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Abstract

The Early Neolithic period of southeastern Anatolia, a mountainous and hilly region of
Upper Mesopotamia, had monumental limestone architecture. Because of a number of salvage
operations conducted before the construction of dams on the Euphrates, the Tigris, and their trib-
utaries, comprehensive information on the early habitation sites of the region is now being doc-
umented. Previously, almost all information on the Late Neolithic period of Upper Mesopotamia
came from the Iraqi and Syrian territories, but in the last thirty years, much more information on
this period of southeastern Anatolia has been collected. The Late Neolithic period in Mesopota-
mia covers the time span of circa 7000—5200 BCE. Animal husbandry was an important source
of livelihood in this period, and true agrarian village settlements existed. In parallel with the
considerable increase in milk and milk production, as well as with the widespread consumption
of food cooked in liquids, making pottery from clay became a common production technique in
the Late Neolithic. Formerly produced in small quantities to meet basic needs, pottery became an
important craft by the middle of the period. Decorating the exteriors and interiors of vessels with
painted decorations gradually became common and created an area of competition among the
manufacturing workshops. The analogous pottery in a wide geographical area from the Mediter-
ranean Sea in the west to Lake Urmia in the east at the end of the Late Neolithic period indicates
the existence of a seasonal mobile lifestyle.
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Introduction

Debates about the Neolithic period and its defining criteria have been ongoing since 1865,
when it was first put forward by John Lubbock. There is no doubt that the fashionable approaches
predominating in archaeology and even in the social sciences also have had a deep impact on
these debates, which focused on the issues of origin and spread, particularly in the early twentieth
century. The new approach, which began in America in the 1960s and was known as “New Ar-
chaeology,” developed rather differently from its beginning with the “Processual” nomenclature
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and methods at the same time and then with the “Post-Processual” nomenclature and methods
that primarily strengthened in France in the 1970s. These approaches have continued into the first
quarter of the twenty-first century, as have studies by researchers who have adopted more “tradi-
tional” methods of archaeology.

In an environment where such different approaches and interpretations exist, differing
opinions on the formulation of the temporal boundaries and subdivisions of the Neolithic Age
have naturally increased. Once radiocarbon ('*C) analyses, which became more common in ex-
cavations after the 1960s, became the default method of determining chronological frameworks,
archaeometric results further became reference sources for the interpretation of settlements. With
this new approach, the chronology of the Neolithic Age began to be reconstructed and placed
within a certain framework in many places, particularly in Europe.

As a subdiscipline, prehistory was extremely influenced by these new approaches and
interpretations which were adapted to archaeology. Compared to other periods, archaeometry
is utilized more intensively in the interpretation of prehistoric archaeology, which covers the
time before the development of writing. The data obtained by researchers from various sites
in different geographical areas seem somewhat similar, but there are significant differences,
which mean that the topic is still very much up for debate. Ancient DNA analyses also turned
into reference sources as of the early twenty-first century, which further intensified these de-
bates.

Our current knowledge indicates that the earliest evidence for the Neolithic period is most
likely in the Near East. Scholars often refer to the eastern Mediterranean (the Levant) chronology
and terminology for the identification and chronological subdivisions of this process, despite
the fact that the region stands apart from other geographies and displays notable differences and
within itself. The excavations at Jericho, northwest of the Dead Sea within the current Israeli
borders, form the starting point for this reference. The Jericho excavations in the 1950s led by
British archaeologist Kathleen Kenyon gradually became the main reference for Neolithic chro-
nology. Kenyon’s subdivisions of the Neolithic Age on the basis of the existence of clay pottery
still continues to be used in many studies. However, the archaeological excavations that have mul-
tiplied across the Near East since the second half of the last century have made it clearer that in
reality the Neolithic period followed unique processes in different geographical areas. Applying
Jericho’s temporal divisions, which appear to be consistent for the eastern Mediterranean, to the
other regions of the Near East is problematic and still debated by scholars today. It appears that
the Neolithic period in the Near East progressed somewhat independently and underwent these
processes in different regions and at different rates. Currently, it is becoming clear that we must
consider the Neolithic in the Near East within distinct “niches.”

The chronological subdivisions of the Neolithic period for Upper Mesopotamia and
southeast Anatolia, a region which shares many of the same elements, was created on the basis of
the radical changes in the patterns of life and the material culture. Here the chronological alloca-
tion put forth in other manuscripts by the author is reformulated as a proposal.2 The time period
in which early villages were established, shelters with a round plan were built, and agriculture
had not been adopted yet in the early Holocene can be called the Early Neolithic 1. Lasting from
10000-8500 BCE, this settlement organization is marked by substantial differences in nutritional

2 For comprehensive discussions on these subdivisions, see Halil Tekin, Tarihéncesinde Mezopotamya: Yeni Yaklasim-
lar, Yeni Yorumlar ve Yeni Kronoloji (Ankara: Bilgin Kiiltiir Sanat, 2017), 135-54.
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habits and patterns of life from the preceding phase when “monumentality” was a very charac-
teristic feature, especially in the settlements of the Euphrates Basin. In the Early Neolithic Phase
2, ca. 8500-7000 BCE, quadrilateral mud-brick buildings began to be built and the shelters thus
gained a quality of “space.” The monumentality observed in the previous phase began to grad-
ually disappear, although not everywhere. Animal husbandry—of goats and sheep—as well as
agriculture developed during this phase. A marked difference in social structure is observed in
comparison with the previous one.

The Late Neolithic period in Upper Mesopotamia, covering the period from ca. 7000—
5200 BCE, may be further subdivided into three subphases. The most marked difference in the
settlements of the Late Neolithic 1, the first phase of this process, is the transformation of spaces
into a “house” or “dwelling.” In this phase, corresponding to ca. 7000-6200 BCE, the mostly
two-story buildings with more than one room and mud-brick or pisé walls turned into living
spaces and the monumentality found in the previous phases disappeared completely. There were
changes in the consumption of milk and milk products once cattle became domesticated. The
production and use of clay pottery began in this phase, in which dishes cooked in liquid began to
appear and true agricultural activity ensued in all settlements.

A boom in pottery production, so to speak, occurred in the Late Neolithic Phase 2, 6200
5800 BCE. There was a clear increase in open trays and bowls to serve juicy dishes, and jars with
a long neck and a globular belly were produced to hold the large amount of milk obtained from
domesticated cattle. On the other hand, there were partial droughts in some places of Upper Mes-
opotamia during this phase; therefore, some settlements were not inhabited year-round. “Marked
increases are seen in handicrafts such as weaving, seal making, and basketry.

Strong traces of complete specialization is notable in the settlements in Late Neolithic
Phase 3, which covers the years 5800-5200 BCE. The most concrete evidence of mastery in
production is seen in pottery production. Pottery typically called “Halaf” in traditional Mesopo-
tamian chronologies had such sharp and carinated angles that they were originally confused as
being replicas of metal vessels. According to the traditional chronology of Mesopotamia, Halaf
pottery mostly contained geometric and symbolic elements in the first two phases of the Late Ne-
olithic period; “storytelling” motifs were sometimes applied in the form of polychrome painted
decoration in the third phase. This third phase qualifies as the forerunner of the Ubaid period—the
pioneer of the subsequent central system in Mesopotamia.

An important source of information about the Neolithic period in the Near East comes
from the Taurus Mountains. Supported by the Tigris and the Euphrates, as well as by their trib-
utaries, the hills, about 500—-850 m above sea level, on average, were an attraction for the Ne-
olithic communities and a niche for the Near East. This geographical region, previously mostly
unstudied, has now become the most studied region of Turkey in terms of archaeology thanks to
the intensification of archaeological activities starting in the mid-1960s, when dams were being
constructed on the streams in question. New theories about the Neolithic communities of the Tau-
rus Mountains have developed thanks to this intensive flow of information.

The Late Neolithic Period in Southeastern Anatolia

The criteria for creating temporal subdivisions for the Neolithic Age in the southeastern
Anatolian region is not a topic that researchers agree on. Furthermore, changes in the way of life,
developments in the subsistence economy, and changes in food sources all serve as outstanding
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criteria. In the first stage of the Early Neolithic period, when agriculture was carried out con-
sciously and semi-subterranean round structures were built, some monumentality—symbolized
by T-shaped limestone obelisks and by real-sized sculptures—existed on the Euphrates Basin,
whereas limestone pillars (undecorated) are seen in a limited number. Numerous vessels made
of chlorite stone can also be found in the settlements on the Tigris Valley. There is evidence that
goats and sheep were included in the settlements and both their milk and their hair and wool were
utilized at this stage.

When examining the Neolithization process of southeastern Anatolia, we cannot consider
the region as a whole. The region in question covers the section which includes the western part
of Siirt and lies in the north—south direction starting from the southern foot of the Taurus Moun-
tains and extending as far as the present-day plain of Syria and in the east-west direction, where
the Amanus Mountains (the Gavur Mountains) and the Taurus Mountains turn toward the Zagros
Mountains. At first sight, this region appears to have similar geographical and cultural structures,
but there are important differences. These differences commenced with the early inhabitants of
the region and have always existed throughout all archaeological periods. Today as well, it is
possible to clearly view the cultural differences within southeastern Anatolia from the past to the
present. Supporting the region, the Tigris and the Euphrates constitute the most important geo-
graphical borders for these differences. Thus, the Late Neolithic period of southeastern Anatolia
should be considered within the framework of these two rivers and their valleys/basins, just like
any other archaeological periods (Fig. 1).

The Upper Tigris Valley

Containing the traces of the early inhabitants of Upper Mesopotamia, the area of the Upper
Tigris Valley at the same time was home to early village settlements in Turkey. This region also
has a distinct place because of the archaeological activities that were conducted before dam sal-
vage excavations that started in southeastern Anatolia in the mid-1960s; the early studies in the
region were carried out in 1963 by a joint team from Istanbul University and the University of
Chicago.? In light of the data obtained from these excavations, the same team carried out more
excavations in the region.

The most striking of these excavations is undoubtedly the excavation at Cayonii Tepesi,
within the borders of the Ergani district in the province of Diyarbakir, which has continued (inter-
mittently) to date.? Since excavations began there, Cayonii Tepesi has been one of the most impor-
tant reference settlements not only for Turkey but also for the prehistoric periods of the world. Even
though it is known for its Early Neolithic findings, remains of habitation in the Late Neolithic period
were discovered, especially in the western part of the settlement.® Since only a small area has been
studied, and for a limited period, detailed information on the Late Neolithic period of Caydnii Tepesi
is not yet available, and the transformations in the settlement have not been fully revealed.

3 Halet Cambel and Robert J. Braidwood, eds., Istanbul ve Chicago Universiteleri Karma Projesi Giineydogu Anadolu
Tarihoncesi Arastirmalari/The Joint Istanbul-Chicago Universities’ Prehistoric Research in Southeastern Anatolia,
Istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Yayinlari/Istanbul University Faculty of Letters 2589 (Istanbul: Istanbul
Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Basimevi, 1980).

4 Mehmet Ozdogan, “Southeast Anatolia Joint Project and Excavations at Cayénii,” in Istanbul University s Contribu-
tions to Archaeology in Turkey, ed. Oktay Belli (Istanbul: Istanbul Universitesi Yaynlari, 2001), 12—17.

5 Ash Erim-Ozdogan and Nurcan Yalman, “Katkil Kil Kaplar ve Canak-Comlek: Cayonii Canak-Cémleksiz ve Canak-
Comlekli Neolitik Buluntular iizerinden bir Yorum,” TUBA-AR: Tiirkiye Bilimler Akademisi Arkeoloji Dergisi 7
(2004): 67-92.
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The Late Neolithic findings discovered in the excavations at Til Huzur (Yayvantepe),
located about three kilometers to the east of Cayonii Tepesi, showed that this settlement had the
potential for helping us to understand a pattern of life in which the inhabitants used pottery and
made a living from agriculture and animal husbandry in the region.6 The findings unearthed at
this small-sized mound, which was unfortunately studied for only one excavation season (1991),
are important because they show the pattern of life on the southern foot of the Taurus Mountains
and the existence of strong communication links with other contemporary communities in the
south along the Tigris.

Located on the Ergani Plain, Girikihaciyan is a Late Neolithic settlement that was exca-
vated for two seasons in 1968 and 1970.7 There is no doubt that the most striking finds among
those unearthed during the excavations are the buildings with a keyhole-shaped plan and a stone
foundation, as well as the ware with painted decorations. The paint-decorated pottery from Girik-
ihaciyan includes the ware representing the last stage of the Late Neolithic period of the Near East
and known as “Halaf” according to the traditional nomenclature.

Although not much archaeological information had been available about the Ambar Trib-
utary—a northern branch of the Tigris—and its surroundings until recently, comprehensive re-
search was conducted there between 2018 and 2021 due to the construction of a dam. Findings
pertaining to different periods of the Neolithic Age were also reached during the excavations con-
ducted in the same context at Gre Filla and Kendale Hecala.8 While Kendale Hecala only yielded
the material of the Late Neolithic period, remains of the “late” phase of the Early Neolithic period
were encountered at Gre Filla.? Located on the mouth of the Ambar Tributary, which flows and
twists through the hilly terrains at a height of 1,600 m on average on the southern foot of the Tau-
rus Mountains, both settlements present noteworthy clues about the lives of the Neolithic com-
munities in the mountainous terrains in this region. It is certain that there will be an opportunity
to better understand the Early and Late Neolithic transitional stages of Upper Mesopotamia once
future comprehensive publications are released—only initial results have been published so far.

Coming to the southern parts of the Tigris, the Bismil Plain attracts attention.'® On this
plain, with an average elevation of 500 to 600 m, the Goksu, the Seyhan, and the Savur—the
southern branches of the Tigris—and the Ambar, the Salat, and the Batman Tributaries—its north-
ern branches—provided a suitable geographical area for the Neolithic communities in the early
Holocene to live in. Excavations were conducted on the Bismil Plain, located within the Ilisu
Dam water catchment area, from 1998 to 2018, until the dam began to hold water.

The information on the early phases of the Late Neolithic period on the Bismil Plain is
very limited. Salat Camii Yani, which remains beneath the modern buildings in the southern part
of the settlement of Salat—a town center affiliated with Bismil district today—is the most im-

6 Isabella Caneva, “Til Huzur-Yayvantepe,” in The Neolithic in Turkey: New Excavations and New Research; The
Tigris Basin, ed. Mehmet Ozdogan, Nezih Basgelen, and Peter Kuniholm (Istanbul: Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yaymlari,
2011), 173-84.

7 Patty Jo Watson and Steven A. LeBlanc, Girikihaciyan: A Halafian Site in Southeastern Turkey, Institute of Archae-
ology Monograph 33 (Los Angeles: University of California, Los Angeles, 1990).

8 Ayse Tuba Okse, “Yukar1 Dicle Havzasi-Ambar Cay1 Vadisi Yerlesim Tarihi,” OLBA 28 (2020): 1-34.

9 Okse, “Yukart Dicle Havzas1,” 5.

10 Halil Tekin, “Late Neolithic Painted Pottery Traditions on the Upper Tigris Valley,” in Painting Pots—Painting
People: Late Neolithic Ceramics in Ancient Mesopotamia, ed. Walter Cruells, Inna Mateiciucova, and Olivier
Nieuwenhuyse (Oxford: Oxbow Books, 2017), 107-14.
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portant representative of this period." The excavations were conducted in the vacant areas among
the modern buildings, which unfortunately limited the findings and the information that could be
drawn from them. Nevertheless, during the excavations at Salat Camii Yanu, it was possible to dis-
cover some information about the pattern of life in the early periods of the Late Neolithic period
of both southeastern Anatolia and the Near East in general. A simple village with detached build-
ings with a quadrilateral plan and pisé walls was discovered. The paste of the pottery mostly used
as cooking pots in the first phase by these early village inhabitants was heavily grit-tempered.'?

Dated to the middle phase of the Late Neolithic period among the sites part of the Ilisu
Dam excavations, Hakemi Use stands out as the northern representative for having ware that is
the first paint-decorated pottery of Mesopotamia and known as Hassuna/Samarra ware (Figs. 2—4)
in the traditional literature.’™ In the settlement of Hakemi Use, the villagers made a living from
farming and animal husbandry and lived in small spaces with several rooms, with walls built in
the pisé technique, and without any stone foundation. Habitation lasted for about one hundred
and fifty years.' Providing evidence that, although indirectly, the Upper Tigris Valley was in
communication with the region from Lake Urmia to the Mediterranean Sea on the east—west
axis and from the Taurus Mountains to Diyala on the north—south axis, the settlement of Hakemi
Use is important in that it also shows an intensive use of pottery during this relatively short-term
habitation.!® The density of necked jars, especially considering the analyses made among con-
temporary settlements, is noteworthy because it marks an increase in the use of milk and milk
products in this phase of the Late Neolithic.'® On the other hand, the tray shapes with an incised,
an impressed, or a grooved base, which are found mostly as sherds in many excavations in the
southeast, existed throughout the Late Neolithic period, and are known as husking trays in the
literature, were discovered in every layer at Hakemi Use (Fig. 5).

Boztepe, one of the representatives of the Late Neolithic period on the Bismil Plain, is a
settlement on a slope; it was excavated for one season (1999) and within a narrow area.'” Since
four simple tombs were encountered at a depth of two meters from the surface of the settlement,
located on a terrace at an elevation of about 100 m above the current river bed of the Tigris, the
excavators put forward that the mound was a Halaf cemetery.'® Later research revealed that these

11 Yutaka Miyake, “Salat Camii Yani: A Pottery Neolithic Site in the Tigris Valley,” in The Neolithic in Turkey: New
Excavations and New Research. The Tigris Basin, ed. Mehmet Ozdogan, Nezih Basgelen, and Peter Kuniholm
(Istanbul: Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yaynlari, 2011), 129-49.

12 Yutaka Miyake, “The Earliest Pottery of Salat Camii Yani,” in The Emergence of Pottery in Western Asia, ed. Akira
Tsuneki, Olivier P. Nieuwenhuyse, and Stuart Campbell (Oxford: Oxbow Books, 2017), 55-58.

13 Halil Tekin, “The Contribution of Hakemi Use to the Prehistory of Upper Mesopotamia,” in Interpreting the Late
Neolithic of Upper Mesopotamia, ed. Olivier P. Nieuwenhuyse et al., Papers on Archaeology from the Leiden Mu-
seum of Antiquities 9 (Turnhout: Brepols, 2013), 493-502.

14 Halil Tekin, “Hakemi Use Excavations within the Ilisu Project,” Anadolu/Anatolia 46 (2020): 154.

15 Tekin, “Pottery Traditions,” 110.

16 Olivier P. Nieuwenhuyse et al., “Tracing Pottery Use and the Emergence of Secondary Product Exploitation Through
Lipid Residue Analysis at Late Neolithic Tell Sabi Abyad (Syria),” Journal of Archaeological Science 64 (2015):
54-66.

17 Bradley Parker, Andrew Creekmore, and Charles Easton, “Yukar: Dicle Arkeolojik Arastirma Projesi (UTARP)
Boztepe Yiizey Arastirmasi ve Kazilari, Talavas Tepe Yontemli Yiizey Arastirmast, 1999 On Rapor,” in /lisu ve
Karkamig Baraj Gélleri Altinda Kalacak Arkeolojik ve Kiiltiir Varliklarini Kurtarma Projesi 1999 Yili Calismalari/
Salvage Project of the Archaeological Heritage of the Ilisu and Carchemish Dam Reservoirs Activities in 1999,
ed. Numan Tuna, Jean Oztiirk, and Jale Velibeyoglu (Ankara: ODTU Tarihsel Cevre Arastirma ve Degerlendirme
Merkezi, 2001), 565-91.

18 Parker, Creekmore, and Easton, “UTARP,” 570.
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results, obtained from an excavation conducted within a rather limited area, were an isolated find
which stands apart from the excavations subsequently conducted at contemporary sites in the
region.'®

Located on a terrace with a height of about ten meters above the old riverbed of the Tigris,
Karavelyan is exactly opposite Boztepe.2° Located about seven kilometers to the east on the same
shoreline as of Hakemi Use, Karavelyan is a short-term settlement belonging to the late phase of
the Late Neolithic period and yielding Early Halaf material, according to the traditional definition
(Figs. 6-7). The settlement, whose original size is unknown due to the intensive agricultural ac-
tivity performed on it for years, was inhabited for such a short period that it is represented merely
with two building levels. Given the overall state of the excavated site and the result revealed by
the survey conducted along the Tigris, it has been concluded that Karavelyan acted as a “station”
that mobile communities seasonally stopped by in ca. 5800—5700 BCE. Tombs of nine adults who
had inhabited the site for a short period were unearthed during the excavations.?'

Eight Late Neolithic settlements were discovered in the survey conducted within the Ilisu
Dam catchment area, between the city centers of Diyarbakir and Batman, and along the Tigris.22
There is sometimes a distance of two kilometers between the settlements, most of which repre-
sent the “late” phase of the Late Neolithic period, known as Halaf. The settlements in question
were located in the inner part of the old or new riverbed of the Tigris and on high terraces, which
demonstrates that these settlements diverged from the Tigris contrary to those in the middle phase
of the Late Neolithic period (Hassuna/Samarra).

To the east, Tiirbe Hoylik, within the borders of the province of Siirt, represents the late
phase of the Late Neolithic period; it is a terrace settlement in the section where the Botan Trib-
utary and the Tigris River join.2® Although the excavation report does not elaborate, it mentions
the discovery of storage pits and the presence of Early Halaf pottery in the settlement.24

Sumaki Hoytik, where excavations were conducted intermittently within the scope of the
Ilisu Project, is located on the bank of the Garzan Tributary within the borders of Besiri district
in the province of Batman.25 The presence of both the “early” and “late” periods of the Neolithic
Age was found at Sumaki Hoytik, but unfortunately no opportunity for comprehensive research
was available. It’s pottery is remarkably similar to contemporaries on the Bismil Plain in the west
as well as on the plain of Syria.

Takyan Hoyilik was not excavated but detailed information was available thanks to the
careful surface survey carried out. The site is located on the Cizre and Silopi Plains within the
borders of the province of Sirnak.2® It is reported that besides Hassuna/Samarra and Halaf pot-

19 Tekin, Tarihéncesinde Mezopotamya, 344.

20 Halil Tekin, “Karavelyan Excavations within the Ilisu Project,” Anadolu/Anatolia 45 (2019): 197-209.

21 Halil Tekin, “Karavelyan’dan bir Halaf Mezar1,” in Armizzi: Engin Ozgen’e Armagan / Studies in Honor of Engin
Ozgen, ed. Atilla Engin, Barbara Helwing, and Bora Uysal (Ankara: Asitan Kitap, 2014), 248.

22 Tekin, “Pottery Traditions,” 108, fig. 9.2.

23 Haluk Saglamtimur and Ali Ozan, “Siirt-Tiirbe Hoyiik Kazist On Raporu,” Ege Universitesi Arkeoloji Dergisi 10
(2007): 1-31.

24 Saglamtimur and Ozan, “Tiirbe Hoyiik,” 16, fig. 2.

25 Ash Erim-Ozdogan, “Sumaki Héyiik: A New Neolithic Settlement in the Upper Tigris Basin,” in The Neolithic in
Turkey: New Excavations and New Research. The Tigris Basin, ed. Mehmet Ozdogan, Nezih Basgelen, and Peter
Kuniholm (Istanbul: Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yayinlari, 2011), 19-60.

26 Giilriz Kozbe, “The Late Neolithic in the Sirnak Area (Southeast Turkey),” in Interpreting the Late Neolithic of
Upper Mesopotamia, ed. Olivier P. Nieuwenhuyse et al., Papers on Archaeology from the Leiden Museum of An-
tiquities 9 (Turnhout: Brepols, 2013), 479-91.
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tery, sherds of Dark Faced Burnished Ware, mostly known as a Syro-Cilician characteristic, were
also encountered in the settlement, where Late Neolithic pottery was discovered on the surface in
about a ten-hectare area.?’

Located on the foot of the elevation known as the “Mardin Esigi” (Mardin Threshold)
and close to the Syrian border of the Upper Tigris Valley, Kerkiisti is on the Viransehir-Kiziltepe
highway to the west of the city center of Mardin.2® The archaeological findings unearthed during
the short-term excavation at Kerkiisti indicate that it was probably a settlement particularly which
provided communication between Hakemi Use, well known from the Upper Tigris, and Tell Sabi
Abyad on the Balikh Tributary in northern Syria.

The Euphrates Basin

The Euphrates, one of the two rivers that give life to Mesopotamia, has been an attraction
for the communities living in the eastern part of Turkey throughout history. It became the best-
known archaeological region of Turkey thanks to the excavations and surveys within the scope
of the GAP (the Southeastern Anatolia Project) that commenced in the mid-1960s. The entire ge-
ographical region, which starts in Anatolia and extends as far as Karkamis, where it then crosses
over the borders of Turkey, was visited and documented by various excavation teams. The doc-
umentation studies were not only carried out along the main riverbed but also included its main
tributaries and the valleys generated by them. The Euphrates has been more thoroughly surveyed
than the Tigris. The fact that similar studies were also carried out in the lands of Syria, where
the Euphrates flows southward, means that the archaeology of this river valley has a privileged
position in the Near East.

Although possessing fewer mountainous terrains than the Tigris Valley, the Lower Eu-
phrates Basin is an average of 600 to 850 m above sea level. The Harran Plain to the east of the
Euphrates and between the river and the Karacadag Mountain makes up a very special geograph-
ical area that has been inhabited in every period of history. With an elevation of 800 to 850 m on
average, the Germiis and Tektek Mountains around this plain appear to have attracted the Early
Neolithic communities. Sites from the Early Neolithic period that have aroused great national and
international interest, such as Gobekli Tepe and Karahantepe, are located in this area.

Cavi Tarlasi, within the borders of Siverek district, in the north of the city center of San-
lurfa, is a Late Neolithic settlement excavated in 1983 and 1984.2° Keyhole-shaped buildings
with stone foundations and paint-decorated pottery generally acknowledged to be characteris-
tic of the Halaf period were unearthed during the excavations at Cavi Tarlas1.3° This settlement
seems to have been important, proving that there was a strong Late Neolithic tradition on the
southern foot of the Taurus Mountains.

Of the Atatiirk Dam salvage excavations, Nevali Cori is known for its monumental build-
ing materials and large-sized limestone sculptures from the Early Neolithic period. Layers from
the Late Neolithic period were also unearthed at Nevali Cori, which is within the borders of the

27 Kozbe, “The Late Neolithic,” 480.

28 Savasg Sarialtin, “A Halaf Settlement at Kerkiisti Hoytik,” in Interpreting the Late Neolithic of Upper Mesopotamia,
ed. ed. Olivier P. Nieuwenhuyse et al., Papers on Archaeology from the Leiden Museum of Antiquities 9 (Turnhout:
Brepols, 2013), 503—-12.

29 Jorg Becker and Alwo von Wickede, Cavi Tarlasi: Idenditdit und Kontakt am Beispiel eines spdtneolithschen Fund-
platzes der Halaf-Zeit (Berlin: Ex Oriente, 2018).

30 Alow von Wickede, “Cavi Tarlas1,” Kazi Sonuglar: Toplantist 6 (1985): 191-96.
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Hilvan district of the province of Sanliurfa.3' The pottery and architecture of the Late Neolithic
period, known as Halaf, were unearthed during the excavations at Nevali Cori.32

Kurban Hoyiik, a site part of the excavations associated with Atatiirk Dam, is located
within the borders of Bozova district, to the north of the city center of Sanlhurfa. They have found
objects resembling the materials from northern Syria and the Amik Plain and provide a long
chronological sequence. The finds were obtained in layers just above virgin soil during the exca-
vations at Kurban Hoyiik.3® The painted ceramics from this site show parallelisms with those of
the Hassuna/Samarra painted wares of Upper Mesopotamia.

Located about three kilometers to the southeast of the city center of Sanlurfa in the
northern part of the Harran Plain, Kazane Hoyiik is a wide, multilayered mound settlement that
includes different periods. A small survey team dug soundings on the southwestern foot of the
lower city in the 1996—1997 excavation season and encountered the first paint-decorated pottery
of the Harran Plain.®* The potsherds, unearthed within a narrow area at Kazane Hoyiik, also in-
clude Samarra-type samples of Mesopotamia, and they are closely analogous to the material from
Tell Sabi Abyad in Syria, several hundred kilometers to the southwest.3®

Tell idris, another Late Neolithic settlement within the borders of the province of Sanlur-
fa, is a small mound settlement about five hundred meters to the southeast of Harran, the famous
medieval settlement.3® It is reported that Halaf pottery was discovered without any connection
to the architectural remains in this approximately two-hectare-wide settlement. Unfortunately, no
comprehensive excavation was conducted.®”

The initial information on the Late Neolithic period of the Middle Euphrates Basin came
from the archaeological activities conducted within the borders of the province of Adiyaman
within the scope of the Atatiirk Dam Project. Surveyed within this scope, the settlements of Gri-
tille,® Kumartepe,3® and Siiriik Mevkii4® unfortunately yielded limited information, most on the
basis of potsherds. However, the quality of these sherds is noteworthy, as it shows that the Late
Neolithic Phase 1 existed in this geographical region, too. This site parallels the findings from the
Upper Tigris Valley. The results obtained from the surveys carried out in Adiyaman province were
published as a comprehensive report by a British research team.*

Levzin Hoyiik, within the borders of Adiyaman province, was studied as part of a museum
excavation that covered a narrow area between 1991 and 1992; nevertheless, it gained importance

31 Jorg Becker, Nevali Cori: Keramik und Kleinfunde der Halaf~und Friihbronzezeit. Archaeologica Euphratica 4
(Mainz: Philipp von Zabern, 2007).

32 Becker, “Nevali Cori,” 80.

33 Leon Marfoe, “Kurban Hoyiik Excavations, 1981,” Kazi Sonug¢lar: Toplantisi 4 (1983): 95-119.

34 Reinhard Bernbeck, Susan Pollock, and Cherly Coursey, “The Halaf Settlement at Kazane Hoyiik: Preliminary
Report on the 1996 and 1997 Seasons,” Anatolica 25 (1999): 109-47.

35 Bernbeck, Pollock, and Coursey, “Kazane Hoyiik,” 115.

36 Nurettin Yardimc1, Harran Ovast Yiizey Arastirmast 1/Archaeological Survey in the Harran Plain 1 (Istanbul: Print
A Grafik, 2004).

37 Nurettin Yardimci, “Harran 2005 Y1l Kazis1,” Kazi Sonuglar: Toplantist 28, no. 2 (2007): 717-32.

38 Mary Voigt, “Excavations at Neolithic Gritille,” Anatolica 15 (1986), 215-27.

39 Jacob Roodenberg, Tony James Wilkinson, and Sema Bayri-Baykan, “Surveys and Soundings at Kumartepe: An
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in that it yielded Proto-Hassuna samples—the first such ware of Upper Mesopotamia.4? Despite
the unavailability of a detailed report on the excavations at Levzin Hoytk, it is understood from
the limited potsherd information in the manuscripts that it represents Late Neolithic Phases 1 and
2, analogous to the settlements in its close vicinity.

Akarcay Tepe*® and Mezraa Teleilat,** which are located in the area where the Euphrates
leaves Turkey, were excavated as part of the Karkamis Dam Project. The sites revealed parts of
both the early and late phases of the Neolithic period. It is striking that these two Neolithic settle-
ments located on the left bank of the Euphrates (according to its direction of flow) several kilom-
eters from each other were inhabited between similar dates and that the finds also displayed the
same characteristics—the two settlements naturally had similar patterns of life. Similar settlement
patterns were encountered several kilometers southward, within the current Syrian borders, clear-
ly showing the unique structure of this geographic area. Today as well, the area of about a hundred
square kilometers between Birecik, Karkamis, and Jarabulus is a considerably fertile geographic
area where the Euphrates creates a wide basin. The findings from the excavations conducted in
this area (on all periods) make it clear that this was the situation not only for the Neolithic Age
but also for all periods of history.

Another site of the Karkamis Dam salvage excavations, Fistiklt Hoyiik is located about
four kilometers to the south of the district center of Birecik.#® With both its architectural remains
and its pottery and other small finds, Fistikli Hdyiik is one of the excavation sites in the southeast-
ern Anatolian region that best represent Late Neolithic 3, the Halaf phase. Especially the scene of
a building with a bird perching on its roof and a human being depicted in front of it, found as a
painted decoration on a sherd of a necked jar, is significant since similar decorations are also seen
in the other contemporary places.*®

Located right on the current Turkish-Syrian political border, Carchemish (Karkamuis) is
a Neolithic mound settlement that was first excavated before the First World War.4” Hassuna
sherds, examples of the first paint-decorated ware of Mesopotamia, were encountered just above
virgin soil during the excavations carried out at the mound. It is called “Kale” by the local people
but known as “Qala’at” by the British archaeologists in their research reports of their Karkamig
excavations. The town is a district center in the southeast of Gaziantep today. Using information
from the local villagers during the 1913 excavation season, a small study was carried out at a
location referred to as “Yunus,” located within the current borders of the village of Eminik in the
northern part of the city wall of Carchemish. This area was found to have been a Halaf settlement
area.*® Owing to the approaching World War, the British excavation team crated up the numerous
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2011), 203-65.
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pottery finds and sent them to the Istanbul Archaeology Museum for safe keeping. Selim Dirvana
published this material in detail in 1944.4°

Located in the western part of the Euphrates, about forty-five kilometers to the east of the
city center of Gaziantep, on the bank of the Nizip Tributary and sometimes referred to as Sehzade
Hoyiik by the local people, Tell Turlu is a Late Neolithic settlement that was excavated for a short
period in 1962.5° Despite the fact that the ceramics from Tell Turlu have been published Halaf in
date, it is highly probable that some of the examples in the Gaziantep Museum are of an earlier
date.®

The first paint-decorated pottery from the Late Neolithic period of Mesopotamia came
from within the borders of Gaziantep. Coba Hdyiik, one of the numerous mound settlements on
the Sakcag6zii Plain, is known in Near Eastern archaeology as the settlement where this mate-
rial was first discovered and recorded. Known for the archacological activities he carried out in
various places of the Near East in the first half of the twentieth century, British archaeologist
John Garstang conducted excavations at Coba Hoylik, located near the modern settlement of
Sak¢agozii, in the spring of 1908. He encountered, at the lowest layer, paint-decorated ware and
stone tools which had hitherto been unknown in the Near East.52 At Coba Hoyiik in Sak¢agdzii,
a British team led by Joan du Plat Taylor more explicitly and elaborately detailed the layer order
of the settlement during the second season of excavations, in 1949.33 Preserved in the Gaziantep
Museum, the material from Sakcag6zii was published in detail with new data in 1988 by a British
team.>4

Evaluation

When the findings about the Neolithic period of southeastern Anatolia, which is made up of
the mountainous and hilly regions of Upper Mesopotamia, are considered in general, they appear
in harmony with processes that happened throughout the Near East; however, there are significant
differences in the details. The geography extending from the southern foot of the Taurus Moun-
tains to the area where the current plains of Syria and Iraq begin differs visibly from the other
areas of the Near East. Hence, to emphasize the uniqueness of the Neolithization process of this
vast region, it will be necessary to identify its subdivisions accordingly.

First of all, it should be stressed that the monumental architectural remains and objects
containing designs that were unearthed among the early habitation sites in the region were en-
countered across very few places in the Near East. This makes this monumentality unique to
southeastern Anatolia and the higher foothills of Upper Mesopotamia.

The southeastern Anatolia region appears to have been inhabited across a vast area during
the Late Neolithic period. Dense habitation is seen along the Euphrates and the Tigris, as well as
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53 Joan du Plat Taylor, Veronica Seton-Williams, and John d’Arcy Waechter, “The Excavations at Sakce Gozi,” Iraq
12, no. 2 (1950): 53—138.

54 David French and Geoffrey Summers, “Sak¢ag6zii Materials in Gaziantep Museum,” Anatolian Studies 38 (1988):
71-84.



60 JOURNAL OF THE TURKISH INSTITUTE OF ARCHAELOGY AND CULTURAL HERITAGE - 01

along their branches. The sites of habitation were seen as stations and sometimes at intervals of
several kilometers, particularly after the Late Neolithic 2 (traditional Hassuna/Samarra), which in-
dicates that the communities led quite a mobile lifestyle in this period. Moreover, another striking
point is that the southeastern Anatolian settlements dated to Late Neolithic Phase 3 (Halaf) were
much wider mounds than those inhabited by their southern contemporaries. No contemporary
Mesopotamian settlement can approach the approximately twenty-two-hectare width of Domuz-
tepe in Kahramanmarag in the west of the region and within the borders of the eastern Mediterra-
nean region of modern Turkey’s borders. Likewise, given that many contemporary settlements in
Iraq and Syria are only several hectares in width, the approximately ten-hectare width of Takyan
Hoytik in Sirnak is gigantic compared to others. Such widths of the settlements in southeastern
Anatolia in Late Neolithic Phases 2 and 3 may be the byproducts of both the presence of long-
term and uninterrupted habitation and the way of life in this period. Unlike mud-brick buildings
with strong stone foundations, “light” or “semi-light” architecture, in which wood, branches,
reed, and mud were used, was not convenient for long-term settlements in the region; these sites
did not have year-round, permanent habitation.

It appears that the Neolithic communities of southeastern Anatolia were itinerant and did
not inhabit the same place at all times of the year but mostly made a living from sheep and goat
husbandry during the middle of the Late Neolithic period (after 6200 BCE). People moved to
different, more preferable settlements in vast geographical areas as they let their animals graze.
As some settlements were therefore continually exposed to new habitation within a cycle, mound
formation developed horizontally instead of vertically. This might be the fundamental reason why
these Late Neolithic mounds of southeastern Anatolia are wider than those in the south. The fact
that the mountainous and hilly terrains at the same time possessed adequate clean water and food
sources made them an attraction for the mobile lifestyle of the period. These mobile communities
were in peaceful contact with each other, and this intensive contact must have been the reason
why a common material culture is seen across the mounds in the geographic region extending
from the Mediterranean Sea in the west to Lake Urmia in the east. As a region, Southeast Anatolia
presents us with one of the best examples of this situation.
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Ozet

Yukar1 Mezopotamya’nin daglik ve tepelik alanlarini olusturan Giineydogu Anadolu Bol-
gesi’nin Erken Neolitik Donem’i anitsallik igeren kirectast mimariye sahiptir. Firat ve Dicle Ne-
hirleri ile bunlarin kollar iizerine insa edilen barajlar nedeniyle ¢cogu belgeleme ve kurtarma ni-
teligindeki arkeolojik etkinlikler sayesinde, bolgenin ilk iskan yerleri hakkinda kapsamli bilgiye
ulagilmistir. Bundan otuz yil 6ncesine kadar Yukar1 Mezopotamya’nin Ge¢ Neolitik Donem’i
hakkinda bilginin neredeyse tiimii Irak ve Suriye topraklarindan gelmekteyken, giiniimiizde Gii-
neydogu Anadolu’nun bu dénemine dair ¢ok daha fazla bilgi toplanmistir. Mezopotamya krono-
lojisinde Geg Neolitik Dénem kabaca MO 7000-5200 arasindaki zaman dilimini kapsamaktadur.
Gergek tarimer kOy yerlesimlerinin var oldugu bu donemde hayvancilik 6nemli bir ge¢cim kaynagi
durumundadir. Siit ve siit iretiminin oldukga artmas1 ve besinlerin sulu as seklinde tiikketilmesinin
yayginlagsmasina kosut olarak Erken Neolitik Donem’de ¢ogunlukla tekil ve deneme asamasinda-
ki kilden kap-kacak yapimi Geg Neolitikte yaygin iiretime doniismiistiir. Onceleri basit ihtiyac-
lar1 karsilamak i¢in tiretilen ¢ganak-¢omlek, donemin ortalarindan itibaren 6nemli bir zanaat kolu
haline gelmistir. Kaplarin dis ve i¢ kisimlarinin boya bezek ile siislenmesi gitgide yayginlasmis,
iiretici atdlyeler arasinda rekabet alani yaratmistir. Ge¢ Neolitik Donem’in sonunda batida Akde-
niz’den doguda Urmiye Golii'ne kadar genis bir cografyada benzer canak-¢omlegin goriilmesi,
s0z konusu bolgede mevsimsel hareketli bir yasamin olduguna isaret etmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler:

Neolitik, Canak-Comlek, Hassuna, Samarra, Halaf
Giris
Neolitik Cag {izerine tartismalar, John Lubbock tarafindan ilk kez 6ne siiriildiigii 1865’ten
bu yana, ¢ok farkl ol¢iitler dikkate alinarak giiniimiize kadar ulasmistir. Hi¢ kuskusuz bu tartis-
malarin temelinde arkeolojiye, hatta, sosyal bilimlere hakim olan moda yaklasimlarin da derin
etkisi bulunmaktadir. Tartigmalar, 6zellikle yirminci yiizyilin baglarinda, kéken ve yayilim konu-

larina odaklanmistir. 1960’larda Amerika’da filizlenen ve “Yeni Arkeoloji” (New Archacology)
adiyla bilinen bu yeni yaklasim, ayn1 zamanda “Siire¢sel” (Processual), ardindan 1970’lerde basta

1 Halil Tekin, Hacettepe Universitesi, Ankara, ORCID: 0000-0002-0315-6217, htekin4@gmail.com
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Fransa’da gii¢lenen “Art Siiregsel” (Post-Processual) adlandirma ve yontemlerle, baglangicindan
oldukga farkli noktalara ulagmistir. Etkileri yirmi birinci yiizyilin ilk ¢eyregine kadar devam eden
bu yaklagimlarin yani sira, arkeolojinin “geleneksel” yontemlerini benimseyen arastirmacilarin
calismalari, farkli mecrada devam etmektedir.

Boylesine farkli yaklasim ve yorumlarm oldugu ortamda, dogal olarak, Neolitik Cag’in
zamansal siirlar1 ve alt boliimlerinin olusturulmasinda da goriis ayriliklart her gegen giin daha
fazla belirginlesmektedir. Kazilarda 1960’lardan sonra yogunluk kazanan radyokarbon ('*C) ana-
liz sonuglarinin, 6zellikle kronolojik ¢ercevenin saptanmasinda, temel belirleyici olmasina kosut
olarak arkeometrik sonuglar, yerlesimlerin yorumlanmasinda daha fazla bagvuru kaynagi olmus-
tur. Bu yeni yaklasim ile Neolitik Cag’in kronolojisi, basta Avrupa olmak iizere, yerkiirenin pek
¢ok yerinde yeniden kurgulanmaya ve belirli ¢cergceveye oturtulmaya baslanmaistir.

Bir alt disiplin olarak tarih 6ncesi ¢calismalari, arkeolojiye uyarlanan bu yeni yaklagim ve
yorumlardan fazlasiyla etkilenmistir. Yazinin heniiz kullanilmadig1 bir zaman dilimini kapsayan
tarih Oncesi arkeolojisinin yorumlanmasinda, arkeometriden diger donemlere nazaran daha yogun
yararlanilmaktadir. Cesitli ekipler tarafindan farkli cografyalarda elde edilen veriler ve ulasilan
sonuglar kimi zaman ortiisse de ¢ogu kez farklilik gostermesi nedeniyle tartigmalar da artmakta-
dir. Yirmi birinci ylizyilin baslarindan itibaren, Antik DNA analizlerinin bir bagvuru kaynagina
dontismesi, bu tartismalar1 daha da hararetlendirmistir.

Bugiinkii bilgilerimize gore, yerkiirede Neolitik Cag’in en erken izleri Yakin Dogu’da
giiclii bicimde goriilmektedir. Higbir cografya ile benzerlik gostermeyen ve kendi i¢cinde de gozle
goriiliir farkliliklara sahip olan bu siirecin tanimlanmasi ve kronolojik alt boliimlere ayrilmasinda,
cogu zaman, Dogu Akdeniz (Levant) kronoloji ve terminolojisine bagvurulmaktadir. Gliniimiiz
Israil sinirlar1 iginde, Olii Deniz’in kuzeybatisinda yer alan Eriha (Jericho) kazilar1 bu referansmn
¢ikis noktasini olusturmaktadir. Ingiliz arkeolog Kathleen Kenyon tarafindan 1950’lerde arasti-
rilmaya baglanilan Eriha, zaman i¢inde Neolitik kronolojisinde bir “ana basvuru” merkezine do-
niigmiistiir. Neolitik Cag’in Kenyon tarafindan kilden ¢canak-¢omlek {izerinden yapilan alt ayrima,
glinlimiizde de pek cok ¢alismada esas alinmaya devam etmektedir. Oysa gegen ylizyilin ikinci
yarisindan itibaren Yakin Dogu’nun pek ¢ok yerinde artan arkeolojik kazilar, ger¢ekte Neolitik
Cag’in farkl cografyalarda kendine 6zgii siireg izledigini daha da belirgin hale getirmistir. Eriha
Ozelinden hareketle, Dogu Akdeniz icin tutarli goriinen zamansal ayrimi Yakin Dogu’nun diger
bolgelerine uyarlamanin yarattig1 sorunlar, ayn1 zamanda tartismalarin da temelini olusturmakta-
dir. Goriinen odur ki, Neolitik Cag, Yakin Dogu’nun her yerinde ve ayni zaman diliminde, ayni
stireci yasamamigtir. Bundan dolay1, Yakin Dogu Neolitigini birbirinden ayrilan “nisler” i¢inde
ele almanin daha gergekei oldugu, her gecen giin daha da belirginlesmektedir.

Bu satirlarin yazari tarafindan Yukart Mezopotamya ve onun bir dogal pargasi olan Gii-
neydogu Anadolu Boélgesi i¢in Neolitik Cag’in kendi i¢indeki boliimlenmesi yasam modelleri
ve materyal kiiltiirdeki koklii degisim esas alinarak bir oneri olarak baska yayinlarda yeniden
olusturulmaya ¢aligilmistir.2 Holosen basinda ilk kdylerin kuruldugu, yuvarlak planl barinaklarin
insa edildigi ve heniiz tarima gecilmeyen bu zaman dilimini “Erken Neolitik 1 olarak adlandir-
mak miimkiindiir. MO 10.000-8500 arasindaki bu siire¢ beslenme aliskanlig1 ve yasam modeli
acisindan ardili evreye gore belirgin farklilik gostermektedir. Bu evrede “anitsallik,” 6zellikle,
Firat Havzasi yerlesimlerinde ¢ok belirleyici 6gedir. Kabaca MO 8500—7000 yillar1 arasini kap-

2 Bu alt ayrim hakkinda kapsamli tartismalar icin bkz. Halil Tekin, Tarihdncesinde Mezopotamya: Yeni Yaklasimlar,
Yeni Yorumlar ve Yeni Kronoloji (Ankara: Bilgin Kiiltiir Sanat, 2017), 135-354.
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sayan “Erken Neolitik 2” evresinde ise dortgen kerpig binalar insa edilmeye baslanmais, boylelikle
barinaklar bir “mekan” dzelligine biiriinmiistiir. Onceki evrede gézlemlenen amitsallik her yerde
olmasa da asamali olarak ortadan kalkmaya baslar. Bu evrede, tarim ile birlikte kegi ve koyun gibi
hayvanlar giinliik besin ekonomisine dahil edilmistir. Toplumsal yapida oncekine gore belirgin
farkliliklar gozlenmektedir.

Yukar1 Mezopotamya’da, yaklastk MO 7000—5200 yillar1 arasini kapsayan, Geg Neolitik
Donem kendi i¢inde i¢ alt evreye ayrilabilir. Bu siirecin ilk evresi olan “Geg¢ Neolitik 1 yerlesim-
lerinde en belirgin fark mekanlarin artik “konut” sekline doniismesidir. Kabaca MO 7000-6200
arasina denk gelen bu evrede birden fazla odasi olan, ¢ogunlukla iki katli kerpi¢ veya pisé du-
varlara sahip binalar birer yasam alanina doniismiis; dnceki evrelerdeki anitsallik tamamen orta-
dan kalkmistir. S1girin evcillestirilmeye baslanmasiyla birlikte, siit ve siit tirtinlerinin tiiketimine
doniik degisimler de gdzlenmektedir. Gergek tarimsal etkinligin tiim yerlesimlerde goriilmesiyle
birlikte sulu yemeklerin pisirilmeye baslandigi bu evrede, kilden ¢anak-¢comlek iiretimi ve yaygin
kullanimi goriilmeye baglar.

MO 6200-5800 arasina denk gelen “Geg Neolitik 2 evresinde ise ¢anak-¢omlek iireti-
minde adeta patlama yasanmistir. Sigirin evcillestirilmesiyle birlikte elde edilen yiiksek miktarda
siit i¢in iiretilen uzun boyunlu ve siskin karmli ¢omleklerin yani sira, sulu asin servis edilmesi
amaciyla kullanilmasi muhtemel olan genis agizli tepsi ve ¢anaklarda gozle goriiniir bir artig
olmustur. Diger taraftan, bu evrede Yukar1 Mezopotamya’nin bazi yerlerinde kismi kurakligin
yasandigi, bundan dolay1 da yerlesimlerin yilin tim zamaninda iskan edilmedigi anlasilmaktadir.
Dokumacilik, miihiirciiliik ve sepet oriiciiliigii gibi el zanaatlarinda belirgin artis goriilmektedir.

MO 5800-5200 yillar1 arasini kapsayan “Geg Neolitik 3” evresinde ise yerlesimlerde
tam uzmanlasmaya doniik giiclii izler dikkat cekmektedir. Uretimde ustaligm en somut kaniti
canak-¢comlekte belirgin sekilde goriilmektedir. Geleneksel Mezopotamya kronolojisinde “Halaf”
olarak bilinen bu siirecte elde iiretilen pismis toprak kaplar, onceleri arastirmacilar arasinda metal
taklidi olarak algilanacak kadar keskin hatlara sahiptir. Ge¢ Neolitik Dénem’in ilk iki evresinde
(geleneksel tanimlamada Hassuna/Samarra) ¢canak-¢comlek tizerindeki bezekler, cogunlukla, geo-
metrik ve simgesel 6geler tasirken, bu ti¢iincii evrede “Oykiicii” anlatim, kimi zaman, ¢ok renkli
(polychrome) boya bezek olarak uygulanmaktadir. Bu li¢iincii evre, Mezopotamya’da “merkezi”
sistemin Onciisii olarak kabul goren, ardili “Ubeyd” Donemi’nin habercisi niteligindedir.

Yakin Dogu’nun Neolitigi hakkinda 6nemli bilgi kaynagi olan Toros Daglari, ayn za-
manda kendine 6zgii verilere sahip bir cografya olarak da dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Firat ve Dicle
nehirleri ile kollarmin hayat verdigi, denizden ortalama 850-500 m ytiikseklige sahip tepeler,
Neolitik Cag topluluklari i¢in adeta bir cazibe alan1 ve Yakin Dogu i¢in ayr bir “nis” yaratmistir.
S6z konusu akarsular iizerine insa edilen barajlar nedeniyle de 1960°larin ortasindan itibaren
arkeolojik etkinliklerin yogunlasmasi sayesinde, dnceleri, neredeyse higbir bilgiye sahip olunma-
yan bu cografya, giiniimiizde arkeolojik a¢idan Tiirkiye’nin en iyi bilinen bdlgesi konumuna yiik-
selmistir. Bu yogun bilgi akis1 sayesinde, Toros Daglari’nin Neolitik Cag topluluklart hakkinda
yeni kurgulamalar ve elbette yeni tanimlamalar zorunlu hale gelmistir.

Giineydogu Anadolu’da Ge¢ Neolitik Donem

Neolitik Cag’in zamansal alt ayrimimin Gilineydogu Anadolu Bolgesi’'nde hangi dlciitlere
gore yapilmasi gerektigi sorusu maalesef heniiz iizerinde uzlasilmis bir konu degildir. Bununla
birlikte, yasam bi¢imindeki gozle goriiliir degisimler dikkate alindiginda, besin ekonomisi ve
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buna bagl olarak beslenme aligkanligindaki koklii degisim ve yerlesim modelleri, 6ne ¢ikan 6l-
ciitler olarak one siiriilebilir. Yuvarlak planli zemine gémiik binalar insa edildigi Erken Neolitik
Donem’in birinci asamasinda, Firat Havzasi’nda kiregtagindan “T” bigimli dikili taglar ve gergek
boyutlarda heykeller ile simgelenmis bir anitsallik var iken, Dicle Vadisi’ndeki yerlesimlerde be-
zemesiz kirectasi dikmeler goriilmekte, buna karsin, klorit tasindan yapilmis ¢cok sayida kaplara
rastlanmaktadir. Bu agsamada ke¢i ve koyunun ekonomiye dahil edildigi, onlarin hem siit hem de
kil/yiiniinden yararlandigina dair kanitlar mevcuttur.

Glineydogu Anadolu Bolgesi’nin Neolitiklesme siirecini incelerken bdlgeyi tek parcada
ele almak dogru olmayacaktir. S6z konusu bdlge ana hatlariyla; Toros Daglari’nin giiney etek-
lerinden baglayip, giiniimiiz Suriye diizliigiine kadar uzanan kuzey-giiney yoniinde ve Amanos
Daglar (Gavur Daglan) ile Toroslarin Zagroslara yoneldigi dogu-bat1 yoniinde, Siirt’in bat1 bo-
liimiinii i¢ine alan kesimi kapsamaktadir. Bu bolge ilk bakista benzer cografi ve kiiltiirel yapiya
sahip gibi goriinse de gercekte kendi i¢inde belirgin farkliliklar barindirmaktadir. Bélgenin ilk sa-
kinlerinden itibaren tiim arkeolojik dénemler boyunca bu farkliliklar hep var olmustur. Gliniimiiz-
de de Giineydogu Anadolu’nun kendi i¢cindeki kiilttirel farkliliklarini, belirgin bir sekilde, gegmis-
ten gliniimiize izlemek miimkiindiir. Bolgeye hayat veren Firat ve Dicle nehirleri bu farkliligin en
o6nemli cografi sinirlarimi olusturmaktadir. Bundan dolay1, Giineydogu Anadolu Bolgesi’nin Geg
Neolitigini, tipki diger arkeolojik donemler gibi, bu iki nehir ve vadi/havzalari ¢ercevesinde ele
almak dogru olacaktir (Fig. 1).

Yukari Dicle Vadisi

Yukar1 Mezopotamya’nin ilk sakinlerinin izlerine sahip bu cografya, ayn1 zamanda Tiir-
kiye’nin ilk kdy yerlesimlerine ev sahipligi yapmistir. Giineydogu Anadolu Bolgesi’nde 1960°1a-
rin ortasindan itibaren baslayan baraj kurtarma kazilarindan 6nce arkeolojik etkinliklerin yiiriitiil-
mesi nedeniyle de ayr1 bir yere sahip olan yérede ilk ¢alismalar, 1963 yilinda Istanbul ve Sikago
tiniversitelerine mensup bir heyet tarafindan gergeklestirilmistir.® Bu etkinliklerden elde edilen
verilerin 1g1ginda, ayni heyet liyeleri yorede bazi kazilar gergeklestirmistir.

Bu kazilarin en dikkat ¢ekeni hi¢ kuskusuz giinlimiize kadar (araliklarla) devam eden
Diyarbakir ili, Ergani ilgesi sinirlari igindeki Cayonii Tepesi’dir.® Cayonii Tepesi, ilk kazilmaya
baslandigi andan itibaren, uzun yillar sadece Tiirkiye i¢in degil, ayn1 zamanda Diinya’nin tarih
oncesi donemleri i¢in de en 6nemli bagvuru yerlesimlerinden birisi olmustur. Burasi her ne kadar
Erken Neolitik Donem bulgulartyla 6ne ¢ikarilip tanitilmis olsa da yerlesimin 6zellikle bat1 kesi-
minde, Geg Neolitik Dénem’de iskan edildigine dair kalintilar bulunmustur.® Dar alanda ve kisith
stirede calisildigi i¢in Cayonii Tepesi’nin Geg Neolitik Dénem’i hakkinda ayrintili bilgiye heniiz
ulasilamamis, yerlesimdeki dontisiimler tiim yonleriyle ortaya konulamamastir.

Cayonii Tepesi’nin yaklasik ii¢ kilometre dogusunda yer alan Til Huzur (Yayvantepe)
kazilarinda saptanan Geg¢ Neolitik bulgulari, bu yerlesimin yoérede ¢anak-¢omlek kullanan, tarim

3 Halet Cambel ve Robert J. Braidwood, der. Istanbul ve Chicago Universiteleri Karma Projesi Giineydogu Anadolu
Tarihoncesi Arastirmalari/The Joint Istanbul-Chicago Universities’ Prehistoric Research in Southeastern Anatolia.
Istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Yayinlari/Istanbul University Faculty of Letters 2589 (istanbul: Istanbul
Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Basimevi, 1980).

4 Mehmet Ozdogan, “Southeast Anatolia Joint Project and Excavations at Cayonii,” Istanbul University’s Contribu-
tions to Archaeology in Turkey iginde, der. Oktay Belli (istanbul: Istanbul Universitesi Yaymlar1, 2001), 12—17.

5 Asli Erim-Ozdogan ve Nurcan Yalman, “Katkil Kil Kaplar ve Canak-Cémlek: Cayonii Canak-Cémleksiz ve Ca-
nak-Comlekli Neolitik Buluntular1 Uzerinden Bir Yorum,” TUBA-AR: Tiirkiye Bilimler Akademisi Arkeoloji Der-
gisi 7(2004): 67-92.
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ve hayvancilikla ge¢cimini saglayan bir yasam modelini anlamaya yardim edecek potansiyele sa-
hip oldugunu gostermistir.® Maalesef sadece bir kazi sezonu (1991) calisilan bu kiigiik boyutlu
hoyiikte giin 15181na ¢ikarilan bulgular, Toros Daglariin giiney eteklerindeki yasam modelini ve
Dicle boyunca giineydeki diger ¢agdas topluluklarla iletisimin gii¢lii oldugunu gdstermesi baki-
mindan 6nem tagimaktadir.

Ergani Ovasi’nda yer alan Girikihaciyan, 1968 ve 1970 olmak tizere iki sezon kazisi ya-
pilmig bir Geg Neolitik yerlesimidir.” Kazilarda giin 1s18ina ¢ikarilan arkeolojik bulgular iginde
en dikkat ¢ekeni hi¢ kuskusuz “anahtar deligi” seklinde plana sahip tas temelli yapilar ile bunlara
ait boya bezekli ¢anak-¢omlek gruplaridir. Girikihaciyan boya bezekli ganak-¢omlegi, Yakin Do-
gu’nun Geg Neolitik Donemi’nin son asamasini temsil eden ve geleneksel adlandirma ile “Halaf”
olarak bilinen gruplar icermektedir.

Dicle’nin kuzey kollarindan Ambar Cay1 ve ¢evresi arkeolojik agidan son yillara kadar
pek bilgiye sahip olunmamasina karsin, iizerine insa edilen baraj nedeniyle yorede 20182021
yillart arasinda kapsamli arastirmalar gerceklestirilmistir. Bu baglamda yiiriitiilen Gre Filla ve
Kendale Hecela kazilarinda Neolitik Cag’in farkli dénemlerine dair bulgulara ulagilmistir.® S6z
konusu kazilardan Kendale Hecala sadece Geg Neolitik Donem malzemesi verirken, Gre Filla’da
Erken Neolitik Donem’in “Erken” ve “Geg” evresine ait kalintilara rastlanmstir.? Toros Daglari-
nin giiney eteklerinde, ortalama 1600 m yiikseklige sahip tepelik alanlarin iginde kivrilarak akan
Ambar Cay1’nin eteklerinde yer alan her iki yerlesim, yorenin daglik alanlarindaki Neolitik top-
luluklarin yasamlarma dair dikkate deger ipuglar1 sunmaktadir. Heniiz ilk sonuglar1 yayimlanan
kazi ¢aligmalarinin gelecekteki kapsamli yayinlari sayesinde Yukari Mezopotamya’nin Erken ve
Geg Neolitik gecis asamalarini daha iyi anlama imkan1 olacagi muhakkaktir.

Dicle’nin giiney kesimlerine ulasildiginda Bismil Ovasi’nin bir cazibe alani olusturdugu
gozlenmektedir.' Ortalama 600 ile 500 m rakima sahip bu ovada Dicle’nin giiney kollar1 olan
Goksu, Seyhan ve Savur ile kuzey kollar1t Ambar, Salat ve Batman Cay, yorede Neolitik toplu-
luklar i¢in Holosen baslarindan itibaren yasamaya elverisli bir cografya sunmustur. [lisu Baraji
su tutma etkilesim alani i¢inde kalan Bismil Ovasi’nda 1998 yilindan itibaren barajin su tutmaya
basladig1 2018’e kadar kazilar yiiriitiilmiistiir.

Bismil Ovasi’ndaki Ge¢ Neolitik Dénem’in erken evrelerine dair bilgi ¢ok smirlidir.
Giliniimiizde Bismil ilgesine bagli bir belde merkezi olan Salat yerlesiminin giiney kesiminde,
modern binalarin altinda kalan Salat Camii Yani, bu donemin en dnemli temsilcisidir." Modern
binalarin arasindaki bos alanlarda yiiriitiilen kazilar, maalesef kapsamli bilgiye ulasmaya engel
olmustur. Bununla birlikte, Salat Camii Yan1 kazilarinda hem Giineydogu Anadolu Bélgesi’nin
hem de Yakin Dogu’nun Geg¢ Neolitik Dénem’inin “Erken” evrelerindeki yasam modeline dair

6 Isabella Caneva, “Til Huzur-Yayvantepe,” The Neolithic in Turkey: New Excavations and New Research. The Tigris
Basin iginde, der. Mehmet Ozdogan, Nezih Basgelen ve Peter Kuniholm (Istanbul: Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yayinlari,
2011), 173-84.

7 Patty Jo Watson ve Steven A. LeBlanc, Girikihaciyan: A Halafian Site in Southeastern Turkey. Institute of Archaeo-
logy Monograph 33 (Los Angeles: University of California, Los Angeles, 1990).

8 Ayse Tuba Okse, “Yukari Dicle Havzasi-Ambar Cay1 Vadisi Yerlesim Tarihi,” OLBA 28 (2020): 1-34.

9 Okse, “Yukar1 Dicle Havzast,” 5.

10 Halil Tekin, “Late Neolithic Painted Pottery Traditions on the Upper Tigris Valley,” Painting Pots—Painting People:
Late Neolithic Ceramics in the Ancient Mesopotamia iginde, der. Walter Cruells, Inna Mateiciucova ve Olivier
Nieuwenhuyse (Oxford, Oxbow Books, 2017), 107-14.

11 Yutaka Miyake, “Salat Camii Yani: A Pottery Neolithic Site in the Tigris Valley,” The Neolithic in Turkey: New Ex-
cavations and New Research. The Tigris Basin iginde, der. Mehmet Ozdogan, Nezih Basgelen ve Peter Kuniholm
(istanbul: Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yayinlari, 2011), 129-49.
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bazi bilgilere ulasilmistir. Dortgen planlt pisé insa edilmis duvarlara sahip ve ayrisitk nizam bi-
nalarda, oldukga basit hayat siiren bir kdy yasaminin var oldugu anlagilmaktadir. Yerlesimin ilk
sakinlerinin erken evrede kullandig1 ¢anak-¢comlegin hamurunda yogun mineral katki oldugu ve
s6z konusu kaplarin ¢gogunlukla pigsirme amaglh kullanildig1 anlagilmaktadir.'

Ilisu Baraji kazilari i¢inde Geg Neolitik Donem’in “orta evresine” tarihlenen Hakemi Use,
ayn1 zamanda Mezopotamya’'nin ilk boya bezekli ¢canak-¢omlegi olan ve geleneksel literatiirde
Hassuna/Samarra (Fig. 2-4) olarak bilinen kaplarin kuzey temsilcisi olarak one ¢ikmaktadir.'
Ciftcilik ve hayvancilikla gecinen, tas temel olmaksizin pisé teknikte insa edilmis birka¢ odalt
kiigiik mekanlarda yasayan bir kdy yerlesimi olan Hakemi Use, yaklagik yiiz elli y1l kadar iskan
edilmistir.” Hakemi Use, Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi’nin Urmiye G6li’nden Akdeniz’e kadar dogu-bati
ve Toroslardan Diyala’ya kadar kuzey-giiney ekseninde, dolayli da olsa, iletigim i¢inde olduguna
dair kanitlar sunmaktadir. Yerlesimde saptanan kisa siireli iskdn esnasinda, yogun ¢anak-¢omlek
kullanimi dikkat ¢ekmektedir.”® Ozellikle boyunlu ¢émleklerin yogun olmasi, Geg Neolitigin bu
evresinde ¢agdasi yerlesimlerde de siit ve siit iiriinii kullaniminin artmasina taniklik eder nitelikte-
dir.'® Diger yandan, Geg Neolitik siiresince Giineydogu’nun pek ¢ok kazisinda ¢ogunlukla parga-
lar halinde ele gecen ve literatiirde “husking tray” olarak bilinen i¢ taban kisminda kazinti, bask1
veya oyuklar bulunan tepsi formlarindan Hakemi Use’de her tabakada bulunmustur (Fig. 5).

Bismil Ovasi’ndaki Geg Neolitik Donem’in temsilcilerinden bir digeri olan Boztepe, tek
sezon (1999) ve dar alanda kazilmis bir yamag yerlesimidir."” Dicle’nin giincel yatagindan yakla-
stk 100 m yiiksekteki bir teras iizerinde konumlanan yerlesimin yiizeyinden iki metre derinlikte,
dort basit mezara rastlanmasindan dolay1 kazi heyeti burasinin Halaf mezarlig1 oldugunu ileri
stirmiigtiir."® Oldukga kisitli bir alanda yiiriitiilen ve sonrasinda y6rede ¢agdasi yerlesimlerde yii-
riitiilen kazilarindan “izole” bir rapor olarak sunulan bu sonuglarin ger¢egi yansitmadig1 ayrinti-
lartyla ortaya konmustur.'

Dicle’nin eski yataginda, yaklasik on metre yiikseklige sahip bir teras tizerinde konumla-
nan Karavelyan, ayn1 zamanda Boztepe’nin tam karsi kiyisinda yer almaktadir.2® Hakemi Use ile
ayni kiy1 seridinde ve yedi kilometre doguda yer alan Karavelyan, Ge¢ Neolitik Donem’in “Geg”
evresi olan ve geleneksel tanimlamayla “Erken Halaf” malzemesi veren kisa siireli bir yerlesimdir
(Fig. 6-7). Uzerinde uzun yillar yogun tarimsal etkinlik yapildig1 igin ger¢ek boyutundan kaybet-

12 Yutaka Miyake, “The Earliest Pottery of Salat Camii Yani,” The Emergence of Pottery in Western Asia iginde, der.
Akira Tsuneki, Olivier P. Nieuwenhuyse ve Stuart Campbell (Oxford: Oxbow Books, 2017), 55-58.

13 Halil Tekin, “The Contribution of Hakemi Use to the Prehistory of Upper Mesopotamia,” Interpreting the Late
Neolithic of Upper Mesopotamia iginde, der. Olivier P. Nieuwenhuyse vd., Papers on Archaeology from the Leiden
Museum of Antiquities 9 (Turnhout: Brepols, 2013), 493-502.

14 Halil Tekin, “Hakemi Use Excavations within the Ilisu Project,” Anadolu/Anatolia 46 (2020): 154.

15 Tekin, “Pottery Traditions,” 110.

16 Olivier P. Nieuwenhuyse vd., “Tracing Pottery Use and the Emergence of Secondary Product Exploitation Through
Lipid Residue Analysis at Late Neolithic Tell Sabi Abyad (Syria),” Journal of Archaeological Science 64 (2015):
54-66.

17 Parker, Bradley, Andrew Creekmore ve Charles Easton. “Yukar1 Dicle Arkeolojik Arastirma Projesi (UTARP) Boz-
tepe Yiizey Arastirmasi ve Kazilari, Talavas Tepe Yontemli Yiizey Arastirmast, 1999 On Rapor,” Ilisu ve Karkamus
Baraj Goélleri Altinda Kalacak Arkeolojik ve Kiiltiir Varliklarini Kurtarma Projesi 1999 Yili Calismalari/Salvage
Project of the Archaeological Heritage of the Ilisu and Carchemish Dam Reservoirs Activities in 1999 iginde, der.
Numan Tuna, Jean Oztiirk ve Jale Velibeyoglu (Ankara: ODTU Tarihsel Cevre Arastirma ve Degerlendirme Mer-
kezi, 2001), 565-91.

18 Parker, Creekmore ve Easton, “UTARP,” 570.

19 Tekin, Tarihdncesinde Mezopotamya, 344.

20 Halil Tekin, “Karavelyan Excavations within the Ilisu Project,” Anadolu/Anatolia 45 (2019): 197-209.
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mis olan yerlesim, sadece iki yap1 kat1 ile temsil edilecek kadar kisa siireli iskan edilmistir. Kazi-
lan alanin genel durumu ve Dicle boyunca yiiriitiilen yiizey arastirmasinin ortaya ¢ikardigi sonug
dikkate alindiginda Karavelyan, MO 58005700 civarinda yorede hareketli (mobil) topluluklarin
mevsimsel ugradigi bir “istasyon” gorevi listlenmistir. Burada kisa siireli iskdn eden topluluga ait
dokuz yetigkin bireyin mezari kazilarda ortaya ¢ikarilmigtir.?'

Ilisu Baraj1 etkilesim alani i¢inde, Diyarbakir-Batman kent merkezleri arasinda ve Dicle
boyunca yiiriitiilen yiizey arastirmasinda toplam sekiz Ge¢ Neolitik Donem yerlesimin varligt
saptanmistir.?22 Cogu “Halaf” olarak bilinen Geg Neolitik Donem’in “Geg” evresini temsil eden
yerlesimler arasinda kimi zaman iki kilometre mesafe bulunmaktadir. S6z konusu olan bu yer-
lesimlerin Dicle’nin eski veya yeni yatagindan i¢ kesimde ve yliksek teras iizerinde konumlan-
malari, Geg Neolitik Dénem’in “Orta” evresinin (Hassuna/Samarra) aksine bu evrede Dicle’den
uzaklasildigina isaret etmektedir.

Doguya dogru gidildiginde Siirt ili sinirlar1 i¢indeki Tiirbe Hoytik, Botan Cayi ile Dicle
Nehri’nin birlestigi kesimde bir teras yerlesimi olarak Ge¢ Neolitik Dénem’in “Geg” evresini
temsil etmektedir.2® Kazi raporunda ayrintiya girilmemekle birlikte, yerlesimde depolama ¢ukur-
larinin saptandigi ve “Erken Halaf” ¢anak-¢omleginin varhigindan s6z edilmektedir.?4

Ilisu Projesi kapsaminda araliklarla kazi ¢alismalan yiiriitiilen Sumaki Hoytik, Batman
ili, Besiri ilgesi sinirlar1 iginde Garzan Cay1 kenarinda yer almaktadir.2®> Maalesef kapsaml aras-
tirtlamayan Sumaki Hoyiik’te Neolitik Cag’in hem “Erken” hem de “Ge¢” donemlerinin varligt
saptanmustir. Ozellikle canak-¢omlek acisindan batidaki Bismil Ovasi ve Suriye diizliigii ¢agdas
yerlesimleriyle benzerligi dikkat ¢ekmektedir.

Kazis1 yapilmamis olmakla birlikte, yiizeyinde gerceklestirilen hassas toplama sayesinde
ayritili bilgiye ulasilan Takyan Hoyiik, Sirnak ili sinirlan i¢inde Cizre-Silopi diizliigiinde yer
almaktadir.2® Yiizeyde yaklagik on hektarlik bir alanda Geg Neolitik Donem ganak-¢omleginin
saptandig1 yerlesimde “Hassuna/Samarra” ve “Halaf” ¢canak-¢omleginin yani sira ¢ogunlukla Su-
riye-Kilikya 6zelligi olarak bilinen Koyu Yiizlii Perdahli Kaplar’a (Dark Faced Burnished Ware)
ait parcalara da rastlandigi rapor edilmektedir.2”

Yukari Dicle Vadisi’sinin Suriye sinirina yakin bir yerde “Mardin Esigi” olarak tanimla-
nan yiikseltinin eteklerinde yer alan Kerkdiisti, Mardin kent merkezinin batisinda Viransehir-Ki-
ziltepe karayolu tizerinde yer almaktadir.?® Kerkiisti’de kisa siireli kazida giin 1s181na ¢ikarilan
arkeolojik bulgular burasinin 6zellikle Yukar1 Dicle’den iyi bilinen Karavelyan ile biraz daha

21 Halil Tekin, “Karavelyan’dan bir Halaf Mezar1,” Armizzi: Engin Ozgen’e Armagan/Studies in Honor of Engin Oz-
gen iginde, der. Atilla Engin, Barbara Helwing ve Bora Uysal (Ankara: Asitan Kitap, 2014), 248.

22 Tekin, “Pottery Traditions,” 108, fig. 9.2.

23 Haluk Saglamtimur ve Ali Ozan, “Siirt-Tiirbe Hoyiik Kazis1 On Raporu,” Ege Universitesi Arkeoloji Dergisi 10
(2007): 1-31.

24 Saglamtimur ve Ozan, “Tirbe Hoytk,” 16, fig. 2.

25 Ash Erim-Ozdogan, “Sumaki Hoyiik: A New Neolithic Settlement in the Upper Tigris Basin,” The Neolithic in Tur-
key: New Excavations and New Research. The Tigris Basin i¢inde, der. Mehmet Ozdogan, Nezih Basgelen ve Peter
Kuniholm (istanbulz Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yayinlari, 2011), 19-60.

26 Giilriz Kozbe, “The Late Neolithic in the Sirnak Area (Southeast Turkey),” Interpreting the Late Neolithic of Upper
Mesopotamia iginde, der. Olivier P. Nieuwenhuyse vd., Papers on Archaeology from the Leiden Museum of An-
tiquities 9 (Turnhout: Brepols, 2013), 479-91.

27 Kozbe, “The Late Neolithic,” 480.

28 Savas Sarialtin, “A Halaf Settlement at Kerkiisti Hoyiik,” Interpreting the Late Neolithic of Upper Mesopotamia
i¢inde, der. Olivier P. Nieuwenhuyse vd., Papers on Archaeology from the Leiden Museum of Antiquities 9 (Tur-
nhout: Brepols, 2013), 503—12.
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erken olan Hakemi Use ve Kuzey Suriye’de Balikh Cay1 tizerindeki Tell Sabi Abyad arasinda
iletisim saglayan bir yerlesim olmasi ihtimalini akla getirmektedir.

Asagi Firat Havzasi

Mezopotamya’nin yagam kaynagi iki nehirden birisi olan Firat, tarih boyunca Tiirkiye’ nin
dogu kesiminde yasayan topluluklar i¢in bir cazibe alani olusturmustur. 1960’larin ortalarinda
baslayan GAP Projesi kapsaminda kazi ve ylizey arastirmalari sayesinde de iilkemizin arkeoloji
alaninda en iyi bilinen bolgesi haline gelmistir. Kaynagi Dogu Anadolu’dan baglayip iilke sinir-
larin1 terk ettigi Karkamig’a kadar uzanan cografyanin tamami farkli heyetler tarafindan ziyaret
edilmis ve belgelenmistir. Belgeleme ¢alismalari sadece ana yatakta olmamustir. Onemli kollar
ve onlarin yarattig1 vadiler de arastirildigi icin Dicle’ye nazaran Firat hakkindaki bilgi daha fazla-
dir. Benzer ¢alismalarin Firat’in giineye dogru aktigi Suriye topraklarinda da yapilmis olmasi, bu
nehrin arkeolojisini Yakin Dogu’da ayricalikli bir konuma getirmistir.

Dicle Vadisi’ne nazaran daglik alanlar1 az olmakla birlikte, Asag1 Firat Havzasi deniz-
den ortalama 850—600 m yiikseklige sahiptir. Firat’in dogusunda, Karacadag kiitlesi ile arasinda
kalan Harran Ovasi, tarihin her doneminde iskan edilen ¢ok 6zel bir cografya olusturmaktadir.
Bu ovanin ¢evresindeki Germiis ve Tektek daglart ortalama 850-800 m rakim ile Erken Neolitik
topluluklari i¢in bir gekim alani olusturmus gibi goriinmektedir. Giiniimiizde sadece tilkemizde ya
da yakin ¢evremizde degil, diinya genelinde Gobekli Tepe ve Karahantepe gibi sonuglari biiyiik
ilgi uyandiran Erken Neolitik Dénem’e ait kazilar bu cografyada konumlanmaktadir.

Sanliurfa kent merkezinin kuzeyinde Siverek ilgesi sinirlari i¢indeki Cavi Tarlasi, 1983—
1984 sezonlarinda kazilmis bir Geg Neolitik Dénem yerlesimidir.2° Cavi Tarlasi kazilarinda “Ha-
laf” i¢in karakteristik oldugu genel olarak kabul géren, anahtar deligi bigcimli tas temellere sahip
binalar ile boya bezekli ¢anak-¢omlek ortaya ¢ikarilmistir.*® Cavi Tarlas1 kazilar1 Toros Dagla-
rinin hemen giiney eteklerinde gii¢lii bir Ge¢ Neolitik gelenegin oldugunu kanitlayan énemli bir
yerlesim olarak dikkat ¢ekmektedir.

Atatiirk Baraji kurtarma kazilarindan Nevali Cori, daha ¢ok Erken Neolitik Dénem’in
anitsal yapilari ve iri boyutlu kiregtagi heykelleri ile taninmigtir. Sanlurfa ili, Hilvan ilgesi sinir-
lar1 igindeki Nevali Cori’de Geg Neolitik Donem’e ait tabakalar da giin 1s181na ¢ikarilmistir.3 Ne-
vali Cori kazilarinda Geg Neolitik Dénem’in “Halaf” olarak bilinen ¢anak-¢comlegi ve mimarisi
saptanmistir.32

Sanliurfa kent merkezinin kuzeyinde bir bagka Atatiirk Baraj1 kazis1 olan Kurban Hoytik,
Bozova ilgesi smirlar i¢inde yer almaktadir. Kurban Hoylik kazilarinda ana toprak iizerine yer
alan tabakalarda Kuzey Suriye ve Amik Ovasi’nin Geg Neolitik malzemesine benzeyen arkeolo-
jik bulgularin ele gectigi bildirilmektedir.>® Kurban Hoyiik ¢anak-¢émlegi, ana hatlariyla Yukari
Mezopotamya’nin geleneksel kronolojisindeki Hassuna/Samarra boya bezekli kaplariyla paralel-
lik géstermektedir.

Harran Ovast’nin kuzey kesiminde, Sanliurfa il merkezinin yaklasik ii¢ kilometre giiney-
dogusunda yer alan Kazane Hoyiik, farkli donemleri biinyesinde barindiran ¢ok tabakali genis bir

29 Jorg Becker ve Alwo von Wickede, Cavi Tarlasi: Idenditdit und Kontakt am Beispiel eines spdtneolithschen Fundp-
latzes der Halaf-Zeit (Berlin: Ex Oriente, 2018).

30 Alwo von Wickede, “Cavi Tarlas1,” Kazi Sonuglar: Toplantist 6 (1985): 191-96.

31 Jorg Becker, Nevali Cori: Keramik und Kleinfunde der Halaf~und Friihbronzezeit. Archaeologica Euphratica 4
(Mainz: Philipp von Zabern, 2007).

32 Becker, “Nevali Cori,” 80.

33 Leon Marfoe, “Kurban Hoylik Excavations, 1981,” Kazi Sonuglar: Toplantist 4 (1983): 95-119.
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hoytiik yerlesimidir. 1996—-1997 kazi sezonunda heyet icindeki kii¢iik bir grup asagi sehrin giiney-
bat1 eteklerinde sondaj nitelikli kazi ¢alismalar yiiriitmils ve Harran Ovasi’nin ilk boya bezekli
canak-¢omlegine rastlamistir.34 Kazane Hoyiik’te dar alanda giin 15181na ¢ikarilan ¢anak-¢omlek
pargalar1 arasinda, Mezopotamya’nin Samarra tiirii 6rnekleri de bulunmakta olup, birkag yiiz ki-
lometre giineybatisinda, Suriye topraklarindaki Tell Sabi Abyad malzemesine yakin benzerlik
gostermektedir.3®

Sanlmurfa ili sinirlari icindeki bir baska Geg Neolitik yerlesim olan Tell Idris, @inlii Orta
Cag yerlesimi Harran’in bes yiiz metre kadar giineydogusunda kiigiik bir hoyiik yerlesimidir.®®
Maalesef kapsamli bir kazi ¢alismasi yiiriitiilmeyen yaklagik iki hektar genisligindeki bu yerle-
simde mimari kalintiya bagli olmaksizin “Halaf” ¢anak-¢6mleginin bulundugu bildirilmektedir.3”

Asag1 Firat Havzasi’nin Geg Neolitik Donemi’ne dair ilk bilgiler Atatlirk Baraji Projesi
kapsaminda Adiyaman ili sinirlart i¢inde yiiriitiilen arkeolojik etkinlikler araciligiyla edinilmistir.
Bu kapsamda arastirilan Gritille,*® Kumartepe®® ve Siiriik Mevkii“® yerlesimleri maalesef kisitli
bilgi sunmus olup, bunlar da ¢anak-¢omlek parcalarina dayanmaktadir. Bununla birlikte, s6z ko-
nusu pargalarin niteligi Geg Neolitik 1 evresinin bu cografyada da varligini kanitlamasi ve Yukari
Dicle Vadisi bulgulariyla paralellik gostermesi agisindan dikkate degerdir. Adiyaman ilinde ger-
ceklestirilen yiizey arastirmalarindan elde edilen sonuglar bir Ingiliz heyet tarafindan kapsamli bir
rapor olarak yayimlanmigtir.4!

Adiyaman ili sinirlari icindeki Levzin Hoytlik, 1991-1992 yillar1 arasinda bir miize ka-
zist olarak dar alanda galisilmis olmakla birlikte, Yukart Mezopotamya’nin ilk kil kaplar olan
Proto-Hassuna 6rneklerini sunmus olmastyla 6nem kazanmaktadir.#? Levzin Hoyiik kazilar1 hak-
kinda ayrintili bir rapor olmamakla birlikte, yakin cevresindeki yerlesimlerin benzeri olarak Geg
Neolitik 1 ve 2 evrelerini temsil ettigi, yaymlardaki kisitli ¢canak-¢comlek pargasi bilgisinden an-
lagilmaktadr.

Firat’in Tiirkiye’yi terk ettigi cografyada konumlanan ve Karkamis Baraji Projesi kapsa-
minda kazilar yiiriitiilen Akar¢ay Tepe®® ve Mezraa Teleilat*4 Neolitik Cag’in “Erken” ve “Geg”
evrelerini igermektedir. Firat’in akis yoniine gore sol kiyisinda ve birbirine birkag kilometre me-
safede bulunan bu iki Neolitik yerlesimin benzer tarihler arasinda iskan edilmesi ve dogal ola-

34 Reinhard Bernbeck, Susan Pollock ve Cherly Coursey, “The Halaf Settlement at Kazane Hoyiik: Preliminary Report
on the 1996 and 1997 Seasons,” Anatolica 25 (1999): 109-47.

35 Bernbeck, Pollock ve Coursey, “Kazane Hoyiik,” 115.

36 Nurettin Yardime1, Harran Ovas: Yiizey Arastirmast 1/Archaeological Survey in the Harran Plain I (Istanbul: Print
A Grafik, 2004).

37 Nurettin Yardimei, “Harran 2005 Y1l Kazis1,” Kazi Sonuglar: Toplantisi 28, no. 2 (2007): 717-32.

38 Mary Voigt, “Excavations at Neolithic Gritille,” Anatolica 15 (1986): 215-27.

39 Jacob Roodenberg, Tony James Wilkinson ve Sema Bayri—Baykan, “Surveys and Soundings at Kumartepe: An
Interim Report,” Anatolica 12 (1984): 1-16.

40 Gil Stein, “Archaeological Surveys at Siiriik Mevkii: A Ceramic Neolithic in the Euphrates River Valley, Southeas-
tern Turkey,” Anatolica 18 (1992): 19-92.

41 Stuart Blaylock, David French ve Geoffrey Summers, “The Adiyaman Survey: An Interim Report,” Anatolian Stu-
dies 40 (1990): 81-135.

42 Emin Yener, “Levzin Hoylik Kurtarma Kazis1 1992,” Miize Kurtarma Kazilar: Semineri 4 (1994): 285-96.

43 Mihriban Ozbasaran ve Giines Duru, “Akargay Tepe: A PPNB and PN Settlement in Middle Euphrates-Urfa,” The
Neolithic in Turkey: New Excavations and New Research. The Euphrates Basin iginde, der. Mehmet Ozdogan,
Nezih Basgelen ve Peter Kuniholm (istanbul: Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yayinlari, 2011), 165-202.

44 Mehmet Ozdogan, “Mezraa Teleilat,” The Neolithic in Turkey: New Excavations and New Research. The Euphrates
Basin iginde, der. Mehmet Ozdogan, Nezih Basgelen ve Peter Kuniholm (Istanbul: Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yaymlari,
2011), 203-65.
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rak, benzer yasam modeline sahip oldugu icin buluntularin da ayni 6zellikleri gostermesi dikkat
cekmektedir. Giineye dogru birkag on kilometre sonra, gliniimiiz Suriye sinirlart i¢inde, benzer
yerlesim modellerine rastlanmis olmasi elbette bu cografyanin kendine 6zgii yapisindan kaynak-
lanmaktadir. Glinlimiizde de Birecik-Karkamis-Cerablus arasindaki yaklasik yiiz kilometrekare-
lik alan, Firat’in genis bir havza yarattig1 oldukca bereketli bir cografyadir. Bunun sadece Neolitik
Cag i¢in 6zel bir durum olmadigi, s6z konusu havzada farkli déonemlere dair yiiriitiilen kazilar
sayesinde, tarihin tiim donemleri i¢in gegerli oldugu anlasilmaktadir.

Karkamis Baraji kurtarma kazilarindan Fistikli Hoyiik, Birecik ilge merkezinin yakla-
sik dort kilometre giineyinde yer almaktadir.4® Fistikli Hoyiik gerek mimari kalintilar1 gerekse
canak-¢omlek ve diger kiiclik buluntular1 ile Giineydogu Anadolu Bolgesi’nin Geg Neolitik 3
evresini en iyi temsil eden kazi alanlarindan birisidir. Ozellikle, “Halaf” olarak kabul edilen ta-
bakada ele gecen boyunlu bir ¢gdmlege ait parca iizerinde, boya bezek seklinde yapilmis gatisina
kus tiinemis bir bina ve dniinde resmedilmis insan sahnesi, ¢cagdasi diger yerlerde de goriilmesi
acisindan dikkat ¢ekmektedir.4®

Gunlimiiz Tiirkiye-Suriye siyasi simirinin “sifir” noktasinda bulunan Karkamis, Birinci
Diinya Savasi dncesinden beri Neolitik Cag kalintilarina sahip oldugu bilinen bir hoytik yerle-
simidir.4” Giiniimiizde Gaziantep’in giineydogusunda bir ilge merkezi olan Karkamis’ta, yerel
halkin “Kale,” Ingiliz arkeologlarin ise “Qala’at” seklinde yayinlarda soz ettigi hdyiikte gergek-
lestirilen kazilarda ana toprak iizerinde ayn1 zamanda Mezopotamya’nin ilk boya bezekli kaplar1
arasinda yer alan “Hassuna” parcalarina rastlanmistir. 1913 kaz1 sezonunda koyliilerden gelen
bilgi iizerine Karkamis kent surunun kuzey kesimindeki giiniimiiziin Eminik koytii sinirlari i¢inde
yer alan ve Yunus olarak anilan mevkide kiiciik bir ¢calisma yapildiginda, burasiin bir “Halaf”
yerlesim alan1 oldugu saptanmigtir.*® Yaklasan Diinya Savast nedeniyle Ingiliz kaz1 heyeti bura-
dan topladig1 ¢ok sayida ¢anak-¢émlegi sandiklar iginde Istanbul Arkeoloji Miizesi’ne tagimis,
savas sonrasi 1944 yilinda Selim Dirvana bu malzemeyi ayrintili olarak yayimlamigtir.4°

Firat’m bat1 kesiminde, Gaziantep kent merkezinin yaklasik kirk bes kilometre dogusun-
da, Nizip Cay1 kiyisinda yer alan ve yerel halk tarafindan kimi zaman Sehzade Hoyiik seklinde
anilan Tell Turlu, 1962 yilinda kisa siireli kazisi yapilmis bir Ge¢ Neolitik Dénem yerlesimidir.°
Tell Turlu’nun yaymlarinda ¢anak-¢omlek her ne kadar “Halaf” olarak belirtilmisse de Gaziantep
Miizesi’ndeki bazi 6rneklerin daha erkene ait olmast muhtemeldir.>!

Ote yandan, Mezopotamya’nin Geg Neolitik Donem’ine ait ilk boya bezekli ¢anak-¢om-
legi yine Gaziantep sinirlari icinde saptanmistir. Sak¢agdzii Ovasi’ndaki ¢ok sayida hoyiik yer-
lesiminden birisi olan Coba Hoylik, bu malzemenin ilk kez kazilarda kesfedilen ve yayinlara
gecirilen merkezi olarak Yakin Dogu arkeolojisinde 6zel bir yere sahiptir. Yirminci ytizyilin ilk

45 Pollock vd., “1999 Fistikli Hoyiik Kazilari,” Ilisu ve Karkamis Baraj Golleri Altinda Kalacak Arkeolojik ve Kiiltiir
Varliklarini Kurtarma Projesi 1999 Yili Calismalari/Salvage Project of the Archaeological Heritage of the Ilisu
and Carchemish Dam Reservoirs Activities in 1999 iginde, der. Numan Tuna, Jean Oztiirk ve Jale Velibeyoglu
(Ankara: ODTU Tarihsel Cevre Arastirma ve Degerlendirme Merkezi, 2001), 1-63.

46 Pollock, “Fistiklt Hoytik,” 7, fig. Sc.

47 Leonard Woolley, “Prehistoric Pottery of Carchemish,” /rag 1 (1934): 146-62.

48 Woolley, “Prehistoric,” 147.

49 Selim Dirvana, “Cerablus Civarinda Yunus’ta Bulunan Tel Halaf Keramikleri,” Belleten 8 (1944): 403-20.

50 Catherine Breniquet, “Note sur les principaux résultats de la fouille de Tell Turlu, 1962,” Paléorient 13,no. 1 (1987):
113-16.

51 Catherine Breniquet, “Un site halafien en Turquie méridionale: Tell Turlu. Rapport sur la campagne de fouilles de
1962,” Akkadica 71 (1991): 1-35.
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yarisinda Yakin Dogu’nun farkl yerlerinde gerceklestirdigi arkeolojik etkinlikleriyle taninan In-
giliz aragtirmaci John Garstang 1908 yilinin ilkbaharinda modern Sak¢agozii yerlesiminin yaki-
nindaki Coba Hoyiik’te kazilar yiiriitmiis ve en alt tabakada o zamana kadar Yakin Dogu’da pek
bilinmeyen boya bezekli kaplar ve tas aletlere rastlamistir.>? Sakgagozii-Coba Hoyiik’te Joan
du Plat Taylor yonetiminde bir ingiliz heyet, 1949 yilinda ikinci dénem kazilarinda yerlesimin
tabaka diizenini daha agik bigimde ve ayrintili olarak ortaya koymustur.>® Gaziantep Miizesi’nde
korunan Sakgagdzii malzemesi 1988 yilinda bir Ingiliz heyet tarafindan incelenmis ve “Halaf”
olarak tanimlanarak ayrintili olarak yayimlanmigtir.34

Degerlendirme

Yukar1 Mezopotamya’nin daglik ve tepelik kesimini olusturan Gilineydogu Anadolu Bol-
gesi’nin Neolitik Cag’ma dair bulgulara genel olarak bakildiginda, Yakin Dogu’daki siireg ile
uyumlu gibi goriinse de ayrintida ciddi farklilasma goze ¢arpmaktadir. Toros Daglarinin giiney
eteklerinden giintimiiz Suriye ve Irak diizliiklerinin basladig1 alana kadar uzanan cografya, Yakin
Dogu’nun diger alanlartyla belirgin farkliliklar géstermektedir. Bundan dolay1, s6z konusu genis
bolgenin Neolitiklesme siirecinin kendine 6zgii niteligini vurgulamak icin alt boliimlerini de buna
uyumlu bi¢imde olusturmak gerekecektir.

Oncelikle vurgulamak gerekir ki, bolgedeki ilk iskan yerlerinde ortaya ¢ikarilan anitsal
mimari kalint1 ve tasvir eserlerin benzerlerine Yakin Dogu’nun heniiz hi¢bir yerinde rastlanma-
mistir. Bu haliyle bu anitsallik Giineydogu Anadolu’ya, baska bir deyisle Yukar1 Mezopotam-
ya’nin daglik alanlarina 6zgiidiir.

Giineydogu Anadolu Bolgesi’nin Geg¢ Neolitik Donem siiresince oldukga genis alant
kapsayacak sekilde iskan edildigi gozlenmektedir. Bu donemde Firat ve Dicle ile kiiciik kol-
lar1 iizerindeki uygun alanlarin yogun iskan edildigi anlasiimaktadir. Ozellikle Ge¢ Neolitik 2
(geleneksel Hassuna/Samarra) sonrasi iskén yerlerinin bir istasyon niteliginde, kimi zaman bir-
ka¢ kilometre araliklarla goriilmesi, bu donemde topluluklarin oldukga hareketli (mobilize) bir
yasam siirdiiklerine isaret etmektedir. Ote yandan, Ge¢ Neolitik 3 (Halaf) evresine tarihlenen
yerlesimlerin Giineydogu Anadolu Bdlgesi’nde giineydeki cagdaslarina nazaran ¢ok daha genis
hoyiikler oldugu da bir baska dikkat ¢eken noktadir. Bélgenin batisinda, giintimiizde Tiirkiye’nin
Dogu Akdeniz Bolgesi sinirlari i¢inde yer alan Kahramanmaras-Domuztepe nin yaklagik yirmi
iki hektarlik genisligine ¢agdasi hi¢cbir Mezopotamya yerlesimi yaklasamamaktadir. Her ne kadar
glinimiiz Suriye (Tell Sabi Abyad) ve Irak topraklarinda (Yarim Tepe) bazi yerlesimlerin genis
alanlar1 kapladig1 goriilmekteyse de s6z konusu yerlesimlerin iizerinde ge¢ donemlerde de iska-
nin devam ettigi unutulmamalidir. Bu hoyiiklerin Geg Neolitik Donem’deki gercek boyutlar: tam
anlagilamamaktadir. Ayni sekilde, Irak ve Suriye’deki pek ¢ok ¢agdas yerlesimin sadece birkag
hektarlik genislige sahip oldugu goz oniine alindiginda, Sirnak’taki Takyan Hoyiik’iin yaklasik
on hektarlik genigligi, onlarin yaninda devasa kalmaktadir. Giineydogu Anadolu’da Geg¢ Neoli-
tik 2 ve 3 evrelerinde yerlesimlerin bu kadar genis olmasi uzun siireli ve kesintisiz bir iskanin

52 John Garstang, “Excavations at Sakje-Geuzi, in North Syria: Preliminary Report for 1908,” Liverpool Annals of
Archaeology and Anthropology 1 (1908): 97-140.

53 Joan du Plat Taylor, Veronica Seton-Williams ve John d’ Arcy Waechter, “The Excavations at Sakce Gozii,” lraq 12,
no. 2 (1950): 53-138.

54 David French ve Geoffrey Summers, “Sakg¢ag6zii Materials in Gaziantep Museum,” Anatolian Studies 38 (1988):
71-84.
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varlig1 ile aciklanabilecegi gibi bu déonemdeki yasam bigimine de baglanabilir. Buralarda giiclii
tas temelli kerpic bina yerine ahsap, dal, kamis ile camurun kullanildig: “hafif” veya “yar1 hafit”
mimarinin uzun erimli yerlesimler i¢in uygun olmadigi agiktir. Bundan hareketle, bu cografyada
yilin tiim zamaninda iskan edilmedigini s6ylemek miimkiindiir.

Gériinen odur ki, Geg Neolitik Dénem’in ortalardan itibaren (MO 6200 sonrasi) yilin
tiim zamaninda ayn1 yerde iskan etmeyen ve ¢ogunlukla kiigiikbas hayvancilikla gegimini sagla-
yan topluluklar, genis cografyalarda farkli yerlesimleri tercih ederek yasamlarini siirdiirmiisler-
dir. Bundan dolay1, baz1 yerlesim yerleri bir dongii i¢inde siirekli yeni iskdna maruz kaldigindan
hoyiiklesme dikey degil, yatay olarak devam etmistir. Glineydogu Anadolu’nun bu Geg Neolitik
hoyiiklerinin giineydekilere nazaran daha genis olmalarinin temel nedeni de bundan kaynaklan-
mis olabilir. Daglik ve tepelik alanlarin ayn1 zamanda yeterli temiz su ve besin kaynagina sahip
olmasi, donemin hareketli yasami i¢in olduk¢a uygundur. Batida Akdeniz’den baslayarak doguda
Urmiye Golii’ne uzanan cografyadaki hoyiiklerde ortak materyal kiiltiir kalintilarinin varligini,
hareketli topluluklarm birbirleriyle yogun ve bariscil temas icinde yagamalarina baglamak miim-
kiindiir. S6z konusu cografyada bir kiiltiirel biitiinliik gériilmektedir. Giineydogu Anadolu Bolgesi
de bunun en somut 6rneklerini sunmaktadir.
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Fig. 1. Map of sites indicated in the text (drawing by H. Tekin).
Fig. 1. Metin icinde gecen yerleri gosteren harita (gizen: H. Tekin).

Fig. 2. Hassuna vessel (Hakemi Use excavation archive, photo by H. Tekin).
Fig. 2. Hassuna ¢anagi (Hakemi Use kazi arsivi, fotograf: H. Tekin).



74 TURK ARKEOLOJI VE KULTUREL MiRAS ENSTITUSU DERGIiSI - 01

Fig. 3. Necked Samarra Jar (Hakemi Use excavation archive, photo by H. Tekin).
Fig. 3. Boyunlu Samarra ¢émlegi (Hakemi Use kazi argivi, fotograf: H. Tekin).
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Fig. 4. Samarra Vessel (Hakemi Use excavation archive, photo by H. Tekin).
Fig. 4. Samarra ¢émledi (Hakemi Use kazi arsivi, fotograf: H. Tekin).

Fig. 5. “Husking Tray” (Hakemi Use excavation archive, photo by H. Tekin).
Fig. 5. “Husking Tray” (Hakemi Use kazi arsivi, fotograf: H. Tekin).
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Fig. 6. Early Halaf Necked Jar (Karavelyan excavation archive, photo by H. Tekin).
Fig. 6. Erken Halaf boyunlu ¢émlek (Karavelyan kazi arsivi, fotograf: H. Tekin).

Fig. 7. Early Halaf Necked Jar (Karavelyan excavation archive, photo by H. Tekin).
Fig. 7. Erken Halaf boyunlu ¢cémlek (Karavelyan kazi arsivi, fotograf: H. Tekin).
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