems that the excavators
removed the wall almost in its entirety, possibly to safeguard the (painted) plaster that was present on both
mudbrick sides. For the NW facing of W14 (in room I), it cannot be established whether the clearly
preserved plaster still contained any painted decoration (see fig. LXXXIII). The decoration at the SE side (in
room XIV), contains a fragment of a vertical orange orthostat with a red diamond-shaped lozenge inside
(fig. XXIV). W14 continues into and is the same as W15. It connects to W1 in the NE and W2 in the SW. W14
lies against W30 in the NE but its stratigraphic relation is unclear; a fragment of painted plaster seems to
cover both walls simultaneously, which suggests they are (semi-)contemporary or at least both ante-date
the painted decoration (see fig. XXIV). It is likely that F1 abuts W14 in the NW. F4 likely abuts W14 in the
SE. It is possible that the outer mudbrick segments of the wall, which contain the (painted) plaster, are later

additions to the wall.

Figures appendix A: IV /IX/XXIV/LV/LVI/LXXX]/LXXXIIL.
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W15 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar, running in a NE-SW orientation. It was preserved very well, up to a
height of ca 0,90 m. The continuation of the wall towards the SW is however difficult to ascertain; it is
possible that there was an entrance from room II to room XIV here. The SW stone facing of W15 and the
presence of plaster in front of it indeed seem to indicate an entrance (especially visible on fig. [V). The stones
and rubble SW of W15, witnessed on other figures (e.g. figs. [/1X/XLVI/LXXXI), might merely be a collapse
of W15. The clearly delineated SE border of F2 (see fig. IV) has likely been interpreted as the border of a
continued W15 by the excavators, but the plaster SE of F2 suggests that the threshold between room II and
room XIV contained a different (mosaic?) flooring. The row of stones that continues SE of this plaster layer
is most likely part of a threshold step that was needed to make up for the difference in elevation between
room II and room XIV. W15 is the same as and continues into W14. It is likely that F4 abuts W15. It is not
clear whether the plaster layer on the NW facing of W15 (in rooms I-1I) contained painted decoration, nor

whether the SE facing (in room XIV) contained any (painted) plaster.

Figures appendix A: 1/1V/VII/IX/X/XXXIV/XLII1/XLVI/LIX/LV/LXXXI/LXXXIIL.
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W16 is a wall with a NE-SW orientation that is indicated on the plans of Bingdl, Ozgiic and Zoroglu,
supposedly separating room III from room XIV. It can, however, not be attested with certainty on the basis
of the photographic evidence; only a small cluster of stones between room XIV and room III could be
indicative of a wall with an irregular core of small stones and mud mortar but the evidence is very meagre.

It is possible that the wall was completely destroyed and/or pillaged.

Figures appendix A: 1/VI1/X/XXXIV/XXXVIII/XLVI/LIX.

W17 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar, running in a NE-SW orientation. Its total width is ca. 1,70 m. The outer

SE facing consists of a 0,40 m. wide mudbrick segment which is much better preserved than the rest of the
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(rubble) wall, up to a height of ca. 1,10 m. (measured from F4). W17 is the same as and continues into W18.
There is no evidence for traces of (painted) plaster on the NW side (room IV) nor on the SE side (room XIV).
It is likely that F4 abuts W17. The differing character of the SE mudbrick wall segment might suggest itis a

later addition to the wall.

Figures appendix A: 1/111/XI1/XXXIV/XXXVIII/LIl/LXXXIV /XCVI/XCVIL.

W18 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar, running in a NE-SW orientation. It has a total width of ca. 1,70 m. The
outer SE facing consists of a 0,40 m. wide mudbrick segment which is much better preserved than the rest
of the wall, up to a height of ca. 1,10 m. (measured from F4), sloping down towards the SW. It contains traces
of paint on the SE side (room XIV) containing a row of vertical orthostats with diamond-shaped lozenges
alternating in orange and red with white delineation (fig. VI). The continuation of W18 towards the SW is
not entirely clear; the continuation of the plaster flooring of F13 SW of W18 suggests that there was an
entrance here from room V into room XIV, later closed off by the 0,40 m. wide mudbrick segment that
continues further SW than the random rubble wall. If this is indeed the case, it would mean that this segment
belongs to a later building phase of the palace. In that case, it is also likely that I8 was only installed after
the closing of this potential entrance (see below). W18 is the same and continuous into W17 in the NE as
well as W19 in the SW. As said, the stratigraphic relation between F4 and W18 is unsure, specifically in the
SW, where we might expect an entrance. This also counts for the stratigraphic relation between F13 and

W18, although it is likely that F13 abuts W18 in the NW.

Figures appendix A: 1/111/V1/X11/XXXIV /XXXVIII/LII/LVII/LXXXIV/XCVI/CXXIX.
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W19 is a mudbrick wall with a NE-SW orientation that is likely to have been ca. 1,30 m. wide. The NW side
was so badly preserved that it is difficult to establish whether it contained a random rubble wall segment
similar to that of W18. The SE facing of ca. 0,40 m. wide is similar to that of W18 and was better preserved,
reaching a height of max. 0,45 m. (measured from F12). W19 continues into and is (largely) the same as
W18 in the NE, albeit on a higher elevation as rooms VI/VII/VIII and corridor A3. W19 continues into W20
in the SW but we lack evidence to establish their exact stratigraphic relationship. W6 probably connects to
W19 in the NE but the poor preservation makes it hard to establish in what manner exactly. W19’s
stratigraphic relation with F12 and F6 are unclear; it is possible that these floors are in fact the same and
run below W19. It seems that fig. LII shows traces of (painted?) plaster on the fine mudbrick, SE facing of
W19, similar to W17 and W18. In the 1984 excavation report, mention is made of a corridor with frescoes
on both sides and a mosaic with rows of squares in the middle; if this is indeed describing mosaic F6 and

corridor A3, it means that W19 has painted decoration on its SE facing.40?

Figures appendix A: X11/XXXIV/LIl/CXXIX.

409 I ve K 17 nolu alanlarin kesistigi noktada giineydogu kesimde bir iist tabakanin kuyularinin tabaninda
mozaik sirasina rastaldik. birbirine paralel kare siralarinin sekil olusturdugu mozaik her iki tarafta fresklerle
sinirl bir koridor olusturmakta.’ (1984 excavation report, 01-06-1984, p.3).
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W20 is a mudbrick wall with a SE/NW orientation and a width of ca. 1,50 m. It was preserved up to ca. 1,00
m. high. (measured from F7). It is not clear how the wall continues towards the SE because of a large ellipse-
shaped destruction cutting through W20 in the SE. It is likely, however, that it contained an entrance that
allowed for movement between corridor A2 and corridor A3. W20 connects to W21 in the NW and W19 in
the NE. It has painted plaster on the SW side (corridor A2) with, at the bottom, a row of horizontal orthostats
in red with yellow alignment and, on top of this, a layer of vertical orthostats, alternating in red and yellow,

with blue alignment (fig. V). It is likely that F7 abuts W20 in the SW.

Figures appendix A: V /XXIII.

W21 is a mudbrick wall with a NE/SW orientation and a width of ca. 2,00 m. It was preserved up to ca. 1,00
m. high (measured from F7), sloping down towards the SW. W20 connects to W21 in the NE but the ellipse-
shaped disturbance makes it unclear in what way precisely. W21 connects to W22 in the NE. It has painted
plaster on the SE facing (corridor A2), with, at the bottom, a row of horizontal orthostats in red with yellow
alignment and, on top of this, a layer of vertical orthostats, alternating in red and yellow, with blue alignment

(fig. V). It is likely that F7 abuts W21 in the SE.
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Figures appendix A: V /XXIII.

W22 is a mudbrick wall with a NE/SW orientation and a width of ca. 1,90 m. It was not very well recorded,
but it seems that it was preserved up to 1,24 m. high (measured from corridor A1), more or less across its
entire length. A later, ellipse-shaped disturbance in the NE makes the connection to W21 however unclear.
Towards the SW it seems to disappear into the SW profile of the trench. F3 most likely abuts W22 in the

NE. No fragments of (painted) plaster were associated with this wall.

Absolute height: 447,55 m.

Figures appendix A: LXXIX/LXXIIIL.

W23 is a wall with a NE/SW orientation and a width of ca. 1,40 m. There are no photographs of this wall, it
was only drawn on the map by Ozgiic. It seems to be a continuation of W24 and W25 in the NE and
continuing into the SW profile of the trench. It seems to connect to W26 in the E. The map indicates a floor,

F19, which would lie NW of W23. No fragments of (painted) plaster were associated with this wall.

W24 is indicated on the map by Ozgii¢ as a square-shaped cluster of middle-sized stones located between
W23 and W25. It was not photographed. It is possible that it was a later closing of an entrance from corridor
A1 to room (or corridor) XVI. The stones might also indicate a surface of an entrance but the closed lines on

the map make this unlikely. No fragments of (painted) plaster were associated with this wall.
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W25 is (probably) a mudbrick wall, running in a NE/SW direction with a width of ca. 1,80 m. It was not very
well preserved in the SW, with few stones giving a vague outline of the wall and a slight mudbrick elevation
of ca. 25,0 cm. remaining close to W27 as well as in the NE close to W28. In the NE, it was preserved up to
0,74 m. high (measured from F8). It was not extensively recorded and the two pictures available seem to be
taken after the trench had been untouched for some time. A large entrance is present in the centre of W25
(width: ca. 2,60 m.), providing entrance from corridor A2 to room XV. W25 connects to W27 in the E, W28
in the NE, and W24 in the SW. 13 probably abuts W25 in the north and F8 in the E. It is likely that W25 has
fragments of painted plaster on its NW facing at the northern side (in corridor A3), as the 1984 excavation

report seems to describe corridor A3 as containing frescoes on both sides.410

Absolute height: 446,80 m.

Figures appendix A: LXIV/LXIX.

W26 is a wall with a NW/SE orientation and a width of ca. 1,60 m. There are no photographs of this wall, it
was only drawn on the map by Ozgiic. It seems to be connected to W23 in the NW. No fragments of (painted)

plaster were associated with this wall.

Absolute height: 446,50 m.

410 ‘I ve K 17 nolu alanlarin kesistigi noktada giineydogu kesimde bir iist tabakanin kuyularinin tabaninda
mozaik sirasina rastaldik. birbirine paralel kare siralarinin sekil olusturdugu mozaik her iki tarafta fresklerle
sinirlt bir koridor olusturmakta.’ (1984 excavation report, 01-06-1984, p.3).
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W27 is a mudbrick wall running in a NW-SE orientation. It was preserved to 0,83 m. high in the NW part
(measured from F8), where it connects to W25. It is likely that it contained (painted) plaster on the NE side
in room XV but the pictures of painted plaster from this room cannot be easily assigned to a specific wall
(e.g. figs. XCII/XCIII/XCIV/XCV). On fig. LXIV, it seems that also the SW facing of W27 (room XVI) contains
fragments of painted plaster. It is likely that F8 abuts W27.

Absolute height: 447,04 m.

Figures appendix A: LXIV /LXIX.
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W28 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: ca. 1,50 m.), running in a NW-SE orientation. It was preserved
to a height of 0,56 m. across its entire length, although the far SE corner has not been recorded well enough
to describe with certainty. It connects to W25 in the NW and seems to continue into the profile of the trench
in the SE. F4 likely abuts W28. The NE side of W28 (room XIV) contained fragments of painted plaster,
consisting of vertical orthostats, alternating in red and orange, with white alignment (fig. LXXXVII). At the
SW side (room XV), the painting contains a bottom layer of horizontal orthostats in yellow with red
alignment, followed by a blue border with white alignment and, on top of this, a row of vertical orthostats,

alternating in red and yellow (fig. CXXVI).

Absolute height: 446,62 m.

Figures appendix A: XI1/XXXVIII/LI/LII/LXIX/LXXXVII/XCIV/XCIC(?) /CXXVL
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W29 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: ca. 1,00 m.), running in a NW-SE orientation. It was preserved
up to 0,80 m. high in the SE (measured from room XIII), sloping gently down towards the NW. It connects
to W30 in the W and W32 in the N. F4 likely abuts W28. No fragments of painted plaster were associated
with W29. The stratigraphic relationship between W30 and W29 is of importance but on the basis of the
pictures it cannot be established. Note that the surface of F4 on the SW side of W29 is higher than the surface
of room XIII on the NE side.

Absolute height: 446, 50.

Figures appendix A: 1/11/111/VII1/IX/X/XI/XIX/XLIII/LI/LV/LVI/CXXXL.

W30 is a wall with an irregular core of small stones and mud mortar (width: ca. 1,20 m.), running in a NW-
SE orientation. It was preserved up to ca. 1,00 m. (seen from the NE side). Its SW facing seems to consist of

a mudbrick segment similar and continuing into W14’s SE mudbrick facing. The NE facing of W30 contains
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a very regular masonry of middle-sized stones. W30 seems to be a continuation of W29 in the SE (see fig.
IX) but the exact stratigraphic relationship remains unclear. W30 separates room XIV from corridor A4 and
might therefore be a later addition. The continuing painted plaster of W14 and W30 however suggests that
W30 actually belonged to the palace, something not considered by (the maps of) Zoroglu, Bingél and Ozgiic,
who suggest an entrance provided access between corridor A4 and room XIV. The painted decoration on
the S side consists of a vertical red orthostat with, inside it, an orange diamond-shaped lozenge with white

alignment (fig. XXIV). The stratigraphic relation between F4 and W30 is unclear.

Figures appendix A: 1/1V/IX/XI/XXIV/XLIII/L1/LV/LVI/LXVII.

W31 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: ca. 1,70 m.), running in a NE-SW orientation. It was preserved
very well, up to a height of 2,15 m. across its entire length (measured from corridor A4). W31 connects to
W14 and W30 in the SW and W38 in the NE. Two niches (110 and [11) in the SE side of the wall (in corridor
A4) can be recognized by the regular masonry on the niches’ corners. No fragments of (painted) plaster
were associated with W31. It is likely that F9 abuts W31 at the NW side of the wall (in corridor B4). W94,
W95, W99 and W100 appear to have been built against or on top of W31 and thus need to be later.

Absolute height: 447,67 m.

Figures appendix A: 1/VIII/IX/XI/XVI1/XXIV/XLII/LI/LIV/LV/LVI/LVIII/LXVII/LXXII /LXXX.

120



W32 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: 1,20 m.), running in a NE-SW orientation. It was preserved up
to a height of 0,68 m. across its entire length (measured from corridor A4). W32 is the same and continues
into W33 in the NE. It connects to W30 and W29 in the SW and W34 in the NE. W94 and W95 appear to
have been built against or on top of W32 and thus need to be later (e.g. fig. XLIII). No fragments of (painted)

plaster were associated with W32.

Figures appendix A: 1/VII/XI/XX1/XVII/XLIII/LI/LIV/LV/LVI/LVIII/LXVII/LXXIl/CXXXL.

W33 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: ca. 1,20 m.), running in a NE-SW orientation. It was preserved
up to a height of 0,75 m. across its entire length (measured from corridor A4). In the SW, a large circular
shaped disturbance (a later pit) cuts through the wall. W33 is the same and continues into W32 in the SW.

It connects to W34 in the SW and W35 in the NE. W99 and W100 appear to have been built against or on
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top of W32 and thus need to be later (e.g. fig. XLIII). No fragments of (painted) plaster were associated with
W33.

Absolute height: 446,27 m.

Figures appendix A: 1/VII1/XI/XVII/XLIII/Ll/LIV/LVI/LXVII/LXXIl/CXXXL

W34 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: ca. 1,30 m.), running in a NW-SE orientation. It was preserved
up to a height of 1,07 m. in the NW (measured from room XII) but sloping down towards the SE. In the NW,
W81, a large circular disturbance (a later pit) cuts through the wall. W34 connects to W33 and W32 in the
NW, W58 in the W and W36 and W37 in the SE. W34 seems to be built against W37 and should thus be later
(see fig. II). The stratigraphic relation with W58 is not clear from the photographic evidence. The maps by
Bingél, Zoroglu and Ozgiic seem to suggest that W58 is later than W34 and not part of the palatial
architecture. It might be more likely, however, that, instead, W58 is more or less contemporary to W34. On
the basis of fig. LXVI], I also suggest that W34 did not continue as far NW as indicated on all previously
published maps but that, instead, W81 disturbed an entrance here, leading from room XII to room XIX. No

fragments of (painted) plaster were associated with W34.

Absolute height: 446,44 m.

Figures appendix A: 1/11/111/VII1/IX/X1/XLII/XVIl/XXI/LI/LIV/LVI/LXXIL.
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W35 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: 1,40 m.), running in a NW-SE orientation. It was preserved up
to 0,90 m. high across its entire length. An entrance was located in the SE (width: 1,40 m.) W35 connects to

W33 in the NW. No fragments of (painted) plaster were associated with W35.

Figures appendix A: 1/VII/XI/XVII/LXXII/LI/LIV/LV1/CXXXI.

W36 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: 1,20 m.), running in a NE-SW orientation. It was preserved
very well, up to a height of ca. 1,20 m. across its entire length. It connects to W34 in the SW. No fragments

of (painted) plaster were associated with W36.
Figures appendix A: 1/111/VIII/XI/XXI/XVII/LI/LIV/LXXII/CI/CXXXI.
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W37 is an ashlar wall (width: ca. 1,80 m.) consisting of two courses of large rectangular ashlars, made of
limestone, running in a NE-SW orientation. It was preserved up to ca. 0,80 m. high (see fig. VIII). The lowest
course of ashlars might have continued into the NE profile of the trench while W37’s SW continuation seems
to have been disturbed and/or pillaged. In the central NW side of the wall, some ashlars are missing,
probably the result of later pillaging as well. The construction is characterized by alternating courses of
‘headers-against-stretchers’.#11 At the eastern side, a large, standing stone slab (114) is placed against W37.
A layer of painted plaster was present against the SE facing of W37, clearly placed against the sides also of
114, however not entirely covering the latter (e.g. figs. LX and LXI). The decorative pattern of the small
fragment of red painted plaster cannot be established. W34 seems to be built against W37 (see fig. [I), which
suggests that W37 is older than W34.

Absolute height: 445,27 m.

Figures appendix A: 11/VII1/XXI/XXI1/XLI/XLIV/XVII/LIV /LX/LXI/LXIII /LXX/LXXIL

411 For an example of this technique, see Sharon 1987, 21-42, in particular 25, fig 2 (c1) and 26.
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W38 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: 1,30 m.), running in a NW-SE orientation. It was preserved
unto a height of ca. 0,70 m. across its entire length. In the NW, it connects to W31. An entrance of ca. 1,00 m.
wide separates W38 from W39. In the N, W38 connects to W40, but the exact stratigraphic relation is
difficult to establish on the basis of the photographic evidence; we might however cautiously suggest that
the long vertical fissure witnessed on fig. LXV suggests that W40 is placed against W38 and thus is later. No

fragments of (painted) plaster were associated with W38.

Absolute height: 446,65 m.

Figures appendix A: 1/VIII/XI/XV /XVI/XXXI/XXXV/XLVII/LIV/LXV/LXVII/CXXXI.
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W39 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: 1,30 m.), running in a NW-SE orientation. It was preserved
unto a height of ca. 0,70 m. across its entire length. An entrance of ca. 1,00 m. wide separates W39 from W38
in the NW. In the SE, a large circular ditch seems to have cut through W39 (as well as W63). No fragments

of (painted) plaster were associated with W39.

Figures appendix A: XV /XXXI/LIV/LXV/VIII/XLVIL
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W40 is a wall with semi-regular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces (width: 1,50
m.), running in a NE-SW orientation. It was preserved onto a height of ca. 0,90 m. The maps by Bingdl,
Zoroglu and Ozgii¢ suggest that W40 runs underneath W63 and continues into (and is the same as) W70.
On the basis of figs. XV, XVI, XXXI and XXXV, it seems however more likely that W40 runs against W63 (and
perhaps also W41) and thus is later; especially the upper two courses of stones of W40 seems to be placed
against W63. The stratigraphic relationship between W38 and W40 seems more straightforward: the long
vertical fissure between these walls witnessed on fig. LXV suggests that W40 is placed against W38 and thus

is later. No fragments of (painted) plaster were associated with W40.

Figures appendix A: LXV/XLVI1/XV/XVI/XXXI/XXXV/CXXVII/CXXXI.
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W41 is a wall with a facing in opus reticulatum alternated with a layers of tiles on both sides, running in a
NW-SE orientation. It was preserved onto a height of 1,26 m. across its entire preserved length (measured
from F10). Its SE continuation is unclear and cannot be established on the basis of the available evidence.
On the NE side of the wall, a protruding edge indicates the level of the floor (F10 and F17; see fig. LIII). W41
connects and is the same as W64 in the NW. W41 covers W63, and must be later also than the partial
destruction of W63 (see for instance fig. XVI, where W41 follows the SE sloping cut of the destroyed W63).
F10 abuts W41. No fragments of (painted) plaster were associated with W41.

Absolute height: 445,96 m.
Figures appendix A: VIII/XV/XVI/XVIII/XXV/XXVI/XXIX/XXXI/XXXII/XXXV/XXXV]/XXXIX/XLII/

XLVIT/XLVII/XLIX/L/LII/LIV/LVII/LXV/LXXI/LXXXIT/ CXXVII /CXXXI.
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W42 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: 1,40 m.), running in a NE-SW orientation. W42 continues in
the N profile of the trench and the W profile of the trench. It was preserved only for ca 0,30 cm. F9 abuts
W42 in the SE. Together with W43, W44 and W45, W42 forms the outer western wall of the palatial building.

No fragments of (painted) plaster were associated with W42.

Figures appendix A: XLII1/LVI/LXVIIL.
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W43 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar, running in a NW-SE orientation. W43 continues in the W profile of the
trench. It was preserved only for ca 0,40 cm. in height. Its width is unclear, but it is likely it was similar to
W42 (width 1,40 m.), to which it connects. Together with W42, W44 and W45, W43 forms the outer western
wall of the palatial building. F9 abuts W43 in the E. No fragments of (painted) plaster were associated with
W43.

Figures appendix A: LIX/LXXX.

W44 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: 1,50 m.), running in a NE-SW orientation. W44 was well

preserved, up to a height of 1,72 m. across its entire length (measured from corridor B2). It connects to W45
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in the SW and continues into the W profile of the trench in the NE. Together with W42, W43 and W45, W44
forms the outer western wall of the palatial building. No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with W44.
In the SE, W46 is built against and later than W44. In the NW, W51 is built against and later than W44 (see
fig. VII).

Absolute height: 449,06 m.

Figures appendix A: 1/VI1/X/XII/XXVII/XXVII/XXXII/XXXIV /XXXVII/XL/XLVI/LI/LIX/LXII /LXVI/LXXX.

W45 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: 1,50 m.), running in a NE-SW orientation. It was preserved to
a height of 1,53 m. in the NE (measured from corridor B1) but almost entirely disappears towards the SW,
where a large ellipse-shaped disturbance cuts through the wall. W45 connects to W44 in the NE and
probably continues into the S profile of the trench in the SW. Together with W42, W43 and W44, W45 forms

the outer western wall of the palatial building. No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with W45.

Absolute height: 449,02 m.

Figures appendix A: XIT1/XXVII/XXVIIT/XXXIII/XL/LXVI/LXXII /LXXIX.
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W46 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: 1,20 m.), running in a NW-SE orientation. It was preserved up
to a height of 0,40 m. (measured from corridor B2). The available evidence does not allow a definitive
answer to the question whether it ends or is cut in the SE. It is most probably built against and later than
W44 in the NW. It covers (and probably blocked) the drainage 14 and thus was built later. No traces of
(painted) plaster are associated with W46.

Absolute height: 448,37 m.

Figures appendix A: VI1/X/XII1/XXVII/XXVIII/XXXVII/XXVIII/XL/XLVI/LII/LIX/LXVI.

W47 is a wall with a NE-SW orientation that is indicated on the maps by Zoroglu, Bingél and Ozgii¢ but that
was not attested archaeologically. On figs. V, VII, XXVII, XXXIII, LII, LIX, LXII, LXVI, LXXIII it seems that no
wall was preserved; it seems that it was destroyed and/or pillaged in combination with large part of W13.
Perhaps a vague contour of the wall can be witnessed however on XIII and LXXIX. It is possible that W47
contained an entrance into corridor B1, but we cannot say with certainty. No traces of (painted) plaster are

associated with W47.

Figures appendix A: (perhaps) XIII/LXXIX/CXXX.
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W48 is a wall with a NE-SW orientation. Its preservation was so bad that it is difficult to establish its type of
masonry or its width. Only a shallow elevation of ca. 0,25 m. remained at the time of excavation, of which
the character could be described as a mudbrick wall. W48 seems to connect to (the even more elusive) W47
in the NE and W8 and W29 in the SW. It is likely that F11 abuts W48. An entrance between W7 and W48

provides access between rooms VI and VII. No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with W48.

Figures appendix A: XI11/XXVII/XXVIII/LXXIII/LXXIX/C/CXXX.

W49 is a mudbrick wall (width: unclear), running in a NE-SW orientation. It was preserved up to ca. 0,70 m.
(seen from the SE side). It connects to W48 and W8 in the NE and runs in the S profile of the trench in the
SW. Just as W47 and W48, it is hard to establish the exact character of the wall. The painted decoration

contains a socle consisting of a red border, followed by a border with yellow and white fields. Higher up, the

133



decoration contains a frieze with rosettes in brown, blue, yellow and red, against a dark background and
divided by ionic columns in blue and red (fig. CXXX). Below the frieze runs a border with an egg-and-dart

pattern. It is likely that F3 abuts W49.

Figures appendix A: XI11/XXVIII/LXXIX/LXXXV/XCI/C/CXXX.

W50 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: 0,70 m.), running in a SW-NE orientation. Based on the
photographic evidence, it was only preserved in one row of stones. It might have connected to W91, but the

stratigraphic relation is unclear. No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with W50.

Figures appendix A: VI1/X/XLVI/LIX.
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W51 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (0,80 m.), running in a NW-SE orientation. Based on the photographic
evidence, it was only preserved in one row of stones. It was built against and thus later than W44. It seems
to connect to W52 in the SE. In the NW it seems to be destroyed. No traces of (painted) plaster are associated

with W51.

Figures appendix A: VI1/X/XLVI/LIX.
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W52 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: 0,50 m.), running in a SW-NE orientation. The exact masonry
cannot be established. It seems to connect to W51 in the NE. It seems to be destroyed towards the SW. No

traces of (painted) plaster are associated with W52.

Figures appendix A: X.

W53 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: ca. 0,90 m.), running in a WSW orientation. It was not very
well documented on photographs but maps G and I provide enough evidence for its presence. W53 was
preserved to a height of 0,43 m. in the SW, sloping down towards the NE. It connected to W62 in the NE and
to W101 in the NW. It ran below and must thus be earlier than W4. It also runs below the elusive W16. W53
might belong to and continues into W54 in the NE, but this cannot be established with certainty on the basis
of the data. No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with W53.

Absolute height: 445,05 m.

Figures appendix A: XXXVIII.
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W54 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: ca. 1,10 m.), running in a WSW orientation. It was not very
well documented on photographs but map B2 provides enough evidence for its location in the small trench
(3,60 x 6,00 m.) in the W of room XIV. Nonetheless, the preservation of W54 is difficult to establish; while
on map B2 it seems the wall runs into the N profile of the (deeper) trench, on fig. IX this does not actually
show. The connection to W56 remains unclear. W54 runs below and is older than F4, which was probably
partially removed to create the small trench in the W of room XIV.412 It is also likely that it runs underneath
the elusive W16 in the SW. W54 might belong to and continue into W53 in the SW, but this cannot be

established with certainty on the basis of the data. No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with W54.
Figures appendix A: 1X.

W55 is a wall, running in a NW-SE orientation. It was not documented on any photograph, but map B2
records its location in the small trench (3,60 x 6,00 m.) in the W of room XIV. It seems to be a wall with
irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular core of small stones
and mud mortar (width of ca. 1,20 m.). It might be a continuation of W62 in the NW. It runs below and thus
is older than F4.413 It seems to run underneath the elusive wall W16 and continues into the (deeper) trench
profile in the S. The exact connection to W56 is unclear. No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with

WS55.

W56 appears to be some sort of staircase of three consecutive curved steps in the corner of a room or basin
made with W54 and W55. There are no good photographs and only map B2 records its location in the small
trench (3,60 x 6,00 m.) in the W of room XIV. We specifically lack information about the respective height

of the steps, their surface and the stratigraphic relation of this structure to W54 and W55 (both also badly

412 ‘Yine bu alanda mozaik tabaninin altindan itibaren duvarlar ¢ikmaya basladi. heniiz belirii bir plan yok.
dikdértgen planl duvarlarin dogu kesiminde tam ortada duvara paralel fakat askida kalan ortasi oluklu bir
blok tas var. ne oldugu hakkinda kesin bir fikir yok.’ (excavation report 1984, 9-8-1984, p. 13).
413 Yine bu alanda mozaik tabaninin altindan itibaren duvarlar ¢ikmaya basladi. heniiz belirit bir plan yok.
dikdértgen planh duvarlarin dogu kesiminde tam ortada duvara paralel fakat askida kalan ortasi oluklu bir
blok tags var. ne oldugu hakkinda kesin bir fikir yok.' (excavation report 1984, 9-8-1984, p. 13).
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recorded, see above). W56 runs below and is older than F4.414¢ W56 might run below the elusive wall W16.

No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with W56.

Figures appendix A: 1X.

L

W57 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: ca. 0,40 m.), running in a NW-SE orientation. It was not
indicated as a wall on the maps by Bingél, Ozgiic and Zoroglu but the photographic evidence suggests it was
in fact there. It was preserved up to ca. 0,50 m high and closed the entrance between room I and room II. It
is most likely built partially on top of F2 and against W10 and W2 and must thus be dated later than those

features. No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with W57.

Figures appendix A: 1/1V/X/XXXIV /LIX.

414 Yine bu alanda mozaik tabaninin altindan itibaren duvarlar ¢ikmaya bagsladi. heniiz belirit bir plan yok.
dikdértgen planh duvarlarin dogu kesiminde tam ortada duvara paralel fakat askida kalan ortasi oluklu bir
blok tags var. ne oldugu hakkinda kesin bir fikir yok.’ (excavation report 1984, 9-8-1984, p. 13).

138



W58 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: ca. 1,40 m.), running in a NE-SW orientation. It was preserved
very well, on to a height of ca. 1,50 m. across its entire length. It is connected to W34 in the NE and stops in
the SE, perhaps because it was destroyed there partially. On the SW, W58 there is a small recess of ca. 0,40
m. towards the SE. The maps of Bingél, Ozgii¢c and Zoroglu do not include W58 in their plans of the palatial
structure; the reason for this is unclear. In terms of masonry and orientation, it fits well to the rest of the

plan. No traces of (painted) plaster are associated to W58.

Absolute height: 446,44 m.

Figures appendix A: 1/11/VII/XVI1/XXI/XLIII/LIV /LV1/LXXIl/CXXXI.

g
e

W59 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar, running in a NW-SE orientation. It was not very well documented and
does not appear on the maps by Bingdl, Ozgiic and Zoroglu. Some pictures do however attest of its location.
It seems to have been preserved only for one course of stones and its continuation towards both the NW
and SE might be disturbed by later activity. Its stratigraphic relation to W61 and W65 is unclear. No traces

of (painted) plaster are associated with W59.
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Figures appendix A: 111 /XIX/XXXVIII/CL

W60 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: ca. 1,00 m.), running in a NE-SW orientation. It was preserved
well, up to ca. 0,70 m. high. W60 was not included on the maps by Bingdl, Ozgiic and Zoroglu, but the
photographic evidence attests of its location. In the centre of W60, a rectangular ashlar limestone block
standing upright is integrated into the wall. W60 connects to W61 in the NE and W66 in the SW. Together
with W61, W65 and W66, W60 forms a rectangular construction that is probably later than the destruction
of the mosaic. W60 sits on top of F20. No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with W60.

Figures appendix A: 111 /1X/XI1/XXXVIII/LVI/LVIIL

W61 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: unclear), running in a NW-SE orientation. It was preserved up
to ca. 0,50 m. high. W61 was not included on the maps by Bingél, Ozgii¢ and Zoroglu, but the photographic
evidence attests of its location. W61 connects to W60 in the SE and W65 in the NW. It is likely that it ran
below mosaic floor F4, but this cannot be established with certainty. Together with W60, W65 and W66,
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W61 forms a rectangular construction that is probably later than the destruction of F4. W61 sits on top of
F20. No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with W61.

Figures appendix A: 111/IX/LVII1/XIX/XXXVIII/XLVI/CL

W62 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: ca. 1,20 m.), running in a NW-SE orientation. W62 was
preserved up to 0,66 m. high, it continues into the northern and eastern profiles of the (deeper) trench. It
connects to W53 in the SE. W62 runs below and is earlier than W3 in the NW as well as the elusive W16 in
the SE. W62 might continue into W55 in the SE but this cannot be established for certain. No traces of
(painted) plaster are associated with W62.

Absolute height: 445,36 m.

Figures appendix A: 1/XLVI/XXXVIIIL

W63 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular

core of small stones and mud mortar (width: 0,70 m.), running in a NW-SE orientation. It was preserved
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onto ca. 2,50 m. high in the centre and slopes down slightly towards the NW. In the SE, W63 slopes down
strongly and it is likely that it was disturbed here and cut through by some kind of ditch. It seems that W40
abuts and is later than W63. It is clearly running below W64 and W41, the walls in opus reticulatum, the
latter which was only constructed on top of it after W63 was partially destroyed. No traces of (painted)

plaster are associated with W63. It is likely that this was the outer northern wall of the palace.

Absolute height: 446,95 m.

Figures appendix A: XV /XVI/XXXI/XXXV /XXXIX/XLVII.

W64 is a rubble wall containing small stones and a facing of opus reticulatum combined with layers of tiles
on both sides (width: 0,80 m.), running in a NE-SW orientation. It was preserved up to 1,26 m. across the
entire preserved length (measured from F10). In the SW, W64 connects to W41. In the NE, W64 continues
into the N trench profile. W64 partially covers W63 in the SW. F10 seems to abut W64. No traces of (painted)

plaster are associated with W64.

Figures appendix A: XV/XXV /XXV1/XXXII/XLVII/LIII/LXV.
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W65 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: 0,90 m.), running in a NE-SW orientation. W65 is preserved
up to 0,60 m. high. In the SW, it seems to be disturbed and its continuation further SW cannot be established
on the basis of the evidence. In the NE it connects to W61. The stratigraphic relation to W54, W56 and F15
is unclear. It is likely that it ran below mosaic floor F4, but this cannot be established with certainty.
Together with W60, W61 and W66, W65 forms a rectangular construction that probably dates after the
destruction of F4. W65 sits on top of F20.

Figures appendix A: 1/111/IX/XIX/XXXVIII/XLVI/LI/LVI/LVIIL

W66 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: unclear), running in a NW-SE orientation. It is preserved up to
ca. 0,60 m. across its entire length. It seems to connect to W65 in the NW and to W60 in the SE. It is likely
that it ran below mosaic floor F4, but this cannot be established with certainty. Together with W60, W61
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and W65, W66 forms a rectangular construction that probably dates after the destruction of F4. W60 sits

on top of F20. No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with W66.

Figures appendix A: LI/LVIL.

W67 is a wall with regular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular core
of small stones and mud mortar (width: ca. 1,00 m.), running in a NW-SE orientation. It was preserved up
to ca. 0,22 m. (measured from F17). It is disturbed in two locations in the centre, where wide trenches (ca.
2,70 mand 1,00 m. wide) seem to have cut through the wall. South of the northern opening, a square pilaster
made out of tiles is located and it might be that in this location an entrance was located. W67 connects to
W89 in the SE. The stratigraphic relation with W85 in the NW is not clear. F17 likely abuts W67 at the SW

centre of the wall. No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with W67.

Absolute height: 445,80 m.

Figs. XXIX/XXV/XXXVI/L/LXXI/LXXXII/XLII/XLVII/XLVII/XVIII/CXXVIL.

W68 is a wall (width ca. 0,70 m.) running in a N-S orientation. There are no photographs of W68, but it is
documented on map B3. In the S, it seems to connect to W69. It also connects to W50 in the SW but the
stratigraphic relation is unclear. No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with W68. No pictures

available.
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W69 is a wall with semi-regular courses of medium-sized and small stones (width: ca. 0,70 m.), running in
a E-W orientation. It was preserved to a height of 0,80 m. (measured from the top of W9). In the W, it seems
to connect to W68. In the E it seems to be cut by a circular, later pit. It consists of a variety of different stone
types, including spolia like a limestone ashlar block and a small column drum. W68 covers and partially cuts
W1, W9 and W44, and thus must be later than these features. No traces of (painted) plaster are associated

with W69.

Absolute height: 449,08.

Figures appendix A: 1V /LXXX/LXXXIII.
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W70 is a wall with semi-regular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces (width: ca. 1,30
m.), running in a NE-SW orientation. It was preserved up to a height of ca. 0,90 m. Its continuation towards
the NE has not been recorded. The maps by Bingél, Zoroglu and Ozgii¢ suggest that W70 runs underneath
W63 and continues into (and is the same as) W40. On the basis of figs. XV, XVI, XXXI and XXXV, I argue that
W40 runs against W63 (see W40). On the basis of the pictures, it cannot be established what is the
stratigraphic relation between W70 and W40, but considering the fact that the masonry of W70 and W40
are very similar, it is likely that W70 is also placed against W63 and thus later. No traces of (painted) plaster

are associated with W70.

Figures appendix A: LII1/LXV.

W71 is a wall with semi-regular courses of medium-sized and small stones (width: ca. 1,20 m.), running in
a NE-SW orientation. It was preserved up to a height of ca. 0,60 m. across its entire length. In the NE, it
connects to W72 and in the SW to W73. It covers and or cuts through F4 in the SW. No traces of (painted)

plaster are associated with W71.

Figures appendix A: 11/111/VII1/IX /X /XVII/LXXXI/LXXII /XXXVIII/XLIII/LV/LVI/LIV/CL.

W72 is a wall with semi-regular courses of medium-sized and small stones (width: ca. 1,00 m.), running in
a NW-SE orientation. It was preserved up to a height of 1,05 m. across its entire length (measured from F4).
In the NW, it connects to W71 and in the SE to W74. It continues in and is the same as W75. No traces of
(painted) plaster are associated with W72.

Absolute height: 447,22 m.

Figures appendix A: I1/111/VII1/XVIl/XXII/L1/LXXXI/LXXIl/LVI/LIV/CL.

W73 is a wall with semi-regular courses of medium-sized and small stones (width: ca. 0,40 m.), running in

a NW-SE orientation. It was preserved up to a height of 0,15 m. across its entire length (measured from F4).
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In the NW, it connects to W71 and in the SE to W74. It covers and or cuts through F4. No traces of (painted)

plaster are associated with W73.

Absolute height: 446,02 m.

Figures appendix A: 111/XLIII /LXXXI/LXXII/LV/LVI/CL

W74 is a wall with semi-regular courses of medium-sized and small stones (width: ca. 0,60 m.), running in
a NE-SW orientation. It was preserved up to a height of ca. 0,80 m. across its entire length. In the NE, it
connects to W72 and W75 and in the SW to W73. It covers and or cuts through F4 in the SW. No traces of
(painted) plaster are associated with W74.

Absolute height: 447,23 m.

Figures appendix A: 111/XX11/LXXXI/LXXII/LVI/CL

W75 is a wall with semi-regular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: ca. 1,00 m.), running in a NW-SE orientation. It was preserved
up to a height of 0,81 m. across its entire length (measured from F4). In the SE, it seems to be destroyed. In
the NW it continues into and is the same as W72. In the NW, it connects to W74 and in the SE to W76. No

traces of (painted) plaster are associated with W75.

Absolute height: 446,98 m.

Figures appendix A: 111/VII/XVII/LXXXI/LXXII/LIV/CL
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W76 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: ca. 0,60 m.) with mediums-sized stones, running in a NE-SW
orientation. It was preserved up to a height of ca. 0,80 m. across its entire length. In the SE, it seems to be

destroyed. In the NE, it connects to W75. No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with W76.

Absolute height: 446,61.

Figures appendix A: 111/VII/XVII/LXXXI/LIV/CL

W77 is a wall with semi-regular courses of obliquely placed, medium-sized stones (width: ca. 0,40 m.). It
has a NE-SW orientation. It was preserved up to a height of ca. 0,40 m. but slopes down following a
depression towards the SW. In the NE it seems to end at a vertical ashlar block which might indicate an
entrance. In the SW it might connect to W72, but the situation looks very disturbed. No traces of (painted)

plaster are associated with W77.

Figures appendix A: 11/VIII/LIV/LXXIL

W78 is a wall with semi-regular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular

core of small stones and mud mortar (width: 0,90 m.), running in a NE-SW orientation. It was preserved
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onto a height of ca. 0,50 m. It seems that W78 runs against W63 (and perhaps also W41) and thus is dated

later. No fragments of (painted) plaster were associated with W40.
Figures appendix A: XVI/CXXVIIL.

W79 is a probable fragment of a wall near F18 in sector s/11. It was not drawn or documented but only
mentioned in Ozgiic 2009. She writes: ‘In the s/11 area, 2.80 m from the surface, we encountered mosaic
borders with spiral and dentil motifs as well as very low remains of frescoes which give you an idea of the
eastern boundary of the palace.’*'> As she discusses these very low remains of frescoes in relation to the
mosaics, it is likely that this wall was found close to these. Although not indicated on map B8, I propose the
location of the wall SW of F18. As discussed for F18, it is most likely that the mosaic’s crenellation border

indicates the outer SW limit of F18. W79 contained painted wall decoration, but it was not documented.

W80 is a wall with semi-regular courses of medium-sized and small stones (width: 0,50 m. length: 1,70 m.)
located in corridor A5, running in a NE-SW orientation. It was preserved up to a height of ca. 0,70 m. It was

built against W33 in the SW and W38 in the NE and thus is later than both. It entirely blocks off corridor A5.

Figures appendix A: X1/CXXXI.

415 Ozgiic 2009, 41 (transl. by the author).
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W81 is a circular pit (diameter: 2,05 m.) located between rooms XII and XIILIt is constructed with semi-
regular courses of medium-sized stones. It cuts through W34 in the SE and W33 in the NW. It is likely that
W81 is located exactly at the location of an entrance in W34, providing access between room XII and XIII.
Like the other pits, it is generally dated to the later Islamic layers I and II, much later than the palatial

complex.

Figures appendix A: X1/XVI1/CXXXI/LI/LIV/LVI/LXVIl/LXXIl/LXXX/XLIIL

W82 is awall (1,70 x 0,50 m.) with semi-regular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces
and an irregular core of small stones and mud mortar, running in a NNE orientation. It is located in room
XII and corridor A5 and the entrance between these spaces. It was preserved up to a height of ca. 0,40 m. It
seems to be built against and thus later than W36 in the SW and W38 in the NE. It blocks off corridor A5.

No traces of (painted) plaster were associated with W82.

Figures appendix A: XVI1/XXXI/LXXII/XV.
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W85 is a wall with regular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular core
of small stones and mud mortar (width: ca. 0,50 m.), running in a NE-SW orientation. It seems to have been
preserved only to one course of stones, 0,27 m. high. In the NE, W85 continues into the trench profile. Its
stratigraphic relation with W67 in the SW cannot be established on the basis of the meagre documentation.

No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with W85.

Absolute height: 445,39 m.

Figures appendix A: XXV /CXXVIL.

W86 is a wall with regular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular core
of small stones and mud mortar (width: ca. 1,10 m.), running in a NE-SW orientation. It was preserved up
to a height of ca. 0,50 m. It continues into the N trench profile and is destroyed at the SW side. It probably is

the same as W87 towards the SW. No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with W86.

Figures appendix A: L.
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W87 is a wall with regular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular core
of small stones and mud mortar (width: ca. 1,10 m.), running in a NE-SW orientation. It was preserved up
to a height of 0,66 m. across its entire length. It connects to W88 in the SW and appears to be destroyed in
the NE. It likely is the same as W86 in the NE. No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with W87.

Absolute height: 445,15 m.

Figures appendix A: XL1I/XXXVI/XLVII/L/LXXI.

W88 is a wall with semi-regular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: ca. 1,20 m.), running in a NW-SE orientation. It was preserved
up to a height of 0,70 m. across its entire length. It connects to W87 in the SE and appears to continue into
the N profile of trench in the NW. Its stratigraphic relation to W85 in the NW is unclear. No traces of
(painted) plaster are associated with W88.
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Absolute height: 445,19 m.

Figures appendix A: XXV /XXXVI/XLII/XLVI1/L/LXXXIl/LXXI/CXXVII.

W89 is a wall with semi-regular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: ca. 1,10 m.), running in a NE-SW orientation. It was preserved
up to a height of ca. 0,80 m. in the SW but then immediately slopes down to one course of stones of ca. 0,30
m. high. It connects to W67 in the SW and appears to continue into the N profile of trench in the NE. No

traces of (painted) plaster are associated with W89.

Absolute height: 445,20 m.

Figures appendix A: XXXVI/LXXXII/XLVII/XVIII/XXV.

W94 is a wall with regular courses of medium-sized and small stones (width: ca. 0,40 m.), running in a NW-

SE orientation. It was preserved up to ca. 0,90 m. high. across its entire length. It seems to be built against
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W31 in the NW and W32 in the SE and thus is likely later than these walls. It completely closes off corridor

A4. No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with W94.

Figures appendix A: XXIV/LV /LXXX.

W95 is a wall with regular courses of medium-sized and small stones (width: ca. 0,80 m.), running in a NW-
SE orientation. It was preserved up to ca. 0,90 m. high. across its entire length. It seems to be built against
W31 in the NW and W32 in the SE and thus is likely later than these walls. It completely closes off corridor
A4. No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with W95.

Figures appendix A: XLII1/LXVII/LXXX.

W99 is a wall with regular courses of medium-sized and small stones (width: ca. 0,60 m.), running in a NW-
SE orientation. It was preserved up to ca. 0,45 m. high. across its entire length (measured from corridor A4).
It seems to be built against W31 in the NW and W33 in the SE and thus is likely later than these walls. It

completely closes off corridor A4. No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with W99.

Absolute height: 445,97 m.
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Figure appendix A: LXVIL.

W100 is a wall with irregular courses of medium-sized and small stones at its outer faces and an irregular
core of small stones and mud mortar (width: ca. 0,50 m.), running in a NW-SE orientation. It was preserved
up to ca. 1,30 m. high. across its entire length. It seems to be built against and on top of W31 in the NW and
W33 in the SE and thus is later than these walls. It completely closes off corridor A4. No traces of (painted)

plaster are associated with W100.

Figures appendix A: XLII1/LXVII.

4.2.2 Floors

F1 is a tessellated mosaic in concentric border design, located in room 1.416 [t covers the entire rectangular
room (3,40 x 4,40 m.). The borders of the mosaic are conducted in opus tesselatum, consisting of tesserae of
ca.10-13 mm.2The inner emblema is executed in opus vermiculatum in tesserae of 3-6 mm?2. The mosaic was
almost completely preserved, safe for a disturbance of ca. 1,00 x 0,50 m. SW of the central emblema. Also in
the S border, the outer strip seems to have been destroyed. The mosaic has one emblema surrounded by
nine borders, which, from the outside inwards, can be described as follows*!7: 1) a plain border, white 2) a
band with a stepped pyramid motif, dark grey on white, 3) a plain band, dark grey, 4) a wave-crest patter,
white on dark grey 5) a meander in perspective, white on dark grey with red in the central hollow cubes of
the meander, 6) a wave-crest pattern, dark grey on white, 7) a plain, red border, 8) a border with fishes:
two fishes turned towards each other on each side, in all four cases flanking a shell. Wide palette of coloured
tesserae, 9) a plain, red border. The central emblema consist of two dolphin-like sea-creatures

symmetrically flanking an amphora in the centre, executed in a wide palette of coloured tesserae. The

416 Bingol 1997, pl. 24,2; Bingol 2013, 66 fig. 94.
417 The designation ‘grey on white’ is relative; there is no clear hierarchy between the white and grey wave-
crest motifs that result from one another. For the sake of description, I choose to give primacy to the colour
first encountered when describing from the outside inwards.
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emblema is oriented towards the NE. F1 seems to abut W1 in the NE, W9 in the NW, W2 in the SW and W14
in the SE. It is probable that F1 is below W57.

Absolute height: 446,42 m.

Figures  appendix ~ A:  VII/X/XLII/LIX/LXVII/LXXXI/LXXXIII/LXXXVIII/LV/CIII/CIV/CIX/CV/
CVI/CVII/CVIII/CX/CXI/CXII/CXIII/CXIV/CXV/CXVI/CXXI.

F2 is a tessellated mosaic (1,80 x 4,40 m.) located in room I, containing white and dark grey tesserae of ca.
10-13 mm?2418 [ts decorative pattern consists of equally sized white and dark grey squares (ca. 30 tesserae
per square) together creating a ‘checkerboard-pattern’. F2 probably abuts W2 in the NE and W10 in the
NW. F2 continues into the entrance towards room I in the N, where it is probably covered by W57. In the
SW it seems to abut W3 but the limited preservation of W3 makes it hard to establish. In the SE, F2 borders

what might be the entrance to XIV.

Absolute height: 446,42 m.

Figures appendix A: 1/IV/VIL/X/XIV /XXVII/XXVIII/XXXIV/CII /LIX/LXXXI.

418 Bingol 2013, 28 fig. 23-24.
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F3is a tessellated mosaic in concentric border design, located in room VIII. It covers the entire rectangular
room (5,40 x 6,30 m.). The borders of the mosaic are conducted in opus tesselatum, consisting of tesserae of
ca. 10-13 mm.2 The mosaic was almost completely preserved, safe for a disturbance of ca. 2,00 x 3,00 m. in
the SW and central part of the mosaic. This disturbance makes it unclear whether there was an emblema in
the centre of the mosaic. Nine borders can be established, which, from the outside inwards, can be described
as follows: 1) a plain border, white 2) a crenellation motif, dark grey on white, 3) a plain, dark grey border,
4) a stepped pyramid motif, white on dark grey, 5) a plain border, white, 6) a wave-crest pattern, dark grey
on white, 7) a plain, dark grey border, 8) a wave-crest pattern, white on dark grey, 9) a meander, white on

dark grey. F3 seems to abut W8 in the NE, W49 in the NW, W2 and W22 in the SE.

Absolute height: 447,06 m.

Figures appendix A: XI11/LXI1/LXXIX/LXXXV/XCl/C/CXXII /CXXX.
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F4is a tessellated mosaic (14,60 x 20,00 m.) with white and dark grey tesserae of ca. 10-13 mm?, located in
room XIV. The mosaic is conducted in opus tesselatum and has a concentric border design. The mosaic was
preserved in the N corner, in the W corner and in the E. The many circular disturbances are the results of
later Islamic pits (from layer II) that cut right through the mosaic.#1? In the centre, a large rectangular
depression was excavated (5,50 x 11,00 m.) that clearly had a different filling compared to the surrounding
layers on top of F4 (the excavators mention a ‘pile of rubble’420). The issue at stake here is whether F4 was
destroyed or that in fact this rectangular area in the exact centre of F4 had never contained a mosaic. The
excavators first thought the latter was the case and entertained the hypothesis of a rectangular pool in the
centre of F4. An important argument was the fact that W60, W61, W65 and W66 follow exactly the
concentric border design of F4 and could thus potentially be the foundation of a peristyle surrounding a
piscina. In the final publication, Ozgii¢ argued that F4 was destroyed and that W60, W61, W65 and W66
were late Roman walls that were constructed after the destruction of F4. Looking at the fairly irregular
character of especially walls W61 and W66, containing several spolia, it seems indeed likely that these small
walls were only constructed after the destruction of F4 and are this not evidence of a pool or a peristylium.
In the filling of the depression in sector 1/17, moreover, were found many fragments of mosaic, but also

eastern sigillata, other Hellenistic period ceramics and roof tiles.#2! A high quality, perhaps figurative,

419 Witnessed, for instance, in the W corner of F4 and described in the 1984 excavation report: ‘biigtinj K17
nolu alanin kesistigi kistmdan dogu'yu devam eden mozaik sirasini bulduk. mozaikler avlunun gtiney bati
kanadini olusturmakta. mozaikler islami katlarin kuyulariyla yer yer tahrip olmus.’ (excavation report 1984,
22-06-1984, p.4).

420 ‘Aylu ortasindaki moloz y1gin temizlenmeye basland1.’ (excavation report 1984, 9-7-1984, p.7).

421 ‘bu tarihten itibaren sarayda orta avlunun icersinde L16 L17 ve K16 K17 nolun alanlarda ¢alismaya
basladik. (...) ¢cok sayida fresk ve cati kiremidi parcalart gelmekte. ayrica formlari degisik sicilatar ve ge¢
hellenistik seramigi devam etmekte. ayrica bu alanda ufak bloklar halinde mozaik pargalart bulunmakta.’
158



emblema containing such glass tesserae and perhaps executed in opus vermiculatum, is therefore a more
likely reconstruction than the presence of a pool (see also below in paragraph 4.3.4). In short: F4 certainly
covered W54, W55, W56 and F16 and abutted W14, W15, W29 and W30 in the N. In the W, it seems to abut
W17, W18 and W28. The stratigraphic relation to F5, W60, W61, W65, W66 cannot be established with
certainty but it is likely that the latter four walls are constructed after the mosaic’s destruction. F4 is covered
by W71, W73 and W74 in the E. In the 1984 excavation report, it is mentioned that Islamic floors and walls

from layer II, located almost right on top of F4 in the south (in sector k/17), were removed.422

In terms of the concentric border design, eleven borders can be established, which, from the outside
inwards, can be described as follows: 1) a plain border, white, 2) a saw-tooth motif, dark grey on white, 3)
a wave-crest motif, dark grey on white, 4) a plain border, 5) a wave-crest motif, white on dark grey, 6) a
plain border, white, 7) a meander, white on dark grey, 8) a plain border, white, 8) a wave-crest motif, dark
grey on white, 9) a plain border, dark grey, 10) a wave-crest motif, white on dark grey, 11) a stepped

pyramid motif, white on dark grey.

Absolute height: 446,10 m.

Figures appendix A: 1/11/IV/VI/IX/X/XI/XI1/XIX/XXIV/XXVII/XXXIV /XXXVII/XLII /LI /LIT/LV/LV1/
LVIII/LIX/LXXXI/LXXXIII/LXXXVII/CI/CXIX/CXVII/CXVII/CXX/CXXIX.

F5 is a probable floor in corridor A3. It was not well documented; fig. XII does not give us any clue about
F5’s character. Map B2 does indicate the presence of a floor, but it remains unclear what it consists of. F5
has approximately the same height as F4 (446,27 m.), but their relation is unclear. Itis likely that F5 made

part of a step towards F6, which is located considerably higher (approximately 0,30 m.).

(excavation report 1984, 1-8-1984, p.9) and ‘Ayrica mozaik iizerindeki kiipleri temizlerken I 17 plankareli
alanda bulunan kiip igersinde cam bardak parcalari ele gesti.’ (excavation report 1984, 9-7-1984, p.7).
422 ‘Ayrica K 17 nolu alanda ¢izimleri yapilan islami kat duvarlari kaldirildi.’ (excavation report 1984, 31-05-
1984, p.3).
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Absolute height: ca. 446,10 m.

Figure appendix A: XII.

F6 is a probable floor (ca. 2,00 x 1,30) in corridor A3. It was not well documented; fig. XII does not give us
any clue about F5’s character. Map B2 does indicate the presence of a mosaic floor constructed in a raster
design of dark grey on white. In the 1984 excavation report, the excavators mention a mosaic with parallel
rows of squares located in a corridor, on the border of sectors j/17 and k/17; it is very likely that this
description concerns F6.423 In the same report, a little sketch gives a rough idea of its decorative pattern as
well.#24 [t is unclear whether this mosaic was constructed with tesserae or pebbles. In the N corner, the
mosaic was clearly cut by a later circular disturbance. F6 likely abuts W25 in the SE. The stratigraphic

relation with W19 is unclear. The transition towards F7 in the SW also remains unclear.
Absolute height: cannot be established on the basis of the maps but should be approximately 446,40 m.

Figures appendix A: XIL

423 ‘I ve K 17 nolu alanlarin kesistigi noktada giineydogu kesimde bir iist tabakanin kuyularinin tabaninda
mozaik sirasina rastaldik. birbirine paralel kare siralarinin sekil olusturdugu mozaik her iki tarafta fresklerle
sinirlt bir koridor olusturmakta.’ (excavation report 1984, 01-06-1984, p. 3).

424 Excavation report 1984, 01-06-1984, p. 6.
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F7 is a pebble mosaic (ca. 3,90 x 2,20 m.) consisting of white and dark grey pebbles, located in corridor A2.
It has a raster design of dark grey on white, creating white squares. It was disturbed in the E and the W by
ellipse-shaped disturbances. F7 seems to abut W21 and W20 in the NE and N. It seems to connect to F14 in
the SE

Absolute height: 446,60 m.

Figures appendix A: V/XX/XXIII/LXIX.
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F8is a tessellated mosaic (11,00 x 11,00 m.) with white and dark grey tesserae of ca. 10-13 mm?, located in
room XV. The mosaic is conducted in opus tesselatum and has a concentric border design. The mosaic was
destroyed in its entire southern corner and heavily disturbed in the centre and its NE side. The mosaic
seems to abut W25, W27, W28 and F14. For the concentric border design, twenty-three borders can be
established, which, from the outside inwards, can be described as follows: 1) an empty band, white 2) a
band with a crennelation motif, dark grey on white, 3) a wave crest-motif, dark grey on white, 4) an empty
dark band, 5) a wave-crest motif mirroring the former one, white on dark grey, 5) a wide band of lozenges
in perspective in dark grey, white and dark red, 6) a band with a saw-tooth motif, white on dark grey, 7)
empty band, white 8) band with another saw-tooth motif, mirroring the former one, dark grey on white, 9)
band with stepped pyramid-motif, dark grey on white, 10) empty band, dark grey, 11) band with meander-
motif, 12) empty band, dark grey, 13) a band with wave-crest pattern, white on dark grey, 14) an empty
band, white, 15) a band with wave-crest pattern, white on dark grey, 16) a wide band with vegetal
decoration against a dark grey background, including four symmetrical pairs of acanthus leaves in pink,

yellow and white in each corner. From the top of these acanthus leaves, twigs shoot up which bifurcate and
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end in ivy leaves (fig. 3: ID701 - st.18-1001%25; [D702-st. 18-1002426). The circular roundel that follows
continues in a concentric border-style: 17) wide red band with stylized and/or vegetal motifs in dark green
with (unidentified) white rectangular element with black line in its centre (fig. 3: ID704 - st.18-1004427) 18)
a simple guilloche in pink, white and red 19) a wave crest border, dark grey on white, 20) an empty band,
white, 21) a wave crest border, white on dark grey 22) a ‘ionian kymation’ with red, white and dark grey
(ID703 - st.18-1003428) 23) an empty band in white. In the centre, a medallion containing a depiction of a

satyr-like comic mask was depicted (extensively discussed in chapter 10).

Absolute height: 446,27 m.

Figures appendix A: XXII1/LXIV/LXIX/XCII/XCII1/XCIV/XCV/CXXIIl/CXXIV/CXXV/CXXVI.

425 [D701- st.18-1001: Found in situ. Fragment of symmetric floral decoration in opus tesselatum from the
rectangular frame that serves as the transition to the roundel in the centre. Depicting two acanthus leaves
mirroring each other. Both are rendered in yellow, pink and white. Both leaves curve outwards at the pink
top and have serrated edges on the inside. The outside is smooth and is indicated with yellow tesserae.

426 [D702-st. 18-1002: Found in situ. Fragment of symmetric floral decoration in opus tesselatum from the
rectangular frame that serves as the transition to the roundel. Depicting an acanthus leaf in pink and white
that curves outwards on the top, where the edge is serrated. From the top shoots a twig in white that seems
to bifurcate and ends in several ivy leaves in white-yellow, four of which have been preserved.

427 ID704 - st.18-1004: Found in situ, with decorative bands in opus tesselatum, surrounding the roundel.
Outer band has vegetal and stylized motifs on a red background. Then follows a simple guilloche in red,
yellow and white against a dark grey background. After this a wave-crest pattern, white on dark grey; an
empty fillet of white tesserae; a small wave-crest pattern, dark grey on white. More detailed description of
concentric border decoration, see below.

428 D703 - st.18-1003: Found in situ. Executed in opus tesselatum. Stylized lonian cymation in red, dark grey
and white-yellow tesserae. Ovals in red, framed with a white border separating from the stylized lotus, again
rendered in red tesserae.
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F9 is a pebble mosaic floor located in corridor B4, consisting solely of plain white pebbles. It was cut by an
ellipse-shaped disturbance in the centre and seems to be destroyed at the NE and SW sides. F9 runs on both

sides of I1. It seems to abut W31 in the SE and W42 in the NW. F9 descends towards the NE.

Absolute height: 446,96 m. (far SW); 446,69 m. (far NE).

Figures appendix A: 1/XLI11/XLV/LVI/LXVII/LXXX.

F10 is a fragment of a floor located in the ‘opus reticulatum structure’, constructed with small square
limestone slabs in an orthogonal design. It was preserved in the far W corner of the structure and was
destroyed towards the S. It is probably the same as F17. It seems that, at the time of excavation, the floor
was preserved continuing toward the S at least covering W70 (see fig. CXXVII). At some point during the
excavation, however, a large part of the floor was removed (see for instance on figs. LIl and LXV). F10 seems

to abut W41 in the S and W64 in the W.

Absolute height: 445,69 m.

Figures appendix A: XXV1/LII1/LXII/LXV/CXXVIL
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F11 is the mortar bed of a floor (ca. 4,20 x 1,60 m.) in room VIL It is likely that it contained a tessellated
mosaic. It was preserved in the NW and destroyed on the SE side. It continues in the entrance towards room
VI (between W7 and W47). It probably abuts W7 in the NE and W8 in the SW.

Absolute height: 447,26 m.

Figures appendix A: X111/XXVIII/LXII/LXXIII/LXXIX.

F12 is the mortar bed of a floor (ca. 7,30 x 1,90 m.) in room VL. It is likely that it contained a tessellated
mosaic. It was preserved in the N and the NW and destroyed on the SW and the S side. It continues in the
entrance towards room VI (between W7 and W47). It probably abuts W6 in the NE and W47 in the NW. I7
seems to be on top of F12.
Absolute height: 447,20 m.

Figures appendix A: X11/XI11/XXXII1/XXXIV/LII/LXIL.
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F13 is the mortar bed of a floor (ca. 4,70 x 3,50 m.) in room V. Based on the 1984 excavation report, which
mentions the presence of mosaic tesserae in this room, it is likely that it contained a tessellated mosaic.42°
According to the report, the mortar bed contains larger pebbles. The mortar bed seems to have been
preserved in almost the entire room. Only in the NW corner, it is cut by a circular shaped disturbance. F13
notably runs E of W5, where it might indicate the existence of an earlier entrance towards room IV, which
was later closed off by a small mudbrick wall. It also continues SW of W18 (and SE of 18), which might
indicate the existence of an entrance between room V and room X1V, later closed off also by a small mudbrick

wall. F13 seems to abut W5, W18, W6 and W13. The stratigraphic relation with I8 and 19 is not clear.

Absolute height: 446,53 m.

Figures appendix A: 1/V1/XI1/XXXIV/LII/CXXIX.

429 ‘Biigiin kazi alanini ayni plankarede. dogu yéniinde ca 5 m gemislettik. ayrica daiika énceki senelerde agiga
ctkarilan altarin tabanini ve duvar fresklerinin yiizeyini temizledik. altari odada mozaiklerin varligini
keslettik. ancak mozaik déseme sékiilmiis sadece tabanin ¢akil parcalarini temizliyebildik.” (1984 excavation
report, 29-05-1984, p.2).
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F14is a floor (1,60 x 2,70 m.) in corridor A2 consisting of ten large marble slabs (average size: 0,40 x 0,70
m). It functions as the threshold between corridor A2 and room XV. F14 seems to abut W25 and connect to
F7.113 seems to partially cover F14.

Absolute height: 446,54 m.

Figures appendix A: XX/XXIII1/LXIV/LXIX.

F15 seems to be a mortar layer (ca. 5,60 x 3,00 m) in room XIV. It is not clear whether this was indeed a
surface and it was not documented as such by the excavators. The photographic evidence of figs. Il and IX

however seems to suggest that F15 was a mortar or plaster layer on top of W65 and running upward
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towards the NW. If the large rectangular depression of room XIV was indeed a pool, F15 might be a plastered

step to enter it; we lack evidence to be sure however.

Absolute height: ca. 445,00 m.

Figures appendix A: 111/1X.

F16 might be a floor or surface located on a deeper level in room XIV. It was not well documented and there
are no photos available depicting this unit. On plan B, it is drawn as what appears to be some sort of surface
consisting of pebbles. In the excavation report of 1984, it is also shortly mentioned.*3° It must be covered

by F4. See also map B2.

—— T —

F17 is a fragment of a floor (6,50 x 2,80) located in the ‘opus reticulatum structure’, constructed with small
square limestone slabs in an orthogonal design. It was not well documented but it is likely that it is similar
to F10. It was destroyed in the W, S and E side. It seems to abut W67 in the NE.

Absolute height: ca. 445,69 m.

Figures appendix A: XXV /L/CXXVIL

430 by alanin batisindaki 3.60 a 6 m lik cukurda ise V kat seviyesine inildi.‘ (excavation report 1984, 15-8-
1984, p.15).
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F18 is a fragment of a tessellated mosaic floor (ca. 3,80 x 1,40 m.) located in sector s/11. It was not
documented very well and is only drawn on map B8. the mosaic was destroyed on all sides. Two circular
disturbances cut through the F18 in the NW and the E. Because of the crenellation motif, it is likely that the
SW side forms the outside of the mosaic. It has a concentric border design, conducted in opus tessellatum.
Based on the other mosaics, it is likely that the mosaic was conducted in white and dark grey tesserae. Nine
borders can be established, which, from the outside inwards, can be described as follows: 1) a crenellation
motif, white on dark grey, 2) a plain border, white, 3) a saw-tooth motif, dark grey on white, 4) a plain
border, dark grey, 5) a wave-crest motif, white on dark grey, 6) a plain border, white, 7) an unidentifiable

motif (perhaps wave crest?), 8) a plain border, dark grey, 9) illusionistic cubes.
No pictures; see appendix B, map B8.

F19 is a fragment of a floor (ca. 1,50 x 0,20 m.) located in the far SW of corridor Al. It was not well
documented and only appears on map B2. It seems to be largely destroyed towards the N and NE. It seems
to continue into the S trench profile. On the basis of the drawing of map B2, it is likely that it concerns a

pebble mosaic comparable to F9.

Absolute height: ca. 446,31.

No pictures, see appendix B, map B2.

F20 is described by Ozgiic as a ‘floor’ located on the bottom of the rectangular depression in the centre of
room XIV. There are no clear pictures of this feature and it was only described very shortly in the 1984
excavation report. There, it says that the ‘floor’ contains small pebbles and is very hard.#3! The preservation

of this surface is not clear. On top of it, ‘late-Assyrian’ finds were encountered, including a glazed brick,

431 ‘Biigiin yapilan ¢alismalarda mozaikli avlunun ortasindaki dikdortgen cekilli mekanin tabanina indik.
taban cok sert toprak zemin ve lizerinde bir takim dizili ufak cakil taslarinin izleri var.” (excavation report
1984, 15-8-1984, p.15).
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which might mean that the surface belongs to a much older pre-palatial building phase.*32 It might be the
same as F16. It is likely that W60, W61, W65 and W66 are later than F20. The stratigraphic relation to W59
is unclear.

Absolute height: 444,47 m.

Figure appendix A: 111.

4.2.3 Installations

I1 is the northern-most part of the channel running SW-NE through corridor B4, descending towards the
NE. It consists of multiple limestone segments with upstanding rims. It was cut in the SW by an ellipse-
shaped disturbance and it continues into the N trench profile. The stratigraphic relation to F9 on both sides

of the channel is unclear.

Absolute height: 446,59 m.

Figure appendix A: LXVIL.

432 Biigiin yapilan ¢alismalarda dikdértgen seklindeki mekanin tabanina inildi ve temizligi yapildi. bu alanin
taban seviyesinden ge¢ asur parcalart getmeye basladi. bir adet tizeri sirli duvar tuglasi ele gecti (yarisit kirik).’
(excavation report 1984, 16-8-1984, p.15).
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12 is a part of the channel running in a SW-NE orientation through corridor B4, descending towards the NE.
It consists of multiple limestone segments with upstanding rims. It was cut by ellipse-shaped disturbances
in both the NE and the SW. The stratigraphic relation to F9 on both sides of the channel is unclear.
Absolute height: ca. 446,95 m.

Figures appendix A: 1/XXIV/XLI11/XLV/LVI/LXVII/LXXX.

I3 is a part of the channel running in a NW-SE orientation through corridor B3, descending towards the SE.
It consists of multiple limestone segments with upstanding rims. It was cut by ellipse-shaped disturbances

in the SE. In the NW, it connects to 14.

Absolute height: 447,15 m.
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Figures appendix A: XX/XL/XLIII/XLV/XLVI/LIX/LVI/LXXX.

I4 is a part of the channel running in a SW-NE orientation through corridor B2, descending towards the NE.
It consists of multiple limestone segments with upstanding rims. It was almost completely preserved. In the

SW, W46 covers and blocks I4. In the NE, it connects to I3. In the SW, it connects to I5.

Absolute height: 448,07 (far SW); 447,14 (far NE).

Figures appendix A: 1/VIL/XXI/XXVIL/XXVII/XXI/XXX /XXX /XXXVI/XXXVII/XL/XLVI/
LII/LIX/LXII/LXVL.

I5 is a part of the channel running in a NW-SE orientation through corridor B3, descending towards the SE.
It consists of multiple limestone segments with upstanding rims. It was almost completely preserved. In the
NW, it connects to I6. In the SE, it connects to 14.

Absolute height: ca. 448,17.

Figures appendix A: XI11/XXVI1/XXVIII/XXX/XXXIIl/XXXVII/XXXVIIT/XL/LXIl/LXVL.
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16 is a part of the channel running in a SW-NE orientation through corridor B2, descending towards the NE.
It consists of multiple limestone segments with upstanding rims. In the SW, it was destroyed. In the NE, it

connects to I5.

Figures appendix A: XIT1/XXVII/XXVIIT/XXX/XXXIII /XXXVII/XL/LXII/LXVI/LXXIII /LXXIX.

I7 is a rectangular limestone block (ca. 1,10 x 0,35 m., height: ca. 0,50 m.) with a profiled base as well as a
profiled upper rim located in room VI. It was not well documented and it was not present in the museum
nor in its catalogue. In the sketch of the 1984 excavation report (appendix C1, see a detail above), its
location was drawn in a central position of room VI, against W47 in the SW. Although both figures VII and
LII show the object at this same location it is not entirely sure whether it was indeed found exactly in situ
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at the time of excavation. On p.1 of the 1984 excavation report, the block is drawn in a sketch at the same

location and it has written ‘altar’ on it. It seems to be on top of F12.

Figures appendix A: VII/LIL

18 is an elevated platform (1,30 x 1,30 m. height: ca. 0,40 m.) constructed in limestone slabs, generally
interpreted as a statue base. The platform consists of one layer of stones, but in the W, a fragment of a second
possible layer seems to be preserved. 18 is laced against W6 but the stratigraphic relation is unclear. The
relation to F13 is also unclear. It is likely that 19 and I8 belong to each other. If I8 indeed functioned as a

statue base, the nearby sculpture fragments ID215 and ID216 might have been located here.

Figures appendix A: 1/V1/XI1/XXXVIII/LIl/CXXIX/LXXXIV.
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19 is a platform with an apsidal basin constructed in limestone located in the W of room V. It consists of a
square surface of 0,77 x 0,70 m. (height: ca. 0,15 m.) with, at the NW side, the basin of 0,45 x 0,58 m. and a
depth of ca. 0,30 m. The basin contains a step between the outer rim and the bottom, shaped in an apsidal
form. The basin is not placed exactly in the centre of the square altar, but slightly towards the S. The platform
was not photographed from up close. In a sketch from the 1984 excavation report, a detailed drawing was

provided. The stratigraphic relation to F13 is unclear. It might be an altar related to statue base I8.

Figures appendix A: X11/CXXIX.

110 is a niche (1,20 x 0,70 m., starting at a height of ca. 0,40 m.) in W31, located in corridor A4. The corners
of the niche are enforced by a masonry of coursed rubble stones. It seems to be part of the original wall

construction. 110 is very similar to niche 111, located 5,40 m. towards the NE.

Figures appendix A: 1X/XI/LI/CXXXI.
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111 is a niche (1,30 x 0,70 m., starting at a height of ca. 0,40 m.) in W31, located in corridor A4. The corners
of the niche are enforced by a masonry of coursed rubble stones. It seems to be part of the original wall

construction. I11 is very similar to niche 110, located 5,40 m. towards the SW.

Figures appendix A: 1X/X1/CXXXIL.

113 is a slight elevation of two indented limestone slabs (0,90 x 0,70 m., height: ca. 0,15 m.) which belong to
the entrance between corridor A2 and room XV. It is likely that it functioned as the foundation of a decorated
door frame, to which fragments ID517, ID588, ID613 and ID614 (see chapter 5) might belong. [13 seems to
partially cover F14 in the N. W25 connects to 113 in the S.

Figures appendix A: LXIV/LXIX.

114 is a standing orthostat consisting of two limestone slabs located in room XVIII (ca. 1,00 x 0,40 m.). It was

preserved up to a height of ca. 1,20 m. and broken at the top. On figs. LXI and LXX, it is visible that the painted
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plaster layer that is placed against W37 continues on 114, which suggests that 114 and W37 belong to the

same phase of construction. The purpose of 114 remains unclear.

Figures appendix A: 11/XLIV/LXI/LXIII /LXX/LXXII.

4.3 Discussion

This paragraph deals with several issues concerning the architecture and archaeology of the
Commagenean palace, discussing its lay-out (4.3.1), the height differences and ‘height zones’ of
the palace’s construction (4.3.2), the evidence for staircases and multiple floors (4.3.3), the
presence of roofs (4.3.4), evidence for later additions and reparations (4.3.5), the interpretation
of the structure as a palace (4.3.6), and the dating of its construction and abandonment and/or

destruction (4.3.7).
4.3.1 The palatial lay-out

This paragraph synthesizes the information provided in paragraph 4.2 in order to arrive at a
detailed account of the different spaces belonging to the palatial lay-out. In map D5 of appendix D,
a new plan of the palatial structure is provided, containing a new numbering of the different
spaces (for a small version, see fig. 4.2). This numbering of the rooms and corridors is different
from previous publications; they do not follow those proposed by Ozgiic, Bingél, nor Zoroglu. The
reason for adding yet another numbering system is meant to overcome the contradicting and

internally inconsequent character of these earlier numbering systems.
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Fig. 4.2 Map of the palace of Samosata with room and corridor numbers. Map by the author (based on Ozgiic
2009, 139 pl. 12).

The excavated area of the palace measures ca. 64,0 x 26,5 m. (ca. 1700 m2), but this must be only
a part of the original palatial structure. It is likely that the palace extended further towards the
north, east, and south; the western, peripheral corridor (B1), running in a NNE orientation,
probably indicates the western border of the structure. It remains unclear how large the original
structure was and how far it extended in the different directions. One clue in this regard is
provided by a fragment of tessellated mosaic in concentric border decoration (F18) and a W79 in
sector s/11, located circa 60 m. towards the east-north-east. This might indeed suggest that the
palace extended all to way to this part of the hdytik, and would suggest that the excavated part of
the structure is not even half the size of its original extent. It is however also possible that the
overall eastern area of the hdyiik was rather characterized by a ‘palatial complex’, with multiple
structures (palaces, pavilions) dispersed over the acropolis, perhaps in a garden-like paradeisos

setting.433

Room I (3,50 x 4,50 m) is a small rectangular room with a NW-SE orientation, delimited by W1,

W2, W9 and W14. It contains F1, a tessellated mosaic in so-called concentric border style

433 Known for instance from the palaces of Susa, Pasargadae, Iraq el-Amir and Judea, cf. Nielsen 2001;
Evyasaf 2010.
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surrounding an emblema with two symmetrically placed dolphin-like sea creatures on either side
of a Rhodian amphora. W9 and W14 contained traces of wall painting in Masonry Style with
vertical orthostats rendered in red and yellow. Room | was entered from room II through an
entrance in the NW of W2 and perhaps also through an entrance in the SE of W2. Floor height:
446,42 m.

Room II (2,00 x 4,50 m) is a small corridor-like room with a NW-SE orientation, delimited by W2,
W3, W10 and W15. It contains F2, a tessellated mosaic in a white-black checkerboard-pattern.
W2 and W10 contain traces of wall painting in Masonry Style with vertical orthostats, alternating
in red and yellow. Room Il was most likely entered from room XIV through an entrance in the SE.
It was entered from room I through two possible entrances in the NW and SE of W2. It is unclear

whether there were entrances in W3 towards room III. Floor height: 446,42 m.

Room I1I (6,80 x 4,50 m) is a large rectangular room with a NE-SW orientation, delimited by W3,
W4, W11, and W16. W11 contains traces of wall painting in Masonry Style with vertical orthostats
rendered in red, rose, purple, yellow and light blue as well as figurative depictions of
pomegranates. No floor (decoration) was preserved, largely because of a much later, Islamic pit
that cut through the centre of room III and which contained four skeletons. Room III probably had
entrances towards room XIV and room IV and possibly also to room II; none of these can be

established with certainty. Height: 444,70 m. (no surface and containing deeper trench).

Room 1V (1,90 x 4,50 m.) is a small corridor-like room with a NW-SE orientation, delimited by
walls W4, W17, W5 and W12. Its floor was not preserved. W5 contains Masonry Style wall painting
on W5, containing vertical orthostats with diamond-shaped lozenges, alternating in red and blue.
It probably contained an entrance towards room III and perhaps W5 originally provided two
entrances to room V (like in W2), of which the SE entrance was probably later closed with a

mudbrick extension of W5. Height: 446,09 m. (no surface).

Room V (3,60 x 4,50 m) is a small rectangular room with a NW-SE orientation, delimited by walls
W5, W13, W6 and W18. It contains a mortar bed (F13), which most likely originally contained a
mosaic floor. No plaster or wall painting were preserved in room V. In the far SE corner, room V
contains a statue base (I8). In front of this, at the NW side, another platform (I19) is located,
containing an apsidal shaped basin, perhaps used as an altar.#34 Close to the two structures, two

limestone portraits were discovered (ID215 and ID216), probably depicting Zeus and a Hellenistic

434 (Ozgiic 1985, 225 and Zoroglu 2012, 140. Ozgiic 2009, 44 calls the room ‘kiilt odast’ (cult-room) and in
the excavation’s diary the structure is named ‘sunak’ (altar). In a preliminary report the structure is
interpreted to have served blood sacrifices (Ozgii¢ 1985, 225).
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monarch.#35 It is likely that room V only could be entered from room IV. Based on the continuation
of F13, it is likely that originally there were two entrances, one in the NW and one in the SE; the
latter seems to have been closed at a later moment with a mudbrick extension of W5. Based on
the E continuation of F13, it is also possible that, originally, room V was accessible from XIV; a
later mudbrick extension of W18 closed off this entrance however. Room V is significantly lower

than room VI (ca. 0,70 m.). Height of surface: 446,53 m.

Room VI (6,00 x 3,50 m) is a rectangular room with a NW-SE orientation, delimited by W6, W7,
W19, W20, W21 and W47. It contains fragments of a mortar bed (F12), which probably originally
contained a mosaic. No traces of plaster or wall painting were found in room VI. At the NW end of
the room, an elongated stone (I7) was placed in the centre, described as an ‘altar’ by the
excavators. Room VI was entered from room VII in the W. Room VI is significantly higher than

room V (ca. 0,70 m.). Height of surface: 447,20 m.

Room VII (ca. 1,50 x 6,00 m.) is a corridor-like room with a NW-SE orientation, delimited by W7,
W8, W21 and W48. No traces of plaster or wall painting are associate with this room. In the NW
half, a mortar bed was preserved (F11), which most probably originally contained a mosaic floor.
Room VII was entered from room VI in the W and, possibly, from room VIII in the E. Height of

surface: 447,26 m.

Room VIII (6,00 x 5,50 m.) is an almost square room, delimited by W8, W22 and W49. It contains
atessellated mosaic (F3) in concentric border style. W49 contains painted decoration with a frieze
of rosettes and an egg-and-dart border. Room VIII was probably entered from room VII in the NE.

The entrance to a space SW of room VIII, a possible room IX, is unclear. Floor height: 447,16 m.

Room IX (measurements unclear) was not excavated but might be a room SW of room VIII. The

SW continuation of corridors Al and B1 makes it likely that a room was indeed located here.

Room XII (4,70 x 4,30 m.) is an almost square room, delimited by W33, W34, W35 and W36. No
traces of plaster or wall painting are associated with this room. Also, no surface was preserved
here, although an fig. XVII some sort of mortar bed might be visible. Room XII was entered from

corridor A5 in the NE. Height: 445,37 m. (no surface, probably).

Room XIII (2,40 x 6,40 m.) is a corridor-like room with a NE-SW orientation, delimited by W29,
W34, W37 and W58. Due to the inclusion of W58 in the palatial plan, the spatial situation in this

435 See Ozgﬁt; 1985, 225; Ozgﬂc 2009, 44; Zoroglu 2012, 138 and, most recently, Riedel 2018. See also
chapter 6, ID216.
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area is very different from the plans published by Ozgii¢, Bingél and Zoroglu; the rooms (room
XIII, XIX and XVIII) here now seem to consist of a series of narrow corridors. Room XIII was
entered from the SW (room XIX), and from the SE (room XVIII). No surface was preserved in this
room. Also, no traces of plaster or wall painting were associated with room XIII. Height: ca. 445,70

m. (no surface).

Room XIV (20,00 x 14,80 m.) is a large room with a NE-SW orientation, delimited by W14, W15,
W16, W17, W18, W28, W29, W30. The SE wall was not preserved. The rectangular depression in
the centre most likely is the result of a later destruction (see F4). Throughout the room,
destructions from later pits and other activity (mostly belonging to layer II) are visible in the
surface. The floor of room XIV was most likely entirely covered with F4, a mosaic in concentric
border decoration. W14, W18, W28 and W30 contain fragments of wall painting, consisting of a
row of vertical orthostats with diamond-shaped lozenges alternating in orange and red with white
delineation. Room XIV probably had an entrance towards room II, room III and corridor B3.
Although this is indicated on all previously published maps, it seems unlikely that room XIV could
be entered from corridor A4; W30 basically makes this impossible (although perhaps this is only
a later addition, see paragraph 4.3.5). Entrances towards room XVII and other possible spaces
towards the E remain unclear. See paragraph 4.3.4 for a discussion about the possible roofing of

this room. Height: 446,10 m.

Room XV (11,20 x 11,10 m), is an almost square room, delimited by W25, W27 and W28. Its SE
limit was not excavated and cannot be established with certainty. The floor of room XV was
covered with F3, a mosaic in concentric border decoration, containing a roundel that frames a
figurative mosaic depicting a comic mask of a satyr-like figure (see chapter 8). W28, definitely
contained wall paining. For W25 and W27 this cannot be established with certainty, but several
pictures of painted plaster definitely derive from room XV but cannot be assigned to a specific wall
(figs. XCII/XCIII/XCIV/XCV). Room XV contains a 2,70 m. wide entrance in the NW, towards
corridor A2. This also contains a high threshold, as corridor A3 is much higher than room XV (0,37

m. difference). Height: 446,17 m.

Room XVI (3,00 x ? m.) is a small, corridor-like room with a NW-SE orientation, delimited by W23,
W24, W25, W26 and W27. It has not been well documented and its plan is very unclear, especially
in terms of its continuation towards the E. It is not clear whether a surface was reached. It might

be that W24 is not a wall but an entrance from corridor Al. Height: unclear.

Room XVII (measurements unknown) is a room that was not well documented, possibly located at

the far S of the trench. It seems to be delimited by W23 and W26. Height: unclear.
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Room XVIII (measurements unknown) is a room that was only partially excavated. It was
delimited by W37 in the W but the rest of the walls cannot be established. It is unclear whether a
surface was reached. The vertical orthostat 114 is placed against W37, but its function is unclear.
W37 contains small fragments of (red) painted plaster across its entire length (see fig, XXI), but

no decorative scheme van be established. Height: unclear.

Room XIX (1,40 x 6,40 m.) is a corridor-like room, delimited by W29, W32, W34 and W58. It is
unclear whether a surface was reached by the excavators. Due to the inclusion of W58 in the
palatial plan, the spatial situation in this area is very different from the plans published by Ozgiic,
Bing6l and Zoroglu; the rooms (room XIII, XIX and XVIII) here now seem to consist of a series of
narrow corridors. Room XIX probably had an entrance in the NE towards room XII as well as an
entrance towards room XIII in the S. No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with room XIX.

Height: 445,70 m. (no surface).

Al is a corridor (10,40 x 1,50 m.), running in a NE-SW orientation, delimited by W22, W23, W24
and W25. It continues into the S trench profile towards the SW. In the NE, it continues into corridor
A2. It might contain another entrance at W24, into room XVI. Corridor A1 was probably paved
with F19, which most likely was a pebble floor. No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with

corridor Al. Height: 446,31 m.

A2 is a corridor and/or a small (ante-)room (3,50 x 3,90 m.), delimited by W20, W21, W22 and
W25. In the NW, it contained F7, a pebble floor with a black raster decoration on a white
background. In the SE, it contained F14, a stone floor made of large limestone slabs, serving as the
threshold towards room XV. Corridor A2 also provides access to corridor Al in the SW and
corridor A3 in the NE. W20 and W21 contain painted plaster, with a row of horizontal orthostats
in red with yellow alignment and, on top of this, a layer of vertical orthostats, alternating in red

and yellow, with blue alignment. Height: 446,60 m.

A3 is a corridor (1,20 x 4,90 m.), running in a NE-SW orientation, delimited by W18, W19, W20
and W25. In the NE, it contains F5, which is an undocumented floor at a height of ca. 446,10 m. In
the SW, it contains F6, a mosaic floor in a raster design of dark grey on white (unclear whether
this is constructed with tesserae or pebbles), at a height of ca. 446,40 m. It is thus likely that the
transition from F5 to F6 purported a step of ca. 0,30 m. height. It is likely that W18, W19 and W25

all contained painted plaster, as the 1984 excavation report describes corridor A3 as containing
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frescoes on both sides.#36 The decorative patterns are however unclear. Height: 446,10 (F5) and
446,40 (F6).

A4 is a corridor (15,10 x 1,50 m.), running in a NE-SW orientation, and delimited by W30, W31,
W32, and W33. It is unclear whether the excavators reached a surface. In the NE, it continues into
corridor A5. Two niches are located in W31, one at 2,60 m. (I110) and one at 6,50 m. (I11). No traces

of (painted) plaster are associated with corridor A4. Height: 445,52 m. (no surface).

A5 is a corridor (10,20 x 1,60 m.), running in a NW-SE orientation, delimited by W36, W36, W38
and W39. It is unclear whether the excavators reached a surface. In the SW, it continues into
corridor A4. In the NE, its continuation is unclear as the excavators did not seem to reach the
‘palatial level here. It contains an entrance towards the N (room XI) and towards the S (room XII).

No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with corridor A4. Height: 445,47 m.

B1 is a corridor (ca. 12,00 x 1,60 m.), running in a SW-NE orientation, delimited by W44, W45,
W47, W48 and W49. In the SW it seems to continue into the S trench profile. It continues into
corridor B2 in the NE. It is probable that the excavators did not encounter a surface, but a pebble
floor like F9 in corridor B4 might be expected here as well. B1 contains water channels/drainages
I5 and I6. Both 16 and the corridor itself are likely to slope down towards the NE, but no heights

are known in B1. No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with corridor B1. Height: unknown.

B2 is a corridor (23,90 x 2,00 m.), running in a SW-NE orientation, delimited by W9, W10, W11,
W12, W13 and W44. It connects to corridor B1 in the SW and corridor B3 in the NE. It is probable
that the excavators did not encounter a surface, but a pebble floor like F9 in corridor B4 might be
expected here as well. B2 contains water channel/drainage 14. With a height difference of 0,93
over a distance of 21,40 meter, 14 has a ((448,07-447,14)/21,40) x 100 = 4,35% downward slope.
No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with corridor B2. Heights: 448,07 m. (far SW) and
447,14 m. (far NE).

B3is acorridor (8,20 x 2,10 m.), running in a NW-SE orientation, delimited by W1, W9, W31, W43
and W44. It connects to B2 in the NW and B3 in the SE. A small portion of pebble surface F9
stretches into B3 but it was otherwise completely destroyed. B3 contains water channel /drainage
[3. With a height difference of 0,19 m. over a distance of 5,18 meter, 13 has a ((447,14-
446,95)/5,18) x 100 = 3,67 % downward slope. No traces of (painted) plaster are associated with
corridor B2. Heights: 447,14 m. (far NW) and 446,95 m. (far SE).

436 ‘I ve K 17 nolu alanlarin kesistigi noktada giineydogu kesimde bir iist tabakanin kuyularinin tabaninda
mozaik sirasina rastaldik. birbirine paralel kare siralarinin sekil olusturdugu mozaik her iki tarafta fresklerle
sinirlt bir koridor olusturmakta.’ (1984 excavation report, 01-06-1984, p.3).
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B4 is a corridor (16,40 x 2,30 m.), running in a SW-NE orientation, delimited by W31 and W42. It
connects to B3 in the SW and continues into the northern trench profile in the NE. Large parts of
F9, a white pebbled floor, were preserved; only in the centre it is absent because of later
destructions. Through corridor B4 run water channels/drainages 11 and I2. With a height
difference of 0,31 m. over a distance of 12,98 meter, I1 and 12 have a ((446,90-446,59)/12,98) x
100 = 2,39% downward slope. Heights: 446,90 m. (far SW) and 446,59 (far NE).

C1is a corridor (ca. 8,00 x 1,50 m.) running between W38/W39 and W63 in a NW-SE orientation.
It is likely the continuation of corridor A5 and therefore probably contained also the continuation
of the water drainage, running towards the southeast. This means that the suggested rooms X and
XI, suggested by the excavators, in fact did not exist and did not continue underneath the structure

in opus reticulatum.

4.3.2 Height differences

Based on the available information concerning the elevation of floors surfaces in the palace, it is
possible to distinguish between six different ‘elevation zones’ (see map D9 in appendix D): 1) a
zone in the NE, consisting of rooms XI, XII, XIII and XIX, which seems to have an average height of
445,53 m. 2) a zone in the SE, consisting of rooms XIV and XV, which has an average height of
446,10 m. 3) a zone in the W, consisting of rooms I, 1], II, IV and V, which has an average height of
446,48 m. 4) a zone in the SW, consisting of corridors A1, A2 and A3, which has an average height
of 446,45 m., 5) a zone in the SW, consisting of rooms VI, VIl and VIII, which has an average height
of 447,21 m. 6) a zone in the W, consisting of corridor B1, B2, B3 and B4, which is sloping down
towards the NE ca. 1,50 m from the far SW (ca. 448,15 m.) to the far NE (446,59 m.). For rooms
IX, X, XI, XVI and XVII and XVIII, no height could be established. Also for F18 (in sector s/11),
unfortunately no elevations are known. Especially in zone 1, it was difficult to establish an average
height as it remains unclear whether the excavators reached any type of surface here. In zones 3,
4, 5 and 6, it is assumed that those rooms that contain a surface or (mosaic) floor are
representative of the heights in the rooms where such features are lacking. In zone 6, the upper

part of the channels 11, 12, I3, 14, I5 and 16 are used as indicators of the average height here.

In general, it can be assumed that the internal differences in height to some extent follow the pre-
existing shape of the héyiik, gradually sloping down from the SW to the E and the NE in a form of
‘micro-terracing’. Nonetheless, some height differences between the respective zones are so
substantial that these do seem to represent distinct zones’, possibly indicative of a different
overall character, building phase or function. We can consider these differences in relation to
other overall characteristics of the zones, especially the presence of decoration and accessibility.
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Zone 1 lies more than 0,50 m. lower than the adjacent zone 2. In this light, it is interesting that, on
the basis of the available evidence, zone 2 does not seem to be directly accessible from zone 1. The
lack of any evidence for mosaic floors in this zone also makes it stand apart from the rest of the
palace. Zone 1 is characterized by several narrow corridors and corridor-like, small rooms, in
contrast to the large representative rooms of zone 2. Zone 2 is located ca. 0,38 m. lower than zone
3 and 0,35 m. lower than zone 4. Zone 2 is characterized by large representative spaces with
intricate mosaic floors and wall painting (room XIV and rooms XV). Whether approached from
zone 3 or zone 4, the rooms constituting zone 2 are always entered from a higher level; accessing
them implies taking a considerable step down. Zone 3 is a clearly distinct zone on the basis of its
average elevation, but also when considering its symmetric lay-out and limited accessibility; it
really functions as a suite of five rooms that was probably only accessible from room II and/or
room III. It was ca. 0,33 m. lower than zone 5 to which it has no direct access at all. Zone 3 and
zone 4 have approximately the same height but do not have direct access to each other; to move
between these zones, one should first move through zone 2. Zone 5 is again ca. 0,24 m. higher than
zone 4. It is possible that zone 5 had a similar symmetrical and hierarchical accessibility as the
suite of rooms in zone 3 (see chapter 7), something which would have been emphasized more by

its distinct average elevation.

4.3.3 Staircases and multiple floors

Apart from the single steps necessitated by the different ‘elevation zones’ discussed in the
previous paragraph, no convincing evidence is available for the presence of staircases and
multiple floors in the palatial complex. Ozgii¢c suggested that room IV and room VII could be
considered as staircases but it remains entirely unclear on what evidence she bases these

claims.437

Room [V does not provide any room for a staircase; it seems likely that its entire space was needed
to provide entrance from room III to room V. When entering room IV through the SE side of W4,
one would see the wall paintings on the SE side of W5 inside room 1V, suggesting that a staircase
cannot have existed in the SE part of the room. However, to enter into room V from room IV, one
would have to cross room IV entirely and then turn left to enter room V. Since room V was solely
accessible through room 1V, it is inconceivable that a large staircase was located in room IV; there

simply is not enough space in the 1,90 x 4,50 m. large room.

437 Ozgiic 2009, 42.
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Room VII holds similar problems with regards to the possible location of a staircase; it is a small
room (ca. 1,50 x 6,00 m.) that is essential for the access to room VI. The entrance in the NW of W7
excludes the possibility for a staircase in the NW of room VII. In this half of the room, the
preservation of mortar bed F11 likewise excludes the presence of a staircase. To enter room VII,
however, one would have to arrive from an entrance in the SE of W8 and cross the entire room
VII. The layer consisting of pebbles SE of F11 witnessed on, for instance, fig. LXXIX can hardly be
interpreted as the foundation of a staircase; it is more likely that this is the substratum of the
destroyed mortar bed. Again, the limited space and the essential role of room VII as a space of

movement make the presence of a staircase highly unlikely.

In general, the inner walls in elevation zone 4 and zone 5 (e.g. W7, W8, W20, W21 and W22) seem
to be mudbrick walls and not particularly suitable to carry a second floor. The solid, wide walls in
zone 1 and zone 3, constructed in a random rubble masonry with many medium-sized stones,
would be more suitable for the presence of a first floor. The dead-end corridor-like space of room
XIII would for instance be a more logical contender for the presence of a staircase. However, no
further archaeological evidence points at the existence of a staircase here; there are no structures
nor did the excavators make any mention of clear layers that could, for instance, indicate the
collapse of a floor or an upper wall. As such, we can neither prove nor disprove the presence of a
first floor in the palatial complex. All in all, however, it seems unlikely that a second floor existed,

at least not in the excavated part of the palace.

4.3.4 Roofing

There is very little evidence for the presence of roofs in the available documentation of the palatial
complex. For rooms I-IX, XII-XV there is little doubt that they were roofed, especially since many
of them are small and contain tessellated mosaics and wall painting. As we have seen in the
previous section, a second floor cannot be excluded but there but the absence of staircases makes
it unlikely. For two spaces in the palatial complex, a discussion concerning the presence or

absence of roofing is necessary: room XIV and corridor B.
Room XIV

Room XIV is usually interpreted as an open, unroofed court without a peristyle, which, in
combination with its tessellated mosaic, is often considered a rare feature of the palace.*38 Bingol

however argues that we should interpret room XIV as a roofed space because of its painted walls,

438 Kropp 2013, 108; Kopsacheili 2011, 26 n.31; Brijder 2014, 425.
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tessellated mosaic, and rectangular (i.e. not square) shape.#39 He reconstructs a square open court
east from room XIV, a suggestion which, based on the available evidence, can neither be proved
nor falsified. Although Bing6l argues from a rather rigid model for ‘Near Eastern palaces’ (which
he sees as the main inspiration for the palace of Samosata), itis indeed possible that room XIV was
aroofed room. First of all, it is true that the presence of F4 and wall paintings on W14, W18, W28
and W30 make it unlikely that this space was a court. Secondly, the 1984 excavation report in fact
mentions the high amount of roof tiles found in room XIV, specifically in sector k-1/16-17.440 It
seems that Ozgii¢ here is specifically discussing the filling of the rectangular depression in the
centre of room XIV; it is very well possible that this filling belongs to a (perhaps later levelled or
somewhat moved) collapse layer of the palatial structure, specifically because it also contains a
large amount of fresco fragments, Hellenistic ceramics#! and a fragment of architectural
decoration (ID522).442 This information did not make its way from the excavation report to the
discussions of Ozgii¢, Zoroglu or Bingdl, but in fact strengthens the latter’s argumentation for a

roofed space.

At the same time, it cannot be entirely ruled out that room XIV in fact did contain a peristyle court,
in which case W60, W61, W65 and W66 would have functioned as the foundations of the peristyle.
In this reconstruction, the wall painting would have been sufficiently protected from weathering
and it would be an equally satisfying explanation for the tile concentration in the filling of the
rectangular depression. Also, it would offer a seemingly more logical reconstruction of such a large
20,00 x 14,80 m. room. Be that as it may, this hypothesis also has its drawbacks: there is for
instance no other example of a peristyle court with a concentric border mosaic in its portico.443
To that must be added that the presupposed walls W60, W61, W65 and W66 do not appear like
peristyle foundations on the pictures; especially walls W61 and W66 are very irregular, containing
several spolia, and would have provided little support; they might in fact date from after the

destruction of the mosaic (as also suggested above). Lastly, there is actually good evidence for

439Bingol 2013, 90: ‘Bu ézellikleri B6'nin avlu olup olmadigina yénelik degerlendirmeler kapsaminda

irdeledigimiz zaman, bir de buna genelde kare planl avlulari géz éniine getirerek, B6'nin dikdértgen bir plana

sahip oldugunu eklersek, B6'nin bir avlu olmasti olasigili ortadan kalkmaktadir gibi gériinmektedir. Ayrica yine

dogu saraylarint genelde ceviren ikinci bir mekan sirasini, bu yapi igin de éngérdiigiimiizde B6'nin avlu

olmaktan cok bu ilk sira mekandan biri olma olasiligi kuvvetlenmektedir. Bu ipuglart bizi yapinin avlusunun

hangisi olabilecegini yeniden sorgulanmasini kacimilmaz kilmakta ve avlunun, B6'nin dogu uzun duvarina

agilan ve kazist yapilmayan konumda kalmis oldugunu varsayacagimiz bir secenege yénlendirmektedir.”

440 ‘by tarihten itibaren sarayda orta avlunun icersinde L16 L17 ve K16 K17 nolun alanlarda ¢alismaya

bagsladik (...) ¢ok sayida fresk ve ¢ati kiremidi parcalari gelmekte. Ayrica formlari degisik sicilatar ve ge¢

hellenistik seramigi devam etmekte.’ (excavation report 1984, 1-8-1984, p.11).

441 [bidem.

442 ‘Avlu ortasindaki moloz yigin temizlenmeye baslandi. 1 16 plankare'dan bir akantus mimari eleman pargasi

ctktl” (excavation report 1984, 9-7-1984, p.7).

443 [n appendix E of this dissertation, | offer a large catalogue of 61 mosaics containing the crenellation motif,

all placed in a concentric scheme, and none of them are solely placed in a portico or interrupted by a

peristyle. Note that the mosaic of the peristylium in the House of the Dolphins on Delos (app. E: cat. 10).
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large, roofed rooms containing concentric border mosaics in Commagene, namely the ‘Mosaic
Rooms’ belonging to the hierothesion of Arsameia on the Nymphaios (see paragraph 10.5.1).444
There, the floor of ‘Mosaic Room I' was covered with a 0,25 cm. thick layer of ash, which the
excavators interpreted as the burnt remains of a roof construction. In Mosaic Room II of this
structure, measuring 14,90 x 13.85 m., a central pilaster, indicated by a square plinth, probably
carried a roof, a reconstruction that is also possible for room XIV.#45 As room XIV in Samosata is
not much larger than room II in Arsameia, I believe it is warranted to cautiously follow Bingdél in
his reconstruction of this room as a large roofed space that provided access to a suite of rooms (I-
V) behind it; the existence of a (square) open court to the east of XIV is furthermore a probable

(but fully speculative) hypothesis.446

Corridor B

Corridor B runs along the entire excavated western periphery of the palatial complex. In the maps
and descriptions by Ozgii¢, Bingdl and Zoroglu, the roofing of this peripheral corridor remains
unconsidered; it seems to be assumed that this space was used for the movement of servants and
that it was a roofed space. If we consider the parallels for such constructions, it seems very well
possible that corridor B in fact was unroofed. Jean-Claude Margueron has discussed the use of
unroofed peripheral corridors (‘Le couloir peripherique’) in Mesopotamian architecture,
specifically pointing to their importance in terms of providing lighting and air circulation to

adjacent spaces.447

444 Dorner and Goell 1963; Hoepfner 1983; Brijder 2014, 281.

445 The measurements of ‘Mosaic Room I’ in Arsameia on the Nymphaios are 10.76 m x 9.22 m and
apparently did not even need a central pilaster to stabilize the roof. Note that rooms with centrally placed
pilasters are a more common feature in palatial residences of Hellenistic-period northern Syria, for instance
in the central room in the southern suite of the Citadel Palace of Dura Europos (see section 10.4 of this
dissertation and fig. 10.3).

446 See chapter 10 for a detailed case study of this particular architectural configuration, it parallels and its
function, offering also a detailed comparison with the ‘Mosaic Rooms’ of the hierothesion of Arsameia on the
Nymphaios.

447 Margueron 1982, 525: ‘C'est le type rencontre a Uruk, a Kish A et P et qui represente justement un cas tout
a fait specifique de l'architecture mesopotamienne, puisqu'il ne joue aucun role dans la circulation et que, si
mon analyse est acceptee, il sert uniquement a permettre a la lumiere d'entrer dans le bloc dont il fait le tour’.
Margueron emphasizes that this architectural phenomenon is not confined to palatial architecture only; it
was for instance also encountered in the Giparu temple at Ur. See Margueron 1982, 525, n. 85. I thank Tijm
Lanjouw for pointing me to this.
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Fig. 4.3. A reconstruction of an unroofed peripheral corridor in Palace ‘A’ in Kish. Source: Margueron 1982, fig.
29.

The examples of unroofed corridors that he provides - admittedly the much earlier palaces in
Uruk, Eridu P and Kish A (for the latter, see fig. 4.3)- have in common that they run on the far
periphery of the building and have no role whatsoever in the circulation of movement of the
remaining structure; there is no access between the corridor and the rest of the building.#48
Margueron suggested that the only function such peripheral, non-integrated corridors might have
had is providing light and fresh air to the adjacent spaces through windows placed in their inner
walls. A major objection to this interpretation is the lack of any good archaeological evidence for
such windows. Margueron counters this objection by suggesting that, for safety reasons and ease
of wall construction, it was necessary for such windows to be placed high up in the walls, and
hence they are not encountered in the preserved lower sections of the walls.#4® Margueron
furthermore argues that the use of such unroofed peripheral corridors is specifically encountered
in buildings with more than one floor, as lighting of the ground floor spaces in such cases is

specifically challenging.

448 Especially at Kish A, see Margueron 1982, 525 n. 84.
449 Margueron 1982, 525: ‘On pourra objecter que I'on n'a jamais retrouvé de fenétres dans les murs qui
limitent ce type de puits de lumiére. C'est malheureusement vrai a une exception pres dans des conditions
différentes; il est a craindre que les fouilles a venir n'en donneront pas, car, pour des raisons de sécurité peut-
étre, mais surtout d'efficacité, ces ouvertures ne pouvaient se trouver qu'en hauteur, c'est-a-dire le plus preés
possible de la lumiére la plus dense. De plus pour assurer la ventilation des Salles, elles ne pouvaient se trouver
qu'en hauteur, 'appel d'air étant assure par les portes. En tout état de cause cette objection -I'absence de
fenétres- ne me parait guére recevable, car on ne peut raisonnablement expliquer ces couloirs périphériques
que comme des pourvoyeurs d'air et de lumieére’.
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This model from Mesopotamian architecture might offer a useful possibility for our
reconstruction of corridor B in Samosata. Most importantly, this too seems to be a corridor
without any further access to the rest of the structure, at least not in the excavated parts. The use
of corridor B for lighting and air circulation in rooms I-IX is an appealing hypothesis. If we indeed
consider room XIV as a roofed space (see above), the lighting and air circulation of rooms [-V
would have become particularly challenging; at the E side of those rooms there would be no
daylight entering and without an air shaft, these rooms would get musty very easily.*>° For rooms
VI-IX, flanked by the roofed room XV, this is the exact same situation. An unroofed corridor B with
windows placed on a high altitude in W9-W13 and W47-W49 would solve these issues in an
efficient way. The lack of a roof in corridor B would furthermore make sense in relation to the
drainage that runs through it (I1-16), which would drain (also) the rain water that fell inside
corridor B. The pebble floor F9, preserved in corridor B4, likely was constructed in a slight angle
as to lead the rain water towards the open drainage in the centre of the corridor. In the far north
of B4, the pavement of F9 (446,69) for instance seems to be 0,10 m. higher than the drainage
(446,59 m.). Allin all, the above considerations make it possible that corridor B did not contain a
roof and instead was constructed to provide light and air circulation in the adjacent rooms by

means of windows placed high up in W9-W13 and W47-W49.

450 A related argument in favour of an unroofed corridor B and windows in the side walls would be the
internal situation of room V. There, the location of the statue base (I8) in the SE corner of room V would
have fitted very well within the proposed reconstruction. A visitor would approach the statue(s) present on
the statue base from the NW and would therefore appreciate them lit by daylight, perhaps while standing
in the shadow, underneath the window, themselves. As discussed for I8, it is likely that sculptural fragments
ID215 and ID216, found in close relation to 18 (see chapter 6), were placed on this statue base. ID216 is
particularly interesting with regards to the theme of a play with light: the drilled holes in its diadem most
likely carried a radiant crown made out of metal, which would achieve its full potential when reflecting the
daylight deriving from a window higher up in W13. Might, furthermore, the very subtle inscription
‘ANTIOXOU’ underneath the left eye have been particularly well visible to the viewer when lit from the
window in W13?
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4.3.5 Evidence for later additions and reparations

|~
-

2.5 0 25 5 75 10m

Fig. 4.4 Mudbrick walls and mudbrick wall facings with (painted) plaster that are likely to be later additions.
Map by the author (based on Ozgii¢c 2009, 139 pl. 12).

Throughout the central and southern part of the palatial structure, walls are encountered that
seem to consist of at least two different masonry types. These walls combine a random rubble
masonry containing many medium-sized and small stones with an outer facing of plastered
mudbrick with painted decoration (see fig. 4.4). This is specifically encountered in W14, W5, W6,
W17, W18 and W19. There is reason to assume that these two different wall types are not always
necessarily constructed contemporaneously; it is likely that at least some of these mudbrick walls

with (painted) plaster were later additions to the palace.
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Fig. 4.5 Detail of fig. I (appendix. A), showing the situation in room V. Source: Ozgiic Archive.

Fig. 4.5 provides a good image of this phenomenon. W5 appears to consist first and foremost of a
wall executed in a random rubble masonry, with a high amount of medium-sized and small stones.
This part of the wall abruptly ends at the SE side, where a continuation of mortar bed F13 suggests
an entrance between room IV and room V. A layer of mudbrick however is placed against the full
northern facing of the rubble wall W5 and continues all the way up to W17 in the E, effectively
closing off the entrance. This layer of mudbrick contains wall painting in Masonry Style at its NE
facing (see W5 and fig. LXXXIV). The layer in mudbrick with painted plaster thus most likely was

a later embellishment and restructuring, not part of the original construction of the rubble wall.

In the same picture, it is easy to separate between the rubble walls W17 and W18 and their E
mudbrick facing. Here too, the mudbrick wall seems to close off an entrance between room V and
room XIV; the continuation of F13, S of W18, suggests that initially the rubble wall ended here.
Only with the painted mudbrick embellishment this entrance was closed off. In relation to that, it
is likely that I8 and I9 were only later additions to the palace, placed there when 18 would not
block off the entrance to room XIV anymore because it had been closed off by W18 anyway.
Approaching the altar from the side would furthermore not be desirable, necessitating the closing

off of the easternmost entrance in W5 as well.

The separation between the mudbrick facings and the random rubble walls can furthermore be
very clearly witnessed for W6 on fig. LIl and for W1 on fig. LXXXIII. In the other cases indicated on
fig. 4.4 (W7, W20, W21, W25, W28, W30), it is less certain that a clear separation between the
different layers was visible. Not all wall painting was placed on such mudbrick facings; important
exceptions are for instance W10, W11 and W37, where the plaster layer seems to be attached to

the rubble wall or stone surface (W37) more directly.

It is tempting to see the potential additions of plastered and painted mudbrick walls in the palace
as a later phase of embellishment. In the Great Cult Inscription at Arsameia on the Nymphaios,
mention is made of the moment ‘When Antiochos embellished his father’s hierothesion at Arsameia
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on River Nymphaios on this spot’#51 It is furthermore claimed that other structures ‘were either
built or restored or enlarged or (...) were added to everything that was overlooked due to current
circumstances or destroyed in the course of time’452 In another section, it is mentioned that
Antiochos ‘has completed what was left behind and accomplished other parts of the hierothesion’.453
Brijder has suggested that, in Arsameia on the Nymphaios, such embellishments likely concerned
the wall painting in Masonry Style inside the two ‘Mosaic Rooms’.#5* Although the connection
between the textual and archaeological evidence is appealing also for Samosata, it is impossible

to prove any direct connection between the two.

4.3.6 Identification as the Commagenean royal palace

This paragraph discusses the designation of the elaborate structure in sector i-n/13-19 on top of
the hoyiik of Samosata as a royal Commagenean palace. From the moment the structure on top of
the héyiik was excavated in the mid-1980s, its excavators and other scholars have identified it as
a palace connected to the royal Commagenean dynasty.*55 Recently, however, Versluys called for
prudence: ‘there is as yet no decisive evidence to prove that this large, richly decorated mansion,
reminiscent of complexes like the Casa del Fauno in Pompeii or the Palazzo delle Colonne in
Ptolemais, really was “the palatial complex of Mithridates” (or Antiochos I himself)’.456 In a footnote,
Versluys furthermore remarks: ‘these authors do not question the interpretation of the remains as
a royal palatial complex’#57 It is indeed important to not just uncritically accept the structure’s
identification as a royal palace, which is why I will present the available evidence for this

designation and argue for its probability.

The written evidence for the existence of a palace in Samosata derives from Strabo, who, probably
in the early 1st c. CE, refers to Commagene’s capital as the location of ‘the seat of the kings’ of
Commagene (to basileion): »&xeL 8" épupviyy oAV Zapdcata £v 1) o Bacitelov Viipye, viv &
émapyio yéyove’#58 Like many other Hellenistic palaces (e.g. Masada, Herodion, Pella, Vergina,
Pergamon), the structure in Samosata is located on top of the capital’s héyiik covering large parts

of it: at least a quarter of the mound must have been taken in by the palace.#5 Its large size (at

451 A99-101.
452 A42-45.
453 A58-60.
454 Brijder 2014, 294. For the ‘Mosaic Rooms’ of Arsameia on the Nymphaios, see section 10.5 of this
dissertation.
455 See, most notably: Ozgii¢c 1985, 221-227; Sinclair 1990, 146-147; Facella 2006, 220; Kopsacheili 2011,
26; Ozglic 2009; Zoroglu 2012, 145; Bing6l 2013; Kropp 2013, 107; Brijder 2014, 424-428.
456 Versluys 2017a, 84-85.
457 J[dem, 85 n. 88.
458 Strabo 16.2.3.
459 Brands and Hoepfner 1996; Nielsen 1999.
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least 1700 m?) and lavish decoration furthermore implies a considerable investment, fitting to a
royal commissioner. The sculptural evidence contains two direct references to the Commagenean
kings, both of which are discussed in detail in chapter 6 of this dissertation. The firstis a limestone
head of a Hellenistic king wearing a diadem, found in room V of the palatial structure.46®
Underneath the left eye, this portrait has an inscription saying ‘ANTIOXOU’, which most probably
should indicate king Antiochos I. A second fragment of a portrait only contains a fragment of a
royal diadem with eagles in relief, an iconography that is unique to royal Commagenean visual
culture and must have belonged to a statue of king Antiochos 1.461 The overall visual culture of the
structure’s decorative elements bears strong parallels with at least one other royal visual context,
namely that of the hierothesion of Arsameia on the Nymphaios.*62 There too, we find wall painting
in Masonry Style, tessellated mosaics with black and white concentric border decoration, and
identical iconographies (e.g. mosaic emblemata depicting Rhodian amphorae flanked by dolphin-
like sea-creatures). In a recently discovered context at Glizelgay, currently interpreted as a
temenos that was built under Antiochos I's predecessor, Mithridates I Kallinikos, very similar
fragments of tessellated mosaic in concentric border decoration were furthermore discovered,
again suggesting that the visual, decorative selections of the structure in Samosata fit very well to

what we know about the royal Commagenean visual program from other royal contexts.463

Any interpretation of the structure that claims a non-royal commissioner would need to
incorporate this evidence for it to be a convincing alternative scenario. It is however hard to
imagine a non-royal context that was allowed to take in at least a quarter of the kingdom capital’s
central acropolis. More questions would arise that would need at least a start of a satisfactory
answer for such a scenario to be somewhat convincing. For instance, who other than the
Commagenean kings would be allowed to reside at this central location? Why would such a non-
royal commissioner appropriate the royal visual language and set up statues for the
Commagenean kings? A non-royal commissioner can certainly not be entirely discarded, but there
is simply no supportive evidence for such an alternative interpretation, making it highly unlikely.
In all probability, therefore, the structure in sector i-n/13-19 can be interpreted as the royal

Commagenean palace.

460 See ID216 in chapter 6 of this dissertation.

461 See ID520 in chapter 6 of this dissertation.

462 See below for a discussion of this site in relation to the chronology of the palace. For hierothesia and the
Antiochan ruler cult, see paragraph 1.5 of this dissertation with bibliography.

463 See infra n. 165.
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4.3.7 Chronology
Construction

The dating of the construction of the palace and the designation of the palace to a specific royal
commissioner is matter of debate that cannot be entirely resolved as of yet. The excavators dated
the palace to the reign of king Mithradates I Kallinikos (100-69 BCE), something which is mostly
followed by most other scholars.#6* This dating was first of all based on a coin depicting
Mithridates I Kallinikos (found on the mosaic floor in the southern part of room XIV) as well as
the rendering of the acanthus leaves in a fragment of a Corinthian capital and the style of palatial
complex’s tessellated mosaics.#65 Ozgiic suggested that the palatial complex passed into
possession of king Antiochos I, who expanded it and commissioned its decoration.*6¢ Based on the
observation that the northern area of the palace was located on a lower altitude than the southern
part, Zoroglu also suggested that the palatial complex consisted of two phases: a peristyle-house
in the north, commissioned by Mithradates I Kallinkos and a large southern addition and overall

complete refurbishment by Antiochos 1.467

With the new evidence presented in this chapter, the suggestion of an Antiochan expansion of the
palace should however be discarded: in paragraph 4.3.2 of this chapter, | have argued that the
overall palatial structure is characterized by a form of ‘micro-terracing’, consisting of different
elevation zones that were however most likely conceived and constructed as part of one and the
same building phase. Ozgii¢’s suggestion that all decoration was commissioned by Antiochos
neither can be supported by the presented evidence, however, in paragraph 4.3.5 of this chapter,
I have cautiously suggested the existence of at least two different wall phases inside the palace,
with a second phase consisting of plastered and painted mudbrick walls that were often placed
against older walls with irregular courses of small and medium-sized stones. The precise dating
of these two phases remains problematic, although in chapter 7 I will develop an argument that
suggests that the older phase dates to the early 1st c. BCE, while the second phase is rather situated
in the second half of the 1st c. BCE.

As explained before, it is difficult to draw many conclusions from the very broad periodic layering
presented by Ozgii¢ and a closer look at the respective ceramic assemblages does not help to infer

a more fine-grained chronology either, specifically because of their very mixed character. In very

464 Cf, Ozgii¢ 1985, 225; Zoroglu 2000, 83.
465 ngu(; 1985, 225; Zoroglu 2012, 144; Bingol 2013, 111-112. The dating of the structure on the basis of
one coin placed on top of a floor is not very reliable and is not further discussed here as serious evidence.
466 Ozgiic 2009; Kopsacheili 2012, 232.
467 See Zoroglu 2012, 144. Followed by Kropp 2013, 109 and Kopsacheili 2011, 26, n. 31.
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broad terms, it can however be observed that the pottery associated with the pre-palatial ‘curved
step structure’ in sector k/16, (layer VI), did not contain any material that unequivocally can be
dated to the later 2nd - early 1st c. BCE, like Eastern Sigillata A (ESA), which, in North-Syrian
contexts, is generally dated to the late-Hellenistic and early-Roman periods.#68 Instead, these
layers almost solely consisted of the typical thick-walled and red painted course wares, which are
likely dated earlier (see chapter 7.2). This general picture is very different from the other pre-
palatial contexts on top of the héyiik that are located outside, west of the palace (the so-called
‘torus-base structure’, the ‘altar structure’ and sector u/9-10; again, see paragraph 7.2): here, the
red painted wares are also found in combination with ESA, suggesting that these layers continued
into the 1st c. BCE. Although the evidence is very limited and blurry, these observations at least

allow for an early 1st c. BCE dating of the palace.

A more detailed assessment is however impossible and, as such, a more precise dating of the
construction of the palace is mostly dependent on stylistic and typological approximations
(presented for separate object types in chapters 5, 6 and 7), which naturally bring along a
considerable degree of uncertainty. Based on such stylistic dating, drawing on comparanda from
other regional and trans-regional sites, the fragments of architectural decoration, the wall
painting and the mosaics would indeed seem to allow for a dating that is situated in the early 1st

c. BCE, probably during the reign of king Mithridates I Kallinikos (100-69 BCE).

The most important argument for the ‘Mithridatic’ dating of the palace of Samosata are the
previously mentioned strong stylistic parallels between the palatial structure of Samosata and the
so-called ‘Mosaic Rooms’ in the hierothesion of Arsameia on the Nymphaios#¢9, in terms of mosaic
decoration (tessellated, black and white concentric border decoration47?), the architectural
decoration (Oenbrink’s Commagenean ‘Corinthian Order I'47t), the wall painting (Masonry Style
wall painting#72) and the iconography (the mosaic emblema with a depiction of a Rhodian amphora
flanked by dolphin-like creatures+73).474 Although the chronology of Arsameia on the Nymphaios

has been debated during the last decades, it seems increasingly convincing that its ‘Mosaic Rooms’

468 In Jebel Khalid, ESA is dated post-150 BCE (see Jackson 2009, 250). For the ESA of Samosata, see Zoroglu
1986.

469 See paragraph 10.5.1 of this dissertation for a more elaborate discussion of this site in relation to the
palace of Samosata.

470 For the concentric border mosaics of Samosata, see chapter 8 and appendix A, CIX-CXXII of this
dissertation. For the concentric border mosaics of Arsameia on the Nymphaios, see Lavin 1963, 191-196.
471 For the Corinthian capital fragments of Samosata, see paragraph 5.2.1 of this dissertation. For the
Corinthian capital fragments of Arsameia on the Nymphaios, see Oenbrink 2017, 50-68.

472 For the wall painting in Samosata, see paragraph 7.3.4 of this dissertation. For wall painting in Arsameia
on the Nymphaios, see Hoepfner 1983, pl. 17, D.

473 For the figurative mosaics of Samosata, see paragraph 7.3.2 of this dissertation with fig. 7.20a-b. For the
figurative mosaics of Arsameia on the Nymphaios, see Lavin 1963, pl. 44A.

474 As already suggested (albeit with different conclusions concerning the dating of both structures) by
Hoepfner 2012, 117; Brijder 2014, 427-428.
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on the western side of the plateau indeed contain ‘pre-Antiochan’ phases (i.e. before the reign of
king Antiochos [; ca. 69-36 BCE). I will briefly elaborate here on a discussion concerning the
chronology of Arsameia, as I presume that the conclusions concerning its dating should be more

or less applicable to the palace of Samosata.475

In the Great Cult Inscription found at the hierothesion of Arsameia on the Nymphaios, Antiochos I
mentions the foundation and fortification of both plateaus in Arsameia by Arsames, the Armenian
satrap in the 3rd c. BCE and paternal ancestor of the Commagenean dynasty, and also the
preparation of the place to hold his burial by Mithradates I, which he claims to have renewed and
embellished.#7¢ Apart from a few pottery finds, which comprise bowls, cups and cooking pots+77,
nothing has been observed that contributes to the understanding of the appearance and function
of the place prior to the erection of the sanctuary’s architecture. Only one torus-base found in a
lower stratum next to the staircase is tentatively attributed to the early-Hellenistic phase478 which
allows no reconstruction whatsoever. This evidence leaves us with a severe gap in the
archaeological record from the early-Hellenistic period in the 3rd c. BCE (represented by some
pottery finds from lower strata) until the hierothesion’s main phase which the excavators
attributed to the mid-1st c. BCE, i.e. the reign of Antiochos 1.479 The latter dating would mean that
the building activities by Mithradates I which are mentioned in the inscription are invented by

Antiochos [.480

However, although it may be that Antiochos [ undoubtedly enlarged and monumentalized the cult
installations at Arsameia on the Nymphaios, it seems to be increasingly convincing that there are
in fact indications for earlier, pre-Antiochan activities at the site. Reconsidering the material
evidence, already the mosaics, which, based on stylistic grounds, were mainly dated to the end of
the 2nd or beginning of the 1st c. BCE*81, indicate a pre-Antiochan building-phase of the sanctuary.
In order to conciliate this with the identification of Antiochos I as sole builder of the structures,
Wolfram Hoepfner explained the mosaics as well as the wall-paintings as classicistic recourses to

Pergamenian art of the mid-2rd c. BCE in Commagene around the mid-1st c. BCE.*82 This hypothesis

475 This pertains largely a reiteration of the argument presented already in Kruijer and Riedel 2021; I thank
S. Riedel for allowing me to publish it here as part of my dissertation.
476 Cf, Dorner and Goell 1963, 40-42 1. 13-58.
477 Idem, 236-237 do not list cooking pots which were obviously only found in the trench close to the
staircase (Hoepfner 1983, 92).
478 Hoepfner 1983, 6-7; Oenbrink 2017, 37-38.
479 Dorner et al.1965, 218-221; Hoepfner 1983, 51-52; Hoepfner 2012, 129.
480 Hoepfner in a later article mentions that the excavators - including himself - were intrigued by finding
the mentioned earlier phase but in the end failed to do so (Hoepfner 2012, 129). Cf. Versluys 2017a, 176-
177.
481 Lavin 1963, 196; Balty 1981, 355-357; Salzmann 1982, 68. 120 nos. 146-149; Balty 1995, 161; Oenbrink
2017,120.
482 Hoepfner 1983, 73.
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seems to be supported by pottery found ‘in the trench beneath mosaic I’ of which the youngest
pieces are dated to the mid-1st c. BCE.483 But it must be remarked that Hoepfner’s picture is much
less clear than he presents it. Against his claims that all pottery, ‘including those from the deepest
layers, [belongs] to single period around the mid-1st c. BCE#84, already the quoted publication of the
excavations advises caution since it also mentions pottery from the layers he refers to, dating to
2nd — and even late-2nd — c. BCE*85, Furthermore, the first excavators of Arsameia, Friedrich Karl
Dorner and Theresa Goell, mention that most of the pottery they observed belongs to the so-called
Hellenistic-Pergamenian ware whose use in Commagene they roughly date from the late-2nd c.
BCE to the 1st c. CE.48¢ According to their evaluation, all pottery that can be dated to the 2nd c. BCE
is imported although for most of the finds they cannot give a place or region of origin.*87 In short,
the pottery found at Arsameia does not allow for Hoepfner’s exclusive dating of the structures to
the mid-1st c. BCE and therefore for an indisputable allocation of the hierothesion to Antiochos 1.
Alternatively, it is well possible that at least some of the pieces date to the time of Mithradates I.
In that light, the mosaics, for which many comparanda dating to the late-2nd/early 1st c¢. BCE can
be found (see chapter 7, 8 and 9) need not have been Antiochan recourses to Pergamenian art as
suggested by Hoepfner, but rather were part of settlement and building activities at Arsameia on
the Nymphaios in the time of Mithradates I -as the Antiochan inscription informs us. Such a phase
is further attested by Werner Oenbrink’s thorough reassessment of the architectural fragments of
which some were executed in the late 2nd and especially early 1st c. BCE.*88 Also the previously
mentioned new archaeological and epigraphic evidence from a sanctuary at the Giizelgay*8?, about

20 km northeast of Samosata, supports the idea of Mithradatic precursors.49°

483 Idem, 93 (‘FO: Im Schnitt unter Mosaik I’). The pottery in question was obviously found in the southern
part of the room where the mosaic was preserved best (cf. Hoepfner 1983, 12).

484 Hoepfner 2012, 129: [Die] Keramik, darunter solche aus den tiefsten Schichten, [zeigt,] dass es nur eine
einzige Periode aus der Mitte des 1. Jhs. v. Chr. gibt’.

485 Hoepfner 1983, 92-95.

486 Cf, Dorner and Goell 1963, 234-241.

487 Jdem, 234, albeit this seems to be a very narrow understanding of ‘import’ since Samosata is assumed to
be one of the production centres (cf. Dérner and Goell 1963, 234 note 2). However, two stamped handles of
Rhodian amphorae have been discovered which date to the 27d half of the 2nd c. BCE and the late 2nd/early
1st c. BCE, respectively (Dorner and Goell 1963, 244-245). This further strengthens the hypothesis of a pre-
Antiochan phase at Arsameia in which obviously connections to the Eastern Mediterranean have been well-
established. Admittedly, the argument presented here is more deconstructing an Antiochan dating of
Arsameia on the Nymphaios than unequivocally proving a Mithridatic dating. New, high-defenition
excavations and investigations of the hierothesion of Arsameia on the Nymphaios are therefore highly
desirable. A more precise dating of the ‘Mosaic Rooms’ of Arsameia on the Nymphaios might in fact be one
of the only ways to arrive at a better dating for the palace of Samosata.

488 Oenbrink 2017, esp. 120-121.

489 See infra n. 165. .

490 The preserved architectural elements at Giizelcay strongly resemble those at Arsameia on the
Nymphaios (Oenbrink 2017, 124-141) as well as the door lintels of Samosata (see ID517; ID518; ID614;
ID613 in chapter 5).
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Based on this new reading of the chronology of the ‘Mosaic Rooms’ of Arsameia on the Nymphaios
and, to a less extent, the newly discovered sanctuary at the Giizelgay, it seems probable that the
very similar mosaics, architectural decoration and wall paintings in the palace of Samosata have
a similar Mithridatic construction date. Like at Arsameia and, perhaps, also at Glizelcay, a possible
re-building or embellishment of the site under the reign of Antiochos I is very well possible, as for
instance hinted at in the multiple wall phases suggested in paragraph 4.3.5. In the next paragraph
section, I will discuss the possible (and equally problematic) dating of the abandonment and/or

destruction of the palace, which also seems to allow for an Antiochan use phase of the palace.

Abandonment and destruction

The high amount of Eastern Sigillata A on top of the palatial complex’s floors (layer 4) suggest that
the abandonment and/or destruction of the structure must be dated to the late-Hellenistic-early-
Roman period as well. Some of its finds, specifically the two limestone portraits of Antiochos I
(ID520; ID216) and the limestone head of a bearded male deity (perhaps Zeus; ID215), seem to
date to the late 1st c. BCE-early 1st c. CE and could suggest that the palatial complex was at least in
use until this period.4?1 The palatial complex must have been abandoned and destroyed at the time
of the construction of the structure in opus reticulatum that cuts through and superimposes the
northern sector of the palatial complex (rooms X and XI).#92 Contrary to what is generally
assumed, it is doubtful that this structure was only constructed in or after 72 CE, when
Commagene was finally annexed by the Roman Empire.493 Alternatively, it might be cautiously
considered that the use of this wall facing technique - rarely attested outside the Italian peninsula

- belongs to the reign of Antiochos IV (38-72 CE).#94 If this is right, the superimposition of the

491 For the sculptural fragments, see chapter 6 of this dissertation.
492 Excavation report from 1985 from the Ozgii¢ Archive: ‘A room with a wall in opus reticulatum was built
on top of the room to the left of the corridor’.
493 E,g. Ozgii¢ 2009; Zoroglu 2012. Facella 2005, 239 claims that these walls are the quintessential example
of the activity of the Roman legions from 72 CE onwards, showcasing an investment by the empire in this
area and indicative of the Romans’ ‘contribution to building techniques’and, more in general, representative
of the ‘material transformations of the region’ and ‘lasting impact of direct Roman control and the effect of
the military presence’. Brijder 2014, 428 already doubted whether the palatial complex was indeed in use
up until 72 CE. Versluys 2017a, 53 wrongly attributes the opus reticulatum walls to the palatial structure
itself. Sinclair 1990, 146 suggests that the palatial complex was abandoned immediately after the reign of
Antiochos I but offers no arguments. Hoepfner 2012, 117 also suggested that the walls belonged to the reign
of Antiochos I.
494 Opus reticulatum is mostly found on the Italian peninsula (and specifically in Latium and Campania),
where it is dated to the early 1st c. BCE until the Augustan period (27 BCE-14 CE). Its presence outside Italy
israre. Cf. Kropp 2013, 147 n.274 and Oenbrink 2009, 196-197. Note that a mid or even later 1st c. CE dating
is well possible if we for instance take into account the tomb of Gaios Iulios Samsigeramos in Emesa which
dates to 78/79 CE (Oenbrink 2009; Kropp 2010). For more, see section 7.5 in this dissertation.
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structure in opus reticulatum would suggest that by roughly the mid-1st c. CE at the latest, the

palatial complex would have fallen out of use.*95

495 This might furthermore be corroborated by the fact that Strabo 16,2,3 refers to Samosata as the location
of ‘the seat of the kings’ in the past tense (‘#xeL 8’ épupviv oAV Zapdoata év ) T Bacitelov vmfjpye, viv &'
énapxio yéyove'; emphasis by the author). Strabo (63 BCE-23 CE) probably wrote during the Roman
‘interregnum’ of 17-38 CE, and the year of his death would thus offer a terminus ante quem for the
abandonment of the palatial complex.
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Chapter 5. Fragments of architectural decoration from Samosata (2 c.

BCE-1st c. CE).
5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents and discusses an extensive catalogue of fragments of architectural
decoration, largely deriving from the excavations by Ozgiic and her team. The largest part of these
finds were stored at the depot of the Archaeological Museum of Adiyaman. The last years have
seen considerable improvement of our knowledge of architectural decoration in Commagene,
especially through the thorough publications by Werner Oenbrink about the Antiochan
‘Sakralarchitektur’ in the hierothesia and temene of his ruler cult*¢ and the Hellenistic and
Imperial Roman architectural fragments of Doliche.#97 The former book deals specifically with the
material of the hierothesion of Arsameia on the Nymphaios (Eski Kale), which still offers the largest
corpus of architectural decoration in Commagene.*%8 Importantly, Oenbrink argues for an earlier
Mithridatic phase (ca. 100-69 BCE) of the palatial complex on the western plateau of this site, with
several architectural forms dating to the late 2nd and early 1st c. BCE.#9% Most architectural material
from this important site, however, still seems to stem from the reign of Antiochos I. Oenbrink also
discusses the architectural decoration of a second important royal cult site, namely that of
Giizelcay (Kahta), where, as discussed before, an earlier Mithridatic phase is also assumed.500
Although some fragments from Samosata were already available to Oenbrink, large parts of this
catalogue had not been considered. As such, this material adds a valuable new corpus to our
understanding of architectural decoration of Commagene. In this chapter I will present the
evidence for Corinthian capitals (paragraph 5.2), Ionian capitals (paragraph 5.3), door lintels
(paragraph 5.4), column bases (paragraph 5.5), column drums (paragraph 5.6), entablature
fragments (paragraph 5.7), and small decorative fragments (paragraph 5.8). Most of these
categories are too heterogeneous in dating and character to discuss as a group, but the Corinthian

orders I and II will be further discussed at the end of each sub-paragraph.

496 Oenbrink 2017. For a good summary see Oenbrink 2021.
497 Oenbrink 2019.
498 Qenbrink 2017, 16-123. See also Hoepfner 1983 for an earlier analysis of the site including its
architectural decoration, somewhat revised in Hoepfner 2000, 56-73. Oenbrink provides a thorough
discussion of Hoepfner’s interpretations.
499 Oenbrink 2017, 108-123. See also paragraph 4.3.7 of this dissertation.
500 See infra, n. 165.
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5.2 Corinthian Capitals

In his study of Corinthian capital fragments from Arsameia on the Nymphaios, Oenbrink
distinguished three different Corinthian capital orders (I-1II), and this typology seems particularly
useful for the late-Hellenistic Corinthian capital fragments found in Samosata.501 The typology is
based on the different structural and formal characteristics of the capitals and their individual
elements (cf. acanthus leaves, eyelets) as well as their relative proportions. The fragments
discussed below from Samosata can be categorized under the Corinthian order I (5.2.1) and order
II (5.2.2); no Corinthian capital fragments from Samosata seem to adhere to order III. After
discussing the fragments belonging to orders I and II, I present more (potential) fragments of
Corinthian capitals, which, due to their bad preservation or their idiosyncrasy, could not be

categorized under a specific Corinthian order (5.2.3).

5.2.1 Corinthian Order |

ID292 - st.85-459

"n"n" " "

Fragment of an acanthus leaf

Measurements: h. 16,3; 1. 28,2; w. 35,8.

Material: limestone.

Location: sector j/19, palace.

Current location: stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum.

Preservation: broken on all three sides.

501 As remarked already in several places by Oenbrink, e.g. Oenbrink 2017, 52, 62; Oenbrink 2021, 172 n.30.
For the Corinthian orders in general, see Oenbrink 2017, 50-68 nos. A52-A91 and Oenbrink 2021, 169-175.
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Description592: Large fragment of an acanthus leaf. Probably part of a Corinthian capital. Worked on front
and back. Front is convex shaped, back is concave. On the front left, a protruding, drooping top-leaflet of an
acanthus leaf belonging to the upper folium or the calyx. On the segmented leaf, at least two lobes can be
observed. In total, fourteen leaf-fingers are preserved, with two droplet-like eyelets where the fingers meet.
The upward-pointing fingers are straight, while those belonging to the drooping lobe curve strongly. On the
front right, some upward-pointing, straight leaf-fingers from what is probably the start of another acanthus
leaf. In general, the fingers are grooved, pointed and well-chiseled.

Discussion: Exact location and orientation of the fragment is difficult to establish; perhaps the drooping top-
leaflet indicates the top part of the kalathos, like ID518. Similar also to fragments ID513, ID522, ID526,
ID527,1D528, and ID679. Resembling the acanthus leaves of ID679 as well as the Corinthian pilaster capital
from Arsameia on the Nymphaios which Oenbrink both assigns to his first Commagenean Corinthian order,
dated to the early 1st c. BCE.>%3 The excavators mistakenly described the piece as sculpture.

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: early-1st c. BCE.

ID513 - st.85-1000

Fragment of an acanthus leaf

Measurements: h. 6,5; 1. 12,0; w. 8,0.

Material: bright white limestone.

Location: unknown, probably palace.

Current location: depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum; box ‘1985 saray mimari parca’.

Preservation: broken at two sides and at the back.

502 Description in the object inventory: ‘disbiikey formlu bir parcadir. bir band iizerinde kanatlart yari agik
bir kus. biiyiik bir ihtimalle kartal kabartmasi verdir. elimizdeki parcada ikisi tam, birirnin re yalnizca bas
kismi kalmis olan bu siisleme belki de herhangi bir mimari parga lizerindeki siislemede yer alan banti
gdstermektedir. bu gériisti bir heykelin iizerindeki bir kemer tasviri olarak da agabiliriz.’
503 Oenbrink 2021, 169 fig. 4. Hoepfner 1983, 38-42. 51. 73 fig. 29. pl. 15A-B; Hoepfner 2012, 126 fig. 107;
Oenbrink 2017, 50-55 nos. A52-A63. pl. 18, 1-4.
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Description: Fragment of an acanthus leaf. Probably part of a Corinthian capital. Slightly curved, smooth
edge. Consisting of ca. eleven leaf-fingers, slightly curving in different directions, with two droplet-like
eyelets where the fingers meet. The fingers are grooved, pointed and well-chiseled.

Discussion: Exact location and orientation of the fragment is difficult to establish. Similar to fragments
ID518, ID522, ID526, ID527, ID528, and ID679. Resembling the acanthus leaves of ID679 as well as the
Corinthian pilaster capital from Arsameia on the Nymphaios which Oenbrink both assigns to his first
Commagenean Corinthian order, dated to the early 1st c. BCE.5¢ Similar fragments also in Diilik Baba
Tepesi.505

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: early-1st c. BCE.

ID518 - st.85-1005

504 Qenbrink 2021, 169 fig. 4. Hoepfner 1983, 38-42. 51. 73 fig. 29. pl. 15A-B; Hoepfner 2012, 126 fig. 107;
Oenbrink 2017, 50-55 nos. A52-A63. pl. 18, 1-4.

505 Qenbrink 2008, 121-122 pl. 19, 3-4.
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‘HEEEE

Fragment of Corinthian capital with corner volute

Measurements: h. 11,7; 1. 14,0; w. 9,5.

Material: bright white limestone.

Location: unknown, probably palace.

Current location: depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum; box ‘1985 saray mimari parca’.
Preservation: broken at all sides. One volute-half is missing.

Description: Fragment of Corinthian capital with corner volute. Worked on all sides. The abacus does not
directly follow on top of the volute, so the volute must have been protruding considerably. The volute’s fillet
is flat and well-articulated, ending in an opened oculus. Under the volute starts a drooping top-leaflet of an
acanthus leaf. On the segmented leave, at least three lobes can be observed. In total, ca. fifteen preserved
leaf-fingers slightly curving in different directions, with three droplet-like eyelets where the fingers meet.
The fingers are grooved, pointed and well-chiseled.

Discussion: Similar to fragments ID 528, ID522, ID526, ID527, ID513, and ID679. Resembling the acanthus
leaves of ID679 as well as the corinthian pilaster capital from Arsameia on the Nymphaios which Oenbrink
both assigns to his first Commagenean Corinthian order, dated to the early 1st c. BCE.5% Similar fragments
also in Diiliik Baba Tepesi.5?7

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: early-1st c. BCE.

ID522 - st.85-1009

Fragment of an acanthus leaf

Measurements: h. 5,6;1.10,7; w. 5,3.

Material: bright white limestone.

506 Qenbrink 2021, 169 fig. 4. Hoepfner 1983, 38-42. 51. 73 fig. 29. pl. 15A-B; Hoepfner 2012, 126 fig. 107;
Oenbrink 2017, 50-55 nos. A52-A63. pl. 18, 1-4.
507 Oenbrink 2008, 121-122 pl. 19, 3-4.
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Location: In the upper part of the NE fill of the destruction of F4 in room XIV.508

Current location: depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum; box ‘1985 saray mimari parca’.

Preservation: broken on all sides except where the slightly curving edge was preserved.

Description: Fragment of an acanthus leaf. Probably part of a Corinthian capital. Flat backside and slightly
curved, smooth edge. Consisting of ca. ten leaf-fingers, slightly curving in different directions, with two
droplet-like eyelets where the fingers meet. The fingers are grooved, pointed and well-chiseled.
Discussion: Exact location and orientation of the fragment is difficult to establish, but the curved edge might
indicate the start of a volute, like in ID518? In general, similar to fragments ID518, ID528, ID526, ID527,
ID513, and ID679. Resembling ID679 as well as the acanthus leaves of the Corinthian pilaster capital from
Arsameia on the Nymphaios which Oenbrink both assigns to his first Commagenean Corinthian order, dated
to the early 1st c. BCE.5%? Similar fragments also in Diiliik Baba Tepesi.>10

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: early-1st c. BCE.

ID526 - st.85-1013

gy iy

Fragment of an acanthus leaf

Measurements: h. 2,7;1.10,3; w. 7,8.

Material: bright white limestone.

Location: L 16, probably palace.

Current location: depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum; box ‘1985 saray mimari parca’.

Preservation: broken at the left and right side.

508 Mentioned in the 1984 excavation report by Ozgiic. See appendix C, 7.

509 Oenbrink 2021, 169 fig. 4. Hoepfner 1983, 38-42. 51. 73 fig. 29. pl. 15A-B; Hoepfner 2012, 126 fig. 107;
Oenbrink 2017, 50-55 nos. A52-A63. pl. 18, 1-4.

510 Qenbrink 2008, 121-122 pl. 19, 3-4.
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Description: Fragment of an acanthus leaf. Probably part of a Corinthian capital. Flat backside and slightly
curved, smooth edges on both sides. Consisting of ca. ten leaf-fingers, slightly curving in different directions,
with two droplet-like eyelets where the fingers meet. The fingers are grooved, pointed and well-chiseled.

Discussion: Exact location and orientation of the fragment is difficult to establish, but the curved edge might
indicate the start of a volute, like in ID5187? In general, similar to fragments ID518, ID522, D528, D527 and
ID513. Resembling the acanthus leaves of ID679 as well as the Corinthian pilaster capital from Arsameia on
the Nymphaios which Oenbrink both assigns to his first Commagenean Corinthian order, dated to the early
1st c. BCE.5!! Similar fragments also in Diiliik Baba Tepesi.512

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: early-1st c. BCE.

ID527 - st.85-1014

Fragment of an acanthus leaf

Measurements: h. 3,2; 1. 8,4; w. 7,3.

Material: bright white limestone.

Location: unknown, probably palace.

Current location: depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum; box ‘1985 saray mimari parca’.

Preservation: Sides are broken.

Description: Fragment of an acanthus leaf. Probably part of a Corinthian capital. Flat backside and slightly
curved, smooth edge. Two lobes consisting of ca. six leaf-fingers, with a droplet-like eyelet in the center

where the fingers meet. The almost straight fingers are grooved, pointed and well-chiseled.

Discussion: Exact location and orientation of the fragment is difficult to establish, but the curved edge might
indicate the start of a volute, like in ID5187? In general, similar to fragments ID518, ID522, D526, ID528 and

511 Qenbrink 2021, 169 fig. 4. Hoepfner 1983, 38-42. 51. 73 fig. 29. pl. 15A-B; Hoepfner 2012, 126 fig. 107;
Oenbrink 2017, 50-55 nos. A52-A63. pl. 18, 1-4.
512 Qenbrink 2008, 121-122 pl. 19, 3-4.
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ID513. Resembling the acanthus leaves of ID679 as well as the Corinthian pilaster capital from Arsameia on
the Nymphaios which Oenbrink both assigns to his first Commagenean Corinthian order, dated to the early
1st c. BCE.513 Similar fragments also in Diiliik Baba Tepesi.514

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: early-1st c. BCE.

ID528 - st.85-1015

" n"n" """

Fragment of an acanthus leaf

Measurements: h. 8,4;1.9,7; w. 6,8.

Material: bright white limestone.

Location: unclear, probably palace.

Current location: depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum; box ‘1985 saray mimari parca’.
Preservation: Broken on one side.

Description: Fragment of an acanthus leaf. Probably part of a Corinthian capital. Worked on both sides. Front
side is convex and consists of ca. seven curving leaf-fingers, with a droplet-like eyelet in the center where
the fingers meet. The concave back contains three straight leaf-fingers at the left side, in a 90 degree tilted
orientation. On both sides, the fingers are grooved, pointed and well-chiseled.

Discussion: Exact location and orientation is difficult to establish; probably part of a drooping top-leaflet as
itis worked on both sides and curves strongly. Similar to fragments ID518, D522, ID526, ID527 and ID513.
Resembling ID679 and the acanthus leaves of the Corinthian pilaster capital from Arsameia on the
Nymphaios which Oenbrink both assigns to his first Commagenean Corinthian order, dated to the early 1st
c. BCE.S15

Literature: previously unpublished.

513 Oenbrink 2021, 169 fig. 4. Hoepfner 1983, 38-42. 51. 73 fig. 29. pl. 15A-B; Hoepfner 2012, 126 fig. 107;
Oenbrink 2017, 50-55 nos. A52-A63. pl. 18, 1-4.

514Qenbrink 2008, 121-122 pl. 19, 3-4.

515 Qenbrink 2021, 169 fig. 4. Hoepfner 1983, 38-42. 51. 73 fig. 29. pl. 15A-B; Hoepfner 2012, 126 fig. 107;
Oenbrink 2017, 50-55 nos. A52-A63. pl. 18, 1-4.
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Date: early-1st c. BCE.

ID529 - st.85-1016

Fragment of a Corinthian pilaster capital?

Measurements: h. 9,8; 1. 8,5; w. 8,4.

Material: limestone.

Location: palace, sector and layer unknown.

Current location: depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum; box ‘1985 saray mimari parca’.
Preservation: broken on all sides except for the front side.

Description: Fragment of a Corinthian pilaster capital? Worked on one side. Almost vertical stem or helix
that ends in an outward curve or volute at the top. Well-chiseled.

Discussion: Perhaps part of a helix, emerging directly from the calyx on the topmost part of the kalathos?
Perhaps to be combined with the group of ID513, ID522, ID526, ID527, ID528, ID292 and ID679, which are
dated to the 1stc. BCE.

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: early-1st c. BCE?
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Fragment of a Corinthian pilaster capital

Measurements: h. 58,0; 1. 62,0; w. 26,0.

Material: limestone.

Location: said to stem from Samosata.516

Current location: Kahta, Lokanta Miize (Neset Akel). Inv.-No. 2003/3: KA2010_001-404.

Preservation: broken at the back, the bottom, and at the left and right sides. Slightly worn at the front side.

Description: Fragment of a Corinthian pilaster capital. The lower and central part of the capital-kalathos has
been preserved. Two symmetrically composed acanthus leaves are part of the wreath leaf folium; they are
segmented with three grooved and pointed lobes arranged around a rounded mid-vein. Between the lobes
are droplet-like eyelets. The fingers are grooved, pointed and well-chiseled. Behind the wreath, three
elongated bracts are placed, which protrude above the wreath leaf folium; these are rendered more
schematically than the lower folium. Behind these, two column-like parallel fluted caules are towering,
containing torus-shaped caulis-knots. From these spring symmetrically composed calices with inner and
outer bracts. The caules and calices are again rendered in great detail. In the centre, between the caules, a
narrower parallel fluted stem contains an acanthus calyx.

Discussion: Oenbrink comments that the piece is difficult to place chronologically both because of its poor
state of preservation and because of a lack of securely dated parallels. The only close parallel derives from
Arsameia on the Nymphaios, which Oenbrink also assigns to the Commagenean Corinthian order 1.517 He

516 Qenbrink 2021, 172.

517 Idem, 169 fig. 4; Hoepfner 1983, 38-42. 51. 73 fig. 29. pl. 15A-B; Hoepfner 2012, 126 fig. 107; Oenbrink
2017, 50-55 nos. A52-A63. pl. 18, 1-4. Oenbrink also refers to another, unpublished, fragment of a capital
from the Kahta Lokanta Miize (Inv.-No. 2003/13: KA2010_001-400) which also belongs to the first
Commagenean Corinthian order. It has a caulis-knot and a partially preserved calyx. Oenbrink 2021, 172 n.
28.
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comments that both pieces in principle adhere to the formal traditions of Corinthian capitals from Asia
Minor.518 On the basis of a combination of formal characteristics (e.g. the segmented acanthus with multiple
pointed, grooved lobes and droplet-like eyelets; the parallel fluting of the caulis-stems; and the rudimentary
execution of the lower part of the bracts), Oenbrink arrives at a date in the early-1st c. BCE.51?

Literature: Lauter 1986, 761; Rumscheid 1994 2, 7 no. 18.10; Oenbrink 2017, 52. pl. 19,1; Oenbrink 2021,
171-172,171 fig. 5 and 172, n. 28-29.

Date: early-1st c. BCE.

General discussion: Of the total amount of fifteen Corinthian capital fragments, nine capital
fragments can be assigned to Oenbrink’s Corinthian Order [ (ID292, ID513, ID518, ID522, ID526,
ID527,1D528, ID529, ID679). Oenbrink considers this the canonical type of Corinthian capitals in
Commagene and largely based this typology on Hoepfner’s Corinthian Order C.520 Especially
ID679 provides a good idea of the overall composition of this delicately rendered capital order,
which, according to Oenbrink, adheres to the formal traditions of Corinthian capitals from Asia
Minor, containing two circulating folia and a simple caulis-stem.521 The acanthus leaves consist of
multiple rather wavy lobes that are symmetrically organized around a well-articulated rounded
mid-vein. The lobes often have up to four or five leaf-fingers, which are elongated, pointed, well-
articulated and notched. Where the leaf-fingers meet, and deeply placed within the leaf, tear-
shaped eyelets are located, completely surrounded by the neighbouring leaf-fingers. The bracts of
the higher folium are rendered in a rudimentary fashion, and do not touch each other, allowing
room for the column-like, parallel-fluted caulis-stems with torus-shaped caulis-knots. On top of
this follows a calyx with inner and outer bracts. In the centre, a smaller caulis-stem, also parallel-
fluted, with torus-shaped knot and acanthus calyx, runs towards the abacus-fleuron, which is not
preserved on any of the fragments in Samosata. On the basis of a combination of formal
characteristics (e.g. the segmented acanthus with multiple pointed, grooved leaf-fingers and
droplet-like eyelets; the parallel fluting of the caulis-stems; and the rudimentary execution of the
lower part of the bracts), Oenbrink arrives at a date for the Corinthian Order I in the late 2nd or

early-1st c. BCE.522 | follow Oenbrink’s dating for the nine fragments of Corinthian capitals that

518 Oenbrink 2021, 170.

519 Thus fine-tuning but largely confirming the earlier datings by Lauter 1986, 761 and Rumscheid 1994 1,

266.

520 0enbrink 2021, 172. For Hoepfner’s treatment of the architectural decoration see Hoepfner 1983, 38-40,

51, 73, fig. 29. pl.15A-B; Hoepfner 2000, 65 fig. 86, 95; Hoepfner 2012, 126 fig. 107.

521 Qenbrink 2017, 50.

522 Qenbrink 2017, 51-52; Oenbrink 2021, 171: ‘Apart from their general structural composition, the

Commagenean capitals also in the characteristic traits of the rendering of the acanthus-leaves follow the

general development in the Corinthian capital production in Asia Minor where the earliest examples of capitals

with droplet-like eyelets occur in the mid-2md c. BCE at the latest. The dissolution of the regularly contoured

acanthus-leaves with a closed outline into individual leaflets, which thereby acquire an irregular contour, can

be observed from this period onwards at the latest. Moreover, the number of lobes on the individual leaflets

increases to four or five lobes, a formal change which can be traced throughout the Hellenistic period and

which becomes the most common way of the rendering of the leaves particularly in the late-Classical period.

Characteristics of Hellenistic architectural sculpture are, furthermore, the simple form of the roundel of the
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adhere to the characteristics of Corinthian Order I, which, as already discussed in paragraph 4.3.7,
forms one of the arguments for a ‘Mithridatic’, early 1st c. BCE dating of the first phase of the

palace.523

5.2.2 Corinthian Order 11

ID287 - st.85-531

Fragment of a small Corinthian (half-)pilaster/column capital, gilded
Measurements: 1. 10,7; h. 10,0:

Material: limestone

caulis-knot as well as the parallel fluting of the caulis-stems which from the mid-2" c. BCE onwards is
increasingly replaced by spiralling caulis-flutes. Thus, the parallel fluting of the capital fragments from
Arsameia on the Nymphaios (order 1) in principal rather points to a dating to the late-2"d or early-1t c. BCE.
Oenbrink’s dating of the Corinthian order I is earlier than that by Hoepfner 1983, 51, 73, who assigned his
Corinthian Order C to the 2nd quarter of the 1st c. BCE - early Augustan period and connected the columns
solely to the reign of Antiochos I, something rightly criticized by Oenbrink 2017, 51, who allows for a
building program under Mithridates I. See also Lauter 1986, 761 (early 15t c. BCE) and Rumscheid 1994, 11
7 no. 18.10 (who suggested a dating around 80 BCE, contradicting however his own general dating of the
hierothesion to the reign of Antiochos I, see Rumscheid 1994 I, 266). Important parallels are the late 2nd -
early 1st c. BCE funerary monument for Sextus Appuleius in Klaros (Hoepfner 1983, 73; Oenbrink 2017, 51,
referring to i.a. Rumscheid 1994, 19 f. 32, 93, 152), which is sometimes incorrectly dated to the early
Augustan period (e.g. Brijder 2014, 92).

523 This will also return in paragraph 7.3.3, where I reintroduce the Corinthian Order I capital fragments as
part of ‘Objectscape 2’ of Samosata.
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Location: sector j/19, in the south-western corner of room XV (‘kabul salonu’), either on the floor or in the
fill above the floor.

Current location: unknown.

Preservation: broken on the two sides and at the top and back. The right acanthus leaf is broken at the right
side.

Description524: Fragment of a small Corinthian (half-)pilaster or half-column capital. Two acanthus leaves
with drooping tips belonging to the wreath leaf folium are preserved. The symmetrically composed leaves
are tripartite and very ample, with rounded stems and heart-shaped eyelets where the leaves meet. The
leaf-fingers are compact, rounded and very ample. Between the leaves, the caulis-stalk can be observed.
Below the folium runs a convex band of bead-and-reel. Traces of gilding are visible across the leaves and
the caulis-stalk.

Discussion: Similar to ID294. Due to the size, the fragment probably belonged to a half-column or half-
pilaster capital that was part of interior decoration. No indications of (half-)columns or (half-)pilasters are
known for room XV (see chapter 4), however, so its original context remains unclear. Another possibility is
that the piece belongs to the decoration of a second floor (however, see infra paragraph 4.3.3). In
Commagene, this is the only example of a gilded architectural decorative fragment, but gilded architectural
features are witnessed as early as the 4t c. BCE in tombs of Macedonia and western Asia Minor, and later in
a wide variety of contexts in Judea, Petra, Jebel Khalid and, during the late 1st c. BCE, also on the Italian
peninsula.>25 The very ample leaves with rounded stems and heart-shaped eyelets suggest the fragment
belongs to a small pilaster capital belonging to Oenbrink’s second Commagenean Corinthian order, and
therefore it likely dates to the late 1st half - mid 1st c. BCE.52¢ For a general discussion, see below.

Literature: Zoroglu 2012, 144-145; Bingol 2013, 79, fig. 125; Oenbrink 2017, 57-68, pl. 23,1; Kruijer and
Riedel 2021, 211-213.

Date: Late 1st half — mid 1st c. BCE.

524 Description in the object inventory: ‘korinth stili bashgin yaklasik 1/4 liik parcast saglam kalmigstir. Biri
saglam, digeri yaridan fazla iki akhantus ile "caules"in sapinin alt kismi kalmistir. Boyunda kismen oval taneli
inci dizisinden itibaren yukart dogru iki akhantus yapragi 6ikmistir. Yapraklar arasinda caules sapi
goriilmektedir. Yapraklar her bir yanda licer gézlii olup, yapragin tepe kismi yaprak damarina dégru
déniiktiir. Bashk tizerinde goriilen altin safihalar, bashgin altin kaplama olduguna isaret sayilabilir.

525 In some 4t c. BCE Macedonian tombs, gilded marble and gilded plasterwork have been attested, cf.
Kakoulli 2009, 60. A 4th c. BCE tomb in Mylasa (South-western Turkey) allegedly contains gilded surfaces as
well, cf. Kidd 2015, n. 17. In the so-called Late-Hellenistic Stuccoed Building of Tel Anafa (Upper Galilee,
ca.125-90 BCE) many examples of gilded egg-and-dart mouldings, dentils, Corinthian column shafts and
Corinthian capitals were found, cf. Kidd 2015, 83-84. In the 1st c. BCE Great Temple Complex of Petra, gilded
plaster was found (cf. Kropp 2013, 161) and in the debris of exedra 7 of the ‘Nabatean Mansion’ or villa at
Az-Zantur IV a huge number of gilded and painted stucco fragments occurred, cf. Kolb and Keller 2001, 319.
In the Governor’s Palatial complex of Jebel Khalid, a white plaster fragment with embedded gold leaf was
excavated in room 21 as well as a small separate piece of gold leaf, cf. Clarke 2002, 42-43. The earliest
attestation of gilded architecture on the Italian peninsula is the Augustan temple of Apollo on the Palatine
(dedicated in 28 BCE), which post-dates the palatial complex of Samosata, cf. Zink and Piening 2009.
Literary sources provide additional evidence for the use of gilded architectural decoration. Kallixeinos of
Rhodes, handed down through Athenaeus’ Deipnosophistae (Athenaeus 5,204d-206c), mentions that the
main banquet room of the Thalamegos of Ptolemy IV (late 314 c. BCE) was adorned with Corinthian capitals
that were covered with ivory and gold (Athenaeus 5,203D). According to Josephus, there was a golden,
perhaps gilded, grape-and-vine decoration on the frieze of the Jewish temple in Jerusalem (ca. 20 BCE)
(Joseph. AJ 15,394-396.) And in a demotic letter on an ostrakon from Ptolemaic Egypt, the main subject is
the gilding of a monumental doorway of a local temple in Nebkhounis (Documents Démotiques de
Strasbourg 11, 6 (Inv. D. 156). See Colin 2016, 41-74).

526 Qenbrink 2017, 57-68.
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ID294 - st.85-456

S

Fragment of Corinthian pilaster capital

Measurements: h. 24,0; 1. 26,0; w. 22,0.

Material: limestone.

Location: sector j/17,layer 1V, in room XIV.

Current location: stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum (inv. No. 3046).
Preservation: Broken on top and bottom, some leaves chopped off.

Description527: Fragment of a Corinthian pilaster capital. Lower kalathos with wreath leaf folium consisting
of three symmetrically composed acanthus leaves, of which the outer two are placed on the corners of the
kalathos. Behind the wreath leaf folium, two bract leaves with overhanging tips are barely protruding. The
highly compact acanthus leaves are tripartite and have very ample leaf-fingers with rounded stems. Where
the different fingers touch, heart-shaped eyelets are formed. To the left and right of the bract leaves,
approximately at the same height, rather short duplicated caulis-stems with vertical fluting are placed. The
caulis knot has a band of bead-and-reel at the bottom. In the centre, right above the central wreath leaf

527 Description in the object inventory: ‘basligin tist ve alt béliimlerinde yer yer kirik ve eksikler, akhantus
yapraklarinda kiiciik tharibat vardir. bagiigin asil karakterini olusturan lic sira akanthus yapragi
bulunmaktadir. alttaki inci dizisi bordiirden ¢ikan birinci sira yapraklardan biri merkezde diger ikisi koselerde
yeralmistir. bunlar bashgin 4/3 liik kismin1 kaplamaktadir. ortadaki yapragin iki yanindan ikinci sira
yapraklarin saplari ¢cikmaktadir. bunlarin ti¢ kistmlari ise tahrip olmustur. liciincii sina yapraklar ise birinci
sira yapraklarin tam listiinde yer almigstir. yaprak aralarinda 'caules’ ler bulunmaktadir. abakusa gecisteki
inci dizisindeki inciler kii¢iik ve yuvarlaga yakinken, attaki bordiirdeki inciler biraz uzun formludurlar.’
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folium, the start of the fleuron-stem can be observed. A bead-and-reel border runs across the entire lower
edge of the capital.

Discussion: Similar to ID287. On the basis of the overall compact composition, with short caulis stems and
short bracts, as well as the ample shape of the acanthus leaves with heart-shaped eyelets and rounded
stems, Oenbrink assigns this piece to his Commagenean Corinthian order II and thus to the late 1st half to
mid-1st c. BCE.528 For a general discussion, see below.

Literature: Ozgiic 2009, 43-44. pls. 111-112 figs. 244-245; Zoroglu 2012, 144. fig. 122; Bingél 2013, 79 figs.
124; Oenbrink 2017, 60-61 pl. 23; Oenbrink 2019, 326-327, 326 n. 552, pl. 122; Oenbrink 2021, 172-175,
fig. 7.

Date: Late 1t half - mid 1st c. BCE.

General discussion: Of the total amount of fifteen Corinthian capital fragments, two capital
fragments can be assigned to Oenbrink’s Corinthian Order II (ID287, ID294). Especially fragment
ID294 provides a good idea of the overall compact composition of this order, which, according to
Oenbrink, differs significantly from his Corinthian Order I in terms of its composition and the
formal characteristics of the foliage decoration.52% The order has a lower kalathos with a canonical
arrangement with two acanthus-leaf folia and large bracts that support the volutes above them.
The very compact but ample rendering of the foliage decoration is uncanonical, and the fact that
the bracts are only nearly protruding over the wreath leaves of the lower folium is uncommon too.
The caulis-stems are also unusually short, not protruding much further than the top of the bracts
of the upper folium. The tripartite acanthus leaf is exceptionally ample, with rounded stems, wide
leaf-fingers, and heart-shaped eyelets at the location where the fingers meet. The fleuron-stem,
located in an axisymmetric relationship to the outer wreath-leaf folium, is curiously placed, as it

is normally located right on top of the central leaf of the inner bract-folium.

Oenbrink dates the second Corinthian capital order to the late 1st half to mid-1st c. BCE on the basis
of the duplicated caulis-motif, a short-lived phenomenon that has parallels in late-Republican
Rome and Campania (the early-1st c¢. BCE circular temple B in Largo Argentina and a grave
monument of the mid-1st c. BCE in Pompeii), as well as the heart-shaped eyelet form (attested in
Asia Minor until the mid-1st c. BCE) and the compressed-shape of the folium with short caulis
stems (late-1st and early-2nd half of the 1st c. BCE).530 [ follow Oenbrink’s late 1st half to mid-1st c.
BCE dating for the two fragments of Corinthian capitals that adhere to the characteristics of

Corinthian Order I1.531

528 Qenbrink 2017, 60-61, pl. 23. For Commagenean capitals in the second Corinthian order, see Oenbrink
2017, 57-73 with examples from Arsameia on the Nymphaios: nos. A74-A105.
529 0enbrink 2017, 57-68 nos. A74-A91; Oenbrink 2021, 172.
530 Oenbrink 2017, 61-64; Oenbrink 2021, 174-175 with further literature.
531 This will also return in paragraph 7.4.3, where I reintroduce the Corinthian Order II capital fragments as
part of ‘Objectscape 3’ of Samosata.
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5.2.3 Corinthian capitals (miscellaneous)

ID633 - st.86-1004

Ted

" n"n"u"a"

Fragment of Corinthian capital with corner volute

Measurements: h. 32,3; 1. 19,1; w. 20,1. Radius measured from oculi (preserved): 6,8.

Material: limestone.

Location: sector g/18, layer II.

Current location: stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum.

Preservation: Broken at the top bottom and backside. Very worn on all sides.

Description: Fragment of Corinthian capital with corner volute. Small part of the abacus (5,6 high) and a
slightly convex profile above it (5,0 high) are preserved. Both volute-halves do not protrude beyond the
abacus. Slightly rounded volute fillet? Closed oculus. At the bottom, perhaps the start of a drooping top-
leaflet of an acanthus leaf belonging to the calyx (the ‘Stiitzblatt’).

Discussion: Too badly preserved to assign to a specific Corinthian order.

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: Roman - Imperial
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ID476- st.89-144

R

Fragment of Corinthian capital with corner volute

Measurements: h. 29,5; 1. 23,0; w. 19,0.

Material: limestone

Location: unclear.

Current location: stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum.

Preservation: Broken at the top, bottom and backside. Very worn at all sides.

Description: Fragment of Corinthian capital with corner volute. Volute-half on the right side with acanthus
leaf turning downwards on the left side. On top, a part of the abacus is preserved. Backside has concave

shape; perhaps the result of reuse?

Discussion: Although very worn, it is probable that the position of the acanthus leaves as well as the deeply
carved leaf fingers suggest an Imperial date.

Literature: not published.

Date: Roman - Imperial
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ID521 - st.85-1008

Fragment of caulis-knot?

Measurements: h.5,8;1.13,3; w. 11,7.

Material: limestone.

Location: sector k/17, layer Il (‘saray’).

Current location: depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum; box ‘1985 saray mimari parca’.
Preservation: broken on bottom and at two sides.

Description: Fragment of caulis-knot on a corinthian pilaster capital? Small part of convex border of bead-
and-reel is preserved. Above it, a convex rim, leading to a flat top.

Discussion: The preservation is too limited for a more precise dating.
Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: Hellenistic-Roman.

IDO0S5 - st.78-090

Lower part of Corinthian kalathos or decorated column drum (?)
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Measurements: h. 21,0; 1. 35,0; w. 35,0.

Material: limestone.

Location: ‘eastern trench’, sector and layer unknown.

Current location: stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum.

Preservation: broken at the protruding part on the bottom. Worn on the top and bottom.

Description532: Lower part of Corinthian kalathos or column drum. Round central regression (deep 4,3;
diam. 23,5) on top and a circular protruding element (diam. 25,0) at the bottom; a hole (diam. 7,0) in the
center of the object for fixation cuts through on both sides. Outside surface contanins a decorated frieze (w.
6,0-10,0) of 29 standing, chiseled and asymmetric leaves (h. 6,7) in two alternating shapes. Compact and
rounded, notched leaves. Perhaps a stylized anthemion (honeysuckle design)? Bordering the frieze at the
top and bottom are narrow bands (w. 6,0) with ornamentation of pierced circles.

Discussion: Unusual shape and decoration. Perhaps the lower part of the kalathos of a Corinthian capital?
The compact, asymmetric rendering of the leaves is comparable to that of a Late-Hellenistic (mid-2nd c.-1st
half 1st c. BCE) frieze fragment with vegetal decoration from Diiliik (Oenbrink 2019, 27 no. F14 pl. 16,8).

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: unclear. Perhaps Late-Hellenistic (mid-2nd c.-1st half 1st c¢. BCE).

5.3 Ionic Capitals

ID624 -st.17-1013

Volute fragment of an ionic capital

Measurements: h. 23,8; 1. 28,3; w. 11,8. Preserved radius 16,0.

532 Description in the object inventory: ‘yipranmis iist kenari yaprak biikliimleriyle siislii. yaklasik 6-10 cm.
bordiir 4 cm derinliginde ve 23 cm ¢apinda bir oyuga gecilmekte. ortasinda 5 cm ¢apinda biitiin par¢ayt
kateden delik mevcut. parcanin dik kenarinda dairelerden olusan bordiirlerin ortasina yerlestirilmis dik
yapraklar. parcanin alt kenarinda takriben 25 cm ¢apinda dairesel bir ¢ikintl. muhtemelen bir seye
oturtulagak’.
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Material: limestone.
Location: unclear.
Current location: stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum

Preservation: broken at the back and at the bottom. Damaged on top and at the front side. The outer fillet of
the volute is missing and the outer channel is badly damaged.

Description: Volute fragment of an ionic capital. The fillet is convex, profiled at the sides and well-articulated,
ending in a circular, closed oculus. At the edge, a small remainder of the pulvini are preserved.

Discussion: Convex fillet with profiled sides and closed oculus is similar to the Ionic capitals of the temple of
Artemis Leucophryene in Magnesia on the Meander (27 c. BCE) (Hammerschmidt 2019, pl. 5,2) and are also
found on other, somewhat later lonic capitals of the 2n c. BCE (for instance the Dionysus temple of Teos533)
and 1st c. BCE (e.g. the Aphrodite Temple at Aphrodisias534 A parallel in Commagene is offered by a strongly
fragmented lonic capital from the urban area of Doliche (Keber Tepe), probably dating to middle to second
half of the 15t c. BCE.535

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: Mid-Late Hellenistic (2 - 1st c. BCE).

Ionic column capital

Measurements: h. 24,0; 1. 49,0; w. 48,0.

Material: limestone

Location: unclear.

Current location: Adiyaman Archaeological Museum, exhibited.

Preservation: Fragment is broken in two large fragments but repaired after excavation. Broken at the bottom
and top. Slightly worn at the volute and the echinus. Corner of the abacus was broken but restored.

Description: lonic column capital. Part of the profiled abacus above it has been preserved. The capital has a
protruding echinus with egg-and-dart, with angle palmettes growing upwards at the sides. Underneath this,
a thin band with a vegetal ornament consisting of triangular leaves. This in turn rests on top of the astragal

533Uz 1990, 51-61, esp. 55-57. fig. 3-5; Hoepfner 1990, 31 fig. 39-40.

534 Hoepfner and Schwandner 1990, 32, fig. 41.

535 Schiitte-Maischatz and Winter 2004, 4 pl. 1,2; Oenbrink 2019, 178f, pls. 75, 3-5.
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that runs along the entire perimeter of the fluted column. The volutes are connected with a straight line.
The volutes have well-articulated flat fillets with slightly curved edges and smooth flat channels. The pulvini
consist of long, pointed and notched leaves that are well-articulated. They are bound by a balteus that is
moulded in the center and contains acanthus leaves with droplet-shaped eyelets and palm leaves on both
sides.

Discussion: Very similar bead-and-reel as ID525. Oenbrink remarks that the triangular leaves underneath
the egg-and-dart are unique and that the angle palmettes are unusual as they grow upwards instead of
originating from the volute coil at the top.53¢ The fact that the capital is inscribed into the outer contours of
the block-shape, resembling chip-carving, is explained by Oenbrink as the result of a production in a local
stone mason workshop.537 Comparable to the small fragments of a small ionic column from Arsameia on
the Nymphaios, that was probably used as interior decoration and contains similar long, pointed and
notched leaves on the pulvinus.>38 On the basis of the general form and its individual decorative elements,
Oenbrink arrives at a dating in the late first half of the 1st c. BCE.539

Literature: ()zgii(; 2009, 44, pl. 113 fig. 247a-b; Bingol 2013, 79-80, fig. 127a-b; Oenbrink 2017, 120 n. 326;
Oenbrink 2019, 179-180, pl. 75,1-2; Oenbrink 2021, 178-179, n.47-48, 178 fig.10.

Date: late first half of the 1st c. BCE.

Ionic column capital

Measurements: h. 26,0; 1. 40,0; w. 17,5.

Material: limestone.

Location: unknown.

Current location: Adiyaman Archaeological Museum.
Preservation: broken and very worn at the echinus.

Description: lonic column capital. Flat on top and flat at the bottom. Part of the profiled abacus above it has
been preserved. The capital has a protruding echinus with egg-and-dart motif, with angle palmettes
originating from the volute coiling at the top, turning downwards and inwards. Bing6l mentions a bead-and-
reel border beneath the egg-and-dart.540 The fillets of the volutes are flat, without profile and well-

536 Oenbrink 2021, 179.
537 [bidem.
538 Qenbrink 2017, 81-82, A137, A138, pl. 27, 1-4, 120, n. 326.
539 Qenbrink 2019, 180.
540 Bing6l 2013, 79.
221



articulated, ending in small circular and closed oculi. The channels are relatively wide. The pulvini consist
of horizontal stylized palmettes, bound by a profiled balteus with a v-shaped vegetal motif in the central
band.

Discussion: Bingdl assigns this piece to his ‘XIII O a’-type, which, according to him, can be late-Hellenistic, as
it is, according to him, also witnessed on the temple of Artemis Leucophryene in Magnesia (2" c. BCE).>4!

The relatively simple design of the channels and the angle palmettes originating from the volute indeed
indicate a Late-Hellenistic dating.

Literature: Bingél 1980, 100; Ozgiic 2009, 44, pl. 112 fig. 246; Bingél 2013, 79, fig. 126a-b; Oenbrink 2017,
120 n. 326; Oenbrink 2019, 179-180, 179 n.276.

Date: Late Hellenistic (15t century BCE).

5.4 Door lintels

ID517 - st.85-1004

Frieze fragment of a door lintel

Measurements: h.7,2;1.13,6; w. 17,1.

Material: limestone.

Location: unknown.

Current location: depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum; box ‘1985 saray mimari parca’.

Preservation: broken on all three sides and at the back.

541Bingol 2013, 79 n. 37.
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Description: Frieze fragment of a door lintel. One flat side. The orientation is unclear. The frieze depicts a
fragment of a bound, five-foil garland with olive or laurel leaves. The central leave and the outer two leaves
overlap the remaining two leaves in the background. The leaves are straight, pointed, notched and strongly
articulated.

Discussion: Very similar to ID588; perhaps these fragments belong to the same door lintel. Similar also to
ID613 and ID614, however there the leaves are shorter and less articulated. Close parallels for door lintels
with the tre-foil garland were found at the sepulchral sanctuary of Kahta/ Glizelgay Koyt (Oenbrink 2017,
135-140, pl. 48,1-6) and in Arsameia on the Nymphaios (Oenbrink 2017, 99 no. A195. pl. 29,2). On the
figurative relief from Giizelgay, the sculpted figure wears a helmet that is adorned with a similar tre-foil
garland (Crowther and Facella 2014, 255-270; Oenbrink 2017, 124-141). The chiselling of ID517, ID588,
ID613 and ID614 is even more articulated than the examples of Giizelcay and Arsameia on the Nymphaios.

Literature: Kruijer and Riedel 2021, 216-218.
Date: early-mid 1st c. BCE.

ID588 - st.83-1006

Frieze fragment of a door lintel

Measurements: h. 7,4;1.12,6; w. 10,4.

Material: limestone

Location: sector j-k/15-16, layer III.

Current location: stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum.
Preservation: broken at two sides and at the back.

Description: Frieze fragment of a door lintel. One flat side. The orientation is unclear. The frieze depicts a
fragment of a bound, five-foil garland with olive or laurel leaves. The central leave and the outer two leaves
overlap the remaining two leaves in the background. The leaves are straight, pointed, notched and strongly
articulated.

Discussion: Very similar to ID517; perhaps these fragments belong to the same door lintel. Similar also to
ID613 and ID614, however there the leaves are shorter and less articulated. Close parallels for door lintels
with the tre-foil garland were found at the sepulchral sanctuary of Kahta/ Glizelgay Koyt (Oenbrink 2017,
135-140, pl. 48,1-6) and in Arsameia on the Nymphaios (Oenbrink 2017, 99 no. A195. pl. 29,2). On the
figurative relief from Giizelgay, the sculpted figure wears a helmet that is adorned with a similar tre-foil
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garland (Crowther and Facella 2014, 255-270; Oenbrink 2017, 124-141). The chiselling of ID517, ID588,
ID613 and ID614 is even more articulated than the examples of Giizelcay and Arsameia on the Nymphaios.

Literature: Kruijer and Riedel 2021, 216-218.
Date: early-mid 1st c. BCE.

ID613 - st.17-1005

Corner fragment of a door lintel

Measurements: h. 20,0; 1. 27,2; w.20,9.

Material: limestone.

Location: unknown.

Current location: stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum.
Preservation: broken at the bottom and the back.

Description: Corner fragment of a door lintel. Decorated on two sides. Left and top are flat. Upper part
consists of a sima with cyma recta moulding, decorated with an acanthus leaf on the corner. Profiled rim
underneath it with a bead and reel motif. The continuous frieze below it depicts a fragment of a bound, five-
foil garland with olive or laurel leaves, pointing towards the right. The central leave and the outer two leaves
overlap the remaining two leaves in the background. The leaves are relatively short, straight, pointed,
notched and well-articulated. Deep and well perforated holes (ca. 3-4 cm.) at the far-left side of the sima,
probably used to attach stone or metal.

Discussion: Very similar to ID614; perhaps these fragments belong to the same door lintel. Similar also to
ID517 and ID588, but there the leaves are more elongated and articulated. Close parallels for door lintels
with the tre-foil garland were found at the sepulchral sanctuary of Kahta/ Giizelgay Koyt (Oenbrink 2017,
135-140, pl. 48, 1-6) and in Arsameia on the Nymphaios (Oenbrink 2017, 99 no. A195. pl. 29,2). On the
figurative relief from Giizelgay, the sculpted figure wears a helmet that is adorned with a similar tre-foil
garland (Crowther and Facella 2014, 255-270; Oenbrink 2017, 124-141). The chiselling of ID517, ID588,
ID613 and ID614 is even more articulated than the examples of Giizelcay and Arsameia on the Nymphaios.
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For the bead-and-reel, see the capital fragments of the second Corinthian order (ID287 and 1D294), which
are dated to the late 15t half - mid 15t c. BCE.

Literature: Kruijer and Riedel 2021, 216-218.

Date: early-mid 1st c. BCE.

ID614 -st.17-1006

Fragment of a door lintel

Measurements: h. 21,3; 1. 21,7; w. 17,5.

Material: limestone

Location: unknown, probably from the palace.

Current location: stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum

Preservation: broken on the bottom as well as at the back. Rather damaged and worn at the top front side.

Description: Fragment of a door lintel. Left and right side are flat. Top is rather flat. Upper part consists of a
sima with cyma recta moulding, decorated with an acanthus leaf on the left and a helix with outward turned
volutes on the right. Profiled rim underneath it with a bead and reel motif. The continuous frieze below it
depicts a fragment of a bound, five-foil garland with olive or laurel leaves, pointing towards the right. The
central leave and the outer two leaves overlap the remaining two leaves in the background. The leaves are
relatively short, straight, pointed, notched and well-articulated.

Discussion: Very similar to ID613; perhaps these fragments belong to the same door lintel. Similar also to
ID517 and ID588, but there the leaves are more elongated and articulated. Close parallels for door lintels
with the tre-foil garland were found at the sepulchral sanctuary of Kahta/ Giizelgay Koyt (Oenbrink 2017,
135-140, pl. 48,1-6) and in Arsameia on the Nymphaios (Oenbrink 2017, 99 no. A195. pl. 29,2). On the
figurative relief from Giizelgay, the sculpted figure wears a helmet that is adorned with a similar tre-foil
garland (Crowther and Facella 2014, 255-270; Oenbrink 2017, 124-141). The chiselling of ID517, ID588,
ID613 and ID614 is even more articulated than the examples of Giizelcay and Arsameia on the Nymphaios.
For the bead-and-reel, see the capital fragments of the second Corinthian order (ID287 and ID294), which
are dated to the late 1st half - mid 1st c. BCE.
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Literature: Kruijer and Riedel 2021, 216-218, 217 fig. 8.

Date: early-mid 1st c. BCE.

5.5 Column bases

ID622 -st.17-1012

fe"n"n" "

Fragment of lonic column base (?)

Measurements: h. 16,4; 1. 31,2; w. 12,0.

Material: limestone.

Location: unknown.

Current location: stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum.
Preservation: broken at the bottom and right side. Lower torus is missing.

Description: fragment of a column base of ‘kleinasiatisch-ionischer’ type. Flattened top and right side, while
the back side is made concave; this is probably the result of reworking activity for later reuse, perhaps when
used as a well-head. The base has a three small stepped profiles with straight front (h. 0,8), which indicates
the transition from the upper torus (h. 7,0) to the column shaft. Below the torus starts a small profile,
followed by a concave regression (h. 2,3) that is crowned by another outcropping profile.

Discussion: The development of the Ionic column base in Asia Minor witnesses a shift from a simple cylinder
to a more differentiated profile sequence already in the archaic and classical period.5#2 A canonized
‘Ephesan’ form of such differentiated horizontally structured spirals and a correspondingly profiled torus
continue into the Hellenistic period in Asia Minor, for instance at the 3t c. BCE cult buildings of Didyma543
and the early 2n c. BCE lonic columns of Magnesia on the Meander.544). The ‘Ephesan’ form is even
witnessed into the Imperial Roman period, for instance on the Augustan temple of Mylasa.5*5> The use of a

542 For early, Samian examples, see Dirschedl 2013, 129-177.

543 Rumscheid 1994, 12 f. no. 33.1; Dirschedl 2013, 190 No. E44 pl. 37, 1; 193 no. E57 pl. 39, 4.

544 Dirschedl 2013, 189, E40 pl. 36, 3.

545 Rumscheid 2004, 131-178, esp. 147, 149, figs. 16 and 27; Dirschedl 2013, 193 no. E55, pl. 39, 1-2.
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Asia Minor-type lonic base form, as opposed to the later dominant use of the Attic lonic base, points to a
general dating back to the Hellenistic period.

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: Hellenistic.

ID84 - st.82-195

""" "

Fragment of base and column shaft

Measurements: h. 26,0; 1. 32,0; w. 42,0.

Material: limestone.

Location: sector j/15-16, layer unknown.

Current location: stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum
Preservation: broken at the bottom and top. Damaged on the sides.

Description5*6: Fragment of a column base with a relatively flat torus and column shaft. Made in one piece.
Perhaps the start of the trochilus below it.

Discussion: Attic-lonic torus base.  Slightly reminiscent of the Attic-lonic column base from
Kahta/Giizelgay>*’, which is dated to the Late-Hellenistic period. However, the profiling above and below
the torus is very different. A more precise dating is not possible due to the state of preservation.

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: Unclear. Hellenistic - Roman Imperial (?)

546 Description in the object inventory: ‘satunun topuk kismi ile gévdesinin topukla birlesmis ve ayni par¢adan
yapilmis alt kismindan ibarettir. kirik ve eksik.
547 Oenbrink 2017, 134 K21, pl. 47,2.
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5.6 Column drums

ID617 - st.17-1009

Fragment of a fluted column drum

Measurements: h. 17,5; 1. 22,2; w. 7,3.

Material: limestone.

Location: unknown.

Current location: stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum.

Preservation: broken at the sides and at the back.

Description: Fragment of a fluted column drum. Four concave flutes are preserved. Fillets (w. 1,6) are flat.
Discussion: Similar to and perhaps belonging to ID615. Similar to the Late-Hellenistic fragment of a
Corinthian column from Kahta/Glizelgay, with similar concave fluting and straightened fillet (Oenbrink
2017,131-132,134 no. K17, pl. 46, 3).

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: Unclear. Perhaps Late-Hellenistic.

228



ID615 - st.17-1007

""" "

Fragment of a fluted column drum

Measurements: h. 19,9; 1. 24,7; w. 9,8.

Material: limestone.

Location: unclear.

Current location: stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum.

Preservation: broken at the sides and at the back.

Description: Fragment of a fluted column drum. Five concave flutes are preserved. Fillets (w. 1,6) are flat.

Discussion: Similar to and perhaps belonging to ID617. Similar to the Late-Hellenistic fragment of a
Corinthian column from Kahta/Giizelgay, with similar concave fluting and straightened fillet (Oenbrink
2017,131-132,134 no. K17, pl. 46, 3).

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: Unclear. Perhaps Late-Hellenistic.
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ID635 - st.78-105

Fragment of column drum

Measurements: h. 24,8; 1. 33,5; w. 18,5.; w. (fillet) 1,5; w. (flute) 7,9.
Material: limestone.

Location: unknown.

Current location: stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum
Preservation: broken at the top, back, and two sides.

Description: fragment of a column drum. The bottom is worked, perhaps for reuse. Convex front side with
fluting (h.14,0; w. 8,3), of which four flutes were preserved. Flutes are filled and end in a curved manner at
the bottom.

Discussion: The filled flutes and their curved ending suggests it is the lowest drum of the column.
Comparable to large column drum fragments with filled fluting from Diiliik Baba Tepesi, dated generally to
the early imperial period.548

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: Early Imperial?

548 Qenbrink 2019, 124-128, pls. 53-54.
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ID24 - st.79-132

" """

Fragment of small column with spiral fluting.

Measurements: h. 4,0;1. 11,0; w. 12,0.

Material: marble.

Location: sector unknown, layer [.

Current location: stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum
Preservation: broken at the back, bottom and left and right side.

Description: Fragment of a column with spiral fluting. Flat top. Flutes (w. 1,3) end in a slightly curved top.
Narrow rim (1,7) on top.

Discussion: For spiralling fluted columns, see Benson 1959, 253-272. The earliest specimen is recorded in
Stabiae (dated to 79 CE; D’Orsi 1996, pl. 5). Although especially popular in late Antiquity, this fragment
could also be imperial. Relatively close-by parallels, albeit on much larger scale than 1D24, derive from the
colonnaded streets of Side and Apamea (ca. 200 CE), see Williams 1979, 254; Martin 1959, 39 (Side) and
Balty 1969, pls. XI, 1 and 2; XII, 1; XX, |; Lassus 1972, 155; Butcher 2003, 245 fig. 99 (Apamea).

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: Roman imperial
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5.7 Entablature fragments

" n" """

Fragment of architrave with frieze

Measurements: unknown.

Material: limestone

Location: Found by Hoepfner as a stray find in the lower city.
Current location: Stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum.

Preservation: Broken on the left and right side, the bottom, and at the backside. Very worn at the front side,
especially in the left and lower regions.

Description: Fragment of architrave with vine scroll. Flat on top. Probably three-fascia architrave. Slightly
protruding profiled band for the transition to the frieze. Frieze contains vine scroll decoration with detailed,
well-articulated and notched vine leaves, one of which was preserved. Next to and behind the leaves are
depicted bunches of grapes, three of which are preserved. On top of the frieze, traces of a frame of egg-and-
dart.

Discussion: Probably to be combined with ID685, ID686 and ID687. Oenbrink suggests that these pieces
belong to the Corinthian order of a Late-Hellenistic representational building, for which the function, lay-
out and exact locations cannot be exactly determined but that might have existed in the lower city of
Samosata.>* Oenbrink furthermore suggests the possibility of combining these pieces with a Doric column
capital that was allegedly found in the lower city of Samosata as well (now probably lost).55° The evidence
for these pieces is too limited to be connected to the presumed temene of the ruler cult of Antiochos [.551

549 Oenbrink 2017, 144.

550 Idem, 144, n. 399. The picture (AD2010_001-480) is from the Dérner Archiv of the Forschungsstelle Asia
Minor.

551 As suggested by Hoepfner 1975, 47; Zoroglu 2000, 77; Zoroglu 2012, 138. They argue that the piece
belonged to a temenos on top of the hdyiik and was dragged down, but Wagner 2003/2004, 136 and
Oenbrink 2017, 144 n. 397 see no problem with an origin in the lower city.
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Literature: Hoepner 1975, 47 fig. 66; Hoepfner 1983, 67 pl. 37B; Hoepfner 2000, 56-73; Zoroglu 2000, 77;
Wagner 2003/2004, 136; Zoroglu 2012, 138; Oenbrink 2017, 144, n. 397.

Date: Late-Hellenistic

""" u" "

Fragment of architrave with frieze

Measurements: h. 72,0; 1. 84,0; w. 38,0.

Material: limestone

Location: unknown.

Current location: Stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum.

Preservation: broken on the two sides, on the bottom and at the back. Worn at the front, especially at the
right side of the frieze and at the top of the front side.

Description: Two-sided architrave blocks with profiles and a figurative frieze. Front side: three-fascia
architrave with horizontal incisions. Slightly protruding profiled band for the transition to the frieze. Frieze
contains vine scroll decoration with detailed, well-articulated and notched vine leaves, two of which are
preserved. Next to and behind the leaves are depicted bunches of grapes, two of which are preserved. On
top of the frieze, a frame of egg-and-dart. Backside: three-fascia architrave with horizontal incisions. Slightly
protruding profiled band for the transition to the frieze. Frieze with a smooth, high cyma recta. Broken at
the cornice.

Discussion: Probably to be combined with ID684, ID686 and ID687. The worked character of both sides
suggests that the fragment belonged to an architrave beam above a column or pillar structure. Oenbrink
suggests that these pieces belong to the Corinthian order of a Late-Hellenistic representational building, for
which the function, lay-out and exact locations cannot be exactly determined but that might have existed in
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the lower city of Samosata.>52 Oenbrink furthermore suggests the possibility of combining these pieces with
a Doric column capital that was allegedly found in the lower city of Samosata as well (now probably lost).553
The evidence for these pieces is too limited to be connected to the presumed temene of the ruler cult of
Antiochos [.554

Literature: Oenbrink 2017, 144, pl. 50, 2.

Date: Late-Hellenistic

Fragment of architrave with frieze

Measurements: h. 32,0; 1. 81,0; w. 55,0.

Material: limestone

Location: unknown.

Current location: Stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum.

Preservation: broken at the bottom, the back, the left and the right sides. Rather worn at the front side.

Description: Two-sided fragment of a profiled architrave fragment with figurative frieze. Flat on top. Front
side: the frieze contains vine scroll decoration with detailed, well-articulated and notched vine leaves, two
of which are preserved. Next to and behind the leaves are depicted bunches of grapes, one of which is
preserved. On top of the frieze, a frame of egg-and-dart. Back side: frieze with a smooth, high cyma recta
and the start of the cornice.

Discussion: Probably to be combined with ID684, ID685 and ID687. The worked character of both sides
suggests that the fragment belonged to an architrave beam above a column or pillar structure. Oenbrink
suggests that these pieces belong to the Corinthian order of a Late-Hellenistic representational building, for
which the function, lay-out and exact locations cannot be exactly determined but that might have existed in

552 Qenbrink 2017, 144.

553 Jdem, 144 n. 399. The picture (AD2010_001-480) belongs to the Dérner Archiv of the Forschungsstelle
Asia Minor.

554As suggested by Hoepfner 1975, 47; Zoroglu 2000, 77; Zoroglu 2012, 138.
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the lower city of Samosata.>>5 Oenbrink furthermore suggests the possibility of combining these pieces with
a Doric column capital that was allegedly found in the lower city of Samosata as well (now probably lost).556
The evidence for these pieces is too limited to be connected to the presumed temene of the ruler cult of
Antiochos 1.557

Literature: Oenbrink 2017, 144, pl. 50, 3.

Date: Late-Hellenistic

Fragment of architrave with frieze

Measurements: h 26,0; 1. 53,0; w. 59,0.

Material: limestone.

Location: unknown.

Current location: Stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum.

Preservation: broken at the bottom, the back, the left and the right sides. Rather worn at the front side.

Description: Fragment of a two-sided architrave with profile and a figurative frieze. Flat on top. Frontside:
frieze contains vine scroll decoration with detailed, well-articulated and notched vine leaves, one of which
is preserved. Next to and behind the leaves are depicted bunches of grapes, two of which is preserved. On
top of the frieze, traces of a frame of egg-and-dart. Backside: broken.

Discussion: Probably to be combined with ID684, ID685 and ID686. The worked character of both sides
suggests that the fragment belonged to an architrave beam above a column or pillar structure. Oenbrink
suggests that these pieces belong to the Corinthian order of a Late-Hellenistic representational building, for
which the function, lay-out and exact locations cannot be exactly determined but that might have existed in

555 0enbrink 2017, 144.
556 [dem, 144, n. 399. The picture (AD2010_001-480) belongs to the Dérner Archiv of the Forschungsstelle
Asia Minor.
557 As suggested by Hoepfner 1975, 47; Zoroglu 2000, 77; Zoroglu 2012, 138.
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the lower city of Samosata.5>8 Oenbrink furthermore suggests the possibility of combining these pieces with
a Doric column capital that was allegedly found in the lower city of Samosata as well (now probably lost).55?
The evidence for these pieces is too limited to be connected to the presumed temene of the ruler cult of
Antiochos 1.560

Literature: Oenbrink 2017, 144, pl. 50, 4.

Date: Late-Hellenistic.

ID477 - st.89-145

RN

Modillion fragment of acanthus decoration of coffered cornice (‘Konsolengeison”)

Measurements: h.19,4; 1. 28,0; w.19,3.

Material: limestone.

Location: unknown.

Current location: stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum.

Preservation: Broken on the top and at three sides. Rather worn.

Description: Modillion fragment of acanthus decoration of coffered cornice (‘Konsolengeison’). Left side is
worked, indicating the start of the coffer. Modillion is decorated with a large asymmetric acanthus leaf. Leaf

is segmented, with a rounded stem, ample leaves, and opened, tear-shaped eyelets.

Discussion: The ample leaf might suggest a connection to the Corinthian leaves of the second Commagenean
Corinthian order (mid-1st c. BCE; Oenbrink 2017, 57-68)?

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: Unclear. Perhaps Late Hellenistic?

558 Oenbrink 2017, 144.

559 Idem, 144, n. 399. The picture (AD2010_001-480) belongs to the Dorner Archive of the Forschungsstelle
Asia Minor.

560 As suggested by Hoepfner 1975, 47; Zoroglu 2000, 77; Zoroglu 2012, 138.
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ID17 - st.79-319

""" u""

Modillion, console bracket with double volutes

Measurements: h. 47,0; 1. 59,0; w. 50,0.

Material: limestone.

Location: re-used in tower, layer unknown.

Current location: garden Adiyaman Archaeological Museum.
Preservation: broken at the top and left side. Very worn on all sides.

Description561: Console bracket with double volutes. Double ogee with s-curve terminating in volutes left
and right. Volutes of wide fillets and small, pierced oculi. Very worn profiled borders above contain first a
border of shallow dentils, on top of which a border of bead-and-reel, followed by a border of egg-and-darts.
At the front, bottom side of the volutes, hanging acanthus leaves are located.

561 Decsription object inventory: ‘yumurta dizisi altinda birbirine bagli helezon sezeme’.
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Discussion: the fragments seems to indicate the direct connection between the console bracket and the door
cornice (‘hyperthyrion’), that were placed above the door lintel. The execution of the acanthus leaves
suggests a dating in the 2nd c. BCE.

Literature: not previously published.

Date: 15t half/mid-2nd century CE.

ID345 - st.86-079

Frieze fragment with meander decoration

Measurements: h. 11,2; 1. 10,4; w. 14,6.

Material: limestone.

Location: sector u/9-10, layer VII.

Current location: stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum.

Preservation: Broken at the back, sides and bottom.

Description562: Frieze fragment with meander decoration. Upper side is flat. Meander (deep 1,0 cm) is well
articulated and consists of two parallel strips of meandering fillets crossing one another at continuous

intervals. The surface of the fillets is flat but contains shallow incisions at regular intervals.

Discussion: The earliest use of this type of meander with two parallel strips of meandering fillets in
architectural decoration is observed on the socle of the altar of the temple of Artemis in Ephesus (ca. 350
BCE)>¢3 and in the Artemis temple of Magnesia on the Meander.56* It reoccurs on the ‘katalobeus’ of the
temple of Aphrodite in Aphrodisias (15t c. BCE)¢5 and the Zeus temple of Aizanoi and the Augustus tempel

562 Description in the object inventory: ‘tas yiizeyinden birer santimlik arabalarla birbirine baglh meander
motifinin bir kismi korunmus. bu motifi altta kabartma bir bant sinirlamaktadir.

563 Bammer 1971, fig. 13 pl. 20; Rumscheid 1994 2, 15 f. nos. 40.6 - 40.11 pl. 36,4.

564 Rumscheid 1994 1, 210. 284 f,; Rumscheid 1994 2, 38 no. 137.25 pl. 83, 1.

565 Gros 1976, pl. LV, fig. 2.
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of Ancyra.56¢ In the Augustan period, the motif also appears in Rome in the porticus of the Forum of Caesar
(46 BCE)>%7, on a frieze of the Ara Pacis (9 BCE)>%8, and on the soffit of the temple of Mars Ultor (2 BCE).569
Later examples are observed in Baalbek/Heliopolis on a cornice fragment of the Jupiter Heliopolitanus
temple (60 CE)570 as well as on the temple of Bacchus (21d c. CE).57! In Ephesos, it reoccurs on the balustrade
of its theatre, which belongs to the Roman restructuring phase (110 CE).572 On the basalt doorway of the
southern temple at ‘Atil in Syria (151 CE), the lintel of the rectangular alcove and the entrance is adorned
with meanders as well.573 The 2nd ¢, CE comparanda in Syria make a 2 c. CE dating for ID345 likely on first
instance, but the Hellenistic examples from Asia Minor make a much earlier dating possible as well. The
early, Hellenistic layer in which the piece was found furthermore points to a Late-Hellenistic dating,
something also suggested by the stone type and quality of the carving.

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: Late-Hellenistic (2 - 1st century BCE).

ID619 -st.17-1010

Fragment of coffered cornice (‘Konsolengeison’) (?7)

Measurements: h. 17,6; 1. 35,1; w.13,0.

Material: limestone.

Location: unknown.

Current location: stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum.

Preservation: broken at the back, on the top and on the left and right side.

Description: Fragment of coffered cornice (‘Konsolengeison’?). Broken upper edge followed by channel, on

top of convex profile (w. 2,1). Below, a row of six dentils (w. 2,5-3,1) with unequal size. Underneath, a
slightly convex profile (w. 5,2). At the bottom, perhaps the start of a modillion.

566 Rumscheid 1994 2, 3 f. no. 11.3 pl. 3,7.
567 Maisto and Pinna Caboni 2010, 440 fig.17: FC4273 and 441 fig. 18.
568 Elsner 1991, pls. I and IV.
569 Ungaro 2004, 17-35; Ungaro 2015, 305 fig. 35
570 Butcher 2003, 353 fig. 162; Kropp 2013, 275-278.
571 Wiegand 1921, pl. 22.
572 Krinzinger and Ruggendorfer 2017.
573 Butcher 2003, 177 fig.70, 294 fig.125.
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Discussion: The bad preservation does not allow for any certainty concerning the exact nature of this piece
nor its dating.

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: Late-Hellenistic?

ID611 -st.17-1003

"""

Sima fragment

Measurements: h. 15,7; 1. 14,0; w. 10,8.

Material: limestone.

Location: unknown.

Current location: stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum.

Preservation: broken at the top, bottom (or very worn?) and left and right sides.

Description: Fragment of a cyma recta sima. Backside seems worked, but might also be very worn. Sima
contains a frieze with two stylized palmettes that touch or even cover each other. The leaves are plain and
without detail. The right palmette has two perforated holes at the top, on either side of the central leaf, and

one in the triangular space between the leaf fingers. Underneath, a border of bead-and-reel with elongated,
oval beads and prismatic reels.

Discussion: the combination of the individual elements (the shape of the palmette leaves, the perforated
palmette leaves and the form of the bead-and-reel) suggests a dating to the second half - late 1st c. CE.

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: Roman-Imperial (second half - late 1st century CE).
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ID85 - st.82-194

""" u"u"

Fragment of coffered cornice (‘Konsolengeison’)

Measurements: h. 59,0; 1. 27,0; w. 27,0.

Material: limestone

Location: sector j/15, layer I1.

Current location: stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum
Preservation: top is cut off for reuse. Worn above the dentil strip.

Description574: Fragment of coffered cornice (‘Konsolengeison’). Rectangular. Plain surface with one row of
shallow dentils with variable interspace.

574 Description in the object inventory: ‘dikdértgen prizma biciminde arkast veyanlari diizeltilmis. On yiiziin
tist kisminda bir set meydana getirilmis. Setin altinda bir sira dis kesimi motifi mevcut.
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Discussion: Width of zone underneath the dentils is unusual. The superficial dentils and their variable
interspace suggest an early imperial date.575

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: early imperial.

Sima corner fragment with ivy scroll or garland.

Measurements: h. 20,3; 1. 18,6; w. 11,2.

Material: limestone

Location: unclear.

Current location: stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum
Preservation: broken at the top, bottom, back and at right side.

Description: Fragment of sima in cyma recta decorated with ivy scroll or garland. Acanthus leaf on the
corner with ample, pointed leaves. One ivy leaf on the front side is notched. Underneath, a bead-and-reel
frame on top of further moulding.

Discussion: This corner fragment of a relatively small cyma recta sima might belong to an exterior door lintel.
Ivy scrolls and garlands are rare in Hellenistic period architectural decoration.5’¢ The execution of the
acanthus leaf and the tendrils are typical for the Late-Hellenistic period, but however the shape of the bead-
and-reel is early Imperial.

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: early imperial (15t century CE).

575 Qenbrink 2019, 81-83.
576 Rumscheid 1994 2, 65 f. nos. 258.1 u. 259.1 pl. 139, 5-6.
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ID608 - st.17-1001

Profiled architrave fragment or a door lintel

Measurements: h. 25,0; 1. 12,6; w. 19,8.

Material: limestone.

Location: unknown.

Current location: stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum.
Preservation: Broken on bottom and back and right side.

Description: Profiled architrave fragment with two bead-and-reel borders. Bottom and left side are flat.
Bead-and-reels are well-articulated.

Discussion: The three fascia, each separated by a row of bead-and-reel might be related to a three-fascia
architrave. On the other hand, the relatively narrow fascia strips can also indicate profiled door lintel. The
shape of the bead-and-reel with elongated, pointed oval beads and close pairs of reels probably indicates
an early to mid-imperial dating.

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: Imperial (1st - 2nd century CE).
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5.8 Small decorative fragments

ID523 - st.85-1010

Fragment of stucco egg-and-dart moulding.

Measurements: h. 1,8; 1. 4,3; w. 3,9.

Material: stucco

Location: unknown, probably palace

Current location: depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum; box ‘1985 saray mimari parca’
Preservation: broken at all sides except front.

Description: Fragment of stucco egg-and-dart moulding. Very little space between egg and tongues. Darts
are relatively wide. Traces of paint.

Discussion: Similar to ID524 but different type.
Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: Hellenistic.

ID524 - st.85-1011
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Fragment of stucco egg-and-dart moulding.

Measurements: h. 1,5;1.5,3; w. 5,3.

Material: stucco.

Location: unknown, probably palace.

Current location: depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum; box ‘1985 saray mimari parca’.
Preservation: broken on left and right side. Heavily damaged at the front.

Description: Fragment of stucco egg-and-dart moulding. Back is flat. Very little space between egg and
tongues. Darts are relatively wide.

Discussion: Similar to ID523 but different type. This very badly preserved fragment clearly shows the ‘dart’
between two ovolj, filling the relatively wide space. This is a preferred shape for the Hellenistic period but
has along longevity afterwards too, making it difficult to date it. 577 A comparable form can already be found
in the Artemis temple of Magnesia.>’8

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: Hellenistic (2nd - 1st century BCE).

ID525 - st.85-1012

(%)

Fragment of bead-and-reel motif

Measurements: h. 3,8; 1. 5,6; w. 3,5.

Material: limestone.

Location: unknown, probably palace.

Current location: depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum; box ‘1985 saray mimari parca’.
Preservation: broken at all sides except the front side.

Description: Fragment of large bead-and-reel frame. Perhaps the start of an egg-and-dart above it.

577 Rumscheid 1994, 253-258.
578 Idem, 2, 38 no. 137.12 pl. 80.4.
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Discussion: Very similar to ID680. Comparable to late-Hellenistic bead-and-reel fragments from Arsameia
on the Nymphaios.57?

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: Late-Hellenistic (late first half of the 15t c. BCE?).

ID618 - st.85-1034

Fragment of echinus?

Measurements: h. 18,9; 1.17,7; w.8,6.

Material: limestone.

Location: G 15, layer unknown.

Current location: stone depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum

Preservation: broken on top, bottom, left and right side.

Description: Fragment of egg-and-dart of an echinus? Back is smoothened and hollow. Egg-and-dart starts

above a concave regression (h. 3,0). One, relatively large ovolo preserved (h. 10,6; w. 7,3). Traces of two
more eggs and the two narrow, protruding darts in between.

579 Oenbrink 2017, 102. 105 no. A207 pl. 33,7; Oenbrink 2017, 104, A201, pl. 33, 6 and 105 A207, pl. 33, 7.
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Discussion: If it is indeed part of an echinus of an ionic capital, it must be a relatively large order. The shape
of the darts is found in an early-Imperial capital from Commagene58° but overall the shape looks more Late-
Hellenistic.

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: Late Hellenistic

580 Qenbrink 2019, 237 ff. Plate 95.
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Chapter 6. Hellenistic and early Roman sculpture from Samosata (2 c.

BCE-1st c. CE).
6.1. Introduction

This chapter presents and discusses the sculptural evidence for the Hellenistic and early Roman
periods in Samosata. Most of the sculptural fragments presented here were unearthed during the
excavations by Ozgii¢’s team on top of the héyiik, but the corpus also includes relevant stray finds
or gifts to the excavators or to the Adiyaman Archaeological Museum.58! | limited the overall
selection to the Hellenistic and early Roman period, which in practice means approximately the
2nd ¢, BCE - late 1st c. CE. The material consists of portraits (paragraph 6.2), statue fragments
(paragraph 6.3), figurative reliefs (paragraph 6.4), and stelai belonging to the ruler cult of
Antiochos I (paragraph 6.5). The paragraphs on portraits (6.2), statue fragments (6.3), and stelai
(6.5) each time conclude with brief discussions of their shared palatial and Commagenean context.
In a concluding paragraph 6.6, I discuss the complete corpus in relation to Commagenean

sculpture.

581 Although many of these pieces are published for the first time, some were already described and
discussed in Ozgii¢ 2009. Cf. Ozgiic 2009, pl. 96 fig. 216; pl. 97 fig. 217; pl.97 fig. 218; pl. 98 fig. 219; pl. 113
fig.248; pl.114 fig. 249; pl.113 figs. 250-251; pl. 116 figs. 252-253. Other scholars dealing with the Late-
Hellenistic and early Roman sculpture of Samosata have done so mostly in passing by, selecting only a few
individual pieces from the published material. E.g. Zoroglu 2000, 79-80, fig. 109; Wagner 2003/2004, 136
fig. 7, 137; Bingol 2013, 110-111, figs. 170-171; Blomer 2012a, 101-102, fig.3. Note also the remark by
Blomer 2014, 66: ‘Selbst aus Samosata, das Metropolis der Kommagene und Hauptquartier einer rémischen
Legion war, sind fast keine Skulpturen tiberliefert. Logically, the remarkable limestone head representing
(most likely) Antiochos I wearing a diadem (ID216), has received most attention, whereas less aesthetically
pleasing objects remained unnoticed and unpublished in the depot of the Adiyaman Archaeological
Museum. In general, no comprehensive overview and discussion of Late-Hellenistic and early Roman
sculpture of Samosata has been presented so far. For the head of Antiochos I, see Fleischer 2008; Riedel
2018; and entry ID216 in this chapter.
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6.2 Portraits

ID215 - st.84-023

""" "

o0

Head of a bearded male, perhaps Zeus.

Measurements: h. 26,3; w. 25,5; width ear-to-ear 19,6; depth (preserved) 21,2; forehead-chin 19,5.
Approximately life-size.

Material: limestone.
Find Location: sector j/17, room V, between 18 and 9. Layer IV. Next to ID216.
Current Location: Adiyaman Archaeological Museum, exhibited (inv. nr. st.84-023).

Preservation: broken in a triangular shape in the lower center of the face. Chin, mouth, nose and large part
of the beard are missing.
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Description582: Head of a bearded male. The face seems to be oval-shaped. The jaws are covered
by a beard. The eyes are almond-shaped with eyelids that are very precisely delineated. No iris or
pupil is indicated. The brows are gently curving and not protruding but indicated with fine lines.
The forehead is prominent. A curious depression in the form of a strip between the forehead and
the start of the hair might indicate the location for the attachment or painting of some type of
headgear. The long hair is roughly parted in the center and combed to the back in wild, upstanding
locks of wavy but not curled hair, giving a mane-like impression. On top of the head, the hair is not

rendered. The beard is also rendered in relief, giving a slightly more curled impression.

Discussion: Based on the hairstyle and the beard, this head is generally interpreted as a
representation of Zeus.583 Zoroglu suggested that the head might have belonged to a Roman
sanctuary in the opus reticulatum structure north of the palace, thus ignoring the find location of
the piece.584 As argued in the introduction of this paragraph, it is however more likely that ID215
and ID216 were erected together in room V of the palace, where they were found lying between
statue base 18 and altar 19 (see chapter 4). The lack of any other sculptural fragments in room V
should however make us cautious still.58 If indeed ID215 and ID216 were erected together, they
probably formed part of an ancestral gallery that included statues of one or more gods.58¢ The
presence of Zeus in such an ensemble would fit well with the evidence for a superior position of
Zeus at Nemrut Dag1.587 A stylistic parallel might be found in the more than life-size marble head
with similar wavy but not curled hair found in the temple of Sarapis in Pozzuoli, dated to the 1stc.
CE.588 Blomer dates ID215 to the 1st c. CE while Riedel suggests that the late 1st c. BCE is also
possible.589

Literature: Ozgii¢ 1985, 125; Zoroglu 2000, 77-78, fig. 105; Ozgiic 2009, 44, pl.115 fig. 250; Blomer 2012,
101-102 fig. 3; Zoroglu 2012, 138-139; Brijder 2014, 425, 427 fig. 242d; Riedel 2019, 107.

Date: Late 15t c. BCE - early 1stc. CE.

582 Description in the object inventory: ‘Bir erkek heykelinin ¢enesinden iistii korunmus. saglar arkada ve
basin lizerinde islenmedin birakilmis. Onde alin iizerinden kabartma olarak iki yana dogru uzun bukleler
halinde inmekte. sakal ayni sekilde kabartma olarak belirtilmis. ¢ikik alinli, kaslar balik kilgigi biciminde ince
cizgilerle belirtilmis. goz bebedi isli. burnu agzi ve cenesi kirik’.
583 Ozgiic 1985, 225; Wagner 2003/2004, 136; Ozgiig 2009, 44 with figs. 250a-b; Blomer 2012a, 101;
Zoroglu 2012, 138-139; Riedel 2018, 107.
584 Zoroglu 2012, 139.
585 As suggested by Riedel 2018, 107.
586 See the introduction to this section.
587 Riedel 2018, 112f. See also Blomer 2012a for more evidence for local gods being venerated as Zeus in
Commagene.
588 Now in the British Museum (1973,0302.2), cf. Pryce and Smith 1892, no. 1529.
589 Blomer 2012a, 101; Riedel 2018, 107 and n. 126.
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ID216 - st.84-024
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Portrait of a young man, probably Antiochos I of Commagene

Measurements: h. 31,5; w. 20,5 about life-size.

Material: fine, white limestone.

Find Location: sector j/17, room V, between 18 and 19. Layer IV. Next to [D215.
Current Location: Adiyaman Archaeological Museum, exhibited (inv. nr. st.84-024).

Preservation: Well preserved. Broken nose and broken left eyebrow and mouth. Broken at the neck.

Description5%: Portrait of a young man wearing a diadem. The face is oval in shape with a slightly
pointed and pronounced chin and round jaws, and turns slightly to the right. The mouth is small
and somewhat opened. The eyes are almond-shaped; only the right eye has a carved pupil. The
eyelids are very precisely delineated. The brows are gently arching and indicated with fine lines.
The hairstyle is characterized by crescent-shaped strands arranged in overlapping rows. On the
back of the head, the execution is very schematic. The two first rows of locks, oriented towards
the forehead, are executed in a more detailed manner. In the center of the first row of locks, two
locks curl towards each other, in contrasting movement. Behind the first two rows of locks, a 2,4
cm. wide royal diadem is indicated. It is placed around the head and contains twelve drilled holes
(with an average diameter of 1,6 cm.), placed in a zigzag-line from behind the head’s right ear up
to the part above its left eye. These holes are generally interpreted as receptacles for bronze rays
forming a radiate crown.591 The diadem is knotted in the back. Below the left eye of the portrayed
on the left cheek, an inscription reading ANTIOXO [...] is incised. The letters are very superficially
chiseled into limestone and barely legible without the use of oblique lighting. Traces of red paint
were observed on the portrait by the excavators, but their location on the head are unclear; during

inspection in 2017, no traces were observed.592

Discussion: It is by and large accepted that the diadem identifies the portrayed as a Hellenistic
ruler and, because of the find spot within the palace, as a member of the Orontid dynasty of
Commagene.593 The inscription underneath the left eye narrows the identification down to the

four members of the Commagenean dynasty who bore the name Antiochos. Of these, Antiochos I

590 Description from the object inventory: ‘Bir erkek heykelinin boyundan iist kismi korunmus. bas saga dogru
hafifce déniik. saclar kabartma olarak alev dilimleri ceklinde gésterilmis. bastaki diademin iizerinde, dol kasin
tizerinden bagslayip sag kulak arkasina kadar devam eden 12 delik bulunmakta diademin listiinde kalan
kistmda saglar kabaca islenmis. alni 6ne dogru ¢cikik. kaslar balik kilgigi ceklinde ince cizgilerle gosterilmis. goz
cevresi kabartma, goz bebekleri islenmis. g6z pinarlari derin olarak belirtilmis. yuvarlak ¢eneli. kulaklar tabii
olarak islenmis. diadem arkada diigiimlenmis. sol olmacik kemigi tizerinde kitabe mevcut. tizerinde kirmizi
boya izleri kismen korunmus’.
591 Fleischer 2008, 324; Zoroglu 2012, 140; Kropp 2013, 84; Riedel 2018, 95.
592 Ozgiic 1985, 225; Ozgii¢ 2009, 44. Riedel 2018, 93.
593 Zoroglu 2000, 79; Fleischer 2008, 326-329; Zoroglu 2012, 140; Kropp 2013, 85; Riedel 2018, 95.
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and Antiochos III have been considered the two most likely candidates in existing scholarship.5%4
Zoroglu suggested an identification with Antiochos I on the basis of a very general physiognomic
similarity (the smooth transition from the forehead to the nose) with the rest of the king’s
iconography.5% The lack of any knowledge concerning the iconography of Antiochos Il weakens
these physiognomic criteria - we simply cannot know whether Antiochos III did not also have
these basic physiognomic characteristics.>% For the dating of the head, Fleischer, Kropp and
Riedel follow a terminus postquem of 40 BCE, as the portrait’s hairstyle belongs to (variations of)
the main Octavian-type, used by Octavian between 40-31 BCE.597 Fleischer identified the head as
Antiochos I1I (12?7 BCE-17 CE), arguing that Antiochos I should be discarded as this king was solely
depicted wearing the Armenian tiara after the defeat of the Armenian king Tigranes by Pompey in
66 BCE/65 BCE.5%8 The adoption by Antiochos III of the much earlier Octavian portrait-type
instead of the contemporary Prima Porta-type - which became widespread from 27 BCE onwards
- is explained by Fleischer in terms of an ‘Angleichungstabu’; the minor Hellenistic kings would
have been restricted in adopting the classicizing Augustan style in detail as it would insult the
emperor.599 Riedel agrees with Fleischer that a life-time portrait of Antiochos I is not possible but

- [ think convincingly - discards an identification as Antiochos I11.600

Instead, Riedel argues that the head should be a posthumous depiction of Antiochos I,
commissioned during the reign of Mithridates II (36-20 BCE).¢01 He argues that during his reign,
Antiochos I would not be expected to follow an Octavian hairstyle, as this would be unusual in the
eastern Mediterranean, where it was rather Marc Antony who was the strongman.s92 Riedel
suggests that, by portraying the deceased Antiochos I in the guise of a Hellenistic king and with a

subtle reference to the portraiture of Octavian, Mithridates Il would have attempted to rewrite

594 Antiochos Il is discarded as he never became a king of Commagene and thus would not wear a diadem
or a radiate crown, see Haake 2012. Antiochos IV (who ruled from 38-72/73 CE) is discarded on the basis
of recurring physiognomic traits (contracted eyebrows, deep-set eyes, a bulge at the root of the nose, a
slightly bent nose, a small mouth, and a strong jaw) and the Julio-Claudian hairstyle in all his depictions. The
hair in those depictions has thick strands without subdivision, reaching down the nape where it is combed
to the front, very much unlike the divided locks of the Samosata head. See Kropp 2013, 85-86) and Riedel
2018, 96.

595 Zoroglu 2012, 140.

596 Fleischer 2008, 326; Riedel 2018, 97.

597 Fleischer 2008, 327; Kropp 2013, 85; Riedel 2018, 97-98.

598 Fleischer 2008, 100.

599 Idem, 328f. He provides similar Octavian-style portraits from the early Imperial period by referring to
the portraits of the Mauretanian kings Iuba II (25 BCE -23 CE) and his son Ptolemy, see Fleischer 2008, 321-
324,327 and 329.

600 Kropp and Riedel both refute Fleischer’s argument for an ‘Angleichungstabu’ during the reign of
Antiochos III; Riedel provides plenty of examples for the adoption of the classicizing Augustan portrait style
by minor kings of the Roman world. See Riedel 2018, 99-103, referring to Smith 1988, 140. See also Kropp
2013, 76-78.

601 Riedel 2018, 104.

602 Idem, 99: ‘Given the date of the head - after 40 B.C.,, due to the hairstyle - the strongman to adapt to
necessarily would have had to have been Antony.’
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history, in some way covering up the assumed problematic early relationship between Octavian

and Antiochos 1.603

Although ingenious, Riedel’s argumentation strongly relies on the assumption that Antiochos I,
during his lifetime 1) could not have been represented without the Armenian tiara after 66/65
BCE, and that he also 2) could not have opted for an Octavian portrait type. [ believe, however,
that both assumptions are not necessarily self-evident. I am more inclined to follow Kropp’s
assertion that this is in fact a lifetime portrait of Antiochos I, but intended for a different socio-
cultural setting than on his coins and monuments and hence not adhering to the restrictions of
those media.6%4 The seemingly more private character of room V, difficult to access in the palace,
as well as the perhaps ritual context of that room (with 19, the altar placed in front of pedestal 18,
see appendix D4) would allow for a completely different social setting than in, for instance , the
king’s hierothesia, and perhaps allowed for a radically different form of self-representation.605
Especially the radiant crown in combination with the altar-like structure, together emphasize a
different role for Antiochos I. Whereas the Armenian tiara served to proclaim himself the true and
only heir of the Orontid house6%, a message well-suited for the widely visible iconography on
coinage and large-scale monuments, the diadem with bronze radiant crown would instead
emphasize the epithet 'Emupaviig and perhaps even ©g0g, which, importantly, Antiochos I already
adopted during his lifetime.6%7 The unicity of this type of representation of Antiochos I might
explain the presence of the incised inscription; also during his lifetime, those who were
responsible for the execution and erection of the statue would not have been used to this type of
representation.68 We should furthermore be careful in interpreting the adoption of a specific
sculptural hairstyle developed in Octavian portraiture as a necessary representation of the king’s

political allegiance to Octavian himself. Rather, the hairstyle might more generally be understood

603 Riedel 2018, 125: ‘adopting the hairstyle for an image of Antiochos I, who indeed was the contemporary
Commagenean king to Octavian, evoked a historical interconnection between Commagene and Rome, by at the
same time ignoring the problematic episode of having supported Marc Antony. (...) it is tempting to take into
account the interpretation of the ancestral gallery as a very specific case of re-invented, or, better, re-defined
tradition and history by the Commagenean dynasty in order to be on better terms with Augustan Rome.
604 Kropp 2013, 85: “The Armenian tiara with which he is depicted on coins and monuments is a political
symbol employed for official iconography. By contrast, the surprising discovery of mosaic floors depicting Greek
theatrical motifs such as a brothelkeeper (...) demonstrate a radically different cultural emphasis in the private
atmosphere of the royal palace of Samosata, more inclined towards Graeco-Roman culture and the
entertainment it had to offer. It would be in keeping with the Hellenized visual arrangement of the palace to
find a bust or statue of Antiochos I depicting him according to the ‘modern’ fashion employed by Octavian. If
the portrait was part of a gallery of kings, it would have constituted the Hellenized counterpart to the official
portrait gallery on Nemrut Dagi.’
605 Note, however, that a portrait of king Antiochos | wearing the Armenian tiara was probably also present
in the palace; see ID520.
606 Wagner 1983, 201; Jacobs 2003, 119-120; Facella 2006, 220; Kropp 83-84.
607 Riedel 2018, 104 discusses the connection between the bronze radiant crown and the epithet ‘Emupavig
as well but only in the context of a posthumous portrait.
608 Riedel 2018, 104 also suggests this but then in relation to a posthumous portrait of Antiochos I. The
argument also holds true for a life-time portrait.

255



as a form of ‘Romanism’ - tied to the king’s epithet philorhomaios - that was not necessarily tied
to one specific Roman general, as, from a Commagenean perspective, these were probably coming
and going in rapid succession.6®® Such a possible cultural representation of the hairstyle need
however not have been activated in Commagene at all; other object capacities - for instance the
hairstyle’s general association with the idea of a ruler - might have been more decisive relational

qualities.610

As explained in the introduction to this paragraph, it is likely that ID215 and ID216 were erected
together in room V of the palace, where they were found lying between statue base 18 and altar 19
(see chapter 4). The lack of any other sculptural fragments in room V should however make us
cautious still.6!1 If indeed ID215 and ID216 were erected together, they probably formed part of
an expanded ancestral gallery that included statues of one or more gods.612 The inscription
underneath the left eye might have helped those responsible of erecting the statues to separate it
from the other statues and ‘guarantee the correct position within the ensemble’ 613 According to
Fleischer, Kropp and Riedel, the inscription would almost not have been visible as it was most

likely covered with paint.614 Several aspects of the statue (the slight leftward turn of the head; the

609 See Versluys 2017a. He considers Antiochos I's ‘Romanism as a form of Hellenism’, which would indeed
suggest that the use of a Roman hairstyle was more a cultural scenario meant to evoke general associations
with, for instance, Roman power than to function as a direct representation of a specific political allegiance.
If, for the sake of argument, we assume however that the portrait did signal an allegiance to Octavian, we
might ask why Antiochos I could not have supported him for some time during his life. The argument often
encountered for this is that Antiochos I should have instead supported Marc Antony, who was the
strongman in the eastern Mediterranean in this period, but this might be questioned. The siege of Samosata
of 38 BCE seems, at least to some extent, to have derived from Antiochos I's apparent disloyalty to Antony
by allowing Parthian troops to enter Roman territory (Facella 2006, 244-245). Whether or not the siege
ended successfully for Antony (Plutarch and Cassius Dio, perhaps as a form of Octavian propaganda,
emphasize Antony’s failure, while Flavius Josephus and Orosius suggest Samosata was in fact taken, see
Plut. Vit. Ant. 34.4; Cass. Dio XLIX 20.5; Joseph. B] 16.7 and AJ XIV 15.9, Oros. VI18.23. In general, see Facella
2006, 244-248), the relation between Antiochos I and Marc Antony after 38 BCE remains completely unclear
(Facella 2006, 249: ‘Sulle relazioni che intercorsero tra Antonio e Antioco dopo il 38 a.C. non si sa nulla’). It is
very well possible that only after the death of Antiochos I, presumably in 36 BCE, his son, Mithridates II,
started an allegiance with Marc Antony that led up to his military support at Actium in 31 BCE. As such, we
cannot entirely rule out that, for instance between 38 and 36 BCE, Antiochos I would have felt more inclined
to express an allegiance to Octavian than to Marc Anthony.

610 Note that the hairstyle of, for instance the Seleucid rulers in the ancestral gallery does not deviate that
much from that of the limestone head, cf. Sanders 1996, 2, 240 fig. 468.

611 As suggested by Riedel 2018, 107.

612 Rjedel 2018, n. 127, 107. See the introduction of this section.

613 Jdem, 109. See also Fleischer 2008, 326: ‘Nach Zoroglu wiirde man eine “Versatzmarke des Kiinstlers - fiir
eine Aufstellung in einer Galerie der Ahnen - ...nicht so fein geschrieben erwarten”. Dieser von ihm verworfene
Gedanke trifft aber wohl das Richtige. Gerade weil die Inschrift so flach und fein eingeritzt ist, war sie fiir den
Betrachter kaum zu sehen, da sie wie die Raspelspuren auf der Haut unter dem iiblichen farbig getdonten
Uberzug verschwand. Die Inschrift wurde offensichtlich fiir die Versetzung in einem gréfSeren Zusammenhang,
also einer Herrschergalerie, angebracht. Auch der Fundort, die Basileia von Samosata, spricht fiir diese
Annahme’; Zoroglu 2012, 140f.; Kropp 2013, 84: ‘As this inscription would have disappeared underneath the
plaster necessary to conceal evident toolmarks, it was perhaps made in the workshop as an instruction for the
placement of the head in a portrait gallery in the palace.’; Riedel 2018, 104: ‘(...) the use of an inscription to
identify the portrayed which was most probably related to its setting in an ancestral gallery’.

614 Riedel 2018, 109. See also Fleischer 2008, 326 and Zoroglu 2012, 141.
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drilled holes which only cover two-thirds of the diadem; and the fact that only the right eye
contains a carved pupil) indicate an emphasis on the right profile of the head, suggesting it was
turned towards another statue. For a discussion of the possible counterparts, see the introduction

of the paragraph.

A possible parallel for a portrait containing an identifying inscription placed on the cheeks is a
portrait of Alexander the Great from the Kerameikos in Athens, dated to ca. 200 BCE.6!5 This
inscription however seems to be of a later date than the portrait itself and much less subtle. An
example of Hellenistic sculpture containing incised inscriptions is the 1st c. bronze sculpture with
Etruscan inscription (‘I’Arringatore’) on the drapery from Cortona but this might be secondary as
well.616 In both cases, the inscriptions were clearly meant to be seen by the viewing audience,
something which seems unlikely in the case of ID216.

Literature: _(:')zgii(; 1985, 224-226 and Ozgiic 1986, 301-302; Zoroglu 2000, 79; Wagner 2003/2004, 136-
137, fig. 7; Ozgii¢ 2009, 44, pl.113 fig. 248, pl. 114 fig.249; Fleischer 2008; Zoroglu 2012, 140; Bingdl 2013,

110-111, figs. 170-171; Kropp 2013, 84; Brijder 2014, 425, 427 fig. 242b-c; Riedel 2018; Kruijer and Riedel
2021, 205.

Date: ca. 40 - 20 BCE.

615 Mols and Moormann 2016, 26-27, fig. 2. According to the online catalogue of National Museum of Athens,
where the portrait is exhibited, these inscriptions were however added at a later date.
616 Dohrn 1968.
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ID240 - st.84-381

Fragment of a female head.

Measurements: h. 28,0; w. 17,0; depth 9,4 (preserved). Life-size.
Material: limestone.

Find Location: sector k/16, probably room XIV, layer IV. The excavators designate the statue fragment to a
‘mosaic room 6’ in sector k/16. Riedel suggests it might have been found in corridor B3 or B4 or in room
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XIV. The latter is more likely as the excavators refer to a mosaic room; the pebble floor of corridors B3 and
B4 is never described as ‘mosaic room 6’.

Current Location: Depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum (inv. nr. st.84-381).

Preservation: Cut off at the complete front side; no traces preserved from the face, only part of the ears.
Irregularly cut off at the neck. Fragment was in two parts but glued during restoration.

Description®17: A limestone fragment of the backside of a female head. The long, wavy hair is
combed to the back, covering the top of the ears and gathered at the back in a bun. The hair is
executed in a rather schematic way and at the upper left part it is left unfinished without
differentiated strains. The top of the head is roughly rendered. There is a connection hole
underneath, which could have attached the head to a bust or a statue. Another hole on the back

suggests a restoration of the same break already in antiquity.

Discussion: Perhaps an example of the very popular Hellenistic ‘Aphrodite’-type, which ultimately
derives from Praxiteles.618 Riedel discusses whether ID240 might have been part of a statue group,
potentially an ancestral gallery, comprising also of ID215 and ID216.619 An important argument
in favor of this is the very rough rendering of the left top of the head, where the hair is not even
indicated. This would indicate that the statue had an emphasis on its right profile (justlike ID216)
and thus was likely placed in relation to another statue.62® As mentioned in the introduction to
this paragraph, ID240 is however inferior in quality when compared to ID215, ID216 and the
female head wearing a diadem from Arsameia on the Nymphaios.621 Combined with the lack of a
diadem it seems unlikely that ID240 belonged to the proposed expanded ancestral gallery of room
V.622 Rather, the find location of the fragment might point to an original location in the nearby
recess 110 (h. 1,20; w. 0,70 m.). The reworked back of the portrait would not be visible when
placed in the niche and the emphasis on the right profile might indicate that it turned towards a
similar counterpart in the almost identical niche 111, 5,40 m. further in corridor A4 (see chapter

4.

Literature: Riedel 2018, 110-111, figs. 22-23.

Date: Late-Hellenistic

617 Description from the object inventory: ‘Bir kadin baginin boyundan iistii ve kulaklarin arkasi korunmus.
saglar kulaklarin iist kismint kapatacak sekilde arkaya taranmis ve ensede topuz yapilmis. basin iistii kabaca
islenmis¢ topozu kirik. saglar yatay yiv ve setler halinde belirtilmis. basin her iki yaninda kulak arkasindan
kiigiik bir parca korunmus. yuzu ve boynun alti kirik. boynun altinda ge¢me deligi mevcut.’
618 Hermary 2006, 106.
619 Riedel 2018, 109-110.
620 Jdem, n.132,110. In that case, however, the statue would not turn to ID216 when placed in a statue group.
621 Riedel 2018, 110. For the head from Arsameia on the Nymphaios, see Hoepfner 1983, 24 and Hoepfner
2012, 123.
622 Riedel 2018, 111.
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ID512 - st.17-001

"

Head and neck of a male figure

Measurements: h. 21,0; w. 14,6.; depth: 15,0 (preserved). Slightly smaller than life-size.
Material: limestone.
Find Location: unclear.

Current Location: Depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum (no inv. nr.).
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Preservation: Face is cut off completely; only the ears remain. Irregularly cut off at the neck.

Description: Head and neck of a male from a slightly smaller than life-size sculpture. Oval-shaped
face with, it seems, a somewhat square-set jaw. The curly hair is executed in roughly chiselled but
clearly articulated polygonal lumps, which continue into considerable whiskers on both sides of
the face. The hair does not cover the rather roughly executed ears. Creating a slightly curving line,
the hair strongly contrasts with the smoothly polished flesh of the neck. The male wears a thin

fillet or diadem (w. 1,10) that is loosely fixed at the back in a simple knot.

Discussion: Identification of the portrait is problematic due to its limited preservation. The
execution of the short, frizzy hair perhaps suggests it represents an ‘Ethiopian’, a distinct
iconographical category for depictions of black people that already developed in the pre-
Hellenistic ancient world.623 If the fillet is in fact a diadem, the portrait might portray a Hellenistic
king and thus be part of the proposed expanded ancestral gallery in room V of the palace (see
introduction to this paragraph). No known depiction of members from Antiochos I's ancestral
galleries however fit the characteristics of ID512 so its inclusion in the proposed ancestral gallery
remains very uncertain. The hairstyle has some affinities with the portraits of king Ptolemy Apion
of Cyrene (150/145-96 BCE), who was partially native Egyptian, and therefore often portrayed
with short frizzy hair.624 If the thin fillet is not a diadem, the portrait might instead be a depiction
of an athlete of African appearance. The hairstyle and strong contrast between the hair and neck
are also witnessed in a black siltstone head of a young, male ‘Ethiopian’ from Alexandria, dated to
100-75 BCE.625 A radically different possibility is that the statue belongs to the category of so-
called Cypro-Archaic or Cypro-Classical male statuary, which is also characterized by a rather

schematic, short and curly hairstyle.626

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: unclear.

623 For a critical analysis of representations of black people in antiquity, see Bindman and Gates 2010.
624 Examples include two marble heads at the British Museum (1861,0725.11 and 1861,1127.55). See
Rosenbaum 1960, cat. no. 9, pl. X and Huskinson 1975, cat. no. 63.
625 Now in the British Museum (EA55253; 1875,0810.13), cf. Hinks 1976, 35, no. 25; James and Davies 1983,
56, fig.63; Walker and Burnett 1981, 13, no. 132; Belli Pasqua 1995, 40-1, no. 8, fig.12; Walker and Higgs
(eds.) 2001, 246-247.
626 Cf. Sgrensen 2017, 63 fig. 5.
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Fragment of a portrait with a diadem containing eagles in relief. Perhaps Antiochos 1?

Measurements: h. 8,0; w. 6,0; depth 0,8.

Material: limestone.

Find Location: sector j/19, layer IV.

Current Location: Depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum in box labelled ‘1985 saray mimari parga’.

Preservation: Broken on all sides except the front. The right eagle is only partially preserved.

Description: Fragment of a portrait with a diadem containing eagles in relief. The fragment shows
a well-articulated, slightly curving horizontal band with three eagles in relief depicted in three
quarters, with partly spread wings, heads in profile, and facing towards the left. Below and above
the horizontal band, a surface with lightly incised lines is visible, irregularly waving from the top
left to the right bottom; perhaps the lines in these surfaces indicate the hair of an approximately
life-size portrait. Above and more or less parallel to the band or diadem runs a ridge that might

indicate the start of another type of headgear, perhaps an Armenian tiara.

Discussion: Although the fragment is small and curious, it is very likely that it belongs to a slightly
larger than life-size portrait of a Hellenistic king wearing an Armenian tiara with a decorated
diadem. Especially the unusual curve of the horizontal band and the hair-like incisions below and

above it suggests it is part of the upper left side of a three-dimensional portrait; perhaps showing
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the area right above the left ear. The most direct parallels for the diadem derive from two dexiosis
reliefs that show Antiochos I with abundant eagle iconography. The dexiosis relief from Sofraz Koy
(‘SO”) shows Antiochos I shaking hands with Apollo Epekoos, with the king wearing a five-pointed
Armenian tiara that contains a large eagle flapping its wings above a laurel wreath.62” Underneath
the laurel wreath, a diadem, placed around the tiara, is adorned with a row of eagles in relief with
their wings partly spread. The king’s neckband too contains a row of eagles in relief.628 A dexiosis
relief from Zeugma (‘BEc’) is very similar and also contains a diadem adorned with a row of eagles
in relief, with the wings partly spread; the large eagle on top is however not preserved and the
neckband, according to Rose, contains a row of lions instead of eagles.t29 Apart from the obvious
Hellenistic-period role as symbol and protector of royalty (together with the lion), the eagle on
the Commagenean reliefs seems more specifically connected to Apollo.630 It also seems to be
linked to Armenian royal concepts as well; the five-pointed Armenian tiara was adopted by
Antiochos I after the defeat of Tigranes II of Armenia in 69/68 BCE.631 Depictions of Tigranes II
wearing the five-pointed Armenian tiara on coins do however not show rows of eagles, but are
restricted to an iconography of an eight-rayed star flanked by two eagles in profile facing each
other.632 The row of eagles in relief, with wings partly spread, is also witnessed on the diadem
placed over the Persian tiara of Darius on the ancestral stele on the North socle (I-1) of the Eastern
Terrace.633 The fourth and seventh Persian ancestors of the ancestral gallery show the same
feature.63* The row of eagles on a tiara is however also not known from Achaemenid iconography,

which suggests that it was an invention under Antiochos I that should be understood as a form of

627 Wagner 1975, 55-56; Wagner and Petzl 1983; Wagner 2000, 16-7; Crowther and Facella 2003, 71-74,
no. 3; Brijder 2014, 141-144.
628 Wagner and Petzl 1983, 206: ‘Die Wahl der Symbole ist von der Person des jeweils dem Kénig gegentiber
dargestellten Gottes abhdngig: so zeigt die Tiara unseres Reliefs -neben dem Adler- einen Lorbeerkranz zur
Verehrung des begrtifSten Gottes Apoll; eine Reihe von Adlern findet sich aufSerdem auf dem Diadem, das um
die Tiara gelegt ist, und auf dem Halsband des Kénigs.'
629 Rose 2013, 221: ‘The diadem, worn at the top of the forehead, is decorated with a row of four eagles in
profile, and a row of lions appears on his metal neckband.’ For the dexiosis from Zeugma (‘BEc’), see Early
2003, 8-56; Facella and Crowther, 2003, 41-80; Jacobs and Rollinger 2005; Facella 2006, 233-234, 287-288;
Crowther and Facella 2012, 74-75, figs. 54-56; Brijder 2014, 152-155. Note that the dexiosis stelai from
Zeugma and Sofraz Koy are very similar to ID691 (‘Sx’), the dexiosis stele found on the banks of the
Euphrates near Samosata, see Brijder 2014, 152. Although the depiction of Antiochos I is not preserved
there, it is very likely that this stele too depicted the king with a diadem adorned with eagles in relief.
630 Note that the eagles on the Commagenean coins seem to have slightly different associations; Facella
demonstrates that, in the later coins of Samosata, an eagle rests on Tyche’s branch, which, according to
Butcher, might reference a foundation myth of the city (Butcher 2004, 231). Facella also mentions that other
bronzes from Samosata occur with an eagle on the reverse type of a sitting Zeus, something very common
for the Antiochene type of the 1st c. BCE. For the frequent occurrence of the eagle on coins of the
Commagenean and Sophenian kings, see Bedoukian 1983. In general, see Facella 2021, 153-154.
631 Facella 2006, 281.
632 Bedoukian 1964, 303-306; Young 1964, 29-34; Sullivan 1973; Sullivan 1990, 194.
633 Sanders 1996, 1 407-408, 11 185 figs. 334-335. The stele of Darius on the west terrace (south socle- 1) is
too worn to discern any decoration, but a similar diadem with eagles in relief might be expected here. See
Sanders 1996 11, 204 figs. 383-384. For more comments on eagles at Nemrut Dagl, see Sanders 1996 [, 407-
408.
634 Sanders 1996 1, 407.
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‘Persianism’.635 If we confine the identification of the portrayed of ID520 to either Antiochos I
wearing the Armenian tiara or Darius wearing the Persian tiara, it seems that the former is more
likely, as it would explain the multifaceted structure of the diadem and the rim above it, something
which is not to be expected for the Persian tiara. The find location and layer make it very well
possible that the portrait was erected inside the palatial structure, perhaps in the expanded
ancestral gallery together with D215, ID216, and ID512 (see introduction to this paragraph). It is
however unlikely that Antiochos I would be portrayed twice in the same ancestral gallery and the
identification of ID216 seems irrefutable. The find location of ID520, in sector j/19, furthermore
is so far removed from room V that another location in the palace is also possible. The idea of two
very different representations of king Antiochos I, one wearing a solar crown placed on a diadem
and one with a five-pointed Armenian tiara, placed inside the same palace would in some way also
fit very well with a king that was so actively and consciously experimenting and innovating in
terms of his self-representation. The lack of more detailed contextual evidence makes it however
impossible to assess if these portraits were visible contemporaneously or represent two different

phases in the visual program of king Antiochos I.

Literature: unpublished.

Date: Late-Hellenistic; mid-1st c. BCE.

ID130 -st.83-013

= u g

635 For Persianism, see Strootman and Versluys 2017; Versluys 2017, 213-219. Note that neither of these
publications discuss the eagle motif. It must be mentioned that the motif was not entirely alien in
Achaemenid art, cf. Sanders 1996: ‘the motifis reminiscent of the line of birds, lions, and bulls on the baldachin
of Xerxes at Persepolis; processions of birds are also found on the shields of the earlier Urartians, contemporary
allies of Kummuhu/Commagene’ (Theresa Goell 1977-1980).
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Head and neck of a female, perhaps Aphrodite

Measurements: h. 16,50; w. 10,50. Much smaller than life-size.

Material: crystalline marble.

Find location: sector i/16, layer 1.

Current Location: Adiyaman Archaeological Museum, exhibited (inv. nr. st.83-013).

Preservation: Broken at the neck, broken and worn at the front, especially the nose, mouth and chin. Left ear
is broken. Burnt at the left profile of the face.

Description®36: Head and neck of a young female from a small statue. Rather rectangular shaped
face with rounded chin and jaws. The figure is shown frontally, but with her head turned slightly
to the right. Small, seemingly closed mouth. Almond-shaped eyes with precisely delineated
eyelids. No pupils or irises are indicated. The brows are strongly arching. Only a small part of the
ears is visible; the rest is covered by hair. The hair is parted in the center and combed to the sides.
The wavy, even curly strands of hair are very clearly separated in a stylized, but in a rather course
manner. At both sides of the head, a thick lock of hair falls down the neck, behind the ears, and
curls upwards at its end. An upstanding, crescent shaped crown runs across the head and
protrudes above the hair; it is possible that this represents a stephané, a type of Hellenistic metal
coronets37, or just a more common fillet. The part of the head that continues behind the stephané
is not carved; no hair is indicated here. A flattened stump of iron dowel preserved on the

underside of the neck suggests that the portrait was intended for attachment to a statuette.

Discussion: Perhaps a rather course reworking of the very popular Hellenistic ‘Aphrodite’-type.638
The stephané is an often recurring element in the portraiture of classical Greek goddesses (often
Aphrodite) as well as Hellenistic queens.63° The first representations of queens wearing a stephané
are found in Ptolemaic iconography, especially that of queens Arsinoé Il and Arsinoé 11, and, later,

of Cleopatra VIL.640 Among Seleucid queens, the iconography of queen Cleopatra Thea (ca. 125/6

636 Description in the object inventory: 'bas hafif saga yatmis durumda. diademli. diademir sol kenarindan,
sol kulakla basin tizerinin iicte ikisi kirik. basin tepesi konik sekilde oyulmus. boynun altindan baslayip basa
kadar uzanan baglanti deligi mevcut. boyunda deligin metal baglantisi korunmus. sa¢ alinda ortadan ikiye
ayrilarak kulak iistiinden arkaya cekilmis ve arka ortada tutrurulmus. kulagin arkasindan iki bukle boyna
dogru sarkarak éne dogru kivrilmis. burnu, agzi ve sol yanagi tahrip olmus.”

637 Lichtenberger et al. 2012, 402-405. It is generally assumed that they were made of gold, cf. Burr
Thompson 1973, 28-29.
638 Hermary 2006, 106.
639 Smith 1988, 431. Smith’s assertion that the stephané was exclusively used for deceased and deified
queens is not followed anymore, cf. Eule 2001; Connelly 2007; Dillon 2010.
640 Newell 1937, 101 fig. 1-2 and 106 fig. 11. Thompson 1973,28-29.
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- 121 BCE), with stephané, bears some similarities.¢4! None of these queens however are known
with the two long curly locks hanging behind the ears. The 2nd-1st c. BCE bronze Aphrodite of Satala
depicts a female goddess - identified either as Aphrodite or the Armenian goddess Anahit in the
guise of Aphrodite - with curled hair, parted in the middle and combed to the back, with two curly
locks of hair hanging free behind the ears as well as a small stephané.6*2 Compare also the small,
marble, female head wearing a stephané from the Athenian agora, which Stewart identifies as
Aphrodite and dates to 200 - 86 BCE.643 While keeping in mind that royal or divine images could
also serve as prototypes for generic idealized portraits of female subjects (or specifically goddess
votaries), it might be possible that the portrait depicts a female deity, either Aphrodite or a
goddess in the guise of Aphrodite.

Literature: Ozgiig 2009, 44, pl. 115 fig. 251.

Date: ca. 2nd -1st ¢, BCE?

ID678 - st.84-381

641 Coins: Houghton and Lorber 2002, 465-7 and 469-81 nos. 2258-77.

642 Engelmann 1878, 150-152 fig. 20. Mitford 1974, 236; Ridgway 2001, 324. In the British Museum, cat. no.
1873, 0820.1.

643 Stewart 2012, cat.no. 15, 328; fig. 38, 308.
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Head and neck of a young female

Measurements: h. 14,50; w. 9,90; d. 9,20 (preserved). Much smaller than life-size.
Material: crystalline marble.

Find Location: sector k/16, layer V.

Current Location: Adiyaman Archaeological Museum, exhibited (inv. nr. St.84-381).

Preservation: Broken at the neck and at the right upper part of the head (restored with plaster by the
museum). Broken and worn at the mouth, nose and ears. Worn and scratched across the face and hair.

Description: Head and neck of a young female from a small statue. Oval-shaped face with rounded
chin and full rounded jaws and cheeks. The subject is shown frontally, but with her head turned
slightly to the right. Small, closed mouth and small, triangular shaped nose. Relatively large,
almond-shaped eyes, with sharp eyelids, indicated with a single line. No iris or pupil is indicated.
Brows are strongly arching. Low forehead. The ears are visible but slightly covered by the hair.
The hair is either extremely worn or very roughly executed. It seems to be combed in large locks
to the back, and fastened very tightly, creating a rather flat impression. At the back, the hair is
gathered in a small bun. It seems that the figure wears a diadem, which runs across the forehead,

perhaps partially covers the ears and disappears underneath the bun at the back.

Discussion: Identification of the subject is uncertain. The possible diadem might indicate a queen

or a goddess but we have to keep in mind that royal or divine images could also serve as
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prototypes for generalized portraits of female subjects (or, more specifically, goddess votaries).644
The head nonetheless seems to have similarities with portraits of Ptolemaic queen Berenike II
(273-221 BCE), which are also characterized by rounded cheeks, and a tight, flat hairstyle.645 A
good comparison is a small marble portrait from Amanthus (Cyprus)é46 and a more than life-size
marble head from Alexandria, more securely identified as Berenike 11.647 The find location in the

Hellenistic layer IV of the palace might however point to a Late-Hellenistic date.

Literature: Ozgii¢c 2009, 45, pl. 116 fig. 117.

Date: Mid-late Hellenistic (?).

General discussion: This paragraph presents seven fragments of sculpted portraits from Samosata

that can be dated to the Hellenistic and early Roman periods. They differ in size, style, material,
estimated dating and find location. For some of the fragments, however, a shared context might
be considered (ID215, ID216, ID240, ID512 and ID520). Riedel cautiously suggested that ID215,
ID216 and, less likely, ID240 might have been part of the same ensemble.648 It is likely that this
ensemble was located in room V of the palatial structure, as ID215 and ID216 were found there
lying between statue base I8 and altar I9 (see chapter 4). The inscription underneath the left eye
of ID216 as well as its slightly turned head (towards the left) are furthermore indications of a
statue group. Such an ensemble, according to Riedel, would most likely have been an ancestral
gallery which included statues of one or more gods.64 He compares the setting with a room on the
upper floor of the Thalamegos, the Nile-boat of Ptolemy IV described by Athenaeus, where statues
of members of the royal dynasty were displayed side by side with statues of Dionysus, and
perhaps also Herakles and Zeus.550 Just like in this Ptolemaic context, the proposed ensemble in
Samosata might have emphasized the dynastic genealogy, reaching all the way into its

mythological, divine ancestry.651 Riedel furthermore suggests that ‘(t)he gallery might have

644 Bennett 1980, 474.

645 Kyrieleis 1975, 94-101.

646 Now in the British Museum (BM GR 1894,11-1.725). Higgs and Kiely 2009, cat. no. 2, 411-415, figs. 2a-e.
This statue (h. 5,70; w.5,00; d. 6,20) was a surface find during the BM Turner Bequest expedition to Amathus
in 1893-1894; it is unknown from which area of the site it derives.

647 Now in Kassel (SK115). Felgenhauer 1996, 204-208, cat.no. 98; Gercke and Zimmermann-Elseify 2007,
212-214, cat.no. 66.See also Smith 1991, 208.

648 Riedel 2018.

649 Idem, 107-117. Riedel convincingly discards the possibility of a cult room in which the king was
worshipped together with one or more gods as oUvvaog 0g6¢ (cf. Nock 1930; Riedel 2018, 211 n.135). He
argues that, in case cult rooms are present inside Hellenistic palaces, these never include the worship of
rulers (Aigai/Vergina: e.g. Kottaridi 2011, 326; Pergamon: e.g. Zimmer 2014). The veneration of rulers
among gods in a cUvvaog Bedg setting is only attested in separate locations from the palace; Riedel provides
the example of the ‘Sema’ in Ptolemaic Alexandria (Riedel 2018, 112 n.140; Riedel 2020).

650 Pfrommer 1999, 112.

651 Riedel 2018, 112.
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included parts of the divine ancestry and installations for ritual practices but the overall setting in
the royal residence more firmly emphasizes the genealogical aspect instead of the religious one,
which is more prominent in the hierothesia’652 Apart from the obvious link to the ancestral
galleries of Nemrut Dag1 (and perhaps also at Arsameia on the Nymphaios and Kéhta), the
presentation of the (real or invented) royal lineage as part of a dynastic visual program was very
popular in the Hellenistic period; ancestral galleries are well-attested for the the Ptolemaic,
Attalid, Antigonid, Mauretanian and Arsacid (Parthian) dynasties.653 It is noteworthy that the
ancestral gallery in the palace of Samosata (and perhaps also the one in Arsameia on the
Nymphaios) adheres more to this globalized ancestral gallery practice, which almost without
exception consists of statues and busts, and less to that of Nemrut Dagi, where reliefs are used

instead.654

Combined with the inscription of ID216 and its diadem, it is thus expected that more statues
depicting rulers were part of this ancestral gallery. Riedel considers but discards ID240 as a
possible addition to the ensemble because of the inferior quality and the lack of a diadem.655
Below, I argue that, based on its find location, ID240 should indeed be discarded in this context as
it seems more likely that it was erected in the small recess of 110 in corridor A4. Two portrait
fragments, ID512 and ID520, should however be seriously considered as potential members of
the ensemble. Both limestone portraits wear a diadem and might therefore have been part of the
ancestral gallery; ID520 moreover was found inside the palace in Hellenistic layer IV. Whereas
ID512 cannot be easily identified or dated, there is good reason to assume that the small fragment
of ID520 belongs to a portrait of Antiochos I wearing the five-pointed Armenian tiara. If this
identification is right, it either means that the palace contained two very different statues of
Antiochos I (one with a solar crown, the other with the Armenian tiara) or it means we have to

reconsider the identification of ID216 as Antiochos I. Considering the evidence for ID216 and the

652 Riedel 2018, 113.
653 For the ancestral galleries at Nemrut Dagi, see Sanders 1996; Brijder 2014; Strootman 2016; and
Versluys 2017a. For Arsameia on the Nymphaios, see paragraph 10.5.1 of this dissertation. Two preserved
inscriptions (GUa, no. 2003/30; GUb, no. 2003/7) from the private collection of Neset Akel (Giizelgay, Kahta)
suggest the existence of a Commagenean ancestral gallery here, but it is not clear (yet) whether statues
were part of this, cf. infra n. 165. For ancestral galleries in the ‘big Hellenistic world’, see Hintzen-Bohlen
1990; Munk-Hgjte 2002; Versluys 2014, 130-135; Hekster 2015; Riedel 2018, 113. Note that the practice is
older; Versluys mentions for instance the rock relief at Behistun, where the ancestors of Darius I are listed
as a foundation charter of the Achaemenid dynasty (Versluys 2017a, 130f). Versluys also discusses the
private ancestor galleries of Republican Rome and the ancestor gallery in the porticoes of the Forum
Augustum (Versluys 2017a, 132 with n. 113-115). Note that Facella 2006, 276-278 links the ancestral
practices of Commagene to the ancestor cultin Armenia. Messerschmidt 2011, 300-304 has argued for Late-
Hittite tradition lingering on in the Commagenean ancestral cult but this is debated (cf. Jacobs 2016, n.13).
654 For similar observations see Kropp 2013, 85; Riedel 2018, 116-117.
655 Riedel 2018, 107-117.
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location of ID520 in the far south of the palace, far removed from room V, the first option is most

likely, meaning ID520 was erected separately from the proposed ancestral gallery.

6.3 Statue fragments

This paragraph presents and discusses six fragments of statues with a human subject and four
fragments of statues with an animal subject, all deriving from the héyiik of Samosata and dated

within the Hellenistic and early Roman timeframe.

Human subjects

ID89 - st.82-199

2 e """

Upper torso of a male
Measurements: h. 22,3; 1. 28,4; w. 15,5, smaller than life-size.

Material: marble.
Find Location: sector j/15, layer IV.
Current Location: Depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum (st.82-199).

Preservation: Broken at the neck and waist. Both arms are broken at the shoulder. Worn, especially at the
chest and at the back. Deeper scratches on the belly.
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Description®56: Upper torso of a nude and muscled male subject. Part of a smaller than life-size
statue. The left shoulder is raised and the right shoulder lowered, perhaps indicating a
contrapposto pose. The chest and abdominal muscles are well indicated. At the back, the spine is
rendered with a straight, deep groove. The long hair forms a trapezoid shape (12,0 x 12,0 x 8,0) at
the back, starting from the neck, with a strong separation between the hair and the flesh of the
back. Two long locks of wavy hair are falling onto the left shoulders and back. One lock of wavy
hair falls on the back at the right side. One bronze attachment point remains at the right side of

triangular hair on the back.

Discussion: 1dentification is uncertain; perhaps the long locks of hair falling on the shoulder point
to a representation of Apollo or Dionysus but it remains unsure. The slightly curving posture
suggests that statue was part of a statue group. The unusual inorganic treatment of the trapezoid-
shaped hair at the back might be a late-Hellenistic or Roman appropriation of the typical Archaic
kouros-hairstyle.657 In terms of material, style and proportions, it might be part of ID327, and form
a sculpture of ca. 1,40 m. high. It is also possible that ID584 belongs to these fragments. Ozgiic
dated the statue broadly to the Roman periods8, but the find location just beside the palace in |
15, in the ‘palatial’ layer IV might make a slightly earlier dating possible as well. The marble
material furthermore suggests that the piece was imported from outside of Commagene, which,
together with its refined execution, make it stand out from the fragments in the rest of this
catalogue. If we assume a location of the statue inside the palace, we might hypothesize that the
sculpture was erected in the nearby symmetrical suite, perhaps in a central position of room III,

which potentially would make it visible from room XIV as well.

Literature: Ozgii¢ 2009, 35, pl. 96 fig. 216.

Date: Roman, 1st c. CE?

656 Description in the object inventory: ‘ayakta duran bir heykelin boyundan itibaren karnina kadar olan
kismi. Sol omuz hafifce yukari kalkik, sag omuz diisiiktiir. Kollar omuz bitiminden itibaren kiriktir. Gégtis ve
karin kaslart iyi bir bicimde belirtilmistir. arkada boyun bitiminden itibaren sirta kadar inen yelpaze biciminde
saglar ile arka omuz lizerinde uzanan sag¢ bukleleri arkaikkroslart hatirlatmaktadir. sirtta omurganin
uyuntusu iyi bir bicimde islenmigtir.’
657 Cf. Fullerton 1990 with many examples.
658 Ozgiic 2009, 35.
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ID327 - st.85-316

"o e e
Fragment of left leg

Measurements: 1. 0,38; w.8,5; depth 8,7. Smaller than life-size.

Material: marble.

Find Location: sector n/14, in the structure in opus reticulatum.

Current Location: Depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum (inv. nr. 85-316).

Preservation: broken right above the knee and broken right above the ankle. Heavily worn at the knee.
Broken in two parts, restored after excavation.

Description®s: Fragment of a left leg. Part of a smaller than life-size statue. The leg seems to be
almost fully stretched. The muscles near the knee cap are well rendered. At the bottom, a

connection hole is located, to connect the left foot.

Discussion: Context suggests a 1st c. CE dating, but this remains uncertain. In terms of material,
style and proportions, it might be part of ID89, and form a sculpture of ca. 1,40 m. high. It is also
possible that ID584 belongs to these fragments.

Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: Roman, 1st c. CE?

659 Description in the object inventory: ‘heykelin diz kapagina yakin yerinden bilegi kadar olan kismi iki parga
olarak ele gecmistir. iri grenli mermerden yapilmis olup, tizeri ¢cok iyi perdahlanmigtir. Normalden kii¢tik boyda
bir erkek heykelinin sol bacagina ait bir parcadir. biiytik bir ihtimalle dizden hafifce kirilmis olan bu bacak éne
dogru atilmistir. diz kapagina yakin yerdeki bacak adaleleri gtizel bir bicimde gédsterilmistir.
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ID584 - st.83-1002
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Fragment of right foot in sandal on curved pedestal

Measurements: 1. 8,5 w. 8,8 h. 6,3. Somewhat smaller than life-size.

Material: Marble.

Find Location: sector 1/16, layer II.

Current Location: Depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum in box labelled ‘1983 etiitliik’.

Preservation: broken at the top and at two sides. Very worn on the foot and toes.

Description: Fragment of right foot in a sandal on curved pedestal. Part of a slightly smaller than
life-size sculpture. The pedestal has a profiled rim. The bottom and side of the lower part have
rough incision marks. The presence of a sandal is indicated by a slightly protruding rim which
runs on top of the foot and most likely indicates the sandal’s strap. It leads towards a large space

between the big toe and the next toe.

Discussion: The incision marks probably indicate that this part was meant to fit into another
carrier. The curved shape might indicate that it was placed on top of a column, but this remains
uncertain. In terms of size (somewhat smaller than life-size) and material (marble), the fragment

might belong to ID89 and ID327, but this can only remain a hypothesis.
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Literature: previously unpublished.

Date: uncertain, probably Roman

ID87 - st.82-197

Sculpture fragment with drapery

Measurements: h. 20,4; w. 12,0; 1. 18,0.

Material: marble.

Find Location: sector j/15, layer II.

Current Location: Depot Adiyaman Archaeological Museum (inv. nr. st.82-197).

Preservation: broken at the top.

Description®6%: Sculptural fragment with vertical drapery on three sides. The fourth side as well as
the bottom are flat. On what appears to have been the most visible side, the drapery is folding in
a more oblique and complex manner, while the drapery on the other side merely consists of three

straight vertical folds.

Discussion: The limited preservation makes it difficult to assign the fragment to a statue type or
style. The excavators date the statue to the Roman period and suggest it must have been a female
subject, but especially the latter remains unclear. As it was found in periodic layer II, it might

indeed be dated to the imperial Roman period.

Literature: previously unpublished.

660 Description in the object inventory: ‘kii¢ctik boylu bir kadin heykelinini belden asagisi, elbisesi dikey pliseli’.
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Date: Roman?

ID328 - st.85-315
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Fragment of a left hand

Measurements: 1. 14,8; 