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Dear Mayor,  

Dear colleagues,  

Dear representatives of  our political parties and civil society organizations,  

Dear ladies and gentlemen and our esteemed professors 

Welcome to the symposium organized by our Municipality on the occasion of  the 

September 8, Liberation of KemalpaĹa. We are celebrating the 100th anniversary of the 

liberation of  the city over a century ago, which today is our day of  honor and pride. After the 

First World War, while the invasion forces were sharing the pie at the table, they gave our region 

and our district to their subcontractors, the Greek State. Nevertheless, under the leadership of  

Mustafa Kemal Pasha and his comrades-in-arms, and with the collective contribution of  our 

Turkish, Kurdish, Alevi and Sunni people from the east and west of  the country, the war resulted 

in victory.  

The Great Leader envisioned the victory in advance and gave an appointment in Nif  on 

September 9th to the ambassadors of  the imperial states asking for an appointment with him 

in a telegram while he was in Afyonkarahisar. The Turkish soldier walked an average of  27 

kilometers a day with the sandals on their feet and entered Izmir in 12 days by creating an epic. 

Our professors will soon explain this more eloquently. They have gifted us this beautiful country.  

I don't want to take much time, here I would like to leave the floor to my mentors, our 

esteemed professors. I would like to express my appreciation on behalf  of  myself  and our 

district to both our guests here and our esteemed professors for your participation and 

contributions. May we reach many more centenaries. 

          Musa SARI 

                     Governor of KemalpaĹa  
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Dear Governor,  

Dear Distinguished Professors, Department Heads, Political Party Chairmen-

Executives and My Fellow Citizens, 

Mr. Governor made a genuinely nice speech about August 30th and September 9th, 1922, 

I sign my name under all of them. We organized a symposium in 1999, focusing on KemalpaĹa. 

I was the District Director of  National Education then. We, as the district governorship, the 

municipality and the District Directorate of  National Education, had worked in coordination 

and efficiency for this feast of  knowledge. The result was an absolutely beautiful work of  art.  

With the joint efforts of  researcher-professor Rahim SaĶ and Mrs. Arzu (K¿lah­ĔoĶlu 

AltĔntoz), one of our Deputy Mayors, we took the decision to organize this new symposium. 

For this academic study, we specifically chose September 8, the day Nif, now KemalpaĹa, was 

liberated from occupation. I strongly believe that it will be a pleasant meeting. I am quite sure 

that we will hear incredibly good memoranda and that we will have a book that will stay with us 

for many years. I can already sense the excitement and pride of  publishing this book and leaving 

it to the next generations: our children and grandchildren. I would like to express my gratitude 

in advance to those who contribute. 

We celebrated the 100th anniversary of  our August 30 Victory Day yesterday with 

enthusiasm. I will welcome a group coming from Afyon tomorrow (September 9) in KemalpaĹa- 

Hamzababa. From there, we will go to SinancĔlar and our march will end in BaĶyurdu. Mayor 

Tun­ will also come, we will have a speech here at 18.00. In the evening, we will end our 

celebration with Onur AKIN concert in our recreation area. Well, you have come here, we are 

incredibly happy to welcome you as KemalpaĹa Municipality, we are all together. KemalpaĹa is 

an important settlement that dates back to the early ages of  history and was once the capital of  

the Eastern Roman EmpireMr. Governor has already briefed it; I would like to thank him very 

much. I wish you success in your work, I wish you "all the best" and" happy holidays". Thank 

you very much. 

                  RĔdvan KARAKAYALI  

                             Mayor of KemalpaĹa Municipality 
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Dear Governor, Dear Mayor, 

Dear Esteemed Colleagues and Members of  the Audience, 

I would like to start my remarks by greeting you all with respect and saying "welcome". I 

also contributed to the previous symposium mentioned by Dear Mayor (1999) by presenting a 

memorandum on KemalpaĹa during the time it was under Greek occupation. I still remember 

the old movie theater (which no longer exists) where the symposium was held. The focus of  

that symposium was culture and environment. The symposium, which is about to begin in 

commemoration of  the 100th Anniversary of  the Great Victory, does not have an 

environmental dimension but is focused specifically on the disciplines of  archaeology, art 

history and history. 

There has been no public call for the memoranda you are about to listen to. Each and 

every one of  my colleagues here has been invited to the symposium in the context of  their 

interest in KemalpaĹa and their publications. I would like to express my sincere gratitude to 

them for their kindness. Incidentally, I would like to emphasize that none of  the memoranda to 

be presented here was presented at the symposium held in 1999 or elsewhere by the authors of  

the memoranda. Most of  my colleagues had the courtesy to make memorandum on topics that 

would complement a deficiency in KemalpaĹa in their own disciplines. Therefore, I believe that 

at the end of the day, our knowledge of Nif / KemalpaĹa will be extraordinarily rich. 

There are two other aspects that distinguish this symposium titled "Tarihin KucaĶĔnda 

KemalpaĹa" from the previous symposium. First is that an exhibition titled "KaranlĔĶĔn 

ĸafaĶĔndan Zaferi IĹĔĶĔna: 26 AĶustosõtan 9 Eyl¿l 1922õye" will be launched in conjunction with 

the symposium. The supply of  movable cultural assets for this exhibition, which I wrote and 

curated with pleasure and which I think will guide the Atat¿rk Memorial House and Specialized 

Library that KemalpaĹa Municipality wants to open, has been carried out by H¿r Efe M¿zecilik 

A. ĸ. I would like to sincerely thank Mr. Cem ¦sk¿p, one of the owners of the company. The 

second one is that all memoranda to be presented will be also published in English. 

I would like to conclude by expressing my gratitude to Mr. RĔdvan, the Mayor of 

KemalpaĹa, and all his colleagues, especially Mrs. Arzu, one of the deputies, and Mr. Rahim SaĶ, 

who saw a new symposium as a need for KemalpaĹa and the residents of KemalpaĹa and 

allocated this beautiful venue to us, and to Prof. Dr. Erg¿n Aybars, who showed the kindness 

of  giving the opening speech. I wish a successful symposium and a pleasant exhibition for all 

of  us. 

                    Prof. Dr. Engin BERBER 

                    Symposium Coordinator 
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Symposium Opening Lecture 

200 YEARS OF HISTORY:  

T¦RKĶYE AGAINST GREEK AND CRUSADER IMPERIALISM 

                                                                                                                      Erg¿n AYBARS* 

After having conquered Anatolia with the victory of Malazgirt in 1071, Turks obliged 

Eastern Rome to withdraw to the north 106 years afterwards with the victory of 

Miryakefalon (Burdur-Isparta region) in 1176. The use of Turkish and T¿rkiye names by 

Venetian and Genoese merchants after the Turks' arrival in the Aegean Sea signified the new 

owner of Anatolia. With the Mongol invasion, the Anatolian Seljuk Empire reached its end. 

Founded in 1299, the Ottoman Principality became the most powerful empire of its time 

with its successive conquests and capitals of Bilecik, Bursa, Edirne and finally Istanbul in 

1453, the threat of Turkish-Muslims was defined by Europe and especially by the Papacy as 

the "Eastern Problem" and caused great fear and hatred. After the Andalusian problem in 

Spain was solved by massacres in 1492, the only problem was the Turkish-Muslim Ottoman 

Empire. 

At a time when the Catholic-Protestant religious war was ongoing, the Siege of Vienna 

by Suleiman the Magnificent caused great fear throughout Europe. It was 1555 when coffee 

houses and bachelor houses were opened in Istanbul. With the young unemployed coming 

to the big cities from the villages, the Celali rebellions that started later, the period of tyrant 

governors and the end of the 1595-1610 Austrian war with the Zitvatorok agreement, the 

2nd Fetret period took place. Despite the Kºpr¿l¿ler reforms and Ko­ibey's treatise, the 

Ottoman Empire could not recover. 1After the 683 Vienna defeat and the 1699 Treaty of 

Karlof­a, it was no longer a threat to Europe. The Eastern Problem was forgotten for a long 

time. 

From the 15th century onwards, pioneered by science and rationality, Europe opened 

the age of discoveries with the discovery of the roundness of the Earth and its superiority in 

ship engineering. They switched from mercantilist economic system to mercantile capitalism 

and colonialism, and plundered and shared the continents of Asia, Africa and the Americas 

with great massacres. The Capitulations signed during the reign of Kanuni gradually made 

the Ottoman Empire an open market for Europe. The Renaissance and the period of 

humanism consolidated Europe's supremacy. In the early 19th century, the Russian Tsar, one 

                                                           
* Dokuz Eyl¿l ¦niversitesiônden (Em.) Prof. Dr. 



of the victorious alliances in the war against Napoleon, brought the Eastern Problem to the 

agenda at the Congress of Vienna in 1815 and proposed that ñthe Turks should be expelled 

from the Balkans. Britain, France, Austria and Prussia rejected this proposal, realizing that it 

was a Pan-Slavist game. Russia, Britain and France, together with the support of the 

Orthodox, Catholic and Protestant churches, launched the Peloponnesian revolt in 1821. 

Over 24,000 Muslims and thousands of Jews were massacred in two or three days. When the 

Ottoman Empire could not suppress the rebellion, it asked for help from Mehmet Ali Pasha, 

the Governor of Egypt. The governor's son Ibrahim Pasha marched on the Peloponnese with 

an army and navy of 25,000 men and put down the rebellion harshly. An internal rebellion 

of the Ottoman Empire was suppressed. Regardless of the massacres they committed in their 

own colonies, as a result of the agreement they made in Akkerman in 1826, these three 

imperialist empires gave a note for ñthe Ottoman Empire to accept the Kingdom of 

Peloponneseò. The Ottoman Empire expected this note as an interference in its internal 

affairs. Having started a war without declaring war, these states burned the Ottoman fleet at 

Navarin (October 20, 1827). According to the memoirs of Austrian diplomat Baron Anton 

Proksch von Osten (Izmir City Culture Magazine, 4, September 2001), who was in charge in 

Izmir during this incident, they also shelled the island of Chios. Britain and France allowed 

Russia to attack the Ottoman Empire. When the Russian army marched to Edirne in 1829, 

the Ottoman Empire accepted defeat and accepted the Kingdom of Peloponnese with an 

agreement signed in London in 1830. This kingdom, which was headed by a German prince, 

adopted the strategy of Megali Idea: ñto be allies with the enemy of the Ottoman (Turkish) 

Empireò. 

The reforms of the Ottoman Sultan Mahmut II and the French Revolution were put 

into practice in Turkey with the opening of the Military Medical School (1826), the Military 

Academy (1834) and schools for the general public, and the issuance of the Tanzimat Edict 

in 1839. Meanwhile, Britain's prevention of the revolts of the Governor of Egypt in 1833 

and 1839 and its defense against Russia brought the Ottoman Empire closer to Britain. In 

1838, a trade agreement (Balta Port) was signed with Britain. British businesspeople gained 

access to the interior of Anatolia and received all kinds of trade rights, including mineral 

exploration. The agreement soon spread, especially to France. Rum migration occurred from 

the Aegean islands to Anatolia. Britain, France and the Principality of Piedmont were on the 

side of the Ottoman Empire in the war between Russia and the Ottoman Empire in 1853. 



Britainôs aim was to burn the Russian navy and shipyards that would pose a threat to the 

Mediterranean. With the Crimean War, this goal was achieved.  

Britainôs strategy against Russia was to prevent it from going below this line starting 

from the Balkans and extending from the Black Sea, the Caucasus, the Caspian Sea, Iran 

and Afghanistan to China. The most important part of this line was the Ottoman Empire 

(later T¿rkiye). The Straits are the gateway to the Mediterranean, the Caucasus, Iskenderun 

and the Persian Gulf (this line is still valid). Western states included the Ottoman Empire in 

the European System of States with Articles 7, 8 and 9 at the Paris Peace Conference in 1856. 

It was accepted that a state intending to use force against the Ottoman Empire had to consult 

other states, otherwise other states could intervene in the situation. In practice, these articles 

would not be implemented. The Ottoman Empire incurred debt for the first time in its history 

in 1854 due to the expenses of the Crimean War. With annual interest rates of between 4-9 

percent, this debt was spent on the needs of the army, justice and education, and the purchase 

of a navy that would later be left to rot in the Golden Horn, but a massive portion was spent 

on the construction of palaces and weddings. These debts continued to increase inexorably. 

Eventually, the Ottoman Empire was unable to pay even the interest on its debts. Based on 

the 1838 trade agreement, Britain and France built Izmir's Basmahane and Alsancak stations 

and railroad was laid, one to the north and one to the south. They also obtained all kinds of 

rights on the lands 20 kilometers on each side of these lines. Britain, the driver of the Treaty 

of Paris established the ñOttoman Bankò in Istanbul in 1856 by London bankers. In 1862, 

this bank would be able to issue banknotes (paper money) in exchange for gold, on demand, 

for a period of 30 years. It will maintain a cash reserve of one-third of the banknotes in 

circulation. As long as the Bank's privilege lasted, the State would not issue ñcashò 

(banknotes). It will receive a half percent commission when collecting debts and interest and 

paying creditors. In 1863, French bankers also became shareholders in the Ottoman Bank. 

The biggest competitor to the Ottoman Bank was the German Deutsche Bank in 1888. In 

1857, the European Commission provoked and united the Principality of Wallachia-Bogdan 

(part of the Ottoman Empire) and placed it under the rule of Colonel Alexandra Coza. The 

establishment of Romania was approved by an Ottoman Edict. Following the establishment 

of Romania, Balkan nations started to revolt under imperialist provocations. The Ottoman 

Empire, in an exemplary act, introduced the equality of Muslims and Christians by issuing 

a charter in 1868 when it saw that the Christian population was revolting to be annexed to 

Greece. It abolished the tax levied on Christians. Accepted Rum as the official language in 



addition to Turkish. However, the uprisings in the Balkans continued, especially Russia 

continued its provocations to influence the Balkans with its Pan-Slavist policy. In 1874, 

Germany supported Russia in order to prevent the French-Russian rapprochement. With the 

note given to the Ottoman Empire, they demanded the abolition of the taxation procedure, 

the freedom of worship and the establishment of mixed administrative boards. In 1876, 

although the Ottoman Empire accepted the note (Andrassi Note), the rebellions continued 

and military force was used. The European press reported massacres and in May, threatening 

notes from European states called for reforms. In reality, the massacres were conducted by 

Christian gangs. The Europeans knew this, but they supported them. 

After the Tanzimat Edict, a new generation of youth began to grow in the Ottoman 

Muslim society. The youth who had studied abroad and returned to Istanbul formed an 

association called "Young Ottomans" and organized themselves for the acceptance of the 

constitutional monarchy they had seen in Europe. Beginning in 1861, they published a daily 

public newspaper, wrote dramatic works and founded a theater. The performance of Namik 

Kemalôs ñVatan yahut Silistreò created a great enthusiasm among the Istanbul public. 

Writing of novels began. The concepts of ñhomelandò and ñfreedomò were adopted. 

Abd¿laziz obstructed the situation. Following Abd¿lazizôs extravagance, the situation in 

which even the interest on the debts could not be paid, and the news of the massacre of 

Muslims in the Balkans, the arming of the people of Istanbul caused Abd¿laziz to worry. He 

dismissed Grand Vizier Mahmut Nedim Pasha and Sheikhulislam, who were known to be 

pro-Russian. Mithat Pasha was appointed as Grand Vizier and H¿seyin Avni Pasha, the 

Minister of War, deposed Abd¿laziz on May 29, 1876, in order to find a solution to the 

situation. The Russian Tsar and the Austrian Emperor met in Reichstadt and started 

negotiations on the division of the Balkans. They committed to end Turkish rule until 

Istanbul was declared as a free city. When Britain refused to accept this situation and 

threatened them with war, a conference was convened in Istanbul on December 23, 1876, 

with the participation of the great powers. On behalf of the Ottoman Empire, Saffet Pasha 

announced the proclamation of the Kanun-i Esasi (Constitution) based on the equality of the 

Ottoman people. The great states did not pay attention to this. They insisted on demanding 

unacceptable privileges for Christians. In case the Ottoman Empire adopted a parliamentary 

system, Britain and France were concerned that they would lose the ease with which they 

could impose whatever they wanted on the Sultans, so they allowed Russia to do so. Russia 

declared war against the Ottoman Empire on April 19, 1877. The Russian army marched to 



Ayastefanos (Yeĸilkºy), and the Treaty of Ayastefanos was signed there. Realizing that 

Russia would dominate the region all alone, the Great Powers (D¿vel-i Muazzama) 

threatened Russia and ensured the organization of a conference in Berlin (July 13, 1878). 

The conclusion of this conference was that the Ottoman Empireôs influence would continue. 

It was only after this date that the partition attacks against the Ottoman Empire accelerated. 

The same year, Britain leased the island of Cyprus from the Ottoman Empire for 99 years. 

Therefore, Britain established its own Mediterranean supremacy between Cyprus and Malta 

and Gibraltar.  

Britain decided that it would not be possible for the Ottoman Empire to prevent Russia 

from seizing the Persian and Iskenderun gulfs and the Turkish Straits through the Caucasus 

and therefore changed their strategy. The path of Russia would be blocked by Greater 

Armenia, which would support the Caucasus gateway, and Greater Greece, which would 

dominate the Straits and the Aegean region. Armenian organizations and Balkan terrorist 

organizations who failed to achieve their demands in Berlin, initiated massacres of the 

Muslim population. When the Ottoman Empire sent troops to the region to stop these 

incidents, those who welcomed the massacre of Muslims broadcasted that Turkish soldiers 

were massacring Christians. Meanwhile, France settled in Tunisia in 1881. Britain took 

Egypt under its protection and settled there in 1882. In 1885, the Bulgarian Principality 

(subordinate to the Ottoman Empire in external relations) annexed Eastern Rumelia, where 

more than 70 % of the population was Muslim. The British Ambassador sent the fleet in 

front of Varna and supported sending troops to the annexed territory. Abd¿lhamit did not 

take any initiative. Although the Ottoman army had overwhelmingly won the 1897 war 

between the Ottoman Empire and the Kingdom of Peloponnese during the reign of 

Abd¿lhamit II, the Ottoman Empire failed to achieve results due to the intervention of the 

imperialist states. 

At the beginning of the 20th century, the 2nd Constitutional Monarchy period began 

with the Young Turk and Unionist Progress movements against Abd¿lhamit's tyranny, and 

the Sultan's reinstatement of the Constitutional Law in Macedonia against the resistance of 

the armed forces and the local population. A new era began with the reactionary rebellion of 

March 31, 1909 (April 13 in the Gregorian calendar), which was supported by Britain, 

anxious that the government would fall into the hands of the pro-German Committee of 

Union and Progress (Ķttihat Terakki), and with the arrival of the Movement Army in Istanbul 

from Thessaloniki and the suppression of the incident and the dethronement of Abd¿lhamit. 



Since the Berlin-Baghdad Railway was commissioned with an agreement with Germany, the 

region's oil resources and the rapid introduction of motor vehicles, the Middle East became 

the world's energy hub. As a result of imperialist rivalry, the collision between the Triple 

Alliance and the Triple Entente blocs was preparing for a great war. The Entente bloc was 

alarmed by the Ottoman Empire's entry into a period of constitutional liberalization and its 

growing closeness to Germany. It was ensured that the army was worn out, the economy and 

social life was shaken and especially the Berlin-Baghdad Railway was cut off by starting the 

Balkan War. The Balkan War ended in disaster as a result of partisan infighting. With the 

Treaty of London, all of Thrace, except Gallipoli and Istanbul, was given to Bulgaria. When 

Romania, Greece and Serbia attacked on the grounds that Bulgaria was taking a large share, 

Bulgaria withdrew its army from Thrace to defend itself. Subsequently, Grand Vizier Talat 

Pasha offered K©mil Pasha to liberate Edirne and Thrace, but K©mil Pasha refused, saying 

ñwe would anger Britainò. Thereupon, Talat Pasha assigned Major Enver to invade the 

Sublime Porte (Prime Ministry). After this invasion, Enver recaptured Edirne and all of 

Thrace. Conqueror of Edirne, Enver quickly became a son-in-law in the Ottoman palace, a 

general and the Minister of War. Enver Pasha was responsible for the unprepared entry into 

the First World War on the side of Germany. They fought the armies of the world's greatest 

powers on the Caucasus, Romanian, Mesopotamia, Canal and Gallipoli fronts. The victories 

of March 18, 1915, August 10, 1915, and 1916 at Gallipoli and Kut al-Amirah changed the 

course of world history. The British War Ministry (Kitchener and Churchill), who estimated 

that they would win the war in one year, thought that Colonel Mustafa Kemal was the reason 

why the war ended in four years. After October 30, 1918, signing of the Armistice of Mudros, 

the Ottoman Empire was in desperate straits.  

The Paris Peace Conference, with a predatory ambition, chose to destroy the entire 

territory and homeland of the Ottoman Empire. When British General Allenby entered 

Jerusalem at the end of December 1917, he went straight to the tomb of Selahaddin Ayyubi 

and expressed his anger by punching the tomb and saying ñSelahaddin, get up, get up, the 

Crusades are over nowò. In the same year, Lloyd George showed his racist and imperialist 

wild feelings by saying ñWe will expel the Turks from Anatolia to Central Asia from where 

they have comeò. With the outbreak of the war, Armenian gangs rebelled, captured Van and 

massacred civilians. Considering the Armenian deportation as a massacre, the Entente bloc 

(Britain, France, Italy and the United States of America) decided to give the Western Aegean 

to Greece and Eastern Anatolia to Armenia. Immediately after occupying Istanbul, they 



arrested 144 prominent members of the Committee of Union and Progress. They executed 

Boĵazlēyan District Governor Kemal Bey. 

The British press, in its articles published in 1919, was inciting a crusade by saying 

ñMuslim Turks continue to massacre Christian Greeks and Armenians in the regions of Izmir, 

Samsun, Adana and Antepò. They were misleading the British people and paving the way 

for Greece to land in Izmir. While the Times kept on writing such articles on page 13, in the 

next column it was written that ñMr. Venizelos requested our Prime Minister to give 

permission to the Greek army to stop these massacresò. On May 15, 1919, the Greek army 

was given permission to land troops in Izmir ñas a force of the Entente States to maintain 

orderò. More than 5,000 Muslim Turks were massacred in three days. The imperialists (with 

the exception of the Soviet Union) who were the pioneers of the Peloponnese massacre were 

playing out the same scenario. Greek Colonel Metaxas (dictator of Greece in 1936) warned 

his commanders, ñWe should not land troops in Anatolia, we cannot defeat the Turks in 

Anatolia, Anatolia will be our graveò. United States of America President Wilson personally 

drew the map of Armenia. 

         Although there were internal rebellions, Vahdettinôs collaboration with Britain, 

military desertions, lack of weapons and ammunition, the poverty caused by six years of 

war, epidemics, etc., the Turkish nation stood by the Commander-in-Chief M. Kemal Pasha, 

the founder of the Turkish Grand National Assembly. The Greek army was destroyed in 14 

days with the Great Offensive. The Turkish army entered Izmir on September 9, 1922. His 

first action was to take down the Greek flag hanging in the Governor's Mansion and raise 

the Turkish flag, which glorifies the crescent moon. With the Mudanya Armistice Agreement 

of October 3-11, 1922, Thrace, including Edirne, was ceded to Turkey. Lausanne was the 

defeat of imperialism. It is apparent that the imperialist crusader Greek movement that 

started in 1821 ended in 1922 with the Muslim-Turkish victory of the century. With the 

Turkish Revolution, Turkey achieved successful developments in every field. Thanks to 

Atat¿rk, Hatay was annexed to the homeland between 1937 and 1939 without firing a single 

bullet.  

Turkey remained neutral during the Second World War (1939-1945). It accepted 

Greeks fleeing the German occupation as refugees. When the war ended in 1945, the world 

experienced another great devastation. Turkey joined the United Nations and signed 

agreements with the United States in 1945 and 1947 in the face of the Soviet threat. After 

winning the 1950 elections, the Democrat Party entered NATO (1952), and bilateral 



agreements were signed, which further increased US influence. All these agreements had to 

be made on the principle of ñmutual equalityò. NATO states needed Turkey much more than 

Turkey needed NATO. NATO could not be secured without Turkey as the protector of the 

Persian and Iskenderun gulfs and the Straits. Turkey and Greece were jointly admitted to 

NATO in 1952. On May 29, 1953, it was the 500th anniversary of the conquest of Ķstanbul. 

The Government under Menderes did not organize a celebration in order not to offend 

Greece. The youth and the people celebrated. Greece declared ten days of national mourning. 

In 1956, the EOKA organization began terrorist attacks in Cyprus. In retaliation for the 

burning of the house in Thessaloniki where Atat¿rk was born, there were riots in Istanbul on 

September 6-7 (it was later discovered that the house had been set on fire by Turkish agents). 

With the EOKA terrorist attacks, Greece showed that Megali Idea has not been abandoned. 

Britain launched a joint study. Under the Zurich Agreement in 1959 and the London 

Agreement in 1960, Turkey, Britain and Greece became guarantors in Cyprus. Makarios, the 

President of the Republic of Cyprus violated the rights granted to the Turkish Cypriots in the 

Constitution. In 1964, they tried to force the Turks to leave the island by massacring Turks. 

The Turkish Mujahideen movement was forced to stop when the Turkish Air Force struck 

the Greek Cypriot armed units and Greek warships after they turned to more massacres and 

the Turkish Regiment in Cyprus was surrounded. In a letter to Prime Minister Ķsmet Ķnºn¿, 

in reference to the 1947 treaty, US President Johnson threatened ñYou cannot use the 

weapons we give you without our permission. You will be left alone in the face of the Soviet 

Union's interventionò. The Christian imperialist face of the USA was revealed. Those who 

did not prevent what Greece did tried to prevent the Turkish defense. In 1967, the same 

scenario took place again in Cyprus. A compromise was reached with the American 

intervention. It was understood that Greece would not stop. With the recommendation of the 

General Staff, S¿leyman Demirel's government 1-Aegean Army was established. 2- 

Transformed the gendarmerie into a commando army (Today they are the most dependable 

fighters in the world) 3- With the aid received from Germany, an arms industry was 

established in Kērēkkale. The construction of landing ships was also started. 

In 1974, the Greek Junta Government implemented Enosis (annexation of Cyprus to 

Greece) with the Nikos Samson coup against Makarios. Turkey was prepared for such an 

attack. With the decision taken by the government of B¿lent Ecevit and Necmettin Erbakan, 

on July 20, the Turkish army landed on the coast of Kyrenia with 40 landing ships under the 

protection of air and naval forces and landed paratroopers south of the Beĸparmak 



Mountains. During the meeting of Turkish, British and Greek ministers in London, Greece 

gave Turkey a second chance of operation by not recognizing the rights of the Turkish 

Cypriots. The Turkish army headed south, east and west and drew the Peace Line. Our allies 

started to insist Turkey to leave the island as if nothing had happened with the attitude of 

ñAlright, the coup is over, normalcy has returned. Now you can withdraw your armyò. From 

1956 to 1974, the massacres committed by Greece were ignored. However, the Turkish army 

had used the guarantor powers under the Zurich and London agreements to protect the 

constitutional-legal rights of the Turkish Cypriot people. After the US imposed arms, 

financial and economic embargoes, the government of Demirel ordered the closure of the 

Incirlik Air Base in Adana. Greece did not give up its games of provoking Turkey to attack 

it at every opportunity. Particularly in the Aegean Sea, he often practiced the 12-mile 

operation. He made numerous attempts in the 1990s. When the Turkish navy arrives, they 

put on a show in the Aegean, and when the Turkish navy arrives, they start screaming: ñTurks 

are attacking usò.  

Greece and the Armenian diaspora in Southern Cyprus made a pact against Turkey in 

1975. It was agreed that Armenian terrorist organizations would attack Turkish embassy and 

consulate personnel. While Greece would provide the materials needed, if a terrorist was 

captured, its embassies in that country would provide lawyers and necessary assistance. 

Armenian terror spread around the world. These attacks on Turkey did not receive any 

support from our ñNATO alliesò, the US and the EU. When Turkey retaliated, it caused 

discomfort. When the attack on Turks at the Paris Airport damaged France, this terrorism 

was put an end to. At a meeting in Damascus in 1982, Syria and the PKK joined this group. 

In 1984, the PKK began terrorism by killing civilians in the Eruh accident. Syria and Greece 

were providing weapons training to the PKK. Then President S¿leyman Demirel traveled to 

Damascus to meet with Assad and resolve the problems between the two countries. In his 

pocket he had Abdullah ¥calan's phone number and the address of his residence in 

Damascus, which had been given to him by the National Intelligence Organization. When 

the subject of the PKK came up, Demirel gave Assad ¥calan's home address and phone 

number, but Assad refused and said he would have it examined. During the same hours, the 

Attach® of the Turkish Embassy in Damascus arrives at the meeting building and gets on the 

elevator, three people come quickly and get on the elevator: Two Syrian officials and Ocalan. 

Syria shows Ocalan and sets its stance.  



In 1959, the French writer Salvador de Madariaga, in his book titled ñEuropeôs 

Portraitò (Turkish: Mehmet Cihangir, Ķĸ Bankasē Publications, 1966 Ankara pp. 178-180), 

published with a foreword by Andre Maurois, identifies the character traits of European 

nations. When talking about the Greeks, he refers to them as ñdeceitful Greeksò. Regarding 

Turkey, he states that the western border of Europe is from the Urals to Iskenderun and that 

Turkey is in the European geography. He states that the Turks, who ruled the Balkans for 

four hundred years, granted religious freedom to Jews and Christians at a time when the 

Inquisition was committing massacres through religious oppression; that the Turks were held 

up as an example in Europe; that if Europe excluded Muslim Turks on the grounds of their 

Christian identity, it would be denying its own values; that Turkeyôs biggest shortcoming 

was that it was far from Socratic thinking (individualistic, critical, questioning, skeptical, 

scientific thinking), but that the Turkey founded by Atat¿rk was European and the Turks 

were trustworthy. He argues that the Turks are as indispensable to Europe as the Greeks, 

compared to the deceitful Greeks (p.16). Bernard Lewis, in his book ñModern T¿rkiyeônin 

Doĵuĸuò, states that Turkey became a modern country with Atat¿rk; Moris Duverger states 

that Kemalism was an exemplary revolution that prepared democracy and modernization in 

Turkey. 

In 1963, Germany and France signed the Treaty establishing the European Union. The 

number of members was six but the number of stars on the flag was 12. The number of 

countries today is 27, but the number of stars on the flag is still 12. Does this represent the 

12 Apostles of Jesus? Turkey is a member of the European Commission and NATO and the 

Turkish flag, representing the Crescent and Islam, flies alongside the flags of its allies. 

Turkey was one of the countries that applied to the EU the earliest. The EU Christian Parties 

have made it clear that they do not want to see the crescent among the flags of the Union. 

Former German Chancellor Shimit (socialist) stated that ñTurks made a mistake by rejecting 

Sevresò. The Customs Agreement signed with the EU in 1995 was met with domestic 

propaganda of "We are joining the Union". The EU wants keeping Turkey on its side as a 

privileged country. In early 1990, Turkey was asked to join the US war on Iraq, under the 

pressure that ñIraq is your and NATO's backyardò. President ¥zal was also in favor of 

invading Iraq. When the General Staff found it militarily inconvenient, the Mesut Yēlmaz 

government did not decide to join. On September 11, 2011, New York City was devastated 

by the terrorist attack on the Twin Towers. US President Bush used the word ñCrusadeò. In 

a correction, his advisors used the term ñoperationò (also used in the sense of a military 



operation). During my conferences at that time, I stated that the US would conduct a 

sweeping operation in North Africa, Syria, Iraq, Iran and Afghanistan. The US wanted 

Turkey to participate in the 2003 invasion of Iraq. The EU threatened, ñIf Turkey goes into 

Iraq, it can forget about joining the EUò. Britain invaded Iraq, the EU remained silent. 

Turkey did not take part in the operation, but allowed the use of bases, as it had done before. 

         During its negotiations with Turkey, the EU constantly insists on ñsolve the problems 

between you and Greece. Abandon Cyprus, solve the Kurdish problem, accept the so-called 

Armenian genocideò. Obviously, they are saying ñgive them what they wantò. As with the 

Hatay incident and the 1974 Cyprus intervention, Turkey is strong enough to resist all these 

pressures and to eliminate these imperialist threats by continuing the decisive and effective 

policies pursued by Atat¿rk in the past.  

 Greece remained hostile to Turkey, supported every terrorist organization that could 

harm Turkey, and entered into relations with states that are at odds with Turkey (the enemy 

of my enemy is my friend). It continues to provoke Turkey lately in the Aegean by creating 

a cause for war by occupying 18 Turkish islets. It attempted to close the Mediterranean to 

Turkey in the Eastern Mediterranean. The rapprochement with France, the deployment of 

US military forces on islands in the Aegean and the establishment of a base in 

Alexandroupolis, 40 km from Edirne, are against NATO rules. But Turkey has always been 

patient. When it acted, Greece was always the one who lost. 

 I appreciate your patience and would like to wish you a successful symposium. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

KEMALPAķA PLAIN WITH ITS PRE-HISTORIC CULTURAL 

BACKGROUND  

                 Zafer DERĶN* 

Generally, cities are social organisms possessing a strong or weak, systematic or 

disorganized historical memory, in which forms of social and political sovereignty are 

effectively reflected. In this regard, many of our cities can trace their history back to the 

ancient period as a result of being home to some of the oldest social settlements of humanity 

in Anatolia. Many settlements in and around the cities constitute a part of the cultural history 

of the city. Through their cultural assets, cities take their place in Anatolia's 12 thousand 

years of history. Any settlement or ruin that takes place in the cultural history of the city 

builds on the culture created before it and differentiates and develops in line with the 

characteristics of the settlers. Accordingly, cities have the historical identity of the past, 

especially by identifying with the cultural assets in their centers.  

One of the oldest cities still inhabited in the world today is Izmir. It differs from many 

other cities in Turkey with its history dating back to prehistoric times. Studies show that 

traces of humans in the early history of Izmir date back to the Paleolithic period. Although 

our knowledge about this period is quite limited, the surface researches carried out in the 

Karaburun and Bozburun peninsulas outside the city center, the stone tools found on the 

ridges of Narlēdere Ķstikam School and ¢eĸmealtē Menteĸ Region, and the finds in the 

vicinity of Bornova Ķkizgºller have shown that the existence of human beings in Ķzmir can 

be traced back to the Paleolithic, Mesolithic / Epipaleolithic age between 300 thousand years 

and 35 thousand years ago. However, there are no settlements identified from these periods. 

The findings from the excavations started in 2021 in Dikili Cave, one of the districts 

around the city center, can be seen as important evidence of human habitation outside the 

center of Izmir. It is believed that the cave was used as a temporary shelter and dates back 

to 14 thousand years ago. Furthermore, archaeological findings from the excavations of other 

surrounding districts such as Ege G¿bre in Aliaĵa, Ulucak Hºy¿k in Kemalpaĸa, Dedecik 
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Heybelitepe in Torbalē, and ¢ukuri­i Hºy¿k in Sel­uk have revealed the presence of a rural 

life dating back to the pre-pottery and pottery periods of the Neolithic Age.  

       An area of 1200 meters diameter 

covering Yeĸilova Hºy¿k, Yassētepe 

Hºy¿k and Ķpeklikuyu Hºy¿k in the 

middle of the Bornova Plain at the 

center of Izmir was explored as the 

first settlement area of the Prehistoric 

Period within the city. The 

excavations started in Yeĸilova 

Hºy¿k in 2005 and Yassētepe Hºy¿k 

in 201 revealed a multi-layered rich 

cultural process dating back to 

approximately 8-9 thousand years 

ago1.  

       As human life began in Izmir and its surroundings, significant changes were also 

observed in the geography of Western Anatolia. Before the Neolithic period, when alluvial 

deposits were not such thick and rivers flowed more strongly, the level of the Aegean Sea 

was quite different than it is now. It is realized that the coastline of Western Anatolia has 

undergone some changes since the 

Paleolithic period. It is known that 

during the ñLast Ice Ageò (Younger Dryas), approximately from 10.800 to 9.600 BC, the 

level of the Aegean Sea was about 55-60 m lower than today, and all islands close to the 

mainland were connected to the mainland2. Between 7000 and 6500 BC, at the beginning of 

the Neolithic period, it is estimated that the rise in the Aegean Sea continued, reaching up to 

-20 meters below its present level. Presumably, this caused changes in the shoreline of the 

Gulf of Izmir and the coast was located at a more distant point than it is today. Due to this 

geographical difference, human life was affected and environmental factors became 

prominent in the beginning of social life. Consequently, the plains connected to the coast or 

located away from the coast became areas where life was concentrated. 
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Figure 1. Plain settlements in the 

Prehistoric Period 

 



For the prehistoric settlers, key factors were water, vegetation, fertile soil and climatic 

conditions. Many fertile plains such as Bornova, Torbalē, Tire, Sel­uk and Kemalpaĸa Plain 

covering the features mentioned above are available for the settlers in Ķzmir province (Picture 

1). With this article, we will examine the emergence of prehistoric life in Kemalpaĸa Plain, 

one of the plain settlements in the east of Izmir. 

First studies in this region started in 1960, when British archaeologist David French 

conducted surface research in the vicinity of Balēkesir, Akhisar and Manisa. Following this 

study, Prof. Recep Meri­, a professor at Dokuz Eyl¿l University Archaeology Department, 

conducted three surface research in 1985, 1987 and 1988. Kemalpaĸa Plain was the region 

where both scientists focused their research3. Excavation studies started considerably later 

than the surface studies. The first excavation in the Kemalpaĸa Plain was conducted at 

Ulucak Hºy¿k4.  

Kemalpaĸa Plain is formed on one of the east-west aligned structural troughs of 

Western Anatolia. Located between Mount Manisa in the north and Mount Kemalpaĸa in the 

south, the area is an inland plain cut by the Belkahve threshold in the northwest-southeast 

direction in the west5.  

Regions such as the Kemalpaĸa Plain became the first settlements of agriculturalist-

hunter communities. This is why there are many settlements such as Nemrut, Yenmiĸ, 

Ulucak, Yeĸilova, Limantepe, ¢ukuri­i, Arvalya and Yassētepe, established on the flat areas 

of Izmir at the plain level and on the stream banks.6 (Figure 1) Nonetheless, the most 

fundamental problem of plain settlements was flooding due to their location along the banks 

of rivers. Some of these settlements were submerged under the alluvium left by the flowing 

streams, whereas settlements at lower levels close to the sea, such as Yeĸilova Hºy¿k and 

Ege G¿bre, were completely submerged under the alluvium. Of the Neolithic settlements, 

especially the ones built close to the sea and on the banks of streams were more intensely 

affected by natural events.  

It is well known that Izmir has many settlements from east to west and from north to 

south within its current borders. To the east of Izmir, Kemalpaĸa Plain with a height of 200-

250 meters above sea level is the highest plain in Izmir (Figure 2). This plain, which is partly 
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a plateau, contains many prehistoric settlements located one after another along the Nif 

stream. Among these settlements, Ulucak Hºy¿k is the only settlement that was excavated 

(Figure 3). Hºy¿k is located on the Izmir-Ankara Road, 15 km away from the center of Izmir 

as the crow flies. It is one of the easternmost prehistoric settlements excavated in Izmir. As 

in the Kemalpaĸa Plain, Ulucak and its surroundings have very fertile agricultural lands. In 

the meantime, this region located at the entrance to Izmir has a dense settlement. Since it is 

within the borders of the industrial zone, the area around the Hºy¿k is filled with factories. 

Excavations at Ulucak Hºy¿k, the only excavated settlement on the plain, started in 1995 

under the administration of the Izmir Archaeological Museum Directorate and under the 

scientific directorate of Prof. Dr. Altan ¢ilingiroĵlu, a professor in the Department of 

Archaeology at Ege University. Since 2009, excavations have been ongoing under the 

direction of Prof. Dr. ¥zlem ¢evik from Trakya University7 

 
Figure 2. Prehistoric Settlement Centers of Kemalpaĸa Plain 

 

     It is found that several cultures lived in the Hºy¿k from the Neolithic period to the 

Roman period. It is remarkable with its rich architectural remains and finds, mostly 

dominated by mudbrick architecture. In the beginning of the Neolithic Period, 15-20 cm 

thick mud plastered wattle and daub system was used in the construction of the buildings, 

whereas it was replaced by flat roofed structures covering sun-dried mudbrick blocks 

towards the end of the Neolithic Period8. Ulucak is one of the edge settlements of Western 

                                                           
7 ¢evik, ¥zlem, Vuruĸkan, Osman, Sivil, Coĸkun, 2020, 11-39, ¢evik, ¥zlem, Vuruĸkan, Osman, 

Gºz, Burhan, ¥zt¿rk 2019, 1-16. 
8 Derin, Zafer 2005, 85-94. 



Anatolia, showing the characteristics of Central Western Anatolia in terms of daily life, 

artifacts and architecture, where pottery and stone tools are produced and weaving is strong. 

        Other settlements can be found on the Kemalpasa Plain extending eastward from 

Ulucak Hºy¿k. Yenmiĸ Hºy¿k, an unexcavated settlement in the Kemalpaĸa plain, is located 

6 km. east of Ulucak Hºy¿k on the side of the Ankara Ķzmir highway (Figure 2). Because of 

the presence of vineyards on the 

western part and a gravel processing 

plant and a factory on the eastern slope, 

two thirds of the settlement was 

destroyed (Figure 4). The visible height 

of the settlement is about 2 m. as it is 

partially under the highway. Neolithic, 

Chalcolithic, Bronze Age, Hellenistic, 

Roman and Byzantine pottery sherds, 

flint tools and bone fragments were 

found on it.  

 

Figure 4. Yenmiĸ Hºy¿k and the facility on it 

 

Nemrut Hºy¿k is located in the easternmost part of the Kemalpasa plain (Figure 2). It 

is 12 km. away from Ulucak. Situated about 100 m. south of the Izmir-Ankara highway, 

Hºy¿k is 3-5 m. above the plain level. On the north, the southern hills of the Manisa 

Figure 3. Ulucak Hºy¿k 

 



Mountains rise. Villagers call the area where the Hºy¿k is located as Kemeraltē. This place 

is shown as Karaoĵlan Hill on the topographical map. Recep Meri­, the first person to 

discover the Hºy¿k, called it as Nemrut Hºy¿k.9 Nevertheless, both names are not used by 

the villagers. The vicinity of Hºy¿k is an intensive agricultural area, dominated by vegetable 

and fruit farming. Hºy¿k severely damaged by agricultural activities, soil extraction and 

illicit digging (Figure 6). Consequently, it is evident that it lost a significant amount of its 

original height and its cultural layers disappeared. The findings from the surface indicate 

that the Hºy¿k was heavily inhabited during the Neolithic period (Figure 5). Findings from 

the Hºy¿k reveal that the site was inhabited from the Neolithic Period to the Roman Period.  
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Figure 5. Neolithic pottery sherds from Nemrut Hºy¿k 

Figure 6. Kemalpaĸa Plain and Belkahve Pass 

 



 
Figure 7. Nemrut Hºy¿k 

 

         It is hard to identify new settlements of the early period because of the rapid 

construction and industrialization on the plain. But we can consider that there were other 

settlements along the Nif Stream. Indeed, excavations conducted in the courtyard of the 

Laskarisler Palace in Kemalpaĸa district revealed a 2nd millennium BC cemetery, showing 

that there was a settlement in the immediate vicinity10.  

         Being separated from each other by the Belkahve Pass, Bornova and Kemalpaĸa Plains 

provided appropriate conditions for the first settlements of the Prehistoric Age in a sense, 

and these areas were preferred by prehistoric settlers after the transition to the first 

production (Figure 7). It is a possibility that the society built their villages in the fertile areas 

around the Nif Stream on the plain during the Neolithic period was affected by the floods. 

As in Ulucak Hºy¿k, the surroundings of the settlements were submerged under the alluvium 

layers resulting from the floods and the Hºy¿k heights were lost.  

The relationships and cultural characteristics of the prehistoric settlements in the 

Kemalpaĸa Plain may have some differences compared to the inner city under the conditions 

of the day. The Belkahve threshold can be seen as the main barrier dividing the coastal 

Aegean and Kemalpaĸa communities. Furthermore, today's 15-20 kilometers, a distance that 

we cover in a short time with today's means of transportation, is equivalent to a day's walk 

in the Neolithic period, which reveals the difficulty of relations between settlements. This 
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was because the distances that seem close today corresponded to a long distance in Neolithic 

conditions. 

So how did the prehistoric settlements on the Kemalpaĸa Plain interact with the 

settlements on the Bornova Plain in the west? It is likely that they followed two different 

paths in order to sail to the Coastal Aegean under the conditions of the day. We can find this 

out by following the caravan routes apparently used until the recent period. Besides the road 

that climbs up and over Belkahve and descends to the Bornova Plain, the caravan routes 

following the Nif Stream and descending through Yakakºy-¢i­ekli provide clues regarding 

transportation (Figure 8). Consequently, we can conclude that prehistoric societies 

established commercial and cultural relations by making a very difficult journey compared 

to today.  

 
Figure 8. Transportation routes from Kemalpaĸa Plain to the center of Izmir 

The residents of the settlements in the Kemalpaĸa Plain were farmers and hunters who 

kept livestock, conducted agriculture, and also hunted animals in their surroundings. It 

appears that the communities were also gatherers and probably included mussels and sea 

fish in their food chain through commercial activities. Utilizing minerals such as hematite 

and galena, communities having rich clay deposits for pottery making were able to obtain 



materials such as Melian obsidian, jade/nephrite stone and seafood through barter. Such 

relationships indicate that the rich prehistoric culture of the Kemalpaĸa Plain was also 

influential in the development of the communities in its neighborhood. Being the only 

excavated settlement of the Prehistoric Period on the plain, Ulucak Hºy¿k provides an 

insight into the Prehistoric period of Kemalpaĸa with its important findings showing such 

relationships. 
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ULUCAK H¥Y¦K EXCAVATIONS IN LIGHT OF NEW DATA 

             ¥zlem ¢EVĶK-Coĸkun SĶVĶL*  

Abstract 

Ulucak Hºy¿k is one of the earliest Neolithic settlements in Western Anatolia, dating 

from 6850 to 5670 cal. BC and a key site for understanding the early sedentary life in the region. 

The settlement has been occupied for more than a thousand years and substantial changes 

occurred in architecture, economy, production activities and symbolism during Neolithic period 

in Ulucak. This article aims to summarize the Neolithic site of Ulucak with social, economic and 

symbolic aspects. 

Key Words: Ulucak Hºy¿k, Neolithic, Western Anatolia, craft specialization, ritual and 

symbolizm.  

Introduction  

The prehistoric site of Ulucak is located modern town of Ulucak, in the district of 

Kemalpaĸa, Izmir, 16 km east of the Gulf of Izmir (Figure 1). The site has a strategic location 

in the intersection of the Izmir-Ankara and Izmir-Istanbul highway connection roads. The 

site is surrounded by Mount Spil in the northeast and Mount Nif in the south. Nif Stream is 

one of the tributaries of the Gediz River and flows 500 meters south of the Ulucak Hºy¿k. 

It is worth emphasizing that the mound is located on a natural road connected the coastal 

Aegean region to Central Anatolia by the Belkahve pass. Being one of the earliest 

settlements of Western Anatolia, it can be emphasized that the location of Ulucak Hºy¿k is 

very favorable for agriculture and animal husbandry and strategically advantageous. The 

initial occupation of Ulucak dated from 6850 cal. BC and continued to 5670 cal. BC without 

interruption in the Neolithic period. In that sense, Ulucak Hºy¿k is one of the earliest 

settlements in Western Anatolia and provides substantial results in understanding the 

emergence of sedentary life in the region. 

The prehistoric mound of Ulucak has reported by David French in 1969 as part of his 

surface survey in Western Anatolia primarily1. Following early study, the site has reported 

in the 1980s by Meri­'s surveys2. Excavations of the mound were initiated in 1995 under the 

head of Izmir Archaeological Museum with the scientific supervision of Prof. Dr Altan 
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¢ilingiroĵlu, Ege University. By 2009, with the decision of the Council of Ministers, 

excavations have been carried out under the head of Prof. Dr ¥zlem ¢evik, Trakya 

University.  

Ulucak Hºy¿k excavations provide valuable data on the emergence of sedentary life 

in Western Anatolia and the development of Neolithic societies over 1000 years. Results 

from Ulucak contributed prominent views not only to understand how early prehistoric 

societies lived and formed practices at the site but also to comprehend the Anatolian 

Neolithic as a whole. 

Discussions on the ñemergence of the Neolithic lifestyleò seems a vital topic in 

archeology for many years and the transition to sedentary life has been among the main 

research topics in the field even present day. Nonetheless, recent excavations and results of 

early archaeological settlements have brought new approaches to interpreting and 

understanding the Neolithic period. The concept of the ñNeolithic Revolutionò introduced 

in the 1940s by Gordon W. Childe, considered the transition to sedentary life as a rapid and 

radical change from consumer societies to productive societies3. Early researchers in the 

1960s have affected by Childe's economic perspective and focused on the origins of 

sedentary life in core regions where wild ancestors of modern domestic species found4. 

 Interdisciplinary studies have mainly formed around the New 

Archaeology/Processual Archaeology movement after the 1960s in the World5. Researchers 

on varied topics had begun taking part in excavations for the first time and contributed to the 

development of experts such as archaeobotany and archaeozoology6. Research projects on 

ñthe origins of agricultureò has also enabled Turkish archaeology to meet interdisciplinary 

studies and researchers. In most prehistoric research, the evaluation of varied groups of 

findings by the related specialists is almost a standard present day. Furthermore, researchers 

studying the origins of the sedentary life aim to understand cognitive changes that led to the 

inclusion of social and symbolic factors among the topics of discussion in this process 

following new approaches in archaeology7. 

 Even though Processualist methods supplied multidisciplinary approaches in 

archaeology, Post-Processualist researchers developed new perspectives and principles to 
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understand micro dynamics (social and economic) of cultures by applying methods in the 

field8. Post-Processualist approaches have been constructed on the criticism of ñgeneral 

approaches and big ideasò of Processualist Archaeology and contributed to archaeological 

description with new study methods.  

Following the later critics of archaeological approaches and methods, new systematic 

interpretations have improved. Contextualism marked the holistic interpretation of 

archaeological objects with related artefacts or components as a whole to reach the meanings 

or functions of artefacts. Multi-vocality also has a complement method and underlines that 

researchers from different specialities are also a vital necessity in the holistic interpretation 

beyond the material definition. Contextualism and multi-vocality are among the accepted 

working methods in archaeological research today.  

As a result of new studies conducted in the Euphrates Basin in Anatolia, it is 

understood that the transition to sedentary life preceded the emergence of farming 

communities. Monumental buildings and prevalent symbolism9 in the early settlements such 

as Gºbeklitepe, dating back to the 10th and 9th millennia BC, indicate the social complexity 

of the early occupants10. The complexity of social organization in early societies leads to 

discuss of Neolithic people from different perspectives11.  

The ongoing research conducted in different regions of Anatolia has also enabled us 

to understand that sedentary life developed in different interacting centers, such as in Central 

Anatolia, rather than diffuse from the geographies where the wild origins of agricultural 

plants were found12.  

Ulucak Hºy¿k is a key site for understanding the early dynamics of the transition to 

sedentary life in western Anatolia following 10th millennium BC in Southeastern Anatolia 

and in the 9th millennium BC in Central Anatolia. Site is vital to understanding how early 

process of Neolithic for 1100 years. Studies from Ulucak supplied noteworthy results not 

only for occupants of the site but also for the structure of early societies in Anatolia related 

to architecture, subsistence, early specialization and symbolism in Neolithic people in recent 

years.  

                                                           
8 Hodder, Ian, 1985. 
9 Schmidt, Klaus, 2011. 
10 ¥zkaya, Vecihive Coĸkun ¥zg¿nel, 2011; Karul, Necmi, 2020; Miyake, Yutaka vd 2012; Rosenberg, 

Michael, 2011; Kodaĸ, Erg¿l, 2020; Hauptmann, Herald, 2011, Erim-¥zdoĵan, Aslē, 2011; ¢elik, Bahattin, 

2000; Cauvin, Jacques,vd 2012, Schmidt, Klaus 2011. 
11 Benz, Marion vd. 2017. 
12 ¥zbaĸaran, Mihriban, 2012; ¥zbaĸaran, Mihriban, Refik Duru and Marry C.Stiner 2018 



Stratigraphy and Dating 

From 1995 to 2022, the excavated area reached 1600 m2 at Ulucak Hºy¿k. Based on 

65 radiocarbon results, it revealed that the occupation of Ulucak Hºy¿k continued with 

interruptions during the Neolithic and Chalcolithic Periods, the Bronze Age and the Late 

Roman/Early Byzantine Periods (Table 1) 13. 

Strata C14 Dates Period 

VI  6850-6530 BC Pre-Neolithic Period 

V 6530-6000 BC Early Neolithic Period 

IV  6000-5670 BC Late Neolithic Period 

III  5600-5460 BC Early Chalcolithic Period 

II  - Early Bronze Age 

I  2000-1500 BC Middle Bronze Age 

0 - Late Roman/Early 

Byzantine 

Table 1. Stratigraphy of Ulucak Hºy¿k 

The Neolithic settlement at Ulucak Hºy¿k consists of three cultural levels: Initial 

Neolithic (Level VI), the Early Neolithic (Level V) and the Late Neolithic (Level IV) from 

6850 cal. BC to 5670 cal. BC. The earliest level of the settlement, Level VI (Initial Neolithic 

period), dates between 6850-6530 cal. BC and characterized by two cultural phases (VIa-

b)14. The earliest occupation of Ulucak Hºy¿k dates to the Pottery Neolithic or Early 

Neolithic period, which defines the first half of the 7th millennium BC (7000-6500 BC) in 

Anatolian terminology. Pottery emerged in Northern Mesopotamia, Central Anatolia and the 

Lakeôs District Region settlements around 7000 BC15. On the other hand, it is understood 

that ceramic and other clay objects have not been used in Level VI of Ulucak Hºy¿k, dated 

before 6500 BC. Therefore, the first occupation level of Ulucak Hºy¿k is separated from the 

Early Neolithic period and named the Initial Neolithic period. Following the Initial Neolithic 

period, the Early Neolithic period (Level V), consists of five building phases (Va-e) is dated 

to between 6530-6000 cal BC. The Late Neolithic period in Ulucak (Level IV) is dated to 

6000-5670 BC and consists of ten phases (IVa-k). It is important to emphasize that the 
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Neolithic cultural sequence of Ulucak Hºy¿k, consisting of three levels and seventeen 

building levels in total, demonstrates cultural continuity from the earliest phases.  

Following an interruption of circa 60 years after the end of the Neolithic occupation, 

the Early Chalcolithic settlement, represents prominently different culture from the Neolithic 

period and dates to 5600-5460 cal BC. The changes occurred in Ulucak during the Early 

Chalcolithic period, (Level III), accompanied by a significant cultural break in other 

contemporary centers in Anatolia. Archaeological records show that most of the settlements 

in Central Anatolia, Lakeôs District Region and Western Anatolia abandoned between 5700-

5500 BC and had not been re-settled before the 5th or 4th millennium BC, or pronounced 

changes occurred in the settlements that were continuously occupied16. The occupation of 

Ulucak continued with interruptions in the Middle and Early Bronze Ages and Late 

Roman/Early Byzantine periods after the Early Chalcolithic period and resulted in a mound 

formation of about 7 meters of Neolithic deposition and reaching 11 meters for all cultural 

levels.  

Settlement and Architecture 

In Ulucak, 42 buildings uncovered dating to Neolithic period (Table 2). 

Level Building No Dating (C14) 

IV (a-k) 4, 5, 6, 8, 10, 12, 13, 19, 52, 

55, 56, 60, 61, 62,63, 64, 65, 

66, 67 

 

M¥ cal. 6000-5670 

V (a-b) 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 

30, 33, 46,47, 51, 68, 

30,33, 47, 51 

 

M¥ cal. 6250/6200-6000 

V (c-e)  

40, 54, 58, 59 

 

M¥ cal. 6530-6250/6200 

VI  42-43 M¥ cal. 6850/30-6500 

Table 2. Ulucak Hºy¿k Neolithic houses and dates. 

Level VI occupation in Ulucak Hºy¿k has been excavated in a 150 m2 area. 

Excavations show that Level VI is characterized by two adjusted buildings and open areas 

with ovens concentrated particularly to the south of these buildings 17(Figure.3-VI). The 
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structures referred to as Building 42 and Building 43 are rectangular buildings constructed 

of mudbrick walls without stone foundations. Both buildings have red painted lime-plastered 

floors and an oven in the corners adjusted to the south walls. It is understood that the adjacent 

buildings were constructed contemporary even though Building 42 was renewed three times 

and used longer than Building 43.  

Building 42 and 43 have red-painted, lime-plastered floors and the wall fragments on 

the floor of Building 42 marked that walls were red-painted and have red decorations in 

cream panels. Archaeological records show that lime-plastered buildings occurred in both 

special buildings and houses in the Levant18. On the other hand, Gºbeklitepe, ¢ayºn¿, 

Nevali ¢ori, Aĸēklē Hºy¿k and Musular settlements indicate that lime-plastered floors used 

in special buildings with a communal character in Anatolia19.  

Owens and hearths in open air activity areas in the south of the buildings renewed at 

least three times, indicating a long-term use of the area. Intramural burial practices have yet 

been evidenced in Level VI. Two infant burials uncovered near the ovens surrounding the 

open activity area. Infant burials are substantial to identifying early burial practices in the 

first half of the 7th millennium BC for Western Anatolia. Considering the elaborate plastered 

floors, decorated walls, and multiple ovens around buildings, Buildings 42 and 43 and the 

open area could have been a communal character. If this suggestion is accurate, the nature 

of the houses of the earliest occupation in Ulucak is not yet known. Notwithstanding, it 

appears that buildings with lime-plastered floors were probably intentionally sealed with a 

sterile fill of green clay.  

Buildings in Ulucak V has constructed in a rectangular form similar to the previous 

level and built in the early stages without stone foundations with post-framed walls or wattle-

and-daub walls, adjacent or independent, with an average size of 20 m2 20 (Figure-V). The 

buildings are separated by streets filled with small pebbles in the later phases. Although 

every building from the beginning of the Level V has ovens and storage units - indicates 

economically independent houses - it is observed that storage capacities increase 

significantly after 6200 cal. BC (Level Va-b) compared to the earlier houses (Ve-d). The 

plastered silos and clay boxes replaced the shallow smaller storage pits of the earlier phases. 
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These changes in Ulucak overlap with the 8.2 ka climate change when many settlements in 

Northern Mesopotamia and Anatolia were either abandoned, or crucial changes occurred21.  

Building 47 dated to Level Vb, has features distinguish from other houses of this layer 

and represent the special building after 6500 cal. BC in Ulucak (Fig 3-V). In contrast to 

contemporary rectangular buildings, Building 47 has an oval plan and covers an area of 

approximately 4 m2. Several figurines, including figurine heads, and one ceramic sherd with 

relief decoration were found in Building 47. Similar to the houses of Level VI, Building 47, 

has lime-plastered floors and contains an oval formed oven, probably a special building 

where certain rituals were performed on a community basis22.  

The late Neolithic period in Ulucak Hºy¿k is represented by Level IV and it includes 

ten building phases (IVa-k) dated between 6000-5670 cal. BC (Figure.3-IV). The latest 

phases of Level IV characterized by rectangular buildings with one or two rows of stone 

foundations. Among the Late Neolithic Period, Level IVc constitutes the earliest settlement 

period excavated in a large area. Recent results from Ulucak IVc are substantial to the 

understanding of early specialization in pottery production in Ulucak. 

Level IVb arises above Ulucak IVc and represents the most extensively excavated 

settlement period of Ulucak. In contrast to the buildings of Level V, Ulucak IVb buildings, 

which have larger dimensions with an average of 35-40 m2, were built with sun-dried 

mudbricks on stone foundations [1] (Figure.3 -IV). The adjacent buildings have independent 

walls and separated by narrow passageways connected to wider streets. Some houses are 

divided into two rooms with thinner pise walls. All of the houses constructed on the east and 

west sides of the wide street. As a repeated practice, ovens and grinding installations were 

built opposite the entrances. Some of the houses are separated from the street by thin 

courtyard walls built in the pise technique. Considering all of the results together from Layer 

IVb, we suggest that buildings might indicate economically independent households and has 

more prominent privacy concerns with their courtyard arrangements and independent walls 

between adjusted houses. 

Subsistence 

Based on the archaeobotanical records, no evidence for domestication processes from 

the earliest phases has observed at Ulucak Hºy¿k. The archaeobotanical data indicate that a 

developed agricultural system based on cereals (emmer, einkorn, durum and bread wheat 
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and barley) and legumes (lentils and peas) was conducted from Ulucak VI - the earliest 

phases23.  Likewise, archaeozoological data indicates that sheep, goats, cattle and pigs had 

been domesticated and were the basis of the subsistence economy from the earliest phases24. 

Similarly, domestic species of plants and animals in the subsistence presents a similar pattern 

in other early Western Anatolian settlements including ¢ukuri­i, Bademaĵacē, Uĵurlu and 

Knossos25. On the other hand, domesticated pigs have not been recorded in the Marmara 

Region until the 6th millennium BC, even though cattle were domesticated in Central 

Anatolia in the second half of the 7th millennium BC and pigs were domesticated much 

later26. Further, sheep and goats were the most dominant domestic animal species during the 

Neolithic period in Ulucak, consumption of pigs has relatively higher in Level VI and 

decreased in Level IV simultaneously increasing cattle consumption. Additionally, 

archaeozoological results show that consumption of wild species increases relatively 

following 6000 cal. BC27. Among the wild animals are red deer (cervus elaphus), fallow deer 

(dama dama) and rabbit (lepus europaeus). 

In concord with gradual changes in material culture during the Neolithic period, there 

were also changes in economic activities. The culling patterns of ovicaprids suggests that 

from the Late Neolithic onwards, the secondary products of small ruminants such as milk 

and wool were also utilized.28 Additionally, the residue analyses of the ceramics sherds 

indicate the consumption of milk, and the changes in weights of the spindle whorls during 

this period argued the use of wool in textile production. 29 

It is also observed that marine species has used for consumption and secondary 

purposes for instance making personal ornaments in Ulucak.  In addition to tuna and bream 

remains found inside houses, marine shells of different species were also found during the 

Neolithic deposits.30 Solen marginatus, Cerastoderma glaucum, Donax sp., Mactra sp., 

Pinna sp. Ruditapes decussatus, Arca noae, Monodonta turbinate, Spondylus gaederopus, 

Hexaplex brandaris, Hexaplex trunculus, Columbella rustica are common shell species.  
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Production and Early Specialization 

An overview of the stone tool industry at Ulucak Hºy¿k reveals the use of raw 

materials varies in terms of diversity and proportion between the levels. Flints, quartz, 

obsidian and mountain crystal were used from the earliest phases of Ulucak VI. The XRF 

analyses on the obsidian source indicate that the obsidian mainly obtained from the island of 

Melos, 1000 km distant, whereas Central Anatolian obsidian is represented by a small 

number of samples. On the other hand, the proportion of obsidian, which is less than 1% at 

Ulucak VI but increases to 15-20% of all chipped stone tools at Ulucak V31. 

Awls, needles, spatulas and scrapers are the most common tool forms in the bone tool 

industry in Ulucak. Metapodials, ribs, tibia and long bones (radius, humerus, femur) has 

evaluated primarily in tool production. The most common bone tool group is constituted 

made mostly of metapodial, representing more than 50% of the entire repertoire. While 

spatulas and scrapers constitute the other common tool forms, bone needles are also present 

in the tool repertoire beginning from Level V. The tool production at Ulucak VI has mainly 

based on long bones of animals and indicates used for a short time with little burnishing, and 

anatomically suitable bones mostly chosen for the tool form at Ulucak V and IV32. 

Archaeological results of Ulucak IV suggest that supra-household production started 

in the early 6th millennium BC. A pottery production workshop indicated that pottery 

production was organized at the supra-household level in Ulucak IVc (6005-5840 cal. BC). 

The building complex has seven rooms and constructed without stone foundations in the 

wattle-and-daub technique (Figure 3-IV). Even though the building has been damaged on 

the north and west parts heavily by Roman foundations, a large number of in-situ findings 

were found inside the rest of the buildings. In contrast to the houses of the earliest phases, at 

least two rooms of the structure have built with wider wooden posts and have ovens and 

grinding installations. Findings unearthed from the workshop, reveal how pottery 

manufacturing was organized inside the building. Mineral and straw-tempered clay loaves, 

red hematite lumps and incomplete pottery fragments show clearly that they were made in 

the coiling technique, grinding stones used for grinding hematite, polishing stones and 

turnet-like coarse plates also used for coiling processes33 (Figure.5). The artefacts and spatial 

organization of the building complex are evaluated together, it is thought that these buildings 
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may have been used for different stages of ceramic production. It is known that mineral-

tempered, thin-walled and well-burnished vessel forms were produced at Ulucak starting 

from Level V34. Pottery production, which has been developed from Ulucak V onwards, is 

also important in terms of providing a model of early specialization in the first half of the 

6th millennium BC. 

Spindle whorls indicating textile production were also found in Ulucak from the early 

stages of the Early Neolithic period simultaneously with clay objects started to be used 

35(Figure.6). Throughout Neolithic period, the weights and diameters of the spindle whorls 

gradually increase from Level V to Level IV (9-20 g / 13-138 g). Considering these data 

together with the archaeological results, suggests that animal fibres as well as plant fibers 

were used in Ulucak from the late 7th millennium BC onwards. Moreover, it should be 

emphasized that the number of spindle whorls varies among the houses from the late stages 

of Ulucak V and in some houses, spindle whorls were found with loom weights and clay 

seals together. Preserved ochre residues in clay seals indicate that they might be printed on 

textiles in Ulucak36. Moreover, textile production-related objects were concentrated in some 

houses, and it might argue that certain households specialized in textile production during 

the Neolithic period.  

Rituals and Symbolism 

As mentioned above, Buildings 42 and 43 represent the earliest buildings in Ulucak 

VI, together with the open area to the south of these, where the numerous ovens are located, 

which might have been used for special community-level activities such as food 

consumption. The mandible, scapula, grinding stone and bone belt found on the floor of 

these two buildings indicate ritual practices related to the closure of buildings. Building 47 

with lime-plastered floor in Layer Vb, dating to the Early Neolithic period, might also 

represent a communal building with its size, form and artefacts.  

Building 43, 42 and 47 refer to some rituals that were performed in some structures in 

Ulucak during the Neolithic period with collective participation at the community level. 

Related to early traditions of Ulucak, Building 42 has rebuilt three times at the same spot 

and at least in the last two phases, a grinding stone has left at the same spot on the renewed 

floors. This building continuity identified in Building 42 is also encountered in the building 
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levels of Ulucak Ve and Vd in the Early Neolithic period. Building 54 (Vd) was destroyed 

by fire and closed with some abandonment practices similar to the earlier examples. 

Following the abandonment of the building, ovens and the floor of the building in the 

southern part were destroyed and a circular stone installation formed on the destroyed floor 

of the building and a grinding stone was left upside on it. After the demolition of the building, 

debris was scraped down to the ground level and scapula from cattle and sheep, two whole 

vessels and a necklace were placed within the boundaries of the building. It is possible to 

say that building enclosures, also known from the Neolithic settlements of Central Anatolia, 

were observed in Ulucak in the 7th millennium BC in both residential and private buildings. 

No evidence of building closure was found from the middle of the Early Neolithic 

period onwards, on the other hand, evidence of the symbolic use of portable objects has been 

recorded. Starting from building Level Vb, we encounter human figurines, anthropomorphic 

spoons and clay seals (Figure 7). The most similar clay spoons and anthropomorphic 

figurines in terms of some stylistic features such as hairstyle and almond eyes can be found 

both in Western Anatolia, such as Ege G¿bre and Yeĸilova, and in the Neolithic settlements 

in the Lakesô District region, such as Hacēlar, Bademaĵacē and Hºy¿cek37. The figurines 

found both in special buildings like Building 47 with broken heads and bodies, or in pits dug 

under the thresholds of houses and in the vicinity of production areas such as kilns and 

grinding areas, or in vessels filled with flints38.  Considering the example of Building 47, it 

might suggested that the broken figurines left in special buildings may have been used in 

rituals such as the transition to adolescence.  

Personal ornaments with a great variety in terms of forms and raw material, also found 

from the earliest level onwards, with significant differences between layers (Figure 8). It is 

also known that various ornaments produced from different raw materials such as galena, 

shell, clay, stone and bone have considerable role in the construction of age and gender-

based identities in ethnographic societies39. Additionally, the galena pendants unearthed 

from Ulucak VI are important in terms of the variety of raw materials used in personal 

ornaments as well as early metallurgical examples in earliest phases40. 
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Discussion 

With the current data; Ulucak Hºy¿k excavations have been ongoing for many years 

in Western Anatolia and represent the earliest agricultural settlement in the region. Having 

been occupied continuously for 1100 years between 6850 - 5670 cal. BC, Ulucak is a key 

site for understanding the continuity and change in social, economic, symbolic and ritual 

practices of the early farming communities in Western Anatolia. 

Results from Ulucak VI indicate that lime-plastered structures, observed in the 

Southern Levant, Northern Mesopotamia and Anatolia since the 10th millennium BC, were 

practiced in Western Anatolia until the mid-7th millennium BC.  Although lime-plastered 

buildings encountered together with the pre-domestication phases in the centers that hunter-

gatherers occupied in the 10th and 9th millennia BC, Western Anatolia is separated from 

these regions based on the domestication process. The data from Ulucak Hºy¿k show that 

plant and animal species have already been domesticated in the earliest phases of occupation. 

While there is no evidence for the residential architecture of the Initial Neolithic 

period, it appears that the houses had limited storage capacity in the Early Neolithic period. 

Silos and clay boxes discovered in houses from the late phases of Ulucak V (ca. 6200 cal. 

BC) onwards indicate an increased storage capacity. These changes in the houses in parallel 

with the 8.2 ka climate change, indicate that production was varied among households as the 

findings related to textile production at Ulucak V were found in higher numbers in some 

houses and combination with related objects such as clay seals and potsherds. 

Economic changes such as the increase in the storage capacity of houses from Ulucak 

Vb onwards and the variation in some production activities between dwellings become more 

evident in Ulucak IV from 6000 cal. BC onwards. This change becomes evident in the 

increasing privacy of houses which are separated from the streets by enclosed courtyards. 

The analysis of the animal bones and the distribution of the textile findings suggest that 

textile production may have been concentrated in some households at Ulucak IV. The 

ceramic production workshop dated to Ulucak IVc is also important as it shows that ceramic 

production was organized on a supra-household level in the first half of the 6th millennium 

BC and provides archaeological evidence for early specialization in pottery manufacturing 

for this early period. 

No lime-plastered building indicating communal linkages were found at Ulucak IV, 

after 6000 cal. BC onwards. No evidence for practices such as building closure and house 

continuity after 6000 cal.BC in Ulucak.  Instead of communal rituals, it appears that portable 



objects replaced early practices and figurines particularly used for symbolic/ritual purposes 

in production-related areas and houses. 
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Figure 1. Location of Ulucak Hºy¿k on map 

 

 
Figure 2. Excavated areas at Ulucak Hºy¿k 



 

 

Figure 3. Buildings of Ulucak Hºy¿k Level VI, V and IV 

 

 
Figure 4. Houses separated from the street by a courtyard in Ulucak Level IVb 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 
Figure 5. Ceramic production workshop findings from Ulucak IVc 

 

 

 
Figure 6. Spindle whorls unearthed in Ulucak 

 



 

Figure 7. Figurines and clay seals 

 

 

Figure 8. Personal ornaments from Ulucak VI, V and IV 
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ĶZMĶR MOUNT NĶF (OLYMPOS) EXCAVATĶON ĶN THE LĶGHT OF 

ARCHAEOLOGĶCAL RESEARCH AND DĶSCOVERĶE 

M¿jde PEKER*  

Mount Nif (Olympos) is located east of Izmir, within the common borders of 

Kemalpaĸa, Torbalē, Buca and Bornova districts of Izmir (Figure 1). In the north of Mount 

Nif is the Kemalpaĸa Plain, in the south the Torbalē Plain, in the east the Karabel Pass, which 

connects the path between Smyrna and Sardis to the Kaystros (K¿­¿k Menderes) Valley.  

     Under the directorate of Prof. 

Dr. Elif Tulunay,1 the first 

systematic archaeological 

research on Mount Nif was 

carried out. Following the 

archaeological excursions 

(1999-2001) and the surveys 

(2004-2005) conducted on 

behalf of Istanbul University 

with the permission of the 

General Directorate of Cultural 

Heritage and Museums of the 

Ministry of Culture and Tourism 

of the Republic of T¿rkiye, archaeological excavations have been carried out since 2006 

(under the leadership of Prof. Dr. Elif Tulunay between 2006-2019 and Assoc. Prof. Dr. 

M¿jde Peker from 2020)2. Within the scope of Mount Nif Research and Excavation Project, 

research and excavations were carried out in four areas registered as Grade I Archaeological 

Sites3 in 2007-2008 in the eastern and southern parts of Mount Nif, at Karamattepe and 

Ballēcaoluk in Kemalpaĸa district and at Daĵkēzēlca and Baĸpēnar in Torbalē district. These 

                                                           
* Istanbul University Faculty of Letters, Department of Archaeology, Department of Classical Archaeology, 

Assoc. Prof. Dr. 
1 I would like to thank dear professor Prof. Dr. Elif Tulunay, who initiated the Mount Nif Research and 

Excavation Project and ensured the documentation and safeguarding of the cultural assets in Mount Nif, and I 

would like to thank our team members who contributed to the excavation works.  
2 Tulunay, Elif T¿l 2012, 82 vd.; Tulunay, Elif T¿l 2015, 11 vd.; Tulunay, Elif T¿l vd. 2022, 37 vd. 
3 The excavation sites at Karamattepe, Ballēcaoluk and Baĸpēnar were registered as Grade I Archaeological 

Site in 2007, Daĵkēzēlca was registered as Grade I Archaeological Site in 2008 by Izmir Regional Council for 

the Protection of Cultural and Natural Assets No. II, and the Grade I Archaeological Site at Baĸpēnar was 

expanded in 2014. The Izmir Regional Council for the Protection of Cultural and Natural Assets No. I 

registered Grade III Archaeological Sites in Daĵkēzēlca and Baĸpēnar in 2016 and 2022. 

Figure 1. Location of Mount Nif and Mount Nif excavation 

sites 

 



research and excavations have revealed cultural assets belonging to the Ancient and Middle 

Ages, dating from the 8th century BC to the 14th century AD4.  

Kemalpaĸa - Torbalē basin has a convenient location in terms of transportation, fertile 

soils, water resources and mines5. These characteristics have led archaeological research and 

excavations on Mount Nif to uncover numerous traces of settlements used for various 

purposes (military, commercial, production-related). In the excavations conducted at the 

Karamattepe site (Figure 2-3) of the Viĸneli Neighborhood in Kemalpaĸa District6, finds 

indicating the metal production in Antiquity were obtained7. Besides bronze casting and 

silver jigging from the ore, there were also unfinished products, production wastes, in situ 

furnaces, channels, holes and pits dug into the bedrock for workshop settings, indicating the 

workshops for iron smelting and iron forging. Such archaeological evidence of mining and 

metal production has provided us new information about the characteristics of this 

settlement, which is not mentioned in any of the ancient inscriptions and ancient sources. 

The gaps in the literature on ancient metallurgical activities and the typology and dating of 

its products (especially arrowheads) are filled by these finds8. The settlement, which was 

dated from the last quarter of the 8th century BC to the mid-6th century BC with the remains 

of rectangular buildings and workshops, was abandoned after the Persian invasion (in the 

second half of the 6th century BC), and this area was used as a necropolis for 50-70 years 

from the last quarter of the 4th century BC. A total of 20 graves (17 inhumation and 3 

                                                           
4 We would like to thank the Ministry of Culture and Tourism, General Directorate of Cultural Heritage and 

Museums for their permission and funding for the excavation of Mount Nif (Olympos). The excavations carried 

out on behalf of Istanbul University were supported by the Istanbul University Scientific Research Projects 

Coordination Unit (Project numbers: 2021-36883, 2019-29219, 2017-25771, 2016-21767, 54371, 44246, 

31514, 24897, 14992, 2016-21841, 51286, 44197, 24952, 24848, 13915, 6841, 3736, 2195, 579, 

541/05052006: 394/03062005: 238/29042004 and 1508/28082000). The projects conducted by deputy director 

of the excavation Prof. Dr. Daniĸ Baykan were supported by Trakya University Scientific Research Projects 

Unit (Project no. 2013-71, 2015-91, 2017-84, 2017-124, 2018-101, 2019-146, 2020-47, 2020-48). We would 

like to thank Izmir Metropolitan Municipality for the financial support since 2020 and the Turkish Historical 

Society for the project support since 2021 (TP4-536 and TP4-1189), as well as Torbalē and Kemalpaĸa 

Municipalities, KOSBĶ (Kemalpaĸa Organized Industrial Zone) Directorate, Ekoten Tekstil, Europap Tezol 

Kaĵēt San. ve Tic. A.ķ., Ķzmir G¿zelyalē Rotary Club, Soma ¢imento and Boztaĸ Makina Sanayi ve Dēĸ Ticaret 

A.ķ. for their aids in kind. We would also like to thank the Kemalpaĸa and Torbalē District Governorships and 

Kemalpaĸa and Torbalē Gendarmerie Commands for their interest in the excavations and their support for the 

security of the excavation sites.  
5 Kayan, Ķlhan et al. 1999, 1. There are faults in this region that are considered to have produced earthquakes 

in the Ancient Age. Tulunay 2012, 83; Tepe, ¢iĵdem, Sºzbilir, Hasan et al. 2017, 70. 
6 The settlement at Karamattepe was first uncovered by the Mount Nif Research and Excavation Project. 

Tulunay 2002, 18-19; Tulunay, Elif T¿l, 2006; 189-200; Tulunay 2007, 351-362; Tulunay,, 2008 79-98. 
7 The metal finds from the Mount Nif excavation are being investigated by Prof. Dr. Daniĸ Baykan. Baykan, 

Daniĸ et al. 2016, 25; Baykan 2021, 1-29. His detailed article on the ancient metallurgical finds at Karamattepe 

titled " Ķzmir Nif (Olympos) Daĵē Kazēsē Karamattepe Metal Ķĸlikleri" is included in this book. 
8 Baykan, Daniĸ vd. 2012, 231; Baykan, Daniĸ vd. 2017a, 18. 



cremation) belonging to this last period were excavated (Figure 4)9. Besides metal finds from 

both periods of occupation (settlement-workshop and necropolis), silver and bronze coins10, 

terracotta vessels11 and weaving tools (loom weights and spindle whorls)12 were found 

during the excavations.  

 
Figure 2. Aerial photograph of Karamattepe excavation site (2015) 

 
Figure 3. Aerial photograph of Karamattepe excavation site (2020) 

 

                                                           
9 After the plans and architectural drawings drawn during the surveys in 2004-2005, excavations were started 

at Ballēcaoluk in 2008. Tulunay, Elif T¿l, 2006, 191; Tulunay, Elif T¿l, 2007, 355; Tulunay, Elif T¿l, 2010: 

400-401. 
10 Lenger, Din­er Savaĸ 2019, 53-65. 
11 Bilgin, Mustafa, Derin, Burcu 2013, 100 pp.; Bilgin, Mustafa, Lenger, Din­er Savaĸ 2019, 192 pp. 
12 Loom weights and spindle whorls found in the Mount Nif excavation were studied under the supervision of 

Prof. Dr. Daniĸ Baykan as part of Fērat Girengir's (Trakya University) master's thesis entitled "Nif Daĵē Kazēsē 

¥rnekleri ile Antik ¢aĵ Dokuma Gere­leri (Ancient Weaving Tools with Examples from Mount Nif 

Excavation)" 



 
Figure 4. Karamattepe Grave 1 (2006) 

In the northwest of Karamattepe, on a rocky hill surrounded by Hacēefendi Stream to 

the north and Narlē Stream to the south, lies the excavation site of Ballēcaoluk (Figure 5). 

Excavations on the hill with an altitude of approximately 570 m, also known as Kēz Kalesi 

(Maiden's Castle)13, have revealed a settlement partially surrounded by fortification walls14. 

It can be observed that the natural topography of the land and the limestone rocks in the 

surrounding area were utilized as quarries, resulting in fortification walls built between the 

rocks and ending on steep slopes that do not require fortification. No towers were observed 

in the fortification system. The high cliffs where the fortification walls were connected were 

used as towers. The single tower at Ballēcaoluk was built free-standing on the southern slope 

of the hill. The structure known as "Kuleyēkē" within the local inhabitants (Figure 6) 

functions as a watchtower observing Karamattepe, Daĵkēzēlca and the road extending from 

Torbalē Plain to Karabel Pass from its location (Figure 7). It is thought that Ballēcaoluk 

                                                           
13 Meri­, Recep, 1988, 207; Doĵer, Ersin, Gezgin, Ķsmail, 1998: 14-15 
14 T¿rkmen, M¿jde, 2011, 414-415; T¿rkmen, M¿jde, 2012, 1-15; T¿rkmen, M¿jde, 2015, 19-26. 



contained one of the forts associated with the defense of Smyrna in the Hellenistic Period15. 

Within the excavations on the eastern part of the hill began in 2011, a house dated to the 

Hellenistic period is finding out. (Figure 8)16. In recent excavation seasons at Ballēcaoluk, 

the focus was on the excavation of this house and new finds regarding its architecture and 

the function of its were obtained17. As in Karamattepe; besides metal finds18; silver and 

bronze coins19, terracotta vessels20, molds21 and figurine fragments22 and weaving tools 

(loom weights and spindle whorls)23 were also found at Ballēcaoluk. 

 

Figure 5. Location of Ballēcaoluk and Karamattepe 

                                                           
15 This subject was studied in Yiĵit Ozar's master's thesis entitled "Hellenistik Dºnemde Smyrna 

¢evresindeki Kaleler (Fortresses around Smyrna in the Hellenistic Period)" under the supervision of Assoc. 

Prof. Dr. M¿jde Peker. Ozar, Yiĵit, 2020. 
16 Peker, M¿jde 2017, 16-19; Peker, M¿jde vd. 2019, 54 pp. 
17 This building at Ballēcaoluk is being studied under the supervision of Assoc. Prof. Dr. M¿jde Peker within 

the scope of Ķlkay Gizem ¥nem's (Istanbul University) PhD thesis titled "Ķzmir Nif Daĵē Ballēcaoluk 

Yerleĸimindeki Hellenistik Konutun Mekan Analizi (Spatial Analysis of A Hellenistic House in Ballēcaoluk 

Settlement at Ķzmir Mount Nif)" 
18 Baykan, Ceren 2017c, 119-160. 
19 Lenger, Din­er Savaĸ, 2017, 114-118. 
20 Bilgin, Mustafa, 2017, 32-109. 
21 T¿rkmen, M¿jde, 2011, 262-263. 
22 G¿n Bulgurlu, Selma, 2017, 110-113. 
23 Girengir, Fērat, 2020, 33-46. 



 
Figure 6. The watchtower at Ballēcaoluk 

 

 
Figure 7. The view of the surroundings from the watchtower in Ballēcaoluk 



 
Figure 8. Excavation of a Hellenistic house at Ballēcaoluk 

 
Figure 9. Tombs at Ballēcaoluk 

 



 
Figure 10. Ballēcaoluk Grave 2 (top) and Grave 3 (bottom) 

Considering the proximity of Karamattepe and Ballēcaoluk to each other and the 

similarity of the finds, it is likely that they were part of the same settlement with joint 

production. Finds in both areas are interrupted after the 6th century BC. Archaic finds from 

Karamattepe can be associated with architecture, but there are no architectural remains from 

this period at Ballēcaoluk. There are no finds or remains dating to the 5th century BC at 

Karamattepe and Ballēcaoluk. By the end of the 4th century BC, Karamattepe appears as a 

necropolis, while Ballēcaoluk is a fort that also accommodates civilians24. It is revealed that 

the settlement at Ballēcaoluk was not inhabited after the 2nd century BC. Being a naturally 

sheltered and fortified hill and having natural caves, there was a small settlement here during 

the Byzantine Period. A chapel, six inhumation tombs (Figure 9-10)25 four of which are cist 

                                                           
24 Peker, M¿jde, 2017, 6. 
25 Peker, M¿jde, 2017, 20-26. 



tombs (simple troughs) and two tile tombs, and some structures constructed partly using 

natural caves were found in period. 

During the research and excavations in the necropolis located in the Daĵkēzēlca 

neighborhood of Torbalē District (Figure 11), a total of sixteen graves of different types were 

found. In this necropolis, besides the tumuli, which have been extensively destroyed, circular 

terracotta sarcophagi (Figure 12)26, cist graves and simple inhumation have been 

documented27. The necropolis was registered as a Grade I Archaeological Site in 2008 upon 

the recommendation of the excavation directorate to the relevant board. However, since the 

expropriation of the entire site has not yet been completed, the planned archaeological 

excavations and conservation activities cannot be realized and the necropolis is exposed to 

illegal excavations28The expropriation and allocation for the excavation of the plot 

containing a chamber tomb under a tumulus (Daĵkēzēlca Mezar 1 - DM 1) that its original 

context was destroyed but its chamber and mound of earth was preserved, has been 

completed. With the excavations and arrangements in and around this tomb, the extant 

southern row of the stone enclosure surrounding the mound of earth is found out. (Figure 

13). This necropolis and especially the tumuli provide new information about the location of 

other tumuli and their road and settlement connections in the region29.  

In the vicinity of Mount Nif, finds and remains of settings (trapetum, orbis, screw 

weights, press beds) indicating Ancient olive oil and wine production was found (Figure 

14)30. Since they were scattered on the field or roadside due to activities such as clearing the 

land for farming or for construction of road, they were found and documented on the surface 

rather than in situ. Assuming that due to their weight they were not relocated too far from 

their original location, it seems that the production areas were located a little outside of the 

settlement and near the road. Typological analysis of the workshop features, identification 

of the agricultural products for which they were used by analyzing organic residues, and 

determination of the functions and distribution of agricultural production remains will 

                                                           
26 The terracotta sarcophagi from Daĵkēzēlca necropolis were studied under the supervision of Prof. Dr. Elif 

Tulunay in Defne Kucur (Tekay Bali)'s PhD dissertation entitled "Anadolu'da Dairesel Kesitli Piĸmiĸ Toprak 

Lahitler (Terracotta Sarcophagi with a Circular Section in Anatolia)". Defne Kucur 2013, 34, 52, 92. 
27 The studies conducted in Daĵkēzēlca within the scope of the Mount Nif Excavations are being prepared for 

publication: Tulunay vd. (preparing for publication).  
28 Peker, M¿jde, 2021, 32-37. 
29 The excavation sites of Mount Nif and the surrounding tumuli are being studied under the supervision of 

Assoc. Prof. Dr. M¿jde Peker, within the scope of Onur Sefer ¥zbalaban's (Istanbul University) PhD thesis 

entitled "Ķzmir Nif Daĵē ve ¢evresindeki T¿m¿l¿slerin CBS ile Belgelenmesi (GIS Documentation of the 

tumuli in Ķzmir Mount Nif and its Surroundings)" 
30 Bektaĸ, Gºknur, 2015, 72-79. 



contribute to studies to understand the road networks, trade capacity and demography of the 

region in Antiquity. 

The Byzantine Building Complex (Figure 15)31, unearthed in the Baĸpēnar locality of 

Daĵkēzēlca Neighborhood of Torbalē District was found severely damaged with marble 

fragments due to illicit diggings and the nearby kiln quarry. Excavations here revealed a 

building complex consisting of a large building with a single apse (Church A), a church with 

three apses with opus sectile floors (Church B) and a chapel to the south (Church C) (Figure 

16), and forty-three graves were found around the complex, most of which were covered 

with terracotta tiles. Baĸpēnar Byzantine Building Complex is dated to the Lascarid Period32. 

Fragments of Roman sarcophagi and slabs with inscriptions were used as spolia in the large 

building (Church A) with an single apse, angular from the outside and round from the inside, 

indicates the presence of a necropolis dating to the 2nd-5th centuries AD in the vicinity of 

Baĸpēnar33. Within the scope of the research aimed at understanding the phases of the 

Baĸpēnar Byzantine Building Complex34, documentation of pre-Byzantine architectural 

elements used as spolia 

and Byzantine 

architectural elements 

and liturgical function, 

and evaluation of the 

primary and secondary 

uses of these elements 

are studied. Fragments of 

Byzantine liturgical 

elements, templon piers 

and the altar table were 

                                                           
31 The structures at the Baĸpēnar site were first unearthed through the Mount Nif Research and Excavation 

Project. Tulunay 2006, 191-192; Tulunay, Elif T¿l, 2007, 355; Tulunay, Elif T¿l, 2008, 85. 
32 Tulunay, Elif T¿l, 2022, 265-268; Yal­ēn, Asnu Bilban2011, 23; Yal­ēn, Asnu Bilban, 2014, 494-500; 

Yal­ēn, Asnu Bilban 2015, 49 vd. 
33 Baykan 2022, 456-457.  
34 The pre-Byzantine spolia stone architectural elements of the Baĸpēnar Byzantine Building Complex are being 

studied by Dr. Selma G¿n, and the Byzantine architectural and liturgical stone elements are being studied by 

Assoc. Prof. Dr Muhsine Eda Armaĵan. 

Figure 11. Necropolis at Daĵkēzēlca (from east) 

 



identified and some of the 

fragments could be assembled. 

Dating to the 5th-18th centuries 

AD, the metal finds35, coins, 

terracotta vessels36 and glass 37 

artifacts reveal the various phases 

of the complex (Figure 17-18)38. 

The internal filling of the building 

was not excavated in order to 

preserve the polychromatic and 

figured frescoes found on the 

interior walls of Church A, which 

were damaged by illicit diggings and natural causes. It is necessary to build a protective roof 

over the building before the excavation in order to complete the excavation with immediate 

restoration without damaging the wall paintings. Preliminary studies on the protection roof 

protective have been carried out39 yet the project has not yet been implemented due to its 

high cost. 

 The plots in Karamattepe and Baĸpēnar excavation areas, where expropriation and 

allocation procedures were completed, were surrounded by a wire mesh fence for protection 

purposes in 2020 and 2021 with the approval of the projects submitted to the relevant board. 

Architectural remains unearthed in these areas are covered with geotextile felt for temporary 

protection against external factors. More vulnerable parts such as furnaces, brickwork 

facades are covered with DuPontTM TyparÈ SF27 geotextile40. Geotextile felts are 

controlled every year and the worn parts are renewed. The tumulus tomb (Daĵkēzēlca Tomb 

1) in the ancient necropolis in Daĵkēzēlca, which is located on a plot of land whose 

expropriation and allocation was completed was surrounded by a wire mesh fence in 2020. 

In order to prevent filling the burial chamber with rain and mud, sand bags were placed 

                                                           
35 Baykan, Daniĸ, 2017b, 54 vd.; Baykan, Daniĸ, 2022, 457-468. 
36 Doĵer, Lale, 2015, 57 vd.; Lale Doĵer, 2017, 211. 
37 Canav ¥zg¿m¿ĸ, ¦zlifat, 2015, 73-77; Canav ¥zg¿m¿ĸ, ¦zlifat, Kanyak, Serra 2012, 297-300. 
38 Tulunay, Elif T¿l, 2022, 268-269. 
39 The proposed protective roof project for Baĸpēnar Byzantine Building Complex was presented in the master's 

thesis titled ñThe Byzantine Complex at Baĸpēnar: In situ Conservation of the Archaeological Siteò completed 

in 2022 by architect Bengi Ķnak (Catholic University of Leuven) under the supervision of Prof Dr Teresa 

Patr²cio. Ķnak, Bengi, 2022, 178-192. 
40 Baykan, Ceren, 2016, 37-41. 

Figure 12. Excavation of Daĵkēzēlca Grave 8 (terracotta 

sarcophagus) (2007) 



inside the burial chamber. 

Camera traps were placed in 

several areas under the 

supervision of the district 

gendarmerie to protect the 

excavation sites from illegal 

diggers. 

       In the laboratory of the 

Mount Nif Excavation 

House41 conservation and 

restoration of small finds are 

carried out42, they are photographed, drawn and classified (Figure 19). In order to transfer 

excavation data to the Geographical Information System43 and to evaluate them using 

statistical methods44, data standardization processes are carried out.  

      With the support of 

the Turkish Historical 

Society in the years 2021 

and 2022, various 

analyses were carried out 

on terracotta, mortar and 

metal samples in the 

laboratories of Trakya 

University Technology Research and Development Application and Research Center 

(T¦TAGEM) and Istanbul Technical University Geochemistry Research (JAL). Preliminary 

evaluations of ICP-MS analyses and surface spectroscopy (SEM) data indicate local 

                                                           
41 The Mount Nif Excavation House, built within the scope of the IZKA project, has been in use since the 2012 

excavation season. We would like to express our gratitude to our Honorary Head of Excavation Prof. Dr. Elif 

Tulunay, the architect of the project Assist. Prof. Dr. Hasan Tahsin Sel­uk, IZKA officials, the Ministry of 

Culture and Tourism and the Izmir Provincial Directorate of Culture and Tourism. 
42 The restoration of the Mount Nif excavation finds and the drawings of the metal artifacts are carried out by 

Lecturer Ceren Baykan. Baykan, Ceren, 2013; Baykan, Ceren, 2015; Baykan, Ceren, 2017, 169-175; Baykan, 

Ceren 2020; Baykan, Ceren, 2021a, 49-62; Baykan, Ceren, 2021b, 57-59. 
43 Our project numbered 122K270 "Nif Daĵē Arkeolojik Kazē Verilerinin Konumsal Analiz Yºntemleriyle 

Araĸtērēlmasē", which we submitted to T¦BĶTAK 1001 Scientific and Technological Research Projects Support 

Program in the first semester of 2022 and found suitable for support, is still ongoing.  
44 Assoc. Prof. Dr. Tutku Tuncalē Yaman is conducting statistical studies on excavation data. Tuncalē Yaman, 

Tutku 2020, 322-329; Tuncalē Yaman, Tutku 2022, 65-81. 

Figure 13. Daĵkēzēlca Tomb 1 (2021) 

 

Figure 14. Orbis and press bed found on Mount Nif 

 



production and provide some clues about the production technique. Preliminary evaluations 

of XRD (X-Ray Diffraction) analysis used for determining the mineralogical composition 

indicate that there were both locally made and imported ones among the terracotta samples. 

Furthermore, the chemical composition of a sample of a lump found in a grave indicates the 

dyestuff known as Egyptian Blue.  

 
Figure 15: Aerial photo of Baĸpēnar Byzantine Building Complex (2015) 

In accordance with the permission obtained from the General Directorate of Cultural 

Heritage and Museums of the Ministry of Culture and Tourism, experts from the Izmir 

Regional Laboratory for Restoration and Conservation analyzed five metal finds selected by 

the excavation team experts with a portable X-RAY fluorescence spectrometer (P-XRF) 

device for non-destructive chemical composition analysis45. Preliminary assessments 

indicate that the examined bronze finds contain high levels of lead. This preliminary 

information, which will provide an important clue for finds that are thought to be locally 

produced, are currently being evaluated in detail. 

                                                           
45 A portable X-RAY Fluorescence Spectrometer of Olympus Vanta C series model was used in the analysis, 

and analysis were made in the 'Alloy Plus- Turkish Museum' Mode of the device at a pulse duration of 60 

seconds and at 40 kV. 



       Starting from the first years of 

the excavations, various social 

events and conferences targeting the 

local community were organized to 

inform and raise awareness about 

the protection of cultural heritage. 

While investigating the production 

methods of arrowheads found in the 

excavation sites of Mount Nif, 

conferences and workshops were 

held in order to make comparisons 

with traditional and modern 

archery, and to provide solutions to 

the problems of terminology, 

dating, production, typology and 

function. Accompanied by volunteer instructors, the excavation house also provided archery 

training for local children and young people with the aim of promoting archaeology and art 

history through games and sports (Figure 20)46.  

 

Figure 17. Artifacts depicting peacocks found in the excavations at the Baĸpēnar Byzantine 

Building Complex 

                                                           
46 We would like to express our gratitude to archery coach Aysel Babag¿r for her voluntary archery training in 

our excavation since 2012. 

Figure 16. Aerial photo of Baĸpēnar Byzantine Building 

Complex (2015) 

 



 
Figure 18. The window construction and crown glasses found in the excavation 

 at the Baĸpēnar Byzantine Building Complex 

 

 
Figure 19. Studies on artifacts in the laboratory of the Mount Nif Excavation 

 



 
Figure 20. Archery training at the Mount Nif excavation (2022)47 
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MOUNT NIF EXCAVATION KARAMATTEPE METAL ATELIERS  

Daniĸ BAYKAN* 

Mount Nif is located between the city center of Izmir to the west, Mount Sipylos to 

the north and Bozdaĵlar to the east. The excavations of Mount Nif have been carried out 

under the direction of Prof. Dr. Elif Tulunay between 2006-2019 and Assoc. Prof. Dr. M¿jde 

Peker since 2020 in the study fields of Karamattepe, Ballēcaoluk, Baĸpēnar and Daĵkēzēlca 

in the southeast of the mountain1. From the classification of more than four thousand metal 

findings2 and archeometallurgical data3 obtained from the Karamattepe excavation site 

(Figure 1) in Karamattepe located in Viĸneli, Kemalpaĸa, it has been concluded that a 

significant and intensive metal production was conducted here4. Given the analogical and 

typological evaluation of the bronze and iron artifacts and the type of the 4 furnaces 

identified, it is impossible that the entire process of metal production and the use of the 

                                                           
*  Trakya University, Faculty of Letters, Department of Archaeology, Department of Classical Archaeology, 

Prof. Dr. 
1  I would like to express my gratitude to my esteemed professor Prof. Dr. Elif Tulunay for giving me the 
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between 2006 and 2022 see: Peker, M¿jde vd., 2022, 351-368, Tulunay, Elif T¿l, 2006, 189-200; Tulunay, 

2007, 351-362; Tulunay, 2008, 79-98; Tulunay, 2009, 411-426; Tulunay, 2010, 387-408; Tulunay, 2012, 81-

99; Tulunay, 2014, 32-34; Tulunay, Elif T¿l, and T¿rkmen, M¿jde, 2011, 405-423; Tulunay, Elif T¿l vd., 
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taken from the Mount Nif Excavation Archive, the illustrations are the work of Ceren Baykan (MA), and the 
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4 Baykan, Daniĸ, 2012, 231-246; Baykan, 2013a, 191-204; Baykan, 2013b, 157-165; Baykan, 2015, 41-48; 
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ateliers was a single phase5. The only finding6  as the remainder of the bronze casting phase 

which can be typologized is a fibula dating to the late 7th century BC or early 6th century 

BC at the latest. The iron smelters and iron ateliers, containing most of the production data, 

are dated to the second half of the 

6th century BC at the earliest. 

During the archaeometallurgical 

studies at Karamattepe, bronze 

casting7, silver extraction from 

ore, iron smelting and iron 

shaping ateliers were identified. 

Within the scope of Karamattepe 

metal findings and 

archeometallurgical data, two 

different atelier phases were 

identified in the same area8. The 

distinction of the atelier phases, 

which we can easily make for 

small findings, should also be applied to smelting furnaces. A total of 4 smelting furnaces of 

2 different types were identified and preserved in situ situ at Karamattepe9. Three of these 

furnaces (Nif furnaces 1-2, 4) are of the same type while only one (Nif Furnace 3) is of a 

different type. Three iron smelter furnaces belong to the second phase of the atelier whereas 

the salt carburizing furnace (Nif Furnace 3) belongs to the first phase. As a result of the 

excavations at Karamattepe, the metal production data, their origin, their contexts and their 

evaluation in the historical process point to two different atelier phases10.  

In order to interpret what type of iron material was produced at Karamattepe, the 

typological classification of the iron artifacts found during the excavations had to be 

                                                           
5 Recently, by utilizing different disciplines such as spatial analysis, ethnoarchaeology and experimental 

archaeology, the phases of the Karamattepe Metal Ateliers have been identified in detail and the 

archaeological data from the production processes have been classified according to these phases: Baykan, 

2021b, 1-29 and Baykan, 2021c, 212-231. 
6 M. Nif Finding numbered 08-78: Baykan, 2012, 234, 236, fig. 10. 
7  Baykan, 2021a, 51-56. 
8 Baykan, 2021b, 1-29; Baykan, 2021c, 212-231. 
9 In situ conservation of the Karamattepe furnaces was carried out by conservation and restoration specialist 

Ceren Baykan. For more information please see. Baykan, Ceren, 2016, 34-41. 
10 Baykan, 2021b, 1-29; Baykan, 2021c, 212-231. 

Figure 1. Overview of Karamattepe Excavation Area from 

the South and Aerial View 

 



completed and semi-finished products had to be identified. Iron is the most abundant metal 

in Karamattepe on Mount Nif and contains data from every stage of production. In the 

vicinity of the Mount Nif excavation, there are iron ores at Taĸkesik, Daĵkēzēlca, Arēkbaĸē11 

and Yazēbaĸē (Hortuna)12. Besides them, we emphasize on that the iron ore vein discovered 

in Ballēcaoluk settlement of Mount Nif excavation in 2011 was used in the Antiquity.  

 

 
Figure 2a and 2b. Karamattepe Iron Arrowhead Types 
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More than five hundred iron arrowheads, grouped under four types13 (Figures 2a and 

2b) as a result of typology and analogy studies at Karamettepe, are the most numerous among 

the iron findings. The identification of unfinished and incomplete examples of all four types 

shows that they constitute the majority of semi-finished objects. Considering that the 

appearance of iron arrowheads in Anatolia is associated with the Persian presence and the 

intensity of production, it becomes certain that Karamattepe was an iron atelier14 used by the 

Persian army during their western advance. It is thus possible to date the 2nd Metal Atelier 

Phase of Karamattepe, which was used by the Persian army as an iron ammunition factory, 

between 546 and 510 BC15. The Persian army had already begun its western advance in 

continental Greece before the major battles such as Marathon (490 BC), Thermopylon (480 

BC) and Plataea (479 BC) and had seized control of Abdera in 512 BC (Figure 3). Therefore, 

the 2nd Metal Atelier Phase of Karamattepe must have started to be utilized after the seizure 

of Sardis and must have been used continuously until the army's westward advance began. 

Considering that the Persian army moved with craftsmen who manufactured ammunition, 

Karamattepe was probably not used as an iron atelier after the first western advance. 

Based on the quantitative analysis of the findings from the Mount Nif excavations, it 

is clear that iron arrowheads are more numerous than the bronze ones. While developing the 
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Figure 3. Locations where Persian Collision and Ammunition Data can be Detected 

 




