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Abstract

he Late Epipaleolithic period, also referred to as the Proto-Neolithic and dated back to the

eleventh millennium BCE and early tenth millennium BCE, is closely linked with the com-
munities located east of the Fertile Crescent that began to be settled during the Younger Dryas.
This period, which started in the first half of the twentieth century and is defined by settlements
in the northwestern Zagros region, has long been under the radar, but has been catching on again,
especially since the 2000s, for the identification of a Younger Dryas layer found in settlements
in the Upper Tigris Valley. The period in question has few architectural data for support and is
represented by the chipped stone tool industry, which is thought to be observed in Zagros. It also
appears that this period, which was primarily defined through its chipped stone tool industry, is no
longer limited to the northwestern Zagros region, but also now includes the Upper Tigris Valley
and the Eastern Jazeera (Eastern Fertile Crescent) region. The Younger Dryas layers, also found
in the Cemka Hoyiik settlement during the 2019 excavations, shed new light on the chipped stone
tool industry in the Upper Tigris Valley between the eleventh and tenth millennium BCE. The
layers also contribute to redeliberating and redefining local and interregional relations.
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Introduction

In the Near East, it can be observed that with the climatic conditions of the Younger Dryas
and especially the Early Holocene, some communities moved first to a semi-sedentary and sed-
entary hunter-gatherer-fisher life model and then to a life model based on food production with
the domestication of animals and plants.?2 Most notably, with the onset of the Holocene, the Late

1 Ergiil Kodas, Mardin Artuklu University, School of Letters, Department of Archaeology, Mardin, ORCID: 0000-
0001-8340-5828, ergulkodas@artuklu.edu.tr

2 Jacques Cauvin, Naissance des divinités. Naissance de 1’agriculture. La Révolution des symboles au Néolithique
(Paris: CNRS, 1997); Simon Riehl, Mohsen Zeidi, and Nicholas John Conard, “Emergence of Agriculture in the
Foothills of the Zagros Mountains of Iran,” Science 341 (2013): 65—67; Daniel Helmer, Lionel Gourichon, and
Daniel Stordeur, “A 1’aube de la Domestication Animale. Imaginaire et symbolisme animal dans les premiéres
sociétés néolithiques du nord du Proche-Orient.” Anthropozoologica 39, no. 1 (2004): 143-63.
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Epipaleolithic, nomadic or semi-nomadic hunter-gatherer-fisher communities lived in the Near
East and began to establish permanent villages in tenth millennium BCE along with the Neolithic
(Pre-Pottery Neolithic A Period = PPNA Period).3 This phase, referred to in the archeological
literature as the Proto-Neolithic, was first used to describe the pre-Holocene communities with a
semi-sedentary lifestyle in the northwestern Zagros and eastern Jazeera regions.* The term was
first coined after the excavations of the Zawi Chemi-Shanidar settlement (Layer B®) and the Sha-
nidar Cave (Layer B1°). It is believed to have originated over time, during the Younger Dryas,
in the period of climatic changes, east of the Fertile Crescent. Younger Dryas is used to describe
the transitional model to sedentary life before the Neolithic A phase and to define the pattern of
transition to sedentary life before the phase in question.” This phase coincides with the last phase
of the Late Epipaleolithic and is used to describe a sedentary or semi-sedentary pattern of life that
is dated to the Younger Dryas. The history of research shows that this definition, based on studies
in the northwestern Zagros region, was focused for many years on a limited area and settlement,
and that (unlike in the Levant) there was not much discussion on the subject. However, the ar-
cheological excavations carried out since the 2000s in the Upper Tigris Valley, an important part
of the eastern wing of the Fertile Crescent, provide new information about the transitional period
of the region to a pre-Early Holocene settlement life. The excavations in question also start new
discussions about the period referred to as the Proto-Neolithic. Although this definitional problem
is not a terminological one, it suggests that there may be a different concept of the transition to
sedentary life. In other words, it is suggested that the transition to settled life in the region was
not directly related to the climatic changes of the Holocene and that, indeed, some communities
began the transition to sedentarism before those climatic changes.

The previous research has shown that there are many settlements in the region dated to
the Phase A of the Pre-Pottery Neolithic (such as Cayonii,2 Cemka Hoyiik,® Boncuklu Tarla,'®

3 Adrian Nigel Goring-Morris, and Anna Belfer-Cohen, “The Neolithic In The Southern Levant Yet Another ‘Unique’
Phenomenon,” in La transition Néolithique en Méditerranée: actes du colloque “Transitions en Méditerranée, ou
comment des chasseurs devinrent agriculteurs,” Muséum de Toulouse, 14—15 avril 2011, eds. Claire Manen, Thom-
as Perrin, and Jean Guilaine. Archives d’écologie préhistorique. Arles: Editions Errance, 2014), 59-73.

4 Ralph S. Solecki, Shanidar: The First Flower People (New York: Knopf, 1971).

5 Rose L. Solecki, An Early Village Site at Zawi Chemi Shanidar, Bibliotheca Mesopotamica 13 (Malibu: Undena,
1980), 13-26.

6 Solecki, Shanidar, 5-290.

7 Olivier Aurenche and Stefan Karol Kozlowski, La Naissance du Néolithique au Proche Orient (Paris: Errance, 1999), 19-20.

8 Asli Erim Ozdogan, “Cayénii,” in The Neolithic in Turkey: New Excavations and New Research. The Tigris Ba-
sin, eds. Mehmet Ozdogan, Nezih Basgelen, and Peter Kuniholm (Istanbul: Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yayinlari, 2011),
186-90; Mehmet Ozdogan, “The Transition from Sedentary Hunter Gatherers to Agricultural Villages in Anatolia
— Some Considerations,” in Caglar Boyunca Anadolu’da Yerlesim ve Konut Uluslararast Sempozyumu (Bildiriler),
eds. Ali Dingol (Istanbul: Ege Yayinlari, 1999), 311-19.

9 Ergiil Kodas et al., “Cemka Hoyiik: A Late Epi-paleolithic and Pre-Pottery Neolithic Site on the Upper Tigris, Sout-
heast Anatolia,” Neo-Lithics 20 (2020): 41-42.

10 Ergiil Kodas, “Un Nouveau Site du Néolithique Précéramique dans la Vallée du Haut Tigre: Résultats Préliminaires
de Boncuklu Tarla,” Neo-Lithics 19 (2019): 4-5.
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Demirkdy," Kortik Tepe,'”? Hallan Cemi,"”® Hasankeyf Hoyiik,' Gusir Hoyiik,'”> and Cemka
Hoyiik'). Among them, in the settlements of Cemka Hoyiik,"” Boncuklu Tarla,'® and Kortik
Tepe,' there are also layers from the Pre-Holocene (Younger Dryas = Late Epipaleolithic/Proto-
Neolithic), which is the beginning of the Neolithization process (Map 1). In this context, the
layers of the Younger Dryas period, identified in particular in the settlement of Kortik Tepe, have
determined a new field of research on the transition to sedentary life in the Upper Tigris Valley and
spark up new discussions on the origin of the Neolithization process at the Zagros-Taurus line.2°
In addition, during the archeological excavations carried out in recent years in the settlements of
Boncuklu Tarla?' and Cemka Hoyiik?? in the Upper Tigris Valley, the discovery of new Younger
Dryas®? finds allows for a more comprehensive exploration and discussion of the topic.

When the Near East is studied in general, we find that during this period, which coincided
with the end of eleventh millennium BCE and the beginning of tenth millennium BCE, there were
two different traditions of the chipped stone tool industry.24 The first of these traditions, which is
undoubtedly better defined, is represented by the last phase of the Natuf culture (Natuf Final) and

11 Michael Rosenberg, “Demirkdy,” in The Neolithic in Turkey: New Excavations and New Research. The Tigris Basin,
eds. Mehmet Ozdogan, Nezih Basgelen, and Peter Kuniholm (Istanbul: Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yaynlari, 2011), 80-82.

12 Metin Kartal, “Kortik Tepe Yontmatas Endiistrisi,” Arastirma Sonuglart Toplantisi 29, no. 1 (2012): 475-90; Metin
Kartal ef al., “Chipped Stone Assemblages of Kortik Tepe (Turkey),” Journal of Archaeological Science: Reports
19 (2018): 92-96.

13 Michael Rosenberg, “Hallan Cemi,” in The Neolithic in Turkey: New Excavations and New Research. The Tigris
Basin, eds. Mehmet Ozdogan, Nezih Basgelen, and Peter Kuniholm (Istanbul: Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yayinlari, 2011),
62-63.

14 Yutaka Miyake et al., “New Excavations at Hasankeyf Hoyiik: A 10th millennium cal. BC Site on the Upper Tigris,
Southeast Anatolia,” Neo-Lithics 12, no. 1 (2012): 3—4; Osamu Maeda, “Lithic Analysis and the Transition to the
Neolithic in the Upper Tigris Valley: Recent Excavations at Hasankeyf Hoyiik,” Antiquity 92, no. 361 (2018): 56-67.

15 Necmi Karul, “The Beginning of the Neolithic in southeast Anatolia Upper Tigris Basin,” Documenta Prehistorica
47 (2020): 76-78; Ciler Altinbilek-Algiil, “The Lithic Assemblages of Gusir Hoyiik (Turkey): The Preliminary Re-
sults,” in Stone Tools in Transition: From Hunter-Gatherers to Farming Societies in the Near East. 7th Conference
on PPN Chipped and Ground Stone Industries of the Fertile Crescent, eds. Ferran Borrell, Juan José Ibafiez, and
Miquel Molist (Barcelona: Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona. Servei de Publicacions, 2013), 290-98.

16 Kodas et al., “Cemka Hoyiik: A Late Epi-paleolithic,” 41-42.

17 Kodas et al., “Cemka Hoyiik: A Late Epi-paleolithic,” 41-43.

18 Kodas, “Un Nouveau Site,” 4-5.

19 Kartal, “Kortik Tepe,” 475-90; Kartal et al., “Chipped Stone Assemblages,” 92-96.

20 Aytac Coskun et al., “Living by the Water-Boon and Bane for the People of Kortik Tepe,” Neo-Lithics 10, no. 2
(2010): 60-63; Vecihi Ozkaya and Aytag Coskun, “Kortik Tepe,” in The Neolithic in Turkey: New Excavations and
New Research. The Tigris Basin, eds. Mehmet Ozdogan, Nezih Basgelen, and Peter Kuniholm (Istanbul: Arkeoloji
ve Sanat Yayinlari, 2011), 90-96; Marion Benz et al., “Prelude to Village Life: Environmental Data and Traditions
of the Epipaleolithic Settlement at Kortik Tepe, Southeastern Turkey,” Paléorient 41, no. 2 (2015): 10-30; Kartal
et al., “Chipped Stone Assemblages,” 94-96.

21 Kodas, “Un Nouveau Site,” 4-6.

22 Kodas et al., “Cemka Hoyiik: A Late Epi-paleolithic,” 41-43.

23 Neil Roberts and Catherine Kuzucuoglu, “Evolution de ’environnement en Anatolie de 20 000 a 6 000 BP,” Paléori-
ent 23, n0. 2 (1997): 7-24; Paul Sanlaville, “Les Changements dans I’environnement au Moyen-Orient de 20 000 BP
a 6 000 BP,” Paléorient 23, no. 2 (1997): 249-62; Lucia Wick, Genry Lemcke, and Michaeol Sturm, “Evidence of
Late Glacial and Holocene Climatic Change and Human Impact in Eastern Anatolia: High-Resolution Pollen, Char-
coal, Isotopic and Geochemical Records from the Laminated Sediments of Lake Van, Turkey,” The Holocene 13, no.
5(2003): 665-75; Catherine Kuzucuoglu, “Climatic and Environmental Trends during the third Millennium B.C. in
Upper Mesopotamia.” Varia Anatolica 19 (2007): 459-80; Eleni Asouti et al., “The Zagros Epipaleolithic Revisited:
New Excavations and 14C Dates from Palegawra Cave in Iraqi Kurdistan,” Plos One 15, no. 9 (2020): 1-99.

24 Aurenche and Kozlowski, La Naissance du Néolithique, 19-20; Deborah 1. Olszewski, “Middle East: Epipaleolith-
ic,” Encyclopedia of Global Archaeology, Springer Cham. (16 July 2018): 1-8.
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is called the Levantine tradition.?® The second one is called the Zagros tradition and is represent-
ed by another tradition,?® which can also be called the Late Zagrosian cultural phase, identified
in the settlements of Zawi Chemi Shanidar (Layer B),2” Shanidar B128 and Kharim Shahir.2° In
this context, the finds from the settlement of Cemka Hoylik provide new information about the
Late and Post Zarzian cultural phases of the Zagros tradition, especially about the architecture
and chipped stone tool techno-typology. The finds also allow us to reexamine and discuss the
beginnings of sedentary life in the Upper Tigris Valley in late eleventh millennium BCE and early
tenth millennium BCE. In addition, the Late Epipaleolithic finds excavated in the Cemka Hoylik
settlement allow us to identify the pre-Holocene (Younger Dryas) cultures of the region, interpret
the connections/differences between the Late Epipaleolithic and PPNA periods, and compare
them with contemporary settlements.3°

Excavations at Gemka Hdéyiik: Location, Stratigraphy and Chronology

The settlement of Cemka Hoylk (Su Kenari Hoyiik) is located approximately 1,100 m
southwest of the Ilisu Dam shutter, within the boundaries of the village of Ilisu in the Dargegit dis-
trict of Mardin province (Map 1). The settlement of Cemka Hoytik is located at 37 31 22.27 N and
4150 26.23 E, about 420 m above sea level. Located on the west bank of the Tigris River, the set-
tlement has an area of about 65x135 m (Fig. 1). However, the settlement was severely destroyed
in many places by the road construction works opened as part of the Ilisu Dam and HES project.?!
Excavations were conducted in 2019 in the settlement identified by the Boncuklu Tarla excava-
tion team in 2018, which lasted approximately three months. The excavations focused mainly on
the north of the road, which divides the settlement in half (Segment 2) and on the area between
this road and the road opened by the Tigris River (Segment 1). As a result of the investigations,
eight different building layers of the Proto-Neolithic and PPNA period settlement were identified,
and in addition to numerous architectural remains belonging to these building layers; numerous
human remains, grinding stone and chipped stone tools, a small number of ornaments, and bone

25 Ofer Bar-Yosef, “The Natufian Culture in the Levant: Threshold to the Origins of Agriculture.” Evolutionary An-
thropology 6, no. 5 (1998): 159-77; Ofer Bar-Yosef, “Natufian: A Complex Society of Foragers,” in Beyond For-
aging and Collecting Evolutionary Change in Hunter-Gatherer Settlement Systems, eds. Ben Fitzhugh and Jun-
ko Habu, Fundamental Issues in Archaeology (New York: Kluwer Academic/Plenum Publishers, 2012), 91-152;
Ofer Bar-Yosef and Thomas R. Rocek, “Introduction,” in Seasonality and Sedentism: Archaeological Perspectives
from Old and New World Sites, eds. Ofer Bar-Yosef and Thomas R. Rocek (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Peabody
Museum of Archaeology and Ethnology, Harvard University, 1998); Fanny Bocquentin, “Pour une approche an-
thropologique de la transition Epipaléolithique — Néolithique au Proche-Orient,” Bulletin du Centre de recherche
frangais de Jéusalem 17 (2007): 41-51.

26 Olszewski, “Middle East: Epipaleolithic,” 1-8; Akira Tsuneki, “Proto-Neolithic Caves and Neolithisation in the Za-
gros,” in The Neolithisation of Iran, eds. Roger Matthews and Hassan Fazeli Nashli, Themes from the Ancient Near
East BANEA Publication Series 3 (Oxford: Oxbow Books 2013), 84-96; Goring-Morris and Belfer-Cohen, “The
Neolithic In The Southern Levant,” 59—73; Hans Georg K. Gebel, “Territoriality in Early Near Eastern Sedentism,”
Neo-Lithics 14, no. 2 (2014): 23—44; Asouti et al., “The Zagros Epipaleolithic,” 1-99.

27 Solecki, “An Early Village Site,” 13-26.

28 Deborah 1. Olszewski, “The Zarzian in the Context of the Epipaleolithic Middle East,” International Journal of
Humanities 19, no. 3 (2012): 1-20; Solecki, Shanidar, 5-290.

29 Frank Hole and Kent V. Flannery, “The Prehistory of Southwestern Iran: A Preliminary Report,” Proceedings of the
Prehistoric Society 33 (1967): 147-206. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0079497X00014092.

30 Nevertheless, archaeobotanical and archaeozoological studies, which we think will provide more detailed informa-
tion about the settlement, are continuing.

31 Kodas et al., “Cemka Hoyiik: A Late Epi-paleolithic,” 41.
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tools were found. The results of C14 analysis dating the settlement indicate that building layer
two was dated to ca. 9350 BCE and building layer five to ca. 9650 BCE (Table 1). Small finds,
architectural remains, and chipped stone tools found in these excavations indicate that building
layer 6 can be dated to the PPNA period, but the lowest layers (layers seven and eight) indicate
that the building layer should be dated to the Proto-Neolithic period.32

Techno-Typology of Proto-Neolithic Chipped Stone Tools at Gemka Hoyiik

The studies on the techno-typology of the chipped stone tools of the settlement were carried
out based on the finds from trenches D16, D17 and E18, where all the layers of the settlement were
identified (Fig. 2, 3). These studies focused heavily on the data from trench E18 (80%). However,
a total of 51,891 chipped stone pieces (tools, cores, blades, bladelets, choppers, flakes, and flaking
by-products) were examined. Of the chipped stone tools found and examined in the area, 2,042 are
obsidian (5.75%) and the others are flint (94.25%). A total of 1,626 tools, 46,052 flakes and flaking
by-products, 3,460 blades and bladelets, 168 cores, and 325 retouched blades were examined. How-
ever, as mentioned above, the Proto-Neolithic layers were found only in trenches D18-19 and E18—
19, in a limited area and on two different building layers (seventh and eighth layers). According to
the examinations of the chipped stone by-products excavated in the two building layers in question,
about 6,200 chipped stone fragments were examined.3® Statistically, the chipped stone by-prod-
ucts belonging to these two building layers correspond to about 11.94% of the chipped stone tools
examined so far in the settlement. In this context, 127 whole or broken retouched microlith tools,
macro tools or tool fragments found in the area were examined (Table 2). This number represents
about 2.04% of the total chipped stone remains in the settlement. In addition, 24 retouched and 79
non-retouched blades or bladelets were identified in the area in question (Table 3). On the retouched
blades, there are small local retouches. There are no corrections on the unretouched blades, except
for traces of heat exposure. If we look at the cores, the presence of two flake cores and five bladelet
cores in these layers is few compared to the number of tools found (Table 3). In addition, a few
carinated end scrapers and perforators were also found, albeit in small numbers. All of the pieces
in question were made from local flint and belong to flakes, a significant part of which are flaking
by-products. However, the industry in question, analyzed in a limited area, allows the study of the
techno-typology of the chipped stone tools of this period and the similarities or differences between
the Late Epipaleolithic period and the PPNA.

Chipped Stone Tool Production Chain in the Proto-Neolithic

When examining the cores found in the archeological building layers from this period, it is
found that two different products (blades/bladelets or flakes) were produced. The first variant is
the blade cores with a single striking platform. The flaking platforms of these cores, which have
pyramidal, prismatic, or semi-prismatic shapes, have a width of 2-2.5 cm and a length of 2-3 cm.
The other group of cores are multipolar flake cores, which produce short, thin flakes. These cores
have an average length of 4—4.5 cm and a width of 3-4 cm. Blades and bladelets were flaked only
in multipolar cores and in flake cores with two striking platforms. The major issue here, however,
is that although many fragments are blades, bladelets, and flakes, only a small number of cores

32 Kodas et al., “Cemka Hoyiik: A Late Epi-paleolithic,” 42—43.
33 During the work in the settlement, the soil was washed in order to collect the archaeological finds.
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were found in the settlement. However, the flake by-products, cores, some blades, and shells on
flakes indicate that some, if not all, of the chipped stone production took place in the settlement.
In this context, it can be understood that the few cores were remodeled and reused for various
purposes. It was also noted that all the cores were small, although among the fragments, coarse
flakes and blades were also found. This suggests that many blades, bladelets, or flakes may have
been made outside the settlement or that the cores were processed to a very small size.

From a methodological and technical point of view, it is assumed that all blades, bladelets
or flakes were made with stone hammers and by direct beating. Based on the application of the
said method and technique, it can be observed that the cutting heads of almost all blades and
bladelets were filed.3# Although the bottom part of some preparation blades and bladelets is thick
in patches, it is rare to find lapping on the flaking bumps.3® The strike points on the bottom parts
of the finds in question are very small or almost non-existent. In particular, the profiles of the leaf-
lets are sometimes straight, but convex finds are abundant. The impact marks of the stone hammer
used in the preparation phase of the cores can be seen on the flakes and the lower parts of some
blades. In addition, some blades or flakes show cavities on the flaking bumps. This indicates a for-
mation made with hard stone hammers.®*® Consequently, it can be said that the cores were formed
with hard stone hammers and the cores, blades, or flakes that were originally intended to be made
were worked with soft stone hammers. In this case, the absence of large cores at the site suggests
that although there are coarse cores and blades, this is also related to the cores being prepared for
the chipping of smaller blades, flakes, or splinters.

Typology of Proto-Neolithic Chipped Stone Tools

Looking at the typology of the chipped stone tools of the seventh and eighth building
layers of Cemka Hoytlik, we find that the microlith tools are denser and both phases have similar
characteristics in themselves. On the other hand, it is almost impossible to say anything definite
now, because among the microlith tools a few pieces with obliquely truncated backed bladelets
were found (Table 2). However, it can be stated that among the microlith tools, the ones formed
on blade slides are more abundant. In addition, it was found that some geometric microlith tools
were also on elongated flake slides. In addition, it was found that many blades, bladelets, and
flakes were used without any effort on correction.

Typology of Lithic Tools of the Eighth Building Layer (Figure 3, Table 2)

This phase is the oldest phase of the settlement. The phase in question was discovered in
the step trenches opened on the profile that was created after the construction of the road on the
banks of the Tigris (E18 0025 and E18 0013) and lies just above the bedrock with gray colored
and sandy soil. A total of 97 tools from this phase were examined, 65 blades or bladelets and five

34 Frédéric Abbes, “Les préhistoriens, les tailleurs et les pierres: rencontre “Pierres tendres” (Jales 1-7 Décembre
2012).” ArchéOrient-Le Blog (Hypotheses.org), 15 February 2013. https://arceorient.hypotheses.org/518.

35 Jacques Pelegrin, “Principes de la Reconnaissance des Méthodes et Techniques de Taille,” in Tell ‘Atij, Tell Gudeda.
Industrie lithique: Analyse technologique et fonctionnelle, ed. Jacques Chabot, Serié archéométrie 3 (Quebec: Uni-
versité Laval, CELAT, 2002), 215-26; Marie-Louise Inizan et al., Technologie de la pierre taillée (Paris: Cercle de
Recherches et d’études préhistoriques, 1996), 30-35.

36 Pelegrin, “Principes de la Reconnaissance,” 225-26; Inizan et al., Technologie de la pierre taillée, 30-35; Abbes,
“Les préhistoriens.”



Techno-Typological Analysis of the Late Epipaleolithic/Proto-Neolithic Chipped Stone Tools at Gemka Héyiik Ergiil Kodas 103

cores, three of which were used to make bladelets and two of which were used to make flakes.
Geometric microlith tools found in this construction phase include trapezoids, crescents, and tri-
angles. Non-geometric tools include curved fluted points, double-edged points, and obliquely cut
blades (Table 4). Looking at the small number of points uncovered, we note that they are narrow
micro points, most of which are small. In addition, examples of coarser vertebrate frontal scrapers
were also found. Blades and bladelets used with little or no correction are also found in this phase.

Typology of Lithic Tools of the Seventh Building Layer (Figure 4, Table 2)

This phase is the second layer of the settlement, belonging to the pre-PPNA. It was also found
just above the eighth building layer in the step trenches made on the profile on the bank of the Tigris
River (E18 00024 and E18 0008). A total of 30 tools, 38 blades or bladelets, and two bladelet cores
were examined belonging to this phase. As in building layer eight; trapezoids, crescents, and triangles
are found among the geometric microlith tools (Table 4). It is also noted that there are no major ty-
pological changes between the two phases. Among the non-geometric tools, obliquely cut blades and
curved, fluted tips have an important place. The points are represented in this phase by shorter and
wider micro-points (broad micro-points). Some blades and bladelets were used in this phase in their
natural state with or without correction. Although no flake cores were found in this phase, tools made
on flake slides were found. However, it is difficult to say if this was a deliberate flake production.

If we examine the Paleolithic tool remains from the Proto-Neolithic period found in the set-
tlement in general, we find that the number of tools found is very small compared to the total Paleo-
lithic tool remains. Numerically, microliths dominate among the retouched tools. Of the total 127
tools, 103 belong to the geometric microliths and with 81.10% of the total number of tools, the most
produced microliths are represented. Among these tools, isosceles triangles, consisting of 69 pieces,
dominate among microlith tools. These tools correspond to 66.99% of the total number of geomet-
ric microlith tools and 60.52% of the total number of microlith tools. There are 11 non-geometric
microlith tools, which represents 8.66% of the total number of tools and are the least produced tools
among the microliths discovered in the settlement. Considering the blades and flakes with simple
retouching, we find that 24 blades (8) and flakes (16) were used with retouching, while 79 blades
(30) or flakes (49) were used in their unworked natural state. Among the other tools, 11 chisels, two
front scrapers, and 11 drills were found. Considering all the data together, we note that there are few
tools in the settlement (including blades and bladelets used in their retouched and natural state) and
that among them, the geometric microlithic tools (especially isosceles triangles) dominate.

Discussion

The Paleolithic tool industries identified in the PPNA period settlements east of the Fertile
Crescent are mainly represented by the Nemrik, Mlephaat, and Qermezien industries (which are



104 JOURNAL OF THE TURKISH INSTITUTE OF ARCHAELOGY AND CULTURAL HERITAGE - 02

partially related to the southern Levantine Khiam tool industry).3” Cay6nii,®® Boncuklu Tarla,3°
Demirkoy,4° Kortik Tepe,*' Cemka Hoyiik,#? Gusir Hoyiik,** Hallan Cemi,*# and Hasankeyf
Hoyiik?® which are located in the Upper Tigris Valley, are mainly represented by the Nemrik
tool industry in this context. In addition, a small number of Khiam points in various forms were
found in these settlements, which are believed to have been produced under the influence of the
Levant.*¢ However, it can be seen that in the settlements of Boncuklu Tarla4” and Kortik Tepe,4®
where the techno-typology of the Paleolithic tools of the Proto-Neolithic has been determined,
the Nemrik tool industry is prevalent.*® Upon analyzing the Cemka Hoyiik finds, we find that
they have similar characteristics to the Late Zarzian chipped stone tool industry (especially Zawi
Chemi Shanidar®® and Shanidar Cave5') which is thought to be unique to the northwestern Zagros
region. Thus, from a chronological point of view, it appears that the Late Zarzian tool industry
(Fig. 5) was predominant in the Proto-Neolithic in the settlement of Cemka Hoytik. Subsequently,

37 Trevor Watkins, ed., Qermez Dere, Tell Afar, Interim Report No 1, Project Paper 2 (Edinburgh: University of Edin-
burgh, Department of Archaeology, 1987); Stefan Karol Koztowski, “From Zawi Chemi to M’lefaat,” in Neolithic
Chipped Stone Industries of the Fertile Crescent and Their Contemporaries in Adjacent Regions: Proceedings of
the Second Workshop on PPN Chipped Lithic Industries, Institute of Archaeology, Warsaw University, 3rd—7th
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the chipped stone tool industry characteristic of the PPNA period was used with Nemrik/Qermez
and to a lesser extent Levantine influence (Khiam) (Fig. 5). This suggests that the Cemka Hoyiik
site was part of the almost characteristic tradition of the Paleolithic tool industry in the Upper
Tigris Valley during both the PPNA and Proto-Neolithic periods.

When we look at the Paleolithic tool typology of the Cemka Hoyiik settlement and other
settlements in the region, we find that they generally share similar characteristics, although there
are some differences between them. For example, if we examine the typology of the chipped stone
tools in the seventh and sixth layers (10170-9620 BCE) of the settlement of Kortik Tepe, dated
to the pre-Holocene, geometric types such as trapezoid, crescent, and triangle are found. However,
non-geometric blades, curved points, relatively large carinated end scrapers, and spiral perforators are
also observed.52 On the other hand, geometric microliths, especially isosceles triangles and blades,
dominate among the few Paleolithic tools dated to the pre-Holocene period (layers 6b and seven) of
the Boncuklu Tarla settlement. Looking at the chipped stone tool typology of the Proto-Neolithic at
Zawi Chemi-Shanidar and Shanidar Cave in the northwestern Zagros region, we find that there are
geometric microlith tools, but the predominant tool types are notches, denticles, end scrapers, stone
pens, spiral perforators, back blades, and shouldered points.32 Upon analyzing the techno-typology of
the chipped stone tools excavated from the Early Holocene settlements in the Upper Tigris Valley, we
find that the geometric and non-geometric microlithic tools did not change much typologically, but
more macro-tips appeared with the Early Holocene.>* Micro-tips are observed to dominate first and
then macro-tips, which are thought to be associated with the Nemrik or Khiam tool industry.

An overview of the chipped stone tool industry of Cemka Hdyiik, which was continuously
inhabited during the Late Epipaleolithic period and the PPNA period (9350-9650 BCE and be-
fore), shows that microlithic tools were used continuously over the long-term and there was little
change in this regard. However, there was a relative change in the dimensions of microlith tools.
The most noticeable change is the appearance and gradual increase of the number of macro ar-
rowheads in the PPNA period (Table 5). Although studies on Boncuklu Tarla are still ongoing, the
chipped stone tool technology of the Epipaleolithic Period and the PPNA Period at Kortik Tepe
draws a profile similar to that of Cemka Hoyiik.%® In the settlement in question, microlith tools
show similar characteristics for both periods, and it can be observed that large-sized microliths
and macro arrowheads appeared together in the PPNA period and changed gradually.5® In this
context, the studies on the chipped stone techno-typology of the PPNA period in the settlement
are continuing. The results of the above studies will provide important information on the Paleo-
lithic techno-typology of the PPNA period and will allow a more detailed understanding of the
technological and typological relationships and differences between the Proto-Neolithic and the
PPNA period.
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Conclusion

The Proto-Neolithic layers discovered in recent years at Kortik Tepe,?” Cemka Hoyiik and
Boncuklu Tarla®® showed that the transition to settled life in the Upper Tigris Valley did not begin
with the PPNA period, which is identified with the early Holocene. These layers also showed
that there were some sedentary or semi-sedentary communities in the region during the Young-
er Dryas. Although this transitional phase, referred to as the Proto-Neolithic, has already been
demonstrated at Zawi Chemi-Shanidar (Layer B)*® and Shanidar Cave (Shanidar B1),%° both
settlements are located in the northwest of the Zagros region and not in the Tigris Valley. This cul-
tural phase is associated with the more local Upper Paleolithic and Early Epipaleolithic cultures.
However, the fact that a chipped stone tool industry, thought to belong to the Zagros tradition,
was also discovered at Kortik Tepe,®' Cemka Hoyiik®? and Boncuklu Tarla®® in the Upper Tigris
Valley in the eleventh millennium BCE suggests that the two regions in question share similar
characteristics in the Proto-Neolithic, at least in terms of Paleolithic tool typology. Furthermore,
in a surface analysis that began in 2020 in the Mardin region, chipped stone finds from the Late
Epipaleolithic and PPNA periods were found in open areas or caves around Mazi Mountain,
which is considered the mountainous region of the Upper Habur region. This suggests that there
may be some groups that have similarities with the Proto-Neolithic settlement pattern.®4

Considering all these data, it seems that in the southern Levant and Syria, a semi-sedentary
life model started with the Late Paleolithic phase of the Natuf culture, while at the end of this
period (Natouf Final®®), a Paleolithic tool industry was practiced in the Upper Tigris basin, which
is associated with the Late Zarzian culture. It can be observed that some communities began to
transition to a semi-sedentary or sedentary life model typical of the region. Architectural remains
from the early Holocene were found in the settlements of Kortik Tepe,®® Boncuklu Tarla, and
Cemka Hoytik in the Upper Tigris Valley. The settlements in question were continuously inhabited
throughout the PPNA period, the first hunter-gatherer-fisher life in the region during the Younger
Dryas. This suggests that villages with a particular way of life (permanent or semi-nomadic) be-
gan to establish themselves and that this new way of life continued uninterrupted throughout the
Holocene. Another point that stands out in this context is that chipped stone tools did not change
much between the Younger Dryas and the Holocene (except those macro-points began to increase
in number in the PPNA period®”). For this reason, the above-mentioned phase coinciding with the
Late Epipaleolithic is assigned to the Late Epipaleolithic, but it turns out that this phase is also

57 Benz et al., “Prelude to Village Life,” 9-30.

58 Kodas, “Un nouveau site,” 3—15.

59 Solecki, An Early Village Site, 5-80.

60 Solecki, Shanidar, 10-280; Solecki et al., The Proto-Neolithic Cemetery, 10-240; Asouti et al., “The Zagros Epi-
paleolithic Revisited,” 1-99.

61 Benz et al., “Prelude to Village Life,” 9-30; Coskun et al., “Living,” 59-71.

62 Kodas et al., “Cemka Hoyiik: A Late Epi-paleolithic,” 40—46.

63 Kodas, “Un nouveau site,” 3—15.

64 Ergiil Kodas et al., “Yontmatas Bulgular Isiginda Giineydogu Anadolu Bdlgesi’nde Yeni Bir Canak-Comleksiz
Neolitik Donem Yerlesim Yeri: Tarin Magaras1,” Anadolu 47 (2021): 77-89.

65 Bar-Yosef, “The Natufian Culture,” 159—77; Olszewski, “Middle East: Epipaleolithic,” 1-20; Benz et al., “Prelude
to Village Life,” 9-30.

66 Benz et al., “Prelude to Village Life,” 9-30; Kartal ez al., “Chipped Stone Assemblages,” 92-99.

67 Kartal et al., “Chipped Stone Assemblages,” 92-99; Metin Kartal, Yontmatas U¢lar (Ankara: Bilgin Kiiltlir Sanat,
2019), 1-120.



Techno-Typological Analysis of the Late Epipaleolithic/Proto-Neolithic Chipped Stone Tools at Gemka Héyiik Ergiil Kodas 107

related to the Neolithic. In this context, it would not be wrong to define the phase in question as
Proto-Neolithic, both in terms of chronology and life model.
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Ozet

Proto Neolitik Dénem olarak isimlendirilen ve MO on birinci ve onuncu bin baslaria tarihle-
nen, Ge¢ Epipaleolitik Donem, Bereketli Hilal’in dogusunda bulunan ve Younger Dryas bo-
yunca yerlesik yasama gegmeye baslayan topluluklar1 ifade etmek i¢in kullanilmaktadir. Yirminci
yiizyilin ilk yarisindan itibaren kuzeybati Zagros Bolgesi’nde bulunan yerlesim yerleri iizerinden
tanimlanmaya baslanan bu dénem uzun siire boyunca tartisma disi kalmis olmakla birlikte 6zel-
likle 2000’1 yillardan itibaren Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi’'nde bulunan yerlesim yerlerinde tespit edilen
Younger Dryas tabakalarinin tanimlanmasi i¢in yeniden kullanilmaya baglanmistir. S6z konusu
donem, mimari agidan az sayida veri ile temsil edilmekte ve Zagros gelenekli oldugu diisiiniilen
yontma tag alet endiistrisi ile temsil edilmektedir. Ayrica bilhassa yontma tag alet endiistrisi iize-
rinden yapilan bu donemin tanimlanmasinin artik sadece kuzeybat1 Zagros Bolgesi igin kullanil-
madig1 ve Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi ve Dogu Cezire Bolgesi i¢in de kullanilmaya basladigi goriilmek-
tedir (Dogu Bereketli Hilal). 2019 yilinda ytiriitiilen kazilar sonrasinda Cemka Hoyiik yerlesim
yerinde de tespit edilen Younger Dryas tabakalar: Yukari Dicle Vadisi’nde MO on birinci-onuncu
binde yontma tas alet endiistrisi lizerine yeni bilgiler vermekte ve hem yerel hem de bolgeler arasi
iligkilerin yeniden tartisilmasina ve tanimlanmasina katki saglamaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler
Cemka Hoylik, Proto Neolitik Donem, Zagros, Yukari Dicle Vadisi, Yontma Tas Alet Endiistrisi
Giris
Yakin Dogu’da Younger Dryas ve bilhassa Erken Holosen Dénem’in getirmis oldugu ik-
lim kosullari ile beraber bazi1 topluluklarin ilk etapta yari-yerlesik ve yerlesik avci-toplayici-balikei

yasam modeline, ardindan hayvan ve bitkilerin evcillestirilmesiyle beraber besin liretimine bag-
I1 yasam modeline ge¢is yasadigi gézlemlenmektedir.? Bilhassa Holosen Dénem’in baslamast ile

1 Ergiil Kodas, Mardin Artuklu Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Arkeoloji Béliimii, Mardin, ORCID: 0000-0001-
8340-5828, ergulkodas@artuklu.edu.tr

2 Jacques Cauvin, Naissance des divinités. Naissance de [’agriculture. La Révolution des symboles au Néolithique
(Paris: CNRS, 1997); Simon Riehl, Mohsen Zeidi ve Nicholas John Conard, “Emergence of Agriculture in the Fo-
othills of the Zagros Mountains of Iran,” Science 341 (2013): 65—67; Daniel Helmer, Lionel Gourichon ve Daniel
Stordeur, “A 1’aube de la Domestication Animale. Imaginaire et symbolisme animal dans les premiéres sociétés
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birlikte Yakin Dogu’da yasayan Geg Epipaleolitik Donem avci-toplayici-balik¢r gogebe veya yari
gdgebe insan topluluklarmin, MO onuncu binde, Neolitik Cag ile birlikte (Pre-Pottery Neolithic
A period = PPNA period), kalic1 kdyleri kurmaya basladiklar1 gézlemlenmektedir.® Arkeoloji li-
teratiiriinde Proto Neolitik Donem olarak tanimlanan bu evre ilk defa kuzeybati Zagros ve Dogu
Cezire Bolgesi’nde Holosen Donem Oncesine ait yar1 yerlesik yasam modeline sahip topluluklari
ifade etmek i¢in kullanilmustir.# Tk kez Zawi Chemi-Shanidar (Layer B®) yerlesim yeri ve Shanidar
Magarasi’nda (Layer B1€) yapilan kazilar sonrasi olusturulan s6z konusu terim zaman igerisinde
Bereketli Hilal’in dogusunda bulunan ve Younger Dryas iklimsel degisimlerin yasandig1 siiregte
ortaya ciktig1 diisiiniilen Canak-Comleksiz Neolitik Donem A evresi oncesi yerlesik yasama gecis
modelinin tanimlanmasi igin kullanilmaktadir.” S6z konusu evre Geg Epipaleolitik Dénem son ev-
resine denk gelmektedir ve Younger Dryas’a tarihlenen bir yerlesik veya yar1 yerlesik yasam mode-
lini tanimlamak i¢in kullanilmaktadir. Aragtirma tarihgesi agisindan bakildiginda, kuzeybati Zagros
Bolgesi’nde yiiriitiilmiis olan ¢aligmalar {izerinden yapilan bu tanimlamanin uzun yillar boyunca
kisitli bir bolge ve yerlesim yeri {izerinden yapildigini ve konu iizerine, Levant Bolgesi’nin aksine,
cok fazla bir tartisma agilmadigimi gormekteyiz. Fakat Bereketli Hilal’in dogu kanadi 6nemli bir
parcasi olan Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi’nde 2000°1i yillardan beri yapilmakta olan arkeolojik kazilar, bol-
genin Erken Holosen Donem &ncesi, yerlesik yasama gegis siireci iizerine yeni bilgiler vermesinin
yan sira Proto Neolitik Dénem olarak isimlendirilen s6z konusu donem iizerine de yeni tartigmalar
acmaktadir. Bu tanimlama sorunu terminolojik bir sorun olusturmamakta ama yerlesik yasama gegis
stireci lizerine farkli bir konseptin de olabilecegini diislindiirmektedir. Yani bolgede yerlesik yagsama
gecisin Holosen Donem iklim degisiklikleri ile direkt iliskili olmadigi, bu dénem 6ncesinde de bir-
takim topluluklarin yerlesik yasama gegcise basladigini diisiindiirmektedir.

Bugiine kadar yapilan arastirmalar bélgede Canak-Comleksiz Neolitik Donem’in A evresine
tarihlenen ¢ok sayida yerlesim yerlerinin (Cayonii,?2 Cemka Hoyiik,? Boncuklu Tarla,' Demirkdy,"
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Kortik Tepe,'? Hallan Cemi,™® Hasankeyf Hoyiik,' Gusir Hoyiik'™ ve Cemka Hoyiik' gibi), oldugu-
nu gostermis olmakla birlikte bunlar arasinda Cemka Hoytik,"”” Boncuklu Tarla'® ve Kortik Tepe'®
yerlesim yerleri neolitiklesme siirecinin baglangici olarak kabul géren Holosen Donem &ncesine ait
(Younger Dryas = Geg Epipaleolitik Dénem/Proto Neolitik Donem) tabakalar da icermektedir (Ha-
rita 1). Bu baglamda bilhassa Kortik Tepe yerlesim yerinde tespit edilen Younger Dryas tabakalari,
Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi’nde yerlesik yasama gecis siireci iizerine yeni bir arastirma alani ve Zagros-To-
ros hatti neolitiklesme siirecinin kokeni lizerine yeni tartismalar agmigtir.2° Bunun yani sira son
yillarda Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi’nde bulunan Boncuklu Tarla?' ve Cemka Hoyiik?2 yerlesim yerlerinde
ytriitiilen arkeolojik kazilarda da Younger Dryas’a®® tarihlenen yeni buluntularin tespit edilmesi
konunun daha da kapsamli olarak arastirilmasina ve tartisilmasina olanak saglamaktadir.

Yakin Dogu’nun geneline bakildiginda MO on birinci bin sonu ve onuncu bin bagma denk
gelen bu siirecte iki ayr1 yontma tag alet geleneginin oldugu goriilmektedir.2* Bunlardan ilki ve hig
kuskusuz daha iyi tanimlanmis olan1 Levant gelenegi olarak isimlendirilen Natuf kiiltlir evresinin
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son etabi ile (Natuf Final) ile temsil edilmektedir.?® Ikincisi ise Zagros gelenegi olarak isimlendiril-
mis olup Zawi Chemi Shanidar (Layer B),2¢ Shanidar B127 ve Kharim Shahir?® yerlesim yerlerinde
tespit edilen ve Geg¢ Zarziyen killtiir evresi olarak da isimlendirilebilecek baska bir gelenekle temsil
edilmektedir.?° Bu baglamda Cemka Hoylik yerlesim yerinde agiga ¢ikarilan buluntular Zagros ge-
lenekli Geg ve Post Zarziyen kiiltiir evreleri iizerine, bilhassa mimari ve yontma tas alet tekno-tipo-
lojisi igin, yeni bilgiler vermekte ve Yukari Dicle Vadisi’nde MO on birinci bin sonu ve onuncu bin
baslarinda yerlesik yasam modelinin nasil bagladigini yeniden incelememizi ve tartigmamizi ola-
nakli kilmaktadir. Ayrica Cemka Hdoyiik yerlesim yerinde agiga ¢ikarilan Geg Epipaleolitik Dénem
yontmatas buluntular1 bolgenin hem Holosen Dénem oncesi (Younger Dryas) kiiltlirlerinin tanim-
lanmasini, Geg Epipaleolitik Donem ile PPNA Donem arasindaki baglantilary/farkliliklart anlamlan-
dirmamizi, hem de ¢agdas yerlesim yerleri ile karsilagtirma yapilabilmesini olanakli kilmaktadir.3°

Cemka Hoylk Kazilar: Konum, Stratigrafi ve Kronoloji

Cemka Hoyiik (Su Kenar1 Hoylik) yerlesim yeri, Ilisu Baraji baraj kapaginin yaklagik
1.100 m giiney-batisinda, Mardin iline bagl olan Dargegcit ilgesi Ilisu koyli sinirlari igerisinde
bulunmaktadir (Harita 1). Cemka Hoyiik yerlesim yeri 37 31 22.27 K ve 41 50 26.23 D koordinat-
larinda, deniz seviyesinden yaklasik 420 m yiiksekliktedir. Dicle Nehri’nin hemen bat1 kiyisinda
bulunan yerlesim yeri, tespit edilebilen alan itibariyle, yaklasik olarak 65x135 m boyutlarindadir
(Fig. 1). Fakat yerlesim Ilisu Baraj1 ve Hes Projesi kapsaminda agilan yol ¢aligmalar1 sonrasinda
bir¢ok yerde agir tahribata ugramistir.3 2018 yilinda Boncuklu Tarla kazi ekibince tespit edilen
yerlesim yerinde 2019 yilinda yaklasik ii¢ ay siiren kazi ¢calismalar yiiriitiilmiistiir. Bu baglamda
kazilar daha ¢ok hoyligii ortadan ikiye bdlen yolun kuzeyinde (Sektor 2) ve bu yol ile Dicle Nehri
kenarinda agilan yol arasinda kalan (Sektdr 1) alanda yogunlasmistir. Yapilan ¢aligmalar sonrasin-
da yerlesim yerinin Proto Neolitik Dénem ve PPNA Dénem’e tarihlenen sekiz ayr1 yap1 kati tespit
edilmis ve bu yapi katlarina ait ¢ok sayida mimari kalintinin yan sira ¢ok sayida insan kalintisi,
siirtme ve yontma tas alet ve az sayida siis esyasi ve kemik alet ele ge¢mistir. Yerlesim yerinin

25 Ofer Bar-Yosef, “The Natufian Culture in the Levant: Threshold to the Origins of Agriculture.” Evolutionary Anth-
ropology 6, no. 5 (1998): 159-77; Ofer Bar-Yosef, “Natufian: A Complex Society of Foragers,” Beyond Foraging
and Collecting Evolutionary Change in Hunter-Gatherer Settlement Systems i¢inde, der. Ben Fitzhugh ve Junko
Habu, Fundamental Issues in Archaeology (New York: Kluwer Academic/Plenum Publishers, 2012), 91-152; Ofer
Bar-Yosef ve Thomas R. Rocek, “Introduction,” Seasonality and Sedentism: Archaeological Perspectives from
Old and New World Sites iginde, der. Ofer Bar-Yosef ve Thomas R. Rocek (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Peabody
Museum of archaeology and Ethnology, Harvard University, 1998); Fanny Bocquentin, “Pour une approche anth-
ropologique de la transition Epipaléolithique — Néolithique au Proche-Orient,” Bulletin du Centre de recherche
frangais de Jéusalem 17 (2007): 41-51.

26 Solecki, “An Early Village Site,” 13-26.

27 Deborah I. Olszewski, “The Zarzian in the Context of the Epipaleolithic Middle East,” International Journal of
Humanities 19, no. 3 (2012): 1-20; Solecki, Shanidar, 5-290.

28 Frank Hole ve Kent V. Flannery, “The Prehistory of Southwestern Iran: A Preliminary Report,” Proceedings of the
Prehistoric Society 33 (1967): 147-206. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0079497X00014092.

29 Olszewski, “Middle East: Epipaleolithic,” 1-8; Akira Tsuneki, “Proto-Neolithic Caves and Neolithisation in the
Zagros,” The Neolithisation of Iran i¢inde, der. Roger Matthews ve Hassan Fazeli Nashli, Themes from the Ancient
Near East BANEA Publication Series 3 (Oxford: Oxbow Books 2013), 84-96; Goring-Morris ve Belfer-Cohen,
“The Neolithic In The Southern Levant,” 59—73; Hans Georg K. Gebel, “Territoriality in Early Near Eastern Seden-
tism,” Neo-Lithics 14, no. 2 (2014): 23-44; Asouti vd., “The Zagros Epipalaeolithic,” 1-99.

30 Fakat yerlesim yeri iizerine daha detayl: bilgiler verecegini diisiindiigiimiiz arkeobotanik ve arkeozoolojik ¢alisma-
lar devam etmektedir.

31 Kodas vd., “Cemka Hoyiik: A Late Epi-Palaeolithic,” 41.
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tarihlendirilmesi icin yapilan C14 analiz sonuglari ikinci yap1 katinin yaklasik olarak MO 9350°e
ve besinci yap1 katmin da yaklasik olarak MO 9650 yilma tarihlendigini gdstermektedir (Tablo
1). Bu baglamda ele gecen kiiclik buluntular, mimari kalintilar ve yontma tas aletler altinci yap1
katinin PPNA Donem’e tarihlenebilecegini fakat en altta bulunan yedinci-sekizinci yap1 katinin
Proto Neolitik Donem’e tarihlenmesi gerektigine isaret etmektedir.32

Cemka Hoyluk Proto Neolitik Dénem Yontma Tas Alet Tekno-Tipolojisi

Yerlesim yerinin yontma tag alet tekno-tipolojisi lizerine yapilan aragtirmalar yerlesim yeri-
nin tiim tabakalarinin tespit edildigi D16, D17 ve E18 agmalarindan ele gecen buluntular {izerin-
den yapilmistir (Fig. 2, 3). Bu ¢aligmalar yogun olarak E18 agmasinda elde edilen veriler iizerine
yogunlasmig olmakla beraber (%80) toplamda 51.891 adet yontma tas parga (alet, ¢ekirdek, dilgi,
dilgicik, kiyici, yonga ve yongalama atig1) incelenmistir. Alanda ele gecen ve incelenen yontma
tas aletlerden 2.042 adedi obsidyen (%5,75) digerleri ise cakmaktagindandir (%94,25). Toplam-
da 1.626 adet alet, 46.052 adet yonga ve yongalama atig1, 3.460 adet dilgi ve dilgicik, 168 adet
cekirdek ve 325 adet diizeltili dilgi ve dilgicik incelenmistir. Fakat yukarida da belirtti§imiz gibi
Proto Neolitik Donem’e tarihlenen tabakalar sadece D18—-19 ve E18-19 agmalar iizerinde ve
kisith bir alanda ve iki farkli yap1 kati iizerinde (yedinci ve sekizinci yapi kati) tespit edilmistir.
S6z konusu her iki yap1 katinda aciga ¢ikarilan yontma tas kalintilar iizerine yapilan ¢alismalar
sonrasinda yaklasik 6.200 adet yontma tas par¢a incelenmistir.3? Istatistik agidan bu iki yap1 kati-
na ait yontma tas kalintilar yerlesim yerinde bugiine kadar incelenen yontmatag aletlerin yaklasik
%11,94’iine denk gelmektedir. Bu baglamda alanda ele gecen 127 adet biitiin veya kirik olan dii-
zeltili mikrolit alet, makro alet veya alet pargasi incelenmistir (Tablo 2). Bu say1 yerlesim yerinde
toplam yontmatas kalintilarinin yaklagik %2,04 ine denk gelmektedir. Ayrica s6z konusu alanda
24 adet diizeltili ve 79 adet diizeltisiz dilgi veya dilgicik tespit edilmistir (Tablo 3). Diizeltili
dilgiler tizerinde kiiciik boyutlu lokal diizeltiler bulunmaktadir. Diizeltisiz dilgiler iizerinde 1s1
kullanim izleri disinda herhangi bir diizelti bulunmamaktadir. Cekirdeklere bakildiginda ise bu
tabakalarda toplam iki adet yonga c¢ekirdegi ve bes adet dilgicik ¢ekirdeginin olmasi ele gegen
alet sayisina oranla diisiik bir rakam olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir (Tablo 3). Bunun yani sira az
sayida olmakla birlikte birka¢ adet omurgali 6n kaziyict ve delici de ele ge¢mistir. S6z konusu
parcalarin tamami yerel cakmak tasindan tiretilmistir ve 6nemli bir boliimii yongalama atig1 olan
yongalara aittir. Fakat kisith bir alanda tespit edilen s6z konusu endiistri bu donem yontma tag alet
tekno-tipolojisi ve Geg Epipaleolitik Donem ile PPNA arasindaki benzerlik veya farkliliklarin
incelenebilmesine olanak saglamaktadir.

Proto Neolitik Dénem Yontma Tas Alet Uretim Zinciri

Bu doneme tarihlenen arkeolojik yapi katlarinda ele gecen c¢ekirdeklere bakildiginda iki
ayr1 iiriiniin (dilgi/dilgicik veya yonga) yapilmis oldugu goriilmektedir. ilki tek vurma diizlemli
olan dilgicik ¢ekirdekleri ile temsil edilmektedir. Piramit, prizmatik veya yari-prizmatik forma-
lara sahip olan bu ¢ekirdeklerin yongalama yiizeyleri 2-2,5 cm genislige ve 2-3 cm uzunlu-
ga sahiptir. Diger ¢ekirdek grubu ise kisa boyutlu ince yongalarin {iretildigi cok kutuplu yonga
cekirdeklerdir. Bu g¢ekirdekler ortalama 4-4,5 cm uzunluga ve 3—4 cm genislige sahiptir. Dilgi

32 Kodas vd., “Cemka Hoyiik: A Late Epi-Palaeolithic,” 42—43.
33 Alanda yapilan kazilar sirasinda ortaya ¢ikan arkeolojik buluntularin toplanabilmesi i¢in tiim toprak yikanmistir.
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ve dilgicikler sadece ¢ok kutuplu ¢ekirdekler iizerinden yongalanmis olmakla birlikte iki vurma
diizlemli yonga ¢ekirdekleri iizerinden yongalanmistir. Fakat 6ne ¢ikan en 6nemli sorun ele gegen
cok sayida parcanin dilgi, dilgicik ve yonga olmasina karsin yerlesim yerinde az sayida gekirdek
bulunmus olmasidir. Fakat yerlesim yerinde ele gecen yongalama atiklari, ¢cekirdekler, baz1 dilgi
ve yongalar iizerinde goriilebilen kabuklar yontma tas yapiminin, tamami olmasa dahi bir bolii-
miiniin, yerlesim yerinde yapildigina isaret etmektedir. Bu baglamda az sayida olan ¢ekirdeklerin
yeniden sekillendirilerek farkli amaglarla yeniden kullanilmis olabilecegi de diisiiniilebilir. Ayrica
ele gecen pargalar arasinda kaba yongalar ve dilgiler bulunmasina karsin ¢ekirdeklerin tamaminin
kiiclik boyutlu olduklar1 gdzlemlenmektedir. Bu durum bircok dilgi, dilgicik veya yonganin yer-
lesim yeri diginda yapilmis olabilecegini veya ¢ekirdeklerin ¢ok kiigiik boyutlara gelinceye kadar
islenmis olduklarimi diisiindiirmektedir.

Metot ve teknik olarak bakildiginda, tiim dilgi, dilgicik veya yongalarn tas vurgaglarla ve
direk vurma yontemi ile yapildigi diisiiniilmektedir. S6z konusu metot ve teknigin kullanimina
bagh olarak neredeyse tiim dilgi ve dilgiciklerin ayrit baglarmin torpiilendigi gdzlemlenmekte-
dir.34 Baz1 hazirlik dilgilerinin ve yongalarin, topuk boliimleri yer yer kalin olmakla birlikte, yon-
galama yumrulari tizerinde nadiren dudakciklar bulunmaktadir.3® S6z konusu tirtinlerin topuklari
iizerindeki vurma noktalar1 ¢ok kiiciiktiir veya neredeyse hi¢ yoktur. Ozellikle dilgiciklerin pro-
filleri yer yer diiz bir form vermekle birlikle digbiikey olan 6rnekler yogunluktadir. Fakat ¢ekir-
deklerin hazirlik asamasina ait yonga ve baz1 dilgilerin topuklar iizerinde kullanilan tas vurgacin
darbe izleri goriilebilmektedir. Ayrica bazi dilgi- dilgicik veya yongalarin yongalama yumrulari
tizerinde kavlaklar da bulunmaktadir. Bu durum ise daha cok sert tag vurgaclarla yapilan bir bi-
¢imlendirmeye isaret etmektedir.3® Sonug olarak ¢ekirdeklerin sert tag vurgaglarla bigimlendiril-
digi ve yumusak tas vurgaclarla da asil iiretilmek istenilen yonga, dilgi veya dilgiciklerin yapilmis
oldugu soylenebilir. Bu durumda yerlesim yerinde biiyiik boyutlu ¢ekirdeklerin olmamasinin,
kaba yonga ve dilgilerin olmasina karsin, daha kiigiik boyutlu dilgi, dilgicik veya yongalarin yon-
tulmasi i¢in hazirlanan ¢ekirdekler ile iliskili oldugunu da diisiindiirmektedir.

Proto-Neolitik Dénem Yontma Tags Alet Tipolojisi

Cemka Hoyiik yedinci ve sekizinci yapi katina ait yontma tag aletlerin tipolojisine bakildi-
ginda mikrolit aletlerin daha yogun oldugu ve her iki evrenin kendi icerisinde benzer 6zellikler
sergiledikleri goriilmektedir. Mikrolit aletler arasinda ise geometrik olmayan egik budanmis sirth
dilgiciklere (obliquely truncated backed bladelet) ait birkag parca bulunmus olmakla net bir sey
soylemek simdilik neredeyse imkansizdir (Tablo 2). Fakat mikrolit aletler icerisinde dilgicik tagi-
maliklar iizerine bigimlendirilmis olanlarin baskin oldugu goriilmektedir. Ayrica bazi geometrik
mikrolit aletlerin ince uzun yonga tagimaliklar {izerinde de sekillendirilmis olduklar1 gézlemlen-
mektedir. Bunun yani sira bir¢ok dilgi, dilgicik ve yonganin herhangi bir diizelti uygulanmadan
kullanilmis olduklar tespit edilmistir.

34 Frédéric Abbes, “Les préhistoriens, les tailleurs et les pierres: rencontre “Pierres tendres” (Jales 1-7 Décembre
2012).” ArchéOrient-Le Blog (Hypotheses.org), 15 Subat 2013. https://arceorient.hypotheses.org/518.

35 Jacques Pelegrin, “Principes de la Reconnaissance des Méthodes et Techniques de Taille,” Tell ‘Atij, Tell Gudeda.
Industrie lithique: Analyse technologique et fonctionnelle iginde, der. Jacques Chabot, Serié archéométrie 3 (Qu-
ebec: Université Laval, CELAT, 2002), 215-26; Marie-Louise Inizan vd., Technologie de la pierre taillée (Paris:
Cercle de Recherches et d’études préhistoriques, 1996), 30-35.

36 Pelegrin, “Principes de la Reconnaissance,” 225-26; Inizan vd., Technologie de la pierre taillée, 30-35; Abbes, “Les
préhistoriens.”
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Sekizinci Yapi Kati Yontma Tas Alet Tipolojisi (Figiir 3, Tablo 2)

Bu evre yerlesim yerinin en eski evresidir. S6z konusu evre Dicle Nehri kenarinda yapilan
yol sonrasi ortaya ¢ikan profil iizerinde acilan basamak agmalarda tespit edilmistir (E18 0025 ve
E18 0013) ve gri renkli ve kumlu bir topraga sahip olan ana kayanin hemen iizerindedir. Bu ev-
reye ait toplam 97 adet alet, 65 adet dilgi veya dilgicik ve {igii dilgicik ve iki tanesi yonga yapimi1
icin kullanilmis olan bes adet ¢ekirdek incelenmistir. Bu yap1 katinda ele gegen geometrik mik-
rolit aletler arasinda trapezler, yarimaylar ve liggenler bulunmaktadir. Geometrik olmayan aletler
arasinda ise kavisli sirtl uglar, iki sirth uglar ve egik budanmis sirth dilgicikler yer almaktadir
(Tablo 4). Az sayida ele gegen uglara bakildiginda daha ¢ok kiigiik boyutlu olan dar mikro uglarin
(Narrow Micro Poinf) bulundugu goriilmektedir. Bunun yani sira daha kaba olan omurgali 6n ka-
ztyicilara ait 6rnekler de ele gegmistir. Bu evrede ¢ok az diizelti uygulanarak veya higbir diizelti
uygulanmadan kullanilmis olan dilgi ve dilgiciklere de rastlanilmaktadir.

Yedinci Yapi Kati Yontma Tas Alet Tipolojisi (Figlir 4, Tablo 2)

Bu evre yerlesim yerinin PPNA 6ncesine ait ikinci tabakasidir. Yine Dicle Nehri kenarinda
bulunan profil iizerinde agilan basamak a¢gmalarda, sekizinci yap1 katinin hemen iizerinde, tespit
edilmistir (E18 00024 ve E18 0008). Bu evreye ait toplam 30 adet alet, 38 adet dilgi veya dilgicik
ve iki adet dilgicik ¢ekirdegi incelenmistir. Sekizinci yap1 katinda oldugu gibi geometrik mikrolit
aletler arasinda trapezler yarimaylar ve liggenler bulunmaktadir (Tablo 4). Ayrica her iki evre
arasinda tipolojik olarak cok fazla bir degisimin olmadig1 goriilmektedir. Geometrik olmayan
aletler icerisinde egik budanmus sirth dilgicikler ve kavisli sirtlt uglar 6nemli bir yer tutmaktadir.
Uglar bu evrede daha kisa ve genis olan mikro uglarla (wide micro point) temsil edilmektedir.
Bazi dilgilerin ve dilgiciklerin bu evrede de diizelti yapilarak veya yapilmadan dogal halleriyle
kullanilmig olduklari goriilmektedir. Bu evrede yonga ¢ekirdekleri bulunmamis olmakla birlikte
yonga tasimalik iizerine yapilan aletler ele ge¢mistir. Fakat bilingli bir yonga iiretiminin olup
olmadigii sdylemek giictiir.

Yerlesim yerinde ele gecen Proto Neolitik Donem yontma tas alet kalintilarina genel olarak
bakildiginda ele gegen alet sayisinin toplam yontma tas alet kalintisina oranla ¢ok diistik oldugu
goriilmektedir. Sayisal olarak bakildiginda ise ele gecen diizeltili aletler arasinda mikrolitler daha
baskindir. Toplam 127 adet olan aletlerden 103 tanesi geometrik mikrolit aletlere aittir ve toplam
alet sayisinin %81,10’u ile en fazla iiretilmis olan mikrolit aletleri temsil edilmektedir. Bu aletler
arasinda da 69 adet olan ikizkenar liggenlerin mikrolit aletler arasinda daha baskin oldugu gortil-
mektedir. Bu aletler toplam geometrik mikrolit alet say1sinin %66,99’una ve toplam mikrolit alet
sayisinin %60,52’sine denk gelmektedir. Geometrik olmayan mikrolit aletler 11 adettir ve toplam
alet say1siin %8,66’sina denk gelmektedir ve yerlesim yerinde tespit edilen mikrolitler arasinda
en az sayida liretilen aletler olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Basit diizelti uygulanan dilgi ve dilgi-
ciklere bakildiginda 24 adet dilgi (8) ve dilgicigin (16) diizelti uygulanarak kullanildig1 ve 79 adet
dilgi (30) veya dilgicigin (49) islenmemis dogal haliyle kullanilmis oldugu goriilmektedir. Diger
aletler arasinda ise 11 adet ug, iki adet 6n kaziyict ve 11 adet delici ele gegmistir. Tiim veriler bir
arada disiiniildiigiinde yerlesim yerinde az sayida alet oldugu (diizeltili ve dogal halleriyle kul-
lanilan dilgi ve dilgicikler de dahil olmak iizere) ve bunlar arasinda da geometrik olan mikrolit
aletlerin (bilhassa ikizkenar iiggenlerin), daha baskin oldugu goriilmektedir.
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Degerlendirme

Bereketli Hilal’in dogusunda bulunan PPNA Doénem yerlesim yerlerinde tespit edilen yont-
ma tas alet endiistrileri cogunlukla Nemrik, Mlefaat ve Qermezien endiistrileri ile (yer yer Gliney
Levant kokenli Khiam alet endiistrisi ile iliskili olan), temsil edilmektedir.3” Yukar1 Dicle Vadi-
si’nde bulunan Cayonii,*® Boncuklu Tarla,*® Demirkoy,4° Kortik Tepe,*' Cemka Hoyiik,*? Gusir
Hoyiik,** Hallan Cemi#* ve Hasankeyf HOyiik?® bu baglamda daha ¢ok Nemrik alet endiistrisi
ile temsil edilmektedir. Ayrica s6z konusu yerlesim yerlerinde Levant etkisi ile tiretildikleri dii-
stiniilen, degisik formlarda olan, khiam uglar1 az sayida ele gegmistir.#®¢ Fakat Proto Neolitik
Donem’e ait yontmatas alet tekno-tipolojisi tespit edilen Boncuklu Tarla? ve Kortik Tepe#® yer-
lesim yerlerinde Geg¢ Zarziyen alet endiistrisinin baskin oldugu goriilmektedir.4® Cemka Hoyiik
buluntularina bakildiginda da yine kuzeybat1 Zagros Bolgesi’ne 6zgii oldugu diisiiniilen Geg Zar-
ziyen yontma tag alet endistrisi ile (6zellikle Zawi Chemi Shanidar3® ve Shanidar Magarasi®' ile)

37 Trevor Watkins, der., Qermez Dere, Tell Afar, Interim Report No 1, Project Paper 2 (Edinburgh: University of Edin-
burgh, Department of Archaeology, 1987); Stefan Karol Koztowski, “From Zawi Chemi to M’lefaat,” Neolithic
Chipped Stone Industries of the Fertile Crescent and Their Contemporaries in Adjacent Regions: Proceedings
of the Second Workshop on PPN Chipped Lithic Industries, Institute of Archaeology, Warsaw University, 3rd—7th
April, 1995 iginde, der. Stefan Karol Koztowski ve Hans Georg Gebel, Studies in Early Near Eastern Production,
Subsistence, and Environment 3 (Berlin: Ex Oriente, 1996), 175-82; Stefan Karol Koztowski, The Eastern Wing of
the Fertile Crescent: Late Prehistory of Greater Mesopotamian Lithic Industries, British Archaeological Reports
International Series 760 (Oxford: Archaeopress, 1999), 2-270; Aurenche ve Kozlowski, La Naissance du Néolit-
hique, 19-20; Stefan Karol Kozlowski ve Olivier Aurenche, Territories, Boundaries and Cultures in The Neolithic
Near East, British Archaeological Reports International Series 1362 (Oxford: Archaeopress, 2005), 5—45; Kartal
vd., “Chipped Stone Assemblages,” 92-99.

38 Charles L. Redman, “The Cayonii Chipped Stone Industry: the 1968 and 1970 Excavation Seasons,” Prehistoric
Village Archaeology in South-Eastern Turkey. The Eighth Millennium B.C. Site at Cayonii: Its Chipped and Ground
Stone Industries and Faunal Remains iginde, der. Linda S. Braidwood ve Robert J. Braidwood, British Archaeo-
logical Reports International Series 138 (Oxford: Tempus Reparatum, 1982), 17-71; Isabella Caneva vd., “The
Lithic Production at Cayonii: A Preliminary Overview of the Aceramic Sequence,” Neolithic Chipped Stone Indust-
ries of the Fertile Crescent: Proceedings of the First Workshop on PPN Chipped Lithic Industries iginde, der. Hans
Georg Gebel ve Stefan Karol Kozlowski, Studies in Early Near Eastern Production, Subsistence, and Environment
1 (Berlin: Ex Oriente, 1994), 253-66; Erim-Ozdogan, “Cayénii,” 185-230.

39 Kodas, “Un nouveau site,” 3—15.

40 Rosenberg, “Demirkdy,” 79-87.

41 Kartal, “Kortik Tepe Yontmatas Endiistrisi,” 475-90; Kartal vd., “Chipped Stone Assemblages,” 92-99.

42 Kodas vd., “Cemka Hoyiik: A Late Epi-Palaeolithic,” 40—46.

43 Necmi Karul, “Gusir Hoyiik,” The Neolithic in Turkey: New Excavations and New Research. The Tigris Basin igin-
de, der. Mehmet Ozdogan, Nezih Basgelen ve Peter Kuniholm (Istanbul: Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yayinlari, 2011), 1-17.

44 Rosenberg, “Hallan Cemi,” 61-78.

45 Maeda, “Lithic Analysis and the Transition,” 56-73.

46 Bu baglamda Hallan Cemi ve Demirkdy yontma tas alet endiistrileri digerlerinden biraz farklilik sergilemektedir ve
bazi noktalarda digerlerinden ayri tutulabilir.

47 Kodas, “Un nouveau site,” 3—15.

48 Kartal, “Kortik Tepe Yontmatas Endiistrisi,” 475-90; Kartal vd., “Chipped Stone Assemblages,” 92-99.

49 Kartal vd., “Chipped Stone Assemblages,” 92-99.

50 Solecki, An Early Village Site, 5-70; Olivier Aurenche ve Stefan K. Kozlowski, “The Spatial Distribution of Arrow-
heads and Microliths in the Near East (10,200-8,000 cal BC),” The State of the Stone, Terminologies, Continuities,
and Contexts in Near Eastern Lithics. Proceedings of the Sixth PPN Conference on Chipped and Ground Stone
Artefacts in the Near East, Manchester 3rd—5th March 2008 i¢inde, der. Elizabeth Healey, Stuart Campbell ve Osa-
mu Maeda, Studies in Early Near Eastern Production, Subsistence, and Environment 13 (Berlin: Ex Oriente, 2011),
449-56; Olszewski, “The Zarzian in the Context,” 1-20.

51 Solecki, Shanidar 10-200; Ralph S. Solecki, Rose L. Solecki ve Anagnostis P. Agelarakis, The Proto-Neolithic Ce-
metery in Shanidar Cave, Texas A&M University Anthropology Series 7 (College Station: Texas A&M University
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benzer ozellikler sergiledigi goriilmektedir. Sonug olarak, kronolojik ¢ergeveden bakildiginda,
Cemka Hoyiik yerlesim yerinde de Proto Neolitik Dénem’de Geg Zarziyen alet endiistrisinin
(Fig. 5) ve bunun ardindan da PPNA Dénem’de karakteristik olan Nemrik/Qermez dere ve dikkat
edilmeyecek derecede Levant etkili (Khiam) yontma tas alet endiistrisinin kullanilmig oldugu
goriilmektedir (Fig. 5). Bu durum Cemka Hoyiik yerlesim yerinin Yukari Dicle Vadisi’'nde hem
PPNA hem de Proto Neolitik Dénem’de, neredeyse karakteristik olan yontma tag alet endiistrisi
geleneginin bir parcasi oldugunu gostermektedir.

Cemka Hoylik yerlesim yeri ile bolgede bulunan diger yerlesim yerlerinin yontma tas alet
tipolojisine karsilastirmali olarak bakildiginda kendi aralarinda birtakim degiskenlikler olmakla
birlikte genel ¢ergevede benzer dzellikler sergiledikleri goriilmektedir. Ornegin, Kortik Tepe yer-
lesim yerinin Holosen Dénem &ncesine tarihlenen yedinci ve altinci tabakast (MO 10170-9620)
yontma tag alet tipolojisine bakildiginda trapez, yarimay ve iiggen gibi geometrik tiplerin yani
sira geometrik olmayan sirth dilgilerin, kavisli sirtli uglarin, géreceli olarak daha biiyiik boyutlu
olan omurgali 6n kaziyicilarin ve burgu delicilerin de ele gectigi goriilmektedir.> Buna karsin
Boncuklu Tarla yerlesim yerinin Holosen Donem 6ncesine tarihlenen (6b ve yedinci tabaka) az
sayidaki yontma tas aletler arasinda da geometrik olan mikrolitlerin, bilhassa ikizkenar ii¢gen-
lerin ve sirth dilgilerin, baskin oldugu goriilmektedir. Kuzeybati Zagros Bolgesi’nde bulunan
Zawi Chemi-Shanidar ve Shanidar Magaras1 Proto Neolitik Donem yontma tas alet tipolojisine
bakildiginda geometrik olan mikrolit aletlerin bulundugu fakat baskin alet tiplerinin ¢entikliler,
dislemeliler, 6n kaziyicilar, tas kalemler, burgu deliciler, sirth dilgiler ve omuzlu uglardan olustu-
gu goriilmektedir.>® Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi’nde bulunan Erken Holosen Dénem yerlesim yerlerinde
aciga cikarilan yontma tas alet tekno-tipolojisine genel olarak bakildiginda geometrik ve geomet-
rik olmayan mikrolit aletlerin kendi igerisinde tipolojik olarak ¢ok fazla bir degisim yasanmadig,
fakat Erken Holosen Donem ile beraber daha makro uglarinin ortaya ¢giktigi gozlemlenmektedir.54
[k etapta mikro uglarin ve hemen ardindan da Nemrik veya Khiam alet endiistrisi ile baglantili
olduklar diisliniilen makro uglarin baskin olmaya basladig1 gézlemlenmektedir.

Geg Epipaleolitik Dénem ve PPNA Dénem’de (MO 9350-9650 ve dncesi) kesintisiz iskan
goren Cemka Hoyiik yontma tas alet {iretim endiistrisine genel olarak bakildiginda uzun vadede
mikrolitik aletlerin kesintisiz oldugu ve ¢ok az bir degisim yasadig1 goriilmektedir. Fakat mikrolit
aletlerin boyutlarinda goreceli bir degisim yasandig1 goriilmektedir. Ayrica 6ne ¢ikan en dnemli
degisim PPNA Doénem ile beraber makro ok uglarin ortaya ¢ikmasi ve asagi yukar1 kademeli bir
sekilde artig gostermesidir (Tablo 5). Boncuklu Tarla {izerine yapilan ¢alismalar devam etmekle
birlikte Kortik Tepe Epipaleolitik Dénem ve PPNA Donem yontma tas alet tekno-tipolojisi Cem-
ka HoOylik ile benzer bir profil ¢izmektedir.5® S6z konusu yerlesim yerinde de mikrolit aletler her
iki donem i¢in benzer 6zellikler sergilemekle birlikte biiylik boyutlu mikrolitlerin ve makro ok

Press, 2004), 10-250.

52 Kartal vd., “Chipped Stone Assemblages,” 95.

53 Metin Kartal, Epi-paleolitik Dénem: Tiirkiye'de Son Avci-Toplayicilar (Istanbul: Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yayinlari,
2009), 10-200; Kozlowski ve Aurenche, Territories, Boundaries and Cultures, 30-50; Olszewski “The Zarzian in
the Context,” 1-20.

54 Alison V. G. Betts, “Qermez Dere: The Chipped Stone Assemblage,” Neolithic Chipped Stone Industries of the
Fertile Crescent iginde, der. Hans Georg Gebel ve Stefan Karol Kozlowski, Studies in Early Near Eastern Produ-
ction, Subsistence, and Environment 1 (Berlin: Ex-oriente, 1994), 189—203; Kozlowski ve Aurenche, Territories,
Boundaries and Cultures, 10-200; Kartal vd., “Chipped Stone Assemblages,” 92-99; Kodas vd., “Cemka Hoyiik:
A Late Epi-Palaeolithic,” 40—46.

55 Kartal vd., “Chipped Stone Assemblages,” 96-98.



118 TURK ARKEOLOJI VE KULTUREL MIiRAS ENSTITUSU DERGISI - 02

uglarin PPNA ile beraber ortaya ¢iktig1 ve kademeli olarak degisim gosterdikleri goriilmektedir.58
Bu baglamda yerlesimin PPNA Donem yontma tag tekno-tipolojisi iizerine yapilan ¢aligmalar
devam etmektedir. S6z konusu arastirmaninin sonuglart PPNA Dénem yontma tas tekno-tipo-
lojisi tizerine énemli bilgiler elde edilmesinin yani1 sira Proto Neolitik Donem ile PPNA Dénem
arasindaki teknolojik ve tipolojik iliski ve farkliliklarinin daha detayli olarak anlamlandirilmasini
saglayacaktir.

Sonug

Gegtigimiz yillarda Kortik Tepe,5” Cemka Hoyilik’te ve Boncuklu Tarla’da®® tespit edi-
len Proto Neolitik Donem tabakalar1, Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi’nde yerlesik hayata gecis siirecinin
Erken Holosen Ddnem ile 6zdeslestirilen PPNA Doénem ile baglamadigini ve bolgede Younger
Dryas boyunca da birtakim yerlesik veya yar1 yerlesik yasam modeline sahip topluluklarin ol-
dugunu gostermektedir. Proto Neolitik Donem olarak isimlendirilen s6z konusu bu gegis evresi
daha 6nceden Zawi Chemi-Shanidar (Layer B)®® ve Shanidar Magarasi’nda (Shanidar B1)¢° da
tespit edilmis olmakla birlikte bu iki yerlesim yeri, Dicle Vadisi’nden ziyade, kuzeybat1 Zagros
Bélgesi’ndedir ve bu kiiltiir evresi daha lokal olan Ust Paleolitik ve Erken Epipaleolitik Dénem
kiiltiirleri ile iliskilendirilmektedir. Fakat Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi’nde bulunan Kortik Tepe,8' Cemka
Hoyiiké2 ve Boncuklu Tarla’da®® da MO on birinci binde Zagros gelenekli oldugu diisiiniilen bir
yontma tag alet endiistrisinin tespit edilmis olmasi, s6z konusu iki bolgenin Proto Neolitik D6-
nem’de, en azindan yontma tas alet tipolojisi i¢in, benzer 6zellikler gosterdikleri goriilmektedir.
Bu duruma ek olan 2020 yili Mardin Bdlgesi’nde yapilmaya baslanan bir ylizey arastirmasi sira-
sinda, Yukar1 Habur Bolgesi’nin daglik bolgesi olarak kabul edilen, Mazi1 Dag1 gevresinde agik
alanlarda veya magaralarda ele gecen Geg Epipaleolitik ve PPNA Donem yontma tas buluntulari
bolgede Zagros Bolgesi’nden bilinen Proto Neolitik Donem yerlesim modeliyle benzerlikler gos-
teren bazi gruplarin olabilecegini diigiindiirmektedir.64

Tiim bu veriler {izerinden diisiiniildiigiinde Giiney Levant ve Suriye’de Geg Epipaleolitik
Donem Natuf kiiltiir evresi ile beraber yari-yerlesik yasam modelinin bagladig1 goriilmekteyken,
bu donemin sonlarinda (Natouf Final®%) Yukar1 Dicle Havzasi’'nda da Geg Zarziyen kiiltiirii ile
iligkili olan yontma tag alet endiistrisi kullanan baz1 topluluklarinin bolgeye 6zgii yari-yerlesik ya
da yerlesik bir yasam modeline gegmeye basladiklar1 gozlemlenmektedir. Ozellikle Yukari Dicle
Vadisi’nde bulunan Kortik Tepe,®® Boncuklu Tarla ve Cemka Hoyiik yerlesim yerlerinde Erken
Holosen Donem oncesine tarihlenen mimari kalintilarin olmalari ve s6z konusu yerlesim yerle-

56 Kartal vd., “Chipped Stone Assemblages,” 96-98.

57 Benz vd., “Prelude to Village Life,” 9-30.

58 Kodas, “Un nouveau site,” 3—15.

59 Solecki, An Early Village Site, 5-80.

60 Solecki, Shanidar, 10-280; Solecki vd., The Proto-Neolithic Cemetery, 10-240; Asouti vd., “The Zagros Epipala-
eolithic Revisited,” 1-99.

61 Benz vd., “Prelude to Village Life,” 9-30; Coskun vd., “Living,” 59-71.

62 Kodas vd., “Cemka Hdoyiik: A Late Epi-Palaeolithic,” 40—46.

63 Kodas, “Un nouveau site,” 3—15.

64 Ergiil Kodas vd., “Yontmatas Bulgular Isiginda Giineydogu Anadolu Bolgesi’nde Yeni Bir Canak-Comleksiz Neo-
litik Donem Yerlesim Yeri: Tarin Magarasi,” Anadolu 47 (2021): 77-89.

65 Bar-Yosef, “The Natufian Culture,” 159-77; Olszewski, “Middle East: Epipaleolithic,” 1-20; Benz vd., “Prelude to
Village Life,” 9-30.

66 Benz vd., “Prelude to Village Life,” 9-30; Kartal vd., “Chipped Stone Assemblages,” 92-99.
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rinin kesintiye ugramadan PPNA Donem boyunca da iskan gérmeleri bolgede Younger Dryas ile
beraber ilk avci-toplayici-balik¢1 yasam modeline sahip kdylerin (kalici veya yar1 gécebe) kurul-
maya basgladigini ve bu yeni yasam modelinin de Holosen Donem’de kesintiye ugramadan devam
ettigini disiindlirmektedir. Bu baglamda 6ne ¢ikan bir diger nokta ise bolgede Younger Dryas
ile Holosen Donem arasindaki yontmatas aletlerde de (PPNA Donem’de makro uglarin artmaya
baslamasi diginda®”), ¢ok keskin bir degisimin yasanmadigidir. Bu nedenle Geg Epipaleolitik Do-
nem ge¢ Natuf kiiltiir evresi ile cagdas olan s6z konusu evre Geg Epipaleolitik Donem igerisine
alinmakla birlikte bu evrenin ayni1 zamanda Neolitik Cag ile de baglantili oldugu goriilmektedir.
Bu baglamda s6z konusu evreyi Proto Neolitik Donem olarak tanimlamak hem kronolojik hem de
yasam modeli agisindan yanlis olmayacaktir.

67 Kartal vd., “Chipped Stone Assemblages,” 92-99; Metin Kartal, Yontmatas Uglar (Ankara: Bilgin Kiiltiir Sanat,
2019), 1-120.
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Map 1: The location of the Cemka Hoyiik settlement and modern settlements (E. Kodas).

Harita 1: Cemka Hoyiik yerlesim yerinin lokalizasyonu ve ¢agdas yerlesim yerleri (E. Kodas).
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avation arey

Fig. 1. Photograph of (;gmka Hoytik settlement, taken by a drone
(Photo: 0. Ding and H. Ulgen, Cemka Hdyiik Excavatior].Archive).
Fig. 1. Gemka Hdéytik yerlesim yerinin drone fotografi (Fotograf: 0. Ding ve H. Ulgen, Cemka Hdyiik Kazi arsivi).

Proto Neolithic/Late Epipaleolithic ~ Proto Neolitik/Geg Epipaleolitik
Fig. 2. The places where Gemka Héyiik Proto-Neolithic and PPNA layers were found and the stratigraphical relation between the two periods
(Cemka Hoylk Excavation Archive).

Fig. 2. Cemka Hdytik Proto Neolitik ve PPNA tabakalarinin tespit edildigi alanlar ve iki donem arasindaki stratigrafik iligki

(Cemka Hoyiik Kazi argivi).
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- Kodas 2020

Fig. 3. Chipped stone tools from Gemka Hoyiik’s 8th building layer: 1-2; Carinated end scraper, 6-10, 12, 16, 37-38; Perforator, 14; Large
scalene triangle, 3—4; Scalane Triangle, 15; Trapezoid, 11 and 13; Narrow Micro point, 19-21; Isoscale triangle, 31; Large isoscale triangle, 22;
Crescent, 13 and 39; Curved backed point, 24—26; Double backed point, 17, 18, 23, 27-30 and 40; Retouched Blade, 41; Blade, 32-34; Single-

impact pole cores; 35-36 Flake cores (Drawings: E. Kodasg).

Fig. 3. Gemka Hoyiik 8. Yapi katina ait yontmatas aletler: 1-2; Omurgali On kaziyici, 6-10, 12, 16, 37-38; Delici, 14; Biiyiik boyutlu ikizkenar
liggenler, 3—4; ikizkenar iicgenler, 15; Trapez, 11 ve 13; Dar mikro ug, 19-21; Eskenar Uggen, 31; Biiyiik boyutlu egkenar Giggen, 22; Yarimay, 13
ve 39; Kavisli sirtl ug, 24-26; ki sirtli uglar, 17, 18, 23, 27-30 ve 40; Diizeltili dilgi, 41; Dilgi, 32—34; Tek vurma kutuplu gekirdekler; 35-36
Yonga cekirdekleri (Gizim: E. Kodag).

gabe [PRT
4 h ‘
30 446 | pgop

Fig. 4. Chipped stone tools from GCemka Hoyiik’s 7th building layer: 1; Trapezoid, 2; Isoscale triangle, 3—4; Crescent, 5; Curved backed point, 6 and
8; Scalane Triangle, 11-13 and 15; Retouched Blade, 9; Bladelet, 14; Wide Micro-point, 10 and 16 Single-impact pole bladelet cores (Drawings:
E. Kodas).

Fig. 4. Gemka Haoyiik 7. Yapi katina ait yontmatas aletler: 1; Trapez, 2; Eskenar Ucgen, 3—4; Yarimay, 5; Kavisli sirtli ug, 6 ve 8 ikizkenar
licgenler, 11-13 ve 15; Diizeltili Dilgi, 9; Mikrodilgi, 14; Wide Micro-point, 10 ve 16 Tek vurma kutuplu dilgicik cekirdekleri (Cizim: E. Kodas).
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Fig. 5. Examples of chipped stone tool industry in Proto-Neolithic Gemka Héytik
(Photo: N. Tur, Cemka Hdyiik Excavation Archive).
Fig. 5. Cemka Hoylk Proto Neolitik Donem yontmatas alet endistrisine ait drnekler
(Fotograf: N. Tur, Cemka Hoylk Kazi arsivi).
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Fig. 6. PPNA period’s chipped stone tools in Gemka Hoyulk (Drawing: E. Kodas).
Fig. 6. Cemka Héytk PPNA Dénem yontmatas aletler (Gizim: E. Kodas).

ID Number Context Material BP 53¢ Cal BCE
ID Numarasi Konum Malzeme GO MO (Kal)

9558-9313 (75.8%)

Tlbitak 1156 Sector D17 Level 2 Charcoal/Kémur | 9970438 -27.6103 9661-9571 (19.6%)

9672-9317 (94.4%)

ibi Smii + - +
Tlbitak 1155 Sector D16 Level 5 Charcoal/Kémir | 9970+38 28.0+08 9742-9729 (1.0%)

Table 1. C14 results of PPNA period layers in Cemka Hoyuk
Tablo 1. Cemka Hoyik PPNA Dénem tabakalari C14 sonuglari.
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T ools Layer 7 Layer 8 Total
7. Tabaka 8. Tabaka Toplam
Carinated end Scraper
.. 0 2 2

Omurgali 6n kaziyicl
Perforator
Delici 2 ? 1
_Sc.alene trluangle 14 49 63
Ikizkenar tiggen
Large scalene triangle 1 5 6
Biytk ikizkenar tiggen
Trapeze 2 5 7
Trapez
Narrow micro- point
Dar mikro ug 0 2 2
Isoscele triangle

) 1 2 3
Eskenar iiggen
Large isoscele triangle 1 5 3
Buyiik egkenar ticgen
Crescent 6 15 21
Yarim ay
Curved backed point 1 2 3
Kavisli sirtli ug
Double backed point 1 4 5
Iki sarth ug
Wide micro-point 1 0 1
Genig mikro ug

Total tools
Toplam alet 30 77 127

Table 2. Statistical range of microlith tools in the Proto-Neolithic Cemka Héyiik (E. Kodag).

Tablo 2. Gemka Hoyiik Proto Neolitik Donem tabakalarinda ele gegen mikrolit aletlerinin istatistik dagilimi (E. Kodasg).

Toplam ¢ekirdek

Layer 7 Layer 8 Total
7. Tabaka | 8. Tabaka Toplam
Retouched blade and bladelet 3 16 2
Diizeltili dilgi ve dilgicik
Blade and bladelet
st s el & o @
Total blade and bladelet
Toplam dilgi ve dilgicik & o —
Bladelet core 2 3 5
Dilgicik cekirdegi
Flake core
Yonga cekirdegi . . z
Total core 3 5 7

Table 3. Statistical range of blades/bladelets and cores in the Proto-Neolithic Cemka Héyiik (E. Kodas).
Tablo 3. Gemka Hoyiik Proto Neolitik Dénem tabakalarinda ele gecen dilgi-dilgicik ve cekirdeklerin istatistik dagilimi (E. Kodas).
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Level 7 @ Level 8 Toplam
7. Tabaka 8. Tabaka Total

Table 4. Typological and chronological range of microlith tools in Gemka Hoyuk (E. Kodas).

Tablo 4. Cemka Hoyiik mikrolit aletlerin tipolojik ve kronolojik dagilimi (E. Kodas).

Layer Micro point Makro point Total
Tabaka Mikro ug Makro u¢ Toplam

Layer 1/1. Tabaka 3 5 8
Layer 2/2. Tabaka 9 16 25
Layer 3/3. Tabaka 7 6 13
Layer 4/4. Tabaka 0 3 3
Layer 5/5. Tabaka 6 5 11
Layer 6/6. Tabaka 3 1 4
Layer 7/7. Tabaka 3 0 3
Layer 8/8. Tabaka 8 0 8

Total/Toplam 39 26 75

Table 5. Chronological development and statistical range of arrowheads in Gemka Héyiik (E. Kodas).
Tablo 5. Cemka Hoyiik ok uglarinin kronolojik gelisimi ve istatistik dagilimi (E. Kodag).
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