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Dynamics of Medieval Anatolia such as economy, politics, social life and 

religion, are mostly studied through written sources, public monuments, religious 

architecture and in most cases decontextualized material culture. These sources of  

evidence mostly represent the wealthy class and ruling elites.   

     

Both rural and urban sites do have the archaeological potential for understanding 

production, consumption and discard behaviors within domestic and industrial contexts. 

This kind of a perspective with a multidisciplinary approach, will surely help transform 

this potential to knowledge. 

 

With this approach the role of archaeological excavations is huge, they provide 

the conditions to detect behavioral signatures through spatial analysis, understanding of 

the organization and operation of spaces in intrasite level, thus provide the construction 

of past dynamics. 
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12. - 13. Y¦Z YILLARDA ORTA¢AĴ KOMANASIôNIN ARKEOLOJĶK 

VERĶLERĶN MEKANSAL ANALĶZĶ Y¥NTEMĶ KULLANILARAK VE ¢OK 

DĶSĶPLĶNLĶ BĶR YAKLAķIM ĶLE TANIMLANMASI  

 

 

TATBUL, Mustafa Nuri 
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Danēĸman: Prof. Dr. D. Burcu ERCĶYAS 

Eĸ Danēĸman: Do­. Dr. Evangelia PĶķKĶN 

 

ķubat 2017, 377 sayfa 

 

 

Anadolu Orta­aĵēônēn ekonomi, siyaset, sosyal yaĸam ve inan­sal dinamikleri 

daha ­ok yazēlē kaynaklar, kamusal ve dini mimari kalēntēlar, ve arkeolojik kontekstini 

yitirmiĸ materyal k¿lt¿r aracēlēĵē ile anlaĸēlmaktadēr. Bu t¿r kaynaklar daha ­ok varsēl 

ve yºneten elit kesimi temsil etmektedir. 

 

Gerek kērsalē gerekse kenti temsil eden arkeolojik alanlar, ¿retim ve t¿ketim 

davranēĸlarēnēn konut ve atºlye gibi kontekstlerde anlaĸēlmasē adēna son derece b¿y¿k 

bir potansiyele sahiptir. Bu t¿r bir bakēĸ a­ēsē ­ok disiplinli bir yaklaĸēm ile birlikte 

hazērda bekleyen bu potansiyelin bilgiye dºn¿ĸmesine kesinlikle yardēmcē olacaktēr. 

 

Bu yaklaĸēm ile birlikte arkeolojik kazēlarēn rol¿ son derece ºnemlidir ve 

mek©nsal analiz yolu ile davranēĸa dair izlerin belirlemesi ve yerleĸim i­i ºl­ekte 



 vii  

mekanlarēn organizasyonu ve iĸleyiĸinin belirlenmesine olanak saĵlamaktadērlar, 

bºylece ge­miĸ dinamiklerin anlaĸēlmasēna katkēda bulunurlar. 

 

¢eĸitli kontekstlerden elde edilen k¿lt¿rel buluntular, hayvansal ve bitkisel 

kalēntēlar ve t¿m arkeolojik buluntu gruplarēnēn mekanlar i­indeki daĵēlēmlarēnēn 

istatistiksel olarak analiz edilmesi, mekanlarēn kullanēmē, ¿retim ve t¿ketim 

davranēĸlarēnēn daha iyi anlaĸēlmasēna olanak saĵlamaktadēr. Arkeolojik tabakalarēn 

oluĸum s¿re­lerinin iyi belirlenmesi de bu t¿r ­alēĸmalarda ge­miĸ dinamiklerin 

anlaĸēlmasē a­ēsēndan son derece ºnemlidir. 

 

Bu tez ­alēĸmasēnda, 12. ve 13. y¿z yēllarda Komana orta­aĵē,   arkeolojik 

verinin mek©nsal analizi yºntemi ile aydēnlatēlmaya ­alēĸēlmaktadēr. Elde edilen 

mek©nsal analiz sonu­larē yerleĸimin organizasyonu ve iĸleyiĸinin ortaya ­ēkarēlmasē, ve 

karĸēlaĸtērmalē analitik bir yºntem ile Komanaônēn ­aĵdaĸē olan deĵiĸik karakterde bir 

­ok yerleĸim i­inde, Komanaôyē arkeolojik ve tarihsel bir konuma yerleĸtirmeyi 

ama­lamaktadēr.  

 

Anahtar Kelimeler:  Komana, Orta­aĵ Arkeolojisi, Daniĸmendler, 12.-13. y¿z 

yēllar, Mek©nsal Analiz.  
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION  

 

 

Every aspect related to the dynamics of Byzantine Anatolia such as economy, 

politics, social life and religion mainly derived from the study of a variety of written 

sources, monumental public architecture and in most cases decontextualized material 

culture, which are mostly representing ruling class and wealthy elites. This mission to 

reveal the Byzantine palatial life, has already built a massive accumulation of 

knowledge on the subject area, but resulted in an ignorance of the rural population. 

Rural and domestic sites representing everyday life of the Byzantine Anatolia both the 

for Byzantines and the Seljuks bear the potential to enlighten the economy, social 

interaction and political relations from a different aspect and scale. Medieval layers 

were excavated at the majority of the Turkish excavations but were often ignored or less 

emphasis was given to their publication as a result of diverging interests of the 

excavators. Therefore, concrete evidence for an understanding of the economic, social 

and political history of the period, especially at rural and domestic scales was necessary. 

Besides, site characteristics and the context of these limited and fragmentary excavation 

data were not well understood adding on to the gap. 

In most medieval excavations there is a visible gap between features and 

artifacts. There is insufficient emphasis on a spatial interpretation of archaeological data 

and inferences on function have mostly been based on mere observations of features and 

archaeological finds.  Spatial analysis at intrasite level has been a growing interest in the 

western archaeology since 1970s with the contribution of interdisciplinary research 

where archaeology is situated in the center as the coordinating discipline. But, spatial 

analysis has mostly been preferred at historical sites with in situ finds or at prehistoric 

excavations where limits of sites are not defined by architectural boundaries. There has 
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been a research based on lack of spatial analysis and valuable and comprehensive 

research in this field have been in minority.  

At Komana, a need to develop a methodology to deal with sites where 

archaeological record was highly disturbed by both cultural and natural processes, and 

multiple occupation phases were present. Even though the major proportions of the 

archaeological record were disturbed and full of fragmented materials, it was still 

possible to detect primary refuse materials in original contexts. At least each material 

group promised to have certain degrees of representation. 

These three aspects: contexts representing production, consumption and discard, 

a quest for understanding function of the rooms through spatial analysis of material 

distributions and the condition of the archaeological record with highly disturbed layers 

and highly fragmented materials, came together rather well at Komana providing me 

with a case study. 

The aim of this thesis is to understand different social, historical and 

archaeological processes at Komana during the medieval period (late 11th ï mid. 13th 

century), by looking at the material distribution within spaces in a building formerly 

identified as a workshop. The function of the rooms at the so called workshop area 

based on the distribution of materials was questioned. The study was conducted with the 

belief that there is a possibility to detect, signatures of production, consumption and 

discard in and around utility features within domestic and industrial units through 

spatial analysis. In order to achieve this goal, statistical representation of artifacts and 

ecofacts in a variety of contexts are considered. Following an exploration of the use of 

space the aim has been to set Komana into the context of the middle Byzantine Anatolia 

in comparison with similar sites. 

The spatial analysis in the thesis also was used to explain the impact of  

formation processes on the archaeological record. This goal derived from a need to link 

the past dynamics with present representations in an attempt to relate the archaeological 

record with past behaviors and identify what is missing from the systemic context. 
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In most projects, materials recovered from the excavations were studied by 

specialists and reports were written separately. Bringing together all kinds of data would 

give a wider picture of the past. In addition, the authorôs full participation in the 

excavation, collection, evaluation and interpretation of the data would be a great 

advantage.  

The thesis is organized in 7 sections with Introduction and Conclusion. In 

Chapter 2, the historical background of Komana and particularly the socio-economic 

dynamics of the 12th-14th centuries will be presented. History of research from the 

early travellers accounts of the 19th century until the surveys and excavations of the last 

two decades will be summarized. Excavation areas of Hamamtepe archaeological site, 

its site stratigraphy and its location and environmental setting will be introduced. 

In Chapter 3, the theoretical and methodological debates on spatial analysis in 

archaeology will be discussed. Aspects on the archaeological record, spatial relationship 

of features and materials, statistical and quantitative approaches, debates on the 

evaluation and interpretation of the statistical data will be discussed. 

In Chapter 4, methods and approaches that were followed in order to conduct the 

research will be described. Excavation method, sampling strategies, identification and 

quantification of data, separation of contexts, analysis and interpretation methods of the 

data will be introduced. Another aim of Chapter 4 will be to define the limits of the 

study area, spatial units and features, share the results of previously conducted spatial 

analysis pilot studies at Komana, and describe material categories and dating of the 

archaeological layers. 

In Chapter 5, the data from room layer fills and soil samples, will be discussed. 

Firstly, the whole data as it existed and  secondly, the normalized (volumetric) data  will 

be analyzed through tables and charts. Afterwards some combinations of normalized 

data sets will be analyzed through a computer aided statistical method, correspondence 

analysis (CA), and spatial analytical tool GIS software (Geographical Information 

Systems). 
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In Chapter 6, the results of the spatial analysis will be discussed and Komana 

will be analyzed within its chronological and geographical context. 

In Chapter 7, the research  results, limitations that were encountered during the 

research and future aspects of the study will be summarized.  
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CHAPTER 2 
 

HISTORICAL GEOGRAPHY  

 

 

2.1 Historical Background 

 

Komana Pontika was located in the historical region of Pontos. Komana took its 

cognomen from Pontos Euxenios, which is called Black Sea in the present day. The 

name of the city was accompanied by the cognomen Pontika to differentiate it from 

another Komana in the Cappadocia region, named Komana Cappadocia. 
1
 

According to Strabo, the name of the city derived from the myth of Orestes and 

her sister Iphigeneia where they brought the sacred rites to Cappadocia from Tauric 

Scythia in the honor of Artemis Tauropolus. Here they left their hair as a symbol of 

mourning, hence the name Komana (ñKomeò, ñHairò in ancient Greek).
2
 

Both Hellenistic cities had similar legendary ties, site function and 

administrative structure. Dio Casius reported that the two namesake cities bore the same 

honors, shared common stories, and had common relics. Each possessed the sword of 

Iphigeneia.
3
  

Strabo tells us that Komana Cappadocia had a temple to Enyo, who was called 

Ma in the region. Inhabitants of the city were both men and women temple servants 

governed by a priest, who was second in rank after the king and also coming from the 

                                                        
1 For detailed information on Comana Cappadocia see Mutlu, 2016. 
 
2 Strabo, 12.2.3. 
 
3 Dio Casius, 36.11. 
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kingôs family. Priest was the master of all servants of the city and he was managing the 

whole income of the temple and its land.
4
  

Strabo also described Komana Pontika, founded after Komana Cappadocia, 

dedicated to the same goddess, Ma, and practicing exactly the same sacrifices, rituals, 

exoduses twice a year, priestôs wearing a diadem and their rank second after the king.
5
 

When Pompey conquered Pontos in 64 BC, an autonomous status was given to 

Komana.
6
 The temple state and its inhabitants, which were not less than 6000 in 

population, were first governed by Archelaus, who was appointed by Pompey, and the 

sacred land was extended with an additional two Schoeni (60 stadia).
7
 

Strabo reports that in his time (probably late 1
st
 century BC to early 1

st
 century 

AD) Komana was a populous city, a very notable trade center for the people of 

Armenia. He mentions the cosmopolitan structure of the city during the ñexodusesò of 

the goddess due to the men and women coming from other cities and countryside in 

order to attend the festivals.
8
   

He describes a city with great prosperity so much so that the residents of 

Komana were living in luxury and all the lands were cultivated with vines. He also 

compares it to Corinth for the women were occupied with sacred prostitution, most of 

whom were dedicated to Aphrodite. Therefore, it was very attractive for merchants and 

soldiers as a retreat.
9
 

In the 2
nd

 century AD, Komana became a regular Roman imperial city. This was 

attested by an inscription found in G¿menek on a small, modern day dam built on the 

                                                        
4 Strabo, 12.2.3. 
 
5 Strabo, 12.3.32. 
 
6 A detailed research on the historcial context and  functioning of the temple states of Pontos was 
ÃÏÎÄÕÃÔÅÄ ÂÙ %ÍÉÎÅ 3ĘËÍÅÎ ÁÓ Á -Ȣ!Ȣ ÔÈÅÓÉÓȢ 3ÅÅ 3ĘËÍÅÎȟ ςππυȢ   
 
7 Strabo, 12.3.34. 
 
8 Strabo, 12.3.36. 
 
9 Strabo, 12.3.36. 
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Iris River by the State Hydraulic Works (Devlet Su Ķĸleri), to regulate the debitage of 

the water. Reused limestone blocks on the dam, once on the legs of a stone bridge, bore 

the inscription ȲŮɟɞəŬɘůŬɟɏɤɜ ȾɞɛŬɜɏɤɜ dated to 160 AD, attesting the city as of the 

divine emperor.
10

  

Another architrave fragment found within the territory of Komana, now in Tokat 

Museum, was dedicated to Trajan, probably dating to after 116 AD.
11

 

Two coins published by Imhoof-Blumer in 1897, attest to the status of the 

Roman city with an imperial temple. On one of the coins, Septimus Severus was 

depicted accompanied by inscribed captions AV.K.L. CȺP.CEVOVHPOC, 

IEPOKAICA.KOMANȺɤN on the obverse, and a depiction of a tetra style temple and 

eagle struggling with a serpent on the reverse.
12

 

On the second coin, Iulia Domna, wife of Septimius Severus was depicted with 

an inscription IOVLIA DOMNA AG., IEPOKAICA. KOMANE on the obverse and a 

depiction of a tetra style temple accompanied by a round shield or wreath.
13

 These coins 

should be dated to the late 2
nd

 to early 3
rd

 centuries AD (Reign of Septimius Severus 

between the dates 193-211 AD). 

It is generally accepted that with the expansion of Christianity in the region and 

in general in Asia Minor, Komana started to loose its function and importance as a 

sanctuary during the Late Antiquity, and rural Byzantine communities began to be 

established in the region. It is not known yet what kind of an effect had the Arab 

invasion in the region but a battle between the Arabs and the Byzantines was reported in 

Sebastopolis in the late 7
th
 century AD, which resulted with the defeat of the Byzantine 

armies.  

                                                        
10 %ÒÃÉÙÁÓȟ ςπρυȟ ρπȠ %ÒÃÉÙÁÓ ÁÎÄ 3ĘËÍÅÎȟ ςπρπÂȟ ρςρȠ  IGR III, no.106 (Inscriptiones Graecae ad res 
Romanas Pertinentes). 
 
11 %ÒÃÉÙÁÓ ÁÎÄ 3ĘËÍÅÎȟ ςπρπÂȟρςρȠ SEG XLII (1992) 339 (Supplemantum Epigraphicum Graecum). 
 
12 Imhoof-Blumer 1897 (Z.f.N.20 p.262 No.2). 
 
13 Imhoof-Blumer 1897 (Z.f.N.20.p.263 No.4). 
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Danishmends, who entered Anatolia in this period, occupied the region (Sivas, 

Amasya, ¢orum, Tokat, Niksar, Kayseri, Malatya) for about a century from late 11
th
 

century to late 12
th
 century AD and Danishmend Ahmed Gazi was the founder of the 

Principality who participated in Manzikert beside Sultan Alparslan of Seljuks.
14

 Thus, 

Danishmends founded the Principality in the lands they gained during the Manzikert 

battle. Besides Seljuks and Danishmends, Saltukids, Menguceks and Artukids were 

other Principalities that were established in Anatolia after Manzikert. 

Thirteen emperors reigned between 1025 and 1081, which were very rapid 

turnovers and it was considered as a period of political instability.
15

 During the 

Komnenian period, the empire regained her power both in the Balkans and Asia Minor. 

In about a century, between late 11th and late 12th century, three Komnenian emperors 

Alexios I (1081-1118), John II (1183-43), Manuel (1143-80) reigned which was quite 

opposite to the previous period.
16

 

The Battle of Dorylaion in 1097 was another milestone in the political 

developments of Anatolia during the Byzantine-Seljuk conflict.
17

 Byzantines recaptured 

Ķznik with the help of the First Crusade, where Danishmends fought beside the Seljuks 

against the Christian armies. With this important event Byzantines partly gained control 

of the western Anatolia. In 1101 the army of the First Crusade was defeated by the 

Seljuk Sultan Kēlē­ Arslan I and Danishmends in Merzifon. 

Komnenos realized that the Danishmends were expanding their power in 

Anatolia. He tried to draw them out from the lands they captured. During the revival of 

the Byzantine Empire, under the reign of Komnenoi dynatsy, John II Komnenos 

conducted military activities in northern and southern Asia Minor: he attempted to 

recover Paphlagonia and Pontus in the north, and Pamphilia, Cilicia and Pisidia in the 

                                                        
14 vÎÇİÌȟ ςπρτȟ ςυτȢ 
 
15 Holmes, 2008, 271. 
 
16 Holmes, 2008, 273. 
 
17 !ÙĘÎİȟ ςπρτȟ ωψȢ 
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south. However, his success was temporary in Kastamonu, Gangra and in Neocaesarea 

between 1131 and 1135.
18

  

Melitene was captured by the Danishmend ruler G¿m¿ĸtekin in 1101. He was 

friendly towards the Christian and Armenian inhabitants of the city. Kēlē­ Arslan I took 

Melitene in 1105 from Danishmends and Maraĸ from the Crusaders.
19

 In 1129, 

Danishmends became the most powerful Principality in Anatolia under the reign of 

Emir Gazi and extended its lands until Ankara, ¢ankērē, Kastamonu and the Black Sea 

coast.
20

 When Melik Muhammed became the Danishmend ruler, he organized military 

campaigns towards the south to Melitene, Elbistan, Ceyhan, ¢ukurova and Maraĸ.
21

 

After Melik Muhammed, Danishmend lands were governed by his two brothers 

Yaĵēbasan (Sivas) and Ayn¿ldevle (Malatya) and his son Z¿nun (Kayseri), in which 

period the decline of the Principality started. While Z¿nun was supported by the 

Seljuks, Ayn¿ldevle and Yaĵēbasan allied with the Byzantines.
22

  

In 1175 Sultan Kēlē­ Arslan annexed Sivas, Niksar, Komana, Tokat and other 

Danishmend lands and terminated the Sivas branch of Danishmends.
23

 It is also 

important to mention that Manuel Komnenos II tried to regain Amaseia and Niksar in 

1175 with an army of 30000, but he could not achieve.
 24

 At the Battle of 

Myriokephalon in 1176 was another milestone in Anatolia when the Seljuks 

permanently defeated Byzantines.  

                                                        
18 Korobeinikov, 2008, 710-11. 
 
19 vÎÇİÌȟ ςπρτȟ ςυψ-ωȠ !ÙĘÎİȟ ςπρτȟ ρππȢ 
 
20 vÎÇİÌȟ ςπρτȟ ςφρȢ 
 
21 vÎÇİÌȟ ςπρτȟ ςφσȢ 
 
22 vÎÇİÌȟ ςπρτȟ ςφτȢ 
 
23 In 1775 the Sivas branch of the Danishmends were annexed to Seljuks and Malatya (Melitene)  
branch in 1778.  
 
24 vÎÇİÌȟ ςπρτȟ ςφωȢ 
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With the Mongol invasion of Anatolia in 1241-1244 AD the administrative 

structure of Anatolia was transformed: many small principalities were established. 

Seljuks lost the Battle of Kºsedaĵ in 1243 at Sivas against the Mongols. The Mongol 

invasion resulted in the decline of the Seljuks in the 13
th
 century and further collapse in 

the early 14
th
 century. The second principality (Beylik) period started after the decline 

and collapse of Seljuks when the region, which included Komana, was governed by the 

Eretna Principality between 1328 and 1381, then governed by the Ottomans.   

 

2.2 Social and Economic Dynamics of the Period 

 

Until the invasion of the Turks, short before or the after Manzikert Battle in 

1071, Byzantine communities had occupied the region. After the Manzikert Battle, 

Turks started to spread more efficiently into Anatolia. The conquest of Anatolia was not 

only through warfare. Turkmens having the primary role in the conquest of Anatolia 

continued their nomadic way of life moving seasonally between mountain pasturelands 

while the urban populations were Persian both in culture and language. Due to their 

mobility and seasonal occupation of pastures for their flocks, it was resulted with 

constant conflicts between local farms and Turks, and their only direct relation with the 

cities were through markets.
25

 

The population of Seljuk sultanate had a multi ethnic structure composed of 

Greeks, Armenians, Syrians, Kurds, Arabs, Persians and Turks.
26

 Among the ethnic 

groups most of the Turks were nomads while the Greeks and Armenians occupied cities 

and the countryside. The Arabs and Syrians were mostly living in the south-east Asia 

Minor. Seljuk authority gained the sympathy of the local populations through economic 

benefits. Heavy monetary demands by the empire in the provinces made the public 

discontent, which was resulted with an uprising against the capital under the leadership 

                                                        
25 vÌëÅÒȟ ςππυ, 104. 
 
26 Korobeinikov, 2008, 723. 
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of the local aristocrats in the occasion of lack of Byzantine central power, who were 

also under the protection of Seljuk authority.
27

 

Magdalino states that during the military attempts of the Empire to regain the 

former Byzantine territories (in the 12th century), Greek populations in Turkish 

occupied cities in Asia Minor frequently unwelcomed the Byzantine polity.
28

 In 1175 in 

Amaseia and in Neocaesarea, the citizens refused to cooperate with the Byzantine forces 

following the besiege of the cities.
29

 Korobeinikov also emphasizes the economic woes 

that drove on the local Greeks to cooperate with the Turkish authority. 

Decrease of Byzantine power during the 10-11th centuries was due to the strong 

external enemies (i.e. Turks in the eastern frontiers), changes in the social structure, 

failure of armies of themes, lack of strong leadership and dissolution of cultural unity in 

Asia Minor.
30

 

Decker explains the Seljuk control of Anatolian uplands with an environmental 

determinism especially with the occupation of upland plateaus by the Turkish Nomads. 

On the one hand environmental conditions such as topography, vegetation and climate 

were suitable for pastoralism; on the other hand the coastal lands were preferred by the 

Greek population.
31

 Also, Hendy introduces and gives a summary on the specifications 

of Anatolian land, climate and vegetation. Accordingly, majority of the Anatolian 

peninsula comprise of elevated plateau, where coastal plains and river valleys were of 

10% and land under 500 meters was 18% of the total surface.
32

 The central plateau 

consisted of a mixture of arable and grazing lands, especially this can frequently be 

                                                        
27 Saradi, 2008, 323. 
 
28 Magdalino, 2008, 633. 
 
29 Korobeinikov, 2008, 716. 
 
30 Charanis, 1975, 20. 
 
31 Decker, 2007, 239. 
 
32 Hendy, 1985, 26. 
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observed in the west and north-east Anatolia i.e. Yeĸilērmak, ¢oruh.
33

 Before the Turks 

arrived in Asia Minor and they introduced nomadic way of life, agro-pastoralism was 

habitual in Asia Minor where the Byzantine populations were strongly attached to their 

lands.
34

 

Economic advancements are mostly a result of political developments, which 

were mostly observed in the empire.
35

 However, 11
th
 -12

th
 centuries were the period of 

economic growth and it was understood that the correspondence between political and 

economic situation does not always go hand in hand, that the economic growth 

happened during the political downfall of Byzantine Empire.
36

 

Even though the instability of the 11
th
 century, establishment of many new 

domestic units and monasteries, reuse of relinquished churches and foundation of small-

scale industrial sites in the 11
th
 century were indicatives of economic boom.

37
 

There was growth in rural economy, population increase and extension of 

agricultural lands through the 11
th
 and 12

th
 centuries, which was reflected on the 

archaeological surveys with an increase of rural Byzantine sites within the limits of the 

empire.
38

 

Through the 11
th
 and 12

th
 centuries free market economy arouse in the lack of 

state control, which was more strict in the previous period and the guild organization 

left its place over time to local professional associations.
39

 Byzantine society was 

                                                        
33 Hendy, 1985, 28. 
 
34 Decker, 2007, 265. 
 
35 Laiou, 2002, 9. 
 
36 Laiou and Morrisson, 2007, 3. 
 
37 Holmes, 2008, 271-2. 
 
38 Harvey, 2008, 332. 
 
39 Saradi, 2008, 323. 
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subjected to increasing social stratification through the 12
th
 century, where a different 

class of aristocracy, merchant and artisan classes was emerged.
40

 

 

2.3 History of Research 

 

2.3.1 Early Travelersô Accounts of the 19
th

 - 20
th

 Centuries 

 

Around 1800 years after Strabo, Komana Pontika and its ruins were reported in 

some 19
th 

- 20
th
 centuries Western travelersô accounts, who organized expeditions into 

Anatolia. Among them, Cramer was the first, who visited the site in early 1830s. In his 

book, Cramer describes Komana in close connection with the information from Straboôs 

Geography.
41

 He reports that the remains of the ancient city at Komanak were sufficient 

to identify the ancient city at the proposed location.
42

 

In early 1840s, Hamilton visited Komana as part of his expedition to Asia 

Minor, Pontus and Armenia. Hamilton was the first who gave detailed information on 

the ruins visible at Komana. He reported a well preserved rectangular building and a 

Roman bridge called G¿menek Kºpr¿ on the lower part of the hill, which had arches in 

perfect condition but the bridge was repaired with wood. He commented that the 

remains at the site are sufficient to identify Straboôs Komana Pontika.
43

 Also Hamilton 

was the first to report the rock-cut monumental tomb in the vicinity of the site. His 

description on the use of Iris river by the locals to transport large quantities of firewood 

for use in Tokat in 1840s was quite valuable in interpreting the use of environmental 

resources and use of natural ways to facilitate transportation in the ancient times.
44

 

                                                        
40 Laiou, 2002, 20. 
 
41 Cramer, 1832, 305, 307-8. 
 
42 Cramer, 1832, 309. 
 
43 Hamilton, 1842, 350. 
 
44 Hamilton, 1842, 349. 
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1890s, Hogarth and Munro conducted expeditions in Eastern Asia Minor to 

define the modern and ancient roads in the region. During their research they visited 

Komana. They describe Hamamtepe in detail with the dense but collapsed ruins full of 

architectural fragments of the great temple. They estimated the circumference of 

Hamamtepe about half a mile (ca.800 meters), which seems reasonable today. They also 

mentioned two bridges; one of which was a Roman bridge and the other a new bridge a 

few yards away from it. This bridge had a Roman inscription ȲŮɟɞəŬɘůŬɟɏɤɜ ȾɞɛŬɜɏɤɜ 

on it.
45

 They explained that there were no villages in the close vicinity and only few 

farms could be seen in the area. They mentioned that the ruins at the archaeological site 

were abundant and in place, therefore it will give good results if excavated.
 
They also 

mentioned the rock-cut tomb.
46

 

In the early 1900s, Anderson traveled along the Pontic region. He was the first 

to mention the name of the G¿menek village which surely derived from the ancient 

name Komana. Anderson discussing the location of the inscription on the bridge 

emphasized that the builders of the bridge inserted the inscription as if to rescue the 

memory of the holy city.
47

 He reported Iris river, a bridge and the mound which was full 

of grass and weeds, some late ruins and almost no pottery fragments seen on the 

surface. He also mentions the cemetery full of marble blocks and a T¿rbe nearby, which 

is still standing on the western direction of the mound.
48

 Finally, he reports the rock-cut 

tomb with a detailed description of architectural features and its structure.
49

  

                                                                                                                                                                  
 
45 Hogarth and Munro, 1893, 94. 
 
46 Hogarth and Munro, 1893, 95. 
 
47 Anderson, 1902, 63. )Î ÔÈÉÓ ÉÎÓÃÒÉÐÔÉÏÎ Ȱ+ÏÍÁÎÁȟ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÃÒÅÄ ÃÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ %ÍÐÅÒÏÒȱ ×ÁÓ ÉÎÓÃÉÂÅÄ 
(ɵʀʍʋʆɻʅʎɻʍʘʖʉ ɣʋʈɻʉʘʖʉ). 
 
48 Anderson, 1902, 63. 
 
49 Anderson, 1902, 64. 
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Cumonts also travelled in Pontos and Armenia in early 1900s. They mention 

Komana Pontica in their publication.
50

 

In mid. 1920s, von der Osten held an expedition in Anatolia in the search of 

ancient civilizations. He describes the mound and the monolith rock-cut tomb nearby.
51

 

Von der Osten stressed that there were less ancient remains in the region and remains of 

Komana Pontica were surely of an ancient sanctuary and pre-classical settlement.
52

 

 

2.3.2 Archaeological Field Surveys and Excavations  

 

Archaeological surface surveys were first started in 2004 by Burcu Erciyas and 

continued for 5 years (2004-2008). The surveys focused in the area and its close vicinity 

of Komana, which was previously defined by all western travelers during 19-20
th
 

centuries. In the first season, Erciyas and her team surveyed Hamamtepe, Kēlē­lē, Bula 

and the villages along the Almus road on the eastern bank of Yeĸilērmak.
53

 The most 

significant finds of the season were a Byzantine basilica in the northern slope of Kēlē­lē 

with its apses partly visible on the surface, a stone quarry with tool signs on it and a 

hexagonal pool in the fields of Bula village. The architectural plan of the buildings at 

Hamamtepe were tried to be defined and drawn from the surface traces. 

In 2005, the survey was extended to the villages in the close vicinity of Komana, 

and geophysical prospection was implemented around the hexagonal pool, Kēlē­lē 

village and Hamamtepe.
54

  

                                                        
50 Cumont and Cumont, 1906. 
 
51 Von der Osten, 1929a, 35. In his publication there are detailed drawings of plan and sections of 
the monumental tomb.   
 
52 Von der Osten, 1929b, 132. 
 
53 Erciyas, 2006. 
 
54 %ÒÃÉÙÁÓȟ ςππχȠ &ÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÁÒÔÉÃÌÅ ÐÕÂÌÉÓÈÅÄ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÈÅØÁÇÏÎÁÌ ÐÏÏÌ ÓÅÅ %ÒÃÉÙÁÓ ÁÎÄ KÉÎÉÃÉȟ ςπρπȢ 
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In 2006, surface survey continued towards the western direction of Hamamtepe. 

Geophysical survey also continued in the northern fields of Hamamtepe, around the 

Byzantine structure which is partly visible on the surface to the west of hexagonal pool. 

A topographical model of Hamamtepe was made by using geographical information 

systems and it was integrated with the geophysical studies.
55

  

The 2007 season was significant for the team for they located Byzantine sites 

mostly characterized with church related elements such as terracotta florets and tiles 

around the central district of Tokat.  In this season, many sites from the Early Bronze 

Age to the Ottoman periods were identified in the survey based on the ceramics, coins 

and architectural finds. Two Hellenistic period castles were inspected in detail and 

many tumuli were located during the surveys.
56

 

The last season continued with surface surveys identifying sites of all periods in 

the region. A special study was conducted by Geomorphologist Bekir Necati Altēn 

around the surveyed sites.
57

  

After five years of survey, Burcu Erciyas started archaeological excavations at 

Hamamtepe in 2009. Among the sites identified during the surveys, Hamamtepe 

appeared to have the most potential for excavation due to the evidence collected and its 

strategic location in the valley. The excavations have been carried out for eight years.
58

 

Preliminary results and definition of the phases are summarized in the following pages 

of the current chapter.   

 

                                                        
55 Erciyas et al., 2008. 
 
56 Erciyas and 3ĘËÍÅÎȟ ςππωȢ 
 
57 %ÒÃÉÙÁÓ ÁÎÄ 3ĘËÍÅÎȟ ςπρπÁȢ !ÌÓÏȟ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ ÁÎÄ ÁÓÓÅÓÓÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ "ÙÚÁÎÔÉÎÅ 
settlements within the geomorphological zones, that were identified during the surveys, see Erciyas 
ÁÎÄ 3ĘËÍÅÎȟ ςπρπÂȟ ρςςȢ !ÌÓÏ ÓÅÅ !ÌÔąÎȟ ςπρυ. 
 
58 For the seasonal excavation reports see Erciyas et al., 2011; Erciyas, 2014; Erciyas and Tatbul, 
2016. For the multidisciplinary preliminary results of the first five years of the excavations see 
Erciyas and Tatbul (eds.), 2015. 
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2.4 Location and Environmental Setting of Hamamtepe 

Archaeological Site 

 

The ancient city of Komana is located in the inland central Black Sea region, 10 

km. north-east of Tokat, within the limits of modern day village of G¿menek. The name 

ñG¿menekò was derived from the ancient cityôs name ñKomanaò, which was 

ñKumanatò, a deme of Ottoman Empire in the early 20
th
 century with a small number of 

population.  

The archaeological site, where the current excavations have been conducted, 

extends on and around a hill named Hamamtepe. (Figure 1) Komana is not only limited 

to Hamamtepe but it expands on the slopes on both sides of a wide valley, where fertile 

agricultural lands are in use today. Yeĸilērmak (Iris river) flows on the south-east side of 

Hamamtepe and continues all along the valley. Yeĸilērmak must have passed through 

the middle of the ancient city with a stronger flow rate with elements of the settlement 

distributed on its banks.   

Along the valley, a main ancient road passed connecting Dazimon (Tokat) to 

Neocaesarea (Niksar) and Hamamtepe had a strategic location on this road must have 

connected the inland settlements of Black Sea to the coastal area as an alternative route. 

Hamamtepe is a semi-natural hill at the center of Komana with the dimensions 

of 150 m. x 250 m. and with a height of 30 meters measured from the level of the 

modern village road. Its altitude is 640 m. above sea level. 
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2.5 Excavated Areas at Hamamtepe 

 

Archaeological excavations have been conducted at Hamamtepe since 2009. 

During the campaigns, 7 different areas were excavated. The most characteristic 

features, remarkable points and specific aims and objectives for each area are described 

below: 

 

HTP01 

 

Area HTP01 is located at the center and the highest point of Hamamtepe, thus 

the citadel. (Figure 2) As the master area of excavations, the aim in this area has been to 

understand the chronological sequence in the center of the citadel, even though it was 

aimed to understand the horizontal expansion of the latest phase at the mound. 

In this area Ottoman dwellings of 16-18
th
 centuries, medieval workshops and 

domestic units of 12-13
th
 centuries, Middle Byzantine churches and graves of 10

th
 - 12

th
 

centuries and pre-10
th
 century phases were excavated. HTP01 area is the most widely 

excavated and intensively studied area of Hamamtepe. Ottoman period dwellings were 

observed to have expanded on the entire HTP01 area above the 12
th
 - 13

th
 centuries 

layers. 12
th
 - 13

th
 century workshop and domestic phase was the most densely settled in 

HTP01 at the center of the citadel. Two Middle Byzantine churches were discovered in 

HTP01 area. Inherently vast majority of the church materials have been recovered in 

this area and not so many in other areas. 
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Figure 2: Plan of sectors HTP01 (on the east) and HTP02 (on the west) 
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