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SANLIURFA MUZESI’NDEN NEOLITIK DONEME AIT BiR
GRUP ESER

Miisliim Ercan, Bahattin Celik™

Anahtar Kelimeler: Tas Kap @ Aslan bas: heykeli ® Canak Comleksiz Neolitik Dionenr o Kortik Tepe

Ozet: Sanliurfa Miizesi'ne 2013 yilinda getirilen ve Canak Comleksiz Neolitik doneme tarihlenen iig
adet eser bu ¢alismanin ana konusunu olusturmaktadir. Esetlerden ikisi daha ¢ok mezar esyasi olup
biri klorit tagindan yapilmis bezemeli tas kap, digeri ise tag bir tabaktr. Kortik Tepe’deki buluntulara
benzeyen bezemeli tas kap, Sanlurfa’da bugtine kadar yapilan kazi ve arastirmalarda kii¢ik parcalar
disinda ilk kez butiine yakin bir sekilde ele gecmistir. Son eser ise bir aslan basina ait heykel parcasi-
dir. Daha ¢ok Gébekli Tepe ve Nevali Cori’deki heykellere benzeyen bu eser, bélgede yeni bir kilt
yapisint barindiran bir yerlesimin varligina isaret etmektedir. Incelenen ti¢ eser de, Canak Comleksiz
Neolitik yerlesimlerinden bilinen eserler olup Canak Cémleksiz Neolitik Dénemin A evresi (PPNA)
sonu ve B evresi baslart icine tarihlendirilmelidir.

A GROUP OF ARTIFACTS FROM NEOLITHIC PERIOD IN SANLIURFA
MUSEUM

Keywords: Stone Bow! e Lion Head Statue ® Pre Pottery Neolithic Period e Kortik Tepe

Abstract: Three artifacts delivered to Sanliurfa Museum in 2013 and dated to Pre-Pottery Neolithic Peri-
od forms the main topic of the present study. Two of such artifacts are rather grave goods, one of which
is a decorative stone bowl made of chlorite stone while the other is a stone plate. The decorative stone
bowl resembling the finds at Kortik Tepe is discovered as intact for the first time other than the small
pieces discovered during the excavations and studies conducted at Sanlurfa until today. The last artifact,
on the other hand, is a piece of a statue resembling a lion’s head. Rather resembling the statues at Gébekli
Tepe and Nevali Cori, this artifact points out to existence of a settlement site that accommodates a new
cult enclosure in the region. All three artifacts under study are artifacts known from the Pre-Pottery Neo-
lithic sites in the region and must be dated mainly to the end of Pre-Pottery Neolithic A Period (PPNA)
and start of PPNB period.
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Sanlmrfa Miizesinden Neolitik Dineme Ait Bir Grup Eser

Girig

Sanlurfa ilinde 1960’ yillardan bu
yana arkeolojik arastirmalar ve kazilar
yaptlmaktadir. Ozellikle, 1963 yilinda R.
Braidwood ve H. Cambel baskanliginda
baslatilan  Giineydogu Anadoln Taribincesi
Aragstirmalar: bolgedeki Neolitik donemin
ortaya ¢citkmasinda ¢ok buylik bir dneme
sahiptir'. Bu arastirmalar sayesinde, Ca-
yont, Biris Mezarligt ve Sogit Tarlasr’'nda
kazilar yapilmis, Gobekli Tepe gibi pek
cok Neolitik dénem yerlesim ilk kez bu
dénemde tespit edilmistir’. Son yillarda
Sanlurfa ilinde yapilan calismalar saye-

sinde, Neolitik déneme ait yerlesimlerin
sayist artmustir’.  Ozellikle, 2000-2007*

1 Cambel — Braidwood 1980, 1-64; Benedict 1980,
107-191.

2 Cambel — Braidwood 1980, 11-13; Benedict 1980,
136-140, 148-149.

3 Sanhurfa ilinde goriilen Neolitik yerlesimler ilgele-
re gore asagida siralanmustir. Sanlurfa merkez il-
gesi i¢in bkz. Giirciitepe, Beile — Bohn 1998, 17,
33-34; Gorenler (Tel Avar), Yardimer 2004a, II,
414-418; Emirler (Caruk Tepe), Yardimet 2004a,
11, 469-472; Birecik ilgesi igin bkz. Akarcay Tepe,
Algaze ve dig. 1991, 201; Mezraa Teleilat, Algaze
ve dig. 1994, 46-47; Kisakuyu Hoyiigii, Ozdogan
— Karul 2002, 88, 99, B.Y.No. N40A027; Mengel-
li Hoyiik, (")Zdogan — Karul 2002, 88, 99, B.Y.No.
N40A062; Arslanli Héyiik, Ozdogan — Karul
2002, 88, 99, B.Y.No. O40A003; Sinir Tepesi,
Ozdogan — Karul 2002, 88, 99, B.Y.No.
040A004; Girlavik Hoyiigi 11, Ozdogan — Karul
2002, 89, 100, B.Y.No. O40A015; Gre Kustian,
Ozdogan — Karul 2002, 89, 100, B.Y.No.
O40A016; Kizmagarast Hoyigi, Ozdogan —
Karul 2002, 89, 100, B.Y.No. O40A029; Tiladir
Tepe, Algaze ve dig. 1994, 60; Ozdogan — Karul
2002, 89, 101, B.Y.No. O40A067; Sogurtlen,
Ozdogan — Karul 2002, 88, 98, B.Y.No.
N40A028.001; Bogirtlen, Ozdogan-Karul 2002,
88, 98, B.Y.No. N40A029.001; Surtepe, Ozdogan
— Karul 2002, 87, 96, B.Y.No. N39A007; Karapi-
nar Héyik, Algaze ve dig. 1994, 44; Ozdogan —
Karul 2002, 87, 96, B.Y.No. N39A010; Korce
Mevkii, Ozdogan — Karul 2002, 87, 97, B.Y.No.
N39A017; Altinova Caminin Fistikligi, Ozdogan
— Karul 2002, 87, 96, B.Y.No. N39A013; Altino-
va Kéyigi Hoyiigi, Ozdogan — Karul 2002, 87,
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yillart arasinda ve 2011° yilindan bu yana
devam eden Sankurfa Il Kiiltir Envanteri
calismalarinda bu déneme ait yeni yerle-
simler bulunmustur’. Bu Neolitik yetle-

96, B.Y.No. N39A015; Bozova ilgesi icin bkz.
Karmitli Héyik, Ozdogan 1977, 172-173, Lev.
100; Saskan Kiigiiktepe Héyigi, Ozdogan 1977,
169, Lev. 59, 100; Develik Sirti Yetrlesmesi,
Ozdogan 1977, 164-165, Lev. 98-99; Kumartepe,
Roodenberg ve dig. 1984, 1-16; Harran ilgesi icin
bkz. Kugciik Hedbe, Yardimei 20044, 1, 45-47; Bu-
yik Hedbe, Yardimei 2004a, 1, 48-50; Hilvan ilge-
si icin bkz. Nevali Cori, Gebel 1984, 240,
Hauptmann 1988, 99, 1993, 55; Misir 1992, 202;
Tavukgay, Algaze ve dig. 1992, Sek. 14; Surug il-
cesi icin bkz. Hoyiiktepe (Olgektepe/Timinali),
Ozdogan — Karul 2002, 88, 98, B.Y. No.
N40A038; Yardimer 2004b, 11, 182-183, Ciz. 6-8;
Ugtepe Hoyiik 1, Ozdogan —Karul 2002, 88, 98,
B.Y. No. N40A041.001; Uctepe Hoyik II,
Ozdogan — Karul 2002, 88, 98, B.Y. No.
N40A041.002; Giriktepe (Dumlukuyu) Yardimet
2004b, 11, 183-184, Ciz. 13-15; Sehitlik Sirt, Yar-
dimer 2005, 11, 371, Ciz. 1, Res. 1; Degirmen Han,
Yardimet 2005, 11, 373-374, Ciz. 2, Res. 2.

4 2000-2007 yullart arasinda Prof. Dr. Abdisselam
Ulugam bagkanliginda yapilan envanter caligmasi
”Tirkiye’nin Sosyal ve Kiiltiirel Tarihi Projesi,
Dogu ve Guneydogu Anadolu Bolgelerindeki
Kiltiir Varliklarinin Envanteri Projesi.” adlt proje
Devlet Planlama Tegkilatt ve Turk Tarih Kuru-
mu’nun destegiyle yapilmustir.

5 2011 yilindan bu yana devam etmekte olan ¢alig-
malar, “Sanlurfa il ve Ilgelerindeki Tastnmaz
Kiltiir Varhiklarinmn Tespiti, Envanteri ve Deger-
lendirilmesi” adli  TUBITAK  projesi
(P.No.110K533) kapsaminda yapilmaktadur.

6 Bu yetlesimler, Karahan Tepe (bkz. Celik 2000b,
Fig. 1; 2011a, Fig. 6-11), Hamzan Tepe (bkz. Ce-
lik 2004, 3-5; 2006b, 222-224; 2010, 257-268)
Sanlurfa Yeni Mahalle (bkz. Celik 2000a, 4-6;
2007, 165-178; 2011b, 139-164.); Sefer Tepe (bkz.
Kirkgtioglu — Karahan Kara 2005, 62-63; Celik
2006a, 23-25, Fig. 2; Giler ve dig. 2012, Fig. 9,
Res. 9); Bagaran Hoyiik (bkz. Giiler ve dig. 2012,
158-159, Res. 1-2, Ciz. 1); Herzo Tepesi (bkz.
Gler ve dig. 2012, 159-160, Res. 3-4, Ciz. 2-3),
Kocanizam Tepesi (bkz. Giler ve dig. 2012, 160,
Res. 5-6, Ciz. 4-5); Taslt Tepe (bkz. Celik ve dig.
2011, 225-236) olarak sayilabilir. Yerlesimlerin
doérdinde “T” seklinde dikmetaslar (bkz. Sefer
Tepe, Celik 2006a, Fig. 2-3; Hamzan Tepe: Celik
2004, Fig. 4; 2006b, Fig. 5; 2010, Fig. 2; Tagh Te-
pe: Celik ve dig. 2011, Fig. 7a-b), ticinde ise yu-
varlak planli yapilar tespit edilmistir. (bkz.
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simler, Sanlurfa’nin ilgeleri olan Virange-
hirde’, Siverek’te® ve merkez ilcede yer
almaktadir”. Yeni tespit edilen Neolitik
yerlesimlerin  bazilarinda,
calismada incelenen esetlerin benzetleri
bulunmustur',

soz konusu

Bu makalede Sanlurfa Miizesi tara-
findan 2013 yilinda satin alinan tg eser
incelenmistir. Eserlerden biri tas kap olup
cogunlukla yumusak bir dokusu olan ve
kolay islenmeye elverisli, siyah renkli
klorit tasindan imal edilmistir. Dis yiiztin-

Hamzan Tepe: Celik 2010, Fig. 4; Herzo Tepesi:
Giler ve dig. 2012, Fig. 4; Sanlurfa Yeni Mahalle:
Celik 2000a, Fig. 3; 2007, Fig. 13a, 14, 16; 2011b,

Fig. 13-14, 16). Birinde ise hem “T” seklinde

dikme tas hem de yuvarlak planh yapt yer almak-

tadir (bkz. Hamzan Tepe: Celik 2010, Fig. 2, 4).

Yerlesimlerden tgtinde sadece Canak Comleksiz

Neolitik dénem kiiltiir tabakasi yer alirken diger

yetlesimlerde ise bu déneme ek olarak farkli do-

nemlere ait kiltiir tabakalar1 da bulunmaktadir.

Viransehir ilgesinde tespit edilen yerlesimler, Sefer

Tepe, Basaran Hoyiik, Herzo Tepesi ve

Kocanizam Tepesi’dir. Bkz. Giiler ve dig. 2013, 4-

8, Fig. 10-21; 2012, 169-191; Celik 2006a, 23-25.

8 Siverek ilgesinde tespit edilen yerlesimler: Tash
Tepe. bkz. Celik ve dig. 2011, 225-236; Inanl Te-
pe, bkz. Giler ve dig. 2013, 4, Fig. 7-9.

K Merkez ilcede tespit edilen yetlesimler: Sanlurfa-
Yeni Mahalle, bkz. Celik 2000a, 4-6; 2007, 165-
178; 2011b, 139-164, Karahan Tepe, bkz. Celik
2000b, 6-8 ; 2011a, 241-253, Hamzan Tepe, bkz.
2004, 3-5; 2006b, 222-224; 2010, 257-268.

10 Tas kaplar i¢in bkz. Hamzan Tepe: Celik 2010,
Fig. 10.2-4; Sefer Tepe: Giler ve dig. 2013, Fig.
22.7; Tas Tabak i¢in bkz. Tash Tepe: Celik ve dig.
2011, Fig. 4; Giler ve dig. 2013, Fig. 5, Heykel
icin bkz. Karahan Tepe: Celik 2011a, 242-243,
Fig. 7, Sanlurfa-Yeni Mahalle: Hauptmann 2003,
622-628, Abb. 1-4; Schmidt 2010, 246-247, Fig.
14; Celik 2000a, Fig. 2; 2007, Fig. 4; 2011b, Fig. 4.
Bu esetlerle bitlikte, yerlesimlerin bazilarinda “T”
seklinde dikmetaslara da rastlanmistir. “T” seklin-
de dikmetaglar icin bkz. Hamzan Tepe: Celik
2004, 3-5, Fig. 4; 2006b, 222-224, Fig. 5, Karahan
Tepe icin bkz. Celik 2000, 6-8, Fig. 1; 2011, 241-
253, Fig. 8-10; Sefer Tepe i¢in bkz. Celik 20006a,
23-25, Fig. 2-3; Giler ve dig. 2013, 6-7, Fig. 21;
Taslt Tepe icin bkz. Celik ve dig. 2011, 225-230,
Fig. 7.

M. Ercan — B. Celik

de derin kazilmis yivlerle bezemeleri ya-
pimistir. Hemen hemen pek ¢cok Canak
Comleksiz Neolitik déneme ait yerlesim-
de ele gecen tas kaplar genelde bezemeli
veya bezemesiz olarak ikiye ayrilmaktadir.
Bezemeli kaplar genelde kazima bezemeli
veya kabartma bezemeli olarak yapilmak-
ta, bazen de her iki yontem aymi kapta
kullanilmaktadir'.  Neolitlk ~ dénemde
yapilan tas kaplar icin hammadde olarak
kirectast, su mermeri, klorit tast gibi cesitli
taslar kullanilmaktadir. Ozellikle, bezeme-
li tas kaplar hammadde olarak klorit ta-
sindan yapilmaktadir. Tas kaplar, hem
yerlesim icinde hem de mezar esyast ola-
rak kullanilmaktadir'.

Incelenen diger eser klorit tasindan
yapilmus bir tas tabaktir. Cogunlukla me-
zarlarda bulunan tas tabaklar bazen kilt
yapilart icinde de ele gegmektedir'”. Ben-
zetlerini Kortik Tepe', Gobekli Tepe®
ve Tash Tepe’den’ bildigimiz bu tas ta-
baklarin islevi bilinmemekle birlikte sunu
kabi olarak kullanilmis olma ihtimali Gze-
rinde durulmaktadir”’.

Incelenen son eser ise kalker tasindan
yapilmis heykele ait bir aslan bagidir.

1 Ozkaya — Coskun 2011, 96; 2008a, 14; 2008b, 90.
Ozkaya — San 20074, 28.

12 Ozkaya 2004, 587; 2009, 6; Ozkaya — Coskun
2011, 95-96; Ozkaya — San 20072, 27; Rosenberg
2007, 1-3.

13 Gobekli Tepe’de C yapisinda in-situ halde benzer
tag tabaklar bulunmustur. Bkz. Becker ve dig.
2012, 24-26, Abb. 15.

14 Kortik tepe’de ele gecen tag tabaklar genelde
mezar buluntusu olarak karsimiza cikmaktadir.
Bkz. ()zkayva — San 2007b, 301, Kat. No. 143-144.

15 Becker ve dig. 2012, 24-26, Abb. 15.

16 Celik ve dig. 2011, 226, 229, Fig. 4.

Kértik Tepe’de bulunan tag tabaklarin cogunlukla

mezar esyast olarak ele ge¢mis olmasindan dolay:

ritliel amagh sunu kaplar1 olduklar distinilmek-

tedir. Bkz. Ozkaya — Coskun 2008b, 91, Res. 17.
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Kismen pirtizsiiz bir ylizeye sahip olan
bu aslan basinin benzerleri G6bekli Te-
pe'® ve Nevali Cori’'den" bilinmektedir.
Bu tarz aslan baglar1 genellikle kilt alanla-
11 icinde veya cevresinde karsimiza ¢ik-
maktadir.

Incelenen eserlere, daha cok Giiney-
dogu Anadolu Bélgesi’nde yer alan Neoli-
tik yerlesimlerde rastlanmaktadir™. Beze-
meli tas kaplanin yayithm alani, hayvan
heykellerine gére daha yaygin olup Kuzey
Suriye’de de karsimiza ¢tkmaktadir®.

Her tg eserin gelis yeri Sanlurfa’nin
26 km batisinda bulunan Inlice kdyii ola-
rak belirtilmektedir. Koyiin yaklasik 100
m kuzeyinde, su anda fistik bahgesi olarak
kullanilan algak bir tepenin dogu yama-
cinda ele gectigi séylenmektedir®. Miize
uzmanlarinca burada yapilan incelemeler-
de herhangi bir arkeolojik bulguya rast-
lanmamuistir™,

18 Gobekli Tepe’de bulunan aslan heykelleri ve
kabartmalari icin bkz. Beile — Bohn 1998, Abb.
29-30, 32-33; Schmidt 1995, 9, Fig. 1a-b; 1998, 2,
Fig. 2, 6; 1997, Abb. 4-6; 1997/98, 158-161, Abb.
7, 11, 15; 1998, 30-32, Abb. 9-10; 1999, 10-11,
Kat. Nr. A11, A14, A17, A18, Taf 4.1, 8.2, 9.1,
2000, 38-39, Kat. Nr. A14, P6, P1, P2; 2010, Fig.
25.

19 Nevali Cori’de bulunan aslan heykelleri ve
kabartmalari i¢in bkz. Hauptmann 1999, Fig. 20.

20 Aslan heykellerinin  bulundugu yetler simdilik
daha ¢ok Sanlurfa bolgesi ile sinirlidir.

2t Tncelenen eserlerin benzerleri, Suriye’de Jerf el
Ahmar ve Tell Abr 3 yerlesimlerinde tespit edil-
migtir. Bkz. Jerf el Ahmar: Kozlowski — Aurenche
2005, 169, Fig. 3.1, 3.5; Tell Abr 3: Yartah 2004,
155, Fig. 18.2, 4; 2005, Fig. 7.1.

2 Eserleri miizeye getiren sahis, burada fistik fidan-
larint dikerken derin gukurlar kazdigin, ¢ukurlar-
dan birinin i¢inden bu eserlerin ¢tktigini ifade et-
mistit.

2 Sanlurfa Mizesi uzmanlarinca yerinde yapilan
incelemeler dogrultusunda bu alanda herhangi bir
yetlesim olmadigi sonucuna varilmistir.
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Uc eser de, sistemli kazilarda belirli
bir kontekste ve stratigrafiye bagli olarak
ele gegmemistir. Bu nedenle eserler, 6n-
celikle malzeme ve teknik acidan ince-
benzerleriyle karsilastirilarak ta-
rihlendirmeye gidilmis ve uretim yerleri
saptanmaya ¢alistmistir.

lenmis,

1 Numarali Eser: Tag Kap (Resim 1la-
d, Cizim 1a-d)

Envanter No: Hentliz verilmemistir.
Bulundugu Yer: Sanlurfa Muzesi.

Durumu: Kabin agiz kenatlarindan karin
béliimiine kadar yaklasik yarist yoktur. Diger
bolimleri de kirik bir sekildedir. Goévde tze-
rinde belli bir alanin asir1 1siya maruz kaldig
gorilmektedir. Buna baglt olarak kap yiizeyi-
nin bir kismut parlakligint yitirmistir.

Olgiileri: yiikseklik: 12,7 cm / derinlik: 11,5
cm / Agiz capt: 12,4 cm / Govde Capt: 15cm
/16,3 cm.

Yapim Teknigi: Cakmaktasi veya obsidyen
gibi sert tastan yapilmis aletler yardimiyla
asindirma teknigiyle islenmistir. Uzerindeki
bezemeler, aynmi sekilde c¢akmaktast veya
obsidyen aletler yardimiyla kazima teknigi ile
yaptlmistir.

Bezeme: Motifler ve figlirler kabin gévdesi
tzerinde yer almaktadir. Genel olarak beze-
melerin  ¢ogunlugu geometrik motiflerden
meydana gelir. Kabin tGzerinde doért figtir yer
almaktadir. Doért figlirtin ikisi yaban koyunu
diger ikisi ise yaban kegisidir. Bu figitler,
yatay, dikey ve diyagonal ardisik cizgilerle
taralt panellerin ortasina yapilmustir. Paneller,
dikey bantlardan ve bu bantlara yapisik t¢gen
motifleri ile olusturulmustur. Bezemeler,
kabin alt bolimt disinda tim dis yiizeye
uygulanmistir. Bezeme motifleri olarak; i¢ ice
yapilmis ici tarall veya bos tcgen motifleri,
yatay ve diyagonal bantlar, cevresi yatay ve
diyagonal bantlardan olusturulan paneller,
kalin zikzak motifleri ve dolgu olarak kullani-
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lan ardisik yatay, dikey ve diyagonal bezeme-
lerden olusmaktadir.

Rengi: Parlak siyah.
Hammaddesi: Klorit tasi.

Tanimi: Basit agizli olup, dudak kismi bir
yivle bitmektedir. Oval bir gévdeye sahiptir.
Dip ve agiz kismu harig, dis yizii tamamen
bezemeli olup i¢ kisminda bezeme bulun-
mamaktadir. Kabin ylizeyi 6zenle parlatilmis-
tir.

Kap tizerinde yer alan yaban kegisi ve
koyunlarin iri boynuzlu oluslarindan do-
lay1 6zellikle erkek olan tirlerin yapilmak
istendigi anlagilmaktadir. Oval bir gévde-
ye sahip olan kabin genis tarafina yaban
koyunu, dar tarafina ise yaban kegisi fi-
grleri yapilmustir. Tas kabin tizerinde yer
alan yaban koyunu ve yaban kecisinde
boyunlar uzun, 6n ve arka ayaklar benzer
sekilde yapilmislardir. Bacak ayrimlart bir
cizgi ile gosterilmis, ayak bitiminde toy-
naklar belirtilmistir. Butiin figiirlerin karin
bélimiinde ikiye boliinmis yatay bir dik-
dortgen bezeme bulunur. Figiirlerin gbz
ve aglz detaylart ¢ok basit bir sekilde,
kiictik ve kisa gizgilerle belirtilmigtir.
Kargilagtirma ve Tarihlendirme

Tas kabin en yakin benzerleri Koértik
Tepe’den ele geemistir. Kortik Tepe’de
bazi tas kaplarin tizerindeki paneller icin-
de yaban kegisi figiirleri bulunmaktadir™.
1 numarali eserde, Kortik Tepe’den farkls
olarak, yaban kecileri disinda yaban ko-
yunlart da yer almaktadir. Ayrica Kortik
Tepe, yaban kegileri daha stilize yapilmis
olup gbz, ag1z ve toynak gibi detaylara yer
verilmemistir®. Kortik Tepe’deki kegile-
rin karin kisimlart bazen dikdortgen sek-

24 Ogzkaya — Coskun 2008a, 14, Res. 19.
25 Ozkaya— San 2007a, 28, Fig. 16.
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linde tasvir edilmis®, bazen de 1 numaral
esere benzer, tiggen bir sekilde yapilmis-
tir”’. Kértik Tepe’de yaban kegisi figiirii
bazt kemik esetlerin iizerine de islenmis-
tir’, Buradaki figiitler tamamen farkls bir
sekilde yapilmis olup 1 numarali eserde
gorilen toynaklar haricinde benzer bir
ozellik  bulunmamaktadir. 1 numarali
eserde gévde tzerine yapilan paneller, bu
panelleri olusturan yatay ve diyagonal
bantlar, i¢ ice yapilmis tiggen motifleri, ici
tarali ti¢ggen motifleri, kalin zikzak motif-
leri, ardistk yatay ve diyagonal cizgiler,
Kortik Tepe kaplarinin gévdeleri tzerin-
de de ayni sekilde bulunmaktadir®.
Kortik Tepe’deki tas kaplarin gelisimine
bakildiginda, bezemeli kaplarin ge¢ satha-
larda ele gecmesi, erken safhalarda go-
rilmemesi sebebiyle bezemesiz kaplardan
bezemeli kaplara dogru bir gelisimin var-
ligindan séz edilmektedir”. Kortik Te-
pe’den cikarilan bezemeli tas kaplar daha
¢ok mezar buluntusu olup PPNA doéne-
minin baslarina tarihlendirilmektedir’'.

Hallan Cemi yerlesiminde de ¢ok sa-
yida tzeri kazit bezemeli tas kaplar ele

26 Ozkaya — San 2007a, Fig 16; Ozkaya — Coskun
2011, Fig 20 (Alttaki kap), Fig. 23 CGF.

27 Ozkaya — Coskun 2008, Res. 19; 2011, Fig. 20
(Ustteki kap).

28 Ozkaya — Coskun 2008, Res. 24; 2011, Fig. 306,
Fig. 37 (ortadaki kemikten buluntu).

29 Paneller: Ozkaya — San 2003, Cizim b; 2007a, Fig.
16; Ozkaya — Coskun 2011, Fig. 20, Fig. 23 CGF.
Kalin zikzak motifleti: Ozkaya — San 2003, Cizim
2a-b; 2004, Sck. 2¢-d; 2011, Sek. 7a. Ici Tarali Ug-
gen Motifleri: Ozkaya ve dig. 2002, Sek. 89;
Ozkaya — San 2004, Sek. 2c-d; 2011, Sek. 7a;
Ozkaya — Coskun 2008, Res. 20. Yatay ve Diya-
gonal cizgiler: Ozkaya — Coskun 2008, Res. 19.

30 Ozkaya — Coskun 2011, 95-96; Ozkaya — San
2007a, 27-28; Ozkaya — San 2011, 824.

31 Ozkaya 2009, 7; Benz ve dig. 2011, 93, Tab. 5.

17



Sanlmrfa Miizesinden Neolitik Dineme Ait Bir Grup Eser

gecmistir’”. Bu tas kaplarin bazilart tize-
rinde kopek figiri, stilize kus figlirii ve
cesitli motifler yer almaktadir. Buradaki
tas kaplardan birinde, 1 numarali eserde
bulunan igi tarali tiggen motifinin benzeri
yer almaktadir”. Hallan Cemi yerlesimi de
PPNA doénemi baslarina tarihlendirilmek-
tedir™.,

Cayont yerlesiminde yapilan kazilar-
da birkag¢ bezemeli tas kap parcasina rast-
lanmistir”. Kap parcasindan biri {izerine
uygulanan yatay ve diyagonal cizgiler ile
ag1z kisminda yer alan bant seklinde kalin
zikzak motifleri bulunmaktadir. Benzer
motifler 1 numaralt eserde de gorillmek-

tedit.

Son yillarda, Batman ili Hasankeyf
yakinlarinda tespit edilen Hasankeyf Ho-
yuk’te yapilan kazilarda, mezar buluntusu
olarak tas kaplar ele gegmistir”. Tas kap-
lar tzerinde ardistk diyagonal ¢izgiler yer
almaktadir. Bu 6zellik, 1 numarali eserde
de bulunmaktadir. Hasankeyf Hoytk
yerlesimi Canak Comleksiz Neolitik d6-
nem A evresi sonuna tarihlendirilmekte-

di r37

32 Hallan Cemi”de, térenler yapildigint gésteren izler
tastyan yerlesimin tam merkezinde, yiyecek ve ice-
ceklerin hazirlanmasinda kullanilan tas kaplar ele
geemistir (bkz. Rosenberg 1994, 126; 1999, Fig. 3;
2007, 85).

3 Rosenberg — Davis 1992, Fig. 8.7; Rosenberg
2007, 85 (Aynt sayfada sol alt késede bulunan tas
kap pargasi).

34 Rosenberg — Davis 1992, 8-9, Fig. 11.

35 Cayoni yerlesmesinde ele gecen tas kap parcalari-
nin tam olarak hangi tabakadan ¢ikarildiklart net
bir sekilde sdylenmemektedir. Ancak genel olarak,
héyigin seramiksiz evresinden ¢ikarildig ifade
edilmektedir. Bkz. Cambel 1971, 36-38, Res. 28;
Cambel — Braidwood 1980, 16-17, Lev. 46.1.

36 Miyake 2013, 44-45 (Ayn1 sayfada yer alan 1 nolu
eser).

37 Miyake 2013, 42; Miyake ve dig. 2012, 3, Fig. 2.
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Urfa’nin 63 km dogusunda bulunan
ve G6bekli Tepe’den sonra bolgedeki en
biiyiik Neolitik yerlesim olan Karahan
Tepe’de yapilan incelemelerde iki tas kap
6rnegi ele geemistir’”. Bunlardan birinin
aglz kismi korunmus olup tzerinde kalin
bir bant seklinde zikzak motifi bulunmak-
tadir. 1 numarali eserde de bu motifin
benzeri, ayni sekilde agiz kisminda yer
almaktadir. Ancak, Karahan Tepe’deki tas
kap 6rnegi, 1 numarali eserdeki gibi ka-
zima teknigi ile degil kabartma teknigiyle
yapilmustir. Karahan Tepe, Canak Com-
leksiz Neolitik donem A evresi sonu ile B
evresi basina tarihlendirilmektedir”.

Suriye’de bulunan Jerf el Ahmar yer-
lesiminden ele gecen bezemeli bir tas
kapta, kalin bant seklinde zikzak motifi ve
ici taralt iiggen motifi yer almaktadir™. Bu
tarz bezemeler, 1 numaralt eserde de go-
riulmektedir. Jerf el Ahmar yerlesimi Ca-
nak Comleksiz Neolitik donem A evresi
sonu ile B evresi basina tarihlendirilmek-
tedir*'.

Suriye’de bulunan Tell Abr 3 yerle-
siminde de aynt sekilde tas kaplar bulun-
mustur®, Biitiine yakin olan bir kap ile iki
tane tas kap parcasinda, yatay bant beze-
meler, ici tarali Gggen motifleri ve kalin
zikzak motifleri yer almaktadir. 1 numara-
Ii eserde de benzer motifler bulunmakta-
dir. Muhtemelen, kirtk iki parcada da
figiitler yer almaktaydi®. Ozellikle, parca-
lardan birinde yaban kegisi boynuzuna
benzer bir ayrintt vardir®., Diger parcada

38 Celik 2000b, Fig. 4b; 2011a, Fig. 24.7.

39 Celik 2011a, 247.

40 Kozlowski — Aurenche 2005, 169, Fig. 3.1, 3.5.
4 Stordeur 2000, 1.

42 Yartah 2004, 155, Fig. 18.2, 4; 2005, Fig. 7.1.
4 Yartah 2004, Fig. 18.2,4.

44 Yartah 2004, Fig. 18.2.
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da sanki yaban koyununun boynuzuna
benzer bir ayrinti yer almaktadir®. Tell
Abr 3 yerlesimi Canak Comleksiz Neoli-
tik dénem A evresi sonuna tarihlendiril-
mektedir®.

Gobekli Tepe yetlesiminde patrcalar
halinde de olsa kloritten yapilmis beze-
meli tas kaplara rastlanmistir”’. Bazi kap
parcalarinda, kalin zikzak motifi ve ici
taralt tiggen motifleri bulunmaktadir*. Bir
tas kap parcasinda ise tanimlanamayan bir
hayvan figiirinin arka bélimu ve bacak
ayriminin bir kismi goriilmektedir”. Tas
kap parcasinda yer alan arka ayak ayrimi 1
numarali eserde de benzer bir Ozellik
olarak karsimiza ctkmaktadir”. Ayrica,
zikzak motifi ve ic¢i doldurulmus tggen
motifi de diger benzer ozellikler olarak
sayilabilir™.

Bugiine kadar Canak CoOmleksiz
Neolitik Déneme ait yerlesimlerden ele
gecen tas kaplarda yaban koyunu figiiriine
rastlanmamustir. Bu figiiriin en yakin ben-
zeri, Gobekli Tepe’de III. tabakada yer

alan ve Canak Comleksiz Neolitik donem

4 Yartah 2004, Fig. 18.4.

4 Yartah 2004, 155-156; 2005, 8.

47 GoObekli Tepe’deki tag kap patcalatt ylzey topra-
gindan ele gegmis pargalar oldugundan hangi ta-
bakaya ait oldugu bilinmemektedir. Bkz. Beile-
Bohn ve dig.1998, 61, Abb. 26.2-4.

4 Beile — Bohn ve dig. 1998, Abb. 26.2-4; Schmidt
2007a, Fig. 4; 2011, Fig. 4.

49 Beile — Bohn ve dig. 1998, Abb. 26.4.

50 Gobekli Tepe’de ele gegen kabattmalarin pek
¢ogunda da ayak ayrimi sadece derin bir yiv ile be-
lirtilmektedit. Benzer bir durum, Kortik Tepe tas
kaplarindaki figlirlerde de karsgimiza ¢ikan bir
Ozelliktir. Figiirlerin yapilis sekilleri doneme 6zgl
bir tslup olarak degerlendirilmelidir.

51 Tas kaplar tzerinde bulunan bezemeler genel
olarak doénemin 6zelliklerini yansitan bezemeler
olup pek ¢ok PPN yerlesiminde ele gegen tas kap-
larin Gizerinde bulunmaktadir. Hatta bazi bezeme-
ler kaplarin siirekli ayni yerlerine uygulanmistir.

M. Ercan — B. Celik

A evresi sonuna tarihlendirilen™, A yapi-
sinda bulunan P1 nolu dikmetasin lze-
rindeki yaban koyunu kabartmasidir™. Bu
kabartmada, koyunun 6n ve arka ayaklari
anatomik agidan dogru tasvir edilmis,
arka ayaklarin birinde de toynak detayt
verilmistir. G6bekli Tepe’deki yaban ko-
yunu kabartmasi, profilden resmedildigi
icin boynuzlardan sadece biri spiral sek-
linde yapilmustir. Incelenen 1 numaral tas
kap tzerinde ise yaban koyunu figlrd
basint geri gevirerek resmedilmis, bu se-
kilde her iki boynuzun daha belirgin ola-
rak goriilmesi saglanmustir. Ayrica, yine 1
numaral eserde 6nemli bir ayrintt olarak
karsimiza ¢ikan bir detay da 6n ayaklarin
arka ayaklar ile ayni seklinde yapilmis
olmasidir. Bu durum, tim figtrlerin ana-
tomik acgidan yanls tasvir edilmesine se-
bep olmustur™.

1 numarali tas kabin tzerindeki figiir
ve motifler, Canak Comleksiz Neolitik
dénem yerlesimlerinde, klorit tasindan
yapilmis tas kaplarda rastlanan figiir ve
motiflerle benzer 6zellikler tasimaktadir.
Ozellikle, icinde figiirlerin yer aldigt pa-
neller, bu panellerin etrafinda bulunan
kalin diyagonal bantlar, kalin zikzak mo-
tifleri, ici tarali veya bos ticgen motifleri,
ardisik yatay ve diyagonal cizgiler bu kap-
larda gorilen ortak Ozelliklerdir. Bu tarz
motifler, bolgede yer alan yerlesimlerden

52 Kromer — Schmidt 1998, 8; Dietrich — Schmidt
2010, 82, Fig. 1.

5 Schmidt 1998, 3, Fig. 5; Hauptmann 1999, Fig. 34

5 Bu tarz anatomik yanlighklar, Gobekli Tepe’de C
yapisindaki  domuz  kabartmasinda  (Schmidt
2006b, Abb. 59), “U stein” denilen “U” seklinde
bir tasta bulunan aslan kabartmasinda (2006b,
Abb. 606), Butun tilki kabartmalarinda (2006b,
Abb. 89) ve II. tabakada bulunan aslan kabartma-
larindan birinde mevcuttur (2006b, Abb. 103).
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ele gecmis hemen hemen biitin bezemeli
tas kaplarin tizerinde goriilmektedir™.

Uzerindeki hayvan figiitleri ve beze-
me motiflerinden yola ¢ikilarak, en yakin
benzetlerinin Canak Comleksiz Neolitik
dénem A evresinin bast ile sonlart arasina
tarihlendirilen Kortik Tepe ve Tell Abr 3
yerlesimlerinden ele ge¢mis olmasindan
dolayi, bu tas kaplarin da ayni déneme
tarihlendirilmesi gerekmektedir.

2 Numarali Eser: Tas Tabak (Cizim
2, Resim 2)
Envanter No: Henlz verilmemistir.

Bulundugu Yer: Sanlurfa Muzesi.

Durumu: Tabagin agiz kenarlarinda kiriklar
vardir ve tizeri kismen kireg tortullartyla kap-
lidir

Olgiileri: yiikseklik: 7,2 cm / derinlik: 0,5 cm
/ A8z ¢capt: 40 cm / Kaide Capr: 29,8 cm.
Yapim Teknigi: Cakmaktast veya obsidyen
gibi sert tastan yapilmis aletler yardimiyla
asindirma teknigiyle yapilmistir.

Hammaddesi: Klorit tast
Renk: Yesilimsi gri renktedir.

Yiizey Ozellikleri: Hem i¢c hem de dis yiizey
asindirma teknigiyle yapilmis i¢c yizi tama-
men parlatilmustir.

5% Bezemelerin benzerleri, Koértik Tepe, Gobekli
Tepe, Karahan Tepe, Hasankeyf Héyiik, Cayon,
Hallan Cemi, Jerf el Ahmar ve Tell Abr 3 yerle-
simlerinde ele gecen tag kaplarda da yer almakta-
dir. Bu kaplarin ¢ogu genel olarak PPNA sonuna
ait tabakalardan ele ge¢mistir. Bu durum, kaplarin
ya sadece bir merkezde imal edilip diger yerlesim-
lere getirildigini ya da dénemin modasina uygun
olarak pek ¢ok yerde yapilmis olabilecegini akla
getirmektedir. Bu konuda, Koértik Tepe’den ele
gecen kaplarin detayli incelenmesi sonucu belli bir
sonuca vartlacag kanaatindeyiz.

20

Tanimi: Kalin ve biiyiik bir tabak formunda
olan bu kabin sadece dudak kismi1 yuvarlatila-
rak sekillendirilmistir. Form olarak yuvarlak
bir forma sahiptir. Gévdenin altindan itiba-
ren ice ¢ekik diz diplidir. Bu tarz tas tabakla-
rin ortak Ozellikleri i¢c kistmlarinin fazla derin
olmamasidir. Derinlikleri yaklasik 0,4 ile 0,5
cm civarindadir.

Kargilagtirma ve Tarihlendirme

Bu tirde tas tabaklar, daha ¢cok me-
zarlarda veya kilt alanlart icinde goril-
mektedir. Ayni zamanda bu tabaklarin
sunu kabr islevi gordiigii de distiniilmek-
tedir’’. Yapiminda kullanilan taslar genel-
de farkli olup daha ¢ok kirectest ve klorit
tast kullanilmaktadir.

Gobekli Tepe’den ele gecen tas ta-
baklar genelde yiizey buluntusu olarak
veya kiilt alant icinden ¢ikmistir™. Kireg-
tasindan yapimis olan tabaklar, 2 numa-
rali eser ile benzer olmakla bitlikte bazt
tas tabaklarin ortas: deliktir”. Benzer
ozelliklere sahip bu tas tabagin boyutlar
yaklastk aynidir®. Bu tas tabaklar, kullani-
lan hammadde agisindan farklilik gbster-
mekle birlikte, genelde yuvarlak ve kalin
bir forma, cok ince bir agiz bolimiine
sahiptitler. Form 6zellikleri bakimindan 2
numarali tas tabakla benzer O&zellikler
tastmaktadir. G6bekli Tepe’de genellikle
A ve C yapilarindan citkan tas tabaklar
PPNA doneminin sonu ile PPNB déne-
mi baslarina tarihlenir.

Kortik Tepe’de yapilan kazilarda ayni
sckilde tas tabaklar ele gecmistir. Bunlar

56 Ozkaya ve dig. 2002, 743; Schmidt 2012, 239.

57 Schmidt 2012, 239-240.

58 Beile — Bohn 1998, 61, Abb. 25.7; Schmidt 2012,
239.

% Schmidt 2012, Abb 3.

60 Schmidt 20072, 93-95, Kat. No. 129.
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sarimtirak  renkte kirectasindan  veya
kloritten yapilmis olup genelde kirtk bir
sekilde mezar iclerinden ¢ikmaktadir®.
Kortik Tepe’deki tas tabaklar, 2 numaralt
tas tabaga boyutlari ve formu acisindan
cok benzemektedir. Bu tabaklar genellikle
PPNA doénemi icine tarihlendirilmekte-
dir®,

Tash Tepe yerlesiminde de benzer bir
tas tabak ele gecmistir. Saglam olarak ele
gecen bu tabak, sarimtirak renkte kirecta-
sindan yapilmistir®. Tas tabak bir kiilt
alant icinden ¢ikmistir™. Taslt Tepe taba-
g1, 2 numarali esere boyutlart ve genel
6zellikleri  bakimindan  benzemektedir.
Tash Tepe yerlesimi PPNB doéneminin
erken ve orta evrelerine tarihlendirilmek-
tedir®.

2 numaral tag tabagin benzerlerine
Kortik Tepe, Gobekli Tepe ve Taslt Te-
pe’de, rastladigimiz igin bu eseri daha ¢ok
PPNA sonu ve PPNB baslarina tarihlen-
dirmek gerekir.

3 Numaral1 Eser: Aslan Heykeline ait
bir Bas (Resim 3a-d)

Envanter No: Hentiz verilmemistir.
Bulundugu Yer: Sanliurfa Miizesi.

Durumu: Aslan bast heykelinin sadece bas
kismt boyundan itibaren ele gegmistir. Bun-
dan dolay1, gévde kismu ile birlikte yapilmis
olma ihtimali ¢ok yiiksektir. Bazt boliimlerin-
de kuctk kiriklar olmasina karsin, aslan basi-
na ait yiiziin bir tarafi tamamen saglam diger

6t Ozkaya ve dig. 2002, 743, Fig. 20; Ozkaya — San
2004, 671; Ozkaya — Coskun 2007, 88, 144.

02 Benz ve dig. 2011 93, Tab. 5.

3 Celik ve dig. 2011, 226, 229, Fig. 4, Res. 4.

64 Tash Tepe’de bulunmus olan tas tabak, “T”
seklindeki dikmetaslatla birlikte aynt yerden ¢ika-
rilmustir.

05 Celik ve dig. 2011, 227, 230.

M. Ercan — B. Celik

taraft ise kismen kirectast tortullariyla kapli-
dur.

Olgiileri: Mevcut Uzunluk: 21,4 cm. Mevcut
Yikseklik: 18,5 cm.

Yapim Teknigi: Sert tastan yapilmus aletler
yardimiyla yapilmistir. Uzerindeki ayrintilar
ise yine ayni sekilde sert tagtan aletlerle yivler
acilarak yapilmistir.

Hammaddesi: Kalker (Kirectast).

Yiizey Ozellikleri: Yiizeyi tamamen piiriiz-
stizdir ve parlatilmustir.

Tanimi: Aslanin bag bolimd; aglz, disler,
kulak, burun ve biyiklardan olugur. Agiz bé-
lumunde, 6nde yer alan koselere azt disleri,
orta béluime ve agzin diger kisimlarina ise
normal disler yapdmustir. Aslanin  yiztne
gergin bir ifade vermek icin agiz bolimu
disleri gosterir sekilde tasvir edilmistir. Digler
tamamen kapali ve ist Uste gelecek sekilde
yapimistir. Bununla birlikte, aynt gergin ifa-
deyi saglamak icin biyiklar ve burun kismi da
tasvir edilmistir. Bryiklar, kazima teknigiyle
yapilmis ancak kulaklar ve burun icin ka-
bartma teknigi uygulanmustir. Gozler de ka-
bartma tekniginde yapilmis ancak géz sekli
verilmeden sadece hafif bir kas yapilarak
belirtilmistir®. Bu tarzda yapilmis heykel ve
kabartmalar genelde konu ile ilgili yayinlarda
farkls isimlerle adlandirilmaktadir®”.

% Benzer bir 6zellik, Gobekli Tepe’den ele gegmis
olan yirtict bir kusa ait heykelcik parcasinda da be-
lirgin olarak gériilmektedir. Bkz. Schmidt 2007b,
Fig. 23.

67 Nevali Cori’de bulunan minyatiir bir hayvan bast,
aslan bagi olarak tanimlanmistir (Hauptmann
2007a, Fig. 20; 2011, Fig. 31) Ayni tarzda yapil-
mug, G6bekli Tepe’de bulunmus yirtict hayvanlara
ait heykel ve kabartmalar ise aslan, panter, kurt
veya genel olarak “yirtict hayvan” ad1 altinda isim-
lendirilmistir (Schmidt 2008a, 63; 2008b, 29-30).
Bu makale ¢alismasinda, incelenen heykel basinin
tirind tespit etmek ¢ok zor oldugundan, daha
cok yapilis tarzi dikkate alinmis ve benzerleri ile
kargilagtirma yapilmustir. Bundan dolays, karigiklik
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Kargilagtirma ve Tarihlendirme

Nevali Cori’de bulunmus bir eser, in-
celenen 3 numarali eserin bir benzeridir®.
Aslan ya da kaplan bast olarak isimlendiri-
len eser, yaklasik 4,4 cm boyunda ve daha
¢ok bir heykelcik seklindedir. Aslan bast
heykelciginde agrz, disler, g6z ve biyik
yapilmustir. Sadece, kulak ve burun detay:
belirgin degildir. Ozellikle, aslanin yiiziine
gergin ifadeyi verebilmek icin biyiklarin
yapimis olmasi ve agiz boliminde yer
alan dislerin timunin kenetlenmis bir
sekilde gosterilmesi, 3 numarali eser ile
ortak olan 6zellikleridir. Nevali Cori’deki
aslan heykelcigi Canak Cémleksiz Neoli-
tik dénem B evresinin  ortalarina
(MPPNB) tarihlendirilmektedir®.

Gobekli Tepe’de ele gecen aslan hey-
kel ve kabartmalarin sayist oldukea fazla-
dir”. Bu aslanlarin tiiminin agiz kismi
belirgin bir sekilde 3 numarali eserde ol-
dugu gibi dislerle birlikte tasvir edilmistir.
Aslanlarin ¢cogu parcalar halinde ele gec-
mis olmakla birlikte yaklasik bire bir bo-
yutta yapilmislardir”. Gébekli Tepe 1L
tabakada, 06zelikle A, C ve D yapilan
icinden yirtict hayvan heykelleri ele geg-
mistir””. En fazla aslanin ele gectigi yer C
yapisidir”.  C  yapisinda 27 numarali

olmamast i¢in bu tarz buluntulara genel olarak as-
lan heykeli veya aslan kabartmalart denilmigtir.

6 Hauptmann 1999, 77, Fig 20; 2007, Fig. 20; 2011,
Fig. 31.

®  Hauptmann 2007b, 98, 127, Buluntu No. 45.

70 Beile — Bohn 1998, Abb. 29-30, 32-33; Schmidt
1995, Fig. 1b; 1998, Kat No. A10, A14, A7, A8,
D4. Fig. 2, 6; 2005, 15, Fig. 5; 2006a, 153-157,
Fig. 66-67; 2006b, 153-157, Abb. 25-26, 29, 36-
37, 42, 54, 63-64, 66, 102-103; 2008a, 65, Abb.
2a,c-g, Abb. 3; 2010, 253.

71 3 numarali eserde de aslanin basi yaklasik birebir
boyutta yapilmustir. Bkz. Schmidt 1998, Tab. 1.

72 Schmidt 2008a, 65, Abb. 2a, c-g, Abb. 3.

73 Schmidt 2008b, Fig. 4, 7-8, Tab. 1.
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dikmetasin tizerine bir aslan heykeli yiik-
sek kabartma tarzinda yapilmstir’®. Yine
C yapist girisinde, “U tast” da denen bir
tasin tzerinde, yari yiiksek kabartma tek-
nigi ile yapilmis bir aslan heykeli de yer
almaktadir”. “U tasgt’ndaki aslanin nor-
mal ve az1 disleri 3 numaralt eser ile ben-
zer tarzda yapilmustir. C yapisinda ele
gecen aslanlarin pek ¢ogu gévdeden itiba-
ren kirk olup, agiz boélimi, biyiklar ve
dislerin yapimi 3 numaral eser ile benzer
tarzdadr.

A yapisinda yuzi tam olarak belirgin
olmayan, falluslu saglam bir aslan heykeli
bulunmustur®. D yapisinda ve yerlesimin
yeni actlmis olan kuzeybatt agmasinda ele
gecen bazi aslan heykelleri de yine yiiksek
kabartma teknigi ile tas plakalar tizerine
yapilmuslardir”’. Gébekli Tepe’deki aslan
heykelleri cogunlukla III. tabaka dolgula-
rindan ¢itkmustir. Dolayistyla Gobekli Te-
pe’de aslan heykelleri, Canak Comleksiz
Neolitik dénem A evresinden itibaren
yapilmaya baslanmistir. Bu evrede ele

74 Dikmetas tzerinde yiksek kabartma teknigi ile
yapilmis olan aslan kabartmasinin 6niinde bir ya-
ban domuzu yer almaktadir. Aslan burada sanki
yaban domuzuna saldirmaya hazirlaniyormus gibi
tasvir edilmektedir. Bkz. Schmidt 2006a, Fig. 1a-
1b; 2011, Fig. 28.

75 Burada yer alan aslan kabartmasmin bas kismi
yitksek kabartma teknigiyle, gévde kismi ise algak
kabartma teknigiyle yapilmistir. Muhtemelen 3
numarali eserin de Gébekli Tepe’deki “U” taginda
oldugu gibi benzer bir sekilde yapilmis olabilecegi
digintlmektedir. Bkz. Schmidt 2005, Fig. 5;
2006b, Abb. 66.

76 3 numarali eserin, Gébekli Tepe’den ele gegmis
falluslu aslan heykeli gibi yapilmis olma ihtimali
tizerinde de durulmaktadir. Bkz. Schmidt 1998,
Kat. No. 10, Fig. 2.

77 Tas plakalar tzerine yiksek kabartma teknigi ile
yapilmis olan aslanlarin sadece ayak kisimlart pla-
kalara baglt olup geri kalan kisimlari tamamen
heykel seklinde yontulmustur. Bkz. Schmidt 2011,
Fig. 30; 2010, 251-252, Fig. 24-25.
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gecen aslan heykelleri, 3 numarali heykel-
deki digler, ag1z ve biyiklarin yapim tek-
nikleri bakimindan birbirine benzerdir.
Gobekli Tepe II1. ve II. tabakalar1 PPNA
sonu ile PPNB baslart arasina tarihlendi-
rilmektedir”.

Go6bekli Tepe II. tabakadaki Aslanl
Yaprda iki adet aslan kabartmas: yer al-
maktadir”. Aslan kabartmalari,
dikmetaslar tGzerine yapilmis olup sadece
bir aslanda kulak detayt bulunmaktadir®.
S6z konusu aslanin agzi agik ve disleri
testere motifi seklinde yapilmis olmakla
birlikte kulak ve biytk detaylart 3 numaralt
esere benzemektedir. Yizey buluntusu
olarak, pusuya yatmis bir seklinde tasvir
edilmis iki adet aslan heykeli daha bu-
lunmustur®. Bunlardan birinde, aslanin
disleri bryiklart ve yumru seklinde yapil-
mus olan kaslart belirgin bir sekilde go-
riilmektedir™. Ayni 6zellikler, 3 numaralt
aslan heykeline ait basta da gorilmekte-
dir.

Nevali Cori ve G6bekli Tepe’de bu-
lunan aslanlarin agiz ve dislerinin yapilis
sekli, biytklarin verilmesi, bunlara saldir-
gan bir ifade kazandirmustir. Bu 6zellikler
aynt sekilde 3 numarali eserde de karsimi-
za ctkmaktadir. Ozellikle Gobekli Te-
pe’deki bire bir boyutta aslan heykelleri-
nin bulundugu tabakalara bakildiginda,
bunlarin daha cok III. tabakada yer aldig:
gorilmektedir. Gobekli Tepe’de yer alan
P 27 dikmetasinin iizerinde bulunan aslan

78 Dietrich — Schmidt 2010, 82.

7 Schmidt 1997/98, Abb.15; 1998, 3. Aslanlt Yapt
“Lowenpfeilergebdude”  olarak da isimlendiril-
mektedir.

80 Schmidt 1997/98, Abb. 15.

81 Beile — Bohn 1998, Abb. 32, 33; Schmidt 1995,
Fig. 1a; 2006b, Abb. 25-26.

8 Schmidt 2006b, Abb. 26.
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disinda diger aslan heykellerinin hi¢ bi-
rinde kulak detayr yapilmamistir. Ayrica,
III. tabakada bulunan aslan heykellerinin
¢ogunda 3 numarali eserde oldugu gibi
g6z detay1 yerine yumru seklinde kas bu-
lunmaktadir. Buna karsin, Gébekli Tepe
II. tabakada yer alan aslan kabartmasinda
ve Nevali Cori’den ele gecen heykelcikte
g6z belirgin bir sekilde yapilmustir. G6-
bekli Tepe’deki II. ve III. tabakalar ara-
sindaki bu tslup farkliligi oldukea belirgin
olarak karsimiza citkmaktadir. Bitin bun-
lar g6z 6ntine alindiginda, incelenen aslan
heykeli, PPNA sonuna tarihlendirilen
heykellerle ayn1 6zelliklere sahiptir.

Sonug¢

1 numarali eser olan bezemeli tas ka-
ba genel olarak bakildiginda, 6zensiz ve
aceleyle yapildigi, kazima teknigi ile ya-
pilmus cizgilerin bazen uzatildigt bazen de
kisa tutuldugu goriilmektedir. Bununla
birlikte, figiirlerin Kértik Tepe’de yer alan
figuirlerden bazi farkliliklar: oldugu da
anlagilmaktadir.  Ozellikle, figiirlerdeki
ayaklarin eklem yerlerinden kivrilarak
cizilmis ve toynaklarin yapilmis olmasi bu
figiirleri Kortik Tepe figiitlerinden ayiran
en O6nemli farkldiklar olarak karsimiza
¢itkmaktadir.

Yaban kegisi ve koyunlarinin karin
kisminda yer alan ikiye boliinmis dik-
dortgen motifleri, bolgede ele gecen be-
zemeli tas kaplarin hi¢ birinde bulunma-
maktadir. Bu tarz figiirlerin yer aldig: tas
kaplarin en yakin benzerlerini Kortik
Tepe yerlesiminden bilmekteyiz. Ancak,
buradan ele gecen tas kaplarda da bu se-
kilde bir motife rastlanmamustir. Ayrica,
hem kegilerin hem de koyunlarin agiz ve
gozlerinin yapilmasi, Kortik Tepe’deki
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figiitlerde gorilmemektedir. Yaban ko-
yununun basint arkaya cevirerek resme-
dilmesi, boynuzlarinin daha da belirgin
hale getirilmesini saglamistir. Bu tarz du-
rus, Kortik Tepe’deki figiitlerden farkls ve
yeni bir 6zellik olarak karsimiza ¢ikmak-
tadur.

Suriye’deki Jerf el Ahmar ve Tell Abr
3 gibi PPNA dénemine tarihlenen yerle-
simlerde bulunan tas kap Orneklerinin
Kortik Tepe buluntularina bire bir ben-
zemesi, hi¢ kuskusuz o dénemde bu kap-
larin ticaretinin yapildigini gostermekte-
dir. Kokenini hentiz bilmememize rag-
men sayica daha ¢ok gérilmus olmalarin-
dan dolayt bu tirden kaplarin Yukar
Dicle Vadisi’nde ortaya ¢tkmis oldugunu
s6ylemek hi¢ de yanlis olmasa gerekir.
Bugtine kadar Gobekli Tepe, Karahan
Tepe, Cayond, Jerf el Ahmar ve Tell Abr
3’de ele gecen kloritten yapilmis tas kap-
larin sayist birka¢ diizineyi gecmez. Uste-
lik Jerf el Ahmar ve Tell Abr 3 disinda
diger yerlesimlerde ele gecen tas kaplar
sadece parcalar halinde ele ge¢mistir. Yu-
ka1 Dicle Vadisi’'nde bulunan ve PPNA
dénemine tarihlenen Kortik Tepe, Hallan
Cemi, Hasankeyf Hoéytk ve Gusir Ho-
yuk’te genellikle bu tirden tas kaplara
rastlanmaktadir. Ancak, Urfa bolgesinde
bugiine kadar Gobekli Tepe, Karahan
Tepe ve Hamzan Tepe® disinda higbir
yerde rastlanmamustir. Ilging olan bir du-
rum da bu tirde kaplara Nevali Cori’de
ve Sanlurfa-Yeni Mahalle’de hi¢ rastlan-
mamis olmasidir. Nevali Coti ve Sanliur-
fa-Yeni Mahalle yerlesimi genel olarak
MO 9. binin baslarina tarihlendirilmekte-

85 Hamzan Tepe yerlesiminde sadece klorit tasindan
bezemesiz ¢ adet tas kap parcasi bulunmustur.
(bkz. Celik 2010, Fig. 10.2 - 4).
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dir. Bu durum, 1 numarali tag kabin daha
cok MO 10. bine, yani PPNA déneminin
bast ile sonlart arasina tarihlendirilmesi
gerektigine isaret etmektedir.

2 numaralt eser olarak incelenen tas
tabagin en yakin benzerleri, Tash Tepe’de
ve Dicle Vadisi'nde yer alan PPNA d6-
nemine tarihlenen Kortik Tepe mezarla-
rinda ortaya ¢ikarlmustir. Ayrica, Gobekli
Tepe’de ele gecen benzer tas tabaklar da
PPNA sonu ve erken PPNB dénemine
tarihlendirilmektedir. Sonuc olarak, bu
tirden tas tabaklart PPNA doénemi sonu
ile PPNB dénemi basina tarihlendirmek
gerekmektedir.

3 numarali eser ise bolgede yeni bir
kilt merkezinin var olabilecegini akla
getirmektedir. Aslana ait olabilecegi tah-
min edilen eserin gévdesinin tam olarak
nasil oldugu bilinmemektedir. Ancak,
heykelin boyun kisminin devam etmesin-
den dolayi, Gobekli Tepe’den ele gecen
aslan heykellerindeki gibi buytk bir olasi-
likla ya yiiksek kabartma teknigiyle yapil-
mis bir eser oldugunu ya da tamamen
bagimsiz bir heykel oldugunu varsayabili-
riz. Bu tarz heykel ve kabartmalar genel
olarak Go6bekli Tepe’nin gerek II. tabaka-
sinda gerekse III. tabakasinda gorilmek-
tedir. Aslan heykelleri, heykelcikleri veya
kabartmalar;, Nevali Cori ve Go6bekli
Tepe disinda bagka bir yerde benzerlerine
rastlamadigimiz eserlerdir. Gobekli Te-
pe’nin gerek III. gerekse II. tabakasinda
tasvir edilen aslanlar kilt yapilar iginde
karsilasilan eserlerdir. Genelde, kiilt yap1-
lart uzun sireler degismeden kullanildig:
icin buradan ¢tkan esetleri tarihlendirmek
olduke¢a guctiir. Bu nedenle 3 numarali
eserti PPNA sonu ile PPNB bast arasina
tarihlendirmek gerekmektedir.
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A GROUP OF ARTIFACTS FROM NEOLITHIC PERIOD IN
SANLIURFA MUSEUM

Miisliim Ercan and Bahattin Celik™

Keywords: Stone Bow! * Lion Head Statue  Pre Pottery Neolithic Period ¢ Kortik Tepe.

Abstract: Three artifacts delivered to Sanlurfa Museum in 2013 and dated to Pre-Pottery Neolithic
Period forms the main topic of the present study. Two of such artifacts are rather grave goods, one
of which is a decorative stone bowl made of chlorite stone while the other is a stone plate. The
decorative stone bowl resembling the finds at Kortik Tepe is discovered as intact for the first time
other than the small pieces discovered during the excavations and studies conducted at Sanlurfa
until today. The last artifact, on the other hand, is a piece of a statue resembling a lion’s head. Rather
resembling the statues at Gobekli Tepe and Nevali Cori, this artifact points out to existence of a
settlement site that accommodates a new cult enclosure in the region. All three artifacts under study
are artifacts known from the Pre-Pottery Neolithic sites in the region and must be dated mainly to
the end of Pre-Pottery Neolithic A Period (PPNA) and start of PPNB period.

SANLIURFA MUZESI'NDEN NEOLITIK DONEME AiT BiR GRUP ESER

Anahtar Kelimeler: Tas Kap * Aslan bas: heykeli ® Canak Comleksiz Neolitik Dinem * Kortik Tepe.

Ozet: Sanlurfa Miizesi’ne 2013 yilinda getirilen ve Canak Comleksiz Neolitik déneme tarihlenen i
adet eser bu ¢alismanin ana konusunu olusturmaktadir. Eserlerden ikisi daha ¢ok mezar esyast olup
biri klorit tasindan yapilmis bezemeli tas kap, digeri ise tas bir tabaktir. Kortik Tepe’deki buluntulara
benzeyen bezemeli tas kap, Sanlurfa’da bugtine kadar yapilan kazi ve arastirmalarda kiicik parcalar
disinda ilk kez saglam bir sekilde ele ge¢mistir. Son eser ise bir aslan basma ait heykel parcasidir.
Daha ¢ok Go&bekli Tepe ve Nevali Cori’deki heykellere benzeyen bu eser, bolgede yeni bir kult
yapistnt barindiran bir yerlesimin varligina isaret etmektedir. Incelenen iig eser de, Canak Comleksiz
Neolitik yerlesimlerinden bilinen esetler olup Canak Comleksiz Neolitik Dénemin A evresi (PPNA)
sonu ve B evresi baslari icine tarihlendirilmelidir.

* Archeologist Miishim Ercan, Director of Sanlurfa Museum, Directorate of Sanlurfa Museum TR-63200 /| Sanlimfa,
e-mail- muslumercan@hotmail.com

" Associate Professor Babattin Celik, Ardaban University, Faculty of Social Sciences and Humanities, Department of
Archeology, TR-75000 | Ardaban, e-mail: c.bahattin@gmail.com
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Introduction

Archeological studies and
excavations are conducted in Sanlurfa
province since 1960s. In particular, the
Southeastern  Anatolia  Prebistoric — Studies
initiated in 1963 under supervision of R.
Braidwood and H. Cambel is very
important as regards revealing the
Neolithic period in the region'. By virtue
of such studies, excavations were made at
Cayondi, Biris Mezarhgs and Sogiit Tarlas:
and many sites from Neolithic period
such as Gobekli Tepe were discovered
during such studies for the first time”. By
virtue of the recent studies conducted in
Sanlurfa province, the number of sites
from Neolithic period increased’. In

1 Cambel — Braidwood 1980, 1, 64; Benedict 1980,
107, 191.

2 Cambel — Braidwood 1980, 11-13; Benedict 1980,
136-140, 148-149.

3 The Neolithic sites found in Sanliurfa sorted by
districts. For Sanlurfa central district see
Girciitepe, Beile — Bohn 1998, 17, 33-34;
Gorenler (Tel Avar) Yardimer 2004a, 11, 414-418;
Emirler (Caruk Tepe) Yardimc: 2004a, II, 469-
472; for Birecik district see. Akarcay Tepe, Algaze
ve dig. 1991, 201; Mezraa Teleilat, Algaze ve dig.
1994, 46-47; Kisakuyu Hoyiigii, Ozdogan — Karul
2002, 88, 99, B.Y.No. N40A027; Mengelli Héyiik,
Ozdogan — Karul 2002, 88, 99, B.Y.No.
N40A062; Arslanli Héyiik, Ozdogan — Karul
2002, 88, 99, B.Y.No. O40A003; Sinir Tepesi,
Ozdogan — Karul 2002, 88, 99, B.Y.No.
040A004; Girlavik Hoyiigii 11, Ozdogan — Karul
2002, 89, 100, B.Y.No. O40A015; Gre Kustian,
Ozdogan — Karul 2002, 89, 100, B.Y.No.
O40A016; Kizmagarast Héyiigi, Ozdogan —
Karul 2002, 89, 100, B.Y.No. O40A029; Tiladir
Tepe, Algaze ve dig. 1994, 60; Ozdogan — Karul
2002, 89, 101, B.Y.No. O40A0067; Ségurtlen,
Ozdogan — Karul 2002, 88, 98, B.Y.No.
N40A028.001; Bogiirtlen, Ozdogan — Karul 2002,
88, 98, B.Y.No. N40A029.001; Surtepe, Ozdogan
— Karul 2002, 87, 96, B.Y.No. N39A007;
Karapmar Hoyik, Algaze ve dig. 1994, 44;
Ozdogan — Karul 2002, 87, 96, B.Y.No.
N39A010; Kérce Mevkii, Ozdogan — Karul 2002,
87, 97, B.Y.No. N39A017; Altunova Caminin
Frstikligi, Ozdogan — Karul 2002, 87, 96, B.Y.No.
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particular, new sites' from the Neolithic
period were discovered during Sanlurfa
Province Cultural Inventory studies that were

N39A013; Altinova Kéyici Héyigi, Ozdogan —
Karul 2002, 87, 96, B.Y.No. N39A015; for
Bozova district see. Karmitli Héyik, Ozdogan
1977, 172-173, Lev. 100; Saskan Kugiiktepe
Héyigi, Ozdogan 1977, 169, Lev. 59, 100;
Develik Sirtt Yetlesmesi, Ozdogan 1977, 164-165,
Lev. 98-99; Kumartepe, Roodenberg ve dig. 1984,
1-16; for Harran district see. Kiicik Hedbe,
Yardimei 20044, I, 45-47; Biiyiik Hedbe, Yardimct
2004a, 1, 48-50; for Hilvan district see. Nevali
Cori, Gebel 1984, 240; Hauptmann 1988, 99;
1993, 55; Misir 1992, 202; Tavukeay, Algaze ve
dig. 1992, Sek. 14; for Surug district see.
Hoyliktepe  (Olgektepe/Timinali) Ozdogan —
Karul 2002, 88, 98, B.Y. No. N40A038; Yardimci
2004b, I, 182-183, Ciz. 6-8; Ugtepe Hoyik I,
Ozdogan—Karul 2002, 88, 98, B.Y. No.
N40A041.001; Ugtepe Hoyikk II, Ozdogan —
Karul 2002, 88, 98, B.Y. No. N40A041.002;
Giriktepe (Dumlukuyu) Yardimer 2004b, 11, 183-
184, Ciz. 13-15; Sehitlik Sirt, Yardimer 2005, II,
371, Ciz. 1, Res. 1; Degirmen Han, Yardimc
2005, 11, 373-374, Ciz. 2, Res. 2.

4 Such sites might be listed as Karahan Tepe (see
Karahan Tepe: Celik 2000b, Fig. 1; 2011a, Fig. 6-
11), Hamzan Tepe (see Celik 2004, 3-5; 2006b,
222-224; 2010, 257-268) Sanlurfa Yeni Mahalle
(see Celik 2000a, 4-6; 2007, 165-178; 2011b, 139-
164) Sefer Tepe (see Kiitk¢ioglu — Karahan Kara
2005, 62-63; Celik 2006a, 23-25, Fig. 2; Giiler et
al. 2012, Fig. 9, Res. 9) Bagaran Hoéyiik (see Giiler
et al. 2012, 158-159, Res. 1-2, Ciz. 1) Herzo
Tepesi (see Giiler ez a/. 2012, 159-160, Res. 3-4,
Drw. 2-3) Kocanizam Tepesi (see Gller et al.
2012, 160, Res. 5-6, Ciz. 4-5) and Taslt Tepe (see
Celik ez al. 2011, 225-236). T-shaped pillars are
discovered at four sites (see Sefer Tepe, Celik
20064, Fig. 2-3; Hamzan Tepe: Celik 2004, Fig. 4;
2006b, Fig. 5; 2010, Fig. 2; Tash Tepe: Celik ez al.
2011, Fig. 7a-b), while round planned enclosures
are discovered at three sites (see Hamzan Tepe:
Celik 2010, Fig. 4; Herzo Tepesi: Giler et al.
2012, Fig. 4; Sanlrfa Yeni Mahalle: Celik 2000a,
Fig. 3; 2007, Fig. 13a, 14-16; 2011b, Fig. 13-16)
One site contains both T shaped pillars and a
round planned enclosure (see Hamzan Tepe:
Celik 2010, Fig. 2-4). Three of the sites contain
the cultural level only from the Pre-Pottery
Neolithic period while other sites contain cultural
levels from different periods in addition to Pre-
Pottery Neolithic period.
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conducted during 2000-2007° and since
2011°. These Neolithic settlements are
located at Viransehir’, Siverek®, and the
central district’. The artifacts mentioned
in this study are similar the artifacts
found at the Neolithic settlements that
recently discovered". Similar artifacts of
the finds studied under the scope of the
aforementioned inventory study are
discovered from some of the recently

5 The inventory study conducted under presidency
of Prof. Abdisselam Ulugam during 2000-2007,
the project entitled “Project on Social and
Cultural History of Turkey, Project for Inventory
of the Cultural Assets at Eastern and
Southeastern Anatolia Regions” was conducted
with the support of State Planning Organization
and Turkish Historical Society.

6 The studies that are in progress since 2011 are

conducted under the scope of the TUBITAK

project entitled “Discovery, Inventory and

Evaluation of the Immovable Cultural Assets

located at Sanhurfa Province and Affiliated

Districts” (Project No.110K533).

Settlements discovered in Virangehir distrinct:

Sefer Tepe, Bagaran Hoyiik, Herzo Tepesi and

Kocanizam Tepesi. See Giiler ez /. 2013, 4-8, Fig.

10-21; 2012, 169-191; Celik 2006a, 23-25.

8 Settlements discovered in Siverek distrinct: Tasht
Tepe. See. Celik ez al. 2011, 225-236, Inanlt Tepe.
See Giiler ¢z al. 2013, 4, Fig. 7-9.

0 The settlements discovered in the central
distrinct:  Sanlurfa-Yeni Mahalle. See. Celik
2000a, 4-6; 2007, 165-178; 2011b, 139-164,
Karahan Tepe. See. Celik 2000b, 6-8; 2011a, 241-
253, Hamzan Tepe. See. 2004,3-5; 2006b, 222-
224; 2010, 257-268.

10 See for stone bowls: Hamzan Tepe: Celik 2010,
Fig. 10. 2-4; Sefer Tepe: Giler ¢/ al. 2013, Fig.
22.7; See for stone plate: Tagh Tepe: Celik e al.
2011, Fig. 4; Giiler e# al. 2013, Fig. 5. See for the
statue: Karahan Tepe: Celik 2011a, 242-243, Fig.
7, Sanlurfa-Yeni Mahalle: Hauptmann 2003, 622-
628, Abb. 1-4; Schmidt 2010, 246-247, Fig. 14;
Celik 2000a, Fig. 2; 2007, Fig. 4; 2011b, Fig. 4. At
the some settlements “I” shaped pillars were
found with these attifacts. See for “T” shaped
pillars: Hamzan Tepe: Celik 2004, 3-5, Fig. 4;
2006b, 222-224, Fig. 5. Karahan Tepe: Celik
2000, 6-8, Fig. 1; 2011, 241-253, Fig. 8-10; Sefer
Tepe, Celik 2006a, 23-25, Fig. 2-3; Giler ef al.
2013, 6-7, Fig. 21; Tash Tepe: Celik ez al. 2011:
225-236, Fig. 7.
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discovered Neolithic sites and all are
dated to Pre-Pottery Neolithic period.
Statues, stone bowls and stone plates are
unearthed and obtained generally from
the sites where T-shaped pillars are
present.

In the present study, three artifacts
purchased by Sanlurfa Museum in 2013
are studied. One of such artifacts is a
stone bowl which was made of black
colored chlorite stone mainly presenting
a soft texture, thus easy to process. The
stone bowl is decorated through incisions
deeply scratched at the outer surface. The
stone vessels discovered from almost all
of the Pre-Pottery Neolithic period sites
are generally categorized into two groups
as decorated or undecorated vessels. The
decorated vessels are generally produced
as incision decorated or as relief
decorated and sometimes both methods
are used on the same vessel''. The raw
material used for the stone vessels
produced during the Neolithic period
comprises of various stones such as
limestone, alabaster, chlorite stone, etc.
In particular, the decorated stone vessels
are made by using chlorite stone as raw
material. The stone vessels are used both
within the settlement and as grave tools".

Another artifact studied herein is the
stone plate made of chlorite stone. The
stone plates mostly discovered from the
graves are also discovered within the cult
enclosures in some occasions'. Although

1 Ozkaya — Coskun 2011, 96; 2008a, 14; 2008b, 90.
Ozkaya — San 2007, 28.

12 Ozkaya 2004, 587; 2009, 6; Ozkaya — Coskun
2011, 95-96; Ozkaya — San 2007, 27; Rosenberg
2007, 1-3.

13 Similar stone plates were found in-situ at the C
enclosure in G&bekli Tepe. See. Becker and dig.
2012, 24-26, Abb. 15.
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the function of such stone plates,
identical finds of which are known from
Kértik Tepe'!, Gobekli Tepe' and Taslht
Tepe'®, are not known for certain, the
possibility of being used as an offering
vessel is considered"’.

The last artifact examined is the lion
head statue made from limestone.
Artifacts similar with such lion head
statute, which has partially smooth
surface, are known from Gobekli Tepe'®
and Nevali Cori"”. This type of lion head
statutes are generally discovered wither
within or around the cult centers.

The artifacts studied are mostly
found at the Neolithic settlements in
Southeast Anatolia®. The range of the
decorated stone vessels is wider than the
range of the animal statues and also
found in the North Syria®.

It’s indicated that all three artifacts
were found from Inlice Village that is 26
km west of Sanliurfa. It’s said that they

14 The stone plates found in Kortik Tepe are
generally grave founds. See. Ozkaya — San 2007b,
301, Cat. Nr. 143-144.

15 Becker et al. 2012, 24-26, Abb. 15.

16 Celik ez al. 2011, 226, 229, Fig. 4.

17 It’s thought that the stone plates found in Kértik
Tepe wete used ritually because they were found
in graves. See. Ozkaya — Coskun 2008b, 91, Res.
17.

18 See for the lion statues and reliefs found in
Gobekli Tepe: Beile-Bohn ez al. 1998, Abb. 29-30,
32-33, Schmidt 1995, 9, Fig. 1a-b; 1998, 2, Fig. 2,
6; 1997, Abb. 4-6; 1997/98, 158-161, Abb.
7,11,15; 1998, 30-32, Abb. 9-10; 1999, 10-11, Cat.
Nr. A11, Al4, A17, A18, Taf. 4.1, 8.2, 9.1, 2000,
38-39, Cat. Nr. A14, P6, P1,P2; 2010, Fig. 25.

19 See for the lion statues and reliefs found in Nevali
Cori: Hauptmann 1999, Fig. 20.

20 The settlements where the lion statues were
found are limited to Sanliurfa province for now.

2t Similar artifacts were found at Jerf el Ahmar and
Tell Abr 3 in Syria. See. Jerf el Ahmar: Kozlowski
— Aurenche 2005, 169, Fig. 3.1.3.5; Tell Abr 3:
Yartah 2004, 155, Fig. 18.2, 4; 2005, Fig. 7,1.
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were found at a pistachio garden which
locates 100 m north of the village.
Museum experts researched the area and
didn’t find any archaeological evidence™.
All three artifacts are not discovered
through systematic excavations that
depend on a certain context and
stratigraphy. Therefore, the artifacts are
first examined in terms of material and
technical aspects, are compared to the
identical finds in order to date the finds
with an endeavor to discover their
production site.

Artifact No 1: Stone Bowl
(Figure 1a-d, Drawing 1a-d)

Inventory No: Not assigned yet.

Location: Sanliurfa Museum.

Condition: Almost half of the bowl starting
from the brim of the vessel to the midsection
is missing. The other parts of the bowl are in
fractured condition. The section underneath
the body was subjected to excessive heat thus
causing the stone to lose its luminance
propetty.

Dimensions: height: 12,7 cm / depth: 11,5
cm / Diameter of the mouth section : 12,4
cm / Diameter of the Body: 15¢cm / 16,3 cm.
Production Technique: The bowl was
produced by employing the abrasion
technique by means of tools made of hard
stone such as flint stone or obsidian. The
decorations on the bowl, on the other hand,
are made by grooving again using flint stone
or obsidian tools.

Color: Jet Black.

Raw Material: Chlorite stone.

Decoration: Motives and figures are located
on the body. Generally decorations are
mostly originated in geometric motives.
There are four figures on the bowl. Two of
the figures are wild sheep, the other two atre

22 Experts of the museum searched the area where
the artifacts were found and they did not find any
settlement.
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wild goat. These figures were made amid of
the panels shaded by hotizontal, vertical and
diagonal consecutive lines. Panels were
formed with vertical bands and triangular
motives attached to these bands. Decorations
were applied to all exterior surface except the
underside of the bowl. As decoration
motives; there are triangle motives shaded
inside or empty but made nested; vertical or
diagonal bands; panels those are surrounded
by wvertical and diagonal panels, traverse
motives and vertical, horizontal and diagonal
decorations used as padding.

Description: Having a simple mouth section,
the lip section is formed with a groove. The
bowl has an oval body. The bowl has smooth
bottom slightly slant towards inside starting
from the bottom of the body. The outer
surface is completely decorated except for
the bottom and mouth sections while the
interior surface has no decorations. The
surface of the bowl is polished meticulously.
Majority of the decorations comprise of
geometrical patterns. The decorations are
formed by forming grooves through
engraving. There are four figures on the
bowl; two figures out of all four figures
resemble wild sheep while the remaining two
resemble wild goat. Such figures are made at
the center of the panels shaded with
horizontal, vertical and diagonal successive
lines. The decorations are applied to the
entire outer surface except for the bottom
section of the bowl. The decorative patterns
comprise of shaded or blank triangle patterns
nested within each other, horizontal and
diagonal = strips, panels surrounded with
horizontal and diagonal strips, thick traverse
patterns and successive horizontal, vertical
and diagonal decorations used as fill.

It is comprehended that particularly
male species are intended to be decorated
on the bowl as the wild goat and sheep
patterns on the vessel are depicted with
horns. The wild sheep figures are
depicted on the broad panels while the
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wild goat figures are depicted on the
narrow panels of the vessel presenting an
oval body. The wild goat and wild sheep
depicted on the stone bowl are depicted
with long horns while the front legs are
exactly identical with the rear legs. The
legs are separated with a line and hooves
are depicted at the end of the feet. The
abdomen section of all figures contains a
horizontal rectangular decoration divided
into two. The eye and mouth details of
the figures are depicted through small
and short lines.

Comparison and Dating

The most identical finds to the stone
bowl under study are discovered at
Kortik Tepe. The wild goat figures
depicted inside the panels are present on
some stone vessels discovered at Kortik
Tepe”. In the artifact no 1, wild sheep
are also present in addition to the wild
goat inside the panels, which is different
from the finds discovered at Kortik Tepe
(Picture 1 c-d, Drawing 1c-d). Moreover,
the wild goat depictions on the finds
discovered at Kortik Tepe are depicted as
more stylized, where details such as the
eyes, mouth and hooves are not
included®. The abdominal sections of the
goats are depicted to have rectangular
shape on some vessels”, while depicted
in the triangular form on some vessels,
just like the artifact no 1?. The wild goat
figure is also engraved on some bone
artifacts discovered at Kortik Tepe®. The

23 Ozkaya — Coskun 2008a, 14, Res. 19.

2 Ozkaya — San 20074, 28, Fig. 16.

%5 Ogzkaya — San 2007, Fig. 16; Ozkaya — Coskun
2011, Fig. 20 (Vessel at the lower figure) Fig. 23,
CGF.

26 Ozkaya — Coskun 2008, Res. 19; 2011, Fig. 20
(Vessel at the upper figure).

27 Ozkaya — Coskun 2008, Res. 24; 2011, Fig. 36,
Fig. 37 (the bone find at the middle).
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figures here are depicted in a completely
different manner and no similar features
other than the hooves illustrated on the
artifact no. 1 are available. The panels,
horizontal and diagonal strips, triangle
patterns nested in each other, shaded
triangle patterns, thick traverse patterns,
successive horizontal and diagonal lines
used at the stone bowl under study are
also present on the vessels discovered at
Kértik Tepe with identical forms™. When
we look at the development of the stone
vessels at Kortik Tepe, existence of a
development from undecorated vessels
to decorated vessels is mentioned as the
decorated vessels are discovered at the
late stages and are not available at the
early stages”. The decorated stone vessels
unearthed at Koértik Tepe are rather grave
finds and dated to early PPNA period™.

A large number of stone vessels
decorated with patterned incisions are
also discovered at Hallan Cemi site”.
Some of such stone vessels depict dog
figure, stylized bird figure and various
other patterns. One of the stone vessels
discovered here contain a pattern similar
with the shaded triangle pattern present

28 Panels: Ozkaya — San 2003, Drawing b; 2007, Fig.
16; Ozkaya — Coskun 2011, Fig. 20, Fig. 23 CGF.
Thick traverse patterns: Ozkaya — San 2003,
Drawing 2a-b; 2004, Fig. 2c¢-d; 2011, Fig. 7a.
Shaded Triangle Patterns: Ozkaya ez al. 2002, Fig.
89; Ozkaya — San 2004, Fig. 2c-d; 2011, Fig. 7a;
Ozkaya — Coskun 2008, Res. 20. Horizontal and
Diagonal lines: Ozkaya — Cogkun 2008, Pic. 19.

2 Ogzkaya — Coskun 2011, 95-96; Ozkaya — San
2007, 27-28; Ozkaya — San 2011, 824.

30 Ozkaya 2009, 7; Benz et al. 2011, 93, Tab.5.

31 Stone vessels used during preparation of the food
and beverages are discovered at Hallan Cemi
exactly at the center of the site bearing traces that
ceremonies are held at the site (see Rosenberg
1994,126; 1999, Fig. 3; 2007, 85).

32

on the artifact no. 1>, Hallan Cemi site is
dated to early PPNA period™.

Several decorated stone vessels
pieces were encountered during the
excavations conducted at Cayonii site™.
One of the wvessel pieces contain
horizontal and diagonal lines used for
filling in the blanks and traverse pattern
in the form of a strip located at the
mouth section. Such patterns are also
visible on the artifact no 1.

Stone vessels were discovered as
grave finds during the
performed at Hasankeyf Hoyiik recently
discovered in the vicinity of Batman
Province Hasankeyf district”. The stone
vessels contain successive diagonal lines.
Such peculiarity is also available on the
artifact no 1. Hasankeyf site is dated to
the end of Pre-Pottery Neolithic A
period™.

excavations

Two stone vessel specimens were
encountered  during  the  studies
conducted at Karahan Tepe, the largest
Neolithic site in the region after Gobekli
Tepe and located 63 km east of Urfa
province”. The mouth section of one of
such specimens is well-preserved and
contains traverse pattern in the form of a
thick strip. Artifact no 1 also contains an

32 Rosenberg — Davis 1992, Fig. 8.7; Rosenberg
2007, 85 (the stone vessel piece located at bottom
left corber in the same page).

33 Rosenberg — Davis 1992, 8-9, Fig. 11.

3 It’s not said transparently from which layer were
the parts of the stone bowls found in Cayoni
settlement. But generally it’s stated that they were
found from the aceramic layer of the settlement.
See Cambel 1971, 36-38, Res. 28; Cambel —
Braidwood 1980, 16-17, Lev. 46.1.

35 Miyake 2013, 44-45 (artifact no 1 on the same
page).

36 Miyake 2013, 42; Miyake e a/. 2012, 3, Fig. 2.

7 Celik 2000b, Fig. 4b; 2011a, Fig. 24.7.
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identical pattern also at the mouth
section like this find. The stone vessel
discovered at Karahan Tepe, however,
was made by employing the relief
technique. Karahan Tepe is dated to the
end of the PPNA and early PPNB™,

A decorated stone vessel discovered
from Jerf el Ahmar site in Syria contains
the traverse pattern in the form of a thick
strip and shaded triangle pattern”. Such
type of decorations are also available on
the artifact no 1. Jerf el Ahmar settlement
is dated to end of PPNA and eatly
PPNB."

Likewise, stone vessels are also
discovered from Tell Abr 3 site, which is
also located in Syria". An almost-intact
vessel and two stone vessels pieces
discovered here contain horizontal strip
decorations, shaded triangle patterns and
thick traverse patterns. Similar patterns
are also available on artifact no. 1.
Probably the two broken pieces
contained the figures®. In particular, one
of the pieces contains a detail resembling
the wild goat”. The other piece also
contains a detail which seems like the
horn of a wild sheep™. Tell Abr 3 site is
dated to the end of Pre-Pottery Neolithic
A period®.

Decorated stone vessels made of
chlorite stone are encountered at Gobekli
Tepe site although in pieces”. Some of

% Celik 2011a, 247.

39 Kozlowski — Aurenche 2005, 169, Fig. 3.1.3.5.

40 Stordeur 2000, 1.

4 Yartah 2004, 155, Fig. 18.2, 4; 2005, Fig. 7.1.

4 Yartah 2004, Fig. 18.2, 4.

4 Yartah 2004, Fig. 18.2.

4 Yartah 2004, Fig. 18.4.

4 Yartah 2004 155-156; 2005, 8.

4 The parts of stone vessel found in Gobekli tepe
were taken from the surface soil layer, so it’s not
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the vessel pieces contain thick traverse
pattern and shaded triangle patterns®’.
One of the stone vessel pieces illustrates
the rear section and some of the leg
separation of an unidentified animal
figure®. The rear leg separation present
on this stone vessel piece appears as an
identical feature also in the artifact no.
1”. Moreover, the traverse pattern and
shaded triangle pattern can also be
considered as other similar features™.

No wild sheep figure  was
encounteted on the stone vessels
discovered  from  the  Pre-Pottery

Neolithic Period until the present day.
The closest resemblance of this figure is
the wild sheep relief” on the pillar no. p1
discovered at Enclosure A located at
Gobekli Tepe Layer III and dated to Pre-
Pottery Neolithic A period”. In this
relief, the front and rear legs of the sheep
are depicted accurately in anatomic terms
and the details of the hoof are provided
on one of the rear legs. As the wild sheep
relief discovered at Go&bekli Tepe is
illustrated from profile, only one of the
horns is depicted in spiral form. The wild

known which period they are dated. See Beile-
Bohn ve dig.1998, 61, Abb. 26.2, 4.

47 Beile — Bohn ez al. 1998, Abb. 26.2, 4; Schmidt
2007a, Fig. 4; 2011, Fig. 4.

48 Beile — Bohn e¢# 4l 1998, Abb. 26.4.

4 Most of the relieves found in G6bekli Tepe have
leg seperation which only end with deep groove.
This is a similar feature found at the figures of
Kortik Tepe. It should be considered that the way
of the figures is period specific.

50 Decorations on the stone vessels are generally
reflecting the features of the petiod and they are
mostly found on the stone vessels discovered
from PPN settlements. Even some of the
decorations were made on the same places of the
vessels.

51 Kromer — Schmidt 1998, 8; Dietrich — Schmidt
2010, 82, Fig. 1.

52 Schmidt 1998, 3, Fig. 5; Hauptmann 1999, Fig.
34.
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sheep figure on the stone vessel no 1
under study, on the other hand, is
illustrated as the head facing backwards,
therefore ensuring that both horns are
illustrated more specifically. Moreover,
one of the details which appear as an
important aspect on the artifact no 1 is
that the front legs are illustrated as
identical with the rear legs. This fact
caused that all figures are misrepresented
in anatomic terms™.

The figure and patterns on the stone
vessel no 1 bear similar properties with
the figures and patterns encountered on
the stone vessels made of chlorite stone
discovered at the Pre-Pottery Neolithic
period sites. In particular, the panels in
which the figures are present, the thick
diagonal strips surrounding such panels,
thick traverse patterns, and shaded or
blank  triangle patterns,
horizontal and diagonal lines are the
common properties encountered at such
vessels. Such type of patterns are also
visible on the stone vessels discovered at
Kortik Tepe, Go6bekli Tepe, Karahan
Tepe, Hasankeyf Hoytk, Cayoni, Hallan
Cemi, Jerf el Ahmar and Tell Abr 3 sites

present in the region™.

successive

53 This type of anatomic error is also present on the
boar relief on Enclosure C in Go6bekli Tepe
(Schmidt 2006b, Abb. 59), on the lion relief
present on the “U stone” (2006b, Abb. 66), on all
fox reliefs (2006b, Abb. 89) and on one of the
lion reliefs discovered at Layer II (2006b, Abb.
103).

5 Similar motives found on the stone vessels are
seen in Kortik Tepe, Gobekli Tepe, Karahan
Tepe, Hasankeyf Hoéyiik, Cayoni, Hallan Cemi,
Jerf el Ahmar and Tell Abr 3 settlements. Similar
decorations are seen on the stone vessels found
from the settlements. Most of these vessels are
found from the layers of end of PPNA
settlements. It’s thought that these vessels were
made in one center or they were made at every
settlements as a result of the period’s style. It’s
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Based on the animal figures and
decorative patterns available on the stone
vessels, such stone vessels should be
dated to the same period as the most
identical finds for the same are
discovered from Kortik Tepe and Tell
Abr 3 sites, which are dated to the end of
Pre-Pottery Neolithic A period.

Artifact No. 2: Stone Plate / Dish
(Drawing 2, Figure 2)

Inventory No: Not assigned yet.

Location: Sanlurfa Museum.

Condition: Cracks are present at the edges of
the mouth section of the plate and is partially
covered with lime sediments

Dimensions: height: 7.2 cm / depth: 0.5 cm /
Diameter at the mouth: 40 cm / Base
Diameter: 29.8 cm.

Production Technique: produced employing
abrasion technique by means of tools made
from hard stone such as flint stone or
obsidian.

Raw Material: Chlorite stone

Color: Greenish grey.

Surface Properties: Both inner and outer
surface are made employing abrasion
technique and inner surface is completely
polished.

Description: Only the lip section of this
vessel in the form of a thick and large plate is
rounded and shaped. The vessel has a round
shape. The bottom is smooth inclined
inwards starting from the base of the body.
The common property of such stone plates is
that the inner sections are not too deep.
Their depth varies approximately in the range
0f 0.4 to 0.5 cm.

Comparison and Dating

This type of stone plates is rather
encountered at graves or cult areas”. It is
contemplated that such plates are further

considered that detail resaearch of the stone
vessels found from Kortik Tepe will give a result.
5 Ozkaya ef al. 2002, 743; Schmidt 2012, 239.
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used as offering vessels™. The stone
varieties used in production of such
plates are generally different but
limestone and chlorite stone are used
more frequently.

The stone plates discovered at
Gobekli Tepe are generally discovered as
surface finds or from the cult area’.
Although the plates made of limestone
are similar to the artifact no 2, some of
the stone plates have holes at the
middle”™. The dimensions of such stone
dishes featuring similar properties are
almost identical”. Although such stone
plates are different in terms of the raw
material used in production, generally
they have a round and thick form and a
very thin mouth section. Such plates
feature similar properties with the stone
plate no. 2 with respect to form. The
stone plates generally discovered from
Enclosures A and C at G6bekli Tepe are
dated to the end of PPNA period and
early PPNB period.

Likewise, stone plates are also
discovered  from  the  excavations
conducted at Kortik Tepe. Such plates
are made of yellowish limestone or
chlorite and are generally discovered
from the grave in broken form®. The
stone plates discovered at Kortik Tepe
are significantly identical with the stone
plate no 2 in terms of dimensions and
shape. Such plates are generally dated to
PPNA period®".

5 Schmidt 2012, 239-240.

57 Beile — Bohn 1998, 61, Abb. 25.7; Schmidt 2012,
239.

58 Schmidt 2012, Abb 3.

59 Schmidt 2007a, 93-95, Cat. Nr. 129.

60 Ozkaya et al. 2002, 743, Fig. 20; Ozkaya — San
2004, 671; Ozkaya — Coskun 2007, 88, 144.

61 Benz et al. 2011, 93, Tab.5.
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A similar stone plate is also
discovered from Taslh Tepe site.
Discovered as intact, such plate is also
made of limestone with yellowish color®.
The stone plate is discovered from a cult
center”. Taslt Tepe plate resembles the
artifact no 2 with respect to dimensions
and general features. Tasl Tepe site is
dated to the early and middle stages of
PPNB period™.

As the finds identical with the stone plate
no 2 are also discovered in Kortik Tepe,
Gobekli Tepe and Tash Tepe sites, we
must date this artifact rather to the end
of PPNA and early PPNB.

Artifact No. 3: Lion Head Statue
(Figure 3a-d)

Inventory No: Not assigned yet.

Location: Sanliurfa Museum.

Condition: Only the head section of the lion
head statue starting from the neck is
discovered. Therefore, it is greatly possible
that the statue was actually made with the
body section. Although several minor
fractures are present on some sections, one
side of the lion head is fully intact while the
other side is partially covered with limestone
sediments.

Dimensions: Current Length: 21,4 cm.
Current Height: 18,5 cm. Height of the Jaw:
11,5cm / 13,3 cm.

Production Technique: The statue was made
using tools made of hard stone.

The details on the statue, on the other hand,
are made through grooving again with hard
stone tools.

Raw Material: Limestone.

Properties of the Surface: the surface is
completely smooth and polished.

02 Celik ez al. 2011, 226, 229, Fig. 4, Res. 4.

03 The stone plate discovered at Tagh Tepe is
discovered at the same site with the “T” shaped
pillars.

o4 Celik ez al. 2011, 227-230.
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Description: The head section of the lion
comprises of the mouth, teeth, ear, nose and
whiskers. At the mouth section the molar
teeth are depicted at the corners located front
and the normal teeth are depicted at the
central part and other parts of the mouth.
The mouth section is depicted as showing
the teeth in order to depict a tense
expression on the lion’s face. The teeth are
depicted as fully closed and as fully
overlapping. Furthermore, the whiskers and
the nose section are also depicted in order to
ensure such tense expression. The whiskers
are made employing the engraving technique
but relief technique is used for ears and nose.
The eyes are also made using the relief
technique, but the eye is illustrated with a
slight brow curve without shaping the eye®.
The statues and reliefs made with this style
are generally denominated with different
names in publications related to this subject
matteroo,

Comparison and Dating

An artifact discovered at Nevali Cori
is identical with the artifact no 3 currently
under  examination”.  The  artifact
denominated as the lion or tiger head is
approximately 4.4 cm long and is rather
considered as a figurine. The lion head

05 The similar feature is seen at the bird of prey
statute found from Gobekli Tepe. See Schmidt
2007b, Fig.23.

6 A miniature lion head discovered at Nevali Cori is
defined as the lion head (Hauptmann 2007a, Fig.
20; 2011, Fig. 31). The statues and reliefs of the
predators made with the same style and
discovered at Gébekli Tepe are denominated as
lion, panther, and wolf or generally under the
name “predator” (Schmidt 2008a, 63; 2008b, 29-
30). In the present article, as it is extremely
challenging to determine the type of the statue
head under study, the production method is
rather taken into consideration and compared
with the identical finds. Therefore, such type of
finds is generally denominated as lion statue or
lion reliefs in order to avoid confusion.

67 Hauptmann 1999, 77, Fig. 20; 2007, Fig. 20; 2011,
Fig. 31.
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figurine depicts the mouth, teeth, eyes
and the whiskers. Only the details of the
ears and nose are not distinct. In
particular, depicting the whiskers in order
to have a tense expression on the lion’s
face and as all teeth in the mouth section
are completely in grit position are the
common features with the artifact no 3.
The lion statue discovered at Nevali Cori
is dated to the midst of Pre-Pottery
Neolithic B period (MPPNB)*.

There are quite a number of the lion
statues and reliefs discovered at Gébekli
Tepe”. The mouth section of all such
lion depictions is prominently depicted
together with the teeth. Although
majority of the lions are discovered in
pieces, all of them are depicted in life
size”’. Predator statues are discovered at
Gobekli Tepe Layer III, especially inside
the Enclosures A, C and D"'. The highest
number of lions is discovered at
Enclosure C™. A lion statue was made in
the form of high relief on the pillar no 27
in Enclosure C”. Furthermore, a lion
statue made by employing semi-high
relief technique is also present on a stone
called as U-stone at the entrance of
Enclosure C™. The teeth of the lion

% Hauptmann 2007b, 98, 127, Find No. 45.

®  Beile — Bohn 1998, Abb. 29-30, 32-33; Schmidt
1995, Fig. 1b; 1998, Cat. Nr. A10, A14, A7, A8,
D4. Fig. 2, 6; 2005, 15, Fig. 5; 2006a, 153-157,
Fig. 66-67; 2006b, 153-157, Abb.25-206, 29, 36-37,
42, 54, 63-64, 66, 102-103; 2008a, 65, Abb. 2a, c-
g, Abb. 3; 2010, 253.

70 Artifact number 3, the lion head was depicted in
life size. See Schmidt 1998, Tab. 1.

7 Schmidt 2008a, 65, Abb. 2a, c-g, Abb. 3.

72 Schmidt 2008b, Fig. 4, 7-8, Tab. 1.

73 There is a pig in front of the lion relief that was
made by high relief technique on the pillar. It was
portrayed that as if the lion almost attacks the pig.
See Schmidt 200064, Fig. 1a-1b; 2011, Fig. 28.

74 'This lion relief’s head was made in the form of
high relief, its body part was made by employing
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depicted on U stone are made at the
same style with the artifact no. 3.
Majority of the lion statues discovered at
Enclosure C is broken starting from the
body and the mouth section, the whiskers
and the teeth are similar with the artifact
no 3.

A lion statue with intact phallus and
uncertain facial expression is discovered
at BEnclosure A”. Several lion statues
discovered in Enclosure D and the
trench located northwest of the site
excavated recently are also depicted on
stone plates again using high relief
technique’. The lion statues discovered
at Gobekli Tepe are mainly discovered
from the Layer III. Therefore, the lion
statues at GObekli Tepe started to be
depicted  starting from  Pre-Pottery
Neolithic A period. The lion statues
discovered from this period are identical
with the statue no 3. in terms of
production method of the teeth, mouth
and whiskers. III. and II. Layers of
Gobekli Tepe are dated to end of PPNA
and early PPNB",

Two lion reliefs are present on the
“Lion Pillar Building” at Gobekli Tepe
Layer II"%. The lion reliefs are depicted on

semi-half relief technique. It’s thought that
artifact No. 3 was made at the same style with U
Stone. See Schmidt 2005, Fig. 5; 2006b, Abb. 66.

5 It’s also thought that artifact No. 3 is identical in
terms of production method of the lion statue
with phallus discovered from Gobekli Tepe. See
Schmidt 1998, Cat. Nr. 10, Fig. 2.

76 Lion statues are depicted on stone plates using
high relief technique but their foot parts are only
attached on the plates and other parts are
sculpted as statue. See Schmidt 2011, Fig. 30;
2010, 251-252, Fig. 24-25.

77 Dietrich — Schmidt 2010, 82.

78 Schmidt 1997/98, Abb.15; 1998, 3. The Lion
Pillar  Building is  also  known  as
“Lowenpfeilergebiude”.
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the pillars and only one lion contain the
details of an ear”. The lion with ear
depiction is made as depicting the mouth
open and with teeth in the form of saw
patterns and the details of the ears and
whiskers resemble the artifact no. 3. Two
more lion statues depicted as waiting in
ambush are also discovered as surface
finds™. In one of such statutes, the lion’s
teeth, whiskers and eyebrows made in the
form of knutl are apparent prominently®’.
Similar features are also visible from the
lion head statue no. 3.

The form of mouth and teeth of the
lion statues discovered at Nevali Cori and
Gobekli Tepe and the presence of
whiskers ~ granted  an  aggressive
expression on such statues. Such features
are also available and visible on the
artifact no 3. In particular, when we look
at the levels where life size lion statues
are present at Gobekli Tepe, we see that
such statues are rather present in Layer
III. No lion statue other than the lion
discovered on pillar no P27 in Gébekli
Tepe contain any detail of the ears.
Moreover, majority of the lion statues
discovered at Layer III contain eyebrows
in the form of knurls instead of eye
details, as is the case for artifact no 3. On
the other hand, the eye details are given
prominently at the lion relief discovered
at Gobekli Tepe Layer II and the lion
statuette discovered at Nevali Coti. These
significant style differences between II.
and IIL layers of Gobekli tepe are always
seen. Taking all these facts into
consideration, it is possible to conclude
that the lion statue under examination

7 Schmidt 1997/98, Abb. 15.

8  Beile — Bohn 1998, Abb. 32, 33; Schmidt 1995,
Fig. 1a; 2006b, Abb. 25-26.

81 Schmidt 2006b, Abb. 26.
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features identical properties with the
statues dated to the end of PPNA.

Conclusion

When we examine the decorated
stone vessel in general, also seen on
artifact no. 1, it is seen that the stone
vessel is made imprecisely and hastily and
the lines made by employing engraving
technique are sometimes extended and
sometimes left as short lines. On the
other hand, it is comprehended that the
figures on the stone vessel also present
some differences compared to the figures
discovered from Kortik Tepe. In
particular, the fact that the feet of the
figures are depicted as bent from the
joints and with hooves appears as the
most important feature that distinguish
such figures from the figures discovered
at Kortik Tepe.

Rectangular patterns divided into
two are present at the abdomen section
of the wild goat and wild sheep. Such
pattern is not encountered at the stone
plates discovered at the area.But the
similar stone vessels made in this style are
seen from Kortik Tepe. But stone vessels
taken from Kortik Tepe don’t have this
kind of motive. Moreover, the fact that
the mouth and eyes of both wild sheep
and wild goats are depicted is not present
at the figures discovered from Kortik
Tepe. The fact that the wild sheep is
depicted as facing its head behind
enabled that the horns are more
apparent. Such posture appears as a
distinct and new feature compared to the
figures discovered at Kortik Tepe.

The fact that the stone vessel
specimens discovered from sites such as
Jetrf el Ahmar and Tell Abr 3 in Syria,
which are dated to PPNA period, are
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exactly identical with the finds from
Kortik Tepe is undoubtedly an indication
of the fact that such vessels were traded
during such period. Although we are not
certain about the origins yet, it would not
be wrong the mention that such type of
vessels appeared in Upper Tigris Valley
as they were discovered in great numbers.
The number of stone vessels made of
chlorite discovered from Go&bekli Tepe,
Karahan Tepe, Cayoni, Jerf el Ahmar
and Tell Abr 3 until the present day is
not more than  several dozen.
Furthermore, the stone vessels which are
discovered from the sites other than Jerf
el Ahmar and Tell Abr 3 are only in
pieces. This type of stone vessels are
generally encountered and discovered at
Kortik Tepe, Hallan Cemi, Hasankeyf
Hoyuk and Gusir Héytk, which are
located in the Upper Tigris Valley and
dated to PPNA period. However, such
stone plates are not encountered until
today at any location other than Goébekli
Tepe, Karahan Tepe and Hamzan Tepe™
in Urfa region. An interesting fact is that
such type of vessels is never encountered
at Nevali Cori and at Sanlurfa-Yeni
Mahalle. In this context, we must date
the stone vessel no 1 to the end of PPNA
period. Generally Nevali Cori and
Sanliurfa-Yeni Mahalle settlements ate
dated to early PPNB.”. In this situation
stone vessel no. 1 should be dated
between early and end of PPNA.

The most identical find to the stone
plate examined herein was discovered at
Taslh Tepe and the graves of Kortik
Tepe, which is located inside Tigris

82 Only three undecorated stone vessel pieces made
of chlorite stone are discovered from Hamzan
Tepe site. (see Celik 2010, Fig. 10, 2-4).

8 Hauptmann 1999, 78.
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Valley and dated to the PPNA period.
Moreover, the stone plates discovered at
Gobekli Tepe are also dated to the end of
PPNA and early PPNB period. In
conclusion, such stone plates must be
dated to the end of PPNA period and
early PPNB period.

Discovering of artifact no. 3 is come
to mind that there should be a new cult
center. It’s not known how the body of
the artifact is made that could belong to
lion. But, the neck part of the statue
continues, so it’s thought that it was
made in the form of high relief or it’s
completely an unattached statue. This
kind of statue and relieves are seen at
both Layer III and Layer II of Gobekli
Tepe. The lion statues, statuettes or
reliefs are the artifacts that we do not
encountered anywhere other than Nevali
Corti and Go6bekli Tepe. The lions which
are depicted at both Layer III and Layer
II of Go6bekli Tepe are the artifacts
encountered within the cult enclosures.
As the cult enclosures are generally used
for long durations without any
modification, it is challenging to date the
artifacts ~ discovered ~ from  such
enclosures. Therefore, we must also date
the artifact no 3 to the period elapsing
between the end of PPNA and eatly
PPNB.
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Cizim 1d / Drawing 1d
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Resim 2 / Figure 2
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Resim 3b / Figure 3b
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