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Abstract: Ancient Anatolia is well known for housing significant artifacts from the Roman period. One such
artifact, the Burçevi Monumental Tomb, stands out as a unique example in this region of Anatolia, with no
other known parallels, and has not yet been documented in the scientific literature. This study aims to
examine the Burçevi Monumental Tomb through both analogical and analytical approaches. The primary
goal is to introduce the monument to the archaeological community. In addition to the commonly used
analogical methods of archaeology and architectural history, the study integrates innovative analytical tech-
niques. These methods provide insights into the tomb’s architecture, chronology, material composition, and
structural durability. The results indicate that the Burçevi Monumental Tomb was locally produced. The fact
that this structure is the only known example from the second century AD within the borders of Sivas Province
underscores its importance as a reflection of Roman Imperial Period burial traditions in Anatolia.
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1 Introduction

The tomb examined in this study is located in Burçevi village, 2.5 km west of the Gürün district center, which is
at 135 km south of the Sivas1 city center (Figure 1). To its west lies Kaisareia (Kayseri), and to its east, Melitene
(Malatya). The monumental tomb is situated atop a high hill, approximately 1 km south of the village center.
The elevation difference between the hill where the tomb is positioned and the Şuğul Valley, where the village
is established, has been determined to be 236 m.

The tomb in question likely falls within the territorial boundaries of the ancient settlement of Gauraina,
whose precise location within the Roman province of Cappadocia has yet to be determined. The structure
appears to offer clues about this settlement. However, the mosaic found in Tepecik village, located 23 km
southeast of the Gürün district center, raises questions regarding the localization of Gauraina within a
scientific framework. Gauraina was also known as Sargaurasene and is recognized as one of the colony cities
in the Cappadocia region (Hild & Restle, 1981, p. 182). This settlement was located along an ancient road route,
documented in written sources, that connected Sebasteia (Sivas) and Cucusus (modern Göksun, Kahraman-
maraş) (Hild & Restle, 1981, pp. 181–182).
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A detailed literature review was conducted on the Burçevi Monumental Tomb, which constitutes the
material of this study. The tomb was first noticed and recorded by Von der Osten in 1927–1928 while exploring
Gürün, which he described as “a paradise in the middle of the desert.” However, it was not extensively
detailed2 (Von der Osten, 1927–1928, pp. 73–76). The literature review revealed that, aside from the aforemen-
tioned publication, the Burçevi Monumental Tomb has not been previously discussed in any scientific article.
Therefore, introducing this tomb to the academic literature has become the primary objective of this study.
The secondary aim of this study is to utilize analytical methods as a new and contemporary technique to
introduce the monumental tomb to the literature and to encourage the adoption of these methods. Addition-
ally, these methods have been employed in the technical research phase aimed at developing conservation
strategies for the tomb. The application of these methods in conservation and restoration efforts will help
minimize potential issues and errors that may arise during the process.

Figure 1: (a) Location of Sivas Province in Türkiye. (b) Location of Gürün district and Burçevi Village in Sivas. (c) Location of the Burçevi
Monumental Tomb (Google Earth, 2024).
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2 Additionally, he mentioned the significant natural formations in Gürün, particularly the caves (Von der Osten, 1927–1928, p. 77).
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Two different methods were used to define the tomb discussed in this study. First, it was described using
the analogical comparison method. In this approach, the tomb was initially documented on-site, and its
architecture was examined. Then, similar examples of Roman-period tombs within the Roman world were
researched. By comparing similarities in the tomb’s roofing, pedestal profiles, niches, façade, and plan fea-
tures, a dating was proposed. Analogical comparison is a crucial and widely used method for definition in both
architectural history and archaeology.

For the analytical definition, X-ray fluorescence (XRF) spectroscopy and Schmidt hammer rebound (SHR)
testing were employed. These methods are non-invasive and non-destructive techniques used in the charac-
terization of cultural heritage. They offer a quantitative approach to the definition of cultural heritage. In
recent years, scientific studies have started to incorporate the use of XRF and SHR for the analytical identifica-
tion of cultural heritage (Brookhouse et al., 2020; Columbu et al., 2019; Debailleux, 2018; Ercoli et al., 2012;
Eveno et al., 2016; Fugazzotto et al., 2025; Ghigo et al., 2022; Grethe et al., 2020; Haskovic & Ibragic, 2021; Howard
et al., 2023; Paz et al., 2024; Tapia et al., 2024; Vanmeert et al., 2022).

Another aim of this study is to promote the use and widespread adoption of these methods in the
conservation of cultural heritage in Türkiye.

2 Architecture of the Burçevi Monumental Tomb

The tomb, which is the subject of this study, features monumental architecture with a rectangular plan
elevated on a krepidoma consisting of three krepis. The structure, which extends in the north-south direction,
has its entrance on the northern side (Figure 2). After the level of the krepidoma, six rows of stones have
survived to the present day. The kline and the upper cover have not been preserved.

The southern part of the krepidoma has been better preserved as it remained buried under the soil for
many years. During the excavation conducted by the Sivas Archaeological Museum in 2018, the southern
krepidoma was uncovered. Since part of the lowest krepis is still buried, the height of the riser could not be
measured. The width of the first krepis is 33 cm. The riser of the second krepis is 25.5 cm, and its width is 28 cm.
The riser of the third krepis is 26 cm, and its width is 30 cm. While the three krepis on the eastern side of the
krepidoma are sufficiently preserved, the northern and western sides have been damaged.

The stones used in the wall masonry are rectangular in shape. The north and south walls of the structure
are made up of a single row of stones, making them thin, while the east and west walls are thicker, consisting
of two rows of stones. The thickness of the walls is as follows: the north wall is 93 cm, the south
wall is 80 cm, the east wall is 162 cm, and the west wall is 134 cm. The east and west walls, in fact, were
constructed with a thickness of 97 cm up to the second row of stones above the krepidoma level. Starting from
the third row, cushion stones were used as consoles to increase the wall width and create a space for the vault
(Figure 2).

One of the best-preserved facades of the structure is the northern facade, which also serves as the
entrance. There are a total of four plaster elements: two at the corners and two in the middle. The plasters
in the center have been particularly damaged. Beneath the corner plasters, there are a base and a plinth with a
profile. The plinth is 60 cmwide and 6 cm high. On this facade, two aediculae can be seen starting from the row
of stones that forms the door opening, located at the upper right and left corners of the door. The aedicula on
the right is immediately to the right of the middle right plaster, with dimensions of 32 cm × 50 cm. The one on
the left is immediately to the left of the left plaster, with dimensions of 34 cm × 50 cm. The stone above the door
opening is on the verge of falling. This situation can be explained as follows: The lintel stones placed over the
opening are usually made in a single piece, and their joints do not align with the door opening. Beneath this
stone, the adjacent left stone is broken, and directly opposite, there is no stone on the right, indicating that this
stone originally extended across the empty space opposite. In other words, beneath the stone about to fall,
there was another monolithic lintel stone (Figure 3). In the western corner of the northern facade, six rows of
stones rise, and on the eastern facade, four rows of stones rise. Most of the krepidoma stones on this facade are
broken.
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The southern wall is one of the most heavily damaged sections of the structure. Two rows of stones from
the krepidoma are completely preserved, and a few stones from the third row remain in place. There are four
plasters on the southern facade. Below these plasters, there is a plinth measuring 60 cm in width, 13 cm in
depth, and 6 cm in height. Above the plinth, the base profiles of the plasters are visible. The plasters above
these profiles are 39 cm wide and extend 4 cm forward from the wall of the structure (Figure 3).

The eastern facade has been preserved up to the second row of stones at the southern corner, the fourth
row of stones at the northern corner, and the third row of stones in the middle (Figure 4). At the level of
the third row of stones on this facade, there is a row of cushion stones where the voussoir of the vault,
which forms the upper cover of the structure, would have rested. The row of cushion stones provides insight
into the structure’s roofing (Figure 2). The eastern facade also features a total of four plasters: two at the
corners and two in the middle. However, the plasters in the middle have been worn away. Additionally, it has
been determined that one of the stones forming the uppermost krepis of the krepidoma on this facade is

Figure 2: (a) DEM analysis of the Burçevi Monumental Tomb. (Red arrows indicate the stones tested. Cushion stones and krepis are
marked on the image.) (b) Cushion stones and kline mortises are indicated on the digital photograph.
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missing. While the other stones that form the krepis of the krepidoma remain in place, most are broken
(Figure 4).

When the western facade is examined, plasters are found at the southern and northern corners. However,
due to significant damage to the wall surface, the plasters that would be expected in the middle section of the
wall, as seen on the eastern wall, have not survived due to stone deterioration. The western facade has been
preserved up to the third row of stones at the southern corner and up to the sixth row at the northern corner.
In the southwestern corner of the western wall, a cushion stone is present. On this facade, some stones of the
second krepis have been lost, and those that remain are broken. One stone from the first krepis is missing.
Additionally, all stone surfaces exhibit signs of weathering, cracking, and exfoliation (Figure 4).

The excavation of the hyposorion section inside the monument has not been completed. On the southern
inner wall, at the upper part of the first row of stones, mortises have been created on both the right and left
sides to secure the kline (Figure 2).

3 Defining the Burçevi Monumental Tomb through Analogical
Comparison

The monumental tomb was analogically compared with other necropolis examples within the Cappadocia
Region, neighboring regions, and other tombs located throughout the Anatolian geography. The tradition of
monumental tombs, which began with the Nereid Monument in the fourth century BCE, continued to be used
increasingly during the Roman Period (Cormack, 2004, p. 21; Özbek, 2007, p. 267). One of the reasons for this is
that such tombs were not only commissioned by those who held political power in the city but also by wealthy
individuals with sufficient economic means (Gabelmann, 1979, pp. 8–10). Moreover, these types of tombs
emphasized the elite status of the deceased while simultaneously aiming to convey this prestige to future
generations (Fedak, 1990, pp. 160–161). Although the Cilicia region is considered the origin point of monu-
mental tombs (Cormack, 2004, p. 212; Machatschek, 1967, p. 92), no two monumental tombs are identical in any
region (Fedak, 1990, p. 3).

Just above the krepidoma section of the structure, the plaster bases on the plinth have been compared
typologically. The first example that shows a similar profile is the lower profile of the pedestal of a statue found
in situ during the 1970 excavations of the Kaunos Harbor Agora, which is dated to the reign of Emperor
Antonius Pius (138–161 CE) and is associated with the son of Sikelia (Çörtük, 2012, pp. 386–387; Marek, 2006,
pp. 257–258). Another structure found in the same area is the exedra of Quintius Vedius Capito (Çörtük, 2012,

Figure 3: (a) North Facade of the Monumental Tomb. (The broken lintel stone is partially visible at the location marked by the dashed red
line. The other piece of the lintel stone is missing. The stone indicated by the red arrow is the one subjected to testing.) (b) South Facade
of the Monumental Tomb (The stone indicated by the red arrow is the one subjected to testing).
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pp. 371–374). This structure, built during the Hadrianic Period in the first half of the second century CE, shares
similar features with the Burçevi plaster base.

When examining the tombs in the Cappadocia Region as part of the comparison with the Burçevi
Monumental Tomb, the Felahiye Monumental Tomb is one of the examples found in the region. The tomb
structure was first identified by Gregoire (Gregoire, 1909, pp. 46–51). Both the Felahiye and Burçevi Monu-
mental Tombs share similarities in their vaulted roofing style. However, the pronaos section found in the
Felahiye Monumental Tomb, which is absent in the Burçevi Monumental Tomb, serves as a distinguishing
feature between the two structures. The Felahiye Monumental Tomb, with its architectural features,

Figure 4: (a) East Facade of the Monumental Tomb. (b) West Facade of the Monumental Tomb.
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stylistically reflects characteristics of the second century CE. It is suggested that the plague epidemic that
emerged in Mesopotamia during the second century CE (166–189 CE) spread to Anatolia with soldiers from the
region, leading to an increase in both death rates and the number of tombs constructed during this period. It is
believed that the Felahiye Monumental Tomb was constructed during this time (Cormack, 2004, p. 277;
Öztaner, 2012, pp. 369–380).

Another monumental tomb structure identified in Kayseri is located in the Esenyurt neighborhood, in the
Tontar area. Brief archaeological work was conducted at the tomb by Kodan and Günbattı. During this work, a
coin belonging to Severus Alexander (222–235 CE) was found, leading to the suggestion that the monument may
date back to this period (Kodan & Günabattı 1992, pp. 87–88). The tomb has a vaulted roof similar to that of the
Burçevi monumental tomb, which is an important feature for establishing regional parallels.

Another monumental tomb in the region is the Ozan Village Monumental Tomb, located in Malatya. The
structure is situated 22 km from the Darende district center of Malatya, in Ozan village. The area where the
tomb is located was part of the boundaries of the ancient region of Cappadocia. The tomb structure has a
square plan with dimensions of 6.65 m × 6.65 m and features a vaulted roof. Two key aspects were considered
for the dating of the structure: the use of opus caementicium and the presence of garlands as decorative
elements. Based on analogies with similar examples, the structure is dated to the late second century CE–early
third century CE (Kaplan et al., 2021, pp. 295–298). The Ozan Village monument also shares similar character-
istics with the Burçevi monumental tomb in terms of roof typology.

Another example exhibiting similarities in roof typology with the Burçevi monumental tomb is the tomb
designated as T10, located in the city of Elaiussa Sebaste in the Cilicia region. The tomb is dated to the years
150–160 CE. In the study conducted by Durukan, a general chronology and typology of the tombs in the
mountainous Cilicia Region were established. One of the key aspects that stood out in this typology was the
roof shape and construction technique. Durukan’s typology emphasizes three main types, with Type 1 further
divided into two subtypes: Type 1a and Type 1b. In Type 1a, the opus caementicium technique is observed,
while Type 1b lacks this application (Durukan, 2009, pp. 356–357).

Among the tombs with Type 1b roofs are Elaiussa T10 (150–160 CE), Kanytellis T12 (161–170 CE), Cambazlı 1
(170–180 CE), Cambazlı 2 (161–170 CE), Cambazlı 3 (161–180 CE), Demircili 5 (161–180 CE), and Mezgitkale
(170–180 CE) (Durukan, 2009, p. 369). The presence of Cushion stones in the Burçevi tomb suggests that the
roof terminates in a vaulted form, and the lack of any traces related to the opus caementicium technique
strengthens the possibility that its roof type corresponds to Type 1b, as indicated in Durukan’s classification.
Another tomb from the Cilicia Region, the Karaböcülü tomb, also exhibits similar characteristics to the Burçevi
tomb in terms of roof typology. It is dated to the second and third century CE (Cormack, 2004, pp. 328–329).

From Isauria, the so-called Prostyle Temple Tomb shows similarity to the Burçevi Monumental Tomb only
in terms of its roof structure. In terms of decorative elements, the structure displays characteristics of the
second century CE (Cormack, 2004, pp. 232–233).

Another tomb located in Lydae in Pamphylia, dated to the late second or early third century CE, also
resembles the Burçevi Monumental Tomb in terms of roof typology; however, it differs in having a podium
(Cormack, 2004, pp. 238–239).

A tomb from Patara in the Lycian Region also shows similarity with the Burçevi Monumental Tomb due to
its vaulted structure. However, it differs in its podium feature and its placement within the terrain (Cormack,
2004, pp. 260–261).

When the structure is evaluated in terms of its niches, the niche found in tomb T10 in the city of Elaiussa
Sebaste, mentioned above, resembles the one in the Burçevi Monumental Tomb. Another tomb from the same
region is the one located in the Narlıkuyu Solakköy area (Durukan, 2009, pp. 356–357; Söğüt, 2003, p. 245). Another
tomb featuring niches in its façade design is the Yelbeyi tomb, located in Yelbeyi neighborhood, Hadim district,
Konya province, in the Isauria region (Yılmaz, 2005, pp. 264–266). In the Anemurium necropolis, there are also
tombs with niches that resemble those in the Burçevi monument. The niches in Anemurium include decorative
elements such as peacock motifs, wreaths, and vine leaves. These tombs are dated to the second and third centuries
CE (Alföldi-Rosenbaum, 1971, pp. 35–36; 47; 59; 69). Similar niches have also been identified in some tombs in Roman
cities, with these tombs dating to the first and second centuries CE (Hesberg, 1992, p. 88). It is suggested that such
tombs began to appear around the second century CE (Durukan, 2012, p. 77).
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4 Analytical Definition of the Burçevi Monumental Tomb

The analytical technique used to characterize the monumental tomb is XRF spectroscopy. This method is based
on the principle that when X-rays irradiate a material, electrons are displaced, and the energy released as
electrons from the L shell fill vacancies in the K shell is unique to each element. This characteristic energy can
be used to identify the material (Çetinkaya, 2010).

XRF devices can be either desktop or portable. Desktop XRF devices require sampling, which can cause
damage to cultural heritage objects, and therefore, are not preferred. In this study, a portable XRF (p-XRF)
device was used to obtain non-contact and non-destructive data.

A Thermo Scientific Niton XL3t analyzer with a GOLDD + detector was employed, featuring 60,000 counts
per second (cps), 4 µs shaping time, and a spatial resolution of 5 mm, capable of measuring elements from Mg
to U. The X-ray tube has a silver anode operating at 50 kV and 200 µA. The device also includes an automatic
calibration feature.

Measurements were taken for 120 s, holding the device at a distance of approximately 1mm from the surface at
a 90° angle. Three spectral ranges were recorded: 60 – light range, 90 – low range, and 120 – main range.

The measurement data were processed using the manufacturer’s software, Standard Thermo Scientific™
Niton Data Transfer (NDT™) PC software. This software expresses elemental concentrations as counts per
second (cps). Subsequently, the data were converted to parts per million (ppm) and presented graphically.

The SHR test is a method used to determine the hardness andmechanical strength of rocks. This portable device,
consisting of a hammer, piston, spring, and outer casing, is held perpendicular to the material surface. The spring-
loaded mass is released, and the rebound value created by the energy accumulated in the spring is measured. This
value is then converted into an estimated compressive strength using a formula (Kazemi et al., 2019). Based on the
obtained data, the strength and hardness classifications of the rocks are determined from the literature.

In this study, a factory-calibrated N-type Schmidt hammer was used. The Schmidt hammer model is JI-355,
manufactured by JE İL Precision Industrial Instrument. Ten impacts were applied at a distance of 50mm from
the edge of the stone, at a 90° angle to the surface, and the rebound R values were recorded.

These techniques are non-destructive methods used in the characterization of cultural heritage. These
methods, which apply a physical principle without causing damage, can be defined as non-invasive, harmless
techniques that do not compromise the visual integrity of the structure and allow analysis to be performed
without the need for sample extraction (Bertovic, 2015; Boccacci et al., 2024; Debailleux, 2018; Fredriksen et al.,
2020; Fugazzotto et al., 2025; Janssens et al., 2016; Paz et al., 2024; Pehlivan, 2022a; Pehlivan, 2022b; Sharifi &
Omrani, 2022; Vanmeert et al., 2022). Recent studies show that non-destructive methods are supported by
conservation experts (Shrestha et al., 2022).

The stones of the southern krepidoma, having been buried underground for years, still maintain their
original geometry in the shape of regular rectangular prisms. These stones also appear different in color and
texture compared to other krepidoma stones. XRF analysis and SHR tests were performed on these distinct
surfaces. Stone 1 refers to the upper surface of the stone located in the center of the third krepis on the
southern side, which was recently uncovered after being buried underground for years. Stone 2 refers to the
upper surface of the stone in the center of the third krepis on the northern side, which has been exposed to
atmospheric conditions for many years (Figures 2 and 3). Within the scope of this study, due to time and labor
constraints, non-destructive testing methods were applied to only two stones. The reason for testing these two
visually different stones was to determine whether they are actually different types of stones.

5 Results

5.1 XRF Spectroscopy

When creating the elemental concentration graph, elements that could not be detected by the XRF device were
excluded from the graph, and oxidized forms of elements were removed. Since the results have very small
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values, they are shown logarithmically in ppm units (Figures 5–8). When the XRF spectra and elemental
concentration graphs are evaluated, it is observed that although both stones contain a high concentration
of Ca, the Mg content is below 0.2%. Based on this, it is concluded that the examined stones cannot be dolomite
but are instead limestone. Elements such as Mn and Fe are found to be at levels too low (below 0.08%) to cause
coloration in the stone, while the Si content is determined to be around 7–8%. The high silicon content
indicates that the stone is a silicate. Silicification has a strengthening effect on the stone’s durability.

When the trace elements in limestone are examined, the presence of Sr is noted. Türkiye is rich in Sr
deposits, with 90% of them (as celestine) located in Sivas (Ayaz, 2013, p. 85; Cander et al., 2007, p. 17). Some of
these deposits are found in Ulaş, Budaklı, Demirci, Akçamescit, Tahtakeme, Karayün, Akkaya, Battalhöyüğü,

Figure 5: XRF spectrum of Stone 1.

Figure 6: Logarithmic graph of the element concentration in Stone 1.
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Aşağıada Köyü, Ekincioğlu Köyü, Ayli Köyü, Tilki Tepe, Kadak Köyü, Cerit Köyü, Kabalı Köyü, Tavşanlı
Köyü, Ahmetuşağı, Tuzlagözüçatalkaya, Yuva, Alişan Ağılı, Atkıran, Ekinli, Nasır, Sandal, Dipsizgöl, and
Kırıkkilise (Demir Şahin et al., 2019, p. 216; Koçan, 2018, pp. 15–17; MTA, 2025; MTA, 2010, p. 6; Ozansoy
et al., 1993), as well as in Karalı Köyü (Aktürk & Kayhan, 1988, p. 24), Kavlak, Sinekli, Körtuzla, and Haram-
çamziyareti (Kıral, 1991, p. 19), and Karagömlek, Pirhüseyin, Ebugen (Ayaz, 2013, p. 75) and Gürün (Palmera
et al., 2004, p. 342). Additionally, Sr deposits are present in Hekimhan and Darende, located in the north-
western part of the Malatya bordering Sivas (Palmera et al., 2004, p. 342), as well as in Kuluncak-Başören (MTA,
2020, p. 89).

Figure 8: Logarithmic graph of the element concentration in Stone 2.

Figure 7: XRF spectrum of Stone 2.
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The locations where strontium has been identified around Sivas and the site of the monumental tomb are
marked on the map (Figure 9). Accordingly, although strontium deposits are concentrated in the central part of
Sivas, strontium is also present in Gürün, where the monumental tomb is located, as well as in Kuluncak,
Hekimhan, and Darende, just east of Gürün.

As understood from the MTA map, the location of the Burçevi Monumental Tomb corresponds to the
Gürün limestone formation (Figure 10) (Atabey, 1993, p. 99; MTA, 2025; Önal et al., 2004, p. 119). Önal et al. (2004)
conducted research on the Gürün limestone formation, collecting samples from the area and compiling a table
of their trace elements and oxide compounds. Considering that the Sr element found in the limestone of the
monumental tomb is classified as a trace element, the limestone analyses of the tomb were compared with

Figure 10: Overlay image of the geological map and actual satellite view of the area where the Burçevi Monumental Tomb is located (The
location of the monumental tomb is marked with a black dot. The area shown in gray represents the valley formed by the Tohma River
and consists of undifferentiated quaternary deposits. The area shown in yellow [where the tomb is located] is a hill rising from the valley
and consists of lacustrine limestone.) (MTA, 2025).

Figure 9:Map showing the Sr deposits around Sivas (Locations marked with yellow dots indicate Sr deposits, while white dots represent
the city center of Sivas and the localization of Gürün, where the monumental tomb is situated.) (Google Earth, 2024).
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those of the Gürün formation (Önal et al., 2004, p. 119). When these ratios are examined, the Sr content of the
stones forming the tomb corresponds with the Sr content of the Gürün limestone formation (Figure 11). This
serves as strong evidence that the monumental tomb was likely built using local limestone from this region.

5.2 SHR Tests

In the evaluation of data obtained from the SHR test, extremely high and extremely low values are generally
considered suspect. These outlier values are excluded from the assessment. The average of the remaining
values is then calculated, and this average value is accepted as the SHR value (ASTM, 2019; ISRM, 2007;
Matthews et al., 2014; Sumner & Nel, 2002; USBR, 1998).

As the evaluation method, the internationally recognized ASTM standard was used as the basis. Ten
impacts were applied to each stone surface, and the average was then calculated. Values that were seven
units above or below the average were considered outliers and excluded, after which a new average was
calculated (ASTM, 2019). This new average was accepted as the SHR value and is presented in Table 1.

Many formulas are used to convert the SHR value into an estimated UCS value. The values obtained from
these formulas and those from the conversion table on the device are indicated in the table below, and the
averages of these values have been calculated (Table 1).

As in the ASTM SHR evaluation method, values that are 7 units above and below the average were excluded
from the evaluation, and a new average was calculated. The estimated UCS value is provided in Table 2.

The strength and hardness classifications of the examined stones were determined and tabulated (Table
2). Despite varying classifications in different sources, it can generally be stated that Stone 1 is classified as
strong/moderately strong, while Stone 2 is classified as weak. In terms of hardness classification, Stone 1 is
categorized as fairly hard rock, and Stone 2 as moderately soft rock.

Figure 11: Comparison of Sr Content in Gürün Formation Limestone and Burçevi Limestone (ppm) (Önal et al., 2004, p. 119).

Table 1: Estimated UCS values (MPa) according to SHR value

Stones Average
SHR value

Conversion of SHR value to estimated UCS (MPa)

Device
conver-
sion table

Calculation
according to
Katz
et al. (2000)

Calculation
according to
Kahraman
(2001)

Calculation
according to
Fener
et al. (2005)

Calculation
according to
Kılıç and
Teymen
(2008)

Calculation
according to
Yagiz (2009)

AVR

Stone 1 46.8 45.6 58.5 40.9 67.1 85.4 58.0 59.2
Stone 2 29.4 18.6 17.3 21.2 24.0 29.7 17.4 21.4
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A literature review was conducted on limestone extracted from quarries in Türkiye to determine their UCS
values. The UCS values of the limestones examined in this studywere compared to those obtained for other limestones
in Türkiye. If the UCS value was equal to or higher than the values found for other limestones, it was labeled as
“suitable.” If the value was below this, it was described as “below the threshold or average.”Accordingly, it can be said
that Stone 1 and Stone 2 have UCS values similar to those of other limestones in Türkiye, and the value is adequate,
meaning there are no significant concerns regarding compressive strength (Table 3).

6 Discussion and Conclusion

The Romans, due to the provision in the Leges Duodecim Tabularum, “Hominem mortuum in urbe ne sepelito,
neve urito,” abandoned the habit of burying their dead inside their homes or within the city. This naturally led
to the practice of burial outside the city (Özbek, 2006, pp. 560). This practice explains the absence of any urban
elements around the Burçevi Monumental Tomb.

Table 2: Rock strength classifications and rock hardness classes based on estimated UCS value

Stones Estimated
UCS
value (MPa)

The average
of SHR
value

Rock strength
class according
to Deere and
Miller (1966)*

Rock strength
class according
to Selby
(1980)**

Rock strength
class
according to
ISRM (1981)*

Rock strength
class according
to Waltham
(2009)*

Rock hardness
classification
according to China
(1995) and Wang
et al. (2017)*

Stone 1 51.05 46.8 Strong (34–172) Moderately
strong (40–50)

Strong (50–100) Strong (50–100) Fairly hard (30–60)

Stone 2 22.1 29.4 Weak (less
than 34)

Very
weak (10–35)

Weak (5–25) Moderately
strong (12.5–50)

Moderately
soft (15–30)

*Classification based on UCS value in the relevant literature.
**Classification based on SHR value in the relevant literature.

Table 3: Comparison of estimated UCS values with other limestone UCS values in the literature

UCS values of limestone in the
literature (MPa)

Estimated UCS value of limestones 1:
51.05 MPa

Estimated UCS value of limestones 2:
22.1 MPa

According to Teymen (2020) 40.9–140.9 Suitable Below threshold
According to Erözmen
et al. (2020)

19–24 Suitable Suitable

According to Kumral et al. (2019) Avg 8.3 Suitable Suitable
According to Şahin Güçhan
et al. (2019)

43.55–81.06 Suitable Below threshold

According to Ünal and
Beyaz (2019)

7.40–16.20 Suitable Suitable

According to Şahin (2018) 14.76–75.07 Suitable Suitable
According to Koç et al. (2014) Avg 13.97 Suitable Suitable
According to Karaman and
Kesimal (2012)

7.7–18.9 Suitable Suitable

According to Dipova (2012) 12.14–116.20 Suitable Suitable
According to Tüysüz (2012) 15.4–66.1 Suitable Suitable
According to Çobanoğlu
et al. (2011)

Avg 71.25 Below average Below average

According to Karaman
et al. (2011)

8.19–18.85 Suitable Suitable

According to Ocak (2008) Avg 41.01 Suitable Below average
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During the reign of Archelaus, the last king of Cappadocia (36 BC–17 AD), the hegemony of the Roman
Empire in the region was clearly felt. However, following this period, when the region became a province of
the Roman Empire, the types of tombs also reflected this change. During this period, while the number of
tumulus tombs decreased, the number of monumental tombs increased. These necropolis elements are sig-
nificant evidence of the acceleration of the Romanization process in the region and in Anatolia. Monumental
tombs, which began to be seen during the reign of Hadrian (Morris, 1992), became widespread during the reign
of Septimius Severus. Based on this information, Durukan dates these types of tombs to the mid-second
century AD (Durukan, 2012, pp. 60). Additionally, there may be a correlation between the rise in the number
of tombs and the plague epidemic that emerged in Mesopotamia in the second century AD. It is also possible to
think that the Legio XII Fulminata, which controlled the eastern border of Cappadocia during this period, was
affected by this situation. As Baz mentions, it is likely that soldiers who retired from this legion, stationed in
Melitene, returned to their hometowns and were buried in local monumental tombs, such as the one at Ozan
village (Takmer & Baz, 2017, pp. 176–187).

In the analogical comparison of the monumental tomb, data supporting the above dating have been
obtained. When evaluating the pedestal profiles on the krepidoma, it is observed that this type of profile
was used throughout the second century AD. From an architectural perspective, the tomb structure, compared
typologically with examples in both the immediate vicinity and neighboring regions, can be dated to the
second half of the second century AD. The increased number of tombs due to the plague epidemic in the
historical context, the typology of tombs brought by the Romanization process to Anatolia, and the architec-
tural features of these tombs support this dating. The fact that this structure is the only known example within
the borders of Sivas province in the second century AD is of great significance in terms of reflecting the Roman
Imperial Period burial traditions in the Anatolian geography. The analogical approach discussed in this article
is crucial for ensuring the monumental tomb’s place in the archaeological world.

The construction of the monumental tomb is not merely a burial ritual; it should undoubtedly be regarded
as one of the most tangible ways to emphasize the Roman identity and elite status of a Roman elite (soldier).
Accordingly, a monumental tomb allows us to interpret a person’s social status and economic power.

As a result of the analytical approach, it was determined that the stones, which appeared different from
each other, are actually identical; the tomb monument is made of limestone, and its trace element composition
corresponds to that of the Gürün Formation. In other words, it can be said that local limestone was used in the
Burçevi Monumental Tomb.

Although Rome had the means to bring stones from other locations outside the local quarry – as examples
of monumental architecture show – the use of local labor and material in the context of necropolis elements is
more rational, in accordance with Roman pragmatism. Therefore, it is evident that local material was used.

According to the SHR tests, it is observed that the compressive strengths of the limestones from the
quarries currently in use in Türkiye are generally close to those of the stones used in the monument.
However, another notable result from the SHR test is that, despite two stones being of the same type according
to XRF analysis, they have different SHR test results. Stone 1 is classified as strong/moderately strong and fairly
hard rock, while Stone 2 is classified as weak and moderately soft rock. The reason for this discrepancy is that
Stone 2 has been exposed to long-term atmospheric conditions. In other words, repeated atmospheric events
such as water absorption, evaporation, freezing, and thawing over many years have caused degradation in the
material, resulting in a loss of strength. On the other hand, Stone 1, which has been buried underground for
many years and recently uncovered through archaeological excavation, has not been exposed to these effects.
Thus, it has benefited from the natural protective conditions of being buried in the soil. This has helped
preserve its strength.

The results bring up a topic that has been debated for years: Can archaeological excavations, which are
one of the most fundamental methods of resolving questions in science, also be seen as an action that initiates
the process of deterioration? In fact, this awareness emphasizes the need for archaeological excavations to be
conducted not in a way that halts them altogether, but rather in a controlled and careful manner where
necessary.
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