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ABSTRACT

Bone tools constitute an indispensable group of tools and materials for Prehistoric people in particular. The typolog-
ical diversity and quantity of bone tools increased during the Neolithic Period. One of the best examples of this diver-
sity are the numerous and various types of bone tools obtained from Layer VI of Barcin Hoyiik, dated to the Neolithic
Period (cal. 6000-6600 BC) and to “Fikirtepe” and “Pre-Fikirtepe” cultures. Spoons in different sizes constitute the
most striking group among them. The spoons, generally made from the metapodial bone of cattle, are composed of a
round, oval or poplar leaf-shaped bowl and a circular-sectioned shafi, with a few exceptions. Given the typological
characteristics of the tools concerned and my macro-observations, I think the spoons were used to cook food, to
eat, and in various kinds of kitchen work. Spoons are among the few tools which continued to be used with different
Sfunctions after various parts of them had broken off. In this context, the spoons whose bowl tips had broken off were
converted into spatulas and the broken bowls into new tools like belt hooks, whereas pins were made from the shafis
and provided for reuse. At Barcin Hoyiik, bone spoons were generally obtained from various deposits, platforms, pits,
and — although much more scarcely — from graves. Analogues of the bone spoons from Barcin Hoyiik, which offer a
comprehensive collection, are known from Catalhoyiik in Central Anatolia, from other Neolithic settlements in the
Marmara Region, and from Early Neolithic centers in the Balkans.

OZET

Kemik aletler, ozellikle Prehistorik Donem insanlarmn vazgegilmez arag-gere¢ grubunu olusturur. Neolitik Dionem
ile birlikte kemik aletlerin tipolojik ¢esitliligi ve niceligi artis gostermistiv. Bu duruma en iyi drneklerden biri olan
Barcin Hoyiik 'iin Neolitik Donem ‘e ve ayni zamanda “Fikirtepe” ve “Pre-Fikirtepe” kiiltiirlerine tarihlenen VI. ta-
bakasmnda (MO 6000-6600) ¢ok sayida ve cesitli tiplerde kemik alet ele ge¢mistir. Bunlarm icerisinde en dikkat cekici
grubu farkl boyutlardaki kasiklar olusturmaktady. Genellikle sigurin metapodial kemiginden yapilan kasiklar, birkag
istisna disinda yuvarlak, oval ya da kavak yaprag biciminde bir agizdan ve dairvesel kesitli bir saptan meydana gelir.
Soz konusu aletlerin, tipolojik ozelliklerinden ve makro gozlemlerimden yola ¢ikarak kasiklarmn yemek yapiminda,
yemek yemede ve ¢esitli tiirde mutfak isinde kullanildigint diisiinmekteyim. Bunun yani sira kasiklar, ¢esitli kisimlar
kwildiktan sonra farkly islevierle kullaniimaya devam edilmis az sayidaki aletlerdendir. Bu baglamda, agiz ucu kiri-
lam kasiklar spatulaya, kutk agizlar kemer ¢engeli gibi yeni aletlere doniistiiriiliirken saplardan da deliciler yapila-
rak yeniden kullanima sunulmustur. Barcin Hoyiik te kemik kasiklar, genellikle ¢esitli dolgulardan, platformlardan,
cukurlardan ve ¢cok daha az olmakla birlikte mezarlardan ele gecmistir. Genis bir koleksiyon sunan Barcin Hoyiik ke-
mik kasiklarinin benzerleri, Marmara Bolgesi 'ndeki diger Neolitik Donem yerlesimlerin yani sira Orta Anadolu 'daki
Catalhoyiik ten ve Balkanlar 'daki Erken Neolitik Donem merkezlerinden bilinmektedir.

" Res. Assist. Dr. Miicella ERDALKIRAN. Department of Archaeology, Faculty of Letters, Ege University, 35100, Bornova, [zmir.
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INTRODUCTION

Bone tools are among the indispensable groups of tools
for prehistoric societies since they were made from the
bones of already consumed animals, required no work-
force or cost, and were made from raw materials which
were relatively easy to access and treat. Also being hard
and convenient for pointing, bone tools were often used
at the times when metals were rarely found, particularly
in the Neolithic Period. Likewise, bone tools appear the
most prevalent assemblage after stone tools in the Neo-
lithic Barcin village as well. A total of 2,737 bone arti-
facts were found during the excavations carried out at
Barcin Hoyiik between 2007 and 2014. Although these
bone artifacts include various tools such as pins, spatu-
las, polishers, and fish hooks, the most remarkable group
comprises spoons, which require much more workforce,
delicate workmanship, and experience than other ma-
terials. The bone spoons uncarthed from Phases Vic-¢
of the Late Neolithic layer of Barcin Hoyiik during the
excavations in 2013 and 2014 will be addressed in this
manuscript. This study will aim to describe the produc-
tion, use, and function of the bone spoons from Barcin
Hoyiik and to reveal their reuse. In line with this objec-
tive, first of all, the typological characteristics of bone
spoons will be mentioned and then an evaluation will be
made considering their use wear and formal differences.
I further aim to raise interest in bone tools, which are
among the finds mostly overlooked in Turkey, and to
contribute to the understanding of the methods of life in
the Neolithic Period at least through bone spoons.

Located on the plain with the same name in the district
of Yenischir in the east of Bursa, Barcin Hoyiik is com-
posed of two interconnected hills which are 4.5 m high
on average and about 120 and 50 m in diameter. Consti-
tuting the last step of the project, the Netherlands Insti-
tute in Turkey has been conducting the investigation of
“Early Farming Communities in the Eastern Marmara
Region™ since 1987, Barcin Hoyiik was excavated un-
der the supervision of the Iznik Museum and under the
scientific supervisor of Jacob Roodenberg between 2005
and 2006 and has been excavated under the directorship
of Fokke Gerritsen since 2007'. The excavations were
continued on the larger castern hill of the mound, and
six occupation layers were detected. Layer VI of the set-
tlement, dated to the Late Neolithic Period and having
five subphases (a-¢), constitutes a deposit of about 5 me-
ters. As a result of the pottery comparisons, it is found
that phases a-c of Layer VI of Barcin Hoyiik resemble
the “Fikirtepe Culture.” In other words, Layer VI i1s
contemporary with the Late Neolithic settlements in the
Marmara Region. However, a different type of pottery

' Roodenberg/Alpaslan-Roodenberg 2008; Gerritsen/Ozbal/This-
sen 2013 a-b-c.
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unknown from the settlements of the region concerned
was detected in VId and Ve — the two earliest phases.
Therefore, these phases were called “Pre-Fikirtepe™ as
they were dated to a period earlier than the Fikirtepe
Culture. According to the calibrated C14 results, the
topmost Phase Vla gave circa 6000 BC, whereas the
bottommost Phase Vle gave 6600 BC. So, Layer VI was
found to have uninterruptedly covered a period of about
600 years?.

BONE SPOONS FROM BARCIN HOYUK

A spoon is a kitchen utensil which comprises two parts,
the bowl and the shaft, and is generally used to con-
sume or cook juicy dishes or dishes with small gran-
ules®. It 1s seen that the use of spoons made from dif-
ferent substances such as clay, wood, and bone became
widespread in Anatolia in the Late Neolithic Period.
One of these settlements is Barcin Hoyiik, and 129 of
a total of 2,737 bone artifacts found during the exca-
vations carried out here between 2007 and 2014 were
identified as spoons (Fig. 1). When an evaluation was
made in the context of the distribution of bone artifacts
and spoons in the two-year process considered here, it
was discovered that 41 of 379 bone artifacts in the ex-
cavation season of 2013* and 17 of 207 bone finds in
2014 were spoons’. Totally 58 spoons were obtained at
Barcin Hoyiik in the two years concerned, and of them,
9 were classified as complete, 19 as bowls, 11 as shafts,
and 17 as bowl & shaft fragments (Table 1). Accord-
ingly, when bowl and shaft fragments are considered
besides the examples which are in good condition, 45
spoons are reached in total.

2 Gerritsen/Ozbal/Thissen 2013a: 97, 2013b: 57, 73-74, Tables
6-7.

Eren 1984: 4. At this point, it is necessary to mention the hand-
led spatulas often encountered in Anatolia in the Neolithic and
Chalcolithic periods and sometimes identified as spoons. The
bowls of handled spatulas are generally quadrangular; their tips
are flat; and they have no interior depth. Since they qualify as
both spoons and spatulas, they are sometimes identified as spa-
tula-spoons. In the process concerned, handled spatulas were
known only with five examples at Barcin Hoytik.

* FErdalkiran 2015.

Erdalkiran (in press).
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Complete Spoons 9

Bowls 19
Shafts 11
Bowls&Shafts 17

Complete Spoons

Bowls

Shafts Bowls&Shafts

Table 1. Distribution of the Spoons from Barcin Héyiik in 2013 and 2014 / Barcin Hoyiik 2013-2014 yillar: Kasiklarimm Dagilimi.

Fig. 1. The Complete and almost Complete Spoons found at Barcin Hoytk in 2013 /
Barcin Hoyiik te 2013 Yilinda Bulunan Tam ve Tama Yakin Kasiklar.

Although the spoons were generally made from the
metapodial bones of cattle, similar bones of sheep/goats
must have also been utilized in small-sized examples®.
The spoons made in a single piece were shaped with flint
tools and made usable after they had been sanded down
with ground stones or sand’. Likewise, the chisel traces

¢ John Nandris, who examines the Early Neolithic bone spoons
from Hungary, states that the metapodial bone of wild cattle Bos
primigenius and particularly its metatarsal were preferred on the
grounds that they were more suitable for the size and thickness
of the tools concerned, 1972: 75. Nevertheless, in the study Ali-
ce M. Choyke has carried out in recent years, she suggests that
domestic cattle Bos taurus were also used to make bone spoons
in addition to the wild cattle, 2013: 5.

" Nandris 1972: 64; Sidéra 2005: 81-82; 2013; Vitezovi¢ 2011.

which occurred during the chiseling of the tools are also
observed especially at the bowls of some spoons besides
the traces in the form of lines that belonged to the pro-
duction process and resulted from rubbing (Figs. 2 and
3). Furthermore, spoons which display workmanship of
extreme quality are also available and after they had been
shaped, the process was completed by polishing (Figs. 4
and 5). The most visual proof of the production process
of spoons such as awls and pins at Barcin Hoyiik is the
sandstones in different sizes which contain grooves of
various depths and thicknesses. Various points and the
shafts of spoons were shaped and sanded by rubbing
them against these stones®.

& Gerritsen/Erdalkiran/Dekker 2014,
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Fig. 2. Spoon BH 32398 with a Short Shaft / BH 32398 No.lu
Kisa Saph Kagik.

Fig. 4. Spoon BH 35610 as a Grave Gift / Mezar Hedivesi BH
35610 No.lu kasik.

Colors of the spoons from Barcin Hoyiik range from
beige to orange, depending on the chemical structure of
the soil in which they were found, along with the places
where they were used (Fig. 1). In addition, there are also
a few examples which suffered from fire; these vary be-
tween black and greyish white depending on the degree
of heat.

The complete bone spoons found from Barcin Hoyiik in
the two years concerned weigh between 13 to 41 g and
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Fig. 3: Spoon BH 36732 / BH 36732 No.lu Kagik.

Fig. 5. Spoon BH 32319 with Wear / BH 32319 No.lu Agzi Aginimli
Kagik.

are 22 to 28 cm in length. With a few exceptions, the
spoons are composed of two parts, a bowl and a shaft.
The bowls of the spoons are in the shape of a poplar leaf
and oval; morcover, they range from 2.2 to 4.7 cm in
width and from 3 to 8 cm in length. The front surfaces of
bowls are generally flat (Figs. 5, 6, 7, and 8) or display
very slight (Figs. 4 and 9) or obvious concavity (Figs. 2,
3, and 10). Although the front faces of the bowls were
flat, the back surfaces were always made to taper towards
the edges and to be convex.
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Fig. 6. Spoon BH 33865 with Wear /
BH 33865 No.lu Agzi Asimmli Kasik.

Fig. 9. Spoon BH 35236 / BH 35236 No.lu Kasik.

The shaft sections of the spoons are generally oval or in the
form of a rectangle with rounded corners, mostly thicken
and widen in the middle of the shaft, and sometimes take a
circular form. Mostly tapering and narrowing towards both
tips, the spoon shafts range from 0.50 to 1.7 cm 1n thick-
ness and from 9 to 20 cm 1n length. The tips of the shafts
were frequently finished to be oval or by pointing them
very scarcely in agreement with the course of the body.
However, there are also exceptional examples associated
with the shafts. The shaft tip of one of the complete ex-
amples (Fig. 6) was completed like that of a slightly deep,
oval, and small bowl. Nevertheless, there was no use wear
in this part, unlike the bowl, and the cancellous bone tissue
on the back face did not wear out, either. In another differ-
ent example which was shaped by preserving the natural
structure of the bone (Fig. 10), the shaft was made by cut-
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Fig. 7. Spoon BH 36121 as a Grave Gift Fig. 8. Spoon BH 32210 / BH 32210 No.lu Ka-
[ Mezar Hediyesi BH 36121 No.lu Kastk.

stk.

Fig. 10. Spoon BH 41705 / BH 41705 No.lu Kagik.

ting the bone as much as almost half the cylindrical bone;
hence, the section of the shaft took the shape of a crescent.

Another interesting element in spoons is the junction of
the bowl and the shaft, particularly on the back face. This
part was indefinite in some examples but completed with
a V-shaped ridge in some of them (Figs. 5, 7, 11, and 14).
However, the connection between the shaft and the bowl
were flat on the front faces of the spoons. A relief in the
form of concentric chevron marks is seen on a single dif-
ferent example (Fig. 12). The relief line concerned at the
junction of the shaft and the bowl, which is seen on the
back face of the spoons, must have been made to prevent
the spoon from breaking off casily and to increase its re-
sistance. Likewise, most of the spoons broke off at the
junction of the shaft — their most fragile point.
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Fig. 11. Spoon BH 30211 that was Used as a Spatula after It had Broken off
[Kirildiktan Sonra Spatula Olarak Kullanilan BH 30211 No.lu Kasik.

Fig. 12. Spoon BH 37347 with an Incised Decoration / Fig. 13. Spoon BH 29954 that was Used as a Spatula after Tt
BH 37347 No.lu Kazima Bezemeli Kasik. had Broken off / Kirildiktan Sonra Spatula Olarak Kullanilan
BH 29954 No.lu Kasik.

Fig. 14. Spoon BH 27166 that was Used as a Spatula after it had Broken off /
Kirdldiktan Sonra Spatula Olarak Kullamilan BH 27166 No.lu Kasik.
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Except for a few examples, no cancellous bone is seen
on the front surfaces of the spoons, while a spongy can-
cellous bone belonging to the essence of the bone is seen
on the back faces of some examples and sometimes only
at their bowls or shafts or on both parts of them (Figs. 7,
9, and 11).° This reveals that a specific method was fol-
lowed when making the materials concerned and that the
front faces of the spoons were always shaped to remain
in the exterior part of the bone, while their back faces
were always shaped to remain in the interior part of the
bone. However, this does not apply to the spoons made
by using the cylindrical structure of bone, as in Fig. 10.
Probably to minimize the cancellous bone, the spoons
were sanded down at the last stage so that a smooth sur-
face was obtained at the maximum level.

Moreover, the different sizes of spoon bowls and shafts
encourage one to think that they were used for various
functions. In this context, it might be supposed that the
spoons with a relatively shorter shaft might have been
handier in eating!® (Figs. 2 and 10), but those with a long
shaft (Figs. 4, 5, 6, 7, and 9) might have been handier
in cooking. Likewise, use wear and sometimes a change
in form are observed at the bowls of some spoons. The
use-induced wear and shine are generally seen at the tips
and on the lateral edges of the bowls. The use wear oc-
curring at the tip of the bowl and immediately on its edg-
es is more common (Figs. 5, 4, 8, and 15), and the wall
becomes obviously thin as the bone wears on the lower
face in this case. Occurring on the back face of the bowl,
this wear is important in that it shows that especially one
edge or tip of the spoon touched a hard surface. The wear
observed on the lateral edge of the bowl was detected in
one example only. Wear and a change in form depend-
ing on intense use are seen on the left-hand edge of the
front face of the spoon which was made from a thicker
bone than those of the others and had a different form
(Figs. 6 and 16). However, in this example, wear did not
merely take place on the back face and the edge wore
and was rounded on both surfaces. In this case, we may
propose that especially the right-hand edge of the spoon
concerned touched a hard surface and that the person
who worked with it used his/her left hand. Although the
microscopic use trace analysis of the spoons has not yet
been conducted, the wear traces in question prove that
the spoons were at least used in cooking for a long period
of time. Moreover, small-scale burn marks were also en-
countered on the shaft tips (Fig. 5) or at the bowls (Fig.
13) of some spoons, and these burns might indicate that
the materials concerned were left too nearby the embers
in the hearth.

 Nandris states that the cancellous tissue holes seen on the back
side of the shafts of the spoons show that the bone used was
taken from an area close to the joint, 1972: 63-64.

1 The shafts of the spoons considered to have been used to eat are
12-15 cm in length.
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Fig. 15. Single-Sided Wear on Spoon BH 32319/ BH 32319 No.lu
Kastktaki Tek Tarafli Asimma.

Fig. 16. Wear on the Edge of Spoon BH 33865 / BH 33865 No.lu
Kastkiaki Kenar Asimima.

Furthermore, spoons are among the rare bone tools
which continued to be reused for various purposes after
they had broken off. The spoons whose bowl tips had
broken off must have continued to be used with the same
function or as spatulas. Double-sided wear and shine
that occurred accordingly are striking on the broken edg-
es of the spoons in this condition (Figs. 11, 13, 14, and
17). Especially double-sided wear is a case which is not
encountered on the spoons that functioned for tradition-
al purposes and may represent that both sides of these
materials were used in rubbing (Fig. 17). Nevertheless,
there are also spoons which did not experience any sec-
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ondary use even though their bowls had broken off (Fig.
12). Additionally, the broken bowls of some spoons were
reshaped and made suitable for different functions such
as a belt buckle or a belt hook. Furthermore, the broken
shafts of the spoons were also utilized, and the shafts one
tip of which was pointed were converted into pins and
provided with a new function. Likewise, the broken bowl
of the former spoon was partially preserved at the head
of a pin found in the previous years.!! The broken shafts
were also used as spatulas by treating one tip of them.
So, when the spoons broke off and failed to serve their
purpose of production, they were converted into different
tools and reutilized.

Fig. 17. Double-Sided Wear on Spoon BH 27166/ BH 27166 No.lu
Kasiktaki Iki Tavafl Asinma.

Bone spoons were found from various deposits, pits,
platforms, different surfaces, and graves at Barcin Hoytik
in the two years concerned.'? Of the spoons in question,
three were unearthed as grave goods from the graves of
adult individuals. Two of them (Figs. 4 and 7) are almost
complete and in good condition, have a long shaft, and
are among the spoons which might have been used in
cooking. Likewise, even though use wear is seen on one
of the above-mentioned spoons (Fig. 4), the other one
(Fig. 7) contains no such traces. On the other hand, the
third example, left as a burial gift, is a bowl fragment
with no shaft and use wear 1s seen on its tip and edges.

ASSESSMENT AND CONCLUSION

The Late Neolithic spoons from Barcin Héyiik cover a
clear portion of bone artifacts, i.e. about 4.5% of them.
The fact that the bone spoons have such a significant rate
might have resulted from the functional use of the materi-

1 Gerritsen/Ozbal/Thissen 2013b: 99, Fig. 15: BH5773.
12 Dekker 2014: 88-89.
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als concerned and from the unavailability of the terracot-
ta examples likely to substitute for them.® On the other
hand, the bone spoons must have been used together with
their wooden analogues. Despite the failure to obtain any
wooden spoon from Barcin Hoyiik or the other Neolithic
settlements in the Eastern Marmara, the widespread use
of wood, as seen during the excavations at Yenikapi, en-
courages one to think that such tools must also have been
available.’ Likewise, various forms of wooden vessels
and lids were obtained from some graves and buildings at
Catalhoyiik in Central Anatolia — another Neolithic set-
tlement in which we know wooden materials were wide-
ly used.®> Among them is also a material from Grave No.
“E. VI, 8 which James Mellaart identified as a spoon but
which I think is a spatula due to its size and form.®

Additionally, it is possible to make some proposals on
the basis of the typological characteristics of the spoons.
As mentioned above, the spoons with a short shaft might
have been used to consume food while those with a long
shaft might have been used in cooking. Likewise, wear
traces are predominantly seen on the spoons with a long
shaft, which I consider were used in cooking because
of the friction between them and the hard surface of the
cooking vessel. Similarly, the burn mark seen on the shaft
of a spoon with a long shaft shows that these materials
functioned in cooking. Whether the interior surfaces of
the spoons are flat or concave may also be related to the
dishes consumed. It is possible to state that the spoons
with a flat or slightly concave surface might have pre-
dominantly been used to eat mash-style dishes of dense
consistency, whereas the spoons with a concave inside
might have predominantly been used to eat juicy dishes.

Even though spoons are generally stated to have been
utilized to prepare and cook food in the kitchen,!” there
are also various suggestions about the arcas of use for
spoons. Likewise, Nerissa Russell states that spoons are
a rare group of tools at Catalhéyiik and proposes that
they were used for special purposes and on special days
instead of in daily affairs but gives no detail about this.
Accordingly, Russell also highlights the very scarce use

13 The completely opposite of this case — the unavailability, or the
presence of a very small number, of bone analogues in spite of
the abundance of terracotta spoons — is seen at Kosk Hoyiik, Oz-
kan 2002: 515-516. A similar case was also detected at Hacilar.
Probably owing to the availability of clay spoons here, no bone
spoon was made. Instead, spatulas were preferred. Likewise, 14
complete or broken bone spatulas, on some of which wear traces
were seen, were found at Layer VI of Hacilar, Mellaart 1970:
162, Figs. 180, 182. There is no doubt that this also results from
the originality of settlements and chronological differences.

1 Kuziltan/Polat 2013: 122-123, Figs. 31-33.

15 Mellaart 1964: 85-92, Fig. 35-39, Plates XIX-XXI; Asouti 2013.

16 Mellaart 1964: 86, Fig. 37: 2; X VIIIb.

17 Mellaart 1970: 162; Nandris 1972: 64; Marinelli 1995: 128;
Dekker 2014: 103.
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wear and expresses that the spoons might have been used
to eat food and to prepare soft food.'® Selena Vitezovié,
who examines the bone spoons in Serbia, expresses
that such tools were not used with hard imorganic and
abrasive materials. She states that the spoons had been
worked on soft organic surfaces such as leather, hide, and
plants for a long period of time and that the surfaces of
the materials under examination are therefore very well
burnished and shiny and contain fine scratches. Hence,
she sets forth that these spoons with a flat and small bowl
might have been used to produce clothes and similar
products or to measure and prepare spices, medicinal
plants, and substances like paint instead of for cooking
or consuming food.” As Vitezovi¢ states, the examples
among the spoons from Barcin Hoéyiik which have a bro-
ken tip, show wear on both sides, and have a shiny sur-
face with fine scratches (Figs. 11, 14, and 17) might have
been used like a spatula in the preparation of organic and
inorganic substances. She further states that the spoons
were painstakingly made from the selection of raw ma-
terials, required time and ability to produce, in various
stages, and were generally used for a long period of time
after they had been repaired. According to her, the pro-
duction of a spoon by the hard work of a talented person
increased its value and hence may have provided its own-
er with prestige or enabled its owner to be respected.”
Mehmet Ozdogan, however, puts forward that the bone
spoons particularly found as grave goods in the Neolithic
settlements of the Marmara Region might have also ac-
quired a symbolic value.?!

When I evaluate the typological characteristics of the
bone spoons from Barcin Hoyiik in general, I can say that
with a few exceptions, they do not differ too much from
modern examples in form, volume, and size. Doubtless-
ly, the size and quality of the bone used are also import-
ant in determining their dimensions and forms.

Even though a burial gift was not a very common tradi-
tion at the graves of Barcin Hoyiik, bone spoons were
left as gifts.?* Three of the 58 spoons examined in this
manuscript came from graves. Wear traces are seen on
the spoons left as burial gifts into the graves (Figs. 4 and
7) except for one example (Fig. 7). Hence, it is possi-
ble to state that these materials were not solely made as
burial gifts and might have been the respective private
belongings that people used in their everyday lives. Like-
wise, the spoons left as burial gifts into the graves were
not always complete examples, and broken and incom-
plete examples were also found. A similar case is also
seen at Catalhoyiik. A used — although little —and broken

18 Russell 2005: 348.

1% Vitezovi¢ 2011.

2 Vitezovi¢ 2015: 13.

2 Ozdogan 2014: 45.

22 Gerritsen/Erdalkiran/Dekker 2014.
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spoon bowl made of horn was obtained from Grave No.
“F.213” 2 In this context, at least on account of the use
traces seen on the examples from Barcin Héyik, I do not
think that the spoons had a symbolic meaning. Neverthe-
less, I also agree with Vitezovi¢ and think that a delicate-
ly treated beautiful bone spoon might have provided its
owner with reputation.

Moreover, the production process and social organiza-
tion of bone spoons arc also essential issues. Isabelle
Sidéra, who carries out experimental archacology on the
materials concerned and is not an expert on production,
states that she completed a spoon in about 25 hours. Stat-
ing that she only roughly shaped the spoon in the first
14 hours of the production process, Sidéra expresses that
she worked to complete the tool in the next 11 hours.*
Following her experimental study concerned and her re-
search, Sidéra suggests that at least for the Early Neo-
lithic Period of the Balkans, the spoons were produced
domestically and made by an expert rather than a crafts-
person.® I also agree and, based on the data obtained
from Barcin Hoyiik, would like to state that the spoons
whose typological diversity, delicate workmanship, con-
version into new tools for different purposes (in the case
of broken materials) and production required experience
to create and were produced by an expert. Morcover, the
experts on making spoons doubtlessly spent less time for
this work.

Bone spoons also bear the traces of cultural interaction.
One of the best examples in this context is the fact that
the notched shaft*® seen on both a spoon and a spoon-
like spatula at Barcin Hoyiik 1s also seen on an example
from Ilipinar® that is dated to a later process. This may
mdicate that the Neolithic Barcin Village interacted with
the other settlements in the region. On the other hand, the
spoon shafts were generally made flat at Barcin Hoyiik

B Cessford 2007: 467, Fig. 12.43. Russell expresses that the same
spoon is complete, 2005: 348.

# Sidéra 2013: 174.

** Sidéra 2013: 177.

% Gerritsen/Ozbal/Thissen 2013b: Fig. 24: 3.

¥ Marinelli 1995: Fig. 6: 1.



34

and the examples with an animal head,? twisted® exam-
ples or knobby?*® examples, which are known from the
other Neolithic settlements in the Marmara Region, have
not been encountered yet. This also applies to other tools
such as pins and spatulas and might indicate that impor-
tance was attached to the functionality and practicability
of the materials rather than to their acsthetic appearance.
Another, and perhaps the most important result, might be
that Barcin Hoéyiik dates to an earlier period than these
other settlements. Such visual attributes must have been
put into use subsequently.

On the other hand, Nandris and Catherine Perlés related
bone spoons to the dissemination of slotted bone or horn
sickles.?! Nandris thinks that the slotted sickles, which
he suggests were used to make spoons, also show the
close relationship between Anatolia and the Balkans.?
Although numerous bone spoons were found at Barcin
Hoyiik, no slotted sickles were obtained. In my opinion,
this is because slotted sickles were not used in this region
or were used at a later time. The manuscripts on the oth-
er Neolithic excavations in the Marmara Region do not
contain any data about slotted sickles either. On the other
hand, it is also necessary to consider that wooden exam-
ples of such tools might have been used.

Bone spoons are also one of the cultural elements in the
transfer of the Neolithic way of life from the core region
to the west.?* Neolithization and the spreading arca might
underlie the typological diversity and regional differenc-
es in bone spoons.

The spoons from Barcin Hoyiik display local qualities,
along with their resemblance to those in [lipmnar,* Akto-

2 Yenikapi, Kiziltan/Polat 2013: Fig. 35: 7. Spoons whose shafts
were made in the shape of an animal head are also known from
Catalhoytk, Russell 2005: Fig. 16.9; Russell/Griffitts 2013: Fig.
16.20. In addition, at Hacilar, the spatula shafts were also finis-
hed in the form of an animal head, Mellaart 1970: Fig. 180, 182,
Plate CXXII: c. The same case is also observed at Layers 13-11
of Kurucay, which are dated to the Neolithic Period. The heads
of the tools which might be identified as spatulas were shaped
in the form of bull and stylized animal heads, Umurtak 1994:
65, Lev. 208: 1-4; 217: 1-2. On the other hand, the spoons or
spatulas whose shafts ended in the shape of an animal head were
not encountered — at least in the manuscripts — in the settlements
of Hoyticek and Bademagaci, although they are located in the
same region, Umurtak 2005: 119-120, Lev. 140: 5-7; 176: 3;
Duru 2005: 532, Lev. 32:1-5; Durw/Umurtak 2008: 201, Levha
22; 27, Duru 2012: 20, Fig. 81. This is striking.

¥ Yenikapi; Kizaltan/Polat 2013: Fig. 35: 7.

30 Asagipmar, Ozdogan 2013: Fig. 139.

31 Nandris 1972: 68-69, Perles 2005: 278.

3 Nandris 1972: 65, 77.

3 Ozdogan 2010, 2011, 2014; Perlés 2005.

3 Marinelli 1995: Fig. 6.

Mucella ERDALKIRAN

praklik ¥ Fikirtepe,* Pendik,?” Yenikap1,*® Hocagesme,*
and Asagi Pmar" in the Marmara Region, considered
within “the Fikirtepe Culture,” and to the Early Neolith-
ic" settlements in the Balkans in qualitative and quanti-
tative aspects, as also seen in the other bone tools. It 1s
also possible to see the analogues of the bone tools from
Barcin Hoyiik in Central Anatolia, particularly at Catal-
hoyiik.*> Furthermore, the West Anatolian bone tools
and spoons, which we have not mentioned in this man-
uscript apart from those at Hacilar, Kurucay, Héyiicek
and Bademagaci, differ from the tradition in the Marma-
ra Region. This issue will be scrutinized in detail in my
future study and an evaluation will be made over some
wider geography.

35 Karul/Aver 2013: Fig. 22. A complete spoon which is extremely
analogous to the examples from Barcin Hoyik is dated to the
Chalcolithic Period.

3 Bittel 1969/1970: Abb. 4; Ozdogan 1983: 409, Abb. 6: 1-3, 6;
2013: 174, Fig. 14.

37 Ozdogan 2013: Fig. 14, 27.

38 Kuizaltan/Polat 2013: Fig. 35: 6-8.

¥ Ozdogan 2013: 182, Fig. 87-88.

4 Ozdogan 2013: 187, Fig. 139.

41 Sidéra 2005.

42 Russell 2005; Russell/Griffitts 2013.
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