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TUBA-AR XI 2008

TUOBA-AR 11. SAYIYI YAYIMLARKEN...

TUBA-AR'1n 11. sayisinin hazirhigs bizler icin ¢ok
zor bir slire¢ olmustur. Dergimizin kurucusu ve
yuriiticiisi olan, Akademimizin kurucu yesi
Prof. Dr. Ufuk Esin’in uzun siiren rahatsizhgin-
dan sonra 19 Ocak 2008 tarihindeki vefats, yayin
kurulu olarak bizleri, dergiyi degerli hocamizin
diistinceleri dogrultusunda hazirlayabilmek gibi
zorlu bir sorumlulukla kargi karstya brrakmustir.
Ufuk Esin, TUBA-AR'in bilim diinyasiun ¢énde
gelen arkeoloji dergilerinin arasina girmesi icin
biiylik bir ugrast vermekteydi. Ardinda yiiz yil-
dan daha uzun bir ge¢misi olan arkeoloji dergi-
lerinin ¢oklugu g6z éniine alindiginda, TUBA-
AR gibi yaymn hayatina yeni giren bir derginin
kendini kabul ettirmesi hi¢ de kolay bir siireg
degildir; bu baglamda diinyada her yil binlerce
arkeoloji dergisinin ¢ikti1 ve bunlarin sayismin
da hizla arttii g6z Oniine alinirsa, bunun ne
denli zor bir is oldugu daha da iyi anlagilacaktir.
Ufuk Esin’in ézlemini ¢ektigi TUBA-AR, yalnizca
Ulkemize yonelik olarak degil, kiiresel boyutta
bir bilim dah olarak arkeolojinin gelismesine,
cagdaglasmasina ve yeni boyutlara tasinmasina
katkida bulunmay: hedefleyen ve bu ama¢ dog-
rultusunda ¢alismalar yapan geng kusaklara yer
veren bir yaym organiydi. Ozellikle son sayilar-
da Tiirkiye siurlant disinda ¢alisan meslektaslari-
mizdan gelen yaziardaki artis, TUBA-AR’in gide-
rek bilim diinyasinda saygin bir yer edindigini
gostermektedir.

Bu say1, 6nceki sayilarda oldugu gibi arkeoloji-
nin farkli dénem ve cografyalann: ele alan yazi-
lart icermektedir. Jan-K. Bertram’in yazis1 Orta
Anadolu kiiltiir tarihinin uzun yillardan beri tar-
tismali bir konusu olarak kalan flk Tung Gag
kiiltirlerine yapmug oldugu énemli bir katkidur.
Cumbhuriyetin ilk doénemlerinden itibaren Orta
Anadolu’da Atatiirk’in kigisel girigimleriyle ya-
pimus olan kazilar, daha sonralari Alisar Hoyi-
gl'niin tabakalanma stireciyle baglanarak tarih-
lendirilmis ve kapsamli bir sekilde Orthmann ta-
rafindan degerlendirilmisti (Orthmann 1963).
Ancak mutlak tarihleme yontemlerinin bilinme-
digi o tarihlerde, Anadolu igin ¢ok kisa bir kro-
noloji 6nerilmis ve daha sonra, Orta Anadolu’da
uzun bir stire tarihdncesi donemlere yonelik ye-
ni bir kazi yapimadigindan Orthmann’in kisa
kronolojisi, diger bolgelerdeki kiiltiirlerin tarih-
leri C yontemiyle ¢ok daha eskilere gittigi hal-
de degismeden kalmsti. Bu nedenle Bertram’in
yazsi, eski tarihlerde ¢alisilmug Gi¢ buluntu top-
lulugunun son veriler 1s1ginda yeniden degerlen-
dirilmesi gibi énemli bir ¢aligmadir. Derginin bu
sayisinda yer alan diger bir yazi, son yillarda
glincellesen Orta Anadolu-Mezopotamya iliski-
leri sorununu irdelemektedir. Gil Stein, Kiiltepe-
Kanis bulgulanni, Asur ticaret koloni sistemini
alisageldigimiz yaklagimlardan farkh bir sekilde
ele almakta ve Yakindogu tarihinin bu ilging do-
nemini daha iyi anlamamizi saglayacak kuram-



sal modeller énermektedir. Burada Gil Stein’in
dnermis oldugu modeller, son yilarda kent ve
kent devletleri siirecinin ortaya cikigtyla ilgili ola-
rak cok tartislan ve bilim diinyasinda World
Systems Theory olarak adlandinlan kurguyu ir-
delemektedir (Algaze 1993). Sevket Donmez
Orta Karadeniz bélgesinde yapilan aragtirmalar
ve ele gegen ¢anak ¢omlek ile maden buluntu-
lant 1ginda M.O. 2. binde Orta Karadeniz'le Or-
ta Anadolu arasindaki baglanttyr kurmakta ve or-
ta Karadeniz’de yaptiklan ylizey arastirmalarinn
sonuclarini vermektedir. Tarihoncesi donemleri
ele alan bu {i¢ yaziin yan: sira Lucienne Thys-
Senocak, vd. Ge¢ Osmanli donemi kalesi olan
Seddiilbahirde strdirmekte olduklan projenin
yaklagimini tanitmaktadir. Bu ¢alisma, geg do-
nem yerlesmelerini genellikle sanat tarihi bakis
acistyla ele alan degerlendirmelerden farkli ola-
rak, 6zlemini gektigimiz ve ilkemizde blyiik
eksikligi duyulan Osmanh arkeolojisinin iyi ve
giincel bir drnegini olusturmaktadir. Yazili bel-
gelerle arkeolojik verilerin, s6zIi tarihin bilgimi-
zi nasil artirdiginu gosteren bu ¢alisma, aym za-
manda yeni bir alan olarak karsimiza ¢ikan “Kiil-
tiirel Miras Yonetimi” uygulamasmin da iyi bir
ornegidir. Sedef Cokay-Kepge Diizce/Uskii-
bii/Konuralp yerlesiminde simdiye kadar yayim-
lanmamis dnemli bir buluntu grubunu bize ta-
nitmakta, Aylan Erkal Tsetsekos, gene yeni bir
alan olan “etnobotani” ¢alismastyla Orta Anado-
lwda ¢ok farkli kullanim sekilleri olan yabanil
bir bitki tiirliniin kiiltir tarihindeki énemini vur-
gulamakta, Emre Giildogan ise arkeolojide gide-
rek daha yaygin olarak kullaniimaya baglanan
deneysel arkeoloji yonteminin bir uygulamasin,
Sudan’daki benzer bir malzeme Uzerinde yapilan
calismayla kargsilagtirmali olarak tarutmaktadir.

Bu saymmizda tlilkemiz strurlart disindan gelen g
calisma yer almaktadir. Bunlarn ilki Rus meslek-
taslanmuz Andrei Tabarev ile Alexander Po-
pov'un Dogu Sibirya’da ve ozellikle Kamgcatka
bolgesinde yapmug olduklan ¢alismalarin &zet-
lendigi yazidir. Bu ¢alisma bizlere, alisik oldugu-
muz Yakindogu Neolitik modelinden ¢ok farkh
kiiltiirel gostergeleri igeren ve giderek uygarlik
tarihinin gelisimdeki yeri daha iyi anlagilan Do-

gu Asya Neolitik kiiltiirlerinin tilkemizde az bili-
nen bir cesitlemesini zengin rnekleriyle ortaya
koymaktadir. Peter Barta vd., Dilmun kiiltiiriine
ait Kuveytdeki Al-Khidr kazi yerinden cikigh
olarak Basra Korfezi'nin 6ntarih ¢aglarina yone-
lik bir degerlendirme sunmaktadir. Her ne kadar
Dilmun kiiltiiriiyle ilgili bilgilerimiz oldukg¢a eski
tarihlere dayanmakta ise de, Gliney Asya, Pakis-
tan-Hindistan bolgesi ile Mezopotamya arasin-
daki bilgi ve malzeme aktarimim deniz yoluyla
saglayan bu ilging kiiltiir, uzun bir stire ihmal
edildikten sonra son birkag yil i¢inde Basra Kor-
fezi'nin cevresinde yeni baslayan kazilarla bir
kez daha giindeme gelmistir. Son ¢alismalar Dil-
mun’da temsil edilen bu deniz yolunun 6nceden
diisiiniildiigii gibi yalnizca 3. ve 2. binyilda de-
gil, cok daha eski tarihlerden beri etkin olarak
kullanilmis oldugunu gostermektedir. Dergimi-
zin 6nemli bir diger yazisi da Miige Sevketog-
lw'nun Kibris Neolitik kiltirleri ile ilgili yapmis
oldugu degerlendirmedir. Yakin zamanlara ka-
dar Kibris Adasynin ilk olarak Canak Comlekli
Neolitik Gag’da, MO 6. binyilda iskan edildigi
diistiniilmekteyken, son on yil iginde, ozellikle
Giiney Kibris'ta giderek yogunlasan kazlar ada-
nn ilk iskdninin MO 10.-9. binyilda Ganak Com-
leksiz Neolitik Cag’da gerceklestigini yadsinmaz
kanitlarla ortaya koymustur. Sevketoglu bu déne-
mi Kuzey Kibris Cumhuriyeti'nde ele alarak ince-
leyen tek bilim insanidir; Tatlisu Mevkii'nde bu-
yiik bir dzveri ve giicliikle stirdiirdiigti kazi ¢alis-
malan, Kibns'in ilk iskdninin Giiney Kibnis'taki
verilerin degerlendirilmesiyle distintldigi gibi
Suriye’den degil, Anadolu Cukurova izerinden
oldugunu, Orta Anadolu zengin obsidyen bulun-
tulanyla ortaya koyan bir ¢alismadir.

TUBA-AR'In son birka¢ sayisinda yer alan Ha-
berler bélimiinii bu sayimizdan itibaren kaldir-
maya karar verdik; iilkemizde yapilan arkeolojik
kazi ve arastirmalarin Kiltiir ve Turizm Bakanli-
& tarafindan her yil toplu olarak yayimlanmasi
ve bu tiir haberlerin birgok dergide birbirinin
tekran olarak yer almasi, bizi bu karar almaya
yoneltmistir.

TUBA-AR'1n agilmuni dniimiizdeki yildan itiba-



ren daha da genisleterek sirdiirme diistincesin-
deyiz; bu baglamda arkeolojik degerlendirmeler
kadar, jeoarkeoloji, cevresel arkeoloji, kent ar-
keolojisi, arkeobotani, arkeozooloji de dahil ol-
mak {izere arkeometrinin ve kiltirel miras y6-
netiminin her alaninda yeni yontemlerin tartigil-

KAYNAKGCA

ALGAZE, G. 1993
The Uruk World System: The Dynamics of Expansion of Early
Mesopotamian Civilization. Chicago, The University of
Chicago Press.

ORTHMANN, W. 1963
Die Keramik der Frithen Bronzezeit aus Inneranatolien.
Berlin,Verlag Gebr. Mann.

masina, uygulamalann sunulmasina agik bir tar-
tisma ortamini da igerecek sekilde derginin kap-
samunin genisletilmesi 6ngoriilmektedir. Bu bag-
lamda 6ntimiizde saymin bagarist bilim insanla-
rimuzin yapacagi destek ve katkiya baghdir.

YAYIN KURULU
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TURK ARKEOLOUJISININ
BUYUK KAYBI
PROF. DR. UFUK ESIN '

Tirk arkeolojisinde son birkag yil icinde ard ar-
da gelen kayiplar buylik bir bosluk birakmists;
bunlann acist i¢imizde tazeyken, 19 Ocak 2008
tarihinde Prof. Dr. Ufuk Esin'in kaybiyla Tirk ar-
keolojisi yeni bir sarsint1 gecirmistir. Tlrkiye Bi-
limler Akademisi’nin kurucu tyesi olan Prof. Dr.
Ufuk Esin,! kurulusu diger tilkelere gore cok geg
kalmis olan Akademinin, hizla geliserek bilim
dinyasinda saygin bir yer kazanmasi i¢in biytik
bir 6zveriyle elinden gelen her tirlii katkiy1 yap-
mus, belki bundan da énemlisi Akademinin {il-
kemizde taminarak kabul gérmesi icin olaganiis-
ti bir ¢caba gostermistir. Bu baglamda arkeoloji
de dahil olmak tizere, lilkemizin énemli bir zen-
ginligini olusturan kultir mirasimn ¢agdas bir
ac¢limla Akademi biinyesinde sosyal bilim alani
olarak yer almasmni saglamig ve boylelikle Tiirk
arkeolojisine yeni bir ivme kazandirmaya c¢alig-
mustir. Uzun bir stire Tlrkiye Bilimler Akademi-
sinin Giince disindaki tek streli yayiu olan
“TUBA-AR’in varligi, her seyden énce Ufuk
Esin'in kisisel ¢abasinin bir {iriinii  olmustur.
Ufuk Esin TUBA-AR', Tiirk arkeolojisinin tanim-
salliga dayali geleneksel cercevesinden cikarak

Mehmet OZDOGAN*

diger toplum, doga ve fen bilim dallaryla biitin-
leserek cagdas anlayis icinde yeni bir yapilanma
kazanmasinin araci olarak gdrmiis ve dergiyi her
tirli olumsuzluga karsin, bu dizeye getirmek
i¢in elinden gelen her seyi yapmustir. Gegmisi
anlamanin bir araa olan arkeolojinin toplumla
butinlesebilmesi icin kiiltir varliklanna dayali
bir sektdriin olusumunun geregini gbrmiis ve bu
amacla Turkiye Bilimler Akademisi biinyesinde
“Tiirkiye Kiltiir Sektorii (TUBA-TUKSEK) Proje-
si”’nin olugmast icin ¢alismustir. Kiltiir varliklar-
nin yalmzca arkeolojik kalintilarin ya da segilmis
mimari yapilann dar kapsamina indirgenemeye-
cegini, cagdas bakis agisinin sézli tarihten koy
mimarisine, kiltlirel dogal ¢evreden el sanatlari-
na kadar her tirlt kiltiirel degeri icermesi ge-
rektigini vurgulayarak TUBA-TUKSEK baglamin-
da butlincil bir veri tabani olusturulmasina
Onayak olmus ve bu siirecte farkli uzmanlk
alanlanindaki bilim insanlanmin  goérislerinden
yararlanilabilecek bir tartisma platformu mey-
dana getirmigtir. Prof. Esin, TUBA-TUKSEK’in
gerceklesebilmesinin  olmazsa olmaz olarak,
cok yonli ve ¢agdas bir kiiltlir envanterinin ha-

*Istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Prehistorya Anabilim Dali Bagkaru, 34134, Beyazt, Tirkiye c.mozdo@gmail.com

1pu yaz: Ufuk Esin'in 6zgegmigi ya da bilimsel yagam Gykiisiini sunmak amactyla hazilanmamigtr; $2gegmisi bu sayida Sema Baykan tarafindan
Szetlenmigtir. Aynca farkli anlatimlar igin bkz. M. Ozdogan vd. 2003; N. Baggelen 2008; Ozdogan 2008.
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zirlanmasi 6ngériisiyle, 2001 yiindan yasaminin
sonuna kadar, envanter ¢alismasmun alt yapisi-
nin kurulmas icin calismalarini stirdiirmiistir.
Bu ¢abalanm da TUBA Kiiltiir Envanteri Dergisi
ile topluma ve bilim dinyasina kazandirmaya

calismustir.

Prof. Dr. Ufuk Esin’i Turkiye Bilimler Akademisi
cercevesinde gerceklestirdigi ya da gergekles-
mesi i¢in ¢alisigt projelerle siurlayarak disiin-
mek dogru degildir. Prof. Dr. Ufuk Esin her sey-
den once bir arkeologdu ve konusu arkeolojinin
en alt basamag: olan tarihoncesi donemlerin uz-
mantydi. Meslek hayatinin ilk baslarindan itiba-
ren gecmise, yalnizca Anadolu’nun ge¢misi ola-
rak bakmanin ve bu gec¢misi kazilarda ortaya ¢1-
kan nesne ve bulgulann tanimina dayamamn
yetersizligini gbrmiis, gecmisin dogru bir sekilde
algilanabilmesi, ortaya ¢tkan sonuglann toplu-
mun her kesimi tarafindan kullanilacak bir bilgi-
ye donismesi icin farkli ve genis bir bakis agisi-
nin geregini i¢cinde duymustu. Bu nedenle kaz-
larda ortaya ¢ikan nesnelerin dogru bir sekilde
tanimlanabilmesi i¢in ilk olarak bunlann yap:-
munda kullanilan teknolojilerin, hammaddelerin
tanisina gerek duymus, kendisini, yer bilimler,
kimya ve fizik gibi tanu i¢in farkl disiplinlerdeki
uzmanlara dogru sorulan sorabilecek diizeye
getirebilmistir. Bu alandaki ¢abalarnn ilk Urtini
Anadolu’nun tarihdncesi maden buluntulan {ize-
rine yapmis oldugu ¢alismadir; Tiirkiye miizele-
rindeki maden eserlerden 6nceleri yalmzca tung
ya da bakir olarak tanimlanan &mekler alarak, o
tarihlerde bunlarin analizi i¢in en geliskin labo-
ratuvar olan Max Planck Enstitiisi ile Romisch-
Germanischen Zentralmuseum laboratuvarlarin-
da spektral analizlerinin yapilmasint saglamus,
ortaya ¢ikan sonuglan o yillar icin arkeolojide
yeni kullanilmaya baslanan istatistiksel yontem-
lerle degerlendirmigtir. Bu ¢alismasiun irtini
olan yayin (Esin 1969), iilkemizde arkeometalur-
jinin ve aymu zamanda arkeometrinin ilk kap-
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samli Uiriinti olarak bilim tarihimizde yer almugtur.

Ufuk Esin’'in meslek yasammnun ik ddnemleri
olan 1950-1960'l1 yillar, arkeolojinin diinyada ye-
niden bicimlendigi, yeni bakis agilarinin, fikirle-
rin ve yontemlerin ortaya ¢iktii bir stirectir. O
yillarda geleneksel arkeolojiye tepki olarak bilim
diinyasinda birbirinden ¢ok farkl arkeoloji gele-
nekleri olusmaya baglamigtir (Trigger 1989);
bunlarin bazilan “Yeni Arkeoloji” olarak da ad-
landinlan, arkeolojinin bir sosyal bilim dali ola-
rak kuramsal temele oturmasiu 6ngérmekte,
bazilan ise arkeolojinin soyut ve goreli yapidan
cikarak doga ve fen bilimleri gibi sayisal verile-
re baglanmasim Onermekte, bunlarin yanu sira,
daha sonra gevresel arkeoloji olarak da adlandi-
rilacak dogal cevre ve biodinyaya agirlik veren
yaklasim da gelismekteydi. Ufuk Esin bu stireg-
te bilim diinyasinda meydana gelen bltin yeni
akimlarin izleyicisi olmus, bunlarin her birinin
olumlu ve olumsuz yanlann tartarak kendine
ozgii bir yol ¢izmeye 6zen gostermistir. 1961-
1962 yillan arasinda kazanmis oldugu Fulbright
bursuyla gerek Yeni Arkeoloji’nin, gerek gevre-
sel arkeolojinin ve gerekse radyoaktif tarihlen-
dirme yontemlerinin o tarihlerdeki onciisii ko-
numunda olan Chicago Universitesi Dogu Bilim-
leri Enstitiitiisi'nde (Oriental Institute) gegirmis
oldugu iki yil, Ufuk Esin’in ¢agdas arkeolojideki
diisiince ve yontemleri yakindan izlemesini sag-
lamigtir. O yillarda Oriental Institute'un baskant
olan ve daha sonra 1963-1965 yillan arasinda iki
yil Istanbul Universitesi Prehistorya Kiirstisi'nde
konuk &gretim Uyesi olarak seminer ve dersler
veren Robert J. Braidwood ile kurmug oldugu
yakin iligkinin, Ufuk Esin'in diislince sistemi
lizerinde ¢ok biyilk bir etki birakmig oldugu
kuskusuzdur. Robert J. Braidwood, Bati diinya-
sina sosyal arkeolojiyi getiren Gordon Childe’in
yaklagimlarini, doga ve fen bilim dallaninin veri-
leriyle biittinlestirerek kuramsallasmasina énder-
lik etmis bir bilim insanidir. Bu bakimdan Ufuk
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Esin, Braidwood ve onunla birlikte ¢alisan uz-
manlarla bu yeni akim daha olusum siireci igin-
de iken yakinlhk kurdugundan, bu yeni diistince
sisteminin Batrdaki bircok iilkeden énce Istan-
bul Universitesi Prehistorya Kiirsiisii'ne gelmesi-
ni saglamigtir. Ancak Braidwood'un sosyal ve
doga bilim dallarina dayali kuramlarinin olusma-
sindaki ham veri eksikligini de gtrerek, arkeolo-
jiye “veriler dizisi” olarak bakan Alman ekoli-
niin temsilcileri olan Kurt Bittel, Vladimir Miloj-
cic gibi Gnli bilim insanlarindan da yararlanmis
ve kapsamli ilk ¢alismasi olarak kiiltiir ve doga
tarihini birlikte ele alan iki ciltlik kitabim ¢ikart-
mustr (Esin 1979, 1981). S6z konusu yayin her
ne kadar dogal c¢evre ve biodiinya verileriyle
kaltir tarihini bir biitiin olarak ele alan tilkemiz-
deki ilk kapsamli yayin ise de, genellikle g6z ar-
d1 edilen bir baska ¢nemi, bakis agisin1 Balkan-
lara, Avrupa'ya yoneltmis olmasidir. O yillara
kadar Anadolu arkeolojisi Mezopotamya odakli
bir bakig agisina sahipti; Yakindogu ve Mezopo-
tamya cografyasi disindaki kiltirler ve ozellikle
diger bolgelerin tarihdncesi donemde gecirmis
oldugu asamalar Tirk arkeolojisinin diisiince
sisteminin disinda kalmaktaydi. Oysa 1960’1t yil-
lardan itibaren Giineydogu ve Dogu Avrupa arke-
lojisi ¢ok hizli bir gelisim siireci i¢ine girmis ve or-
taya ¢ikan sonuclar Avrupa’nin kimlik arayist ve
kokenleri gibi politik yaklagimlarla 6zdeslesmisti
(Ozdogan 2006). Bu gelisim stirecinde o yillarda
yeni uygulanmaya baglanan radyoaktif tarihleme
yontemleri ile Dogu Avrupa’daki kiiltiirlerin, gele-
neksel yontemlere dayali tahminlerle ileri siriilen
tarihlerden 3-4 binyil daha eski olduklannin orta-
ya ¢ikmasinin 6nemli bir etkisi olmugtur. Aymi ta-
rihlerde, Anadolu arkeolojisi bu yeni yontemler-
den yararlanma agamasina heniiz girmedigi icin
geleneksel, kisa kronoloji ile ele alinmaktayds; bu-
nun bir dogal sonucu da Anadolu’daki tarihtnce-
si kultiirlerin Dogu Avrupa’dakilere gére ¢ok da-
ha yeni oldugu seklinde bir tablonun ortaya ¢ik-
mast olmustu. Ufuk Esin yukanda degindigimiz
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yaymuyla, Anadolu Neolitik kiltiirleri ile Giliney-
dogu Avrupa kiiltiirleri arasindaki iligkinin arke-
oloji, dogal cevre ortami, beslenme ve teknolojiy-
le birlikte ele alinarak kurulmasinit saglamus ve bir
anlamda giinimiizde timtyle kabul edilen yakla-
stmun temellerini atmstir.

Arkeolojik kazilar, gecmisten giniimiize kadar
gelen dolgulara bir miidahaledir; dogru belgele-
me yapumadig: taktirde binlerce yilin birikimi
olan bilgi depolarinin tahribine ya da yanlis an-
lagilmasina neden olur. Arkeolojinin tarihsel sii-
reci icinde bilim insanlan ve 6zellikle arazide ¢a-
lisan arkeologlar belgeleme ve kazi yontemleri-
nin gelismesi icin stirekli ¢caba gbstermis ve en
yeni teknolojilerin kullanimini saglamaya ¢alis-
muglardir. Bu baglamda 1950-1960'l yillarda ka-
z1 yontemlerinde devrim sayilabilecek gelisme-
ler olmus ve kazilar, ortaya ¢ikan duvarlan izle-
mek amactyla agilan, eserleri bulmaya yonelik
diizensiz toprak harfiyatlart olmaktan ¢ikip, cog-
rafi koordinat sistemlerine baglanabilecek dii-
zenli agmalar seklinde yapilmaya baslanmis ve
her bulgunun {i¢ boyutlu tanimina yonelinmisgtir.
Bu baglamda o6ncii calismalar yapan Moltimer
Wheeler (Wheeler 1961), ¢cagdas bir kazinin na-
sil yapilmamasi gerektigini ¢ok agik bir sekilde
tammlamus ve bugtin 1zgara sistemi olarak adlan-
dirdan agma, kesit alma gibi uygulamalarin esa-
sint ortaya koymustu. Prof, Dr. Ufuk Esin’in 1968
yiinda ilk buylk arazi projesi olarak baslattig
Keban bolgesi Tepecik kazilari, bu yontemin ilk
uygulandig Tirk kazisi olarak bilim tarihimizde
hakli bir yere sahiptir. 1968 Tepecik kazisi yal-
nizca ¢agdas kazi yontemlerini lilkemize aktar-
makla kalmamus, Tirkiye’de arkeolojinin gelise-
bilmesinin aym zamanda arkeoloji bilimini
“Tirkge” olarak digsiinebilmeye ve Tiirkce terim
tretmenin gerekliligine dayanaigini da vurgula-
mustir. Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda Prehistorya Kiir-
stusti'nde 1966-1969 yillart arasinda terim gelistir-
meye yonelik seminerler yapidmis ve bugiin
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Tirk arkeolojisine yerlesmis adlamalarnin ¢ogu
da bu calismalarda ortaya ¢ikmustr.

Ufuk Esin’in baglatmis oldugu Tepecik ve bu-
nunla birlikte yiiriiyen Tilintepe kazilari, kulla-
nilan yeni yontemler sayesinde tilkemizin gele-
neksel arkeolojisinin alisik olmadigi ¢ok genis,
cesitliligi olan buluntu topluluklarini ortaya ¢1-
kartrstir. Geleneksel kazi ¢alismalaninda amac,
tarihlemeye katkida bulunacak gorsel giizelligi
ya da ¢ekiciligi olan, miizelerde teghir edilebile-
cek ya da bilim diinyasinda ¢arpici etki yapacak
eserlerin, biiyiik yapilann ortaya ¢ikartilmasryd.
Tepecik, Tilintepe gibi, ¢agdas yaklasimlarla
siirdiiriilen kaz1 ¢alismalarinda ise amag, gegmis
donem yagamini ve yagamin dogal ¢evreyle olan
birlikteligini anlamak oldugu icin, gecmisteki
toplulugun yemis olduklann hayvanlarn kemik
parcalarindan yanmug tahil tanelerine, kullandig
kap kacagm kiriklarina kadar agirligs tonlarla 6l-
clilecek miktarda bulgu ortaya ¢ikmustir. Bulgu-
lanin gesit ve miktari, ne tek bir bilim insanimn,
ne de onun arkeologlardan olusan ekibinin bag
edemeyecegi kadar artmustir. Ancak o yillarda
tilkemizdeki doga ve fen bilim dallarindan uz-
manlarn arkeolojik malzemeyi incelemeye ilgi-
leri olmadig gibi, bu konularda deneyimleri de
yoktu. Ufuk Esin, hocasi Prof. Dr. Halet Gam-
bel'le birlikte strdirdiigti ugragilar sayesinde
1980 yilinda bir ¢alisma grubu olugturmug, bunu
fizik¢i Yeter GOksu'nun da sahip oldugu genis
bakis agisindan yararlanarak TUBITAK biinye-
sinde kurumsal bir yaptya doniigtiirerek ilk kez
Arkeometri Unitesi'ni ortaya ¢ikartmigtir. Bu
biinyede farkli uzmanlarin katlimiyla ard arda
bir¢ok ¢alistay ve bilimsel toplanti yapilmus, ar-
keometrinin (;e§itli-alanlann1 tanitan yayin dizisi
olusturulmus ve bu grup, farkli adlar altinda
1993 yilina kadar varliim strdiirdiikten sonra,
Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi biinyesinde ha-
len mevcut olan Arkeometri Bolimii’'niin gekir-
degini olugturmugstur. Buglin arkeometrinin yal-
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nizca fizik, kimya ve arkeometalusji degil, ¢cok
farkli alanlarinda da tilkemizde saygin ve diinya-
da ses getiren galismalar yapilabiliyor ise, bunun
Ufuk Esin de dahil olmak tizere Halet Cambel ve
Yeter Goksu'nun ileri goriigli ¢abalarinin sonu-
cu oldugu g6z ard: edilmemelidir.

Ufuk Esin, akademik yasamina Istanbul Univer-
sitesi Edebiyat Fakdiltesi Prehistorya Kiirsiisi’'nde
baglamig, emekli oldugu 1999 yilina kadar da bi-
limsel yasamuu burada stirdiirmiis ve daha son-
ra da kurumuyla iliskisini her zaman canl tut-
mustur. Prehistorya Kiirsisti'niin yalnizca Tirk
arkeolojisinde degil, Tiirk bilim yasaminda da
¢ok ayricalikl bir yeri vardir. Caginin ¢ok ileri-
sinde bir bilimsel anlayisa sahip, bilimin bir yan-
da yapildig: tilkenin toplumuna hizmet vermesi-
ni, 6te yanda da diinyaya agik olmasini savunan
Prof. Dr. Halet Cambel’in kurmus oldugu Prehis-
torya Kirsuisi, bu kiirsiide yetisen herkesi oldu-
gu gibi Ufuk Esin’i de yogurarak, farkh bir bilim-
sel kimlik kazanmasiu saglamstir. Bu siradan
bir akademik kurumun alisilagelmis bilimsel ya-
santisindan ¢ok daha zor, farkh ve 6zveriye da-
yalt bir yasam tarzini1 gerektirmistir. Prehistorya
Kiirsisti her zaman diinyaya, ortak ¢alismalara
acik bir bilimsel ¢izgi stirdiirmiis, ancak bunun
da étesinde Tiirkiye'nin yalnizca bilimsel degil,
sosyal ve politik stirecinde de soz sahibi, yol
gOsterici olmaya calismustir. Bu baglamda &zel-
likle bilimsel arkeoloji ile biirokrasi arasindaki
celigkilerin getirdigi sikintilarda zaman zaman
uyan ve gerektiginde de orgtitli bir direng gos-
termistir.

Ufuk Esin, uzun yillar Prof. Dr. Halet Cambel'in
ozgiin kimligiyle yiiriyen kiirsiiyd, 1984 yilinda
devralmastyla gok zor bir 6zgorevi de tistlenmek
durumunda kalmugtir. Anabilim dali bagkanligim
stirdiirdiigii 16 yil boyunca gii¢ olant bagarmis
ve Halet Cambel'in kiirsiistinii daha da ileriye ta-
simustir. Anabilim dalt bagkanligs sirasinda Pre-
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historya Kiirsisti'niin aragtirma projelerinin,
uluslararasi katilimla strdirdiigi calismalarinin
saysi katlanarak artmis ve Prehistorya Laboratu-
vart bir bilim platformuna déntismiistiir. Bu sii-
re¢ icinde kendisi de, diger projelerin yam sira
Malatya Degirmentepe ve Aksaray Asikli Hoyiik
gibi biiyiik ve biiylik oldugu kadar bilimsel éne-
mi fazla projeleri Ustlenmis, uygarlik tarihine
yadsinmaz katkilar yapmustur.

Burada kisaca 6zetlemeye calistigimiz gibi Ufuk
Esin, seckin bir bilim insani olmanin yani sira
Atatlirk ilke ve devrimlerinin de yilmaz bir savu-
nucusu olmus, Tlirkiye Cumhuriyeti'nin ¢agdas-
lasma stirecine elinden gelen her tiirlii katkiyr
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yapmustir. Bilim insaninin yalnizca bilim tiretme-
si ve ortaya ¢ikardigs bilgiyi diinyayla paylagsma-
siun yeterli olmadig: bilinciyle ¢alismalarini, dii-
stincelerini siirdtirecek yeni kugaklarn egitimine
Ozen gostermis ve bunlann her tirlii bagnazlik-
tan arndilmis ¢agdas bir kimlige sahip olabile-
cek sekilde egitilebilmelerini, yalnizca dersleriy-
le degil, ekip tyelerinin yasamlarinu da etkileye-
cek sekilde yonlendirmistir. Umudumuz Tiirk
arkeolojisinde yeni kusaklarn Ufuk Esin’in bek-
lentileri dogrultusunda geliserek, onun baglatmugs
oldugu calismalan daha ileri tasimalan, Tiirk ar-
keolojisini ve Tiirk bilim kurumlarnn: bilim diin-
yasinda 6ncli konuma getirmeleridir.
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Prof. Dr. Ufuk Esin Prehistorya Laboratuvarinda.

1- Prof. Dr. Ufuk Esin 2- Prof. Dr. Mehmet Ozdogan 3- Prof. Dr. Engin Ozgen, Moskova Miizesi'nde Troya hazinelerini
incelerken, 1994.



TUBA-AR XI 2008

PROF. DR. UFUK ESIN
(11 Ekim 1933 - 19 Ocak 2008)

Sema BAYKAN*

»>
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OZGECMIst

11 Ekim 1933'te izmirde, M. Sacit ve Cihat
Esin'in kizlan olarak dogdu.

Ilkokulu Amavutkdy 25. flkokulunda (1943/44),
ortaokulu Fevziati Bogazici Lisesinde (1946/47),
liseyi Sankt Georg Avusturya Kolejinde okudu
ve 1951’de fen kolundan okul birincisi olarak
mezun oldu. 1952-56'da Istanbul Universitesi
Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Prehistorya ve Arkeoloji Bo-
limirnde okudu ve “M.O. II. binyilda Anadolu
Karnigik Varliklan” ¢calismasiyla mezun oldu. 1957
de ayn1 boliime Prehistorya asistan: olarak atan-

di. 1960 yinda “M.O. 3. ve 2. binyilda Anado-
lu Igneleri” adli tezini vererek Prehistorya ve
Onasya Dilleri- Kiiltiirleri doktoru unvanin ka-
zandi. 1966'da “Kuantitatif Spektral Analiz Yardi-
muyla Anadolu’da Baglangicindan Asur Kolonile-
ri Gagina Kadar Bakir ve Tung Madenciligi” adli
kitabiyla Prehistorya Kiirsiisi'nde eylemli do-
gent oldu. 1976'da ise “Ilk Uretimcilige Gegis Ev-
resinde Anadolu ve Giineydogu Avrupa: Dogal
Cevre ve Kiiltiirleri Sorunu” basglikl 2 cildik ese-
ri ile profesor tinvaniu kazandi. 1984 yilindan
emekli oldugu 2000 yilina kadar Prehistorya

*Istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiltesi, Prehistorya Anabilim Dalt , 34134, Beyazit, Ttirkiye. semabaykan@gmail.com
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saglamak ve siirdiirmek; kaz1 ve diger arastir-
malanryla Tiirkiye'nin tarihéncesine ait gesitli
kultiirlerini yurt diginda ve icinde yaymlan,
kongre bildirileri ve konferanslan ile tanitmak-
ur. 1993 yiinda Tiirkiye Bilimler Akademisi
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oloji biliminin kurumsal hale gelmesi igin Us-
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cevede TUBA-TUKSEK yaymlanm cikarmgtir.
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A THEORETICAL MODEL FOR POLITICAL
ECONOMY AND SOCIAL IDENTITY IN THE OLD
ASSYRIAN COLONIES OF ANATOLIA
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Anahtar s8zclkler: Kiltir iligkisi, ticaret, koloniler, gurbetgi tiiccarlar, Eski Asur ticaret kolonisi, Kiiltepe-Kanes,
siyasi ekonomi, toplumsal kimlik.

Anadolu’da MO 2. binyilin baslarindaki Eski Asur ticaret koloni dénemine ait kazilar, yazili belgelerin
arkeolojik verilerle birlikte ele alindiginda bize eski bir koloni agint ve onun bélgesel ticaret ortak-
lanyla olan etkilesimini gormemizi saglayan ender bir firsat sunmaktadir. Bunun yami sira
Anadolu’nun kendine 6zgti ‘karum’ déneminde yagsanan stiregle ilgili bir kuram gelistirilebilmesi icin,
kiiltiirel iliskiler ile onun kolonyal yapistun biittinsel bir anlayss icinde ele alinarak karsdastinlmast
gerekmektedir. Bu yazi, sosyal antropolojide eski sistemlerin bolgeler arast iliskilerinde kullanilan
ana kuram modellerini tartismaktadir. Orta Tun¢ Cagrnda Anadolu’yu dogru bir sekilde anlayip
yorumlayabilmemiz icin, eldeki veriler ana kuramsal kurgu olarak gorillen diinya sistemleri ve
kiiltirel yozlasma segenekleri kapsamunda ele alindiginda bazt uyumsuzluklar ortaya ¢tkmaktadir.
Ben, karsiiklt kiilttir ticaretinin etnografik ve tarihsel arastimalarindan kaynaklanan ‘gurbetgi tiic-
carlar’ modeli yerine ‘karum’ sistemini ve onun yerel Anadolu’lu ev sahibi toplumlarni anlamaya
yonelik bir cerceve olusturmayr daha dogru bir yaklagim olarak gérmekteyim. Siire¢ bu yaklasimia
ele alindiginda, gerek siyasi ekonominin yapisal sorunlan, gerekse karsiikh kiiltiirel iletisimin
aynlmaz bir parcas: olan toplumsal kimlik, etnik kéken gibi girdilerin ne gibi bir etkisi oldugu soru-
lan da anlamamiza katkida bulunacakti. Bu baglamda sonug olarak, 2. binyidin baslangicinda
Anadolu’da Eski Asur gurbetci tiiccarlar ile gelisen kent devletlerinin yénetim modeli arasindaki ¢ikar
catismalanimin anlasidmasinda arkeolojik verilerle yazili belgelerin bir arada ele alinmasin getirecegi
kazanim, yeni aragtirma konulanni, yeni sorulan ortaya ¢ikartmaktadir; burada bu konular tizerinde
de kisaca durulmaktadir
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INTRODUCTION

In the last 15 years, archaeologists have come to
recognize that interregional interaction or cul-
ture contact played a significant (but not always
determinative) role in the structure and devel-
opmental pathways of many chiefdoms, states,
and empires. Interregional interaction can take a
variety of different forms such as exchange,
emulation, colonization, and outright conquest.
This paper focuses on colonial encounters
between foreign settlements and local polities as
a specific form of inter-regional interaction.!

The early second millennium BC Old Assyrian
trading colonies of central Anatolia form one of
the most important and earliest examples of an
ancient colonial encounter for which we have
available both textual and archaeological data
(for overviews see Larsen 1974; Ozgilic 1963,
1988; Veenhof 1995). Although Old Assyrian
karums (trading colonies) or wabartums (small-
er way stations or caravanserays) are known
from Bogazkdy, Kaman, Alisar and Acemhdoyuk,
the preponderance of our data derive from long
term, extensive excavations at the site of
Kiiltepe/Kanes (e.g. Emre 1963; Kulakoglu 1996;
Ozgiic 1888; Ozgiic 1986, 1999; Porada 1980).
Located in the lower town of the powerful
Anatolian city-state of Kanes or Nesa, karum-
Kanesh was the primary Old Assyrian colony in
a system of approximately 30 enclaves (Fig. 1).
The integration of both textual and artifactual
data is especially important for understanding
these colonies —how they were organized, how
they interacted with the local societies of early
second millennium Anatolia, and how this inter-
action affected later social, economic, and polit-
ical developments in the region. At present, the
rich textual record of the Kiiltepe tablets (e.g.
Balkan 1967, Dercksen 1996; Garelli 1963;
Larsen 1976; Orlin 1970; Veenhof 1972) has
overshadowed the archaeological record in pos-
ing the key research questions, and in framing
the perspectives we use to understand social,
economic, and political developments in early
second millennium central Anatolia. If we are to
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succeed at integrating these two data sources to
form a new synthesis in our understanding of
the karum period, then we must also look close-
ly at the theoretical models that we use —either
explicitly or implicitly— to interpret our historical
and archaeological evidence.

In looking at the political economy of interac-
tion, it is very important that we move away
from an overly simplistic view that sees only two
monolithic groups —the colonizers and the colo-
nized. Instead we have to see colonial encoun-
ters as involving at least three nodes: a) home-
lands, b) colonies, and ¢) local societies (Fig. 2).
We also must recognize that each of these
nodes is not a monolithic block, but is instead
quite diverse or heterogeneous. In other words,
homelands, colonies, and local societies are all
composed of multiple competing groups,
defined by differences in gender, social class,
and ethnicity. This diversity within a single
colony is very clear when we look at the texts
from karum Kaneg/Kiltepe. We know that the
inhabitants of the karum were not just Assyrians,
but local people of Kanesh, and merchants from
other polities such as Ebla. We also know that
karum Kanesh had a clear socio-economic hier-
archy, so that the wealthier merchants —“big
men” or “men of account” had more rights and
privileges than those with fewer resources and
family connections (Larsen 1976: 283; Veenhof
1977: 117). The local rulers, local elites, and
commoners at Kanesh may all have had very
different goals and strategies for dealing with a
colonizing group such as the Assyrian mer-
chants. Certainly, the royal families of the
Anatolian city states such as Kanesh,
Purushattum, and other polities enjoyed privi-
leged access to the goods and profits from trade
with the Assyrians. The structure of interaction
almost differed markedly for men versus
women, as can be seen in the marriage patterns
and practices of the merchants in the karum
(Michel 2006). In short —even within one single
“node” of the colonial encounter, that of the
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colony itself- we can see tremendous diversity
that we would miss if we simply treated all its
inhabitants as if they were all identical
“Assyrians”. This diversity becomes tremendous-
ly important when we look at the actual
processes of interaction at the points of contact
between the three different nodes of the colo-
nial encounter —homelands, colonies, and local
societies.

We cannot reconstruct colonial interactions
between Assyrians and Anatolians in the early
second millennium BC unless we develop a bet-
ter understanding of the different forms of social
identities of the people involved in these colo-
nial encounters. We also have to recognize that
these social identities do not remain static;
instead they can change over time in many dif-
ferent ways. For example, local people may start
to emulate colonizing groups. Conversely, colo-
nizing groups may become assimilated into the
indigenous population. Entirely new creolized
identities (Hannerz 1987) may develop through
the interaction and fusion of multiple ethnic
groups involved in a colonial encounter. By
looking at these different identities and whether
or not they change, we can see how the inter-
action system worked from the perspective of
the individuals and small groups in the commu-
nities that were in contact.

Of course these different identities, and the
social groups they define, existed within a larg-
er scale framework of cities and states. We need
to understand the political landscape of both the
local societies and the colonial homeland (Stein
2005). For example, the entire structure of the
Old Assyrian trading colony system can only be
understood as part of a fragmented political
landscape composed of many rival city-states or
small polities of varying power on the Anatolian
plateau (Veenhof 1982). Similarly, the strategic
motivations of the Assyrian traders can only be
understood with reference to the political struc-
ture of the city-state of Assur, and its own rival-
ries within Mesopotamia. In short, we need to
be able to look at the Old Assyrian colonial
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encounter with Anatolia from both the large
scale of regional political economy and also from
the smaller scale perspective of the social groups
and communities who lived in each polity.

MACRO-LEVEL POLITICAL ECONOMY AND
UNIDIRECTIONAL MODELS OF
INTER-REGIONAL INTERACTION

The two theoretical frameworks most common-
ly used to understand the political economy of
inter-regional interaction are World-system
models and acculturation models (Fig. 3).
These approaches are sometimes used explicit-
ly (e.g. Algaze 1993; Allen 1992), but more often
their assumptions and mechanisms are implicit-
ly employed. Both models rely on assumptions
of hierarchy or power inequalities between col-
onizers and local societies. They both assume a
one-way flow of economic and cultural influ-
ences from the colonizers to local societies. Both
models are grounded in the European expan-
sion of the 16th-19th centuries, with its colo-
nization of the Americas, Africa, and much of
Asia. As a result, we have no reason to assume
that these models automatically apply to non-
western, pre-capitalist culures and political
€conomies.

The World Systems Model

The world systems model (Wallerstein 1974)
suggests that the economic growth of complex
societies can best be understood by looking at
large scale interregional exchange networks
composed of multiple competing polities. As a
world system expands, it becomes differentiated
into two distinct zones —the “core” and the
“periphery”. The core is highly developed, with
diverse economies that specialize in the manu-
facture of high value finished products for home
consumption and export to the periphery. The
periphery provides raw materials and is either
directly or indirectly controlled by the core.

In its “classic” and still most widely used form,
the world systems model relies on three main
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assumptions —that

1) cores exercise econdmic dominance over
peripheries,

2) cores control an asymmetric or unequal
exchange system, and

3) long-distance trade plays the key role in
structuring the political economy of the periph-
ery. These highly questionable assumptions elim-
inate or minimize the roles of polities or groups
in the “periphery”, local production and local
exchange, local agency, and internal dynamics of
developmental change (Stein 2002). More recent
attempts to modify Wallerstein’s model by relax-
ing most of its main assumptions (e.g. Chase-
Dunn, Hall 1993; Hall 1999) remain problematic
for several reasons. First, the construct becomes
so broad and amorphous that it loses any kind of
analytical power except as a generalized philo-
sophical outlook. Second, even in its modified
form, the world system construct still views the
external dynamics of interregional interaction as
the main structuring element at both the local
and macro-regional levels. As a result, the modi-
fied world systems perspective continues to min-
imize the roles of agency and internal dynamics
in peripheries since the cause of change is always
located somewhere on the outside.

Mitchell Allen (Allen 1992) has attempted to
apply the world systems model to explain the
relations between the OIld Assyrian trading
colonies and the local polities of Anatolia. His
reconstruction of relations is problematical pre-
cisely because it relies on the assumptions of
core dominance over asymmetric trade, while
minimizing or even excluding the role of local
agency by the rulers and elites of the local
Anatolian polities such as Kanes. The last two
decades of text-based research have effectively
repudiated the key elements of the world sys-
tem model by showing definitively that the local
Anatolian polities played an extremely impor-
tant role in shaping the character and operation
of the Old Assyrian trading system.

The Acculturation Model
The second widely used framework for the
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study of interregional interaction is the accultur-
ation concept. The term “acculturation”
describes a process in which smaller, less pow-
erful groups, so-called “recipient cultures”, grad-
ually become more like the larger, powerful
“donor societies” that control them (Cusick
1998, Hershkovits 1938). The model assumes
that the “traditional” recipient societies have a
natural desire to adopt the foreign material cul-
ture and other aspects of the donor societies.
The acculturation process is seen as taking place
through the borrowing of discrete cultural traits,
and ultimately leads to the disappearance of the
smaller group as it is absorbed into the broader
culture. Archaeologists working within this
framework have traditionally used the presence
of artifacts from the more powerful donor cul-
ture in assemblages of the less powerful recipi-
ent culture as direct measures of acculturation;
this perspective has been particularly apparent
in studies of Hellenization and Romanization in
Europe and the Mediterranean world.

The acculturation model does not apply in the
case of the Old Assyrian trading colonies and
their interaction with their Anatolian host poli-
ties in the early second millennium BC. The
Anatolian city-states of this period seem to have
been highly selective in their appropriation of
Assyrian ideologies, material culture, and orga-
nizational forms. If anything, the cultural influ-
ences would seem to have gone the other way,
so that the homes of the Assyrian merchants
were filled with items and styles of Anatolian
material culture. This is highly significant,
because it reflects, at least in part, the lack of
Assyrian political or economic dominance over
the communities in which they resided.

Overall, the world system and acculturation
models share three theoretical flaws that severe-
ly limit their utility. First, they assume that the
economic, political, military, and ideological
domination of the core states or donor cultures
is absolute, extending across all social and cul-
tural arenas. Second, the two models assume a
unidirectional flow of influences from core or
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donor states to peripheral or recipient cultures.
Implicit in this is the notion of the irresistible
allure of donor cultures such as those of Greek
colonists spreading Hellenism in the
Mediterranean (Dietler 2005; Whitehouse,
Wilkins 1989). Finally, the most important prob-
lem shared by the world system and accultura-
tion models is that both view peripheries or
recipient cultures as passive groups, lacking in
agency or the capacity to act in pursuit of their
own goals or interests.

NON-HIERARCHICAL MODELS OF SOCIAL
IDENTITY IN THE POLITICAL ECONOMY OF
INTERACTION

Ancient culture contact was much more com-
plex than the world systems and acculturation
models would have us believe. There is a wide
range of patterned variability in the power rela-
tions of the societies in an interaction network.
Under some conditions, more developed
“cores” can control less developed “peripheries”
on the lines of world-systems/models. In many
other cases, however, interaction can take place
on a more equal footing. Some of the major fac-
tors that can affect the interregional balance of
power are: (1) distance and transportation eco-
nomics; (2) technology (especially military and
transportation technologies); (3) population size
and composition (especially in the primary zone
of culture contact); (4) disease; (5) military orga-
nization; and (6) the degree of social complexi-
ty in each polity.

Although the world system and acculturation
models may apply to a small number of histori-
cally specific cases, they are neither accurate nor
adequate as general comparative frameworks
for the analysis of all episodes of culture contact.
This recognition has transformed our views
about the processes that take place when
colonies and indigenous societies interact. We
now understand that local power structures, and
local cultural schemes repeatedly modified and
even subverted colonial agendas, so that the
outcome was in almost every case composite,
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contingent, and negotiated rather than pre-
determined by global structures of political
economy.

The problems associated with the world systems
and acculturation models make it clear that one
cannot assume a priori that all inter-regional
interaction systems are inherently hierarchical,
and organized to the advantage of the foreign
colonizing group. Instead, a number of factors
can influence both the degree and direction of
hierarchy in culture contact situations. All polit-
ical economies exist within the context of cul-
ture and society. For that reason, it is important
to focus on social identity of the different groups
that make up the interaction system; this per-
spective then complements and helps to explain
the broader workings of the political economy.
Two particularly useful conceptual frameworks
for understanding social identity in culture con-
tact situations are

“HYBRIDITY” AND THE “TRADE DIASPORA”
MODEL

Hybridity and Related Models of Composite
Identities in Culture-Contact

Peter van Dommelen (Van Dommelen 2005)
has argued for the utility of the hybridity con-
cept for our understanding of social identity in
the study of ancient colonial encounters. In
colonial contact situations the interaction of
local and colonizing peoples can lead to the
emergence of unique new composite or mixed
communities that are characterised by what the
postcolonial theorist Homi Bhabha has termed
‘hybrid’ identities (Bhabha 1992: 173-183).
Bhabha uses the concept of cultural hybridity to
describe the combination of differences and
similarities that relates the local and colonizing
groups without equating them entirely with
either. These mixtures of local traditions and
foreign cultural norms essentially form a new
colonial culture. The hybridity concept thus
relates closely to the linguistically based blend-
ing process of creolization (Hannerz 1987) or the
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model of ethnogenesis in socio-cultural anthro-
pology (Cusick 1998, Deagan 1998). These mod-
els of identity transformation differ from the
acculturation model in three important ways:
First, the hybridity and creolization concepts rec-
ognize the formation of a new and different
social identity, rather than simply seeing the
local people as abandoning their old ways and
adopting a foreign colonizing culture. Second,
the new hybrid or creolized identity draws on
both local and foreign cultural schemes, rather
than just the foreign influences; Finally, the
models of identity transformation see local peo-
ple as active agents who are selectively shaping
and redefining a new social identity, instead of
being the passive recipients of “influences” from
a foreign “donor” culture.

Researchers have applied the hybridity or
hybridization model to a number of different
archaeological cases. Van Dommelen argues for
the utility of these concepts for our understand-
ing of ancient interaction and the development
of new colonial identities in the western
Mediterranean (Van Dommelen 1998, 2002,
2005). Through a comparative analysis of the
first millennium Bc Phoenician and Punic colo-
nization, van Dommelen suggests that new
colonial identities developed on Sardinia
through a hybridization process (Bhabha 1992)
in which the indigenous groups showed great
selectivity in their appropriation and transforma-
tion of Punic material culture. Similarly, Helwing
(1999) uses ceramic analyses of the 4% millenni-
um BC site of Hassek Hoylk to argue for a
process of hybridization in the interaction
between Uruk Mesopotamia and the Local Late
Chalcolithic culture of southeast Anatolia
(Helwing 1999).

Trade Diasporas and Inter-Regional Exchange

The related concepts of hybridity, creolization,
and ethnogenesis, focus on the ways that colo-
nial encounters can transform identities. Overall,
the formation of new, composite social identities
seems to have a sound historical basis — at least
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in the case of the European expansion from the
16th=19th centuries AD. These transformations
are best documented in situations of true colo-
nial dominance or hierarchy, where the foreign
group actually exercises political, economic, and
military control over local peoples. However, it
is important to recognize that in many cases of
culture contact, the broader influences of politi-
cal economy can push for the preservation and
even emphasis of cultural differences between
groups, instead of their transformation. This cul-
tural politics of distinction seems to develop
very often in the context of cross-cultural trade.

Trade across cultural boundaries is risky busi-
ness, requiring highly specialized skills, and the
ability to function within the value systems of
two distinct cultures (Yambert 1981: 174). As the
network of interacting societies grows in scale
and complexity, exchange increasingly becomes
the domain of specialized intermediaries who
travel between regions or take up residence in
the foreign community with whom they trade.
One of the most useful ways to understand
these communities is the concept of the ‘trade
diaspora’ (Cohen, 1969, 1971; Curtin 1984).
Trade diasporas are “inter-regional exchange
networks composed of spatially dispersed spe-
cialized merchant groups that are culturally dis-
tinct, organizationally cohesive, and socially
independent from their host communities while
maintaining a high level of economic and social
ties with related communities who define them-
selves in terms of the same general cultural iden-
tity” (Cohen 1971: 266-7).

Trade diasporas arise in situations where cultur-
ally distinct groups are engaged in exchange
under conditions where communication and
transportation are difficult, and where central-
ized state institutions are not effective in provid-
ing either physical or economic security to par-
ticipants in long distance trade. One strategy
through which these difficulties can be over-
come is for traders from one cohesive ethnic
group to control all or most of the stages of trade
in specific commodities. To do so effectively, the
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group must organize itself as a corporate entity
that can deal with their host community or trad-
ing partners, ensure unified group action for
common causes, and establish channels of com-
munication with members of the same group in
other parts of the exchange network.

How does a trade diaspora work? Members of
the trading group move into new areas, settle
down in market or transport centers along major
trade routes, and specialize in exchange while
maintaining a separate cultural identity from
their host community. The foreigners attempt to
maintain 2 monopoly of their particular trade
specialization; this allows them to function as
intermediaries or cross-cultural brokers between
their host community and the outside world.
The shared identity among different diaspora
communities provides the framework for the
communication, credit, and reliability necessary
for the orderly long term functioning of the
exchange system. The group has its own politi-
cal organization that maintains order within the
group and coordinates with other diaspora
groups to protect their identity and economic
niche in dealing with the local host communi-
ties. Often, the maintenance of this distinct polit-
ical organization requires some level of judicial
autonomy as well.

Trade diasporas also strongly emphasize their
distinctive cultural identity, defining themselves
as a moral community that acts as a group to
enforce the conformity of individual members of
the group to shared values. An ideology of this
type is necessary to maintain the cohesion of the
diaspora as a trade network despite competition
from host communities.

Being different is the essence of a trade diaspo-
ra. The diaspora group defines its membership
by emphasizing that its identity is different from
its local host community. This deliberate separa-
tion is necessary to strengthen the diaspora as a
community while preventing outsiders from
breaking their trade monopoly. Although most
commonly defined through an ideology of
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shared descent or origin, diaspora identity can
also be expressed through linguistic, religious,
or other cultural criteria.

Why do the local host communities allow dias-
poras to settle and maintain an autonomous
identity? Diaspora communities are useful to
local rulers for several reasons. In many agrari-
an or pastoral societies, exchange is viewed as a
suspicious activity that is best left to outsiders or
socially inferior groups within the polity (Azarya
1980). Sponsoring and taxing trade diasporas
provides an easy way for rulers in the host com-
munity to increase their own wealth and power
without having to go through the conflict inher-
ent in re-structuring power relationships within
their own community (Yambert 1981). Because
the strangers of the trade diaspora lack strong
social ties with the majority of the host commu-
nity, they are forced to be dependent on and
therefore loyal to the local rulers. The key point
to note here is that the social position of the
diaspora is closely tied to local politics —specifi-
cally the degree of socio-political complexity,
and the nature of factionalism or competition in
the host community.

A trade diaspora can have a wide range of pos-
sible relationships with other diaspora nodes,
with its homeland, and especially with its host
community. The three most important points
along the continuum of diaspora-host relations
are: a) marginal status, b) social autonomy, c) in
the extreme case, the diaspora dominance.

1) Diaspora Marginality: In some cases, the
rulers of the host community treat the trade dias-
pora as a marginal or pariah group to be
exploited at will. The foreign enclave’s presence
is only tolerated because of its usefulness to the
host community. In these cases, the host com-
munity emphasizes the social separation and
marginality of the diaspora group (Curtin 1984:
5).

2) Diaspora Autonomy: The second form of
diaspora status is that of protected autonomy
within the host community. This can be gained
either through the explicit granting of
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autonomous political status by the local rulers,
as in the case of the Chinese trade diaspora in
southeast Asia. The Chinese trade diaspora was
able to gain a high degree of autonomy in its
various southeast Asian host communities by
being financially useful to local ruling elites. The
Chinese had been long distance traders through-
out southeast Asia for centuries, trading Chinese
porcelain, cotton goods and silk in return for
pepper, nutmeg, and cinnamon. Ties to the
homeland played an important role in establish-
ing the autonomy of the overseas Chinese. The
maritime experience of Chinese long distance
merchants and their monopoly on access to
Chinese ports and goods were powerful incen-
tives to local elites in Thailand, Indonesia, and
the Philippines to extend them numerous trad-
ing monopolies, tax concessions, and exemp-
tions from corvée labor. The Chinese traders
occupied special neighborhoods set aside for
them by the local rulers. In return, the Chinese
diaspora provided local rulers with exotic pres-
tige goods and other economic benefits of
exchange such as customs taxes and loans
when needed (Yambert 1981: 180). Chinese
diaspora groups forged close alliances with the
local rulers, and played key roles in the financial
and administrative hierarchies of their host poli-
ties as tax farmers or other state officials. This
client-community status benefited the Chinese,
who were able to occupy a profitable, protect-
ed socio-economic niche. At the same time, the
local rulers gained new sources of income and
a group of subordinates whose dependence
insured their loyalty (Yambert 1981: 181). The
Chinese gained political autonomy through the
commercial advantages derived from their close
ties to the mainland, coupled with a strategy of
political alliances with powerful local patrons.
3) Diaspora Dominance: At the extreme end of
the range of variation in the organization of
inter-regional exchange is the fairly unusual sit-
uation where the trade diaspora actually con-
trols its host community. The classic examples
of this are the European trading post empires in
Africa and Asia in the 18th and 19th centuries
(Curtin 1984: 5).
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Trade diasporas can change markedly over
time. One of the most striking characteristics of
trade diasporas is their tendency to work them-
selves out of business. Diasporas come into
being because the differences between cultures
in an inter-regional exchange network require
the services of mediators. However, these mid-
dlemen become victims of their own success;
extended periods of mediation can reduce
cross-cultural differences and hence the need
for cross-cultural brokers (Curtin 1984: 3). When
this happens, the diaspora loses its distinctive
status as members of the local host community
take over the foreigners’ position in the
exchange network. This is probably the expla-
nation for the end of the Assyrian presence in
Anatolia after karum period Ib.

Overall, the trade diaspora concept is a theoret-
ical model of colonial identity and political
economy that allows for a tremendous range of
variation in the organization of inter-regional
interaction, in the strategies pursued by foreign
trading enclaves and host elites, and in the
developmental trajectories of these networks.
From the examples discussed above, different
forms of power configurations —within and
between homelands, colonies, and local poli-
ties— have a marked influence on the relation-
ship between a trade diaspora and its host com-
munity.

The military, political, and economic power of
the trade diaspora or its homeland plays a key
role in structuring inter-regional reaction. This is,
of course, most clearly evident in the dominance
of the militarized European trade diasporas over
their Asian and African host communities in the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. By con-
trast, when the homeland polity is either weak
(as in the case of many Greek colonies) or
unable to project military power because of its
distance from its colonies, then there is far more
room for negotiation between hosts and diaspo-
ras in the organization of interaction within the
network. A relatively weak trade diaspora
would only have been able to survive and func-
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tion through alliance with its host community,
since it would not have been able to dominate
it by force. This was almost certainly the case in
relations between the Assyrian merchants and
the city states of second millennium Anatolia.

The military, political, or economic power of
the local polities in the “periphery” also plays a
vital role in the configuration of the diaspora
community and its broader role in the inter-
regional exchange network. Powerful central-
ized local polities can dictate the degree of
autonomy of the trade diaspora. In relatively
weak polities, local elites wishing to bolster their
own power may grant a high degree of autono-
my to trading diasporas in order to build up
their own wealth while gaining a loyal, depen-
dent client group outside the traditional local
social order as a counterbalance to potential
local rivals.

A final critical aspect of power relationships in
trade diasporas concerns control over routes of
movement and communication, access to trade
goods and thus the terms of trade. As noted ear-
lier, diasporas often attempt to gain a ‘vertical
monopoly’ over as many different stages as pos-
sible in the movement of trade goods between
regions. They are able to do this most effective-
ly when communication and transportation
between polities are unreliable or dangerous.
Under these conditions, the culturally-defined
economic linkages between different diaspora
nodes give the foreign traders a competitive
advantage in dealing with the local polities.

Overall, then, we can see two different models
of what happens to the social identities of the
different groups involved in colonial encoun-
ters. Depending on the overarching conditions
of broad scale political economy, we can expect
to see two very different kinds of social process.
In cases of strong colonial domination, we
often see the formation of new hybridized or
creolized identities, drawing on both local and
foreign cultural schemes. However, in more
fragmented and less hierarchical political land-
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scapes, the foreign groups most closely involved
in exchange will often form trade diasporas
whose members actively maintain a social iden-
tity very different from that of their local host
communities. The latter case seems to apply
best to early second millennium Anatolia.

THE OLD ASSYRIAN KARUM SYSTEM AS A
TRADE DIASPORA

I suggest that the trade diaspora model is an
extremely useful framework for archaeologists
and textual researchers to understand the Old
Assyrian trading colonies. Of the four theoretical
models I have discussed above, only the trade
diaspora model is able to explicitly link 1) polit-
ical structure, 2) economic organization, and 3)
social identity into a single coherent framework.
A second advantage is that the trade diaspora
model avoids the three problematic assumptions
of the world systems model — core dominance,
unequal exchange, and inter-regional trade as
the prime cause of social change. Finally, the
trade diaspora model is flexible, so that it allows
for a broad range of different power relation-
ships between the foreign groups and the local
communities.

The Old Assyrian colonies conform exactly to
Abner Cohen’s definition of trade diasporas as
spatially dispersed specialized merchant groups
who are culturally distinct, organizationally
cohesive, and socially independent from their
host communities while maintaining a high level
of economic and social ties with related com-
munities who share the same social identity
(Cohen 1971: 266-7). Of the three main types of
possible relationships with the local host com-
munities, the Assyrian traders seem to most
closely match the idea of diaspora autonomy. In
close parallel to the Chinese traders of southeast
Asia, the Assyrians were able to negotiate eco-
nomic privileges and explicit recognition of their
autonomous political status because they were
so financially useful to the rulers of the local
Anatolian city states in which they had settled.
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The key Assyrian role in the internal copper
trade in Anatolia (Dercksen 1996) is some of
the best evidence for the applicability of the
trade diaspora model, in opposition to the
world system construct. The copper trade had
nothing to do with “core” control over the sup-
ply of foreign finished goods to Anatolia in an
asymmetric trade system. Instead, the Assyrians
were able to trade copper so effectively because
of their own cohesiveness as a community, their
ability to forge formal relations with local rulers,
their capacity to extend credit to merchants
across political boundaries, and their wide-
spread network of connections in all the major
local Anatolian copper consuming centers.
These are precisely the characteristics of a trade
diaspora.

One possible objection that might be raised
against the applicability of the diaspora model
involves the question of social differences
between the Assyrians and the local Anatolian
communities. The active maintenance of social
differences from the host community forms one
of the most important characteristics of a trade
diaspora, and is, in fact, the main reason why
they are able to function effectively. How dis-
tinctive were the Assyrians? Tahsin Ozgii¢ com-
mented that were it not for the discovery of the
archives of the karum, the Assyrian households
would have been indistinguishable from the
houses of the local inhabitants of Kanesh
(Ozgiic 1963). It is certainly true that the most
visible preserved items of durable material cul-
ture such as architecture and ceramics in the
karum were local Anatolian in style. However,
this may simply reflect pragmatic considerations
on the part of the Old Assyrian merchants. The
Assyrian community seems to have been com-
prised almost entirely of traders, with only a
handful of people identified in the texts as craft
specialists (Dercksen 1996: 71). Given the
extremely high transportation costs involved in
the donkey caravan trade between Assur and
Anatolia, there was little reason to import bulky,
fragile items such as utilitarian ceramics, when
these could be obtained easily and inexpensive-
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ly from local Anatolian merchants. In addition,
since relatively few Assyrian women were phys-
ically present in the karum (see, e.g. Michel
2006), we would not expect to see Assyrian
styles of those craft items that were normally
made by women in the household. Under such
circumstances, we would not expect to see
Assyrian styles of ceramics and other items in
the colonies.

Although the durable artifacts of everyday life
are clearly Anatolian in style, food preferences
can show clear ethnic distinctions, and these
should be well reflected in the animal bones
recovered from household refuse (Stein 1999). 1
suggest that a close comparative analysis of the
animal bone remains from Anatolian versus
Assyrian households at Kanesh and other karum
sites would show clear differences in food pref-
erences and preparation techniques between
the two groups.

Beyond the zooarchaeological evidence, we
must recognize that the Assyrians may well have
signalled their distinctive social identity in ways
that are difficult or impossible to recover from
the archaeological record. Clothing is one of the
most common ways to assert social identity
(Weiner, Schneider 1989). The materials and
style of dress can convey clear messages about
one’s tribal or village affiliation, one’s social sta-
tus as elite or commoner, or one’s ethnicity (e.g.
Rodman 1992). Since the Assyrians were heavi-
ly invested in importing textiles, it stands to rea-
son that they would have also worn distinctive-
ly Assyrian styles of dress. Finally, the use of
Assyrian spoken language would have instantly
identified the merchants as a distinct group.
Despite the many forms of Anatolian material
culture adopted by the Assyrians, their language
shows almost no loanwords or other linguistic
borrowings from the local culture (Veenhof
1977: 111). This strongly suggests that the con-
scious use of language played a crucial role in
distinguishing the Assyrian merchants from their
Anatolian neighbors. In sum, the Assyrians
probably did emphasize their distinctive dias-
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poric identity, and at least some of these differ-
ences are potentially recoverable in the archae-
ological record.

CAN THE TRADE DIASPORA MODEL HELP
TO DEFINE USEFUL QUESTIONS FOR
FUTURE FIELDWORK?

I have argued that the Assyrian trading colonies
are best characterized as an early example of the
ethnographically well documented phenome-
non of trade diasoporas. However, the truest
test of the trade diaspora model’s value is to see
if it helps us to define new areas for research. I
suggest that we can do this by seeing if the three
linked domains of politics, economics, and
social identity all function and change over time
in the ways postulated by the trade diaspora
model. We can do this through diachronic
analyses that examine the political economy of
the Anatolian plateau before, during, and after
the karum period.

We need to know much more about the politi-
cal, economic, and social landscape of late third
millennium Anatolia in order to have a real
baseline for understanding the developments
that took place with the establishment of the
Assyrian trading colonies. Specifically, how
urbanized was the plateau? How powerful were
local rulers? How was the local economy orga-
nized? What kinds of trading networks exited in
the late third millennium? What commodities
were traded, and to what extent was trade con-
trolled by centralized authorities? A diachronic
comparison of late 3rd and early 20d millennium
regional trade should show signs of a major
expansion in a) the volume of exchange, b) the
range of goods traded, and ¢) the degree of
regional economic integration. At the same time,
if the Assyrians were gaining protected autono-
my as a trade diaspora by enriching local rulers,
this should be visible as well; we would expect
to see the local kings becoming significantly
richer and more powerful in the early second
millennium. This should be reflected in the
archaeological record of the palaces of
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Anatolian kings (e.g. Ozgii¢ 1999). We can only
determine this by developing a better under-
standing of political leadership in the preceding
late third millennium. At the same time, we need
to better understand the social organization of
the local Anatolian polities in the early second
millennium.

Our most urgent need is to better understand
the actual archaeology of interaction between
the Anatolian merchants and the local polities.
At present, the excavations at Kiiltepe the only
archaeological project that allows us to do this,
although hopefully excavations at other
Anatolian sites with karums or wabartums can
help as well. I suggest that we need to conduct
detailed work in household archaeology, com-
paring everyday life in the karum households
with that in the local community at Kanes as
away to understand how the two groups inter-
acted. If the diaspora model is correct, then
close grained analyses of foodways and every-
day household practices in colonial households
should show systematic ethnic differences in
male gendered social domains, while showing
overall similarities in female gendered domains
since we would expect local Anatolian women
to predominate in both Anatolian and Assyrian
households.

Finally, we need to look closely at the question
of how and why the Assyrian karum system
ended. Was it sudden or gradual? The trade
diaspora model suggests that successful diaspo-
ra groups work themselves out of business,
Assyrian economic activities enriched local
rulers and created stronger economic connec-
tions across a broad area. As economic ties
strengthened between regions, we would
expect to see local merchants assuming a
greater role, cutting into the earlier Assyrian
dominance of exchange. At the same time, their
whole raison d’etre was as middlemen in a frag-
mented political landscape of warring city states.
As the states consolidated power and absorbed
their rivals, the Assyrian karum system lost its
economic niche. Once the broader context of
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political economy changed, the organization of
the Assyrian trade diaspora can be expected to
have changed as well. This reconstruction
would be consistent with the evidence we see
for the impoverishment of the karum Kanesh
from level I to level Ib.

CONCLUSIONS

Research on the Old Assyrian trading colonies in
Anatolia is entering an exciting new phase. As
we integrate textual and archaeological data
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A Theoretical Model

Colonial
Homelands
(Metropoles)

Different groups based on:
Class
Gender
Ethnicity/language
Kinship
Religion

Local
Polities

Colonies

Different groups based on: Different groups based on:
Class Class
Gender Gender
Ethnicity/language Et'hnic.ity/Ianguage
Kinship Kln_sf_up
Religion Religion

Fig. 2: The Three nodes of colonial encounters.
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1) Hierarchical models

a. World systems
-“Cores” and “Peripheries”
-“Core” dominates “periphery” politically and economically through
unequal terms of trade
-International trade is the prime mover for social change
-minimizes agency or inability of local polities in the “periphery” to
influence events
-Minimizes importance of internal processes in the local polities

b. Acculturation
-“Donor” cultures dominate “Recipient” cultures
-one-way flow of cultural influences from “donor” to “recipient”
-assumes irresistible allure of “Donor” culture for local groups
-“Recipient” culture eventually merges into “Donor” culture and
disappears

2) Non-hierarchical models
a. “mixed” or “ ite”
-form in either the foreign group or the combined community of foreigners
and local peoples
-new identity combines elements of both cultures into a distinctive
synthesis of “colonial culture”
-does not assume dominance of either the foreign or the local culture
-3 main related models of composite cultural identity:
-hybridity
-ethnogenesis
-creolization

b. Trade Diasporas
-exist in fragmented political landscapes of competing polities
-foreign traders negotiate role as “‘middlemen” in trade
-foreigners maintain separate cultural identity from local host communities
by emphasizing differences in one or more domains such as: ethnicity,
language, religion, diet, clothing, etc.
-can have a wide range of relationships with local polities
-diaspora marginality - local polities dominate foreigners
-diaspora autonomy — diaspora negotiates autonomy with local
rulers
-diaspora dominance — diaspora controls local polity

Fig. 3: Models of political economy and social identity in culture contact.
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NEOLITHIC CULTURES OF THE RUSSIAN
FAR EAST: TECHNOLOGICAL EVOLUTION
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Anahtar s8zcOkler: Neolitik, neolitik yagam, Uzakdodu Rusya's), ilk canak ¢8mlek,tas alet endstrisi, yogun somon balidi
avcilidi, deniz kiyisina uyum.

Uzakdogu’nun, Rusya kesiminin Neolitik yasama gegisi énemli 6zellikleri getirmektedir ve 6zgtin bir
model olarak tanimlanabilir. Bu model, GO 10 000/13 000-3 000 ! tarihleri boyunca toplumun, tanma
ve besin Uretimine ge¢meksizin, teknolojik, sosyal ve inan¢ gelisimini kapsamaktadir. Su tiriinleri
agulikl bilesik bir avci-toplayict ekonomiye dayali Uzakdogu'nun Rusya bolgesi Neolitik kiiltirleri
orman, nehir, dag, gél ve deniz kiydannda oldukga yiiksek bir seviyeye ulasnuslardir; bunlann
beraberinde Cin, Kore, Japonya gibi civar bélgelerle de yogun kiiltiirel iletisim icine girmislerdir. Bu
arkeolojik veriler bolgeler arasi kargiikli iliskilerin saptanmast ve tiim Avrupa-Asya'nin neolitik
stirecine ait kuramlar icin son derecede degerlidir.

INTRODUCTION

Russian Far East is a huge territory which
includes several big geographical regions - the
Amur Region (Middle Amur and Lower Amur),
the Maritime Region (Primorye) and Sakhalin
Island (Fig. 1). First archaeological investigations
started here about 100 years ago and today spe-
cialists have bright historical panorama of origi-
nal cultures and traditions from the Upper
Paleolithic sites to the early states of the Middle
Ages. The Neolithic period, 13-3,000 BPL, is
one of the most interesting and intriguing.

During more than 10,000 years the inhabitants
of the region created and developed specific
economical model highly adapted to the variety
of natural landscapes —forests, mountains, lakes,
river valleys, sea banks, plains etc.

In the Russian Far East archaeologists made dis-
coveries which changed traditional points of
view and the understanding of the Neolithic in
its classic version (so called “Neolithic
Revolution”). The arrival of agriculture was pret-

*Fareastern National University, Vladivostok, Russia. popov@museum.dvgu.ru
* Institute of Archaeology and Ethnography, Novosibirsk, Russia.  tabarev@archaeology.nsc.ru

1 All dates in the text are uncalibrated
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ty late (about 5-4,500 BP) and the production of
food was not the main strategy almost till the
colonization of the Far East by Russian settlers
during XIX-early XX centuries. Starting from the
end of Pleistocene local cultures demonstrated
high technological level and a number of inno-
vations which reflected the dynamic evolution
of economical and social structures of their soci-

ety.

In a global scale it would be very interesting to
compare the Fareastern paleoeconomical and
cultural model with the models from Central and
West Asia, so this overview of archaeological
information may play role of this initial step to
interregional correlation and scientific coopera-
tion.

1. SHORT OVERVIEW OF CLIMATIC
CONDITIONS DURING TERMINAL
PLEISTOCENE — HOLOCENE.

During 18-11,000 BP the climate in the Russian
Far East became much milder with the expan-
sion of dark coniferous and mix coniferous-
broadleaved forests. In frames of 13-11,000 BP
time period most of the tundra and forest-tundra
in the Maritime Region were replaced by birch-
larch vegetation. The Holocene period was
mostly warm with rising mean temperatures.
The climatic periodisation is as follows:
Preboreal period, 10 — 9,300 BP

Boreal period , 9,3 — 8,000 BP;

Atlantic period, 8 — 5,000 BP;

Subboreal period, 5 — 2,500 BP.

Boreal, Atlantic and Subboreal were warmer
and had more comfortable conditions for the
development of archaeological cultures in the
Far East. In the Early Holocene — Preboreal and
Boreal periods most of the territories on modern
Russian Far East were covered by birch-larch
forests in the northern parts and by mixed conif-
erous-broadleaved massive with thermophilous
species in the southern parts. The best climatic
conditions in the Russian Far East were during
the Atlantic period —~warm and humid. The veg-
etation included dark coniferous forests and
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mixed coniferous-broadleaved forests. The
annual temperature was about 2-3 degree high-
er than today. During the same time the levels
of Sea of Japan and the Okhotsk Sea was 1.5 —
4 m higher than the modern level (Kuzmin 2005:
268-269; Lutaenko et al. 2007).

2. ARCHAEOLOGICAL CULTURES OF THE
AMUR REGION

2.1. Middle Amur Region

Archaeological investigations in the Middle
Amur Region conducted during late 1960-early
1970s gave scholars unique information about
two cultures with Final Pleistocene — Early
Holocene dates: Gromatukha culture and
Novopetrovka culture. (Fig. 2)

Gromatukha Culture: The culture was named
after the principle site (Gromatukha) excavated
in late 1960s’ and recently during early 2000’s.
There are also a dozen sites with similar materi-
als in the Middle Amur Region known to the
archaeologists and tested with small-scale units
and trenches.

The site is multilevel and represents the evolu-
tion of culture during several thousand years. In
the lowest horizon lithic industry is character-
ized by typical Final Paleolithic assemblage
—edge-shaped microcores, transversal burins,
bifacial knives, points, end scrapers and gravers.
There are many large wood-working tools—
axes, adzes and chisels

Unfortunately archaeologists have no evidences
of any dwellings or dwelling constructions on
the site. There are several concentrations of deb-
itage and preforms which may be interpreted as
working-places of flintknappers and several
concentrations of charcoal (possible hearths).
This supports the suggestion that people of
Gromatukha culture were mobile foragers with
seasonal focuses on fishing (salmon fish) and
temporary camps with light surface dwelling
constructions.
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Detailed stratigraphical observation and analysis
of the distribution of the archaeological materi-
als done after the excavation attributed the lim-
ited number of primitive pottery sherds with this
level. Thus, the Gromatukha site demonstrates
one of the earliest examples of pottery-making
not only in the Russian Far East but throughout
the World (Fig. 3). Additional fragments of pot-
tery were found during the recent excavations,
confirming these conclusions. Pottery was
invented and used by forest hunters and river
fishers in the very end of the Pleistocene (13,000
BP) and its use until 3-2,000 BP was not con-
nected with any food production economy.
Moreover, the Gromatukha culture gave techno-
logical impulse to the appearance of early pot-
tery in the nearby regions —Upper Amur and
Lower Amur within 12,5-11,000 BP time frames.
So far, archaeologists are not ready to give the
exact answer if it was the result of migrations of
groups from the Middle Amur or the result of
direct contacts and technological exchange. In
any case, the fact of pottery-making at the
Pleistocene-Holocene transition is absolutely
clear.

Gromatukha site has been dated by C!4 by the
charcoal samples from the lower horizon
(12340+60- AA-36079; 989550 — AA-36447) and
also by the organic remains in the pottery sherds
(13310+110 — AA-20940; 13240485 — AA-20939;
11320+150 — SNU02-002). Based on these dates
most of the specialists prefer to put the exis-
tence of the early Gromatukha culture between
13 and 9,000 BP.

Novopetrovka Culture: This culture is one of the
most interesting among the Neolithic cultures in
the Russian Far East. As minimum as three sites
(Novopetrovka-I-Il) with the remains of sub-
terranian dwellings were located and studied by
archaeologists in late 1960s’ and early 2000s’
near the Novopetrovka village on Dunaika river
(Amur tributary) close to the Russian-Chinese
border (Derevianko, 1970; 2005) (Fig. 4-5).

All the dwellings are of rectangular configura-
tion (usually not bigger than 7 x 6 m) with the
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sets of visible post-holes around the walls and
fire-place in the middle. One more typical fea-
ture for most of the dwellings is the set of small
depressions with stone tools and preforms, and
empty ones which could be used for food stor-
age. The Novopetrovka sites were small villages,
apparently the sedentary or semi-sedentary set-
tlements of hunters and fishers.

Lithic industry of the Novopetrovka culture is of
special interest. It’s absolutely different from the
industry known for Gromatukha culture. People
of Novopetrovka culture were making their
tools (arrow and dart points, knives, drills and
burins) on long prismatic blades (5-15 c¢cm). The
industry was based on the exploitation of big
prismatic cores (up to 20 cm) by pressure
method. Very fine raw material (flint, flinty tuff,
chert, jasper) and special devices to fix cores
were used widely by local craftsmen. The total
number of broken and unbroken blades with
retouch or burination is about several thousand.
Retouch covers margins of blades both from
ventral and dorsal sides but facial technique
(uni- or bi-) is exceptionally rare; there are
almost no real bifacies, no bifacial preforms or
tools. The historical roots of Novopetrovka cul-
ture (prismatic cores and blades) may tentative-
ly be traced to areas to the south in Chinese ter-
ritory on the series of sites with eroded cultural
levels.

Few fragments of pottery with the presence of
shells in the paste were found on the sites. So,
pottery making was known to Novopetrovka
people and it appears that they did not take
this technology from Gromatukha people but
used their own technology.

Just one carbon data is known for
Novopetrovka culture. It was done by the char-
coal from the inner part of a pottery fragment -
9740+60 (AA-38109). There are also three dates
extracted from the organic in the pottery paste:
127201130 (AA-38103), 10400170 (AA-20938),
and 9765170 (AA-20937). So, on the current
stage of our knowledge about Novopetrovka
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culture, it's possible to date it between 10 and
8,000 BP. This means that it partly corresponds
with the existence of Gromatukha culture and
there are in fact several indications of possible
contacts. For example, several diagnostic artifact
of Gromatukha origin (wedge-shaped micro-
cores) were found in the inter-dwelling space at
Novopetrovka sites.

2.2. Lower Amur Region

Osipovka Culture: Today about 20 sites of the
Osipovka culture are known in the vicinity of
Khabarovsk and Komsomolsk cities in the val-
leys of Amur and Ussuri rivers. They are
stretched out in a southwest to northeast direc-
tion for more than 450 km. Some of the sites
were investigated within multiyear projects dur-
ing 1960-90s’, while others were just tested with
small-scale trenches and units. In many cases,
the Osipovka component is just one of several
cultural levels represented on the site and its
stratigraphical position is pretty complicated. On
the other hand, Osipovka stone tools and pot-
tery are of very distinctive types and may be rec-
ognized even in surface surveys.

The best known sites of the Osipovka culture
are Venukovo site, Gasya site, Gosian site,
Khummi and Goncharka-I (Derevianko,
Medvedev, 2006; Shevkomud, 1997).

Stone toolkit is represented by bifacial points
(leaf-shaped, rhomboid, lance-shaped, almond-
shaped and other configurations), wood-work-
ing instruments (adzes, chisels), end scrapers,
knives on blade-like blanks and on bifacies,
hammers, anvils, net weights etc. These tools
reflect the complex hunting-fishing-gathering
economy where intensive seasonal salmon fish-
ing played the central role.

At present fragments of clay vessels and parts of
clay figurines are common at almost all of
Osipovka culture sites. The first traces of pottery
making were found in 1975 during the excava-
tion of Gasya Site. Before this, the culture was
recognized as Final Paleolithic or Mesolithic one
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and initial pottery with the age of 12,000 BP was
known only in Japan (Fukui Cave Site). In 1980
one more big set of shreds was found in a com-
pact feature with typical stone tools and char-
coal at Gasya site (Fig. 3-3). The reconstructed
vessel is about 25-26 cm in height with the
diameter in bottom part of 14-15 cm and in the
middle section about 24-25 cm The whole sur-
face of the vessel was decorated with vertical
lines (grooves). Lots of crushed organics (grass)
served as filler. The firing temperature couldn't
be higher than 350° Celsius scale (Derevianko,
Medvedev, 1995].

According to very careful observations done
during the work at the Gasya and Khummi sites,
archaeologists concluded that there were at least
two types of dwelling constructions in Osipovka
culture: (1) small-scale (3,5 x 4,5 m) surface
shelters with rounded walls for temporary use
and; (2) semi-subterranean rectangular
dwellings (20-22 cm deep), but their exact mea-
surements and details of construction are still
unclear.

Several pieces of art are also known as
Osipovka culture. They include small sculptured
images of animals (bears, birds), symbolical
images, beads and pendants from opal, siltstone
and green nephrite.

Most of the soils in the Amur Region (and in the
Russian Far East in whole) are extremely acidic,
so practically no early artifacts from bone,
wood, shell or antler were preserved as well as
any visible traces of human burials.

Osipovka culture is fairly well dated (Gasya,
Khummi, Goncharka and other sites) and most
of the dates belong to 13-10,000 BP period. It
should be underlined that about 3/4 of carbon
dates are older than 11,000 BP. For example,
dates for the Gasya site fall within the range
from 13 to 10,9 BP, dates from the Khummi site
fall between 13,3 and 10,300 BP, while the age
of Goncharka-I site looks younger — 12-10,000
BP (Medvedev, 2005b; Kuzmin, 2003, 2005;
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Shevkomud, 1997).

Malyshevo Culture: Sites and camps of the
Malyshevo culture were investigated by archae-
ologists from the lower reaches of Ussuri River
and down along almost the whole valley of
Amur River, mostly on the banks but some on
islands (e.g. Amur Sanatorium site, Malyshevo
village, Gasya site, Innokentievka village,
Voznesenovka village, Suchu Island et al.) (Fig.
6-7).

Assemblage of stone tools and instruments is
very wide —biface tools (dart and arrow points,
knives), scrapers, perforators, burins, drills,
blades and flakes with marginal retouch, adzes,
axes, chisels, pestles, net weights, hammer
stones etc.

Pottery making was one of the principle crafts in
Malyshevo culture, which is confirmed by the
great variety of vessels types and decoration
motives. Most of the vessels were about 25-30
cm of height with 25 cm in diameter. Practically
all the known artifacts were decorated; the exte-
rior surface was covered with the ornaments
(meander, straight lines, spirals etc.) almost
completely.

The dwellings of Malyshevo culture may be
divided into three groups: big constructions
(150-180 sq. m), medium size (70-110 sq. m)
and small ones (30-60 sq. m). Almost all of them
are of pit house type -semi-subterranian
(extended down into the ground 60-90 cm),
rounded in plan, sometimes elongated-rounded,
and rarely rectangular with rounded comers. Art
objects of Malyshevo culture are represented by
mobile forms (clay and stone figurines of
anthropomorphic and zoomorphic nature) and
decorative forms (ceramic balls with ornamenta-
tion used as stamps, ceramic combs, discoid and
cylindrical earrings, and pendants etc.).

Before 2007 the earliest carbon data for
Malyshevo culture was known from Sikachi-
Al'an site - 6900£260 (MGU-410) and the period
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of its existence was suggested as 7-4,500 BP.
Results of the analysis of one more sample from
Sikachi-Al'an were published a year ago -
7950480 (Le-1779). This data confirmed the
point of view of V.E. Medvedev about the earli-
er origin of Malyshevo culture (as min as 8,000
BP) and its connection with the previous
Osipovka culture. Other archaeologists are
skeptical about a “culture” which was develop-
ing during 4-5,000 years without any visible
changes.

Kondon Culture;: Small number of sites of
Kondon culture (for example, in comparison
with Malyshevo culture) are concentrated along
the tributaries of Amur River near Kondon vil-
lage (e.g. Kondon-Pochta) and Voznesenovka
village. The Malaya Gavan site (Lower Amur)
also includes the Kondon component
(Konopatski 1993) (Fig. 8).

People of this culture used a wide variety of
stone for tools —siltstone, sandstone, flint, chal-
cedony, jasper, quartz, and argillite.
Microprismatic cores and microblades are of
special interest. This is the important technolog-
ical peculiarity of Kondon culture. Bifacial and
unifacial techniques were also used for produc-
tion of points, arrow points, scrapers and
knives. Chopping tools -adzes, axes— are
numerous in size, configuration and raw mater-
ial. Most of them are completely or partially
ground.

The collection of ceramic vessels may be divid-
ed into three main types —so called pot-shaped,
bucket-shaped and vase-shaped. Over 95% of
the ceramics are decorated with the utilization of
various stamps, combs, spatulas and other
instruments. One of the diagnostic motives in
ornamentation on Kondon ceramic is a combi-
nation of rhomboids and triangles in the upper
part of the vessels. Russian archaeologists used
the term “Amur twining” or “Amur net” because
it is very similar to the example of fishing nets
known from the ethnographical records in this
territory.
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Houses and dwellings are of the same long-term
pit-house modification with the foundation sunk
into the ground, oval or circular in form. Until
recently, timing the age of Kondon culture was
based on a single carbon data - 4520125 (GIN-
170) which was interpreted as 5-4,000 BP for its
existence. New samples from the Malaya Gavan
site were dated in Japan and indicated an older
date, suggesting a division of Kondon culture
into two periods: early (7-6,500) and late (6,5-
6,200 BP) [Shevkomud et al., 2008, p.252l.

Voznesenovka Culture: Sites of this culture are
spread all over the Lower Amur basin. The most
famous complexes are known at Malyshevo site,
Gasya site, Bolon Lake, Voznesenovka Site,
Khummi site, Kondon-Shkola site, Suchu Island,
Malaya Gavan, and Takhta sites (Fig.9-11).

In lithic industry the biface technique domi-
nates, blades and microblades are extremely
rare. Multiple ground chopping tools (axes,
adzes, chisels etc.) suggest the intensive wood-
working., Some of them are very impressive in
size, up to 20-22 cm. There are also many arrow
and dart points, small knives and scrapers on
flakes with marginal retouch and visible traces
of utilization.

For this very rich pottery complex the division
into two functional groups may be proposed:
regular containers for daily use and vessels of
ritual (ceremonial) meaning.  First group
(including such types as bucket-shaped and pot-
shaped) served for every day cooking and din-
ing, for long-term and short-term storage, for
organic and non-organic materials. Some of the
pots could be used as oil lamps. Leading ele-
ments of ornamentation in Voznesenovka cul-
ture are combination of spirals, meanders and
zigzags.

Most of the vessels from second group were
found in fragments and only in special contexts;
very rare in dwellings, but mostly in connection
with specific forms of landscape (springs, cliffs,
high parts of rver banks etc) -e.g.
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Voznesenovka, Suchu, Gasya, and especially
Takhta sites. All the vessels were made of high
quality ceramic paste, without any organic addi-
tions. They are of large size (vases, baskets and
spheroid forms up to half-meter and even
more), but small cups, bowls, and pots are also
known. Pottery is decorated with extremely nice
compositions of anthropomorphic, zoomorphic
and plant-like mythological personages, masks,
bas-reliefs of snakes, birds and human ears. The
majority of vessels are covered with bright red
or brown paint. This group of pottery corre-
sponds with the numerous examples of mobile
art —human and animals’ figurines, ceramic
stamps, pendants and beads from clay and stone
[Okladnikov, 1981].

Dwelling constructions of Voznesenovka culture
are usually rectangular in plan. Some of the
houses were of round configuration.
Traditionally their size is small or medium — 30-
36 sq. m.

Some scholars argue about the possibility of
connecting these sites with rock art (petro-
glyphs) known on several locations over Amur
Region with the bearers of Voznesenovka cul-
ture pointing to the analogies of design on the
cliffs and vessels (spirals, masks etc.).

There are several sets of dates for
Voznesenovka culture with the earliest one from
the dwelling’s floor on Suchu Island —54555+155
(SOAN-1658) and final ones not older than 3300
BP. This indicates that Voznesenovka culture on
its early stage could co-exist with Kondon and
even Malyshevo cultures. Most specialists, how-
ever, are reasonably skeptical about the early
data for Voznesenovka culture and prefer to use
4, 9-3, 3 BP time frames.

Mariinskaya Culture: A new Neolithic culture
was recently described by V.E. Medvedev on the
basis of the excavation on Suchu Island (Lower
Amur Region) in 1999 and 2002. According to
preliminary information this culture is represent-
ed by microprismatic cores, tools on blades,
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points and pottery with decoration limited by
the narrow stripe on the upper part of the ves-
sels (Fig. 12). Two carbon dates, 856565
(SOAN-4869) and 6180+60 (SOAN-4109), from
the lower and upper levels allowed him to sug-
gest the possible existence of this culture in
frames of 9-7,000 BP (Medvedev 2005b].

Periodisation

So far the periodisation of Neolithic cultures in
the Amur Region is not clear in all details
[Derevianko, Petrin, 1995]. Most of the specialists
agree with the division of the Neolithic into four
stages: Initial, Early, Middle and Late. If Osipovka
culture (13-10,000 BP) with the earliest pottery in
the region really correlates with Initial stage,
other cultures overlap each other and may repre-
sent several cultural vectors. Malyshevo (84,500
BP), Mariinskaya (9-7,000 BP) and Kondon (7-
5,000 BP) cultures cover both early and Middle
stages while Voznesenovka (4,9-3,300 BP) cul-
ture corresponds with Middle and Late stages
[Medvedev, 2005bl. Two technological trajecto-
ries (with microprismatic cores and without
them) divide cultures into two groups:
Mariinskaya-Kondon from one side, and
Osipovka-Malyshevo-Voznesenovka from anoth-
er. Further archaeological research should give
more information about the local or regional
characters of mentioned cultures and on the cor-
rect understanding of their historical significance.
For example, Osipovka and especially
Voznesenovka may be recognized not as materi-
al cultures representing specific social formations,
but as broad regional historical traditions involv-
ing a number of discrete social formations in time
and space.

3. NEOLITHIC OF THE MARITIME REGION
(PRIMORYE)

Most of the archaeologists used to connect the
beginning of Neolithic in the Maritime Region
with the first evidences of pottery-making. For
today fragments of early pottery (earlier than
9,000 BP) were found only at two locations:
Ustinovka-3 Site in the coastal zone (eastern
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part) and Chernigovka in the inland part.
Ustinovka-3 Site is dated by C4 about 9,300 BP
(charcoal from the cultural level) while for
Chernigovka we have carbon dates from the
organic temper in pottery shreds, about 10,770
BP. So far neither complex can be attributed to
specific cultures and their chronological position
in the Neolithic periodisation is unclear.

Rudnaya Culture: The culture got its name after
the excavation of Rudnaya Pristan (former
“Tetiukhe”) site near the sea coast in eastemn
part of the Maritime Region in 1950s and 1980s.
This site has a minimum of three cultural com-
plexes. Rudnaya culture is represented by a dis-
tinctive complex found in 10 pit houses.
Dwelling constructions were of square configu-
ration in plan and of various sizes, from 10 to
100 sq. m, with fireplaces (in rectangular wood-
en frames, in shallow pits, with clay linings) in
the central part of the floor, and with stepped
entrances.

In stone industry both flake and facial retouch-
ing techniques were used along with bi- facial
grinding of working edges. The toolkit includes
projectile points of different size (arrows and
darts), knives, scrapers, saws, drills, and perfo-
rators. Blade and microblade techniques were
episodic and rare.

The Rudnaya ceramic assemblage demonstrates
a number of vessel types with decoration in the
form of triangles and rhomboids similar to
Kondon culture in the Lower Amur region. Most
of the vessels are of conical shape with heights
of 2040 cm (Fig. 13). Similar complexes are
known from Ustinovka-8 site, Luzanova Sopka-
2 site, Sergeevka-1 site, Pereval site and Devil
Gate site. The last site is unique because a local
fire and partial destruction of the cave in ancient
times created conditions for preservation of
organic materials including decorative items
(beads, pendants and bracelets from bone and
shelD, fragments of nets, parts of cords and
mats. Several human skeletons were buried with
the sediments and anthropological analysis
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identifies them as representatives of Mogoloid
population.

Faunal remains from the cave confirm the com-
plex structure of the economy -hunting (bear,
wolf, wild boar, red deer), fishing (fish and sea
mammals bones), gathering (nuts, acomns) of
Rudnaya culture bearers. The Rudnaya culture
has several carbon dates: for example, 8380+60
(LE-1565A) for Pereval Site; 7690+80 (GIN-
5983), 7550+60 (GIN-5631), 7390+100 (GIN-
5984) for Rudnaya Pristan, and 6825145 (SOAN-
1212), 6710+105 (LE-4182) for Devil Gate. Most
scholars prefer to date the Rudnaya culture in
frames of 8 and 5,500 BP. Some specialists pro-
pose dividing this culture into two stages,
Rudnaya stage (7,7-6,500 BP) and Sergeevka
stage (6,5-6,000 BP), with a more narrow time
frame for the whole [e.g. Batarshev, 2008].

Boisman Culture: The first sites with materials
belonging to this culture were found as early as
the mid-1950s but were not interpreted as a spe-
cial complex until the excavation of Boisman-1
and Boisman-2 sites in the coastal zone of the
Maritime Region.

Boisman-1 Site includes the remains of two pit-
dwellings of rectangular configurations and with
a total floor area of about 20 sq. meters. The fire-
place was located right in the middle. There also
were three shell middens with numerous faunal
remains, stone and bone tools, and fragments of
broken clay vessels.

Boisman-2 Site is exceptional site for the whole
territory of Russian Far East. It was initially rec-
ognized as a large shell mound close to the sea
coast but in the process of excavation it became
clear that the mound covers a rich cemetery,
middens and part of a dwelling construction
(Fig. 16). Thanks to the covering shell, the
preservation of the burdals is excellent and
allows tracing of the burial ritual in all details.
Archaeologist point on two possible concentra-
tions of burials —so called Set 1 and 2. There are
several types of burials —single, double, multi-
ple. In terms of technique there are primary and
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secondary burials. Most of the skulls have traces
of intentional deformation which may be inter-
preted as indicating the high status of individu-
als. Both were organized in round order with
the principle burial in the center which may
reflect the social organization of Boisman peo-
ple (Popov, Chikisheva, Shapakova 19971.

Buried individuals were accompanied by very
rich grave goods —bracelets from shells, bone
and antler artifacts with ornamentation, ceramic
vessels with decoration, hunting (points, knives)
and fishing (harpoons) gear, different for males
and females. Most of the shells from the mound
belong to oysters (Grassostrea gigas), very tasty
and rich in protein. Some of the specialists con-
nect this with burial or post-burial ceremonies
accompanied by feasts with special food con-
sumption ( Tabarev, 2007].

The beginning of Boisman culture is connected
with pointed base pottery technologically and
with the southern regions (perhaps the Korean
Peninsula) geographically. The later Boisman
pottery complex is represented by flat-based
pots and vessels with rich ornamentation — rows
of comb impressions, horizontal bands, geomet-
ric compositions of straight and curved lines,
etc.To make tools from stone, people of the
Boisman culture used schist, tuff, flint, jasper,
and chalcedony and in rare cases they imported
obsidian. Its source is known about 300 km
from the Boisman-2 site. Most of the instruments
were prepared on flakes, blade technology was
almost unknown. They also used partial and
facial grinding for points (up to 13-15 cm long),
knives and adzes.

Bone and antler instruments include leister
points, harpoon heads of toggling and non-tog-
gling types, fish hooks, borers, awls and nee-
dles. Massive middens deposits demonstrate
wide hunting and fishing activities of Boisman
people —white shark, red skate, Pacific herring,
redeye, red deer, elk etc.

Today sites with Boisman culture attribution are
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known both in the coastal and inland parts of
the Maritime Region: Khansi-1, Zarechie-1,
Posiet-1, Luzanova Sopka etc.

According to a multiple set of dates from
Boisman-2 Site and other locations, it’s possible
to date this culture between 7,5 — 4,500 BP and
to separate its evolution into five stages.

Zaisanovka Culture: This culture is represented
by dozens of sites located on the territories of
southern and eastern Maritime Region, both
along the coast and in the inland. For the first
time it was described as a culture in mid 1950s on
the base of excavation of Zaisanovka-1 site and
specific omamentation of the pottery, comb-
incised or comb-stamped vertical zigzag (Fig. 17).

Most of the sites have remains or traces of per-
manent dwellings (pit-house type) and other
constructions for storage or ritual activity. The
size of houses is usually between 10 and 45 sq.
meters, averaging 20-30 sq. m. Traditionally the
fire-place is in the middle. Also traces of post-
holes, assemblages of implements, and remains
of stone-tool production were found on the
floors in the dwellings.

Two leading techniques are dominating in the
stone industry —retouched tools on flakes and
tools with partial or total grinding of the surface.
Such materials as flint, jasper, tuff, chert and
very often, obsidian were used by Zaisanovka
knappers. Toolkit is varied and reflects complex
hunting-fishing-gathering activities —projectile
points, scrapers, drills, knives, adzes, axes, chis-
els. In rare cases (bad conditions for faunal
preservation were poor) they are accompanied
by instruments from bone and antler —fishing
hooks, points, needles, perforators etc.

Most of the pottery was baked by low-tempera-
ture firing (600-650 C) and may be divided into
many groups and types according to size, con-
figuration, ornamentation, and function
[Krutykh, et.al. 2008]. There is good evidence of
some local type which were widespread in
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southern, southwestern or western regions of
Primorye.

The ceramic assemblage also includes spindle
whorls of conical and biconical form along with
some art items —anthropomorphic mask, small
figurines, ceramic rings, pendants, amulets etc.
Deer, wild boar, fox, tiger and bear were the
objects of Zaisanovka hunters. Sea coast, rivers,
ponds and lakes were explored intensively in
frames of fishing and gathering activities.

First signs or food production are known in the
very end of Zaisanovka culture. During the
excavation of Krounovka-1 site grains of two
species of millet (Panicum miliaceum and
Setaria italica) were found. Most of the archae-
ologists connect this with the cultural influence
from Chinese territory and underline slow and
controversial ~character of this process
(Sergusheva, Vostretsov, 2008). Unfortunately
no real burials which belong to Zaisanovka cul-
ture were discovered and the anthropological
type of these people is still unknown. Many car-
bon dates were done for sites and complexes of
Zaisanovka culture. Its time-period is between
5370-3500 BP.

Vetka Culture: The complex of distinctive pot-
tery and stone industry received definition as a
separate culture just three years ago after the
excavation of Vetka-2 site in the eastern part of
the Maritime Region [Moreva, Batarshev, Popov,
2008]. A dwelling of the Bronze Age culture was
built exactly upon the previous construction of
the Neolithic period so the detailed configura-
tion of early feature is not known. However the
collection of pottery and stone artifacts concen-
trated in the lower level of the excavation unit is
absolutely different from the upper ones and
may be interpreted in frames as a separate
Neolithic culture (Fig. 18).

The stone industry is represented by pressure
and percussion flaking of sub-prismatic and con-
ical cores of high quality tuff, jasper and chert.
Most of the tools (arrow and dart points, scrap-
ers, awls, drills, perforators, insets for composite
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instruments etc.) were made on fine blades with
marginal retouch from both sides. There is also
one wood-working tool (asymmetrical adze)

( Dorofeeva, Popov, 2008].

Pottery was made from clay with the specific
additions including ground shells. Most of the
vessels are covered with decoration.
Ornamentations include triangles, trapezoids,
waves, horizontal lines done by seals and
combs. Similar complexes of stone tools on
blades and pottery fragments are known at
Ustinovka-8 Site and Phusun Site. Several car-
bon dates tentatively put the time of Vetka cul-
ture between 6 and 5,500 BP, but most of the
specialists believe in more ancient age, starting
as min as 7,000 BP. Additional dating and
archaeological surveys in the region may give
answers about this in a very short time.

Periodisation

So, on the base of current data the periodisation
of the Neolithic in the Maritime Region looks
like this:

e Initial Neolithic (by analogy with the Amur
Region) — 13-10,000 BP - unknown;

eEarly Neolithic (represented by dispersal finds
in the coastal and inland zones) with early pot-
tery (Chernigovka, Ustinovka-3 sites) — 10-8,000
BP;

e Middle Neolithic (Rudnaya, Boisman and
Vetka cultures) — 8-5,000 BP;

e Late Neolithic (Zaisanovka culture) — 5-3,500 BP.
It's very possible that in a short time there may
be new finds which change this picture. For
example, discoveries of initial pottery along with
the typical Final Paleolithic toolkit (wedge-
shaped microcores, transversal burins, big blade
cores) will lead to the interpretation of Final
Pleistocene — Early Holocene Neolithic culture.
Also, the definition of Early Neolithic cultures
has just begun. Even for Middle Neolithic, list of
defined cultures is probably not complete. And
finally, Late Neolithic Zaisanovka culture may be
subdivided into chronological or territorial sub-
cultures or even separate cultures. The chal-
lenge is really intriguing.
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4. SAKHALIN ISLAND

Archaeological investigations on Sakhalin have
long history but the antiquity and peculiarities of
local cultures became really evident only during
last 10-15 years. In spite of its island position
Sakhalin never was separated from the cultural
events and processes on the continent. Starting
form the Upper Paleolithic its territory played
very important transitional role in the region
(e.g. initial peopling of Japanese Islands)
(Vasilevsky, 1992; Vasilevsky, Shubina 2006].

Today the transitional period from the
Paleolithic to Neolithic may be framed as 13-
9,000 BP. It was connected with the changes in
climate, bio-resources and technologies of
coastal adaptation.

Early Neolithic is represented by the series of
sites in the central and southem part of the
island;  Starodubskoe-3,  Ado-Tymovo-2,
Porechie-4 et al. with the dates between 9 and
7,200 BP. All the sites are described in the
archaeological literature as settlements with
multiple dwellings, great quality of organic and
non-organic artifacts. The most ancient carbon
date for pottery making is known for Puzi-2 site
— 87801135 (SOAN-3819). There is also one data
for Starodubskoe-3 site — about 8,660 BP. The
early stage of Imchin culture (8-5,500 BP) also
may be included into this list. Technologically,
Early Neolithic knappers used both blades and
flakes, marginal and facial retouch in tool-mak-
ing. Some very interesting cave sites are know
in the eastern part of the island (Zigzag,
Ostantsevaya, Medvezhikh Tragedi) where
archaeological materials may be dated also as
early as 86,000 BP.

Several cultures can be ascribed to the Middle
and late Neolithic — Soni culture (6,7 — 5,800
BP), two stages the Imchin culture (5,5 — 2,400
BP) and the Sedykhinskaya culture (4-3,000 BP).
All of them demonstrate highly elaborated level
of maritime and riverine adaptation with sea-
sonal emphases on salmon fishing, sea mam-
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mals hunting, land mammals hunting and gath-
ering (Fig. 19-20).

During the entire period, the Neolithic people
from Sakhalin Island were in intensive contact
with the culture of Lower Amur in the North and
with Jomon cultures of the  Japanese
Archipelago to the south which may be con-
firmed by similar elements in pottery design, art,
construction of dwellings, and by import of
obsidian from the sources on Hokkaido.

CONCLUSIONS

1. Neolithic period in the Russian Far East
(Middle and Lower Amur Regions, Maritime
Region, Sakhalin) started about 13,000 BP and
its beginning is marked by the appearance of
the primitive pottery, one of the oldest in the
global scale (Kuzmin, 2001; Kuzmin, Keally,
2001; Zhuschikhovskaya, 1997).

2. Neolijthisation in the Russian Far East had its
important peculiarities and may be described as
a specific model. This model includes the
processes of technological, social and ritual
development of the society during more than
10,000 years — 13 -3,000 PB without transition to
agriculture and production of food.

3. The Neolithic economy in the Russian Far
East was of complex character (hunting-fishing-
gathering) with very important seasonal accent
on intensive fishing, probably salmon fishing.
Multiple evidences allow interpreting life style of
the population as semi-sedentary and sedentary.
Many ethnographical observation done on the
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local aboriginals in late XIX — early XX centuries
confirm this —most of the tribes had the system
of two types of settlements— basic village with
warm dwellings and seasonal ones with light
shelters.

4. All the cultures were located in the basins of
rivers, near the lake shores or/and close to the
sea cost which means that consumption of
aquatic resources and maritime adaptations
were one of the typical traits of the Neolithic
(Vasilievsky, 1998).

5. All the cultures developed effective and
sophisticated set of technologies (pottery, stone,
bone, wood, shells, fiber etc.) and demonstrat-
ed permanent economical and cultural contacts
with neighboring territories (Upper Amur
Region, modern territories of China, Yakutia,
Korea, Japan), (Tabarev, 2001, 2003).

6. Elaborated art symbolism, evidences of rituals
and ceremonies, prestige technologies, raw
materials and rich burials make it possible to
reconstruct the social model of Far Eastern
Neolithic as a so called “transegalitarian society”
(Hayden, 2001 ; Owens, Hayden, 1997).
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Fig. 1: Russian Far East. Geographical regions.

Fig. 3: Eadiest pottery in the Russian Far East: 1- Gromatukha
Culture; 2- Novopetrovka Culture [by Tabarev, 2006, 16]:
3- Osipovka Culture (by Derevianko, Medvedev, 2006, 130).

Fig. 2: Russian Far East. Location of cultures mentioned in the
text: 1- Gromatukha; 2- Novopetrovka; 3- Osipovka;

4- Mariinskaya; 5- Malyshevo, Kondon, Voznesenovka;

6 Rudnaya; 7- Vetka; 8- Boisman; 9- Zaisanovka; 10- Neolithic
cultures of Sakhalin Island.
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Fig. 5: Novopetrovka Culture: 1- Blade cores; 2- Tools on blades; 3- Plan of the dwelling ( by Derevianko, 1970, 36, 43, 81).
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Fig. 7: Malyshevo Culture. 1- Pottery with decoration and clay artifacts; 2- Types of dwellings (by Derevianko, Medvedev, 2006, 136-
137).
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Fig. 9: Voznesenovka Culture. 1- Stone artifacts; 2- Clay vessels (by Derevianko, Medvedev, 2006, 144-145]
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Fig. 10: Voznesenovka Culture,

1- Big dwelling on Suchu Island
(Tabarev 2006, 17); 2- Plans of
dwellings on Suchu Island (by
Derevianko, Medvedev, 2006, 145).

Fig. 11: Voznesenovka Culture,
Examples of art: 1- Clay figurines,
stone amulet and petroglyphs (by
Derevianko, Medvedev, 2006, 147);
2- Fragment of painted vessel
(Tabarev 20062, 49); 3- Clay female
figurine (Tabarev 2006a, 52) 4-
Image on the vessel (by Medvedev,
2005, 44).
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Fig. 12: Mariinskaya Culture: 1- Clay vessel; 2, 3- Stone blades and tools (Tabarev 2006a, 26, 29).
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Fig. 13: Rudnaya Culture: 1- Pottery decoration (so called “Amur net”); 2- Stone tools (Tabarev 2006a, 90-91) 3- Plan of the dwelling
(by Batarshev, 2008, 91).
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Fig. 15: Boisman Culture: 1- Double burial at Boisman-2 Site; 2- Retouched and polished stone artifacts from the burials (by Popov,

Chikisheva, Shpakova, 1997,17).
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Fig. 16: Boisman Culture. Boisman-2 Burial Site. 1- Decorative items from antler, bone, and jadeite; 2- Bone harpoons.

Fig. 17: Zaisanovka Culture: 1- Clay vessel ( Tabarev 2006a, 97) 2- Types of pottery (by Krutykh et al., 2008, 135); 3- Obsidian tools
from Gladkaya Site (by Tabarev, 2004, 3).
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Fig. 18: Vetka Culture: 1- Stone tools on blades (by Dorofeeva, Popov, 2008, 82); 2- Types of pottery (by Moreva, Batarshev, Popov,
2008, 141-151).
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Fig. 19: Middle Neolithic of Sakhalin Island: 1- Pottery containers; 2- Stone tools (by Vasilievsky, Shubina, 2006, 156-157).
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, 158, 161).

Fig. 20: Sakhalin Island Imchin Culture: 1- Pit dwellings at Imchin-12 Site; 2- Stone tools (by Vasilievsky, Shubina, 2
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EARLY SETTLEMENTS AND PRECUREMENT OF
RAW MATERIALS - NEW EVIDENCE BASED ON
RESEARCH AT AKANTHOU-ARKOSYKOS

(TATLISU- CIFTLIKDUZU), NORTHERN CYPRUS

AKANTHOU-ARKOSYKOS
(TATLISU- CIFTLIKDOZU) KAZILARI
ISIGINDA KUZEY KIBRIS'TA ILK
YERLESIMLER VE HAMMADDE EDINIMI

Miige SEVKETOGLU*

Key words: Cyprus, Tatlisu- Giftlikdiizii/ Akanthou-Arkosykos, Aceramic Neolitik, obsidien, exchange, Anatolia.
Anahtar s6zclkler: Kibris adasi, Tatlisu- Giftlikdiizii/ Akanthou-Arkosykos, Ganak G8mleksiz Neolitik, obsidyen, mal
degisimi, Anadolu.

Yakin zamana kadar Kibns adasi ile Anadolu arasindaki kiiltiir iliskileri, iki bolge arasindaki cografi
yakinliga karsin, pek énemsenmeyerek géz ard: edilmisti. Ancak son on yil igerisinde gerceklesen
kazilar eski gorisleri tiimii ile degistirecek verileri ortaya cikartmis, Kibns'in yerlesim tarihi ile ilgili
kuramlan ¢iirtitmistir. Kibris'ta bize bu verileri saglayan iki énemli kazi yeri vardir; bunlardan biri
adanin giineyinde, 1990’ It yillann baglarinda kazilan Parekklisha-Shillourokambos, digeri ise Kib-
ns'mn kuzey kiyisinda, Anadolu’ya ¢ok yakin bir konumdaki Akanthou- Arkosykos/Tatlisu -Ciftlik-
diiziidiir. Canak ¢6mleksiz Neolitik déneme ait bu yerlesimde ¢ok sayida Anadolu kékenli obsid-
yen bulunmugtur. Bunlann sayist adada simdiye kadar bulunan obsidyenlerin toplaminn birkag ka-
tt daha fazladir. Tathsu-Ciftlikdiizii kazisiun bir diger énemi ise Kibris'in Anadolu ile olan dogrudan
baglantisiu kanitlayan en kesin verileri ortaya ¢ikartmis olmasidir. Boylelikle, Anadolu ¢ikigl olan
bir hammadde olan obsidyenin etkili oldugu ticaret agina, Yakindogu’nun yani sira Kibris da eklen-
migtir. Tathsu-Ciftlikdiizi kazilaninda Canak Comleksiz Neolitik dénemi ¢esitli yonleri ile daha iyi
anlamamuzi saglayan 6nemli buluntular da ortaya ¢ikartimustir.

INTRODUCTION

Earliest evidence of a human presence on
Cyprus is of a few worked flint scatters found
within cemented sand dune deposits (aeolianite
formations) discovered by Ammerman at Nissi
Beach and Akamas Aspros (Ammerman et. al.,
2008). These flint scatters are described as con-
temporary with excavations at Akrotiri -
Aetokremnos in the 1980’s that is radiocarbon
dated to c. 10,000 cal. BC; evidence of a human
presence at Akrotiri itself is less conclusive

(Wigand, Simmons 1999). These early dated
sites offer a tantalising glimpse of a human pres-
ence on the island at the same time as pygmy
hippopotami and dwarf elephants amongst
other fauna.

Until recently, evidence of early human settle-
ment of Cyprus was believed to be much later,
based on excavations of aceramic Neolithic set-
tlement sites dating to 7000 BC and most

*Eastern Mediterranean University Department of Archaeology and Art History, Gazimagusa- Kibns via: Mersin 10, Turkey proheritage@gmail.com
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notably, Khirokitia (Le Brun 2001: 109; Dikaios,
1953: 339). Khirokitia culture is developed and
complex but quite distinct from any known con-
temporary mainland cultures. The existence of a
distinctive Khirokitia culture posed questions of
what was its origins or where did they come
from? Only a few artefacts from the Khirokitia
culture sites are demonstrably from the main-
land; these include a handful of obsidian blades
from an original Anatolian source. These items
are so few that they do not provide strong evi-
dence for a direct link to Anatolia, however,
indirect contact through the Levant has been
suggested.

Excavations at Parekklisha-Shillourokambos and
at Akanthou- Arkosyko (Tatlisu-Ciftlikdiizti) pro-
vide evidence of settlement a millennium or so
earlier and initial findings illustrate how the dis-
tinctiveness of the Khirokitia culture is likely to
be the result of continuous settlement on the
island from more distant times. These two earli-
er sites, in turn, also pose the question of what
are the origins of these cultures; are they exam-
ples of separate indigenous development from
the mainland or do they represent the first set-
tlers to the island from other shores?

Debate amongst archaeologists since the discov-
ery of Khirokitia in the 1930’s has often centred
around the question of how there came be a
distinctive Aceramic Neolithic farming commu-
nity on Cyprus, with the implied assumption
that there must have been a first migrant or set-
tler from somewhere else. An equal and oppo-
site assumption may be that settlement evolved
in Cyprus, much as anywhere else, from the first
evidence of flint scatters in 10t millennium BC
through to the present

Discoveries at  Parekklisha-Shillourokambos
and Akanthou-Arkosykos in particular, show
that there was contact with the mainland at a
much earlier date from artefacts of obsidian and
cattle bone, neither of which is indigenous to
the island. Indications are that the exchange of
items was significant and perhaps even com-
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monplace. It may be reasoned that cultures
developed in pace and in contact with the main-
land cultures. The lack of similarity between
island and mainland cultures is arguably not a
result of isolation but reflects the opportunity for
difference between cultures. Whilst there is dif-
ference, island culture was nevertheless influ-
enced through contact and exchange through
the millennia. The sea may not have been so
much of an obstacle to cross, but more as the
means of communication with opportunities for
contact with many different locations, for
resources, for exchange and other reasons.

REDISCOVERY OF AKANTHOU ARKOSYKOS
CTATLISU-CIFTLIKDUZ(Y)

The site of Akanthou was first recorded by the
Cyprus Survey in 1931 and later in 1945 and 1946
by researchers Anastasiou and Dikaios of Cyprus
Museum. They reported finds of a Neolithic type
that included: a stone axe; stone vessel fragments,
chert flakes, blades and cores obsidian blades, ani-
mal bone (sheep/goat, pig and fallow deer (dama
mesopotamica)) and a perforated shell (Stanley-
Price, 1979: 119). In 1972 and 1973, Stanley-Price
revisited the site and also discovered surface finds
of similar artefacts. In 1996 this author conducted
a systematic field walking of the site and also
found similar artefacts, including finds of obsidian
blades.

Obsidian finds have played an important role in
the discussion of first human settlement of the
island and relations with the mainland as this
volcanic glass does not occur naturally on the
island and must indicate contact in some form
with the mainland. Previous excavations have
recovered only a small number of obsidian,
these are: Khirokitia 14 pieces, 0.5% of the lith-
ic assemblage (Dikaios 1953), Klepini - Troulli
24 pieces, 2% of the lithic assemblage
(Peltenburg, 1979), Cape Andreas Castros 13
pieces, 0.15% of the lithic assemblage (Le Brun,
1981), Kallavassos-Tenta 32 pieces, 0.03 of the
lithic assemblage (Todd 1986: 15). More recent-
ly, as larger number of finds from earlier sites
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became available, the presence of obsidian has
come to greater prominence, indicating that
there may have been more significant contact
with the mainland at a date earlier then
assumed. At the excavated site of Parekklisha-
Shillourokambos the number of obsidian blades,
evidently all of Anatolian origin, is 217 pieces,
comprising 2% of lithic assemblage of the site
(Guilaine et. al., 1995; Briois, Guilaine 1997,
104). Excavations to date at the site of Akanthou
have recovered over 5000 pieces of obsidian,
also from an Anatolian origin; this large number
further indicates a greater scale of contact with
the mainland than previously thought.

THE AKANTHOU- TATLISU RESCUE
ARCHAEOLOGY PROJECT

The 1996 field walking survey of Akanthou,
conducted by the author, resulted in a rich col-
lection of finds both from surface and also from
the spoil of the modem pits that had been cut
into archaeological deposits, revealing the
potential importance of the site for the aceram-
ic Neolithic period.. A poultry farm nearby had
excavated a series of 38 refuse pits and used
these for illegally discarding chicken remains.
The spoil from these pits provided an opportu-
nity to test the archaeological importance of the
sitt and demonstrated the threat of modemn
activity to these fragile deposits. Action was
taken to stop the immediate threat to the site;
however there was also a clear need to evaluate
the site further to demonstrate its importance
and to ensure its future protection.

In 1999 a survey of the spoil from these modern
pits cutting into the archaeological deposits was
undertaken. The author and students from the
Eastern Mediterranean University Archaeology
and Art History Department spent several weeks
systematically dry sieving spoil from the dis-
turbed archaeological deposits; this resulted in
finds of 420 obsidian pieces, a number of well-
preserved cattle bones, many small picrolite
tokens and beads made of sea shells. The large
number of artefacts recovered from the dry-siev-
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ing project confirmed that an archaeological site
of some importance lay preserved at Akanthou.
Following on from this, a limited archaeological
rescue excavation of the subsurface deposits
was planned with the Department of Museums
and Antiquities and sponsored by Eastern
Mediterranean University. The excavation was
to take the form of an evaluation trench to find
architectural remains that correlate with the un-
stratified finds discovered during surface survey
works. In this way, the aim was to demonstrate
the physical existence of the site. Once the
importance of the site could be established,
measures could be taken to establish protection
from future damage.

THE SITE AND ITS ENVIRONMENT

Akanthou is located on the north-east coast of
Cyprus to the west of the Karpaz peninsula, sit-
uated on top of a 15 metre high extensive
marine terrace terminating in limestone cliffs on
the seaward side. Below the cliff there is a small
bay and pebble beach. The site lies very close
to the current coastline and was still close to a
projected Neolithic coastline according to sea
level changes suggested for some sites in Cyprus
(Ammerman, 2008). Nearby there is still a fresh
water spring and fossilized spring rock is evi-
dence that there was a spring in ancient times
sufficient to attract settlement. The terrain is flat
and there were plentiful resources for hunting,
proto agricultural activity (herding, corralling,
plant gathering and cropping) and construction
(timber, limestone and soils suitable for making
mudbrick, plaster). As now, the sea was a rich
marine sources of food and afforded opportuni-
ty for easy coastal travel and the potential to
travel to farther shores; the Anatolian coast is
visible from the site 55 kilometres away.

OVERVIEW OF THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL
REMAINS

Archaeological excavations have been within an
evaluation trench 15 metres by 24 metres in
extent. Currently, setlement deposits excavated
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have been dated to the early Pre-ceramic
Neolithic Period, around 10,000 years ago and
the site may prove to be earlier; a calibrated
radiocarbon date of 8200-7800 BC has been
established from carbonised seeds taken from a
hearth contemporary with Phase C of the site.
Five broad phases (A-E) of Neolithic activity
have been established and within these are
recorded the remains of six building structures,
extensive plaster floor surfaces, a massive ditch,
plaster lined pits, evidence interpreted as plaster
manufacture and many pits and postholes. The
site is rich in artefacts including: stone tools of
worked flint, chert and obsidian, polished stone
axes and picrolite ‘chisels’, stone vessels includ-
ing flat querns and bowls, bone tools including
needles and fish hooks, ornaments including
incised picrolite and pierced shell. A large num-
ber of well preserved faunal remains have been
collected including; pig, sheep/goat, fallow
deer, fish bones, dog, fox, cat and turtle bone.
The faunal remains also include some cattle
bone, which is a non-indigenous species and
indicator of mainland contact (Simmons 1999).
Several fragments of human bone have been
found, including a piece of skull and phalanges,
however, no remains of structured burials have
been uncovered so far.

Pre-Ceramic Neolithic Period:
Phase A, Settlement Occupation

The latest evidence of Neolithic settlement is
mostly of fragmentary floor surfaces overlying
earlier collapse debris. One of these fragmentary
surfaces is a fine example of later floor con-
struction technique; a whitish grey limestone
plaster laid carefully on a foundation of closely
packed stones and re-laid over an earlier floor
surface. Set within these fragmentary surfaces
were also the remains of four plaster lined pits
¢. 70 cm in diameter, which were most likely for
storage. However, stones found at the base of
one of these may have been ‘potboilers’ or
stones heated in a fire and then transferred to
the pit for heating as a means of cooking. In
addition to these, there are more than twenty
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pits and numerous postholes cut into earlier sur-
faces and collapse or demolition deposits.

An intriguing sub-rectangular feature with traces
of a plaster lining and filled with heat fractured
stones has been tentatively interpreted as possi-
ble evidence for limestone processing
(Rollefson 1990;  Kingery et. al., 1988).
Limestone may have been heated in this pit to
produce a workable material for making plaster;
close by this pit are four shallower pits, each
filled with several white layers plaster that may
represent a further stage of plaster manufacture.
(Garfinkel 1987a)

Pre-Ceramic Neolithic Period:
Phase B, Building Collapse
and Erosion Layers

Separating occupation deposits of Phases A and
C are a series of layers consisting of silts and
mud brick debris formed from the collapse, ero-
sion and possible deliberate levelling of the
structures in Phase C. In one instance deliberate
destruction a building wall is suggested by the
numerous pieces of fine painted plaster that lie
in situ, painted side down, sealed within col-
lapse deposits. Some of these plaster pieces
have moulded edges and surviving red, black
and brown pigment shows that wall surfaces
were probably decorated with specific designs
or patterns. Collapse debris from Phase B also
sealed several hearths in use at a near contem-
porary time and indicating a ‘squatter’ or con-
tinued use after earlier evidence of more organ-
ised settlement of Phase A. A single hearth fill
contained some 200 carbonised seeds, a sample
of which was carbon dated giving a calibrated
date for Phase B of 8100-7800 BC.

Pre-ceramic Neolithic Period:
Phase C, Settlement Occupation

The remains of an earlier phase of activity is bet-
ter preserved; there are the remains of founda-
tions and wall bases of six building structures,
each constructed with a combination of stone
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and mudbrick. The plans of buildings varies
from round to more sub-rectangular, all being
approximately 5 to 6 metres in diameter.
Evidence of postholes within and beside the
walls indicates that the roofs may have been
made of timber rafters set on posts. The build-
ings all appear to have been built directly onto
the extensive plaster floor surface, indicating
that they are contemporary at some time in their
usage. Many of the buildings abut one another
or are very closely spaced so as to prevent pas-
sage between buildings; the structures appear to
have developed from an initial single cell being
developed over time with the addition of Jean-
to’ single cells, almost as the addition of rooms.
By inference, the building structures indicate
close family or group ties where adjacent living
space is added as the group grows in numbers
of individuals.

The interiors of the buildings have not been
fully excavated, however, evidence of internal
features to date, includes hearths and plaster
lined pits. In one of the structures there is evi-
dence for a partition and a widened foundation
indicates there may have been an upper room.
Between the building structures and cut within
the extensive plaster surface on which the struc-
tures stand, are four plaster lined pits and also
the remains of a hearth.

A massive ditch running east to west across the
southern edge of the evaluation trench has ver-
tical sides, is 3.5 metres across and 2 metres
deep. A preliminary ground radar survey of the
ditch indicates that it may be a linear feature
(approximately 90 metres in length) which does
not enclose the settlement. However, a detailed
and systematic survey of the ditch is required to
fully establish its nature and help understand its
function for the settlement.

Pre-ceramic Neolithic Period: Phases D and E,
Early Settlement Occupation and Deposits

The plaster surface on which the buildings are
constructed forms an extensive earlier surface
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(Phase D) over 10 metres by 12 metres in extent
and beyond the confines of the evaluation
trench. This surface may have been in use for
some time before it was used as a foundation
for later structures as two plaster lined pits con-
temporary with the surface lie beneath the foun-
dations of one of the building structures.

Beneath the plaster surface there are earlier
deposits (Phase E) visible from cut features. In
several places these are reasonably substantial
occupation deposits; in other places the plaster
surface lies close above natural bedrock.

OBSIDIAN FINDS

Perhaps the most significant of the artefact cate-
gory of the assemblage is the large quantities of
obsidian; 95% of the 5000 and more pieces col-
lected so far are small blades or bladelets, being
common in every Neolithic phase. As men-
tioned previously, the number of obsidian finds
at the site far exceeds the numbers collected at
any other site on the island and even amongst
Neolithic settlements of the Levant. Finds of
obsidian at Akanthou exceed total numbers of
finds at other Cypriot sites by a factor of 10 com-
pared to the similarly dated site of Parekklisha-
Shillourokambos and a factor of 100 to other
later Pre-Pottery Neolithic sites including
Khirokitia.

Chemical analysis of 10 obsidian sample pieces
has been carried out by Prof. Pernicka and his
team at the Institute of Archaeometrie /
Archaeometallurgie (Institut fiir Ur und
Frithgeschicte und Archaeologie des Mittelalters
der Universitaet Tiibingen). The results demon-
strate that the obsidian comes from two sources
in Central Anatolia: 9 pieces from East Golli
Dag and 1 piece from Nenezi Dag .

Typological and technological analysis of the
obsidian assemblage carried out by Lother
Herling has revealed that core revival parts are
very few and that there are no cores, indicating
that the bladelets were imported ready-made (or
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less likely, manufactured elsewhere at the site?).
These are prismatic bladelets obtained by pres-
sure technique and they are known from
Kaletepe workshop at East Gollii Dag (Binder,
Balkan-Athh 2001). The presence of large
amounts of these blades at Tatlisu- Ciftlikdlizi
indicates a strong relationship between the set-
tlement and Kaletepe workshop or/and similar
workshops at Golli Dag, such as Kayirl-
Bitlikeler workshop (Balkan-Atli et. al., 1999).

Based on the very large number of obsidian
collected at Akanthou, the settlement may well
have had an important role as point of distribu-
tion of obsidian for the island and even more
widely across the Levant region. This evidence
for significant contact with the mainland pro-
vides fertile ground for conjecture surrounding
the nature of this distribution and the nature of
society at Akanthou. The surviving finds of
obsidian may be an indicator of a wider and
more various contact or exchange with the
mainland; perhaps the settlement also imported
livestock (as evidenced by several cattle bones)
and a range of other items that have left no trace
in the archaeological record. The scale of the
endeavour required to convey material from the
mainland and Anatolia would have required a
sophisticated level of social organisation and
communication which by inference, suggests
the people of Akanthou may have been a dom-
inant social group on the island. Moreover, the
investment needed to obtain the obsidian may
indicate that these objects had an intrinsic value
worth more than their value as tools alone;
potentially these obsidian bladelets conferred
status on the owner or carried currency for
exchange for goods and foodstuffs.

THE AKANTHOU-TATLISU RESCUE
ARCHAEOLOGY PROJECT:
NEOLITHIC HOUSE RECONSTRUCTION

The remains of six mudbrick and stone building
foundations at Akanthou have provided a
wealth of information about the size and shape
of dwellings and how they were constructed. To
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understand these construction techniques better
and to gain an understanding of the effort
required to build these structures a Neolithic Hut
was reconstructed close to the site.

The project to build a Neolithic Hut was also an
opportunity to bring to life fragmentary evi-
dence to show visitors to the site what a
Neolithic building may have looked like and in
turn to promote the site and its protection. The
project was part funded by the UNDP PFF.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The Pre-Pottery Neolithic site at Akanthou is
extremely rich in architectural structures, sur-
faces and artefacts. It is exceptional in Cyprus in
terms of the breadth of types and recovered
numbers of artefacts and the quality of surviving
plaster and mud brick structures. A first carbon
date from carbonised seeds recovered from a
Phase B hearth has given a date of 8100-7800
BC and future dating of later phases may show
the settlement to be considerably earlier. The
current evaluation of the site is based on the sys-
tematic excavation of deposits and recovery of
finds from a 15 by 24 metre evaluation trench.
However, indications are that the settlement site
may be as extensive as 210 by 200 metres based
on distribution of surface finds and the results of
a resistivity survey carried out across the area of
the site.

The recovery of 5000 plus pieces of obsidian at
Akanthou is of particular importance and is far
in excess of any other Cypriot site, sufficient to
raise questions about the nature of contact with
the mainland at a very distant time in prehisto-
ry. The scale of the obsidian finds places
Akanthou (and Cyprus) in a position of region-
al importance; where the economy of the settle-
ment required mainland contact, so the archae-
ological inquiry needs to extend its scope. There
may be as yet unfound Neolithic sites on the
Turkish coast or other coasts of the eastern
Mediterranean that were in contact with the set-
tlement at Akanthou and can further help us
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understand the nature of the contact between
mainland and island. This future enquiry may
finally answer the question of where the people
of the Khirokitia Culture came from. The evidence
from Akanthou shows that the Khirokitia people
were likely to be the descendents of the settle-
ments at Akanthou and Parekklisha-
Shillourokambos rather than migrants from the
mainland. In tum, the people of Akanthou were
clearly capable of making extensive contact with
the mainland, but there is no evidence that they
were migrants or from the mainland themselves.
The human settlement of Cyprus may prove to be
not a colonisation event but an indigenous devel-
opment of people who arrived as far back as
10,000 BC (Ammerman, 2008). Evidence for main-
land contact may in fact represent the beginnings
of influence from the mainland (in exchange and
other contact) between two distinct peoples with
two different cultural traditions.
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Fig. 1 : Akanthou/Tatlisu aerial
view of the excavation.

Fig. 2: A view of the ditch.
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Fig. 3: Possible oven.
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Plaster basin.

ig. 5:

6 : Obsidian.
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Flint tool.
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AHLATLIBEL, ETIYOKUSU, KOGQUMBELI -
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AHLATLIBEL, ETIYOKUSU, KOGQUMBELI -
ANKARA CEVRESINE AIT BAZI BULUNTU
TOPLULUKLARININ YENIDEN DEGERLENDIRILMESI
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Olduk¢a eski bir tarihte kazilmus olan Ahlathbel, Etiyokusu ve Kocumbeli Hoytkleri, Orta
Anadolu’da MO 3. binyil icin halen anahtar yerlesmeler olarak kabul edilmektedir. Buna karsin, bu
yerlesmelerin buluntulan bugiine kadar ayninuli olarak ele alinmamus ve tartisimanustr, Bu neden-
le, 2005 yrinda baglayan bir proje ile Ankara Bolgesi Ilk Tung Cagt buluntulan yeniden ele alinarak
calisilmaya baslanmugtir. Projenin amact Ahlatlibel ve Kocumbeli kazilanndan ¢ikan buluntulann
genis kapsamli olarak incelenmesidir. Proje dahilinde yiirtittilen yiizey arastrmasi, belgeleme ve
restorasyon ¢alismalart halen stirmekte oldugundan, burada ortaya ¢ikan ilk sonuglar degerlendirile-
cektir. Malzeme tizerinde stirdiirdiigiimiiz sistematik ¢alismalar swrasinda, buluntu toplulugunun bir
béliminin  bolgeler arast iligkiler kurmamiza olanak verdigini gozlemledik. Ayni zamanda,
lizerinde ¢aligtigimiz malzemenin diger bir kismi da bolgesel ézellikler géstermekte ve diger Ilk Tung
Gag1 yerlesmeleri ile karsilastirmalar yapmamiza olanak tantmamaktadir.,

Konu olan bu tg¢ arkeolojik yerlesmede de kiiciik, sig kisecikler ve fincanlar yogun olarak
goériilmektedir. Bunun yan sira kdse/¢émlek benzeri kaplar, agizdan yiikselen kulplart olan kannh
testiler/bardaklar, ytikseltilmis agizli testiler ve kapaklar da gérilmektedir. Tepsiler de ender olarak
bulunmustur (Lev. 3-5). En goze ¢arpan ¢anak ¢émlek ise siyah agkili, yiv/oluk bezemeyle girift bir
sekilde stislenmis kaplardir (Lev. 4,3-12; 5,4-5,11,13; 6). Malzeme icinde bu tir kap parcalanina ¢ok
yogun bir sekilde rastlanmakta, boya bezeme de ¢ok ender olarak gériilmektedir.

S6zi gegen l¢ yerlesmeden gelen malzemeye genel olarak bakiddiginda, canak ¢omleklerin tipolo-
jik bakindan birbirlerine ¢ok benzedikleri ve dolaystyla da ayni déneme ait olduklar ya da en
azindan Dbirbirlerine ¢ok yakin bir déneme tarihlendikleri gériilmektedir (Efe 1988: 108-110;
Orthmann 1963: 24-27, 70-71; Tezcan 1966). Fakat ne yazik ki, bu goriisii destekleyebilecek 14C tar-
ihleri yoktur. Aynt sekilde, bu eski kazlardan gelen canak ¢émlegin ait olduklart yap: ya da
tabakalar1 da kesin olarak bilinmediginden, malzemenin tabakalanma icindeki konumlart anlasilama-
makta, dolayistyla yerlesme icindeki gelisim stireci ve tarihlemesi de bir sorun olarak kalmaktadr.

*ODTU, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi, Yeni Mimarhk Binast 404, 06531 Ankara, Tiirkiye. janbertram2001@yahoo.de
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Buluntular: géreceli olarak tarihleyebilmek icin ¢ikis noktast olarak kullanidabilecek bilinen arkeolo-
jik yerlesmelerin sayst ¢ok azdur. Yakmn gevrede yer alan Polatly, Karaoglan gibi bircok yerlesme eski
tarihlerde kazilmis ve buluntulan da ancak kismen ¢aligdmustir; bu nedenle bu yerlesmeler de bu
konuda bize aynntili bilgi vermekten ve sorunu ¢6zmekten uzaktular. S6zii gegen bu ¢ yerlesmeyi
tarihleyebilmek icin Eskisehir bolgesindeki Demircihtiytik kazist bir ¢ikis noktast olarak gortilmek-
tedir; Demircihilyiik’te canak ¢émleginin bicimsel dagiimt ve bunlann zaman icindeki gelisimleri
cok iyi belgelenmistir. Ancak, birbirinden cografi olarak uzakta yer alan yerlesmeler arasinda
karslagtirma yapildiginda, olasilikla farkli dénemlere ait olabilecek kaplart aynt dénem kaplar olarak
ele almak gibi bir tehlikenin varlig da gz ardr edilmemelidir; ¢tinki iki bolgenin ¢anak ¢Omlegi
farkl sekillerde gelismis olabilir.

Bu yerlesmeler, giintimiize kadar elde var olan bilgilerle kronolojik olarak M. O. 3. binyiin ikinci
yansina, yani diger bir anlatmla Ik Tung Cag1 II/Ill’e tarihlenmiglerdir. Fakat Demircihtiytik bulun-
tulartyla karsilastirddiginda, Kocumbeli, Ahlatlibel ve Etiyokugu buluntularimin bu tarihten daha da
eskiye gidebilecegi bir olasitk olarak gorilmektedir. Bu ¢ yerlesmede gorilen bicim ve
bezemelerin baziannin benzerleri Demircihiiyiik’te LI-OP ve HI-K tabakalannda (evrelerinde) ve
hatta kismen yerlesmenin daha eski tabakalannda gorilmektedir. (Efe 1988; Seeher 1987).
Kocumbeli, Ahlathibel ve Etiyokugu buluntulan, Ankara ¢evresindeki yerlesimlerin Ik Tung Cagrnin
daha eski dénemlerine ait olabileceklerini diistindiirmektedir. Kanumizca Kogumbeli, Ahlatlibel ve
Etiyokusu’nda yerlesimin M. O. 3. binyilin ortalannda, hatta belki de M. O. 3. binyin ilk yanisinda
baslarmus olabilecei, iizerinde diistintilmeye deger bir fikir olarak goriilmelidir. Eger bu gorigimiiz
dogru ise Ilk Tung Gagr I/IT déneminde, Orta Anadolu'nun kronolojik tablosundaki bosluk kismen
ortadan kalkabilir.

AHLATLIBEL, ETTYOKUSU, KOGQUMBELI -
ZUR NEUBEWERTUNG DER ANKARA-
GRUPPE

Frithbronzezeitliche Siedlungen in Ankara und
unmittelbarer Umgebung waren erstmals vor
mehr als 70 Jahren Ziel systematischer
Untersuchungen. Ahlatlibel und Etiyokusu, in
den 30er Jahren des 20. Jahrhunderts ausge-
graben, prigten die Ansichten zur friihen zen-
tralanatolischen Bronzezeit nachhaltig. Gut 30
Jahre spiter erginzten die Arbeiten in
Kocumbeli das Bild. Bis in die jlingste
Vergangenheit werden diese Fundplitze als
Referenzpunkte fiir das 3. Jahrtausend v. u. Z. im
Inneren Anatoliens herangezogen. Das Material
der Grabungen Ahlatlibel und Kogumbeli ist
allerdings bislang nicht umfassend vorgelegt wor-
den. Hinzu kommt, dass sich im Laufe der
Jahrzehnte die Sicht auf die chronologischen
Verhiltnisse des 3. Jahrtausends v. u. Z. aufgrund
zahlreicher Ausgrabungsaktivitdten gedndert hat.

Davon scheint das Gebiet zwischen den Fliissen
Sakarya Nehri und Kizilirmak weitgehend
ausgenommen. Es fillt nach wie vor schwer, eine
friihe Frithbronzezeit zu identifizieren. Die meis-
ten Siedlungen werden innerhalb des 3.
Jahrtausends v. u. Z. spit angesetzt. Eine
umfassende und gut dokumentierte Stratigraphie
liegt fiir diesen Zeitraum bislang nicht vor, die
iltesten bronzezeitlichen Schichten in den recht
groRen Siedlungshiigeln konnten kaum ausre-
ichend untersucht werden. Hinzu kommt, dass
Materialarbeiten Zweifel an den Chronologie-
vorstellungen W. Orthmanns (1963) zur
Keramikentwicklung Inneranatoliens aufkom-
men lassen.l

Diesen Umstinden soll im Rahmen eines 2005
begonnenen Projektes zur Neubewertung der
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Frithbronzezeit in der Ankara-Region Rechnung
getragen werden. Ziel ist eine umfassende
Vorlage des Fundmaterials aus den Grabungen
Ahlathibel und Kogumbeli. Damit einher gehen
Survey- Dokumentations- und Restaurierungs-
arbeiten,? die gegenwirtig noch nicht
abgeschlossen sind. An dieser Stelle sollen den-
noch erste, vorliufige Ergebnisse vorgestellt wer-

den3

Da von den drei genannten Fundplitzen
lediglich Kogumbeli, auf dem Gelinde der Orta
Dogu Teknik Universitesi (ODT() gelegen, im
Gelinde identifiziert werden konnte, lisst sich
die Befundlage insgesamt nur noch schwer
nachvollziehen und beurteilen. Fir Ahlatlibel
werden mehrere Schichten wahrscheinlich
gemacht, eine genaue Anzahl ist nicht mehr
zweifelsfrei bestimmbar. Freigelegt wurde allem
Anschein nach nur ein gréferes Gebdude. Die
stratigraphische Position der Grabfunde in Bezug
zur Siedlung bleibt umstritten (Orthmann 1963:
24-25).

Mindestens drei Schichten liegen aus Etiyokusu
vor. Der Architekturplan zeigt locker angeord-
nete Bebauungsreste, die recht schlecht erhalten
waren. (Kansu 1940: Abb. 38-42; Orthmann
1963: 20).

Die Angaben zur Situation in Kogumbeli, nur ca.
2 km von Ahlatlibel entfernt, variieren. Zwischen
zwei und vier Schichten werden angegeben.?
Von den zahlreichen Bauresten wurde nur ein
kleiner Teil beschrieben und ein Ausschnitt als
Plan veroffentlicht (Tezcan 1966). Eine Klirung
der Befundsituation versprechen wir uns von der
Neuaufnahme der Architektur, die gegenwirtig
noch nicht abgeschlossen ist. Die bisherigen
Arbeiten deuten darauf hin, dass die gesamte
Siedlung aufgedeckt wurde. Auf einer Fliche von
ca. 45 m x 40 m GroRe liegen mehrere
Gebidudereste vor, locker verteilt im Geldnde. Die
Siedlung wurde an einem nach Nordwesten hin
abfallenden Hang angelegt.

Die Ergebnisse der Grabungen in Etiyokusu sind
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in einer fiir ihre Zeit vorbildlichen Weise pub-
liziert worden (Kansu 1940). Ein Grofiteil der
Funde aus Kogumbeli und Ahlatlibel blieb jedoch
bislang unberticksichtigt. Sicherlich war dies mit
ein Grund, beide Siedlungen innerhalb des 3.
Jahrtausends v. u. Z. spit anzusetzen.> Die
Chronologiediskussion bei T. Efe (1988) lisst
ebenfalls eine Tendenz zu einer spiten Datierung
erkennen (Efe 1988: 117).

Aber auch der Umstand, dass bislang keine sys-
tematisch ~ ergrabene  Stratigraphie  der
Frihbronzezeit in der Region von Ankara zwis-
chen Demircihiiyiik und Alisar/Alaca Hoyiik vor-
liegt, immerhin eine Distanz von gut 400 km,
erschwert eine Beurteilung zusitzlich. Die nich-
sten Referenzorte mit einer lingeren Sequenz
sind somit recht weit entfemt (Demircihiiyiik,
Aligar, Alaca Hoyik, Ikiztepe), teilweise alt
gegraben, was ihre Aussagekraft einschrinkt.6
Wenn somit die Voraussetzungen sicherlich nicht
die besten und einer chronologischen Bewertung
Grenzen gesetzt sind, so wird die systematische
Vorlage des Fundmaterials aus Ahlatlibel und
Kocumbeli dennoch ohne Zweifel helfen, einen
besseren Finblick in die zentralanatolische
Frithbronzezeit zu erhalten. Im Verlauf der
Fundaufnahme zeigte sich, dass eine
Beschiftigung mit dem Material erfolgver-
sprechend ist: Mit der systematischen Sichtung
wurde schnell deutlich, dass hier Fundensembles
vorliegen, die sich teilweise zwanglos in einen
Uiberregionalen  Kontext stellen lassen.
Andererseits weisen sie aber auch lokale
Eigenheiten auf, die sich gegenwirtig nicht ohne
weiteres mit Keramiksequenzen anderer friih-
bronzezeitlicher Fundplitze verbinden lassen.

Im vorgelegten Keramikspektrum aus Etiyokusu
dominieren deutlich kleine, flache Schilchen und
ebensolche Tassen (Kansu 1940: Abb. 56-63, 70-
71). Hinzu kommen Schiisseln/topfartige GefiRe
(Kansu 1940: Abb. 64-67), bauchige Kannen /
Becher (Kansu 1940: Abb. 68-69, 72-73, 75-77)
mit leicht tberrandstindigem Henkel, schrig-
mundige Kannen (Kansu 1940: Abb. 77 oben und
75) rechts. und Deckel (Taf. 5) (Kansu 1940: Abb.
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96-97). Uberwiegend ist die Keramik unverziert,
doch wurden von W. Orthmann Gefifsreste
vorgelegt, die komplexe Rillen-/Riefenmotive
belegen (Taf. 5,4-5,11,13). Sie erscheinen an den
bereits erwihnten Tassen bzw. Schalen sowie an
groReren, bauchigen Gefiflen.

Eine idhnliche Zusammensetzung weist die
Keramik aus Ahlatlibel auf (Taf. 3-4). Es
dominieren kleine Schalen und Tassen - groten-
teils unverziert und hdufig mit einer polierten
Oberfliche in Rottonen. Henkel sind zumeist
iberrandstindig angebracht und nur selten
gedomt. An weiteren Gefiffformen treten
Kannen und Tiillenkannen auf. Backplatten sind
selten (Taf. 4,1). Auffillig sind auch hier
schwarzpolierte Gefdfe und zahlreiche Reste von
solchen mit Rillen-/Riefendekor (Taf. 4,3-12).
Derartige Verzierungen lassen sich zweifelsfrei
mit dem frithbronzezeitlichen Formenspektrum
verbinden.

SchlieRlich zeigt auch der drtte Fundplatz,
Kogumbeli, eine ganz dhnliche
Zusammensetzung seines Keramikinventars mit
den bereits angefiihrten Gefifformen und
Verzierungen: Schalen, Tassen, Kannen,
Tiillenkannen bestimmen das Bild, hinzu kom-
men GefiRe mit Rillen-/Riefenverzierung.”

Sehr selten tritt Bemalung auf, aus Kocumbeli
und Ahlatlibel liegen nur wenige Reste derartig
verzierter Gefife vor. Eine Scherbe aus
Kogumbeli kénnte urspriinglich bemalt gewesen
sein, vom Farbauftrag hat sich aber nichts mehr
erhalten und er ist nur noch als Negativ auf der
Oberfliche erkennbar (Taf. 2,2). Fiir Ahlatlibel ist
weile Bemalung belegt.8

Aus der hier gegebenen kurzen, vorliufigen
Ubersicht wird deutlich, dass sich alle drei
Fundplitze in der Zusammensetzung ihres
Keramikspektrums 4hneln. Aus typologischen
Erwigungen ist es durchaus berechtigt, zumind-
est eine partielle Gleichzeitigkeit der Besiedlung
anzunehmen. Aufgrund fehlender naturwis-
senschaftlicher Datierungen konnen wir dem
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gegenwirtig nichts entgegenstellen.”

Bedauerlich ist, dass aufgrund der nicht mehr
nachzuvollziehenden Zuweisung der Keramik zu
einzelnen Gebiuden und (Bau-)Schichten die
vertikale, stratigraphische Verteilung der Funde
und somit ihre zeitliche Abfolge innerhalb der
Siedlungen nicht mehr herausgearbeitet werden
kann. Das Fundmaterial lidt daher gerade dazu
ein, zwei Gruppen zu unterscheiden:

- Eine mit unverzierten, Uberwiegend rot
polierten Gefifen (Tassen, Schisseln, Kannen)
sowie

- eine zweite mit Uberwiegend schwarz
polietter ~ Oberfliche und mit Rillen-/
Riefenverzierung.

Da letztere zudem grobere Formen enthilt, bietet
sich eine relative Alterdatierung als plausible
Erklirung an. Die Situation am Demircihtytik
scheint dem jedoch entgegenzustehen (s. u.).
Uberhaupt fillt es schwer, nach zuverlissigen
Parallelen in der niheren Umgebung fiir das hier
besprochene Inventar zu suchen. Auffillig ist,
dass Gefifireste aus Kocumbeli und Ahlatlibel
Beziige zu frithbronzezeitlichen Metallgefiten
aus Zentralanatolien aufweisen.10

Fir eine relativchronologische Einordnung der
Funde sind gegenwirtig nur wenige Referenzorte
greifbar. In der niheren Umgebung konnten
friihbronzezeitliche  Schichten in Kaman-
Kalehoyiik untersucht werden. Diese reprisen-
tieren aber offenbar einen  spiteren
Entwicklungsabschnitt. Das Materjal ist allem
Anschein nach nicht mit unseren Fundplitzen in
Verbindung zu bringen.1! Ahnliches leitet sich
auch aus den riumlich und zeitlich eng begren-
zten Untersuchungen am Kiilhoyiik bei Haymana
ab.12 Die hier unterhalb hethitischer Schichten
angetroffenen Funde zeigen recht deutlich typol-
ogische Unterschiede. Darauf aufbauend liefle
sich vorliufig eine Datierung nur in das spite 3.
Jahrtausend v. u. Z. bzw. in die darauf folgende
Jahrtausendwende negieren. Bisherige Uber-
legungen zielten aber gerade auf einen
Chronologieansatz ab, der sich auf die zweite
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Hilfte des 3. Jahrtausends v. u. Z. erstreckt bzw.
mit Frithbronzezeit II/III umschrieben wird (Efe
1988: 117; vgl. Orthmann 1963: 70-71; Tezcan
1966). Weitere Fundplitze in der niheren
Umgebung sind alt gegraben (Polatli, Karaoglan),
das Fundmaterial ist leider nur teilweise vorgelegt
worden und hilft daher bei einer chronologis-
chen Beurteilung nicht zuverlissig weiter.13

Umfassendere Stratigraphien liegen erst in
groflerer Entfernung vor. Ein Vergleich mit dem
Demircihiiyk bringt durchaus Verdachts-
momente, die auf eine Alterdatierung von
Kocumbeli, Ahlatlibel und Etiyokusu hinweisen
konnten und die es durchaus verdienen, in die
Uberlegungen mit einbezogen zu werden.
Einerseits finden sich hier gute Entsprechungen
im Typenrepertoire, zum anderen sind sie in
ihrer zeitlichen Entwicklung ausgesprochen gut
dokumentiert. Ein solcher Vergleich iiber recht
weite Distanzen lduft aber Gefahr, dass Inventare
zueinander in Bezug gesetzt werden, die nicht
unbedingt zusammenhingen missen - die
Keramikentwicklung in beiden Regionen muss
nicht zwangsldufig synchron verlaufen sein, das
gewonnene chronologische Bild kann dadurch
verzerrt werden. Dennoch scheint es uns einen
Versuch wert, auf diesem Umweg Anhaltspunkte
fiir eine Datierung zu erhalten.

Ahlatlibel und Kocumbeli wurden bereits im
Zusammenhang mit der Keramikvorlage dieser
Siedlung diskutiert (Efe 1988: 108-110). Deutlich
spirbar sind dabei die Unsicherheiten, die sich
aus der Interpretation der Funde ergeben, vor
allem wegen mangelnder Befund- wund
Fundvorlagen.

Zu beachten ist allerdings, dass sich die
Keramikentwicklung am Demircihiiyiik offen-
sichtlich nicht sprunghaft dndert. Vielmehr ist ein
allmihlicher Wandel zu beobachten, der sich vor
allem in der quantitativen und qualitativen
Zusammensetzung der Inventare aus den Phasen
HI bis OP manifestiert.!4 Wichtig scheint uns
auch, dass hier schwarze und rote (polierte)
Waren gemeinsam Uber einen lingeren Zeitraum
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hinweg auftreten.1>

Als verbindendes Element sind in erster Linie
sicherlich die Schalen/Schusseln und Kkleinen
Tassen (Taf. 3,1-6; 5,3 und 7) zu werten, die am
Demircihtiylik in groRfer Anzahl auftreten, als
,Durchldufertypen“ aber in ihrer chronologischen
Aussagekraft  eingeschrinkt sind.  Gute
Entsprechungen hinsichtlich ihrer Profilierung
lassen sich durchaus in den Phasen H-K2 finden,
jedoch auch noch in Phase L und jiinger. Tassen
(bzw. Schalen/Schiisseln mit Henkel nach Efe
1988: 13-53) stammen schwerpunktmiRig aus
den Phasen HI bis K, femer aus LM-OP.16

Tillenkannen sind am Demircihiiyiik nicht
ungewohnlich, sie erscheinen bereits ab den
Phasen D und E, unterscheiden sich jedoch recht
deutlich in ihrer Formgebung von den hier
behandelten zentralanatolischen Stiicken. In der
Regel sind Kannen in den ilteren Phasen reich
verziert.17

Ein Vergleich der Kannenformen fillt schwerer
angesichts der offensichtlichen Unterschiede in
ihrer Gestaltung. Tullen sind in den jiingeren
Phasen ab H an recht selten. Aus den Riumen
fehlen solche Ausgiisse nach Phase L (Efe 1988:
61). Rillenverzierung auf Kannen hiuft sich in
den Phasen HI-K1 (Funde aus den Riumen),
ebenso Rillen-/Riefenverzierung des Halses am
Schulteransatz.l8 Belegt ist solche Verzierung
jedoch auch im dlteren frihbronzezeitlichen
Besiedlungsabschnitt dieser Siedlung.?® Dennoch
muss betont werden, dass die fiir die drei
Ankara-Fundpliatze so auffillige Rillen-
/Riefenverzierung am Demircihiiyiik vergleich-
sweise recht selten in Erscheinung tritt. Schwarz
polierte Schalen mit Rillen auf der Innenseite sind
hingegen kennzeichnend fiir die oberen (jin-
geren) Phasen. Dabei finden sich solche
(schwarze Ware) gelegentlich vor Phase M, aber
eben nur recht selten. Somit ist eine
Innenverzierung der Schalen vor Phase LM ins-
gesamt nur sporadisch belegt (Efe 1988: 48-51).

SchlieRlich seien auch die (Back-) Platten erwih-
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nt, die nur in wenigen Stiicken aus Ahlatlibe] und
Kogumbeli vorliegen. Sie sind am Demircihiiyiik
ebenfalls Durchliufer, nehmen aber in ihrer

Quantitdt zu den jiingeren Phasen hin ab (Efe
1988: 76-77). Topfe mit Knubben zeigen einen
recht grofen Spielraum hinsichtlich ihrer
Profilgebung in Ahlatlibel und Kogumbeli. Am
Demircihiiyiik treten diese erst spit, in den

Phasen L bis OP, auf.20 Beginnend ab Phase L
sind dann schlieflich aus den jlingeren Phasen
OP GefiRformen belegt, die sich recht deutlich in
ihrer Profilierung von unserem Material unter-
scheiden (Efe 1988: Abb. 25-27).

Dies kénnte als ein weiteres Indiz fiir eine recht
frihe Datierung gedeutet werden. Mit dem
Fehlen von Depas-Gefien in Kogumbeli und
Ahlatlibel kann nicht wirklich argumentiert wer-
den, dieses wiirde sich aber zwanglos in die hier
beschriebene Indizienkette einfiigen.

Aus der systematischen Materialsichtung wird
deutlich, dass sich mit den Fundplitzen

ANMERKUNGEN- NOTES

1 Zu frithbronzezeitlichen Siedlungsgrabungen in der Ankara-Region
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Keramikensembles manifestieren, deren chronol-
ogische Bedeutung bislang nicht umfassend
diskutiert wurde. Obwohl diese in den
Chronologietabellen Zentralanatolien immer
wieder vertreten, lassen sie erheblichen
Spielraum beziiglich ihrer chronologischen
Datierung erkennen. Freilich konnten wir hier
nur ausgewihlte Aspekte einfliefen lassen. Sie
vermitteln aber recht eindricklich, wie
notwendig eine Auseinandersetzung mit dieser
Region und dem Material ist. Es deutet sich an,
dass die vorgestellten Fundplitze auch eine recht
alte frithbronzezeitliche Siedlungstitigkeit in
Ankara reprisentieren konnen. Es scheint uns
durchaus tiberlegenswert, hierin eine Besiedlung
zu sehen, die zeitlich in die Mitte, in ihrem
Beginn vielleicht sogar in die erste Hilfte des 3.
Jahrtausends v. u. Z. fillt. Die Liicke, die sich in
Chronologietabellen Zentralanatoliens fiir die
Frilhbronzezeit I und II zeigt, konnte damit,
wenn auch nicht ganz, so doch zumindest teil-
weise, gefiillt werden.
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Mellink 1965:140.

5 Detailliert dazu Orthmann 1963: 7071, Tab. 5 und 9; Tezcan 1966.
6 Hier sind auch die aktuellen Ausgrabungen in Kiilliioba anzufiihren,
die auf eine recht lange Besiedlung innerhalb der Frithbronzezeit
schlieBen lassen (Efe 2007).

7 Eine kleine, wenig reprisentative Auswahl an Funden wurde von B.
Tezcan (1966) vorgelegt.

8 Einen allgemeinen Uberblick zu Keramikformen und -verzierungen
von Ahlathbel gab W. Orthmann (1963: 24-26).

9 Ob Abweichungen in der Inventarzusammensetzung der drei hier
besprochenen Fundplitze auf chronologische Unterschiede zurtick-
gefithrt werden kénnen, wie dies W. Orthmann (1963: 70-71) ver-
mutete, kann gegenwirtig nicht sicher entschieden werden. In
Erwigung zu ziehen ist, dass in die Museen nur ausgewihltes Material
(GefiBe, groRere Bruchstiicke von solchen, sonstige aussagekriftige
Stiicke) gelangte, wodurch unser heutiges Bild leicht verzerrt wird.
Vgl. hierzu auch die Uberlegungen von T. Efe (1988: 108-110) zur
Datierung von Ahlatlibel, Etiyokugu, Kogumbeli.

10 Dies soll an anderer Stelle diskutiert werden.

11 Vgl. hierzu die Vorberichte von S. Omura (2000; 2002; 2003).

12 Vorbericht von N. Cetin (2003).

13 Zu den Befunden und den Schwierigkeiten ihrer Interpretation vgl.
zusammenfassend Orthmann 1963.

14 Auf die Probleme, die sich aus dem Vergleich mit dem
Demircihiiyitk ergeben sowie auf die lokalen Besonderheiten
Zentralanatoliens hat T. Efe (1988: 108-110) hingewiesen.
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Offensichtlich flossen in diese Uberlegungen lediglich die begrenzten
Materialvorlagen in den Publikationen von W. Orthmann (1963) und
B. Tezcan (1966) mit ein.

15 Efe 1988: 12-15 zum Verhiiltnis von schwarzer und roter Ware.

16 Vgl. hierzu Efe 1988: Abb. 11-12.

17 Seeher 1987: 128-129, 131-133. Vgl. hierzu die Ausfiihrungen zur
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Zu Tafel 6/Levha 6:

1 - Bruchstiick eines schrigmundigen Kinnchens mit Riefen- und
Einstichverzierung. Oberfliche auSen schwarz poliert, innen ver-
strichen,  schwarz  bis  schwarzgrau.  Mit  Knubbe.
Miindungsdurchmesser nicht bestimmbar. Wandungsstirke 0,2-0,4
cm. Anadolu Medeniyetleri Miizesi, Inv.-Nr. AB 729/115.442.64.

1 - Gaga agizly, oluk ve nokta baski bezemeli testicige ait bir parga.
Dsg yiizey siyah ackaly, i¢ ytizey siyahtan koyu griye doniik renklerde
diizeltilmistir. Gévdede yumru geklinde ¢iuntt bulunmaktadir. Agiz
¢apr Olgiilememektedir. Cidar kalnligt 0,2-0,4 cm. Anadolu
Medeniyetleri Miizesi, Env.-No. AB 729/115.442.64.

2 - Bruchstiick (ca. ein Viertel) eines Kinnchens mit Henkelansatz
und mit flacher Riefenverzierung. Rand teilweise erhalten, Boden
fehlt. Oberfliche auBen schwarz poliert. Unterseite unterhalb des
Bauchumbruchs abgegriffen. Bauchdurchmesser ca. 7,0 cm,
Wandungsstirke 0,4-0,5 cm. ODTU-Miizesi, Inv.-Nr. E.02.140.

2 - Sig oluk bezemeli, kulplu bir testicik pargast (yak. dortte bir). Agz
kismu kismen korunmug, dip kismu ise korunamamugstir. Dig ylizey
siyah ackidi. Govdenin alt kismi sik kullammdan yipranmugtir. Karin
¢apt yak. 7,0 cm, Cidar kahnhg: 0,4-0,5 cm. ODTU-Miizesi, Env.-No.
E.02.140.

3 - Bruchstiick eines rillenverzierten Kinnchens ohne Tiille, aus
mehreren Scherben zusammengesetzt. Rundbodig oder nur leicht

79

Rillenverzierung: Efe 1988: 48-51 sowie 62-63.
18 Was aus Abb. 73 bei Efe 1988 deutlich hervorgeht.
19 Seeher 1987: 103-148, insbesondere Abb. 32.

20 Nach T. Efe (1988: Abb. 25-26) sind hier vor allem Schiisseln vom
Typ 14 interessant; vgl. a. a. O. Taf. 28,23 und 40,15.
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XII/Kaman-Kalehéytik 12, 1-35.

ORTHMANN, W.,

1963 Die Keramik der Frithen Bronzezeit aus Inneranatolien. Berlin.

1966 “Untersuchungen auf dem Asarck Hiiyiik bei Iuca®, Istanbuler
Mitteilungen 16, 27-88.

PARZINGER, H., 1993
Studien zur Chronologie und Kulturgeschichte der Jungstein-,
Kupfer- und Frithbronzezeit zwischen Karpaten und Mittlerem
Taurus. Mainz am Rhein.

SEEHER, J., 1987
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Phase G). Mainz am Rhein.
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1964 Kogumbeli Kazist. Kogumbeli Excavation in 1964, Ankara.

ZUBEYR, H., 1934 (Kogay, H. Z.)

“Ahlathbel Hafriyat”, Ttirk Tarih, Arkeologya ve Etnografya
Dergisi I, 3-100.

angedeuteter Boden. Gegeniiber dem Henkel auf dem Bauch
Knubbe, eine weitere an der Seite, zum Henkel hin versetzt. Riickseite
des GefiRes und Miindung nicht erhalten. Oberfliche auen schwarz
und beige poliert. Hohe ca. 6,6 cm, Wandungsstiirke 0,4 cm. Anadolu
Medeniyetleri Miizesi, Inv.-Nr. AB 657/115.399.64.

3 - Yiv bezemeli bir testicife (emziksiz) ait parga. Kap bir ¢ok parga
bir araya getirilerek elde edilmigtir. Dip kismu yuvarlatidmis ya da
sadece hafifce dip sekli verlmigtir Kulbun tam karsisina gelen
kisimda kannda yumru geklinde bir ¢ikinti bulunmaktadyr. Ikinci bir
yumru ¢ikinti da kulba daha yakin kisundadir. Kabin arka kismu ve
agzi  korunamamugtir. Dis yiizey siyah ve bej renkte ackilanmugtr.
Yak. yiiksekligi 6,6 cm, Cidar kalinhgi 0,4 cm. Anadolu Medeniyetleri
Miizesi, Env.-No. AB 657/115.399.64.

4 - Randscherbe eines Schilchens mit Knubbe auf der AuSenseite.
Rillenverzierung auf der AuBen- und Innenseite. Oberfliche auBen
und innen schwarz, leicht poliert/gut geglittet. Bruch grau, viel
Hicksel als Magerung. Mindungsdurchmesser ca. 7,5 cm,
Wandungsstirke 0,4-0,7 cm. ODTU-Miizesi, Inv.-Nr. E.02.043/K-66-
188.

4 - Dis yiizeyinde yumru seklinde bezenmesi olan bir kasecige ait agiz
pargast. I¢ ve dig yiizey yiv bezemelidir. Dig ve i¢ yiizeyi siyah renk-
te ve ¢ok iyi duzeltilmis/hafif ackilanmugstir. Hamur rengi gridir ve ¢ok
sayida saman katki icermektedir. A1z ¢ap1 yak. 7,5 cm, cidar kalinlig

—
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0,4-0,7 cm. ODTU-Miizesi, Env.-No. E.02.043/K-66-188.

5 - Kinnchen, teilweise erginzt und restauriert (Miindung und
Henkel). Miindung wohl schriig. Boden leicht eingedellt. Tiefe, breite
Rillenverzierung. Oberfliche braun, grau bis schwarz, leicht poliert.
Erhaltene Hohe ohne  Restaurierung c¢a. 6,5 cm,
Miindungsdurchmesser 2,0-2,5 cm, Bodendurchmesser 1,5 cm,
Wandungsstirke ca. 0,4 om. ODTU-Mizesi, Inv.-Nr.
K.048.64/94.02.120.

5 - Kismen tiimlenmis testicik (agiz ve kulp kismp. Olasiikla gaga
agizli, ve dip kismu hafifge igbiikeydir. Derin ve genis yiv bezemelidir.
Dis yiizeyi kahverengi, siyahtan grive kayan renklerde hafifce
ackdanmugtir. Korunan yiiksekligi (restorasyonsuz) yak. 6,5 cm, agiz
¢apt 2,0-2,5 cm, dip ¢apr 1,5 cm, cidar kalnligr yak. 0,4 an. ODTU-
Miizesi, Env.-No. K.048.64/94.02.120.

6 - Randscherbe eines rillenverzierten Schilchens. Oberfliche auRen
gut geglittet, schwarz. Innen poliert. Miindungsdurchmesser ca. 7,0
7,5 cm, Wandungsstirke 0,4 cm. ODTU-Miizesi, Inv.-Nr. E.02.140.

6 - Yiv bezemeli bir kasecife ait agiz parcast. Dis yiizey ¢cok iyi
diizeltilmistir ve siyah renklidir. I¢ yiizey ackidanmustir. Agiz capi yak.
7,0-7,5 cm, cidar kalnlig1 0,4 cm. ODTU-Miizesi, Env.-No. E.02.140.

7 - Bruchstiick einer riefenverzierten, rundbodigen Tiillenkanne.
Oberfliche auRen intensiv schwarz poliert. Innen verstrichen,
schwarz. Wandungsstirke 0,5-0,6 cm, Lochdurchmesser der Tiille 0,5
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Tafel 1: 1 - Blick nach Nordwesten auf die Siedlung Kogumbeli. Heutiger Zustand. Kogumbeli. Yerlesmenin bugiinkii durumu.
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cm. Anadolu Medeniyetleri Miizesi, Inv.-Nr. AB 724/115.439.64.

7 - Oluk bezemeli, yuvarlatlmis dipli, emzikli bir testiye ait parga. Dis
yiizey yogun olarak ackilanmugtyr. I¢ yiizey diizeltilmigtir ve siyah ren-
klidir. Cidar kahnhg 0,5-0,6 cm, emzige ait deligin ¢capr 0,5 cm.
Anadolu Medeniyetleri Miizesi, Env.-No. AB 724/115.439.64.

8 - Rest eines Schilchens mit Rillenverzierung auf der Aufenseite.
Oberfliche auRen und innen schwarz poliert. Wenig grober Sand als
Magerung. Miindungsdurchmesser ca. 7,2 c¢m, Wandungsstirke 0,4
cm. ODTU-Miizesi, Inv.-Nr. E.02.050/K-66-185.

8 - Dis yiizeyi yiv bezemeli bir kasecige ait parca. Dis ve i ytizeyi
siyah ackiidir. Az sayida iri kum katka icermektedir. Agiz ¢apt yak. 7,2
cm, cidar kahnhg 0,4 cm. ODTU-Miizesi, Env.-No. E.02.050/K-66-185.

9 - Ca. ein Drittel einer Kanne mit sehr flach ausgefiihrter
Riefenverzierung. Teile der Wandung restauriert. Oberfliche auSen
leicht poliert, schwarz, schwarzgrau, beige. Hohe ca. 12,9 cm,
Mindung oval, ca. 58 x 4 cm, Bodendurchmesser 1,9 cm,
Wandungsstirke ca. 0,6 cm. ODTU-Miizesi, Inv.-Nr. E.02.013.

9 - Dis ytizeyi ¢ok sig oluk bezemeli, yaklagik ticte bir korunmus testi.
Govde kismen timlenmistir. Dis yizey hafifce ackidanmig ve siyah,
koyu gri ve bej renklidir. Yikseklik yak. 12,9 cm, agiz oval ve ¢aps
yak. 5,8 x 4 cm, dip kismuun ¢apr 1,9 am, cidar kalinligs yak. 0,6 cm.
ODTU-Miizesi, Env.-No. E.02.013.

Archiv ODTU-Survey. 2 - Kogumbeli. Beigaben aus einem Grab (Gold und Kupfer/Bronze). Kogumbeli. Mezar buluntulant (Alun ve
bakir/tung) ODTU-Miizesi, Inv.-Nr. 94.02.339 und 94.02.340. ODTU-Yiizey aragtimasi argivi..

Tafel 2: 1 — Koqumbeli. Rillen-/riefenverzierte Schilchen. Vgl. Taf. 6,4 und 6,8. Kocumbeli. Yiv/oluk bezemeli kasecik. Lev. 6,4 ve
6,8%e bkz. 2 - Kocumbeli. Wandungsscherbe mit Bemalungsresten (7). Kocumbeli. Boya bezemeli canak ¢6mlek parcas: (7).
Archiv ODTU-Survey. ODTU-Miizesi, Inv.-Nr. E.02.043; E.02.050; E.02.121. ODTU-Yiizey aragtirmas: argivi.
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Taf/Res. 3: Ahlatlibel. Ausgewihlte Keramik. Ahlathbel. Secilmis ¢anak ¢6mlek. Orthmann 1963, Taf. 21,5/02, 5/09-10, 5/12, 5/16;

22,5/20; 23,5/24, 5/31-32, 5/36-37; 24,5/45, 5/50-51.
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Taf/Res. 4: Ahlathbel. Ausgewihlte Keramik. Ahlathbel Segilmis ¢anak ¢omlek. Orthmann 1963, Taf. 25,5/53-54, 5/56-60, 5/62;
26,5/63-64; 27,5/70, 5/72.
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Taf/ Res.5: Etiyokusu. Ausgewihite Keramik. Etiyokugu. Segilmis ¢anak ¢omlek. Orthmann 1963, Taf, 28,6/01, 6/03, 6/05, 6/10-11,
6/13-14; 29,6/16; 31,6/32-34, 6/36; 32,6/40.
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Taf /Res. 6: Ahlatlibel (1, 3, 7) und Kogumbeli (2, 4, 5, 6, 8-9). Ausgewihlte Keramik. Ahlatlibel (1, 3, 7) ve Kogumbeli (2, 4, 5, 6, 8-
9). Secilmis ¢anak ¢émlek. Archiv ODTU-Survey. ODTU-Yiizey arastirmast arsivi.
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AN OVERVIEW OF THE 2nd MILLENNIUM BC
CULTURES OF THE CENTRAL BLACK SEA
REGION IN THE LIGHT OF NEW RESEARCH

YEN|I ARASTIRMALAR ISIGINDA ORTA
KARADENIZ BOLGESI: MO 2. BINYIL
KOLTORLERINE GENEL BIR BAKIS
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Anahtar S8zcUkler: Orta Karadeniz Bdlgesi, Orta Anadolu, [kiztepe, Asur Ticaret Kolonileri Gagi, Hitit D&nemi.
Keywords: Central Black Sea Region, Central Anatolia, ikiztepe, Assyrian Trading Colony Period, Hittite Period.

1970'li yillann baglanindan itibaren baslatilan aragtwmalarla birlikte, Anadolu’nun arkeolojik agidan
¢ok az bilinen bolgelerinden biri durumundaki Orta Karadeniz Bolgesi ile ilgili bilgilerimiz giderek
artrug, bu baglamda MO 2. binyil ile ilgili yeni bircok veri de ortaya ¢ikmustir.

U. Bahadir Alkim’'in 1971'de bagsladigt Samsun ylizey arastrmalant daha tamamlanmadan, 1974'te
Ikiztepe’de kaziya baslamasinin en énemli nedeni, séz konusu bu yerlesmenin MO. 2. binyila tarih-
lenen ¢ok yogun ytizey buluntusu vermis olmastyd. Bu nedenle de, bugiine degin Orta Karadeniz
Bolgesinde MO 2. binyilin en iyi arastrddigh merkez Bafra kenti yakmnlanindaki Ikiztepe héyrigii
olmustur.

Ge¢ Kalkolitik Cag'dan Helenistik Cag iclerine kadar Orta Karadeniz Bolgesi kiyr kesiminin
tabakalagmasint kesintisiz olarak veren Ikiztepe yerlesmesi, aynt zamanda bu bélgede Orta Tung Cag
¢anak-¢comleginin tiim Ozelliklerini ve bunlann gelisim siirecini yansttan en énemli kazi yeridir.
Ikiztepe’de MO 2100-1700 yillart arasina tarihlendirilen Gegis Cagr'mt yansitan I. Kiiltiir Kate'nda, Er-
Hitit olarak tantmlanan ¢ark yapimu ¢anak-¢émlek ile birlikte, el yapum Ilk Tung Cag tiirii kaplar da
bulunmaktadir. Benzer bir durum Boyabat-Kovuklukaya yerlesmesinde de saptanmustir.

Gerek Hititlerin ¢ekirdek bolgesi olan Kizilirmak kavsi icinde yer alan 6nemli MO 2. binyil merkez-
lerinden Alisar, AlacahOytik, BogazkOy ve Magsat HOoyiik, ve gerekse bu kavsin giineyindeki
Kiiltepe’nin Assur Ticaret Kolonileri Cagrnin erken evrelerinin ¢anak-¢coémlegi ile Ikiztepe’nin bun-
larla ¢agdag olan tabakalannin malzemesi arasinda ¢ok yakin benzerlikler oldugu goriilmektedir.
Bagka bir deyisle Ikiztepe; Aligar, Kiiltepe ve Bogazkdy gibi merkezlerin ait oldugu kiiltiir bélgesinin
aynimaz bir parcasidir. Ikiztepe bu 6zellikleri ile Samsun bélgesindeki tek yerlesme degildir. Bugiine
degin gergeklestirilen ytizey arastwmalaninda Ikiztepe ile Orta Tung Cagr ¢anak-¢émlekleri acisindan
benzesen 50’ye yakin yerlesme saptanmustir.

*Istanbul University, Faculty of Letters, Department of Protohistory and Near Eastern Archaeology, Beyazt 34134, Istanbul, Turkey.
sdonmez@mail koc.net
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INTRODUCTION

Due to the differences in the topographical fea-
tures and climatic conditions, geographers con-
sider Central Black Sea region as two distinct
geographical entities, the coastal zone by the
Canik Mountains and the inland zone beyond.l
The distinction nature between the coastal and
inland zones is also reflected in the cultural his-
tory of the three main provinces of this region
Sinop, Samsun and Amasya, that covers almost
three-quarters of the region.

Until 1970’s the region was poorly investigated,
remaining almost as an terra incognita, with the
newly initiated research projects since then our
knowledge of the region and in particular on
the 20d Millennium BC cultures of the Central
Black Sea region began accumulating.

SINOP PROVINCE?

At present, Hidirli Graveyard® (Fig.5) and
Kovuklukaya (Figs.6-7) are the most important
of Middle Bronze Age centers of Sinop province
(Fig.4). Following the illegal looting of the
Hidirlh Graveyard, between 1975 and 1985
numerous pots (Figs.1, P12, 1-3; 3, 1-3; 4, 1-4; 8-
9) and some other artifacts had been acquired
by the Sinop Museum; bronze objects comprise
of a piercer,4 a razor blade,5 spearheads®
(Figs.10-11), daggers (Fig.12),” javelinheads
(Fig.13)8 and pins (Fig.14).° The pottery of
Hidirlh Cemetery is datable to the time span
between Late Early Bronze Age and the begin-
ning of the Middle Bronze Age (Fig.1), being
contemporary with first cultural layer (Layer D,
the Transitional Period of kiztepe.10

Kovuklukayal! (Figs.6-7) is located in the Sinop
Province within the borders of the Boyabat
District, 300 meters to the northeast of Culhal
Village. During the construction of a new high-
way, a rescue excavation had been carried out
at Kovuklukaya in the summer of 2002 on behalf
of the Sinop Museum. During the excavation a
total of 7 trenches and 2 soundings were opened
up on the western section of the site.

Sevket DONMEZ

During the rescue operations at Kovuklukaya, I
had the opportunity to direct Trench 5 where a
substantial building, measuring about 8.00x7.00
m and evidently having two rebuilding phases12
was recovered. The building, (Fig.3) pentagonal
in plan (Figs.2, 15-16), had a substructure of flat
stone slabs, indicating that stone was extensive-
ly used as a building material in Central Black
Sea region prior the beginning of the Classical
Period. The potsherds of Late Early Bronze Age
were found!3 (Figs. 17-18) in the Early Phase of
the building in Trench 5. These potsherds close-
ly resemble the pottery dating to the end of the
Early Bronze Age at Bafra-Tkiztepel4 and
Karadeniz Ereglisi/Heraklia Pontica-Yassikaya.l>
In the Later Phase of the building, the wheel-
made pottery of 20d millennium (Fig.1, PL1, 1-3;
19) and hand made pottery of Early Bronze Age
were found together!6 and their closest parallels
are in the Ikiztepe Cultural Layer I, dated to
2100-1750 BC i.e. the Transitional Period. In this
phase, besides pottery, fragments of stonel”
(Fig.20) and baked clay moulds!8 (Figs.21-22),
baked clay crucibles!® and tuyére? (Fig.23)
were recovered, indicating that smelting and
casting of metals were conducted at the site and
also the extensive presence of metal industry in
the Sinop region during the late 3% millennium
and early 27d millennium BC.

SAMSUN PROVINCE

The earliest archaeological evidence concerning
the 2nd millennium BC cultures of Samsun
Province has been gathered, to date, from Bafra-
ikiztepe (Fig.24). The Ikiztepe settlement not
only provides us with an uninterrupted stratig-
raphy of the coastal part of the Central Black Sea
region from the Late Chalcolithic up to the
Hellenistic Period, but it also stands as the key
site of the Middle Bronze Age. Cultural Layer I
of Ikiztepe dating to 2100-1700 BC is known as
the Transitional Period and comprises both of
the Proto-Hittite and Early Bronze Age pottery,
thus indicating a continue.2!
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The riches of the 2nd millennium BC finds at the
surface, had provoked U. Bahadir Alkim begin
excavations at Ikiztepe, even while his survey
was continuing. A tablet?2 found at
Bogazkdy/Hattusa showed that Zalpa was locat-
ed in the place where the Kizilirmak/
Marassantiya flows towards the sea.?3 In the
light of this geographical data, U. Bahadir Alkim
started excavations at this spot, hoping that
Ikiztepe —located in the area where Kizilirmak
flows toward the Black Sea— could be Zalpa.
Especially in the excavations conducted later on
by Onder Bilgi, no finds were encountered indi-
cating that the site is the capital city of Zalpa.
According to O. Bilgi, besides lack of any con-
crete evidence such as written records, seals or
bullae, lead figurines or their moulds, painted
pottery of Aligar III type, indicative of the pres-
ence of the Assyrian Trading Colony period at
Ikiztepe, its geographical location also presents
some difficulties in this affiliation. He further
suggested that Zalpa should be sought in the
interior parts of the Black Sea Mountains and
that Oymaaga¢ in the vicinity of Vezirkoprii
could be a perfect place for it.24

The pottery of the Transitional Period at Ikizte-
pe is characterized by the use of fast wheel and
being fired at high temperatures. The paste is
quite different from that of the Early Bronze Age
ware, being fine levigated sand tempered; it is
mostly in tones of red or buff. The pottery of this
period comprises of well developed forms and,
compared to earlier periods, it occurs in abun-
dance. Another fact is that, as well as the differ-
ences in the paste, the shapes and forms
improved and the pottery became abundant
during this period. Bowls with string-cut bases,
goblets, the so-called tea-pots, necked vessels
with triangular handles, pitchers with round or
beaked rims and also large jars are among the
characteristic forms of this period.

Pottery encountered in the other settlements of
the 2nd millennium BC in the vicinity of Samsun,
from both excavations and surveys, shows sig-
nificant resemblances in form and also tech-
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nique to the pottery assemblage of ikiztepe. The
most prominent of these settlements —located in
the course of surveys carried out especially by
Bahadir Alkim— are: Kel(e)bes Tepe2> Azay
Tepe, 20 Tepe Tarla,?” Tedigiin Tepe (Toédugin
Tepe),?® Elmacik Tepe,?® Tepecik Tepe
(Terzil),30 Pagsaseyh Tepesi3! (Fig.25), Sirlek
Tepe (Cirlek Tepe, Kuscular Tepesi, Hoskadem
Tepesi),32 Hacibaba Tepesi,33 Sivri Tepe,34
Dedetepe,3> GoOkgebogaz Tepe (Ali Osman
Tepesi),? Bag Tepe3” Gok Tepe,38 Akalan,39
Cam Tepe,® Belalan Tepe (Tepecik),4l Ces
Tepe,*2 Dokme Tepe 1,93 Hakim Tepe,4 Cin
Tepe, %5 Taskaracadren Tepe,% Tombul Tepe,47
Kiimbet Tepe,®® Koyici Tepesi (Yurtyeri
Tepesi),¥ Yik Tepe (Salur),50 Hacibaba
Tepesi,>! Kaleyeri Tepesi,52 Kale Tepe,53
Oymaaga¢ Hoyiik>* (Fig.26) and Kurudere
(Fig.4).>> In an overall assessment, similarities
between the pottery recovered from the region
of Samsun and those of Ikiztepe are evident. For
example, similar sherds to the pottery found in
Cultural Layer III at Diindartepe>6 —denominated
to the Hittite Period by the excavators— were also
found in Cultural Layer I of ikiztepe. This means
the Cultural Layer of Hittite Period at Diindartepe
is contemporary with the First Cultural Layer
—the Transition Period- at Ikiztepe, which must
date to the Pre-Hittite period. Likewise, the 2nd
millennium pottery found at Tekkekdy, yet
another center excavated in the Samsun region,
also bears similarities to those of ikiztepe material.

AMASYA PROVINCE

Surface surveys in the province of Amasya had
been initiated by M. Ozsait and later carried out
by our team.5’ These have indicated that the
region was densely inhabited during the Middle
and Late Bronze Ages.>® The main settlement
sites are Karacadren I, Kadimpinan, Selguk,
Gevron, Kalecik Tepe, Ismail Pinan, Kabalak
Deresi, At Agili, Susuz Tarla, Kayabagi I-II and
Bekgitepesi in the Giimishacikéy District;
Kaletepe, Paralitepe I and Karatas Tepe I in the
Hamamo6zi District; Alick Hoyilk, Onhoroz
Tepe, Biiylk Killik Tepe, Kiigtik Kiilliik Tepe,



88

Onhoroz Pinari, Aliaga Pinari, Karatepe-
Biiyiiktepe, Alacapinar Tepe (Hayrettin D),
Delicik Tepe (Hayrettin II), Samadolu Hoyiik,
Mercimekli Tepe, Kocatepe, Aksungur Hoyiik,
Tilki Tepesi, Kavakpinari, Hamam Tepesi,
Kiiciik Tepe, Alun Tepe and Korceviz in the
Merzifon District; Yogurtgubaba and Dereagil
Tepesi in the Suluova District; Oluz Hoyik
(Fig.27), Dogan Tepe (Fig.28), Sanmese Tepesi
and Gokhoyik in the Central District;
Gediksaray Hoylik, Kocamantepe, Toklutepe,
Cinlitepe and Ayvalipmar I (Fig.29) in the
Goyniicek District; Sonusa-Kabayar Hoylik,
Milkbiikii, Ekiztepe, Kus Tepesi, Ansar Kalesi,
Yenipinar, Kiittklik and Kale-Hizaroni Tepe in
Tasova District. Among these settlements of
Amasya Province, Alacapinar Tepesi (Hayrettin
D in Merzifon,® Oluz Hoyik in the Central
District®® and Ayvalippmar I and Gediksaray
Hoyiik in Goyniicek®! are of particular interest,
not only because of their size, but also because
of their cultural levels that date from the Early
Bronze Age to Roman times (Fig.4). These set-
tlements, measuring almost 300m in length,
approximately 150-200 m in width, and 10-15 m
in height, were most probably founded as
defensive sites by the Hittites against the
Gashkians®2,

Oluz Hoyiik,63 where we have began excavat-
ing in 2007, is one of the most extensive 2°d mil-
lennium settlements in the Amasya Province.
The 224 millennium BC pottery sherds collected
on the surface of Oluz Hoyiik are made on fast
potters wheel. The sherds have a fine paste with
mineral temper; they are mostly well slipped.
The wellfired vessels are in tones of light
orange to dark buff, and easily differ from those
of the Early Bronze Age examples. It is also of
significance that none of Middle Bronze Age
vessels of Oluz Hoyiik have any decoration
(Figs.30-31).

CONCLUSION

We consider that observing the changes in the
pottery assemblage of the region is one of the
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most significant denominators in tracing the
impact of new elements, like those due to the
arrival of the Assyrian merchants by the begin-
ning of the 208d millennium BC. , when the pot-
ters wheel was introduced enabling the mass
production of standardized vessels. As noted by
T. Ozgiig, this culture had an extensive geo-
graphical coverage, from the Upper
Kizilirmak/Halys in the east to Sakarya basin in
the west and Black Sea region in the north to
Cukurova plain in the south. However, he also
concluded that the homeland of this culture was
within the bend of the Kizilirmak river4, a view
confirmed at ikiztepe, implying that during the
2nd millennium BC, both the region at the con-
fluence of Kizilirmak with the sea and those
within the bend shared similar cultural traits®.

Pottery found in the layers dating to the early
phase of the Assyrian Trading Colony Period
—from the most prominent centers of 2°d mille-
nium BC, located in the Kiziirmak bend, also
known as the Hittite Mainland-Kultepe/Kanes
Karum$6  Alisar,57  Alacahoylik, Bogaz-
koy/Hattussa®® and Magat Hoyiik/ Tapigga®
located in the inland section of the Central Black
Sea region— have identical pottery assemblages
to those in the contemporary layers of Ikiztepe.

A comparative analysis in paste and in vessel
forms of the pottery assemblages of the sites
located in the Central Black Sea with those of
ikiztepe, shows the most evident similarities are
with those from the sites from Samsun region.
On the basis of these similarities, it can be said
that especially the settlements in the coastal
region of the Central Black Sea Region indicate
a parallel development with Ikiztepe. A paral-
lelism is also evident with the pottery of 2nd mil-
lennium BC and of the Early Bronze of
Kovuklukaya, a site located in the vicinity of
Sinop. This indicates clearly that the building
with stone foundation in this settlement can be
dated to the beginning of the 28d millennium
BC. Tools indicative of metallurgy, such as stone
(Fig.20) and baked clay mould fragments
(Figs.21-22), baked clay crucibles and a tuyere
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(Fig.23) recovered in the late phase of this struc-
ture, indicates developed local mining industry
during the early 20d millennium BC. The relief
decorated pottery found in the Hidirli Graveyard
(Figs.8-9) in Sinop vicinity had strong local char-
acteristics, as observed in paste, technique and
decorations, displaying certain features charac-
teristic of Central Anatolia.

Metal findings of Hidirli Graveyard can be dated
to a time right after the end of the cemetery of
Early Bronze Age I, ikiztepe cemetery.
Likewise, the spearheads (Figs.1o-11), daggers
(Fig.12), javelin heads with sockets (Fig.13),
razor blades’0 and pins (Fig.14), all Anatolian
types, imply the presence of metal industry,
interaction with Central Anatolia and also an
effective trade network. This strong influence
along with the existence of trade indicates that
Keci Tirbesi Hoyik, thought to be the settle-
ment linked to Hidirlk Cemetery, could have
been a Wabartum type of a market place.

In the excavated settlements of Ikiztepe,
Diindartepe, Tekkekdy and Kaledorugu located
in the coastal area around Samsun, no pottery of
the period later than the first quarter of 20d mil-
lennium BC was encountered, surmising that
these settlements were abandoned during the
Old Hittite Period, and later by the Hittite
Empire Period. On the other hand, it should be
considered that there must have been a market
place ~-Wabartum type- in this settlement due to
two seals (Fig.32) found in Diindartepe. The
abandonment of the coastal settlement sites is
often considered as due to the growing domi-
nance of the Gashkians, the semi-nomadic war-
rior tribe and the most threatening enemy of the
Hittites, in the region between Kastamonu to
Tokat. However, in the settlements of Onhoroz
Tepe, Alacapinar Tepe, Oluz Hoytik and Dogan
Tepe —located in the inland parts of the Amasya
region— the recovery of pottery dating to the
period later than the first quarter of 20d millen-
nium BC, that is the Old Hitttite Period, leaves
chronologically no lacuna in this part of the
region and shows that these settlements contin-
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ued to exist during the Hittite Period.

Considering the similarities in the pottery of the
2nd millennium BC, the Central Black Sea region
with Central Anatolia, it is evident that the red
lustrously burnished wheelmade pottery of
Karum layer IV type of Kiiltepe which is present
in abundance in Alisar layer 10, spread towards
the Central Black Sea region and to ikiztepe and
Oluz Hoyiik. However, it seems rather strange
that the painted pottery of the so-called Aligar III
type has not been recovered in this region.

To conclude, it is evident that the prominent
features of the pottery and metal assemblages as
noted in the settlements of Ikiztepe,
Diindartepe, Kovuklukaya, Hidirh and others in
the region and also in the sites of Assyrian
Trading Colony Period during the first quarter of
2rd millennium BC are shared elements in a
considerably large area, indicating the presence
of a vast cultural interaction zone, represented
by sites such as Alisar, Alaca Hoyik, Kiiltepe
and Bogazkoy.

CATALOGUE: (After A. Yurtsever 2004).

Fig. 1, PL. 1,1: Bowl rim sherd. Di. 26 cm, H. 6.5
cm, Th. 1 cm. Brown paste. Fine vegetal and
fine mineral tempered. Slipped same color as
paste. Hard fired. Slightly burnished. Wheel
made. Middle Bronze Age (Transitional Period).
Kovuklukaya.

Fig. 1, PL. 1,2: Bowl rim sherd with handle. Di.
17 cm, H. 6.4 cm, Th. 0.7 cm. Orange paste. Fine
vegetal and fine mineral tempered. Slipped in
same color as paste. Hard fired. Slightly bur-
nished. Wheel made. Middle Bronze Age
(Transitional Period). Kovuklukaya.

Fig. 1, P1. 1,3: Bowl rim sherd. Di. 18 cm, H. 2.6
cm, Th. 0.6 cm. Orange paste. Fine vegetal and
fine mineral tempered. Slipped in same color as
paste. Hard fired. Slightly burnished. Wheel
made. Middle Bronze Age (Transitional Period).
Kovuklukaya.



Fig. 1, Pl. 2)1: Bowl. Di. 15 ¢cm, H. 8 cm, Th. 1
cm. Brick red paste. Fine vegetal and fine and
medium mineral tempered. Slipped in same
color as paste. Hard fired. Slightly burnished.
Hand made. Middle Bronze Age (Transitional
Period). Hidirli Cemetery.

Fig. 1, Pl. 2,2: Bowl. Di. 14 cm, H. 7.3 cm, Th.
0.8 cm. Brick red paste. Fine vegetal and fine
and medium mineral tempered. Slipped in same
color as paste. Hard fired. Slightly burnished.
Whell made. Middle Bronze Age (Transitional
Period). Hidirl: Cemetery.

Fig. 1, PL 2,3: Bowl. Di. 16 cm, H. 9.5 c¢m, Th.
0.7 cm. Brown paste. Fine vegetal and fine and
medium mineral tempered. Slipped in same
color as paste. Hard fired. Slightly burnished.
Hand made. Middle Bronze Age (Transitional
Period). Hidirh Cemetery.

Fig. 1, Pl. 3,1: Bowl. Di. 15.5 cm, H. 7.5 cm, Th.
2 cm. Brick red paste. Medium vegetal and
medium mineral tempered. Slipped in same
color as paste. Moderately fired. Slightly bur-
nished. Hand made. Middle Bronze Age
(Transitional Period). Hidirli Cemetery.

Fig. 1, Pl 3,2: Bowl with handle. Di. 16.5 c¢m, H.
7 cm, Th. 1 cm. Orange paste. Fine vegetal and
fine mineral tempered. Slipped in same color as
paste. Hard fired. Slightly burnished. Relief dec-
oration. Wheel made. Middle Bronze Age
(Transitional Period). Hidirli Cemetery.

NOTES

1 Atalay/Mortan 1997: 74-77.

2 For research projects in Sinop, see Gokoglu 1952: 16-19, 28, 41-42,
47, 50, 58-65, 125, 144; Akurgal 1956: 1-14; Akurgal/Budde 1956; Erzen
1956: 71-72, Bumey 1956: 179-203; Dengate 1978: 245-258; Bilgi
1999d: 491-492; Bilgi 2001b: 13, Res.149; Bilgi 2001c: 318-319, Res.11-
12; French 1986: 488; French 1988: 8-10; French 1989: 276; Isin 1990:
241-276; Isin 1998 97-139; Isw/Tathican/Ism  1992: 5-7;
Hiebert/Smart/Doonan/Gantos 1997: 377; Doonan / Gantos / Smart /
Hibert 1998: 367; Doonan/Gantos/Hibert 1999: 274; Donmez 1999:
513-536; Doonan / Gantos / Smart / Hiebert 1999: 359-371;
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Fig. 1, Pl. 3,3: Bowl. Di. 8.5 cm, H. 7.5 cm, Th.
1.3 cm. Beige paste. Fine vegetal and medium
mineral tempered. Slipped in same color as
paste. Moderately fired. Slightly burnished.
Relief decoration. Hand made. Middle Bronze
Age (Transitional Period). Hidirh Cemetery.

Fig. 1, Pl 4,1: Bowl with handle. Di. 17 cm, H.
10.5 cm, Th. 1 cm. Brick red paste. Medium veg-
etal and medium mineral tempered. Slipped in
same color as paste. Moderate fired. Slightly bur-
nished. Hand made. Middle Bronze Age
(Transitional Period). Hidirli Cemetery.

Fig. 1, PL 4,2: Bowl with handle. Di. 9 cm, H. 5
cm, Th. 0.5 cm. Buff paste. Fine vegetal and fine
mineral tempered. Slipped in same color as
paste. Hard fired. Slightly burnished. Hand
made. Middle Bronze Age (Transitional Period).
Hidirli Cemetery.

Fig. 1, Pl 4,3: Jug with handle. Di. 6 cm, H. 6.5
cm, Th. 0.5 cm. Orange paste. Medium vegetal
and medium mineral tempered. Slipped in same
color as paste. Hard fired. Slightly burnished.
Hand made. Middle Bronze Age (Transitional
Period). Hidirli Cemetery.

Fig. 1, PL. 4,4: Jug with handle. Di. 7.5 cm, H. 8
cm, Th. 0.5 cm. Brick red paste. Fine vegetal and
fine mineral tempered. Slipped in same color as
paste. Hard fired. Slightly burnished. Hand
made. Middle Bronze Age (Transitional Period).
Hidirli Cemetery.

Doonan/Gantos/Hiebert/Yaycioglu/Besonen ~ 2000: 345-356;
Doonan/Hiebert/Gantos 2000: 350; Dénmez 2000a: 229-244; Dénmez
2000b: 330-334; Donmez 2001: 302-307; Doonan / Gantos / Hiebert /
Besonen / Watters 2001: 137-148; Doonan / Gantos / Hiebert /
Yaycioglu / Besonen 2001: 113-135; Hiebert 2001: 11-20; Ballard, at.al
2001: 607-623; Doonan 2002: 285; Hiebert,at.al. 2002: 95-117; Dénmez
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Neighborhood in Gerze District. Dénmez 2006a: 33.

4 Bilgi 2001a: Tablo 1/6.
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13 Donmez 2004b: Pls.12-13.

14 Allcun/Allamy/Bilgi 1988:.92-95; Alkim/Alkim/Bilgi 2003: 18-22.

15 Bfe/Mercan 2002: 364-367.

16 Donmez 2004b: Pls.1-5.

17 Donmez 2004b: Fig.9/1, PL6./1.

18 Donmez 2004b: Fig.9/2-4, Pls.7/1, 8/1-2.

19 Donmez 2004b: Fig.9/5-6, PL9/2-3.

20 Donmez 2004b: Fig.9/7, PLY/1.

21 For the Transitional Period of Ikiztepe, Alkim/Alkim/Bilgi 1988: 5-
6, 77-79, 84-87; Bilgi 1998: 64; Alkim/Alkim/Bilgi 2003: 1-5, 109-112,
125-126; Bilgi 1999a: 143, iz.3/1-3; Bilgi 1999b: 172, Giz.2A/1-2; Bilgi
1999¢: 200; Miiller-Karpe 2001: 432,

22 Otten 1973: 21; Haas 1977: 18-22.
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25 Alkum 1972 426; Alkim 1973a: 8; Donmez 1999: 514, Res.3-4;
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29 Allkim 1973b: 436; Allam 1974a: 24; Kuzidtan 1992: 219; Dénmez
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Fig. 1: Selected pottery from Kovuklukaya (Pl 1,1-3) and Hidirli Graveyard (Pl. 2,1-3; 3,1-3; 4,1-4).
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Fig. 5: A general view, Hiduli Graveyard, Fig. 6: A general view, Kovuklukaya.

Fig. 7: A general view of Kovuklukaya after destruction of the
new highway.

Fig. 8-9: Bowls with relief decoration from Hidult Graveyard, end of the Late Early Bronze Age.
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Fig. 10: A bronze spearhead, Hiduli
Graveyard.

Fig. 11: Bronze spearheads, Hidul
Graveyard.

Fig. 12: A bronze dagger, Hidih
Graveyard.

Fig. 13: Bronze javelinheads, Hidirh
Graveyard.
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Hidurht

Fig. 14: Bronze headed-pins,
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Fig. 15: The building in Trench 5 from
Kovuklukaya

the north-east,

Fig. 16: A view of the building in
Trench 5 from Inside, Kovuklukaya.
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Fig.17: Late Early Bronze Age potsherds from the building in
Trench 5, Kovuklukaya.

Fig.18: Late Early Bronze Age potsherds from the building in
Trench 5, Kovuklukaya.

Fig.19: Early Middle Bronze Age potsherd from the building in
Trench 5, Kovuklukaya.

Fig. 21: Baked clay mould fragment from the Late Phase of the

Fig. 20: Stone mould fragment from the Late Phase of the building in Trench 5, Kovukukaya.

building in Trench 5, Kovuklukaya.

Fig. 22: Baked clay mould fragment from the Late Phase of the Fig. 23: Baked clay crucibles and tuyére from the Late Phase of
building in Trench 5, Kovuklukaya. the building in Trench 5, Kovuklukaya.
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Fig. 24: A general view, Ikiztepe. Fig. 25: A general view, Pasaseyh Tepesi.

Fig. 26: A general view, Oymaaga¢ Hoyik. Fig. 27: A general view, Oluz Hoyiik.
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Fig. 28: A general view, Dogantepe. Fig. 29: A general view, Ayvalipinar L.
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Fig. 30: A 2nd millennium BC potsherd, Oluz
Hoyik.

Fig. 31: A 27d millennium BC potsherd, Oluz
Hoytik.

Fig. 32: A stone stamp seal, Diindartepe.
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GELIBOLU YARIMADASI TARIHSEL
SAVAS ALANI ARKEOLOJIS| ARASTIRMALARI:
SEDDULBAHIR KALESI PROJESI

RESEARCH OF THE HISTORICAL AND
BATTLEFIELD ARCHAEOLOGY OF THE
GALLIPOLI PENINSULA: THE OTTOMAN
FORTRESS AT SEDDULBAHIR
Carolyn ASLAN*
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Key words: Historical archaeology, Gallipoli, Ottoman fortress architecture, GIS, laser scanning.

The Seddiilbahir fortress stands at the end of the Gallipoli peninsula and was built in the 17th cen-
tury by Hadice Turhan Sultan, the mother of Sultan Mehmed IV, to help protect the entrance to the
Dardanelles from Venetian naval invasions. The fortress has been an important Ottoman naval for-
tification of the western Aegean frontier of the Ottoman Empire; the strategic location of the fortress
made it the first point of attack by Allied forces during the Gallipoli campaign of World War 1. The
deaths of Turkish soldiers there, and the commemorative monument that has been erected at the
entrance to the fortress also makes the site an important symbol for the Turkish nation. Today the
fortress at Sedduilbahir is in a critical state of deterioration. As part of a larger scale project for the
conservation, re-usage and presentation of the fortress for visitors, a joint team from Kog University’s
Archaeology and History of Art Department and Istanbul Technical University’s Geodesy and
Photogrammetry department have been investigating the architectural history of the fortress from the
17t through the 20t centuries also considering the nature of the destruction that took places dur-
ing the bombardments of the site during World War One. In order to do this we are employing a
variety of methods to research and document the site. Archaeological excavation is one research
strategy that has been conducted during the 2005 and 2006 seasons. Our other main undertaking
has been to go through the documents in the archives covering the two centuries concerning the
construction and repair activities that took place in the fortress so as to understand the later history
of the Seddiilbahir castle. Oral testimony from village residents has been collected and used to shed
light upon the intangible heritage of the region and the past memories as well as the present con-
cerns of residents who currently live at the historical site. Finally, new technology such as 3D laser
scanning has been used to insure that an extremely accurate set of measurements exists for long
term conservation monitoring of the structural changes that may occur at the fortress, and to help
in presenting accurate virtual representations of the many stages of Seddiilbahir’s past.
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*Kog Universitesi, Arkeoloji ve Sanat Tarihi Boliimii.  Lsenocak@ku.edu.tr
*Istanbul Teknik Universitesi, Jeodezi ve Fotogrametri Mithendisligi Bolimt.  celikn@itu.edu.tr
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GIRIS

Gelibolu Yarimadas'nin giineybat: ucunda, Ca-
nakkale Bogazr'na hikim bir konumda yer alan
Seddiilbahir Kalesi, giinimiizde harap bir yapi
durumundadir. 1658 yilinda, Sultan IV. Murat'n
annesi Hadice Turhan Sultan tarafindan Venedik
tehdidine kars1 yaptirilan kale! (Res.1-3), Osman-
I1 askeri mimarisi ve dénemi itibariyle yonetimde
s6z sahibi olan kadinlarin mimarideki etkinligini
gostermesi bakimindan, ayrica Birinci Dinya $a-
vast da dahil olmak iizere, 19.-20. ylizyll yakin ta-
rihi ve ozellikle Gelibolu savas alani ve buradaki
sehitliklerle de birlikte ele alindiginda, ziyaretgi-
ler acisindan oldukga ilgi ¢eken bir yapidir.

Birinci Diinya Savasgt sirasinda biiyiik ol¢ide ha-
sar gdrmiis olan kalenin ziyaretciler agisindan
daha anlamh bir hal almasi ve 6zellikle bu bol-
gede yagayan insanlanin sahiplenmelerini sagla-
yacak duyarliligin gelistirilebilmesi icin koruma,
onanim ve sergileme ¢alismalarina yonelik bi-
tiinciil bir planlamanin yapilmas: gerekmistir.2
Bu baglamda kalenin hasar 6ncesi ve sonrast du-
rumunun saptanmasina yonelik olarak kaleye ait
17. yiizyi sonlan, 18., 19. ve 20. ylizyillara ait re-
sim ve belgeler dncelikli olarak degerlendirilmig-
tir. Arsiv calismasinin yam stra arkeolojik kazilar,
sozlii tarih, lazerle tarama, malzeme degerlendir-
mesi ve Cografi Bilgi Sistemi (CBS-GIS) ¢alisma-
lar3 sonucunda kalenin gesitli birimlerinin islev-
leri belirlenebilmis ve tam bir mimari plant ¢ikar-
tilabilmistir.

SEDDULBAHIR VE OSMANLI ARKEOLOJISI

Ozellikle Ge¢ Osmanli dénemine ait kazilar Ana-
dolu'nun cesitli yerlerinde yaklasik iki ylzyiddir
yapilmakta ise de, alt disiplin olarak Osmanh ar-
keolojisi olduk¢a yeni bir uzmanlik alanidir
(Baram, Carroll 2002; Gerelyes, Kovacs 2003;
Yenisehirlioglu 2005; David 2003; Damsman,
Ozbal, Tanyeli, Yalgin, 2006; Damsman vd.
2007). Osmanli dénemi kalntilan gliniimiizde
otuz ti¢ tilkenin smirlant i¢ine yayidms durumda-
dir; bu yapilant dogru olarak anlayabilmek igin
arkeolojik kazilara, kazilarla ortaya ¢ikan sonug-

lan da degerlendirebilmek igin Osmanl arsivle-
rindeki belgelere gerek oldugu son yirmi yildir
anlastlmaya baglams ise de ¢alisma yontemi
lizerinde halen tartismalar siirmektedir. Seddl-
bahir alan ¢alismalar, bu tartigmalann yogun ola-
rak stiregeldigi bir ortamda devam eden birkag
arkeolojik kazidan biridir. Bu baglamda, ¢alisma
yontemi olarak kaz ile arsiv ¢alismalaninin egza-
manh olarak birlikte ele alinmasi gerekmigtir.
Ge¢ Osmanhi dénemine ait olan Seddiilbahir’de-
ki calisma, 250 yillik ingaat ve tamirat defterleri-
ni®> de iceren gesitli tiirdeki argiv kayitlarmun ar-
keolojik verilerle birlikte degerlendirilmesiyle yii-
riitiilmektedir.

Tarihi dénemlere ait diger kazi ve aragtirmalarda
oldugu gibi, Osmanli 6ren yerlerinde de yazh
belgeler ile arkeolojik veriler arasinda baglant:
kurma zorunlulugu, belirli bir sistematigin olug-
turulmas: ve bunun uygulanmas: gibi konularda
bazt sorunlara neden olabilmektedir. Bu baglam-
da karsilasilan zorluklar arasinda, ozellikle Os-
manl arsivlerinde yapilarin mimari planlarina
iliskin belgelerin olduk¢a ender goriilmesinden
s6z edilebilir. Bunun yam sira yapilann fiziki ko-
numu, ingaata iliskin malzeme ve ig glicliniin te-
mini, tadilat calismalan ve maliyetleri gibi eylem-
leri gésteren belgeler ise yogun ¢alismalar sonu-
cu bulunup segilebilmektedir.b Vakif belgeleri
genellikle séz konusu yapmin kim tarafindan, ne
amacla yapildigma dair bilgi vermekte, buna kar-
sin yapilann fiziki konumlar ve tasarimlan gibi
konularda ise bilgi bulunmamaktadir.”

Osmanh arkeolojisi agisindan, arsiv ve vakif bel-
gelerine gore daha kullanilabilir durumda olan
bir diger yazih belge tirii ise, Evliya Celebi gibi
Osmanh vak’aniivisleri tarafindan tutulan kayit-
lardir; bu belgeler Osmanli yerlesim bolgeleri ve
buralarda yasayan halk hakkinda daha detayl
bilgi ve tasvitleri icermektedir. 17. yiizyll seyyaht
Evliya Celebi, Seddiilbahir Kalesi insaatiyla ilgili
gozlemlerinde “Kalenin karaya bakan tarafinda
oyle genis ve derin bir hendek kazdilar ki kim-
seler icine bakmaya cesaret edemez” diye belir-
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tir (Evliya Celebi, Seyahatnamesi, Cilt 5, 159).

Bu buyiik hendek muhtemelen, bugiin kalenin
bat1 duvarina paralel olan ve orta-bat1 ve bat1 ku-
lesini gecerek denize ulagan yolla bitisikti (Res.
4). Gintmizde bir yeraltt su kanah, bu batidaki
duvara ve Evliya Celebi'nin heybetine hayran ol-
dugu hendege paralel olarak yolun asagisinda
akmaya devam etmektedir. Bu kanal, Turhan
Sultan’in ¢ift kubbeli hamamma su temin etmek
icin yonlendirilmigtir. Tamirat ve ingaatlara iliskin
belgelerden bu hamamin, 19. yy.’'in sonlarina ka-
dar kullaniddigini 6grenmekteyiz.8

Her ne kadar mimari koruma projelerinin geligti-
rilmesiyle ilgili yonergeler, yapilarda uygulana-
cak restorasyon projelerinde Osmanli ingaat ve
tamirat defterlerine bagvurulmas: geregini belirt-
mekte ise de, bu yazili belgelerin Osmanli déne-
mini ¢alisan arkeologlar ve restoratér mimarlar
tarafindan kullaniminin halen siurlt oldugunu
soyleyebiliriz. Oysa bu kayaitlar, nerenin kazlaca-
81 ve arkeologlann neleri bulabilecekleri hakkin-
da onemli bilgileri icermektedir. Omegin Os-
manl tamirat defterlerinde, Seddiilbahir Kale-
si'nin Uist kismunda, 18. ylzyilin sonlarina kadar
kaleyi yoneten ayanlar, Beylik ve Dizdar AZalar
icin konaklama mekinlaninin ve bir de sibyan
mektebinin bulundugunu belirtmektedirler.? 14
Aralik 1834 tarihine ait daha sonraki bir tamirat
defterindeki bir belge, cami ve orta-bat kulesi
arasinda bulunan bir askeri kigla insaatin1 tanim-
lamaktadir.19 Her ne kadar bu ilk kislalarin bu-
lunduklan yeri tam olarak bilmiyorsak da, 2005
arkeolojik kazianyla bu kiglalann bir kdgesi ile
yukarda deginmis oldugumuz su kanalinin yeri
belirlenmis, ayrica II. Abdulhamid déneminde
inga edilen kiglalarin onceki kislalarin temelleri
Uzerine yapidigi da anlagilmistir (Res. 5, 6).

Seddiilbahir ¢alismalarimizda kazi yerinin sap-
tanmasi i¢in ylizey taramasi, her tiirlii belgeleme
ve tarihi belge taramalannin yant sira Osmanh
ingaat defterlerinden de yogun bir sekilde yarar-
lanilmustir. Bu defterler ayni zamanda, Geg Os-
manl doneminde kalenin farkli gelisim asamala-
riu gOstermek igin yaptgimiz restitiisyon ¢alis-
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malan ve ¢izimleri i¢in de bir temel olusturmus-
tur. S6ziinii ettigimiz bu defterler, 250 yil boyun-
ca kalenin birka¢ bolimiinde yapilan tamiratlar-
la ilgili gerekli verileri saglamugtir. Bunun yan si-
ra sdz konusu belgeler, yapacagimiz onanmlar-
la ilgili aldigimuz kararlarda da yol gosterici ol-
mustur.

SEDDULBAHIR VE BIRINCI DUNYA SAVASI
ARKEOLOJIst

Seddlbahir Kalesi gerek Osmanli déneminden
kalma askeri bir yapt olarak, gerekse Birinci
Diinya Savagrnda meydana gelen muharebeler-
de oynadsgi rol nedeniyle 6nemli ve ilging bir &r-
nektir.1! Seddiilbahir Kalesi Birinci Diinya Sava-
s'nda yanmadanin kontroliini ele gecirmeyi ve
bdylece Canakkale Bogaz'mi giivenlik icinde
gecmeyi hedefleyen Ingiliz ve Fransiz donanma-
lannin ilk hedefi olmustur. Bu nedenle burasi
biiytik ve siddetli savaglarin gectigi ilk yerdir; ka-
le girisinin disinda bulunan ilk sehitler anity, bu
savagta Olen Tirk sehitlerinin anisina dikilmistir.

25 Nisan 1915'te, River Clyde gemisinden ¢ikart-
ma yapmaya calisan ingiliz ve irlandali askerler
dikenli tellere takidarak Tirk askelerinin agtig
yaylim atesine yakalanmuglar ve kale yakinindaki
kumsalda korkung bir katliam olmustur. Gordii-
80 agir hasara ragmen Britanya ordusu sonunda
kalenin kontroliini ele gecirmeyi basarmustir, Ki-
sa bir slire sonra, kale, buray1 yarimada da siir-
diirecekleri operasyonlar igin bir kamp ve ikmal
merkezi olarak kullanan Fransiz ve Senagal bir-
liklerine devredilmistir. Seddiilbahir, miittefik
kuvvetler 9 Ocak 1916'da yarimadadan cekilir-
ken son tahliye edilen alan olmugstur (Res. 7,8).

Birinci Dilinya Savagi'nda Gelibolu ¢ikartmasinin
askeri hareket merkezi Seddiilbahir oldugu igin,
savag bolgesi incelemelerinden ve fotograflarin-
dan elde edilebilecek ¢ok miktarda bilgi bulun-
maktadir; bunun yam sira burada yapilacak arke-
olojik ¢alismalann savas stireci ile ilgili bilgileri-
mize 6nemli katkilan olacagindan kusku yoktur.
Birinci Dilinya Savagt yakin zamanlara kadar ar-
keolojinin konusu olarak digiiniilmemistir; an-
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cak son yillarda yakin tarih de arkeolojinin ilgi
alani icine girmis ve drnegin Birinci Dlinya Sava-
st arkeolojisi ya da 20. ylizyl anitlarimin korun-
mast gibi konular bilim insanlan tarafindan de-
gerlendirilmeye baglamugtir.12 Birinci Dlinya Sa-
vasrna duyulan ilgi giderek artmus, savas alanla-
rna gelen Avrupa ¢ikigh turlar ve bunlara kat-
lanlanin sayist da hizla gogalmustir (Saunders
2007, 88-89). Bunun yant sira zaten yiiksek olan
yerli ziyaretgi sayisindaki artis, ozellikle Snemli
muharebelerin amldif1 giinlerde Gelibolu Milli
Parki'nda da kendini belli etmektedir.13

Gerek izinsiz, yasadig1 kazilar 6nleyebilmek igin,
gerekse savag alamina duyulan ilginin artisina
bagl: olarak “Birinci Diinya Savag! arkeolojik ala-
nr”, dzellikle Bat1 Cephesi'ni de icine alacak se-
kilde gelismeye baglamustir (Dewilde vd. 2004;
Price 2004; Saunders 2002, 2007; Silberman
2004). Ayn1 zamanda Birinci Diinya Savaginin
maddi kiltiirine dair incelemeler (Saunders
2004), bu savasa ait kalintilan sergileyen muze-
ler, anutlarla ilgili giderek akademik bir tartisma
ortamt olusmustur (Cornish 2004).

Birinci Diinya Savasi arkeolojisi, savag ve savas
siireci ile ilgili yeni bilgileri ortaya ¢ikartmakta,
savagla ilgili yazili anlatimlara katkida bulunabil-
mekte, bazen de mevcut bilgilerimize aykinn so-
nuglar dogurabilmektedir. (Saunders 2007, 125)
ifade ettigi gibi:

“Biiyiik Savasin arkeolojisi, 1914 ile 1918 yillari
arasinda meydana gelen muharebelerin gercek-
lestigi alana arkeolojik tekniklerin uygulanmasin-
dan daha fazla bir seydir. Arkeolojinin gelenek-
sel olarak uygulandigt yerlere gére ¢ok daha kar-
mastk bir stireci igerir, toplumsal bellekle baglan-
tlidir, ami degerinin yam sira kamusal katm,
egitim ve turizm gibi konularla da i¢ icedir.”

Birinci Diinya Savagt arkeolojisi, patlamamug sa-
vas malzemeleri nedeniyle, uygulamada 6nemli
riskler iceren bir arkeoloji alanudir. Seddilba-
hirde gerceklegtirilen Birinci Diinya Savag: arke-
olojisi biiyiik olasilikla bolgede yapilacak olan
kapsamli savag alani arkeolojisi icersinde sadece

bir baslangi¢ niteligindedir. Bu baglamda 6me-
gin Avustralya, jeomanyetik yontemleri de kulla-
nan yeni bir arkeolojik aragtirma projesini baglat-
may1 planlamaktadir (Skatssoon 2000).

Savas strasinda siperler kazilirken daha eski de-
virlere ait kalintilar da ortaya ¢kt igin, savag
siireciyle baglantilh olarak 6ngorilmeyen sonug-
lar da ortaya ¢ikmaktadir.!4 Boyle ilging bir or-
nek, Gelibolu ¢ikarmast sirasinda Fransiz birlikle-
rinin 1915 yilinda siper kazarken (Bates 1916:
1920; Chamonard et. al., 1915) antik Yunan seh-
ri Elajous’dan kalma mezarlar ortaya ¢ikarmus ol-
malandir. Fransiz ve Senagalli askerler mezarlar-
da kaz1 yapmuslar ve Fransiz Bulletin de Corres-
pondence Hellenique dergisinin 1915 yih sayisin-
da yaymlamsslardir. 1919 yilinda kaleye yerlesen
Fransiz kuvvetleri, kale Turklere devredilinceye
kadar, burada yasamayt surdirmislerdir.
1921’den 1923’e kadar kaleden birka¢ kilometre
uzaklikta bulunan Karaaga¢ Tepesinde (burast
“Protesilaus’un Mezarn” olarak da bilinir) kazilar
yapmuslardirl> (Res.9, Demangel 1926).

SEDDULBAHIRDE ARKEOLOJI

Kale icinde 2005 ydinda gerceklestirilen arkeolo-
jik kazilar, alamn tarihi ve kullanimina dair genig
bir bakis agsiyla bilgi bosluklanm doldurmaya
yonelik baglatdmustir (Thys-Senocak vd. 2008).

Buglinkii bog haliyle kale yanlis bir izlenim ver-
mektedir, ¢linkli argivde bulunan yazili belgeler
ve gorsel malzeme, kalenin canli bir yasam mer-
kezi oldugunu, askeri kislalarin yan sira, evler,
kiiclik bir cami, diikk4nlar ve pazaryerlerini ba-
rindirdi@ing, 17. yiizyihin sonlanna kadar da genis
bir limana sahip bir ticaret merkezi oldugunu
gostermektedir. Kalenin i¢inde binalar oldugu
eski graviirlerden de gorilmektedir (Res.10). Bi-
rinci Diinya Savagi déneminde kale etrafinda ko-
naklayan Fransizlar tarafindan gekilmis olan fo-
tograflar, orada kalan askerlerin sayisinin goklu-
gunun yan sira, savagin kalede yaptg1 agir tah-
ribat1 da belgelemektedir. Savastan 6nce ve son-
ra gekilen fotograflar karsdastirldiginda, kale du-
varlan, kuleler ve son dénemde yapilan kiglalar
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gibi kale icinde bulunan yapilarda da bombardi-
manlarin neden oldugu hasar goézler 6niine ser-
ilmektedir (Res. 6-8).

2005 yili aragtirma ve kazilan sirasinda Ust Kale
alaninda, 6zellikle 19. ylizyl Osmanli kislas1 ka-
zisina yogunlagmaya karar verilmistir. Bina giinii-
miize ulagmug birkag fotograf ve planda goriile-
bilmektedir. Savag 6ncesi fotograflar biitiin bina-
y1 ve savag sonrast fotograflar ise binanin savas
strasinda agr bir sekilde bombalandigini, yandi-
gt ve harabeye dondigini gostermektedir
(Res. 5-6).

Buglin bina artik ayakta degildir; temelleri ve yer
yer ayakta kalabilmis bazi yapi par¢alaninin disin-
da tamamen tahrip olmugtur. Her ne kadar yapi-
nin varlis fotograflar sayesinde kesin olarak bi-
linmekte ise de, arkeolojik kazilar, yapinin i¢ kul-
lanum alanlan gibi fotograflarda bulunmayan bil-
giyi ortaya ¢ikartmaktadir. Bu alanda kazi yapma
karant alinmasmun bir diger nedeni de, kaleyi ig-
levlendirecek yonetim planinin hazirlanmasindan
once, burada mevcut dizlemin altindaki kiiltiir
katmanlarninin kahinlig1 ve niteligi ile ilgili bilgiye
gerek duyulmus olmasidir. Kalenin altinda yogun
olarak arkeolojik kalintilarin bulunmas: halinde,
bu durum ziyaretciler i¢in yapilacak yeni binala-
rin diizenlenmesi kararini etkileyecektir.

Kazilar yapinn iki yan kanadi ve giris kisminda
yapimustir. Bircok yerde en alt tabakaya ylizeyin
sadece birka¢ santimetre altinda rastlanmugtir;
yapiun temel ¢ukurlarinin en alt tabakanin igine
acilmis oldugu acgik¢a gorilebilmektedir (Res.
11). Yapinin giineybati ucunda alt tabaka daha
duistiktiir ve temeller iki metre derinlige ulas-
maktadir. Kislanin bu taraftaki temelleri, daha
eski olan bir yapt ile drenaj kanalinin i¢ine ke-
serek girmis durumdadir; bunlar, yukarida de-
gindigimiz arsiv kayitlannda s6zli edilen daha
eski olan kiglanin kalintdan olmalidirlé (Res. 12).
Bu, daha erken yapilara ait rastladigimz tek ka-
lintudir. Osmanli kayitlarinin Ust Kale mahallinde
bir¢cok yapi oldugunu belirtmesi ilgingtir; ancak
simdiye kadar bunlara ait hicbir kalinti ortaya
¢ctkmamustir, 19. ylzyila ait kigla yapist da ¢ogu
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yerde dogrudan anakaya tizerine inga edilmistir.
Belki de daha fazla veriye kayanin daha derin
oldugu kalenin yukan kisimlar olan giiney taraf-
ta rastlanacaktur.

Kazida, savagin tahribatina ait izlerin yani sira
Osmanli déneminin giindelik yasamna ait bul-
gular da ortaya ¢tkmustir. Bombardimam yansitan
cok sayida sarapnel pargast ve mermi kovani bu-
lunmugtur (Res.13). Ingiliz, Fransiz ve Tirk tipi
mermi ve fisekler, miicadelenin farkli asamala-
rinda kalenin kontrolini elinde bulunduran ti¢
grubun varligina taniklik etmektedir (Res.14).
Kazida bulunan digmeler, tniforma pargalan ve
Tirk luleleri kalede konumlanms askerlerden
kalmadir (Res.15). Kazi agmalarinda kigiik el
bombalar da bulunmustur. Kesin olarak, en yay-
gin kazi buluntulan bolgedeki savags zamani yiki-
min1 ve muicadeleyi gosteren memmi kovanlari,
sarapnel parcalan, mermiler ve fiseklerdir.

Kislada kalan askerlerin giinliik yasamlarini yan-
sitan, genellikle Canakkale bolgesinin yerel kap
kacagindan olusan ¢anak ¢omlek kiriklarina rast-
lanmstir (Res.16,17). Nitelikli boyali ¢canak ¢6m-
leklerin arasinda en yaygin bulunan kap tiirii ye-
mek yemek i¢in kullanidan sirli kaplar ve tabak-
lardir; aynica pisirme veya saklama amagh kulla-
nilan igi sirlt bazi ¢coémleklere de rastlanmustir. Sir-
lanmamis ¢anak ¢omleklerin arasinda, Ozellikle
su testileri ve saklama kaplan yaygin olarak go-
riiliir. Uzerinde Bau tarz: motifler bulunan ¢ay ve
kahve bardaklannin disinda, Batt kokenli ¢canak
¢dmlek oldukga enderdir. Savag sirasinda oldugu
kadar savag sonrasinda da kalede Fransizlarin ya-
sadiginin bilinmesine karsin, az sayidaki mermi-
nin disinda dogrudan Fransizlarla iliskilendirile-
cek bulgulann saysi gok azdir.

Bir bagska kazi alami kuzey kulesinin icindedir
(Res.18). Kazilar mozaige benzeyen, fakat yere
gémuik ¢am kozalaklarindan olusan cgarpici bir
zemin desenini agiga ¢ikarmustir. Kozalaklar oda-
nin merkezinden disant dogru genisleyen radyal
bir desen olusturacak sekilde tas ve tuglalann ici-
ne yerlestirilmistir. Yanmis topragin ve kémiiriin
bulunmasi, oda merkezinde finn veya ocagmn ol-

———————————————
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duguna isarettir. Kule i¢inde birkag at nalinun ve
nalbantin atin tirnaklarim kesip diizeltmek igin
kullanacag: tirde bir bigagin bulunmast biraz sa-
sirticadir; hi¢ degilse bir ddnem bu mekamn at
nallamak icin kullanildigini diigtinebiliriz. Savag
zaman fotograflan kale etrafindaki atlan goster-
mektedir (Res. 8). Her ne kadar odanin merke-
zinde herhangi bir donamum bulunmamugsa da,
odadaki ates yerinin nallanin atlarin toynaklarina
daha iyi yerlesmesini saglamak icin nallar 1sit-
mak amaciyla kullandan basit tipte bir kortkli
ocak oldugunu soyleyebiliriz.

Arkeolojik bulgular, tarihsel anlatilar ile fotograf-
larin birlegimi, gelen ziyaretgilere, kale ve gevre-
sinde yagayan, savagan askerlerin yagamlariny,
burada gegen olaylan daha iyi bir sekilde yansi-
tan bir iletisim arac olarak kullanilabilir. Bunlar
ayni1 zamanda, gecmise daha zengin bir gesitle-
meyle bakmamizi ve hatta arkeolojik kazilarla
hi¢ aragtirlmamis donemlerin bile ortaya ¢iktigi-
1 gosteren arkeolojik veriler ve yazili bilgilerin
birlikte kullantminin olumlu sonuglar dogurdu-
gunu gostermesi bakimindan 6rnek olusturur.

SOZLU TARIH VE SEDDULBAHIR

Yakin ge¢misi, Seddiilbahir Kalesi'ne yonelik al-
gilant belgelemek amaciyla sozlu tarih yontemle-
rini kullanmak, arastirmamizin 6énemli bir pargasi
olmustur ve bu ¢alisma, gelistirmekte oldugumuz
Seddiilbahir yeniden kullanim projemizin bigim-
lenmesinde de etken olmaya devam etmektedir.
Gerek Seddiilbahirde gerekse Kumkale’de sozli
tarihle ilgili ¢ yidir strdiirdigtimiiz ¢alismalar,
ozellikle Seddiilbahirde yasayan yerel toplulu-
gun kalenin, kdylerinin ve gevresinin gelecegine
yonelik beklenti ve kaygilarin1 da daha iyi anla-
mamizt saglamustir. Bu bakimdan yapilan szl
tarih ¢alismalan, yalnizca arastrma bulgulanmiz-
da Seddulbahir’in, Birinci Diinya Savast'ni izleyen
yillarla ilgili baz1 bilgi bogluklarnin doldurulmasi-
na katki saglamakla kalmayip, glintimiizde bu
bolgedeki kiiltiirel mirasin karsilastigi sorunlarla
ilgili ¢oziim Uretmemize de yardimci olmaktadir
(Cenker, Thys-Senocak 2008).

Cerem Cenker'in yonetimindeki s6zIi tarih ekibi
1999-2002 dénemi boyunca Ui¢ ydlik bir alan ¢a-
lismas: yuriitmiistiir. Ekip, Seddiilbahir ve Kum-
kale halkiyla ses kayd: yapilmig toplam 31 ropor-
taj gerceklestirmigtir. Daha genis Olcekli mimari
dokiimantasyon ve aragtirma projesiyle ilgili bi-
rincil hedefimiz, Birinci Diinya Savag’'nin hemen
oncesinde, alanda mevcut bulunan fiziksel ko-
sullarla ilgili daha fazla bilgiye ulasmak oldugun-
dan, sozli tarih ¢alismalarinda oncelik bolgede
dogup buylimiis yaglilara verilmigtir. Daha yagl
neslin Birinci Diinya Savagt'ndan itibaren hatta
savas strasinda bile koylerin tarihine canli tanuk-
lik ettigini, bu nedenle 20. yiizyilda Seddilbahir
ve Kumkale’de bulunan Osmanli yapilarinda
meydana gelen degisikliklerle ilgili en dogru bil-
giyi verebileceklerini distinmekteydik. Roportajt
yaptigmmiz sirada 95 yasinda olan ve babasi Bi-
rinci Diinya Savagt strasinda koyde askerlik gore-
vi yapan koyli Fatma Tuncer, tam olarak aradi-
gimiz tanima uyan bir tamkt. Fatma Hanim, ¢o-
cuklugunda, savas patlak vermeden 6nce koyu-
nin ne kadar kalabalik ve hali vakti yerinde ol-
dugunu amimsamaktadir. Fatma Tuncer'e gore
koyde sosyal ve ekonomik yagsam Istanbullla ki-
yaslanabilirdi. Tuncer, savas 6ncesinde Seddiilba-
hirin ‘Kiigiik Istanbul’ olarak bilindigini, btyiik
pazarlara ve cesitli dikkinlara sahip oldugunu
soyledi. Anneannesinin kalenin i¢gi ve digiyla ilgi-
li tariflerini, ayrica koylilerin ¢ogunlukla bu iki
ayri dlinya arasinda gidis gelislerini aktarmigtir:17

“Aksam olunca kale kapilart kapanurdi. Iste bizim
insanlar da giderlermis, hisim, akrabasina gider-
lermis, “ay!” derlermis, “kale kapian kapanma-
dan”, kale kapilan on birde kapanirmis, “gide-
lim” derlermis, “tavugumuz var, hayvanumiz var”
falan, bir de gidetlermis, “tamam!” derlermis as-
kerler, “on birde kapatiyoruz!” derlermis, “sabah
gidin evlerinize” derlermis, salmazlarms, anne-
annemler ¢cok derdi “kaldik Syle!”7.

Maalesef her iki koyde de, 1999 yilinda ilk r&por-
tajlarin  gergeklestirildigi sirada, aileleri Birinci
Diinya Savagi Oncesinde bu alanlarda yasamig
olan koylilerden ¢ok azi bulunmaktaydi. Sed-
diilbahirde bulunan sakinlerin biylik cogunlugu
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1930’lu yillanin baginda, savag bittikten yaklasik
yirmi yil sonra, Romanya’dan kdye gb¢ eden
Tirklerdir. Kumkale’deki sakinlerin pek ¢ogu ise
aym yilarda Canakkale Bogazr'nin Anadolu ya-
kasinda bulunan o koye Bulgaristan’dan gog-
muislerdir. Birinci Diinya Savagt zamaninda yagsa-
nanlara gahitlik etmis kisilerin sayisinin azligt bi-
zi ydirmadi. Aksine, 1930’1u yillarda bu bolgeye
g6¢ eden niifusla ilgili bu veri de ¢ok ilgingtir;
clinkii bolgenin Birinci Diinya Savas'nt izleyen
karmagik yillanna ait tarihsel verilerimiz ¢ok si-
nirliyd:. 1930°lardan glintimiize dek bu gé¢men
grubunun gozledigi mimari degisiklikleri arastir-
mak amactyla sozli tarih aragtrmalanmizin kap-
samini hizla genislettik. Aym zamanda taniklarin
sOzleriyle, Balkan Turklerinden bu iki toplulu-
gun Canakkale’ye yerlesim tarihini belgeleyebil-
dik. Boylece bu konu, sozli tarih projemizde
aragtiracagimiz ikinci sorgulama alanimizi olug-
turmustur.

Tarihi aragtimalarda so6zIli kaynaklarin kullanil-
masi, yazil belgelerle ve malzeme kaydini esas
alan geleneksel yaklagimlara aykiri diismektedir
ve dolayisiyla aragtirmacinin kullanacagi yontem-
le ilgili baz1 zorluklar ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir, Ya-
kin tarih ile ilgili ¢calismalarda her ne kadar tarih-
¢inin elinde daha eski donemleri arastiranlara
gore daha fazla belgeye dayali kanit olmasi bek-
leniyor olsa da, Birinci Diinya Savagr'nt takip
eden yirmi yillik zaman dilimiyle ilgili Seddiilba-
hir ve Kumkale koylerinin yerel tarihine iligkin
metne dayali kaynaklar olduk¢a sinirlidir.18 Savag
bolgenin biytik bir kisminin niifusunu azaltmig-
tir. Yunan niifusunun 6nemli bir boéliimii savas
baglamadan hemen 6nce Canakkale’deki koyleri
bosaltmiglardir. Hem Seddiilbahir hem de Kum-
kale’deki koylerde yeniden yerlesim 1930°1u yil-
larin bagina aittir. Romanya’dan gelen Turk go¢-
menler Seddiilbahir'e aktarilirken, Bulgaris-
tan'dan gelenler Kumkale'ye yerlestirilmistir. Bu
goé¢menler, savagin vurdugu bu bolgede yapilan
biiylik tahliyeden yirmi yil sonra geldikleri igin,
1918 Mondros Miitarekesi'yle baslayan ve bu iki
toplulugun yeniden istikrar saglamaya bagladig:
1930’lara kadar uzanan dénemde, her iki koyiin
sakinlerinin tarihsel hafizasinda énemli bir bos-
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luk bulunmaktadir. Her iki gb¢men grubu da ye-
ni yurtlarinda hayatta kalma ve yeni Tiirk vatan-
daglarn olarak geng Tirkiye ulusunu giiclendirme
miicadelesine katlmuglardir. Seddulbahirle ilgili
hikayeler, ozellikle savas anilanm ve Tiirkiye
Cumbhuriyeti'ni kurmak icin Turk askerlerinin
gosterdigi kisisel fedakarligi 6ven konulan vur-
gulamaktadir.

Seddiilbahirde goristlen kisilerin bircogu sa-
vagtan harap olmus Gelibolu Yarnmadasi’'nda ye-
ni bir yere yerlesmenin zorluklan ve zor ekono-
mik kosullardan bahsetmigtir. Koye yeniden yer-
lesirken buranin harabe oldugu anlatilmaktadir.
Bazi sakinler Seddiilbahir'deki evlerin ¢ok hasar-
I, yikik ve icinde yasanamaz bir halde olmala-
rindan dolay1 bir mtiddet terk edilmis kiglalarda
oturduklanim belirtmiglerdir. Go¢menlerin haya-
t1 ve Seddiilbahirdeki halkin yeniden yapilan-
mast, buradaki kalenin stirekli harab edilmesine
de neden olmaktadir. Terk edilmis biiyiik bir ka-
Iintinin duvarlan Seddiilbahire yeni gelen isgal-
ciler tarafindan yikilmugstir. Bir zamanlar Seddiil-
bahirdeki yapilarda tastyict unsur olan mese
agacindan bliytik direkler zamanla ¢ikanlmis ve
her kis koyliler tarafindan odun olarak kullanil-
mustir. Bu da yapilann tagiyic sistemlerinin zayif-
lamasina sebep olmustur. Seddiilbahir sakinleri-
nin uygun kosullara sahip olmayan bu yerde
verdikleri yasam muicadelesi, Seddiilbahire ve
hamisine hayranlik uyandinc bir 151k tutmakta-
dir. Osmanlt sultaninin annesi imparatorlugu,
buytik tehlike altinda oldugu bir zamanda bu
kaleyi comertce ve fedakirca inga ettirerek ko-
rumugtur. Romanya’dan Seddiilbahir'e gogen ilk
Turkler yeni evlerinde sag kalabildiklerine siik-
rederek, kalenin kalmntilanndan hayatlarini yeni-
den inga etmiglerdir.

Baslangicta sozli taniklik bizim icin, cesitli arsiv-
lerde topladigimiz metne dayali verileri ya da
bolgede yapian arkeolojik kazilarda elde edilen
malzeme kayitlarim dogrulamamz i¢in bir yol ol-
mugtur. S6zli tarh ilk kez, bir Osmanli sultani-
nin annesi tarafindan Ganakkale girisinde inga et-
tirilen iki Osmanli kalesinin tarihini anlamak icin
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bir yéntem olarak kullanilmugtir. Ancak higbir ya-
zili kaynaZin bulunmadifi ya da kusith arkeolojik
veriye ulagabildigimiz simurlara ve zamanlara
dogru ilerledikge, bilgi boslugu olan alanlar, bu-
ralann yerlesik sakinleri, onlarin ge¢mise iliskin
anilartyla tamamlanmaya baglamus, aragtirmalan-
muzda bizleri, ¢izdigimiz genel ¢erceveyi siirekli
olarak yeniden degerlendirmeye ve uyarlamaya
zorlayan olaganiistii bir tarihsel zenginligi gor-
memizi saglamistur.

SEDDULBAHIR'DE 3D LAZER TARAMASI

Lazer tarayicist teknolojisi olan 3D Seddiilba-
hirdeki kaleyi aragtirmak ve belgelemek i¢in kul-
lanulan jeodezik Slgme teknikleri arasinda 6nem-
li bir yer tutmaktadir; ¢tinkii lazer tarayict kalenin
ylizeyinde bulunan kalntian detayli olarak U¢
boyutlu sayisal ortamda belgelemek i¢in kullani-
lan, yiiksek dogruluk saglayan ileri bir teknoloji-
dir. Seddiilbahir Kalesi'nde yapilan bu kapsaml
lazer tarama ol¢meleri Tirkiye'de ilk defa bu ka-
dar biiyiik tarihi bir yap: tizerinde uygulanmugtir;
kalenin yap: kiitlesi asag: yukart 4200 m3 olup
4000 m? bir alaru kusatmaktadir. Tarama sonucu
elde edilen nokta bulutu verileriyle bir¢ok farkli
sonu¢ tiriin Uretilebilmektedir; 6rnegin istenen
bir yerin 3D modeli, topografik harita, Canakka-
le’deki Anitlann Koruma Kurulu i¢in mimari ro-
love ile planlar gibi. Tim lazer tarama verileri
proje kapsaminda olugturulan Cografi Bilgi Sis-
temine (GIS) entegre edilmistir. 1997 senesinde
Seddiilbahir ve Canakkale’nin diger yakasinda
bulunan kardes kale Kumkale'yi aragtirmaya bag-
ladigimizda, geleneksel yersel teknikler ve jeode-
zik amacl yapay uydu tekniklerini kullaniyor-
duk; bunlann arasinda “total station”, Jeodezik
amach Global Konum Belirleme Sistemi (GPS),
yersel fotogrametri gibi teknikler, alet ve dona-
nimlar bulunmaktadir.

2005'te Seddiilbahirde restorasyon projesi igin
belgeleme agamasina geldigimizde, kalenin 3D
modellenmesi ve belgelenmesi icin diinyada da
yeni bir teknoloji olan 3D lazer tarayict teknolo-
jisini kullanmaya karar verdik; ¢linkd koruma ¢a-
lismalarina baglamadan 6nce yapmmn tim detay-

larinu yiiksek dogrulukta 6l¢iip tam kaydint alma-
miz gerekmekteydi. Aynca ekibimizin ydnetim
planinin bir pargasi olarak da, yapinin ¢ok detay-
I1 3D sayisal bir kaydini olusturmanin uzun vade-
li sagliklt bir karar oldugunu degerlendirdik. Bu-
nun en Onemli nedeni Seddiilbahir'in deprem
bélgesi i¢erisinde bulunmasi ve her an tamamen
yok olma riskiyle kars1 kargtya olmastydi.

Ayrica bu teknolojinin, tarihi yapiann aragtirnl-
masinda nasil kullanabilecegini gbrmek ve 6g-
rencilere kullanimini 6gretmek de amaclanmiz-
dan biriydi.

Calismamizda kullandigimiz Leica HDS presizy-
onlu 3D lazer tarayici detaylt olarak ol¢tilmek is-
tenen nesnelerin yiizeyleri Uzerinde saniyede
binlerce nokta 6l¢gme yapabilen geligkin teknolo-
jili bir alettir. Lazer tarayici tarafindan dlgililen her
bin nokta vektor dzelligine sahiptir, diger bir de-
yisle tarama esnasinda ol¢tilen her bir noktarun
3D Kartezyen koordinatlant X, Y ve Z elde edilir.
Tarama islemi belirlenen alan {izerinde sistema-
tik araliklarla yatay ya da diisey satir, kolonlar bi-
¢iminde gerceklestirilir. Tarama sonucunda nok-
ta bulutlan olarak ifade edilen X, Y, Z koordinat-
lan1 bilinen binlerce noktadan olusan 3D ortam-
da bulut goriintimiint andiran vektor veriler el-
de edilir. Yeni teknoloji lazer tarayiciar yatayda
360°, diiseyde 270°lik bir alani otomatik olarak
tarayabilirler. Bu da boyle bir tarama sonucu la-
zer tarayicinin altina denk gelen alanin disindaki
tim alanin tarayia tarafindan taranabilmesine
olanak saglar ki bu, restorasyon yapan bir mimar
ve aragtirma yapan bir aragtirmact icin ¢ok biiyiik
ve Onemli bir olanaktir. “Total station” ile tek tek
yapilan ol¢meler lazer tarayicilar sayesinde hizla
ve binlerce nokta olarak yapilabilmektedir. Lazer
tarayicilar bugiinki teknolojileriyle diger olgme
aletlerini devre disi birakamazlar, Bunun en
onemli nedeni tarayicilar, taradigi yiizeyi islem
sirasinda sistematik araliklarla taramak zorunda
oldugundan, karakteristik noktalara dogrudan
Ol¢me yapamayabilirler. Bu nedenle nokta bulut-
lart analiz edilitken ylizeydeki karakteristik de-
taylar modelleme sirasinda elde edilmeye calisi-
lir. Modelden elde edilme imkin: olmayan detay-



Seddiilbahir Kalesi Projesi

lar ise yeniden tarama ya da farkli bir teknolojiy-
le dl¢iilerek (“total station” gibi) tamamlanur. Bu-
nunla beraber lazer tarayicilar biyiik ve agir alet-
lerdir; bu nedenle 6zellikle dar ve yiiksek yerle-
re bu aletleri tasimak ve buralarda kullanmak zor
ve zahmetli olabilir. Bu tiir durumlarda diger 6l¢-
me teknolojilerinden yararlanmak ¢ok daha iyi,
dogru ve ekonomiktir. Ayrica nokta bulutlarini
birlestirmek icin bir jeodezik kontrol agmin olus-
turulmas ve lazer taramalannin kontrol ag nok-
talarina dayal olarak yapilmasi, biiylik alanlarda
yapilan tarama ol¢melerinden yiiksek dogruluk-
ta modeller tretilmesine olanak vermektedir. Je-
odezik kontrol aglarina dayali yapilan tarama
6l¢melerinde elde edilen sonuglar, bulut cakistir-
masindan elde edilen sonuglardan, ézellikle bii-
yik alanlarda, ¢ok daha iyi sonu¢ vermektedir.

Genel olarak, bir tarayictyr kullanarak verileri
toplamak i¢in alanda harcadigimiz zaman: ile es-
ki ylizey aragtirmalarinda GPS ve ‘total station’
kullandigimiz  zamanlan  kargilagtirdigimizda
islemin ¢ok kisa strede yapildigim gordiik. 2005
sezonu ylzey aragtirmasinda lazer tarayict olg-
meleri igin 19 giin harcadik; saniyede 1800 nok-
ta hiz ile kaleden ihtiyacimiz olan tiim noktalan
5 mm sikhikta topladik ve bu verileri Istanbul’da-
ki proje ofisimize getirdik ve ki aylart boyunca
elimizdeki bu 3D verileriyle caligtik. Tarayici ta-
rafindan toplanan nokta bulutu verileri 9 ay bo-
yunca tam gin ¢alisan dort restoratér mimar ta-
rafindan ITU’de Jeodezi Anabilim Dali biinyesin-
de kurulan ofisimizde degerlendirildi. Basaril
olarak islenen nokta bulutu verilerinden Anitlar
Koruma Kurulu igin gerekli olan 2D planlar ve
roloveler hazirlandi. Bu kadar biiytik bir alanda
duvar isini 3D tarayia kullanarak taranmasi ve
sonrasinda islenmesi 6nemli birgok deneyim ka-
zanmamza olanak saglady; ayrica dgrencilerimi-
ze yeni yiksek teknoloji modemn 6l¢me teknik-
lerini 6gretme firsat: bulduk.

Kalenin lazer tarama teknolojisiyle 3D taranmast
sonucunda 350 milyon nokta toplandi. Bu veri-
ler konumsal dogrulugu yiiksek geomekinsal
ozellige sahip nitelikli verilerdir ve toplamda bil-
gisayar ortaminda 8 GB hacim tutmaktadir. Tara-
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ma 5 mm sikhikta gerceklestirilmigtir. Yapilan ta-
rama sonucunda elde edilen yiiksek dogruluklu
veriler sayesinde, 3D modeller, haritalar, r6love-
ler koruma planlan vb. birok itirlinii ¢ok kisa za-
manda olusturabiliyoruz; bununla beraber gele-
cekte kalede olabilecek her tiirlii mekansal degi-
siklikleri denetleyebilecek veri, bilgi ve deneyi-
me sahibiz (Res. 19). Ayrica alanda yikici bir
deprem oldugu takdirde tiim taglarin kesin koor-
dinatlarinin elimizde bulunmas: bir giivencedir.

Koruma ¢alismalarina baglamadan énce, 3D la-
zer taramasinin yapimus olmasi kalenin mevcut
tahribati hakkinda bize kesin bilgiler vererek ala-
nn tarihsel agidan belgelenmesinde 6nemli bir
yer tutmaktadir. Proje kapsaminda toplanan tiim
verilerin mekdnsal bilgilerle iligkilendirilerek me-
kansal olarak sorgulanabilir bicimde kullanilabil-
mesi igin bir ‘CBS / GIS’ olusturmaya ¢alistyoruz.
Bu ¢alisma tamamlandiginda, sayet bir kisi kale-
nin 6zel bir bolimini ya da tamamu incele-
mek isterse, arsiv belgelerine, sozlii tarih kayitla-
nna, fotograflara ve kalenin sorgulanan kisminda
aci@a cikanlan tiim arkeolojik bulgulara ve bu-
luntulara bu sistem araciligiyla ulasabilecektir.

SONUG

Seddtlbahir Kalesi’'nde restorasyon siirecine bag-
ladigimizda ve kalenin yeniden kullanim icin ta-
sidig1 potansiyeli kegfettikce, Seddilbahir gibi bir
kaleyi biitiiniiyle incelemek ve anlamak icin cok
disiplinli bir arastirma yaklagmm kullanmanin zo-
runlu oldugu giderek belirgin hale gelmistir. Ar-
keolojik verileri aragtirmaya ek olarak, Birinci
Diinya Savagsi1 ve Osmanlt arkeolojisinde ortaya
¢tkan yeni metodolojik gelismeleri géz 6niine
alirken, Seddulbahir gibi Osmanlt yapian hak-
kindaki zengin arsiv kaynaklanindan faydalan-
mak esit derecede dnemlidir. S&zli taniklik bél-
genin maddi olmayan (intangible) miras: ve ha-
fizas: ile, hala tarihsel bir yerlesmede yasayan in-
sanlarin bugtinki ilgilerini aydinlatmak icin vaz-
gecilmezdir. Tim bu calismalara ek olarak yeni
teknoloji ve 3D lazer taramast hem fizibiletisini
hem de kiymetini kamtlamigtir. Osmanli déne-
minden glinimiize gelen bu kadar énemli bir
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kiiltiirel mirasin gelecegi hakkinda akilli kararlar  niinden iyice caligimast ve anlaglmas: gerektigi
verebilmek icin gegmisin bu kalin tabakalanmin  aciktr.
arkeolojik, metinsel, mimari ve sozli tarih yo-

NOTLAR

1 Kale haklanda daha fazla bilgi icin bkz., Thys-Senocak 2006, 1991.
Aynca, www.seddulbahir-kumkale.org. adl web sitesine bakinz.

2 Kale, Gevre ve Orman Bakanli§1, Doga Koruma ve Milli Parklar Genel
Mudidigi dle Gelibolu Yanmadasi Tarhi Milli Park Midiirligt'niin
sorumlulugu altindadir, Bu kurumlar, Gelibolu Milli Parkina gelen
ziyaretciler icin, kalenin konservasyonu ve gelismis bir sergileme ve
yeniden kullanums projesi igin ilk teklifte bulunmuglardir. Vehbi Kog
Vakfi proje sponsorlugunu tstlenmis ve Anitlar Yiiksek Koruma Kurulu
olarak da bilinen Kiiltiir ve Tabiat Varliklann: Koruma Yiiksek Kurulu
konservasyon planini Nisan 2007°de kabul etmistir.

3 Seddiilbahirdeki aragtrmamuiz Kog¢ Universitesi Arkeoloji ve Sanat
Tarihi ve Tarh Bolimi ile fstanbul Teknik Universitesi Jeodezi ve
Fotogrametri Mithendislik Boliimii &gretim Gyeleri ve Sgrencilerinden
olugan bir ekip tarafindan yiiriitilmektedir. Projenin ilk agamast
Ganakkale Bogazr'nin diger yakasindaki Kumkale Kalesi tizerine yapilan
bir incelemeyle birlikte 1997 ile 2002 yillan arasiu kapsamaktadir. Bu
agama bir mimari kegif ve sozli tarh projesi ile Bagbakanlik Osmanlt
Argivi'den (BOA) Britanya Emperyal Savag Miizesi fotograf argivine kadar
birgok argiv ve kiitiiphanede yiiriitiilen argiv calismasindan olusmaktadir.
Konservasyon, restorasyon, ve yeniden kullanim planlan olusturmak igin
2005 yihinda projenin ikinci asamasina girisilmigtir. Konservasyon proje-
si, Nisan 2007'de Anttlar Yiiksek Koruma Kurulu ve ardindan ayni yilm
Ekim aymnda Canakkale Koruma Kurulu tarafindan kabul edilmigtir.
Kalenin yakin tarhine dair farkli aragtirma yontemleri yazih tarihsel
anlatdardan elde edilen bilgiye katkida bulunmaktadir. Bunlar
ziyarergilere  Seddilbahirin  karmagik  oykisiinii  aktarmakta
kullaniacaktir.

4 Osmanh arkeolojisinin durumuna dair yakin donemde yapilan bir
calisma icin bkz. Yenisehiroglu (2005).

5 ingaat ve tamirat defterleri terminolojisi igin bkz., Finkel and Ostapchuk
(2005) masraf defterleri, muhasebe defterleri, insaat defterleri, tamirat
defterleri, kesif defterleri, kegif ve tamirat defterleri gibi defterlerinden
olugan ve 17. yy. sonlarinda gergeklesen ingaat caligmalan hakkinda bilgi
veren gesitli arsiv kayitlanni tarumlamak igin “yeni ingaat defterleri” dey-
6 G. Necipoglu (2005) 16. yy.’a ait Osmanli planian ve tahkimat Gmek-
lerinden bahsetmektedir. 1570'de Kibns'm fethi sonrasinda Baf Kalesi'nin
yenileme galigmalan igin Lala Mustafa Paga'un Istanbul'a gonderdifi
planlar bu &mekler arasmndadur.

7 Omegin Seddiilbahirin vakif beratinda Turhan Sultan'in Seddiilbahir
ve Kumkale'yi ingaat amacryla ilgili baz bilgiler edinebiliriz. Belgenin
ffade ettigi lzere Turhan Sultan “her iki kalede, kale gorevlileri ve
muhafizlar icin benzeri hicbir yerde bulunmayan biiyiik bir cami ile okul,
temiz bir hamam ve saysiz evler, dilkkanlar ve pazaryederi inga
edilmesini emrederek, kalelerin savunmasi ve korunmast igin gereken
malzeme, donamim ve kaynagin hazirlanmasi” istemigtir. Bkez.
Siileymaniye Ktp. 150, yaprak 15a.

8 Kuzeydeki kuleyi de kapsayan bu alana dair ik génderme, Hamam
Tabyastna yapilan tamirata degjinen 1764 tamirat defterlerindedir: BOA,
MAD 3160. Daha sonra 1805'teki tamirat kayitlart (BOA, D.B§M.BNE no.
16141), ve 1814 kaytlannda (BOA, D.BSM.BNE no. 16353) Hamam
Kulesi ismi kullanihr. 1759 yilina ait tamirat defterinde hem kale iginde-
ki cami hem de cift kubbeli hamammn yogun tamirattan gegirilmis oldugu
goriiniir: BOA EV.HMH.DE. no.1-1. 1838 kayitlan BOA L.DH no. 2905'de;

1859 kayitlan BOA AMKT.MHM nr. 28-45'de; 1872 kayitlan BOA ZB
(Zabtiye Nezareti Evraki ) no: 4, gomlek sira no: 76, 24 Safer 1289 (2
Mayis 1872)dadir. Seddiilbahirdeki ingaat ve tamirat defterlerine dair
daha ayrntl bir analiz icin bkz., Thys-$enocak, Gelik, Tanyeli, ve Ozsa-
vagal 2009 (baskida).

9 BOA, MAD 3160, 5.608-611 (Dertin-t kal'ada viki‘ Dizddr Agalara mah-
siis Beylik ve Dizdir Agalar KonaBD; 1784 tarihine ait defter (BOA
D.BSM.BNE no. 16034) sibyan mektebiinden bahseder (Derun-t kal'ada
talim-i sibyana mahsus iki bab mekteb-i serifler).

10 BoA D.BSM.BNE no. 16119 s. 2, 9-12

11 Gelibolu ¢rkarmasinn tarihi hakkinda genel bir bibliyografya icin,
blbhyogra.fyasma bakiniz:

Emperyal Savas Mizesi

Ayrica bkz. J. Vassal 1916 T. vaexs 2004 Gehbolu ¢karmasmna Fransiz
ve Irlandalilarin miidahil olusuyla ilgili iki ilgi cekici makale ve bu iki
ulusun Gelibolu muharebeleri {izerine var olan tarih yazumindaki rol-
lerinin neden daha az bilindigini igin bkz., Dutton 2004, Jeffery 2004.
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the 20th century Architectural and Industrial Heritage (Mazlum, etal.
2006).
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gorilmiistiir (Saunders 2002 102-108).
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Korpe, Yavuz 2008).

16 BOA D.BSM.BNE nr. 16119 p. 2, 9-12
17 seddiilbahirde yasayan Fatma Tuncer ile toportaj, 6-18 Temmuz 1999.

18 (Cook 1973: 151), Birinci Diinya Savagr'ndan sonra, 1959 yilinda kitabs
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bes kilometre Steye tagindiktan sonraki Yeni Kumkale niifusunu bel-
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pek ¢ofu Bulgaristan'dan gelen Tiirklerdi ve Birinci Diinya Savagtndan
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lagtirlip koyliilere dagmidigin bildirmektedir.



Seddtilbahir Kalesi Projesi

KAYNAKCA

BARAM, U, L. CARROLL, (Eds), 2002
A Historical Archaeology of the Ottoman Empire: Breaking New
Ground, London, Kluwer Academic, Plenum Publishers.

BASBAKANLIK OSMANLI ARSIVI (BOA)

Bab-1 Defteri Bag Muhasebe Bina Emini (D.B.SM.BNE) nr.
16119. (Ottoman archival records).

BATES, W.,

1916 “Archaeological news”, American Journal of Archaeology 20/ 3,
357-381.

1920 “Archaeological news”, American Journal of Archaeology 24/1,
85-119.

CELEBL, EVLIYA., 2003 (trans.)

Seyahatnamesi Topkap: Sarayi Bagdat 307 Yazmasuun
Transkripsiyonu- Dizini, 5, trans. Y. DAGLI, S. ALl KAHRAMAN,
1. SEZGIN, Istanbul, YKY Press, 5.

CENKER, L.C,, L. THYS-SENOCAK, 2008
“Moving beyond the walls: Local and national memories of
Turkish fortresses,” Oral History/Public Memories, (Eds.) P.
HAMILTON, L. SHOPES, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, Temple
University Press.

CHAMONARD, J., F. COURBY, E. DHORME,1915
“Corps Expeditionnaire d'Orient. Fouilles archeologiques sur
'emplacement de la necropole d’Eleonte de Thrace”, Bulletin
de Correspondance Hellenique 39, 135- 240.

COOK, JM,, 1973
The Troad: an Archaeological and Topographical Study,
Cambridge, Clarendon Press.

CORNISH, P., 2004
“Sacred relics’: objects in the Imperial War Museum 1917-39,”
Matters of Conflict: Material culture, memory and the First
World War, (Ed.) N.J. SAUNDERS, London, Routledge, 35-50.

DANISMAN, G. et al. 2007
“Demirkdy-Samakocuk Iron Foundry: An  Industrial
Archaeology Project at an Ottoman Metal Work-Shop Complex
in Thrace” TUBA-AR 10, 91-110.

DANISMAN, G., H. OZBAL, G. TANYELL, U, YALCIN, 2006
“Kirklareli-Demirkéy Endiistri Arkeolojisi Cabgmalar:: 2005
Sezonu Ik Sonuglan,” 22. Arkeometri Sonuglan Toplantisy, T.C.
Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanlg, Ankara, 1-22.

DAVID, G., 2003
“The Connection between History and Arcaheology in
Researching Ottoman Rule in Hungary”, Archaeology of the
Ottoman Period in Hungary: Papers of the Conference Held at
the Hungarian National Museum, Budapest 24-26 May 2000.
(Eds) I GERELYES, G. KOVACS, Budapest, Hungarian
National Museum, 11-22,

DEMANGEL, R., 1926
Le Tumulus dit de Protesilas, Paris, de Boccard.

DEWILDE, M. et al., 2004
“Belgium’s new department of First World War archaeology,”
Antiquit 78, 301, project gallery.

DUTTON, D., 2004
“Docile supernumerary’: A French perspective on Gallipoli,”
Gallipoli Making History, (Ed.) J. MACLEOD, London, Frank
Cass, 86-98.

FINKEL, C., V. OSTAPCHUK, 2005
“Outpost of empire: An appraisal of Ottoman building registers
as sources for the archeology and construction history of the
Black Sea fortress of Ozi,” Mugamas 22, 150-188.

GERELYES, 1., G. KOVACS, (Eds), 2003
Archaeology of the Ottoman Period in Hungary: Papers of the
Conference Held at the Hungarian National Museum, Budapest
24-26 May 2000, Budapest, Hungarian National Museum,

IMPERIAL WAR MUSEUM,

“GallipoliBibliography”, Available at:
hitp://erww.iwm.org.uk/upload/package/2/gallipoli/infoopen.htm

115

INALCIK, H., 1978
The Ottoman Empire: Conquest, Organizations, and Economy,
London, Variorum Reprints.

JEFFERY, K., 2004
“Gallipoli and Ireland”, Gallipoli Making History, (Ed.) J.
MACLEOD, London, Frank Cass, 98-110.

KORPE, R, M. F. YAVUZ, forthcoming 2008
“The Location of Aigospotamoi”, SOMA Conference
Proceedings. BAR-Archeopress, Oxford.

MAZLUM, D., Z. AHUNBAY, Y. KAHYA, (Eds.), 2006
Conservation of the 201 century Architectural and Industrial
Heritage. Proceedings of the ICOMOS international Symposium,
Istanbul 2002, Istanbul, Yapiyayin.

NECIPOGLU, G., 2005
The Age of Sinan: The Architectural Culture in the Ottoman
Empire, London, Reaktion Books.

OZBEK, O., 2000
“Gelibolu Yanmadasinin Uzerinde Yeni Bir Prehistorik Tas
Balta Atélyesi”, Tiirk Arkeoloji ve Etnografya Dergisi 1, 1-4.

OZDOGAN, M, 1986
“Prehistoric Sites in the Gelibolu Peninsula”, Anadolu
Arastirmalar 10, 51-67.

PRICE, J., 2004
“The Ocean Villas project: Archaeology in the service of
remembrance,” Matters of Conflict: Material culture, memory,
and the First World War, (Ed) N. SAUNDERS, London,
Routledge, 179-191.

SAUNDERS, N.,

2002 “Excavating memories: Archaeology and the Great War 1914-
2001", Aatiquity 76/1, 102-108.

2004 “Material culture and conflict: the Great War, 1914-2003,”
Matters of Conflict: Material culture, memory, and the First
World War, (Ed.) N. SAUNDERS, London, Routledge, 5-25.

2007 Killing Time: Archaeology and the First World War, Sutton,
Gloucestershire.

SCHLIEMANN, H., 1884
Troja, London, john Murray.

SILBERMAN, N. A., 2004
“In Flanders Fields: Uncovering the camage of World War I”,
Archaeology 57/ 3, 24-29.

SKATSSOON, J., 2006
“Gallipoli survey to reveal war secrets”, available online at
http://www.abc.net.au/science/news/stories/2006/1744171.btm

SULEYMANIYE Kitp. 150, folio 15a.

THYS-SENOCAK, L.,

1991 “The Ottoman fortresses of Seddiilbahir and Kumkale”, Essays
in Honor of Aptullah Kuran, (Eds.) C. KAFESCIOGLU, L. THYS-
SENOCAK, Istanbul, Yap1 Kredi, 311-323.

2006 Ottoman Women Builders: The Architectural Patronage of
Turhan Sultan, Aldershot, Ashgate Publishing,

THYS-JENOCAK, L, R. GELIK, C. GUNEY, et al., 2007
Seddiilbahir and Kumkale project website
Available at: http://www seddulbahir-kumkale org

THYS-SENOCAK, L, R. GELIK, C. ASLAN, 2008
“Research at the Ottoman fortress of Seddiilbahir, 2005, 2006
seasons,” Kaz,Yizey Araghrmast ve Arkeometri Sonuglar.
Ankara, T.C. Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanligy, 63-76.

THYS-$ENOCAK, L., R. CELIK, G. TANYELL,

A. OZSAVASCL, forthcoming 2009
“Understanding Seddiilbahir through Archival Records: The
Restoration Project of the Ottoman Fortress of Seddiilbahir on
the Gallipoli Peninsula of Turkey”, The Frontiers of the
Ottoman World: Fortifications, Trade, Pilgrimage and Slavery,
(Ed.) A. PEACOCK, London, The British Academy.

TRAVERS, T, 2004
Gallipoli 1915. Gloucestershire, Tempus.




116 Carolyn ASLAN - Lucienne THYS-SENOCAK - Rahmi Nurhan GELIK

VASSAL, J., 1916 YENISEHIROGLU, F., 2005
Uncensored Letters from the Dardanelles, Written to His English “L'archéologie historique de 'Empire Ottoman: Bilan et per-
Wife by a French Medical Officer of the Corps Expeditionnaire spectives”, Turcica 37, 245-264.

d’Orient, London, Heinemann.

pedd-el-Bahr . XL Dgrdanelles A S | A

um Kale N
Bestka Bay J Res. 2: Uzun bati duvanmn Birinci Diinya Savagr'ndan
OI A 2|0 w onceki gortintis, (Fahreddin Pasa koleksiyonu FP01
TENDOS Miles 2916 IRCICA, IstanbuD).

Res. 1: Gelibolu Yanmadasiun haritas: (British Imperial
War Museum, London).

TEK HAMAM
CPTE HAMAN BINGLE HALAM

Sekil 4: Seddiilbahir'deki bati duvaninin bugiinki durumu
ve 17. yliyilda Evliya Celebi tarafindan anlatdan hendegin
muhtemel konumu, (Kaletakimi arsivlers).
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Res. 6: Seddiilbahir Kalesi'nin tist i¢ tarafinda Birinci Diinya Savast'ndaki bombalamadan kisa bir zaman siire sonra
Osmanlt subay kislasinin gériiniigi (British Imperial War Museum, London).
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Sekil 10: Seddiilbahir Kalesi,
Tournefort’a ait 18. yiyddan
bir graviir, Relation d’un
Voyage de Levent, Paris, 1717
(graviir sahibi Lucienne Thys-
Senocak).

Sekil 12: Ge¢ Osmanl
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kégesinin ¢cizimi
(Kaletakimu arsivieri).
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Sekil 13: Mermi pargast, 2005'te yapilan kazida Sekil 14: 2005°te kazida bulunan cephane fisekleri
bulunmugtur (Kaletakim argivieri). (Kaletakimi argivleri).

Sekil 15: Ge¢ Osmanls kil
liileler, 2005°te yapian
kazida bulunmustur
(Kaletakimu argivleri).
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Sekil 16: 2005'te kaz
sirasinda bulunan
Canakkale seramik
¢anaklardan seramik
par¢alan1 (Kaletakimu
argivleri).
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Sekil 17: 2005’te
yapilan kazida
bulunan kaba
¢anaklann
pargalari.

Sekil 18: Kuzey
kulesinin iginde
bulunan kozalak
desenli taban
2005’te kazdmstir
(Kaletakirmu
argiviers).

Sekil 19:
Seddiilbahir'de
asag: giney deniz
duvarinn nokta
bulutu 3D lazer
tarayicist tarafindan
olusturulmugstur
(Kaletakimi
arsivierp).
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Bu yazi, Kuveyt Emirligi, Failaka adasindaki Al-Khidr yerlesmesinde, Kuveyt-Slovak Arkeoloji
Grubu'nun (KSAM) ti¢ kazi mevsimi boyunca yiirittiigti ¢alismalan kapsamaktadir. 2004, 2006, 2007
yilan kazi ¢alismalan sonucunda Ilk ve Orta Dilmun (MO 2000-1500) kiiltiirlerine ait ¢anak-¢omliek,
Dilmun damga mihiirleri, maden eserler, yontma tas ve stirtme tas aletlerden olusan bir buluntu
toplulugunun yani sira, zift (bitum) kullanummi yansitan bulgular ortaya ¢ikmustir. O dénemin dogal
gevre ortamiru anlamamizi saglayan hayvan kemikleri, bu baglamda Kuveyt'ten bilinen en biiyiik
arkeolojik hayvan kemigi kolleksiyonunu olusturmaktadir. Failaka adasinin kuzeyinde yer alan KH-
1 hoyigu, aym adamn giineyinde, anutsal yapdan ile bilinen diger Dilmun yerlesimlerinden cok
farkly, kiiclik odali tag mimanisi ile Dilmun kiilttirtine iliskin bilgimizin cesitlenmesini saglamustir. Kazi
sonuglant lizerinde yaptigimiz ilk degerlendirme, buradaki yerlesim stirecinin birbirinin ardils
mevsimlik basit balik¢t konak yerleri ile daha 6énemli sabit yerlesimlerden olustugunu géstermistir.
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INTRODUCTION

The Kuwaiti-Slovak Archaeological Mission
(KSAM) is a joint project of the National Council
of Culture, Arts and Letters, State of Kuwait, and
the Institute of Archaeology, Slovak Academy of
Sciences. KSAM was established in 2004 and
originated from an idea put forward by Shehab
A. H. Shehab, Director of the Department of
Museums and Antiquities, NCCAL. The main
project developed and directed by Lucia
Benedikov4 and Peter Barta is an interdiscipli-
nary research endeavor focused on the endan-
gered Dilmun settlement of Al-Khidr on Failaka
Island.! The site dates to the first half of the 20d
millennium BC. Excavations at Al-Khidr in 2004,
2006, and 2007 have exposed a part of the set-
tlement, with a broad variety of artefacts includ-
ing 52 Dilmun stamp seals and one cylinder seal
of Ur III date.

THE GEOGRAPHY AND THE FIELDWORK
PROJECT

Failaka Island is the second largest offshore
island of Kuwait. It is situated in the north of the
Gulf in the entrance of the Kuwait Bay, 12 to 17
km off mainland Kuwait (Ras As-Sabbiya and
Ras Al-Ardh in Salmiya) and some 110 km
south-southwest of the estuary of Shatt Al-Arab.
The northwest-southeast orientated flat island
with elevations up to 7.5 m a.s.l. is of elongated
shape, approximately 13.8 km long and 1.8 to
6.5 km wide. Geologically, Failaka is an extend-
ed bank of Khor As-Sabbiya to the southeast,
which is a conglomerate of sand and sandstone
of a chalky-lime formation of the Neocene peri-
od with secondary pebbles (Patitucci, Uggeri
1984: 10, 12, 414). In the 1950s and 1960s
Failaka used to be supplied with freshwater
from its own shallow wells (Bibby 1996, 145). At
present, the island has sources of brackish and
reportedly also of freshwater.

Al-Khidr is an area in northwestern Failaka,

Peter BARTA et. al.

south of a small promontory where a shrine
that gave the area its name stood (Magam Al-
Khidr: Pattitucci, Uggeri 1984, 90: Bibby 1996,
153). The Bronze Age occupation at Al-Khidr
has been known since 1958 (Bibby 1996: 154)
but until 2004 the site had not been systemati-
cally investigated. The Dilmun settlement activi-
ty is indicated by three elevated spots, which
yielded typical red-ridged Dilmun ware. The
mound Al-Khidr 1 (KH-1) runs along the shore,
Al-Khidr 2 (KH-2) and Al-Khidr 3 (KH-3) fenced
within a recent Islamic cemetery are regularly
shaped knolls (Fig. 1). Besides, there are addi-
tional locales within the Islamic cemetery that
yielded Bronze Age archaeological material.

Archaeological fieldwork at Al-Khidr encom-
passed an archaeological and a geophysical sur-
vey (dipole electromagnetic profiling, DEMP,
ground penetrating radar, GPR), soundings, and
square exposures in a 10 by 10 m grid system.
To investigate the extent of the Bronze Age
habitation 15 soundings were opened in KH-1,
while the area of the Islamic cemetery with KH-
2 and KH-3 was investigated by archaeological
and geophysical survey. Hand retrieval, dry siev-
ing and water flotation were employed for the
retrieval of the finds. Understandingly, the latter
was of vital importance to the recovery of
palacoenvironmental evidence (otoliths, fish
bones, pearls, date stones and grave pips) and
small-sized artefacts (debitage and metals).

THE GENERAL STRATIGRAPHY AT AL-KHIDR

In general, the sequence at Al-Khidr is com-
prised of six major deposits:

Anthropogenic strata from the Early to Middle
Bronze Age (Early to Middle Dilmun) and recent
times (1970s-1980s)

Various loose-sand sediments

Sediment of alternating layers of pure shells and
sandy-shelly strata

1 Study of the palaeoenvironment undertaken by Méria Hajnalovi (palaeoethnobotany) and Zora Miklikovi (archaeozoology) has been a key ele-
ment of the project. Mapping, survey, geophysics (Jan Tirpdk) and GIS (Martin Bartik), paired with conservation, restoration and mass-tailored IT

applications have been widely employed as well.
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Hardened calcareous sandy deposit resembling
pale grey sandstone Calcareous sandstone or
sand-rich limestone Groundwater and water-sat-
urated strata. The upper most layer of the strati-
graphical sequence starts with cultural strata a
top loose sandy sediments, sometimes with
thick hardened calcareous sandy deposit, with a
series of sand or sand/shell layers. The base of
the sequence is characterized either by sand-
stone, limestone or sterile layers of sand, which
continue below the groundwater table. Apart
from anthropogenic deposits, Dilmun finds
were recovered from also other types of
deposits as well. Dilmun pottery, transported by
bioturbation, was found in the sterile sand and
shell strata, which was especially evident in the
easternmost portion of KH-1 because of the
impact of tidal movements on the coastline
(south of KH-1 a major pottery fragment
appeared in the sediment of shells and sand).
Gravity and localized movement may explain
the discovery of Dilmun sherds beneath the cal-
careous and sandy deposits west of the ceme-
tery fence bordering the KH-3 mound.

DILMUN OCCUPATION OF KH-1

KH-1 is an inconspicuous, low mound stretch-
ing 150 m over a 30-40 m wide strip along the
western shore of the same-named shallow bay.
Remains of architecture spread across the sur-
face of the flat mound are visible to the naked
eye as stone alignments representing over-
ground walls or shallow foundations. Prior to
excavations in November 2004, the mound, only
sparsely vegetated by grasses, was covered by
sherds and fragments of stone, soapstone, and
metal artefacts. The in situ remains of six typical
intact Dilmun storage jars were visible on the
surface as articulated rings situated in buildings
and courtyards (Fig. 2). However, the spot had
strong evidence for recent and medieval habita-
tion, as well as evidence for military destruction
(foxholes and iron splitters) severely transform-
ing the Bronze Age contexts. The settlement
was excavated using a 10 by 10 m grid system
with baulks separating the opened squares.
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Excavations exposed the northern, central and
southern parts of KH-1 leaving the land in
between untouched. By 2007, an area of 616 m?2
in total had been unearthed (Fig. 3).

Stratigraphic evidence based on the stone archi-
tecture and associated finds (pottery and stamp
seals) suggests that the site has two or three dis-
tinct Early to Middle Dilmun occupation hori-
zons. The uppermost horizon is represented by
rectangular ground plans (Fig. 4). However,
making sense of individual buildings is compli-
cated by the massive rebuilding and refurbish-
ment that the original structures have gone
through (Fig. 5). The lowermost horizon is char-
acterised by irregular and oval ground plans
well preserved in the south and the north of the
mound (Fig. 6, 7). The horizon with oval ground
plans is from the uppermost horizon architec-
tures separated by anthropic shell strata (Fig. 8)
best preserved in the southern and central part
of the mound. Their origin is probably connect-
ed to the massive shell processing, representing
the middle occupation horizon at the site. The
presence of shell deposits at various spots of the
mound may also reflect secondary use of the
shell-rich material associated with the upper-
most horizon of architecture.

As mentioned above, the mound KH-1 yielded
two types of Dilmun stone structures. The better
retained masonries of the uppermost horizon
are preserved up to 80 cm high, which contrasts
significantly with the well preserved stonework
in the southwest of Failaka (find-spots F3, F6).
As seen both in the north and in the central area
of KH-1, we are dealing with small rectangular
spaces, possibly a part of a larger compound,
with storage vessels sunken into the lime-plas-
tered floor, which was preserved fragmentarily
along the walls and in corners. The architecture
is rich in finds, including substantial fragments
of pottery, bitumen objects, metal and stone
implements, and stamp seals. The stonework
from undressed local lime or sandstone was
built using bonding materials based on mixtures
of crushed rocks and water, gypsum (Hlozek,
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Gregerova 2005) and bitumen, but dry stone
techniques occur as well.

Refurbishment of interiors and adjacent spaces
are well documented in the northern and central
area of KH-1. Superimposed lime covered sur-
faces bordered by masonry were unearthed as
well as renewed interior flooring and capstones
of earlier storage jars. Excavations yielded an
underlying occupational layer from which other
storage jars were protruding. A fragment of
masonry with a walled-up door opening was
also uncovered (Fig. 9)

A good example of the second type of architec-
tural remains (lowermost horizon) is a horse-
shoe-shaped structure built using single row of
stones organised with their flat surfaces upwards

(Fig. 6).

The Dilmun settlement at Al-Khidr yielded a
wide range of finds. Apart from the red-ridged
ware and other pottery, 52 Dilmun stamp seals
and a cylinder seal, metal objects, soapstone
vessels fragments, knapped flint debitage and
tools, bitumen fragments with basketry and
cordage impressions, and some raw materials
(e.g., sulphur, hematite) were recorded.

The Dilmun pottery from KH-1 represents a var-
ied assemblage of hand-made and wheel-turned
forms. Typical are red-ridged storage jars found
in situ. Among smaller forms one finds jars,
some with sieve-necks, as well as pots, bowls,
plates, goblets, spouted pots, round footed
plates with finger impressions, and strainers.
Earthenware spindle-whorls and lids from
sherds occur as well. Pottery, yellow to red in
colour, is made from mineral and/or organic
tempered paste. Outer surfaces, ridged or
smooth, are often coated with red, pale and grey
slip although painting occurs as well.
Provisionally, the typological structure of the Al-
Khidr pottery may be compared with material
from find-spots F3 and F6 on Failaka (Hgjlund
1987), and assigned to the Early Dilmun and
Middle Dilmun (Kassite) periods.
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The circular Dilmun stamp seals are the most
spectacular artefacts from Al-Khidr. Similar to
Early Dilmun seals from Saar on Bahrain
(Crawford 2001) or F3 and F6 on Failaka
(Kjaerum 1983), the fifty-two stamp seals from
Al-Khidr, of which most seem to be made from
steatite, are circular in form. The side bearing
decoration is flat while the dome-shaped reverse
is drilled-through. The reverse is decorated with
simple parallel incisions and four dot-and-circle
ornaments. The obverse of the Al-Khidr Dilmun
seals is engraved with narrative or abstract dec-
oration. Depicted are finds human or divine fig-
ures, half-human-half-animal creatures, animal
figures (gazelle, bull, scorpion, snake, etc.), and
celestial bodies (sun, crescent, star). These fig-
ures are organized in scenes rendering, for
instance, seated humans drinking or playing a
four-string musical instrument, human and half-
human figures standing above a podium accom-
panied with monkeys and birds (Fig. 10). The
abstract designs represent simple decoration of
parallel lines, cross-shaped linear design,
hatched squares, and circular motifs, which
appear in circular composition. Apart from the
circular Dilmun stamp seals, a single cylinder
stamp of Ur III date with inscription (Ab-Gina,
sailor from a huge ship, the son of Ur-Abba;
reading by Rahman) appeared (Fig. 1D).

The metal objects from the Bronze Age deposits
at KH-1 were heavily corroded and mostly
severely fragmented. The assemblage consists of
finished objects but a few incomplete products
emerged as well. The Al-Khidr collection of
metal objects, the majority of which may well
represent copper (Sangmeister 2003; Heskel
2003; Weeks, Collerson 2005), is dominated by
implements of thick wire and thin rods, while
sheet and cast metal techniques are in minority.
Most abundant are fish-hooks and awls. The
fish-hooks typically with long shanks made from
round or hammered rods are found all across
the site. Together with palaeoenvironmental evi-
dence (see infra) they are indicative of fishing.
Both ends of the awls are usually pointed. A
handful of them have retained simple bone han-
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dles from bird and mammal bones. Copious
amounts of shells at the site pose a question:
whether the awls could have served to open the
shells and remove the meat of bivalves and gas-
tropods. Other metal artefacts represent two
tanged arrowheads, needles, a pair of tweezers,
and blades of knives and razors.

The settlement KH-1 has yielded a strong record
of soapstone industry. Although steatite vessels
occur here in large amounts, only very few sur-
vived as complete objects. Besides numerous
fragments of globular bowls, few spouts, a cylin-
drical vessel, a small square bowl, a strainer
fragment, and a knobbed lid appeared.
Typically, the smooth outer surface of the frag-
ments is decorated with incised rectilinear oma-
mentation and dot-and-circle motifs common in
the Early and Middle Dilmun period (Fig. 12).
Some steatite objects clearly suggest secondary
utilisation (so-called polishers from steatite
sherds). Tiny globular beads and pendants
made of steatite were also recovered, while a
biconical bead from camelian and a quartz bead
was found.

The chipped stone industry comprises both flint
and non-flint artefacts. Intact or crudely shaped
flint nodules, which may have been brought
from the mainland (Selabikhat), cores with sin-
gle and multiple platforms, finished tools, deb-
itage together with hammer-stones indicate on-
site production. The finished knapped flint tools
are rare. Preliminary studies indicate that the
assemblage contains notches, denticulates, cut-
ting tools, wedges and endscrapers. The non-
flint industry is represented by choppers, chop-
ping-tools, crushers and other heavy-duty tools
knapped from quartz and quartzrich rocks
(pebbles).

Bitumen finds from Al-Khidr rank among the
most abundant group of materials. Bitumen
occurs as blackish solid substance of apparently
varied nature according to added organic and
mineral matters. There are two types of bitumen
finds at the site. The first is represented by
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portable artefacts, while the second by non-
portable finds and bonding materials on stones
as well as layers of bituminous matrix in the
Dilmun strata. Among portable finds several
types of objects occur. This includes, for
instance, fragments of bitumen coated baskets,
stamp seal impressions (sealings), fragments
with impressions of cords and strings, construc-
tion coatings (bitumen with impressions of
reeds, palm tree leaves and trunks, planks),
coatings of house equipment and domestic
items (e.g., spindle-whorls), pottery with bitu-
men coatings, jar stoppers and bungs for pottery
reparation, personal ornaments such as beads,
and various bitumen lumps of unknown pur-
pose (Figs. 13, 14, 15). The immovable bitumen
remains are mostly represented by traces of
bitumen bonding material in buildings.
Furthermore, few bitumen lumps with barnacle
encrustation may represent fragments of protec-
tion coating of a Dilmun boat (Connan et. al.
2005: 21-66). Such interpretation would support
hypothesis that the Al-Khidr Bay served as
anchorage during the existence of the Dilmun
settlement.

SUBSISTENCE AND ENVIRONMENT

During three excavation seasons of KSAM at
KH-1 a large amount of animal remains, i.e.
bones, a tooth, otoliths and shells, has been col-
lected (Fig. 16). Despite the lack of detailed
analyses some preliminary information relevant
to the economy and environment of the Bronze
Age settlement of Al-Khidr are already available.
Preliminary assessments indicate that food pro-
duction at the site was strongly dependent on
marine resources. A similar subsistence strategy
has been observed also at other sites along the
Arabian Gulf coast (Beech 2004). The majority
of animal bone remains retrieved from Al-Khidr
comprised fish bones, clearly demonstrating the
importance of fishing for the inhabitants. At least
ten families of fishes and twelve species are pre-
sent including requiem sharks (Carcharhinidae),
sawfish (Pristidae), marine catfish (Aridae),
groupers (Serranidae), jacks/trevallies
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(Carangidae), grunts (Haemulidae), emperors
(Lethrinidae), seabream (Sparidae), parrotfish
(Scaridae) and barracudas (Sphyraenidae). Large
amounts of cormorant bones in some excava-
tion areas indicate that this bird contributed sig-
nificantly to diet of the inhabitants. The exploita-
tion of sea turtles, swimming crabs and cuttlefish
has been also recorded. Marine molluscs which
appear in large quantities at the site probably
made an important supplementary dietary con-
tribution, as well as provided items such as
pearls (Fig. 17) and other raw materials for ma-
king artefacts.

Apart from information on species identification,
archaeozoological data also produces insights
into the daily life of past societies, which could
not be otherwise revealed. At Al-Khidr, a num-
ber of large fish were caught suggesting that
fishing was camied out with a hook and line
(Fig. 18). Such a picture is also corroborated by
many metal fish-hooks found here. Analyses of
otoliths, small calcareous structures inside the
ear of fish (Fig. 19), carried out in cooperation
with the fisheries biologist Dr Mohsen Al-
Husaini from the Kuwaiti Institute for Scientific
Research, have provided important information
on seasonal activities at the site. Otoliths have
an incremental growth structure which can pro-
vide important information on seasonality (Fig.
20). This work suggests that fishing took place
mainly during the late spring and early summer,
from April to June. Regarding terrestrial mam-
mals, domestic species such as sheep (Ovis
aries), goat (Capra hircus) and cattle (Bos tau-
rus) occur. Animal husbandry, like nowadays,
provided the inhabitants with both primary
(meat, fat, bone, hide) and secondary products
(milk, draught power). The remains of wild
mammals are represented by the single find of a
gazelle bone. Together with sporadic finds of
gazelle and fox bones from the Dilmun settle-
ment in south-west Failaka, this can suggest that
some hunting my have been practiced.

In contrast with the relatively large amounts of
animal remains, the plant macroremains collect-
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ed from 869 archaebotanical samples, analysed
and studied during 2004-2007 fieldworks, are
strikingly sparse. Charred wild plants represent
60 seeds, which due to sample contamination
by identified modem intrusions (glass, tin foil)
are not necessarily associated with Bronze Age
contexts. As for crops, two charred grains of bar-
ley (cf. Hordeum sp.), and a single charred grain
of wild millet (Panicum turgidum), the prede-
cessor of broomcom millet and a common
species of present-day coastal habitats of
Failaka, were detected. Date palms (Phoenix
dactylifera) are indicated by charred stones and
their impressions in bitumenous mixtures and
pottery, which also bear evidence of date palm
wood and leaves. Similar unidentified species of
reeds (Phragmites sp. or Arundo sp.) have been
detected in bituminious material as well.

Like other seashore archaeological sites in the
Gulf, conditions for the preservation of plant
macroremains at KH-1 on Failaka seem to be
very unfavourable. Therefore, the forthcoming
results of the phytolith analysis (sampling done
in 2006) is hoped to shed some more light on
the plant use at this site on Dilmun world's
northern fringes.

CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

Several questions were posed at the beginning
of the research of Al-Khidr on Failaka concern-
ing chronology, extent, sources and function of
the site. By now, some of them are partially
answered or can be commented on. The forth-
coming analyses of acquired evidence will cer-
tainly bring new insights and may modify the
results presently at hand.

The mound Al-Khidr 1 (KH-1) was occupied by
two or three subsequent Dilmun settlements
during the first half of the second millennium
BC. This date is also corroborated by our newly
acquired 14C dates. The earliest of these settle-
ments was probably a seasonal fisherman settle-
ment, which left stone foundations of light struc-
tures built on the beach (oval and irregular lay-
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outs). Later, the spot may well have been used
for shell processing or/and as dumping area evi-
denced by the massive shell deposits. The latest
occupation of the mound, clearly with more
subphases, is represented by solid architectures
(rectangular layouts) accompanied by rich arti-
factual assemblage. At the moment, the latter can
be viewed as the most important part of Al-Khidr
Bronze Age history. The exposed architectural
remains do not seem to show the real planning
of the site and give an impression of outbuildings
rather than regular habitation places. As for
amount, the most striking finds from the site are
pottery storage jars with large volumes (original-
ly up-to 300 litres), Dilmun seals and soapstone
vessels. These facts together with natural anchor-
age at Al-Khidr and the well-known Dilmun mar-
itime trade may tumn to be decisive for further
interpretations of function of the site (a redistrib-
ution point?).

The mound KH-1 yielded evidence for fishing
and shellfish gathering (food?, pearling?) as well
as keeping of domestic livestock (sheep, goat,
and cattle). Currently questions as to whether
crops were locally cultivated or imported and
other materials like animal fodder or building
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Fig. 1: Al-Khidr, Failaka Island, Kuwait. General view of the site from the north with flat mound KH-1 on the shore and
conspicuous KH-2 in Islamic cemetery.

Fig. 2: Al-Khidr, Dilmun mound KH-1. Prior to excavations articulated sherds on the surface of KH-1 indicated Dilmun red-ridged
storage jars preserved in situ.
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Fig. 5: Dilmun mound KH-1. Superimposed walls and storage jars of architectures documenting rebuilding and refurbishments
within the upper horizon occupation, northern part of the mound.




Al-Khidr on Failaka Island

L I N e e e o

Fig. 7: Dilmun mound KH-1. Rectangular architecture of the uppermost horizon and oval-like ground Plan of the lowermost horizon
(upper-right comer of the picture) in northemn part of the mound.
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Fig. 9: Dilmun mound KH-1. A walled-up door opening in stone masonry of the uppermost horizon and storage jar covered by stones
in central part of the mound.

Fig. 10: Dilmun stamp seal with its impression from KH-1.
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Fig. 11: Impression of Ur I cylinder seal (diameter 1.9 cm, Fig. 12: Dot-and-circle and linear decoration of a large steatite
height 3.9 cm) found at KH-1. bowl found at KH-1 (scale bar = 1 cm).

Fig. 13: Fragment of a bitumen coated vessel, probably a cup, Fig. 14: A complete sealing made of bitumen (2.3 by 2.4 cm)
made of plaited palm-leaf strips (base 7 by 7 cm). with impression of a Dilmun stamp seal found at KH-1.
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Fig. 15: Cordage wound around palm wood and lined with bitu- Fig. 16: Bumed and unbumed mammal, bird and fish bones
men (8 by 9.1 cm) provides evidence of a larger construction. retrieved from dry sieving at the site.
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Fig. 17: Beautiful specimens of
pearls were found in water
flotation heavy residue fractions.

Fig. 18: Large
shark vertebras
(scale bar = 1 cm).

Fig. 19: Otoliths of marine catfish (Arius sp.) selected for Fig. 20: Reading the thin-sections of otoliths from KH-1 in the
analysis (scale bar = 1cm). Kuwaiti Institute for Scientific Research.
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This paper covers the presentation and some observations on a group of finds, consisting of rims
and handles of various plates, megarian bowls, lamps and figurines, presumably found at
Diizce/Uskiibii-Konuarlp in 1957. The ancient site at Diizce/Uskiibii-Konuralp, identified as the
Prusias ad Hypium, an ancient city of the Bithynia region in Antiquity. The ancient site lies approx-
imately 8 km north of the modem district centre of Diizce. Even though the initial foundation date
of the town is not precisely known, there are some remains that date back to the 5 century BC.
The golden age of the city was during the 2nd century AD; its location in a rich and fertile environ-
ment and proximity to the main road system must have triggered its development. Most of the finds
under concemn here are of African Red Slip Ware and Pontus Sigillata groups, though some of the

finds indicate the presence of a local sigillata production centre somewhere in the region.

GIRIS

Diizce/Usktibii-Konuralp, antik ¢agda Prusias ad
Hypium olarak amlan ve Bithynia Bolgesinde
bulunan bir antik yerlesimdir. Yerlesme giinii-
miizde Diizce ilgesinin 8 km. kadar kuzeyinde
yer alir. Bithynia Krali I. Prusias’a kadar Kieron
adiyla amilan kentin kesin kurulus tarihi belli de-
gildir (Zeyrek, Baran-Celik 2005: 14). Bununla
beraber kentin altin ¢agi MS 2. yy. olarak kabul
edilir. Verimli topraklar ve ana yollarin tizerinde
yer almasi, kuskusuz bu gelisimde etken olmus-
tur (Lenger 1996: 1-6; Zeyrek, Baran-Celik 2005:
30-31).

Bolgede 1768'den itibaren 1985 yilina kadar ge-
sitli aragtirmacilar yiizey arastirmasi ve kisa siire-
i kazi calismalan gergeklestirmigtir (Lenger
1996: 7-8; Zeyrek, Baran-Celik 2005: 24-25). Bu-
nunla beraber, bu makalenin konusunu tegkil
eden ve halen Istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat Fa-
kiltesi Prehistorya Anabilim Dali Laboratua-
r’'nda korunan timi pismis topraktan yapilmig
buluntulanin, 1957 yiinda Diizce/Uskiibii-Ko-
nuralp’te yapilmug bir ylizey arastmasinda bu-
lundugu anlagilmakla birlikte, eserlerin bulunus
sekilleri ve ylizey aragtirmasint yapanin kimligi

* Istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Arkeoloji Boliimii, Kiasik Arkeoloji Anabilim Dali, 34139 Beyazit, Istanbul, Tirkiye. cokays@istanbul.edu.tr
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belirsizdir. S6z konusu koleksiyonda gesitli ta-
baklarin agiz ve kulp pargalarn ile megara kise-
lerine, kandil ve figiirinlere ait parcalar bulun-
maktadir. Bu buluntular agagida formlanna gére
gruplandirilarak degerlendirilmistir.1

TABAKLAR (Kat.No: 1-76):

Diizce pismis toprak buluntular arasinda sayisal
yonden en genis grubu bezemeli kulplara sahip
tabaklar olusturur. Bunlar i¢inde kabaca iki grup
ayurt edilebilir. Gruplardan ilki figtirlii sahnelerle
bezenmis ve agiz kenan ile kismen kulbu ta-
mamlanabilen bir tabak (no.6) (Res.4), 9 kulp
atact (no.1-5, 7-10), 28 agiz kenan (no.11-37) ve
bir adet tondo parc¢asini (no.38) igerir. Parcalarin
hemen hepsi genis agiz kenari, sig gévde ve al-
¢ak kaideli oval tabaklara aittir. Aynica agiz ke-
nart boyunca devam eden friz seklinde bezeme
vardir (Ciz.1). Parcalar, profil ve bezeme agisin-
dan birbiriyle benzer, fakat ol¢iiler ve hamur ya-
pist farkli tabaklann sz konusu oldugunu gos-
terir.

Eserlere betimleri agisindan yaklastigimizda be-
zemelerin ¢ogunun Dionysos ve Dionysos ala-
yiyla ilgili oldugu dikkati ¢eker. Tanrimun kendi-
sinin betimlendigi bir tondo pargast bulunmakla
beraber (Res.1), diger motiflerde ¢ogunluk tiyat-
ro masklan, erkek ve kadin baglar, aulos ve tef
calan erkek figiirleri, geyik parcalayan panterler,
yaban domuzlan, horoz ve belki keklikler, agag-
lar ile yapilardan olusur.

Yukanida stralanan ve katalogda tanimlanan 6r-
neklerde bezeme semasi, metal ve pismis top-
raktan yapilmig, hem yuvarlak hem de oval ta-
baklarda yaklasik MO 1. yy.’dan MS 4. yy.’a dek
uygulanmustir (Orn. Gaitzch, Keochaakian 1999:
143-144; Van Bothmer 1984: 68).

Benzer bezemeye sahip ve MS 1. yy.a tarihle-
nen glimiis tabaklar i¢inde en gorkemlilerinden
biri Bizerte tabadi adiyla taninan eserdir
(Gauckler 1895: 77-94; Van Pritwitz 1997: 177-
195; Sobottka-Braun 1997: 196-201). Bizerte sa-
hilinde bulunmus bu tabagin kulplarinda Diony-
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sos onuruna bir kurban téreni betimlenmistir.
Asil sahnenin altinda ikinci bir friz daha vardur ki
burada da avlanan hayvanlar ve sepetler gortl-
mektedir. Kdsenin adiz kenarn boyunca devam
eden frizde de tiyatro masklan, oturan ve ayak-
ta duran figirler mevcuttur. Diizce’deki figiirla
kulplarnn altinda, Bizerte tabaginda oldugu gibi
asil sahneden aynlmg ikinci bir friz bulunma-
maktadir, ancak, Diizce no.1’deki gibi (Res.2)
kose voliitleri icinde satyr baglari yer alir. Benzer
sekilde, Bizerte tabagi ve Diizce no. 1’de aulos
calan silenos ile sahnelerde betimlenmis agaglar
da birbirini andirir. Thyrsos motifi de iki 6rnek-
te ortak olan noktalardan biridir.

Diizce buluntular pismis toprak ¢rmeklerle kar-
stlagtirildiginda Gslup agisindan daha benzer 6r-
nekler ile karsilasilir. Omegin bugiin Roma’da
korunan bir dikdortgen tabak iizerindeki ¢ogu
motif Diizce tabaklarindakilerle ortligiir. Tiyatro
masklari, bunlann 6niinde yer alan taenia sarilt
thyrsoslar, yapilar, geyik parcalayan aslan, ya-
ban domuzu ve aga¢ motifleri tislupsal anlamda
birbirine benzer. Domus Aurea’da bulunmusg ta-
bak ve tepsi parcalarini bezeyen motifler de, ge-
rek Roma’dakilerle gerekse Diizce tabaklaninda-
kilerle ortiigiir (Toynbee 1957, 18-22).

Analojiler Afrika sigillatalan arasinda degerlendi-
rilmektedir. Afrika sigillatalan MO 1.yy. sonun-
dan MS 7. yy.’a kadar tretilmis ve Akdeniz diin-
yasinda oldukga revag bulmusg bir keramik gru-
budur (Hayes 1972: 13-18). Onciilii Italyan terra
sigillatalarindan etkilenen bu grubun asil {iretim
yerinin Tunus oldugu disiiniilmektedir. Diizce
buluntularindan ikisi dikdortgen form ve agiz
profili agisindan Afrika sigillatalant grubundan
Hayes Form 25 olarak bilinen tipe uyar. Hayes,
bu form icin tarihi kesinlestirememekle birlikte
MS 2. yy.1 Onerir (Hayes 1972: 49). Toynbee’nin
verdigi 6rnekler de bu tarihe uyar. Bu baglamda
Diizce tabaklan igin aym tarihi 6nermek miim-
kiinddir.

Gerek kulplarda, gerekse onlarin altindaki frizde
yer alan betimlerin Dionysos ile baglantili olma-
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st ayrica dikkat gekicidir. Ornegin no.1’de muh-
temelen Dionysos’un yaninda kendinden geger-
cesine dans eden bir maenad ve sahnenin diger
yaninda onlan izleyen bir satyr bulunmaktadir.
Grup birgok vazo ve lahitte daha fazla figiiriin
arasinda betimlenmistir. Diger Diizce drneginde
(no.3) ise bir mask karsisinda ayakta duran ve
sunu yapan bir erkek, belki bir oyuncu vardir
(Res.3). Asil sahne altindaki frizde yer alan be-
timler de, cogu kez tiyatro masklar, panter, ge-
yik gibi Dionysos’la baglantili figiirlerden olugur.
Boylece Toynbee’'nin de belirttigi gibi bu tabak
parcalaninun rittiel-dini bir iglev yiiklendigi diisti-
nilebilir (Toynbee 1957, 22).

Bunlann yan sira, Diizce buluntularinin da me-
tal eserlerden kopyalandig1 gozlemlenmektedir.
Uzerlerindeki motifler bazi émeklerde belirgin-
dir, ancak kimisinde son derece ylizeysel olma-
sindan dolay: detaylar takip edilememektedir.
Bu durum, eserin uzun siire kullanimindan ¢ok,
kalibmnin uzun stire kullanidldigini g6stermekte-
dir. Ayrica, Diizce malzemesi arasinda birbirin-
den ¢ok farkli hamur ve astar yapisina sahip par-
¢a bir arada bulunmaktadir. Ayni bezeme sema-
sina, ancak farkli hamur ve astar rengine sahip
iki ornek arasinda (no.6 ve 24) yapilan bir kar-
silagtirma, olasilikla ¢omlekginin daha kaliteli ve
ince iscilige sahip bir 6drnekten kalip alarak da-
ha yiizeysel bezemeli olan tabagi yaptigi (da)
ortaya koyar (Res.4-5).

Diizce’de bulunmug pismis toprak tabaklarn
ikinci grubunu bitkisel bezemeli kulplara sahip
ornekler olusturur. Bu kulp ve govde parcalan
da oval tabaklara ait olup (no.39-57), voliitler ve
bunlarin arasinda kismen bitkisel motiflerle veya
noktalarla yapilmis bezemeye sahiptir (Res.6).
Orneklerden ikisi muhtemelen ayni tabaga ait
olmalidir (no.39-40). Her ikisinde de agiz kena-
rinda noktal bir silme uzanir. Tabadin oval bigi-
mi boyunca g yiv agiz kenan ile kise baglanti-
siu hareketlendirir. Kulpta ise birbirinden biraz
uzakta iki yana agilan volitler bulunmaktadir.
Voliitlerin ortasinda kalan alana noktalarla yapil-
mis bir bezeme eklenmistir. Bu tabaklardan bi-
raz daha iyi korunagelmis olaninda i¢ yiizeyde
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de bezemeye yer verildigi anlasilmaktadir. An-
cak motifin ne oldugunu belirlemek oldukga
guctiir (Res.6; Ciz.2).

Ayni bezeme semasina sahip diger 6rmeklerde,
voliitler arasindaki motif biraz daha belirgindir.
Bunlarda yatay bir ¢izgi ve bunun biraz yukari-
sinda iki ucu ¢izginin uclaryla birlegen bir yay,
bu yayin tistiinde ve ¢izginin altinda noktali ro-
zetler ya da birbirinin icinden ¢ikan iki yaprak
gortliir. Yaymn iki kenarnnda, uglarinda birer
yaprak bulunan iki dal uzanir (Res.7). Bu grup-
tan oldugu anlagilan voliit pargalarinda, vokiitle-
rin ucundan sarkan dallar ve bunlarin da ucun-
da ii¢ yaprakli motifler vardur.

Inceledigimiz eserler icerisinde iki érnek istisna
teskil eder. Bunlardan birinde (no. 47) kulp, bi-
ri daha kuigtik olan iki voliit igerir. Biiyiik voliit-
ler 6nceki dmeklerde oldugu gibi kenarda degil-
dir. Kulbun ucuna dogru gelerek adeta birlesir-
ler. Hemen altlarindaki iki rozet bir ¢erceve ile
sinirlanmugtir (Res.8). Diger Ornekte ise voliit
yoktur (no. 46). Onun yerine iki kenardan gelen
iki yay ortada birlesmektedir. Yaylarin birlestigi
orta kisimda tiggenimsi bir alan birakilarak bura-
ya bir rozet motifi eklenmigtir. Yaylarin olustur-
dugu cercevenin icinde kalan alanda da rozetler
gorilmektedir (Res.9).

Mevcut ornekler arasinda, agiz kenan boyunca
devam eden boncuk bezemeli ve voliithi olanlar
biiytik olasiikla Pontus sigillatalar1 grubuna ait-
tir. Bu sigillata grubu da yine ilk kez Hayes tara-
findan tanumlanmis olup (Hayes 1985: 92-96),
orneklerin ¢ogunlugu Giiney Rusya, Karadeniz
ve Bithynia’dan gelmektedir (Zhuranlev 2000:
152). Son yapian aragtirmalarla elliden fazla
form c¢esidinin oldugu saptanmistir (Zhuranlev
2000: 154; Knipovic 1952: 289-326). Diizce’deki
tabaklarin benzerleri Knipovi¢'in Tip 19 (M) ola-
rak belirledigi tipe girmektedir ve MS 2.-3. yy.’a
tarihlenmektedir (Knipovic 1952: 306-307).

Yukanda siralanan iki biiyiik gruptan farkli ola-
rak, s6z konusu malzeme icinde agiz kenan bo-
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yunca dil motifinin uygulandig1 bes adet tabak
pargast (no.49, 70-73) ve giyos motifi iceren iki
adet tabak parcast daha mevcuttur (no.68-69).
Dil motifli olanlardan biri (no.72) dikdortgen bir
tabaZa aittir. Tam kenar kismundan kinlmus olan
parcada bir palmetin iki yaprag: kismen koruna-
gelmigtir (Res.10). Ince cidarh ve kaliteli astarls
parcanin form yoniinden benzerleri Ephesos’ta
bulunmustur (Zabehlicy-Scheffenegger 1996: 41-
46) ve MO 1.-MS 1. yy.lara tarihlenmislerdir
(Zabehlicy-Scheffenegger 1996: 45). Diizce bu-
luntusu da, mevcut pargalar iginde Uslup ve tek-
nigi agisindan digerlerinden erken bir déneme
ait oldugu izlenimi uyandirir. Ancak tam bir ben-
zerinin bulunamamig olmasi ve tarihlemeyi be-
lirleyecek bir kriterin yoklugu kesin bir ifadeden
kaginmayi gerekli kilmaktadir.

Dil motifli diger émekler oval ya da yuvarlak ta-
baklara ait pargalardir. Bir kulp pargasinda ise
dil motifi iki yay arasina yerlestirilmigtir (no.58).
flging olan husus, parcanin alt kismunda goriilen
ayagin, beklenenin tersine, hafifce icbtikey bir
yay cizmesidir. Bu durumda tabagin digerleri gi-
bi diiz ya da oval degil, fakat altigen bir forma
sahip oldugu diisiintilebilir (Res.11; Ciz. 3).

Istanbul Universitesi Prehistorya Anabilim Da-
I'nda korunan ve yukanda agiklanan bezemeli
kulplara sahip tabaklar, Yunan geleneginde oldu-
gu gibi, yemegin adeta bir téren havasinda gecti-
gi Roma diinyasinda sevilerek kullanilmugtir. Bir
Roma yemek masast gesitli biyikliklerde servis
tabaklan (genis olanlar: Lances-Lat., kiigiik ve s1§
olanlar: Scutellae-Lat.), tuzluk, biberlik ve cesitli
sos kaplanindan olugsmaktayd: (Strong 1966: 128;
Hilgers 1969: 65-67, 206-209). Tabaklar buyiiklik
ve formlarna bagli olarak cesitli yiyecekler icin
kullanilmugtir (Strong 1966: 128). Yemek takimla-
rinda, genellikle kiselerin agiz kenarlannda ve
kulplarda kabartma bezemeler yer almaktaydi.
Benzer sekilde sos kaplarinin kulplant da bezeni-
yordu. Yunan ve Roma diinyasindaki giimis ta-
baklan inceleyen Strong, MO 1l.yy.da daha ¢ok
yuvarlak tabaklann kullanddigindan bahseder
(Strong 1966: 148). Bunlarin kulp panelleri kabart-
malarla bezenmigtir. MS 2. yy.’dan sonra ise oval
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tabaklar goriilmeye baglar. Bunlarda kulplar, be-
zemeli panelleriyle tabagin iki kisa kenarna bag-
lantr. Ancak bu tip kulplara sahip tabaklar MS 3.
yy.'dan sonra kaybolmus ve yerini boncuk kenar-
It tabaklar almugtir (Strong 1966: 171).

II. Kartaca Savasr'ndan sonra dogunun zenginli-
giyle karsilasan Romaldar igin, bu tarihten sonra
glimils yemek takimlar sofralarmin vazgegcilmez
bir pargasi olsa gerek. Bunlann bazilarimn pres-
tij egyast oldugu ve dini torenlerde de kullani-
diklan bilinmektedir (Baratte 1986). MO 1.
yy.’da Pompei ve Herculaneum’da bulunanlar
ya da ani baskinlardan kurtarmak icin gizlenmis
gosterisli yemek takimlan (Shelton 1981: 11), ka-
baca MO 1. yy.’dan, MS 6. yy.n ilk yansina ka-
dar genis bir zamana tarihlenen gesitli hazineler-
le giin s1gina ¢lkoustir (Shelton 1981; Painter
2001, Mildenhall Treasure 1947). Bu gorkemli
yemek takimlarimin  zaman zaman cam
(Fremersdorf 1967: taf. 22,23) ve pismis toprak
kopyalannin da yapidig: bilinmektedir (Franken
1997: 31-40; Kogler, Mandel 2004, 100-101;
Walters 1908: 67-68; Elderkin 1934: 51, fig.5).
Ozellikle MS 2. yy.’dan itibaren oval ya da dik-
dértgen tabaklann bezemeli kulp atact ve agiz
kenarina sahip pismis topraktan Ormekleri
onemli sigillata atolyeleri bulunan Italya, Afrika
ve Rusya’dan bilinmektedir.

Bu baglamda, Diizce’de bulunan tabaklar iki
noktada onem kazanir. Bunlardan ilki, figtirli
bezemeye sahip kulp ve agiz pargalaninin, icer-
digi Dionysiak tasvirler nedeniyle, glimiis 6rnek-
lerde gorildiigu gibi propaganda amagh degil,
ama dinsel amagclt bir islevi yiiklenme olasiligi-
dir. Digeri ise, mevcut malzemenin civarda bir
sigillata {iretimi yapan merkezin bir zamanlar var
oldugu izlenimini uyandirmasidr. '

MEGARA KASELERI (Kat.No: 78-83):

Calismanin konusunu tegkil eden pismis toprak
buluntular arasinda alt: adet megara kisesi par-
cast bulunur. Bunlar birbirlerinden oldukga fark-
1 hamur ve astar 6zelliklerine sahiptir. Bezeme-
ler agisindan da tam benzerleri bulunamamig ol-
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makla beraber, bir 6rmege (n0.78) (Res.12) yakin
bezeme Atina’da gorilmektedir. Bilindigi gibi
Hellenistik donemde 6nemli bir tiretici olan Ati-
na’da Megara kaseleri MO 3. yy.n son geyregin-
de ortaya cikar (Rotroff 1982: 6). Diizce bulun-
tusuna benzeyen érek ise MO 2. yy.in ikinci
ceyregine tarihlenir (Rotroff 1982: 35).

SIGILLATA KALIBI (Kat.No: 77):

Diizce buluntulan arasinda yer alan tek bir 6r-
nek (no.77), terra sigillata kalibi olarak 6zel bir
Oneme sahiptir (Res.13 a-b). Halka kaideli olan
kalibin ancak dip kismu giiniimiize gelebilmistir.
Kalibin dis yliziinde cark izleri segilebilir. Ancak
damgayla yapilan bezemelerin oldugu i¢ kisim-
da herhangi bir ¢ark izi yoktur. Kisenin iginde
merkezde muhtemelen dort kollu bir yildiz yer
alir. Yildizin 1smlan arasinda noktalar, bunun di-
sinda ise Ui¢ adet kalp/yaprak bezemesi bulunur.
Bezemelerdeki 6zensizlik bu kalib1 bir deneme
Ornegi olarak yorumlamamiza yol agmaktadir.

KANDILLER (Kat.No. 85-93):

1957 yilt Diizce buluntulan arasmda pismis top-
rak kandillere ait toplam dokuz adet kulp, dis-
kus ve burun pargalan vardir. Uc kulpta damar-
lar1 son derece belirgin asma yapraklan goriliir
(n0.87-89). iki émekte yapraklarin damarlari be-
lirgindir. Uglincii bir kulpta da yaprak betimlen-
mistir, ancak damarlar 6ncekilere oranla ¢ok da-
ha sematizedir (n0.86). Pigmis topraktan olanlar
kadar, metal kandillerin kulplarinda da kullani-
lan yaprak formlu ataglarin yaygmhg: sebebiyle
tarih agisindan kesin bir sonuca varmak zordur.
Bununla beraber, iki kulp par¢ast Pergamon’da
bulunan ve MS 1.-2. yy.'lara tarihlenen bir grup-
taki 6mekleri andirir (Heimerl 2001: 52, lev.4,
no. 116-117; Walters 1914: 72, no.485; 123,
n0.816) (Res.14). Diizce’de bulunmus diger bir
kulp par¢asinda ise muhtemelen bir kartal figii-
ri yer alir (Walters 1914: 135, n0.886).

Diskus ve omuz pargasmnda muhtemel bir pala-
mut ¢elengi betimlenmistir (n0.92). Cesitli bitki-
lerden olusan gelenklerin kandiller {izerinde se-
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vilerek kullanuldigy, yaygmn bir sekilde MS 1. ve
2. yy’larda gorildikleri bilinmektedir (Bailey
1980: 88). Diizce 6megi ise yapragindaki kanal-
lar sebebiyle British Museum’da korunan ve MS
1.yy.m 3. ¢ceyregine tarihlenen bir 6rnegi andirir
(Bailey 1980: 191, no.Q 971).

Benzer sekilde deniz kabugu betimli diskus
(n0.93), Roma diinyasinda kandillerde sevilerek
kullanilmustir (Bailey 1980: 84). Bire bir benzeri
bulunamamustir, Bununla birlikte benzerlerinin
genis bir cografyada ve uzun siire boyunca kul-
lanilmasi, eserin tarihlendirmesini gliglestirmek-
tedir.

FIGURINLER (Kat.No: 94-96):

Calismamizin konusunu teskil eden buluntular
arasinda bir adet figtirin ve iki adet figiirin par-
¢as1 da yer alir. Figtirinlerden biri bir Ion baghg:-
ni temsil etmektedir (n0.94). Bagligin iki voliitii
belirgindir. Volitler arasmda kalan ve yumurta
dizisi olmasi gereken kisimda ise sematik bir uy-
gulama soz konusudur. Voliitlerin ve baghgin
izerinde yine sematik abakus kismi bulunur. Ar-
ka ytizde ise muhtemelen bir yere monte edil-
mesini saglayacak dikdortgen cukurluk yapil-
mugstir (Res.15 a-b).

Bu eserin tipki benzeri olan iki buluntu bugilin
British Museum’da korunmaktadir. Kuzey Yuna-
nistan veya Karadeniz’den geldikleri bildirilen,
ancak buluntu yerleri belli olmayan her iki 6r-
nek de Diizce figiiriniyle Ortislir. British Muse-
um’daki eserler MO 2. yy.a tarihlenmistir ve
Kybele'nin betimlendigi bir Myrina levhasinda
benzer baglhigin bulundugu belirtilmektedir
(Burn-Higgins 2001: 95, lev.39, 2212-2213). Bu
eser L. Summerer tarafindan Amisos buluntulan
arasinda, Istanbul Arkeoloji Miizelerinden (Bur-
sa'dan) ve Briiksel Musees d’Art et d’Histoi-
re’den (Samsun’dan) benzer iki 6rnekle beraber
degerlendirilmigtir (Summerer 1999: 87, 191,
taf.33, A V 1-3). Her ii¢ 6rnegin de benzerlikleri
aciktir, ancak bunlardan British Museum’da ko-
runanla Diizce buluntusu aynt kaliptan alinmig
eserlerdir.
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Diger bir figiirin parcast olasilikla bir erkege ait
bas parcasidir (n0.95). Gozler fazla derinde de-
gildir ancak, st gbzkapag ve iris son derece ba-
sanli bir sekilde verilmistir. Kag hattt belirgin ve
burna yakin olan kistmda dikey cizgiler halinde
gosterilmistir. Benzeri bulunamamis olmasina
ragmen, kaliteli hamur ve astan eseri Pergamon
orneklerine yaklastirir. Bir bagka figlirin parca-
sinda ise hafifce sola dontik bir bas betimlenmis-
tir (n0.96). Aln1 genis, burnu belirgin ve yanak-
lar1 dolgun olan bu bag olduk¢a agmnmustir. An-
cak arkasindaki alanin sigligi, bir keramik iize-
rinde aplik olarak kullandmis olabilecegini de
distindiirmektedir.

Diizce buluntulan arasinda dort adet disk de bu-
lunmaktadir (no.100). Bunlarda herhangi bir de-
lik ya da aplikasyon izi bulunmadig; i¢in, oyun-
cak islevli bir araba tekerlegi olmasi diistiniile-
mez (Res.16 a-b). Oyun tast veya kapak iglevli
olabilir. Bir baska disk iizerinde kivrilarak sola
yonelmig bir yilan betimlenmigtir (n0.99). Yila-
nin pullan, bag ve agiz aynintdan belirgindir. Ve-
rev cizgilerden olugan iki sira bant diskin etrafi-
n1 ¢evirmis olmalidir. Bu bantlardan biri Gizerin-
de, muhtemelen asmak icin agilmig bir ip deligi
mevcuttur. Ancak eserin tim olmamasindan do-
lay1 daha fazla yorum yapmak miimkiin goriin-
memektedir (Res.17).

Bugiin fstanbul Universitesi Prehistorya Anabi-
lim Dali Laboratuan Koleksiyonunda korunan
ve 1957 yilinda yapilan bir ylizey aragtirmasinda
bulunmus olan malzeme, formlan, cesitliligi ve
bezemeleri acgisindan olduk¢a onemlidir. Ancak,
bunlarin ne sekilde ve kim tarafindan bulundu-
gunun bilinmemesi ise biiylik bir talihsizliktir.
Bu baglamda Diizce buluntulanna genel olarak
bakildiginda MO 1.-MS 3. yy. arasina tarihlendik-
leri goriiliir. Yukanda agiklandi@s gibi, olasiikla
daha kaliteli parcadan kalip alinarak tekrarlan-
mus nispeten yizeysel bir 6mek ile bir terra si-
gillata kalibi, civarda terra sigillata {reten bir
atdlyenin bir zamanlar varoldugu sonucuna
ulastirmasi acisindan Ozellikle 6nemlidir. Bu-
nunla birikte, diger buluntulann yerel mi yoksa
ithal mi oldugu sorusu bolgede yapilacak yeni
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arastumalarla cevaplanabilecektir.
KATALOG

No: 1 (Res.2)

Adl: Oval tabak kulp ve agiz parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8, 10 R 5/8 astar. lyi elenmis,
cok az kire¢ ve mika katkili. Iyi pigmis, yiizeyi
puruzstiz, sert.

Tarum: Kulp atagindaki sahne iki koseden birer
keci boynuzuyla sinirlanmis. Bunun stiinde vo-
litler arasinda yine tiyatro masklan. Bir zemin
cizgisi iizerinde yer alan ana sahnenin en solun-
da, dalinda bir tintinnabulum asih bir agac.
Onun yaninda sola yonelik ayakta bir kadimn fi-
giirli. Kollarint ileri dogru uzatmug, dans eder po-
zisyonda betimlenmis. Kadinmn arkasinda ve
sahnenin merkezinde sola yonelik ayakta bir er-
kek figiirii. Sag kolunu ileri dogru uzatmus, sol
kolunda bir asa tasimakta. Bu figlirin arkasinda
sola dogru bir bacaguu ileri atarak hamle eden
bir erkek figiirii. Bu figlir de elinde uzunca bir
asa tagimakta. Arkasinda bir agag govdesi. Kulp
atacinin altindaki frizde soldan saga sirastyla: so-
la yonelik bir erkek, bir bitki, saga yonelik pan-
ter, elinde tef tutan saga yonelik bir erkek, saga
doniik tiyatro maski, thyrsos sopasina baglh ta-
enia, saga yonelik flat ¢alan bir erkek, tizerinde
bir tabak, bir oinokhoe ve sivri dipli kdse bulu-
nan ¢ ayakh bir masa, saga doniik ¢omelerek
muhtemelen bir domuzu ayaklarindan yakala-
mus bir erkek, belirsiz bir motif, bir stituna yas-
lanmus sola yonelik bir kadin, bir stitun.

No: 2 (Giz.1)

Adi: Oval tabak kulp ve agiz parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. lyi elenmis,
katkisiz. lyi pismis, ylizeyi plriizsiiz, sert.
Tamm: Kulp ataginda voliit, icinde noktali rozet.
Alt kdsede belli belirsiz sola yonelik panter. Ust-
te saga donik tiyatro maski. Tabagin etrafiu
cevreleyen frizde soldan saga sirastyla: saga yo-
nelik bir geyigin 6n kismi, saga donik tiyatro
maski, taenia bagli thyrsos sopasi, saga yonelik
keci, sola yonelik kurt.

No: 3 (Res.3)

Adi: Kulp parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. lyi elenmis,
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katkisiz. Iyi pismis, ylizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tarum: Solda taenia pargasi. Bunun yaninda, vii-
cudu cepheden, bagi sag profilden betimlenmis
ayakta giyimli bir erkek. Himationu sag omzunu
acikta birakiyor. Sag kol serbestge asagi sarkik,
sag elinde bir dal tutmakta. Sol kolunu dirsekten
kivirmug, sag elinde bir kise. Yerde bir sunak.
Hemen karsinda sakalli bir tiyatro maski. Mask-
la erkek arasinda taenia sarili thyrsos. Maskin al-
tinda sola yonelik bir ke¢inin bag ve boynu.
No: 4

Ad: Oval tabak kulp ve agiz parc.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. lyi elenmis,
katkisiz. Iyi pismis, ylizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tanum: Ata¢ pargasinda Ustte volitler, ortasinda
noktali rozet. Voliter altinda saga yonelik otu-
ran panter. Alt frizde soldan saga ti¢ siitunlu ?)
bir yapy, iki dalli ve budakli bir agag, saga yone-
lik kosan bir panter. Kargisinda bir yaban domu-
zunun bas kismu.

No: 5

Adr: Oval tabak kulp ve agiz parg.

Hamur: 5 YR 6/6, 10 R 5/8 astar. lyi elenmis, kat-
kisiz. lyi pismis, yiizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.

Tanim: Kulp ataginda belli belirsiz kdgede tiyat-
ro maski saglar, olasilikli yaygin dalli bir agac,
saga yonelik oturan panter. Atag altindaki frizde
soldan saga tiyatro maski, belirsiz motif, kemer-
li bir yap icinde ayakta bir figiir.

No: 6 (Res.4, 5)

Adt: Oval tabak parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. lyi elenmis,
katkisiz. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi plriizsiiz, sert.
Tarum: Kirk kinga uyan Ui¢ par¢a halinde, beze-
meler oldukea ytizeysel. Atag¢ kismindan ¢ok kii-
¢ik bir parca korunagelmis. Alt frizde sagdan
sola saga kogsan yaban kegisi, belirsiz, sakalli ti-
yatro maski, taenia bagl thyrsos, saga yonelik
yaban domuzu, bir agag, bir hayvanin govdesi-
nin alt kism, belirsiz, sola yonelik kadin bast, bir
daire, sola yonelik aslan, bitkisel bir motif, saga
yonelik sphenks, saga yonelik kosan bir hayvan.
No: 7

Adt: Kulp parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. Iyi elenmis,
katkisiz. yi pismis, yiizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tarmum: Gok kiclk bir kismu korunagelmis atag
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pargasinda saga yonelik ileri uzattudi ellerinde
bir asa tutan muhtemelen sakall: bir erkek, kar-
sisinda saga doniik kadin bast.

No: 8

Ad: Kulp parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. lyi elenmis,
katkisiz. lyi pismis, yiizeyi ptiriizsiiz, sert.
Tanum: Cok kugtik bir kismu korunagelmis par-
¢ada taenia sartl thyrsosun bir kismu, sola déniik
tiyatro maski, arkada volit.

No: 9

Adr: Kulp parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 6/8 astar. lyi elenmis,
katkisiz. Iyi pismis, ylizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tarum: Cok kigtk bir kismu korunagelmis atag
pargasinda kargiikli uglan ti¢ noktayla cicek
seklinde sinirlandinlmug dallar altinda saga yone-
lik yunus. ‘

No: 10

Adi: Dz tabak kulp parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. Iyi elenmis,
katkisiz. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi piirizsiiz, sert.
Tanum: Alttan iki yivle simrlandinlmig atag parca-
sinda ug ve govdesinde yapraklar bulunan ince
dallar.

No: 11

Adi: Tabak agiz ve dip parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. lyi elenmis,
katkisiz. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tanum: Frizde soldan saga sirasiyla saga yonelik,
basuu geriye gevirmis ati sagrisindan yakalamis
aslan, aga¢ govdesi, saga yonelik sakall tiyatro
maski, taenia bagli thyrsos.

No: 12

Adi: Tabak ag1z parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. lyi elenmis,
katkisiz. Iyi pismis, ylizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tarum: Frizde solda muhtemelen iki siitunu
mevcut bir yapy, bitki govdesi, saga yonelik ko-
sar vaziyette yaban domuzu, yaprakl bir agag.
No: 13

Ad:: Tabak ag1z parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. lyi elenmis,
katkisiz. Iyi pismis, ylizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tarum: Frizde solda saga yonelik kosan bir pan-
terin 6n kismu, aga¢ gévdesi, basinu geriye gevir-
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mis kosan bir geyigin arka kismu.

No: 14

Adt: Tabak agz parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. lyi elenmis,
katkisiz. Iyi pismis, ylizeyi piriizsiiz, sert.
Tanim: Muhtemelen no.13 ile aymu tabaga ait.
Frizde solda saga yOnelik muhtemel keci, sola
yonelik iki kegi, belirsiz.

No: 15

Adt: Tabak agiz ve dip parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. lyi elenmis,
katkistz. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi pliriizsiiz, sert.
Tanim: Muhtemelen no.13 ve 14 ile aynu tabaga
ait. Aga¢ gbvde pargast.

No: 16

Adt: Tabak agiz parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. lyi elenmis,
katkistz. Tyi pismis, yiizeyi plriizsiiz, sert.
Tanum: Frizde solda sola doniik belki satyr basgi,
govdesinden dal ¢ikan sunak, saga yonelik otu-
ran kegi, sola yonelik belki geyik.

No: 17

Adt: Tabak agiz parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. lyi elenmis,
katkisiz, Iyi pismis, ylizeyi puriizsiz, sert.
Tanim: Muhtemelen no.13-15 ile aynu tabaga ait.
Frizde belli belirsiz soldan saga thyrsos sopasi-
nin ucuy, saga yonelik bas, belki bir megsale, sola
yonelik bir hayvanin 6n kismu.

No: 18

Adt: Tabak agiz parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. lyi elenmis,
katkisiz, lyi pismis, yiizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tanum: Cok belli belirsiz sola yonelik sakalli bas,
arkada belki dal.

No: 19

Adt: Tabak ag1z ve dip parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. lyi elenmis,
katkisiz. yi pismis, yiizeyi piriizsiiz, sert.
Tanim: Frizde ¢ok belirsiz, saga yonelik erkek
basi, belki taenia bagli thyrsos.

No: 20

Adt: Tabak agiz parg.

Hamur: 10 R 5/8, aym renk astarli. Iyi elenmis,
katkisiz. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tanim: Frizde solda baginu geriye gevirmis, saga
yonelik geyik, oniinde aga¢ govdesi.
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No: 21

Adt: Tabak ag1z parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8, aymi renk astarl. Iyi elenmis,
katkistz, Iyi pigmis, yiizeyi puriizsiiz, sert.
Tanum: Friz pargast lizerinde belli belirsiz bir
motif mevcut. Igte yiv.

No: 22

Adt: Tabak agiz ve dip parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarh. lyi elen-
mis, katkisiz. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi piirlizsiiz, sert.
Tanim: Oldukga aginmus friz pargas: tizerinde sa-
8a yonelik oturan bir hayvan figiri segilebil-
mekte.

No: 23

Adt: Tabak agiz ve dip parg.

Hamur: 5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 4/8 astarli. Iyi elenmis,
katkistz. Iyi pismis, ylizeyi plriizsiiz, sert.
Tarum: Friz parcasi lizerinde sola yonelik kogan
bir yaban domuzunun gévde kismi, arkasinda
taenia bagh aulos(?)

No: 24 (Res.5)

Adt: Tabak agiz parg.

Hamur: 7.5 YR 7/4, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarh. lyi elen-
mis, katkistz. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tanum: Frizde soldan saga sirastyla belki sunak,
taenia bagli thyrsos, sola doniik kadin bagi, yer-
de belirsiz bir motif, bunun stiinde bir daire,
sola yonelik yiiriiyen bir aslanin 6n kismu.

No: 25

Adt: Tabak agiz parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 7/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarh. lyi elen-
mis, katkistz. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tamim: Mevcut parga tizerinde saga yonelik ka-
din bast, taenia sarili thyrsos.

No: 26

Adt: Tabak agiz parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 7/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarls. lyi elen-
mis, katkisiz. Tyi pismis, ylizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tanmm: Birbirine kirik kiriga uyan iki parga iize-
rinde solda saga yonelik erkek basi, taenia sar-
11 thyrsos.

No: 27

Adt: Tabak ag1z parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarli. Iyi elen-
mis, katkisiz. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tanim: Cok az bir kismu korunagelmis parga
izerinde saga yoOnelik bir horozun arka kismu.
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No: 28

Adt: Tabak agiz parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarls. Iyi elen-
mis, katkistz. Tyi pismis, ylizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tanum: Cok az bir kismu korunagelmis parca
tizerinde yivlerle hareketlendirilmis gévde kismi
tizerinde saga doniik olasilikla bir kekligin gov-
de kismu.

No: 29

Adt: Tabak agiz parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarl. lyi elen-
mis, katkisiz. Iyi pismis, ylizeyi ptiriizsiiz, sert.
Tarum: Yivle hareketlendirilmis agzin altinda
solda bir aga¢ govdesi, yaninda sola yonelik bel-
ki bir ayinin gévdesinin 6n kismi.

No: 30

Adt: Tabak ag1z parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarli. lyi elen-
mis, katksiz. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tanum: Olasilikla no.29 ile ayni tabaga ait par¢a-
da saga yonelik bir hayvanin gévdesinin 6n kis-
mi.

No: 31

Adt: Tabak agiz parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarl.. lyi elen-
mis, katksiz. Iyi pismis, ylizeyi piirlizsiiz, sert.
Tamm: Oldukga aginmus olan parcada bir hayva-
ni tagtyan/tutan, saga dogru ayakta bir erkek fi-
No: 3

Adt: Tabak agiz parg.

Hamur: 5 YR 7/4, 10 R 5/8 astarl. Iyi elenmis,
katkisiz. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tanum: Gok kiglik bir kismit giinimiize gelebil-
mis par¢ada solda belirsiz bir figiir, yanunda bir
siitun, saga yonelik oturan bir hayvana ait arka
kisim.

No: 33

Adt: Tabak agiz parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarh. lIyi elen-
mig, katkisiz. lyi pismis, ylizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tanum: Oldukga tahrip olmus parga tizerinde sa-
ga yonelik bir hayvamin 6n kismu ile olasilikla
bitkisel bir motif mevcut.

No: 34 '

Adt: Tabak agiz parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarl. lyi elen-
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mis, katkistz. lyi pismis, yiizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tanmm: Son derece ylizeysel bezeme bir girlandi
andirmakta.

No: 35

Adt: Tabak agiz parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarls. lyi elen-
mis, katkistz. lyi pismis, yiizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tarum: Kabartma noktalarla sinirlandinlmis agiz
kenan altinda saga dogru ilerleyen bir hayvanin
arka kismi, arkasinda belirsiz motifler.

No: 36

Adt: Tabak agiz ve dip parc.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarli. Iyi elen-
mis, katkistz, Iyi pismis, ylizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tamm: Agiz kenari boyunca oldukga yiizeysel
nokta bezemenin altinda solda belirsiz bir motif,
yaninda sola yonelik kanatlarini agmug bir kus,
bir hayvanin kuyruk kismu.

No: 37

Adt: Tabak agiz ve dip parg.

Hamur: 10 R 5/8, 10 R 4/8 astarl. lyi elenmis, az
kire¢ ve mika katkili. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi piiriiz-
sliz, sert.

Tarum: Ag1z kenart boyunca oldukg¢a yiizeysel
nokta bezemenin altinda belirsiz motif,

No: 38

Adt: Tabak tondo parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarl. Iyi elen-
mis, katkisiz. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tanum: Yivlerle sinulandinlmis tondoda yan ya-
na stralanmug “S” motifleri i¢inde yiikseltilmis bir
disk yer alrr. Bu diskin etrafinda bir sira bahk
pulu motifinin smurlandirdigs alan igerisinde iki
panterin ¢ektigi arabada Dionysos betimi bulun-
makta. Govdesi cepheden, bag1 sol profilden ve-
rilmis Dionysos sol elinde bir asa, sag elinde ise
arabanin kogumlarint tutar vaziyette. On ve ar-
kasinda {izim salkimli asma agaclari bulunmak-
ta. Arabanin 6niinde, yerde bir kantharos mev-
cut.

No: 39 (Res.6)

Adt: Oval tabak parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarls. lyi elen-
mis, katkistz. lyi pismis, yiizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tamim: Tabaga ait kulp atagi volitlerle sinirlan-
dinlmus. Voliit kenanndan itibaren tabagin dig
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kenari boyunca kabartma noktal: bezeme, icte
li¢ yiv. Voliitler arasinda kalan alanda yatay bir
yay, lizerinde ve altinda noktali bezeme. Torso-
da belirsiz bezeme.

No: 40 (Res.6; Giz.2)

Adt: Oval tabak parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarli. Iyi elen-
mis, katkisiz. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi plirtizsiz, sert.
Tanum: Muhtemelen no. 39 ile ayn tabaga ait.
Bezeme onun gibi.

No: 41

Adt: Tabak ag1z parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 4/4 astarl. lyi elen-
mis, katkisiz. lyi pismis, yiizeyi pirtizsiiz, sert.
Tamm: Tabaga ait kulp atagi volitle sinirlandinl-
mus. Voliitler arasinda kalan alanda iki yatay yay,
tizerinde ve altinda noktali bezeme. Tabagin ke-
nar ti¢ yivle hareketlendirilmis.

No: 42

Adi: Tabak kulp parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 6/8 astarls. lyi elen-
mis, katkisiz. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi pirizsiz, sert.
Tanim: Tabaga ait kulp atagt voliitle siurlandiril-
mus. Voliitler arasinda kalan alanda belirsiz, bel-
ki bitkisel bezeme. Tabagin dig kenannda ka-
bartma noktali bezeme, i¢ kenar ¢ yivle hare-
ketlendirilmis.

No: 43

Adt: Tabak kulp parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarl. lyi elen-
mis, katkisiz. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi pliriizsiiz, sert.
Tanim: Tabaga ait kulp atag: volutlerle smurlan-
dinlmus. Voliitler arasinda kalan alanda belirsiz
palmetli bezeme. Tabagin kenarn {i¢ yivle hare-
ketlendirilmis.

No: 44

Adt: Tabak kulp parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarls. lyi elen-
mis, katkisiz. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi pirizsiz, sert.
Tarum: Muhtemelen no.43 ile aym taba8a ait.
Bezeme onun gibi.

No: 45 (Res.7)

Adt: Tabak kulp parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarl. lyi elen-
mis, katkisiz. Iyi pismis, ylizeyi puriizsiz, sert.
Tanim: Tabaga ait kulp atagi voliitlerle sinirlan-
dinlmus. Voliitler arasinda kalan alan yaylar, pal-
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met ve rozetlerle bezeli. Tabagin i¢ kenan ii¢
yivle hareketlendirilmis.

No: 46 (Res.9)

Adt: Tabak kulp parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 5/8, 10 R 4/8 astarh. Iyi elenmis,
katkisiz. Iyi pigmis, ylizeyi prtizsiiz, sert.
Tanmm: Tabak kulp ataci bir rozette birlesen iki
biiyiik yay, icinde uglarinda rozetlerle son bulan
birer dal motifiyle bezenmis.

No: 47 (Res.8)

Adt: Oval tabak parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarlt. Iyi elen-
mis, katkisiz. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi piirizsiiz, sert.
Tanum: Tabak kulp ata¢1 ortada birlesen iki bii-
yik voliit ve bunlara bitisik kiictik iki voliitten
olusur. Biiyiik voltitlerin altinda yivlerle siurlan-
dinlmus karsiikli iki rozet mevcut. Bunlann iki
yaninda bitkisel bezeme. Tabagin i¢ kenan bo-
yunca dort yiv.

No: 48

Adr: Tabak kulp ve dip parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarh. lyi elen-
mis, katkisiz. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi piirlizsiiz, sert.
Tanim: Kulbun sol voliitii mevcut. Voliit altinda
merkezi noktals rozet. Tabagin dis kenari boyun-
ca merkezi cukur nokta dizisi. I¢ kenarda g yiv.
Tabagmn ici disey yivli.

No: 49

Adt: Tabak agiz parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 7/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarls. Iyi elen-
mis, katkisiz. Iyi pismis, ylizeyi pliriizsiiz, sert.
Tanim: Tabak kulp ataginda belki kertenkele.
Atac bitiminden itibaren tabagin dis kenan bo-
yunca kabartma nokta dizisi. I¢te daha kigik
noktalarla smirlandirdmus bir friz icinde dil motifi.
No: 50

Adt: Tabak kulp parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarli. Iyi elen-
mis, mika katkili. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi plrizsiz,
sert.

Tamm: Son derece yiizeysel bitkisel bezeme.
No: 51

Adt: Tabak kulp parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarlt. Iyi elen-
mis, katkisiz. Iyi pismis, ylizeyi piirlizsiiz, sert.
Tanim: Tabak i¢ kenari boyunca dil motifi, is-
tiinde kazima ¢izgilerle sinirlandinimis voliit be-
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zeme.
No: 52

Adt: Tabak kulp ve dip parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarl. Iyi elen-
mis, katkisiz. Iyi pismis, ylizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tarum: Tabak kulp ata¢ kdse pargast. Sol voliit,
yaninda palmet. Tabak kenari {i¢ yivle ¢evrelen-
mis.

No: 53

Adt: Tabak kulp parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 5/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarls. lyi elen-
mis, katkisiz. lyi pigmis, yiizeyi plirtizsiiz, sert.
Tanim: Tabak kulp ata¢ kdge parcast. Sag voliit,
yaninda palmet. Tabak kenar {i¢ yivle ¢evrelen-
mis.

No: 54

Adr: Tabak kulp parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 5/8, aym1 renk astarli. Iyi elenmis,
katkistz. Iyi pismis, ylizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tamum: Tabak kulp ata¢ pargasinda oldukga yii-
zeysel, belirsiz bezeme. Tabak agiz kenan g
yivle hareketlendirilmis.

No: 55

Adt: Tabak kulp parg.

Hamur: 5 YR 7/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarls. lyi elenmis,
az mika katkili. Iyi pigmis, yiizeyi pliriizsiiz, sert.
Tamm: Tabak kulp ata¢1 parcasinda sol voliit, ar-
kasinda ti¢ yaprakli bitki bezemesi.

No: 56

Adr: Tabak gévde parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 5/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarls. lyi elen-
mis, az mika katkili. lyi pismis, ylizeyi piiriizsiiz,
sert.

Tanim: Tabak kulp ata¢t pargasinda sol voliit, ar-
kasinda ti¢ yaprakli bitki bezemesi. Tabak kena-
1 {i¢ yivle hareketlendirilmis.

No: 57

Adi: Tabak gévde parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarls. lyi elen-
mis, az mika katkilt. lyi pigmis, ylizeyi piiriizsiiz,
sert.

Tarum: Tabak kulp atagi parcasinda sag voliit,
arkasinda Ui¢ yaprakli bitki bezemesi.

No: 58 (Res.11; Giz.3)

Ad1: Tabak agiz ve dip parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarh. lyi elen-
mis, bol mika katkili. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi piiriiz-
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siz, sert.

Tamm: Tabak kulp ataginda noktalarla siirlan-
dinlmis damla motifli yaylar.

No: 59

Adu: Tabak agz parg.

Hamur: 5 YR 7/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarl. Iyi elenmis,
bol mika katkili. lyi pismis, yiizeyi piiriizsiiz,
sert.

Tanim: Noktalarla sinirlandindmis agiz kenan al-
tinda dil motifi. Kdse baglangicinda ¢ikintili bir
kistm mevcut.

No: 60

Adt: Tabak kulp parc.

Hamur: 5 YR 7/6, 2.5 YR 6/8 astarh. Iyi elenmis,
katkistz. Iyi pismis, ylizeyi plirtizsiiz, sert.
Tanmm: Tabak kulp ataginda sagda voliit, yanmn-
da belirsiz bitkisel bezeme.

No: 61

Adt: Tabak kulp parg.

Hamur: 7.5 YR 7/6, 10 R 4/8 astarl.. Iyi elenmis,
katkistz. Iyi pigmis, yiizeyi piirtizsiiz, sert.
Tarmum: Tabak kulp ataginda belirsiz motif.

No: 62

Adu: Tabak kulp parg.

Hamur: 5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarh. Iyi elenmis,
katkisiz. Iyi pigmis, yiizeyi piirtizsiiz, sert.
Tarmum: Tabak kulp ataginda belirsiz motif.

No: 63

Adu: Tabak kulp parg.

Hamur: 10 R 6/8, 10 R 5/8 astarls. Iyi elenmis,
katkistz. Iyi pigmis, yiizeyi piirtizsiiz, sert.
Tamum: Tabak kulp ataginda belirsiz motif.

No: 64

Adu: Tabak ag1z ve dip parc.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 7/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarli. lyi elen-
mis, katkisiz. Iyi pigmis, ylizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tanim: Kare tabak kdse parcasinda palmetli be-
zeme.

No: 65

Adr: Tabak ag1z parg.

Hamur: 10 R 6/6, 2.5 YR 6/8 astarli. lyi elenmis,
az mika katkilr. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi piirtizsiiz, sert.
Tanum: Tabak agiz kenart boyunca kabartma
nokta dizisi, icte ii¢ yiv.

No: 66

Adr: Tabak agiz parg.

Hamur: 10 R 6/8, 10 R 5/8 astarl. Iyi elenmis,
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katkisiz. lyi pismis, ylizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tarum: Tabak adiz kenan boyunca kabartma
nokta dizisi.

No: 67

Adt: Tabak a1z parg.

Hamur: 10 R 6/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarl1. Iyi elenmis,
orta mika katkils. Iyi pismis, ylizeyi piirlizsiz,
sert.

Tarum: Tabak a8z kenan boyunca kabartma
nokta dizisi, icte U¢ yiv.

No: 68

Adt: Tabak agiz parg.

Hamur: 5 YR 7/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarl.. Iyi elenmis,
az mika katkali. fyi pismis, ylizeyi piirlizsliz, sert.
Tanmm: Tabak agiz kenan boyunca lstte giyos,
altinda kiiciik nokta dizisi, alunda daha biiyiik
nokta dizisi.

No: 69

Adt: Tabak agiz parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarl. Iyi elen-
mis, katkisiz. lyi pismis, yilizeyi piirizsiiz, sert.
Tamm: Tabak a@iz kenan boyunca stte giyos,
altinda kiiciik nokta dizisi, alunda daha biiyiik
nokta dizisi.

No: 70

Adt: Tabak agz parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarls. Iyi elen-
mis, katkisiz. Iyi pismis, ylizeyi pliriizsiiz, sert.
Tamum: Ag1z kenart boyunca dista kiiciik nokta
dizisi, altinda verev cizgiler, icte dil motifi.

No: 71

Adt: Tabak ag1z parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarli. Iyi elen-
mis, az mika katkil. Iyi pigmis, yiizeyi pliriizsiiz,
sert.

Tanum: Tabak dis kenart boyunca biiyiik nokta
dizisi, alunda iki kiiglik nokta dizisi arasinda dil
motifi.

No: 72 (Res.10)

Adr: Tabak kulp ve agiz parg.

Hamur: 7.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarli. lyi elen-
mis, katkisiz. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi piirlizsiiz, sert.
Tanum: Tabak agz parcasinda iki nokta dizisi
arasinda dil motifi, tistte bir palmetin dort yapra-
8.

No: 73

Adr: Tabak ag1z parg.

Sedef COKAY-KEPCE

Hamur: 7.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarlt. Iyi elen-
mis, katkistz. Iyi pismis, ylizeyi puirizsiiz, sert.
Tanim: Tabak agiz parcasinda kenarda iri nokta
dizisi, altinda iki kiigiik nokta dizisi arasinda dil
motifi.

No: 74

Adt: Tabak ag1z parg.

Hamur: 10 R 5/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarli. Iyi elenmis,
katkisiz. Iyi pismis, ylizeyi ptrizstiz, sert.
Tanmm: Kulp ata¢ baslangicint iceren parcada,
ag1z kenarinda digta kiiclik nokta dizisi, alunda
“S”"motifleri.

No: 75

Adt: Tabak ag1z parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 7/6, 10 R 5/8 astarl. Iyi elenmis,
katkisiz. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi ptrtzsiz, sert.
Tanim: Kulp ata¢ baglangicim iceren ‘pargada
kosede belirsiz motif. Ag1z kenaninda bir yiv, yiv
boyunca rulet bezeme. Kabin disinda dort kazi-
ma ¢izgi.

No: 76

Adt: Tabak dip parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astarlt. Iyi elen-
mis, katkisiz. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi plriizsiiz, sert.
Tanum: Tabaga ait halka kaide ve dip kismu.
No: 77 (Res.13 a-b)

Adu: Terra sigillata kase kalibs

Hamur: 7.5 YR 6/4. lyi elenmig, kum ve bol mi-
ka katkili. Gok pismis, ylizeyi plirtizlii, sert.
Tanim: Halka kaideli kase i¢ yliziinde damgayla
yapilmus {i¢ palmet, ortalarinda belirsiz daire be-
zeme.

No: 78 (Res.12)

Adt: Megara kisesi parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8, 2.5 YR 3/1 astar. lyi elenmis,
katkisiz. Iyi pismis, ylizeyi purlizsiiz, sert.
Tamim: Hafifce disa doniik dudak kismm altinda
iki yatay bant arasinda nokta dizisi. Kisenin
govde kismunda buyiik dil motifiyle bolinmiig
yaprak dizileri.

No: 79

Adr: Megara kisesi parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/4, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. lyi elenmis,
katkisiz. Iyi pismis, ylizeyi plirlizsiiz, sert.
Tarum: Hafifce disa doniik dudak kismu altinda
iki yatay bant arasinda nokta dizisi.
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No: 80

Adr: Megara kisesi parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 5/6, dista 2.5 YR 4/8, icte 2.5 YR
2.5/1 astar. lyi elenmis, katkisiz. 1yi pismis, yii-
zeyi purlizsiiz, sert.

Tanim: Megara kisesi dibi. Merkezde bir yildizin
ti¢ kolu mevcut. Dip kabartma {i¢ halkayla gév-
deye baglanmakta. Govdede rozetler.

No: 81

Adt: Megara kisesi parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. lIyi elenmis,
katkistz. lyi pismis, ylizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tanum: G6vde pargast tizerinde yukaridan asags-
ya dogru seritler halinde iki yatay bant arasinda
nokta dizisi, noktali bordiirle sinirlandirilmus dil
motifi.

No: 82

Adr: Megara kisesi parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8. lyi elenmis, katkisiz. Tyi pis-
mig, ylzeyi purizsiiz, sert.

Tanim: G6vde pargast izerinde yukanidan agags-
ya dogru seritler halinde iki yatay bant arasinda
nokta dizisi, cerceve icine alnmg yapraklar, iki
yatay bant arasinda nokta dizisi, rozetler.

No: 83

Adt: Megara kisesi parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/6 astar. lyi elenmis,
katkisiz. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi pliriizsiiz, sert.
Tanim: Yatay dalga motifi, altta yatay bant icin-
de nokta dizisi.

No: 84

Adr: Kise govde parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, dista 7.5 YR 5/6, icte 2.5 YR
5/6 astar. lyi elenmis, katkisiz. lyi pismis, yiizeyi
purlizsiz, sert.

Tamum: Uzerinde barbotin tekniginde yaprak ve
dal bezemesi bulunan gévde parcast.

No: 85

Adr: Kandil parg.

Hamur: 5 YR 7/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. Iyi elenmis,
mika katkili. Iyi pismis, ylizeyi piirtizsiiz, sert.
Tanim: Kandil burun pargasi. Burun deliginin ve
diskusunun etrafim bir yiv gevreler.

No: 86

Ad:: Kandil parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. Iyi elenmis,
katkisiz. lyi pismis, ylizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
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Tamm: Kandile ait kulp ve diskus parcast. Kulp
yaprak biciminde, diskus etrafinda ii¢ yiv.

No: 87

Adr: Kandil parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. lyi elenmis,
katkisiz. lyi pismis, ylizeyi pliriizsiiz, sert.
Tanum: Kandile ait kulp ve diskus pargast. Kulp
yaprak biciminde, diskus etrafinda iki yiv.

No: 88 (Res.14)

Adt: Kandil parg.

Hamur: 7.5 YR 8/4, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. lyi elenmis,
katkisiz. Iyi pismis, yiizeyi pliriizsiiz, sert.
Tanim: Kandile ait asma yaprag: biciminde kulp
apligi pargast.

No: 89

Adt: Kandil parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. Iyi elenmis,
katkistz. Iyi pigmis, ylizeyi plirlizsiiz, sert.
Tanum: Kandile ait asma yaprag: bi¢iminde kulp
atag pargas.

No: 90

Adt: Kandil parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 7/8, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. lyi elenmis,
az mika katkili. Iyi pismis, ylizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.
Tanim: Kandile ait kulp pargasi. Diskusta belir-
siz bezeme.

No: 91

Adt: Kandil parg.

Hamur: 10 YR 5/1, aynt renk astarls. Iyi elenmis,
katkisiz. Cok pismis, yiizeyi pliriizsiiz, sert.
Tarum: Kandile ait kulp ata¢ pargasi tizerinde
cepheden kartal motifi.

No: 92

Adt: Kandil parg.

Hamur: 5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 6/8 astar. Iyi elenmis,
az mika katkili. Iyi pigsmis, ylizeyi piirlizsiiz, sert.
Tanim: Kandil omuzu yedi yivle gevrelenmis.
Diskusta palamut dalt ve yaprags.

No: 93

Adt: Kandil parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. lyi elenmis,
katkisiz. lyi pismis, ylizeyi pliriizsiiz, sert.
Tanum: Diskus pargast Gizerinde istiridye kabugu.
No: 94 (Res.15 a-b)

Adt: Figiirin

Hamur: 5 YR 5/6. Uzerinde yer yer siyah boya
izleri. lyi elenmis, bol mika katki. lyi pismis,
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ylzeyi plrizsiz, sert.

Tanim: lon bash@: biciminde yapilmug figiirin.
Arkada dikdortgen bigimli aplikasyon delii.
No: 95

Adu: Figlirin parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 4/6 astar. lyi elenmis,
katkisiz. lyi pismis, ylizeyi puirtizsiiz, sert.
Tanmm: Insan yiizii bi¢imindeki figlirinin sol kas
ve gozii glinlimiize gelebilmis.

No: 96

Ad: Figlirin parg.

Hamur: 2.5 YR 5/8. lyi elenmis, az mika katkils.
Kot pismis, yiizeyi plrizsiz, sert.

Tarum: Figiirine ait bag parcasi. Bag hafif sola
doniik. Saglar alinda boncuk taneleri seklinde
yliziin etrafin1 gevreler. Dolgun yanaklar ve ba-
stk burun secilebilmekte.

No: 97

Ad: Kise parg.?

Hamur: 5 YR 6/6. Iyi elenmig, bol mika katkili.
Iyi pismis, ylizeyi piiriizsiiz, sert.

Tanim: Kabartma tizerinde ayakta, sola yonelik,
sag kolunu dirsekten biikiip yukan kaldirmusg,
sag kol agag1 dogru giyimli bir kadin figlirii mev-
cut.

NOT:

Sedef COKAY-KEPGE

No: 98

Adi: Kise parg.?

Hamur: 5 YR 7/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. lyi elenmis,
katkisiz. Tyi pismis, ylizeyi plriizsiiz, sert.
Tarum: islevi belirlenemeyen par¢a tizerinde dig-
ta kisa cizgilerden olusan bir geridin alunda yan
yana dizilmig nokta dizisi yer alir. Asil kistmda
ise asma dallari, Gizlim salkimu ve asma yapragi
bezemeleri bulunmakta.

No: 99 (Res.17)

Adt: Disk parg.?

Hamur: 2.5 YR 6/6, 2.5 YR 5/8 astar. lyi elenmis,
orta mika katkili. Iyi pigsmis, ylzeyi purizsiiz,
sert.

Tanmm: Islevi belirlenemeyen parcanin etrafinda
yatay bir seritle boliinmiis, ¢apraz cizgilerin st-
nurlandirdigs bir bant iginde kabartma bir yilan
govdesi ve rozet motifi mevcut. Distaki bant
tizerinde ise bir asma deligi bulunmakta.

No: 100 a-d (Res.16 a-b)

Adi: Oyun tagr?

Hamur: 5 YR 5/6. Iyi elenmis, bol mika katkil1.
Iyi pismis, ylizeyi piirtizsiiz, sert.

Tanum: Islevi belirsiz parcanin merkezinde ka-
bartma bir daire, dis kenari boyunca yiv mevcut.

1 Malzemeyi galismak {izere tarafima veren Prof. Dr. M. Ozdogan'a igtenlikle tegekliir ederim. Bu makalede cesitli yardimlarin g6rdiigtim Prof. Dr.
tnci Delemen, Dog. Dr. Necmi Karul ve Dr. Askim Ozdizbay'a da tegekkiir ederim. Galigma Istanbul Universitesi Rektorliga Bilimsel Aragtirma Projeleri
Yiirtitiici Sekreterligi'nce BYP-554/08122004 say: ile saglanan destekle gerceklestirilmigtir. Yayinda keramik malzemenin hamur renklerinin tespiti i¢in
Munsell Renk Katalogu kullanimugtir. Ayrica, buluntular arasinda yer alan ve MO 4. yy. sonuna tarihlenen bir siyah fimisli kse parcast ile Osmanlt

Donemi'ne tarhlenen bir lile ¢aligmanin diginda tutulmusgtur.
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TUBA-AR XI 2008

MEZRAA-TELEILAT TARAK-BASKI ‘'IMPRESSO’
CANAK COMLEGI BEZEME TEKNIKLERI
UZERINE DENEYSEL BIR CALISMA

AN EXPERIMENTAL STUDY OF THE
DECORATIVE TECHNIQUES USED IN COMB-
IMPRESSED ‘IMPRESSO’ WARE GROUP
MEZRAA-TELEILAT

Emre GULDOGAN"

Anahtar S8zclkler: Mezraa-Teleilat, tarak-baski ‘impresso’, ganak ¢émlek, Akdeniz havzasi, Neolitik, deneysel arke-
oloji.

Key words: Mezraa-Teleilat, comb-impressed ‘impresso’ ware, pottery, Mediterranean basin, Neolithic, experimen-
tal archaeology.

Excavations at Mezraa Teleilat, 2 medium sized mound by the Euphrates, have revealed an unin-
terrupted sequence of the Pottery Neolithic period, providing for the first time data on the emer-
gence and on the development of pottery in south-eastern Turkey. Within the pottery assemblages
noted at the site, a certain ware group, easily distinguishable with its comb-impressed decoration
stands out as a major component of the Middle Neolithic horizon. As this distinct ware group bears
distinct resemblance to the so-called ‘impresso’ wares of the early Neolithic assemblages of the
Mediterranean basin, it evidently connotes questions related to the diffusion of Neolithic way of life.
A large scale project has already been initiated as to see whether or not the comb-impressed group
of Mezraa-Teleilat has any genetic relations with the “impresso” pottery groups of the Mediterranean
region. Defining the technologies employed in impressed decorations of Mezraa Teleilat and of the
Mediterranean basin has been taken as an initial step of this project. In this respect, a number of
experiments have been conducted to reproduce the motifs; the results have been compared with
previous experimental studies conducted on other impress-decorated wares. The paper, by refer-
ring to the methodology of the experimental work carried out at the site of El Geili in Sudan, is a
presentation of the work conducted at Mezraa Teleilat.

GIRIS

Mezraa-Teleilat ¢alismalaninin Yakindogu arke-  en tartigmali konulari arasinda olmas: ve Canak

olojisine yapmus oldugu 6énemli katkilar vardir.
Yerlesmenin, Ganak Goémleksiz Neolitik dSnem-
den Canak Comlekli Neolitik déneme gegis ve
ilk canak ¢omlekli kiiltiirlerin gelisim siirecini ta-
bakalanmis olarak yansitmasi bunlann basinda
gelmektedir.! Canak ¢6mlegin ortaya cikisi ve
yayginlasma siirecinin tarihoncesi arkeolojisinin

Gomleksiz Neolitik ile Canak Comlekli Neolitik
doénem arasindaki gegis stirecini yansitan kaz
yerlerinin azlig, buluntularin yayinlara yeterince
yansimamast, bu yeni yasam bigiminin tam ola-
rak anlagilmasint engellemektedir. Canak ¢&mle-
gin yaygmlasma stirecinde bolgeler arasindaki
etkilesim stirecinin dogru olarak anlagilmas: ge-

* Emre GULDOGAN, Istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiltesi Prehistorya Anabilim Dali 34139 Beyazt, Istanbul. emrguld@yahoo.com
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rekmektedir. Bu baglamda Mezraa-Teleilat kazi
sonuclar, Canak Comlekli Neolitik Cag'in bag-
langic ve gelisim stireci ile ilgili bircok sorunu
aydinlatabilecek verileri barindirmaktadir?.
(Giildogan, 2007: 299-309) 1999-2005 yullar ara-
sinda yaklagik 4850 m? lik alanin kazldig1 Mez-
raa-Teleilat'ta Canak Comleksiz Neolitik'ten De-
mir Gagrna kadar tarihlenen ve kendi iginde alt
evreleri bulunan bes ana kiiltlir katt saptanmig-
tir. Bunlar (Karul, Ayhan, Ozdogan, 2000: 6-7):

I Demir Cad
A Pers-Akhamenid donemi
B Yeni Asur donemi

C Son Tung-ilk Demir Gag gecis donemi
I Son Neolitik Cag-Kalkolitik Cag
A Son Neolitik Cag-Kalkolitik Cag Canak
Comlegi
1 Halaf Dénemi
Son Neolitik-ilk Kalkolitik Gag-
Halaf 6ncesi boya bezemeli donem
B Son Neolitik Cag Canak Comlegi
1  Son Neolitik Gag- Kirmiz1 astarls, ilk
boya bezemeli donem
2 Son Neolitik Cag - Tarak-Baski
“Impresso” bezemeli donem
3 Son Neolitik Cag - Hassuna ilk
“impresso” donemi
C Erken Canak GComlek
1  Canak Comlekli ilk Neolitik Dénem
Canak Gomlekli Ik Neolitik Dénem -
Kaba ¢anak ¢comlek
I Canak Comlekli Neolitikten Ganak Comleksiz
Neolitik Déneme Gegis
A Canak Comleksiz-Canak Comlekli
Neolitik Gegcis dénemi, ¢ok az
Koyu yuizli ackili ¢canak ¢dmlek
B Canak Comleksiz-Canak Comlekli
Neolitik Gegis donemi. (Hi¢ canak
¢omlek bulunmayan dénem)
IV Canak Cémleksiz Neolitk Dénem Sonu
V  Canak Comleksiz Neolitk Dénem

‘Impresso’ olarak adlandirdan ¢anak ¢omlek te-
rimi, en tanimh sekliyle Adriyatik Denizi'ni ¢ev-
releyen kiy1 seridi izerinde, 6zellikle Dalmacya
ve Kuzey Italya’da Ilk Neolitik Cag kiiltiirleri i¢in

Emre GULDOGAN

kullanilmaktadir. Buna karsin aynt bezeme tek-
niginin “Cardium” ad verilen deniz kabugunun
bastirilmastyla yapilan gesitlemesi, “Cardium im-
presso” olarak ozellikle Italya’daki Liguria sahil
seridi, Giiney Fransa, Korsika, Sardinya, Ispanya
ve Portekiz'de goriilmektedir (Binder 1994: 122;
Fugazzola Delpino 2002: 377; Brandaglia 2002:
410, 411). Yine Afrika’da Tunus, Libya, Cad, Su-
dan ve Misir'da da tarak-bask: “impresso” ¢anak
comlegi 6mekleri bulunmaktadir (Jesse 2000:
78; Jesse, Kendig 2002: 277; Riemer, 2003: 75).
Mezraa-Teleilat kazilannda yapian c¢alismalar
sonucunda, yukanda da gortldigi tizere ilk
olarak IIB 3 evresinde ortaya ¢ikan ve IIB 2 ev-
resinde yogunlagan tarak-baski ‘impresso’ ¢anak
comleginin hangi aletlerle nasil yapims oldugu-
nu anlayabilmek igin, parcalar tizerindeki gorsel
incelemelerin yan: sira deneysel uygulamalarin
da yapilmast geregi ortaya ¢ikmugtir. Bu baglam-
da Italya’da Universita degli Studi di Lecce Di-
partimento di Beni Culturali (Lecce Universite-
siyde paleoetnoloji laboratuaninda s6z konusu
deneysel calisma gerceklestirilmigtir. Bu uygula-
ma ile Mezraa-Teleilat yerlesiminde goriilen bag-
lica bezeme tiirleri ve bunlann gesitlemelerinin
daha iyi anlagimasina katk: saglanmasi beklen-

mistir.

MEZRAA-TELEILAT TARAK-BASKI
IMPRESSO’ CANAK COMLEG!

Tarak-baski ‘impresso’ ¢anak c¢omlegi, nemli
kap ylizeyine basit bir takim nesnelerin (tirnak,
kamus, kemik, deniz kabugu, tahta vb.) yaninda
ozel bir takim aletlerin bastirilmast ile yapian bir
bezeme teknigidir (Okse 1993: 30). Baski aleti
olarak kullanilan nesneye ya da bezemenin ni-
teligine gore farkli isimler alabilen bu bezeme
tiirtiyle ilgili Mezraa-Teleilat yerlesiminde ortaya
c¢ikan Omekler tanmmlanirken, bezeme tiirline
bagli adlamalar kullamilmis ve siniflandirma bu-
na gore yapilmustir. Yapilan siniflandirma sonu-
cunda bu ¢anak ¢dmlek Omeklerini dort ana
grup icerisinde incelemek miimkiindiir. Bunlar:
Basit noktalilar,

Nokta diziler,

Rocker,
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Tarak-bask: dalga bezemeliler
olarak karsimiza ¢itkmaktadirlar.

Bu ana gruplar kendi iglerinde alt gruplara da
ayrimaktadirlar. Basit noktalilar grubunu, tirnak
baskili, digli aletle yapilan, sivri uglu aletle yapi-
lan, saz-kamus ile yapilanlar ve damla bicimliler
olarak adlandinilan émekler meydana getirmek-
tedirler. Nokta dizileri grubunda ise noktalaya-
rak hat olusturanlar, kompleks diziler, ticgen di-
zileri ve karisik noktalilar mevcuttur. Rocker gru-
bunu tekli ve ¢oklu rocker olarak tanimlanan 6r-
nekler olusturmaktadir. Diger bir deyigle, seyrek
ve yogun olarak da adlandirmak miimkiindiir.
Rocker 6zel bir bezeme tiirii olup, diiz kenarlt
bir spattil, deniz kabugu ya da digli bir aletle uy-
gulanabilmektedir; ancak esas olan kullanilan
alet degil, uygulanan harekettir. Birbirine bitisik
iki baskinin hi¢ lekesiz, kusursuz ve diizenli ke-
simi, hareketteki degisimi degil hareketin de-
vamlihgin gostermesi agistndan énemlidir ki,
yapilan deneyler bu sonucun ancak rocker be-
zemeyle elde edilebilecegini gostermistir. Son
grup olan tarak-baski dalga bezemeliler grubu-
nu ise yalin ya da kangikk tarak-dalga ve basit
noktallarn olusturdugu goriilmektedir.

Mezraa-Teleilat yetlesiminde ortaya cikan ‘m-
presso’ canak ¢oOmlek o6rneklerinin {izerindeki
bezeme tipleri ve bu ¢anak ¢dmlek érneklerinin
sik gortildiigti, ozellikle Akdeniz kiyist boyunca
yer alan belirli yerlesmelerdeki 6rneklerle ilgili
bilgiler daha 6nce yayimlanmustir.2 Burada ise
daha ¢ok, yapim agsamasinda kullanilan aletlere
gore bir siuflandirma yapilmig ve bu alet tipleri-
nin meydana getirdigi ana bezeme gruplan hak-
kinda bir calisma gergeklegtirilmigtir. Bu baglam-
da, kullanilan alete gére elde edilen bezeme
farklilasabilecegi gibi, farkli bezemeler icin aym
tip alet de kullanilabilmektedir.

Henriette Camps-Fabrer'in tarak-bask: ‘impresso’
bezemeyle ilgili olarak laboratuar ortaminda ger-
ceklestirmis oldugu deneysel ¢alismada, ana be-
zeme tipleri icin daha ¢ok bitkilerden ve hayvan
kemiklerinden yapilan nesneleri kullandi@i, bu-
nun yani sira bir takim 6zel aletlerden de yarar-
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landig1 gorilmektedir. Bu deneysel calismanin
temelini 6zellikle ‘rocker’, deniz kabugunun kul-
lanimryla elde edilen farkl tiirde bezemeler ile
“tarak-dalga” bezemenin yapilist olusturmakta-
dir. Yine Camps-Fabrer'in yapmus oldugu deney-
sel ¢calismada, ip bastinlmast suretiyle meydana
getirilen bezeme Ornekleri dikkat cekicidir
(Camps-Fabrer, 1966: 434, 439).

Mezraa-Teleilat tarak-baski ‘impresso’ c¢anak
comlegi ile ilgili deneysel bir ¢alisma baslatilma-
dan once, bu konuda daha énce yapilmss olan
baska deneysel ¢alismalar hakkinda kisa bir én
aragtirma yapilmasi gerekmigtir. Bu baglamda
Camps-Fabrer'in yukanda deginilen ¢alismasinin
yant stra, tarak-bask: ‘impresso’ ¢anak ¢Smlegi-
nin bezeme tiplerinin belirlenmesi kadar, bu be-
zemelerin yapiminda kullanilan aletlerin belir-
lenmesine yonelik ¢alismalarin da 6nem tasidig:
aciktir; 6ngoriilen sorulann arasinda farkli be-
zeklerin farkh aletlerle mi, yoksa aym1 aletin fark-
I bir sekilde bastinlmasiyla mi olugturuldugu so-
rusu 6ne gikmugtir. Bu baglamda Lecce Universi-
tesi’den Isabella Caneva’nin Sudan'daki El Geili
yerlesmesinde buldugu tarak-baski ‘impresso’
canak ¢omlegi icin yapmus oldugu calisma dik-
kat cekicidir. Isabella Caneva’min calismasimnin
esas1, kap Uizerine uygulanan bezemelerin belir-
li bir diizene bagli olarak yapilip yapimadiginin
sinanmasina dayanmaktadir. Bu deney, belili
bir aletle yapilan ‘impresso’ bezemenin kap {ize-
rine olan dagiliminda bezeme uygulama teknigi,
aletin tutulmasi, baslangi¢ noktasi olarak kabul
edilen noktadan ¢ikan ve uygulanan bezemenin
kag defa tekrar edildigi gibi sorular yanitlamak
icin stirdirmis oldugu bir ¢alismadir. Isabella
Caneva'min Sudan malzemesi ile ilgili olarak
yapmus oldugu deneysel ¢alismada, bélgede go-
rilen bezeme tiirlerinin yapim denenmis ve
bunlarin birer kopyast meydana getirilmistir
(Caneva 1988: 72). Tarak-bask1 ‘impresso’ canak
comleginde sik¢a uygulanan tinak-baskii or-
neklerle birlikte basit noktali, rocker, tarak-dal-
ga, sira noktali gibi 6rneklerin Sudan’daki yerle-
simlerde de yogun olarak gorildiigii bilinmekte-
dir. Bu deneysel ¢alismada ayni bezegi elde et-
mek icin farklt aletlerin denenmis olmas: ve so-
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nuglarn buna gore degerlendirilmesi benzer ¢a-
lismalar igin 1sik tutacak niteliktedir (Res. 1-8).

MEZRAA-TELEILAT TARAK-BASKI ‘IMPRESSO’
CANAK COMLEG! BEZEME TEKNIKLERI
UZERINE DENEYSEL CALISMA

Mezraa-Teleilat'taki ¢alismamiza tarak baski ‘im-
presso’ tekniginde kullamlan bezeme tiirlerinin
cesitlemesini belirleyerek bagladik. Daha sonra
bu bezeklerin yapiminda ne tiir aletlerin kulla-
nilmus olabilecegini ve her bir aletin farkl tutul-
mastyla ne gibi sonuglann ortaya ¢ikacagim be-
lilemeye ¢ahstik. Bu c¢alismada kullanidacak
aletler ve kaplar 6zel olarak yapimustir. Kaplar
icin kullanilan hamurun yeterince plastik ozelli-
ge sahip olmasina 6zen gosterilmistir. Bu hamu-
run lizerine bezemeleri uygulamak i¢in deniz
kabugu ile birlikte farkli hammaddelerden tg
ayn alet yapilmustir. Bu aletlerden biri kemikten
disli bir alet, digeri ise tahtadan yapilan ve fark-
I dig sayis1 ve kullanim ytizeyine sahip bir alet-
tir. Ayrica ¢alismanun ilerleyen agsamalaninda iki
adet sis birbirine iple baglanarak yapilan ¢ift siv-
1i uclu bir alet de kullandmustir (Res. 9). Bu alet-
lerin her biriyle farkli aynintilarda alt bezeme tiir-
lerinin uygulanmasina ¢aligdmugtur.

Mezraa-Teleilat tarak-bask: ‘impresso’ ¢anak
¢comlegi bezemelerine genel olarak bakildigin-
da, bu ¢anak ¢omlegin gorildigi diger yerle-
simlerde de oldugu gibi tinak baskali, basit nok-
taly, tarak-dalga bezemeli, rocker bezemeli, nok-
talayarak hat olugturulan 6meklerin yam sira, di-
ger yerlesimlerde ¢ok fazla goriilmeyen tarak-
dalga bezeme ile birlikte basit noktalarin bir ara-
da kullanildig 6mekleri de gormekteyiz. Mezra-
a-Teleilat yerlesiminde ayrica, yukanda s6z edi-
len ana bezeme tiirlerinin alt tiplerinin de ¢ok
zengin bir ¢esitlemesi gorilmektedir. Bu deney-
sel ¢calisma, yalnizca Mezraa-Teleilat'in bezek ve
bezeme teknolojisinin anlagimasina yonelik bir
uygulama olarak digiinilmemelidir; aralarindaki
benzerlikler nedeniyle Mezraa-Teleilat'tan bili-
nen ve ¢ok genis bir bolgede gorilen bezeme-
nin ne sekilde yapildig: bir ¢alisma olarak ger-
ceklestirilmistir. Burada, bir yanda farkli aletlerle
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yapilan farkli bezeme tiirleri, 6te yanda aym ale-
tin farkli kullaniminin sonuglan gorsel drnekle-
riyle birlikte tanitilmaktadir (Res. 10-41).

UYGULAMA SONUGLARI

Deneysel c¢alismalann amaci, aragtirma yapian
konu ile ilgili yontem belirlemek, ortaya ¢ikan
sorulara yanit bulmak, konunun daha iyi anlagil-
mastnu saglamak ve yapilan gozlemleri denetle-
mekle siurli olarak diistiniilmemelidir; bu ¢alis-
malar, aynt zamanda daha Once denenmemis
baz1 konulan, yeni sorular, yeni agiimlann da
ortaya ¢tkmasim saglayan uygulamalardir. Arke-
olojide de farkli konularla ilgili olarak yapilan
deneysel caligmalar, ortaya ¢ikan kalintlann,
malzemelerin tanimlanmasinda ve yorumlanma-
sinda kullanilan yontemlerden biri olarak kargi-
miza ¢tkmaktadir.

Ozellikle son yillarda arkeometri ve etnoarke-
oloji caligmalarmin sayisinin ¢ogalmas; ile birlik-
te, arkeolojide deneysel calismalarin yeri ve
onemi giinden giine artmakta, her tiirli arkeolo-
jik malzeme tizerinde deneysel ¢alisma uygula-
malan yapimaktadir. Deneysel ¢alismalar, yal-
nizca bulgularin teknolojisi, kullanim gekli ile il-
gili olarak degil, bunlann ge¢mis toplumlann
kiiltiirlerinin, inang sistemlerinin, yasam bicimle-
rinin ve hatta dogal ¢evre ortamindan nasil ya-
rarlandiklarimin anlasilmasma da katkida bulun-
maktadir.

Burada, Mezraa-Teleilat yerlesmesi ¢anak ¢om-
legi tlizerinde yapmug oldugumuz deneysel ¢alig-
ma, bezeme tekniklerinin yapim teknolojisi ile
ilgili olarak verdigi bilgilerle siurlidir. Ozellikle
tek bir aletin farkli bicimlerde kullandmas: sonu-
cu elde edilen farkli bezeme tiplerinin cesitliligi
ve bu ¢anak ¢émlek grubunun iretim stirecinde
kullanilan yontemlerin anlagiimasina katkida bu-
lunmugtur. Bunun yani sira yapilan bezemeler-
de tekrarlama olup olmadigi, bastuma sekli ve-
ya kullanilan &zel bir aletin biraktigs izlerin taki-
binin yapilabilmesi de gozlemlenebilen 6nemli
ozellikler arasinda yer almaktadir. Ornek olarak,
sekiz digli bir aletle yapilabilecek sekiz farkh be-



“Impresso” ¢anak Comlek 159

zemenin olusturulabilecegini bu ¢alisma saye-  zileri olarak ortaya cikabilmektedir. Bask: beze-
sinde gbrmemiz miimkiin olmustur. Aynt sekil- meyi farkl: aletler kullanarak cesitlendirmemiz
de sadece aletin digli kisimlan ile degil, diiz ar-  olasidir. Burada kisaca tanimladigimiz gibi, yapi-
ka kismunin da kullanidarak bezeme yapilmasi  lan deneysel ¢ahismalar farkli bezek tiiflerini de
miimkiindiir. Yine deniz kabugunun farkli sekil-  icine alacak sekilde genisletilirse, bu tiir bulgu-
lerde bastirilmastyla olusan bezemeler, sivri ug-  lanin daha dogru tantmlanmast ve farkl kiiltiir
lu alet olarak kullanilan 6rgii sislerinin ip veya  bolgelerindeki sonuclarin karsilastirilmasinda
benzeri bir nesneyle baglanip baski aleti olarak ~ &nemli bir ¢ikis noktasi olacagr kuskusuzdur.
kullandldiginda, farkli a1 ve boyutlarda nokta di-

NOT

1 Giineydogu Anadolu Bolgesi'nde §anlurfa ili Birecik ilgesi sinurlan igerisinde yer alan Mezraa-Teleilat yerlesiminde, O.D.T.1J. TAGDAM Kargamug
Projesi kapsaminda, Istanbul Universitesi'nden Prof. Dr. Mehmet Ozdogan'm bilimsel bagkanliginda Sanlurfa Miize Midtrligti adina ilk aragtrmalar
1998 yilinda yiizey taramas: ile baglamigtir. Daha sonra 1999 yilinda genis kapsaml: kaz: galismas: ile devam eden aragtirmalar 2005 yilina kadar aralikstz
olarak stirdiirtilmiigtiir. Projeye O.D.T.U. TACDAM'm yam: sira fstanbul Universitesi Bilimsel Aragtrma Projeleri Yiiriitiici Sekreterligi tarafindan da

maddi destek saglanmug, ayni zamanda Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanlg da projeye destek veren kurumlardan biri olarak yer almgtir.

2 Giildogan, 2007, 299-309.
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Res. 1-3: El Geili'de ortaya ¢ikan tarak-bask: ‘impresso’ bezemeli bazi ¢canak-¢cémlek 6mekleri ve
bunlanin deneysel ¢alisma kopyalan (E. Gildogan argsivi).
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Res. 4-6: El Geili'de ortaya ¢ikan tarak-baski: ‘impresso’ bezemeli bazi ¢anak-¢omlek émekleri ve
bunlann deneysel ¢alisma kopyalan (E. Giildogan argivi).
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Res. 7-8: El Geili'de ¢ok stk goriilen ve ti¢
farkls teknik uygulanarak yapidmus olan tarak-
baski: ‘impresso’ ¢canak ¢émlegi ve deneysel
olarak yapimus kopyast (E. Giildogan).

Res. 9: Deneysel ¢alismada kullantan alet 6mekleri (E. Glildogan argivi).
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Res. 16-17-18: Aynt aletle yapian basit noktali ‘impresso’ bezemede uygulanan yontemde, ortadaki nokta iki kere kullandarak noktalar
arasindaki mesafe egit olarak korunabilmektedir.
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Res. 19-20: Sekiz disli aletin arka kismu ile yapilan ‘rocker’ bezeme 6megi (E. Giildogan arsivi).

Res. 21-22: Sekiz disli aletin yatay olarak kap tizerine bastinlmastyla yapilan basit noktalt ‘impresso’ 6megi (E. Guildogan argivi).

Res. 23-24-25: Iki digli aletin hafif bastinlmastyla yapilan basit noktalt ‘impresso’ érnegi; bu bezemede bir sira tamamlandiktan sonra
hemen altndan yeni sranin yapilmastyla noktalar arasindaki mesafe korunabilmektedir (E. Giildogan argivi).
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Res. 26-27. Deniz kabugu kenan kullandarak yapilan ‘rocker’ bezeme émegi (E. Gildogan argivi).

Res. 28-29. Deniz kabugunun agiz kismu kinlip kaba bastinlmastyla yapilan basit noktal ‘impresso’ omegi (E .Giildogan argivi).

Res. 30-31. Sekiz disli aletin dikey-yatay hafif olarak bastirlmastyla olusan basit noktal ‘impresso’ omegi (E .Guldogan argivi).




166 Emre GULDOGAN

Res. 32-33-34: Sekiz digli aletin bastrilmastyla yapilan ‘rocker’ bezemede bir sira bitince diger stra ilk siramin bittigi yerden uygulamaya
devam edildiginde olusan bezeme yukandaki gibi olmaktadir (E. Guldogan arsivi).

Resi. 37: Disli aletle yapilan kangik tarak
bezeme 6rmegi ile birlikte deniz kabugunun
kenannin kinldiktan sonra yapilan ‘rocker’
bezeme ¢émegi (E. Giildogan argivi).

Res. 39-41; Sivri uclu aletle yapian ve bu aletin uglanrun farkl olarak agimastyla yapian basit noktal ‘impresso’ émekleri (E. Gildogan
argivi).
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Glintlimiiz kdylerinde yapian aynnuli bir etnobotanik arasttrma sayesinde I¢ Anadolu’da Neolitik
dénemde bulunan beslenme amacli bazi yabanil bitkilerin kullanum, islemden gecirme teknikleri ve
sosyal agidan énemi agiklik kazanmugtir. Arastirma, bu eski yerlesimlerin arkeobotanigine iliskin
gesitli sorular yoneltilmesini saglamugtir. Bu yabanil bitkilerden biri olan ve yerlesimlerin cografik
dagiimlanina gore halk arasinda cegitli isimler alan B. maritimus (saz, bapra, bafra, kovalik, kovalak),
tanim dncesi yan yerlesik gruplar icin oldugu kadar ana beslenme maddesi tahil olan topluluklar icin
de hem olas: bir besin maddesi, hem de yap: malzemesi olarak 6nemlidir. Burada, bu bitkinin
guniimiizde kullanim alanlan cesitli yénleriyle incelenerek arkeobotanik kalintiara ve bitkinin
toplanmasy, islemden gegirilmesi, depolanmasi, kullanimi ve tiketilmesi agamalarinda kullanidmus

oldugu diistintilen aletlere 151k tutulmustur.

Food has been one of the basic needs of living
organisms during their life-span. To consume
food, humans developed different strategies
depending on what their environment offered.
Rich resources of trees with edible and nutri-
tious fruits, large mammals, domesticable wild
food plants, and their availability from close
vicinities motivated people to adapt different
management strategies. In recent years, the in
depth ethnobotanical and archaeobotanical
studies revealed the importance of the wild food
plants even in the diet of communities with
advanced food economies.! The abundant
recoveries of plant remains from the archaeo-
logical sites allowed us to learn much informa-
tion about the past human diets and their effects

on human groups. It changed our views of the
subject in a considerable way.

This sedge species was studied as part of the
MSc thesis of the present author that was on
‘The Ethnobotany of Wild Food Plants in the
Konya Basin'. The thesis focused on wild nuts,
fruits, and tubers that grew in the Konya Basin.
The taxa list identified included the Genera of
Bolboschoenus, Pistacia, Rhus, Amygdalus,
Pyrus, Prunus, Crataegus, Celtis, and Quercus,
all growing in the Konya Basin today and of
which remains have been recovered from the

early levels of the excavations in the region. This

ethnoarchaeological study concemed several
complementary parts which mainly comprised

* METU, Institute of Social Science, Settlement Archaeology Program, 06534, Ankara, Turkey. aylanerkal®gmail.com
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the archaeological and ethnobotanical data.
METHODS

This study was aimed to analyse the wild food
plant use by the past societies. Central Anatolia
as one of the best studied areas with several
Neolithic sites and as a geography encompass-
ing different types of vegetation zones was cho-
sen as the research area (Fig. 1). Neolithic and
Early Chalcolithic were the time periods select-
ed to be examined in this study as important
changes about the diets and subsistence strate-
gies of human groups occurred in these periods
(Fig. 2). This knowledge was explored through
ethnobotanical research strategies. The degree
of the importance of wild food plants was
demonstrated in the archaeological evidence
including the available archaeobotanical data.
The relationship between the local people living
in the modern villages of the Konya Basin and
the wild food plants still growing in the region
as in the past was studied in detail with the tools
used alongside the taphonomic effects. Because
it was possible to study similar environments
today in the Konya Basin, nine modern villages
to collect ethnobotanical data were chosen from
three different environmental zones in this area,
which included wetland, forest and steppe
zones. The different strategies of harvesting,
processing and storage which local people used
for the consumption of each plant species pro-
vided useful implications to archaeological
recoveries.

Archaeobotany attempts to bring explanations
to plant remains recovered from archaeological
deposits by considering various ways people
interact with plants. Mixture of crop plants,
weeds and wild plants are the archaeological
remains of the plants gathered for food.
Sometimes it may not be very easy to distinguish
which traces in the archaeological context
belonged to food activities and which to non-
food ones; thus several theories contributed by
experimental works and ethnoarchaeological
research have been developed concerning the
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interpretation of these archaeobotanical remains
and site formation processes. Sampling strate-
gies and the conditions of the preservation of
the archaeological material have played an
important role in how much of the actual mate-
rial lying beneath the soil was recovered and
how much it in fact represents the whole site.

THE CHARACTERISTIC OF B. MARITIMUS AND
ITS GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION

The sedge family Cyperaceae that B. maritimus?
(previously named as Scirpus maritimus)
belongs, includes 90 genera and some 4,000
species. It prefers wet and open habitats. B.
maritimus (club-rush, bulrush, saltmarsh, Fig. 3)
is a glabrous, rhizomatous perennial with fleshy
roots (Townsend, Guest 1985) and stems up to
1-1,50 cm (Tan 1985). The inflorescence nor-
mally bears large numbers of the shiny, dark
brown, angular seeds (Hillman 2000). The
seeds, tubers and shoots are edible and possibly
nutrient-rich resource (Kantrud 1996). It grows
up t o altimeters c. 600-950 m. by fresh water
wetlands such as streams, along ditches, edge of
swamps, shallow pools from irrigation canal
overflow, and sometimes in saline places, also
as a weed in ricefields (Townsend, Guest 1985;
Tackholm, Drar 1950).

The species was abundant in Konya Basin twen-
ty years ago. On the lands where now
Catalhoyiik excavation buildings are, a dense B.
maritimus habitat was used as midden area by
Kiiclikk®y villagers. Today, due to heavy drying
of the wetland ecological zones of the region, it
grows along the irrigation ditches as occasional-
ly dense and homogenous groups (some 10 m.
in length) between mixed Phragmites and
Typha groups. Until 8 years ago, it grew in large
stands in Tagagil, Pinarbagi, Karahoyik and
Adakale villages by Hotamis Goli, now almost
totally dry, on the north of Can Hasan sites; by
Ac1 Gél (dried totally ten years ago) by Pinarbagi
sites; on the north and west of Dedemoglu vil-
lage in Kocagay River and in Arpa Cayiri locat-
ed on the west of Catalhtylk; on the northern
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border of Konya in Astin Meadow; on the south-
ern border of Konya closeby Toros slopes; and
in the western borders of Konya neighboring
the Lake District by Beysehir Lake. Today, the
steppes where B. maritimus used to grow are
extensively covered with Juncus sp, another
sedge species without tubers and shorter than B.
maritimus in size. The marshlands and lakes
started drying in early 1990's. When the first visit
to the areas was undertaken by the present
author in June 1998, only a small patch of
marshland by Adakale village was left of the
Hotamis ILake. Acigdl (Sileymanhact Goli),
which still existed in 1993, was already com-
pletely dry. Further south, the marshland by
Hamidiye shown on the maps drawn in 1950’s
was totally gone. Arpa Cayit marshland by
Dedemoglu village was replaced by an arid
environment type as well. Nevertheless, as stat-
ed by the geomorphologists, the drying of the
lakes make a similar environmental condition to
that of the Neolithic Period in the region.

THE RECOVERY OF B. MARITIMUS
IN THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL RECORD

The use of this plant as an important resource in
a wide geographic area dates back to very early
times. The tubers, seeds, and stems of B. mar-
itimus have been found abundantly at several
Prehistoric sites. The important reason to this is
because early human groups in the Near East
mostly settled by water resources and many
wetland areas included plant species from
Cyperaceae family, including B. maritimus. The
plant was extensively used for various reasons
beside its consumption. Both tubers and nutlets
were recovered in the charred remains of
human faeces from the Late Pleistocene hunter-
gatherer site of Wadi Kubbaniya (18,000 BP) in
northemn Egypt (Hillman, Madeyska, Hather,
1989). The nutlets of sea club-rush have also
been found in the early periods in the Near East
including the Epipalaeolithic and Neolithic sites
of Hallan Cemi Tepesi and Cayonii in Anatolia,
Abu Hureyra in Syria, several early sites in the
Azraq basin of East Jordan, in the Levantine cor-

169

ridor, and at Gatalhdyiik (7400-6200 BC) both as
nutlets and tubers in relatively large quantities
(Hillman, Colledge, Haris, 1989; Rosenberg,
1994; Van Zeist, De Roller, 1991-1992). Such an
extensive recovery of the plant points to its
value both in the times prior to the emergence
of agriculture and when the societies depended
on domesticated cereals and pulses as the main
carbohydrate resource, as it was in Catalhoyiik.

THE LOCAL USE OF THE PLANT AND
ITS ARCHAEOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

Ethnobotanical data collected concerning the
harvesting and processing of the plant for non-
food uses has made important contributions in
understanding the taphonomy of the charred
plant remains recovered from various excava-
tions and debated for its different uses. In the
villages situated in wetland zones, all parts of
club-rush were used in several ways; causing
the abundance of their charred form inside and
outside houses. The use of this plant was very
common because of its durability in a damp
environment. Its long and flexible stems made
the plant valuable in this area for plaiting mats
and baskets.3 The plant supplied building mate-
rial and fuel resource in these environments that
lack woodlands. The nutlets supplied fodder for
animals in late summer when the wild grasses in
the area turned yellow, and the plant preserved
green reserves for livestock in winters. Club-
rush stems replaced the function of the cereal
straw in wetland areas with saline soil.

1. Construction Material

Before the human manipulated severe drought,
in wetland areas such as Dedemoglu by Arpa
Gayirt and Adakale by Hotamis Golii, where the
main flora was composed of the species of
Juncus, B. maritimus, Phragmites and Typha,
saline and wet soil type did not permit villagers
to adopt a productive agricultural economy. In
these villages, this case was still apparent from
the low population in 1998. Having suffered
from the shortage of cereals, these villages used
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Juncus stems in constructing roofs. They spread
the stems parallel to each other on the roof. On
the other hand, the villages on the plain with
plenty of cereal products could use cereal straw
for roofing and in the mudbrick. They owned
larger agricultural lands to use by-products such
as chaff both to use as building material and for
livestock grazing. The wetland zone villages pri-
oritized animal graze on the harvested fields.
There were reasons why Juncus sp. was not
used on the floor under the carpets. First of all,
the stems of this plant were hard even when
they were fresh. Instead, in Dedemoglu village
the house floors were covered with B. maritimus
(bafra) stems placed parallel to each other.
Carpet was laid on the stem covered floor. The
villages such as Adakale with availability to the
abundant club-rush resources used club-rush
stems in several ways including plaiting mats for
roofs and floors? (Fig 4). This way, carpets are
protected from getting dirty. Floors are protect-
ed as well and they do not need to be plastered
too often. It also saves time and energy. This
material makes the floor softer, because people
also sit and sleep on the floor.

The fact that floors of the Neolithic levels of
Catalhoyiik are generally clean from plant
remains, lithics, and animal bones may suggest
that mats laid on floors helped to keep house
floors clean. A direct use of club-rush stems was
detected through phytolith analysis. Some bas-
kets, possibly used in cooking wheat or barley
grains and maybe acoms, were made from
stems of Scirpus sp. (Rosen 2005) Scirpus mar-
itimus was the previous name for club-rush, as
the species of Scirpus and Bolboschoenus mar-
itimus show very similar taxonomical character-
istics, except that the latter includes bulbs.
Therefore, it has not been determined yet
whether the species detected as a result of phy-
tolith analysis is Scirpus sp. or Bolboschoenus
maritimus. Phytolith analysis showed that at
least one of the bins sampled contained matting
made from club-rush.> Matting was used to
extra-line the bin and the wheat grains that were
stored for replantation were preserved in a bet-
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ter quality from mildew and predation by
rodents (Rosen 2005). Mat impressions were
also found on floors (Fig 5). Phytolith analysis
undertaken on the floors also revealed that the
floors included club-rush remains, and that cov-
ering floors with mats made from club-rush
stems is possible according to the results of this
analysis (Rosen 2005).

Hillman argued the possibility of club-rush
tubers and nutlets as edible food resource that
were recovered from the Epipaleolithic site Abu
Hureyra (11,000-7000 BC) (Hillman 2000).
According to his interpretation, club-rush would
only have been collected for its tubers and nut-
lets because its stems would have been too
short to be worth using for thatching when
reeds were clearly available. On the contrary,
species of Juncus stems which are even shorter
than club-rush stems are used on the roofs but
in a rather different style than simply thatching
or loose roof covering. The stems of Juncus
were placed on the roofs and sealed with mud-
brick. It was called ‘karadrti’ (black cover). In
stem using activities, flowering parts were sepa-
rated and left off site during harvesting. Later on,
livestock was allowed to graze on them. Tubers
were not collected for consumption during
these activities because most of the tubers are
starchy and hard during the club-rush stem col-
lecting season that would be in late summer,
overlapping with cereal harvest. Club-rush
stems were piled as in the way of cereals. From
far, they can be mistaken for wheat or barley
grass piles. Metal sickles were used in harvest-
ing club-rush stems as in the case for wild grass-
es. ‘Reed hook’ was mentioned as a standard
harvesting tool by Hillman (Hillman 2000). He
observed reed harvesting in Adakale as well in
1970’s.6 At Catalhoyiik, eight pairs of wild goat
horncores placed on the lentil bin were recov-
ered and interpreted as having a symbolic
meaning (Hodder 2005). These horns might
have been used as sickles for reaping reeds,
sedges and cereals. The idea overlaps with the
evidence from the SEM analysis of the obsidian
bladelets recovered from the same levels. Traces



The Ethnobotany in Central Anatolia

of club rush were detected from these bladelets.
Some wood and pieces of club-rush tubers
recovered in large quantities alongside with a
cluster of obsidian debitage from the ashy
spread related to oven may indicate club-rush
harvesting using sickles. (Fairbairn et al. 2005)
The same tool type was recovered from the
archaeological contexts of Erbaba, Hacilar,
Kurucay and Suberde in the Lake District.” The
sickles made from homs as interpreted by
Melaart and Helbaek (Helbaek 1970) as well
and found at Hacilar and Kurugay are almost
identical with each other. In these settlements of
Lake District and at Catalhoyiik, the stems of
club-rush might have been used in roof con-
struction.

All the villages by the areas with club-rush used
parts of the plant, such as stems and tubers, in
constructing their houses; because the mudbrick
they made from the soil in their area included
club-rush tubers and stems. Using club-rush
stems saved from cereal straw which is valuable
as animal fodder. Club-rush grew in village sur-
roundings without demanding any special care,
unlike cereals. Mudbrick was cut from the damp
soil in spring, the season when the club-rush
tubers developed. Villagers preferred cutting
mudbricks from the soil rich in club-rush tubers
for building their garden walls8 as they are said
to add strength to the structure. Many times
club-rush stems were used on the top of garden
walls and on roofs. At Catalhoyiik Neolithic site
walls of the houses, considered as garden walls,
made from mudbrick also included tubers of
club-rush.? Similarly to those of modern villages
in the region, interior walls of the houses were
thinner and smoother than garden walls.
Discarded tubers were thrown into oven fire
alongside the fragments of deteriorated mud-
brick both for getting rid of the rubbish and as
tinder, resulting in their accidental charring.
Ovens were cleaned everyday regularly due to
accumulated ash after each burning activity.
Charred tubers alongside with ash including
other accidentally charred plant parts would end
up first in the house garbage in a comer of the
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garden and finally in the common garbage area
of the village. Tubers of club-rush were also
recovered, though in low numbers, from
Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic deposits of
Erbaba, Asiklthéyilk and Hacidar in Central
Anatolia (Van Zeist, De Roller 1995; Helbaek
1970; Van Zeist, Buitenhuis 1983). Suberde with
possible access to club-rush and other sedge
and reed species nearby the settlement could
have made a good comparison to other sites
located in marshlands, but it was not sampled at
all.

2. Fuel

Club-rush stems were often used as fuel too.
Livestock also fed on the flowering parts of the
club rush. Seasonally piled dung of livestock
made a good fuel resource since these wetland
zones were relatively far away from the dense
woodlands. In the ovens inside and outside of
the houses, thousands of club-rush nutlets
would get charred alongside with other wild
grass seeds through dung buring. All these
ended up in the common garbage area. At
CatalhOyiik, wheat husk, Phragmites and club-
rush phytoliths were found mixed near the oven
and were interpreted as the remains of fuel
(Rosen 2005). In modern villages, garbage
dumping in the reed and sedge communities
occurred most often. These plants helped to
hide the dirt of the garbage and somehow cov-
ered it. It was useful to dump garbage in these
areas also, for later on these areas could be
burnt for garbage cleaning. During this burning
activity, again thousands of club-rush nutlets
would get accidentally charred mixing in the
garbage deposit. At Neolithic levels of
Catalhoyik, club-rush nutlets were sometimes
found together with chaff and cereal grains,
Astragalus/Trigonella and Gramineae seeds, in a
few cases seeds of Rumex, Stachys, and
Alyssum too, and remains of dung (Fairbairn et.
al.,, 2005) These seeds are mature in late sum-
mer. It might have been the case that, seed and
chaff mixture ended up in dung following a late
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summer grazing. In Anatolia, livestock often
grazed on harvested fields as indicated above. As
well as being nutritious, remains of harvested
cereals also help to produce dung as fuel in good
quality. Such mixtures of plants from dry and wet
land zones might point to dry patches of lands
nearby the settlement area too. Neogene terraces
10-12 km far from the settlement area were
already suggested as dry land zones used as agri-
cultural lands. (Fairbairn et. al. 2005)

Tubers recovered in large amounts from the
archaeological contexts of Catalhoylik were
often addressed to their use as fuel. However,
Konya and Karaman villagers do not collect
tubers for fuel. Tuber collecting for the purpose
of fuel is time wasting, and reaping the stems for
fuel is more efficient. Although mud with tubers
is collected from the ground to be used as build-
ing material, tubers are not picked from the soil.
The deteriorated tubers thrown in the oven fire
are limited to few. Only some portion of the
tubers happened to be charred may have come
from the discarded building material. Already,
dumping some burnt fragments of building
walls in the midden has been apparent in the
floated samples of Catalhoyiik.10 Therefore,
large amounts of tubers recovered archaeologi-
cally are possibly associated with their con-
sumption.

Up to this point, club-rush tubers were brought
on site within the construction material, club-
rush nutlets were accidentally brought on site,
club-rush stems were generally incidentally
brought on site and all were charred as result of
non-food activities. For this reason, the abun-
dance of charred nutlets and tubers of this plant
present in the middens in a settlement in no
way indicates that they were eaten. During such
activities, numbers of discarded and bumt
tubers are not many.

3. B. maritimus as a Food Plant

In the Konya Basin, there are villages still con-
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suming club-rush tubers (Erkal Tsetsekos 2006 ).
During fieldworks, it was told by the villagers in
the wetland areas that they consumed club-rush
tubers in various ways. The plant was often col-
lected during fieldworks of the present author in
these areas with the help of the villagers. At the
end of the fieldworks, the voucher specimens
collected were taken to the Gazi University
Herbarium for their botanical identification.
Local people would uproot the plant with its
tubers and sometimes collect the tubers in early
spring when the tubers were young and juicy.
Tubers were separated from their stems, and
their muddy outer layer was peeled off at the
harvesting place. Often people of all ages, but
mostly children, young men and women would
casually collect club-rush tubers during other
activities. Tubers were also stored in storage pits
in the gardens. It is possible that decades ago
the villagers preferred storing roasted tubers to
storing them fresh in order to prevent germinat-
ing or being eaten by vermin. Club-rush tubers
were often roasted in low temperature in an
oven prior to their consumption. During roast-
ing, some tubers would accidentally be burnt
and thrown away in the oven fire.

It is possible that in the early periods tubers of
club rush were often roasted prior to their stor-
age. At Catalhoylk, although B. mantimus
tubers were largely recovered from the midden
deposits as well, the midden contexts were con-
sidered to be unreliable resources for the
assumption of food consumption. In addition,
the abundant recovery of B. maritimus tubers
from fire installations including fire-pits and
oven/hearth (Fairbaimn et. al. 2005) where roast-
ing food plants took place and from pits and
bins (Helbaek 1970) where food plants were
stored, has suggested that tubers were roasted
prior to their consumption, and they might have
been roasted before stored as well. Hearths and
rake-outs typically included pieces of B. mar-
itimus tubers alongside with the mixture of
domesticated cereal and pulse, wood and wild
seed (Fairbairn et. al. 2005).
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Today, the consumption of club-rush tubers as
a side dish with the ‘kavurga’ meal made from
roasted or boiled wheat grain in wetland zones
is a variety of the similar food prepared with
kavurga and roasted or boiled acorns in the for-
est zones. It serves the same purpose that wild
food plants were added in cereal meal both to
make the meal nutritious and to increase the
food amount. In the 1999 summer season,
experimental work was undertaken in collabo-
ration with Michele Wollestonecroft to test the
consumption possibilities of club-rush tubers
(Erkal, 1999; Wollstonecroft, Erkal, 1999).
Unfortunately, it was soon discovered that sum-
mer was the wrong season to test their harvest-
ing, processing and edibility. Uprooting the
plant with its tubers required time and energy,
so three people could collect around half a kilo
of tubers in one hour. Although pounding
tubers into flour took a long time as well, flour-
making from the tubers was possible.

TRADE, LANGUAGE AND KINSHIP AS
TOOLS OF ACCULTURATION

The local names of club rush changed accord-
ing to differences in the environmental zone as
well as in the main uses of the plant. Club rush
was called ‘kovalik’! by the villages near
Hotamus Lake. In these villages club rush stems
were used for basketmaking., In mountain vil-
lages, the plant took the name of ‘kovalak’,
because the villagers knew the stems of this
plant through trade. All sedge species were
called ‘kovalak’ (meaning: repellent) by the
mountain villagers. During meat cooking activi-
ties in the open air, burnt sedges in the cooking
fire produce a dark smoke that works as an
insect repellent. In Madensehir located in the
forest of Karadag, the club rush was also called
‘berde’ (berde cushions were made from club
rush stems) meaning ‘from the flooded lands’.
Suberde took its name from the same origin as
well. In the northern steppe villages still holding
their availability to reed and sedge resources,
the club rush was called ‘bafra’, taking its name
from the cushion made with club rush stems.
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In the central steppe villages such as
Tiurkmencamili, the plant was called ‘kindira’,
meaning tinder because sedge species such as
Juncus growing in the now arid zone are used
as tinder. Although there is an exchange net-
work between the steppe and mountain zones,
the central steppe villages are not in close affili-
ation with the mountainous villages in terms of
acculturation through kinship and share of
workpower. It reflects on the language as dif-
ferent names for the materials used by the local
people. On the other hand, the wetland zone
villages often exchange materials with the ones
in the mountainous zone. The villages on the
skirts of the mountains hold availability for a
steppic and fertile environment; therefore they
are often in rival with the mountainous villages.

The reflection of the changing environmental
conditions on the language can be observed in
Guneysinir (the village name means ‘south bor-
der’ pointing to the southern forest border to the
Konya Plain). The village used to be surround-
ed by dense woodlands a few decades ago but
today, due to deforestation, the area is now
being part of the expanding steppe zone. Before
deforestation, club rush was called ‘kovalak’ as
in the mountaneous area villages. When the
arboreal vegetation started to be replaced by
steppic environmental type, the club rush
changed the name from ‘kovalak’ to ‘kindira’ as
in the steppe zone villages.

CONCLUSION

Given all the ethnographic account and given
the archaeological evidence, the inhabitants
lived in the Neolithic and Chalcolithic periods in
the settlements within the scope of this research
used club-rush in various activities if the plant
was locally abundant (Fig. 6). According to geo-
morphological research, the marshlands of the
Konya Plain where Catalh6yik was located
were probably dominated by the sedges and
reeds including club-rush, and grasslands. This
case is apparent also from the construction of
the mudbrick houses.
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This type of ethnobotanical study in under-
standing the roles of the wild food plants in
early agricultural societies by using ethnobotan-
ical research!? revealed many important results
for the interpretation of the archaeobotanical
recovery from the Neolithic and Chalcolithic
sites. By-products, plant parts brought on site,
possibilities of off site consumption studied
through ethnobotanical research strategies also
shed light to how different processing tech-
niques affected the survival of the various parts
of the plant. It was also important to stress that
as well as environmental circumstances, cultural
factors played a role in the diet and the tech-
niques used in processing plants. The most dif-
ficult plants to talk about were wild almonds
and club-rush tubers; the former for its bitter
taste and the latter for being gathered from the
muddy water outside the domestic area. During
the study it was observed that local people liv-
ing in the area did not want to talk about con-
suming wild food plants, especially the ones
rejected for their bitter tastes by people with bet-
ter economic conditions. Tannin removing
processes, storage activities and real quantities
of the collected and consumed plants were
found out only after several trips to the villages.
The consumption of a bitter tasting fruit (in spite
of them being processed) was related with
poverty. Although mud was good for construct-
ing buildings, it meant dirt in the wild especial-
ly to the villagers who lived in the steppes. As a
result, B. maritimus tubers first said to be of no
use by the Stileymanhaci villagers were later
found to be used in three different ways along-
side their consumption, and according to the
mubhtar and the residents of the village, the trade
network including B. maritimus dates back to
1500’s in the same village when it was first set-
tled (Erkal Tsetsekos 20006).

Other questions related to the role of the wild
food plants in agricultural societies: To what
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degree the local people in modern villages situ-
ated in different environmental zones of the
Konya Basin consume wild food plants was test-
ed. Finally, there was the question of how far it
was possible to compare present day environ-
ments and sociocultural patterns with the condi-
tions predominating in the Neolithic.
Paleoecological investigations and the vegeta-
tion surveys of the current environment could
help estimate how far the wild fruit, nut and
tuber resources were from the Neolithic settle-
ments. Changes are occurring all the time, and
making a detailed analogy was not possible.
None the less, these wild food plants including
clubrush recovered from the archaeological
excavations are being used. It is a very strong
similarity to the Neolithic, and harvesting, pro-
cessing and storage may be similar. These tech-
niques recorded from modern villages produced
similar taphonomic results to those recovered
from archaeological deposits. It was also sup-
ported by the other analysis results on the
archaeological remains that this ethnobotanical
modelling can be used in interpreting the
archaeological remains concerning wild food
plants. Researchers from other various disci-
plines, such as anthropologists, economists,
sociologists, pharmacists and food engineers
can also benefit from such ethnobotanical stud-
ies. This study also showed that due to mod-
ernisation, traditional living styles and natural
environments which serve as open laboratories
to archaeologists become extinct in a fast way.
For this reason, it is vital to record the data from
these resources before they are lost from our
world forever. Environmental worries as well as
scientific concems need to be stressed in every
possible chance. It is important that we pay
attention to sudden changes in nature manipu-
lated by human. Such changes are threatening
to us humans as well as to habitats feeding and
sheltering millions of animal and plant species.
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NOTES

1Moermzm., 1998; Fairbaim, Martinoli, Butler and Hillman, 2007,
Ertug-Yarag, 1997 are a few examples to it.

2profs. Hayri Duman, Mecit Vural and Zeki Aytag of Gazi University
Department of Biology identified the voucher specimens as B. mar-
itimus (L.) Palla var. maritimus collected by the present author during
the fieldworks.

W. Matthews et al. 1998

3Club-rush is not commonly used in other areas of Turkey for baskets
or mats. For further reference, see F. Ertug, 1999; F. Ertug, 2006. Plants
used in domestic handicrafts in Cental Turkey and: An overview of
the plaited crafts of Turkey (Anatolia and Thrace) in Proceedings of
ICEB. IV Intermnational Congress of Ethnobotany (ICEB), Istanbul,
August 21 ~ 26, 2005, published in the Proceedings of the ICEB 2005
(Ed. Fusun Ertug), November 2006.

4 Such uses of the plant also indicate the diversity, as in Aksaray and
Kayseri areas local people only use reeds, Phragmites for roof mats as
they are larger when cut to open and long, easy to plait and sturdy,
as well as shiny. See Ertug-Yarag, 1997.

SHowever, according to Wendrich, exact identification of phytolith
remains is extremely difficult, but the identifications given for various
coiled basketry were Cyperus species, wild panicoid grass leaves,

REFERENCES

DAVIS, P.H., (Ed) (1965-1985).
Flora of Turkey and the East Aegean Islands. vol. 1-9.
Edinburgh, Edinburgh University Press.

ERKAL A., 1999.
“Experimental Work at Catalh6yik”, CatalhSyitk 1999 Archive
report. Online at www.catalhoyuk.com

ERKAL TSETSEKOS, A., 2006.
The Ethnobotany of Wild Plant Food Use in the Konya Basin:
A Quantitative and Ethnoarchaeological Approac, MSc thesis
submitted to the Graduate School of Natural and Applied
Sciences of Middle East Technical University,Ankara.

ERTUG-YARAS, F., 1997.
An ethnoarchaeological study of subsistence and plant gather-
ing in Central Anatolia, PhD dissertation, St. Louis, Washington
University,

ERTUG F,,

1999. “Plants used in domestic handicrafts in Cental Turkey”, OT
Sistematik Botanik Dergisi 6/2, 57-68

2006 “An overview of the plaited crafts of Turkey (Anatolia and
Thrace)” in IV International Congress of Ethnobotany (ICEB),
Istanbul, August 21 — 26, 2005, (Eds.) D. NOVELLINO, F.
ERTUG published in the Proceedings of the ICEB 2005 (Ed. Z.
Fisun Ertug), November 2006,istanbul, Ege Yayinlar1.

ESIN U, 1998.
“Hunted Animals at Agiklt and the environment”, Man and the
Animal World: studies in archaeozoology, archaeology, anthro-
pology and paleolinguistics-in memoriam Sandor Bokényi,
(Eds.) P. ANREITER, L. BARTOSIEWICZ, E. JEREM, W. MEID
Budapest, Archaeolingua, 215-226.

FAIRBAIRN, A,, J. NEAR, D. MARTINOLI, 2005.
“Macrobotanical investigations of the North, South and KOPAL
areas at Gatalhoyik” , Inhabiting GatalhGyiik: Reports from the
1995-1999 seasons, (Ed.) I. HODDER ,McDonald Institute for
Archaeological Research/BIAA, 137 - 20.

FAIRBAIRN, A., D. MARTINOLI, A. BUTLER, G. HILLMAN, 2007.
“Wild plant seed storage at Neolithic Gatalhéytiik East, Turkey”,
Veget. History and Archaeobotany. 16/ 6, 467-479.

175

Agropyron inflorescence and stem as well as cereal straw. See
Wendrich 2005.

6Hiliman pers. comm.

7Esin states the finds of hom tools at Agiklihoyiik, but she relates
these tools with hunting activities and processing of skins and hides,
1998.

84 similar observation was also made by Yalman in her PhD thesis,
for different villages of the Konya Basin. These villages were located
on a steppe environment that lacked club-rush and the villagers used
soils rich with ayrk otu (possibly Elymus or Agropyron) in prepara-
tion of mudbrick. See Yalman, 2004.

9 Gatalhdyitk Archive Reports by BACH Team, 2000-2001.

10 Erkal Tsetsekos pers. observation, 1999

N general Juncus sp. and sometimes Carex sp. are also called as
‘kovalik’ in various parts of Anatolia (Ertug pers. comm.). To avoid
confusion, during the fieldworks for this study voucher specimens
were collected for each differently named plant by the villagers, and
botanically identified at the Gazi University Herbarium.

12 Ertug recorded over 100 wild plants for food use during her eth-
nobotanical research at Kizilkaya village in Aksaray near Agiklihoyik.
See Ertug 1997.

HELBAEK H., 1970.
‘The plant husbandry of Hacilar', Excavations at Hacilar. I, (Ed)
J. MELLAART , Edinburgh, 189-244.

HILLMAN G. C., 2000.
“The plant food economy of Abu Hureyra I and I, Village on
the Euphrates: From foraging to farming at Abu Hureyra, (Eds.)
AM.T MOORE, G.C HILIMAN, A. J. LEGGE, Madison / New
York, Oxford University Press, 327-422.

HILLMAN G. C,, S. M. COLLEDGE, D. R. HARRIS, 1989.
“Plant food economy during the Epipaleolithic at Tell Abu
Hureyra, Syria”, Foraging and Farming, (Eds.) G.C HILLMAN,
D.RHARRIS, London, Unwin Hyman,241-68.

HILIMAN G. C., E. MADEYSKA, J. G. HATHER, 1989.
“Wild plant foods and diet at Late Paleolithic Wadi Kubbaniya:
the evidence from charred remains”, The Prehistory of Wadi
Kubbaniya 2: Palacoeconomy, Environment and Stratigraphy,
(Bd) F. WENDORF, R. SCHILD, A. CLOSE, Dallas, Southern
Methodist University Pres, 162-242.

HODDER L, 2005.
‘Introduction’, Inhabiting (atalhbyiik.Project Members
Excavations at GatalhGytik 1995-1999, (Ed) I. HODDER, BIAA
and McDonald Institute for Archaeological Research.

KANTRUD, H. A,, 1996
The Alkali Scirpus marjtimus L) and Saltmarsh (3. Robustus
Pursh) Bulrushes: A Literature Review, Virginia/ Springfield,
U.S. Department of the Interior Information and Technology
Report 6.

MATTHEWS W., C. HASTORF, B. ERGENEKON, 1998.
“Ethnoarchaeology”, Towards reflexive method in archaeology,
(Ed) 1. HODDER, BIAA Monograph 28.

MOERMAN D. E., 1998.
Native American Ethnobotany. Timber Press, Inc.

OZDOGAN M., N. BASGELEN, 1999.
Neolithic in Turkey, Istanbul, Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yay.

ROSEN ,A., 2005.
“Phytolith Indicators of plant and land use at Catalhoyik”,
Inhabiting Gatalhoyiik.Project Members Excavations at




178 Aylan ERKAL - TSETSEKOS

Fig 4: Roof matting using B. maritimus stems. In the Konya Basin today, village women flatten
and weave the stems of sea club-rush into matting that is used to cover the ceiling in some
rooms (Adakale nearby Hotanus Saziig).
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Fig 5: A mat impression from Gayonii Neolithic site,
Diyarbakir (Ozdogan And Bagsgelen 1999: 29).

Fig 6: A similar sea club-rush matting is also placed between the wool carpets and the floors in houses.
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TUBA-AR, TURKIYE BILIMLER AKADEMISI
ARKEOLOJI DERGISI

TUBA-AR | Tiirkiye Bilimler Akademisi (TUBA)
tarafindan yilik olarak yayinlanan uluslararas
stireli bir dergidir. Derginin yayin politikasi, kap-
samu ve icerigi ile ilgili kararlar (Tiirkiye Bilimler
Akademisi-TUBA) Akademi Konseyi tarafindan
belirlenen Yayin Kurulu tarafindan alinur.

TUBA-AR Sosyal Bilimler Atf Endeksi (Art &
Humanities Citation Index -AHCI -) Ekim 2007'
den itibaren bilimsel yaymn tarama kapsam
icinde yer almaktadr.

DERGININ KAPSAMI

TUBA AR dergisi ilke olarak, donem ve cografi
bolge stirlamast olmadan arkeoloji ve arkeoloji
ile baglantii tim alanlarda yapilan, yeni
aragtirma, yorum, degerlendirme ve yontemleri
kapsamaktadir. Dergi arkeoloji alaninda yeni
yapilan ¢aligmalara yer vermenin yanu sira, bir
bilim akademisi yayin organi olarak arkeoloji ile
baglantili olmak kosulu ile kiiltiirel miras yone-
timi, koruma, doga, fen ve diger sosyal bilim
alanlar ile ilgili tim uzmanhk alanlarinda yeni
yorum, yaklagim, analizlere agiktir; bu alanlarda
bir forum olusturma islevini de ytklenmistir.

Kazi1 ve yiizey aragtrmalan da dahil olmak
iizere, yeni yorum ve agiim getirmeyen,
yalnizca malzeme tanitimi i¢eren, kazi 6n rapor
niteligindeki yazilar dergi kapsaminin disindadir.
Ancak kiiltiir tarihi ag¢isndan 6nemli bir yenilik
getiren, 6zgilin buluntular "haber" olarak dergiye
kabul edilebilir.

YAYIN [LKELERI

Dergide basilmak icin verilen yazilar Tiirkge,
Ingilizce, Almanca ya da Fransizca olabilir;
Tiirkce yazilara Ingilizce, diger dillerde yazilmig
olanlarda da Tiirk¢e kapsaml bir 6zet eklenmesi
gerekmektedir. Resim alt yazilan, biri Turkce
olmak tizere mutlaka cift dilde yazilmaldir..

Anahtar kelimeler ise yine , Tiirkge ve Ingilizce
olarak cift dilde verilmelidir.

Yazarlar dergiye makale gonderdiklerinde, s6z
konusu yazmin daha 6nce, ¢eviri olarak bile
baska bir yerde vyayinlanmadigini ya da
yaywnlanmak tizere bir baska dergiye gonder-
ilmemis oldugunu kabul etmis saydular.

TUBA-AR hakemli bir yayindir. Gelen yazdann
dnkabulii tizerine yayin kurulu goris bildirir ve
hakem Onerir. Her yaz1 en az iki hakeme gon-
derilir; Hakemlerin onerileri, elestiri ve diizelt-
meleri yazara, hakem adi gizlenerek yollanur ve
yazarlar hakem gorisiine uymay: kabul etmek
yiikimliligindedir. Yazarlarin, gerekge goster-
erek goriglerinde 1srarai olmalant durumunda
yaymn kurulu yeni bir degerlendirme yapar.

Hakem goriigleri dogrultusunda yaym kurulu
tarafindan basilabilir karan verilen yazilar, yazi
diizeni, yazim kurallari, kaynakga, gorsel
malzeme ile yazinmn iliskilendirilmesi gibi konu-
lar da dahil olmak tizere gozden gegirildikten
sonra, 6nemli bir aksaklik bulunmaz ise, son
gdzden gecirme Yayin koordinatorii tarafindan
yapilr.

YAZIM KURALLARI

Makaleler: Ozgiin makale bilgisayar ortaminda
yazilmalidir. Makalenin ilk sayfasy; Baslik, Yazar
ad(larn), Anahtar sozciikler , Makale 6zeti ve dip
not olarak Yazarin Adres Bilgilerini igerir. Baglik
iki kademeli kullandlabilir ve ikinci satira yazilan
baslik 'Alt Baghk' olarak degerlendirilir. Metin ilk
sayfadan sonraki yeni bir sayfada baglamal ve
tiim sayfalar numaralandirilmahdir. Sayfa sayist
icin belirli bir sinir bulunmamakla beraber {ist
str 15-20 sayfa olarak kabul edilmektedir.
Makaleler iki kopya kigit ciktsi ile CD'ye
kaydedilmis metin ve gorseller olarak teslim
edilmelidir. Metin, 'Microsoft Word' kelime iglem



programinda yazimali ve sorun yaratmadan
aciabilir bir formatta kaydedilmesi gerekir.
Metinde paragraflar ¢ift aralikla ayrimali, para-
graf baghiklan kalin (bold) ve biiyiik harf olarak
yazilmalidir. Yazarlar metin icindeki basliklan en
¢cok Ui¢ kademe olarak bolmelidirler. Birinci
derece bagliklar biyiik harf, ikinci derece
bagliklar kelimelerin ilk harfleri biyiik olmak
tzere kuglk harf, Gglnci derece basliklar
kelime ilk harfleri buyiik olmak tzere kiiciik
harf ve paragraf girisinde verilmelidir. Metin
icinde gecen yabana kelimeler, 6rnegin 'in situ'
italik olarak yazilmahdir. Yazimda kisaltma
yapiliyorsa genelde agik hali de belirtilmelidir,
buna bibliyografya kisaltmalarr da dahildir.
Gegerli baz1 kisaltmalar:

- Milattan Once'nin kisaltmasi:
MO (arast noktasiz)
- Milattan Sonra'nin kisaltmasi:
MS (arast noktasiz)
- Uyarlanmug (kalibre) tarihler: MO cal.
- Yaklasik tarihler: MO ca.
- Belirli baz1 donem adlan kisaltilabilir;
omegin ITC, IDG

Yazilar gerekli bicimlemeler (kalinalti ¢izgili,
yatik v.b.) hari¢ diiz sayfa olarak teslim edilir.

Gorseller: Resimler renkli olarak, elektronik
ortamda veya CD'ye kayith olarak yayinlanir.
Gorsellerin yiiksek ¢oziiniirliikkte ve iyi kalitede
olmalidir. Fotograf veya saydam (dia) verilecegi
zaman kalitelerinin yiiksek ve temiz fotograflar
olmasina dikkat edilmelidir. Genelde 20 sayfalik
bir metin icin 6-8 resim sayfas tist sinirdir. Yazi
hangi dilde olursa olsun resim alt yazilan, biri
Tirkce olmak tizere mutlaka ¢ift dilde
yazilmalidir. Gorsellerde ve metin i¢i gonder-
melerinde tek bir numarandinlma uygulan-
malidir. Fotograf, resim, ¢izim, tablo hepsi
Res.1,2,3... / Fig. 1,2,3... olarak siralanmalidir

Gondermeler: Gondermeler metin i¢inde paran-
tezle ayrilarak verilmelidir.
Ormegin ....( Esin 2002: 48- 50)

Dipnot ancak konuyla ilgili ek bir agilim gerek-
tigi zaman sayfa sonunda son not olarak kul-
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landir. Bu durumda metin iginde ‘iist yazt' olarak
numaralandirma yapdur.

Yazar adlan gerek metin ici kaynak géstermede,
gerek kaynakcada ilk harfler biiyiik adin timii
kiicik harf olarak verilmelidir. Cift yazarl
yazilann hem metin i¢i gondermelerinde hem
kaynakcada iki yazann ‘'ve' ile aynlmis soyadlan
kullanilir;

Omegin (Esin ve Harmankaya 1996: 27, Fig. 2)

Cok yazarli gondermelerde (lk yazar vd.)
seklinde yazilmalidir;
Ornegin (Esin vd. 2002: 84)

Kaynake¢a verirken dergi, yayin serisi adlan acik
ve tam olarak yazilmalidir. Kisaltma kullanilma-
mahdir. Kaynak¢ada yazar adlarinda alfabetik
siralamaya uyulmali, yazar adi tarih ilk satda,
ikinci satirda ise “..” tinak icinde makale adi
veya yatik yaziyla

Dergi / kitap ads, sayfa(lary), yaym yeri, yaymevi
belirtiimelidir. Kaynak¢a drneklemeleri:

Dergi: Esin U., 1978
“Tarihdncesi Caglarda Anadolu'da Uretimcilik
Asamast”. Toplum ve Bilim 6/7, 3-8.

Makale: Esin U.,1999

“Asikl’”, Neolithic in Turkey. The Craddle of
Civilisation. New Discoveries.

(Eds) M. Ozdogan ve N. Basgelen. 115-132.
Istanbul, Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yayinlan.

Kitap: Esin U., 1981

fik Uretimcilige Gegis Evresinde Anadolu ve
Gtineydogu Avrupa (GO 10 500- 7 000 Yillan
Arasp II: Kiltiider Sorunu. Istanbul Universitesi
Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Yaymlan 2681. Istanbul,
Edebiyat Fakdiltesi Basimevi.
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TUBA-AR is an annual international journal pub-
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Decisions concerning the scope and content of
the journal and the publication policies are
determined by the Publication Committee
selected by the Academic Council of the Turkish
Academy of Sciences.

TUBA-AR is among the scholarly journals
included in the Art & Humanities Citation Index
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THE SCOPE OF THE JOURNAL

As a policy, all types of original research, inter-
pretation, assessments and methodological stud-
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the publication of an academy of science, the
journal also includes new interpretations,
approaches and analyses in cultural heritage
management and cultural protection, as well as
in natural, scientific, social fields and other spe-
cialized disciplines. TUBA-AR hopes to provide
a discussion platform in these fields.

Any type of preliminary excavation or survey
report that lacks interpretation and perspective
cannot be considered. However, original dis-
coveries that bring insights to cultural history
can be included in the journal in the “news” sec-
tion.

PUBLICATION POLICIES

Atrticles submitted for publication may be in
Turkish, English, French or German. A detailed
abstract should be provided in English for arti-
cles written in Turkish. Articles written in other
languages must have a Turkish abstract. Photo
captions must be in two languages, one of
which should be Turkish. Keywords must be
provided both in Turkish and English.

Authors submitting articles to TUBA-AR are
informed that the submitted text or any transla-
tion thereof cannot have been published else-
where or sent to another journal for publication.

TUBA-AR is a peer-reviewed journal. After pre-
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determines referees, and each article is sent to a
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If an article is approved for publication by the
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STYLE GUIDELINES

Articles: Original articles must be written on a
word processor. The first page of the article
should include the article title, name(s) of the
author, keywords, abstract and contact informa-
tion for the author(s) in a footnote. Any second
heading that follows the article title will be treat-
ed as the sub-title of the article. The main text of
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and all pages must be numbered. Although
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20 pages. Two hardcopies and a CD-rom of the
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written in “Microsoft Word” and saved in a for-
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importance. The main headings should be in
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the words, the secondary headings should be in



small case. The same rule applies to tertiary
headings but unlike secondary headings, these
may appear in the first line of the general text.
Foreign words such as “in situ” should be writ-
ten in italics. If the text refers to abbreviations,
the full terms should be indicated in the text.
This rule also applies to the bibliography. Some
exceptions are

- Abbreviation for Before Christ: BC (without
periods between characters)

- Abbreviation for Anno Domini: AD (without
periods between characters)

- For calibrated dates: cal. BC

- For approximate dates: ca. BC

- Some periods names can be shortened:
EBA, FIA

Except for necessary alterations of font (in bold,
underlining or italics) the text should be in plain
characters.

Mlustrations: Color illustrations may be submit-
ted electronically or on a CD. Authors should be
aware that all illustrations must be high resolu-
tion images. Sharp high quality photos and
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number of photos accompanying a twenty page
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numbering system should be used for all illus-
trations. All photos, tables and drawings, should
be numbered sequentially as Fig. 1,2,3, etc.
Citations: Citations should be placed within the
text in parentheses.

For example: ....(Esin 2002: 48-50).

Footnotes may be used when additional infor-
mation is required and must be placed at the
bottom of the page. Footnotes must be num-
bered in sequential order within the general
text. With the exception of the first letter, in both
the bibliography and the text all author names
must be written in small characters. For multiple
authors, last names are separated by an “and” in
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