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Arastirma/Research

Reuse of Bone Finds in The Neolithic Period:
The Case from Barcin Hoytlik

[NEOLITiK DONEM KEMIK ALETLERIN YENIDEN KULLANIMI:
BARCIN HOYUK ORNEGI]

Miicella ERDALKIRAN

Keywords

Bone Tools, Reuse, Late Neolithic, Barcin Hoyiik, Bone Spoons

Anahtar Kelimeler

Kemik Aletler, Ikincil Kullanim, Geg Neolitik, Barcin Héyiik, Kemik Kagsiklar .

ABSTRACT

Located in the Yenisehir district of Bursa, Barcin Héyiik is a 7th millennium BC settlement. Numerous
bone tools and personal ornaments such as awls, spoons, spatulas, fishhooks, smoothers, pendants, and
beads were found at Barcin Héyiik. Reused tools and repairs make up a notable group within the bone
industry. Among the tools with the most commonly reused group are typically spoon handles, which were
converted into very different tools. Apart from this, it is seen that items such as awls, shuttles, and pen-
dants were repaired and reused. All these practices give us the opportunity to gain insights into the lifest-
vles of prehistoric people.

OZET

Bursa'min Yenigehir Iicesi'nde yer alan Barcin Hoyiik, MO 7. binyil yerlesimidir. Barcin Hovyiik 'te, biz,
kasik, spatula, olta ignesi, mablak, kolye ucu ve boncuk gibi ¢cok sayida kemik alet ve kisisel siis esyast
bulunmustur. Kemik endiistrisi i¢inde dikkat ¢ekici bir grubu, ikincil kullamim aletler ve onarimlar
olusturmaktadur. Ikincil kullanimi en sik rastlamlan aletler arasinda cok daha farkli aletlere doniistiiriilen
kasiklar yer almaktadwr. Bunun disinda biz, mekik ve kolye ucu gibi esyalarin onarilarak yeniden
kullanildigr goriilmektedir. Tiim bu uygulamalar Prehistorik Donem insaminin yasamani ve anlayisini

kavramamiz i¢in bize firsat vermektedir.

Introduction

Besides stone and wood, a prolific raw material
that prehistoric people used readily and shaped
are animal bones. The fact that they were shaped
in a relatively short period of time, requiring no
real skill must have encouraged the widespread
use of these materials. In addition, those which
had broken during manufacture or use were re-
used by reshaping and being converted into other
types of tools. This is important in that it shows
the value prehistoric people attached to their be-
longings, the bond between belongings and hu-
man beings, and the life practices.

The material discussed in this manuscript was ob-
tained from Barcin Hoyiik — located in Yenigehir
district to the east of Bursa. At Barcin Hoyiik,

consisting of two interconnected hills with a
size of 1.7 hectares, the excavations were carried
out in the larger settlement in the east. The ex-
cavations of the first session were conducted be-
tween 2005 and 2006, headed by Iznik Museum
and under the scientific advisership of Jacob
Roodenbergl, and the research of the second
session was conducted between 2007 and 2015,
headed by Fokke Gerritsen2. A cultural deposit
with six levels consisting of the Byzantine and
Hellenistic/Roman Periods as well as the Iron,
Bronze, Chalcolithic, and Neolithic Ages was
discovered at Barcin Hoyiik.3

1 Roodenberg vd. 2008.
2 Gerritsen vd. 2013a: 93; Gerritsen vd. 2013b: 1-2.
3 Gerritsen vd. 2013a: 94; Gerritsen vd. 2013b: 3,



Characterized by the “Fikirtepe” and ‘“Pre-
Fikirtepe” cultures in the Marmara Region, the
Neolithic Age was detected in the seven subphas-
es of Level VI (Vle, VId1-3, Ve, VIb, and VIa) at
Barcin Hoyiik and it is dated at circa 6000-6600
BC according to the calibrated C14 results.4

For about 600 years, the early inhabitants of
the Yenisehir Plain had lived in the rectangular
structures opening into adjacent courtyard spac-
es. They built and rebuilt their homes using wood
and mud on top of one another with minor chang-
es across many generations. The subsistence
economy of the people at Barcin Hoylik relied
substantially on farming and animal husbandry.
The plant species cultivated included einkorn,
emmer, bread wheat, barley, lentil, pea, chick-
pea, vetch, and flax. Animal husbandry was per-
formed more with domestic cattle and sheep and
less with goats. Furthermore, there was hunting,
although at a low rate, and among the animals
hunted were fallow deer, roe deer, wild boar,
hares, foxes, birds, terrapins, small rodents, fish,
and mollusks.d Over 3,000 bone finds with de-
tailed typological and functional properties were
unearthed and studied during the excavations
of the second season at Barcin Hoyiik.0 It has a
considerably wide bone tool industry repertoire
including awls, spoons, spatula-spoons, spatulas,
smoothers, pickaxes, perforators, pins, crochet
needles, weaving combs, shuttles, fishhooks,
rings, beads, belt buckles, and belt hooks.” The
bone tools and ornaments from Barcin Hoyiik
were made from various bones of cattle, sheep/
goats, and roe deer; fallow deer antlers and teeth;
bird bones; pig molars; and any bones suitable
for tool technology and typology like fishbones.
Some finds with few examples or a single exam-
ple such as the awls made from cattle teeth, fish-
bones, and bird bones not only show the search
of this prehistoric society for different raw ma-
terials but also prove their use and conversion of
the available material and the importance they at-
tached to sustainability.

Gerritsen ve Ozbal 2016: 200; Gerritsen ve Ozbal
2019: 59.

4 Gerritsen vd. 2016: 199-200; Gerritsen vd. 2013a:
94-97; Gerritsen vd. 2013b: 3-5, 18.

5 Gerritsen ve Ozbal 2019: 61.

6 This research was supported by Ege University.
BAP-2014 EDB 009.

7 Dekker 2014; Erdalkiran 2017, 2016, 2015a-b.
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Reuse of bone finds

Besides the numerous and wide variety of bone
tools and ornaments, as mentioned above, an-
other group with a different technology and ty-
pology at Level VI of Barcin Hoylik, dated to
the Neolithic Age, is comprised of reused finds.
Some bone finds which had broken during man-
ufacture or use were reworked and recycled. At
Barcin Hoyiik, about 70 finds were reused either
in a different typology or, although in fewer cas-
es, they were reconverted into the same type of
tool through repair.

Many broken bone tools, mostly spoons, were
reshaped for a different purpose. Spoons dis-
play delicate workmanship, are fragile, and have
a long shaft and a bowl. Their typology makes
them fragile and they typically brake at their
shaft-bowl connections, their bowl tip, and their
shaft, which was made to be longer and thinner
than needed. However, they are the most suitable
bone artefacts for conversion into different types
of tools owing to their size and shape. Likewise,
perforators from the shafts of spoons, spatulas
from the shaft and the bowl, and awls, belt hooks,
fishhooks, and both perforated and unperforated
unidentifiable items from their bowls were deter-
mined as remanufacture. In addition, tool wastes
resulting from conversion into these tools were
encountered too.

With over 50 items, the perforators made from
broken spoon shafts are among the most com-
mon converted tools. The sections of perfora-
tors are circular or oval, as those of spoons, and
they were made without modifying the body but
by rubbing only one tip of them and giving it a
pointed form.8 It is seen that the broken bowl of
the spoon has been partly preserved in some ex-
amples (Fig. 1-2).

Another tool type into which broken spoons were
converted into is the spatulas with or without
a shaft. It is seen that especially the flat-bowl
spoons with a broken bowl tip were converted
into spatulas by preserving their shafts and re-
used (Fig. 3-4). The bowls of the spoons convert-
ed into spatulas were typically those in which a
half or a quarter of the original implement were
preserved. In only one example, the shaft was ei-
ther not preserved or subsequently broke.9 Use-

8 Erdalkiran 2016: 209-210, Cizim 4.
9 Erdalkiran 2015: 28, Fig. 13.



2023/1

wear and shine are generally seen on both faces
at the functional edges of the spatulas converted
from spoons.10 Nevertheless, it is observed that
not all spoons with a broken bowl tip underwent
this conversion and that the spoons with certain
concavity were not recycled, even if they had
broken, as they were unsuitable for the purpose
of use of a spatula.ll

In comparison with shafts, spoon bowls, with
their relatively flat structure of almost the same
thickness, were converted into different types of
tools such as awls, fishhooks, and belt hooks.

Known with a single example, the awl was made
from about a quarter of a spoon bowl. One cor-
ner of the triangular fragment with the preserved
spoon curve was resharpened and given a pointed
form (Fig. 5). In this way, a waste fragment was
reused by converting it into a different tool type.

It is seen that of the broken spoon bowls, two
were converted into fishhooks. In one of these
tools, made from the spoons with a broken bowl
section, it is observed that the bowl-shaft con-
nection has been partly preserved (Fig. 6). In the
example in question, which was in a better con-
dition, this part was tapered and made suitable
for winding thread. By piercing a perforation of
about 10 mm in diameter on its tip, it was intend-
ed to obtain a pointed curve and tip. However,
cut marks are seen on the tip; hence, it might be
an uncompleted and unfinished example. On the
other hand, an effort of notching to prevent the
thread from slipping and manufacturing marks
are seen on both faces of the tool. Another ex-
ample was also treated similarly. The vertical
cutting of the spoon bowl is much clearer in this
item; furthermore, its curved section was made
to be narrower and its tip was made to be thin.
Still, this fishhook also appears to have been left
unfinished and as a preform.

Another type of tool shaped from a broken spoon
bowl and represented with one item is a possi-
ble belt hook (Fig. 7). The item with a preserved
bowl-shaft connection is a crudely shaped and
uncompleted tool with edges left unretouched.
The reasons why this example cannot be identi-
fied as a fishhook are the facts that it is thicker
walled in comparison with the other two ex-
amples and that its perforation was pierced in a

10 Erdalkiran 2015: 28, 31-32, Fig. 11, 13-14, 17.
11 Erdalkiran 2015: 28, Fig. 2-3.

Reuse of Bone Tools in The Neolithic Period: A Case from Barcin 3

narrower form from both sides by employing a
different technology. Thus, it resembles a belt
hook more than a fishhook; nevertheless, it was
uncompleted.

Some four items (three of which were perfo-
rated and one of which was unperforated) made
from broken spoon bowls and with unidentifiable
functions were detected. In the first examples,
particularly in two items, it is clearly seen that
the perforations were cut and pierced with a size
of more than 10 mm, that the tools were shaped
into a U-form, and that their tips were cut (Fig.
8). In the other example, the perforation located
at the center displays a different technique as it
was pierced from both sides and is rather nar-
row with its diameter of 5 mm (Fig. 9). In the last
functionally unidentifiable example, one edge of
the bowl was preserved and the other edges were
rounded, thereby making an almost circular item.
The shine seen on one side of it indicates that it
was used.

One of the examples in which broken bone tools
were converted into a different function is a per-
forator made from a smoother tip (Fig. 10). A
smoother’s partly preserved tip, which wore and
shone due to use, turned into the head of a perfo-
rator. The horizontal manufacturing marks that
occurred during the reshaping of the tool are seen
on both faces. It is understood that the tip broke
and was discarded after it had been used for a
while.

In the second method, instead of being discard-
ed, the broken bone items continued to be used
without changing their function and by reshaping
or piercing them. In this context, the most com-
mon tool group is comprised of awls, followed by
shuttles. Furthermore, another find is a pendant
with a single example.

Although the most common bone tools at Barcin
Hoytik are awls, the remnants of some items with
a vertically broken tip were given a pointed form
by retouching and reused (Fig. 11). Of the awls
with or without an epiphysis that were made
from the metapodial bone, 23 were determined
to have been used by reshaping their broken tips.
Their tips continued to be used until they broke
or dulled.

Weaving shuttles make up another group of tools
reused without changing their functions. These
generally drop-shaped tools contain a perforation



on their wide part and it is seen that most of them
broke through their sensitive perforation and
became unserviceable.l2 Nevertheless, it was
found out that three examples which had broken
so continued to be used by reperforating them.
Two of them were obtained in complete form.!3
It is seen that another partly preserved tool had
broken through its perforation earlier; that the
shuttle was provided with its function again by
piercing a second perforation under the first
one; that its edges, meanwhile, changed form by
rounding due to use; but that later it broke again
and became unserviceable (Fig. 12).

Finally, the find which continued to be reused by
piercing a repair perforation is a pendant made
from the upper canine tooth of a male fallow deer
(Fig. 13). As the first perforation had broken, a
new perforation was pierced from both sides im-
mediately under the first one and the pendant
continued to be used.

The bone finds displaying reuse are seen in all
those phases of Barcin Hoyiik that represent the
Neolithic Age. It has been established that these
finds were obtained from domestic spaces, open
areas, and various contexts.

Conclusion

It has been determined that even though bone
tools and finds were intensively used at Barcin
Hoylik, some of them were reused. Although they
had enough raw materials, they preferred making
what they had in hand reusable to making a new
tool. A similar behavioral model was also de-
tected at Catalhdytik, about which we have more
information as its bone finds have been exam-
ined in detail. In the Neolithic settlements in the
Balkans, the bone tool industry displays a great
analogy with that of Anatolia.

Spoons and spatula-spoons have a significant
place in the bone tool industry of the Neolithic
cultures in the Balkans, as at Barcin Hoyiik.14
By stating that spoons were used most inten-
sively and for the longest period of time and also
repaired or reused at the highest rate among the
finds in the bone industry of Star¢evo, Selena
Vitezovi¢ expresses that the broken spoon shafts
in particular were converted into tools with a

12 Erdalkiran Baskida: Figure 6, 10.
13 Erdalkiran Baskida: Figure 13-14.
14 Vitezovic¢ 2011, 2016. Sidéra 2005, 2013.
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pointed tip such as projectile points or awls.13
There is no data on reuse except for spoon shafts
in Star¢evo. The only example concerning the
reuse of spoon bowls appears to be from Barcin
Hoytik for now.

On the other hand, the reuse and repair of es-
pecially perforated belongings such as needles,
beads, pendants, and necklaces were encoun-
tered in the bone tool industry of Catalhdyiik.10
Nerissa Russell further focuses on the repair or
sharpening of awls among these finds.l7 Even
though the repair of awls is seen at Barcin Hoylik,
no heavy sharpening process is seen especially
on the common awls made from the metapodial
bone. It is possible to explain the reason why this
is so with the availability of enough raw materi-
als as well as with the fact that they easily made a
new tool instead of a broken tool.

One of the important repairs seen at Barcin
Hoyiik is the pendant made from the upper ca-
nine tooth of a fallow deer. Its importance comes
from the fact that these teeth are available as two
pieces, with no enamel, and in dull condition in
male individuals only. These teeth were popu-
lar raw materials in making necklaces as of the
Epipaleolithic Age. This was such that their bone
imitations were made.18 A similar case applies to
the examples from Barcin Hoyiik as well. Along
with the pendant from an original tooth, its bone
imitation was also made here. Besides, the pen-
dant made from an original fallow deer tooth
was also encountered at Catalhéyiik,19 Asikl
H6y1’ik,20 and, although earlier, Gusir Héyl’ik21
and some examples of it were repaired and con-
tinued to be used.

It is seen that at Barcin Hoyiik, numerous bone
finds ranging from the tools the manufacturing
of which required expertise like spoons to the
pendants with a rare raw material like the canine
tooth of a fallow deer were repaired or converted
into reused products for completely different pur-
poses. With this practice, the prehistoric people
of Barcin Hoyiik saved on time and the available

15 Vitezovié¢ 2016: 193; 2011: 20.

16 Russell 2016: 130.

17 Russell 2001.

18 Russell 2012: 355; Russell 2016: 130.
19 Russell 2012: 355, (Figure 15.11).

20 Yelozer 2018: 390-391, Figure 8.

21 Ozdogan 2016: 139, Fig. 4.
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raw material, thereby also emphasizing the sus-
tainability and value of the material. Like the oth-
er specialists22 studying this subject, I also think
that the reuses show the symbolic or emotional
value attached to a tool or an item and that the
people were therefore unable to abandon it eas-
ily and wanted to go on using it by converting
it into another item. In this way, with reuse and
repair practices, we also find an opportunity to
understand the life practices and approaches of
the people of the period in question.
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Fig. 1. A perforator made from a broken spoon shaft, Fig. 2. A perforator made from a broken spoon shaft,
BH 5773. BH 16555

Fig. 3. A spatula made from a broken spoon, BH 8657. Fig. 4. A spatula made from a broken spoon, BH 46138.
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0

Fig. 5. An awl made from a broken spoon bowl, Fig. 6. A fish hook made from a broken spoon bowl,
BH 10706. BH 28811.

€2

Fig. 7. A belt hook made from a broken spoon Fig. 8. A perforated object made from a broken
bowl, BH 35722. spoon bowl, BH 35569.
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Fig. 9. A perforated object made from a broken spoon bowl, BH 6276.

|

Fig. 10. A perforator made from a smoother tip, BH 15882.
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f

Fig. 11. The reuse of an awl after its broken tip had been repaired, BH 163009.

A

Fig. 12. The reuse of a shuttle after its broken perforation had been repaired, BH 44621.

Fig. 13. The repair of the pendant made from the canine tooth of a fallow deer, BH 30039.



DOI: 10.51493/egearkeoloji. 1184830
ADerg 2023/1, Nisan / October; XXIX: 11-37 Arastirma/Research

Havran-Inbogaz1 Vadisi’nde Prehistorik Magaralar:

Andik, Aydinlik ve Karatepe Magaralar1
[PREHISTORIC CAVES IN HAVRAN-INBOGAZI VALLEY:
ANDIK, AYDINLIK AND KARATEPE CAVES]
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OZET

Edremit Korfezi ve ¢evresinde saptanan Neolitik ve Kalkolitik Cag'a ait yerlesim sayist son yillarda ya-
pilan arastirmalar sayesinde artis gostermistir. Bu yerlesim alanlarindan birtanesini olusturan Inbogazi
Vadisi magaralarimin kérfezdeki sulak alanlara hakim konumuyla Prehistorik yerlesimciler i¢in uygun
sartlart sagladigi ve yogun olarak kullanildigr anlasiimaktadir. Giiniimiizde kismen korunmus Inbogazi
Vadisi'nde yer alan Andik, Aydinlik, Karatepe Magralari’'nda ele gecen seramik parcalari, magaralarda
siiregelen yerlegim siireci hakkinda aydinlatici bilgiler sunmaktadr. Arastirmamizda ele gecen seramik
buluntular arasinda Neolitik ve Kalkolitik Cag'a tarihlendirdigimiz seramik par¢alart % 77,6 oramina
sahiptir. Karatepe Magarast’nda ele gegcen Tun¢ Cagi'na ait seramik parcalart % 5,3, Andik ve Karatepe
Magaralari’nda ele gecen Hellenistik ve Roma Caglari’na ait seramik par¢alart ise % 17 oraminda bir
dagilim gosterirler. Inbogazi Vadisi Magaralarinin, bu veriler sayesinde bélgenin énemli bir Prehistorik
yasam alani oldugu, mevcut kiiltiiriin Ege sahil kesimi ve Marmara bolgesinin batisinda yer alan Neolitik
ve Kalkolitik Cag kiiltiirleri ile kiiltiir birligi icinde oldugu goriilmektedir. Magaralarin Kalkolitik Cag
sonrasinda gegirdikleri uzun zaman siirecini kapsayan seramik dagilimindaki degisim, magara kullanim
seklinin farklilastigini ortaya koymaktadir. Kalkolitik Cag ve sonrasinda Edremit Korfezi'ni kaplayan
aliivyon dolgu sayesinde olusan tarim alanlarindaki geniglemeyle Tun¢ Cagi yerlesim sayisinda gozle go-
riiliir bir artisin paralel olarak ilerledigi goriilmektedir. Magaralarin yasam alani olarak kullanim ihtiya-
cimin azaldigi bu siirecte, mevsimlik barinma veya kiilt amaciyla kullanim islevi gérdiigii anlasiimaktadur.

ABSTRACT

The number of settlements representing the Neolithic and Chalcolithic periods around the Gulf of Edremit
has increased after several new research projects that were carried out there recently. One of the areas
where the prehistoric settlements concentrated in the Valley of Inbogazi, in which caves provided suit-
able conditions for prehistoric inhabitants due to their dominant positions overlooking the wetlands. The
pottery samples collected from almost well-preserved caves such as Andik, Aydinlik, and Karatepe in the
Valley of Inbogazi have so far provided useful information regarding the settlement histories of the caves.
The Neolithic and Chalcolithic pottery constitutes 77,6 % of the total pottery assemblage collected during
the research. The Early Bronze Age sherds collected from the Karatepe Cave is 5,3% while the Hellenistic
and Roman pot sherds from Karatepe and Andik Caves making up 17%. The finds from the caves of the
valley of Inbogazi demonstrate that this area was important for prehistoric habitation and the cultural
elements of these cave sites were close to those of Neolithic and Chalcolithic sites located on the Aegean
littoral and the inner West Marmara region. The change in the distribution of the pottery samples that
belonged to the long occupation period following the end of the Chalcolithic period can be related to
changes in the use of the caves.
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A dramatic rise apparently occurred in the number of Early Bronze Age settlements following the alluvial
filling of the Gulf of Edremit that took place following the Chalcolithic period, which eventually created
new agricultural lands. When the need to use caves as habitational areas declined, they began to be used
as seasonal shelters or spaces for cult activities.gain storage within economic strategies, and the evi-
dences of socio-economic change have been evaluated through these elements.

Giris

Kuzey Ege sahillerindeki konumuyla Edremit
Korfezi cografi, ekonomik ve sosyal yapisiyla
glinlimiizde Anadolu'nun ekonomik potansiyele
sahip bolgelerinden birtanesini olusturur. Sz
konusu 6nemin giiniimiize kadar gecen uzun za-
man siireci i¢in de gecerli oldugunu belirtmek
miimkiindiir.

Havran Cay1, Edremit Cay1 ve Karinca Deresi ta-
rafindan taginan aliivyon ile dolmus, giiniimiizde
15.000 hektarlik! tarim alanina sahip Edremit-
Havran-Burhaniye Ovasi’nda saptanan yerlesim-
ler, korfezde siiren yasam siireglerinin kanitlarini
olusturur. Ovanin Prehistorik Caglar1 hakkinda-
ki bilgilerin biiyiikk boliimil yiizey arastirmala-
rindan elde edilmektedir. Edremit Korfezi’nde
Neolitik, Kalkolitik, Tung Caglar1 yerlesmeleri
ve glizergahlarini saptamaya yonelik gergekles-
tirdigimiz ylizey arastirmamiz sirasinda ele al-
digimiz Prehistorik yerlesimlerinin azimsanma-
yacak sayida oldugu sdylenebilir. Kaz Daglar1 ve
Madra Dagi'nin ova seviyesine yakin yamaglari
ile al¢ak tepelerde bulunan yerlesmeler arasinda,
Neolitik Cag’da Siiliikliicesme Tepe, Kalkolitik
Cag’da Bergaz Tepe, M.O. 3. binyilda Boyalik
Hoyiik ve Hiiyiicek, M.O. 2. binyilda ise Man-
dira Tepe, Degirmen Tepe, Magara Tepe, Bergaz
Tepe, Kiz Ciftligi Hoyligii ve Baggesmeler dik-
kat gekenler olarak sayilabilir (Fig. 1).2

Edremit Ovasi seviyesinde saptanan bu yerles-
melerin yan1 sira ovaya hakim plato seviyesin-
de yerlesim amaciyla kullanilan magaralarin da
Korfezdeki prehistorik yasam siireci i¢inde yeri-
ni aldigin1 gérmekteyiz. Bu magaralar, Balikesir,
Havran ilgesi sinirlar1 icinde Inbogazi Mevkii/
Inbogaz1 Vadisi olarak adlandirilan derin vadi-
yi olusturan tepelerin dik yamaclarinda yer alir.
Vadi, ilge merkezinin 6.5 km kuzeydogusunda,
Inénii, Sarnigkdy ve Deredren Mahalleleri sinir-
lar1 iginde kalmaktadir (Fig. 2). Havran Cay1'nin

1 Mutluer 1992: 121.

2 Yiizey arastirmamiz kapsaminda inceledigimiz Burha-
niye, Edremit ve Havran ilgeleri sinirlari iginde kalan
merkezler hakkinda bilgi i¢in bakiniz: Yalcikli 2019;
2020.

Edremit Ovasr'na akmaya bagladig1 dogal sinir1
olusturan Kocagal Tepe3 ve Kiiciikgal Tepe tepe-
lerinin arasinda kalan vadi yaklagik 5 km dogu
yoniinde uzanmaktadir. Vadinin bati yoniinde
giris olarak tanimladigimiz iki yiiksek tepe ara-
sina 2010 yilinda Havran Baraji bendi yapilmis
ve vadi baraj golii rezerv alanina doniigmiistiir.
Glinimiizde Kocagal Tepe’nin vadiye bakan dik
gliney yamaglarinda Aydinlik Magara ve Andik
Magaras1 olmak tizere iki adet magara korun-
mus durumdadir (Fig. 3). inbogazi Mevkii'nde
ilk arastirmalar1 gergeklestiren 1.K. Kokten4
bolgede Aydinlik, Andik, Karanlik ve Deveda-
m1 olarak adlandirilanlarla birlikte yedi adet
magaranin bulundugu bilgisini vermektedir.
Giintimiizde Karanlik, Devedam1 ve isimlerini
bilmedigimiz iki adet magara baraj golii altinda
kalmistir. Aydinlik Magara’nin ise Havran Ba-
raji insaat1 sirasinda baraj bendi seviyesine ka-
dar zemini doldurularak, yarasa koruma projesi
kapsamina alinmig ve magaranin dogal yapisini
degistirecek diizenlemeler yapilmistir. Kocacal
Tepe’nin giineydoguya bakan yamacinda yer alan
Andik Magarasi vadi tabanindan yaklasik 175 m
yiikseklikte bir konuma sahip olup iyi derecede
korunmus magara yapisi ve Kkiiltiir dolgusuna
sahiptir. Kocagal Tepe’nin yaklasik 5 km dogu-
sunda, baraj g6liiniin kenarindan gegen Havran-
Ivrindi karayolunun giineydogusunda yer alan
Karatepe’nin st kesiminde bir grup magara ve
kaya siginaginin varligt saptanmistir(Fig. 7).5

Inbogaz1 Vadisi’'nin cografyasi dikkate alindi-
ginda, Kaz Dagr'nin dogusunda, gittikce algalan
dag silsilelerinin gilineydogu ucunda bulunan
Kocagal Tepe ve Kiiciikcal Tepe kalker olusumlu
bir jeolojik yapiya sahiptir. Bu tepeler arasindan
akan Gelin Deresi, baraj sonrasinda Havran Cay1
adin alarak Edremit Ovast’nin tarim alanlarini
sulayarak denize dokiiliir. Havran Cay1 jeolojisini

3 Bu tepenin ad1 1.K. Kokten (1949: 814) tarafindan Bii-
yiik Cal Dagi, bolgenin 1/25000 &lgekli haritasinda
(I-18.d3) ise Kocagal Tepe olarak adlandirilmis olup
yerelde kullanilan terim ile ortiigmesi nedeniyle ¢alig-
malarimizda haritadaki adlandirma kullanilmisir.

4 Kokten 1949.

5 Yalgikl1 2019: 547-548 Res. 4.
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inceleyen Y.E. Mutlu,® Inbogazi Mevkii’'nin kii-
clik karakteristik bir bogaz 6zelligi tasidigini,
yaslt olan kayaclarin iizerinde yer alan geng li-
tolojik birimlerin siirempozisyon mekanizmasi
sayesinde sahay1 olusturdugunu belirtmektedir.
Mutlu, Inbogaz1 Vadisi’nin Miosen birimleri ile
kapli olan sahanin aginmaya baslamasi sonrasin-
da meydana gelen tektonik hareketler nedeniyle
yiikselmis olan sahada, bolgeye yerlesen Gelin
Deresi’nin tektonik hareketlerle Miosen birim-
leri tamamen asindirdig1 ve karstik yapi igine
gomiilmesi sonucu sekillendigi goriisiindedir.
Bu karstik yapr1 i¢inde yer alan magaralarin olu-
sumlariin da bu siire¢ i¢inde basladig1 anlasil-
makadir. S. Ak7 Korfezin aliivyal jeomorfolojisi
ile ilgili ¢alismasinda; korfezin dolmasi siireci-
nin Erken Holosen evrede akarsularin getirdigi
sedimanlar alt tortullar seklinde korfezin deniz
tabaninda biriktigi, Orta Holosen evrede ise
akarsularin bir yandan hizla 6n delta sedimanla-
rin1 birktirmeye diger yandan da kiyida birikim-
ler yapmaya bagladigi1 goriisiindedir. Bu veriler,
Inbogazi Magaralarinin, Neolitik ve Kalkolitik
Cag’da Havran Cay1 ile diger akarsularin korfeze
tagidig aliivyon ile baglayan delta olusumu sa-
yesinde genisleyen sulak alanlara hakim, deniz
kiyisina ise giiniimiizden daha yakin bir konuma
sahip oldugunu gostermektedir (Fig. 1).

Bu jeomorfolojik gelisim, yakin konumda bu-
lunan Altinova’nin olusum siireci ile paralellik
gostermektedir. Orta Holosen evrede Altinova
deltasinda Madra Cay1 ve Karakog¢ Deresi'nin
getirdigi aliivyonlarin birikmesi sonucu kara-
lagmaya basladigi, sonrasinda ise Yeldegirme-
ni Hoylgi orneginde oldugu gibi Tung Cagi
yerlesimlerinin ovada goriilmeye baglandigi
saptanmistir.8:

Inbogaz1 Mevkii Arastirmalar:

Bolgenin tarihi ve arkeolojik 6nemi, Kocacal
Tepe'nin vadiye bakan dik yamagclarinda bulu-
nan karstik ozellikli magaralardan gelmektedir.
Bolgenin cografyasini tanimlayan ilk bilgile-
ri T. Wiegand’in® 1902 yilinda bolgeye yaptigi
gezi giinliiklerinden elde etmekteyiz. Kiiciikcal
Tepe’de mevcut olan Antik Cag kalintilarina yo-
gunlagan yazar, bolgede magaralarin varligindan

6 Mutlu 2020: 122, 124.

7 Ak 2019: 112-113.

8 Lambrianides et al. 1996: 189-190; Kayan ve Oner 2007.
9 Wiegand 1904: 262-263.
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bahsetmekte fakat ayrintili bilgi vermemektedir.
Magaralarla ilgili detayl bilgiyi I.K. Kokten’in!0
ylizey aragtirmalar1 ve sondaj ¢aligsmalarini sun-
dugu 1949 tarihli yayimnindan elde edebilmek-
teyiz. Inbogazi Mevkii'nde ilk olarak Kokten
tarafindan ayrintili arastirma yapilmis ve bol-
gede yedi adet magaranin bulundugu bilgisini
aktarmistir. Kokten, magaralarin adini Deve-
dami, Karanlik, Aydinlik ve Andik Magaralar1
olarak vermekte, Karanlik Magara’da ise kazi
yaptigini bildirmektedir. Bu ¢alismalar, inbogazi
magaralarinda yapilan ilk bilimsel aragtirmalar1
olusturur. Kokten, Karanlik Magara’da 5x3 m
boyutlarinda kiiciik bir sondaj ¢alismasi yiiriit-
miis, 2.10-2.20 m derinlikte ana kayaya ulagmis-
tir. Bu calisma sirasinda 3 kiiltiir tabakasi ve 15
yapi1 katinin varligini saptamistir. 1. kiiltiir katina
ait tabakada bes adet pismis topraktan i¢i bos ka-
din ve erkek figilirini saptamistir. Bu buluntular
sayesinde, magaranin Kybele’ye ait bir kiilt ala-
n1 olarak kullanilmis oldugunu ileri siirmiis ve
ilk iki yapikatinin Grek-Roma Cagi 6zellikleri
gosterdigini belirtmistir. 2. kiiltiir tabakasinda
Erken Tung¢ Cagrna tarihledigi seramik parga-
lar1 ele gegmis ve bu pargalarin Troia II evresi
seramikleriyle benzer oldugunu ileri siirmiistiir.
3. kiiltlir katinda ise kahverengi ve siyah perdahli
seramik parcalar1 saptamig olup bu kiiltiir kati-
nin Neolitik ya da Kalkolitik Cag’a tarihlenebile-
cegini belirtilmistir. Bu ¢alisma H. Cambel’in!!
Orientalia’da Anadolu’da yapilan aragtirmalari
tanitan yazisinda da ele alinmistir. S. Kilig tez ¢a-
lismasinda, 1982 yilinda M. Korfmann’in Karan-
lik Magara’y1 ziyaret ettigini ve Erken Tung Cag1
seramiginin varligini belirledigini bildirmek-
tedir.!2 1987 yilina geldigimizde, M. Ozdogan
tarafindan yapilan aragtirma sirasinda Karanlik
Magara’nin incelendigi goriiliir.!3 Ozdogan, Ka-
ranlik Magara’da Kalkolitik Cag, Erken Tung
Cag1 ve Ortacag’a ait seramik parcalarinin var-
ligin1 saptamigtir. Antikcag arastirmacilarindan
J. Stauber!“ tarafindan bolgede yapilan aragtirma
sirasinda “Biiylik Cal Tepe Magaralar1” olarak
tanimladigi magaralarda Troia I-II’ye tarihle-
nen Yortan kiiltiiriiniin varligina deginmektedir.

10 Kokten 1949: 814-815.
11 Cambel 1951: 237.

12 Kilig 1994: 154-155 Taf. XXV.1-4; Korfmann et al.
1994: 124.

13 Ozdogan 1989: 581.
14 Stauber 1997: 98-99.
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1995-2009 yillar1 arasinda Havran Baraji bendi
ingaat1 sirasinda bolgede yiizey arastirmasi ya-
pan E. Beksag, 1999 yilinda insaatin siirmesi
nedeniyle magaralarda arastirma yapamadigini
belirtmektedir.!> 2000 yilinda Tiirkiye Arkeo-
lojik Yerlesmeleri Projesi kapsaminda Marmara
Bolgesi arastirmalarinda baraj ingaati sirasinda
bolge incelenmis olup olusan tahribat durumu
raporda yer almistir.1® Havran’ tanittigi 2008 ta-
rihli kitabinda Z. Ozdemir!” magaralar hakkinda
bilgi vermektedir. Bu caligsmalar sonrasinda 2013
yilinda bolgenin sit potansiyelinin degerlendiril-
mesi amaciyla Balikesir Kuva—yi Milliye Miizesi
Midiirliigii tarafindan yapilan inceleme gezisine
doktora ¢aligmasi kapsaminda katilan A. Saka,
Andik Magarasi’nda aragtirma yapmis ve Neoli-
tik Cag, Kalkolitik Cag ve Erken Tung Cagi sera-
miklerinin varligini bildirmistir.!® Tarafimizdan
gergeklestirilen “Neolitik, Kalkolitik ve Tung
Caglarinda Ege ve Marmara Bolgeleri Arasinda
Yol Giizergahlar1 ve Yerlesimleri” konulu ylizey
arastirmasi kapsaminda 2017 yilinda Andik Ma-
garasi ve Aydinlik Magaralar1 arastirilmigtir.!®

Andik Magarasi, Kocagal Tepe’nin gliney yama-
cinin dogu kesiminde, vadi tabanindan 175 m,
baraj golii seviyesinden ise 135 m yiikseklikte
bir konuma sahiptir (Fig. 3-5). Yiiksek konumu
nedeniyle magaraya gilineydogudan kiictik bir pa-
tika ile ulagilabilmektedir. Magaranin giris bolii-
miinde bir bityiik ve dogusunda iki kiigiik galeri
girisi mevcuttur. Dogu boliimde yer alan galeri-
ler i¢ galerilere kiigiik gegislerle baglanmaktadir.
Batida yer alan giris ise magaranin en genis ga-
lerisini olugturur. Bu galeri 16,3 m genisliginde,
6,2 m ytiksekliginde olup mekanin derinligi 19,5
metredir. Bu mekanin kuzeyinde ayrilarak uza-
nan iki galeriyi Kuzey Galerisi ve Dogu Galerisi
olarak tanimlamaktayiz. Magaranin i¢ kisminda
bircok mekan sirasina sahip bu galerilerden ku-
zeyde bulunan galeri yaklasik 55,4 m uzunluga
sahiptir. Magaranin giris galerisinde biiyiik bir
kacak kazi cukuru ile kii¢iik boyutlu ¢ukurlarin
yant sira diger galerilerde de ¢ok sayida kagak
kazi cukurunun varlig1 gézlenmistir. Giris meka-
ninin zemini tavandan kopmus iri kaya kiitleleri
ve yogun tas parcalar1 ile kaplamis durumdadir.

15 Beksag 2001: 115.

16 Tanindi et al. 2001: 17, 25.

17 Ozdemir 2008: 23-24.

18 Saka 2016: 184-209 Lev. 56-64.

19 Yalgikli1 2019: 544-547 Res. 1-3, Ciz. 1.1,3,4.
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Magaranin giris mekaninin dogu duvarinda ka-
baca bi¢imlendirilmis nis diizenlemeleri yer
almaktadir.

Andik Magarasr'ndan yaklasik 20 m yukarida,
baraj golii seviyesinden ise 155 m yukarida ve
tepenin giiney yoniine bakan dik kaya yamacin-
da galeri girisleri yer alir. .K. Kokten’in ismini
vermedigi lic magara girisi arasinda yer aldigini
digiindiigiimiiz galerilerin dogu yoniine bakan
girisi biciminden dolayr Uggen Girisli Magara
olarak adlandirdik. 15x2 m boyutlarinda ve yak-
lasik 1 m yiiksekliginde ilk galerinin dogu ke-
narlarinda digariya agilan kiigiik acikliklar bu-
lunmakta olup tabani tavandan dokiilen taslarla
kaplanmistir. Galeri, bat1 duvarinda bulunan ve
glinlimiizde dolma nedeniyle kapali bir gegis sa-
yesinde Andik Magarast’nin iizerinde ulasilmasi
zor, yliksek kaya yamacinda yer alan genis bir
galeriye baglanmaktadir. Andik Magarast’nin ta-
vaninda bulunan dikey galeriler ile birbirlerine
baglanan bu galeriler Andik Magarasi’nin ulasil-
masi zor bolimlerini olusturmaktadir.

Aydinlik Magarasi, baraj bendi kenarinda Ko-
cacal Tepe’nin yamacinin batisinda yer almak-
tadir. L.K. Kokten tarafindan adi bildirilen bu
magaraya baraj insaati sirasinda yarasalar1 ko-
rumak amaciyla diizenleme yapilmistir (Fig.
3,6). Yapilan diizenleme sirasinda bilyiik oranda
tahrip edilen magaranin giris galerisi genis bir
alana sahip olup yiiksek tavanlidir. Bu galerinin
tabanina kalin bir dolgu yapilarak ara¢ girebile-
cek sekle dontistiiriilmiistiir. Magara cephesinde
dinamit koymak i¢in hazirlanmig deliklerin bir
bolimiinii gérmek miimkiindiir. Magara 17,6 m
genisliginde girise ve 25,7 m tavan yiiksekligi-
ne sahiptir. 21x13 m boyutlarinda ve yaklasik
28 m yiksekligindeki biiyiik galeriden ayrila-
rak uzanan iki galeriden biiylik olan galeri gi-
riginin demir kapiyla kapatilmis olasi sebebiyle
arastirmamiz miimkiin olmamaistir. Bu galerinin
ileriye giden bdoliimlerinde yarasalarin giris ve
cikisini saglamak amaciyla magaranin disindan
da goriilebilen genis bir pencere agilmistir. 10
m uzunluga sahip diger dar galeride Neolitik ve
Kalkolitik Cag’a ait seramik pargalarinin varligi
saptanmuistir.

Karatepe Magaralari, Havran ilce merkezinin
11 km dogusunda, Havran-Ivrindi karayolunun
Egmir-Deredren Mahalleleri yol kavsaginin gii-
neyinde yer alan Karatepe’nin st boliimiinde
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yer almaktadir (Fig. 7-8).20 Bu tepe, inbogazi
Vadisi'nin dogu ucunda yer almakta olup Andik
Magarasi'na yaklagik 5 km, Havran Baraji goleti-
ne ise 1 km mesafededir. Karatepe nin hemen ku-
zeyinden Gelin Deresi akmaktadir. Karatepe’nin
kuzeyinden dik yamaglarinda belirlenen bir grup
magara arasinda Karatepe 1 olarak adlandirdigi-
miz magara konumu, boyutu ve buluntulariyla
one ¢ikar. Kuzeyinden gegen kara yolunun yak-
lasik 90 m lizerinde yer alan magara genis bir ga-
leriye sahiptir. Bu magara ile baglantili olan ve
dogusunda yer alan 4 m uzunlugunda bir kii¢iik
galeri bulunmaktadir. Magaranin giris galerisi
10x9,8 m genisliginde ve 6 m yiiksekligindedir.
Disariya ¢ikisi saglayan iki agikliktan biri 3,5 m,
digeri 1,5 m genisliginde olup agikliklarin ara-
sinda yaklasik 2,7 m genisliginde bir kaya kiitlesi
yer alir. Ana mekanin tizerinde bir genis delik
bulunmaktadir. Mekanin giiney ve giineydogu
kenarinda iki kii¢iik galeri daha bulunmaktadir.
Bu galerilerden giineyde yer alan 5 m derinlige
sahiptir. Giris agikligr 2 m olan galerinin bati
kenarinda bir nis mevcuttur. Magara iginde yer
alan nisin Andik Magarasi'nda saptadigimiz
nisle olan benzerligi dikkat ¢ekicidir. Giineydo-
guda yer alan galeri ise 3,3 m derinliginde olup
iki adet kiigiik galeriye ayrilir. Magara tabani
anakayadan olugmakta olup tabanin bir boliimil
magaranin agil olarak kullanilmasi nedeniyle
hayvan atiklariyla ortiilmiistiir. Magara giris bo-
[iimiiniin kagak kazilar sirasinda tahrip edildigi
gozlenmistir. Karatepe 1’in 6 m kuzeybatisinda
yer alan kiiciik magara ise Karatepe 2 olarak ad-
landirilmistir. Magara girisinde bulunan siitun
sekline sahip kaya kiitlesinin arkasinda yer alan
galeri 1,8 m genislige ve 2 m ylikseklige sahip-
tir. Kaya kiitlesinin her iki tarafindan bu galeriye
giris miimkiindiir. Bu magara ile Karatepe 1’nin
arasinda kalan yamagta bir grup seramik pargasi
ele gecmisgir.

Bu magaralardan yaklasik 25 m yiikseklikte,
alcak bir girige sahip bir adet in (Karatepe 3) ve
yaklasik 10 m yukarida ise Karatepe 4 olarak
adlandirdigimiz kayaalt1 sigiagi1 bi¢iminde bir
girinti yer almaktadir. Bu magara olusumlarinda
da yine kagak kazi ¢ukurlarinin varhigi goézlen-
mis olup ¢ark yapimi amorf seramik pargasina
rastlanmistir. Bu kayaalt1 siginaklarinda nis dii-
zenlemeleri bulunmaktadir.

20 Yalgikli 2019: 547-548 Res. 4 Ciz. 1.2,5.
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Seramik Buluntular

Andik, Aydinlik, Karatepe 1 ve 2 Magaralari’nda
ele gecen seramik pargalar birlikte degerlendi-
rilerek vadinin stratigrafisinin belirlenmesine
calisgtlmistir. Ele gecen seramik pargalarinin
icinde yer alan amorf parcalar degerlendirme
dig1 tutulmus, toplam 94 adet agiz, dip ve kulp
pargasi incelemeye alinmistir.2! Bu grup i¢inde,
38 adet pargayla % 40,4 oraninda Neolitik Cag,
45 adet pargayla % 37,3 oraninda Kalkolitik Cag,
5 adet parcayla % 5,3 oraninda Tung Caglar1 ve
16 adet parcayla % 17 oraninda Helenistik ve
Roma Caglarina tarihlenen pargalar yer almakta-
dir. Neolitik ve Kalkolitik Cag parcalari toplam
parga iginde % 77,6 orani ile en biiylik grubu
olusturmaktadir.

Neolitik Cag’a tarihlendirdigimiz seramik parga-
larinin tamami el yapimi olup iki buluntu disin-
da tamami astarhidir. Astarlilar arasinda bir grup
par¢a kirmizidan kahverengine gegen tonlarda
Kirmizi Astarli Seramik/Red Slipped and Bur-
nished Wares renklerine sahiptir. Parcalarin bii-
yiik bir grubunu ise kirmizi-kahverenginden gri
ve siyaha dogru degisen renk grubu olusturur.
I¢ yiizeylerde dis yiizey rengine nazaran koyu
renklerin hakim oldugu goriilmektedir. Hamur
renkleri arasinda az sayida agik kahverengi ve
krem kirmizi renklerin yani sira koyu renklerin
hakim oldugu Siyah ve Koyu Gri Perdahli Sera-
mik/Dark Faced Burnished Ware olarak tanimla-
nan seramik grubuna ait parcalarin yogun oldugu
gorilir. Kirmiz1 Astarli seramik parcalar: Orta
ve Bati Anadolu boélgelerinde Neolitik Cag i¢in
taninan bir grubu olusturmakta?? ve Bati Ana-
dolu sahil kesimi Neolitik Cag merkezlerinin
tamaminda ortaya ¢ikist icin M.O. 7. binyi-
lin ge¢ safhalar1 ongodriillmektedir.23 Siyah ve
Koyu Gri Perdahli Seramik geleneginin drnek-
leri ise Neolitik Cag gogleri ile baglantili olarak

21 Andik Magarasi’'nda Balikesir Kuva-yi Milliye Miize
Miidiirligii tarafindan 2013 yilinda yapilan arastirma
sirasinda saptanan bir grup buluntu A. Saka tarafin-
dan doktora tezi kapsaminda degerlendirilmistir. Bu
buluntular arasinda arastirmamiz sirasinda rastlama-
digimiz bir adet tiime yakin ¢omlek, iki adet bezemeli
ag1z kenar1 pargasi ve bir adet tiinel kulp yer almakta
(Saka 2016: 197-209 lev. 57.2, 59.3, 62, 63.3-4) olup
magara stratigrafisinin belirlenmesinde olusacak ek-
sikligin telafisi amaciyla s6z konusu buluntular ¢alis-
mamizda degerlendirmeye alinmistir.

22 Cilingiroglu 2009; Ozdogan 2014.
23 Cevik ve Erdogu 2020: 85.
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degerlendirilmekte olup bu gelenegin Kirmizi
Astarli seramik grubundan erken bir gelisim sii-
recine sahip oldugu kabul edilmektedir.24

Katkilar arasinda parcalarin tamaminda kireg
one ¢ikmaktadir. Ince boyutlu kire¢ ¢ogunlugu
olustururken, az sayida parcada ise kireg orta bo-
yutludur. Diger bir yogun katk1y1 ise tascik olus-
turur. Yedi adet pargada tagcik karsimiza ¢ik-
mazken, iki adet pargada iri tagcik, dokuz adet
parcada orta ve digerlerinde ise ince tascik tane-
lerinin varlig1 gézlenmektedir. Mika seyrek ve
ince olarak hemen hemen parcalarin tamaminda
yer almaktadir. Bitkisel katkinin varlig1 pargala-
rin yartya yakin bir boliimiinde saptanmuistir.

Canak grubu icinde basit, disa egik agiz kenar-
It canaklara ait parcalar yer almaktadir (Fig.
9.1-5). Bu tip agiz kenarinin benzer o6rneklerine
Araptepe,25 Ulucak 1V,26 Yesilova Hoyugi 11127
ve Eksi Hoyiik’te28 rastlanmaktadir. Basit agiz-
11, icbiikey kenarli ¢anagin (Fig. 9.6-7) benze-
ri ise Kegigayirrnda?® bulunmaktadir. Sevilen
forma sahip bu ¢anaklarin benzerleri Kalkolitik
Cag’da Aktopraklik buluntulart icinde de gor-
mek miimkiindiir.30

Comlekler de farkli gruplar olusturmaktadir.
Bunlar arasinda basit ige egik diiz agiz kenarl
parcalar yer alir (Fig. 9.8-12). Bu agiz kenari-
nin benzer orneklerine Neolitik Cag’da Bargin
Hoyiik’te3! rastlanmaktadir. I¢ biikey kavisli ke-
nara sahip ¢comlek parcalar1 da yogunluk olustur-
makta (Fig. 9.13-16) olup benzerlerine Neolitik
Cag’da Bar¢in Hoyiik,32 Coskuntepe,33 Ugurlu
V,34 Yesilova Hoytigii3s ve Kegicayiri'nda3® rast-
lanmaktadir. Basit agizli dudagi disa ¢ekik ve
kisa boyunlu (Fig. 10.1-4) olusuyla farkli olan
¢omlek agzinin benzerleri ise Neolitik Cag’da

24 Ozdogan 2007: 401; 2009: 37; 0zdo1 2009: 447-448.
25 Caymaz 2006: Fig. 2.3-4.

26 Cilingiroglu et al. 2004: Fig. 23.3.
27 Derin et al. 2009: Fig. 7.14.

28 Dedeoglu et al. 2019: Fig. 13.9.

29 Sar1 ve Akyol 2019: P1. 1.1-2.

30 Celik 2019: Fig. 11.9.

31 Rodenberg 2008: Fig. 7.131.

32 Gerritson et al. 2013: Fig. 18.12,13.
33 Takaoglu 2005: Fig. 4.5.

34 Erdogu 2011: 50 Fig. 12.1.

35 Derin et al. 2009: Fig. 8.33.

36 Sar1 ve Akyol 2019: P1. 2.19-20.
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Hoca Cesme IV-111,37 Aktopraklik C,33 Coskun-
tepe3? ve Ulucak 1V-V’de40 ele gegmistir.

“Hole mouth” olarak adlandirilan basit, ige egik
ag1z kenarli ve boyunsuz ¢omleklere ait agiz ke-
narlarinin (Fig. 10.5-9) benzerleri Neolitik Cag’da
Bar¢in Hoyiik,*! Coskuntepe,*2 Ege Giibre,3
Yesilova Hoyik 1144 ve Kegicayirr’'nda® ele
geemigstir. Bu ¢omlek grubu icinde disa ¢ekik
dudakli agiz kenar1 pargalarinin (Fig. 10.10-12)
benzerlerine ise Neolitik Cag’da Bar¢in Hoyiik,40
Ulucak?’ ve Kecigayiri'nda*® rastlanmistir.

Boyunsuz ¢omlek grubu i¢inde yer alan agiz ke-
nar1 diiz (Fig. 10.13-14) veya igbiikey dudakli/
ledge-rim (Fig. 10.15) agiz kenarli ¢omleklerin
arasinda agiz kenar1 diiz olanlarin benzerleri
Bar¢in Hoyiik,4 Ugurlu 1V-V,50 Coskuntepe,!
Araptepe,52 Ege Giibre,53 Ulucak IV-ge¢ V,54 i¢
biikey dudakli agiz kenarinin benzerlerine ise
Bar¢in Hoyiik,55 Demircihdyiik,%0 Kegicayiri®’
ve Bademagaci’nda’® rastlanmaktadir.

Buluntular arasinda kulp ve dip pargalar1 fark-
I1 tiplerde ele gegmistir. Neolitik Cag’a ait tiinel
kulplarin kisa (Fig. 13.1-6) ve uzun olarak iki bi-
¢ime sahip oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu kulplar di-
key olarak kabin karin kismina yerlestirilmistir.

37 Karul ve Bertran 2005: 120-121 Fig. 2.2-3.
38 Karul ve Avei1 2011: 4 Fig. 11.AKT06 88E22.
39 Seeher 1990: Fig. 1.1; Takaoglu 2005: Fig. 4.5.

40 Cilingiroglu et al. 2004: Fig. 21.15; Cilingiroglu
2012: Fig. 4.1.

41 Gerritsen et al. 2013: Fig. 18.2-4.

42 Seeher 1990: Fig. 1.6,7.

43 Saglamtimur 2012: Fig. 13.3,5,7.

44 Derin et al. 2009: Fig. 7.16, 8.20.

45 Sar1 ve Akyol 2019: P1. 2.18.

46 Gerritsen et al. 2013: Fig. 18.1.

47 Cilingiroglu et al. 2004: Fig. 23.6,7.

48 Sar1 ve Akyol 2019: P1. 2.22-23.

49 Gerritsen et al. 2013: Fig. 19.6.

50 Erdogu 2011: Fig.11.5, 12.5; 2014: 160 Fig. 11.2.

51 Takaoglu 2005: Fig. 4.2,3.

52 Caymaz 2006: Fig. 2.3.

53 Saglamtimur 2012: Fig.10.1,2.

54 Cilingiroglu 2012: Fig. 4.1.15-17; Cevik ve Vuruskan
2020: Fig. 11.8,19,30.

55 Gerritsen et al. 2013: Fig. 18.5.

56 Seeher 1987: Fig. 1.1-6.

57 Sar1 ve Akyol 2019: Fig. 13.1b.

58 Duru ve Umurtak 2019: PI. 33.3, 78 4.
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Aragtirmamiz sirasinda Andik Magarasi’ndan
ele gecen kisa tiinel kulplarin yani sira 2013
yilinda miize aragtirmasinda saptanan bir adet
uzun tiinel kulp sayesinde her iki tipe sahip kulp-
larin varligi kanitlanmistir. Kisa tiinel kulbun
yakin benzerleri Neolitik Cag’da Hoca Cesme
IV-1IL5° Ugurlu V,%0 Ulucak V,%! Yesilova 111,62
Eksi Hoyiik 4a,3 uzun tiinel kulplarin benzerleri
ise Neolitik Cag’da Aktopraklik,®4 Ugurlu 1V,65
Coskuntepe,® Ege Giibre,®7 Ulucak V,%8 Yesi-
lova Hoyiigii®® ve Cukurigi’® gibi yerlesimlerde
bilinmektedir. Kisa boyutlu kulplarin Erken Kal-
kolitik Cag’da Cukuri¢i VIII’! gibi bolge mer-
kezlerinden ele gegen buluntular sayesinde kul-
laniminin devam ettigi gozlenmektedir.

Kalkolitik Cag’a tarihlendirdigimiz seramik
pargasinin tamami el yapimidir. Seramik par-
calarinin yedi adeti astarsiz, digerleri astarlidir.
Canaklarin i¢i ile ¢omleklerin agiz kenari i¢ bo-
[iimiiniin de astarlandig1 goriilmektedir.

Astarlt pargalar arasinda bir grubun kirmizidan
kahverengine gecen tonlara sahip oldugu go-
riilmektedir. Bu grubun disinda, parcalarin dig
yilizeylerinde az sayida parca agik kirmizi-kah-
verengi tonlarda, diger biiyiik grubu ise kahve-
rengi, gri ve siyaha dogru degisen renklerdedir.
I¢ yiizeylerde ve hamurlarda koyu kahverengi,
gri ve siyah rengin agirlikli oldugu goriiliir.

Katkilar arasinda pargalarin tamaminda kireg
one ¢ikmakta olup bes adet parcada orta boyut-
lu, digerlerinde ise ince boyutlu kirecin varlig
gdzlenmistir. Tkinci yogun grubu tascik olus-
turmaktadir. Bes adet pargada tagcik karsimiza
¢ikmazken, ii¢ adet parcada iri, alt1 adet parga-
da orta ve digerlerinde ise ince tascik taneleri-
nin varlig1 gézlenmistir. Mika katkiya dort adet

59 Karul ve Bertran 2005: 120-123 Fig. 2.2-3.
60 Erdogu 2011: 50 Fig. 12.6.

61 Cevik ve Vurugkan 2020: Fig. 11.

62 Derin et al. 2009: Fig. 8.23.

63 Dedeoglu et al. 2019: Fig. 14.7-9.

64 Karul ve Aver 2011: Fig. 12.183.

65 Erdogu 2003: Fig. 4; 2014: Fig. 12.3,5.
66 Takaoglu 2005: Fig. 4.8.

67 Saglamtimur 2012: Fig. 15.

68 Cevik ve Vuruskan 2020: Fig. 11.

69 Derin et al. 2009: Fig. 12.66.

70 Horejs 2012: Fig. 6.B.

71 Horejs 2012: 119 Fig. 6.D.
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parcada rastlanmazken, yedi adet pargada orta
yogunlukta ve diger parcalarda ise seyrek mik-
tarda saptanmistir. Bitkisel katki ise oniki adet
parcada saptanabilmistir.

Canak grubuna ait parcalar arasinda basit agiz
kenarli ¢anaklar sayica az olup farkli tiplere sa-
hiptirler. Bunlar arasinda basit agiz kenarli yay-
van ¢anaklarin (Fig. 11.1-9) benzerlerine Kalkoli-
tik Cag’da Aktopraklik’? ve Yesilova Hoyiik’te”3
rastlanmaktadir. A1z kenar1 ige yatik canaklarin
(Fig. 11.10) benzerine Alacaligdl’de’ rastlanmis-
tir. Birbirlerinden farkl: iki ¢anak agiz kenari
bezemeli oluslariyla dikkat ceker. 2013 miize
arastirmasi sirasinda saptanan bu iki parcadan
bir tanesi ice yatik basit agiz kenarlidir. Diger
parca ise dudag hafif disa ¢ekik icbiikey kenarli
derin canak bi¢imindedir. Bu parcalardan bir-
tanesinin i¢ yiizeyinde ig, ikincisinin i¢ ve dis
yiizeylerinde dort adet paralel cizgiden olusan
zikzak bezemesi yer almaktadir. Beyaz boya ile
yapilmis bu bezeme orneklerine Erken ve Orta
Kalkolitik Cag’da Giilpinar I1I ve II’de beyaz bo-
yal1 seramik grubu i¢inde yer alan a¢ik kaplarin
i¢c ve dis ylizeylerinde rastlamaktayiz.”> Benzeri
bezeme uygulamalar1 Erken ve Orta Kalkolitik
Caglar’da Giilpinar’in yani sira Kumtepe A2,76
Alacaligol,”” Limantepe VII,’8 Geg¢ Kalkolitik
Cag’da ise Orman Fidanlig1 VI, Bakla Tepe,?0
Cukuri¢i Vb-VI-VII®! ve Beycesultan’da8? karsi-
miza ¢ikmaktadir.

Ice yuvarlak kalmlastirilmis agiz  kenari
canaklarin bezemesizlerinin (Fig. 11.14) yami
sira agiz kenari tizerinde (Fig. 11.11,13-14,16-17)
ve i¢ yiizeyinde dikey veya verev yiv bezemesi-
nin (Fig. 11.17,18) yer aldig1 dekorasyona sahip
canak parcalar1 ele gegmistir. Bu tip ¢anaklarin

72 Celik 2019: Fig. 11.4.
73 Derin 2020: Fig. 6.4-6.
74 Gabriel et al. 2004: Fig. 4.2; Blum 2014: P1. 8.7.

75 Takaoglu baskida: Fig. 4. Prof. Dr. T. Takaoglu'na
Glilpmmar boya bezemeli seramigi hakkinda
bilgi vererek yayin siirecinde olan makalesinden
yararlanmami sagladigi igin tesekkiir ederim.

76 Sperling 1976: 324 dn. 12 Fig. 9.216.

77 Blum 2014: 135, P1. 7.10.

78 Caymaz 2013: Ciz. 14.5-6,13-16.

79 Efe 2001: Fig. 17. 270, 271, 276-278.

80 Caymaz 2013: Ciz. 15.6, 10-11.

81 Schwall 2018: PI. 1.6, 26.640.

82 Lloyd ve Mellaart 1962: 79-83, Fig. P.1, P2.-P4.
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benzerleri, Kalkolitik Cag’da Balkanlar’da Ka-
ranova II-IV,33 Asagi Pimar 4,84 Mentese,8
Ilipinar VB,3¢ Hoca Cesme 11,87 Ugurlu 111,38
Besik-Sivritepe,8° Giilpinar 11,90 Ege Giibre II,°!
Ulucak III°2 ve Yassitepe’de®3 bulunmaktadir.

Derin ¢anak grubu arasinda basit dik agizli ve
ag1z kenarina baglanan dikey kulplu pargalarin
(Fig. 12.1-2) benzer orneklerine Erken Kalkolitik
Cag’da Ege Giibre,”* Ulucak I1Ib% ve Geg Kal-
kolitik Cag’da Baklatepe® canaklar1 arasinda
rastlamaktayiz. Tutamak kulplu derin ¢anaklarin
(Fig. 12.3) benzerini ise Erken Kalkolitik Cag’da
Ege Giibre®7 ve Ulucak Illc ve I11b% buluntulari
arasinda gormekteyiz. Basit ice egik agiz kenar-
I1 derin ¢anak bi¢imine sahip bir ¢anak pargasi
(Fig. 12.4) yuvarlak kalinlagtirilmis agiz kenarl
canaklarda siklikla rastladigimiz yiv bezemenin
benzerine sahiptir. Bu ¢anagin benzerini Ege
Giibre 1199 ve Ulucak I11b’de!%0 gérmekteyiz. “S”
profilli olarak tanimlanan ¢dmlek parcalarinin
(Fig. 12.5-6) benzerlerine Kalkolitik Cag’da
Aktopraklik,!! benzer kulba sahip ¢dmleklere
ise Yesilova Hoyiik,!02 Limantepe,!93 Baklate-
pel%4 ve Cukurigi VIb-VII’de!% rastlanmaktadir.

Andik Magarasi, 2013 yili buluntular1 arasinda

83 Nikalov 2002a: Fig. 11.2.17,19; 2002b: Fig. 111.9,10;
2002c: Fig. 1V.4.6,9; Bozilov 2002: Fig. V.2.

84 Parzinger ve Schwarzberg 2005: Taf. 71.5, 83.5,6.
85 Roodenberg 1999: Fig. 10.3,4, 60.1.

86 Thissen 2008: Fig. 7.2,3,5.

87 Karul ve Bertman 2005: Fig. 7.1.

88 Erdogu 2011: Fig. 8.1; 2014: 163 Fig. 19.3.
89 Gabriel 2006: 358, Fig. 2.2.

90 Takaoglu ve Ozdemir 2018: Fig. 49.9.1.
91 Caymaz 2013: Ciz. 8.5,6,8.9.

92 Cilingiroglu ve Derin 2004: Fig. 20.11.
93 Derin 2006: 3 Res. 1.3.

94 Caymaz 2013: Ciz. 8.25.

95 Caymaz 2013: Ciz. 4.11.

96 Caymaz 2013: Fig. 15.22, 18.18.

97 Caymaz 2013: Ciz. 8.26.

98 Caymaz 2013: Ciz. 1.15, 3.12.

99 Caymaz 2013: Ciz. 8.10.

100 Caymaz 2013: Ciz. 5.15,17.

101 Karul ve Avci 2013: 47 Fig. 7; Celik 2019: Fig. 16.4.
102 Caymaz 2013: Ciz. 71.4.

103 Caymaz 2013: Ciz. 85.1.

104 Caymaz 2013: Ciz. 105.4,10, 114.2.

105 Schwall 2018: Taf. 11.277.
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yer alan bir adet ¢dmlek, ilizerinde durulmasi
gereken buluntulardan bir tanesini olustur. Bu
¢omlek, disa ¢ekik agiz kenarli, daralan boyun
sonrasinda genisleyen bir gévde ve sonrasin-
da tekrar daralarak diiz dip ile bigimlenmekte-
dir. Kap boyun kismindan baglayip agiz kenari
iizerine yiikselerek agiz kenarina baglanan bir
tanesi kirik karsilikli iki dikey kulba sahiptir.
Saglam olan kulp yassi gévdesinin iist kisminda
sivri bir ¢ikintili ile boynuz kulp tipine sahiptir.
Kulpta yer alan memeciklerin benzerleri boyun
bolgesinde karsilikli ticer adetten olusan grup-
lar halinde yerlestirilmistir. Bu ¢omlek ile kulp
diizenlemesinin benzerleri Bat1 Anadolu’da Geg
Kalkolitik Cag’a tarihlendirilen Kumtepe I1B1106
ve Orman Fidanligi VII’de!97 karsimiza ¢ikmak-
tadir. Ayrica, Andik Magarasi’nda iki dikey (Fig.
13.8-9), Karatepe Magarasi’ndan bir adet yatay
kulp (Fig. 13.7) yer almakta olup kulplardan
bir tanesi boynuzlu kulp tipine sahiptir. Bu tip
kulplarin benzer 6rnekleri, Erken ve Orta Kal-
kolitik Cag’da Ilipinar VB,198 Asag1 Pinar II,109
Ugurlu IIL10 Besik-Sivritepe,!!l Alacaligol,!12
Ulucak,!3 Yesilova Hoytuigii I1,1'4 Limantepe
VIL15 Geg Kalkolitik Cag’da Bar¢in Hoytik!16
ve Beycesultan’dall” bulunmustur.

Agi1z kenarina yakin bir konumda yerlestirilmis
tutamak kulp orneklerini, canaklarda deliksiz
(Fig. 11.6,9) ve delikli (Fig. 11.11), ¢comleklerde
ise deliksiz (Fig. 12.3) olarak Kalkolitik Cag
seramik pargalar1 lizerinde goérmekteyiz. Bu
kulp tiplerinin benzerlerine, Bar¢in Hoyiik,!18
Demircihdyiik,!1® Ege Giibre 11,120 Ulucak 11,121

106 Bertram ve Karul 2014: Fig. 14.

107 Efe 2001: Fig. 18.281-283.

108 Thissen 2008: Fig. 1.1,4.

109 Parzinger ve Shwerberg 2005: Fig. 5.4.
110 Erdogu 2014: Fig. 19.2.

111 Korfmann 1986: Fig. 4.

112 Gabriel et al. 2004: Fig. 17; Blum 2014: P1. 7.3.
113 Caymaz 2013: Ciz. 4.26-32.

114 Derin et al. 2009: Fig. 14.91, 15.93,94.
115 Caymaz 2013: Fig. 14.32.

116 Gerritsen et al. 2010: 105 Fig. 9.3.

117 Lloyd ve Mellaart 1962: Fig. P.3.14.

118 Gerritsen et al. 2010: 105 Fig. 11.2,3.
119 Seeher 1987: P1. 27:7.

120 Caymaz 2013: Ciz. 8.9,11,13,26.

121 Caymaz 2013: Ciz. 1.1,4,5,15,23, 2.1-5.
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Yesilova Hoytigi 11,122 Asopos Tepesi23 ve
Tlos’dal?4 rastlamaktayiz.

Her iki magara da bir grup dip parcasi ele geg-
mistir. Bu pargalar arasinda kap imalat teknigini
gosteren parcalar da yer almaktadir. El yapimi
olan bu pargalarda, kil levhalarin birbiri iizerine
yerlestirilmesi suretiyle kaplarin bi¢imlendiril-
mesinin ayrintilar1 goériilmektedir. Pargalardan
iki tanesinde iki kil levhasinin (Fig. 13.10,11),
bir pargada ise ii¢ levhanin (Fig. 13.15) birlesi-
minin izleri goriilebilmektedir. Coiling Method/
Serit Teknigi!2> olarak tanimlanan teknigin kul-
lanildig1 anlagilmaktadir. Orta Kalkolitik Cag’da
Gilpinar!26 ve Geg¢ Kalkolitik Cag’da Bargin
Hoytlik’ten!?7 ele gegen seramik pargalarinin
tizerinde bu izleri gérmek miimkiindiir.

Diplere ait buluntular arasinda ayakli dipler ve
taban kisminda dokuma izi bulunan dip parga-
lar1 da ele gegmistir. Andik Magarasi’nda ayak-
It diplere ait yuvarlak kesitli bir ayagin (Fig.
13.16), yan1 sira iki dip parcasinda ise kabaca
dikdortgen bigimli kirilmis ayaklarin korunmus
izleri (Fig. 13.12-13) yer almaktadir. Ug veya
dort ayakli olabilecek bu diplere ait bir ayak
parcast Karatepe 1 Magarasi'nda ele gegmis-
tir (Fig. 13.17). Bu tip ayaklarin benzerleri, Er-
ken ve Orta Kalkolitik Cag’da Aktopraklik,!28
Kumtepe,!29 Besik-Sivritepe,!30 Giilpinar3! ve
Alacalig6l’den!3? taninmaktadir.

Andik Magaras’'nda bes ve Karatepe 1
Magarasi’'nda dokuma izine sahip bir adet dip
parcast ele geemistir (Fig. 13.14-15). Dokuma
izli dipler Neolitik Cag’da Balkan yerlesmele-
rinde, Trakya’da ise Asag1 Pmar’da 7-6!33 M.O.
7. bin yilin sonlar1 ile M.O. 6. bin yilin ilk yari-
sina ait tabakalarda karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Bat1
Anadolwda Erken ve Orta Kalkolitik Cag’da

122 Caymaz 2013: Ciz. 10.1, 11.4.

123 Konakg1 2016: Fig. 7.

124 Korkut et al. 2019: Fig. 5.1-6.

125 Okse 1999: 8-9.

126 Ozdemir 2015: 51.

127 Gerritsen et al. 2010: 205 Fig. 8.2,4,5.
128 Karul 2007: 389 Fig. 5; 2017: Fig. 72.
129 Sperling 1976: Fig. 8.117, 118.

130 Korfmann 1986: Fig. 4.7.

131 Takaoglu 2016: Fig. 7, 8.

132 Blum 2014: Fig. 6.1,3-4.

133 Ozdogan 2019.
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Besik-Sivritepe,!34  Giilpinar,!35 Ulucak 111,136
Cine-Tepecik Hoyugii,!37 Geg Kalkolitik Cag’da
Cukurigi Hoyiik VIal38 gibi birgok merkezde
rastlanmaktadir.

Erken Tung Cagr’na tarihlendirdigimiz az sayida
seramik pargasinin tamami el yapimidir. Sera-
mik parcalar1 astarli olup bir adet par¢a diginda
tamami perdahlidir. Di1g ve i¢ yiizey renkleri kah-
verengi, koyu gri ve siyahin tonlarindadir. Katki-
lar arasinda kireg ince kalitede 6ne ¢ikarken, tas-
cik bir adet parcada ince kalitede mevcuttur. Tki
parcada seyrek oranda ince mika, bir parcada ise
ince seramik parcasi katki olarak saptanmistir.

Orta - Ge¢ Tung¢ Cagr’na tarihlendirilen elimiz-
deki tek parga cark yapimidir. Astarli dig ve i¢
yiizey koyu griden siyaha dogru dalgali degisen
renge sahiptir. Hamurunda ince kireg, tagcik ve
yogun mikanin varligi gdzlenmistir.

Karatepe Magarast’'nin az sayida buluntusu ara-
sinda birer adet gaga agiz parcasi (Fig. 12.7),
ice yatik agiz kenarli ¢anak pargast (Fig. 12.8),
kapak parcas1 (Fig. 12.9) ve dikey kulp (Fig.
12.10) yer almaktadir. Bu pargalarin ait oldugu
kaplarin benzerlerine Bat1 Anadolu Erken Tung
Cag1 | yerlesimlerinde siklikla rastlanmaktadir.
Gaga agizli testi agizinin yakin benzerlerini
bir¢ok Bat1 Anadolu Erken Tung Cagi yerlesimi
arasinda Troia,!3% Demircihdyiik,!40 Yortan,!4!
Kurugay,!4? canak agzinin benzerlerini ise Tro-
ial43 ve Yortan’da!44 bulmaktay1z.

Benzer bir durum, disa ¢ekik {i¢ adet yatay yivli
omurgall ¢anaga ait agiz kenar1 pargast i¢in de
s0z konusudur. Orta ve Ge¢ Tung¢ Caglari’nda
Bat1 Anadolu’da sik¢a karsimiza ¢ikan omurgali
yivli ¢anaklarin (Fig. 12.11) Orta Tun¢ Cagi’'nda
gri astarli benzerleri Uyiicek,'¥5 Smyrna

134 Gabriel 2006: 358, Fig. 2.10.

135 Ozdemir 2007; 2013.

136 Cilingiroglu ve Cilingiroglu 2007: 3; Cevik 2018: 52.6.
137 Gtinel 2014: 87.

138 Horejs ve Schwall 2018: Fig. 54.3; Schwall 2018: 263.
139 Blegen et al. 1950: P1. 240.6,7.

140 Secher 1987: Fig. 37.7, 38.3.4.

141 Kamil 1982: Fig. 40.144, 65.213.

142 Duru 1996: Fig. 142.7.

143 Blegen et al. 1950: P1. 238.1a.8.

144 Kamil 1982: Fig. 23.7.

145 Bayne 2000: 61 Fig. 6.13.
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(Bayrakli),!46 kirmizi astarli benzerleri Troia
erken ve orta V1,147 Panaztepe,!48 Limantepe,!49
Ge¢ Tung Cagr'nda kirmizi astarli benzeri Bey-
cesultan IL!50 devetiiyli astarli benzerleri ise
Beycesultan I ve I1I’de!5! saptanmustir.

Andik ve Karatepe 1 Magaralarinda ele gecen
seramik buluntular arasinda az sayida Hellenis-
tik ve Roma Cagina tarihleyebilecegimiz parga-
lar mevcuttur. Bu parcalar arasinda yayvan ca-
naklar ve karindan kulplu testi grubu yogunluk
olusturur. Magara duvarlarinda saptadigimiz nis
diizenlemeleri, bolgede bir¢ok kayalik alanda ve
magarada rastlanan nislerle yakin benzerlik gos-
termektedir. [.K. Kokten,!52 Karanlik Magara’da
yaptig1 sondaj ¢alismasi sirasinda Kybele kiiltiiy-
le iligkili gordiigii “pismis topraktan yapilmis
icleri bos, eli davullu, karninda aslan kabartma-
st bulunan; su tagiyan ve cesitli baslikli, kadin,
erkek adak heykelcikleri” olarak tanimladig:
bir grup figilirinin ele gectigini bildirmektedir.
Yakin zamanda kazisi yapilan Bergama, Ballik
Magarasinda da Kybele kiiltityle baglantili de-
gerlendirilen pigmis toprak figiiriin baslar1 ele
gecmistir.!53 Bu tip figiirinlerin ait oldugu kilt
uygulamalarinin birer pargasi olarak degerlen-
direbilecegimiz duvarlara agilmis nisler, Karesi
ilcesinde Bakacak Tepe!34, Burhaniye il¢esinde
Dedekaya ve Inkaya’dal3s yer alan Geg¢ Klasik
Cag’dan Geg¢ Antik Cag’a kadar genis bir zaman
diliminde kiilt uygulamalar1 i¢in kullanilmis ol-
mast muhtemel nig diizenlemeleriyle de benzer-
dir. Ayrica, nig, figiirin ve az sayidaki seramik
pargasindan olusan buluntu topluluguna sahip
magaralarin, Inbogazi Vadisi'nin giineyinde
Helenistik ile Roma Cag1 yerlesim tabakalari-
nin saptandig1 Kiigiikcal Tepe!3® yerlesimcileri
tarafindan, kiilt alan1 olarak kullanildig1 izle-
nimi vermektedir. Ortagag’a ait az sayida sirh
seramik parcasina Andik Magarast ve Karanlik

146 Bayne 2000: Fig. 12.7.

147 Blegen et al. 1953: 161 Fig. 364.3; Pavuk 2020: Fig. 19.5.
148 Giinel 1999: 64-65, 116 Fig. 142.4.

149 Aykurt 2020: 23-24 (C9b) Tab. 13a.

150 Mellaart ve Murray 1995: 27 Fig. P.13.5.

151 Mellaart ve Murray 1995: Fig. P.2.10, P.32.2.
152 Kokten 1949: 815.

153 Pirson 2021: 273-274 Fig. 48-49.

154 Yalgikli 2019: 546 dn. 8.

155 Beksag 2001: 117; 2002: 285.

156 Stauber 1997: 98-99.
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Magara’da rastlanmistir.

Sonug¢

Edremit Korfezi’nde aliivyon dolgunun korfe-
zi kaplamasi ile tarim alanlarindaki genisleme,
Tung Caglarinda yerlesim sayisinda gozle goriiliir
bir artig1 pesi sira getirmistir. Korfez bolgesinde
saptanan Neolitik ve Kalkolitik Cag’a ait yerle-
sim say1si1 son yillarda yapilan arastirmalar saye-
sinde artig gdstermistir. Bu yerlesimler, korfezi
cevreleyen daglarin yamaclarinda ve vadilerde
yer alan magaralarda karsimiza c¢ikmaktadir.
Ova seviyesinin {izerinde bulunan Siiliikkligesme
Tepe, simdilik bildigimiz tek Neolitik Cag yamag
yerlesmesi durumundadir. Plato seviyesindeki
Inbogaz1 Vadisi magaralarinin korfezdeki sulak
alanlara hakim konumuyla Prehistorik yerlesim-
ciler i¢in uygun sartlart sagladigi ve bu sayede
yogun olarak kullanildigi goriilmektedir. Giinii-
miizde kismen korunmus durumda olan Andik,
Aydinlik, Karatepe 1 ve 2 Magaralar’nin diginda
yakin zamana kadar magara sayisinin daha fazla
oldugu bilinmektedir.

Aragtirma yaptigimiz 4 adet magarada ele gegen
seramik parcalar1 birlikte ele alinmistir. Neolitik
Cag’a tarihlendirdigimiz pargalarin tamamina
yakin bolimiiniin astarli, bunlarin arasinda bir
boliimiiniin astar renginin Kirmizi Astar/Red
Slipped and Burnished Wares grubuna ait oldugu
goriilmektedir. Parcalarda yogunlugun ise koyu
renklerin hakim oldugu kahverengi gri ve siyah/
Dark Faced Burnished Ware olarak da tanimla-
nan yiizey rengine sahip seramik tiiriinde oldugu
gozlenmigtir. Hamur katkilar1 arasinda, kireg,
tascik ve mika hemen hemen pargalarin tama-
minda gozlenirken, yariya yakin bir boliimiinde
ise bitkisel katkinin varlig1 saptanabilmektedir.

Canak grubu icinde basit agiz kenarl1 parcalar
yogun olup bunlar arasinda disa egik agiz kenar-
I1, ice egik diiz agi1z kenarl1 ve igbiikey agiz ke-
narli canak parcalar1 yer almaktadir. Comleklere
ait ag1z kenarlar1 i¢inde i¢ biikey kavisli agiz ke-
narli, dudag disa ¢ekik agizli, dudagi disa cekik
kisa boyunlu, ice egik basit agiz kenarli ¢comlek
parcalarinin yani sira boyunsuz ve dudagi disa
cekik agiz kenarlari ile diiz agi1z kenarli veya ic-
biikey kanalli dudakli agi1z kenarli ¢omleklere ait
parcalar da goriilmektedir. Neolitik Cag parcalar1
arasinda kisa ve uzun tiinel kulplar da mevcuttur.

Kalkolitik Cag’a tarihlendirdigimiz seramik
parcasinin biiyiik bir bolimi astarli olup bu
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parcalarin bir bolimiiniin kirmizi-kahverengi
renklere sahip oldugu goriilmektedir. Diger as-
tarli parcalar ise kahverengi, gri ve siyaha dogru
degisen ylizey renklerine sahiptir. Hamur katki-
lar1 arasinda tamaminda kireg¢ yer alirken, gru-
bun biiylik bir boliimiinde tagcik gozlenmektedir.
Neolitik Cag parcalardan farkli olarak mika ve
bitkisel katk1 az sayida parg¢ada saptanabilmistir.

Canak grubuna ait agiz kenarlar1 arasinda yay-
van ¢anaklar yogunluk gdstermektedir. Bu grup
icinde basit ag1z kenarli ve ige yatik agiz kenarli
canaklarin diginda belirgin bir grubu i¢e yuvarlak
kalinlastirilmis dikey veya verev hatlarin yer
aldig1 yiv dekorasyona sahip agiz kenarl parca-
lar olusturmaktadir. Derin ¢anaklar grubunda ise
dik basit agi1z kenarli, ice egik basit ag1z kenar-
I1 derin ¢anak parcalarini gormekteyiz. Comlek
grubu daha az sayida olup “S” profilli parcalardan
olusur. Ayrica, diga ¢ekik agiz kenarli, i¢cbiikey
boyunlu ve genis govde ile bicimlendirilmis
tiime yakin bir ¢omlek boynuz kulba sahip olup
Andik Magarasi’'nda benzer kulp pargalarina da
rastlanmistir. Kulp ¢esitleri arasinda delikli ve
deliksiz tutamak kulp 6rnekleri mevcuttur. An-
dik ve Karatepe 1 Magaralarinda ele gecen bir
grup diiz dip parcasinin cidarinda saptadigimiz
izler sayesinde, bu parcalarin iist iiste koyulan kil
levhanin bastirilmasi suretiyle serit teknigi kul-
lanilarak iiretildikleri anlagilmistir. Ayrica ayak-
11 dipler ve taban kisminda dokuma izi bulunan
dip parcalar1 da ele gegmistir.

Andik ve Aydinlik Magaralari’'nda saptayamadi-
gimiz, Karatepe Magarasi’'ndan ele gegen Erken
Tung Cagr’na ait az sayida seramik pargasi astarli
olup kahverengi-koyu gri ve siyah renklerdedir.
Bu kiigiik grup i¢inde gagaagizli testi pargalari ve
bir adet kapak pargast yer almaktadir. Orta-Geg
Tung Cagi buluntusu ise gri-siyah dalgali renge
sahip bir ¢anak pargasi ile temsil edilmektedir.

[.K. Kokten’in gergeklestirdigi sondaj calismasi
disinda heniiz bilimsel kazi yapilmamis bu ma-
garalarda ele gegen seramik buluntular arasinda
Neolitik ve Kalkolitik Cag’a tarihlendirilen par-
calarin yogun oldugu goriilmektedir. Karatepe 1
Magarasi’nda bulunan Tung¢ Cag1 seramik parga-
larinin birkag¢ parcadan olugmasi, bu magaranin
mevsimlik kisa siirelerde kullanildig1 veya yer-
lesim disinda farkli bir fonksiyona yonelik ola-
rak da kullanilmig olacagini diisiindiirmektedir.
Magaralarin alt tabakalarinda bulunmasi bek-
lenen seramik gruplarinin eski eser kacakeilari
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tarafindan ortaya ¢ikartilmis olmasinin yani sira
yiizeyin hemen altinda saptanan Geg¢ Kalkolitik
Cag’a ait kap, erken tabakalarin yiizeye yakin
konumda oldugunu gostermektedir. Tung Cagi
seramiklerinde oldugu gibi Hellenistik ve Roma
Caglarina ait az sayida parcanin ele gegmesi de
magaralarin kullaniminda olusan degisiklige
isaret etmektedir. Magaralarda Kalkolitik Cag
sonrasina ait seramik pargalarinin azaldigr bu
siirecte, ovadaki yerlesim sayisinda da artigin
oldugu goriiliir. Tung Cag1 ve sonrasi siireglerde
magaralara olan ihtiyacin azaldigi, mevsimsel
olarak kisa siireli veya kiilt amaciyla kullani-
min siirdiigi anlasilmaktadir. Magaralarin kul-
lanimindaki doniisiimiin iyi bir 6rnegini Andik
ve Karatepe 1,3,4 Magaralari'nda saptadigimiz
Hellenistik ve Roma Caglarr’na ait kullanim iz-
leri olusturmaktadir. Korfez ve yakin gevresinde
Geg Klasik Cag’dan Geg Antik Cag’a kadar genis
bir zaman diliminde kiilt uygulamalar1 amaciyla
kullanilmis olmasi, olast nis diizenlemelerinin
benzerlerinin magaralarda yer almasinin yani
sira figiirin ve az sayidaki seramik pargasinin ele
geemesi, kiilt alan1 olarak kullanildiklar1 izleni-
mini vermektedir. Tung Caglarina ait az sayidaki
seramik parcasinin bulunmus olmasi da, bu tiir
uygulamalarin erken donemlerde baslama ihima-
lini de diisiindiirmektedir.

Bu veriler 1s181inda, Andik Magarasi’nda; Geg
Neolitik, Erken, Orta, Ge¢ Kalkolitik, Helenis-
tik, Roma ve Ortacag, Aydinlik Magarasi'nda;
Geg Neolitik ve Erken Kalkolitik, Karatepe 1
ve 2 Magaralar’'nda ise Geg¢ Neolitik, Erken,
Orta Kalkolitik, Erken, Orta-Ge¢ Tung ve Roma
Caglarr'na tarihlendirebildigimiz seramik parga-
larinin varlig1 saptanmaistir.

Neolitik ve Kalkolitik Cag tabakalarinin yogun-
luguyla dikkatimizi ceken Inbogazi Vadisi maga-
ralari, saptadigimiz bulgular sayesinde bolgenin
onemli bir Prehistorik yasam alani oldugunu
gostermektedir. Bu siirecte magaralarda var olan
kiltiiriin Ege sahil kesimi ve Marmara bolgesi-
nin batisinda yer alan Neolitik ve Kalkolitik Cag
kiltiirleri ile kiiltiir birligi i¢cinde oldugu goriil-
mektedir. Dikkatimiz g¢eken hususlar arasinda
gevre bolgelerde saptanmis olan Neolitik ve Kal-
kolitik Caglara ait (perdah, sokma ve kazima be-
zek ve mantar basli/knobbed kulplar) sik goriilen
seramik uygulamalarinin bir bdlimiine heniiz
rastlanmamis olmasidir. Bu tip seramik 6zellik-
lerinin bulunmamis olmasi, heniiz ortiili tabaka
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malzemesine ulagilamamis olmasindan kaynak-
lanacagi gibi Korfez ¢evresinde yer alan merkez-
lerde siklikla raslanan tabakalarin disinda, ma-
garalarda farkli safhalar1 temsil eden tabakalarin
bulunma olasiliginin da yiiksek oldugunu diisiin-
diirmekte, bu durum vadideki yagam alanlarinin
Oonemini daha da artirmaktadir.

Katalog

Kisaltmalar: Agiz Kenart: ak; Cap: ¢; El Yapimu: ey; Dis
Yiizey: D.; I¢ Yiizey: I.; Hamur: H.

Fig. 9.1, Andik Magarasi, Galeri 2, ak, ¢. 22 cm, ey, i¢-
dis astarli, ince boyutlu kireg, bitkisel katki, seyrek
tascik ve yogun mika, D. 2,5YR4/4 (reddish brown),
1. 5Y4/4 (reddish brown), H. 7,5YR3/1 (very dark
gray).

Fig. 9.2, Karatepe 2 Magarasi, ak, ¢. 19 cm, ey, astarli,
dis perdahly, ince kireg, orta seyrek mika, D. S5YR4/3
(reddish brown), 1. 5YR4/1 (dark gray), H. 5YR5/6
(yellowish red).

Fig. 9.3, Karatepe 1 Magarasi, ak, ¢. 13 cm, ey, astarli,
dis ve i¢ perdahli, ince kireg, tascik, orta yogun
mika, D. 7,5YR3/1 (very dark gray), I. 2.5YR4/6
(red), H. 10YR4/3 (weak gray).

Fig. 9.4, Karatepe 1 Magarasi, ak, ¢. 20 cm, ey, astarli,
perdahsiz, ince kireg, seyrek orta boyut tascik, ince
seyrek mika,D. 5YR5/3 (reddish brown), 1. 7.5YR5/2
(brown), H. 7.5YR2.5/1 (black).

Fig. 9.5, Karatepe 1 Magarasi, ak, ¢. 38 cm, ey, astarsiz,
perdahsiz, kireg, seyrek orta tascik ve seyrek orta
mika, D. 5YR5/3 (reddish brown), 1. 2.5YR5/2
(weak red), H. 2.5Y4/1 (dark gray).

Fig. 9.6, Karatepe 1 Magarasi, magara onii yamag, ak,
¢. 18 cm, ey, astarli, dis ve i¢ perdahli, ince kireg,
tascik, orta yogun mika, D. 10R4/3 (weak red), I.
7.5YR3/4 (brown), H. 10R4/1 (dark reddish gray).

Fig. 9.7, Andik Magarasi, Giris Galerisi, ak, ¢. 13 cm,
ey, i¢-dis astarli, ince kireg, bitkisel katki ve seyrek
tascik, D. 10YR3/3 (dark brown), I. 10YR2/1 (black),
H. 2,5Y2.5/1 (black).

Fig. 9.8, Andik Magarasi, Giris Galerisi, ak, ¢. 11 cm,
ey, astarli, i¢c-dis perdahli, ince kire¢ ve seyrek
tascik, D. ve I. SYR3/2 (dark reddish), H. 7,5YR4/4
(brown).

Fig. 9.9 Aydinlik Magarasi, ak, ¢. 12 cm, ey, astarli,
dis perdahli, ince kireg, orta boyut tagcik ve seyrek
mika, D. 7.5 YR4/4 (very dark gray) 1. 7.5YR2.5/1
(black), H. 7.5YR2.5/1 (black).

Fig. 9.10, Andik Magarasi, Giris Galerisi, ak, ¢. 9 cm,
ey, astarli, dis perdahli, ince kireg, tagcik ve seyrek
mika, D. 10YR2/4-10YR3/1 (dark gray brown-very
dark gray), I. 10YR3/1 (very dark gray), H. 10YR3/1
(very dark gray).

Fig. 9.11, Karatepe 1 Magarasi, ak, ¢. 22 cm, ey,
astarli, dig ve i¢ perdahli, ince kireg, orta seyrek
tascik, orta yogun mika, D. 7,5YR5/3 (brown), 1.
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7.5YR5/2-10YR3/1 (brown-very dark gray), H.
10YR3/1 (very dark gray)

Fig. 9.12, Aydinlik Magarasi, ak, ¢. 11 cm, ey, astarli,
dis perdahli, ince kireg, orta boyut tascik, D. 7.5
YR4/4 (brown) I. 7.5YR3/1 (very dark gray), H.
7.5YR6/3 (light brown).

Fig. 9.13, Andik Magarasi, Giris Galerisi, ak, ¢. 30 cm,
ey, astarli, dis perdahli, ince kireg, yogun tascik ve
seyrek mika, D. ve . 10YR5/3 (brown), H. 10YR3/1
(very dark gray).

Fig. 9.14, Andik Magarasi, Galeri 2, ak, ¢. 20 cm, ey,
astarsiz, isli yiizeyli, ince kireg, tascik, mika ve
bitkisel katk1, D. 5YR4/4-10YR6/6 (reddish brown-
brownish yellow), I. 10YR6/6-2.5Y3/2 (brownish
yellow-very dark grayish brown), H. 5YR4/6 (yel-
lowish red).

Fig. 9.15, Karatepe 2 Magarasi, ak, ¢. 17 cm, ey, astarli,
perdahsiz, ince kireg, seyrek tascik, seyrek mika, D.
ve I. 7,5YRS/4 (brown), H. 7.5YR4/1 (dark gray).

Fig. 9.16, Andik Magarasi, Giris Galerisi, ak, ¢. 30 cm,
ey, astarli, i¢-dis perdahli, ince kireg, seyrek orta
tascik, seyrek mika ve bitkisel katki, D. 2,5YR3/4
(dark reddish brown), 1. 2,5YR3/4 (dark reddish
brown), H. 5YR3/1 (very dark gray).

Fig. 10.1, Andik Magarasi, Galeri 1, ak, ¢. 31 cm, ey,
astarli, i¢ ve dig perdahli, orta boyut kireg ve tascik,
seyrek mika, D. 5YR3/3 (dark reddish brown), I.
2,5YR3/4-2.5YR5/4 (reddish brown), H. 5YR3/3
(dark reddish brown).

Fig. 10.2, Karatepe 1 Magarasi, ak, ¢. 34 cm, ey, astarli,
dis ve i¢ perdahl, ince kireg, tascik, seyrek mika,
D. ve I. 2,5YR5/4 (reddish brown), H. 5YR3/2 (dark
reddish brown).

Fig. 10.3, Andik Magarasi, Galeri 2, ak, ¢. 41 cm, ey,
astarli, dis iyi perdahli, ince kireg, orta tascik,
seyrek mika ve bitkisel katki, D. 2,5YR3/4 (reddish
brown), 1. 2,5YR3/4-5YR5/4 (reddish brown), H.
10YR3/1 (very dark gray).

Fig. 10.4, Andik Magarasi, Galeri 1, ak, ¢. 26 cm, ey,
astarli, dis perdahli, ince kireg, seyrek orta tascik,
orta yogun mika ve bitkisel katk1, D. 7,5YR3/2 (dark
brown), I. 5YR4/3 (reddish brown), H. 7.5YR3/4
(dark brown).

Fig. 10.5, Andik Magarasi, Galeri 1, ak, ¢. 17 cm, ey,
astarli, dis ve i¢ ak perdahli, orta boyut kireg, iri
tascik, seyrek mika ve bitkisel katki, D. SYR3/4-
7.5YRS5/2 (dark reddish brown-black), 1. 2.5YR3/4-
2.5YR3/6 (dark reddish brown -dark red), H.
2.5Y3/1 (very dark gray).

Fig. 10.6, Andik Magarasi, Giris Galerisi, ak, ¢. 49
cm, ey, astarli, dis perdahly, i¢ci diizelme, orta boyut
kireg, mika ve bitkisel katki, D. 2.5YR4/4 (reddish
brown), I. 10R5/6-2.5Y2.5/1 (red-black), H. 5Y2.5/1
(black).

Fig. 10.7, Andik Magarasi, Giris Galerisi, ak, ¢. 6 cm,
ey, astarli, dis ve i¢ perdahli, ince kire¢ ve seyrek
mika, D. ve 1. 5YR3/2 (dark black), H. 10YR2/1
(black).
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Fig. 10.8, Andik Magarasi, Giris Galerisi, ak, ¢. 18
cm, ey, astarli, i¢ ve dig perdahli, ince kireg, tascik,
seyrek mika ve bitkisel katki, D. 7.5YR2.5/1-
7.5YRS5/2 (black-brown), I. 10YR3/1-5YR4/2
(very dark gray-dark reddish brown), H. 10YR2/1-
10YR3/1 (black-very dark gray).

Fig. 10.9, Andik Magarasi, Giris Galerisi, ak, ¢. 23 cm,
ey, astarli, dis perdahli, 1s1 gérmiis, ince kireg, iri
tascik, seyrek mika ve bitkisel katki, D. 2.5YR2.5/4-
5YR4/1 (reddish brown-dark gray), I. 2.5YR4/4
(reddish brown), H. 10YR2/1 (black).

Fig. 10.10, Andik Magarasi, Giris Galerisi, ak, ¢. 30 cm,
ey, astarli, dig ve i¢ perdahli, ince kireg, orta boyut
tascik, seyrek mika ve bitkisel katki, D. 7,5YR3/2
(dark brown), I. 10YR5/4 (yellowish brown), H.
2.5YR4/3 (dark black).

Fig. 10.11, Andik Magarasi, Giris Galerisi, ak, ¢. 28 cm,
ey, astarli, dig perdahli, ince kireg, orta boyut tascik,
seyrek mika ve bitkisel katki, D. 10R4/4-10R6/4
(weak red- light yellowish), I. 2.5YR4/4-7.5YR3/1
(reddish brown-very dark gray), H. 2.5YR3/6-
5YR4/4 (dark red-reddish brown).

Fig. 10.12, Andik Magarasi, Galeri 1, ak, ¢. 17 cm, ey,
astarli, dis ve i¢ agi1z kenar1 perdahli, 1s1 gormiis, ince
kireg, seyrek mika ve bitkisel katki, D. 7.5YR2.5/4-
10YR2/1 (brown-black), I. 5YR3/2-7.5YR4/1 (dark
reddish brown-dark gray), H. 2.5Y2.5/1 (black).

Fig. 10.13, Andik Magarasi, Giris Galerisi, ak, ¢. 39
cm, ey, astarli, dis perdahli, orta boyut kireg, seyrek
tascik, mika ve bitkisel katki, D. 10R4/4 (weak red),
I. 10R3/4 (dusky red), H. 2.5YR3/3 (dark reddish
brown), Yayin: Yalgikli 2019, 546 ciz. 1.3.

Fig. 10.14, Andik Magarasi, Girig Galerisi, ak, ¢. 40 cm,
ey, astarsiz, dis perdahli, ince kireg, tascik ve bitki-
sel katki, D. SYR4/1 (dark gray), I. 5YR4/3 (reddish
brown), H. 7.5YR2.5/1 (black), Yayin: Yalcikli 2019,
546 ¢iz. 1.4.

Fig. 10.15, Karatepe 1 Magarasi, ak, ¢. 45 cm, ey,
astarsiz, perdahsiz, ince kireg, tagcik, serek mika, D.
10YR2/1 (black), 1. 7.5YRS5/2 (brown), H. 7.5YR4/2
(brown), Yayn: Yalgikl1 2019, 548 ¢iz. 1.5.

Fig. 11.1, Karatepe 1 Magarasi, ak, ¢. 19 cm, ey, astarli,
dis ve i¢ perdahli, ince kireg, tascik, seyrek mika,
D. 7,5YR6/3 (light brown), I. 10YR5/1 (gray), H.
10YR2/1 (black).

Fig. 11.2, Karatepe 1 Magarasi, ak, ¢. 18 cm, ey, astarli,
dis ve i¢ perdahli, ince kireg, tascik, orta seyrek
mika, D. 7,5YR5/3 (brown), I. 2.5YR5/3 (brown), H.
7.5YR2.5/1 (black).

Fig. 11.3, Karatepe 1 Magarasi, ak, ¢. 22 cm, ey, dig ve
i¢ perdahly, ince kireg, orta seyrek tagcik, orta yogun
mika, D. 2,5YR4/4 (reddish brown), I. 10YR6/2-
2.5YR4/4 (light brownish gray-reddish brown), H.
7.5YR2.5/1 (black).

Fig. 11.4, Karatepe 1 Magarasi, Magara 6nil yamag, ak,
¢. 32 cm, ey, astarsiz, perdahsiz, ince kireg, tascik,
orta seyrek mika, D. 2,5YR4/6 (red), . 10R6/8 (light
red), H. 10R3/8 (red).
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Fig. 11.5, Andik Magarasi, Giris Galerisi, ak, ¢. 29 cm,
ey, astarli, dis ve i¢ perdahli, dis ylizey asinmis,
ince kireg, tascik, seyrek mika ve bitkisel katki,
D. 7.5YR5/3 (brown), I. 2.5YR3/4 (dark reddish
brown), H. 10YR2/1 (black).

Fig. 11.6, Karatepe 1 Magarasi, Magara 0nii yamac,
tutamak kulplu ak, ¢. 14 cm, ey, astarli, dis ve i¢
perdahli, ince kireg, tagcik, orta seyrek mika, D. ve
I. 5YR3/4 (reddish brown), H. 7.5YR4/1 (dark gray).

Fig. 11.7, Andik Magarasi, Galeri 1, ak, ¢. 6 cm, ey,
astarli, i¢ ve dig perdahli, 1s1 gdrmiis, ince kireg,
seyrek mika, D. ve I. 10YR2/1 (black), H. 10YR3/1
(very dark gray).

Fig. 11.8, Andik Magarasi, Giris Galerisi, ak, ¢. 29 cm,
ey, astarli, dis perdahli, i¢c perdah as1 diizeltme, 151
gbrmiis, ince kirec ve iri tascik, D. 5YR4/2 (dark
reddish gray), I. 2.5YR2.5/1 (reddish black), H.
10R3/1 (dark reddish black).

Fig. 11.9, Karatepe 1 Magarasi, ak, ¢. 25 cm, ey,
astarsiz, dis ve i¢ perdahli, diizensiz yiizeyli, ince
kireg, tascik, orta yogun mika, D. 2,5YRS5/3 (red-
dish brown), 1. iist boliim 10YR2/1 (red) alt béliim
2.5YRS5/6 (red), H. 5YRS5/4 (reddish brown).

Fig. 11.10, Andik Magarasi, Giris Galerisi, ak, ¢. 45 cm,
ey, astarli, dig ve i¢ perdahli, ince kire¢ ve seyrek
mika, D. 7.5YR6/4 (light brown), I. 10YR2/1 (black),
H. 5YR5/3 (reddish brown).

Fig. 11.11, Andik Magarasi, Galeri 1, ak, ¢. 29 cm, ey,
astarli, perdahsiz, ince kireg, tascik, seyrek mika ve
bitkisel katki, D. 5YR4/3-10YR2/1 (reddish brown-
black), I. 5YR4/6-5YR6/6 (yellowish red-reddish
yellow), H. 7.5YR2.5/1 (black).

Fig. 11.12, Andik Magarasi, Galeri 1, ak, ¢. 20 cm, ey,
astarli, i¢ ve dis perdahli, orta boyut kireg, tagcik ve
seyrek mika, D. ve I. 10YR2/1 (black), H. 2.5Y2.5/1
(black).

Fig. 11.13, Andik Magarasi, Giris Galerisi, ak, ¢. 36 cm,
ey, astarly, i¢ ve dis perdahli, orta boyut kireg, tascik
ve seyrek mika, D. 7.5YR3/2-2.5Y4/1 (brown-dark
gray), I. 2.5YRS5/3-7.5YR3/3 (reddish brown-dark
brown), H. 10YR3/1 (very dark gray).

Fig. 11.14, Andik Magarasi, Giris Galerisi, ak, ¢. 27
cm, ey, astarli, dis ve i¢ perdahli, ince kireg, seyrek
tascik ve seyrek mika, D. 7.5YR4/1 (dark gray), 1.
5YR4/2-7.5YR2.5/1 (dark reddish gray-black), H.
7.5YR3/2 (dark brown).

Fig. 11.15, Andik Magarasi, Galeri 2, ak, ¢. 23 cm, ey,
astarsiz, dis ve i¢ perdahli, ince kireg, serek orta
tascik ve bitkisel katki, D. 2.5YR3/2 (dusky red), 1.
2.5YR4/6-7.5YR2.5/1 (red-black), H. 10YR3/1 (very
dark gray).

Fig. 11.16, Andik Magarasi, Galeri 2, ak, ¢. 23 cm, ey,
astarli, dis ve i¢ perdahli, ince kireg, seyrek mika
ve bitkisel katki, D. 2.5YR4/2-10YR2/1 (reddish
brown-dark black), I. 7.5YR2.5/1-10YR2/1 (black-
dark black), H. 5Y2.5/1 (black).
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Fig. 11.17, Andik Magarasi, Galeri 1, ak, ¢. 22 c¢m, ey,
astarli, dis ve i¢ perdahli, ince kireg, ince tascik,
seyrek mika ve bitkisel katki, D. 5YR3/3 (dark red-
dish brown), I. 10YR2/1 (dark black), H. 7.5YR2.5/1
(black).

Fig. 11.18, Andik Magarasi, Giris Galerisi, govde
pargast, astarli, dis ve i¢ perdahly, i¢ yilizeyde perdah
tas1 bastirilarak yapilmis oluk bezeme mevcut, ince
kire¢ ve mika, D. 5YR4/6-10YR2/1 (yellowish red-
dark black), I. 5YR5/3-5YR4/1 (reddish brwn-dark
gray), H. 2.5Y4/1 (dark gray).

Fig. 12.1, Aydinlik Magarasi, kulplu ak, ¢. 12 cm, ey,
astarli, perdahli, ince kire¢ ve seyrek orta boyut
tagcik, seyrek mika, D. ve I. SYR3/1 (dark reddish
brown), H. 5YR3/1 (very dark gray).

Fig. 12.2, Andik Magarasi, Galeri 1, Dikey kulplu ak, ¢.
72, ey, astarsiz, perdahsiz, ince kireg, tagcik ve seyrek
mika, D. 5YR4/4-5YR3/2 (reddish brown-dark red-
dish brown), 1. 7.5YRS/1-7.5YRS5/4 (gray-brown), H.
7.5YR3/3 (dark brown).

Fig. 12.3, Andik Magarasi, Galeri 1, kulplu ak, ¢. 22 cm,
ey, astarli, dis ve i¢ perdahli, ince yogun kireg, iri
tascik, seyrek mika ve bitkisel katki, D. 2.5YR4/4-
10YR2/1 (reddish brown-dark black), I. 2.5YR3/4-
2.5YR5/4 (dark reddish brown-reddish black), H.
7.5YR3/1 (very dark gray).

Fig. 12.4, Andik Magarasi, Giris Galerisi, ak, ¢. 22
cm, ey, astarli, dis ve i¢ perdahli, ince kireg, orta
boyut tascik, seyrek mika ve bitkisel katk1, D. ve 1.
10YR2/1 (dark black), H. 10YR3/1 (very dark gray).

Fig. 12.5, Andik Magarasi, Galeri 2, ak, ¢. 30 cm, ey,
astarli, dis ve i¢ ak perdahli, seyrek kireg, orta boyut
tascik ve seyrek mika, D. 2.5YR4/4-10R5/4 (reddish
brown-weak red), I. 10R5/4-10R3/4 (weak red-dusky
red), H. 7.5YR3/2-5YR4/2 (dark brown-dark reddish
gray).

Fig. 12.6, Karatepe 1 Magarasi, Magara 0nii yamag,
ikinci kullanimda perdah aleti olarak kullanilmis
ak, ¢. 28 cm, ey, astarli, dis ve i¢ perdahli, ince
kireg, tascik, orta yogun mika, D. 2,5YR4/3 (red-
dish brown), I. 5YR5/3-7.5YR2.5/1 (reddish brown-
black), H. 10YR4/1 (dark black).

Fig. 12.7, Karatepe 1 Magarasi, ak (gaga ag1z), ¢. ?, ey,
astarli, dis ve i¢ perdahli, ince kireg, ince tascik,
seyrek mika, D. 7,5YRS5/3 (brown), I. 2.5YR5/3-
10YR3/1 (reddish brown-very dark gray), H.
7.5YR2.5/1 (black).

Fig. 12.8, Karatepe 2 Magarasi, kulp parcasi, astarli,
perdahsiz, ince kire¢, D. 10YR3/1 (very dark gray),
H. 10YR4/1 (dark gray).

Fig. 12.9, Karatepe 2 Magarasi, ak, ¢. 22 cm, ey,
astarli, dis ve i¢ perdahli, seyrek seramik parcasi,
D. 7,5YR3/1 (very dark gray), I. 7.5YR3/2 (dark
brown), H. 7.5YR6/3 (light brown).

Fig. 12.10, Karatepe 2 Magarasi, kapaga ait ak, ¢. 29
cm, Erken Tung Cagi, ey, astarli, dis ve i¢ perdahli,
ince kireg, seyrek mika, D. ve 1. 7,5YR2.5/1 (black),
H. 7.5YR4/1 (dark gray).
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Fig. 12.11, Karatepe 1 Magarasi, Magara onii yamac,
ak, ¢. 26 cm, ¢ark yapimi, astarli, dis ve i¢ perdahli,
ince kireg, tascik, yogun mika, D. 10YR3/1-10YR6/4
(very dark gray-light yellowish brown), I. 10YR3/1-
2.5Y5/2 (very dark gray-grayish brown), H. 2.5Y3/1
(very dark gray).

Fig. 13.1, Andik Magarasi, Giris Galerisi, kulp, ey kaba
ait, astarli, dis ve i¢ perdahli, ince kire¢ ve mika,
D. 10YR3/3-10YR2/1 (dark brown-dark black), 1.
7.5YR2.5/3 (dark black), H. 5YR4/4 (reddish brown).

Fig. 13.2, Andik Magarasi, Girig Galerisi, kulp, ey kaba
ait, astarli, dis perdahli, i¢ diizeltme, ince kireg,
mika ve bitkisel katki, D. 5YR3/2 (dark reddish
black), I. 5YR2.5/1 (black), H. 10YR2/1 (black).

Fig. 13.3, Andik Magarasi, Galeri 1, kulp, ey kaba ait,
astarli, dis ve i¢ perdahli, ince yogun kire¢ ve mika,
D. 10YR2/1 (dark black), i. 7.5YR3/1 (very dark
gray), H. 2,5Y3/1 (very dark gray).

Fig. 13.4, Andik Magarasi, Galeri 1, kulp, ey kaba ait,
astarli, dis ve i¢ perdahli, ince kireg, ince tascik,
seyrek mika ve bitkisel katki, D. 10YR2/1 (dark
black), I. 7.5YR3/3 (dark brown), H. 10YR3/1 (very
dark gray).

Fig. 13.5, Andik Magarasi, Giris Galerisi, kulp, ey kaba
ait, astarli, dis ve i¢ perdahli, ince kireg, tascik ve
seyrek mika, D. 7.5YR4/2-7.5YR2.5/1 (brown-
black), 1. . 2.5YR5/3 (reddish brown), H. 7.5YR4/3-
7.5YR2.5/1 (brown-black).

Fig. 13.6, Andik Magarasi, Galeri 1, kulp, ey kaba
ait, astarli, dis ve i¢ perdahli, ince kireg, tascik,
seyrek mika ve bitkisel katki, D. 2.5YR4/6-5YR3/3
(red-dark reddish black), I. 7.5YR2.5/1 (black), H.
7.5YR3/4 (dark brown).

Fig. 13.7, Karatepe 1 Magarasi, kulp pargasi, astarli,
silik perdahli, ince kireg, seyrek mika, D. ve .
2.5YRS5/3 (reddish brown-gray), H. 5YR2.5/1
(black).

Fig. 13.8, Andik Magarasi, Giris Galerisi, kulp, ey kaba
ait, astarsiz, diizensiz yiizeyli, orta boyut kire¢ ve
tascik, seyrek mika, D. 7.5YR7/2-7.5YR4/1 (pinksh
gray-dark gray), I. 10YR8/1-7.5YR4/1 (white-dark
gray), H. 10YR3/2 (very dark grayish).

Fig. 13.9, Andik Magarasi, Galeri 1, kulp, ey kaba ait,
astarli, dis perdahli, orta boyut kireg, tascik, seyrek
mika ve bitkisel katki, D. 5YR4/4-7.5YR3/3 (reddish
brown-dark brown), I. 5YR4/4 (reddish brown), H.
7.5YR4/3 (brown).

Fig. 13.10, Karatepe 1 Magarasi, dip pargast, ¢. 13 cm,
ey, serit teknigi, astarli, perdahsiz, ince kireg, ince
tascik, seyrek mika, D. 2.5YR5/3 (reddish brown), 1.
7.5YR6/3 (light brown), H. 7.5YRS5/1 (gray).

Fig. 13.11, Andik Magarasi, Galeri 1, dip, ey, astarli,
dis perdahli, iki kat hamur levhasinin birlesim
hatt1 goriilmekte, ince kireg, seyrek mika ve bitki-
sel katki, D. 7.5YR4/3-7.5YR2.5/1 (brown-black),
I. 7.5YR2.5/1 (black), H. 5YR4/3-10YR4/1 (brown-
dark gray).
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Fig. 13.12, Andik Magarasi, Galeri 1, dip, ey kabin
ii¢c veya dort ayakli dibine ait parca, astarli, dig
perdahli, ince kireg, seyrek tascik, seyrek mika ve
bitkisel katki, D. 7.5YR3/1-7.5YR2.5/1 (very dark
gray-black), I. 5YR4/6-10YRS5/2 (yellowish red-
grayish brown), H. 7.5YR4/3 (brown).

Fig. 13.13, Andik Magarasi, Galeri 2, dip, ey kabin ii¢
veya dort ayakli dibine ait parga, astarsiz, perdahsiz,
kireg, seyrek mika ve bitkisel katki, D. 7.5YR5/1-
10YR4/1 (gray-dark gray), I. 10YR2/1 (black), H.
5YR3/3 (dark reddish brown).

Fig. 13.14, Andik Magarasi, Galeri 1, dip, ey kaba ait
dibe ait par¢ada dokuma izi, astarli, dis perdahli,
orta boyutta kireg, seyrek tascik, seyrek mika ve
bitkisel katki, D. 7.5YR2.5 (black), I. 7.5YR2.5/1
(black), H. 7.5YR2.5/3 (very dark brown). Yayin:
Yalgikli 2019, 546 res. 2.

Fig. 13.15, Karatepe 1 Magarasi, dip pargasi, ¢. 16 cm,
ey, astarsiz, perdahsiz, serit teknigi ile tiretilmis,
ince kireg, seyrek orta boyut tascik, orta yogun
mika, D. 7.5YR5/6-10YR4/1 (strong brown-dark
gray), I. 7.5YR6/6-10YR3/1 (yellowish red-very dark
gray), H. I0YRS5/1 (gray).

Fig. 13.16, Andik Magarasi, Giris Galerisi, dip, ey
kabin dibini olusturan ayaklara ait parca, astarli,
dis perdahli, ince kireg, iri seyrek tascik ve bit-
kisel katki, D. 7.5YR4/6-10YR3/2 (strong brown-
very dark grayish brown), I. 7.5YR4/2 (brown), H.
2.5Y3/1 (very dark gray).

Fig. 13.17, Karatepe 1 Magarasi, dip pargasi, ¢. 11 cm,
ey, astarli, dis perdahli, ince kireg, kum, orta boyut
tascik, D. 10YR4/6 (red), I. 10YR5/2 (weak red), H.
10YR4/2 (dark gray brown).
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(Gzdemir 2007a, Sek. 39; Ak 2019, Sek. 69'dan uyarlanmistir)

Andik Magarasi
L]
Aydinlik Magara
o

Karatepe Magaralan
Jl

Fig. 2. Inbogaz Vadisi Topografik Haritas



30

Derya Yalgiklt

Fig. 3. Inbogazi Magaralari

Fig. 4. Andik Magarasi
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Fig. 10. Neolitik Cag Seramik Parcalari
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Fig. 12. Kalkolitik, Erken Tun¢ Cagi ve Orta-Ge¢ Tung Cagi Seramik Parcalari

ADerg XXX



2023/1 Havran-Inbogazi Vadisi’nde Prehistorik Magaralar: Andik, Aydinlik ve Karatepe Magaralart 37

Fig. 13. Neolitik ve Kalkolitik Cag Kulp ve Dip Parcalari
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Kendale Hecala on The Ambar Cay in The Upper Tigris
Region: The First Preliminary Report on the
2018-2019 Excavations

[YUKARI DICLE HAVZASI AMBAR CAY KIYISINDA YER ALAN KENDALE
HECALA 2018-2019 KAZI SEZONLARINDA YURUTULEN CALISMALARA
ILISKIN ON RAPOR]

Sakir CAN - Seyma CIFTCI

Anahtar Kelimeler
Kendale Hecala, Ambar Cay, Geg Neolitik, Erken Ubeyd, Orta Cag, Yukar: Dicle Havzas:.

Keywords
Kendale Hecala, Ambar Cay, Late Neolithic, Early Ubaid, Medieval Period, Upper Tigris Basin.

OZET

Bu ¢alisma, Mezopotamya'nin en kuzey kesiminde yer alan ve Ambar Baraji Kurtarma Kazilar: kapsa-
minda kazilan kiiciik ve ¢cok donemli yerlesim yeri olan Kendale Hecala'min 2018-19 yillarina ait én so-
nuglarini ve gegici kronolojisini sunmaktadwr. Kendale Hecala, ilk olarak Geg¢ Neolitik dénemde (vaklasik
MO 7200) yerlesime sahne olmus ve ardili Erken Ubeyd (yaklasik MO 5200/5100-4800) donemde de iskin
edildigi boyali kap parcalarindan anlasilmistir. Uzun bir siire terk edildikten sonra Orta Cag’da yeniden
iskan edilmistir (vaklasik MS 8-14 yiizyillar). Pisé duvarlariyla temsil edilen Geg Neolitik donem, simdiye
kadar yalnizca bir agmada belgelenmistir. Erken Ubeyd mimarisi, bir veya iki odali binalarin tas temelle-
ri ile karakterize edilmektedir. Orta Cag tabakalari, tas temeller ve benzersiz ¢émlek mezarlar: seklinde
kalintilarla temsil edilmektedir.

ABSTRACT

This study offers preliminary results and a tentative chronology of Kendale Hecala, a small multiperiod
site located in the northernmost part of Mesopotamia and excavated in 2018-19 as part of Ambar Dam
Rescue Excavations. The site was initially settled in the Late Neolithic period (ca. 7200 BC) with subse-
quent occupations dated to the Early Ubaid period (ca. 5200/5100-4800 BC), as indicated by characteris-
tic decorated pottery, and in the Medieval period (ca. 8th-14th centuries AD). The Late Neolithic period,
represented by pisé walls, is thus far only documented in one trench. The Early Ubaid architecture is
characterized by the stone foundations of one or two-room buildings. The Medieval levels produced ar-
chitecture in the form of stone foundations and unique pot burials.

Introduction ral settlement in northernmost Mesopotamia, aim
The rescue excavations at Kendale Hecala,! a ru- to explore the settlement patterns of the region
during the Late Neolithic and Early Ubaid peri-

1 The ongoing rescue excavations are conducted within ods, ca. 7000-4500 BC, and cultural connections
the scope of Ambar Dam Rescue Excavations since across northern Mesopotamia. Kendale Hecala2

2018 on behalf of the Ministry of Culture and Tourism
by Diyarbakir Museum and Prof. Dr. A. Tuba OKSE —
from Kocaeli University Department of Archaeology. crow flies in the northeast of Kendale Hecala; and at

Excavations are simultaneously conducted at Gre Filla
(coordinates: lat. 38.26316111, long. 40.45820556),
another site that will also be affected by the Ambar
Dam located on the opposite bank and 700m as the

Ambar Hoyiik (coordinates: lat. 38.26630833, long.
40.45678889) whose eastern skirt only will be affected
(Fig. 1) (Okse et. al., 2019; Okse, 2020).

2 The mound is called Gre Haci by the local villagers but
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is a small site on the right bank of the Ambar
Cay, in the northern Upper Tigris Basin. The
site lies ca. 5 km west of the Kocakdy district,
within Diyarbakir Province, in southeastern
Turkey (Fig. 1). The north Upper Tigris Basin
has received little archaeological attention until
the Diyarbakir Small Streams Archaeological
Survey identified several sites in the region
during the 2000s (Peasnall, 2004). Ambar
Hoyiik is recorded as Biiyiik (‘Big’) Ambar
Hoyilik, and Gre Filla as Kiigiik (‘Little’) Ambar
Hoytik (Peasnall, 2004: 30-31). However,
Kendale Hecala was not identified at this point.
It was not until plans for the construction of
the Ambar dam were drawn up in 2017 that
Kendale Hecala was identified. In this regard,
the spatiotemporal significance of Kendale
Hecala, which is considered to have had cultur-
al interactions with its contemporaries across
northern Mesopotamia, offers plenty of oppor-
tunities for shedding light on the cultural char-
acteristics of a rural settlement.

Based on the current stratigraphy, Kendale Hecala
was occupied during three periods, Periods I-111
(Tab. 1). It should however be noted that as the
excavations are still ongoing, the architectural
levels of each period are recorded from Level 1
onwards. Period I corresponds to the upper three
architectural levels and provides strong evidence
for the existence of Medieval Period occupation
(ca. 8" - 14" centuries AD). Period II currently
includes two architectural levels (Levels 1-2) dat-
ing to the Early Ubaid period (ca. 5200-4800 BC);
Period III includes three lower levels (Level 1-3)
that provide the Late Neolithic period (ca. 7000-
5200 BC).

Settlement Patterns and Micro-
Environmental Reconstruction

The mound covers an area of ca. 0.65 ha,
and its highest point has an altitude of 707.90
m. Being established on the flood plain, the
mound has 4.5 meters of cultural deposit and
is surrounded by agricultural lands. The first
architectural level dating to the beginning of
the Late Neolithic (ca. 7000 BC) in Kendale
Hecala was established on a swampy area of

was officially registered as Kendale Hecala (Coordi-
nates x: 38.256467, y: 40.461550, z: 707 m). The name
Kendale Hecala is, in fact, the name of a perpendicular
cliff located 250m south of the mound.
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the Holocene terraces. It may also be possible
to identify the ‘Shelmo Formation which con-
sists of the Mio-Pliocene deposits of conglom-
erate, sandstone, and siltstone between the base
of the Tigris River Valley and the mountainous
belt. The Shelmo Formation is reached beneath
the bottom of a Medieval Period pit in Trench
L8 (see below). According to core drilling re-
sults, the settlement, especially in the north
and west was partially buried sometime during
the Holocene period by a 2-3 m thick fluvial
fill carried by the Ambar Cay and a seasonal
stream in the north that flows into Ambar Cay.
It is also evident that the settlement, particu-
larly its southern margin, was established on
ca. 1 m thick humid sediments which were de-
posited on the Shelmo Formation.

To the northeast of the site, a seasonal stream
known as Harem Deresi flows into the Ambar
Cay. Surveys and geomorphological observa-
tions carried out around the Ambar Cay revealed
that fertile soils favorable for cultivation and the
presence of rich water sources are probably two
fundamental reasons for the establishment of the
settlement in this spot. In this regard, the region
offers more humid and temperate local climate
conditions compared to its surroundings, as the
depression of the Ambar Cay, which flows in a
northwest-southeast direction prevents scorch-
ing heat introduced from the south during sum-
mers and the cold effects from the north during
winters.

Work at the site has focused on two sectors, with
so far, the excavation of a total surface of 1400
m? of archaeological deposits being exposed. In
the northern part of the mound, where prehistoric
levels are uncovered in 10 trenches of 10x10 m, in
the southeast, an area of 400 m2 has been inves-
tigated in 4 trenches of 10x10 m (Fig. 2).

Two seasons of work have shown that the prehis-
toric levels are located just below the surface soil
in areas close to the edge of the mound, whereas
the Medieval Period remains were mostly found
in the north-central, and eastern parts of the
mound. Nearly all the architectural remains of
all levels appear to have been damaged heavily
by natural forces such as weather conditions af-
ter abandonment and/or human activities such
as damaging the lower level or levels by digging

3 Bolgi 1961
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foundations for new structures, and in particular,
by modern mechanized agriculture. As suggest-
ed by several stone piles on the surface, the upper
levels were swept away during these activities.

Period I (Medieval Period ca. 814t
Centuries AD)

This period is identified in three different levels
(Period I-Levels 1-3). These levels are represented
by stone foundations belonging to four different
buildings, stone piles, and pits. Although these
layers are mainly characterized by medieval ma-
terial and architectural remains, digging pits and/
or foundation ditches appear to have disturbed
the earlier deposits. Thus, Medieval deposits con-
tain mixed material dating to Early Chalcolithic
and Late Neolithic periods.

At Kendale Hecala, the historical context of
Period I is mainly defined by pottery and small
finds. The entire ceramic repertoire, includ-
ing relief-moulded Raqqga pottery, green-glazed
Islamic pottery and oil lamps, and unglazed
sherds, dates the settlement between approxi-
mately the 7th-13th centuries AD. Among the
small finds, a terracotta stamp is recovered from
the same level as the aforementioned potsherds.
The square-shaped seal has a Byzantine cross,
usually defined as Eucharistic stamps applied
on bread in Christianity (Fig. 4b). Such stamps
suggested to be used for ceremonial purposes
are known in Greco-Roman# and Byzantine cul-
turesd. In addition, the appearance of an Abbasid
period lead steal is dated between 750-1250 A.D
(Stimer, 1979).

Level 1

The uppermost level documented in the northern
area of the mound is located immediately beneath
the surface at a depth of just 10 cm (Fig. 3). It is
mainly represented by fragmentary stone foun-
dations and stone debris, across trenches J-K7,
J-L8, and K-L9. Three stone foundation walls be-
longing presumably to a square room (J7/002/M,
K7/004/M, and K8/007/M) in trenches J7, K7,
and K8, continue into trenches J7, J8, K7, and K8
(Fig. 3). These are defined as Building 1. While
the southern and eastern walls of this room
are preserved at a height of ca. 35-40 cm, the

4 ¢f Kakish 2014: 20
5 Galavaris 1970: 152
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northern and western walls in trench K7 appear
to have been destroyed by modern agricultural
activities. Excavated in the westernmost part of
the southern wall is an in-situ door pivot made
of limestone supported by small vertical lime-
stones. Below these remains, vertically placed
pebbles covering an area of approximately 3x1
meters, suggest that the entrance to this room was
from the southeast. On the floor of this room, a
green glazed oil lamp (Fig. 4a), an obsidian pen-
dant (Fig. 11a), spindle whorls (Fig. 11b), and an
obsidian point were found (Fig. 20a). Aside from
the oil lamp, all other finds are Early Ubaid in
date, suggesting a mixed context. Additionally,
an Abbasid period lead seal was found in the de-
bris area of Building 1 (Fig. 41).

In the southeastern corner of Trench K9, a room
surrounded by a single rounded wall includes
a heavily damaged jar burial of an infant (Fig.
3). In the trenches K-L8 and L9, a multi-room
structure was excavated (Building 2), presum-
ably separated by two inner walls running in
northeast-southwest directions, that appears to be
surrounded by exterior walls; only two of these
walls are preserved (Fig. 3). Besides the surviv-
ing walls stone debris were unearthed in the up-
permost levels of all trenches. It, therefore, seems
clear that the appearance of partially surviving
walls and the wall debris scattered through all of
the trenches suggest damage caused by agricul-
tural activities.

Level 2

The architectural remains of level 2 are only doc-
umented in the trenches J7, J8, and K9 (Fig. 5).
This level is characterized by several damaged
stone foundations, some belonging to a multi-
room structure (Building 3) situated in a north-
south direction, mostly uncovered in Trench J8
(Fig. 5). The western extent of this structure,
indicated by several stone piles and partially
survived stone rows, is also documented in the
northeast part of Trench J7. To the south of these
walls, the remains of a compacted clay floor were
documented in Trench J7. The same texture of
the earthen floor that seems likely to be a part of
the other floor was also recovered in the north-
western part of Trench J8.

Although pebble stone was mostly preferred as
the building material of almost all levels, the
structure mentioned above is unusually built



42 Sakir Can-Seyma Ciftci

with medium-sized limestones. According to
the surviving inner walls, the structure seems
to have had at least four rooms. The structure
appears to have a narrow corridor aligned with
rooms on the eastern and western sides. The
threshold on the western side is built with small
limestones (Fig. 5).

The remains of Building 3 were destroyed dur-
ing the construction of Building 1. The pre-
served walls are built in at least three stone
rows, and the inner walls survive partially.
Moreover, the presence of a partly surviving
compacted clay floor in the corner of Room
2 (J8/005/T) shows the extent of the destruc-
tion. In Room 4, basalt pestles (Fig. 11d) and an
iron nail are found. Furthermore, on the floor
of the corridor (J8/006/M) defined as a dis-
turbed context, the fragment of a rectangular
box-shaped miniature cup has been found (Fig.
11e). The fragment is decorated with impressed
dots, characteristic of the Late Neolithic peri-
0d.¢ In the same context, a metal needle (Fig.
4f), a broken bone awl (Fig. 11f), and a loom
weight (Fig. 11g) were also found. The overall
material remains and ruined stone foundations
demonstrate a disturbed context belonging to
different periods, rather than a homogenous
level.

In Trench K9, a rectangular structure (Building
4) with a buff-colored compacted clay floor has
been uncovered (Fig. 6). Only the western wall
of the single-roomed structure consisting of two
rows of pebble stones survives. A tandoor was
built on the southern edge, where the floor ends.
One of the spectacular finds is a jar burial with
an infant skeleton (K9/012/G) (Fig. 6) recovered
just beneath the northern edge of the buff-colored
floor (K9/009/T). The bones were seriously dam-
aged and no burial goods in or around the jar
were found. Remarkably, the jar was surrounded
by medium-sized limestones.

Apart from these finds, a pit (L8/016/C) exca-
vated in the southwestern part of Trench LS8
provided evidence defining the stratigraphic se-
quence (Fig. 7). While the upper strata contained
Medieval Period potsherds along with a stone
axe and a basalt ground stone artifact, the lower
strata yielded no materials, and the soil texture
displayed a sifted character. Secondly, although

6 Okse in press
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the virgin soil has been reached at a 703.63 m
altitude, the pit floor was not found.

Level 3

This level, which destroyed the lower prehistoric
strata to a certain extent, comprises the final stra-
tum of the Medieval Period. Aside from several
stone piles in Trench J8, a stone pavement, proba-
bly belonging to a street was exposed in trenches
K9, L8, and L9 (Fig. 8).

In the northern part of Building 5, a stone floor
paved with various-sized stones covers a vast
area including trenches L8 and L9. Due to its
narrowness, this paved surface presumably cor-
responds to a street rather than to an open court-
yard. One of the most spectacular finds is a group
of three pot burials found underneath the remains
of a street in trenches L9 and K9. One of these
pots was covered with a large burnt ceramic
plate, which was found broken (Fig. 9a). Though
no artifacts were found in the two pots recovered
in Trench L9 except infant skeletons, some hu-
man dental probably belonging to an infant, and
several stone beads (Fig. 9b) were extracted from
the fill of the third pot, suggesting an infant buri-
al (L9/047/G). 1t is unclear whether the plate was
deliberately burnt. The absence of bones inside
one of these pots can be associated with the scar-
city of calcium in the infant’s body.” In addition
to these, in another pot burial (K9/013/G) uncov-
ered in the east of Trench K9, largely splintered
bones belonging to an infant are identified (Fig.
9¢).

Apart from the finds given above, a metal dagger
was in the mixed debris of Building 5 (Fig. 4d).
In the outer area to the east of Building 5 were
found a metal spear (Fig. 4e), and a decorated
miniature cup (Fig. 4c).

Period II (Early Ubaid Period ca. 5200-
5000/4900 BC)

Based primarily upon the painted ceramics,
Period 1II is dated to the end of the 6th millenni-
um BC. So far, this period has at least two levels
(Period II-Levels 1-2). Most of the buildings have
one or two rooms and were oriented northeast-
southwest. In addition to buildings, narrow open
spaces between buildings, postholes for support-
ing roofs of the buildings, fire installations e.g.,

7 Haentjens 2000: 260
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tandoors and hearths, and freestanding storage
units were also excavated both inside the build-
ings or in external spaces close to the buildings.

Period II-Level 1

In the intersection area of trenches K8-9 and
L8-9, a stone buttressed building, which was
heavily destroyed by the Medieval construction
activities, was covered (Fig. 10). Consisting of
two partly preserved buttresses in the southern
and northern walls, Building 5 was oriented in a
northeast-southwest direction, and seems to have
been divided into two rooms by a partition wall.
It was observed that some parts of the western
and northern walls of the building were wiped
out by the Medieval residents.

The eastern wall of Building 5 appears to be
curved, giving the impression of a warped wall,
and then the upper stone row has fallen directly
into the room (Fig. 10). The wall is inclined ca.
32% towards the room. Likewise, the 52% in-
clination of the northern wall towards the north
seems to have been exposed to the same outcome.
All the evidence raises the possibility of an earth-
quake. Inside the northern area of the building,
a fire installation, probably an oven, was docu-
mented. Furthermore, to the east of the building,
a spindle whorl (Fig. 11c), a broken loom weight
(Fig. 11h), and a grinding stone (Fig. 11i) are re-
corded. From a bullet-shaped flint core (Fig. 20)
found in the same area (length: 16,4 cm; weight:
6,63 cm; thickness: 5,85 cm), 13 blades were ex-
tracted, indicating that flint knapping took place.
The core, dated to the prehistoric levels?, likely
appears to have been detached from its context
when the structure of the Medieval Period was
being built.

A prehistoric figurine found to the south of
Building 5 (Fig. 15i) is portrayed with a high
and pointed head drawn backward, and covered
with nail prints from the back to the neck; how-
ever, no facial details are given. Similar figurines
have been uncovered in Hakemi Use? and Kenan
Tepel® in the Upper Tigris Basin, and Yarim
Tepe in the Middle Tigris Basin!l. Another

8 The bullet-shaped core was examined by Z. Beyza
Agirsoy

9 Tekin 2010: 695, fig.9

10 Parker et al., 2009: 152, fig.18j

11 Merpert and Munchaev 1993: 92, fig. 6.10.1
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figurine head found on the surface of Kendale
Hecala in 2018 has eye details depicted by two
thin lines (Fig. 15j). Parallels are found at Salat
Camii Yani!2 in the Upper Tigris Basin, Tell Sabi
Abyad!3 in the Balikh Valley and at Tell Kurdu!4
in the Amugq Plain.

Beneath the surface in the southern part of
Trench J7, a rectangular building with four well-
preserved stone foundation walls, defined as
Building 6 (J7/006/M), was partly uncovered (Fig.
12). The presence of another wall that converges
with the southern wall suggests more room(s) in
the unexcavated part of Trench 17. Likewise, the
presence of another stone wall on the same axis
as the eastern wall of the room suggests the ex-
istence of another unpreserved room, though no
further walls corresponding to the eastern wall
were found. Since the area between these two
parallel walls is too narrow (half a meter) for a
room, it is defined as a corridor or a street. In this
area, a miniature cup has been found on the floor.

In the southern part of Building 6, two circular
tandoors, one preserved badly, have been uncov-
ered (Fig. 12). In the east of the room, two post-
holes paved with medium-sized pebble stones
are located on the north-south axis. A large flat
stone in the east is suggested to be the threshold
of the entrance. On the floor of the southwestern
corner of the building, remnants of an infant cre-
mation burial have been found, suggesting that
along with its Early Ubaid contemporaries,!s
the inhabitants of Kendale Hecala practiced in-
tra-mural burial tradition. Of particular signifi-
cance is the evidence of cremation, similar to that
evidenced at Tell Abada in the Hamrin Region
of central Mesopotamia.l6 Miniature cups (Fig.
15 a), pestles (Fig. 15 k-1-0), and a broken shaft
hole axe (Fig. 15 m) were found on the ground in
the room. Outside, to the southwest of the room,
an oval-shaped hearth (0,70 m dia.) with an in-
clined floor renewed twice, and dense ashy soil,
has been uncovered. On the southern edge of the
hearth, two grinding stones and a mortar along
with three shells, as well as an obsidian blade
have been found in situ. To the west of this area,

12 Miyake 2011: 148, fig. 23
13 Collet 1996: 413, fig. 6.3.2
14 Ozbal 2010: 299, fig.16.6A
15 Akkermans 1989: 357

16 Hole 1989
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a broken shaft hole axe was found (Fig. 15 n).

A rectangular two-room building was uncovered
(Building 7), with two preserved exterior but-
tresses protruding from the eastern wall (Fig.
12). Although not fully excavated, the building
appears to have two parallel inner walls running
in a west-east direction in the northern part. The
northern room is rectangular, while the southern
room is a large square room with a stone-paved
floor. The fill in the rooms contains ashy sedi-
ments and pisé debris. The presence of pisé de-
bris among stone rows demonstrates that pisé
walls were made on stone foundations. On the
floor of the southern room, though species identi-
fication is still underway, in situ remains of burnt
mammal bones, and burnt crab claws along with
a heap of shells were recovered which are most
certainly associated with food consumption. The
shells and crab claws were presumably obtained
from the Ambar Cay, ca. 90 m to the east of the
site. The remains mentioned above suggest that
this area of the building was used for fire-related
activities and food preparation. In this regard, the
presence of grinding stones in front of the oven
indicates that this area was an open-air kitchen.
An unelaborated wall parallel to the building has
been unearthed outside, to the east of the build-
ing. Between the building and the wall, a floor
paved with pebbles (1.20x1.00 m) and a post hole
were identified. A radiocarbon sample is taken
from a carbonized material in the burnt soil
around this floor dated the building to 5925+32
BP (cal. 4896-4719 BC) (Fig. 21a). The finds from
this area include a pestle, a miniature cup, and a
piece of a bone awl. Since there was found burnt
soil around the floor along with the remains, this
area was probably used for daily activities.

In the southeastern part of Trench K8, ca. 25-30
cm beneath the surface and in a disturbed area,
orange-coloured debris appeared; no architectur-
al remains except for a few destroyed stone rows
have been identified. During the excavations in
this section, not only did the soil structure and
texture change from mixed debris to ashy mud-
brick debris, but the debris also expanded to cov-
er a quarter of the trench (Fig. 13). The debris
seems to have belonged at least to two sun-dried
flat and oval platforms that were made of clay.
Having been found in the Early Ubaid level, the
platforms are roughly dated in the first quarter
of the 5" millennium BC and there is no further
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contemporary close example. Yet, two similar
platforms unearthed at Tell Hamoukar that are
dated to the 4th millennium BC were interpreted
as kitchen installations.!” The small finds around
these platforms include a miniature cup (Fig.
15b), a terracotta sling stone (Fig. 15¢), a spindle
whorl (Fig. 15d), a painted Ubaid bowl fragments
(Fig. 15e), a pestle, a ground stone fragment, a
stone hammer, and a loom weight. The platforms
together with the material remain suggest that
this area was used for food preparation activities.

It is suggested that this area was heavily dam-
aged by the Medieval Period levels, which is why
the kitchen area initially appeared without any
architectural remains along with the orange-col-
oured debris. However, after the removal of these
finds, just ca. 20 cm below these platforms and
related remains, several partially preserved walls
defined as Building 8 were uncovered (Fig. 12).
Thus, the platforms and related remains are also
related to these fragmentary stone walls.

In the south-eastern part of Trench L8, a heav-
ily damaged Building 9 was excavated (Fig. 12).
While the eastern and western walls seem to have
been reinforced by buttresses, that were later de-
stroyed, the building appears to have been di-
vided into two rooms by two partially preserved
inner walls on the east-west axis. The space be-
tween these seems to correspond to a doorway
connecting both rooms. A post hole in the middle
of the southern room would have been the base
of a post supporting the roof. The northern room
is oblong in the plan while the southern room is
rectangular. In this respect, the building, in terms
of its plan, the buttresses, and the orientation,
bears similarities with Building 7.

Of particular interest is the southern room of
Building 9, containing a destroyed installation
to the south, probably used for storage. The in-
ner side of the surviving part of the installation
is “crescent-shaped” and the burnt clay surface
seems to be plastered, though burnt. In both
rooms, several fragments of an unbaked clay ves-
sel were recovered scattered on the floor of one
side which was exposed to fire. As the vessel frag-
ments are coarse, grit, and chaff tempered, and
with outer surfaces black due to fire exposure,
the vessel was used for cooking. To the northwest
of the building, a two-phased circular outdoor

17 Reichel 2006:7, fig.6
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hearth was placed just in front of the intersection
of the western and northern walls. In the west-
ern outdoor space of the building, a clay female
figurine was uncovered. While the head is miss-
ing, only a part of the bottom survives, which in-
dicates that the figurine’s bottom is supposed to
have a disc-shaped form that would have enabled
it to stand on a plain surface. A similar figurine
was also found in the eastern part of Building 10
(see below). The figurines uncovered at Kendale
Hecala have close affinities in terms of form and
style with the 6th-5th Millennia BC figurines
from Tell Arpachiyah!8 in the Middle Tigris re-
gion, Tell Sabi Abyad!® in the Balikh Valley and
the Amuq E phase of Tell al-Judaidah2°,

In Trench K7, three parallel oblong rooms, one of
which is partially survived, belonging to a struc-
ture defined as Building 10 have been uncovered
immediately beneath the surface (Fig. 12). The
building’s walls were made of two rows of small
size stones and rebuilt twice; the upper level is
defined as “Building 10” and the lower level as
“Building 13”. Despite being very close to the
surface, Building 10 is well-preserved. Based on
the preserved walls, at least two rooms parallel
to each other have survived. In these rooms, a
hand axe, a grinding stone, a loom weight, and
an animal figurine have been found. Moreover,
to the south of this room, two postholes were
found, along with a sling stone, a pestle, a spin-
dle whorl, a ground stone, and a fragment of a
miniature cup. As these rooms are disturbed, it
is difficult to put forward any comment on their
function. Neither can the material recovered
from the rooms provide evidence for their func-
tion. Yet, considering the small dimensions of the
preserved rooms 2-3 m (precise measurements:
ca. 2,50x0,49 m-2,46x0,48 m), it is plausible that
they were used for storage rather than as spaces
for daily life.

The western extension of two walls belonging
to Building 10 (K7/006/D and K7/011/D) has
been unearthed immediately below the surface
in Trench K6. Thus, also these walls suffered
damage from modern agricultural activities.
Additionally, three square units with almost the
same dimensions (ca. 80x100 cm) have been

18 Mallowan and Rose 1935: 83, Fig. 45 nos. 2, 3,7
19 Collet 1996: 411, Fig 6.1; 10

20 Braidwood and Braidwood 1960: 205, Fig 160; 12 and
14
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exposed to the west of Building 10. Being con-
temporary to the north of Building 10, Building
11 was oriented in the same direction and its
several walls remain partially under the baulk
of trenches K-L 7. The space (ca. 0,50-0,55 cm
width) between both buildings is a narrow street
(Fig. 12). Although the western extension of
Building 11 located in Trench L6 was destroyed
due to modern agricultural activities, the re-
mains suggest that Building 11 had at least three
rooms. The northern wall was converged upon by
a few regular stone rows that are considered to
be vaguely the extension of the inner walls. It is,
therefore, presumed that the space in the middle
of the wall might have been a doorway, although
no evidence related to a threshold or pivot stone
exists. Around the building, no remains are indi-
cating fire-related activities. As suggested by the
stronger walls and larger rooms, Building 11 is
considered to have been used as a living space.

Period II-Level 2

The architectural remains of Level 2, Period II
comprise Building 12 (a multi-room building
in the southeast of Trench J8), Building 13 (in
the western part of Trench K7 and immediately
underneath Building 10 of Level 1), a square
planned single room known as Building 14, and
a stone buttressed room in the west of Trench L8
(Fig. 14).

In the southeastern part of Trench J8, the stone
foundations of a multi-room building (Building
12) were uncovered. The use of medium and
small-sized stones for the foundations creates
an architectural structure with weak founda-
tions. The building continues into trenches I8
and J9 (unexcavated) (Fig. 14) and has at least
three rooms (Rooms 1, 2, and 3). Building 12
is oriented southwest-northeast. The partially
preserved walls were disturbed +by the activ-
ity of Period 1. Moreover, in the southwestern
corner of Room 2, a fragmentary floor paved
with small-sized pebbles (J8/043/T) was recov-
ered. The structure is laid out as a long, narrow
corridor lined with rooms on both sides. While
Rooms 1 and 2 were presumably square, Room
3 is long and narrow. One of the remarkable
finds is a potsherd with a stylized human fig-
ure in relief found in Room 3 (Fig. 15 f). 2!

21 For further detail see also Okse 2019.
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A square kiln (J8/036/F) that remains mostly in
the baulk of trenches J8-J9, and is therefore only
partly uncovered, is the other substantial archi-
tectural feature of Trench J8 (Fig. 14). Its debris
initially appeared at somewhat higher levels and
continued lower levels. The kiln was situated on
the same axis as the walls of Room 2 (J8/042/M)
and was constructed from red-baked bricks. The
kiln contained dense brick debris, ranging from
orange to pink in colour. The kiln was used for
baking bricks, as there were clay brick slags in
and around the kiln. Furthermore, no evidence
associated with metal or pottery production was
identified. Nor were there animal bones linked
to meat consumption activities in and around the
kiln.

Aftertheremoval of Building 10 of Period II-Level
1, it is observed that the outer walls (K7/006/D,
K/011/D, and K7/015/D) of Building 10 proceed
downward (Fig. 14). In fact, these walls contin-
ued to be used as the outer walls of Building 13 of
the Period II-Level 2, though a few minor shifts
were applied. As for the differences, Building 13
comprises two rooms (3.65x1.70 to 3.15x1.25 m
in dimensions) that are larger than Building 10’s
storage units. Inside the rooms were found loom
weights, an awl fragment, and a part of an ani-
mal figurine. Additionally, medium size stones
were preferred for the foundation walls to build a
stronger structure. At first glance, two buildings
(Building 10 and 13) were considered to be a two-
storey structure, but further work has shown that
two rooms and an inner wall of Building 13 were
intentionally covered with pisé debris so that a
new building level could be created. The fact that
these walls are built in the same course suggests
that there was a continuity of building sequence.

Beneath Building 8 of Period II-Level 1, there
appeared three buff colour mud-brick walls
(Building 14) that belong to Period II-Level 2
(Fig. 14). While three walls are in Trench K8, the
fourth wall is uncovered in the baulk of Trench
K8-9, though it was destroyed by Medieval activ-
ities. The walls are 0.60x0.70 m thick, and some-
times white mortar was applied between their
mud bricks. Inside the building were a floor of
compacted earth and fragments of a Dark-Faced
Burnished Ware vessel, located on the floor in
front of the southern wall.

In the west of Trench L8, a room (L8/017/M) be-
longing to Building 15 with stone foundations

ADerg XXX

has been discovered (Fig. 14). The stone founda-
tions with a single row of stones are reinforced by
two stone buttresses on the north and east walls.
Both walls seem to have collapsed towards the
room, probably associated with the sliding of
the soil over time. During the 2018-19 seasons,
only the upper stone rows have been observed,
and the western extension of the room is consid-
ered to remain in Trench L7. The southern wall
had been destroyed by the structures of Period
I. A two-phased plaster (L8/023/T) uncovered
in the southeastern part of the room might have
belonged to the floor of the room. The fill exca-
vated in the room has a black and burnt texture
that is only limited to the room. This shows that
the room was somehow exposed to fire. To the
east of the building was found an inclined hearth
with dense ashy soil around it.

All in all, the inhabitants of Period II appear to
have used the space quite effectively as indicated
by inclined hearths that were situated both inside
and outside of the buildings. In terms of orien-
tation inside of the buildings, the hearths were
mostly leaned against the walls which are asso-
ciated with presumably heating both themselves
and their foods. In contrast, the hearths that were
built in the open-air areas are considered to be
used for different functions as indicated by the
grey and dense ashy soil around them. They also
preferred to place storage facilities inside the
buildings, which also points to the effective us-
age of space.

On the other hand, the desire for more durable
and long-term use of buildings seems to have in-
creased the tendency towards buttresses as evi-
denced by outer buttresses attached to the walls
of several buildings (see Buildings 7, 9, and 15).
It should be highlighted that the buildings that
were supported by buttresses were constructed
with smaller size stones in a rectangular plan.
In contrast, single-roomed buildings are square-
planned, and larger stones were preferred for
their construction. The spatial distribution of the
architectural remains suggests that the residents
of Period II mostly preferred to set the buildings
up at a certain distance from each other.

Period III (Late Neolithic Period ca. 7200-
5200/5100 BC)

The architectural remains comprising only a few
pisé walls and floors were encountered directly
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beneath the Early Ubaid level of trench L8. Based
on the preliminary results obtained from ceramic
fragments and chipped stone data, this period is
tentatively associated with the Late Neolithic pe-
riod or Halaf-Ubaid Transition phase. Since the
architectural remains were only identified in a
small area (10x10 meters) and there is no further
evidence, we are, for the time being, restricted by
the relative dating (Fig. 16).

Period III-Level 1

This level is only uncovered in a small area of
the northern operation. Based on the current
evidence, this period is represented only by
a partly excavated room with three walls that
extend towards adjacent trench L7. Inside the
room except for a few ceramic fragments Dark-
Faced Burnished Ware, Early Mineral Ware,
and Standard Ware (sometimes DFBW, EMW,
and SW), no other finds have been found so
far. Having been surrounded by pisé walls, the
room was uncovered immediately beneath the
stone buttressed room of Building 15 located in
the western part of Trench L8 (Fig. 16). These
pisé walls run in the same axis as the preceding
stone buttressed Building 16. The implementa-
tion of the same plan indicates the continuity of
the occupation throughout both levels, though the
earth was preferred as a building material rather
than stone. The northern and eastern pisé walls
are uncovered immediately underneath the stone
foundations, whereas the southern wall appeared
to the north of the stone rows corresponding to
the inner part of the stone-buttressed Building 8.

Period III-Levels 2-3

These levels are only uncovered in Trench L8, the
deepest excavated trench at the site (Fig. 16). The
architectural elements consist of partly uncov-
ered rooms and compacted earthen floors in and
around the building. The two rooms immediately
north of Building 16 extend into the unexcavated
areas therefore, their dimensions and function
cannot be discerned presently. In the area where
the compacted earthen floor was found, several
pisé walls that enclose the floor were also un-
covered. It appears that the floor was renewed at
least three times. A radiocarbon sample is taken
from a mud-brick provided a date of 6186 £31 BP
(cal. 5226-5032 BC) (Fig. 21b). The 2020 season
will continue investigating the Period I1I levels.
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Ceramic Assemblage

Based on pottery sherds collected from a total
of 14 trenches during the 2018-2019 seasons, the
ceramic assemblage of Kendale Hecala com-
prises primarily two main groups?2. The first
group can be dated to between ca. §th-14th AD and in-
cludes various forms of glazed and plain wares. The second
group consists of the Late Neolithic-Early Ubaid
pottery assemblage including Early Mineral
Tempered Ware, Dark-Faced Burnished Ware,
Standard Ware, Black Series, Halaf, and Ubaid
sherds that can provide a relative chronology be-
tween ca. 7200 and 4800 BC. A small quantity
of ceramic sherds attributed to the Halaf-Ubaid
transition has also been collected (Tab. 2). Based
on statistical analysis, the Medieval Period ce-
ramic assemblage counts for 36% of the total
assemblage, while the remaining 64% is of the
Late Neolithic and Early Ubaid periods — Early
Mineral Ware (39%), Standard Ware (36%), Dark-
Faced Burnished Ware (16%), Black Series (8%)
and both Halaf and Ubaid sherds less than 1%.

Medieval Period

At Kendale Hecala, potsherds dating to the
Medieval Period are almost exclusively un-
glazed (99%). Besides, there found a handful of
relief-moulded Ragqa Ware sherds belonging to
the same vessel. The remaining 1% is mainly
green monochrome glazed sherds along with a
few glazed examples of brown, blue, and yellow
(Fig. 17a). Monochrome glazed examples consist
mainly of various-sized pots, plates, and bowls,
also including jugs and small-sized storage ves-
sels. Based on the relative chronology, mono-
chrome glazed vessels are used in the Islamic,
Byzantine, and Early Ottoman periods.23 A
very small number of scraped (sgraffito) glazed
sherds are among the glazed sherds. These can
be roughly dated to AD 1213 centuries and
have parallels at Yumuktepe?4, Kinet Hoylik?25,
Karatepe, Kumkale,2¢ and Al Mina?7 in the east-
ern Mediterranean.

22 The pottery was studied by Memik Kereci (M.A.) (Pe-
riod I) and Elif Bozkurt (M.A.) (Period II-III).

23 Wartburg 2007: 421; Tiilek 2010: 641-642
24 Koroglu 2007: 441-457

25 Blackman and Redford 2005: 101-103

26 Tiilek 2010: 643

27 ¢f. Blackman and Redford 2005: 101-103
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Belonging to the most common repertoire of
the Medieval Period pottery at Kendale Hecala
are unglazed sherds. Based on the observations
and typological analyses, prominent clay groups
seem to dominate the entire repertoire. One of
the main outstanding groups contains fine chaff
and fine-grit tempered vessels. These are hard
and coreless fired vessels with plain surfaces and
greenish beige paste. They are majorly represent-
ed by jugs and small vessels. The sherds associ-
ated with this paste group are also decorated with
reliefs (Fig. 17a). This ceramic group bears close
affinities with the glazed vessels of AD 12th-13th
centuries in Mesopotamia, Iran, and Anatolia.?8
Thus far, potsherds can be attributed to a variety
of forms including plates, jugs, amphorae, and
handled lids. Furthermore, an oval-formed shal-
low tray with a slightly everted rim has a cross
incised with a finger in the middle is attributed to
Christianity (Fig. 17b).

Early Ubaid Period

The Ubaid repertoire is represented by 155
sherds. They were mostly collected from external
areas of Building 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14, while a
small quantity was found in Building 10, 13, and
the narrow street between Building 10 and 11.
They are mostly buff coloured and display paint-
ed decoration in the form of horizontal bands and
wavy lines (Fig. 18). The small number of Ubaid
sherds suggests that in comparison with typical
Ubaid ‘culture’ sites, Kendale Hecala displays lo-
cal traits (see below) as does its architecture.

Late Neolithic Period

The pottery of this period is represented by diag-
nostic ware groups including Early Mineral Ware
(EMW), Dark-Faced Burnished Ware (DFBW),
Black Series (BS), Standard Ware (SW), and
“Halaf” painted sherds (Fig. 19 a-¢).2 EMW is
39% of the Late Neolithic Period pottery. EMW
comprises mainly handmade underfired vessels
with heavy coarse grit temper and thick walls
(Fig. 19a). Some sherds have a plain or bur-
nished surface, decorated with fingerprints, and
knobbed decoration; this group frequently has
lugs.

Of particular interest are two sherds with stylized

28 Kozbe and Gok 2018
29 Nieuwenhuyse 2018: 44-133 and Tekin 2017
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human figures in relief (e.g., Fig. 15f). These
body sherds were uncovered in trenches J8 and
K7. The K7 sherd bears also an animal figure at-
tached to the interior face, while the relief of the
other sherd is applied on the outer surface. No in-
dicators for gender are observed in these figures.
The iconography of stylized human figures who
raise their hands together with animal figures
may be related to a dance performed at rituals
before or after hunting.30

DFBW was initially defined during excavations
in the Amuq.3! Although there are earlier ex-
amples dated to the seventh millennium BC32,
its use is widespread in the 6" millennium BC in
the Near East. The DFBW represents 17% of the
total assemblage at Kendale Hecala. These are
handmade, simple vertical-rimmed vessels with
black, brown and maroon slipped burnished sur-
faces (Fig. 19b). In Trench K8, a DFBW pot was
recovered in situ on the floor of Room K8/017/M.
Furthermore, miniature vessels and fragments of
pots with short cylindrical necks are recovered.
Knobs and fingerprints appear seldom on these
vessels.

Black Series vessels, generally dated to the first
half of the Late Neolithic, constitute 8% of the
assemblage. This group is represented by a lay-
ered core occurring in the sand, mica, and lime
tempered pastes by low firing temperatures (Fig.
19¢). The handmade vessels are usually grey
mottled on the outer surface; a few sherds are
decorated with fingerprints and knobs.

Standard Ware is the second most common pot-
tery ware group at Kendale Hecala at 35% of the
site’s total pottery assemblage. The vessels are
formed of coarse chaff-tempered paste and have
mostly plain or self-slipped surfaces (Fig. 19d).
Miniature cups are undecorated and, on some
sherds, impressed or painted decoration as well
as horseshoe-shaped attachments are observed.
The presence of 55 Halaf-painted sherds may
suggest the existence of a Halaf period village at
Kendale Hecala (Fig. 19¢).

Lithic Assemblage

Based on the data recorded during the 2018-
2019 seasons, 7,481 lithic tools were recovered,

30 Okse 2019
31 Braidwood and Braidwood 1960
32 Balossi-Restelli, 2012: 88
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dating to the Late Neolithic and Early Ubaid pe-
riods.33 Of key importance is the diversity of raw
materials used including obsidian, flint, jasper,
chalcedony, radiolarite, opal, and quartzite. The
main toolkits consist of various sized blades (re-
touched, plunging, and backed blades), scrapers,
end scrapers, stone borers, and retouched flakes.
Apart from obsidian, the Shelmo Formation ac-
counts for the diversity of raw materials. One
possible flint source, the “Coban Inisi Tepesi”, is
located ca. 5.5 km to the north of the modern-
day village of Ambar. According to macroscopic
observations, the flint tools from Kendale Hecala
were likely sourced from this location.

Obsidian appears to have been much preferred for
tools, as 64.4 % of the total assemblage consists
of obsidian. These include a significant num-
ber of various types of blades such as plunging,
notched, retouched blades, borers, points, end-
scrapers, flakes, and pieces esquillées (splintered
tools) as well as a small number of the Cayonii
tools (Fig. 20). Instead of easily accessed local
flint and other durable raw materials, the ten-
dency to use obsidian is a typical feature of Late
Neolithic sites.3* The XRF study of the lithic
tools has shown that the inhabitants of Kendale
Hecala supplied obsidian mainly from Bingdl B
and Nemrut Dag sources.33

One of the outstanding tool types in the settle-
ment is the considerable number of microliths
dated to the early stages of the Late Neolithic
period (Fig. 20). In Kendale Hecala, microliths
describe tools made on bladelets less than 10 mm
wide, which were deliberately retouched. In other
words, these tools can be defined as retouched
bladelets. Although their size is less than 10 mm,
there is no standard size for these tools at Kendale
Hecala.Backed blades that could have presum-
ably been attached to a handle are considered to
be used as composite tools. Of particular interest
are retouched blades and flakes with silica gloss,
probably used as sickle elements. The consider-
able number of piéces esquillées, associated with
the subsistence economy, appears to have been
used for splitting and extracting the marrow from
animal bones.

33 The lithic assemblage was studied by Z. Beyza
Agirsoy and I. Berkan Erdem.

34 Shea 2013: 222
35 Muskara and Konak 2022
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Concluding Remarks

The rich archaeological evidence of Kendale
Hecala provides not only important data for the
Medieval, Early Ubaid, and Late Neolithic pe-
riods of the region but also contributes to the
data of related periods in the broader northern
Mesopotamian region. Our preliminary studies
highlight the potential for further studies in the
region.

The settlement at Kendale Hecala appears to
have been initially established on the geological
stratum of the Shelmo Formation at the begin-
ning of the 7" millennium BC, as indicated by the
presence of EMW and DFBW ceramics. Based
on the results obtained from core drillings, the
settlement area seems to have been more exten-
sive than observed from the surface, though at
what period it was occupied on a larger scale
could not be identified.

Represented by three occupational levels, the
architectural remains of the Medieval Period
(Period I) are simple stone foundations pre-
sumably representing simple domestic shelters.
Although there is no explicit evidence concern-
ing adult burial practices of this period, infant jar
burials have been recovered in trenches J7, K9,
and L9. Of particular significance among these
burials are the jar burials entirely enclosed by
stones. The presence of child jar burials in all
three levels of Period I suggests an occupation ei-
ther by the same community or by another com-
munity with the same tradition. At present, it is
difficult to specify the temporal length of each
level during the Medieval Period. Although no
limestone quarry exists in the close environs of
the site, the use of limestone in levels 2 and 3
of Period I deserves special attention. Limestone
sources are abundant just ca. 1.3 km to the north
of the site. On the one hand, the absence of any
substantial construction demonstrates that the
Medieval Period population of Kendale Hecala
was small. On the other hand, it can be argued
that such exploitation of limestone requires col-
lective action when considering the distance and
the size and amount of the limestones uncovered
at the site, referring to a social organization.
Therefore, the available data leave the questions
about the population size and how they organized
construction activities unanswered.

Period I1 architectural remains belong to the Early
Ubaid, consisting principally of two building
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types, either simple, single-room square-shaped
buildings, or buildings, which were reinforced by
buttresses and divided into two rooms with a thin
wall made of two or three stone rows. The build-
ings are furnished with hearths and storage fa-
cilities. The Period Il community seems to have
undertaken domestic activities e.g., grinding,
food preparation, or the like inside or just outside
of the buildings. The clear tendency towards the
architectural continuity between different settle-
ment levels of the Early Ubaid period implies
either person belonging to the same communi-
ty lived for at least two generations in Kendale
Hecala or the same people renewed their houses
through time. At present, the absence of any true
Ubaid characteristic “Tripartite Houses” or as-
sociated material culture e.g., clay mullers and
nails, baked clay sickles (Stein, 2010: 23) demon-
strates a strong Ubaid cultural influence. Despite
a few similarities with the true Ubaid tradition,
the sharp contrast in architecture can be associ-
ated with individual decision-making, as it has
already been suggested in a recent study dealing
with the adoption of the “Ubaid horizon style” by
northern Mesopotamian communities showing
regional variations.30

In Period II, hearths, several of which were re-
newed twice, were found both inside and outside
these buildings. Their location relates to their
function. While there is dense, grey, and ashy
fill around the hearths of the open areas, there
is no similar fill around those uncovered inside
the buildings. Therefore, the external hearths
seem to have been used for cooking and the in-
ternal hearths for heating. The absence of pot-
tery workshops or pottery kilns indicates that
the inhabitants either manufactured their vessels
in another place and brought them to the site or
they acquired vessels through the circulation of
goods among individual entrepreneurs. In Period
II deposits, animal bones were also found, which
will be examined in due course.3’ The pres-
ence of clustered shells inside Building 7, some
of which were burnt, and considerable amounts
of crab claws indicate that the inhabitants ben-
efited substantially from the aquatic resources
of the Ambar Cay. Ground stone tools constitute
the most significant number of finds, including

36 Stein 2010: 23

37 Animal bones will be studied by Assoc. Prof. Dr. Der-
ya SILIBOLATLAZ BAYKARA
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grinding stones, pestles, mortars, flat axes, loom
weights, hammers, and shaft hole axes.

Even though ceramic sherds dating to the Early
Ubaid are few, according to several radiocarbon
samples, the site was occupied between 5300-
4800 cal. BC. The settlement during this period
occupied an extensive area. The presence of Late
Neolithic pottery assemblage in a substantial
quantity shows that the successors of the Late
Neolithic inhabitants continued to occupy the
site during the Early Ubaid period, and obtained
the painted Ubaid vessels presumably through an
inter-site exchange.

The only architectural remains related to the Late
Neolithic period (Period I1T) have been uncovered
in Trench L8. Based on the current evidence, clay
was much more preferred as a construction ma-
terial than stone. The overall ceramic data pre-
dominantly reflects the Late Neolithic tradition.
Moreover, there appeared a few sherds ascribed
to the Halaf-Ubaid Transition phase. Since the ar-
chitectural remains that can be dated to the Late
Neolithic period have not yet been reached in
all excavated areas, the current dating is mostly
based on the relative chronology. Therefore, a
precise date for this period will become clear in
the following seasons.

All in all, the house plans display a local form
continuing from the Late Neolithic period on-
wards, rather than showing the characteristic
“Tripartite Plan” of the Ubaid culture.3® Thus,
Period II represents an indigenous site imple-
menting its architectural character also during
the influence of the northern Ubaid culture in the
Upper Tigris Valley.
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Fig. 2. Excavated areas during the 2018-19 seasons (Excavation Archive)
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Fig. 4. The main material remains of the Medieval Period (a: oil lamp; b: Eucharistic bread stamp,
c: decorated miniature cup, d: metal dagger, e: metal spear, f: metal needle, g: hairpin, h: ring)
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Cultural Deposit

Fig. 7. Drawing showing the Shelmo Formation on the section of L8/016/C and the
stone axe along with a ground stone uncovered inside the pit (Excavation Archive)
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Fig. 8. Architectural remains of Period I-Level 3 (Excavation Archive)
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Fig. 9. The jar burials; a: the burnt plate covering the pot; b: the beads gathered from the flotation process; c:
the bones belonging to a child burial recovered in trench K9

Fig. 10. The aerial image of the stone buttress space and the war-
ped eastern wall of Building 5 (Excavation Archive)
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a

- B ]

Fig. 11. The main material remains that were uncovered out of context in Medieval Period levels: (a: obsidian
pendant, b-c: spindle whorls, d: basalt pestles, e: punched dot miniature cup, f: broken bone awl, g-h: loom
weights, i: grinding stone)
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Fig. 13. The detailed view of the cooking and food-preparing area
(Excavation Archive)
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Fig. 14. The architectural layout of Period Il-Level 2 (Excavation Archive)
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o

Fig. 15. The main material remains that were uncovered in Period II-level 1 (a-b: Miniature cups, c: sling stone, d:
spindle whorl, e: Ubaid bowl, d: relief ceramic sherd, g-j: figurines, k-1-o: pestles, m-n: broken shaft hole axes)
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Fig. 16. The aerial image showing the Period Ill-levels 1-3 in trench L8
(Excavation Archive)

Fig. 17. The selected pottery assemblage of the Medieval Period (Excavation Archive)
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Fig. 18. The selected pottery as-
semblage of the Early Ubaid period
(Excavation Archive)

Fig. 19. The selected pot-
tery assemblage of the
Late Neolithic

(a: Early Mineral Ware,

b: Dark-Faced Burnished
Ware,

c: Black Series,

d: Standard Ware,

e: Halaf Ware)

Early Mineral Ware

C  Black Series '

Halaf Ware €

Rsem Rbem R 10em
\
4 i

Standart Ware\

|d

Fig. 20. The selected lithic assemblage
from various levels (a: point, b: borer,
c: blade, d: bullet-shaped core, e: ends-
craper, f: pieces esquillées, g: notched
blade)
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Orta Porsuk Havzasr'nda Ilk Tun¢ Cag1 Yerlesimleri:

Sit Havzasi Analizleri ve Arazi Kullanimina Iligkin
Yorumlar
[THE EARLY BRONZE AGE SETTLEMENTS IN THE MIDDLE PORSUK BASIN:

COMMENTS ON SITE CATCHMENT ANALYSIS AND LAND USE]

Ozlem CAKAR-KILIC

Anahtar Kelimeler
Eskisehir, Porsuk Cayi, iTC, Yerlesim Dokusu, Etnoarkeoloji.

Keywords
Eskisehir, Porsuk Stream, EBA, Settlement Pattern, Ethnoarchaeology.

OZET

I¢ Anadolu Bélgesi'nin batisinda yer alan Eskigehir sinirlart icerisinde kalan Porsuk Cay, kendisini bes-
leyen daha kiiciik ¢ay ve dereler ile birlikte kendi havzasini olusturmaktadir. Bu ¢calisma, genis bir akarsu
sistemine sahip Porsuk Havzasi'min orta kismi ile simirlandirilmistir. Gelismis bir akarsu agina sahip
2844 km?’lik bir alani kaplayan Orta Porsuk Havzasi'min iklim ozellikleri ve jeolojik yapist, yorede yer yer
sulak bir ekosistemin olusmasina neden olmustur. Eskisehir’in kent 6l¢eginde giintimiiz yerlesim diizenini
sekillendiren, tarim ve hayvanciliga dayali besin ekonomisinin verimliligine katk: saglayan Porsuk Cayt,
geg¢mis dénemlerde de ayni 6neme sahip olmalidir. Calisma havzasinda yaklagik 200 tane arkeolojik yer-
lesimin bulunmasi, bunun 6nemli kaniti olarak gésterilebilir. Bu yerlesimlerden 94 tanesi Ik Tung Cagi'na
tarihlenmektedir.

ABSTRACT

Porsuk Stream, which lies within the borders of Eskisehir located in the west of Central Anatolia, forms its
own basin together with its tributary creeks. This study is narrowed down to the middle part of the Porsuk
Basin, which has a large river system. Covering an area of 2844 sq km with an advanced river system,
the Middle Porsuk Basin’s climatic characteristics and geological structure give rise to the formation of
wetlands occurring here and there in the region. Porsuk Stream, which shapes the modern-day layout
of Eskisehir as a city and contributes to the productivity of the food economy based on agriculture and
livestock raising, must have the same importance in the previous periods, as well. The 200 archaeological
settlements situated in the study basin could be given as evidence of this. 94 of these settlements are dated
to the Early Bronze Age.

Giris

I Anadolu Bolgesi’nin batisinda konumlanan
Eskisehir’in hayat kaynagi olan Porsuk Cay1
(Tembris, Thybrius, Tembrogius), Murat
Dagrnmin kuzeyindeki Kiitahya-Altintas ci-
varindan dogar, birer ¢okiintii ovasi olan

Eskisehir, Alpu ve Beylikova’dan gecerek su-
larim1 Polatli yakinlarinda Sakarya Nehrine
(Sangarios) ulastirir. Kendisini besleyen daha
kiiciik cay ve dereler ile birlikte kendi havza-
sin1 olusturan Porsuk Cayr'nin orta kismi, bu
caligmanin cografi sinirlarini olusturmaktadir
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(Fig. 1). Son yillarda artan yerlesim analizi ¢a-
ligsmalar1 prehistorik dénem yerlesimlerinin,
fiziksel g¢evreleriyle birlikte degerlendirilme-
leri konusunda 6nemli bir bakis agisin1 arkeo-
lojiye kazandirmistir. Bu baglamda ele alindi-
ginda, Orta Porsuk Havzasi'nda i1k Tung Cagi
(ITC) yerlesim dokularinin, gevresel peyzaj ve
alan kullanim ile birlikte degerlendirildigi bu
calisma, bolgede yapilacak arkeolojik caligma-
lar i¢in 6nem arz eder.

Orta Porsuk Havzasi igerisinde tek referans
ITC yerlesimi Demircihdyiik’tiir. Kuzeybati
Anadolu’da yapilan ilk sistemli aragtirma olan
Demircihdyiik’iin, ilk donem kazilar1 1937°de
Alman Arkeoloji Enstitiisii adina Kurt Bit-
tel tarafindan, ikinci donem kazilar1 Manfred
Korfmann tarafindan 1975-1978 yillar1 ara-
sinda yapilmistir.! Havzada yapilan yiizey
aragtirmalar1 ise 1937 yilinda C. W. M. Cox
ve A. Cameron?; 1954 yilinda C.A. Burneys3,
1961-1965 yillarinda D. French4, 1988-1995
yillarinda Turan EfeS, 2001-2004 yillarinda Ta-
ciser Sivas¢ tarafindan gergeklestirilmis; 2017
yilindan itibaren Erkan Fidan’, 2022 yilindan
itibaren de makaleyi kaleme alan Ozlem Cakar
Kili¢ tarafindan gerceklestirilmektedir.8

Kuram ve Yontem

Calismanin kuramsal ve yontemsel alt yapisi,
cevresel arkeoloji, peyzaj arkeolojisi ve yerle-
sim arkeolojisinin kesisim kiimesinden olus-
maktadir. En kapsamli tanmimlariyla gevresel
arkeoloji insan ve ¢evrenin birbirini etkileme
siirecini?; peyzaj arkeolojisi insanlarin bireysel
ve topluluk olarak gevreleriyle kurduklari ilis-
kiyi, kiiltiirel ¢gevrenin nasil olustugunu!?; yer-
lesim arkeolojisi ise dogal ¢evreye uyum sagla-
yan topluluklarin birbirleriyle olan ekonomik
ve siyasi iligkilerini inceler.!!

1 Bittel ve Otto 1939: 1; Korfmann 1983: IX.

2 Cox ve Cameron 1937: xIvi.

3 Burney 1956: 179-193.

4 French 1967, 1969.

5 Efe 1990; 1991; 1992; 1993; 1994; 1995; 1996; 1997.
6 Tiifekgi Sivas ve Sivas 2004: 286-290; 2005: 163-165.
7 Fidan, 2018: 23-25.

8 Cakar Kilig 2023b: 18.

9 Piskin ve Bartkowiak 2018: 9.

10 Wilkinson 2003: 4; Kouchoukos ve Wilkinson 2007: 4-5.
11 Koparal 2018: 147.
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Yogun yiizey taramasiyla sinirlart belirlenen
ITC yerlesimlerinin, ¢evresel kaynaklarinin
tespit edilmesi i¢in 3 km yarigapindaki art
alanlar1 arazide incelenmis; ayrica 5 km ya-
ricapindaki art alanlar i¢in ortofoto, 1950 yil1
oncesine ait 1/1000, 1/5000 ve 1/25.000 Slgek-
li haritalar ve uydu goriintiileri kullanilmistir.
Yerlesimlerin 1 km yaricapini gdsteren giinii-
miiz arazi kullanimina iligkin tematik haritalar
olusturulmustur. Bu tematik haritalarda tarla,
meselik, tepe, dere, yol gibi halihazir durum
disinda arazide tespiti yapilan eski dere yatak-
lar1, bataklik alanlar ve temiz su kaynaklari
gosterilmistir. Yogun ylizey taramasi sirasinda
tespit edilen yeni yerlesim yerleri ve mevcut
sitler i¢in, sit havzasi analizi ile belirlenen art
alanlardaki topraklarin, toplulugu beslemek
icin yeterli olup olmadiginin tespiti niifus ve
tarimsal alan hesaplari ile yapilmistir. Yerle-
simlerin 1 km, 3 km ve 5 km yarigapindaki art
alanlarma iliskin buffer/tampon ve thiessen/
voronoi poligonlari, agik kaynak kodlu QGIS
programinda olusturulmustur.

Niifus ve buna bagli olarak yerlesimlerin tarim-
sal art alanlarinin hesaplanmasi, yiizey arastir-
malar1 yontem biliminde en ¢ok tartisilan ko-
nulardan biridir.!? Arkeolojik kazilarda ortaya
¢ikarilan ev tabanlarinin ortalamasinin alina-
rak tiim yerlesim icin genellenmesi ile yakla-
sik niifusa iligkin sonuglar elde edilmektedir.!3
Arkeolojik ve etnoarkeolojik veriler igerisinde
referans deger olarak 1 ha’da en ¢ok 40014 veya
100-200 kisinin yasayabilecegi ol¢iitii kullanil-
maktadir.!5 Son caligmalarda kullanilan deger
1 ha/ 200-300 kisi olarak belirtilmektedir.!6
Prehistorik bir yerlesimin kesin niifusunun be-
lirlenebilmesi oldukca zordur. Yiizey arastir-
malarinda niifusa dayali hesaplamalara iliskin
sonuglar, yerlesim hiyerarsileri ve yerlesim do-
kularinin yorumlanmasinda kullanilmaktadir.

Demircihdyiik’te ev tabanlarina iligkin yapilan
hesaplamalar sonucunda 130 kisinin yasadigi

12 Koparal 2018: 143.

13 Naroll 1962: 587-588; Korfmann 1983: 216-218;
Arsebiik 1986: 68; Okse 2016: 62-63.

14 Frankfort 1950: 103.

15 Adams ve Nissen 1972: 123-124; Adams 1981: 180;
Kramer 1980; Stone 1994: 244; Wilkinson 1994: 499,
503; 2003: 40; Bastiirk ve Konakg1 2005; Dedeoglu
2010: 41; 2014: 21-22.

16 Koparal 2018: 143.
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onerilmektedir.!” Demircihdyiik {in yiizolgiimii
0,5 ha olmast nedeniyle yerlesimlerin niifus ve
buna bagli tarimsal alan hesaplarinda birim
alan degeri olarak 1 ha/260 kisi kullanilmigtir.
Tarimsal alan veriminin hesaplanmasi i¢in et-
noarkeolojik verilerden yararlanilmigtir.

Hillman tarafindan Hasanabad, Asvan ve
Norsuntepe’de yapilan caligmalarda bireyin
yillik tiiketimine iligkin elde edilen tarim-
sal verilerin degerlendirilmesi sonucunda,
Demircihdyiik’te bir bireyin yillik tahil ihtiyaci
320 kg, 5 kisilik bir ailenin y1llik ihtiyaci 1600
kg tahil olarak degerlendirilmistir.!® Demirci-
hoyiik kazilarinin yapildig: yillarda hoytik et-
rafindaki verimli tarim alanlarina dikkat ¢eken
Korfmann, ITC’de Demircihdyiik sakinlerinin
zenginligine vurgu yaparak, yerlesimin etra-
finda 50.000 m? {izerinde ekilebilir bir alanin
oldugunu belirtmektedir.!® Eskisehir’in etnoar-
keolojik verilerini olusturan temettuat kayitla-
rina2® gore, 19. ylizyilda Eskisehir merkezinde
36.703 doniim ekilen araziden 90.640 kile
bugday, 62.035 kile arpa ve 270 kile burcak
elde edilmektedir.2! Merkez icin 1 doniimden
yaklasik 105 kg iiriin elde edildigi sonucuna
ulagilmaktadir. Alpu'nun 1844-1845 yillarina
ait temettuat kayitlarina gore ise yillik bugday
dretimi 8.165 kiledir (209.228 kg). Ekilebilen
416,2 ha’lik alanin 1000 m?’sinden 1,96 kile
(50,22 kg) bugday elde edilmektedir.22 Sonug
olarak bu calismadaki yerlesim analizlerinde,
tarimsal birim alanlarindan gelen verim igin,
Eskisehir ovasi ve cevresinde 1 doniim/100
kg (1 ha/1000 kg); Alpu Ovas1 ve Beylikova
icin 1 dontim/60 kg (1 ha/600 kg) degerleri
kullanilmustir.

Eskisehir’de hemen hemen ayni yillara ait te-
mettuat kayitlarindan merkez ilgeye bagl koy-
lerde 1 doniimden yaklagik 105 kg iiriin elde
edilirken, Alpu’da 50,22 kg bugday elde edil-
digi goriilmektedir. Eger veri eksik degilse,
calisma havzasi i¢inde birbirine yakin alanla-
rin tarim potansiyelindeki farklilik olasilikla

17 Korfmann 1983: 216-218, 246.
18 Korfmann 1983: 218-219.
19 Korfmann 1983: 219.

20 Korfmann 1983: 218-220; Kiiciikkalay ve Efe 2006;
Efe 2006.

21 Menekse 2012: 241
22 Kiiciikkalay ve Efe 2006: 253-254.
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cevresel ortamlarinin farkliligindan kaynak-
lanmaktadir. Ozellikle 19. yiizy1l gezginleri-
ne ait notlarda, Alpu civarindaki batakliklarin
cevre kosullarina ve insan sagligina olumsuz
etkileri {izerinde durulmustur.23 1916-1918
yillarimin iklim ve ziraat notlarindan derle-
nen bagka bir ¢alismada ise sazlik ve batak-
liklar nedeniyle ekilemeyen arazilerin yiiksek
oranindan bahsedilmistir.24 Ayrica 19. yiizyil
temettuat kayitlarinda, Alpu-Bozan civarinin
agnam vergilerinin yiiksek oldugu goriilmek-
tedir. 25 Belki de bu durum tarimsal verimin
yeterli olmadig1 Alpu ve ¢evresi i¢in hayvanci-
lig1n basat roliiniin gostergesidir.

Giiniimiizde Eskisehir ve Alpu ovalarinda
goriilen tarimsal verimin nedeni, 1930-1970
yillar1 arasinda yapilan drenaj ve sulama ka-
nallaridir. Hayvancilik, tarimsal verimin art-
t1ig1 glniimiiz Alpu ovasinda eski Onemini
yitirmis olsa bile, 6zellikle Bozan mahalle-
sindeki kasaplarin sayica fazlaligi, kiiltiirel
geleneklerin  siirdiiriildiigliniin ~ gostergesi
olmalidir. Havzada tepe ve vadi sirtlarindaki
ITC vyerlesimlerinin sayica fazla olusunun,
prehistorik gecim ekonomilerinde o6zellikle
hayvanciligin énemli rolii listlendiginin kaniti
olabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir. Yerlesimlerin
tarimsal alan hesaplamalar1 yapilirken vadi
sirtlar1  ve tepe yerlesimleri etrafindaki
ozellikle bozulmus meselikler i¢erisinde agilan
tarlalarin, ITC sonras1 agilmis olma olasiliginin
da goz ardi1 edilmemesi gerekir.

Orta Porsuk Havzasi’nin cografi sinirlar1 ige-
risinde topografyanin gesitliligi dikkat ¢ekici-
dir ve bu durum homojen olmayan bir ortam
yaratir. Derin vadiler, vadi etekleri ve ovalar
birbirlerine ¢ok yakin mesafededir. Bu farkli
ekolojik ortamlar, ayn1 zamanda besin kay-
naklariin cesitliligini yansitir. Yakin ortam-
lara kurulan yerlesimler de birbirleri ile temas
halinde olmalidir. Ozellikle ITC’nin erken ev-
relerinde boyutlar1 ayni olan yerlesimler, hav-
zanin sOmiirii ve iiretim sisteminin barig¢il bir
ortamda isledigini gostermektedir. Tabi ki boy-
le bir ¢ikarimda tiim yerlesimlerin ayni zaman
icerisinde yasamsal fonksiyon gosterdigi var-
sayimi kabul edilmektedir. Baz1 yerlesimlerin

23 Albek 1991: 148-150.
24 Koylu 2018: 61
25 Menekse 2012: 216, 236-238.
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ayni topluluk tarafindan ikincil yerlesim olarak
kullanilmasi tartisilmasi gereken bir olgudur.26
Ancak bunun arkeolojik baglamda ¢6ziimlen-
mesi ve yerlesim dokular1 igerisinde anlam-
landirilmasi, kaz1 ve yiizey arastirmalar1 so-
nuclarinin disiplinler arasi yaklagimla, birlikte
degerlendirilmesi ile miimkiin olabilir.

Calismada uygulanan yerlesim analizlerinde,
tarimsal art alan ve bu alanin niifusu beslemek
icin yeterliligi sorgulanmistir. Ancak havza
icerisinde engebeli veya plato 6zelligi gosteren
alanlardaki yerlesimlerde, hayvanciliga dayal
ekonomilerin olabilecegi de g6z ardi edilme-
melidir. Demircihdyiik arkeozooloji sonuglari
hayvanciligin bolge icin 6nemine isaret eden
sonuglar1 barindirmaktadir.?? Yerlesim analiz-
leri kisminda, toprak ozellikleriyle de destek-
lenen engebeli alanlardaki ITC yerlesimlerinin
hayvanciliga dayali bir ekonomiye sahip olabi-
lecegi ve bunun yerlesim dokularindaki olasi
etkileri lizerine yorum yapilabilmesi i¢in pas-
toralizm iizerinde durmak yerinde olacaktir.

Cribb’in tanimina gore pastoralizm siirii
hayvanlarinin korunmasini ve siirdiiriilebilir
iirlinlerinin sistematik olarak tiiketilmesini
iceren sOmiirii bigimidir.28 Pastoralizm kavra-
m1 genis bir ¢esitlilige sahiptir. Bu ¢esitliligin
belirleyicisi, hayvanciligin geg¢im ekonomi-
sindeki oranidir. Ayrica ayni topluluk iginde
yerlesik ve gezgin gruplar bir arada olabilmek-
tedir.2 Khazanov, pastoralizmi genel siniflan-
dirmadan kagindiginin altin1 gizerek, sigirtmag

26 Yakar, yar1 kurak bolgelerde ¢iftcilerinin yasadigi
iriin almama tehlikesi ile eski donem ¢iftgilerinin
de kars1 karsiya kalmis olabilecegini belirtir. Kitlik
karsisinda alinan dnlemlerden birinin farkl yiliksek-
liklerdeki tarlalarin ekilip bigilmesi olabilecegi iize-
rinde durmus, tarlalarin birbirine uzak mesafelerde
olusunun ise ikincil yerlesimlerin ortaya g¢ikmasi-
na neden olabilecegini vurgulamistir (Yakar, 2007:
157). Kaynaga yakin konumlanmanin maliyet/fayda
oranina etkisi bircok caligmada tartisilmistir (Vita-
Finzi ve Higgs 1970: 16-35; Higgs ve Vita-Finzi 1972:
31-33; Roper 1979: 120; Bintliff 1999: 506, Bailey
2013: 254). Bu acidan bakildiginda Yakar’in ikincil
yerlesim 6nerisi Orta Porsuk Havzas1 ITC yerlesim-
leri igin topografya, iklim ve pastoralizm uygulama-
larinin birlikte degerlendirilebilecegi bir yaklasim
olabilir. Bu konunun ¢ok boyutlu ele alindig1 deger-
lendirmeler i¢in bkz. Cakar Kilig 2023b: 9-12.

27 Giindem, 2009: 178-179
28 Cribb 1991: 17.
29 Khazanov 2015: 38.
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hayvanciligi (transhumance,) yari-yerlesik pas-
toralizm (agro- pastoralizm), yar1 gécebe pas-
toralizm ve tam gocebe pastoralizm olarak dort
basliga indirgeyerek tanimlamistir.30

Khazanov, MO I11. binde gdcebe pastoralistle-
rin varligindan siiphe duyar ve bazi topluluk-
larin hayvancilikta uzmanlasan gruplar olarak
yerlesik topluluklara bagli oldugunu vurgular.
Bu bagliligin ise Kalkolitik ve Tung Caglarin-
da gec donemlere oranla daha biiyiik oldugu-
nu diisiiniir. Orta Asya ve Kafkasya’da yaptigi
saha caligmalar1 sirasinda g¢obanlarin kalict
yerlesim yerlerinden uzaktayken bile maddi
kiiltiirlerinin konut, mutfak esyasi gibi unsur-
lardan olustugunun altin1 ¢izer. Buradan yola
cikarak, Kalkolitik ve ITC pastoralist grup-
larinin ayr1 topluluklar olusturmamasi, ortak
akrabalik bagi ile sosyopolitik 6rgiit icinde uz-
manlasmis entegre parcalar olmasinin miim-
kiin olabilecegini vurgular. Benzer bir durum
Nemrut ve Sultandagi civarindaki gocebelerin
maddi kiiltiir kalintilarin1 ele alan Cribb tara-
findan da vurgulanmistir.3! Ayrica bu donem-
ler icin gdcebe ve yerlesik yasam bigimleri ara-
sinda ideolojik karsitlik ve sembolik ikiligin
gec donemlerdeki gibi olup olmadiginin ayri
bir soru olabilecegi tartigilir.32 Tarim ve pas-
toralizmde uzmanlagmanin goriildiigii, birbir-
lerine entegre karmasik toplumlarin gelismesi-
ne bagl olarak gercek anlamdaki gocebeligin
ortaya ¢iktigini savunan sosyal antropologlar
diginda, gogebeligin Neolitik Donemin ¢ok
oncesinde bagladigini savunan arkeologlarin
varlig1 da bilinmektedir.3? Yine de Anadolu’da
Hitit 6ncesinde uzun gog yollarini takip eden
gdcebe pastoralistlerin varligi i¢in kanit olduk-
ca azdir. Ancak kalici su kaynaklar1 ve yazlik
otlaklarin kullanildigi, yakinlardaki yerlesim
yerine bagli yerel dlgekte Orgiitlenmis pasto-
ral topluluklarin varlig1 arkeozoolojik verilere
gore Kalkolitik Donemden beri devam etmek-
tedir.34 Orta Porsuk Havzasi’'nda tespit edilen
yerlesim yerlerinin hepsinde goriilen hoyiikles-
me uzun siireli yerlesimlere igaret etmektedir.
Bu nedenle ele alinacak unsur gogebelikten
cok pastoralist topluluklarin varliginin ipuglar1

30 Khazanov, 2015: 22

31 Cribb 1991: 76-80; 93-96.

32 Khazanov, 2009: 124-125

33 Cribb, 1991: 9-10

34 Hammer ve Arbuckle, 2017: 229
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uzerine olacaktir.

Anadolu’nun Geg Kalkolitik ve ITC faunal ka-
nitlart siirlara odaklanan pastoral bir ekono-
minin varligini gostermektedir.35 Eskisehir’in
cografya, iklim verileri, yerlesim tarihinin
etnoarkeolojik yorumu3¢ ile birlikte Demirci-
hoyiik-Sariket Mezarlig1 ve Kiilliioba arkeo-
zooloji verileri, bolge yerlesimcilerinin karma
ekonomik 6zellik gosteren sigirtmac hayvan-
cilig1 yapan toplumlar (transhumance) ve ya-
ri-yerlesik pastoralistler (agro-pastoralizm)
olabilecegini diisiindiirmektedir. Yari-yerlesik
pastoralist topluluklarda iktisadi yapinin agir-
ligim1 tarim olusturmaktadir. Ozellikle hay-
vanlar i¢in belli bir miktar yem stoku yapilmak
zorundadir.37 Belki de Korfmann’in Demirci-
hoyiik tahil depolarinin kapasitesinden yola
cikarak, art1 iirlin miktarinin fazlalhig1 ve refah
seviyesi yiiksek bir topluluk yorumuna, mik-
tar1 bilinmeyen hayvanlarin yem ihtiyaci da
eklenmelidir.3® Ciinkii 6zellikle Sariket Mezar-
ligr'ndaki sigir kemiklerinin yogunlugu, insan
disinda beslenmesi gereken hayvanlarin azim-
sanmayacak miktarin1 g6z o6niinde bulundur-
mamiz gerektigini ortaya koymaktadir.3® Ayri-
ca sigirlarin Tung Caglarinda servetin sembolii
oldugunu, politik karmasikliga isaret edebi-
lecegini de belirtmek gerekmektedir.40 Yari-
yerlesik pastoralist topluluklar, mevsime bagli
kisa mesafeli ve kisa siireli gocerlerdir. Bu top-
luluk i¢indeki bazi aile fertleri goce katilma-
yip meskun yerlerinde kalir ve tarim yapma-
ya devam ederler. Transhumance olarak ifade
edilen sigirtmag hayvanciligi yapan toplumlar
ise, agirlikli olarak tarim yapan topluluklardir.
Striiler uzak meralara bu konuda uzmanlasan
cobanlarin kontroliinde gotiiriilmektedirler.4!

Pastoralistler tarafindan siirdiiriilen diger bir
mevsimlik hareketlilik ise Yakar tarafindan
yaylacilik olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Bu faali-
yete Ege Bolgesi’nden 6rnek veren Yakar, Ege

35 Hammer ve Arbuckle, 2017: 228; Demircihdyiik ve
Sariket Mezarlig1 arkeozooloji sonuglarinda da sigir-
larin agirlikli pay1 bilinmektedir (Seeher, 1992: 367;
2000: 30; Giindem, 2003: 99).

36 Cakar Kilig 2023b: 4-9.

37 Khazanov 2009: 101-102

38 Korfmann 1983: 219

39 Seeher 1992: 367; 2000: 30; Giindem 2003: 99
40 Hammer ve Arbuckle, 2017: 230

41 Khazanov 2009: 102-103.

Orta Porsuk Havzasi’nda ilk Tung Cag1 Yerlesimleri 69

nehir sistemindeki tagkin ovalarindaki batakli-
lar ve yol agtig1 sitmadan korunmak i¢in toplu-
luklarin, yaz sicaklarinda yaylalara goctiigiini,
tarimin ise bataklarin uzaginda ve yiiksekte ya-
pildigini belirtir. Evliya Celebi’nin 17. yiizyilda
nehir vadilerinde yasayan kasaba halklarinin
sitmadan kagmak icin daglara go¢ ettiklerini
tasvir ettigi iizerinde duran Yakar, bataklikla-
rin olmayisi, 1liman iklim ve otlaklarin bollu-
gunun ise halkin yazin kdylerinde kalmalarina
neden oldugunu vurgular.4? Eskigehir’in tarihi
kayitlar1 batakliklar ve yerlesimler konusunda
benzer 6rneklere sahiptir.43

ITC yerlesimleri igerisinde tepe {istii ve
engebeli alanlarda kurulan yerlesimlerin yar1
yerlesik pastoralistlerce kurulmus olabilecegi
ya da bu toplumlarin ikincil yerlesimleri olma
ihtimali distiniilebilir.44 Arkeolojik baglamda
bunlarin ¢6ziimlenmesi olduke¢a giictiir. Ancak
yerlesim analizleri sirasinda bu yerlesimlere
anilan ozellikler ile bakmak ve sorgulamak,
yerlesimlerin olasi iliskilerine farkli bir bakis
agis1t kazandiracaktir. Tarimsal art alanlari-
nin niifusun yaninda hayvanlarin beslenmesi
icin yeterli olup olmadig1 konusunda, yerle-
simlerdeki hayvan sayilarinin bilinememe-
si nedeniyle net ¢ikarimlarda bulunulamaz.
Ancak niifusun fazlasini besleyebilecek ya da
ozellikle niifusu besleyemeyecek art alanlar
baz1 arkeolojik ¢ikarimlar1 destekleyebilir. Bu
nedenle analizlerde yerlesimlerin ¢evre ozel-
liklerinin pastoralist ortamlara uygunlugu da
sorgulanmustir.

Cevresel degiskenler, su varligi, verimli
toprak, av hayvanlarinin varligi, hammaddeye
yakinlik ve giivenlik unsurlar1 peyzajdaki
belirli yerleri digerlerinden daha uygun hale
getirir. Wossink yerlesim modellerinin bilingli
insan davraniginin sonucu oldugunu ve bu dav-
ranisa iligkin i¢ gorii kazanmak i¢in yerlesim
analizinin yapilabilecegini varsayar.#> Bu ana-
lizler igerisinde bolgesel yerlesim hiyerarsisini
belirlemek i¢in en sik kullanilan analizlerden
biri, son elli yildir cografyacilar, ekonomistler
ve arkeologlar tarafindan yaygin bir bi¢cimde

42 Yakar, 2007: 277-278
43 Cakar Kilig 2023b: 8-9.
44 Cakar Kilig 2023b: 11.
45 Wossink, 2009: 44
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kullanilan sira boyutu (rank size) analizidir.4¢
Sira boyutu analizi, yerlesimlerin boyutu ile
dogru orantida artan ya da azalan niifuslarin,
bir kurala bagl dizilimi sonucunda boélgesel
hiyerarsilerin tanimlamasi ve yorumlanmasini
saglar.

Sira boyutu analizinde yerlesimlerin arala-
rindaki karsilikli bagimliligi ortaya koymak,
niifusun ¢ekirdeklenmesi (merkezilesmesi) ve
dagiliminin anlasilmasi i¢in boyutlarina gore
siralanmast sonucunda ortaya c¢ikan grafik-
ler yorumlanir. Zipf Yasasi olarak bilinen bu
kuram, biiyiikten kiiclige dizilen yerlesimle-
rin, en bilyiik olaninin alan1 ya da niifusunun
ikinci siradakinin 2 kati, iiglincii siradakinin 3
kat1 olmasi gerektigi esasina dayanir. Hiyerar-
sik dizilim yiiksek entegrasyonu ifade eder.4’
Bu 6nermenin grafige yansimasi x ve y ekseni
arasinda dogrusal bir gelisim ¢izgisi ile goste-
rilmektedir. Bu siralama esasina dayali olarak
arasgtirma havzalarinda tespit edilen arkeolojik
yerlesimlerin boyutsal olarak biiyiikten kiigiige
siralanmasi ve Zipf dogrusaliyla karsilagtiril-
mast sonucunda i¢ ve digbiikey sapma egrileri
olusur.48

Icbiikey egri, bir yerlesim sisteminde bir
veya birka¢ biiyiik merkez ile birden ¢ok
kiigiik yerlesimin varligina isaret eder.
Bunun yaninda baskin bir merkezin diger
yerlesimler iizerinde uyguladigi politik ve
ekonomik islevlerin gii¢lii entegrasyonunu ve
merkezilesmeyi de gosterebilir. Digbiikey egri
ise kiiciik yerlesimlerin sayisi ile orantili olarak
birkag tane ayni biyiikliikteki daha biiylk
yerlesimin oldugu sistemleri isaret eder. Ayni
biiytikliikteki yerlesimler rekabeti ve zayif
entegrasyonu isaret edebilir.#® Bazi durumlar-
da i¢ ve digbiikey egri ya da iki i¢ biikey ve
iki dig biikey egri bir arada olabilir, bu durum
es zamanli iki yerlesim modelini ifade ediyor
olabilir.50

Peyzaj igerisinde ise topluluklarin dagilimi

46 Zipf 1949; Crumley 1976; Pearson 1980; Adams 1981;
Kowalewski 1990; Roberts 1996; Drennan ve Peter-
son 2004; Wossink 2009; Berry ve Okulicz-Kozaryn
2012; Palmisano 2017.

47 Crumley 1976: 64-66; Palmisano 2017: 225.
48 Palmisano 2017: 226.

49 Wossink 2009: 63-64.

50 Palmisano 2017: 225-226.
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rastgele degildir. Yerlesim dokulari ¢evresel ve
sosyal ilkelere gore diizenlenmistir.5! Toplulu-
gun hangi ilkeye Oncelik verildigine bagli ola-
rak, tamamen g¢ekirdekli ile tamamen daginik
arasinda degisen ve aradaki her seyi iceren bir
dizi yerlesim sistemi ortaya cikabilir. Ge¢im
ekonomileri i¢inde tarimi barindiran toplum-
larin ulagim maliyetlerini diigiirmek i¢in tarim
arazilerinin {izerinde veya yaninda yasamalari,
engebeli arazilerde daginik bir yerlesim mo-
deline yol acgarken, ova diizeyi yerlesimlerde
daha toplu yerlesimleri ortaya gikaracaktir,52

Niifus ve tarimsal alan verimi arasindaki ilis-
ki, ylizey aragtirmasina dayali caligmalar i¢in
art alanlarin niifusu beslemeye yetip yetmedi-
ginin varsayimsal sonucunu vermektedir. Bu
konuda yerlesimlerin cevresel ortamlarinin,
basgka bir ifadeyle sit havzalarinin haritalara en
dogru bigimde islenmesi énemlidir. Yerlesim-
lerin yiizolglimlerinin (ha) tiim birlesenleriyle
saglam bir cografya verisi temelinde haritalara
islenmesi, niifusun hesaplanmasi yaklasik olsa
dahi toplumlarin ¢evreleri ile kurduklar iligki-
yi anlamamizin ipuglarini barindirir. Incelenen
yerlesimlerin hepsinde hoyiiklesme tespit edil-
mistir. Bu da ¢evredeki kaynaklarin toplumla-
rin yasadiklar1 siire i¢in yeterli oldugunun bir
gostergesi olmalidir. Analizlerde arkeolojik
sorular1 sekillendirecek unsur, ¢akisan besin
havzalar1 ve kaynaklara dayali olarak, yerle-
simlerin birbirleriyle olan olasi hiyerarsik ya
da heterarsik iligkileri ile ¢evrelerine uygun
gecim modellerinin sorgulanmasidir.

Yerlesim Analizlerine iliskin Verilerin
Olusturulmasi

Orta Porsuk Havzasi jeolojik, hidrolojik, jeomor-
folojik ve toprak yapisi bakimindan farkliliklarin
gorildiigii dort sektor altinda incelenmistir. Boy-
lelikle farkli ¢evresel ortamlarin yerlesim doku-
suna etkisinin arkeolojik baglamda daha dogru
yorumlanacag1 ongoriilmektedir.

Havzanin giineydogusunda yer alan 1. sektdr,
22.206 ha’lik bir alan1 kaplar (Fig.1). Sivrihisar
yikseltisi ile baglantili olan sektoriin giiney
kismi yiiksektir ve {lizerinde kiiciik derelerin
actig1 birgok vadi bulunmaktadir. ITC yerle-
simlerinin de yogunlukla bu vadi sirtlar1 ve

51 Roberts 1996: 10-12.
52 Roberts 1996: 35; Peterson ve Drennan 2005: 6.
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tepe lstlerinde konumlandig: tespit edilmis-
tir. Sektdriin kuzeybati sinir1, Beylikova ilce
merkezine komsudur. Beylikova’da giiniimiiz-
de kurutulmus olan sig karakterli baz1 gélle-
rin ve batakliklarin varligi DSI ve Beylikova
Belediyesi arsivinde tespit edilmistir. Giinii-
miizde varligin1 tamamen kaybetmis olan ve
yakin bir gelecekte kirsal hafizadan da siline-
cek olan bu alanlarin, paleogevreler igin onemi
yadsinamaz.>> MTA raporlarinda ve jeolojik
haritalarda da bu sektor kil, kumtasi, marn
olusumlu golsel ¢okeller olarak belirtilmistir.
Ayrica bu sektore yakin konumda yer alan
Adahisar ve Balgikhisar mahalleleri, bolgenin
su karakterini yansitan isimleri ile etnografik
veriler olarak kargimiza gikar.

Porsuk Cayi tarafindan kuzey ve giiney olarak
iki kisma ayrilan Alpu ovasinda konumlanan
2. sektor, 63.836 ha’lik bir yiiz dl¢limiine sa-
hiptir (Fig. 1). Sektoriin gliney kism1 Porsuk
ve Sakarya havzalarini ayiran Alpu Ovasinin
glineyindeki yiiksek neojen platolar, kuzey kis-
m1 Siindiken daglarin yamaglari ile sinirlidir.
Sektoriin %98’lik kismi, kuvaterner zamanda
olusmus sedimanter ve karasal kirintilar ile
kapli graben ¢okiintii ovasidir. Sektorde ITC
yerlesimlerinin ¢ogu ova iizerine kurulmustur.

Siindiken daglarinin giineybat1 yamagclarinda-
ki vadi sirtlarin1 igine alan 3. sektor, 20.569
ha’lik bir yiiz Sl¢iimiine sahip marjinal bir alan
olarak dikkat ¢ekmektedir (Fig. 1). Sektoriin
sinirlarini Porsuk Cayr’ni besleyen Ozdenk ve
Doganoglu Deresi vadileri belirler. ITC yerle-
simlerinin hepsinin vadi i¢i yamaglarinda ve
tepe lstlerinde konumlandigi tespit edilmistir.

4. Sektor, kuzeyinde Bozdaglar ve Siindiken
daglari, giineyinde Tiirkmen Daginin uzan-
tilar1 ve Porsuk Vadisi’nin yer aldig1 119.197
ha’lik yiiz 6l¢iimii ile havza icerisinde en genis
sinirlara sahiptir (Fig. 1). Orta kisimda aliivyon
ve karasal kirintilar ile kapli graben ¢okiintii
ovasi olan, Porsuk Cayr’nin ikiye ayirdigi Eski-
sehir Ovasi yer almaktadir. Porsuk Cay1’n1 bes-
leyen en 6nemli su kaynagi batidan Inénii’den
gelen Sarisu Cayrdir. Havza icerisinde tek
referans kazi olan Demircihdyiik, bu sekto-
riin kuzeybati ucunda Sarisu Cayr’'ni besleyen
Sirgali Deresi kenarinda konumlanmaktadir.
ITC yerlesimlerinin ova iizerinde, vadi ici

53 Cakar Kili¢ 2023b: 8.
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yamaglarinda, vadi sirtlarinda ve tepe lstlerin-
de konumlandiklari tespit edilmistir.

Toprak yapisi, iizerinde yasayan topluluklarin
ekonomik gecimleri hakkinda ¢ikarimlarda
bulunmamizi saglayan énemli bir veriyi olusg-
turur. Havzada ITC yerlesimlerinin ve yakin
cevresinin toprak yapisi incelendiginde, aliiv-
yal topraklar, kahverengi topraklar, kahverengi
orman topraklari, kire¢siz kahverengi toprak-
lar ve kiregsiz kahverengi orman topraklari
seklinde bes toprak grubunun oldugu goriil-
mektedir. Toprak yapisinin arazi kullanim
kabiliyet siniflamasindaki &zellikleri ile ITC
yerlesimlerinin birlikte degerlendirilmesi ar-
keolojik yoruma katki saglamaktadir (Fig. 2).54

Sit havzasi analizleri igerisinde degerlendiri-
len niifus, tarimsal alan hesaplar1 ve bolgesel
yerlesim hiyerarsisini belirlemek i¢in sira bo-
yutu (rank size) analizleri her sektor i¢in ayri
hesaplanmuistir.>S Fig. 3’de son siitunda gosteri-
len tarimsal alanlarin, bu art alanlar i¢erisinde
kalip kalmadigi, art alanlarin toprak yapisi ve
topragin arazi kullanim kabileyet siniflamasi
ozellikleri de dikkate alinarak, yerlesimlerin
besin ekonomileri yorumlanmaya c¢alisilmigtir.
Yerlesimlerin arazide belirlenen art alanlari ile
yerlesimlerin noktasal degerinden olusan thi-
essen/voronoi poligonlar1 birbiriyle uyumlu-
dur. Ayrica olusturulan 1 km, 3 km ve 5 km’lik
zonlardaki (buffer/tampon bdlge) cakigsmala-
rin, sira boyutu (rank-size) analizlerini de des-
tekledigi gorilmiistiir.

Yerlesim Analizlerinin Yorumlanmasi

Yerlesimler ITC I ve ITC Il i¢in yaklasik 300’er
yil, erken ITC III igin 200 yillik siire igerisin-
de benzer cevreleri kullanmistir. Yerlesim yo-
gunlugunun az oldugu ITC I'de yerlesimlerin
birbirleriyle olas1 sosyal ve ekonomik iligkileri
konusunda yaklasimlarda bulunmak zordur.
Ancak ITC II ve ITC I1I icin 6zellikle birbirine
cok yakin konumlanan yerlesimlerdeki ¢ekir-
deklenme dikkat cekicidir. Bu yerlesimlerin
biiyiik bir kisminin ayni1 dénemde iskan edilme
olasiliginin yiiksek oldugu ongoériilebilir. Bu
Ongoriiniin olugsmasindaki en 6nemli dayanak

54 Toprak yapisinin arazi kullanim kabiliyet sinifla-
masindaki 6zellikleri i¢in bakiniz Cakar Kilig 2021:
64-66.

55 Cakar Kilig 2021: 202-205.
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seramik materyale yansiyan benzerliklerdir.5

ITC yerlesimlerinin boyutlar1, ozellikle bir
yerlesimdeki iskan silsilesinin ITC’de terk
edilis ile son buldugu yerler i¢in 6nem arz
eder. Havzada Demircihdyiik diginda referans
kazinin olmamasi nedeniyle yerlesimlerin
ITC’de kapladiklar1 alanlar hakkinda dogru
veriye ulagmamiz miimkiin gériinmemektedir.
Ancak ITC’de terk edilenler ve yiizey malze-
mesinin donemsel yiizdelik dagilimi dikkate
alarak, yerlesimlerin boyutlar1 konusunda
Oneri niteliginde bazi1 yaklasimlar gelistirile-
bilmektedir. Havzada boyutlar1 0,22-5,41 ha
arasindaki yirmi yedi yerlesim sadece ITC’de
iskan edilmistir.

ITC I’de iskan goren otuz yerlesim, 0.22 ha ile
17,19 ha arasinda degisen boyutlardadir (Fig.
4-5). Yirmi iki yerlesim yerinin boyutlari, 0,22
ile 2 ha arasinda degismektedir. ITC I sonra-
sinda iskan edilmeyen tek yerlesim 0,56 ha
alaniyla sektor 4’de yer alan Anadol Hoy{ik tiir
(13). Erken ITC III sonrasinda iskan gérmeyen
yerlesimler baglaminda bakildiginda, ITC
I yerlesimlerinin en azindan 0,22 ha ile 2 ha
arasinda olabilecegi ongoriilmektedir. ITC 1
yerlesimlerinin dokuz tanesi ova, vadi igi ova
ve dag etegi ova yerlesimi, on bes tanesi yamag
yerlesimi, alt1 tanesi tepe iistii yerlesimidir. ITC
I yerlesimcilerinin daha ¢ok yiiksek, engebeli,
ormanlik ve mera alanlarini tercih ettikleri
goriilmektedir.

Sektor 1’in, ITC 1’de daginik bir yerlesim mo-
deline sahip oldugu goriilmektedir (Fig. 10).
Degerlendirme olgiitii yerlesim sayisi yeterli
olmadigi i¢in sira boyutu analizi yapilamamis-
tir (Fig. 13). Sektor 2’de sira boyut ve tampon
analizleri, Doganca 1 Hoyiik (80) ve Kizlar
Hoytk’in (71) on plana g¢iktiklarimi goster-
mistir. Ozellikle bu iki yerlesimin taskin ovasi
icinde kalmasi, uzak tarla pratikleri ile bagiml
ikicil yerlesimlerin ortaya ¢ikmis olabilecegi
seklinde yorumlanabilir. ITC I igin genel hat-
lariyla sektdr 2 ve sektor 3 arasinda bolgesel
iligkilerin baglamis olabilecegi, sektdr 3’lin
orman ve mera varligindan sektor 2°deki ova
yerlesimlerinin yararlanmis olabilecegi diisii-
niilmektedir. Bagimli ikincil yerlesimler, ortak
kaynak havzalarinin ¢akigmasi belki de top-
lumsal karmagikligin bagladiginin gostergesi

56 Cakar Kili¢c 2021: 164-175; 192-198.
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olmalidir (Fig. 10). Sektor 4°de ise Demircihd-
yik (46)-Oklubali Hoyiik (8) ve Keskya (26)
-Kayaiistii Hoyiik (27) arasindaki, ikili yerle-
sim dokusu dikkat ¢ekicidir (Fig. 10).57 Sektor
4 ve sektor 2 arasinda bu donemde baglantinin
ve iletisimin oldugunu gdsteren bir yerlesim
dokusu ortaya ¢ikmamistir.

ITC II’ye gelindiginde tiim Bati Anadolu’da
goriildiigii lizere, Orta Porsuk Havzasi'nda da
yerlesim say1larinda artis goriilmektedir.58 ITC
II’de iskan goren seksen dokuz yerlesim, 0.22
ha ile 26,04 ha arasinda degisen boyutlardadir.
Elli sekiz yerlesim yerinin boyutlari, 1 ile 3
ha arasinda degismektedir (Fig. 6-7). ITC II
sonrasinda iskan edilmeyen ya da yilizey mal-
zemesinin yiizdelik oraninin agirligi iITC olan
yerlesimler igerisinde en biiylik boyutlu olanlar
3,98 ha Boyacioglu Hoyiik (20); 4,67 ha Cay-
lik Hoyiik (64); 5,20 ha Oklubali Hoyiik (8);
5,41 ha Turgutlar Hoytiik (19); 5,47 ha Kiiciik-
kizlar Hoyiik (75) ve 10 ha Kiimbet Urktepe
Hoyiik’tiir (6). ITC II yerlesimlerinin yiizdl-
climlerine iliskin bazi yaklagimlarin 6neri ni-
teliginde de olsa gelistirilmesi miimkiin goriin-
mektedir. ITC II sonrasinda iskan edilmeyen
on alt1 yerlesim 0,22-5,41 ha arasinda boyutlara
sahiptir. Bu yerlesimler icerisinden alt1 tanesi
3-5,41 ha arasinda degisen boyutlardadir. ITC
II sonrasinda yerlesim goren kirk bir yerlesim
5 ha’dan kiiciiktiir. Yiizey arastirmasi sirasin-
da toplanan seramik materyal iizerinden olus-
turulan dénemsel yiizdelik 6rneklem verisi de
kullanilarak, bu yerlesimlerden sekizinin 3-5
ha arasinda oldugu ve yiizeyindeki seramik
materyalinin %50’sinden fazlasinin ITC done-
mine tarihlendigi anlasilmaktadir. Ayrica 10
ha olan Kiimbet Urktepe Hoyiik’iin (6) yiizey
malzemesinin %350’sinden fazlas1 da ITC’ye
tarihlenmektedir.

Boyutlar1 6,11 ha ile 26,04 ha arasinda de-
gisen ve yiizey aragtirmasinda toplanan se-
ramik materyalin agirlikli olarak ITC son-
rasina tarihlendigi on iki yerlesim igin ise
hem yakin bdlgedeki Kiilliioba Hoyiik’iin
8,5 ha’lik alan bilgisi hem de yukarida soz
edilen havza igerisindeki Kiimbet Urktepe
Hoyuk’iin boyutu referans alinarak, yerlesim
analizleri i¢in 5-8 ha arasinda yeniden deger

57 Cakar Kili¢ 2021: 217, 231.

58 Bu konudaki kapsamli tartigmalar i¢in bkz. Cakar Ki-
lig 2023b: 10-12.
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verilmistir. Orta Porsuk Havzasrnda ITC
IT yerlesim dokularinin yorumlanmasinda,
yirmi yedi yerlesimin alanlar1 bakimindan
merkezi yerlesim olabilecegi ve gevreleriyle bu
ozellikleri dogrultusundailiskilendirilebilecegi
degerlendirilmistir. Erken ITC III sonrasinda
iskan gormeyen yerlesimler ve yukarida
oneri niteliginde sunulan degerler baglaminda
bakildiginda, ITC 1II yerlesimlerinin en
azindan 0,22 ha ile 8 ha arasinda olabilecegi
ongoriilebilir.

ITC 1I yerlesimlerinin kirk iki tanesi ova, vadi
ici ova ve dag etegi ova yerlesimi, otuz dort
tanesi yamag yerlesimi, on ii¢ tanesi tepe tstii
yerlesimidir. Yerlesim tiirlerine bakildiginda,
ITC 11 yerlesimcilerinin havza kaynaklarini
dengeli bir bicimde kullandiklar1 gériilmektedir.
Ozellikle boyutlar1 ayni olan yerlesimlerin
fazlaligi, havzanin somiirii ve liretim sisteminin
barig¢il bir ortamda islendiginin gostergesi
olmalidir. Boyle bir ¢ikarimda tiim yerlesimlerin
ayni zaman igerisinde iskan edildigi varsayimi
kabul edilir. Baz1 yerlesimlerin ayni topluluk ta-
rafindan ikincil yerlesim olarak kullanilmig ola-
bilecegi de sorgulanmalidr.

ITC II’de Eskisehir ve Sarisu ovalarinin yer al-
dig1 sektor 4 ile Alpu Ovasr’nin yer aldig1 sek-
tor 2, yerlesimlerin yogunlastigi alanlardir.
Tampon alanlar ile birlikte sira boyut analizleri
degerlendirildiginde, oncelikle sektor 2°de, ITC
I’den ITC II'ye, yerlesim sayilar1 4 katindan fazla
artmigtir. Yerlesimlerin ikili ve ti¢lii gruplar ha-
linde kiimelendigi, sektdr genelinde 5 km tam-
ponlarinda yogun cakigsmalarin oldugu goriiliir
(Fig. 11). Sira boyut analizinde ise olusan birkag
kademeli icbiikey egri, aslinda sektor iginde-
ki 17,86 ha alani olan Karahoyiik Midaion (73),
26,04 ha alani olan Porsuk Hoytik (106), 17,19 ha
alanlar1 olan Giindiizler Akpinar Hoytik (101) ile
Yesildon Hoyiik (97) ve 11,40, ha’lik alan1 olan
Kopriibagt Hoyiik (51) nedeniyle olugmustur.
Boyle bir egri bir veya birkag tane beklenen bo-
yuttan daha biiyiik merkez ve bunlarin etrafinda
toplanan benzer boyutlardaki kiiciik yerlesimler
ile temsil edilmektedir. Politik ve ekonomik is-
levler ile giiclii entegrasyonu ve merkezilesmeyi
temsil eder. S6z konusu yerlesimlerin ITC son-
rasinda iskan gérmesi nedeniyle ITC II'deki bo-
yutlarin1 yansitmadiklar1 diisiiniilmektedir. Yu-
karida bir &neri olarak sunulan terk edilen ITC
yerlesimleri ve referans yerlesimlerden gelen
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alan bilgisi dikkate alinarak, ITC sonrasi iskan
edilmis biiylik boyutlu yerlesimlere 6 ha ile 8 ha
araliginda deger verilmis ve sira boyut analizi
bu varsayimsal parametreler dikkate alinarak
yeniden yapilmigtir (Fig, 13: 5). Sonug¢ olarak
entegrasyonun ve yerlesimler arasi hiyerarsinin
olusmaya bagladigi ideal dizilime yakin bir egri
aciga cikmistir. Ozellikle Caylik Hoyiik (64);
Saracik Hoyiik (69); Kiigiikkizlar Hoyik (75);
Aktepe Kaynakobasi Hoyiik (105) ve Porsuk
Hoytik (106)’tin merkez niteliginde yerlesimler
olabilecegi diisliniilmektedir (Fig. 6). Bu yerle-
simler 3 km tamponundan itibaren gevresindeki
yerlesimler ile ortak kaynak alanindan beslen-
mektedirler (Fig. 11). Ama 6zellikle Kii¢iikkizlar
Hoytik ile Saracik Hoyiik’iin 1 km tamponundan
itibaren ¢evresindeki daha kiigiik yerlesimler ile
iligkili olmasi, akraba topluluklarin bir arada
yasamasi olarak da degerlendirilebilir. Cevresel
ortamlara bagl kriz siireclerinde yerlesimlerin
doniistimlii kullanilmis olmasi da alternatif bir
bakis ac¢ist sunar. Bu durumun havza 6zelinde
ITC 11 yerlesimlerini arttirmis olabilecegi
sorgulanmalidir.® Sektor 2’de ITC II'ye tarih-
lenen yirmi yedi yerlesimden on dort tanesi
aliivyal topraklar iizerinde, suyun kontroliinii
gerektiren, sulu tarimin yapildig: alanlarda ku-
rulmustur. Giiniimiizde drene edilmis ovadaki
tarim alanlar1 ile yapilacak degerlendirmenin,
ITC igin gercegi yansitmayacagi diisiiniilmek-
tedir. Porsuk Cay1, Alpu Ovasi’'nda yiizeye ¢ok
yakin akmakta ve egimini kaybettigi i¢in mende-
res olugturmaktadir. Bu da yatak degisimlerinin
¢ok sik goriilmesine neden olmustur. Yaklagsik
ayni miinhanideki yerlesimlerin ayni1 dizilimde
konumlanmamasi da, aslinda Porsuk Cayr'nin
yatak degisiminin gostergesi olabilir. Belki de
ITC I'de Alpu Ovasr'nda Porsuk Cayr'nin giine-
yinde yerlesim goriilmemesinin bir nedeni, Por-
suk Cayr’nin bu zaman zarfinda giineye yayilma
olasiligiyla ilgili olmalidir. Ayrica ova yerlesim-
lerinde tespit edilen miinhani farklarinin, Por-
suk Cayr’nin eski aliivyon teraslari ile iligkisinin
mutlaka disiplinler arasi ¢aligmalarla agikliga ka-
vusturulmasi gerekmektedir. Ancak burada bel-
ki de lizerinde durulmasi gereken diger bir konu,
yirmi yedi yerlesimden on dordii taskin havza-
sinda konumlanirken, on bir tanesinin kuru ta-
rimin yapilabilecegi alanda kurulmus olmasidir.
Birbirini yedekleyebilecek bu oran sasirticidir.
Olast kriz siireglerinde ikincil yerlesim olarak

59 Cakar Kilig 2023b: 10-12.
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kullanilmis olmalar1 ya da kisa siireli yer degi-
sikliginde, bir dongiiniin pargasi olma olasilikla-
r1 tamamen goz ard1 edilmemelidir.60 ITC I’den
itibaren sektor 2 ile iligkili olabilecegi ongoriilen
sektor 3 yerlesimlerinin, vadi sirtlar1 ve tepeler-
deki orman ve mera alanlarinda kurulmus olma-
lar1, bu yerlesimcilerin ormanci, pastoralist grup-
lar olabileceklerini diisiindiirmektedir. Ozellikle
baz1 yerlesimlerin sektor 2°’deki Alpu Ovasr’na
hakim konumlari, giivenlik kontrol noktalar1 ola-
rak kullanilmis olmalarini da akla getirmektedir.

Sektdr 4’tin ITC I’deki yerlesim dokusu ii¢
nig alanim isaret etmektedir. Sarisu Cayr Alt
Havzasi'nda degerlendirilen ilk nis alami ikili
ve liglii yerlesim modelini isaret eder (Fig. 11).
Keskin Deresi Alt Havzasi ¢oklu merkezli ve
ikili sistemin bir arada oldugu iki ayr1 yerlesim
dokusu ve bunun sonucunda diisiik entegrasyonu
isaret eder. Porsuk Alt Havzasi ise merkeziles-
meye isaret eden bolgesel entegrasyonu ortaya
koymaktadir (Fig. 13: 7). Sektor 2°de ovada go-
riilen ¢ekirdeklenme, sektor 4’iin ova kismindaki
biiyiik yerlesimlerin etrafinda goriilmez. Bura-
da ovalar ve vadilerin birlestigi baglant1 yollar1
arasinda ge¢is karakterini yansitan bir yerlesim
dokusu olabilecegi bu nedenle ¢ekirdeklenmeden
cok cizgisel dizilimlerin olustugu sdylenebilir.

Sektor 1 igin tampon alanlar ile birlikte sira boyut
analizleri degerlendirildiginde, iki farkli yerlesim
dokusunun oldugu bir egri olusmaktadir (Fig. 13:
4). Sektoriin kuzeydogu ve kuzeybatisinda toplu,
diizenli ve merkezilesme egiliminde, orta kis-
minda ise daginik yerlesimlerin oldugu bir doku
goriilmektedir. Sektor igerisinde merkezi ozel-
likte olabilecek yerlesimler, sektoriin giineyinde
2, 98 ha alaniyla Salavat Hoyiik (108) ve 2,86 ha
alaniyla Kurtlartepesi Hiiyiik tiir (95) (Fig. 6-11).
Ozellikle Kurtlartepesi ve Salavat Hoyiik’iin, 3
km tampon kesismeleri ile ortak havzadan bes-
lenmeleri ve birbirine yakin boyutlari, éncelik-
le havzadaki rekabeti akla getirmektedir. Bu
iki yerlesim rekabet¢i topluluklar olabilecegi
gibi, ayn1 sistemin birbirini destekleyen parca-
lar1 da olabilirler. Onerimiz Salavat Hoyiik’iin
ITC II'de cevresindeki iiglii yerlesim (Fig. 11)

60 Cakar Kilig 2023b: 9; ITC’de olasi kriz siireglerinde
yerlesimin tamamen terk edilmemesi i¢in gegici ka-
rakterli yapilara en iyi 6rnek ¢alisma bolgesi iginde
kalan Demircihdyiik’te karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir Cakar
Kilig 2023b: 19.
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ile giiclii entegrasyonu oldugu seklindedir.!
Bolgesel olgekte bakildiginda ise bu yerlesim
dokusunun, Alpu Ovasr’ndaki sektor 2 ile 5 km
tamponundan itibaren temas icerisinde oldugu,
bu baglamda ova ile iligkilerinin olabilecegi
digiiniilmektedir (Fig. 11: 56 nolu yerlesim).

ITC II’de Orta Porsuk Havzasrnda yerlesim
sayilarinda azalma goriilir. Bu donemde is-
kan goren elli yedi yerlesim, 0.22 ha ile 26,04
ha arasinda degisen boyutlardadir. Otuz iki
yerlesim yerinin boyutlari, 1 ile 3 ha arasinda
degismektedir (Fig. 8-9). Boyutlar1 6,11 ha ile
26,04 ha arasinda degisen ve yiizey arastirma-
sinda toplanan seramik materyalin agirlikli ola-
rak ITC sonrasina tarihlendigi on iki yerlesim
icin ise hem yakin bolgedeki Kiilliioba Hoyiik’iin
8,5 ha’lik alan bilgisi hem de yukarida s6z edilen
havza igerisindeki Kiimbet Urktepe Hoyiik’iin
boyutu referans alinarak, yerlesim analizleri
icin 5-10 ha arasinda yeniden deger verilmistir.
Orta Porsuk Havzasrnda ITC yerlesim dokula-
rinin yorumlanmasinda, yirmi bes ITC III yer-
lesiminin alanlar1 bakimindan merkezi yerlesim
olabilecegi ve cevreleriyle bu 6zellikleri dog-
rultusunda iliskilendirilmesi Ongoriilmektedir.
Calismanin zamansal sinirlari igerisinde erken
ITC III sonrasinda iskan gérmeyen yerlesimler
ve yukarida Oneri niteliginde sunulan degerler
baglaminda bakildiginda, Orta Porsuk Havzasi
erken ITC III yerlesimlerinin en azindan 0,22 ha
ile 10 ha arasinda olabilecegi dngériilebilir. ITC
III yerlesimlerinin otuz {i¢ tanesi ova, vadi i¢i ova
ve dag etegi ova yerlesimi, on sekiz tanesi yamag
yerlesimi, alt1 tanesi tepe {stii yerlesimidir.
Yerlesim tiirlerine  bakildiginda, ITC 1II
yerlesimcilerinin  havza kaynaklarin1 dengeli
bir bigimde kullanmaya devam ettikleri ve terk
edilen yerlesimlerin ova yerlesimlerine eklenmis
olabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir. Cilinkii terk edilen
ITC 1I yerlesimlerinin yirmi {i¢ tanesi yamag ve
tepe yerlesimi, on bir tanesi ova yerlesimidir.

Orta Porsuk Havzasi Erken ITC III yerlesim do-
kusu sektor 1 disindaki diger ii¢ sektor i¢in ben-
zer ve iligkili gelisgimi yansitmaktadir. Sektor 1
icin sira boyut analizlerinde beklenenden biiyiik
boyutlu merkezlerin ortaya ¢iktigi, bolgesel ola-
rak entegrasyonun zayif oldugu goriilmektedir
(Fig. 13: 8). Cevredeki niifusun ise ITC II’nin
merkez egilimli yerlesimlerine kaydig1 diistinii-
lebilir. Sektor 2’de ve sektor 4’de ITC II'ye gore
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merkezilesme belirgindir (Fig. 13: 9-11). Sektor
2’de ova yerlesimi olan Kogsmat Hoylik (2) ve
Uzunburun Hoylik (56) niifusu olasilikla yakin
konumda olan Porsuk Hoyiik’e (106), Bozan
Hoytik (98) niifusu yakin konumdaki Yesildon
Hoytik’e (97), Giindiizler Akpinar Hoytik (101)
niifusu Karahoyiik Midaion’a (73) ve yakin ko-
numdaki diger yerlesimlere dagilmis olmalidir
(Fig. 8-12). Bu sektorde merkezi nitelikleri ile 6n
plana ¢ikan Porsuk Hoyiik (106), Yesildon Hoyiik
(97) ve Karahdyiik Midaion’un (73) da birer ova
yerlesimi olmalari, aslinda kanal kazmak, dre-
naji saglamak gibi yogun emek gerektiren sulu
tarim pratikleri igin niifusun ¢ekilerek organize
edilmis olabilecegini akla getirmektedir. Sektor
3 yerlesimlerinden sekiz tanesinin terk edilmis
olmasi da ovaya dogru ayni sebepten bir niifus
hareketinin oldugunu diisiindiirmektedir. Sektor
3’lin jeomorfolojik ve toprak yapisi ozellikleri
nedeniyle pastoral topluluklar tarafindan iskan
edilmis olabilecegi ve sektor 2 ile ikincil yerle-
sim, yayla yerlesimi gibi iliskilerini, ITC II’den
itibaren siirdiirmiis olabilecegi yorumlanmakta-
dir. Ayrica terk edilen yerlesimlere bakildiginda,
ortaya ¢ikan istatistiki degerlendirme dikkat ce-
kicidir. Sektor 37lin terk edilen ve ovaya dogru in-
digi diisiiniilen yerlesimler, Avdagli Hoytik (85),
Kizilburun Hoyiik (86), Erkecagili Hoyiik (87)
ve Biigdiiz Hoylik’iin (36) pastoralizm yaninda,
TA yeterli olmadigi i¢in uzak tarla ya da Sektor
2°deki ova yerlesimleri ile kurulan ekonomik ilis-
kileri olabilecegi degerlendirilmektedir.62 ITC
II’de terk edilen bu yerlesimlerdeki topluluklar,
onceki donemde orman igine tarla agarak ya da
uzak tarla pratikleri ile tarim becerilerini gelis-
tirdilerse, ovadaki merkez yerlesimler tarafin-
dan, bu becerilerinden yararlanmak i¢in ovaya
¢ekilmis olmalar1 olasidir. Yine sektor 3’de yer
alan Koykiran Giigiikkol Hoylik (1) ve Asarin-
dere Hoyiik (76) sektoriin batisinda ve sektor
2°deki ova yerlesimlerine hakim konumdadirlar
(Fig. 8-12). Gerdekkayas1 Hoyiik’iin (109) vadi
girisindeki konumu ITC I’den itibaren bu yerlesi-
min giivenlik amagli olabilecegini diisiindiirmek-
tedir. ITC III"de ise ekonomik ve politik olarak
degisime ugrayan sektor 2 i¢in stratejik bir anlam
kazanmis, bu nedenle terk edilmemis olabilecek-
leri yorumlanmistir. Erken ITC II’de sektdrler
arast iligkileri gosteren diger bir bulgu sektor 2
ve sektor 4 arasindaki iletisimin, yerlesim do-
kusuna yansimasi olarak degerlendirilmektedir.

62 Cakar Kilig 2021: 245.
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Ozellikle daha 6nce ITC II'de sektor 4’iin Por-
suk Alt Havzasi'nda goriilen ¢izgisel dizilimin
benzeri, ITC I1I"de sektdr 2’nin kuzeyinde goriil-
mektedir (Fig. 12). Bu durumun ITC I1Ide hakim
olmaya baglayan kurak iklim kosullariyla iligkili
olabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir. ITC I ve ITC II"de
bu iki sektor arasinda baglantiy1 engelledigi dii-
stiniilen batakligin yiizolglimiiniin kurak iklim
kosullar1 nedeniyle kiigiilmiis olabilecegi, boyle-
likle iki ovanin baglantisinin daha kolay kurula-
bildigi 6ngoriilmektedir. ITC III'de sektdr 4’iin
Yukar1 Sakarya Havzasi, Alpu Ovasi (Sektor 2)
ve batidaki Bilecik/Bursa Bolgesi ile baglantili,
gecis karakteri kazandig1 goriilmektedir (Fig.12).
Yerlesim dokusunun bu noktada, “Biiyiik Kervan
Yolu” 63 glizergahi ya da “Anadolu Ticaret Ag1"04
ile iligkili olabilecegi de diigiiniilmelidir. Sektor
4’e ait sira boyut analizi sonucunda olusan i¢ bii-
key egri bir veya birkag¢ biiylik merkez ve daha
kiiciik boyutlu yerlesimlerin oldugu merkeziles-
mis ve entegrasyonu yliksek bir dokuyu yansi-
tir (Fig. 13: 11). Ancak ITC II'den beri bu sektdr
igerisinde ikili ve tglii kiimelenmelerden daha
ziyade, cizgisel dizilimin varlig1 dikkat ceker.
Ozellikle ovada Sarhdyiik’ten itibaren (55) ¢iz-
gisel dizilimde takip edilen Yapagi Hoylik (47),
Elyamuk Hoyiik (48), Dudu Hoyiik (49) sektor
icerisindeki en biiyliik boyutlu yerlesimlerdir.
Ancak etraflarinda daha kiiciik yerlesimlerin
bulundugu bir doku yoktur. Porsuk Cayi ile
Sarisu Cay1r’nin tagskin havzasinda, eski bataklik
alanlarinda kalan hoyiiklerin, sulak alandaki
adaciklar iizerine kurulmus olabileceklerinin
desteklenmesi i¢in jeoarkeoloji ¢aligmalarina ih-
tiyag vardir.65

Sonug¢

Prehistorik yerlesimlerin cevresel ozellikle-
riyle birlikte degerlendirildigi yerlesim analizi
caligmalar1 arkeolojik bilgiyi ve yorumu des-
tekler niteliktedir.®®¢ Bu c¢alisma kapsaminda
havza jeolojik, hidrolojik, jeomorfolojik ve top-
rak yapis1 bakimindan farkliliklarin gorildigi
dort sektor altinda incelenmistir. Bdylelikle

63 Efe 2007: 47.
64 Sahoglu 2019: 117.

65 Sarhoyiik jeoarkeoloji sonuglar: eski yerlesimin top-
rak bir yiikselti lizerinde kuruldugu sonucunu ver-
mektedir (Darga 1994: 483).

66 Orta Porsuk Havzasi’nin paleocevre ve paleoiklimi-
nin etnoarkeoloji ile birlikte degerlendirildigi ¢alisma
i¢in bkz. Cakar Kilig 2023Db, 3-9.
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farkli ¢evresel ortamlarin yerlesim dokusuna
etkisinin arkeolojik baglamda daha dogru yo-
rumlanacagi Ongoriilmiistir. Calismanin so-
nucunda ise analizlerin sistematik bir diizende
islemesini saglayan sektorlerin aslinda birbir-
leriyle tamamen bagimsiz olmadigi ¢ikarimina
ulagilmigtir. Farkli kaynaklara sahip olmak,
ihtiya¢ duyulan diger kaynaklar i¢in iletigimi
zorunlu kilar. Gelismis bir akarsu agina sahip
Orta Porsuk Havzasi'nda cesitlilik gosteren
hidrolojik ve jeolojik yap1 mikro ekolojiyi des-
teklemistir. Bu nedenle genis ovalar, ormanlik
alanlar ve bozkirlar birbirine yakin konumlan-
mistir. Birbirine yakin ekolojiler prehistorik
yerlesimler i¢in alternatif gecim ekonomileri
olusturmaktadir. Yukarida tanimlandig: iize-
re cografi 6zellikleri nedeniyle sektorler, kendi
iclerinde yerlesim dokular1 anlaminda bagim-
siz degerlendirilmis olsa da, sosyal, ekonomik
ve kiiltiirel siireclerin havza icinde biitiinciil
isledigi aslinda yerlesim tiirlerindeki bilingli
tercihler ve kaynaklar iizerindeki dengelerde
goriilmektedir. ITC I"de dokuz yerlesimin ova-
da, yirmi bir yerlesimin tepe iistleri ve yamag-
larda; ITC I’de kirk iki yerlesimin ovada, kirk
yedi yerlesimin tepe iistleri ve yamaglarda;
erken ITC III'de ise otuz ii¢ yerlesimin ovada,
yirmi dort yerlesimin tepe iistleri ve yamaglar-
da kuruldugu tespit edilmistir. Ayrica ITC’nin
her alt evresi icin yerlesimlerde tespit edilen
seramik materyalin benzerligi de yerlesim do-
kularin1 biiyiik oranda desteklemektedir.67 ITC
I’de sadece yakin yerlesimlerde tespit edilen
benzerliklerin, ITC II’de yakin yerlesimler ve
sektor geneline yayildigi, ITC III’de ise yakin
yerlesimler, sektdr geneli ve sektorler arasi be-
lirginlesmeye basladig: tespit edilmistir. Tiim
birlesenleri ile bakildiginda, ITC topluluklari-
nin 800 yillik bir siire icerisinde havza kaynak-
larinin somiiri siireclerini bilingli bir bi¢imde
isledikleri ve kullandiklar1 gériilmektedir. Bu
baglamda Orta Porsuk Havzasr'nda ITC yerle-
sim dokularinin, ¢evresel peyzaj ve alan kulla-
nimi ile birlikte degerlendirildigi bu galigma,
hem bolgede hem de benzer 6zellikli alanlarda
yapilacak arkeolojik ¢aligmalar i¢in 6nem arz
eder.

67 ITC seramik materyaline iliskin detayli incelemeler
i¢in bkz. Cakar Kilig 2021: 122-128; 164-175; 192-198;
Cakar Kilig 2023a: 23-30.
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Fig. 4.1TC I yerlesimleri
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Anatolia: The Benches and Platforms
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OZET

Bati  Anadolu’daki ETC  kiiltiir  bolgelerinin  yerlesim  yerlerinin analizleri ~ genellikle yer-
lesim sablonlart ve sehircilige odaklanmaktadwr, ancak ayrintii olarak mimari elemanla-
rin  analizlerini  icermemektedir. Bu makalenin amaci, ETC mimari elemanlart arasinda-
ki seki ve platformlart inceleyerek ayrintidaki bu bilgi eksikligini gidermeye c¢alismaktir. Bu
ozelliklerin bolgesel unsurlar ve ozellikler gosterip gostermedigini degerlendirmek icin seki ve plat-
formlar bolgesel élcekte biitiinsel irdelenmistir. Ayrica seki ve platformlarin yapim teknikleri ve kulla-
mim amaglar: dogrultusunda bazi sonuglara ulasilmaya ¢alisilmistir. Bu dogrultuda belirlenen cogra-
fi suirlar baglaminda seki ve platformlarin mimari yapilanma icindeki yeri anlasilmaya ¢aligilmistir.

ABSTRACT

Analysis of the settlements of EBA cultural regions in Western Anatolia generally focuses on settlement
patterns and urbanism but does not include analyzes of architectural elements in detail. The purpose of
this article is to try to fill this lack of information in detail by examining the benches and platforms among
the EBA architectural elements. In order to evaluate whether these features show regional elements and
features, the benches and platforms were examined holistically on a regional scale. In addition, some re-
sults were tried to be reached in line with the construction techniques and usage purposes of the benches
and platforms. In this direction, it has been tried to understand the place of the benches and platforms in

the architectural structuring in the context of the geographical boundaries determined.

Introduction

Benches and platforms, which have been among
the architectural building elements since the
Neolithic Period in Anatolia, have been used as
building elements until today. If we need to talk
about the bench and platform examples from the
periods before the EBA, which constitute our
subject, through a few settlements; It is thought
that the benches and platforms at Catalhdyiik
were used for sitting, doing daily work, or sleep-
ing during the Neolithic Period, and it is known
that the dead were buried under the benches and
platforms found in the settlement.! It is stated

1 Mellaart 2003: 39, 40; Hodder 2006: 110-112.

that a clay platform was used for sitting purposes
in the middle section that divides a space into
two in the Neolithic layers at Hoyticek.? In the
Chalcolithic Period, both adobe mud and stone
terraces are located in the architectural struc-
tures at Aktopraklik.?

The Early Bronze Age has regionally different
characteristics shaped by Anatolian geography.
The quality and quantity of the settlements differ
across the cultural regions that make up Western
Anatolia. These regional differences between

2 Duru-Umurtak 2005: 16, Lev. 16/2.
3 Karul 2017: 143, 149.
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regions can be observed in terms of both archi-
tectural and material cultural elements. The most
easily recognizable element of this regional vari-
ability is pottery. For instance, D. French, who
carried out one of the pioneering analyses of
western Anatolian pottery, identified cultural re-
gions through ceramics and began to draw their
boundaries.# The cultural regions defined later
by T. Efe contributed to the understanding of
EBA culture formation in Western Anatolia.>

When the architectural studies on cultural re-
gions are evaluated, we can easily say that there
is no regional distinction with borders (Fig.l).
Architectural plans show that settlements ex-
hibit subjective approaches. Undoubtedly, the
settlement topography is one of the factors in
shaping the approaches. In Western Anatolia,
architectural studies were mostly made on set-
tlement patterns during the Early Bronze Age.
In the Early Bronze Age, M. Korfmann named
the radial plan feature in settlements such as
Demircihiiyiik, Bademagaci and Seyitomer
“Anatolian Settlement Plan”,6 and E. Fidan called
the same plan type “Inland Western Anatolian
Settlement Plan”.” However, studies on archaeo-
logical features found within these settlements
have been very limited. The aim of this paper is
aimed to address this gap in knowledge and to
study how benches and platforms relate to the
built architecture of houses, temples, and admin-
istrative buildings. For this purpose, we tried to
evaluate the benches and platforms with a cross-
regional focus. Thus, we will be able to have an
idea whether there are regional determinants to
the construction and use of architectural ele-
ments such as benches and platforms (Table 1).

The Elements and method

The benches and platforms, which constitute our
research subject, were defined over the regions.
The settlements in the restricted areas and their
benches and platforms were evaluated. Certain
classifications were also made through the maps
and tables included in the text (Table 3-4). Thus,
with these methods, the purposes served by these
architectural elements in the EBA in Western
Anatolia will be tried to be understood.

4 French 1969: 41.
5 Efe 2004: 15-29.
6 Korfmann 1983: 222.
7 Fidan 2013: 117.
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Defining the benches

Troas region

The Troas Region, one of the most important in
the archaeology of the Early Bronze Age, con-
tains many centers, including Troy. Benches have
been found in architectural contexts in Troy and
Yenibademli. The benches in these settlements
have been defined in the context of architectural
stratigraphy.

Location and size determinations were made for
the benches found in EBA 2 in Troy. There was a
0.42 m wide, 3.50 m long bench extending south-
ward to the west of the M tower in the west in
Troy 1.3 A semicircular mudbrick building rest-
ing on two rows of stones and covered with clay
plaster rests on the northeast wall not far from the
door in Troy II, House 202. The structure, which
was 0.48 m wide, 0.55 m long and 0.45 m high
from the ground, must have served as a bench.?

Location and size definitions were made for the
benches found in EBA Troy. A low stone bench
measuring 0.50 m wide, 1.20 m long and 0.52 m
high was built on the northeast wall of the room in
Troy IV, House 303. A large millstone was found
on the bench. This level also contains many ani-
mal bones, pottery, as well as a lot of carbonized
material and ash.!0 In the northwest corner of
Room 402, a bench made of clay, stone and mud-
brick has a width of 0.85 to 0.90 m. The curved
edge is vertical and is 0.35 m high.!! A bench 0.80
m wide and approximately 0.26 m high above
ground level was built in House 456.12 House
454-455 has an adobe bench with a width of 0.50
m and 0.75 m, 1.50 m inside the room from the
northwest side wall.13 A rectangular clay bench
was built in the southwest corner of the north
room in house 501 and a hearth was built near it
in Troy V.1 The bench in House 501 is located in
the southwest corner of the room to the north. Its
plan has a radius of approximately 0.95 m. It was
built of greenish-brown mud brick and clay, and
its outer surface was covered with a thick layer

8 Blegen vd. 1950: 147.
9 Blegen vd. 1950: 332.
10 Blegen vd. 1951: 57.
11 Blegen vd. 1951: 144.
12 Blegen vd. 1951: 158.
13 Blegen vd. 1951: 187.
14 Blegen vd. 1951: 258.
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of white clay, filling the spaces between the mud-
bricks.!S A bench was made of stone and adobe, 0.55
m thick, 0.50 m wide and 1.30 m long. At the west-
ern end of the row, a large, coarse, wide-mouthed
jar was firmly placed in House 501. A large coarse
ware lid was found next to the pottery on the bench.
Other finds unearthed in the room were a bone awl
or needle, three terracotta spindle whorls, a small
plate, and a small jug.!® In Yenibademli, EBA 2,
and Period II, there is a bench on which pots were
placed. The bench is located in a rectangular build-
ing to the west side of the remains of Kiln IL.17

Inland Southwestern Anatolia

In Beycesultan and Karatas-Semayiik, where
benches are located in Inland Southwest Anatolia,
this architectural structure was defined according
to the stratigraphic order of the settlements.

Location and size definitions were made for the
benches found in EBA 2 in Beycesultan. Room 1
has a clay bench in the twin sanctuary, in the north-
east corner in Period XVI (Fig. 2). The portico to
the west of the sanctuary contains a clay bench,
two domed ovens, and a semicircular granary in
Period XV, Sanctuary A, Room 2.18 In Period X1V,
Room 2, the sanctuary or “priest’s chamber” be-
hind Temple B was a small room no more than 2.60
m wide. Apart from half a dozen pieces of pottery,
there was a circular hearth filled only with ash, and
a clay bench in the northeast corner.!”

In EBA 3 Period III at Beycesultan, there was a 30
cm high clay bench stretching along the western
and northern walls in Megaron A. In addition, in
Megaron B, there was a clay bench extending along
the northern wall of the structure.20

In EBA 1 Period I/I1 at Karatas Semayiik, there is a
possible bench 0.15m wide. The feature is made of
packed buff clay covered in clay plaster. It follows
the curve of the wall on the east site of the pit in
House ME-b. In House MS-a, a narrow, central par-
tition wall (0.20 m wide) was flanked by a low buff-
colored pise bench (0.70 m wide) on the south.2!

15 Blegen vd. 1951: 272, 273.

16 Blegen vd. 1951: 279.

17 Hiiryilmaz 2006a: 264, Fig. 6.
18 Lloyd-Mellaart 1962: 36.

19 Lloyd-Mellaart 1962: 53.

20 Lloyd-Mellaart 1962 59, 61.
21 Warner 1994: 139.
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Inland Northwestern Anatolia

In Inland Northwest Anatolia, benches have
been found in stratigraphic context at the site of
Seyitomer.

Location and size determinations were made
for the benches found in EBA 3 in Seyitomer.
A bench measuring 1.40x3.70 m in size was
found within a Period V-C residential building.
In Phase V-B, benches in the southwest corner
of residential building 32 measure 0.70x1.70 m.
The bench in House 45 measures 4.20 m along in
the north side, 1.15 m on the west side, and 2.85
m on the east side. In Period V-A, House 13 has
a bench within a workshop space that measures
2.00x0.46 m in the northwest.22

Coastal Western Anatolia

In Coastal Western Anatolia, benches have been
found in stratigraphic context at the site of Liman
Tepe.

At Liman Tepe, EBA 2, in Period LMT B V-1b,
in structure E-14, interior features of space M-1
show that this place had a special function. In
front of the northern wall of the space, there is a
two-row high wall built parallel to it but protrud-
ing into the space. This arrangement was more
like a bench for sitting purposes built inside the
space.?3

Defining the platforms

Troas Region

The platforms found in Troy and Yenibademli set-
tlements in the Troas Region were defined based
on the stratigraphic order of these settlements.

Location and size definitions were made for the
platforms found in EBA 2 in Troy. The Troy I
deposit was discovered during the excavations
of Schilemann, and at the point where it cuts the
northern flank of the hill from the squares C 2-3
to D 2-3 and E 2-3 in the west, it was covered
with copper, stony bones and a platform with
terracotta materials.24 In the west of House 102
was a clay platform approximately 2 m wide, ex-
tending 2 m to the side wall line and standing up

22 Bilgen-Kapuci 2019: 26-32.
23 Sahoglu 2002: 43.
24 Blegen vd. 1950: 33.
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to 0.50 m high.25 Two items of fixed furniture
were represented by low rectangular platforms in
House 102. One leaning against the walls in the
far northeast corner of the room was 2 m long,
0.90 m wide and 0.30 m high. It was built from
several irregular rows of stones filled with earth
and flattened. Similarly, the other platform built
next to the outer wall in the northwest part of the
great hall measures 2.35 m long, 1.70 m wide and
0.50 m high. These platforms most likely must
have been used as sofas and beds. There was a
clay pit for kneading bread dough, which is prob-
ably the domestic element, and a low stone plat-
form between this pit and the south wall.26

Location and size definitions were made for the
platforms found in EBA 3 in Troy. There was a
platform of small stones surrounded by a row of
large, curved blocks, near the door, in the west-
ern corner of the room in Troy IV, in House 456.
The platform was approximately 0.80 m wide
and approximately 0.26 m above ground level.2”
House 455 has a hard-baked clay floor laid on a
thin layer of white calcareous material. On the
southeast side of the hearth in the room, a raised
rectangular clay platform protruded partly sur-
rounding a bowl-shaped depression containing
ash and soft so0il.28 There was a pottery platform
near the east wall in Room 406. The roughly tri-
angular platform measures approximately 0.85 m
x 1 m. The platform with slight traces of burn-
ing is thought to have been designed to support
a hearth.2?

House 501 has two hearths near the midpoint of
the east wall in Troy V. One was a simple oval
clay platform measuring 0.70 m by 0.80 m. The
other, larger, and more detailed, measures 1.10
m in diameter; its floor was supported by stone
pavement and cube pieces and surrounded by a
0.10 m wide clay rim. Some stones placed next
to the hearths probably formed a platform for use
in cooking. The floor remains of the chamber
include carbonized material, animal bones, sev-
eral miscellaneous objects and numerous pottery
sherds.30 The stove and cooking facilities were

25 Blegen vd. 1950: 91.

26 Blegen vd. 1950: 94, fig. 144-145.
27 Blegen vd. 1951: 158.

28 Blegen vd. 1951: 175, fig. 126.

29 Blegen vd. 1951: 185.

30 Blegen vd. 1951: 253.
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located close to the east wall, 1.20 m to 3.35 m
north of the partition wall in house 501. In this
area, a crescent-shaped structure with a pottery,
stone and mud-brick foundation, 0.05 m above
the ground, and two round platforms were built
on it. Next to the wall was another irregularly
shaped low platform on which a pot was placed.
The crescent-shaped structure, which resembles
a small oven without a dome, was made of clay.
The semicircular platform measures 0.67 m in di-
ameter and 0.23 m in height.3! House 501 has a
clay platform next to the hearth in the main room.
There were also sherds on it.32

In Yenibademli, in EBA 2, residential buildings
dating to Period II contained round and oval
shaped simple hearths surrounded by collected
stones, horseshoe shaped ovens and a platform
made of small stones among.33

Inland Southwestern Anatolia

The platforms located in Beycesultan, Karatas-
Semayiik and Kurugay in Inland Southwest
Anatolia were defined according to the strati-
graphic order of the settlements.

Location and size definitions were made for
the platforms found in EBA 2 in Beycesultan.
In Period XVI there is a clay platform extend-
ing along the south wall of Room 6 to the north
of Structure A (Fig. 2). In the southwest corner
of the room in question, there was a clay eleva-
tion called the sleeping platform.34 In addition,
there was a 50 cm diameter clay protrusion, 1.0
m west of the altar, inside Building A in Period
XV. Building A has also a platform behind the
altar. This platform was made of clay, measuring
75 x 40 cm and 20 cm high.3> The room, which
was interpreted as the priest’s chamber behind
Structure B in Period XIV, was a small space
with a width not exceeding 2.60 m. An ash-filled
hearth and a clay platform in the northeast corner
were unearthed in this room. Room 4 has a clay
platform in the southwest corner.3¢

Location and size definitions were made for the
platforms found in EBA 3 in Beycesultan. A

31 Blegen vd. 1951: 258, fig. 192-193.
32 Blegen vd. 1951: 273.

33 Hiiry1lmaz 2006b: 2.

34 Lloyd-Mellaart 1962: 38.

35 Lloyd-Mellaart 1962: 43.

36 Lloyd-Mellaart 1962: 53.
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clay platform located in the southwest corner of
Megaron A in Period VIII has been interpreted as
a sleeping platform. It measures 30 cm high and
1.25 m wide. In EBA 3, there is also a sleeping
platform in the southwest corner of Megaron B.37

At Karatas Semaylik, in EBA 1, there was a plat-
form made of stone and clay in one of the fenced
houses in Period I and I1.38 Location and size
definitions were made for the platforms found
in EBA 2 in Karatas Semayiik. From Period V:
1/2, circular stone platforms occur throughout
the habitation areas. The best-preserved example
(Platform 2) is located in Trench 35/37 between
Houses 35/37-a and 35 37-c-1. It is composed of a
raised circular rim of large stones that surrounds
a floor of tightly packed smaller stones. The arc
of an earlier phase of this platform rests partially
beneath it. Another platform (Platform 1) lies to
the west. In no instance was the surface of the
platform preserved or any evidence of super-
structure uncovered, but the stone packings may
have had a clay coating which would have pro-
vided a smooth working surface for such tasks as
grinding. No finds were directly associated with
the platforms although they are all located in ar-
eas of domestic activity. The platform in Trench
69 was adjacent to a large concentration of de-
bris including pottery, loomweights, and stone
tools. In Trench 57, burnt walling fragments and
a grinding stone were uncovered near the plat-
forms, a grinding stone was found in Trench
35/37 between Platforms 1 and 2, and grinding
stone fragments were found among the stones of
the platforms in Trenches 35/37 and 69.3°

Location and size definitions were made for the
EBA 3 platforms found at Karatag Semayiik.
South of the largest house, 35/37-c-1, were two
circular stone platforms which appear to be con-
temporary with the house. Two building phases
were evident for the eastern platform (Platform
2; D. 2.20 m.). The construction of Platform 1
(D. 2.53 m.) cut away the eastern part of House
35/37-e, which belonged to an earlier period (p.
173). There was no evidence to suggest the use
of the platforms. Burnt areas found below the
stones were probably not associated with them;
only a few scattered sherds were found within the

37 Lloyd-Mellaart 1962: 59-61.
38 Mellink 1973: 295, Abb. 2.
39 Warner 1994: 188.
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circle of Platform 2 (early phase), and a grind-
ing stone was found between the two platforms.
Fragments of broken grinding stones were found
among the interior packing stones of the second
phase of Platform 2. The tops of the platforms
are very uneven as they were preserved but could
have been used for the placement of grinding
stones. The stone packing within the rims also
may have had a clay coating which would have
provided a smooth working surface for domestic
activities. The platforms were uncovered just be-
low the field surface, and a clay floor could easily
have been destroyed; similarly, none of the super-
structures of the nearby houses was preserved.
The platforms might have served House 35/37-c-1
or possibly several houses in the neighborhood.40
The southwest corner of House 64-a is partially
destroyed but the remains of what may have been
a platform are found in the corner of the interi-
or4l A large, white-plastered clay hearth lies
on the earlier of two white clay floors in House
MEE-b. It has a rectangular green plastered buff
clay platform, 0.90 x 1.40 m, with raised sides
that are incompletely preserved, and a semicircu-
lar apron with a green plastered rim where burn-
ing occurred.4?

There is a rectangular platform that is raised 10
cm from the floor in Kurugay, Period 1, EBA 2.
The platform, which was very well burned be-
cause of the fire burning on it, was carefully bur-
nished. The fact that there were many mud bricks
scattered around the architectural elements in
question indicates that all architectural elements
were in a building.*3

Inland Northwestern Anatolia

At the settlements of Demircihiiyiik, Seyitomer,
and Kusura, in Inland Northwest Anatolia, plat-
forms were identified in stratigraphic context.

Location and size determinations were made for
the platforms found in EBA 2 in Demircihiiyiik.
In Period I there is a platform approximately 30
to 40 cm above the ground level in House K8.44
There is a 40 cm high stone platform in front of

40 Warner 1994: 45.

41 Warner 1994: 73.

42 Warner 1994: 114.

43 Duru 1996: 65, 66, Fig. 47/1-2; Duru 2008: 158, Fig. 320.
44 Korfmann 1983: 127.
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the north wall in Period K.#5 The platforms are
approximately 4 meters wide and approximately
1.5 meters long in phase L.4¢ There is a buried
pithos next to the sleeping platform in Period L
in area L 7. It is known that the sleeping plat-
form, located on one of the long walls of the front
rooms of the houses, normally measures 1.5 to
1.6 m x 4.0 m. This means that two adults and
three children can comfortably sit next to each
other. The bed length of 1.5/ 1.6 m might be con-
sidered short, but it certainly seems adequate. It
is thought that a wider platform may block the
passage in the room.47

Location and size definitions were made for
the platforms found in EBA 3 in Seyitomer. In
Period V-B, the temple building has a 0.58x0.52
m platform in the south of the central megaron
structure, which is the main room of the complex.
A platform measuring 1.35x0.45 m was built to
the northwest of Room 51a, the main room of
the Palace/Administrative Complex in Period
V-B. The storage rooms within this complex
have two platforms measuring 0.76x0.80 m in
the northeast of Room 52 and 0.45x0.60 m in the
northwest of Room 8. In Period VB residential
buildings (Building 34, Room A), the southeast
platform measures 0.40x0.55 m, the western plat-
form measures 0.69x0.35 m, the eastern platform
measures 1.12x0.30 m, the northwest platform
measures 0.86x1.08 m, and the southern platform
measures 1.16x2.08 m. In the workshop build-
ings of Period V-B, Room 19 contains a platform
in the southwest that measures 2.45x0.78 m. In
Room 58, there is a platform in the southwest of
Room A that measures 1.10x2.12 m. In Period
V-B storage structures, there are platforms in the
southwest of Room 41 that measure 3.00x1.60 m,
and in the northwest of Room 43 that measure
1.05x1.05 m. The residential-storage platform in
the southwest of Room 36 measures 0.76x1.00
m. In the workshop-storage structures, Room 47
contains a platform in the southwest that mea-
sures 1.16x2.08 m and another one in the north
that measures 0.86x1.08 m. The main room along
with the hearth was preserved, the intermedi-
ate entrance room was closed, and this area was
raised to form a platform measuring 0.90x3.00 m
in Period V-A, the temple structure, and in the

45 Korfmann 1983: 136, fig.243.
46 Korfmann 1983: 158.
47 Korfmann 1983: 215, 216.
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second usage phase (Fig. 3). A platform measur-
ing 0.85x0.48 m was found in in the warehouse
spaces, room 50, the middle part of Period V-A.48

In Kusura, EBA 2, Period B, room 7 opening to
the courtyard yielded important results in terms
of understanding the interior arrangement of the
space. A platform made of terracotta rested on
the western wall of this room. There is a niche in
the wall above this platform. It is not possible to
say anything definitive about the function of this
niche and platform.4°

Coastal Western Anatolia

At the settlements of Liman Tepe, Cesme-
Baglararasi, and Cukurigi, in Coastal Western
Anatolia, platforms were identified in strati-
graphic context.

In EBA 2 Liman Tepe (LMT B Level V-1b ar-
chitecture, StructureE-14), there is an area in the
southern half of Room M-1 that is bordered by
vertically placed white stone plates in an irregu-
lar line. This area, which looks like a kind of plat-
form, is located approximately 20 cm higher than
the floor of the space. The top of the platform is
very neatly paved with white slab stones. In the
western part of the courtyard, which is entered
through the door in the east of Building E-13,
Space M-3 a floor consisting of medium-sized
stones was exposed, just like in the M-3 space.
However, this stone-paved area is concentrated
only in a certain section. In this phase, there is
a stone platform built to abut the M-2 space in
the courtyard. The exact function of this arrange-
ment is not understood.>0

At EBA 2 Cesme-Baglararasi, there is often a
hearth, generally in the middle part of a freestand-
ing Level CB 3 structure. This feature, which we
encounter in every space, is an important detail
in terms of revealing the domestic function of the
buildings. Although not in all examples, in some
buildings, the hearths are located on a plastered
and raised platform. It is thought that some of the
circular black burn marks observed on the floor
of the house, right next to the platform hearth in
the middle part of the House 52, belong to the
wooden pillars.5! It was observed that the floor

48 Bilgen-Kapuci 2019: 27-34.

49 Lamb 1937: 87.

50 Sahoglu 2002: 42, 43.

51 Sahoglu 2018: 376, Fig. 8-9, 16.
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of Room 16 was also covered with a white plas-
ter, and it was understood that there was a thick
lime plaster layer on the floor of the area where
the hearths were located. This is most likely a
plastered workshop on which food preparation
activities are carried out. Work platforms with
stone pavements were also found on the plastered
floor.52

The characteristic structures of CB 3 Cesme-
Baglararasi are long houses. There are examples
of houses that consist of a main room, as well as
different spaces in the building with partition
walls. There is a platform in the middle of these
houses, where daily life activities are actively
carried out, and there are hearth floors on these
platforms.53 A trapezoidal planned structure is
another type of building in Cesme-Baglararasi.
Shaped according to the street and architectural
texture, this trapezoidal planned structure opens
to the street with a doorway on its long side wall.
As in other buildings, there is a platform in the
center of this house and a hearth floor on it.
Similar pylon holes were also found around the
platform located in the middle of House M-39.
The arrangement of the wooden roof was aimed
at ventilating and illuminating the interior of the
house evacuating the furnace smoke from the up-
per parts of the hearth surfaces.>*

In Cukuri¢i, EBA 1, CuHo IV, there is a rectan-
gular room (Room 18) with a stone platform in
the northern area, which cannot be dated exactly.
A platform was built at the southern boundary
of the room and placed directly in front of the
wall. This platform is made of stones providing a
working surface that is raised a few centimeters
above the respective ground level.5 Room 18 has
a platform to the south and is probably covered
by a preserved hard clay surface to the northeast
of the platform. A miniature vessel was found
approximately 40 cm north of the platform. This
shows that the platform is not only for decora-
tion, but also has a functional purpose. In this
special case, it is possible to place cult objects on
the platform.5¢

52 Sahoglu 2018: 361.
53 Sahoglu 2020: 77.

54 Sahoglu 2020: 78, 79.
55 Horejs 2017: 97, 101.
56 Horejs 2017: 105.

Architectural Features in Early Bronze Age Western Anatolia: The Benches and Platforms 93

Regional determinations of benches and
platforms

The benches were used as a seating place and to
as a location to place material culture items in
Troy, in the Troas Region, and probably served
the purpose of placing pots in Yenibademli.
In Inland Southwest Anatolia, the benches in
Beycesultan, especially the examples found in
the sacred areas, must have been used to place
cult objects. There is no clear data on the function
of the benches in Karatag. Benches at Seyitomer
in Inland northwestern Anatolia were used for a
variety of purposes; in some contexts they were
used in a seating area and in others they were
used for domestic purposes. It is thought that
benches were used mostly for seating at Liman
Tepe, in coastal Western Anatolia.

The platforms must have been used as sofas and
sleeping platforms for the placement of vari-
ous material culture items in Troy, in the Troas
Region, as well as for elevating hearths off the
ground, creating a cooking area under ovens, and
serving as a sleeping platform in the residences
of Yenibademli. Benches served as a sleeping
platform in Beycesultan, in Inland Southwest
Anatolia. At Karatas Semayiik, the indoor work-
ing platform (workshop platform) was used as
a cooking area due to the burn marks show-
ing that a fire was burning on it in Kurugay.
Benches functioned as a sleeping platform in
Demircihiiyiik in Inland Northwest Anatolia,
as a cooking and preparation area in front of the
hearths in Seyitdmer, and as a workshop where
materials were placed. The intended use of the
platforms in Kusura is unknown. At Liman Tepe,
in coastal Western Anatolia, platforms were used
as sleeping platforms, and at Cesme-Baglararasi
they were placed under a hearth in a workshop.
At Cukurigi, special cult objects were placed on
benches (Table 2).

Conclusions

The benches defined within the scope of these
regions give a general picture for the whole of
Western Anatolia. This result is that the benches
are mostly used for sitting, as well as workshops
used for daily work and places where material cul-
ture items are placed. The benches are both daily
life elements in domestic buildings and architec-
tural elements where cult objects are placed in
sacred areas such as Beycesultan and Seyitomer.
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In addition, in the architectural context, it can be
thought that these elements in front of the walls
add a depth to the architectural integrity of the
space. Therefore, while the functionality of the
benches is of primary importance, it should also
not be overlooked that it is an architectural el-
ement that deepens the house in terms of fixed
furniture in the sense of space of the settlers.

It is thought that platforms longer than 1m may
have been used as “sleeping platforms”. The
platforms with a width of 4 m and a length of
1.5-1.6 m found in some houses, especially in
Demircihiiyiik, serve as sleeping platforms.
Since the platforms in the surveyed settlements
are not found in every house, we assume that
the sleeping area was generally made of wood
instead of the sleeping platform. It is also nec-
essary to consider mats that are thick enough to
achieve a similar insulating effect. Also, furs and
blankets must have been used>’. The platforms
located under and in front of the hearths in Troia,
Kurucay, Seyitomer and Cesme-Baglararasi,
which are among the settlements in the regions
we have classified, were used for food prepara-
tion and cooking. Apart from domestic houses,
platforms also appear as architectural elements
where cult objects are placed, as we can see in
Seyitomer and Cukurici examples.

The periodic distribution of benches and plat-
forms in the Western Anatolia during the Early
Bronze Age shows that these elements were
mostly used in EBA 2 houses. The regional ana-
lyzes show that it is not possible to make a spe-
cific regional classification/demarcation in terms
of both the benches and the functional aspects of
the platforms, but the functional areas of these
architectural elements were created in line with
the subjective approaches of the settlements.

Benches and platforms, which have been among
the architectural elements of the spaces since the
Neolithic Period, were mostly built-in residential
buildings in Western Anatolia during the EBA.
Therefore, in the domestic context, it is under-
stood that the terraces have the functions of sit-
ting primarily, putting material culture items
secondarily, while the platforms with large di-
mensions have the functions of primarily sleep-
ing, and secondarily putting material culture
items. This shows that the benches and platforms

57 Korfmann 1983: 209.
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for the settlers have been an important building
element in meeting their vital needs in their daily
social order in the integrity of the building since
the Prehistoric Periods in Anatolia.
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YB : Yenibademli
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Fig. 1. The Benches and Platforms in the Settlements Evaluated in the Paper
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Fig. 2. The Benches and Platform in Beycesultan Level XVI, Trench “SX”
(Adapted by Lloyd-Mellaart 1962, Fig.10)



2023/1  Architectural Features in Early Bronze Age Western Anatolia: The Benches and Platforms

Fig. 3. The Platform in Seyitdmer Layer-V-A, Megaron-Temple (
Adapted by Bilgen-Kapuci 2019, Illustration 1).

INLAND NORTHWESTERN [COASTAL WESTERN
TR REGION INLAND THWESTERN ANATOLIA
g - 5 2 ANATOLIA [ANATOLIA
A = : S i Liman Cesme- S
T Y I B I K IK D hayik Ki i k
roia ‘enibademli eycesultan aratas urucay |Demircihlyd Seyitomer usura P e Cukurici
Bench 171l
|EB1 |
Platform i v
| XVi
Bench ] 1] XV B V-1b
XV
|EB2 xXVi |
XV K
Platform 1] XV Y 1 L B B V-1b 3
M
v V-C
Bench v Vi V-B
EB3 V-A
Platform o Vil vi -8
vV V-A
Table 1. The Benches and Platforms in EBA Western Anatolia by Settlements.
TROAS REGION INLAND SOUTHWESTERN JINLAND NORTHWESTERN [COASTAL WESTERN
ANATOLIA [ANATOLIA ANATOLIA
- . Liman Cesme- .
Troia 'Yenibademli Beycesultan Karatas Kurugay [|Demircihiyiik Seyitdmer Kusura repe Baglararasi Cukurici
For sitting X X X X X X
|Bench £ar
material X X X X
culture
F
Dr' X X X X X
sleeping
For
Platform material X ? X
culture
Foy X X X X ? X
workshop

Table 2. The Functional Distribution of Benches and Platforms in EBA Western Anatolia by Settlements.
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Clay X X X X
Stone _ X X X
Mud brick X

Table 3. The Building Materials for Benches Regionally in EBA Western Anatolia

Clay | x X X X
Stone X X X X
Mud brick

Table 4. The Building Materials for Platforms Regionally in EBA Western Anatolia
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Smyrna’da Alyattes Tahribine Iliskin Yeni Veriler

[NEW DATA ON ALYATTES’ DESTRUCTION OF SMYRNA]

Duygu AKAR-TANRIVER — Bora ERTUZUN

Anahtar Kelimeler

Smyrna, Arkaik Dénem, Lydia Kralligi, Alyattes, Smyrna’'nin Tahribi.

Keywords
Smyrna, Archaic Period, Kingdom of Lydia, Alyattes, Destruction of Smyrna.

OZET

Arkaik Dénem’de Bati Anadolu’nun sosyal, siyasi ve ekonomik hayatinda énemli bir role sahip olan Lydia
Kralligi, Sardes merkezli yonetim alani kadar Ionia kiyilarinda bulunan Hellen yerlesimlerini de MO 7.
yiizyll siiresince etkisi altina almistir. Herodotos, Lydialilar, kiiltiirleri ve onlarin komsulariyla iliskileri
hakkinda detayli bilgiler aktarmaktadur. Ionia kiyilart iizerinde Kral Gyges ile baslayan Lydia baskast,
yaklasik MO 600 tarihinde kral Alyattes’in saldirisiyla son kez kendini giiclii bir sekilde hissettirmistir.
Herodotos ve Strabon tarafindan aktarildig iizere bu seferden en ¢ok etkilenen yerlesim ise Eski Smyrna
olmustur.

1930°lu yillardan giiniimiize, araliklarla arastiriimasina devam edilen Eski Smyrna’da arastirmacilar
Alyattes’in kentte yarattigi tahribata iliskin ¢ok sayida farkl arkeolojik veri ile yorumlarda bulunmugstur.
Bu tahribatin izlerinin tespit edilebildigi alanlar, kentin kuzeybati késesinde bulunan ve kusatma rampasi
olarak tamimlanan yigma tepecik, Alyattes saldirisiyla tahrip oldugu diisiiniilen Athena Tapinagi’na ait
yapi evreleri ve sivil yerlesim sektorleridir. 1948-51 yillarinda bu alanlarda gerceklestirilen kapsaml
arastirmalarla Ingiliz ve Tiirk ekipler Alyattes’in Smyrna’y: tahrip ettigi tarihi belirlemek icin calismislar
yiirtitmiis ve ele gegcen arkeolojik veriye iliskin farkly yorumlar iiretmistir. Buna ragmen iki ekip de
Alyattes’in kenti tahribi icin yaklasik MO 600 tarihinde hem fikir olmugslardir.

Giincel arastirmalar, MO 7. yiizyihn ikinci yarisinda insa edilen kentin 3. savunma duvari éniinde
yer alan yapilar ve mezarlar sayesinde tahribatin tarihine iliskin yeni yorumlarda bulunmay: olanakh
kumistir. Bu ¢alismada, Alyattes’in Smyrna’yi tahribini tarihleyen veriler ve yorumlar gozden gegirilmis,
bu sonuglar ile tahribat tarihinin tespitinin giivenilirligi ele alinmis ve giincel arastirmalarla, kentin sa-
vunma yapilarimin disinda ele gegen yeni verilerin Alyattes’in tahribinin tarihine iliskin katkida bulunmasi
amaglanmigtir.

ABSTRACT

The Lydia Kingdom, which had an important role in the social, political, and economic life of Western
Anatolian in the Archaic Period, influenced the Hellenic settlements located on the coasts of lonia as well
as the Sardes based administrative area during the 7th century BC. Herodotus posts detailed information
about the Lydians, their culture and their relationship with their neighbours. The Lydian pressure on the
lonian coasts which started with King Gyges, has made itself understood strongly for the last time with
the attack of King Alyattes in the 600 BC. As it is reported by Herodotus and Strabo, the most effected
settlement from this expedition was Old Smyrna.

Since the 1930s, in Old Smyrna, where the investigations are carried out intermittently, researchers made
interpretations about the destruction caused by Alyattes in the settlement with many archaeological data.
The areas where the traces of this destruction can be detected are the aggregate mound which is defi-
ned as the siege ramp located on the northwest corner of the city, the phases of the Temple of Athena,
which is thought to have been destroyed by the Alyattes’ attack, and the civilian area. With the extensive
research in these areas between 1948-51, British and Turkish teams worked to determine the date of the
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ers made interpretations about the destruction caused by Alyattes in the settlement with many archaeolo-
gical data. The areas where the traces of this destruction can be detected are the aggregate mound which
is defined as the siege ramp located on the northwest corner of the city, the phases of the Temple of Athena,
which is thought to have been destroyed by the Alyattes’ attack, and the civilian area. With the extensive
research in these areas between 1948-51, British and Turkish teams worked to determine the date of the
destruction of Smyrna by Alyattes and they made different interpretations on the archaeological data
obtained. Despite this, both teams agreed on the year around 600 BC.

Current research made it possible to make new interpretations on the date of the destruction, thanks to the
graves and structures located in front of the third defensive wall which was built in the second half of the
7th century BC. In this study, the data and comments about dating the destruction of Smyrna by Alyattes
are reviewed, the reliability of the determination of the destruction date has been discussed with these
results and it is aimed to contribute to the date of the destruction of Alyattes with current research and the
new data which is obtained outside the defensive wall.

ADerg XXX

Giris

Herodotos, Lydia Krali Alyattes’in Medle-
re karst savastigini, Kimmerleri Anadolu’dan
sirdiigiinii, Smyrna’y1 ele gecirdigini ve
Klazomenai’ye asker gonderdigini aktarir.!
Strabon da Lydialilarin Smyrna’y1 tahrip et-
tigini aktararak bu bilgiyi dogrular.2 Ancak
Alyattes’in Smyrna seferi Lydialilarin kente
ilk hamlesi degildir. Herodotos, kral Gyges’in
tahta ciktiktan sonra Miletos ve Smyrna’ya
bir ordu gonderdigini yazar3 Smyrna, MO
700 civarinda yasanan bir depremin savunma
duvarlarini tahrip etmesinden 6tiirii, MO 7.
ylzyilin ilk yarisinda saldirtya agik hale gel-
mistir.# Bu yiizden olacaktir ki, Smyrnalilar
Gyges’in ordusunu Hermos Vadisi’nde karsila-
mis ve bliyiik olasilikla onu kente ulagsmadan
durdurmay1 bagsarmistir.5 Kentte gerceklestiri-
len ¢aligmalarda da Gyges’in kente ulastigini
kanitlayacak bir tahribat izi elde edilmemis-
tir. Bu saldirinin ardindan, Smyrna’nin Lydia
baskisini hissetmeye devam ettigi, kentin MO
7. yluzyilin ikinci yarisinda yeni bir savun-
ma duvar1 ile cevrelenmeye baglanmasiyla
anlasilmaktadir. 1930lu yillardan giiniimii-
ze kadar ylriitiilen arkeolojik arastirmalar,
Herodotos'un da aktardigi gibi, Alyattes’in
Smyrna’ya karsi saldirisinin bu yeni savun-
ma duvarina ragmen basariyla sonuglandigini

1 Hdt. L.16.

2 Strab. XIV.1.37.

3 Hdt. L.14.

4 Nicholls 1958/1959a: 124.

5 Mimnermos’un Smyrneis adli eserinden giiniimiize
ulasan bir fragmaninda Smyrnalilarin Gyges’i Her-
mos Vadisi’nde karsiladiklar1 anlasilir. Fragman hak-
kinda detayli bilgi i¢in bkz. West 1972: 89-90, Fr.14;
Allen 1993: 116-122, Fr.15; Cook 1958/1959: 27-28.

6 3. savunma duvari olarak adlandirilan sur i¢in bkz.
Nicholls 1958/195%a: 126-128.

gosterir.” Alyattes’in saldirisina iligkin halen
tartismaya acik olan veriler 1948-51 yillari,
196011 ve 197011 yillarda, kentin kuzeybat1 ko-
sesinde bulunan ve kusatma tepesi (Alyattes
Tepesi) olarak da bilinen yigma toprak tepe-
cikten, sivil yerlesime ait tabakalardan ve At-
hena Tapinagrnin insa evrelerinin saptandigi
alanlardan ele gecmistir. Elde edilen arkeolojik
veriler ile Alyattes’in Smyrna’y: tahribi yak-
lastk MO 600 tarihine verilmektedir.8 Bu ta-
rih, Smyrna’da kapsamli arastirmalar yapmis
olan J. M. Cook, R. V. Nicholls ve E. Akurgal
tarafindan kabul edilmekte olsa da Cook ve
Nicholls’e ait verilerin Akurgal’a ait verilerle
baz1 noktalarda uyumlu olmadig1 goriilmekte-
dir. Bu ¢alismada, Alyattes’in yarattig1 tahrip
tabakalarina iligkin verilerin yeniden ele alin-
mast, bu verilerin birbirleriyle ¢elisen nokta-
larina vurgu yapilarak giivenirli§inin saptan-
mast ve gectigimiz 30 yilda Alyattes tahribiyle
iliskilendirilen yeni arkeolojik verilerin ortaya
koyulmasiyla tahrip tabakalarinin daha sag-
likl1 tarihlendirilmesine zemin hazirlanmasi
amaclanmistir.

Smyrna’nin Alyattes Tarafindan
Tahribine Iliskin Ilk Arkeolojik Veriler

Yazili kaynaklarin yami sira, Alyattes’in
Smyrna’y1 tahribiyle iliskilendirilebilecek ilk

7 Kentte ilk bilimsel arkeolojik ¢alismalar Franz ve He-
lene Miltner ile baglamistir (Miltner ve Miltner 1932).
1948-51 yillarinda J. M. Cook baskanliginda Atina In-
giliz Okulu ve Ekrem Akurgal baskanliginda Ankara
Universitesi ortakliginda kisa siireli ancak kapsamli
bir ¢alismanin ardindan 1966-1993 yillarinda ¢alisma-
lara Ekrem Akurgal devam etmistir (Cook 1958/1959;
Akurgal 1997). 1993-2014 yillarinda Meral Akurgal
tarafindan devralinan kazilar 2014 yilindan giinimii-
ze Cumhur Tanriver tarafindan stirdiiriillmektedir.

8 Akurgal 1997: 46; Cook 1985.
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veriler 1948-51 yillarinda yiriitillen kazilar-
da ortaya ¢ikarilmistir. Bu tarihe kadar yazili
kaynaklardan yola ¢ikarak aragtirmacilar tara-
findan MO 7. yiizy1l sonlar1 ya da MO 6. yiiz-
yilin baslarina tarihlenen Alyattes tahribiyle
cagdas olabilecek izler, yerlesimin kuzeybati
kosesinde bulunan tepecikte, Athena Tapinagi
ve cevresinde tespit edilen tiif tagi yongali ta-
bakada ve MO 7. yiizy1l sonuna tarihlenen bazi
yapilarda tespit edilmistir.?

Smyrna, MO 7. yiizyilin sonunda, iist yapis
kerpicten, temeli andezit taslarla 6riilmiis bir
cephe ile insa edilmis ve kalinlig1 yer yer 15
metreyi gecen giiclii bir savunma duvar ile
tahkim edilmisti. Nicholls tarafindan ¢ok sa-
yida sondaj calismasi ile kentteki 3. savunma
duvar1 olarak tanimlanan yapinin kentin gii-
neyinde, dogusunda ve batisinda nasil ilerledi-
gi tespit edilmis, kentin kuzeyinde ise sadece
duvarin ilerlemesi gereken tahmini aksi belir-
lenebilmistir (Fig. 1).10 Yerlesimin kuzeybati
kosesinde, 3. savunma duvarinin 6n goriilen
aks1 lizerinde, en iist noktasi deniz seviyesin-
den 21 metre yiikseklikte bir tepecik bulunur
(Fig. 2). Tepecik iizerinde ilk kapsamli aras-
tirmalar 1948-51 yillar1 arasinda gerceklesti-
rilmis, D a¢gmasi olarak adlandirilan bir kazi
cukurunda yaklasik 13 m derinlesilmistir.!!
Siirdiiriilen ¢alismalarda herhangi bir mimari
kalintiya rastlanilmamis, tepecigin, daginik
kerpi¢ bloklar, taslar, islenmis duvar taslar
ve komiirlesmis ahsaplarin toprakla beraber
yigilarak meydana getirilen tamamen yapay
bir yiikselti oldugu anlasilmistir.!2 Cook, D
agmasindan Attika tliretimi seramiklerin ele
gecmedigini, elde edilen seramik buluntula-
rin ¢ogunun Sub-Geometrik ve Oryantalizan
stilde oldugunu, Korinth seramiklerinin ise
Erken Korinth stilinden daha ge¢ olmadi-
gin1 aktararak bu yapay yiikseltiyi MO 600

9 Yazili kaynaklarin aktardig: bilgilerden yola ¢ikarak
onerilen Lydia kronolojisi i¢in bkz. Kaletsch 1958;
Ducat 1962; Cook 1985.

10 Nicholls’e ait sondajlarin ve 3. savunma duvarinin gii-
zergahi i¢in bkz. Nicholls 1958/1959b.

11 1930 yilinda Miltner ¢iftinin tepecik lizerinde yii-
riittiigl ilk arastirmalar i¢in bkz. Miltner ve Miltner
1932: 167-168.

12 Nicholls 1958/1959a: 89-91. D agmasinin konumu ve
kesit ¢izimi i¢in bkz. Nicholls 1958/1959b; Nicholls
1958/1959a: Fig. 27.

Smyrna’da Alyattes Tahribine iliskin Yeni Veriler 101

civarina tarihlemistir.!?> Elde edilen veriler,
bu yapay yiikseltinin Alyattes’in ordusu tara-
findan kent diginda yer alan yapilara ait yapi
elemanlarinin ve topragin yigilarak olustu-
ruldugu bir kusatma rampasi oldugu fikri-
ni 6ne c¢ikarmustir. Ingiliz ekibin onerilerine
karsin Akurgal, D agmasindan MO 6. yiizyila
tarihlenen buluntularin da ele gectigini, boy-
lece bu tepecigin Alyattes saldirisiyla iligkili
olamayacagini, Herodotos un kusatma rampast
kullanarak kentleri ele gecirmesini Med komu-
tan1 Harpagos’un bir 6zelligi olarak aktardigi-
n1 ancak MO 6. yiizyi1lda Smyrna’y1 ¢evreleyen
bir savunma duvari bulunmadigi i¢in bu tepe-
nin Med saldirilartyla da iligkili olamayacagini
aktarir ve buluntular ele alindiginda Alyattes
tahribine ait tarihin bu tepecikten elde edilen
verilerle belirlenemeyecegini ifade etmistir.!4

Giliniimiizden yaklasik 2600 y1l 6nce olusturu-
lan tepecik, erozyon sebebiyle yiiksekliginin
bir kismin1 zaman i¢inde kaybetmis olmalidir.
Buna ragmen, korunan en iist noktasi deniz se-
viyesinden 21 metre yiiksekliktedir. Nicholls’e
gore kusatma rampasi, sur iizerinde savunma
hatt1 olusturan okgulara karsi daha korunakli
olmasi ve surlara yakin bulunduklarinda kar-
silagabilecekleri tehlikelerden dolay1, savunma
duvarinin Oniinde, duvarla arasinda mesafe
olacak sekilde insa edilmeye baslanmis ol-
malidir. Alyattes’in askerleri bir yandan ku-
satma rampasini yiikselterek savunma duvari
iizerindeki Smyrnali askerlere karsi avantaj
kazanmaya calisirken, Smyrnali askerle de
ayni sekilde savunma duvarlarini yiikseltmeye
baglamis ve avantaji ellerinde tutmak istemis
olabilir. Alyattes’in ordusu savunmalarini glig-
lendirerek avantaj sagladiktan sonra kusatma
rampast ve savunma duvarlarinin arasindaki
bosluk rahatlikla doldurulmus ve Lydia ordusu
kent icine girebilmistir.!> Dolayisiyla, kusat-
ma rampasi savunma duvarindan biraz daha
yiiksek olmalidir. Ancak bu fikir tepecigin bu-
glin korunan yiiksekligini agiklamaya yetmez.
Kentin kuzeydogusunda savunma duvarinin
ve oniinde yer alan MO 7. yiizy1l zemininin

13 Cook 1958/1959: 24-25; Cook 1985: 25; Nicholls
1958/1959a: 91.

14 Akurgal, 1997: 66; Hdt. 1.162. Akurgal’in D agmasin-
dan ele gectigini aktardigrt MO 6. yiizyil buluntular1
icin bkz. Akurgal 1997: Sek. 89-94.

15 Nicholls 1958/1959a: 89-91. Kusatma rampasi drnek-
leri icin bkz. Akar-Tanriver 2017: 82-83.
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deniz seviyesinden ne kadar yiiksekte oldugu
heniiz bilinmemektedir. Kentin dogusunda ise
savunma duvariin andezit tagindan cepheye
sahip temellerinin 8 m seviyesinde korundugu,
oniinde bulunan MO 7. yiizy1lin ikinci yarisina
tarihlenen yapilara ait tag temellerin ise 0,80 m
seviyelerinde korundugu bilinmektedir (Fig.
3). Bu verilerden de yola ¢ikarak, savunma du-
varinin kerpigten iist yapist géz Oniine alinsa
da tepecigin, onun olusturuldugu dénemdeki
durumundan daha yiiksek oldugu diisiiniile-
bilir. Nitekim bu yapay yiikseltinin savunma
duvarmin tizerinde 10 metre daha yiikselmis
olmasi akla yatkin gelmemektedir. Alyattes’in
kenti tahribinin boyutlar1 heniiz belli degildir.
Ileride de deginilecegi iizere, Akurgal, tahriba-
tin izlerine sivil yapilarda da rastlamis, ancak
kenti boydan boya etkileyen bir yikim taba-
kast izleyememistir. Ancak saldiri, savunma
duvarlarinda oldugu gibi yerlesimin i¢inde de
hatirt sayilir enkaz birakmis olmalidir. Belki
de kentin kuzeybat1 kdsesinde bulunan tepeci-
gin bu kadar yiiksek olmasinin sebeplerinden
biri de Alyattes’in yarattig1 enkazin o alana bi-
lingli olarak y1g1lmis olmasidir. Heniiz bu fikri
destekleyecek bir veri yoktur ama bu durum,
Akurgal’in bu alanda MO 6. yiizyil buluntulari
ele gecirmesini olagan kilabilir.16

Smyrna, MO 7. yiizyihn ikinci yarisinda, Al-
yattes saldirisindan hemen oOnce en parlak
donemini yasarken, sivil yerlesim ve savunma
yapilarinin yaninda, kentin kuzeydogu kose-
sinde yer alan Athena Tapinagi da gelismeye
devam etmektedir. Tapinak, yaklasik MO 610
tarihinde genisletilmek i¢in yeniden imar fa-
aliyetlerine sahne olmus ve en gorkemli ev-
resi inga edilirken Alyattes’in kente saldirisi
ile tahrip edilmistir.”” Ingiliz ekip tarafindan
Tapinak III olarak adlandirilan yapinin bu ev-
resi diizenlenen yeni bir platform ile karsimi-
za ¢ikar. Platform, bir Onceki evreye ait plat-
formun bat1 ve giliney yoniinde genisletilmesi
ile olusturulmus ve genisletilen alanlar Ta-
pmak III’e ait siitun siralarina temel islevi

16 Bu yigin1 Miletos’taki Kalabaktepe’de saptanan yi-
gin ile karsilastirmak miimkiindiir. Pers saldirilarinin
ardindan, enkazin (Perserschutt) kalintilar1 tepenin
dogusunda bir teras yaratilmasi i¢in kullanilmistir
(Graeve 1986: 42).

17 Athena Tapinagi'nin evreleri ve Alyattes tahribi i¢in
bkz. Cook vd. 1998: 3-31; Akurgal 1997: 55-72.
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gormiistiir.1® Cook ve Nicholls ¢aligmalarinda,
platformun bat1 ve gliney duvarlarinin dis kis-
minda beyaz tiif tas1 yongalarindan olusan bir
tabaka tespit etmisler ve bunlarin MO 610-600
yillarina tarihlenen Tapinak IIl’e ait insa ar-
tiklar1 oldugunu ifade etmislerdir.!® Cook, bu
tabakanin MO 7. yiizyila ait oldugunun genel
olarak kabul edilebilecegini ancak tabakanin
ist kisminda daha ge¢ donemlere ait parcala-
ra da rastlanildigim1 aktarmistir.20 Tabakada
bulunan ge¢ doneme ait seramik pargalarinin
ise tapinaktaki tiif tagindan yap1 elemanlarinin
Alyattes saldirisindan sonra bir siire boyunca
yagmalandigina isaret edebilecegini ifade et-
mistir. 1949 yilinda Nicholls un tapinagin ku-
zeyinde actigi sondajda farkli donemlere ait tif
tas1 yongali tabakalar tespit etmesinin tapinak
platformlarinin disinda ele gegen yongali taba-
ka tizerindeki ge¢ buluntulari agiklayabilecegi
diistiniilmiistiir. Nicholls bu alanda iki farkli tiif
tas1 yongali tabaka tarihleyebilmis, bunlardan
erken olan ve tapinak platformunun disinda iz-
lenen tabakayla ¢agdas oldugu diisiiniileni MO
7. ylizyilin sonuna tarihlerken, onun {lizerinde
yer alan ve daha geg olan tabakay1 en erken MO
6. yiizy1l sonuna tarihlemis ve bunun tapinagin
Klasik Donem’de yeniden insa edildigine dair
bir kanit oldugunu 6ne siirmiistiir.2! Boylece,
Ingiliz ekip tapinakta ele gecen erken tiif tasi
yongali tabakanin MO 7. yiizyilin sonuna ait
oldugu konusunda mutabik olmus, bu tabaka-
nin Tapinak III evresinin insaati sirasinda ve
belki de Alyattes’in kente yaklastigi siralarda
tapmagin bir savunma noktasina dondiiril-
mesi i¢in tiif tasi yapi elemanlarinin yeniden

18 Tapinak IIl’e ait platformun batisinda ve giineyinde
bulunan duvarlar Ingiliz ekip tarafindan “outer plat-
form” olarak adlandirilmistir (Cook vd. 1998: 17, pl. D).

19 Bu tabaka Ingiliz ekip tarafindan “strata of white tuff
chips” olarak adlandirilir ve Athena Tapinagr’nin insa
evreleri i¢in en dnemli tarihleyici verilerden biri ola-
rak ele alinir (Cook vd. 1998: 18-19). “outer platform”
ve “strata of White tuff chips” bkz. Cook vd. 1998:
Fig.5, Fig.32)

20 Cook’un ilgili tapinak tabakalarini tarihlemeleri
icin bkz. Cook vd. 1998: 21-27. Anderson tapinak ve
sivil yerlesime ait yikim tabakalarindan ele gegen
Korinth tiretimi seramiklerin Transisyonel ve Erken
Korinth stiline ait oldugunu vurgulayarak Alyattes’in
Smyrna’ya Erken Korinth stilinin sonu gelmeden
saldirmis olmasi gerektigini ifade eder (Anderson
1958/1959: 143-148).

21 Cook vd. 1998: 19. Nicholls’e ait ®-®’ sondaji i¢in
bkz. Nicholls 1958/1959a: 75-81, Fig. 21, Fig. 23.
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kullanilmasiyla olustugunu 6ne siirerek Alyat-
tes tarafindan tahrip edildigi diistiniilen Tapinak
[IT"in kentin tahribat1 i¢in olasi en erken tarihi
sundugu aktarmiglardir.22

1948-51 yillarinda stirdiiriilen kazilarin ardin-
dan Akurgal, 1967-70 yillarinda tapinak terasla-
rinin giineyinde ve dogusunda yiirtittiigi calig-
malarda tiif tasi yongali tabakaya ulastigini ve
bu tabakalardan MO 6. yiizyilin ilk ¢eyregine
tarihlenen c¢ok sayida seramik pargasinin ele
gectigini aktarir ve tabakayr MO 630-575 yilla-
rina tarihleyerek ingiliz ekibin 6nerisine kusku
ile yaklasir.23 2006 yilinda Paspalas, Cook’a ait
kaz1 notlar1 lizerinde c¢aligmig ve Smyrna’dan
bir grup buluntu hakkinda yorum yapmaistir. Bu
buluntular arasinda tif tas1 yongali tabaka bu-
luntularina da yer vererek, Cook ve Nicholls’un
tarihledigi bazi buluntularin onlarin diisiindii-
glinden biraz daha ge¢ olabilecegi ihtimalini
belirtmistir.24 Tapinak terasinin dogusunda
ele gecen yongali tabakanin bir kismi ise M.
Akurgal tarafindan yiiriitiilen ¢aligmalarda iz-
lenmistir. Kentin kuzeydogu kosesinde, Athena
Tapmagrnin dogusunda yer alan kent kapisinin
tizerindeki dolgu tabakasi kaldirildiginda, kent
kapisinin altindan kent igine dogru ilerleyerek
glineye yonelen pigmis topraktan bir kiink hat-
t1 tespit edilmistir. Tapinagin giineyinde kiink
hattinin bir kismimin tiif tas1 yongali tabaka
altinda kaldig1 goriilmis ve kiink M. Akurgal
tarafindan MO 7. yiizyiln ikinci yarisina tarih-
lenmistir.25 Anlasilmaktadir ki M. Akurgal tif
tas1 yongali tabakanin tarihi i¢in MO 7. yiizyil
sonunu kabul etmektedir. Kent girisinde, 2015
yilinda Tanriver tarafindan yiiriitillen ¢alisma-
larda ise ayn1 kiink hattinin insa edilirken MO 6.
ylizyila tarihlenen yol kaplamasini tahrip etme-
sinden 6tiirii en erken MO 6. yiizyila ait olabi-
lecegi aktarilmis ve kiinkiin dogusunda ele ge-
cen buluntularla onun MO 4. yiizyila ait olmasi
gerektigi ifade edilmistir.2¢ Boylece, bu alanda

22 Cook vd. 1998: 22.

23 Akurgal 1997: 66. Akurgal’in tabakalardan ele ge-
¢irdigi buluntular i¢in bkz. Akurgal 1997: Lev. 112b,
116-118.

24 Paspalas, Cook ve Nicholls tarafindan MO 600 tari-
hinden once oldugu disiiniilen buluntular i¢in farkli
merkezlerden paralel 6rneklerle beraber MO 600 ta-
rihinden biraz daha ge¢ olabilecegi ihtimalini aktarir
(Paspalas 2006: 93).

25 Akurgal 2012: 130-131.

26 Tanriver vd. 2017: 100.
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ele gecen ve kiink hattinin iizerinde bulunan tif
tas1 yongali tabakanin en ge¢ MO 4. yiizyila ait
olmast gerekir. Tim bu verilere dayanarak tiif
tag1 yongali tabaka ya da tabakalarin durumu ve
tarihinin tartigmaya agik oldugu sdylenebilir.

Kentte Alyattes’in yarattig1 tahribat izlerinin
tespit edildigi bir diger alan ise sivil yerlesim ta-
bakalarinin izlendigi H ve C agmalaridir. Akur-
gal, bu agmalarda MO 7. yiizyiln ikinci yarisina
tarihlenen yapilarin Alyattes tahribatina iliskin
izler barindirdigini aktarmistir. H agmasinda
bulunan Oinokhoe Odasi ve C agmasinda yer
alan III numaral1 yap1 ve ¢evresindeki yapilar,
Akurgal’a gore tahribat tarihi hakkinda en net
verileri sunan 6rneklerdir. H agmasinda bulunan
ve Oinokhoe Odasi olarak adlandirilan megaro-
nun igerisinde in situ vaziyette bir Oryantalizan
Stil oinokhoe parcalar halinde ele gecmistir.
Akurgal, MO 620-610 yillarina tarihledigi bu
eserin neredeyse tiim parcalarinin ele gecme-
sinden Otiirii yapinin Alyattes saldirist sirasin-
da tahrip edilmis oldugunu 6ne siirmiistiir.2’ C
acmasinda yer alan dortgen planli yapilardan
III numarali yapinin ilk evresinde ele gecen bu-
luntular ise Akurgal tarafindan MO 640-600
yillarina tarihlenmistir. Yapinin kullanimdan
kalkmastyla tizerine yeni bir yapi insa edilmis
ve Akurgal’a gore Med saldirilartyla ikinci yapi-
nin da kullanimi sona ermistir. Bu yapi, bulun-
tulartyla MO 590-550 yillar1 arasina tarihlenir
ve boylece, Akurgal, MO 590-550 tarihlerine
verdigi yapinin altinda kalan III numarali yapi-
nin Alyattes tarafindan tahrip edildigi fikrinin
gliclendigini aktarir.28 Cook ise, yerlesim taba-
kalarinda dogrudan Alyattes tahribine iliskin
bir veri paylagmamis ancak Akurgalin ¢ika-
rimlarini destekler nitelikte fikirler ortaya koy-
mugtur. Cook, Athena Tapmagrnin giineyinde
yer alan pylonunun Alyattes saldirisindan sonra
tapinak girisi olmak disinda baska bir islev i¢in
kullanildigini ileri siirer. Akurgal’m MO 590-
550 yillarina tarihledigi yapiy1 ve tapinak pylo-
nunu diizenleyerek kullanan mekan1 MO 560-
550 yillarina tarihler ve bu verilerle Alyattes’in
kenti tahribinin MO 600 tarihinden ¢ok da geg
olamayacagi fikrine katilir.2

27 Akurgal 1997: 36-37, 43-44, Lev. B-C.
28 Akurgal 1997: 36, 48.
29 Cook 1985.
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Alyattes Tahribatina fliskin Giincel
Veriler

1948-51 yillarinda Nicholls, kentin savunma
sistemlerini arastirmak iizere yerlesimin ce-
perinde ¢ok sayida sondaj ¢aligmasi yiiriitmis,
savunma duvarlarinin MO 9. yiizyilin ikinci
yarisindan Klasik Donem’e kadar tiim evrele-
rini belirlemistir. Bu ¢alismalar sirasinda, tah-
rip olan savunma duvarlarinin ve hemen 6n-
lerinde bulunan bos alanlarin farkli evrelerde
nekropolis olarak kullanildigini tespit etmistir
(Fig. 3).30 1993 yilinda M. Akurgal kazi aras-
tirmalarin1 devralana dek savunma yapilari
iizerinde yeni bir arastirma yiiriitilmemis-
tir. M. Akurgal, ¢alismalarinda 3. savunma
duvarina, bu savunma duvarinin 6niinde yer
alan destek duvarina3! ve nekropolise yogun-
lasmistir. Boylece 1993-2014 yillar1 arasinda
kentin kuzeydogu kosesinden baslayarak, Ar-
kaik Donem’e tarihlenen, neredeyse tiim dogu
ve gliney savunma duvari, 6niindeki yapilar ve
mezarlarla beraber giin yiiziine ¢ikarilmistir.32
Son yillarda bu alanda yapilan dar kapsamli
aragtirmalarla, dogu savunma duvari, duvarin
disinda yer alan yapilar ve onlarin kullanimla-
rinin sona ermesiyle nekropolis olarak kullani-
lan savunma duvarinin dis kisminin bir iligki
icinde oldugu ve Alyattes tahribatina iligkin
tarihleyici veriler barindirdig1 anlasilmistir.

Savunma duvarlar1 ve hemen onlarin disinda
yer alan yap1 ve nekropolise iligkin ilk veriler
Nicholls’un 1948-51 yillarinda ¢alismis oldu-
gu A-X sondajindan ele ge¢mistir (Fig. 10).33

30 Savunma duvarinin evreleri ve kent ceperindeki
nekropolis hakkinda detayli bilgi icin bkz. Nicholls
1958/1959a. Nicholls’e ait sondajlarin konumlar1 i¢in
bkz. Fig. 1.

31 Nicholls, A- X’ sondajinda “x” olarak isaretlenen du-
varin, 2. savunma duvarinin doguya dogru yikilmig
olan kalintilarini terasladigini aktarir. Glacis olarak
tanimladig1 bu duvar1 MO 7. yiizyilin son geyregi-
nin erken doénemlerine tarihler. Nicholls 1958/1959%a:
46. Duvar, 3. savunma duvarmin temellerini giiclen-
dirmek amaciyla insa edilen bir destek duvar1 olarak
tanimlanabilir.

32 M. Akurgal baskanligindaki savunma duvari ile ilgili
kazi aragtirmalarinin raporlari i¢in bkz. Akurgal 1996:
27-36; Akurgal 2006: 373-382; Akurgal 2012: 127-146.

33 Sondaja hakkinda tiim veriler i¢in bkz. Nicholls
1958/1959a: 39-52, Fig.2. Metin i¢inde bahsi gegecek
olan alanlardan 3. savunma duvar1 “Wall 37, destek
duvar1 (glacis) “x”, yap1 duvarlar1 “y, z”, 4. savun-
ma duvart “Wall 47, Mezar Alan1 B “Burials (B)”
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Nicholls, MO 7. yiizyilin sonunda insas: ta-
mamlanan, andezit tasindan cepheye sahip
temele ve kerpigten {ist yapiya sahip 3. savun-
ma duvarmin kerpigten iist yapisinin Alyat-
tes saldiris1 ya da hemen ardindan yikildigini
ve bu yikintinin kentin glineydogu kosesinde
yer alan ¢esme yapisi disinda neredeyse tiim
kent ¢eperini altinda biraktigini aktarmistir.34
3. savunma duvariin dogusunda, destek du-
vari ile savunma duvarinin dis yiizii arasinda
ele gecen MO 7. yiizyil sonu 6. yiizyil basina
tarihlenen mezarlar (Mezar Alani B), savun-
ma duvari yikintilarinin Alyattes saldirisinin
ardindan bir nekropolis olarak kullanildigini
gosteren ilk kanitlardir.35 Destek duvarinin do-
gusunda, Klasik Dénem’e tarihlenen 4. savun-
ma duvarinin i¢ dolgusunda ise Mezar Alani1 C
ele gecmistir.3¢ Nicholls, bu mezarlarin, pek de
detayli olmayan bir calismayla Klasik Dénem’e
ait olabilecegini aktarir.3’ Izmir Miizesi’nde
sergilenmekte olan bir rozetli kasenin de 1948-
51 yillarinda savunma duvarlarinin dogusunda
bulunan bir pithos mezardan ele gectigi anlagil-
mistir (Fig. 8c). Ingiliz ekibe ait buluntu kayit
defterleri sayesinde bu mezarla iligkili olabile-
cek bir de meander bezemeli tabak not edildigi
goriiliir. Konumu bilinmeyen bu pithos mezar,

ve Mezar Alan1 C “Burials (C)” olarak Nicholls’e ait
planda takip edilebilir (Nicholls 1958/1959b). Savun-
ma duvarlarinda ele gecen mezarlar igin ayrica bkz.
Paspalas 2017: 114-122; Cevizoglu 2019: 31-32.

34 Nicholls 1958/1959a: 48, 134.

35 Nicholls 1958/1959a: 48. Nicholls, buradan ele ge-
¢en Khios amphorasinin Alyattes’in tahribat taba-
kalarindaki buluntularla benzerlik gosterdigini, bu
benzerligin ise amphoranin MO 6. yiizyilda mezar
olarak kullanilmasina engel olmadigini ifade et-
mistir. Savunma yapilar1 insa edilirken, dnce des-
tek duvarinin, ardindan ise savunma duvarinin inga
edildigi diisiiniilse bile Alyattes tahribatindan daha
erken olabilecek bir mezarin bu alanda bulunmasi ih-
timali oldukga diigiiktiir. Destek duvari ile savunma
duvarinin temelleri arasindaki birka¢ metrelik me-
safe, savunma duvari insa edilirken burada bulunan
mezarlarin tahrip edilmemesi i¢in oldukca dardir.
Savunma duvarmin Oniinde yer alan nekropoliste
Alyattes saldirisindan daha erken olabilecek bagka
buluntular olmamas: da bu fikri desteklemektedir.
Amphora i¢in bkz. Cook 1958/1959: Fig. 4; Sezgin,
bu tip iiretimleri yakin benzerleriyle MO 625-575%¢
tarihlemistir (Sezgin 2012: 93-98). Smyrna’da nekro-
polisler ve 6lii gomme uygulamalari i¢in bkz. Foca
2021; Oztiirk 2005.

36 Nicholls 1958/1959a: 59, 134.
37 Nicholls 1958/1959a: 49-50.
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buluntulariyla MO 6. yiizyilin ilk yarisina ta-
rihlenebilir.38 M. Akurgal’in savunma duvarla-
rinin disinda yirittiigi calismalar da goster-
mistir ki kentin tiim ¢eperi MO 6. yiizyilin ilk
yarisinda nekropolis olarak kullanim goérmiis-
tir. Calismalar sirasinda, Arkaik Donem’e ta-
rihlenen ¢esmenin giineybatisinda sanduka ve
pithos mezarlar ele gecirilmis, mezarlar bulun-
tulartyla MO 7. yiizyilin sonu 6. yiizyilin ba-
sina tarihlenmistir.3° Béylece Arkaik Donem’e
tarihlenen cesmenin de MO 4. yiizyila kadar
inga edildigi haliyle kullanilmis olma ihtimali
ortadan kalkmaktadir. Nicholls, ¢esme igin-
den elde ettigi buluntularla cesmenin MO 7.
ylizyildan 4. yiizyila kadar kullanildig: ifade
eder. Yayininda, ¢gesme girisinin her iki yani-
bicimde canlandirmistir. Nicholls’un ele ge-
cirdigi buluntularla cesmenin MO 4. yiizyilda
kent terk edilene kadar islevini siirdiirdigii
diisiiniilebilir. Fakat bu onun MO 7. yiizyilda
kullanilan girisi ile degil, tahrip olan list ya-
pisindan su kaynagina ulasilmasiyla gergekles-
mis olmalidir.40

38 Paspalas, pithos mezarin Nicholls’un planinda, F-XXI
plan karesinde yer alan mezar olabilecegini aktarir
(Paspalas 2006: dipnot 72; Nicholls 1958/1959a: 65-
66). Rozetli kase (Ingiliz ekibin buluntu kayitlarinda
K303), kulplar aras1 bezeme panelinde ii¢ nokta rozet
ve govde altinda ¢oklu bant bezemesine sahiptir. Eser,
Klazomenai paralelleri ile MO 7. yiizyilin sonu MO
6. yiizyilin ilk ¢eyregi arasina tarihlenebilir. Paralel
ornekler i¢i bkz. Hiirmiizlii 2004: 85, Fig. 18; Hiirmiiz-
it 2003: 297-298; Giingdr 2006: 79-80; Ersoy 1993:
369; Ersoy 2004: 54, Fig. 12. Meanderli tabak (ingiliz
ekibin buluntu kayitlarinda K304; Paspalas 2006: 98,
Fig. 14; Manyas 1984: No. 147) ise Paspalas’in ak-
tardig1 bilgilere gore Cook tarafindan MO 7. yiizyil
sonuna tarihlenmistir (Paspalas 2006: 101). Aytaglar,
K304 numarali eseri yatay agiz tablali tabaklar icinde
degerlendirmis ve benzer Orneklerin Klazomenai’da
MO 6. yiizyilm ilk ¢eyreginde goriilmeye basladigini
aktarmistir (Aytaglar 2005: 207-209).

39 Mezarlar ve buluntular i¢in bkz. Akurgal 1999a: 52-
69; Akurgal 1999b: 33-36, Fig. 1-17. Foga, 2005 yili-
na kadar siirdiiriilen ¢aligmalarda ¢ok sayida mezara
ait yetersiz de olsa kayitlarin tutuldugunu aktarir.
Oztiirk’iin ¢alismalarini (Oztiirk 2005) da gz 6niine
alarak, savunma duvari disinda yer alan nekropoliste
on bes amphora ve otuz bir pithos mezarin varligint
ve bunlarin MO 7. yiizy1l sonundan MO 6. yiizyilin
ortasina kadar tarihlendigini ifade eder. M. Akurgal
baskanligindaki nekropolis kazilar1 ve kayitlar hak-
kinda bkz. Foga 2021: 100-102.

40 Nicholls’e ait canlandirma ve ¢esme hakkinda bkz.
Nicholls 1958/1959a: 58-64, Fig. 15.
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Nicholls, A-X sondajinin dogusunda, destek
duvari ve 4. savunma duvar1 arasinda iki farkl
yapiya ait duvar saptamistir. Bu duvarlardan
batidaki “y” duvarinin 1,58 m seviyesinde ko-
rundugu, tek sira tastan bir temel lizerine ker-
pi¢ bloklarla insa edildigi ve MO geg 7. yiiz-
yildan daha ge¢ olamayacagini aktarmistir.
Dogudaki tastan insa edilmis, 0,8 metre sevi-
yesinde korunmus duvari ise “z” olarak ad-
landirmis ve MO 7. yiizyilin son geyreginden
daha erken olamayacagini belirtmistir (Fig.
10).4! Nicholls’un bu g¢alismasiyla ilk kez sur
dis1 yerlesimi hakkinda da veri elde edilmistir.
M. Akurgal baskanliginda siirdiiriilen kazilar-
da, 3. savunma duvari ile 4. savunma duvari
arasinda yer alan ii¢ farkli yap1 boliimiine daha
ulasilmigtir.42 GG-XXIV/XXV plan karelerin-
de kuzey-giiney yonelimli, ortalarinda andezit
taslardan désenmis acgik alana ve bir de kuyuya
sahip karsilikli iki megaron bulunur (Fig. 10,
Fig. 3). Kuzeydeki megaronun duvarlar1 0,70-
1,14 m, giineydeki megaronun duvarlar1 0,42-
0,75 m, ortalarinda bulunan avlu désemesi ise
0,54-0,85 m seviyelerinde korunmustur. Iki
yapinin da arka duvarlarina ve yan duvarlarina
ulasan farkli duvarlar saptanmistir. Boylece,
yapilarin ortak bir acik alana yonelmis bel-
ki de birbirleri ile dogrudan iligkili kiiglik bir
kompleks olusturdugu diisiiniilebilir. Yapilara
dogu yoniinde ulasan duvarlar 4. savunma du-
vari altinda kalmakta, bat1 yoniindeki duvarlar
ise destek duvarinin cephesine dayanmaktadir.
Duvarlarin, destek duvarinin cephesine dayan-
dig1 noktada, destek duvarina ait cephe tag or-
glisliniin diger yerlerinden farkli oldugu goze
carpmaktadir. Bu yapilarin belki de destek du-
var1 inga edilmeden dnce de var oldugunu ihti-
malini g6z 6niine almak gerekir. Bunun yanin-
da, yapilarmn MO 7. yiizyilin son geyreginden
daha ge¢ olmasini gerektirecek bir buluntuya
rastlanilmamistir. Bu yapilarin yaklasik 20 m
glineyinde, HH-XVIII plan karesinde giiney-
bati-kuzeydogu yonelimli bir baska yapinin,
0,45-0,66 m seviyelerinde, 4. sur duvari altin-
daki izlerine rastlanilmistir (Fig. 10).43 Bir kis-
mi1 Nicholls’e ait ¢caligmalarda, A-X’ sondajinin
dogusunda ele gecen ve “z” duvari olarak ad-
landirilan yapiya ait boliim, sur disi yerlesimin

41 Nicholls 1958/1959a: 47-49.
42 Akurgal 2012: 133-135.
43 Akurgal 2012: Fig. 11; Tanriver vd. 2017: 100, Fig.4.
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4. savunma duvari hattin1 agarak doguya dogru
ilerledigini de gostermektedir.

2018 yili ¢alismalarinda, GG-XXI/XXII plan
karelerinde, destek duvarinin cephesinin he-
men disinda ve kismen 4. savunma duvarinin
altinda kalan bir yapi/mekan toplulugu daha
ele gecmistir. 0,98-2,24 m seviyelerinde, net
bir plan sunmayan mekanlar, ele gecen bulun-
tularla daha 6nce gilineyinde ele gecen yapila-
rin tarihlerini dogrulamasi ve Alyattes’in kenti
tahrip ettigi on goriilen arali1 teyit etmesi aci-
sindan 6nemlidir. Yapinin kullaniminin sona
erdigi tarih i¢in igerisinden pargalar halinde ele
gecen ve neredeyse tam olan geg tip bir kuslu
kase ve bantl1 olpe ile MO 620-590 onerilebi-
lir. (Fig. 4-5, Fig. 8b, Fig. 9a-b).44 Ayni yil, 3.
savunma duvarinin Oniinde yer alan kar-
silikli  megaronlarda yapilan diizenleme

44 Hafif ice ¢ekik agiz kenarli, kiiresel gévdeli, derin
kuslu kase (Agiz capr: 20 cm, Kaide gapr: 5,8 cm,
Yiikseklik: 10, 4 cm). Agiz kenarina paralel kulpla-
ra ve derin oyuklu kaideye sahiptir. Eserin i¢i tama-
men firnisli olup ii¢ sira beyaz-kirmizi-beyaz ek boya
bantla bezenmistir. Ozellikle MO 7. yiizyilin ikinci
yarisinda ¢ok sayida drnek veren kuslu kaselerin geg
tipleri bezeme panelindeki 6zensiz is¢ilikle dikkat ce-
ker. Kus figiirliniin boynunun “s” bigiminde verilmesi,
basinda goz i¢in birakilan boslugun ortadan kalkmasi,
bezeme panelinde metop sisteminden ¢ikilmasi ve be-
zeme panelinin altin1 sinirlayan bantlarin yok olma-
styla kaideden agiz kenarina dogru yiikselen 1s1n de-
metlerinin bezeme panelinin i¢ine kadar uzanmasi bu
eserin de geg tipler icinde degerlendirilmesine neden
olur. Benzer 6rnekler Coldstream tarafindan MO 615
sonrasina (Coldstream 2008: 300-301), Histria’da MO
7. yiizyil sonu-6. yiizyil basina (Alexandrescu 1978:
57, kat. n0.200), Tocra’da MO 620-590 tarihlerine (Bo-
ardman-Hayes 1973: 21, kat. n0.2010), Smyrna’ya hem
MO 7. yiizyil tabakalartyla hem de mesafe olarak cok
yakin olan Klazomenai’da MO 620-590’a tarihlenirler
(Hirmiizlii 2003: 280-282). Hafif disa ¢ekik agiz
kenarly, diiz dipli bantl1 olpe (Agiz ¢ap1: 5,2 cm, Kaide
capt: 6,4 cm, Yikseklik: 13,7 cm). Bantli olpeler ise
cografyanin pek ¢ok noktasinda, MO 7. ve 6. yiizyillar
stiresince form ve bezeme semalarinda biiyiik degisik-
likler gostermeden goriiliirler. Beraberinde ele gegen
gec tip kuslu kaseyle beraber MO 7. yiizyilin son gey-
regine tarihlenen olpeye benzer Arkaik Dénem 6rnek-
leri i¢in bkz. Hiirmiizli 2003: 340, 154/1; Boardman
1967: 144-145; Boardman-Hayes 1966: 70-71, P1.49,
848, 850, 852; Giingor 2006: 93-95, 81-29-01; Uzun
2007: 134-140. Her iki eserin de Alyattes’in tahrip
ettigi savunma duvarinin kerpi¢ yikintisi altinda kal-
masiyla saldiridan daha geg olmamasi beklenir. Ileri-
de bahsedildigi gibi savunma duvari disindaki yapila-
rin iizerinde yer alan mezarlarin tarihleriyle beraber
iki eserin de en ge¢ MO 590 tarihine ait olabilecegi
gorilir.
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caligmalarinda, glineydeki yapinin 4. savunma
duvarina dogru uzanan duvari iizerinde tah-
rip olmus bir pithos mezar daha ele gegmistir
(Fig. 10, Fig. 6). 0,85 m seviyesindeki mezar 4.
savunma duvarina ait tag dolgu altinda tahrip
olmustur.4s I¢inden Korinth iiretimi bir ary-
ballos ile ele gecen mezar Geg Korinth’e tarih-
lenir (Fig. 8a, Fig. 9¢).46 Pithos mezarin yapi

45 Boylece, 4. savunma duvari i¢in de dnerilebilecek en
erken tarih tespit edilmis olmaktadir.

46 Eser, agiz kisminin kulp birlesim yerinde korunmus
pargasiyla neredeyse tamdir (Yiikseklik: 6,4 cm).
Kulp, iki yaninda dikey bant bulunan dikey dalgali
¢izgi ile bezelidir. Omuzda dil motifi, altinda bantlar
arasina yerlestirilmis 7 adet savase¢t yer alir. Kulpun
altinda, friz tamamen bostur. Savas¢ilarin omuzlarin-
da mizraklar1 ve Onlerinde kalkanlar1 yer alir. Etrafi
beyaz ek boya nokta sirast ile ¢evrili olan kalkanlarin
birinde kirmizi ek boya izi goriilmektedir. Savasci-
larin suratlar1 tek kazima ¢izgi, kalkanlar ise iki sira
kazima ¢izgi ile betimlenmistir. Friz nokta bezeme
ile doldurulmustur. Payne, bu iiretimleri “warrior
group” olarak siniflar ve savage¢l frizine sahip ben-
zer aryballoslar1 Geg Korinth igerisinde degerlendirir
(Payne 1931: 320). Ure, Rhitsona mezarlarindan ele
gecen buluntular1 3 grup altinda ele almis ve Smyrna
ornegine paralel olabilecek eserlerden olusan B gru-
bunu MO 605-590’a ve C grubunu MO 590-570’ ta-
rihlemistir (Ure 1934: 38-39). Perachora buluntulari
Erken ve Orta Korinth’e tarihlenir (Payne-Dunbabin
1962: 149-150, kat. no. 1573, 1579). Korinth kuzey
nekropolisinde MO 6. yiizyilin ikinci ceyreginden
sonra bu iiretimlerin goriilmedigini aktarilmis ve ele
gegen 14 o6rnek iic grup altinda toplanarak kiiresel
govdeli tiim aryballos 6rnekleri Orta Korinth i¢inde
degerlendirilmistir (Blegen vd. 1964: 98, 113). Tokra
buluntusu bir 6rnek Ge¢ Korinth’e tarihlenmistir (Bo-
ardman-Hayes 1966: kat. no. 52, 53). Stillwell vd. ben-
zer Ornekleri depozitlerde Ge¢ Korinth bulunmadigi
icin Orta Korinth i¢inde degerlendirmislerdir (Stilwell
vd. 1984: 154) Utili, Assos nekropoliinden ele gegen
érnegi Orta Korinth iginde ele alirken, Iren, Candarli
nekropolislerinden bir buluntuyu Geg¢ Korinth i¢inde
degerlendirmistir (Utili 1999: kat. no. 362; fren 2003:
146, kat. no. 292; Manyas 1984: sek. 169a). Lo Porto,
Taranto nekropolisinden ele gegen benzer drnekleri
Orta Korinth i¢inde degerlendirmistir (Lo Porto 1960:
122-123, Fig. 94, 117). Akurgal ise Smyrna’dan bir 6r-
negi Ge¢ Korinth iginde ele almistir (Akurgal 1997:
Lev. 107c-d) Arastirmalar siiresince bu gruba ait or-
nekler farkli merkezlerde farkl stilistik degerlendir-
melerle gruplanmis ve tarihlenmistir ancak heniiz bir
fikir birligine varilamamistir. Amyx, Payne’in grupla-
rindaki Erken Korinth savasci frizine sahip aryballos-
lar ile Geg¢ Korinth savasei frizine sahip aryballoslar
arasinda baglant1 kurulamayacak stilistik bir farklilik
oldugunu aktarir. Bu sebeple, Ge¢ Korinth stilinde
karsimiza ¢ikan bu iiretimlerin kdkeninin Erken Ko-
rinth aryballos gruplarinda aranmamasi gerektigini,
Orta Korinth’e ait farkli formlarda da goriilen savasei



2023/1

duvarinin iizerinde ele gegmis olmasi savunma
duvar1 6niindeki yapilagmanin Nicholls’un de
onerdigi ve GG-XXI/XXII yapisinda ele gecen
in situ buluntularm gosterdigi gibi MO 7. yiiz-
yilin son ¢eyregine ait oldugunu kesinlestir-
mistir. Yerlesimin glineybat1 kosesinde, savun-
ma duvarlarinin modern kentin altinda gézden
kayboldugu noktada yiiriitiilen diizenleme ca-
ligmalarinda da bir mezara ait olabilecek nere-
deyse tiim bir stamnos ve bir Fenike iiretimi(?)
amphora ele gegmistir (Fig. 9d). Dalgali ¢izgili
bezemeye sahip stamnos nekropolisde ele ge-
¢en diger buluntularla beraber MO 6. yiizy1lin
ilk yaris1 icinde degerlendirilir ve kentin giine-
yinde, savunma duvarinin dniindeki mezar ala-
ninin batiya dogru uzandigini gosterir.47

2014 yilinda, dogu savunma duvari Oniinde,
HH-XXX/XXXI plan karesinde saptanan, tah-
rip olmus bir mezardan alinan kemik Ornegi
tizerine gerceklestirilen radyokarbon analizi
ise MO 613424 tarihini vermistir (Fig. 7).48
Hediyesi ele gegmeyen bu mezar radyokarbon
analizlerine gore en gec MO 589 yilina ait ol-
malidir. Ayrica M. Akurgal tarafindan siirdii-
rillmis calismalarda, dogu ve giiney savunma

frizi ile bezenmis eserlerle bu boslugun kapatilabile-
cegini ifade eder. Orta Korinth’e tarihledigi ve savasgi
frizine sahip aryballoslarla iliskili olabilecegini dii-
stindiigi “Warrior Frieze Painter” ile iliskili savasci
frizleri bezeyen gruplarin iiretimlerinden Delos’ta ele
gegen bir aryballos ve bir alabastron bezeme semasiy-
la Smyrna 6rnegini animsatir (Delos X, Kat. no.354,
457, Amyx 1988a: 155-156; Amyx 1988b: 442-443).
Benzer tretimlerin Orta ve Geg¢ Korinth i¢inde de-
gerlendirildigi bu aryballos ile mezar en geg MO 550
tarihine verilebilir.

47 Eser, disa ¢ekik, hafif ice egimli agiz tablasina, yiik-
sek bir boyna ve karin kisminda genisleyen bir g6v-
deye sahiptir (Agiz ¢ap1: 18 cm, Kaide ¢apr: 11,6 cm,
Yiikseklik: 33 cm). Boyun, omuz ve govdede firnis
bantlarla bezeli eserin omuz bdlgesinde bantlar arasi-
na yerlestirilmis iki adet yavas dalgali ¢izgi bezeme
bulunur. Diizenleme caligmalarinda ele gegen eserin
yaninda baska bir buluntuya rastlanmamis, savun-
ma duvarinin 6niinde yer almasi sebebiyle Alyattes
saldirisindan sonraya tarihlenerek, sur Oniindeki
diger mezarlarla beraber MO 6. yiizyilin ilk yari-
st i¢cinde degerlendirilmistir. Dalgali ¢izgi bezemeli
seramiklerin tipolojisi ve tarihlendirilmesi i¢in bkz.
Uzun 2007.

48 Tirk Tarih Kurumu tarafindan 2021 yilinda des-
teklenen proje kapsaminda radyokarbon analiz-
leri TUBITAK Marmara Arastirma Merkezi la-

boratuvarlarinda  gergeklestirilmistir  (rapor no:
82325108-125.05-173/8874).
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yapilar1 éniinde MO 6. yiizyilm ilk ¢eyregine
tarihlenen c¢ok sayida mezar ele gegirildigi
kazi raporlarindan bilinmektedir.4® Boylece,
savunma duvarmin 6niindeki alanin MO 6.
yiizyilin ilk ¢eyreginde nekropolis olarak kul-
lanildig1 teyit edilmis olmaktadir.

Sonug¢

1948-51 yillarinda yiiriitiillen c¢alismalarda,
Herodotos’un aktardiklarindan yola ¢ikarak,
kentin farkli noktalarindaki Arkaik D&nem’e
ait tahrip izleri Alyattes’in Smyrna saldirisiy-
la iligkilendirilmistir. Bu alanlarda yiriitiilen
arastirmalar sonucunda, Cook ve Nicholls,
kentin kuzeybati kosesinde yer alan ylksel-
tinin bir kusatma rampasina ait oldugunu,
Athena Tapmagrnmn MO 610-600 tarihle-
rinde yeniden imar gordiikten sonra Alyattes
tarafindan tahrip edildigini ve imar faaliyetle-
rinin tapinak platformunu cevreleyen tiif tasi
yongali tabakalarda takip edilebildigini ve bu
iki alanda da Erken Korinth stilinden daha geg
buluntulara rastlanilmamasinin yan1 sira Atti-
ka iretimlerinin de goriilmedigini aktararak
bu tabakalar1 Alyattes tahribati ile iliskilen-
dirmislerdir. Akurgal ise, Cook ve Nicholls’un
kusatma tepesi ve tapinakta elde ettigi sonug-
lara kusku ile yaklasmis, bu alanlardan MO 6.
ylizyilin ilk ¢eyregine ait buluntularin da ele
gectigini aktararak Alyattes’in Smyrna’y1 tah-
rip ettigi tarihin bu verilerle belirlenemeyece-
gini ifade etmistir. Akurgal, tahribat tarihinin
ancak sivil yerlesim tabakalarindan ele gecen
veriler ile saglikli bir sekilde belirlenebile-
cegini savunmustur. Onun bu konuda yapti-
g1 caligmalara Cook ve Nicholls’un ise karsit
goriigleri bulunmamaktadir. Sonug¢ olarak,
arastirmacilar kentin farkli noktalarinda farkli
verilere dayanarak Alyattes’in Smyrna’y: tah-
ribi igin yaklasik MO 600 tarihinde mutabik
olmuslardir. Calismalarin siirdirildigi bu
alanlarda tabakalarin yeniden izlenmesi ise
heniiz miimkiin olmamistir. Ozellikle Athena
Tapmagrnin podyumunu cevreleyen tiif tasi
yongali tabaka neredeyse tamamen kazilmis
olup bu alandan herhangi yeni bir sonug elde
etmek heniiz miimkiin degildir.

49 M. Akurgal baskanliginda yiiriitiilen ¢aligmalara ait
raporlarda ¢ok sayida mezarin dogu savunma duvari
onilinden ele gectigi goriilmistiir. Mezarlardan birine
ait Khios tretimi amphora icin bkz. Akurgal 2012:
134-135, Fig. 12.
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Alyattes’in Smyrna’y1 tahribine iliskin verile-
rin elde edildigi bir diger nokta ise kentin 3.
savunma duvarimin 6niinde bulunan alanlar-
dir. Bu alanlarda ilk ¢aligma Nicholls’un A-X
sondaji ile baglamistir. Kentin savunma duvar-
larin1 arastirmak igin yiiriitiilen calismalarda,
savunma duvarmin 6niinde MO 7. yiizyilin
sonu 6. yiizyilin basina tarihlenen mezarlar ve
MO 7. yiizyilin son ¢eyregine tarihlenen iki
adet yap1 duvari saptanmistir. Ancak Nicholls,
savunma duvarinin oniinde bulunan alanlari
bir biitiin halinde izleyemedigi i¢in buluntu-
larin birbiriyle iliskisi hakkinda sinirlt yorum
imkanina sahip olmustur. M. Akurgal’in 1993
yilinda ¢aligmalari devralmasinin ardindan sa-
vunma duvarlar1 6niinde yeniden arastirmalara
baslanmig, kentin dogusunda ve giineyinde,
cok sayida mezar ele gegmis ve doguda, onla-
rin hemen altinda tek odali yapilar ortaya ¢i-
karilmistir. M. Akurgal, bu mezarlardan bazi-
larint MO 7. yiizyilin sonu 6. yiizyilin bagina
tarihlemektedir. Ortaya ¢ikarilan kuzey-giiney
yonelimli, karsilikli iki yap1 ise Nicholls’un
A-N sondajinin dogu ucunda saptadigi duvarla
cagdas olup MO 7. yiizyilin son ceyregine ta-
rihlenmektedir. Nicholls, MO 7. yiizyilin ikin-
ci yarisinda insa edilmeye baglanan 3. savun-
ma duvarinin kerpi¢ {ist yapisinin Alyattes’in
kente saldirist sirasinda ya da hemen ardindan
oniinde yer alan bolgeye yikildigini aktarmak-
tadir. Boylece savunma duvarmin Oniinde,
Alyattes’in saldirisina karsi savunmasiz kal-
mis olan yap1 ve mekanlar bazi buluntulariyla
beraber giinlimiize kadar korunabilmistir. Bu
yapt/mekan topluluklarindan biri GG-XXI/
XXII plan karesinde ortaya g¢ikarilmistir. Ka-
zilar sirasinda, pargalar halinde, neredeyse tam
olarak ele gegen geg tip kuslu kase ve olpe ile
bu yap1/mekan toplulugu MO 620-590’a tarih-
lenmektedir. Boylece, savunma duvarina ait
kerpig list yapinin yikintilar1 altinda korunmus
halde ele gecen bu yapilarin saldir1 sirasinda
tahrip edildigine siiphe kalmamaktadir.

Savunma duvarlariin 6niiniin nekropolis ola-
rak kullanilmaya baslanmasi ise sur dis1 yapi-
larin kullaniminin sona ermesiyle, yani savun-
ma duvarina ait kerpi¢ iist yapinin yikilmasi
ile baslamis olmalidir. Nitekim, M. Akurgal
tarafindan ortaya c¢ikarilan karsilikli yapilar-
dan giiney megaronunun doguya uzanarak 4.
savunma duvar1 altinda kalan ucunun hemen
iizerinde bir pithos mezar ele gegmistir. Iginden
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ele gecen aryballos ile en gec MO 550’ye tarih-
lenen mezarin 4. savunma duvarina ait tas dol-
gu altinda tahrip oldugu goriilmiistiir. Savun-
ma yapilarinin disinda, tahrip olmus bir bagka
mezardan ele gegen kemik ornekleri {izerinde
gergeklestirilen radyokarbon analizleri ise MO
613£24 tarihini vermektedir. Boylece, savun-
ma duvarmin Oniindeki nekropolisin en geg
MO 589 yilinda kullanilmaya baslanmis olma-
st gerekir. Bu durumda kazilar sirasinda me-
zarlardan ele gegen Khios iiretimi amphorala-
rin ve rozetli kaselerin de kolayca agiklanmasi
miimkiin gériinmektedir.

Alyattes’in Smyrna’y1 tahribi Korinth sera-
miklerinin kronolojisi i¢in de 6énem arz eden
bir veri kaynagi olmustur. Cook, Nicholls ve
Eski Smyrna Korinth seramikleri iizerinde
caligmalar yiiriitmiis olan Anderson, tahribat-
la iligskilendirilen tabakalarda Erken Korinth
stilinde tiretimlerin bulundugunu ve bunlarin
Erken Korinth stilinin sonuna ait olmadigini
belirterek, tahribatin, ddnemin sonundan once
gerceklesmis olmasi gerektigini ifade etmisler-
dir.50 Ancak Korinth seramikleri i¢cin Payne’in
olusturdugu kronolojik diizen Smyrna igin
kabul edilmis olsa dahi her arastirmaci ayni
fikirde olmamistir.5! Bdylece, farkli bir kro-
nolojik diizen &neren Langlotz tahribatin MO
585 tarihinden daha sonra olmasi gerektigini,
Ducat ise MO 595-590 arasinda gerceklesmis
olabilecegini aktarmistir.>2

Herodotos, Alyattes’in tahta ciktiktan son-
ra Medlere karsi savas actigini, Kimmerleri
Anadolu’dan siirdiigiinii, Smyrna’y: ele gegir-
digini ve Klazomenai iizerine ordu gonderdigi-
ni aktarir. Alyattes tahta ¢iktiginda, Lydia’nin
Miletos ile savasta oldugunu, Alyattes’in ise
savagin son 5 yilin1 yonettigini belirtir.53 Cook,
Alyattes’in 6liim tarihi olan MO 560’1n kesin
oldugunu, Herodotos’un satirlarindan yola ¢i-
karak, Alyattes’in MO 618/17 yilindan daha
once tahta ¢ikmis olamayacagini, hiikmii-
niin ilk bes yilinda Miletos ile savastigini, bu

50 Amyx de bu goriisii desteklemektedir (Amyx 1988b:
dipnot 39).

51 Cook Korinth seramikleri i¢in Payne’in kronolojisini
kullanmistir (Cook 1958/1959: 26). Korinth seramik
kronolojisinin geligimi ve giincel bir tartisma i¢in bkz.
Amyx 1988b: 397-429.

52 Langlotz 1975; Ducat 1962: 181.

53 Hdt. 1.16-18.
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savasin ardindan Delphoi’a sunular gonderdi-
gini ve lon kentlerine yeniden saldirmak igin
mevcut ortamin sakinlemesini beklemis ola-
cagini diisiinerek Smyrna’ya MO 610 yilina
kadar bir saldir1 diizenlememis olacagini ifade
eder.54 Neredeyse kesin olan bir diger veri ise
Herodotos’un bir giines tutulmastyla (MO 585)
sona erdigini aktardigi, 5 yil siiren Lydia-Med
savasidir.55 Cook, Lydia-Med savasinin MO
590-585 arasinda gergeklestigi kabul edildigin-
de, Alyattes saldirist icin MO 60010 tarihinin
uygun olacagini ifade etmistir.5¢ Payne’e ait Er-
ken Korinth kronolojisinin 10 yil kadar asagiya
cekilebilecegini aktaran Cook>7, daha dnce de
belirtildigi gibi, saldiriyla iliskili tabakalardan
Erken Korinth stilinin sonuna ait seramik bu-
luntunun ele gegmemesiyle Alyattes’in Erken
Korinth stili sona ermeden 10 yil kadar 6nce
Smyrna’ya saldirmis olabilecegini belirtmis-
tir. Boylece, Payne’e ait Erken Korinth sera-
mik kronolojisi MO 600°’den MO 590°a gekilse
dahi Cook’un saldir1 tarihi i¢in en gec MO 600
tarihini 6n gordiigi diisiintilmelidir.

Ducat, Assurbanipal arsivlerinden yola ¢ika-
rak Gyges’in yaklastk MO 652 yilinda 6ldii-
glinli aktarir ve Herodotos’un aktardig1 bilgi-
lerle krallarin hiikiim stirelerini hesaplayarak
Alyattes’in 49 yil tahtta kaldigini ifade eder.
Boylece Alyattes en erken MO 610 civarinda
tahta ¢ikmis olmalidir.5®8 Amyx, Alyattes’in
tahta ¢ikisin1 MO 617 tarihi yerine olabilecek en
geg tarih olan MO 610 tarihi kabul edildiginde
Smyrna saldirisinin en erken MO 604 yilinda
gerceklesebilecegini ifade etmis (Alyattes’in
Miletos ile savasindan otiirii), boylece Erken
Korinth stilinin bir 10 yil kadar daha siirerek
MO 595/590 tarihinde sona ermesi gerektigini
One stirmiistiir.>® Bu tarih Cook’un Onerisi ve
mevcut tahrip tabakalariyla da uyum igindedir.

Amyx’in Erken Korinth stilinin sonu i¢in uy-
gun gordiigii MO 595/590 tarihi en ge¢ MO
590 olarak ele alinirsa ve Smyrna buluntulari-
nin daha 6nce de oldugu gibi stil 6zellikleriyle

54bCook 1958/1959: 26.
55 Hdt. 1.74.

56 Cook’un yazili kaynaklar hakkindaki detayl tartis-
masi i¢in bkz. Cook 1958/1959: 25-27.

57 Cook 1958/1959: 26.
58 Ducat 1962: 180.
59 Amyx’e ait kronoloji i¢in bkz. Amyx 1988b: 428.
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bu tarihten yaklagik 10 yil kadar erkene veril-
digi disiniilirse, Alyattes’in kente saldirist
icin en geg tarihin MO 600 olmas1 gerekir. Bu
durumda, Korinth seramik kronolojisiyle des-
teklenen en uygun saldir1 tarihi MO 604-600
araligidir. Boylece savunma duvari disinda,
GG-XXI/XXII plan karesinde ele gegen yapi1/
mekan toplulugu MO 620-604/600 arasina ta-
rihlenmelidir. Radyokarbon analizi ile en geg
MO 589’a tarihlenen mezar ise MO 600-589
arasinda degerlendirilebilir. Bdylece, ilerleyen
donemlerde savunma duvari digindaki mezar-
lardan Erken Korinth stilinin sonuna tarihlene-
bilecek eserler ele gegmesi mevecut kronolojik
diizene karsit olmayacaktir. Siiphesiz ki yer-
lesimin bu kisminda yiiriitiilecek olan arastir-
malar Alyattes’in saldir1 tarihine oldugu kadar
Korinth seramik kronolojisine de katkida bulu-
nacak yeni veriler saglamaya elverislidir.
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Fig. 3. Glineydogu yoniinden kentin dogusunda bulunan savunma duvarlari. Dogudan batiya dogru MO 4.
ylzyil duvari, destek duvari (glacis) ve 3. savunma duvari.

Fig. 4..GG-XXI/XXII plan karelerindeki mekanlar.



114 Duygu Akar Tanriver-Bora Ertiiziin ADerg XXX

Fig. 6. 3. savunma duvari digsinda yer alan yapilarin tizerinde ele gecen pithos mezar.
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Figur 8. Buluntu fotograflari.
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Figlr 9. Buluntu cizimleri.
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The Preliminary Report on The Early Iron Studies of
The Ayasuluk Excavations and Evaluations on

The Early Iron Age of Ephesus

[AYASULUK KAZILARI ERKEN DEMIR CAGI CALISMALARI ON RAPORU VE
EPHESOS’UN ERKEN DEMIR CAGI HAKKINDA DEGERLENDIRMELER
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OZET

Ayasuluk Tepesi, Bizans Dénemin’de hac merkezi olmug St Jean bazilikas ile taminmaktadwr. Son yillar-
da yapilan kazi ¢alismalart ile ilk iskanin Geg Kalkolitik doneme kadar uzandigi ve Ge¢ Tun¢ Cagi’nda
bélgenin énemli bir merkezi olan Apasas’in Ayasuluk Tepesi olduguna yénelik bulgular elde edilmistir.
Tepenin eteginde yer alan Ephesos Artemis tapinagi ile Geg Tung ve Erken Demir Caglari'na ait ortak
buluntular yardimiyla kiiltiin en erken sahiplerinin Ayasuluk Tepesi'nde yasadiginin anlasiimas diger bir
onemli gelismedir. Soz konusu buluntularin yaymlanmis olanlart disinda daha ele alinmamig seramikler
olmasi nedeniyle Erken Demir Cagi ¢calismalar: kapsaminda, ge¢mis yillarda ele gegen seramikleri belge-
leme islemleri ve saha ¢alismalar: planlanmustir. Tasnif islemleri devam ettigi i¢in on rapor amaciyla ele
alinan bu yaywn, seramiklerin bir kismini kapsamaktadir. Calismada onceki yayinlarda farkl konularin
islenmesi nedeniyle detayli bahsedilmeyen seramikler de ele alinmistir. Seramiklerin yorumlanmasinda
Artemision’un ge¢mis yillarina ait verileri de goz oniinde bulundurularak, Ephesos dzelinde, Erken Demir
Cagin tartismali konulari olan devamlilik ve gé¢ meseleleri hakkinda degerlendirmeler yapilmistir.

ABSTRACT

Ayasuluk Hill is known for the St. John Basilica, which became a pilgrimage centre during the Byzantine
period. Recent excavations have revealed evidence suggesting that the first settlement dates back to the
Late Chalcolithic period and that Apasa, an essential political centre in the region during the Late Bronze
Age, was located at Ayasuluk Hill. Another significant finding of these excavations is that the earliest in-
habitants of the cult lived on Ayasuluk Hill, as attested by Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages artefacts found
at the Ephesus Artemis Temple on the hillside. Due to the presence of ceramics that need to be studied
other than published ones from previous years, documenting these ceramics and fieldwork is planned
within the scope of the Early Iron Age studies. As the classification process of the site’s ceramics is still
ongoing, this paper covers a selection of these ceramics. This preliminary report also examines pieces
mentioned but not thoroughly examined in previous publications. Evaluations are made on the issues of
continuity and migration in the Early Iron Age of Ephesus based on these interpretations of the ceramics
and data from previous years’ excavations of the Artemision.

Introduction m and gradually descends towards the south
Ayasuluk Hill, a mound covering an area of ap- with a steep slope approximately 50 m in length
proximately 27 hectares, arises from the centrum (Fig. 19). The hill, known to have been near the
of the Selguk district of Izmir province. The hill’s coastline during antiquity, is now located 8 km
highest point is in the north at an altitude of 66 away from the sea due to the filling of the area

from the Belevi Strait onwards by the alluvions



120 Onur Bozoglan

carried from the Kiiciik Menderes (Kaystros)
River.! The Medieval castle covers a large part
of the hill and houses the tomb and basilica of
Agios loannis Theologos, a pilgrimage cen-
tre during the Byzantine period. There are also
some Turkish period structures on the hill. As a
modern settlement outside the castle stretches up
to Artemision, archaeological data related to the
area is obtained from inside and around the castle
and from Artemision on the southwest slope of
the hill.

Important archaeological sites in the vicinity in-
clude Arvalya and Cukuri¢i Mound, which date
back to the Neolithic period, Artemision, which
has been in use since the LBA and whose sur-
roundings were inhabited in the Archaic period,
and the Hellenistic and Roman site of Ephesus,
located between Panayirdag (Koressos) and
Biilbiildagi (Lepre Akte = Pion), where Late
Geometric and Archaic finds were also recov-
ered. The modern settlement at Selguk developed
around Ayasuluk Hill, where finds, including
ones from as early as the Late Chalcolithic to as
late as the Ottoman period, have been uncovered.
Due to the similarity of the name and the fact
that it is the only active LBA settlement in the
region, except for Bademgedigi Hill, situated ap-
proximately 20 km to the north and proposed to
be Puranda, the ancient settlement at Ayasuluk
is thought to be Apasa, the capital of the Arzawa
Kingdom.2 Ayasuluk, along with Artemision
bordering the hill from the southwest, was the
only active settlement in Ephesus and its envi-
rons from the LBA to the 8th century BC and is
therefore assumed to have been the site of the first
believers of the cult of Artemis Ephesia, whose
roots date back to the LBA.3 Most of the pottery
recovered from both the hill and Artemision dur-
ing the EIA is Greek in character. In addition,
archacometric clay analyses confirmed the pres-
ence of Greek mainland pottery, proving the
Greek migration to the area mentioned in ancient
texts.

The excavation and restoration works at
Ayasuluk, which commenced in 1921 and con-
tinued intermittently, have been continuing

1 Kayan 2022: 11, fig. 5, 13-14.
2 Biiyiikkolanc1 2008: 53-54; Kerschner 2006: 368-369.
3 Kerschner 2006: 371-372.
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systematically since 2007.4 EIA ceramics hold a
significant value among the artefacts from past
years in the excavation storeroom evaluated by
the experts. Since 2021, one-fourth of all the ce-
ramics have been classified, and more than three
hundred EIA ceramics have been recorded. This
publication is a preliminary report on the EIA ce-
ramics from the site, as classification, documen-
tation, and publication of the entire corpus are
ongoing. Some of the ceramics that are the sub-
ject of this paper were previously published by
Mustafa Biiyiikkolanct and Michael Kerschner.
Since Biiyiikkolanct’s publications aimed to dis-
cuss a wider set of topics on Ayasuluk, he did
not study the ceramics in detail but only shared
them as photographs.5 Kerschner’s publications,
including the Artemision material, were a de-
tailed examination of the ceramics covering style
and form, periods, and even production centres
Among the four fragments on which a different
argument will be shared within this study, one
is discussed in the ceramics section, whereas the
other three will be handled in the evaluation.¢ For
the first time, the selection of ceramics published
in this paper aims to represent finer examples of
find groups that demonstrate commonalities in
form, style, and period and to provide an idea
about the integrity of other unpublished ones. In
addition, this study will address the transition
from the Late Bronze Age to the Early Iron Age
and the issue of migration during that time, as
they are essential debates in this field. With the
detailed analysis of the ceramics, this study ques-
tions the existence of LH IIIC Late, SM, and EPG
styles in Ephesus that indicate this transition.
Additional attention will be paid to examining
the extent to which the ceramics represent nar-
ratives of possible Greek migration to Ephesus.
Last but not least, an attempt will be made to un-
derstand the relationship between Ephesus and
its surroundings during this period based on the
current ceramic evidence.

4 The excavation and restorations were carried out inter-
mittently by G.A Sotiriu in 1922, J. Keil and H. Hor-
mann in 1927-1930, F. Miltner in 1957-1958 and under
the Quatmann family sponsorship and headship of the
Selguk Ephesus Museum in 1960-63, 1974-1998 and
1998-2007. See: Giiltekin et al. 1962: 49; Biiyiikkolan-
c1 1999: 19-20.

5 Biiyiikkolanci 1997; Biiyiikkolanct 2007; Biiyiikkolan-
c12008.

6 Kerschner 2006: 382, abb. 8; Kerschner 2014: fig. 14
(Kerschner 2003a: 246, taf. 40.1), figs. 16-17.
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The Stratigraphy

Although finds from Ayasuluk stretch chronolog-
ically from the Late Chalcolithic to the Ottoman
period, there are a few hiatuses in the Bronze
Age.” The ancient sources indicate that Croesus
resettled the scattered settlements on the moun-
tain slopes around Artemision (Strabon 14, 1.21;
Herodotus 1, 26). The evidence for the approxi-
mately one-thousand-year period of occupation
from the mid-6th century BC to the construc-
tion of the Agios loannis Theologos monument
at Ayasuluk is not very strong. This may, how-
ever, be because the excavations were conducted
within limited areas of the site. Due to geological
formations and late construction activities, very
few homogeneous layers are present at the site,
and almost all finds are decontextualized from
their original contexts.

No ancient layers have been found beneath the
Medieval structures that dominate the citadel, the
highest area north of the hill where the bedrock
is close to the surface.® However, EBA-MBA ce-
ramics found at the bedrock level indicate that
life in this area originally dated back to prehistor-
ic times and that the late-period structures have
destroyed the layers that existed before them.

Late Chalcolithic and LBA-MBA artefacts were
recovered at the bedrock level on the steep slope
just below the citadel. The MBA layers at this
point were reached below the surface fill in 19
T-U Trenches.? In contrast this, in trenches 20-1
R, where the bedrock is closer to the surface, a
Medieval layer is all that exists above the bed-
rock. In Trench 20 S, where the bedrock is deep-
er, MBA levels were encountered beneath the
Medieval building level, and EBA-MBA ceram-
ics and an EBA seal were found in the bedrock
levels.10

Mixed ceramics from the Bronze to Medieval
Ages were found during the excavations of
trenches 22 and 23 S, where the foundation of the
Hellenistic defense structure and the Byzantine
wall line were traced along the slopes of the

7 Konake1 2016: 136-140, fig. 1.
8 Konake1 2016: 137.

9 Biiyiikkolanci 2008: 43-44; Konakg¢1 2012, 48-55; Bii-
yiikkolanci 2006: 76-77.

10 Biiyiikkolanc1 2008: 44; Biiytikkolanci 2006: 76-77;
Erdemgil and Biiyiikkolanct 1992: 266-277.
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citadel.!! ETA ceramics, mostly in the Geometric
style, are predominant among the found pottery.
Mycenaean and undecorated Bronze Age ceram-
ics are the next most dense group. Finds from
the Archaic, Classical, Hellenistic, and Roman
periods are relatively scarce. Undecorated Late
Bronze Age, Mycenaean, and EIA ceramics grad-
ually increase in numbers, especially within the
layers that are stratified close to the bedrock. The
EBA-MBA ceramics on the other hand are found
at the bedrock level and in cavities. Previously it
was thought that this mixed ceramic deposit was
formed by the soil sliding down from the settle-
ment above. However, both the thickness of the
deposit (reaching up to 3-4 m) and the fact that
no cultural layers were ever revealed on top of
the hill that would cause such a flow of mixed
LBA, EIA, and other Greek period ceramics as
were found during the fortification wall line ex-
cavations on the northeast slopes of the castle
suggest that this argument should be approached
with caution. It is reasonable to assume at this
point that this mixed fill was formed during the
construction of the fortification walls, either due
to the disturbance of earlier cultural layers there
by the construction itself or the transfer of the fill
from the surrounding area to enforce the walls.

In Trench 32-33D, on the outer slope of the west-
ern fortification wall, five pits thought to be
graves carved into the bedrock and preserved
only at the lower levels were unearthed.!?2 The
mixed ceramics dating from the LBA to the
Archaic Period recovered in and around those
pits must have flowed from above during or be-
fore the construction of the fortification wall.

In summary, the distinguishable architectural
layers are the Byzantine and Turkish Medieval
structure levels, the Byzantine fortification, and
the Hellenistic foundations of this fortification.
In addition, no homogeneous stratum has been
encountered on the hill except for the MBA stra-
tum on the outskirts of the citadel. Due to both
natural and human causes, EIA ceramics are al-
ways found mixed with Bronze Age and Greek
ceramics. This situation, in the end, does not
allow for a clear stratigraphic evaluation of the
ceramics that are the subject matter of this study

11 For 22 S, see: Biiyiikkolanci 2008: 44-47; Konakei
2012: 55-56, 375-381. The information about Trench 23
S was provided from the Ayasuluk excavation archive.

12 Biiyiikkolanci 2008: 51-53; Konakg1 2016: 144-145.
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and makes an individual evaluation of each nec-
essary instead; this focused evaluation is the sub-
ject of the next title.

The Ceramics

In this section, the ceramics, due to the strati-
graphic situation mentioned above, will be han-
dled individually. Each piece will be described
in as much detail as possible, followed by a shape
and decoration-oriented evaluation. Analogies
will be established in every phase of the analysis
both to date and contextualize the ceramics.

No. 1 (Fig. 1) is a shoulder fragment, probably
from an amphora. The decoration consists of a
set of semicircles drawn with a compass, a multi-
pointed brush, and a double vertical wavy line
placed as a separator between this motif and a
possible similar set of other semicircles. A thin
and a medium-thick band passes over the circles.
A wide painted area extends from the set of cir-
cles and covers the area below the shoulder.

The vertical wavy line is known to be used on
LH IIIC and SM ceramics.!3 However, it does
not separate the main decorative elements and is
usually drawn loosely with a thick brush. In the
Protogeometric period, it was frequently used as
a separator of circle sets in the shoulder decora-
tion of medium and large-sized closed vessels of
Attic style.l4 The vertical wavy lines on Group 1

13 For some examples of vertical wavy line decoration
on amphorae, stirrup jar and lekythoi from the LH ITIC
and SM periods, see: Mountjoy 1999: Rhodos: DP2
1067-1068, fig. 437.236 (LH IIC Middle); Kos: 1118-
120, fig. 459. 156-157 (LH IIIC Middle); Argolis: 182-
184, fig. 54.410, fig. 55.415 (LH IIIC Late); Phokis:
DP2 793-794, fig. 307 (SM); Attica-Kerameikos-Pom-
peion and Salamis: 631-632, fig. 242.639-642 (SM);
Attica-Kerameikos-Pompeion, 629-630, fig.241.629
(SM).

14 By the EPG the wavy lines become tightened and are
canonically used as an ancillary motif separating sets
of semicircles on lekythoi and full circles on ampho-
rae and oinochoai. See: Kraiker and Kiibler 1939: taf
13.494; taf 14.490; taf. 37; taf. 14.516-517; taf 29.522;
taf. 65.551; Papadopoulos and Smithson 2017: 749.SBI.
In MPG and LPG, wavy lines separate the sets of se-
micircles, the more tightly drawn curves are usually
paired and in some examples combined with vertical
line(s). By the end of the LPG, its use is discontinu-
ed on amphorae and oinochoai; traced only on leky-
thoi. See: Kraiker and Kiibler 1939: taf. 55, 58.544;
taf. 57.565; taf. 68.545; taf. 69.732; Kiibler 1943: taf.
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amphorae can be easily distinguished from the
Attic style by their careless drawing, composed
of groups of three to five and by only separating
sets of full circles.!> The motif is also seen on a
group of skyphos from Lefkandi, but these should
be kept separate, as they are examples of open
vessels.!0 These finds help show that the single
or double vertical wavy line on Protogeometric
closed vessels is typical of the Attic style.

The use of vertical wavy line(s) as a separator is
found on clay-ground vessels in the EPG-MPG
phases. On closed vessels such as No. 1, however,
the painted lower body stands out as character-
istic of the LPG period. In this period, the mo-
tif developed and gains sharp and tight curves
drawn with a fine brush, called zigzag, and was
combined with vertical lines. Due to this, the in-
consistent Ayasuluk find should be considered a
local production. In addition, the sets of concen-
tric semicircles that overlap the bands delimiting
the decoration from below reinforce the argu-
ment that it is a local production. For this reason,
one should be cautious in drawing parallels with
Attic finds for dating the Ayasuluk fragment.

Four similar finds from Miletus, three shoulder
fragments from different vessels, and a squat
oinochoe, on which vertical wavy lines are drawn
with a thick brush, can be included in the analysis
as comparanda for No. 1.17 In its present condition,
it is difficult to give a definite style phase for the
first shoulder fragment from Miletus, which only
shows a partial trace of pendant tongues and a
double vertical wavy line. The other three exam-
ples, like No.1, show the inconsistency mentioned
above in decoration compared to the Attic finds.

5.1069, 906, taf. 13.1070; Papadopoulos and Smith-
son 2017: 752.28.2, 44.4, 70.2 (MPG); Kiibler 1943:
taf. 5.2008; taf. 13.1077; taf. 17.2021; taf. 18.2097; taf
35.1172; Papadopoulos and Smithson 2017: 756.48.7,
52.11 (LPG).

15 Catling 1998: 154-166; Lemos 2002: 57, Aytaclar
2004: 27-29, fig. 4.4.

16 Catling and Lemos 1990: pl. 14, nos.273-277.

17 Hommel 1959/1960: taf. 52.3 (PG shoulder fragment
of closed vessel), taf. 53, nos. 1-2 (LPG squat oinoc-
hoe); von Graeve 1973/1974: taf. 17, no. 2 (East Greek
EG shoulder fragment of an amphora); Niemeier and
Niemeier 1997: taf. 215.26 (shoulder fragment of an
amphora recovered with EG-SubG pieces). On the oi-
nochoe of Miletus, as in the No. 1, sets of semicircles
overlap the bands (Hommel 1959/1960: taf. 53.1). No. 1
differs from the Milesian examples in that the sets are
drawn with a fine brush.
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The squat oinochoe can be classified as LPG due
to the painted lower body. The amphora shoulder
fragment with a semicircle set central filling ver-
tical line can be considered East Greek LPG-EG |
when compared with the Camiros example.!8 The
other shoulder fragment with semicircle sets was
found with geometric fragments. As the Milesian
finds demonstrate, unlike the Attic ones, the ver-
tical wavy lines drawn with a thick brush were
used on the East Greek imitation productions
until the beginning of the Geometric period. It
would, therefore, be reasonable to suggest a date
of the LPG-EG I phase for No.1 from Ayasuluk
and Miletus is the strongest candidate for the pro-
duction site.!?

No. 2 (Fig. 2) is a shoulder fragment, probably
from a belly-handled amphora due to the broken
handle below the shoulder zone. A set of concen-
tric semicircles of nine arcs, leaning against a set
of thick bands drawn between thin bands, are
the main decorations on the shoulder. Similar to
No. 1 discussed above, the concentric semicircles
overhang the narrow band below. Two or three
sets of circles must have been used on the front
due to the size of the existing body.

The set of one thin-one thick-one thin band, in-
herited from LH IIIC and SM styles, became
the characteristic band system of the Attic
Protogeometric style and was frequently used
on closed vessels and rarely on skyphoi until
the transition from clay-ground to painted lower
body in the LPG.20 In Attica, belly-handled am-

18 Jacopi 1932/1933: 204-205, fig. 244-245 (Bossolino
2018: tav 26.Sporadico.1); Coldstream 1968: 266.

19 An unpublished oinochoe from the Antalya Museum
(Inv. no. 46.25.72) has similar decoration. However,
unlike the Milesian examples, the foot is not a high
conical type.

20 Neck-handled amphora/EPG: Kraiker and Kiibler
1939: taf. 29.522; taf. 56.556; taf. 41.59; Kiibler 1943:
taf. 5.915. MPG: Kraiker and Kiibler 1939: taf. 40.585,
557, 594, 558; taf. 57.572, 565; Kiibler 1943: taf. 5.906,
1069; taf. 6.1093. LPG: Kraiker and Kiibler 1939: taf.
57.573, 571; Kiibler 1943: taf. 5.2008; taf. 6.2152. Belly-
handled amphora/EPG: Kraiker and Kiibler 1939: taf.
54.549; taf 55.589. MPG: taf. 46.857; taf. 55.544. LPG:
Kraiker and Kibler 1939: taf. 43.586; Kiibler 1943:
taf. 11.904, 1098; Papadopoulos and Smithson 2017:
711 T6.1. Hydria/LPG: Kraiker and Kiibler 1939: taf.
46.195. Oinochoe/EPG: Kraiker and Kiibler 1939: taf.
46.584. MPG: Kiibler 1943: taf. 68.545, LPG: Kiibler
1943: taf. 13.2091. Skyphos/MPG: Kraiker and Kiibler
1939: taf. 68.547; LPG: Kiibler 1943: taf. 23.2102.
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phorae such as Ayasuluk No. 2, with a thick band
between thin bands combined with the unfilled
semicircle sets, are attested from MPG until
the LPG, when the painted lower body became
fashionable.?! In East Greek productions, a simi-
lar decorative pattern is found on the LPG-EG
I dated Camiros, Ialysos, and Kos belly-handled
amphorae.22 It is difficult to make a clear conclu-
sion about No. 2 from Ayasuluk due to its cur-
rent state of preservation. On the other hand, it
should not be forgotten that concentric semicir-
cular sets without motifs in their centres, placed
at wide intervals as in the Ayasuluk find, were
also encountered in the Cyclades EIA or the MG
and even the LG periods.23

No. 3 (Fig. 3) comprises two fragments that do
not join but reflect common clay and firing char-
acteristics. Due to the full circle set on the belly,
these fragments must belong to a belly-handled
amphora. On the shoulder, there are two half (?)
sets of concentric circles, each with at least 11
arcs, and on the upper part of the belly, at the
shoulder transition, one thick and one thin paint-
ed band. One or two thin paint bands on the upper
part may not be preserved. There is a circle set of
at least 11 arcs with a maximum diameter of 10
cm on the belly. A band below the belly can be
interpreted as a thick band or the top portion of
a wholly painted lower body. The congruence of
the number of circles, the aperture of the circles,
and the thickness of the brushes on the shoulder
and belly fragment support the assumption that
both pieces belong to the same vessel.

Most of the belly-handled amphorae have an an-
cillary motif in the centre of the sets of circles
and between the sets. For No. 3, due to its current
condition, it can be tentatively hypothesized that

21 MPG: Kraiker and Kiibler 1939: taf. 46.857, taf.
56.560; LPG: Kraiker and Kiibler 1939: taf. 56.578;
Kiibler 1943: taf. 9.918, 1089; taf. 10.1073; taf. 11.902,
904, 1096.

22 Rhodos/Camiros: Jacopi 1932/1933: 119-120,
figs. 133-134; 127-128, fig. 144-145 (Bossolino
2018: tav. 19.T.XXXVI2).1, T.XXXVIIL.(4).1; tav.
21.T.XLIII(9).1 (LPG/EGI). Rhodos/Ialysos: D’Acunto
2020: tav. VIII, no. 1. Kos: Morricone 1982: 258, fig.
539 (LPG/EG I). Iasos: Berti 2007: taf. 54.5 (LPG/EG
I). Samos: Walter 1968: taf. 2.14 (10th century).

23 Papadopoulos and Smithson 2002: 157, fig. 7 (Athens
-Syros?), 166, fig. 11 (Thera), 178, fig. 22 (Donousa).
The Samian amphora, classified as LPG by Walter, has
a similar implementation (Walter 1968: taf. 2.14).
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it does not have any ancillary decorative motif.
Although it is difficult to conclude definitively
about this aspect of the vessel, it is still possi-
ble to offer an interpretation. The full circle set
on the belly is seen in Class I examples of the
Attic style, which Desborough defines as having
a high neck and flaring lip.24 The two MPG-LPG
examples?S in this group and the single MPG
amphora2® from the Lefkandi-Toumba cemetery,
probably Attic imitations, are analogous to No.
3 in terms of clay surface decoration, the pres-
ence of half circle sets on the shoulder, the larg-
est diameter of the circle set on the belly and the
number of circles. However, it should be noted
that the mentioned analogous examples partially
differ from No. 3 by using at least one thin band
under the sets of circles on the belly.

No. 4 (Fig. 4) is probably a shoulder fragment
of a neck-handled amphora. This fragment is
a clear candidate for local production with its
characteristic fabric that includes gold mica and
reddish brown paint.2” The painted neck (?) has
a reserved band at the bottom and a paint band
at the shoulder transition. The shoulder decora-
tion shows two sets of concentric circles of eight
three-quarter arcs and pendant tongues.

Examples of medium and large-sized closed ves-
sels with a full circle set accompanied by pen-
dant tongue groups are evident in the EPG-LPG
at Athens and Lefkandi in the MPG and later.28
Kerschner suggested that No. 4 would be EPG
by paralleling it with the earlier examples.??

24 Desborough 1952: 23-26. One example breaks this ge-
neralization due to its hybrid appearance. See: Kiibler
1943: taf. 9.918.

25 MPG: Kraiker and Kiibler 1939: taf. 55.561. Clay-
ground, on the belly four sets of 12 circles each with
9 cm average diameter; LPG: Kiibler 1943: taf. 9.1089
clay ground, on the belly four sets of 14 circles each
with 10 cm diameter.

26 Popham and Lemos 1996: pl. 56.1 (Lemos 2002: pl.
25.1). Three sets of 13 semicircles on the shoulder, the
bant group of thin-one thick-one thin, three sets of 15
circles each with 12 cm diameter on the belly, three
thin bands, and painted lower body with a reserved
band, unlike the Attic examples.

27 See: “Local Ware” title.

28 Kraiker and Kiibler 1943: taf. 29.522 (SM/EPG belly-
handled amphora); taf. 54.563 (EPG neck-handled
amphora); taf. 68.545 (MPG oinochoe); Catling and
Lemos 1990: pls. 29, 65-66 nos. 469-472, 477-480 (late
MPG/LPG hydria)

29 Kerschner 2006: 367, abb. 8.

ADerg XXX

However, No. 4 should be distinguished from
the examples originating in Greece due to sev-
eral details, such as the preference for a set of
three-quarter circles instead of full circles and
short pendant tongues instead of long ones. With
the help of the finds from Kos, Camiros, Pedasa,
lasos, and Miletus, it is seen that the three-quarter
circle set is an East Greek LPG-EG I feature.30 In
addition, the short hanging tongues resembling
brushstrokes are known to be a common motif
belonging to the repertoire of Dodekanessos and
the Cyclades, especially Kos, where they were
used throughout the LPG-LG.3! Based on these
distinctive stylistic characteristics, No. 4 seems
to have been decorated in the Eastern Greek
LPG-EG I style rather than the Greek EPG-MPG
style.

No. 5 (Fig. 5) is a lip and body fragment from
a vessel that imitates Attic Type I skyphoi, one
of the most common forms of the PG period. It
has a paint band that does not cover the entire
lip, a thin paint band at the transition to the body,
a horizontal zigzag, and a circle set in the han-
dle zone.32 While Attic forms end with a flat lip,
No. 5 ends with a gently out-rounded lip. The
semicircle set cutting the horizontal wavy line
by resting on the lip instead of being centred on

30 Coldstream 1968: 266. Morricone 1982: 168, fig. 301
(Kos); Jacopi 1932/1933: 204-205, figs. 244-245 (Bos-
solino 2018: tav 26.Sporadico.l) (Rhodos/Camiros);
Diler 2016, fig. 21 (Pedesa); Levi 1963: 563, fig. 99;
Berti 2007: taf. 54.6 (Iasos); Weickert 1957: pl. 36.3
(Miletus)

31 Coldstream 1968: 267; Kos: Morricone 1982: 52,
fig.7 (LPG-EG); 76, fig. 61 (EG); 95-97, figs. 103-
104, 108; 104, fig. 126 (MG); 155, fig. 266; 198-199,
fig. 379, 383-385; 202, figs. 392-393; 208, fig. 405;
224, fig. 449; 284, figs. 602-603 (MG-LG); Rhodos:
Jacopi 1932/1933: 204-205, figs. 244-245 (EG) (Bos-
solino 2018: tav 26.Sporadico.1); Miletus: Hommel
1959/1960: 39, abb. 1 (MG); Dirmil: Ozgiinel2006:
lev. 2¢ (LPG) (Boysal 1969: pl. 37.3a-b, Bass 1963: pl.
83.15; Bulba 2010, pl. 23.Krl); Cyclades: Papadopo-
ulos and Smithson 2002: 158, fig. 7 (Atina -Syros?);
166, fig. 11 (Thera).

32 Desborough 1952: 80-82; Lemos 2002: 36-39; Papa-
dopoulos and Smithson 2017: 787-791. Tip I: Plain or
slightly outward curved lip, spherical body narrowing
towards the base, horizontal handles with round secti-
on, conical or slightly flaring high foot. Lip with paint
and reserved band respectively, a running horizontal
zigzag below. Main body motive is three sets of con-
centric circles, below this, usually, three thin bands of
paint, and the rest of the body and foot painted, the
paint normally finishing with a reserved band.
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the handle zone further indicates that No. 5 is an
imitation product.

The earliest examples of this type of skyphos
with two hand-drawn sets of circles date back to
the transition phase to the PG period. The Type I
examples, in which the style reaches its standard
appearance with a horizontal wavy line below the
lip and three sets of compass-drawn circles, first
emerged during the MPG, became widespread
during the LPG, and ended at the beginning of
the EG period.33 Since the distribution of this
style outside of Attica begins in the LPG, except
for a few examples from Lefkandi-Heroon dated
to the end of the MPG, No.5 must not be earlier
than the LPG.34 Imports and imitations around
Ephesus were found at Claros, Miletus, Samos,
Naxos, Keos, Amargos, Teichiussa, and near
Panaztepe.’> Two imitations from the period of
the Turkish excavations at Claros and one from
near Panaztepe reflect the closest parallels to No.
5, especially with their out-rounded lips.

No. 6 (Fig. 6) is an Attic Type I skyphos imita-
tion with three sets of five concentric circles in
the handle zone and one paint-one reserved-one
paint band motif on the lip. It can be easily distin-
guished from the originals due to the low conical
foot, the absence of a horizontal wavy line below
the lip, and the reduced number of circles. With
these features, it resembles a type common in
East Dorian centres and Miletus,3¢ which seems

33 Lemos 2002: 39; Kraiker and Kiibler 1943 : taf. 48.518
(EPG); taf. 30.525 (EPG); taf. 68.547 (MPG); taf.
48.608 (MPG/LPG), Kiibler 1943: taf. 23.2030, 2032
(end of the LPG); Papadopoulos and Smithson 2017:
787-788.T48.1, T55.2 (LPG/EG I).

34 For Lefkandi late MPG/LPG import examples, see:
Catling and Lemos 1990: 87-88, pl. 43.882-884, 886.
For the distribution of the other imported examples,
see: Papadopoulos and Smithson 2017: 790, the foot-
note 565: Aigina, Oropos, Corinth, Argolis (Argos,
Asine, Tiryns), Delphoi, Crete, Cyclades (Naxsos, De-
los, Paros?, Amorgos, Keos), Claros, Samos.

35 Claros: Delattre et al. 2003: 22, 29.1B.13, pl. 4.1 (im-
port); Zunal 2014a: 160.15 (Zunal 2014b: 115, no.4);
161.16; Miletus: Krumme 2015: 584-585, figs. 4-5;
Samos: Tsakos 2007: 190, pl. 23.1 (import); Zaphei-
ropoulou 1983: 123-124, fig. 8 (import); Keos: Caskey
1964, 333, pl. 63.a. K.2047 (import); Amorgos: Blanas
2006: 234-235, no. 56, 60 (import); Iren 2008: 32, figs.
2.3.5, 2.5.3; Voigtlander 2004: pl. 158.78 (Teichiussa);
Samos: Tsakos 2007: 190, taf. 23.1 (Tsakos 2011: 339,
342, no.1).

36 Miletus: Weickert 1957: taf. 36.1 (PG); 37.2 (For EG
offer, see: Coldstream 1968: 266, footnote 8); Hommel
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closer to Attic Type 1 rather than the Attic imita-
tion skyphoi from Euboia with a ring base and
two sets of larger concentric circles that were dis-
proportionately executed.3?

1959/1960: taf. 55.3-4, 6 (PG); Kleine 1979: taf. 32.5
(LG); Von Graeve 1973/1974: taf. 17.4 (LG); 22.40
(SubG), von Graeve 1975: 41, 50, taf. 9.40 (SubG)
(Krumme 2015: 588.12); von Graeve 1978: 34-35, taf.
12 (LG); Niemeier and Niemeier 1997: 215, abb. 27
(top mid) (with LG pieces); Kerschner 1999: 19-20, fig.
9.21 (SubG); Krumme 2015: 583, fig. 1 (PG); fig. 9-10,
12 (LG); fig. 11 (SubG?); Dirmil: Ozgiinel 2006: lev.
3 (PG) (Bass 1963: pl. 84.180; Boysal1969: pl. 37.1-
2; Bulba 2010: pl. 41.SK1-2); Rhodos/Camiros: Jaco-
pi 1932/1933: 130, fig. 49 (EG) (Bossolino 2018: tav
22 T.XLV(11).5); Rhodos/Ialysos: Pharmakidou 2004:
167, fig. 3B (EG); 172 fig. 5¢ (EG) (D’Acunto 2020
681-684, 877); Rhodos/Lindos: Serensen and Pentz
1992: 28, fig. 9.A6; 29, fig. 10.A12; Kos: Morricone
1982: 125, fig. 188 (LG? tomb 14 ); 156, fig. 271 (LG?
tomb 19); 170, fig. 306 (EG tomb 22); 181, fig. 333 (LG
? tomb 23); 276, fig. 579-580 (LG ? tomb 64); 315, fig.
676 (LG? Pizzoli Tomb VI); 323, fig. 697 (EG Pizzo-
li Tomb VIII); 392, fig. 871 (PG-G tomb B); Skerlou
2001: 267, fig. 17.3 (MG-LG Cremation E); 277, fig.
38.1; Bosnakis 2001: 226, fig. 8.4 (EG Vasileiou Cre-
mation 1).

37 Euboean potters, in competition with Attic potters,
adapted and imitated Attic Type I skyphos. These
skyphoi are widely distributed in the Aegean area
from the end of the late MPG/early LPG to the LG
II. Standard examples and their large-sized versions
display high and low lip types that are parallel to the
PSC skyphoi. The rarity of the second band below
the lip and the absence of a horizontal zigzag are the
most distinctive features. Sets of concentric circles,
designed in triplicate as well as the common double
are clumsily placed on the decoration zone; the sets
are placed close to each other and the borders. They
are characterized by a ring foot; rarely a high foot that
flares outwards is also seen. See: Lemos 2002: 36-39;
Catling and Lemos 1990: 21-22, pl. 5.120 (h); pl. 11.48;
pl. 14; pl. 25.392-404 (late MPG/LPG); Popham et al.
1980: 298-299, fig. 8f, pl. 14.33-35; pl. 24.605, 607-
608, 614-618; pl. 276.91; Popham and Lemos 1996: pl.
96.c (LPG); Popham et al. 1980: 299-300, pl. 15.95-
97, 104-107, 111-113, 116-118, 124-128; pl. 18.297-306,
308-312; pl. 25.664-669, 671-681; pl. 30.15; pl. 31.11;
Popham and Lemos 1996: pl. 99.79A3 (SPG); Old
Smyrna: Ozgiinel 2003: pl. 2.1-3; pl. 3.1, 3, 6; pl. 4.4;
pl. 5.1-2 (LPG-SPG); Klazomenai: Ersoy 2004: 44, fig.
l.a-b (LPG-SPG); 47, fig. 4.c, 5.a (LG); Erythrai: Aka-
lin Orbay 2021; Samos: Walter 1968: taf. 1.4-6 (PG);
Tsakos 2011: 340, 342, fig. 3.I1.1825 (PG); Claros: Jo-
livet and Robert 2003: 110-111, figs. 30.12; 31.1; 117,
figs. 2-3, 5; Zunal 2014a: 27-30, nos.17-19 (MPG-LPG)
(Zunal 2014b, 115, nos. 5-6); Ephesus: Bammer 1990:
142, pl. 15.¢ (PG) (= Kerschner 2003a: taf. 40.4); Mile-
tus: Hommel 1959/1960: taf. 55.5 (Krumme 2015: 584,
fig. 6) (MPG); Krumme 2015: 584, figs. 6-7 (O-LPG);
Pedesa: Diler 2016: 460, fig. 23 (LPG); Teichiussa:
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The finds vary chronologically between PG-
SubG, but it seems questionable that the exam-
ples with Protogeometric appearance survived
until the 7th century BC without major changes.
At Miletus, where EIA levels are difficult to dis-
tinguish, the finds from the LG-SubG burnt lay-
ers do not seem to differ from the Protogeometric
predecessors of the site.3® In Kos, on the other
hand, the situation seems more parseable. The
skyphoi recovered from the EG period graves,
such as Vasileiou Cremation No. 1, Serraglio
Tomb B and 22, and Pizzoli Tomb VIII, resemble
the LG examples from Miletus. This type of sky-
phoi was also found in mixed context in Serraglio
Tombs 14, 19, and 23, with MPG-LPG high-foot-
ed and SPG I-1I/EG flat-based cups and oino-
choai with a reserved band group on the body,
which are likely imports.3® The skyphoi from
single context LG-SubG tombs of Serraglio 43,
64, and the Pizzoli VI are remarkable for careless
design and reduced number of circles drawn with
a thick brush. As a result, it is difficult to propose
a precise date for No. 6 since the lifespan of these
skyphoi in the East Greek region is much longer
than in Attica. Considering the Protogeometric
appearance of it, however, a date of LPG-EG II
seems appropriate for No. 6, especially with the
help of Koan skyphoi from mixed contexts con-
taining Protogeometric finds and those recovered
from EG graves.

No. 7 (Fig. 7) is another East Greek Attic imita-
tion of skyphos. In addition to the review made
for No. 6, it can be stated safely that this piece is a
local production based on its characteristic fabric
with gold mica and reddish brown paint.

No. 8 (Fig. 8) is a large PSC skyphos fragment
with a carinated and everted high lip decorated

Voigtldnder 2004: taf. 159.79; Rhodos/Lindos: Blin-
kenberg 1931: pl. 33.821; Serensen and Pentz 1992: 28,
fig. 9.A5; 30, fig. 11.A15; 38, fig. 17.A49.

38 von Graeve 1978: 34-35; Niemeier and Niemeier 1997:
215, fig. 26 (The PG shoulder fragment of an amphora
with sets of semicircles separated by a double wavy
line was recovered from the same trench with the LG-
SubG fragments.); Krumme 2015: 586.

39 Morricone 1982: 105, fig. 127; 126, fig. 189 (Tomb
14, SPG I-II oinochoe with reserved bands and the late
MPG/LPG high-footed cup); 151-152, figs. 259-261,
(Tomb 19, SPG I-II oinochai with reserved bands);
183, figs. 339-340; 185, fig. 348 (Tomb 23, EG I-1I flat-
based cups and the LPG-EG I oinochoe with sets of
semicircles).
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with two sets of pendant semicircles.#0 The cen-
tral panel, consisting of a cross-hatched lozenge
chain between the vertical lines, is different for
this type of skyphos. According to Desborough’s
classification, which is based on the development
of the lip from high to low, No. 8 is compatible
with the medium class dated into the SPG I-I1I
range, with its lip height of 1.35 cm.4! According
to Kearsley’s classification based on form, lip,
decoration, and fabric, No. 8 can be considered
within Type 2, which she dated to the period
between 900-825/800 (first half of SPG I-SPG
I11),42 and which includes examples mostly from
Lefkandi but also Thessaly and the northern
Aegean. It is possible to narrow this wide date
range for No.8. Desborough states that the cari-
nated lip becomes popular in SPG I, contrary to
its less occurrence during the LPG period, and
the central panel between the sets of circles is
mainly, if not entirely, an LPG feature.®3 In addi-
tion, the lozenge between vertical lines is present
at the beginning of the LPG and the EG as an an-
cillary element separating concentric circles not
only in skyphoi but also in almost every open and
closed form. It is, therefore, reasonable to sug-
gest the LPG-SPG 1 date range for No. 8 due to
its distinctive stylistic features. Another point is
that the centre panel dividing sets of circles is not
a usual trait of decoration for the PSC skyphoi.
No. 8 is the second such example after a single
specimen from Lefkandi.** This specific feature

40 PSC skyphoi are characterized by two sets of pendant
semicircles between the handles, a high carinated and
everted lip (after LPG), and a ring base. With imports
and imitations from MPG to LG II, they are widely
distributed in the Aegean and Mediterranean. The
center of production is Euboia and its ceramic koine,
especially Lefkandi. For description, chronology and
distribution, see: Desborough 1952: 180-194; Colds-
tream 1968: 151-157; Popham et al. 1980: 299-301;
Catling and Lemos 1990: 22-24, 310-321; Lemos 2002:
44-46; Kearsley 1989. During the LG period, there are
almost no examples in Euboea and Koine, while local
productions up to LG II are observed in the Eastern
Mediterranean. See: Coldstream 1968: 310-321.

41 Desborough, in his classification of these finds reco-
vered from the Lefkandi levels, suggested that 1.5 cm
and above as high (LPG), 1-1.4 cm as medium (SPG
I-III), and 1 cm and less as short (SPG III). See: Pop-
ham et al. 1980: 300-301; Lemos 2002: 45.

42 Kearsley 1989: 80-82 (fabric); 87-93 (shape and distri-
bution); 126-128 (chronology).

43 Popham et al. 1980: 300-301.
44 Popham et al. 1980: 299, pl. 13.29-30.
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is essential as it allows for an earlier dating of
the fragment to the end of the MPG, when ex-
perimental work was carried out at Lefkandi.45
It also leads us to conclude that the fragment is
of Euboean manufacture. According to Irene
Lemos’ assessment, the piece shows the charac-
teristic production features of Euboea.4¢ If the
piece is imported, it would be one of the earliest
examples of the form with a late MPG/LPG date.
If not, the LPG-SPG I date is reasonable.

PSC skyphoi, characterized as a product from
Euboea and its ceramic koine, are widely dis-
tributed in the Aegean and Mediterranean as
imports and imitations.#’” Kerschner listed the
imported and imitated PSC skyphoi of the East
Greek from the Troad to the East Dorian region
and also gave a detailed report of nine examples
found in the Artemision and at Ayasuluk Hill.48
Although no Euboean production is found among
these skyphoi, two PG and one LG fragments of
different forms show a direct connection with
Ephesus and Euboea through fabric analysis.*® In
addition, four local finds, two from Artemision
and two from Ayasuluk, should be mentioned as

45 Previously, it was thought that the first examples were
from the LPG period (Popham et al. 1980: 300). It was
later discovered that experimental works were carried
out earlier on that specific skyphoi as proved by ves-
sels originating from a deposit from the excavations
at the necropolis of Lefkandi-Toumba. See: Catling
and Lemos 1990: 22, pl. 12, pls. 48-49.155-159; Lemos
2002: 44.

46 Irene Lemos stated that the fabric of the fragment
with its reddish color and white grit inclusion resemb-
les Euboean clay. She also pointed out whether the
fragment may be MPG/LPG. I thank Irene Lemos for
these informations.

47 See: Footnote 28.

48 Kerschner 2014: 109-140; for the other nine example
from Ephesus see: 110-117, figs. 2-10; for East Greek
examples see: 119-125: Troia (5), Larisa am Hermos
(1), Lesbos-Methyma (1), Phokaia (2), Smyrna (4),
Klazomenai (15), Chios (6), Miletus (1), Samos (1),
Kos (1), Rhodos/Ialysos (1), Rhodos/Vati (2), Sarde-
is (2), Lesbos/Antissa, Didyma and suspicious pieces
from Iasos. For addition to the this list, two pieces
from Anaia, see: Tirkan 2006, 45-46, lev. 5.18; lev.
6.19.

49 Kerschner 2014: 112-117. Of the four different clay
groups identified, “W” (figs. 3-4, 6, 8) is most likely
local; “g” (fig. 7) is localized to Kyme or Larisa (So-
uthern Aiolis). “Ul51” (fig. 2) and “U152” (fig. 5) have
not yet been identified, but the vicinity of Ephesus is a
suggestion. For the findings of the Euboea clay group
see: Kerschner 2014: 118, figs. 11-13.
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they prove the local PSC skyphos production in
Ephesus. Finally, the possibility of No. 8 being an
imported fragment due to its fabric should also
be noted here.

No. 9 (Fig. 9) is preserved as two fragments from
different parts of a crater. The decorative ele-
ments are a set of 13 full concentric circles and
a cross-hatched lozenge chain between vertical
lines. Separating concentric circles with chains
of diamonds, triangles, and checkerboards be-
tween vertical lines is a feature of the LPG pe-
riod but is also observed immediately afterward.
The examples, however, found in the Heroon of
Lefkandi keep open the possibility that this com-
bination was also preferred in the transition to
LPG.%0 In the Attic style, except for a few exam-
ples, the inside of the lozenge or triangle is whol-
ly painted,>! whereas cross-hatched is preferred
in Euboea and its ceramic koine.52 In addition to
the stylistic similarities, No. 9, with its reddish
refined fabric with white grit and very little mica,
is probably an imported example of a crater deco-
rated in the Euboean LPG-SPG I style.53 Parallel
examples with painted, cross-hatched, and re-
served lozenge chains in vertical lines separating
sets of concentric circles have been found at the
East Greek region centres of Bayrakli, Miletus,
Claros, Dirmil, and Lindos.>*

No. 10 (Fig. 10) is a body fragment of a closed
vessel decorated with a fringed set of concentric
circles filled with hatched hourglass or cross mo-
tif. Decorating the outlines with fringes comes
from Mycenaean pottery decoration, and ceased

50 Catling and Lemos 1990: 28-31.

51 Kraiker and Kiibler 1943: taf. 41.568; taf. 49.606; taf.
56.576; Kiibler 1943: taf. 10.2027; taf. 13.2091 (LPG);
Papadopoulos 2015: 14-23, figs. 1-10 (LPG, “Charito-
nidis Class” skyphoi, appear as a subgroup of Attic
Type 1)

52 Euboea/Lefkandi: Popham et al. 1980: pl. 16.156 (pl.
32.1), 163 (SPG I-II); pl. 24.585 (SPG); pl. 26.710, 714
(PG-SPG); pl. 279.1064, 1070; Catling and Lemos
1990: pl. 22.366, 368-369; pl. 24.384-388; pl. 54.327,
pl. 59.403; pl. 81.4 (late MPG/LPG); Theselya/Mar-
mariani: Heurtley and Skeat 1930-1931: pl. 10.142-143;
pl. 11.144-145, 148 (LPG-EG).

53 I thank Irene Lemos for her comments about the
pieces.

54 Bayrakli: Ozgiinel 2003: taf. 2.9 (LPG); taf. 9.1(EG);
Claros: Zunal 2014a: 34, 168.23 (MPG-LPG); Miletus:
von Graeve 1973/1974: taf. 17.1 (LPG-EG I), Dirmil:
Bass 1963: pl. 83.15 (LPG-EG) (Boysal1969: taf. 37.3;
Ozgiinel2006: taf. 2.b; Bulba 2010, taf. 23.Krl).
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in Attica and the Northern Peloponnesus with the
Protogeometric period but continued in Euboea
and its ceramic koine. Of these, two fragments
from the Lefkandi Heroon are close to No. 10
regarding the filling, fringe, and number of cir-
cles.55 Similar examples span a wide date range,
from the end of the MPG to the SPG. Although
the popularity of ancillaries, such as the hatched
lozenge and an hourglass in the LPG, allows for
a partial limiting of the date range, it would be
reasonable to cautiously suggest a Euboean ori-
gin for No. 10 with a date at late MPG—SPG.
The finds of different forms with fringed circles
were found in East Greek centres such as Anaia,
Miletus, and Klazomenai.56

No. 11.1-3 (Fig. 11.1-3) are body fragments of
craters and closed vessels on which vertical and
wavy line patterns between concentric circles
are applied. The earliest examples of this prac-
tice are found on hand-drawn semicircles or cres-
cents in Late Minoan and Mycenaean styles.>’ In
Greece, the motif continued to exist on kalathos
bases, pyxis lids, and flasks, mainly in the Attic
Protogeometric and Geometric styles, with dif-
ferent fillings, especially zigzag and gear pat-
terns.58 In Crete, however, where there are close
analogies for No. 11, the practice is frequently
seen on the shoulders and bodies of open and

55 Popham et al. 1980: pl. 16.156, 163, 166 (SPG I-1I); pl.
19.354 (LPG-SPG I1I); pl. 26.720 (LPG-SPG III); pl.
167.T1.1 (SPG 1); pl. 191.4.1 (LPG-SPG I); pl. 279.1064
(LPG-SPG III). For Late MPG/LPG examples from
Heroon, see: Catling and Lemos 1990: pl. 11.142; pl.
24.389-91; pl. 34.572 (close parallel), 573-5; pl. 61.450;
pl. 81.(b).11 (close parallel); pl. 17-188, pl. 54-56; Sip-
sie-Eschbach 1991: taf. 3.10.56/24 (LPG-SPG III); taf.
5.56/60 (LPG).

56 For Anaia, see: Tiirkan 2006: lev. 2.7 (LPG). For Mi-
letus, see: Weickert 1957: taf. 36.4 (mid below) (LPG);
von Graeve 1973/74: taf. 17.1 (LPG-EG); For Klazo-
menai, see: Bakir et al. 2004: 103, res. 4 (SM-EPG);
Ersoy and Koparal 2021 (SM-EPG). For Smyrna, see:
Ozgiinel 1998: taf. 9.1 (EG).

57 For some examples, see: Evans 1906: 159-161, fig. 144
(LM II); Mountjoy 1999: 422, fig. 148.77 (Achaea LH
IC Early); 615, fig. 231.560 (Attika LH IIIC Late),
Kraiker and Kiibler 1939: taf 39 (TRS?).

58 For some examples, see: Kraiker and Kiibler 1943:
taf. 71.577, 579; taf. 72.414, 615; Kibler 1943: taf.
25.2034; taf. 36 (top left); Papadopoulos and Smithson
2017: 74.T10-2 (LPG-EG); Smithson 1961: pl. 26.38-9;
pl. 28.35; Smithson 1974: pl. 69.d, g; pl. 71.m; Papado-
poulos and Smithson 2017: 143.T15-15-6; 192.T18-6, 9
(MGQG). For the single example seen on a open vessel,
see: Kraiker and Kiibler 1939: taf. 67.597 (EPG)
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closed vessels, in addition to plates, lids, and
flasks.3® In addition to the island-specific motif
known as the “sunburst,” bars, zigzags, dots, and
wavy, vertical, and diagonal lines are also pre-
ferred as filling patterns. In the progress of the
practice, based on the examples in the Cretan
LPG-Orientalizing style, the number of circles
decreased, and dots were frequently preferred as
fillings. The fact that sets of four or five circles
with fillings between them are also seen in the
Cycladic and East Greek LG-SubG styles points
to the practice spreading from Crete to the sur-
rounding area over time.%0

The similar examples to No. 11, dated to the
Cretan PGB-EG periods, correspond to a date-
line of 840-790 BC (Attic MG I - early MG 1I),
since the island follows the Attic chronology with
a lag of 75-90 years.¢! The same date range may
also be suggested for the Ayasuluk pieces.

No. 12 (Fig. 12) with a height of approximately
16 cm, appears to have been from a single-han-
dled shape, thanks to similar examples.®2 Among
handmade burnished pottery, jugs are the most
common and longest-used form with such traits.
In the development process of the form, as seen in
No. 12, the wide concave neck, the globular body,
and the smooth transition between these two parts
of the vessel stand out as characteristic elements

59 For similar examples, see: Coldstream 1972: 81, pl.
20.12 (fragment of a pithos or an amphora, contempo-
rary with Attic MG II); Coldstream and Catling 1996:
pl. 215.54 (PGB belly crater); Johnston 2005: 319 fig.
5.28 (PGB-EG fragment of an amphora). For other
examples, see: Hall 1914: 107, fig. 61; 169, fig.102;
Coldstream and Catling 1996: fig.100.44 (PGB);
Coldstream and Catling 1996: pl. 50.4-5 (EG); pl.
137.55 (PGB); Callaghan et al. 1996: 229 pl. 4.12.166
(PGB); 231 pl. 4.45.180 (LPG-PGB); Johnston 2005:
316, fig. 3.16 (PGB); 320, fig. 6.35 (LPG-PGB); 329,
fig. 10.74 (M-LG); Brock 1957: pl. 117-118 (EO) (da-
tes are according to the Cretan Chronology).

60 Rhodos/Camiros: Jacopi 1932/1933: 197-8 figs. 236-8
(Bossolino 2018: tav 26.T.LXXXIIL.(2).7) (MG II-LG
I); Morricone 1982: 357-8 figs. 774-5 (LG I); Delos:
Dugas and Rhomaios 1934: pl. XVIII (LG I); Miletus:
Niemeier and Niemeier 1997: 215, abb. 27, Weickert
1957: taf. 39.2 (LG-SubG). Wells suggested the Cycla-
des for the amphora fragment with dot-filled pattern
from Asine. See: Wells 1983, 37, fig. 13.

61 Coldstream et al. 2001: 22, PGB: 840-810 BC, EG:
810-790 BC.

62 For information in detail on handmade burnished
ware (HBW), see: Lemos 2002: 84-87, 97; Reber 1991:
20-57; Lis 2009: 152-163.
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of the Protogeometric profile.®3 Protogeometric
examples with a similar profile have been found
in Athens, Asine, Lefkandi, Kalapodi, Mykenai,
and Naxos.%4 Although the tradition of handmade
vessels is widespread in the East Greek region,
the single-handled jug form with the profile of
No.12 is known from only a few examples. A
parallel from Ephesus Artemision has been pub-
lished, but Kerschner stated that many ceramics
differing from the Greek examples in terms of
production technique were recovered, and the use
of local clay in their production was detected by
archaeometric clay analysis.®5 In connection to
this, two Protogeometric examples from Troia,
where local clay was depended, differ in form
from the Greek examples.¢ Finally, it is difficult
to say anything definitive about an example re-
covered from a building from Klazomenai, dated
to the first half of the 11th century BC, due to its
current state of preservation.6?

Handmade vessels were previously associated
with the destruction of Mycenaean palaces and the
arrival of the Dorians. The discovery, however, of

63 Handmade jugs first appear in LH IIIB/C. There is no
standardized form until the PG period; it becomes wi-
despread with the PG period and reaches a standardi-
zed appearance with a wide mouth and neck, globular
body, flat or round base and strap handle from belly
to rim. In the Geometric period, the height decreases,
the transition from neck to body is emphasized, and
the neck and handle shorten. With the LG, the form
lengthens again and the proportion improves, the lip
becomes prominent and flares out, the wall becomes
thinner, and fingerprints, knobs, and incisions appear
on the surface. See: Reber 1991, 20-57, abb. 10; Le-
mos 2002: 85-86; Strack 2007: 235; Papadopoulos and
Smithson 2017: 881-887.

64 Athens: Kraiker and Kiibler 1939: taf. 75.541 (EPQG),
754, 768-769 (EPG-MPG), 548 (MPG); Kiibler 1943:
taf. 28.907, 1184, 1101, 1090, 1078 (LPG); Papado-
poulos and Smithson 2017: 885.1T28-4 (EPG-MPG),
T53-2, T 15.1 (LPG). Asine: Wells 1983: 73, 217, no.
420; 99, 253 nos. 713-714; 275, nos. 917-918. Lefkandi:
Catling and Lemos 1990: 59-61, pls. 41, 76.824; LPG:
343, fig. 20.A (MPG-LPG); Popham et al. 1980: 343,
fig. 20 B-C, pl. 105.45.5; pl. 168.2.4; pl. 184.28.2; pl.
99.21.1 (SPG II-11I). Apart from these, there are also
fragments of LPG examples from the settlement. See.
Popham et al. 1980: 31, 36, 42, 343. Kalapodi: Felsch
1997: 77, tafs. 20, 45.424. Mykenai: Desborough 1956:
129, pl. 34.2.55-202. Naxos: Lambrinoudakis and Zap-
hiropoulou 1984: 77, fig.110.

65 Forstenpointner et al. 2008: 34, 36, 44, fig. 14.
66 Aslan et al. 2014: 298-299, fig. 21.
67 Ersoy and Koparal 2021.
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pre-destruction finds at Tiryns and Mykenai and
the variety of clays and forms in different centres
weakened the idea that these ceramics were as-
sociated with the newcomers and derived from a
single origin.®8 Determining the use of local clay
in producing handmade vessels from Troia and
Ephesus through chemical analysis is important
as it contributes to this discussion. The example
of Ephesus Artemision should also be mentioned
here as it shows that these forms, which we en-
counter in domestic areas and graves, were also
left as offerings in sacred places.

No. 13 (Fig. 13) is a local production with red-
dish brown paint application on yellowish fabric
containing considerable gold mica.®® The general
form is characterized by a flaring and raised lip,
a slightly concave high neck, an ovoid body, and
a ring base. Elliptical handles emerge from the
centre of the neck joint to the shoulder. There are
groups of four vertical lines on the outer side of
the lip. The metope on the neck is decorated with

68 For those that relate the existence of the pottery to
migration, see: Rutter 1975: 17-32; French and Rutter
1977: 111-112; Dietler 2010: 186; Jung 2011, 69-72;
Yasur-Landau 2011: 250-253. For those who associa-
te technological change due to economic factors see:
Walberg 1976: 186-187; Sandars 1983: 43-68; Strack
2007: 115-152, 229-235; Lis 2009: 159-163. Reber
handled these vessels into two groups: light-colored,
representing the Argolis and Corinthian regions, and
dark-colored, representing Attica. However, the Asine
examples have a dark clay and it was later noted that
the Athenian ones did not have standardized clay. See:
Reber 1991; Wells 1983: 73; Papadopoulos and Smith-
son 2017: 881-882. For local and imported examples
from Lefkandi determined by clay analysis, see: Pop-
ham et al. 1980: 342; Jones 1986: 474, 629-631; Catling
and Lemos 1990: 60; Lemos 2002: 97. In Delphi, in
the same context, a different clay example was found
together with the “Leather Ware” typical of Central
Greece. By the clay analysis, it was understood that
there is a local clay with “Leather Ware” at Kalapodi.
See: Felsch 1997: 77; Reber 1991: 45, pl. 8.1; pl. 25.2-3.
In Thessaly and Macedonia, the jugs with a cutaway
neck, which are typical of these regions, do not have
a common clay pattern. See: Popham et al. 1982: 235;
Heurtley and Skeat 1930/1931: 13. They are catego-
rized as kitchen pottery, but it is found both in sett-
lements and in graves. Anthropological studies have
determined that they are found only in the graves of
women and children in Athens, and it is generally ac-
cepted that the graves containing these vessels belong
to female individuals. See: Papadopoulos and Smith-
son 2017: 882-884.

69 See: “Local Ware” title. On the neck panel, the
wavy line instead of the zigzag also indicates local
production.
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quadruple horizontal bands at the top and bottom
and quadruple horizontal wavy line groups in the
centre. There are four sets of quadruple reserved
band groups on the body. Thick vertical bands
are used on the outer surface of the handles.

The combination of multiple zigzags or meanders
bordered by horizontal bands within the metope
on the neck and reserved bands on the body is
used on amphorae and oinochoai from EG II in
Attica to MG II when the window panel on the
shoulder was introduced.”® A similar pattern
is seen at Korinth and Argolis, where the Attic
influence is strongly felt during the EG-MG."!

70 Coldstream 1968: 14-15, 17-20, 22-25. Oinochoe/EG
1I: Kiibler 1954: taf. 70.2137; taf. 71.927, 2139; Kahane
1940: pl. 17.1-2; Agora: Well C 18:6 no. P 18616; Soti-
riadis 1939: 28, fig. 1a; Stavropoullos 1965: pl. 42.a.
EG II - MG I: Kiibler 1954: taf. 72.2148-9; taf. 73.2145
(Coldstream 1968: pl. 3.n); taf. 74.1253 (Coldstream
1968: pl. 2.d). MG I: Kiibler 1954, taf. 72.868, 870
(Coldstream 1968: pl. 3.c); taf. 73.862 (MG I - II); Ka-
hane 1940: pl. 17.3; Papadopoulos and Smithson 2017:
731.1720-1, T20-5; Mylonas 1955: 74, pl. 22.a; Verdelis
and Mussche 1965: pl. 106.d; Sotiriadis 1939, 28 fig.
1.d; McDonald 1961: pl. 63.a, c; Theocharis 1951: 120,
fig. 38; Vanderpool 1957: pl. 84.8 (left). MG II: Kiibler
1954: taf. 71.281,; taf. 73.300 (Coldstream 1968: pl. 5.a),
379, taf. 74.880 (MG II - LG I); taf. 75.298; Kahane
1940, pl. 17.4; Agora: Well D 12:3 no. P 8213; Agora:
Well 6:2 no. 6409. Amphora/EG II: Kiibler 1954: taf.
26.154, 655; taf. 27.925, 2136; Sotiriadis 1939: 28, fig.
la. EG II-MG [: Kiibler 1954: taf. 28.1249, 2140. MG
I: Kiibler 1954: taf. 29.806, 884, 2155; taf. 30.859 (MG
I — II); Kahane 1940: pl. 19.1-2; Vanderpool 1957: pl.
84.8; McDonald 1961: pl. 63.a-b. MG II: taf. 30.242,
236; taf. 31.255, 272, 277, taf. 32.276.

71Coldstream 1968: 92-98 (Corinth); 117-124 (Argolis).
Corinth-oinochoe/EG: Weinberg 1943: pls. 4-6.29
(Coldstream 1968: pl. 16.b), 30-34, Weinberg 1948:
pl. 71.B1-2. MG I: Weinberg 1943: pl. 9.54-57 (56:
Coldstream 1968: pl. 16.e), pl. 10.67, pl. 11.69-71 (71:
Coldstream 1968: pl. 17.a),13674; L 1957: pl. 65.1-4;
Charitonides 1957: pl. 65.1-4. MG 1II: Blegen et al.
1964: pl. 8.18.2 (Coldstream 1968: 18.b); Verdelis and
Alexandri 1961-1962: pl. 55.a. Corinth-amphora/EG:
Lawrence 1964: pl. 17.M 1. MG I: Weinberg 1943: pl.
10.58; Lawrence 1964: pl. 17.A1; Williams and Fisher
1976: pl. 17.1. MG 1I: Verdelis and Alexandri 1961-
1962: pl. 55.a. Argolis/oinochoe: EG II: Miiller and
Oelmann 1912: pl. 14.2; Courbin 1966: pl. 17.C 52,
829; pl. 20.C 458; pl. 21.C 459; Desborough 1955: pl.
49.d-e (Coldstream 1968: pl. 23.a); Charitonides 1955a:
234, pl. 83.b. MG I: Courbin 1966: pl. 18.C 53, 2435;
pl. 20.C 2476 (MG 1 -MG II); Charitonides 1954: 235,
fig. 4; Coldstream 1968: pl. 24.c-d. MG II: Miiller and
Oelmann 1912: pl. 14.8 (Coldstream 1968: 24.f); Des-
borough 1954: pl. 44.53-334; Courbin 1966: pl. 21.C
463. Argolis/amphora/EG II: Courbin 1966: pl. 1.C 51,
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No.13 can be assigned to the EG II-MG II with
the help of its decoration and its elegant ovoid
body, and its counterparts in these three styles.
However, introducing the metope on the shoulder
at the beginning of MG II allows this date range
to be narrowed. The differences between the
Attic and the Korinth/Argolis styles also allow us
to comment securely on the vase. On Attic oino-
choai, using multiple zigzag motifs with ancillar-
ies on the neck is common, and only band groups
are seen on the body. On amphorae, in contrast,
the meander with ancillaries dominates the neck
decoration, and unlike oinochoai, reserved band
groups are applied after the extra decorative zone
between the bands on the shoulder. At Argolis,
both forms show multiple zigzags and meander
on the neck without seconder motifs. Only band
groups are observed on the body without an extra
decorative zone. At Korinth, the pattern of both
forms is the same; multiple zigzags dominate
the neck panel applied without ancillaries and
the body shows only band groups. According to
these stylistic schemes, No. 13 seems to be more
in line with the EG II-MG I tradition of Korinth
and Argolis rather than Attica, with the combina-
tion of multiple zigzags (like wavy lines) on the
neck and band groups on the body without sec-
ondary motifs.

It should be remembered that the islands of
Korinth, Argolis, and the Cyclades followed
the developments and fashions in Attic geomet-
ric ceramics, whereas the East Greek world re-
mained apart from these developments until ap-
proximately the end of the MG. It is very difficult
to speak of a real East Greek EG-MG ceramic
tradition or to draw parallels with the Greek
mainland. The fact that most of the finds from
lasos had originated from LG grave contexts is
meaningful in this respect. In other words, the
influences from Attica in the late LPG - early
EG continued within the East Greek tradition, al-
most unchanged, until the early LG. Due to this,
it would be appropriate to approach the chrono-
logical framework proposed above with caution.

In and around the East Greek region, a similar

63; pl. 2.C 833, Coldstream 1968: pl. 23.b. MG I: Ale-
xandri 1963: pl. 72.d; Courbin 1966: pl. 2.C 834 (MG
I -MG II); Verdelis 1961-1962: pl. 57.c. MG II: Miiller
and Oelmann 1912: 136 fig. 8; Courbin 1966: pl. 3.C
2473 (Coldstream 1968: 24.j); pl. 4.C 28, 30-1; Verdelis
1961-1962: pl. 57.a; Alexandri 1963: pl. 70.a



2023/1

decorative pattern appears on oinochoai and am-
phorae from Ilasos, Rhodos (Camiros, lalysos,
and Exochi), Naxos, Delos, Rheneia, and Crete.”2
An amphora from Camiros with handles on both
neck and belly and two oinochoai from Exochi
should be MG II because of the window panel
decoration on the shoulder. In all other exam-
ples, the body is banded without a decorative
belt. With this feature, one amphora from Naxos
and Rheneai and two amphorae from lasos, like
No.13, appear close to the Korinth and Argolis
styles. It should also be noted that in many of the
examples from Naxos, the short edges of the neck
metope are bordered with thin bands, a practice
not witnessed in Attica but evident in Argolis and
Korinth.

No. 14 (Fig. 14) constitutes fragments from dif-
ferent parts of a crater. The state of preservation
only allows a partial understanding of the deco-
rative scheme. However, multiple zigzags and di-
agonally hatched meanders were used in the dec-
oration. Both patterns are used horizontally and
vertically on the vase. This scheme is common in
the repertoire of the Attic MG II style on forms
such as pedestal craters (Type II) and pyxis and
is widely seen both in imports and imitations.”3

The decoration of No. 14 with a fine brush and a
thick paint covering is more elaborate and of high
quality than the examples from the East Greek
region. These attributes suggest that it might be

72 lasos: Berti 2007: taf. 54.2 (oinochoe); Levi 1972:
472, fig. 12.c (top left) (oinochoe); 474, fig. 14.a, c
(amphora). Rhodos/Camiros: Jacopi 1932/1933: 127-
128, fig. 144-145 (Bossolino 2018: tav. 30.T.CCIII(6).3
belly and neck-handled amphora). Rhodos/Ialysos:
D’Acunto 2020: 779 (amphora). Rhodos/Exochi: Jo-
hansen 1958: 54-57, figs. 111-114 (oinochoe) (figs. 111-
112: Coldstream 1968: pl. 60.b). Naxos: Kourou 1999:
pl. LAK 1 MN 496 (amphora); pl. 5.AK 13 MN 6245,
AK 14 6246; pl. 6.AK 15 476, AK 16 MN 480; pl. 7
AK 17 MN 460, AK 18 MN 499; pl. 8 AK 19 MN 492,
AK 20 MN 6244; pl. 9 AK 21 MN 454, AK 22 MN
6247, pl. 10 AK 23 MN 495, AK 24 MN 498; pl. 11 AK
25 MN 494, AK 26 MN 497 (oinochoe). Delos: Dugas
and Rhomaios 1934: pls. XII-XIII nos. 45-49, 51-53.
Rheneia: Desborough 1952: 157-158, pl. 18.A 1456-
8, 1960 (oinochoe); pl. 19.A 1451 (amphora); Crete:
Coldstream and Catling 1996: fig. 61.95-6; fig. 135.30;
pl. 227.67; pl. 236.59, 63, 74.

73 Coldstream 1968: 24, 269-272. For some examples:
Kiibler 1954: 223, pls. 20-21 (Coldstream 1968: 25-
26, pl. 5f); Popham and Lemos 1996: pl. 88, 110 Pyre
14.16 (Attic import); Weinberg 1943: 25ff, no 73, pl. 12
(Coldstream 1968: 95-8, pl. 17f).
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an imported vase. Some details, however, dis-
tinguish the vase from examples from mainland
Greece. On the upper left side of fragment “a” is a
reserved area with a motif (?) and a wide painted
area below. Because there are no known exam-
ples of those craters existing with a wide painted
area within the main decoration zone, this frag-
ment must be from the handle side of the crater.
In almost all known examples, bands or an ancil-
lary decoration motif are placed just below the
handle, encircling the entire vase. This band or
pattern serves to border the decorative area from
below. In this sense, it is unusual that the deco-
ration area on the Ayasuluk vase continues be-
low the level of the handle.”* While the examples
from Greece have a space between the meanders
and the bordering bands, in the Ayasuluk crater,
the meanders rest directly against those bands.
While the upper hook is usually open on the right
side of the meanders and the lower hook is closed
in the examples from Greece, in the meanders of
No. 14, the upper hook is closed on the right side,
and the lower hook is left open.”s

Details such as the meanders resting on the bands
and the hatchings’ direction show parallels with
numerous Samian examples dated to the MG-
SubG periods.’® An extra line that is parallel
to the main curves within the vertical meander
chain near the handle is a trait that is also ob-
served on the craters of Bayrakli, which were
dated to the MG.”7 In addition to the distinctive
stylistic features discussed above, the reddish
fabric with easily dispersed limestone inclusion
and the glaze not homogeneously spread along
the inner surface are in harmony with the Samian

74 On a crater from Rhodos/Camiros, the decoration area
is extended below the level of the handle (Walter 1968:
taf. 51.268, British Museum 1861,0425.51). No reser-
ved area is, however, seen at the handle level.

75 Similar meander drawings are seen in mainland Gre-
ece and the Cyclades. Coldstream 1968: pl. 12.d-e (At-
tica, LG); pl. 25.b (Argos MG II), pl. 26 (Argos LG
I); pl. 34.m (Melos MG); pl. 35 (Naksos LG); pl. 39
(Melos LG).

76 Walter 1968: 16, abb. 3, taf. 3-4.21; abb. 4, taf. 5.22;
17, abb. 5, taf. 5.23; abb. 6, taf. 5.24; abb. 10, taf. 12.60,
abb. 11, taf. 11.58 (MG I); taf. 13.70 (MG II); taf. 19.108
(LG); abb. 12, taf. 11.59; abb. 13, taf. 12.62 (Archaic);
Niemeier 2022: 23-24, abb. 8-9 (MG II).

77 Ozgiinel 2003: 77-78, taf. 11.2; taf. 13.1 (Ozgiinel
1978: 19, pl. 11.6, Although Ozgiinel compares these
pieces with Attica and Samos styles, he thinks that
they are the work of a local painter named Usta 41).
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productions.” Therefore, it would be accurate
to interpret No.14 as a crater decorated in the
Samian technique imitating Attic MG II style.

No. 15 (Fig. 15) is preserved as a shoulder, body,
and base fragment from a lekythos. Three thin
bands separate three rows of decoration on the
shoulder. The upper decoration, which is not well
preserved, appears to have a reserved gear pat-
tern. In the centre, there is a diagonally hatched
battlement meander, the hatched lines that
change direction in the horizontal parts. A series
of diagonal lines are visible below this scheme. In
addition, four reserved bands are attested in the
centre of the painted body. The neck of the vase is
not well preserved, so it is unclear whether it be-
longs to the typology of the neck-ridged lekythos:
a common form at Dodekanessos.

Unlike the PG lekythoi, which mostly have coni-
cal bases, a new type of lekythoi with a flat base
(rarely low ring base), spherical body (rarely
oval body), handle attached to the middle of the
neck, and flaring lip appears in Dodekannesos
and Crete from the beginning of the MG period.
Both the presence of imported specimens and
its overall form characteristics indicate that this
new type was a perfume vessel produced under
Phoenician but especially Cypriot influence.” It
is possible that the ridge where the handle con-
nects to the neck, a trait present in the majority
of the examples, was originally a functional de-
tail to strengthen the handle attachment that later
became a “trademark™. A similar situation is ob-
served in the later Attic “Deianeira” lekythoi as
well. The ridging handle attachment on the neck
and the wide-opening mouth must have originat-
ed from flasks of Near Eastern origin.80

The decorating of lekythoi with two/three rows
of horizontal bands on the shoulder and at least
one set of reserved bands on the belly and the
form discussed above are found in the MG-LG
repertoire of Dodekannesos, but especially of

78 Eilmann 1933: 47-48; Technau 1929: 8.

79 For the connections between Phoenicia/Cyprus and
the Aegean world and imported examples, see: Kotso-
nas 2012; Bourogiannis 2018; Bourogiannis 2022.

80 Coldstream 1968: 269; Cook and Dupont 1998: 15-
16. For some examples, see: Gjerstad 1948: fig. 8.14;
figs. 13.6-7, 9; fig. 14.1; figs. 19.2-4; figs. 22.11-14;
figs. 25.6-8; figs. 33.3-13. Crete: Coldstream and Cat-
ling 1996: pl. 92.18; 93.30; pl. 97.19-21; pl. 119.43; pl.
206.64. Kos: Morricone 1982: 132, fig. 211.
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Kos.81 According to Coldstream’s evaluation of
examples from Kos, patterns such as the hatched
battlement meander, single and multiple zigzags,
gear pattern, dogtooth, dots, cross-hatched loz-
enge, and diagonal lines are common in the early
stage of the MG. From the late MG onwards,
while the previous decorative repertoire is pre-
served, new motifs such as the hatched zigzag
and triangular lozenge net appear.

The productions on which the diagonal hatchings
change direction only in the horizontal part of the
battlement meanders are numerous in both MG
and LG graves from Kos.82 The diagonal line se-
ries is usually found in LG graves.83 A lekythos
from Miletus with both the meander type and
the diagonal lines should be mentioned here.8
The Miletus example, which seems to be clos-
est to Ayasuluk No. 15, also includes the hatched
zigzag motif, a trait accepted by Coldstream as
being introduced in the late MG. When all this
data is considered, it seems possible to date the
Ayasuluk lekythos somewhere between the late
MGe-early LG. Considering the rarity of the form
outside the Dodecanese in the East Greek region,
these vessels are likely imported.

No. 16 (Fig. 16) is a skyphoid-crater fragment
with a row of dots between the horizontal stripes
on the slightly flared high lip and a hatched mean-
der below. The buff-coloured refined fabric of the
vessel containing white sand but almost no mica
is reminiscent of the Argolis clay, indicating that

81 Coldstream 1968: 269-71, (MG), 287-288 (LG). Kos:
Morricone 1982: 57ff, figs. 20-30; 81, figs. 72-74; 193,
figs. 371-372; 211, figs. 413-415; 288, figs. 612-614
(MG). 108ff, figs. 134, 143-173; 145ff, figs. 241-246;
155, figs. 267-269; 161ff, figs. 279-285; 1791, figs. 326-
331, 355-356; 234, figs. 472-473; 252ff, figs. 518-522;
274ff, figs. 575-577; 304, figs. 648-649; 308, fig. 659;
314, figs. 673-674, 686-689; 333, fig. 717; 335ff, figs.
722-723, 743-752 (LG). Camiros: Jacopi 1932/1933:
45, fig. 38 (LG II); 190, figs. 224-5 (MG) (Bossolino
2018: tav 11.T.VIIL(10).1; tav. 24.T.LXXX.1-2); Ialy-
sos: D’Acunto 2020: tav. XIILT. L1/393.1 (LG I); tav.
LV. T. LXI1I/445.1 (LG II). Lindos/Exochi: Johansen
1958: 37.71.

82 Morricone 1982: fig. 914.2, 5-6; 55, figs. 13, 15; 59,
fig. 26; 98-99, figs. 109, 111-112; 106, fig. 130; 154, fig.
264; 161, fig. 282; 162 fig. 285; 211, figs. 413, 416; 238,
fig. 495; 343-344, figs. 744-745; 345, fig. 750; 376, fig.
821, 398, fig. 895.

83 Morricone 1982: fig. 913.5-6; 118, figs. 161;136-137,
fig. 221-222; 180, fig. 331, 182, fig. 337, 234, fig. 473.

84 Weickert 1957: 122-123, abb. 8, pl. 39.1 (bottom left).
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No. 16 is likely an imported piece.35 The row of
dots used between the horizontal stripes on open
vessels is an Attic origin trait that can be found
in many centres from the MG I to the LG 1.83¢ By
the LG 11, new types of meanders appear, includ-
ing ones with perpendicular hatching to their out-
lines. In the Argolis, however, this practice was
widely used from the beginning of the LG.87 The
vessels decorated in this way, especially the LG I
skyphos and the kanthoroid crater from Mykenai
stand out as the best analogies.®8 Leaning the me-
ander against the boundary bands is also a prac-
tice found on pottery from Argolis. Considering
the similarity in style and the clay composition,
it would be reasonable to suggest that No.16 is an
LG I skyphoid-crater from Argolis.89

No. 17.1-10 (Fig. 17.1-10) are selected from many
monochrome cups and tankards. They differ in
form, dimensions, and fabric. The wall reflects a
slight narrowing from the plain lip to the handle
(with a concave profile in Nos. 17.7 and 17.10) and
then turns sharply from the lower handle attach-
ment to the base. This sharp turn has a smooth-
er transition in some examples (Nos. 17.1, 6-7),
while in others, it has a sharp angle (Nos. 17.2-3
and 8-9). A flat base is common (Nos. 17.4 and 9),
but in some specimen,s the base is emphasized,

85 The Argolis Geometric clay is normally cold buff in
color. White sands are often seen in the clay, but mica
is almost absent. Some of the examples found at Asine
have a warmer tone than is normal for Argolis, it is
orange rather than buff. See: Coldstream 1968: 112.

86 Coldstream 1968: 19, 24, pl. 3j-k; pl. 5.e-f; pl. 10.e
(Attica); pl. 17.f (Corinth); pl. 27.c-d; pl. 28.d; pl. 29.d
(Argolis); pl. 42.g (Boeotia); pl. 60.c (Rhodos); Chari-
tonides 1955b: pl. 40.10 (Corinth).

87 Coldstream 1968: 129; Miiller and Oelmann 1912:
145, abb. 9; Desborough 1954: pl. 45.53-339 (Coldstre-
am 1968: pl. 27.e); Courbin 1966: pl. 61.C 171 (Cold-
stream 1968: pl. 28.c); pl. 87.C 241; pl. 6-7. C 928; pl. 11
(Coldstream 1968: pl. 28.d); pl. 26.C 3; pl. 40.C 229; pl.
41.C 210; pl. 43-5 (Coldstream 1968: pl. 30.e); pl. 48.C
239; pl. 83 (Coldstream 1968: pl. 30.c); pl. 118.C 3233;
pl. 126.C 1039, C 3633.

88 Desborough 1954: pl. 45.53-337 (Coldstream 1968: pl.
27.d, Kantharoid crater), 53-340 (Coldstream 1968: pl.
27.c, Skyphos).

89 The perpendicular hatching to the outlines of the me-
anders and the leaning of the meanders against the
borders are also seen in Cyclades LG ceramics (For an
example, see: Harvard Art Museums, inv.nr. 1956.33,
https:/hvrd.art/0/291405). The clay of Cycladic ce-
ramics, however, is characterized by its high mica
content.
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giving the impression of a ring base (No. 17.5).
The oval-sectioned handle is attached from the
lip to a point which coincides with the line from
where the body narrows sharply. The height of the
vessels varies between 8-12 cm, lip diameters are
between 10-15 cm, and base diameters between
4-7 cm. Except for the thin reserve band under
the lip, and on the bases of some specimens (17.4,
5?, 10), the outside is glazed.®0 Similarly, except
for the small reserved tondo on the bottom of the
preserved specimens (17.4, 9), the inside is also
glazed. Black and dark brown tones (Nos. 17.1-3,
6-9) dominate the colour scheme, while reddish
brown (Nos. 17.4-5 and 10) occurs infrequently.
The application of the glaze, however, is sketchy;
brush traces and tonal differences that give a
streaky appearance from the use of a wide brush
are seen frequently. Matt and glossy surfaces can
be easily distinguished. In the glossy surfaces
(No. 17.1-3), the “glaze” is observed to be applied
separately from the paint and was not distributed
homogeneously. Some have such large inclusions
that they can be seen from the surface (Nos. 17.1-
5), while others are dense with mica and easily
dispersed (Nos. 17.8-9).

This cup form is known to have been used in the
East Greek region from the Protogeometric pe-
riod onwards, albeit infrequently.?! Coldstream
suggests that this form became widespread in the
East Greek region from the late MG.92 Versions
of the form are common in the East Dorian region
and the nearby islands of the Cyclades, lonia,
and coastal Carian centres during the late MG—
SubG.?? The Samian cups show a chronological

90 For an example in which the transition to the base is
not emphasized, but the base is painted, see: Kersc-
hner 2003b: 48, abb. 4.3.

91 For Protogeometric gray ceramics from Smyrna, see:
Bayne 2000: 160, figs. 39.5-6. At Sardeis, mostly gray
and a few red specimens, which can be considered
as prototypes of the form, were recovered from Late
Bronze Age-Early Iron Age levels. (Ramage et al.
2021: pl. 5, nos. HoB 21, HoB 23; pl. 9, no. HoB 41).
The form with a sharp transition to the base continu-
es in Lydia IV layer, dated to the 9th — mid. 8th cen-
tury (Ramage et al. 2021: pl. 40, nos. HoB 185-189). In
subsequent layers, the sharp transition to the bottom
disappears.

92 Coldstream 1968: 290.

93 Kos: Morricone 1982: 127-128, figs. 191-204 (LG
I); 148, figs. 250-252 (LG I); 163, figs. 286-289 (late
MGQG); 184, figs. 343-345 (late MG); 189-190, figs. 362-
364 (MG); 238, fig. 496 (LG I); 254-255, figs. 525-33
(LG I); 278, figs. 586-590 (LG I); 338, figs. 730-731
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sequence from the MG to the late Archaic period.
Heights range from 8-12 c¢m, and the transition
to the base is emphasized, similar to Ayasuluk
No. 17.5. Ordinarily, the concave turn from low-
er handle attachment to the base is slight. From
the mid-LG onwards, an “S” profile is observed
from the handle zone to the lip, as also observed
in Ayasuluk Nos. 17.7 and 17.10. Unlike the
Ayasuluk finds, using a reserved band under the
lip is not generally preferred.?4 Coldstream states
that the LG/SubG specimens, especially those
from the Heraion votive pit, are always glazed.?>
Eilmann, in his detailed description of the
Samian Geometric ceramic technique, mentions
large-grained inclusions so coarse as to explode
the surface and a grey-black glaze that is not
uniformly applied, creating colour transitions.%
The production of this form seems to have con-
tinued until the mid-7th century BC. Then, from

(LG I). Ialysos: D’Acunto 2020: tav. XXXI, tomba
CI/386.4, 6 (LG 1); tav XXXII, tomba CIII/388.5 (LG
I), tomba CIV/389.3 (LG I); tav. XXXIII, tomba CVI-
11/398.3 (LG I); tav. XXXIV, tomba CXI/401.4 (LG
II), tomba CIX/399.3 (LG II); tav. XXXVI, tomba
CXI11/403.2-3 (LG I-II), tomba CXV/405.2 (LG I-1D);
tav. XXXVII, tomba CXXXVI1/449.2 (LG II), tomba
CXXXIX/464.3 (LG II). Camiros: Jacopi 1932/33:
71, fig. 76 (Bossolino 2018: tav. 17.T.XXVI(32).3 (LG
II) (The dates of Kos, lalysos and Camiros tombs,
taken from D’acunto 2020: 900-906). Mylasa and its
vicinity: Akarca 1971: 16, lev. 28.25; Ozgiinel 2006:
lev. 54; lev. 55.d; lev. 56.a-e; Evren 2000: lev. 6.a-b,
f; lev. 7.a; Bulba 2010: taf. 44.T10-14; taf. 45.T15-22;
taf. 46.T23-30; taf. 47.T31-38 (LG). lasos: Levi 1967:
417, 419, abb. 25 (right); Berti 2007: taf. 52.1; taf 55.5
(LG). Miletus: Kleine 1979: 123, 137, taf. 35.22, 25;
taf. 36.27-28, 30-31; taf. 38.43-36; Niemeier and Nie-
meier 1997: 215, abb. 26 (top left), Kerschner 1999, 23-
25, abb. 12.46-47 (LG-SubG). Samos: Technau 1929:
abb. 25.3; beil. 18.3 (top); Eilmann 1933: abb. 4.e-g;
Walter and Vierneisel 1959: 12-13, 18 beil. 12 (the first
half of the 9th-8th century BC); beil. 14.1 (the last qu-
arter of the 8th century BC); beil. 34.3-5; beil. 36.1
(late 8th century BC); Furtwéngler 1980: abb. 12.1/6-7
(late 8th—mid. 7th century BC); abb. 16.1I/1 (the last
quarter of the 7th century BC). Anaia: Tiirkan 2006:
lev. 8.27 (875/850-750 BC). Claros: Jolivet and Robert
2003: 104, 114, fig. 34.1; Zunal 2014a: 98-102, no.122
(LG-SubQG); Zunal 2016: 188 fig. 5. Klazomenai: Er-
soy 2004: 46, fig. 3.k-1; 47, fig. 4.f, 48, fig. 5.g (mid.
8th century BC). Amorgos: Blanas 2006: 295-299, 349,
nos. 260-275 (the second half of the 8th century).

94 A reserved band was used in a shorter specimen that
is dated around 750 BC. See: Viglaki-Sofianou 2012:
212.

95 Coldstream 1968: 290.
96 Eilmann 1933: 47-8.
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the 620s to the late 6th century, a form continued
with the “Hera cups,” in which the upper part of
the body is reserved. In most of the examples,
this area contains the dipinto letters of HPH (eta
rho eta), HP (eta rho) or PH (rho eta).97

Cups recovered from MG-LG graves in Kos and
Rhodos from the East Dorian islands can be eas-
ily distinguished from the Samian specimens by
their height (4-7 cm), flat base, and a reserved
band of irregular thickness on the lip. In these
examples, the wall never has a sharp turn from
the lower handle attachment to the base. In most
of the Carian (Mylasa?) examples, the handle
is attached at a lower point of the body, and the
transition from the handle to the base occurs at a
sharp angle just above the base. There are varia-
tions in the majority of the examples; in some the
transition to the flat base is emphasized, whereas
in others, it is not. There are decorative varia-
tions in which the whole cup is glazed, a reserved
band is on the lip, or one or more reserved bands
are used on the body. The Iasos cups are close to
those from Caria in those aspects.

The common features of the LG-SubG Milesian
cups are the unemphasized transition to the flat
base, the reserved band on the lip, and the smooth
transition from the lower handle attachment to
the base.98 It is unclear whether the visible thick-
ening of the wall towards the base in some exam-
ples has a chronological significance or is instead
a preference of the Milesian potters.?® With their
matt/semi-matt appearance, they seem closer to

97 Walter and Vierneisel 1959: beil. 59.4-7; beil 60.4
(last quarter of the 7th century); Furtwéngler 1980:
abb. 18.111/1-6 (late 7th - early 6th century BC), abb.
22.1V/1-2 (the mid. 6th century); Isler 1978: taf. 72-73,
beil. 20-21; Furtwingler and Kienast 1989: abb. 12-13.
For the datings, see: Furtwéngler and Kienast 1989:
81-86. For distribution, see: Avramidou 2016.

98 At Miletus a large number of well-preserved cups
were found in a (two ?) depot room(s?). There seems
to be no agreement on their chronology. J. Kleine, sug-
gests different dates, such as the LG, 8th-7th century
and the second half of the 7th century (Kleine 1979:
123, 137), According to W. Voigtldnder, they are from
the mid. 7th century (Voigtlander 1986: 47), M. Kersc-
hner thinks that they are LG (Kerschner 1999: 23).

99 See: Voigtlander 1986: abb. 17. As discussed above,
the chronology of the finds is controversial. The ab-
sence, however, of this thickening in the early examp-
les published by Kerschner (Kerschner 1999: abb.
12.46-47) indicates that this change in form probably
occurred after the middle of the 7th century.
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East Dorian examples than Samian ones.

With the help of this information, No. 17.1-3 ap-
pears to be close to the Samian specimens with
its shape,!00 large clay inclusions, and remark-
able glossy appearance that is not homogeneous-
ly traced on the surface. On the other hand No.
17.6-7 appears to be closer to the Milesian and
Carian specimens with their profiles and matte/
semi-matte appearance. Nos. 17.4-5 and 17.8-9
represent two different clay groups. It is notewor-
thy that the sharp turn just above the base of No.
17.9 is close to the Carian examples. It is difficult
to suggest any other examples that do not match
the local clay with the available information. It
should be noted that the estimated heights of the
Ayasuluk cups are inconsistent with the East
Dorian examples. Considering that the cup form
with a flat or concave wall and no sharp turn
from the lower handle to the base had become
fashionable in the East Greek region by the late
8th century BC, it would seem reasonable to con-
sider the Ayasuluk examples as dating to earlier
than the second quarter of the same century.!9!

Local Ware (Fig. 18)

Kerschner identified the clay groups Ul51, UIS2,
and W used during the LBA-EIA periods at
Ephesus by clay analysis.192 The W group exam-

100 Unfortunately, the state of preservation of these spe-
cimens does not allow one to determine whether the
transition to the base was emphasized or not, as obser-
ved in the Samian pottery.

101 It is significant that none of the numerous cups (De-
rin 2014: nos. 134-163; Bilgin and Derin 2013: figs.
5-6) recovered from the Nif Mountain contexts, which
contain finds mainly from the late 8th century on-
wards, share any common formal characteristics with
the Ayasuluk cups. A similar situation applies to the
finds from the Tetragonian Agora of Ephesus, above
the theater, and the excavations on Panayir Mountain
(von Miller 2019). From the early 7th century onwards,
no cups similar to the Ayasuluk ones were recovered
from these sites.

102 Kerschner 2014: 114-117. Reference fragments from
these groups have not been recovered from ceramic
kilns, but there are indications that this element pat-
tern belongs to Ephesus. UlI51 and U152 have so far
only been recovered from Ephesus. W has been found
at Ephesus and the nearby Bademgedigi Hill (Puran-
da) and on a tablet from Hattusa. M. Kerschner thinks
that the tablet from Hattusa is associated with Apasa,
which is presumed to be ancient Ephesus because of
the content of the text. At Bademgedigi Tepesi, the
EIA findings are poor and only two of the more than
a hundred fragments analyzed have been identified as
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ples can be easily distinguished from the U151
and U152 with their intense gold mica additive
and standardized paint colour. During the clas-
sification works done in the storeroom of the
Ayasuluk excavation, the fabric characteristics
of the PSC skyphos lip and body fragment, one
of the reference fragments,!03 were observed on
many examples from the LBA-EIA. The lip frag-
ment with a paint band known from the open ves-
sels of the LH I1IB2 - LH IIIC Early and Middle
phases, and selections. No. 4, 7, and 13 for this
publication are some of the many examples
showing similar fabric characteristics with the
W element pattern found in numerous examples
in the excavation deposit. The surfaces are usu-
ally weakly clay-slipped, matt yellow and buff-
coloured (7.5-10YR6-8/3-8), reminiscent of straw
paper. The paint retains the colour standard, with
reddish brown tones reminiscent of tile colour
(10R4/6-8, 2.5-5YR4/6). The colour of the wall
is one or two tones darker than the surface colour
(2.5-7.5YR5-8/3-8). Dense gold mica is the most
prominent admixture. Other additives are sparse
white grits 1-2 mm in size and white, grey and
reddish brown particles 0.1-0.5 mm in size.

The Evaluations

In addition to those discussed here, examples
presented in previous publications of Artemision
that could be considered integral to Ayasuluk in
the EIA are included here in the discussion.l04
Along with the relationships of Ephesus with
other centres, the ceramics have been evaluated
under three headings, taking into account impor-
tant problems in the EIA, such as the continuity
in the transition from the LBA to the EIA and
migration issues.

A. The Continuity

It has been mentioned in the “the stratigraphy”
section that there are traces of habitation on
Ayasuluk Hill from the Late Chalcolithic to the
Ottoman period. Within this chronology, various
hiatuses occurred during the Bronze Age, as for

W. On the other hand, the fact that W is the most com-
mon clay pattern among the analyzed EIA examples
from Ephesus is a strong indication of the localization
of this elemental texture to Ephesus.

103 Kerschner 2014: fig. 6.

104 Biiyiikkolanci 2008; Biiyiikkolanct 1997; Kerschner
2014; Kerschner 2003a; Kerschner 2006; 367, abb.
8; Forstenpointner et al. 2008, 34-5, abbs. 14-15, 17;
Bammer 1990: pl. 15.
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the Late Archaic - Byzantine period range, it is
not possible to speak about the existence of a hia-
tus, whereas a scarcity of finds is evident. While
sorting ceramics in the excavation storeroom, no
examples with Late LH IIIC/SM and EPG sty-
listic criteria were found. It felt necessary, there-
fore, to reconsider four ceramics that were dated
to these periods by Kerschner.

The open vessel, first assigned to the SM/EPG
phase, seems closer to the LH IIIA2 specimens
than to the LH IIIC late cups with wavy line dec-
oration due to the non-fluid drawings and the fact
that the triple wave line motif is diagonal rather
than horizontal.195 An oinochoe that was thought
to be an EPG production has been compared to
examples from Lefkandi, which have a reserved
area for the transition from the neck to the shoul-
der and double reserved band groups under the
shoulder. The middle-sized vessels, however,
dating to the SPG I-II phase, which have three/
four reserved band groups under the shoulder
or on the belly, should be compared with the
Ephesian examples.!06 The SPG I-II dating seems
to be supported by the fact that similar vessels
are also found in graves with mixed contexts in
the LPG-GG range from the Kos-Seraglio cem-
etery.107 One of the two closed vessels assigned
to the EPG, with the pendant tongue group and
set of concentric circle decoration patterns, is
reconsidered here as No. 4 and assigned to the
East Greek LPG-EG I style phase, as discussed
above.108 There are reasons to assign the other to
a later date. This pattern group is found on closed
vessels in Athens throughout the Protogeometric
period.109 At Lefkandi, almost all of the exam-

105 Kerschner 2014: 116, fig. 16. For Kerschner’s paral-
lel examples from SM/EPG, see: Popham et al. 1980:
294, fig. 7.a, pl. 106; Lemos 2002: 27, 33, pl. 12.10. For
examples from LH IIIA2, see: Boysal1969: pl. XXII.
2; pl. XXIIL.9; Mountjoy 1999: 271, fig. 90.119-21;
524, fig. 187.121.

106 Kerschner 2014: 117, fig. 17. For Kerschner’s parallel
examples from EPG-MPG, see: Popham et al. 1980:
316-321, pl. 95.12.1 (MPG); pl. 101.32.2 (EPG); pl.
140.22.7 (LPG); Lemos 2002: 67-70, pl. 15.1 (EPG). For
examples from SPG I-11, see: Popham et al. 1980: pl.
133.19; pl. 135.18.4; pl. 148.44.1 (SPG I); pl. 150.47.2;
pl. 131.12.3 (SPG I-1I); pl. 170.4.1; pl. 102.33.9-12 (SPG
II).

107 Morricone 1982: 105, fig. 127; 151-152, figs. 259-261.

108 Kerschner 2006: 367, abb. 8 (no. 4); Kerschner 2014:
fig. 14.

109 EPG: Kraiker and Kiibler 1943 : taf. 29.522; taf.
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ples date from MPG-SPG.110 The dating of the
EPG specimens takes into account components
such as short and spherical bodies and the set of
full circles consisting of a small number (five) of
circles or the set of semicircles with half-moon
central filled. At MPG and later on, the bodies of
the vases become gradually ovalized; the full cir-
cle sets are replaced by sets of semicircles drawn
with a multi-tipped fine brush. Therefore, a wider
date range is reasonable for the Ephesian exam-
ple, whose form and circle set cannot be clearly
traced. In this case, the earliest examples of the
Protogeometric style from Ephesus date to the
late MPG/LPG. The other protogeometric ce-
ramics are from the LPG-EG I and SPG I-111. In
conclusion, the ceramic data available at Ephesus
suggest no continuity in the transition from the
LBA to the EIA.

The evidence from the existing pottery indi-
cates that life continued in Ephesus during the
Geometric period, considering the protogeomet-
ric successors ve the others styles. In early peri-
ods, however, ceramics reflecting the mainland
Greece styles are not as rich as the ones made in
the local style. We see a gradual increase of ex-
amples from mainland Greece over time, though
the East Greek forms remain prevalent. Nos.
13-14 and 16, related to Attic Geometric style,
from the EG II-LG. No. 11, related to Crete, cor-
responds to MG I-MG 1I in the Attic chronology.
No 15 the lekythos and No. 17 the monochrome
cups, known from East Greek centres point to the
late MG-SubG.

B. The Regional Styles and Connections

Attic Style: Originated in Athens and its envi-
rons. This style influenced the whole of Greece
in the Protogeometric period with its imports
and imitations. The Argolis and Korinth are the
most influenced, and this continued strongly into
the Geometric period. Protogeometric fragments
published here, Nos. 1-2, 5-7, and two examples
from previous publications, one of which is a
skyphos with a concentric full-circle set with
hourglass central filled and the other a belly-han-
dled amphora fragment with a triple horizontal

54.563, 549; taf. 46.584; taf. 66.765; MPG: taf. 55.544;
taf. 68.545; LPG: taf. 45. 587 taf. 46.195; Kiibler 1943:
taf. 10.2027, taf. 14.1076.

110 Popham et al. 1980: 272, pl. 276.983; Catling and Le-
mos 1990: 41, pls. 29.471-2, 477-80; pl. 71.644.
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wave line on the belly, reflect the traits of the
Attic style.!'! Except for No. 2, all examples ap-
pear to have been locally produced based on their
fabric characteristics and they are deviating from
canonical decoration. Kerschner, however, also
noted the presence of imported examples with the
help of chemical analysis. Nonetheless, although
Kerschner mentioned many fragments of Athens
by archaeometric clay analysis in his 2003 and
2006 publications, he has not yet published any
analyzed Attic specimens, except for a single ex-
ample in his 2008 publication.!!2 In addition, it
should be noted that no Attic fragments, which
we believe to be imported, were identified among
more than three hundred specimens during the
study of the EIA ceramics in the Ayasuluk. Based
on these findings it is clear that proving the ex-
istence of imported Attic products in Ephesus
requires a more detailed publication. It should,
however, be mentioned that the material handled
within this paper does show Attic influence on
wares produced locally and at other non-Attic
production centres.

Nos. 13-4 and 16 are specimens that reflect the
Attic Geometric style but refer to different cen-
tres. Local amphora No. 13 appears closer to
Argolis and Korinth than Attica due to the mul-
tiple zigzags on the neck panel without ancil-
laries and the lack of an extra decorative zone
between the bands on the shoulder. No. 15 origi-
nates from Attica with the row of dots between
the horizontal stripes on the lip and the meander
pattern on the body. Nevertheless, thanks to the
specific feature of perpendicular hatching to the
outlines of meanders and the clay characteristics,
it must have been produced in Argolis. The Attic
MG II type II crater no. 14, which is a common
form both in imports and imitations, points to a
Samian origin with its decoration style as well as
its fabric characteristics.

Euboean Style

Euboea is the centre of this style, but there are
extensive examples in Thessaly, the Northern
Cyclades, Boeotia, Phokis, and Lokris. Nos. 8-10
along with an additional nine PSC skyphoi previ-
ously published, including local productions, an

111 Forstenpointner et al. 2008: 34, abb. 15; Kerschner
2003a: taf. 40.9

112 Kerschner 2003a: 246; Kerschner 2006: 370; Fors-
tenpointner et al. 2008: 35, abb. 17.
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Attic imitation skyphos, a hydria with pendant
tongues on the shoulder, and an oinochoe with
a reserved band group on the body, associated
with Euboea and its ceramic koine.!!3 Apart from
these, the LPG-SPG I fragments of a hydria, an
oinochoe, and an LG crater fragment are the
other examples of this group, which have been
identified as Euboian production by archaeomet-
ric analysis.!14 Therefore, imported examples and
local imitations suggest that Ephesus was in con-
tact with Euboia as well as Attica.

East Greek Style

Besides Nos. 4, 15, and 17, the Attic imitation
skyphoi nos. 6-7, represented by numerous exam-
ples from different East Greek centres, can also
be considered in this group. Due to their abun-
dance and continuity, the monochrome vessels
(No. 17) seem to have been produced in Samos,
Dodekanessos, coastal Caria, and possibly
Miletus. The finds from Ephesus, Anaia, Claros,
and Klazomenai, although they do not yet pro-
vide clear data on production, contribute to the
idea that such vessels are specific to East Greek
geography in an inclusive sense. Another group
of examples showing the connection between
Eastern Dorian and Western Anatolian coasts
consists of skyphoi imitating Attica Type 1. In
Kos and Rhodos with coastal Caria, Miletus,
and Ephesus, the skyphos type is more faithful
to the Attic trend, while towards the north, it is
gradually replaced by the Euboean Attic imita-
tions and PSC skyphoi. The other common ele-
ment, the lekythos, which evolved from flasks
of Near Eastern origin, is common in Kos and
Rhodes; it is represented by one example each at
Ephesus (No. 14) and Miletus. Finally, the small
pendant tongue groups and the three-quarter cir-
cle set are also found on vessels from Miletus,
lasos and Ephesus (No.4), after the East Dorian
region, especially Kos. These commonalities are
essential in showing that the LBA’s communica-
tion memory was preserved and the interaction
continued in the EIA, in the region between East
Dorian centres and the Western Anatolian coast
with Miletus as its northern border, which was

113 Kerschner 2014: figs. 2-10 (fig. 3: Bammer 1990: pl.
15.b); Kerschner 2003a: taf. 40.4 (Bammer 1990: pl.
15.e); Kerschner 2014: fig. 18.

114 Kerschner 2014: 118, figs. 11-13.
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named “Lower Interface” by P. Mountjoy.!!5 It
would, however, be more accurate to say that the
site is located in a transitional area since Ephesus
also contained Geometric crater fragments (No.
14) and monochrome cups (No. 17. 1-3) related
to Samos and PSC skyphoi, such as those from
North Ionia.

The Cretan Style

Filling between circles on concentric sets of
four to six elements is common in the LG-SubG
phase in Crete, the Cyclades, and the East Greek
region. Filling between circles in sets of six or
more circles, as in the Protogeometric style, is at-
tested only in Crete. Ephesus, with No. 10.1-3 is
the second centre where this practice is observed
after Crete.

C. The Migration

The majority of modern scholars consider the
narratives of the migration from Greece to
Western Anatolia unreliable due to the lack of
uniformity in the narrative of events, figures,
places, and the mythical elements of the sto-
ries. The fact that most of the narratives gained
momentum after the Persian Wars is accepted
as an attempt to legitimize the interventions of
Athens, which was an “imperial” power in this
period, or, conversely, to link the origins of the
local people in Asia to a powerful lineage other
than Athens. There are, however, also those who
only partially reject migration stories and sup-
port their historicity. In addition to the domi-
nance of Greek Protogeometric style ceramics
in the Eastern Aegean with the EIA, the pres-
ence of the Greek language in the region in the
8th century BC, based on the works of Homer
and Hesiod, supports the idea that the migration
stories reflect a historical event. Unfortunately,
current archaeological data does not allow us to
clearly understand when, how, and for how long
these migrations took place. Since the basis of re-
searchers are ancient sources, theories containing
semi-speculative claims seem relative.!16

115 Mountjoy 1998: 34ff, fig. 1. The same basin also
shows a partial “koine” in the Archaic period, as in-
dicated by the co-production of Ionian kylixes and
“Miletus-type” commercial amphorae.

116 For the attitudes of modern researchers regarding the
concept of migration mentioned in ancient texts, see:
Rose 2008: 401-406; Mac Sweeney 2017: 382; Kersc-
hner 2006: 365-366; Aslan et al. 2014: 280-283.

ADerg XXX

One theory of the historicity of migrations, in the
case of the lonian migration, is that groups of dif-
ferent ethnicities moved at different times and lat-
er united under the Ionian identity.!!7 In line with
this, Ephesus, with its person and place names
and archaeological data, coincides with the idea
of mixed ethnicity on a micro-scale. Sakellariou
points to connections to Boeotia with the name
Androclus, the cult of Demeter Eleusinia and
the hill of Kerykeion; Arcadia/Azania with the
Styx stream; and Korinth and Argolis with the
Kenkhrios river that runs near Artemision.!!8
The relationship of the Ayasuluk/Ephesus EIA
ceramic data with the Attic style, which also had
a strong influence in the Northern Peloponnesos;
the Euboian style, which included Thessaly, the
Northern Cyclades, and partly Boeotia, Phokis
and Lokris; and the Argolis, MPG, Cretan, and
Eastern Doric styles have been discussed above.
In addition, it should be noted that the lion and
bear bones recovered from Artemision in the
Protogeometric find complex were also found in
the sanctuary of Hyampolis Artemis in Kalapodi,
Boeotia.ll The Artemision example must be a
late Cretan LBA head and there are indications
that it was purposely preserved in later periods.!20

Sakellariou’s study, taking into account the
names of people, places, and tribes in ancient
texts, and epigraphic and numismatic data, has
shown that there are commonalities in lonia that
can be linked to many parts of Greece.!?! In ad-
dition, in Miletus, Klazomenai, Claros, Smyrna,
and Halicarnassus, which contain evaluable
Protogeometric ceramic finds, it is possible to
see Eastern Dorian style with Attic, Euboean
style ceramics, many of which are probably lo-
cally produced. It is true that the existence of
different types of ceramics can also be explained
by trade. But, the fact that the distribution of
the ceramics from Euboea and its koine shows a
sharp decline beyond Southern Ionia and that the
goods circulating in the Northern Peloponnesus,
Dodecanese, Crete, and Cyprus became scarcer
beyond the north of Southern Ionia suggests
that trade was not only dependent on routes and

117 Mac Sweeney 2017; Lemos 2007; Sakellariou 1958.
118 Sakellariou 1958: 141-146.
119 Forstenpointner et al. 2008: 36

120 Dewailly and Muss 2008: 317, res. 1-2; Forstenpoint-
ner et al. 2008: 38.

121 Sakellariou 1958.
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geographical conditions but also on the settlers’
efforts to interact with the places from which
they came.

Ephesus contains elements that differ from oth-
er lonian cities, which can be explained by the
presence of a possible strong local population
alongside Greek immigrants of mixed origin.
Traditional accounts about the lonian migration
point to the sons and relatives of Codrus, king of
Athens, as the movement’s leaders and founders
of many lonian cities. The centre of the union, the
Panionion, is the temple of Poseidon Helikonios
on Cape Mykale, tended by priests from Priene
(Strabon 14.1.3, 20; Pausanias 7.2.1-4; Herodotus
1.142-3, 148). In the foundation myths of
Ephesus, the leader of the Ionian colonization
and the site’s founder appears as Androclus, son
of Codrus. The royal residence (?) of the lonians
is located in Ephesus, and the king also appears
as the chieftain of the cult of Demeter Eleusinia
(Strabon 14.1.3). Ephesus is also unique in that it
is one of only two Ionian cities, Kolophon being
the other one, that did not celebrate the Apatouria
(Herodotus 1.147). Should this situation be ex-
plained only by the identity of Lycia or Lydia?
Moreover, although the goddess dating back to
the Bronze Age seems to have been Hellenized
with the name Artemis, her depictions resem-
ble the gods and goddesses of different centres
of Anatolia rather than the Greek Artemis.!?2 To
summarize, the evidence pointing to a possible
local population may not be convincing since it
dates to the 5th century BC and, later, long after
the migrations. A great number, however, of East
Greek Protogeometric ceramics, including local-
ly produced ones, and the overall picture formed
by these indicators also suggest an extension of
a much earlier socio-political view in which the
local population was superior to outsiders.

Conclusions

Apart from a limited number of imported ce-
ramics of Attic and Euboean origin, most of the
ceramics evaluated are imitations done in either
the Attic or Euboean style. These are imitations
produced locally or in the “vicinity”, which we
can indicate as the East Greek region. The term

122 Fleischer 2008: 45-61. Especially the relief of Zeus
Labraundos and the statue of Cybele are remarkable
for the bull testicles on their bodies. See: Fleischer
2008: 50-51, figs. 10-11.
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“vicinity” here mostly refers to Miletus and
Dodekanessos to the south of the city and the
island of Samos. Although there are similarities
with the north of Ionia, it is difficult to speak
of clear communication between the groups at
this time. Practices known from Crete, apart
from mainland Greece and regional styles, are
not usual for the Western Anatolian coast in the
EIA. Indications from the sanctuary pointing to
a connection with the island give meaning to the
Cretan fragments in question.

As discussed above, there is a hiatus in the finds
between the latest phase of the LBA and the late
MPG-LPG. Undoubtedly, this discontinuity is
based on observations of “Greek” pottery styles.
In other words, it is not clear if the settlement was
actually abandoned during the period in ques-
tion since the local people’s own EIA ceramics
could not be recognized. Perhaps the settlement
continued to be inhabited, but the “Greek” ce-
ramics that we were able to distinguish arrived
and/or were produced at a later period. Leaving
speculations aside, one has to admit that life was
not going on in Ayasuluk at the time of the pos-
sible “migration” and in this sense, there were
no “Carians and Lelegs”. We can, however, hy-
pothesize that local people lived in the neighbor-
hood and were part of the rebuilt Ephesus, both
demographically and culturally. Or, based on the
support of the earliest EIA ceramics dating to the
late MPG/LPG, an alternative and speculative
suggestion would be that the migrants arrived
much later than previously thought. It should be
kept in mind, however, that all these conclusions
are based only on a small number of ceramics
and a few other finds. For this reason, it is neces-
sary to be cautious. Perhaps we can speak with
a little more certainty after the finalization of
all ceramic sorting processes and the execution
of the planned fieldwork, which will hopefully
uncover a homogeneous stratum or undisturbed
grave contexts.
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Catalogue
No. 1. Shoulder fragment of an amphora. Fig. 1

Inv: AYA 2021/0022.1
Find Spot/Year: 23S, 2021
Measure: h: 11.5; w: 5.5 cm; th: 0.7 cm

Fabric: surface: clay slip, I0YRS8/3 very pale yellow;
paint: 7.5 YR2 .5/1 black; breakage: 7.5YR6/4 light
brown; mica, white grits, white and gray particles.

No. 2. Shoulder fragment of an amphora or hydria.
Fig. 2

Inv: AYA 245
Find Spot/Year: 32D, 2002
Measure: h: 9.4 cm; w: 21,5 cm; th: 0.8 cm

Fabric: surface, clay slip, 10YR7/3 very pale
brown; paint: 5YR2.5/1-2 black-dark reddish
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brown;breakage: 10R4/8 red; silver mica, white
grits, sparse white and dark particles.

No. 3. Belly fragment of a belly-handled amphora.
Fig. 3

Inv: AYA 032

Find Spot: 228, 1996

Measure: h:17; w:17.5 cm; th: 0.8-1 cm

Fabric: surface: clay slip, 5YR7/6 - 7.5YR7/4 reddish
yellow - pink; paint: 2.5YR2.5/1 - 5YR2.5/1 reddish
black — black; breakage: 2.5YR4/8 red; gold mica,
white grits, white and gray particles.

Publish: Biiyiikkolanct 2008: 47-48, figs. 17, 20;
Biiyiikkolanci 2007; taf. 6.5

No. 4. Shoulder fragment of an amphora. Fig. 4
Inv: AYA 030
Find Spot: 228, 1996

Measure: a) h: 8.5 cm; w: 13 cm; th: 0.7-05 cm. b) h: 4.5
cm; w: 7.2 cm; th: 0.5 cm

Fabric: surface: clay slip, 7.5YR7/6 reddish yellow,
paint: 10R4/8 - 2.5 YR4/8 red; breakage: 2.5YR6/8
light red; dense gold mica, white grits, white, red-
dish brown, and gray particles.

Publish: Biytikkolanci1 1997, 36, fig. 4; Biiyiikkolanct
2007; taf. 6.5; Biiyiikkolanct 2008: 47, fig. 20;
Kerschner 2006: 367, fig. 8.

No. 5. Lip and body fragment of a skyphos. Fig. 5
Inv: AFU 2092
Find Spot/Year: 32D, 2006

Measure: w: 4.8 cm; h: 5.2 cm; th: 0.5 cm (body); 0.8 cm
(lip); d: 20.5 cm

Fabric: surface: thick clay slip, 7.5YR6/4 light brown;
paint: 10R4/6-8 red (outside), 10R4/8 (inside); break-
age: 2.5YR6/6 light red; mica, white and gray par-
ticles.

No. 6. Skyphos. Fig. 6
Inv: AYA 01/01
Find Spot/Year: 32D, 2001

Measure: h: 9.8 cm; d: 18 cm (lip), 6 cm (foot); w: 5.5 cm
(handle); th:0.35 cm (lip), 0.4 (below the lip), 0.8 cm
(above the foot), 1 cm (handle);

Fabric: surface: very light slip 10YR7/3 very pale brown;
paint: 7.5YR2.5/1-2 black-very dark brown (out-
side), 2.5YR2.5/1 black (inside); breakage: 7.5YRS5/4
brown; mica, white particles.

Publish: Biiytikkolanci 2008, 50, fig. 28.

No. 7. Lip and body fragment of a skyphos. Fig. 7
Find Spot/Year: 22S.a, 1999

Measure: h: 4 cm; w: 2.5 ¢cm; th: 0.5 cm

Fabric: surface: clay slip, 7.5YR6/6 reddish yellow, paint:
10R4/8 - 2.5 YR4/8 red (outside and inside); break-
age: 2.5YRO6/8 light red; dense gold mica, white and
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reddish brown grits, white and gray particles.
No. 8. Lip and body fragment of a skyphos. Fig. 8
Inv: AYA 2021/0022.1
Find Spot/Year: 23S, 2021
Measure: h: 5.3 cm; w: 11.3 cm; th: 0.5 cm; d: 17 cm

Fabric: surface: thick slip, 10YR7/3 very pale yellow;
paint: 2.5YR2.5/1 reddish black (outside), 10YR2/2
very dark brown -bright- (inside); breakage: SYR5/6
yellowish red; sparse mica; white and reddish brown
grits, sparse white and reddish brown particles.

No. 9. Body fragment of a crater. Fig. 9
Inv: AYA 99/01
Find Spot/Year: 22S.a, 1999

Measure: a) h: 8.2 cm; w: 6.8 cm; th: 1.5 cm (upper part),
1.1 cm (lower part) b) w: 7 cm; h: 4.7 cm; th: 0.7 cm

Fabric: surface: clay slip, 2.5YRS5/6 red; paint: 10R4-5/6-
8 red (outside), 2.5YR2.5/1 reddish black -matt- (in-
side); breakage: S5YR5/6 yellowish red; quite sparse
mica, white and reddish brown and gray grits, white
particles in sparse.

No. 10. Body fragment of a closed vessel Fig. 10
Inv: AAB 883

Find Spot/Year: 32D, 2006

Measure: h: 5.9 cm; w: 6.5 cm; th: 0.7 cm

Fabric: surface: clay slip, 10YR7/4 very pale brown;
paint: 7.5YR2.5/2 very dark brown; breakage:
2.5YR5/8 red; mica, white grits, white and dark par-
ticles.

No. 11.1 Body fragment of a crater. Fig. 11
AYA 02/284

Find Spot/Year: 32D, 2002

Measure: h: 5 cm; w: 4.5 cm; th: 0.8 cm

Fabric: surface: clay slip, 5YR6/6 reddish yellow; paint:
5YR23/4 dark reddish brown (outside); 10R2.5/2
very dusky red (inside); breakage: 5YRS/6-8 yellow-
ish red; mica, white, brown, and gray particles.

No. 11.2. Body fragment of a crater. Fig. 11
Inv: AFU 2093

Find Spot/Year: 32D, 30.11.2006

Measure: h: 6.4 cm; w: 4.1 cm; th: 0.8 cm

Fabric: surface: clay slip, 5YR7 reddish yellow; paint
5YR4/4 reddish brown (outside), 10R2.5/2 very
dusky red (inside); breakage: SYR5/6-8 yellowish
red; mica, gray and black grains, white and brown
particles.

No. 11.3. Body fragment of a closed vessel. Fig. 11
Find Spot/Year: 22S.c, 16.12.1998
Measure: h: 7.3 cm; w: 4.6 cm; th: 0.5 cm

Fabric: surface: light slip, 10YR8/3-4 very pale yellow;
paint: 2.5YR3/4 dark reddish brown; breakage:
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2.5YR4/6 red; mica, large dark grains (2-3 mm),
brown, gray, and white particles.

No. 12 Lip, handle, and body fragments of a jug. Fig.
12

Inv: AYA 00/003

Find Spot/Year: 32 D, 2000

Measure: h:13.5 cm; w: 9 cm; th: 0.7-8 cm

Fabric: surface: burnished, 2.5YR4/6-8 red; breakage:
large dense mica, coarse grits, black, and brown,
dark sands.

No. 13. Neck-handled amphora. Fig. 13

Find Spot/Year: 32D, 2001

Measure: h: 42 cm; w: 22.5 cm; th: 0,4-5 cm; d: 15.2 c¢cm
(lip); 10,5 cm (foot)

Fabric: surface: clay slip, 7.5YR7/6 reddish yellow, paint:
10R4/8 - 2.5 YR4/8 red; breakage: SYR7/8 reddish
yellow; dense gold mica, white and reddish brown
grits, white, reddish brown and gray particles.

Publish: Biiyiikkolanc1 2008: 50, fig. 27.
No. 14 Body fragments of a crater. Fig. 14
AYA 99/03

Find Spot/Year: 228, 1996

Measure: a) h: 9.1 cm; w: 14.3 cm; th: 0.8-1.1 cm. bl) h:
8.5 cm; w: 10.8 cm; th: 0.85-0.95 cm. b2) h: 5.8 cm;
w: 5.3 cm; th: 1-1.1 cm

Fabric: surface: thick slip, 5YR6/6 reddish yellow;
paint: 5YR2.5/2 black (outside), 5YR3/2 dark red-
dish brown (inside), lead-black glaze which does
not spread homogeneously; breakage: 10R4-5/8 red
(edges), 10YRS/3 yellowish brown (core); over-firing
and easy-crumbling clay, dense mica and sands,
large white grits, white, gray and reddish brown par-
ticles.

Publish: Biiyiikkolanc1 1997: 37, fig. 6; Biiylikkolanci
2007: taf. 6.5; Biiyiikkolanct 2008: 47-48, figs. 17,
19-20.

No. 15 Body and base fragments of a lekythos. Fig. 15
Inv: AYA 01/002
Find Spot/Year: 32D, 2001

Measure: h: 9.8 cm; w: 9.3 cm; th: 0.8 cm; d: 4.5 cm
(base)

Fabric: surface: very light slip 10YR7/3 very pale brown;
paint: 7.5YR2.5/1-2 black-very dark brown; break-
age: 7.5YR4/6 strong brown; sparse mica, white
grits, white and gray particles.

Publish: Biiytikkolanci 2008: 50, fig. 28

No. 16. Lip and body fragments of a crater or sky-
phoid crater. Fig. 16

AYA 99/07
Find Spot/Year: 22S.a, 1999

Measure: h: 5 cm; th: 1 cm; d: 21 cm
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Fabric: surface: light slip 5YR7/6-8 reddish yellow;
paint: 5YR3/2 dark reddish yellow and 2.5YR4/6-8
red (outside), 2.5YR3/2 dusky red (inside); breakage:
7.5YR8/6 reddish yellow; sparse white sand, white
and gray particles.

Publish: Biiyiikkolanc1 1997: 36, fig. 5; Biiyiikkolanc1
2007: taf. 6.5; Biiyiikkolanct 2008: 47-48, figs. 17,
19-20.

No. 17.1. One-handled cup. Fig. 17.1

AYA 037

Find Spot/Year: 228, 1996

Measure: h: 8.3 cm; th: 04-0.7 cm; d: 14 cm

Fabric: surface: 10YR2/1-2 black-very dark brown
(outside and inside); leaden varnish which does not
spread homogeneously; breakage: 7.5YR6/6 reddish
yellow; silver mica, large white grits, white and dark
particles.

Publish: Biyiikkolanci 2007: taf. 6.4; Biiyiikkolanci
2008: 47, fig. 17.

No. 17.2. One-handled cup. Fig. 17.2

AYA 039

Find Spot/Year: 228, 1996

Measure: h: 8.4 cm; th: 0.4-0.7 cm; d: 12 cm

Fabric: surface: 10YR2/1-2 black-very dark brown
(outside and inside); lead-black glaze that does not
spread homogeneously; breakage: 7.5YR6/6 reddish
yellow; silver mica, large white grits, white and gray
particles.

Publish: Biiyiikkolanci 2007; taf. 6.4; Biiyiikkolanci
2008: 47, fig. 17.

No. 17.3. One-handled cup. Fig. 17.3

Inv: AYA 045

Find Spot/Year: 22S.b, 1997

Measure: h: 8.4 cm; th:0.3-0.5 cm; d: 12 cm

Fabric: surface: 2.5YR3/2 dark reddish brown —
2.5YR4/8 red (outside), leaden varnish which does
not spread homogeneously; 2.5YR6/8 light red
-matt- (inside); breakage: 10R5/8 red; few mica,
white and dark particles in sparse.

7.5YR7/6 reddish yellow

No. 17.4. Body and base fragments of a one-handled
cup. Fig. 17.4

Find Spot/Year: 2285, 1996
Measure: h: 2.1 cm; th: 0.4 cm; d: 4 cm

Fabric: surface:2.5YR3/4-6 dark reddish brown-dark red
(outside and inside); breakage: 2.5YRS5/8 red. sparse
silver mica, sparse white grits and particles

No. 17.5. Body and base fragments of a one-handled
cup. Fig. 17.5

Find Spot/Year: 2285, 1996
Measure: h: 2.1 cm; th: 0.45 cm; d: 7 cm
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Fabric: surface: 10R4/6 red — 10R4/8 red (outside and in-
side); breakage: 2.5YRS5/8 red; less mica, white grits
and particles in sparse.

No. 17.6 Lip and body fragments of a one-handled
cup. Fig. 17.6

Inv: AYA 02/334
Find Spot/Year: 32D, 2002
Measure: h: 8.2 cm; th: 0.3-0.5 cm; d: 12 cm

Fabric: surface: 7.5YR2/1-2 black-very dark brown (out-
side and inside); breakage: 7.5YR6/6 reddish yellow;
sparse silver mica, white and dark grits.

No. 17.7. Lip and body fragments of a one-handled
cup. Fig. 17.7

Inv: AYA 035
Find Spot/Year: 22S.a, 1996
Measure: h: 9.1 cm; th:0.3-08 cm; d: 10 cm

Fabric: surface: 7.5YR2/1-2 black-very dark brown (out-
side and inside); breakage: 5.5YR5/6 reddish yellow;
sparse silver mica, white and dark grits.

Publish: Biiyilikkolanci 2007: taf. 6.4, Biiyiikkolanct
2008: 47, fig. 17.8

No. 17.8. Lip and body fragments of a one-handled
cup. Fig. 17

Inv: AYA 046
Find Spot/Year: 22S.b, 1997
Measure: h: 8.9 cm; th: 0.4-0.7 cm; d: 12 cm

Fabric: surface: 5YR3/3 dark reddish brown (outside
and inside), rough surface; breakage: 2.5YR4/8 red;
easy-crumbling clay; dense mica, white and dark
grits.

No. 17.9. Body and base fragments of a one-handled
cup. Fig. 17.9

Inv: AYA 02/333
Find Spot/Year: 32D, 2002
Measure: h: 10.1 cm; th: 0.4-0.7 cm; d: 5.6 cm

Fabric: surface: 7.5YR3/1 brown (outside and inside),
rough surface; breakage: 7.5YR6/6 reddish yellow;
mica, white and dark grits.

No. 17.910 Lip, body and base fragments of a one-
handled cup. Fig. 17.10

Inv: AYA 96/077
Find Spot/Year: 228, 1996
Measure: h: 10.1 cm; th: 0.4-7 cm; d: 14 (lip); 7 cm (base)

Fabric: surface: 5YR4/6 yellowish red (outside), 5YR6/8
reddish yellow (inside); breakage: 2.5YR5/8; dense
gold mica, large white grits, white and gray parti-
cles.
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YAYIN KURALLARI

TEKNIiK KURALLAR

1. Siire:

Derginin her yilin Mayis ayinda yayinlanmasi
hedeflenmektedir, bu amagla ¢alismalarin ¢ik-
mast planlanan sayidan en ge¢ 6 ay dnce teslimi
gerekmektedir. Yayilanmasi istenilen makale-
ler zaman sinirlamasi olmaksizin gonderilebilir.
Hakemler tarafindan olumlu degerlendirilen ma-
kalelerin adedi Arkeoloji Dergisi’nin bir sayisi
icin fazla oldugu takdirde, baz1 makaleler diger
sayida yayinlanmak {izere havuzda bekletilir. Bu
gibi durumlarda oncelik makalelerin gonderilis
zamani gozetilerek belirlenir.

2. Ozet ve anahtar kelimeler:

Tiirk¢e ve yabanci dilde yazilmig 2000 karakter
sinir1 olan birer 6zet ve her iki dilde anahtar keli-
meler ¢alismaya eklenmelidir.

3. Format:

a- Makaleler Almanca, Ingilizce, Fransizca ve
Tiirk¢e dillerinden birinde, Word 5.0 ve {istii ya-
zim dillerinden birinde olusturulmali, yayina ha-
zir metin e-mail ya da CD ile teslim edilmelidir
(Macintosh ile hazirlanan epigrafi metinlerinde
MS-DOS/Windows’a ¢evirim sirasinda font-
larda kayip olabilmektedir. Bu nedenle epigrafi
metinlerinin Macintosh ile hazirlanmasi tavsiye
edilmez).

b- Makale metni, sayfa diizeni olusturmadan,
1,5 satir aralig1 ile ana metin 11 punto, siirek-
lilik gosterecek sekilde her sayfa sonuna ek-
lenmis dipnotlar 9 punto ile ve “Times New
Roman” karakterinde yazilmalidir. Yunanca
alintilar hari¢, tim metinde tek yazi karakteri
kullanilmalidir.

c- Paragraf basi verilmemeli, paragraf basi gerek-
tigi durumlarda bir alt satira ge¢ilmelidir. Baglik
ve alt basliklarda italik, biiylik harf, kalin ve alt1
cizili gibi format 6zellikleri kullanilmamalidir.

d- Metnin gerektirdigi zorunlu haller disin-
da, ozellikle katalog veya kaynak¢a hazirla-
nirken higbir gekilde tablo veya tab/sekme-
lerle ya da "space bar” kullanilarak bir diizen
olusturulmamalidir.

4. Uzunluk:

flke olarak makalelerin dipnotlar dahil 30.000
karakteri (yaklasik 4.000 kelime/10-15 sayfa),
-eger varsa- fotograf ve g¢izimlerin 12 levhay1
agmamast gerekmektedir. Bundan daha uzun
makalelerde editorlerin takdir hakki géz oniine
alinacaktir.

S. Cizim ve fotograflar:

a- Cizim ve fotograflar en az 600 dpi ¢ozliniir-
litkteki tiff formatinda olmalidir.

b- Metinde kullnilan tablolar ve grafikler hem
tiff. Hem de excell formatinda génderilmelidir.

c- Renkli ¢izim ve fotograf teknik imkéanlarin el
vermemesi nedeniyle kullanilmayacaktir.

d- Her resim ve ¢izimin metin i¢inde adlandi-
rilmasi i¢in yalnizea “Fig.” Kisaltmasi kullanil-
mal1 ve figiirlerin adlandirilmasinda siireklilik
olmalidir (Levha, Resim, Cizim, Sekil, Harita
ya da bir baska ifade veya kisaltma kesinlikle
kullanilmamalidir).

6. Noktalama, dipnotlar ve kaynakca:

a- Metindeki her noktalama isaretinin ardindan
bir bosluk birakilmalidir.

b- Metnin i¢inde yer alan “Fig.” ibareleri, biiyiik
harf ile ve parantez i¢cinde verilmeli; Fig. ibare-
sinin noktasindan sonar bir bosluk birakilmali
(Fig. 1); ikiden fazla ardisik figiir belirtiliyorsa
iki rakam arasina bosluksuz kisa tire konulmali-
dir. (Fig. 3-5).

c- Ciimle i¢inde veya climle sonunda yer alan
dipnot numaralarinin herbirisi noktalama (nok-
ta veya virgill) isaretinden sonar yer almalidir.
Dipnotlar, her sayfanin altinda verilmeli ve ma-
kalenin basindan sonuna kadar siireklilik arz
etmelidir.

d-Tiim gondermeler dipnotta kisaltilmig form-
da verilmeli, metin sonuna bir kisaltmalar lis-
tesi eklenmelidir. Modern  yayinlarda yazar

ve tarih sirasi ile kisaltma yapilmalidir (6rn: Bri-
ant 1987: 274-278).

e- “Ibid”, “op.cit” ve “loc.cit” gibi kisaltmalar
tercih edilmemelidir.



f- Siireli yayinlarin ve temel kaynaklarin kisalt-
masinda http:/www.dainst.de/medien/de/richtli-
nien_abbreviations_english.html web adresinde-
ki dizin kullanilmalidir. Epigrafik ¢aligsmalarda
Supplementum Epigraphicum Graecum. Conso-
lidated Index for Volumes XXXVI-XLV (1986-
1995) [=http:/www.hum.leiden.edu/history/
seg-abbreviations.jsp] kullanilabilir. Gonderme
yapilan ¢aligmalar asagidaki gibi anilmalidir:

g- Dipnotlarda herhangi bir kisiye ya da kuruma
tesekkiir kismina yer verilmemeli, bu ifadeler
metnin sonunda kaynakcanin hemendncesinde
“TESEKKUR” bashg1 altinda yer almalidur.

Monografiler:

Yazar adi bas harfi, Soyadi, Kitabin adi, Basim
yeri, yili, sayfa, Res. Lev. Seklinde verilmeli;
yazar ad1 word belgesi iginde, yazi tipi boliimii
icinde yer alan “Kii¢iik bilyiikk” kutucugu isaret-
lenerek yazilmalidir.

Dunbabin 1948: 36-43 (dipnotta).

Dunbabin 1948: T.J. Dunbabin, The Western
Greeks, Oxford. (kaynakcada).

Siireli Yayinlar:

Yazar adi basharfi, Soyadi, “Makale ad1”, Siireli
yay1n adi, sayisi, yili, sayfa, Res. Lev.

Akkermans vd. 2006: 142, P1.52. (dipnotta)

Akkermans vd. 2006: PM.M.G. Akkermans,
R. Cappers, C. Cavallo, O. Nieuwenhuyse, B.
Nilhamn, LN. Otte “Investigating the Early
Pottery Neolithic of Northern Syria: New Evi-
dence from Tell Sabi Abyad”, 4J4 110, 123- 156.
(kaynakcada)

Am Kitaplari:

Yazar adi bas harfi, Soyadi, “Makale ad1”, (varsa
editor), Ani kitabr adi, yili, basim yeri, sayfa, Res.
Lev.

Esin 1989: 138. (dipnotta)

Esin 1989: U. Esin, “An Early Trading Center in
Eastern Anatolia”, Tahsin Ozgii¢'e Armagan, An-
kara, 135-141. (kaynakcada)

Kongre Yayinlari:

Yazar adi basharfi, Soyadi, “Makale adi”, Editor
ad1 (Ed.), Kongre adi ve y1li, sayfa, Res. Lev.

Mommsen ve Kerschner 2006: 107. (dipnotta)

Mommsen ve Kerschner 2006: H. Mommsen,
M. Kerschner, “Chemical Provenance Determi-
nation of Pottery: The Example of the Aiolian
Pottery Group G” In: A. Villing, U. Schlotzha-
user (Eds.) Naukratis: Greek Diversity in Egypt.
Studies on East Greek Pottery and Exchange in
the Eastern Mediterranean, London, 105-108.
(kaynakcada)

7. Antik kaynaklarin belirtilmesi:

Genel olarak antik kaynaklardan alintilarin ge-
viri seklinde verilmesi tercih edilmelidir. Ancak
onemli bir noktay1 belirtmek amaciyla Yunanca
ya da herhangi bir antik dilde metin, gerekli go-
rilliiyorsa eklenebilir. Antik metinlerden yapila-
cak alintilar sol marjdan bir “tab” araligi icerde
birakilacak sekilde verilmelidir. Antik kaynak-
lara yapilan gondermeler dipnotlar yerine metin
icerisinde parantez iginde verilmelidir. Antik
kaynaklarin belirtilmesinde “Greek-English Le-
xicon, Compiled by H.G. Liddell and R. Scott”
veya “Oxford Latin Dictionary, Compiled by
P.G.W. Glare” veya “http://iam.classics.unc.edu/
main/help/A.html” esas alinacaktir. Bu gonder-
melerde standart olarak kitap, boliim, pasaj nu-
maralar1 Arab rakamlari ile verilmelidir, Roma
rakamlar1 kullanilmamalidir (“Plinius Nat.His.
V1.102” yerine “Plinius HN 6.102” yazilmalidir.

Metin ya da dipnot igerisinde kullanilan antik
dildeki terimler ya da kisa ciimleler italik olarak
verilmelidir.

8. Makalelerin gonderilmesi:
Makaleler Dergipark lizerinden yiiklenmelidir.

ULAKBIM kurallar1 geregi her bir yazarin OR-
CID numaras1 almasi ve bu numarayi, makale
icinde belirtilmesi gerkmektedir.

ORCID, Open Researcher ve Contributor ID'nin
kisaltmasidir.  ORCID, Uluslararasi Standart
Ad Tanimlayict (ISNI) olarak da bilinen ISO
Standardi (ISO 27729) ile uyumlu 16 haneli
bir numarali bir URI'dir. http://orcid.org ad-
resinden bireysel ORCID igin iicretsiz kayit
olusturabilirsiniz.
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RULES OF PUBLICATION

TECHNICAL GUIDELINES
1. Schedule:

Arkeoloji Dergisi is planned to be published once a year,
on May. The papers should be delivered at least 6 months
before the planned issue.

2. Abstracts and key-words:

Two abstracts, one in Turkish and the other in one
of the modern languages, should be appended to the
contribution together with the key words (written in
these two languages).

3. General Formatting:

Contributions should be written in English, German,
French or in Turkish, and be sent in hard copy (printed in
A4 format with no additions in hand writing) and in two
CD. Preferred word-processor is “Word 5.0 or above” in
Macintosh or in MS-DOS/Windows. (The epigraphic text
are not advised to be written in Macintosh, for it can cause
lose in converting to MS-DOS/Windows. Documents in
MS-DOS should be saved as “text” format. No hand-
notes should be added to the printed texts.

All material, including footnotes, quotations and
bibliography should be double-spaced without making
any page setup. A single typeface (“Times New Roman”),
excepting texts in Greek or other ancient languages,
throughout for text, headings, footnotes etc. 11 font
size for the text and 9 font size for the notes should be
preferred. “Enter” button for beginning paragraphs
should be used. All-capital letters, bold-face, italics or all-
underlined letters for headings or subheadings should not
be used.

Except the necessities, no formating should be done
by using “tables”, “tab” or “space bar”, especially for
catalogues and bibliopgraphy.

4. Length:

The length of the paper, including footnotes, submitted
for publication should not exceed 30.000 characters
(approximately 4000 words/10-15 pages). Illustrations,
on the other hand, should be up to 12 plates. The length
of the abstracts should not exceed 2000 characters. The
editorial committee would approve for the papers longer
than these limits.

5. Drawings and Photographs:

Photographs of artwork of high-quality glossy black and
white prints (maximum 13 x 18 cm) and originals of
drawings or their tracing paper photocopies (dimensions
in maximum A4 paper) should be send. Coloured

photographs are not admitted. The scanned forms of all
drawings and photographs as Jpeg or Tiff in at least 600
dpi solutions should be added in to the CD with the text.
All illustrations should be identified on a self-sticking
label with your last name and the figure number, attached
to the back of them. Submit separately a double-spaced
list of captions for the illustrations, each identified by
number. Include at the end of the caption the source of
the illustration, along with any credit line specified by the
copyright holder, rendered exactly as required.

If there is a specific plate design prefered by the author,
this should be sent as a printed copy.

6. Footnotes and bibliography:

Indicate footnotes with a raised (superscript) number
placed outside the word. Footnotes should be placed
consecutively at the end of each page. A list of
abbreviations for all of the references could be given at the
end of the paper. Use the author-date format for references
to modern scholarship (e.g. Briant 1987: 274-278) with no
“p.” or “pp.” “Ibid.” may be used to save space, but avoid
“op.cit” and “loc.cit”. The index on the http://www.dainst.
de/medien/de/richtlinien_abbreviations _english. html
address could be used for the abbreviations of periodicals.
Supplementum Epigraphicum Graecum. Consolidated
Index for Volumes XXXVI-XLV (1986-1995) [=http.//
www.hum.leiden.edu/history/seg-abbreviations.jsp)|
could be used for the abbreviations on epigraphic studies.
References for the modern scholarship should be given as
below. Drawings and photographs should be identified as
in the written language (Abb., Fig., Res., Lev., P, Taf.,
Tav. etc.)

Monographies:
DunBABIN 1948: 36-43 (dipnotta).

DunBaBIiN 1948: T.J. Dunbabin, The Western Greeks,
Oxford. (in the bibliography).

Periodicals:
AKKERMANS vd. 2006: 142, PL1.52. (in the footnotes)

AKKERMANS et al 2006: PM.M.G. Akkermans, R.
Cappers, C. Cavallo, O. Nieuwenhuyse, B. Nilhamn,
LN. Otte “Investigating the Early Pottery Neolithic of
Northern Syria: New Evidence from Tell Sabi Abyad”,
AJA 110, 123- 156. (in the bibliography)

Memorial Books:
Esin 1989: 138. (in the footnotes)

Esin 1989: U. Esin, “An Early Trading Center in Eastern
Anatolia”, Tahsin Ozgiic’e Armagan, Ankara, 135-141.
(in the bibliography)



Proceedings of symposiums, colloquiums, etc:
MomMmSEN and KERSCHNER 2006: 107. (in the footnotes)

MommMmsEN and KERSCHNER 2006: H. Mommsen, M.
Kerschner, “Chemical Provenance Determination of
Pottery: The Example of the Aiolian Pottery Group G”
In: A. Villing, U. Schlotzhauser (Eds.) Naukratis: Greek
Diversity in Egypt. Studies on East Greek Pottery and
Exchange in the Eastern Mediterranean, London, 105-
108. (in the bibliography)

7. Citations of ancient sources:

In general, cite ancient sources in translation. Add texts
in Greek or other ancient languages only when this is
absolutely necessary to document a specific point. Place
the ancient text one tab space from left margin. Indicate
ancient sources (as in “4 Greek-English Lexicon, Compiled
by H.G. Liddell and R. Scott” or “Oxford Latin Dictionary
by PG.W. Glare” or “http://iam.classics.unc.edu/main/
help/A.html”) in parentheses in the text, rather than in
footnotes, and use Arabic, not Roman numerals for books,
e.g. “Plinius AN 6.102”, not “Plinius Nat.His. V1.102”.

Words or terms in one of the ancient languages should be
given in italic letters within the text or in footnote.

8. Non Standart Fonts

In case of using fonts different than those used in PC and
Mac processors, please send the relevant font/fonts in a
CD together with the contribution.

Contributions should be sent to one of the names
below:

Dr. Aytekin ERDOGAN / Dr. M. Nezih AYTACLAR
(Classical Archaeology).

Dr. Esref ABAY/ Dr. Fulya DEDEOGLU (Prehistory,
Protohistory and Near Eastern Archaeology).
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