


THE KARAllASAN BRONZE ÜRARTİAN BELT IN THE AD.4NA
regional MUSEUM

o.A. TAŞYÜREK

This belt, purehased by the Adana Regional Museuın, has joined one of 
the important colleetions of Ürartian artifacts in the world and deserves 
its own place among publications concerniiıg Ürartian beltsK

It was found by local peasants in a small Ürartian castle about lOkms. 
South of Malazgirt, near Karabasan village, on the road fronı Malazgirt to 
Adilcevaz, and brought to the ınuseum in 3 pieces. İt is 13 cin. wide, and the 
Icft piece is 12,5 cni. long, and between this piece and the large Central piece 
there are perhap.s about 15 cms. ınissing. The large Central piece is 44 cins. long. 
Apparently the next piece - tvhich is 11,5 cm. long, and has a loop type 
buckIe attachcd -is the extension of the right hand end of the Central piece. 
This belt was probablv about 85 cm. long overall (Fig. 1; Pl. 1-IV).

On this belt there are five rovvs of lions and bulls facing froın the ccntre
touards the ends. The embossed figurc.s werc probably made by stamping 
on a mould placcd behind the belt and then the fine details wcre added with
sharp-edged or pointcd iııstrument; On the picces brought to tlıc ınuseum
there are 15 rows of figures facing to the riglıt and 9 rows facing to the left. 
Thus, if it is accepted that the right hand piece is an cxtension of the Central 
piece, then there ınııst have bcen either 14 or 16 rows of hıdls and lions on the

* Among ihe ürartian artifacts in the Adana Regional jMuseınn a re 15 figures.
5 geometric designs, and some 30 fragınents of bcits. It is pleasurable duty to expres5 our
gratitude to Mr. Ahmet Soydan, who was responsible for the acquisilion of the belt deseribed 
here; to Mr. Rifat Ergeç, the Adana Regional Museunı Assistant Archaeologist, and to Mr. 
Nurettin Doğru, our teehnician ıvho prepared the drawîngs. Mr. Muhtar Gücüm did the 
translation, and Dr. Lis.a Frcuch did the correclions.

2 By cxaınining about 250 specimcns of Ürartian bronze work İn the Adana Museuın and 
holding discussions with craftsnıen iu Gaziantep - where bronze work is ınost developcd in mod
ern times (on the subject of how an Ürartian shield is made, sec Y. Roy.^al, An lirfirlian
sliicld fouııd in a recent Excavati(in in Toprakkale, VI Türk Tardı Kongresi Tebliğleri, 1967, 
p.72 ff). wc İlave arrived at tlıc conelusion thal. Ürartian bronze pla<ınes were ıııade in this way. 
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right hand part of the belt, counting froın the centre (in the draıving 14 have 
been shown). In fact the figures facing to the Isft start with a row of bulls and 
end with a row of lions. The third figüre to the left in the top row of the Cen
tral piece seems to be a lion instead of a bull as the result of an error. Thus, of 
the 120 figures on the belt, 61 appearto be liotı.s and 59 are bulls. Radı figüre 
011 the belt itself is about 2,5 cm. stjuare.

It will be useful to examine these group.s of lion and bull figures separat- 
ely in önler to get a better understanding of the nature of this artifact.

The Lion Figures: At first glance it can be seeıı that the legs of the 
lions are extremely thick and the paws in particular are very large (Fig. 2, Pl. 
V, I). On the heads, the upper jaw is depicted with a rouıld protruding cheek, 
and there appcars to be a sıııall ring or curl on the forehead. The design of the 
front part of the body is so executed as to give the iınpression of a inanç, froın 
which One assumes that they depict ıııale lions. As is seeıı in the nıajority of 
Urartian bronze work, the tails of these lions are curled in a crescent över 
the animals’ backs. Except for a single cxample these tails have no detail on 
them. The second lion down in the row on the far left of the belt, hoıvcver, has 
a detailed tail quite reminiscent of the lion figures on the Sarduri II (764-735 
B.C.) shield. The ınane on this figüre Ls also more detailed (F'ig. 3, Pl. V, 2)J. 
Also, the feet, vhich are depicted as overlarge, show coasiderable detail. Both
the upside down tulij) design on the forelegs and the detail work of the other
legs are also highly reminiscent of the lion figures on the Sarduri II shield in
Zo«o. In general, tke design of lions on this belt, cxccpt for the upper jaw, 
mane, and tail-tip, bear a fascinating reseınhlance to the lions on the Sarduri 
II shield^.

The Bilil Figures : These figures a re as detailed as the lion figures. Those 
facing hoth right and left have a wealth of delail and decoration, particularly 
on the heads, necks and legs, and generally present a highly rich appearance. 
The decorative lines on the hack and stomaeh, and the details on the över thick 
legs (as in the lion figures) are again reıninisccnt of the figures on the Sarduri 
II shield, In particular the upside down tulip niotives in the forelegs and the 
maniler in which the hooves are depicted froın the front draw attention to

’ E.ıAkurgal, Urarlâisehe ııııd .Ahiraıiische Kunstzenlren, 1968, abb. 2, 73; B. Piotrovsky, 
Urarlu (Nagel). 1969, Pl. 89,92.

* G..Azarpay, Urartian Art and Artifacts, 1968, Pl, 19-20; M.N, van Loon, Urartian .Art, 
1966, pl. XXV.
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Ihi.s reseınhlance (hig. 4-5, Pl. VI, 1-2)’. The rnaiıı detail which di.stingui.shes 
the bulls on the Karahason belt is the faet that their tails are also throıvn in a 
crescent shape över the animals’ backs. The tip of the tail is soınctitne.s 
depicted tvith verlical and soınetiınes \vith horizontal liııes.

Kven though it appcars possible \vhen exaınining the detail work and 
general lines? of the lions and bulls on the belt to date it to the Sarduri 11 
period, the tlesign of the upper jaw of the lions, and the lack of detail on the 
lions’tails are more likethe lion figures on the Rusa ÎTİ (625 58.5 R.(k) shield’’. 
A coınjıarison with other Urartian belt.s in the Adana Re.gional Muscum 
shows that the tails on the bulls? are also reminiscent of the Rusa ITT period.

Also, if onc considcrs the round protrudiıi; clıccks of the upper jaw of
the wiuged lion.s carrving bow.s and arrows on the Melgunov sword, and the 
fact that thi.s sword was dated to 600 B.C.’, it is? possible to assign our btdt 
tothe cubic style defined by Akurgai as? the late Urartian period, in which case 
it can be assurned that it wa.s madc soınetiıne towards? the end of the 7th 
century B.C.»

’ B. Piotrovsky, Urartıı (Nagel) 1969. Pl. 89-92; M.Rienıschııcidcr, Das Keich aın Ararat, 
1967, taf. 21.

“ E.Akurgai, Urarliiisclıe ıınd Altirauisclıe Kuııstzentrcn, P. 73 ff. abb. 31.
’ M.l. Artamanov, Trcasures froın Scytbiaıı Tombs, 1969, P. 22; Pl. 3; T.T. Riee, Dic 

Skythen, 1957, abb. 52.
8 See footmjtc 6 (I weul<l to cxpress nıy hcartfelt thaııks to Ord. Prof. Dr. Ekrem Akurgai 

not ooly for iııdicatioııg to ine ln>w this belt should be dated but also for ali the invaluablc bclp 
«hiclı he has giveıı me).
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A HELLENISTTC MOSAIC İN ERYTHKAE*

*1 am grateful tn Profetsor Ekrem Aknrgal for pcrmissîoıı to preseni this paper at thc 
annual meetings of the Arelıaeological İnstitute of America, Chicago December 1971, and for 
permission to publishit here. 1 thank also the artist who did the dratving in Figüre 3 a, Mr. 
Keııneth K. Caınpbell.

' For thc ruins of Erythrae sce Ekrem Akurgal, Aıuienl Civilizatioııs and Kuins 
«/ Turkey, Islaıılıul 1973, S. 231-231; Cevdet Bayinırlluuğlıı, Eryıhrae^ Ankara 1975 
Turkish).

SIIEILA I). CAMPRELL

I
On the sınalı peniıısula vvlıieh extends west of İzmir is the village of İl

dir which oceupies the site of ancient Erythrae'. A mosaie fragment (Pl. 1) 
was found, not in the course of a regular archaeological exeavation, but ratb- 
er in thc process of building a ıi(:w kouse in the \ illagc. ilence nothing is 
fcııown of its Cüntex1.

t
The fragınent is approxiınately 3 metres by 3,5 metres, and contains 

four eolours - black, white, terracotta and brown. The tesserae are irregular 
in shapc, a transitional stage bctween pebbie mosaie and true opus tesselalum, 
or cubed tesserae. They are also qnite large, approximately 41 tesserae per 
sıjuare deeimetre, althougb a tesserae eount is quite meaninglcss here because 
of the irregularity of shape and size. The tesserae are of limestone, and ali four 
eolours etf stoııe are locally available. The mosaie consists of a corner fragment 
with an outer band of black and white triangles, a plain terracotta coloured 
strip, a band of confronted white uinged lions separated by two tvpes of 
\vhitc ])almettes on a black background, an inner terracotta coloured border
lor tliB w!nte wave crcst, and a wlıite innerınost rectangle enclosing

i

wlıitea
lozenge. The corners prodııeetl by this lozenge contain matine anintals of some 
type, inside the point of the lozenge is a brovvn four-petalled roS',-,tte and in the 
centre, a 19 cm square pateh of cubed tesserae, probably a later repair. There 
is a reetangular groove in thc cement in this part, suggesting that this area 
might possibly have contained an emblema, perhaps in a terracotta tray, 
tvhich was later replaced by the cubed tesserae. Since this fragment sceıtıs to be 
a corner piece and symmetrical, one can propose a reconstruction (Pl. 111, 1). 
This reconstruction asstımes a composition of four equal sides. Hotvever,

I

(in

1
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the artibt who did this drawiug poiıılcd out to me that on one side, a lion is 
ccjııivalent to f'our wavc cre.?ts (Pl. 11, 1,2) and on the other .side only three, 
and thıt thsse three are mors closely spaced. In addition, the inner white bor- 
<lcr is 5vider on one side than the other. Tlıcrefore this was morc likely a mueh 
larger reetangular pavement, with jiossibly additional internal reotangular 
panels.

Since this mosaic fragnıcnt can not be dated by its context, we nıust at- 
tempt to assign a date to it on the hasis of technitjue anfl iconography.

As previously stated, the irrcgular tesscrac indicate a transitional stage 
between pebbie mosaic and truc opus tesselaium. There are not a great many 
kııOAvn examplcs of mosaic in this techniguc, and, ofthose, few are firınly dated.

An example froın Palestrina (Pl. IV, l) i.s made of irrcgular tesserae and 
is not dated. İt is technically similar to the Erythrae fragment and of course 
uses the same outside border of black and white trianglcs’.

A fragment in Troy (Pl. IV, 2) shoıvs large irrcgular tesserae, verging on 
cubed tesserae. It also is not dated.

A mosaic from Alf;xandria (Pl. V, 2) is made of irr'gular tesserae and 
contain.s lead strips for outlining, an imlication of a Hellenistic dating’.

Another exaraple of irrcgular tesserae ha.s been found at Morgantina in 
Sicily, and has been dated to the mid 3rd century B.C.**

G. Gullini, I tnosaici di Palestrirıa., (Roıne 1956) pp. 10-14, Pl. 4.
Blanchc R. Brown, Ptolenıaie Pairıting in Alexafidria^ Pl. XL1V 1.
K.M. Phillips, .Tr., “Subiect and Tcchnicpıc in HcBcnistic-Roman Mosaics,** Art Bulletin 

(1960), Fig. 3.
* Kenan Erini, ?<nıertcozı Journal of Archaeology (1972), P. 18 i.

Les Fouilles ile Delos, Les Mosaiqııcsy Fasc. 29.

At Aphrodisias a mosaic fragment in this transitional technique was found 
in a temple and has been dated quite firınly on the hasis of coin finds to mid 
3rd century B.C.5

At Delos*  there are several pavements of irrcgular tesserae, dated to ap- 
proximately mid 2nd century B.C. In these particular examples the main part 
of the composition is executed in cubed tesserae, vvhile the irrcgular tesserae 
are used only as a type of background filler. Ccrtainly by this later date th(! 
use of cubed tesserae was wcll cstablished.

From these exaınples, it would appear that this tcchnique of using partial- 
ly shaped stones, or stone chips, was mainly confined to the 3rd and 2nd cen- 
turies B.C., and was graduaUy replaced entirely by cubed tesserae.

2

3

6
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There arc also a few exampies with iconographical similarities. An unda- 
ted fragment from Alexandria (Pl. VI) executed in pebbies has a border of 
confroııted pairs of vinged lions and griffins. The lions have the same pose 
and “smilc” as the Erythrae example and inboth cases there is an attempt at 
shading on the back leg.

a
A 5th or 4tlı century B.C. pebbie mosaic from Oiyntbus (Pl. V, 1) shows 

similar organization of the pavement, i.e., winged animals alternating with
palmettes, and an inner band of wavc crest surrounding the Central compo
sition.

Finally, we have an example from Assos (Pl. III, 2), tentatively dated by 
the excavators to the 4 th century B.C.’. This mosaic exists in'a drawing only. 
Aftcr excavation it was transported to the United States, but no record of 
it exists after 1903. It is not possible to detcrınine from the cxcavation report 
whether this mosaic was made of pebbies or of irrcgular tesserae. However, 
in view of its very close similarity to the Erj-tlırae mosaic, it is interesting to 
note the geographical proximity of these two sites. Wc may have here an indi- 
cation of a vorkshop conneetion.

These example,s are not sufficiently firınly dated to be of any help in 
dating the Erythrae mosaic, but they do establish iconographical prototypes 
in the same medium. The main argument for dating is that of teehnigue. At 
Delos, for exaumple, cubed tesserae are used for the main, more important 
parts of the composition, and the irregular tesserae are relegated to unim- 
portant or fiil—in areas. The small patehes of cubed tesserae in the 
Erythrae mosaic arc not used in thi.s way. They are plain black and do 
not add to the composition in any way. Nor can one say here that the 
irregular tesserae are used sinıply as filler. The cubed tesserae must be a 
later repair. Since this teehnigue of irregular tesserae secms to cxist mainly 
bctween the 3rd and 2nd centuries B.C., with an ever incrcasing tendeney 
towards the use of cubed tesserae, I suggest a date of mid 3rd century B.C. 
for the Erythrae fragment. It would not be earlicr because the medium has 
been ^•e^J" skiUfully handled to produce a very fluid design, and not later as
there appears to be only minimal tendeney in this fragment to produce 
sguared or cubed tesserae. Thus we can add one more item to the very short 
list of Hellenistic mosaics in Anatolia.

’ Bacon, Koldewcy and Clark, Investif'alions at Assos, P. 119, Fig. 2.
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