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ADALYA X, 2007

The Belen and Kelbessos farmsteads with towers
on the border of Pisidia-Lycia and some thoughts
on security in the countryside

Nevzat CEVIK — Siileyman BULUT*

The ruins at Belen! that were discovered in fieldwork by our team in 2001 were sur-
veyed in detail in 20022 and the Belen finds form the main subject of this article, as this
find is a unique example having particular architectural characteristics and increases our
understanding of the Lycian-Pisidian border in this area, when it is understood together
with the other small settlements in this same area along both sides of the Doyran Valley?.
It is important to research these Roman period rural settlements and their security aspects
which are at present little known and these finds provide us with the chance to do so. The
richness of the finds of the small settlements with security aspects in this region, provide
the possibility of casting a fresh light upon the rural settlements of other adjacent regions.
The second farmstead ruin with a tower near Kelbessos was discovered in our 1993 sur-
veys?. Some details concerning the Belen farmstead have been previously published by
team members, concerning an olive oil workshop® and the double door entrance to the
tower® and a brief mention has been made of Kelbessos farmstead’s tower’. All the ruins
of the Belen and Kelbessos farmsteads are here evaluated and with the aid of historical
data, dates are indicated for their establishment, the reason for these farmsteads being ag-
riculture and the reason for the foundation of these towers being to provide security in the
countryside,

* Prof. Dr. Nevzat Gevik, Akdeniz Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Arkeoloji Boliimii, Kampiis 07040 Antalya.

E-mail: ncevik@akdeniz.edu.tr

Lecturer Sileyman Bulut, Akdeniz Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Arkeoloji Bolimii, Kampiis 07040 Antalya.
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During these surveys we were supported by the Akdeniz University Scientific Research Fund, the Ministry of Culture
and AKMED. We would like to express our gratitude to these institutions and to the team members of the Bey
Daglari Surveys, who were together with us for this fieldwork and the study of the material forming this article. And
also to T. M. P. Duggan who assisted in the translation of this text.

2 Cevik et al.,, 2003, 269 Figs. 8-9.

3 All the ruins discovered in the territorium of Trebenna have been preparing for publication in the second volume in
our Survey Series to be published.

Cevik 19906, 84 f. Fig. 8.

5 Bulut 2003, 193; Bulut 2006; Bulut 2007.

For the double-door system of the Belen Tower and the Typallia bath house, see Cevik — Varkivang 2005, 231 fn.
34; for the details of locking holes see, Varkivang 2005, 47 ff,

7 Cevik 1996, 84 f, Fig. 8.
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[. The Belen Farmstead with tower

To visit Belen one takes the road from Geyik Bayiri to Feslikan Yaylasi at the 26 km.
point from Antalya where there is a right turn onto the forest road. This road is taken for a
distance of 1.3 km. to reach Belen. The site of Belen lies on a forested peak, overlooking
the Doyran Valley and is invisible from the road (Figs. 1-2). This peak extends in an east-
west direction and from this point you can survey all the surrounding ancient sites, to the
east, Neapolis, to the south, Sivridag-Trebenna, in the north-west, close by is the city of
Kelbessos and to the north is In Onii (Fig. 1).

A large flat agricultural area to the south and south-east side of this peak is today still
cultivated (Figs. 5-6). The north and west sides of this peak provide no access due to their
acute steepness. The south slope of this peak has three main terraces above the flat plain
and some related structures were erected upon these terraces, however most of these ru-
ins cannot today be identified due to their poor state of preservation. There is a tower on
the peak in the middle of the ruins and hybrid buildings, half-rock-cut, extend eastwards
from the tower, with all entrances facing to the east and south-east. To the west of the
tower there is a further important structure, a single rectangular enclosed space. Between
the tower and this building there extends a flat area surrounded by rocky outcrops and
on one side by a wall, thereby creating a secure area (Figs. 3-7). In this wall there are the
remains of some stone monolithic door jambs defining the entrances to this area.

" Tower (Figs. 3, 7-14)

The most important element of this settlement is the tower located to the north and

nyron highest point of the peak (Fig. 7). It was erected upon a rock-cut platform. The front
ol the tower is preceded by a level area cut from the rock in front of the door, partly en-
losed, on the third side of this level area there seems to have been steps leading down-
vards, although today this side is obscured by rubble debris. This route, with the excep-
lion of the concealed tunnel, provided the only access to the tower. The north side of this
area, nearly 3m. wide, has a rock-cut wall 1.8 to 2.7 m. high, and lying to the east of this
area there is the vaulted structure of a tomb.

The tower has a width of 6.0 m. at the front (facing south-east), 6.20 at the back and
6.25 on the other sides. These walls on the south and west sides are 0.80 m. thick, the
others measure 0.65 m. and 0.70 m. The south-east is the thinnest wall which includes the
entrance to the tower. Some of the walls of this tower have in part been excavated from
the bedrock. From the evidence provided by the internal walls, it is clear this tower had
a second storey. The first storey is a single room measuring 22.8 sq. m. All the masonry
walls are constructed from large limestone blocks preserved to a maximum height of 5 m.
Four to five courses of these large blocks form the first storey. The small holes between
these blocks are filled with small stones and mortar. The door in the middle of the south-
east wall measures 0.95 m. w. and 1.90 m. h. and the lintel and jambs of this door are cut
from monolithic limestone blocks. An idea of the door type is provided by the holes and
marks that remain on the threshold and upon the lintel and jambs. The cylindrical holes
for the pins of the door leaves on the inner and outer sides of the lentil indicate that a
double door was employed. The other holes, on the lentil and the right and left jambs
provide evidence of the vertical and horizontal locking system that was employed (Fig.
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11). The square hole located on the right door jamb, measuring 0.10x0.10 m., which ex-
tends 1.25 m. into the wall, was to house a wooden beam that also fitted into the facing
hole in the opposite jamb (Fig. 12), which had an additional space above, to securely lock
this wooden beam into place®. This double door system which was certainly employed in
this tower, was also employed in other buildings such as bath houses to retain the heat”.

The outer faces of the stone blocks have a flat faces, the inner faces are left un-
smoothed and were covered by a mortar and small stone coat to smooth the inner walls
of the tower. Beam holes exist for the first floor. The main beam hole is located 2,10 m.
above the ground floor and in the lateral walls the beam holes are 2.30 m. above the
ground. The beam holes measure 0.20x0.20 m. while the main beam hole in the rear wall
is larger, the wooden floorboards rested upon these lateral beams. The only evidence for
the location of the staircase leading to the first floor is in the eastern corner where at the
height of the first floor there is a space of 0.50 m. indicting the width of these wooden
steps. This corner is also the most suitable for the location of the staircase, lying directly to
the right of the tower entrance!’.

In the ground floor of this tower there is no window aperture. In the upper storey there
are the remains of a single window 0.60 m. wide and 1.5 m. above the tower door. For
the other faces of the tower however, the wall remains are not sufficiently high to indicate
if there were any other windows in the first storey. The marks on the remaining block at
the foot of the window indicate this window was closed by a single leaf and had a locking
device. Due to the collapse of parts of the upper storey there remains today no evidence
for the roof, although, as in other towers it almost certainly had a wooden pitched roof!!.

The unique feature of this tower is the concealed tunnel that opens beneath the rear
wall of the tower and leads 3.80 m. to the west, descending over its course a height of
2.0 m. from the floor of the tower (Figs. 3, 13-14). The stepped floor and one side of this
concealed tunnel was cut from the bedrock, the other side of the tunnel was completed
by stones and mortar and was roofed by stone slabs. The tower entrance to the tunnel is
0.55 m. wide and 0.57 h. From the first step to the last the height of the tunnel remains
the same 0.84 m. with the steps matching the roof slabs, while the tunnel widens slightly
towards the exit, indicating the egress or ingress of only a single person at a time, holding
a hunched posture. The tower tunnel entrance had a door that could be locked, indicated
by the holes in the right jamb and lintel (Fig. 14). There seems to be no evidence for a
door located at the exit of this tunnel (Fig. 13).

In the regions of Lycia, Pamphylia, Pisidia and Cilicia, there are no known parallels for
this tunnel. Both the tower and the settlement can only be compared to tower farms and
garrisons but there seems to be no direct parallel for this tower tunnel even within these

8 Varkivang 2005, 50 ff. Fig. 6-10.

? The Typallia bath house is one of the best examples of a small rural bath. Here, due to its small size, a double

door system to retain the heat inside was employed, Cevik — Varkivang 2005, 223 ff,; Varkivang 2005, 47 ff.

Access between the storeys of the farm-towers was provided by wooden stairs. The stairs were set into the corner

of the room, not to waste the space inside. For other examples see, Durugoniil 1998, Figs. 23. 46. 48.; Cevik et al.

2003b, 194 Figs. 5. 6. 16.

I 1t was understood that there was a wooden roof to this tower nat only from structural requirements but also from
the inscription on the tower of Lyrboton Kome. It is recorded that this tower was repaired during the reign of
Hadrian: Merkelbach — Sahin 1988, 158; Sahin 1995, 12.

10
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types of buildings. This lack of parallels for the Belen tunnel raises the following prob-
lems: firstly, the tunnel is narrow, it is not suitable for rapid ingress or egress; secondly, as
an escape route it seems to be both too small and also useless as it exits within the garri-
son complex rather than to the exterior. Further, one can enter the tower discreetly via this
tunnel, but only from within this defensive complex. What the reason for the construction
of this concealed tunnel was today remains unclear but it seems not to have served any
everyday function.

If one disregards the double door system and the concealed tunnel, the unique features
of this tower, there are similar towers in the region, at the farm at Kelbessos!? and another
at Lyrboton Kome'?. The structural characteristics of this tower are typical of Roman build-
ings and are comparable to the bath house at Typallia'*, Due to the tunnel, the double
door system and the surrounding buildings, elements that indicate the Belen tower must
have served a different function from the known examples of farm house towers, these
differences indicate a stronger security function for the Belen settlement.

b) The Vaulted tomb chamber

This structure is located in the middle of the settlement to the east of the tower and it
faces south-east, lying 2.20 m. beneath the tower terrace and it is partly cut from the rock
with the exception of the vault (Figs. 3, 16). The interior is built from small stones and
rubble within this rock-cut structure and the interior was plastered. Stone blocks are only
used for the facade, its corners, lintel and jambs. It is rectangular and the interior measures
2.45x2.80 m. The form of the barrel vault of this building is not accurate, it measures 2.68
m. The blocks of the doors and the facade blocks have been stripped away, although
some remain in adjacent areas, and illegal excavations have destroyed part of the floor.

To the rear of the east wall, holes 0.90 from the ground and 0.58 m. wide, have been
opened to locate the wooden kline and a further hole to lock a wooden panel or rail in
place in front and above the wooden kline. This kline covered the rear half of the cham-
ber. The importance of the front half of this chamber is indicated by an insert in the east-
ern wall. The location and size of these holes and the plan of this chamber provide clear
evidence this structure was employed as a tomb chamber.

The tomb has a rear area measuring 3 sq. m. and has in part been cut from the rock
and in part, the surrounding wall is also rock-cut, in part it is built from rubble. The walls
to the front are spolien and seem to post-date the construction of the tomb chamber. The
open area to the front of this tomb measures 5x5 m. and access to this area came from an
opening in the west wall. It is evident that this tomb, from its situation in the middle of
the settlement adjacent to the tower in a prominent location, belonged to the founder of
the settlement at Belen and this type of chamber tomb is well known in the wider region,
with parallel Roman examples from Anemurium'® in Cilicia and from Rhodiapolis and
Olympos in Lycia.

12 Cevik 1996, 84 Fig. 8.
13 Cevik 1996, 82 fF.

14 The name of the settlement discovered by iplikcioglu and Celgin by the help of the inscriptions and Milliarium
Lyciae (Isik — Tskan — Cevik 2001; Gevik — Varkivang 2005, 229 f. Fig. 18 f.

5 The examples in the necropolis of Anemurium are similar in their technique, materials and plan but they are of a
higher quality and larger then the Belen tomb: Alféldi-Rosenbaum 1971, Figs. 2 ff.
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c) Dwellings (IV-VI)

On the east side of this complex some structures were erected on a terrace lower than
that of the tomb terrace (Figs. 3, 7, 9). Two adjacent rooms can be observed. Room IV
measures 3x3.80 m. and is well preserved. In the middle of the northern wall are two ad-
jacent built niches, both of which measure 0.40 w. 0.55 h. and are 0.60 in depth. In the
middle of the rubble-mortar east wall there is a further smaller niche. The entrance to this
room, indicated by the collapsed lentil, was from the west. Most of the walls of Room V
are cut from the bed-rock and where this was insufficient the walls were built from rubble.
The entrance to Room V was from the west and the walls reach a height of 2.50 m. There
is a vacant space between Room V and Room VI which has a wall extending for 10 m.
and following the corner it extends for a further 6.6 m. facing south. This wall is 0.80 m.
thick but due to its ruinous condition it is impossible to understand the rest of the plan of
this building. All of these structures, Nos. IV-VI, were houses (Figs. 3, 9.

d) Barn (VII)

This building is located 18.50 m. to the west of the tower on a flat area which is sur-
rounded to the north and north-west by rocky outcrops and to the east by the high rocky
base of the tower (Figs. 3, 15, 19). To the south, the area is bounded by a wall. The build-
ing’s most exposed south side is strengthened by the wall that extends from the southern
corner of the building and within this 14 m. long wall there are some door openings. This
enclosed yard measures roughly 400 sq. m. The connection of the tower to this yard is
both from the tower door and through the tunnel. Building VII, located in the south-west
corner of this courtyard is the best preserved building of the settlement after the tower,
and its walls are built from strong but un-fashioned blocks that are preserved to a height
of 2 m. The walls are between 0.70 and 0.80 m. thick and none of the surviving walls have
window openings. The exterior measures 10x8.60 m. enclosing a single area and there
is no indications that this space was divided by masonry walls. The absence of windows
would seem to be related to security. There is no indication as to if this structure had an
additional storey.

This is one of the special buildings of Belen. Having an organic connection via the tun-
nel to the tower, the surroundings have defensive elements, the strong walls and the ab-
sence of ground floor windows, together with its 64 sq. m. area, indicate this building was
sited, planned and built for security reasons. The possible functions of this building: firstly,
it seems possible to suggest this building served as a secure barn, a warehouse for farming
produce and secondly, as a house. When we look for functions, the single space of the
ground floor does not suggest a house, given the plans of buildings IV-VI. The building
has the dimensions and plan for a barracks but this seems improbable, as this was not a
fortified garrison settlement. In the Roman period the auxillary troops were based in the
main towns to which they returned having carried out their duties in the rural areas'¢ and
consequently the idea that these were barracks seems improbable. We observe that this
building and the adjacent walls which connected to the tower thereby define a secure area
and we can suggest this building was a large and secure storage complex, comprising the
building itself and the enclosed flat area in front of it. Its large dimensions, its single space

16 See in general Oztiirk 2006.
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plan and the absence of windows indicate it served a storage function and was not for hu-
man habitation. Further, the wider fields lining the south and south-east sides of the farm-
stead and the large capacity wine workshop also support the idea that this building was
used for agricultural storage.

e) Workshop

To the south-west of structure VII, at the north-western end of the rocky peak a grape
processing (wine) workshop has been located (Figs. 17-18). Having a trapezoidal plan this
workshop, including the press bed has been cut from the bedrock. The press bed mea-
sures 2.70x2.50 m. In the face of the main rock to the north is the hole that housed the
wooden press beam, measuring 0.30x0.52x0.20 m. The drainage channel in the east cor-
ner of the press bed leading to the collecting vat is also rock-cut. The collecting vat has an
elliptical radius of 1.60/1.90 and has a depth of 1 m. Lying 1.50 m. south of the press bed,
on the same axis as the press beam is a stone weight (Litus) measuring 0.61x0.60x0.40 m.
There is a cylindrical hole in the stone weight with a radius of 0.17 and a depth of 0.10 m.
and another smaller hole to the right with a radius of 0.05 m. Due to the damaged condi-
tion of this stone weight the other holes were not found".

As a result of our surveys we have firmly associated this type of press bed, rock-cut
and in the open, with the production of wine'®. The absence of the characteristic parts of
olive oil workshops such as the trapetum and the orbis at the Belen workshop indicate
this was a site of wine rather than olive oil production. The holes on the stone weight
provide information concerning the type of press that was employed, a screw press was
employed in this workshop, a further example of the screw presses that we have found in
the region. However, this stone weight differs from the typical cylindrical stone weight in
that it is of a rectangular form'. When we compare the collecting vat with other examples
in the region, it would seem this was the largest and it indicates the great production ca-
pacity at Belen and clearly implies extensive vineyards in this region at this time while the
steep slopes and wide agricultural areas also support the suggestion of large scale wine
production in this area.

II. The Kelbessos farmstead with tower

The Kelbessos farmstead was established on a peak 1150 m. high on the slope below
the city of Kelbessos and from this farmstead location the Gulf of Antalya is visible (Figs.
1-2). At the 31%° km. of the Antalya-Saklikent road there are numerous Hellenistic and
Roman archaeological ruins that have been surveyed by our team?”. The city site is located
upon a peak in a mountainous region that commands and overlooks the fertile valley ar-
eas and agricultural fields. In these areas there are many farms, towers and workshops that

17 The holes in the cylindrical stone weights that we recorded in our Bey Daglart survey show that they used the

technique of a “screw press on the stone weight”. See Bulut 2005, 194. 196 f. Fig. 12 ff.
18 Bulut 2005, 193.
" Bulut 2005, 194. 197.

20 The archaeological ruins of the Kelbessos city and the farmstead were discovered by our team. The ancient name
of the city, Kelbessos was discovered by B. Iplikcioglu and V. Celgin (iplikcioglu — Celgin 1998, 382f) with whom
we have been cooperating. For the first archaeological records of this site see, Cevik et al. 2004, 105 f; Cevik
— Pédarros 2004, 283 ff.; Cevik — Pédarros 2005, 439 ff.; Cevik — Pédarros 2006, 261 ff.
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have survived and witness to the daily life of the rural population and are valuable data
indicating both the wealth and power of the city of Kelbessos.

When founded the location of Kelbessos was chosen as a mountain city and it was
surrounded by a fortification. In the Hellenistic and Roman periods it was continually em-
ployed as a garrison settlement. The military function of the Hellenistic city decreased in
the Roman period as its civic functions and population increased. The surviving fortifica-
tions were built in the 3™ and 2" c¢. B.C. and repairs to the fortifications were conducted
over the ensuing centuries because of its important location and strategic position. In the
Roman period this Hellenistic garrison city became larger and the rich necropolii and
other surviving ruins provided evidence of this Roman expansion at Kelbessos. From the
Byzantine period only a small chapel survives, indicating that only a small Christian popu-
lation inhabiting Kelbessos. The disappearance of the population at Kelbessos in the Late
Roman-Early Byzantine period thus resembles Termessos, rather than Trebenna which is
rich in Byzantine structures and remains?!.

There is a farmstead and tower located on the south-east slope of Kelbessos upon the
Yelli Armut spur?? (Figs. 2, 20). From this location one obtains a panoramic view over the
Pamphylian plain and the Mediterranean Sea. The Belen tower is visible from the south-
east side of the Kelbessos tower and between them lies the Doyran Valley and the steep
Sar1 Gociik straits permitting only a reckless passage between these two points. The sur-
viving ruins consist of a tower, with on its north-east side the farm dwellings, a workshop
and a large barn similar to that at Belen. The north and north-west sides of the rise upon
which the farmstead is situated are linked to the rocky slope of Kelbessos and in all other
directions it is very difficult to gain access to this farmstead, in particular from the steep
and rocky south side. On the rocky east side strong terrace walls were erected to enlarge
the area of this farmstead. These terrace walls also include the workshop. The path to
the farmstead runs from the north slope and reaches the buildings on the east side of the
farmstead leading to a courtyard that provided access to the other buildings. Access to
the barn building is provided by a separate path leading off to the west before the path
reaches the farmstead, this path indicates a particular care taken in respect to the function
of the barn-depot.

The water supply to the farm would seem to be the same as that employed today, the
Portakal Durag, lying 100 m. to the north of the farmstead, if no other existed during the
Roman period.

a) The Tower

On the south side of the farmstead an isolated tower rises covering an area of 7.30x6.60
m. (Figs. 20-22). This is a good example of a farm tower constructed of isodomic masonry
and its walls are 0.90 m. thick. The bossage blocks employed are framed and some have
angled sides. The best preserved part is the north-west corner that survives to a height
of 3.60 m. The south wall has been completely destroyed. Due to the poor state of the
tower’s preservation it is today impossible to determine if this tower had a second storey.
The entrance to the tower is from the east and the door jambs are in situ but the lintel has

21 For all the ruins at Trebenna, see, Cevik et al. 2005, for the Byzantine ruins see ibid 99 ff.
22 For the first presentation of this farmstead, see, Cevik 1996, 84 Fig. 8.
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fallen. The locking holes in the jamb indicate a secure and strong door was attached and
a large square hole extends into the wall which secured a long wooden beam to lock the
door from the inside (Fig. 23). On the outer profile of the door jamb there are other holes
of an obscure nature, as the face of the other door jamb is concealed. These holes belonged
either to an exterior locking mechanism or to a second door, as was the case at Belen.

b) The Workshop

The workshop measures 4.50x7.50 m. The east wall of the workshop is not straight due
to the topography and the terrace wall (Fig. 20). The entrance was presumably through the
north wall but the evidence for this is today obscured by rubble. The hole for the pressing
beam is in the south wall and is both narrower and higher than other beam holes in the
region (Fig. 24). Other elements of the workshop are today obscured by rubble and conse-
quently we were unable to determine if this was an olive or a grape press. The courtyard in
front of the workshop may have been used as a temporary depot for the workshop.

c) The Barn

Lying 22 m. to the north from the tower there is an isolated building measuring 12x7.40
m., enclosing a single area with two door openings, one from the south, the other from
the east (Fig. 20). Its situation, its connection with the other buildings of the farmstead and
its dimensions resemble those of building No. 7 at Belen. Of 54 sq. m. this building would
seem to have served the same function as the 63 sq. m. of the Belen barn building. Both
these buildings would have been erected to store farm agricultural production. The 1.40
southern door opening supports this interpretation, as the other door openings measure
between 0.80 and 1.10 m. The eastern wall is the thickest and consists of a double wall
1.50 m. wide. The inner wall of these two walls was added subsequently. The strength of
these walls suggest a second storey but there is no extant evidence to prove that this was
the case, although farming requirements today suggest that a second storey could have
served as accommodation, with the ground floor employed for storage and as stables.

d) The dwellings

Between the tower and the barn, within the rocky terrain and of hybrid construction,
bordering the workshop complex on the east side, there are a group of dwellings (Fig.
20). The inner courtyard provides access to three other rooms. The west sides of all these
rooms were cut from the bedrock. Similar and better preserved dwelling plans survive
from Neapolis,

e) Cave dwelling

In the rock face beneath the tower a cave dwelling survives overlooking the deep val-
ley, matching that on the other side of the valley by Belen (Fig. 25). At the mouth of the
cave there are some beam holes and some rock workings inside indicate this cave was in-
habited at the same time as the farmstead and may have earlier been a prehistoric shelter.
The beam holes indicate there was a two storey dwelling within this cave.

The quality of the ruins around the tower and its situation indicate this farmstead was
for the daily use of the local population, to secure their produce and livestock and thirdly,
to provide security to the surrounding roads and fields.
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Il Evaluation

The similarities and differences between the Belen and Kelbessos farms with towers
are these:

a) Both farmsteads are located on natural rocky elevations.

b) Both overlook the roads and fields and the routes to the valleys. However, the
Belen fields are larger than those of the Kelbessos farmstead.

c) In general plan they are very similar.

d) Both have a tower of similar size and form. That the tower at Belen was two storey
is secure, and presumably the Kelbessos tower also possessed a second storey.

€) Both towers were constructed of isodomic block masonry, but the bossage and an-
gled joints between some of the blocks at Kelbessos distinguish it from the Belen
tower.

f) Both towers have a very strong locking mechanism securing the entrance door. But
Belen may differ from Kelbessos in that it certainly had a double door.

g) Both have dwellings and workshops, the distribution of these structures formed in
part through the vagarities of the topography.

h) Both have a large capacity storage building and the dimensions of these barn build-
ings are close, at Belen 63 sq. m. and at Kelbessos 64 sq. m., both are rectangular,
they differ in that the barn at Belen is linked by a strong wall to the tower, while at
Kelbessos this building is isolated from the other buildings and also that the Belen
barn has one door while the barn at the Kelbessos farmstead has two.

The reason for these similarities between these farmsteads with towers would seem
to arise from the same needs and functions, as also being within a similar social and
topographical situation. Looking at the general plan of the Kelbessos farmstead we cannot
find many differences from that of the Belen farmstead. The Belen farmstead is certainly
Roman and the wall and stonework of the tower resemble that of the Typallia bath-house
and the other buildings of the farmstead are mostly constructed from rubble and mortar,
with the occasional use of stone blocks, characteristic of Roman construction. The Belen
Tower was presumably constructed in the crisis period of the 3' century AD?3. and the
structural characteristics of the tower support this supposition. However the dating of the
Kelbessos farmstead remains unclear. With the exception of the Kelbessos tower, the ma-
terials employed and the construction techniques of the other buildings indicate they date
from the Roman period. The wall construction, bossage and angled joints of the tower
appear Hellenistic, however both the wall construction and the bossage also resemble
the Roman tower at Lyrboton Kome (Figs. 27-28) which is dated from its inscription to
the 1% ¢. A.D.?*. Consequently it is difficult to provide any absolute dating in the absence
of an inscription, for the tower at Kelbessos and the walls of this tower do resemble the
Hellenistic city walls of Kelbessos. It may be that this tower was built in the Hellenistic
period to support the Eastern defenses of the city, as likewise, to the west of the city there
is another Hellenistic tower, erected in a similar situation which may have served a similar
function. If we link these two towers with the Hellenistic defensive system of the city then

23 Adak 2006, 123
24 Merkelbach — $ahin 1988, 158 ff; Sahin 1995, 13 ff.
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perhaps we can suggest that these towers may be of a Late Hellenistic or Early Roman
date. If this is the case then it seems the other adjacent structures were later erected which

then transformed this tower into a secure Roman farmstead with a tower?.

However although the two examples forming the subject of this article are of different
dates, Belen being later than Kelbessos, both have very similar architectural characteris-
tics and functions. To more clearly understand this, we need to compare similar build-
ings within the region and the nearest example is the Hellenistic tower farm in Antalya’s
Ciglik Aydinlar quarter®® (Fig. 26). It measures 10.80x8.60 m. and is of three storeys, with
all the walls of limestone isodomic blocks. Both entrances are from the south, the ground
floor entrance is to the store and both upper storeys were for accommodation. Access to
these upper floors was provided by a wooden exterior staircase leading to a wooden plat-
form 3.95 m. long, with the first floor door above the ground floor door, located halfway
along this platform (Fig. 26). From the holes in the door jamb it is clear that there was
a strong locking system to secure this first floor door. The first floor is 3.75 m. high and
each floor is of 85 sq. m. From the displaced window jambs and lintels it is evident there
were window openings in the walls but the only in situ opening is a small loophole. From
the workshops and large fields around this tower, and from similar tower farms in the
Mediterranean region, it is evident this was a Hellenistic tower farm.

When we look to the elements of the Belen and Kelbessos farmstead: workshops, tow-
ers and the dwellings, it is possible to make comparisons concerning period, technique
and function, with those towers built for agricultural purposes in Cilicia and Pamphylia
and other tower farms in Lycia. Comparing the Belen and Kelbessos examples with these
Hellenistic period examples®”:

a) The Belen and Kelbessos towers are considerably smaller than the farm towers of
Lycia, Pamphylia and Cilicia that were erected in the Hellenistic period.

b) These Hellenistic farm towers were generally of 3 storeys or more, while those of
Belen and Kelbessos were at most of two storeys. The Lycian towers are not as tall
as the Cilician Hellenistic farm towers and thus the Belen and Kelbessos farm tow-
ers are closer to the Lycian Hellenistic examples than to those of Cilicia.

¢) The situation of the Belen tower dominates the fields, as is the case with the towers
of Lycia?® and Cilicia, while the tower of Kelbessos in addition to this function also
provides observation over the valley and the road network.

d) The agricultural fields around these towers indicate that these towers were primar-
ily used in the Roman period to control the fields around them, as in Lycia and
Cilicia®.

25 According to Cevik the many resemblances between the Lyrboton Kome tower and that of Kelbessos tends to
support a Roman, rather than a Hellenistic date, for the Kelbessos tower: Cevik 1996, 84.

26 Helenkemper — Hild 2004, 507.

27 The classification of the surviving Cilician towers depends upon their function and their location as: dwelling

towers, dwelling and observation towers and towers upon acropoleis. The towers on the acropoleis are not evalu-
ated here as they have a different non-agricultural function. For this classification see, Durugonil 1996, 254 ff;
Durugéniil 1998, 79 ff., 130 ff.

28 Konecny 1997, 13, 86 f.

However they are classified in three categories, all of them having functions related to farming: Durugéntl 1996,
254 ff.; Konecny 1997, 13.
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e) The isodomic walling technique employed is similar to the Lycian examples.
However in the Cilician towers polygonal masonry was usually preferred®’. The
Kelbessos tower with its bossage blocks reminds one of the Lycian Hellenistic ex-
amples. The nearest example in respect to dimensions, plan and stonework to the
Kelbessos farm tower is the Lyrboton Kome tower in Pamphylia® (Figs. 27-28).

f) In both the Belen and Kelbessos towers the living quarters begin on the ground
floor, which is also the case for the towers in Cilicia and Lycia®. However, in some
examples such as Ciglik® (Fig. 26) the ground floor was employed for storage, iso-
lated and located beneath the living quarters.

g) The accommodation for people provided by the Belen and Kelbessos farm towers is
considerably less than that in the Hellenistic farm towers of Cilicia, Pamphylia and
Lycia.

h) The concealed tunnel at Belen is unique and no parallel has been found for this
structure in the other towers of these regions dating from either the Hellenistic or
the Roman periods.

Consequently, the towers and other buildings of the Belen and Kelbessos farm sites
have both similarities and differences from Hellenistic tower farms. However there is no
certain date for the Kelbessos tower but it seems reasonable to suggest it is of an earlier
date that that of Belen. All the buildings at the Belen farmstead date from the Roman pe-
riod but this presents a problem as the tower farms of Lycia are dated prior to the Roman
Empire3* and those of Cilicia, prior to Vespasian®.

There is a widely held supposition that there was no need for tower farms during the
Roman Empire because of the peace brought about by the Pax Romana3®. The relative
absence of fortified buildings including farm towers that were built in the period of the
Pax Romana in Cilicia, Pamphylia and Lycia regions, that already possessed many farm
towers dating from the Classic, Hellenistic?” period and those erected subsequently in
the Byzantine period?®, lend support to this supposition. In particular, beginning under
Augustus, there was security, peace of mind and confidence within the Empire, aided by
the economic measures taken, the military colonies, the road network and other factors®.
Following Claudius’s unification of Pamphvlia and Lycia in A.D. 43 into a single province,
the region achieved a better administrative level?. This secure life in the region was how-
ever of short lived duration and by the mid-3™ c., peace and security decreased due to

50 Durugsnil 1998, 129.

3 Cevik 1996, 84.

52 Durugonil 1998, Figs. 37, 39, 46-48.
33 Helenkemper — Hild 2004, 507.

34 Konecny 1997, 81.

5 Durugsniil 1998, 128.

36 Konecny 1997, 81.

37 Hailer 1998, 82 ff.; Miller 1995, 69 ff.

38 The best example of a fortified rural Byzantine settlement in the area is Cadrama (Gedelma) in East Lycia. This
small castle was a ‘pyrgos” Jacobek 1993, 68 ff.

39 Ozsait 1985, 96.

40 Magie 1950, 576; However there is a widespread view that Lycia and Pamphylia were organized together as one

province, Lycia was first organized as a single province by Quintus Veranius at the time of Claudius.
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warfare?!, earthquakes and epidemic disease®? and subsequently in the province as else-
where, rebellions, confusion and lawlessness increased®. This was particularly the case for
the rural areas and small settlements that were distant from the city centers and in these
areas rural insecurity rapidly increased* and brigands in particular threatened these rural
settlements®.

The security problems were concentrated in the rural areas, in the valuable agricultural
areas far from the cities and at important road junctions far from the cities. The security
problems of the cities and their territoriums were controlled by the oroflax, paraflax and
erenakhes®® and there were mostly mobile forces for rural policing and patrolling against
the mountain brigands who were termed ‘latro™. It can be understood that the farmers or
the owners of the fields required security to work the land and because of the rebellions
and lawlessness undermining Roman authority*®, the pirates and mountain bandits and lo-
cal looting®, some security buildings and defensive organizations again became necessary.
For the solution to these local problems the city administration responsible for security
worked with the local landowners. If these forces proved ineffective the Empire’s military
forces came into play.

Soldiers, villagers, travelers, merchants etc. passed along both sides of the deep Doyran
valley, along the rural routes between the villages, routes that are no longer discernable
today. Along these same routes the harvest from the fields was taken for storage to the
farms and the farm surplus was likewise brought along these routes to the city centers®,
and along these routes also passed at times dangerous bandit bands and looters. The dif-
ferent sized small settlements and farms along these routes played an important role in
the agricultural production of the area and it may be that a secondary function of some of
these kinds of settlement was to provide some security for these routes. The ruins discov-
ered in this area provide information on rural security during the Roman period in Lycia
about which there is little known, but concerning which there are considerable examples
in Lycia dating from the Hellenistic period. It can be understood that the security situa-
tion for these small settlements and farms changed little from the Hellenistic to the Roman

' The letter was written by Commodus to Bubon city at 190 A.D. and it is the first evidence indicating the end of
the peace that had lasted 150 years and after 190 A.D. brigandage again became a problem: Adak 20006, 119.

42 Duggan 2004, 130.

43 15 general see, Grinewald 1999, 231 ff. For the bandits of Isauria, see, Shaw 1990a, 199 ff.; Shaw 1990b, 237 ff.
The most remarkable example of this is Lydius who was the chief of the pirates and was the dominant power in
all Pisidia and Pamphylia, ruling from his capital city of Kremna at the time of Probus (276-282 A.D.): Ozsait 1985,
101; Mitchell 1999, 155 ff.

41 general see, Oztiirk 2006.

The inscription found in Elmali-Ovacik provides information concerning the struggle against the bandits: Adak
2006, 115.

46 1 general see, Oztiirk 20006, see, for the local military official, ‘the soldier at the statio’ Bennett 2007.

47 There were professionals in these mobile forces (militia forces) who worked as bandit hunters. An outstanding

example was Eirenaius from Pisidia, known from inscriptions: Adak 2006, 114.

48 Mitchell 1999, 155 ff,; The most powerful of these were the Homanades who struggled with Rome in Pisidia dur-

ing the 1% century B.C. and Zeniketes who established his base at Olympos: Ozsait 1985, 94.
49
50

In general see, Oztiirk 2006.

The magazine building at Trebenna was used for storing the products that were produced in the fields of the ter-
ritorium of the city: Cevik et al. 2005, 44.

51 Hailer 1998, 82 ff,
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period, as although the political and administrative structures changed with the advent of
the Roman Empire, the same anxieties and worries resulted in similar security arrange-
ments in these small settlements and farms in both periods®.

The wealth of the cities paralleled the extent of their related agricultural areas and the
income that these areas generated® and consequently the cities could afford to protect
their agricultural land and expand their territory®*, Perhaps there was no city that did not
have a land dispute with a neighboring city, as Dio records, “The fields and the income
from them are very important and so struggles for this reason are worthwhile®”. In Eastern
Lycia the fields were still more valuable and were not to be shared, as there was an insuf-
ficient quantity of agricultural land and it consisted only of small fertile fields and terrace
agriculture and, due to this shortage of agricultural land, the security anxiety of the agri-
cultural proprietors was directed in particular against the mountain bandits and robbers
that threatened their fields and produce.

In the Trebenna territorium and along its northern border there are numerous surviv-
ing settlements and it is nearly impossible today to determine some of these settlement
types. When one thinks of the areas that are today without ruins or ruins that today are
unidentified and unknown, the density of settlements in these areas may have been far
greater than is presently known, as it is plausible to suggest that in earlier times the use of
summer pasture (Yayla) may have been as high as it is today and this type of upland pas-
ture was used both for agriculture and also for livestock grazing. In consequence, one can
suggest this kind of land use was combined with the erection of temporary wooden dwell-
ings, as is the case today; unfortunately the evidence for these fugitive structures does not
survive, but a higher density of population for the region would be the case, greater than
the density of the surviving stone dwellings would suggest. These mountain pastures were
very important to the city and they were guarded by the rural gendarmerie forces®® which
may have been linked to the local landowners’ forces to combat bands of rural brigands,
looters and robbers. Contemporary grazing and pasture usage disputes and conflicts in
Anatolia provide an example that enables us to more easily understand similar problems
during the Roman period.

It is noteworthy that there are no other tower farms in the Trebenna, Neapolis and
Kelbessos territoriums in addition to those at Belen and Kelbessos. Perhaps the reason
for this was that the Doyran valley provided the only route from the mountainous ter-
ritory to the plain for the rapid descents of mountain bandits and Moryer, Sehit Beleni,

2 For the villa rustica see, Morris — Papadopoulos 2006. There were Villae Rusticae with towers erected in the
Roman period in Cilicia: Aydinoglu 1999, 164, These were built to overlook and to provide security and safe
storage for agricultural production: Aydinoglu 1999, 160 vdd. In the Roman period tower farms in Cilicia and
Pamphylia were erected and in the same region there are isolated defensive Roman towers which were erected
to provide for particular local security requirements. Hisarlik, Toslak and Uzunkale are examples of these:
Hellenkemper — Hild 2004, 560, 8§89, 909 Figs. 125, 409, 430.

3 In this location agriculture and animal husbandry was rather similar in value to a mine and, “The presence of
valuable ore concentrates economic wealth in the countryside rather then in a town; secondly, it brings a large
labor force to an area which is not otherwise central; thirdly, it overwhelms the citizen structure with a servile
presence” Morris — Papadopoulos 2003, 180.

5% Roman cities wished to feed themselves with grain produced in their own chora: Osborne 2000, 119,
55 Corbier 2000, 223,

56 Bennett 2007, 24: a “.. semi-permanent civilian militia and units of bandit-chasers, akin io the posses that feature
in Wild west films...".
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Badrik Tepesi and other settlements along this valley were small garrison settlements®’,
which tends to support this distinction given to the Doyran valley when one compares
it to the other inner areas of the territorium. In addition, the location of Kelbessos as a
mountain garrison town at the head of this valley®® and on the same line as these smaller
garrison settlements is surely no accident. The settlements located along the line of the
Doyran valley have some security-defensive elements that could suggest the importance
of the Pisidian-Lycian Provincial border or that between the territorium of Trebenna and
Termessos. However, although the importance of the security of these borders is valid for
the Hellenistic period, this was not the case in some parts of the Roman period, as there
were no defensive practices originating from the cities along Provincial and territorial bor-
ders, as these borders were under the direct authority of the Empire and protected by the
army of the Empire®. One thing that must be remembered is that particularly after the 3™
c. A.D. the territories which formed Lycia-Pamphylia were known as “inermes provinciae/
defenceless provinces”®,

Numerous newly founded farmsteads in the Hisar Candir, Gokdere, Hurma and Asar
Valleys around Trebenna contain only farmhouses and workshops, the security measures
for these types of farms are typical, such as strong windows and door openings, rather
than the elevated security situation indicated by the erection of tower farmsteads. Badirk
Tepesi, Hurma Tepesi and Moryer, with their defensive walls and location can be charac-
terized as garrison settlements. The isolated tower at Caglarca can be distinguished from
the other farmsteads with towers, as it seems only to have functioned as an observation
postol,

The farmsteads with towers at Belen and Kelbessos show their descent from Hellenistic
ancestry, because of the same need to secure rural security but with some plan differences
that are mentioned above. The Hellenistic tower farms were built to protect agricultural
production and to provide security to the local farming population against bandits and
other dangers. Belen, for these same reasons and tradition is a unique example in the re-
gion of a farmstead with tunnel and tower dating from the Roman period (c. 3'9 century
A.D.) and the same applies for the Kelbessos farmstead with its tower employed in the
Roman period, but the date of construction of this tower is unclear. The uniqueness of the
Belen farmstead with tower in the region stems not only from its construction during the
Roman period, but also from its concealed tunnel and its double door system.

57 These newly discovered settlements have been prepared for publication by our team as a monograph.
58 Cevik — Pedarros 2004, 283 ff.; Gevik — Pedarros 2003, 439 ff.

% For the Empire’s military forces in the region, see in general, Bennett 2007.

60 Bennett 2007.

1 In the area around the tower of Caglarca there were no agricultural fields or buildings. The tower is on the route
coming from Trebenna to Attaleia via Caglarca-Geyikbayiri and one can see Trebenna, Attaleia and Neapolis
from this tower.
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Ozet

Likya-Pisidya sinirinda bulunan Belen ve Kelbessos kuleli ciftlikleri
ve kirsalda giivenlik konusu tizerine bazi distinceler

Ik kez 1993 ve 2001’de kesfettigimiz Kelbessos ve Belen kalntilari bazi mimari ¢zellikle-
riyle bolgede érneksiz olmalar ve yakin ¢cevresinde bulunan baglantul diger yapilarla birlikte
kirsalda glivenlik konusunda sunduklan verilerle ayrintilica incelenmek ve degerlendirilmek
lizere bu makalenin asal konusu olmuslardir. Bu bolgede Roma Dénemi kiiglik korunakli
yerlesimlerin varlig1 diger bolgelere de 1sik tutacak gibidir. Belen ve Kelbessos kuleli ciftlikle-
ri kirsaldaki korunma kaygilarina da bagli olarak ilk kez burada topluca degerlendirilmistir.

Belen ve Kelbessos kuleli ciftlikleri karsilastinldiginda sunlar sdylenebilir: iki ciftlik de
dogal korunakl: kayalik tepeler tizerinde, ayni vadinin iki yakasindan gecitleri, yollar1 ve
genis bir araziyi rahatlikla gorebilecek bir konumdadir. Ancak, Belen ciftliginin egemen
oldugu tarim arazileri, Kelbessos’a gore cok daha fazladir; genel planlama birbirine cok
yakindir; benzer 6l¢t ve formda birer kule vardir. Belen kulesi iki katlidir Kelbessos da iki
katli olmalidir; her iki kulenin duvarlarinda izodomik teknik kullanilmistir. Kelbessos ku-
lesindeki bloklar, hafif bosajli ve de egri kesimleriyle Belen’den ayrilirlar; Kule kapilan iki-
sinde de olduk¢a glivenli bir kilit mekanizmasina sahiptir, araziye gore bicimlenmis ciftlik
konutlart ve iglikleri vardir; biiylik hacimli, yaklasik élciilerde birer depo bulunmaktadir:
Belen, dikdortgen 63 m?, Kelbessos, dikdértgen 54 m?. Fark olarak Belen deposu, kuleyle
birlikte bir duvarla baglanarak korumaya alinmistir. Kelbessos ciftliginde ise depo, diger
yapilardan izole edilmistir. Belen iki, Kelbessos tek kapilidir. Farkliliklar: biraz dénemsel
biraz da topografik nedenlere baglidir. Kelbessos ciftligine genel planlama acisindan bak-
ugimizda Belen ciftliginden ayrilan ¢ok da bir seyin olmadigi gortinmektedir. Belen ciftligi
I.S. 3. yy. kansikliklariyla baglayan kriz déneminde yapilmis olmalidir. Yapisal dzellikleri
bunu dogrular niteliktedir. Ozellikle kulenin duvar ve tas isciligi Typallia hamamiyla tam
benzerdir. Cogunlukla moloz tas ve harcla, kismen de blok taslar kullanilarak duvar ve ta-
vanlart 6rlilmiis diger yapilar tamamen Roma Dénemi'ndendir. Kelbessos kuleli ciftliginin
tarihi ise kugkuludur. Kulenin duvar isciligi hafif bosajli tas yiizeyleri ve egri kesimli yanal
birlesmeleri nedeniyle Hellenistik gibi gériinmesine kargin 1.S. 1 yy.’a tarihlenen Lyrboton
Kome kulesinin bosajli tas isciligiyle de cok benzerdir. Kelbessos kentinin sur duvarlari
ile kalenin batisinda tek basina duran kule dikkate alindiginda, doguda savunma hattini
tamamlayan s6z konusu kulenin Ge¢ Hellenistik - Erken Roma Dénemi’nde yapilmis ola-
bilecegini, kulenin cevresindeki yapilarin ise Roma Dénemi'nde eklenerek savunmali bir
Roma Dénemi ¢iftligine dontstirildigi éne siirtlebilir.

Belen ve Kelbessos kuleli ciftliklerinin, Hellenistik Dénem’de Kilikya ve Pamfilya Bélgesi'nde
tarimsal amach insa edilen kuleler ve Likya’daki kule ciftlikler ile kargilagtirdigimizda: Belen
ve Kelbessos kuleleri boyut olarak, Likya, Pamfilya ve Kilikya ¢rneklerinden genellikle
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cok daha kiictiktiir; Hellenistik ciftlik kuleleri genellikle 3 ya da daha cok kathdir oysa
bu drnekler iki katli olmasiyla Likya kuleleriyle benzerlik gosterir; Belen kulesi, Likya ve
Kilikya'dakiler gibi egemen oldugu tarim arazilerini gézetleyebilecek bir konumdadir.
Kelbessos kulesi ise tarim arazilerinin yarusira ana kente baglantiyr saglayan antik yol gii-
zergahina ve tiim vadiye bakmaktadir; Tki drnekte de goriilen birimler ve egemen oldukla-
11 araziler, Kilikya ve Likya kule ciftliklerindeki gibi s6z konusu kulelerin daha ¢ok tarimsal
amacli diizenlendiklerini gésterir; her iki kulenin duvarlarinda goriilen izodomik duvar
teknigi, Likya ornekleriyle benzesir. Kilikya kulelerinde ise yogunlukla polygonal teknik
tercih edilmistir. Bosajlt duvarlariyla Kelbessos kulesi ise Likya orneklerini animsatir. Her
iki ornekte yasamsal mekanlar Kilikya ve Likya kulelerindeki gibi zemin kattan baslamak-
tadir. Ancak Ciglik gibi bazi érneklerde zemin kat, olasilikla depo gibi islevlere yonelik
olarak yasam bélimlerinin altinda/disinda tutulmustur; Belen ve Kelbessos orneklerinin
barindirabilecegi niifus kapasitesi dzellikle Kilikya 6rneklerine gore cok daha dusiiktur;
Belen kulesindeki dehliz, Likya, Pamfilya ve Kilikya orneklerinde gortilmez.

Roma Imparatorluk Caginda saglanan giivenlik nedeniyle, savunma amacl kalelere/
birimlere ihtiya¢ kalmadigi yaygin bir gortstiir. Cok sayida Klasik, Hellenistik ve Bizans
Donemi savunma yapisinin ele gectigi Likya, Pamlfilya, Kilikya gibi bolgelerde Roma
Dénemi'ne iliskin, bu konuda fazla bulgu olmayist bu durumu desteklemektedir. Ozellikle
Augustus’la birlikte planl bir sekilde yapilan yollar, askeri koloniler ve ekonomik 6nlem-
lerle imparatorluga huzur ve giiven hakim olmustur. Claudius’un 1.S. 43 yilinda Likya’y:
eyalete doniistiirmesinden sonra bu bolge, en azindan ilk karmasalarin bagladigr 3. yy. ba-
smna kadar cok iyi idari edilmistir. Bu giivenli yasam kisa stirmtis, 6zellikle 3. yy.in 2. yari-
sinda savaslar ve salginlarla Imparatorluk diistise ge¢mistir. Bunun sonucunda eyaletlerde
karisiklik ve baskaldirilar baslar, capulculuk yogunlasir. Ozellikle kentlerin uzaginda bu-
lunan kirsal bolgelerdeki kiiciik birimlerde yerel giivenlik sorunlar: fazlasiyla artar. Clinkd
eskiyalarin glici kentlerden c¢ok kirsal birimlere yeter.

Bu makalenin konusu olan érneklerin bulundugu Doyran Vadisi'nin iki yakas: boyun-
ca uygun yerlerde konumlanmis bulunan irili ufakli yerlesimler teritoryumdaki arazilerin
ekilip-bicilip degerlendirilmesi konusunda énemli rol oynuyorlardi. Bunlardan tahkimatl
olanlarin 6zellikle ve sadece Likya-Pisidya sinirin1 olusturan vadi boyunca dizili olanla-
rin ise birincil tarim islevi dtesinde ulasim aginin kollanmasinda da rol Ustlenmis olma-
lar1 muhtemeldir. Hellenistik Dénem ¢rneklerinin iyi bilindigi Likya'nin, cok bilinmeyen
Roma Doénemi kirsal glivenliginin nasil oldugu konusu bu bolgedeki bulgularla biraz daha
aydinlanmaktadir. Roma Imparatorlugu’yla birlikte degisen siyasi yapmn yerel gtivenlik
sorunlarim cok degistirmedigi, benzer kavgilarla yerlesim ve ciftliklerin benzer savunma
unsurlariyla tahkim edildigi anlagilmaktadir. Zira, Kilikya ve Pamfilya Bolgesi'nde Roma
Donemi’ne ait kule ciftliklerin yani sira ayni bolgede yerel savunma amacina yonelik yapil-
mus tek basina duran Roma Donemi kuleleri de vardir,

Belen ve Kelbessos kuleli ciftlikleri, yukarida deginilen kirsal gtivenlik kaygilari ne-
deniyle Hellenistik érneklere benzer nedenlerden kaynaklanan bir olusum gostermistir.
Hellenistik Donem’deki kule ciftlikler tarim alanlarini, elde edilen trting, ciftlikte yasayan
insan ve hayvanlar1 eskiya ve capulcuya karsi koruyabilme kaygisiyla insa edilmistir. Belen
de benzer nedenlerle, ayn1 gelenek ve diisiinceyle Roma Doénemi'nde yapilmus siradist bir
ornek olarak karsimiza cikar. Ayni durum Roma Doneminde revize edildigi anlasilan, ilk
yapilig tarihini kesin olarak bilemedigimiz Kelbessos ciftligi i¢in de s6z konusudur. Belen
drneginin siradisilig sadece, bu bélgede Roma Dénemi'nde yapilmis kuleli ciftlik olmasin-
dan 6te, benzersiz dehlizi ve cift kapili sistemi gibi mimari detaylarindan da gelmektedir.
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Fig. 1
The location of the
Belen and Kelbessos
farmsteads with towers.

Fig. 2
Aerial photo of the
Belen and Kelbessos
farmsteads.

Plan and section of the
Belen farmstead.
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Fig. 4
Aerial photo indicating
the distance of visible
settlements from the
Belen tower.

Fig. 5
Belen. Aerial photo
from the west.

Fig. 6
Belen. Aerial photo
from the east.
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Fig. 7
Belen. The tower.

Fig. 8
Belen. The farmstead.

Fig. 9

Belen. Tower and

the external entrance to
the concealed tunnel.
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Fig. 10-11  Belen. The tower. Door lintels and their holes for the locking system.

Fig. 12 Belen. Interior of the concealed tunnel. Fig. 13 Belen. The lintel of the inner door
of the tunnel.
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Fig. 14
Belen. Barn-Storage
building and the tower.

Fig. 15
Belen. The vaulted
tomb and the tower.

Belen. The haole for the wooden press
beam in the workshop.
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Fig. 19 Plan of the Kelbessos Farmstead Fig. 20 Kelbessos. The tower from the west.
with tower.

Fig. 21 Kelbessos. The tower and farmstead from the north.
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Fig. 22 Kelbessos. The locking holes on Fig. 23 Kelbessos. Hole for the wooden press
the jamp of tower. beam in the workshop.

Fig. 24 Kelbessos. The cave-dwelling beneath the farmstead.
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Fig. 25 Ciglik Tower Farm. Plan and section. Fig. 26 The Tower at Lyrboton Kome. Plan.
Cevik 1996, Fig. 6.

Fig. 27 The Tower at Lyrboton Kome. Plan and photo.



