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The Object of Archaeology:
From “Marbles” to the Archaeological Landscape

Although the history of antiquarianism and the antique object amongst its material of study
go way back, only with the emergence of modern archaeology and the modern museum in the
19" century antiquities, the objects of interest for a narrow circle of learned cognoscenti up to
that time, gained mass appeal and were transformed into archaeological objects and museum
displays. From bits and pieces of sacred and quotidian artifacts to intact tombs, from broken co-
lossal statues to architectural fragments, everything that was ferociously dug by “early archaeol-
ogists,” often away from the museums they would be put on display, became archaeological ob-
jects. Building parts, architectural sculptures, structural and decorative elements, all of which
were once parts of immovable wholes and specific locales have become free-floating “marbles”
detached from their places and associated with the individuals who “discovered” them, as in the
case of the (in) famous Elgin or Canning marbles, and were transported over long distances as
portable artifacts to become objects of display in museums.

Antiochus I and the (culture) wars

Take, for instance, this stela (Fig. 1), an object among more than 4 million others, that,
according to its website, make the collections of the British Museum. In mainstream archaeo-
logical, museological and art historical literature it is a commonplace to refer to such objects
as located in that museum or this collection, dispersed among different locales. Their afterlife
since the eclipse of their heyday is reduced to a simple problem of provenance. In this case the
museum website specifies the “find spot” as near Samsat in Asia, Turkey, Southeastern Ana-
tolia Region, and Adiyaman province. It is a 1% century BCE Commagenian relief depicting
most probably “Antiochus I Epiphanes greeting the nude Herakles-Verethragna as his equal
and proffering his right hand in a Dexiosis scene with Greek inscriptions on the two sides and
back’.

Interestingly, the British never had official excavations in Commagene, the territory of the
ancient kingdom in what is today’s southern Turkey, explored in the 19" century, by the newly
appointed director of the Ottoman Imperial Museum Osman Hamdi Bey and the professor
of sculpture Osgan Efendi in covert defiance to German engineer-turned-archaeologists Karl
Sester, Otto Puchstein and Karl Humann commissioned by the Royal Prussian Academy of

1 Available at: http://www.britishmuseum.org/research/collection_online/collection_object_details.aspx?-

objectld=426750&partld=1&searchText=samsat&page=1 (accessed 25 November 2017).
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Sciences in 1882 and 1883 [2, pp. 170-232]. Apparently
the rival German and Ottoman teams, both of whom
spotted the above relief, met by chance during their
expeditionsand spentan anxious, to say theleast, evening
together. Karl Sester appears to be the one who had first
seen the colossal statues of the monument at the mount
Nemrud, which was later explored by Otto Puchstein
who became the one credited with the discovery of
ancient Commagene. While the Germans were about to
embark on a second expedition consolidated with the
presence of the “Pergamene hero” Karl Humann, Osman
Hamdi and Osgan Efendi, Puchstein’s report in hand,
stole a march on them, arrived there before, spotted
various pieces of statues, relieves, inscriptions and other
fragments, made mouldings, took photographs and in
haste made a publication based on their experiences [2;
4;5].

Apparently, all along the imperial museum’s
expedition was publicized in Ottoman papers. The
sentiment seems to be that of victory embodied by a
photography of Osman Hamdi stretched out on the
newly found colossal head of Antiochus I like a trophy.
Ottomans felt victorious. Consequently, in Turkish
accounts of archaeology and museology the expedition
has been sealed as the Imperial Museum’s, and Osman
Hamdi’s first excavation whilst the archaeology
literature valorizes Puchstein’s and Humann's activities ~ Fig-1. Stela/ oil-press. Front view.
over those of their rivals. According to the journal La gﬁﬁﬁaﬁr;’%lzcleztll_lgggiégffe;r:]griﬁsh
Turquie Osman Hamdi was reporting from the field Museum
the existence of some very valuable but unfortunately
not transportable ancient monuments on top of the Nemrud Mountain [3, p.315, our emp-
hasis]. Hamdi, who is known for his fervent opposition to the removal of antiquities outside the
Ottoman territory, would not see any harm in their displacement when their destination was
the Imperial Museum in Istanbul.

But before continuing with the history of imperial and national museums let us look at how
our Commagenian stela ended up in the British Museum. The information on the website is
quite laconic: we learn that it was donated by Sir Leonard Woolley in 1927 and was purchased
by Carchemish Exploration Fund. The exact circumstances under which it was “found” by the
Carchemish team during the turbulent years before and during WWI and the Turkish War
of Independence in the town of Birecik some 150 km away from the village of Selik where it
was spotted in 1882 are not clear. During this time borders were re-drawn, and the ancient
Mesopotamian territory of Carchemish was divided between the newly founded Turkish
Republic and the French mandate in Syria replacing the now defunct Ottoman Empire.
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Today there is a repatriation debate going on
between the Turkish Ministry of Culture and the
British Museum that bases its claim to ownership on a
permission given by the French authorities in mandate
Syria as the British excavation site happened to be left
on the Syrian side. Our aim here is not to resuscitate the
good old repatriation debates, which are often tinged
with different levels of nationalism on one side and a
covertly hegemonic fiction of a universal world culture
on the other. As we will further dwell below, the Royal
Museums in Berlin, the British Museum and the Miize-i
Hiimayun in the Ottoman capital as examples of 19
century modern museums were developing collections
in the name of their nations and were no different from
each other in their disregard of the specific landscape
and the local practices and memory that might have
accrued at the specific places such itinerant objects
of modern museology come from. In their haste to
become the “discoverer” of ancient Commagene both
the Ottomans and the Prussians rendered the agency
of the local inhabitants invisible while, in their travel
diaries, inadvertently mentioning the Kurds who were
actually pointing out the ruins and sites to them and
had obviously always known about the ruins. Ironically

Fig. 2. Stela / oil-press. Back view. Commagene,
1% century BCE. Museum Number:
1927,1214.1. ©Trustees of the British Museum  the overlooked afterlife of the ruins has been somewhat

violently marked on the Antiochus stela itself (Fig. 2).
The quite sizable hole in its center evinces its local appropriation as spolium and usage as
an oil press. It is quite remarkable that this piece, part of a larger ensemble that initiated the
aforementioned fierce competition of “discovery” among different nations was actually lying
there all along under the eyes of the local Kurds who were using and moving it around for
decades.

Antiquarianism and the 19t century museum

With this short preamble on a museum object our intention is to “de-familiarize,” so to
speak, the assumptions and routine practices of modern archaeology and museology emulated
not only by Prussians and the British but also the Ottomans; the displacement of antique
objects from their geographical and topographical context, the disregard of their afterlife and
possible appropriation by local people. Our aim is not to debunk either the Enlightenment
idea of universal knowledge or the 19 century democratic ideal of education, i.e., making
knowledge accessible via public museums. This is not, on the other hand, to say that we are not
aware of the possible disciplinary and identity forming functions of such modern institutions,
either. Our aim is, rather, to point to the blind spots in such practices alongside the shifts within
the cultures of collecting from the 18" to the 19* century.
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Standard histories of museology ascribe a seamless continuation between the 19 century
modern museum and earlier antiquarian collecting in the form of cabinets of curiosity. Our
contention is that there is a major shift between these two types of collecting, as we will see,
manifested in the frequent crises caused by the arrival of newly acquired marbles in the museums
of the 19% century. The former, the cabinet of curiosity (and the cabinet of antiquities for that
matter) put together by the scholar or the antiquary had derived its meaning and purpose from
the collector herself/himself who would personally study them. Antiquarianism that had in time
become a pejorative term denoting a tedious pursuit of historical trivia and a kind of a “non-
scientific” prehistory of modern collecting, has been reassessed by scholars such as Arnaldo
Momigliano and Stephen Bann who detect an affective and materialistic way of engaging with
the past that revolves around objects, more akin to today’s concept of historiography based
on evidence, in contradistinction to the idealistic metanarratives of universal histories. Méric
Casabaun had writen:

That antiquaries are so taken with the sight of old things, not... but because these visible
supervising evidences of Antiquity represent unto their minds former times, with as strong an
impression, as if they were actually present, and in sight, as it were [8, 60].

Along those lines, Stephen Bann argues for the existence of a specific way of “viewing the
past” that developed between 1750 and 1850 during which antiquarians ‘gave a strong affective
character to the very process of historical and archaeological retrieval, and in so doing, no doubt
contributed powerfully to the dominant myth of Romantic historiography — that the past should
be resurrected” [1, p. 130, our emphasis].

Antiquaries were personally collecting modest numbers of materials, when compared with
the modern museum, with which they were affectively engaged in the late 18" and early 19
centuries. This is different from how the collections of the modern public museums came about
whereby an excess of material was ferociously collected for “national depositories” for public
display often without much prior knowledge of the material, a contested process that often
involved conflicting multiple actors and institutions. One crisis is particularly interesting in
the case of the British Museum, which, too, was founded with the acquisition of three personal
collections, those of Sir Hans Sloane, Sir Robert Cotton and Earl of Oxford, Robert Harley, in
the 18 century. Yet in the early 1840s the so called “Xanthian Marbles,” collected by the British
explorer Charles Fellows from what was once ancient Lycia in Ottoman Anatolia, when arrived
caused a crisis in the museum.

Fellows, in a letter dated 1 August 1845 to the Trustees of the Museum protesting sculptor
Richard Westmacott’s arrangement in the newly constructed “Lycian Room” wrote these:

...Seven years ago, 1 first discovered the remains of the ancient art of the Lycians in Asia Minor;
since which time I have made it my study. You have thought fit to entrust me, during the two late
expeditions to Lycia, the selection of such objects as I might think best, to illustrate this art in our
National Museum. To forward this end, you appointed an architect and an artist to accompany
the expedition. You have since become possessed of my remarks as to the position and history of
the objects, and my suggestions respecting them. You have also drawings and measurements of all
that I knew would be required. Without reference to any of these (the only authorities) you have
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placed the arrangements of the objects with a gentleman who is ignorant of any information in
your hands, who is about to pile together the monuments in some instances, and to separate them
in others, without any knowledge of my object in selecting them, as illustrations of each other (7,
p-405].

And in response to an inquiry about the display of “the casts from ornamental portions of
rock tombs” that he obtained in Lycia he claimed:

They are built into the wall [of the newly constructed Lycian Room], conveying no idea
whatever of the tombs from which they were taken. In order to illustrate the art of the Lycians,
as well as to understand the monuments that we possess, I think a reconstruction of the rock
tombs, introducing those ornaments, is quite necessary; for this purpose I had casts made of all the
ornamental parts, detailed architectural measurements made by the architect who went out, and
drawings by the artistmen [7, p.72].

Parts of the considerable number of material, i. e., 147 cases of sculpture including
sarcophagi of several tons and forty seven cases of casts transported in three installments over
the years from Lycia, were first put on display in the Phigaleian Room next to Elgin Marbles
and in the Central Room, until the completion of the Lycian Room, a moderate sized east-
west oriented hall jutting out from the west wing. In the Lycian Room Richard Westmacott,
who was a Professor of Sculpture at the Royal Academy and operated as the advisor for the
arrangement of displays in the museum, probably inspired by the artist James Stephanoff’s
somewhat imaginary depiction of the Lycian material at their temporary location downplayed
the presentation of what Fellows considered the indigenous Lycian examples such as the Pajava
and Lion tombs together with other stelae and reliefs that did not live up to the aesthetic criteria
of the time. Instead, Westmacott positioned the fragments of what was back then called the
Ionic Trophy Monument (i. e., the Nereid monument) and most importantly for him, who was
an aesthete and proponent of Greek art, thought to be Greek back then as the center of the
display (Fig.3). Accordingly, constituting the peak of the display were reliefs and friezes of the
Ionic Trophy Monument arranged in horizontal bands and topped by a pediment opposite the
entrance and at the end of an axis flanked by other Lycian material deemed more significant
by Fellows. In contradistinction to Westmacott’s “picturesque” arrangement privileging Greek
fragments over reconstructed tombs and monuments of some obscure Anatolian civilization
such as Lycia Fellows favored the latter and advocated the reconstruction and separate display
of the Ionic Tropyh Monument.

As a matter of fact, two sketches in the Central Archive of the British Museum arguably by
Fellows show free standing, obliquely placed objects in the middle of the room with enough space
to walk around, which seems to be repeating the seemingly haphazard natural arrangement of
an actual site. The intention to reconstruct rock tombs using casts as a backdrop in addition
to the reconstruction of the Ionic Trophy Monument, which Westmacott vehemently rejected,
and the display of inscriptions as well all point to an attempt to recreate the experience of the
site in the museum space. To create a total, atmospheric display which would have provided a
more spatial and peripatetic experience seems to be what Fellows had in mind when he talked
about his “scientific” approach in contradistinction to Westmacott’s “visually pleasing;” static
display of “timeless objects” often allowing only a frontal view.
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XANTHIAN
MARBLES.

Fig. 3. Xantian Marbles “Sculptured sarcophagus, from the tomb near the Theatre of Xanthus”
and “The Xanthian room just opened at the British Museum”. Journal cuttings in John Edward
Gray and Maria Emma Gray, A Collection of plans and views of portions of the buildings and
contents of old Montague House and the present British Museum. © The British Library Board,
Maps_C_26_f 7-053.
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The bitter quarrel between Fellows and Westmacott that revolved around the relative value of
different ancient civilizations and aesthetic versus the then newly emerging “scientific” criteria
for display, which effectively challenged the authority of what was, back then, considered pure
Greek and led to Fellows’ parting ways with the museum and a Parliamentary inquiry might
be the most publicized of such crises but was by no means unique. The furor caused by the
Assyrian material transported to the British Museum around the same time by Austen Henry
Layard, and even the early mixed reception of the “Elgin Marbles,” in Stephen Bann’s words,
of those “epic lumps of stone” reveal the inevitable crisis of meaning and purpose in the 19%
century “scramble for antiquities” whereby huge amounts of material without stable aesthetic
or historic meaning were dumped in museums by individuals intent on convincing the others
about the value of their “discovery” and who were personally after recognition and prestige.
This was a different mode of collecting than that of the antiquary of the previous century for
her/his “cabinet of curiosity”

Archeological landscape

In the light of the experiences of the last two centuries how may we approach archaeological
sites today? Rather than putting an un-proportional emphasis on “objects,” on portable
“artworks” or narrowly defined ruins or sites a holistic approach that conceives such sites as
parts of larger territories and larger landscapes might be one way to go. As summarized by
Omiir Harmansah, recent literature treats “landscape” as “a concept that spans the continuum
between nature and culture”. Accordingly it is seen as “a physically and mentally constructed
world made up of a constellation of meaningful, interconnected places where people engage
with the material world around them?” Most importantly “it can never be a finished product,
a static image, or readable text, but is more accurately a fluid and eventful environment that
is always in the process of being made” And, “although always changing, landscapes are not
transient. They have memory; the sedimented materiality of a landscape offers a palimpsest
of human activity and ecological processes that are registered in the depositional layers of the
physical environment” [6, p.29]. The Conservation Proposal and Site Management Project
(Commagene Nemrut Conservation Development Program — CNCDP) prepared by a team
led by Neriman $ahin Giighan for the whole Commagenain territory between 2006-2014 that
aims to regulate the conservation, building and exhibitionary practices throughout the
Commagenean “landscape;” and conserve the material on site as much as possible through
most advanced technologies is in accord with such an approach (Ill. 92).

By way of conclusion we may also add that as part of the above mentioned project Yavuz
Ozkaya (of PROMET PROJE Ltd. Co.) designed a visitor information center and library
building in Adiyaman (Ill. 93) in addition to nine smaller information centers at the major
sites of Commagene such as Arsemia on the Nymphaesus, the Karakus tumulus, the Cendere
(Roman) bridge, Yenikale, Turus necropolis, Haydaran necropolis, Palanli cave, Old Besni
town, the Roman bridge and the necropolis at Kizilin. Visitor centers provide a small-scale
information booth, public toilets and a shady veranda all of which allude to the local vernacular
architecture (Ill. 94). The design arranges car parking, pedestrian routes and information/sign-
boards carefully for each site in harmony with the existing landscapes (Il1. 95, Il1. 96).
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Abstract. Although the history of antiquarianism and the antique object amongst its material of study go
way back, with the emergence of modern archaeology and the modern museum in the 19" century antiquities,
the objects of interest for a narrow circle of learned cognoscenti up to that time, gained mass appeal and were
transformed into archaeological objects and museum displays. From bits and pieces of sacred and quotidian
artifacts to intact tombs, from broken colossal statues to architectural fragments, everything that was ferociously
dug by “early archaeologists,” often away from the museums they would be put on display, became archaeological
objects. Building parts, architectural sculptures, structural and decorative elements, all of which were once
parts of immovable wholes and specific locales have become free-floating “marbles” detached from their places
and associated with the individuals who “discovered” them, as in the case of the (in)famous Elgin or Canning
marbles, and were transported over long distances as portable artifacts to become objects of display in museums.

In our paper we trace the changing nature of the archaeological object alongside conservation policies by
dwelling on two distinct Anatolian examples, those of Lycia and Commagene. The southwestern region and
ancient civilization of Lycia was “discovered” by British explorer Charles Fellows at the beginning of the 1840s
whose persistent appeal to the trustees paid off with the transportation of substantial amount of material to
the British Museum, which were known as Xanthian marbles back then. In contradistinction, although earlier
explored by Karl Sester and Otto Puchstein and about to be excavated by Karl Humann, the Mount Nemrud,
part of the southeastern Anatolian region of ancient Commagene, was taken over in 1883 by Osman Hamdi,
the authoritative director of the Ottoman Imperial Museum who vehemently fought against the exportation of
archaeological material outside Ottoman territory. How did these two different attitudes to ancient sites and the
archaeological object impact the later histories of these sites? We also look at the current situation, particularly
the details of the project developed by PROMET PROJE for Commagene.

Keywords: Commagene; Lycia; Mount Nemrud; modern museum; antiquarianism; early archaeology;
archaeological landscape.

HasBaHue cTaTby. ApXeonorn4eckuiit 00beKT: OT «MPaMOpPOB» [0 KOHCepBALIMY Ha MeCTe PACKOIIOK.

Caepnenns 06 aBropax. Fskas, Typan Berrun — Ph. D., npodeccop. BrkHeBOCTOUHBLI TeXHUYeCKUT
YHUBEpPCUTET, YHUBepcuTenep Maxasecy, Jlymnynunap 6yabBapu, 1, 06800 Aukapa, Typuus; yuactHuK [Ipo-
rpaMmbl ipuHIa Ara-Xana IV 1o nccnenosanmio ucimaMckoit apxutektypsl (AKPIA), TapBapackuit yHuBep-
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cutet, OT/ieNIeHNe NCTOPUY UCKYCCTBA M apXUTEKTYphI, Ty apoy cTput, 330A, Kembpumk, MA 02138, CIIIA.
belt@metu.edu.tr

Eskas, Vismaun sIBys — M. Sc., apxutekrop, [enepanbHslit aupekrop kommannn PROMET PROJE Ltd.
Co., Cuunax Kagmecn 30/3, 06690 Yankas-Ankapa, Typuus. ismailyavuzozkaya@gmail.com

AnHoTanus. VcTopus aHTUKBAPHOTO Jlefla ¥ ONpefie/ieHNe IPEBHOCTel KaK NpeiMeTa ero U3y4eHns Bo3-
HUK/IU 33JI07IT0 JI0 TOTO, Kak B XIX B. CIOXI/IACh COBPEMEHHAs APXEO/IOTHS U MOSABUIICH MY3€U B CETOHALI-
HeM MOHMMAaHMK C710Ba. JIo TeX IOp PEeBHOCTH ObIIN 06EKTOM MHTEPeca Y3KOro Kpyra YYEHbIX Celnam-
croB. TeM He MeHee, B KOHEYHOM CUeTe, OHM OOPe/Tt MacCOBOTO MOYMTATE s, IPEBPATUBIINCH B aPXEOIOTH-
Jecknme apTeaKThl M My3eifHble SKCIIOHATHI. BCE, 4TO 6€3)ka/TOCTHO OTKAIBIBA/IOCH TIEPBBIMI «apPXeO0IoTaMt»,
YaCTO BHE BCAKON CBA3M C My3eAMU — OT PParMeHTOB CBSAIIGHHBIX 1 PAJOBBIX IIPEMETOB /IO HEIIOTPEBOXKEH-
HBIX IPOGHNI], OT Pa3OMTHIX OTPOMHBIX CTATYil 10 APXUTEKTYPHBIX [ieTajleil — BCe-TaKi, B KOHEYHOM CYeTe,
IIOIa/Ia/I0 Ha MY3EITHYIO0 9KCIIO3UIIMIO 1 CTAHOBM/IOCH apXeoIorindeckKumu obbexramu. O6710MKM COOPYIKeHMit,
UX KOHCTPYKTUBHBIE, CKY/TbIITYpHbIE ¥ JIeKOPATHBHbIE JIeTa/M, HEKOT/Ia OBIBINNE YaCTAMM €IUHOTO IIeIOTO,
MIPEBPAIAZIUCh B «<MPAaMOPbI», 4eil BUJL aCCOLMMUPOBAJICA C TMYHOCTBIO TeX, KTO MX «OTKPbI/I», KaK B C/Iydae
C U3BECTHBIMM IDNMBIMHOBCKMMMU My KaHHMHTOBCKMMYU Mpamopamy. CHavanma MX yBOSUIM B JlalibHME Kpas
IIPOCTBIM 6ara>koM, IocjIe Yero OHU CTAHOBYINCH MY3eHBIMM SKCIIOHATAMIL.

ABTOpBI TIPOCTIEXMBAIOT CYITHOCTHBIE W3MEHEHMs apXeoNOTMYeCKMX OODBEKTOB I IIapajienbHO
PaccMaTpUBAIOT IPUMHLMIIBI MX KOHCEPBALIMY, ONMPAACh Ha IIPUMEp ABYX aHATOMMIICKMX JKUIBIX COOPY KEeHMI,
o6Hapy»xeHHbIX B JIukynu 1 KommareHe.

C opHOII CTOPOHBI, AaHTMYHAsA LMBUIM3ALMA IOTO-3amafHoil JIMKuy Oblma «OTKpbITa» OPUTAHCKMM
uccnepobareneM Yapmpsom Oennoysom B Havane 1840-x rozios. Ero mocrosanHble 06palieHys K MOTIEINTeNAM
bpuranckoro Myses BHOMHE OKYNUIMCh IOCTaBKOM B My3ell 3HAYMTENbHOTO 4IMC/IA HAXO[OK, HbIHE
U3BECTHBIX Kak Mpamophl Kcanda. C mpyroit cropoHsl, B 1883 1. msydeHneM panee nccrnefgosanaoro Kapmom
Cecrepom 1 Otro IlyxmreiiHoM naMATHMKA HAa rope Hempys, B 10ro-BOCTOUHOI AHATONMNUM, HAa TePPUTOPUA
npeBHero KoMMmareHCKoro mapcrBa, KOTOPbIi HamepeBancs packambiBaTh Kapnm Xyman, sansanca OcMmaH
Xampy, BaMATenbHbIA fupekTop OcMaHcKoro VIMmepckoro Myses, HEIPUMUPUMO GOPOBUIMIICA HPOTUB
BBIBO3a apXEO/IOTMYECKMX MarepuanoB 3a mpemenbl OcmaHckoit Tepputopuu. Kak moBmusanm aBa 3THX
TIPOTMBOIOIOXKHbIX TIOfIXOfla K PEBHUM NMAaMATHUKAM M apXeONOTMYecKUM 0ObeKTaM Ha UX JaTbHeiflIyio
cynb6y? Hapany ¢ ucropuest naMATHMKOB, PACCMATPUBAETCA MX COBPEMEHHOE COCTOSAHME, aKLIEHT Cle/IaH Ha
IPMHIUIIAX IPpoeKTa, paspaboranHoro PROMET PROJE nnsa KommareHsr.

KiioueBrble cji0Ba: dKCMO3MINMS; KOHCEpPBAIMsA apXeonoruueckoro o0bexta; Kommarenst; JIukus; ropa
Hempyn; coBpeMeHHBII My3eii; aHTUKBapUAHKU3M; EPBOHAYANIbHAS aPXEOJIOrHs; apXEONIOrHYECKHUIA mer3ax.
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111. 92. Archaeological landscape. From
Arsemia on the Nymphaesus. Photo by
Yavuz Ozkaya, 2015

111.93. K-ODAK — Main visitor
Information center building in
Adiyaman, Concept design by Yavuz
Ozkaya, 2015

111 94. Remains of traditional
vernacular houses. Haydaran village,
North of Adiyaman. Photo by Yavuz
Ozkaya, 2015
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111 95. Visitor Information
center proposal for Arsemia
on the Nymphaesus.
Concept design by Yavuz
Ozkaya, 2016

111 96. Visitor Information
center proposal for Arsemia
on the Nymphaesus.
Concept design by Yavuz
Ozkaya, 2016
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