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ABSTRACT

This work offers a general overview of bone tools recovered from the Chalcolithic phases at the northwestern
Anatolian site of Giilpinar in terms of typology and function. A total of 263 bone tools were retrieved from phase 11
representing the early Chalcolithic 2 period and the succeeding phase 11, belonging to the Middle Chalcolithic period
at the site. These specimens all found at domestic contexts help us to establish a typology and allow an assessment
regarding the pattern of bone tool use at the site. Bone tools are viewed as utilitarian objects of archaeological
significance in elucidating aspects of household life and domestic production activity. Results of the analysis show
that tools fashioned from discarded animal bones may have been used in domestic crafts such as coiled basketry, mat
making, pot manufacturing, and hide processing. In the light of the minimal number of studies on this category of
tools in Chalcolithic western Anatolian archaeology, this study is hoped to contribute to future studies on the typology
and function of bone tools.
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OZET

Bu ¢alisma kuzeybati1 Anadolu’da Giilpinar yerlesiminde Kalkolitik donemi temsil eden I1. ve I11. evrelerde ele gegmis
kemik aletleri tipoloji ve iglev agilarindan irdeler. Giilpar’da Erken Kalkolitik 2 dénemi temsil eden Evre II ile
Orta Kalkoltik doneme ait Evre III kazilar1 sirasinda toplam 263 kemik alet ortaya ¢ikarilmistir. Bu 6rnekler yerlesim
ozelinde bir kemik alet tipolojisi olusturmaya ve yerlesimde kemik alet kullanimi1 konusunda degerlendirmeler
yapmaya olanak saglar. Kemik aletler hane yasami ve yerel iiretim faaliyetlerini anlama konusunda énemli sayilan
arkeolojik veri kategorilerinden birini olusturur. Bu ¢alismanin sonuglar1 besin olarak tiiketilen hayvanlarin geriye
kalan kemiklerinden sekillendirilen aletlerin hasir veya sepet iiretimi yaninda ¢anak ¢dmlek iiretimi ile hayvan
derilerini isleme gibi genelde hane dl¢eginde yerel liretim faaliyeterinde kullanilmis olabilecegini gosterir. Kalkolitik
doneme ait kemik aletler ile ilgili Bat1 Anadolu arkeolojisinde yapilan ¢aligmalarin az oldugu géz 6niine alindiginda
bu ¢aligma ileride kemik aletlerin tipolojisi ve islevi lizerine yapilacak calismalara katk: saglayabilir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Giilpmar, Kalkolitik, Kemik Aletler, Tipoloji, Islev, Hane Uretimi.
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INTRODUCTION

Tools made from animal bones, as well as horns and
antlers, clearly formed an important part of household life
and domestic production activities in prehistoric times.
Although the study of worked bones from archaeological
excavations was a relatively neglected field in the
past in western Anatolian archaeology, there is now a
growing emphasis on the typological, technological, and
functional aspects of bone tools in the literature. Several
recent comprehensive studies conducted on utilitarian
worked bone assemblages from such excavated sites
as Karain, Suluin, and Okiizini caves in south-western
Anatolia, Ulucak Hoyiik in central-western Anatolia,
Bar¢in Hoyiik in inner northwest Anatolia, Asagi Pmar
in Turkish Thrace, and Ugurlu on the island of Gokg¢eada
(Imbros) have already contributed much to our general
knowledge of this category of archaeological tools.! Most
of these studies took various typological, technological,
and functional approaches to the bone tools that were
reported from Neolithic contexts. Nevertheless, our
archaeological knowledge of the bone tools among the
Chalcolithic societies of western Anatolia was quite
limited until the rise of new excavations representing
this period during the last decade or so. Although
recent excavations conducted at such sites as Liman
Tepe, Cine Tepecik, Ulucak, Ege Giibre, Yesilova,
Yesilova/Yassitepe, and Kulaksizlar, as well as Ugurlu
on Gokceada (Imbros) have begun to reveal valuable
information regarding most aspects of Chalcolithic life,?
unfortunately only several of these sites provided us with
finds attesting to the household use of bone tools.

The study of bone tool assemblage from Giilpinar, which
is the point of focus of this paper, represents an attempt
to contribute to these valuable studies investigating the
role of bone tools among Chalcolithic societies of western
Anatolia.* The main goal of this work in this sense is firstly
to describe and define the types of bone tools excavated
within two successive Chalcolithic phases at Giilpinar to
form a basic typology based on their working edges. The
subsidiary aim is to demonstrate how bone tools might have
been used at the site in everyday tasks and household craft
production through replication and ethnographic studies,
as well as microscopic examination of their used surfaces.
Although the precise use of certain bone tool types is
unknown, this work relies to a great extent on correlations
between the archaeological finds and the information
gathered from replication studies and ethnography in
formulating a hypothesis on their functions.

' (e.g.) Bulut 2014; 2016; 2018; Sivil 2017; Dekker 2014;
Erdalkiran 2017; Azeri 2015; Paul and Erdogu 2017.

2 Saglamtimur and Ozan 2012; Caymaz 2013; Cevik 2018;
Erdogu 2018; Derin and Caymaz 2018; Giinel 2018; Takaoglu
and Ozdemir 2018; Tuncel and Sahoglu 2018; Takaoglu
(n.d.); Derin et al. 2020.

3 Yavsan 2020.

THE SITE

Archaeological excavations conducted at the Greek
and Roman site of Smintheion (Sanctuary of Apollo
Smintheus), located on the southwestern corner of the
ancient Troad in northwest Anatolia, brought to light a
prehistoric settlement that has multiple phases ranging
from the Neolithic to the end of the Chalcolithic period.
The site is situated on the outskirts of the modern village
of Giilpinar, which gave its name to the prehistoric
settlement to separate it from the name given to the
sanctuary at later dates. Because the prehistoric site
of Glilpmar is a flat extended settlement covering all
the sanctuary and beyond, archaeological excavations
were confined to only the expropriated areas where the
Chalcolithic phases of occupation are well represented.
As far as the areas excavated are concerned, the earliest
habitation is dated to the Neolithic period, which is labeled
as phase I at the site’s stratification. No radiocarbon date
exists from the Neolithic stratum, which yielded pottery
remains closely recalling the assemblages from Ulucak
V-1V, Yesilova IV, and Ugurlu V-IV. After an interval,
this was followed by an Early Chalcolithic 2 settlement
(phase II) dating between 5320 and 4900/4800 BC.
The subsequent Middle Chalcolithic settlement (phase
IIT), witnessings a modification in architectural layout,
is dated between 4900/4800 and 4450/4300 BC based
on radiocarbon dating.* Giilpinar emerges as a rare site
where a continuous millennium-long occupation can
be observed from ca. 5300 BC to 4300 BC, enhancing
our archaeological knowledge of Chalcolithic western
Anatolia. The phase IV settlement representing the Late
Chalcolithic period has not yet been fully excavated
due to problems derived from the expropriation of the
land. All of these three Chalcolithic strata at Giilpinar
were mainly superimposed by Roman, as well as Early
and Middle Byzantine occupational layers all around
the sanctuary, while the preceding Archaic, Classical,
and Hellenistic strata top the prehistoric phases only in
certain areas close to the core of the sanctuary, which is
the Temple of Apollo Smintheus first built in the second
century BC.

Archaeological evidence regarding the subsistence
pursuits prevailing at the site has been established
through the analyses of animal and plant remains. Animal
husbandry based on cattle and sheep/goats and hunting
wild animals such as fallow, red, and roe deer as well as
wild species of goat, sheep, and boar were predominant
activities pursued by the residents of the site during both
phases.” The residents of Giilpinar also supplemented
their diets with marine sources such as fish, oysters, and
mussels, which they caught and gathered from the shallow
bays located on the nearby Aegean coast to the west of
the site. Moreover, archaeological studies conducted

4 Takaoglu and Ozdemir 2018.
5 Piskin and Takaoglu 2020.
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on worked organic remains such as animal bones and
marine mollusks leftover from meals also demonstrated
that a form of small-scale domestic production also took
place at the site. For instance, marine mollusks were
often used to manufacture tools used in scrapping and
abrasion actions, as well as personal ornaments such as
beads and pendants. The refuse bones remained from the
consumption of animals, on the other hand, were used to
produce basic tools that could be used in everyday life,
including pot making, weaving, mat making, and hide
working®.

Archaeological excavations also revealed significant
evidence regarding the preparation of food that took
place within the courtyards around the dwellings in the
settlement.” This includes architectural features related to
storage (grain pits, small storage rooms with large pottery
containers, silo bases), food processing installations
(hearths, ovens, platforms for grinding grain into flour),
and waste areas (shell middens, rubbish pits). The finds
from the excavated areas at Giilpinar help us to envision
several aspects of household life in a typical Chalcolithic
western Anatolian settlement. Bone tools played a variety
of roles within this system.

METHODOLOGY

Archaeological excavations conducted at Giilpmar
between 2004 and 2013 yielded a relatively small
assemblage of bone tools, consisting of 263 specimens.
Nearly a dozen bone fragments bearing cut marks have
also been recorded among the animal bone assemblage,
which overall total 5030 specimens at Gililpinar.® The
pieces with various cut marks are excluded from this study
as they are not considered to be related to the work of the
bone toolmakers. Those pieces that are too fragmented to
classify are also excluded from this number of bone tools.
During excavations at prehistoric Giilpinar, the tools
made from bones as well as horns and antlers recovered
from excavated trenches were first recorded in terms of
their contextual information. Then, the tool was placed
within a group based on its working edge. Because there
is no commonly accepted classificatory scheme for the
typology of bone tools, our recording strategy of bone
tools emulated the excavation conducted at Sitagroi
in northern Greece.” As a result, the bone tools from
Giilpmar were placed in categories such as ‘bevel ended’,
‘point ended’, ‘round ended’, ‘spatulae’, and ‘hafts’.
This was followed by the description, measurement,
and taxonomy. The description stage placed particular
emphasis on the recording of micro traces such as vertical
or horizontal striations and polishes. This was achieved
using a Trinocular Zoom Stereo Microscope with

Yavsan 2010 and 2020.
Ozdemir 2017.

Piskin and Takaoglu 2020.
Elster 2003.
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integrated LED illumination. This microscope has 8x to
40x magnification and an adjustable viewing distance of
55-75 mm. Documenting the orientation and distribution
of these striations and polishes over the surface of the
bone tools is essential to determine whether they were
used in a back-and-forth or rotary motion. The final step
of the analysis involved drawing and photographing the
bone tools'.

TOOL TYPES AND FUNCTION

Among the 263 bone tools excavated at Giilpinar, 38
diagnostic specimens are introduced here to provide
a clear picture of the assemblage. The bone tools are
divided into five groups based on the working edges,
namely ‘point ended’, ‘round ended’, ‘bevel ended’,
‘spatulae’, ‘hafts’, and ‘flat ended’.

Type Phase Il | Phase lll Total
Point Ended 29 55 84 (32 %)
Round Ended 4 9 13 (5 %)
Bevel Ended 28 58 86 (32,7 %)

Spatulae 21 27 48 (18,2 %)

Haft 11 14 25 (9,5 %)

Flat Ended 5 2 7(2,6%)
Total 98 165 263

Figure 1. Point-ended tools on ulnae (1-2) and metapodials and
ribs (3-8) / Ulna kemiginden (1-2) ve metapodial ve kaburga
kemiginden (3-8) yapilmis nokta u¢lu aletler (1-8).

Point Ended

The most prominent bone tool-type attested at Giilpinar
is the point-ended one, comprising 32 % of the total
bone tool assemblage with 84 examples (Figs. 1-4). This
category is characterized by a markedly tapering sharp
tip, mainly at one end, which use-wear indicates to be
the working end. Because tools with points at both ends
are rarely preserved intact, it is difficult to estimate if
the broken pieces originally belonged to this category.
Point-ended tools were mainly made from a variety of
the skeletal parts of cattle, deer, and sheep/goats such
as metapodials, ribs, and ulnae. The selection of ulnae
to make point-ended tools has been attested at Giilpinar
(Fig. 1.1-2). When metapodials were selected, they
were reduced first through splitting and then ground to
the intended shape, tapering to a pointed tip at one end.
The point-ended tool often preserves part of the original
epiphysis usually at the distal end (Fig. 1. 3-4). It appears
that the epiphysis was ground so that it either did not
hurt the palm of its user or had an aesthetic appearance
(Fig. 1. 5-8). Those point-ended tools made from split
long bones have slender shafts that are either circular
or elliptical in cross-section. The point-ended tools
from Giilpmar could be designated as an awl (“Biz” in

10" Yavsan 2020.
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Figure 1. Point-ended tools on ulnae (1-2) and metapodials and ribs (3-8) / Ulna kemigin-
den (1-2) ve metapodial ve kaburga kemiginden (3-8) yapilmis nokta u¢lu aletler (1-8).
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Figure 2. Point-ended tools on ulnae (1-2) and metapodials and ribs (3-8) / Ulna kemiginden (1-2) ve
metapodial ve kaburga kemiginden (3-8) yapilmis nokta u¢lu aletler (1-8).
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Figure 3. Tools pointed at both (9) and one end (9-15) / Iki (9) ve bir tarafi (10-15) nokta uglu aletler.
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Figure 4. Tools pointed at both (9) and one end (9-15) / Iki (9) ve bir tarafi (10-15) nokta uglu aletler.
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Figure 5. Tentative recontrusction of the use of a bone tool with pointed tip (awl) in basket making (a) and modern use of similar
bone tool in coiled basketry in Canakkale (b) / Nokta uglu kemik aletin (biz) sepet¢ilikte kullanimi gésteren ¢izim (a) ve Canakkale

yoresinde benzer kemik aletin gegmiste sepetcilikte kullanimi (b)

Figure 6. Fragment of a pot base with impressions of a basket from phase III at Giilpinar / Giilpinar Tabaka III buluntusu tabaninda

sepet negatif izi bulunan seramik kaidesi.

Turkish) and pin. Most point-ended tools appear to be
broken in the middle of the shaft. No single evidence for
a perforated point-ended tool that could be labeled as a
needle was identified at Giilpinar.

The point-ended bone tools could have been used to
carry out certain kinds of tasks at Giilpmar. Such tools
with sharp tips were suitable in coiled basketry, which
requires the piercing and sewing together of reeds and
bundles of grass.!! Weaving, basketry, and mat making
were common crafts during both phases as demonstrated
by their negative impressions appearing on over 1200

" Russell 1990: 528.

pot bases.!? Although ethnographic evidence regarding
the use of bone tools in Anatolia is very sketchy, there is
patchy evidence from the town of Biga in northwestern
Anatolia attesting to the use of awls particularly in
making coiled baskets (Figs. 5-6). Here, interviews held
with the last basket makers showed that bone awls were
frequently used in the past before they were placed with
the metal ones. The archaeological examples of point-
ended tools preserving striations parallel or diagonal to
the longitudinal axis from both phases at Giilpinar could
well be linked to coiled basketry, the presence of which
was also confirmed on the negative impressions on pot
bases.

12 Takaoglu and Ozdemir 2018: 485, fig. 49.10.



46

DOI: 10.22520/tubaar.2021.28.002

Cilem YAVSAN

Figure 7. Experimental use of a point-ended bone tool in pattern-burnish decoration (a-b) and a rim fragment of a bowl with pat-
tern-burnish decorated interior from Giilpinar (c) / Nokta uglu kemik aletin perdah bezeme yapiminda kullanimi (a-b) ve Giilpinar
kazilarindan igi perdah bezeme dekorlu bir seramik par¢asi (c).

Certain point-ended tools preserve a high polish and faint
horizontal striations at their tips. These tools could have
been used for the preparation of animal skins or for making
stitching holes before the sewing process in the preparation
of clothes and shoes. Replication studies conducted on
the methods of piercing hides using point-ended bone
tools elsewhere provided useful results, demonstrating
that bone tools with pointed ends are used for punching
holes in fresh and dried hides when stretched on a wooden
surface.!® The possibility that this type of point-ended tool
might have been used in the form of a pin to fasten hair or
garments can also be taken into consideration.

There is ample ethnographic and ethnohistoric evidence
among the North American natives attesting to the three
different common uses of bone awls, namely coiled
basketry, tule reed mat making, and hide working.'* The
ethnographic and ethnohistoric evidence leads us to
surmise that certain bone awls were often used to pierce
a hole through strips in coiled basketry. In the making of
tule reed mats, on the other hand, a long bone point-ended
tool is pushed through the reeds, meaning that smaller
tools such as awls may not be necessary. The evidence
also points to the use of awl-like point-ended bone tools
made mainly from metapodials and ribs in the making of

13 Christidou and Legrand 2005.
4 Chomko 1975; Olsen 1979: 353-357; Tanner 1982: 18;
Kaddie 2012a; Mason 2012: 85.

clothing, shoes, and bags from animal hides. According
to the same North American evidence, point-ended tools
made from ulnae with minimal modifications were mainly
used in tasks such as manipulating fibers in making baskets
and mats, as well as tying of spear points using animal
sinew.!” Tt is also argued that the initial piercing of the hide
was achieved first with an awl with sharp tips operated in
a rotary motion and this was followed by the enlargement
of this piercing with rather large round-ended tools made
of antler are employed in a back-and-forth motion. Large
ulna points could also well fit within this task.

At Giilpnar, certain point-ended tools may have been
employed by potters, who used them in creating pattern-
burnish or incision decorations in pot making. Nearly
300 fragments of potsherds bearing pattern-burnish
decoration indicate that point-ended tools were preferred
by the potters in forming decorative patterns when the
pots were still dry before firing. The pattern-burnished
decoration was achieved by the potter rubbing a pointed
implement back and forth over the surface of the pots
before they were fired. When the pots are fired, dark
patterns are discerned from the unburnished parts of the
surface, which is lighter in appearance. Experimental
studies conducted by the present author show that point-
ended bone tools were also used in creating pattern-
burnished decorations (Fig. 7).

15 Kaddie 2012b; James 2014: 77, figs. 84-85.
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Figure 8. Round-ended tools made from a long bone (16) and horn (17) of cattle, as well as antler tines from deers (18-20) / Sigwr uzun
kemigi (16) ve boynuzu (17) ile geyik boynuzlarindan yapilmig yuvarlak u¢lu kemik aletler (18-20).

Figure 9. Round-ended tools made from a long bone (16) and horn (17) of cattle, as well as antler tines from deers (18-20) / Sigwr uzun
kemigi (16) ve boynuzu (17) ile geyik boynuzlarindan yapilmig yuvarlak uclu kemik aletler (18-20).
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Figure 10. Bevel-ended tools from metapodials of animals (21-26) / Hayvanlarin uzun kemiklerinden yapilmis egimli uglu aletler
(21-26) Figure 10. Bevel-ended tools from metapodials of animals (21-26) / Hayvanlarin uzun kemiklerinden yapilmis egimli uclu

aletler (21-26)

Round Ended

Round-ended tools are represented by 13 examples
at Giilpmar, comprising only 5 % of the bone tool
assemblage. This category of tools, with a somewhat
blunt tip instead of a sharp point, is made from long
bones and horns of cattle, as well as antler tines of deer
species (Figs. 8-9). These round-ended bone tools made
from deer antlers derived from both common fallow deer
(Dama dama) and red deer (Cervus elaphus). The antlers
were seemingly collected from nearby once forested
areas after they had been shed by the deer, although
there is evidence that they were also obtained from
hunted deer. There are cut marks on these antler tines
from Giilpinar showing how they were detached from
a rack employing the “cut and break” method. The fact
that some of the deer craniums preserve the pedicles, and
part of the faunal data representing wild animals includes
the skeletal parts of deer, indicates that the toolmakers
might not have also depended on naturally shed antlers
at Giilpinar. Because the antler tine has naturally rounded
tips, it was not always deemed necessary to modify
them. Several examples, however, preserve actual traces
of sharpening at their tips on both angles, making them
discernible from the unmodified antler tines. This is
because it is commonly accepted that the wear or polish
observed at the tip of the antlers is derived from the deer
rubbing its rack on a tree as it prepares for the shedding
of its antlers.'® Although the function of tools made from

16 Russel 1990: 540.

antler tines is uncertain, horizontal striations observed on
their tips under a stereo microscope imply that they were
used as some sort of perforator. This could be linked
to tasks such as piercing holes during hide preparation.
Such round-ended tools made from antler tines could
also have been used as digging tools to gather wild roots
or for planting seeds.

Bevel Ended

Another common bone tool-type attested at Giilpinar is
bevel-ended tools, comprising 32,7 % of the total bone
tool assemblage, with 86 examples. Bevel-ended tools
exhibit a working edge in the shape of an angled cross-
cut made by breaking the distal end off at an angle and
then grinding the exposed edge from one side, although
several examples have beveled ends on both sides (Figs.
10-11). One end often preserves part of the original
epiphysis. Such bone tools were commonly made from
long bones such as the tibia, humerus, femur from cattle,
deer, and sheep/goats.

Several hypotheses can be offered for the function
of this type of bone tool with beveled ends. This
category of bone tools probably had a range of
uses, serving multiple purposes such as smoothing,
scraping, and gouging. The most frequently appearing
type of bevel-ended tools, illustrated in Figures 10
and 11 (“Mablak” in Turkish), has often been linked
with tasks in hide processing. The beveled working
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Figure 11. Bevel-ended tools from metapodials of animals (21-26) / Hayvanlarin uzun kemiklerinden yapilmis egimli uglu aletler
(21-26)
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Figure 12. Bevel-ended bone tools (27-29) / Egimli u¢lu kemik aletler (27-29)

Figure 13. Bevel-ended bone tools (27-29) / Egimli u¢lu kemik aletler (27-29)

edge of the tool is rubbed over the hide to make it
tougher and impermeable before it is transformed
into a garment or a kind of footwear. This type of tool
may also have been used in tasks such as smoothing
pottery, scraping the flour from grinding stones, or
mixing pigments or spices. There is also a group of
bevel-ended tools made out of the scapula of cattle.
Such large tools could be classified as hoes used in

loosening the earth before planting a field. Hoes were
also made from long bones of animals (Fig. 12.27). A
small group of bone tools beveled on both sides has
also been documented among the bevel-ended tool
category (e.g. Figs. 12.28-29).
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Figure 14. Spatulae (30-33) / Spatulalar (30-33)

31

Figure 15. Spatulae (30-33) / Spatulalar (30-33)

Spatulae

Spatulae bone tools are also common among the bone
tool assemblages of both phases at Giilpinar. They are
mainly made from the ribs cattle and sheep/goats with
little modification (Fig. 6). A spatula, which has a flat
shaft generally made from ribs split lengthwise, usually
display a large and flat end. They are basically tools that
could have been used for a wide variety of tasks that could
easily be linked with the steps of pottery manufacture,
such as the shaping, smoothing, and decoration of pots.
Experimental studies conducted by the present author and
the ethnographic evidence from Anatolia both confirm
that such bone tools were very efficient in the several
steps of pot making.

Halfts

Hafts made of deer antlers, as well as the horns of cattle
and both wild and domesticated sheep and goats, have also
been identified at Gililpinar. These hafts were frequently
made from horns of cattle and sheep/goats, as well as antlers
from common fallow deer (Dama dama). There are also
rare cases in which long bones of cattle were also preferred
to manufacture hafts (Figs. 16-17). In manufacturing the
hafts, the spongy inner material at one end of the selected
section of the horn or antler was partially hollowed out to
insert a stone tool in it. It seems that most hafts unearthed
at Giilpmar were mainly manufactured to accommodate
stone chisels. The recovery of an antler haft along with
a miniature greenstone ax confirms this hypothesis. This
haft, with a miniature stone chisel inserted into it, was
found along with a group of finished bone tools around
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Figure 16. Bone (34) and antler hafts (35-38) / Kemik (34) ve boynuz saplar (35-38).
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a batch of grinding slabs near the southwestern corner
of Room 36 of Building L, belonging to phase III. This
part of the room was probably set apart for household
craft production. The lack of evidence such as waste by-
products related to bone tool production indicates that this
area was a locus where already finished bone tools were
used in certain household craft production activities.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

At Giilpmar, bone tools clearly constituted an important
component of the household craft activities. Because bone
was readily available raw material for the fabrication of
tools, the residents of the site took advantage of the bones
leftover from the meals and shed antlers they found around
their settlers to make tools for their daily needs. The lack
of morphological standardization in all available bone tool
types and low level in the intensity and scale of production
enable us to view the example of bone tool production
at Giilpinar as a specialized craft activity. Instead, bone
working at Giilpinar could have been a domestic activity
geared towards fulfilling the tools needs of individuals
responsible for crafts such as mat and basket making,
hide working, and pot making. The skills related to the
manufacture of bone tools may have been transferred
from generation to generation during the site’s occupation.
One behavioral trait of toolmakers that can be deduced
from examination of the taxa from tools, however, is the
preference for certain skeletal parts of animals for specific
tool types. The toolmakers depended on discarded bones
from both wild and domestic animals. Skeletal parts such
as tibiae, ulnae, humeri, ribs, as well as horns, and antlers
were the main skeletal parts particularly selected for tool
making. Although there is an increase in the number of bone
tools from phase II to phase III at Giilpinar, the type of bone
tool used during each phase remains the same. The spatial
distribution of the bone tools within the site does not display
any special pattern at Giilpinar since they were found either
on the floors of dwellings or in their courtyards. There is
only single case in which several finished bone tools were
found in a cluster around grinding slabs identified on the
floor of a building, perhaps attesting to a form of indoor
craft activity during the phase II occupation.

It would be interesting to demonstrate the differences
and similarities among the bone assemblages of western
Anatolian Chalcolithic sites; however, this is not the
case. The assemblages of bone tools at most Chalcolithic
western Anatolian sites are relatively poor and consist of
similar tool categories. The neighboring site of Kumtepe
produced only single evidence of a bone tool dating to this
period.'” The Middle Chalcolithic occupations at Cine-
Tepecik, Ulucak, Yesilova, and Ugurlu yielded bone tool
assemblages that bear elements comparable to those of
Giilpinar.'® Unfortunately, no bone tools were reported

17" Sperling 1976: 323, no. 141.
18 Gtinel 2011: figs. 9.1-3 and 10.1-2; Caymaz 2013: figs. 22-23;

from other important excavated Middle Chalcolithic
western Anatolian sites such as Liman Tepe, Kulaksizlar,
Malkayas1 Cave, and Tavabasi Cave. As at Giilpinar, the
Middle Chalcolithic tool types represent more-or-less a
continuation of the preceding Early Chalcolithic tradition
at Ugurlu.” Here one must also move with the premise
that the morphological similarities among the bone tool
types recovered from different Chalcolithic sites may not
always mean that they were used in the same tasks in
each settlement. The Giilpinar data allow us to establish
the degree of similarities and differences among the
cultural assemblages of the sites of this period in terms
of bone tool use.

Because the Neolithic settlement was not excavated at
Giilpinar, it is not possible to demonstrate the variations
in the patterns of bone tool use between the Neolithic and
Chalcolithic periods. Nevertheless, the detailed studies
of bone tools from the sites of Ulucak and Ugurlu allow
us to make some comments on this issue. The Neolithic
phases at Ugurlu have several tool types that do not
continue to be utilized during the succeeding Chalcolithic
phases. The number of tools such as fishhooks and
spoons, as well as certain needle sub-types such as the
incision decorated ones seriously declined during the
Early Chalcolithic phase III occupation at Ugurlu. The
finds from Ugurlu and Ulucak in this sense demonstrates
that there was both change and continuity in the types of
bone tools from the Neolithic to the Chalcolithic period.
Because the publications dealing specifically with the
Chalcolithic bone artifacts are very few, the bone tool
assemblage at Giilpinar, which represents the largest
collection of bone tools found so far in any excavated
Chalcolithic settlement in western Anatolia, shed some
light on the ways how the bone tools were used in
household production activities during this period.
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