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A GROUP OF URARTIAN PERIOD METAL OBJECTS FROM MARDIN MUSEUM

Esra KACMAZ LEVENT”
Abstract

This study presents an examination of five belt fragments and one votive plaque housed in the Mardin Museum
collections. These bronze objects of unknown provenance were acquired by the museum by purchase, and
conservation work on the objects was undertaken by museum staff prior to this study. Belt fragments belong to
medium-width belts and the votive plaque has a square form. Materials that these objects were made from, and the
decoration techniques employed for the depictions on them are in line with the characteristics of Urartian metal
objects. Likewise, motifs and figures depicted on the belt fragments and the votive plaque parallel classical
examples of Urartian art. Depictions include decorative motifs such as rosettes, the rhombus motif, braid and
double circles, and figures such as horsemen, lions, bulls, gods, and mythical creatures. Stylistic analysis of figures
and compositions on these belt fragments from Mardin Museum in comparison to belts from museums, private
collections, and archaeological excavations, help us identify these artifacts as products of 8" — 7" ¢. BC Urartian
palatial style. The votive plague examined here dates to the 81" — early 6" c. BC.

Keywords: Urartian, Belt, Votive Plaque, Bronze, Mythical Creature, Religion.

Mardin Miizesi’nden Bir Grup Urartu Dénemi Metal Buluntu
0z

Calismada Mardin Miizesi’nden 5 adet kemer pargast ve 1 adet adak levhasi degerlendirilmistir. Bronz yapimi
olan eserler miizeye satin alma yoluyla kazandirilmistir. Onarim ¢alismasi yapilmis olan eserlerin buluntu yerleri
ve durumlart ile ilgili veriler bulunmamaktadir. Kemer pargalari orta genislikte kemer grubuna aittir. Adak levhast
ise kare formludur. Eserlerin iiretiminde kullanilan malzeme ile eserler iizerindeki siislemelerde uygulanan
teknikler, Urartu’nun diger metal eserlerinde uygulananlarla ayn1 6zellikleri gosterir. Kemer pargalar1 ve adak
levhasinda islenmis olan motif ve figiirler Urartu sanatinin bilinen klasik 6zellikleri arasinda yer alir. Bu siislemeler
arasinda rozet, sag Orgiisii, goz motifi, i¢ ige daireler, siivari, aslan, boga, tanr1 ve mitolojik yaratik figiirleri yer
alir. Mardin Miizesi kemer parcgalari siislemeleri ve 6l¢iileriyle ¢esitli miize ve koleksiyonlarda sergilenen kemerler
ile kazilardan ele gegen &rneklerle karsilastirildiginda, stil, bezeme ve kompozisyon agisindan MO. 8.-7. yiizyil
Urartu saray sanatinin 6zelliklerini yansitir. Adak levhasi ise MO. 8. yy. ile MO. 6. yy. baslarima tarihlendirilebilir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Urartu, Kemer, Adak Levhasi, Bronz, Mitolojik Yaratik, Din.
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Introduction

The Urartian Kingdom with its core area in Lake Van Basin dominated a vast region from the
Kura Basin in the northeast and the Urmia Plateau in the east to the Euphrates River in the west
and the Taurus Mountains in the south between the 9" and the 6™ centuries BC. Throughout
their dominion, the Urartu established a homogeneous cultural style that is manifest in certain
categories of archaeological remains. The Urartian Kingdom succeeded in overcoming the
climatic and topographic challenges of this landscape and they advanced in many areas of social
life. The ingenuity of Urartian architecture and metallurgy were among the kingdom’s most
significant accomplishments, which improved living conditions in this hostile landscape. As a
matter of fact, Urartu’s achievements in metallurgy paved the path for the kingdom to become
a superpower in the region.

Using the metal-rich deposits of this mountainous region to the best of their advantage,
Urartians excelled in ironworking, but they also manufactured various items out of bronze,
silver, and gold, such as belts, votive plaques, jewelry, cauldrons, helmets, shields, quivers, and
horse trappings. Past and ongoing archaeological excavations at Urartian centers have yielded
a great number of metal artifacts. In addition to scientific excavations, illicit excavations have
also brought to light many Urartian metal artifacts that are exhibited in various museums and
private collections in Turkey and around the world. Within the known corpus of Urartian metal
artifacts on display in collections in Turkey and abroad, bronze belts and bronze votive plaques
have a special place due to the highly skilled workmanship and artistic details they exhibit.

This article focuses on five bronze belt fragments and one bronze votive plague, which were
purchased in 2010 by Mardin Museum. Conservation and restoration of these artifacts housed
in the storage facilities of the museum had been completed prior to this study. In the following
pages, first a typological and stylistic analysis of these artifacts is presented, followed by an
evaluation of materials and production techniques, and functions and areas of use. This study
aims at the presentation of these previously unpublished artifacts to scholarship and the
promotion of archaeological studies at Mardin Museum and in Mardin region.

Belt Fragments
Belt Fragment No. 1 (Inv. No. 2010-6099 (A) E: 1701) (Fig. 1)

Belt fragment No. 1 (Inv. No. 2010-6099 (A) E: 1701) belongs to a belt of medium width. The
belt is 9.4 cm wide, its preserved length is 10.2 cm, and the fragment weighs 31.24 g. The
fragment has oxidized spots, it is broken on both sides, and a large portion of the actual belt is
missing. Three string holes are visible on the upper end of the fragment and three string holes
are visible on the lower end, where the third hole is partially preserved. The figure of a god
standing on a bull is depicted in the large panel, which is bordered by a cable pattern. The bull
is depicted with realistic anatomical details. The god figure wears a fez-like cap with a pom-
pom that is decorated with vertical lines and his facial details are highlighted. Two wings
protruding from the back of the figure are shaped like quivers. The deity is dressed in a tunic
with a round neck and short sleeves, reaching down to the knees with tassels at the hem, and he
wears a cloak that reaches down to the ankles. The cloak is fashioned like a shawl, fringed with
tassels, and it is thrown over the left arm and goes down the back. The surface of the cloak is
decorated with vertical lines. The standing deity is posed with the right hand raised in sacred
salutation and the left hand holding an ax. The iconography of this figure identifies him as the
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god Teisheba. This panel is framed by a cable pattern filled in with alternating double circle
and rhombus motifs. A narrower panel is seen on the left side of the panel with Teisheba. This
panel is also framed by a cable pattern consisting of two parallel lines and alternating double
circle and rhombus motifs. Four mythical creatures are depicted in a vertical row inside the
panel. The fragment is broken off at the neck of the figure at the top, so the head of the first
figure is missing; and the area where the head of the third figure is depicted is damaged. The
mythical creatures that are well-preserved have the head of a human, a bird’s body with wings,
and lion’s feet.

Belt Fragment No. 2 (Inv. No. 2010-6100 (A) E: 1703) (Fig. 2)

Belt fragment No. 2 (Inv. No. 2010-6100 (A) E: 1703) is 10.3 cm wide; its preserved length is
18.0 cm, and the fragment weighs 90.41 g. Based on its width, the fragment can be identified
as belonging to a broad belt of medium width. String holes on the upper and the lower ends of
the fragment are placed symmetrically and the terminal of the belt with string holes is also
preserved. An interesting detail on this fragment is a patch that was attached with rivets in
antiquity to mend a broken section at the bottom end of the belt. The surface of the belt is
divided into three friezes separated by two horizontal cables fashioned as braids. The three
friezes are decorated with identical and symmetrical figures. A vertical row of rosettes divides
the scenes in the friezes in groups of two figures. Accordingly, the rosettes along the terminal
of the belt on the left are followed by mythical creatures and horsemen, and the pattern repeats
with rosettes and mythical creatures, again. Horsemen are depicted with a pointed helmet and
their facial details are emphasized. They are dressed in a one-piece tunic that reaches down to
the ankles. The tunic has a round neck, short sleeves, and a belt at the waist. Horsemen are
posed holding the horse’s bridle with the left hand and shooting a lance backwards with the
right hand. Horses are depicted galloping with anatomic details fully fleshed out. The crest and
the browband of the horses’ harnesses are detailed out. Mythical creatures to the left of the
horsemen are composite beasts with the head of a bull, a single horn, a tail, and wings. These
mythical creatures have a lion’s hindlegs and a bull’s forelegs. The mythical creatures on the
right side of the rosettes fall in the category of winged horses. In all mythical creatures, the
wing feathers and body hair are indicated by lines.

Belt Fragment No. 3 (Inv. No. 2010-6097 (A) E: 1699) (Fig. 3)

Belt Fragment No. 3 (Inv. No. 2010-6097 (A) E: 1699) belongs to a medium-width belt. The
belt is 10.2 cm wide, its preserved length is 19.2 cm, and it weighs 72.6 cm. String holes along
the upper and the lower ends of the belt are placed symmetrically, but the lower part of the left
terminal and mid-section of the lower end are broken and missing. The surface of the belt is
divided into three friezes by double bands in relief. The composition of the figures and motifs
in all three friezes is identical. In each frieze, a pattern of four vertical rows of rhombuses is
placed as a spacer in the terminal field on the left. From left to right, this multiple rhombus
pattern is followed by a rosette motif, a bull figure, a flower-like pattern consisting of
rhombuses and double circles, and a mythical creature. Bulls are depicted galloping with
realistic anatomical features. Mythical creatures have a human head, a lion’s body, and the
wings and tail of a bird. These creatures are also depicted galloping with the front feet raised
off the ground. Mythical creatures in all three friezes have the forelegs of a lion. While the
hindleg of the mythical beast in the upper frieze has the form of a lion’s legs, those in the middle
and the lower frieze have the hindlegs of a bull. In both bulls and mythical creatures, ribs,
abdominal muscles, wing feathers, and the tail are indicated by incised lines.
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Belt Fragment No. 4 (Inv. No. 2010-6098 (A) E: 1700) (Fig. 4)

Belt Fragment No. 4 (Inv. No. 2010-6098 (A) E: 1700) is 10.5 cm wide and belongs to the
group of medium-width belts. The preserved length of the fragment is 28.7 cm long, and it
weighs 196.74 g. The fragment belongs to the mid-section of a belt that is broken and missing
on both the left and the right side. String holes are present on the upper and the lower ends.
Additionally, the belt has vertical cracks in various sections, which have been repaired in
antiquity with the use of rivets. The surface of the belt is divided into three friezes that are
separated by two parallel horizontal bands in relief. The same pattern of figures and motifs is
repeated in all three friezes. From left to right, each frieze begins with a triple pattern of
rhombuses and double circles followed by a mythical creature, an ornamental spacer consisting
of a flower-like arrangement of rhombuses and double circles, a lion figure, a quadruple pattern
of rhombuses and double circles, another mythical creature, and a triple pattern of vertical
rhombuses. The first mythical creature on the left has a human head, a bird’s body, human feet,
and a scorpion’s tail. This figure wears a polos-like headdress adorned with vertical stripes, and
it is depicted shooting an arrow forward. The lion figures that follow the ornamental spacers
are depicted galloping. The lions have almond-shaped eyes, the mouth is wide open in a growl,
and the tail is curved in an upward arch. Following the second spacer pattern are mythical
creatures with a human head, a lion’s body, and wings. They are depicted galloping with a
polos-like headdress decorated with vertical stripes. The tails of the figures are parallel to the
hindlegs. In the terminal field of the belt on the right, a god figure on a lion is depicted in a
single panel. The lion figure is seen roaring with a wide-open mouth and with realistic
anatomical details. The god figure is depicted in profile, standing on the lion with one foot on
the animal’s back and the other foot near the head. The figure wears a polos on his head and his
facial details are emphasized. This deity is dressed in a round-necked short tunic adorned with
tassels at the hem, reaching down to the knees, and a long cloak with tassels, reaching down to
the ankles. His garments are decorated with vertical stripes. He is posed with the left hand raised
in sacred salutation and with the right hand holding on to a ball-headed staff. The two wings
protruding from the back of the figure are shaped like quivers. The iconography of this deity
identifies him as the god Haldi.

Belt Fragment No. 5 (Inv. No. 2010-6095 (A) E: 1059) (Fig. 5)

Belt Fragment No. 5 (Inv. No. 2010-6095 (A) E: 1059) is from a medium-width belt that is 9.5
cm wide. The preserved length of the fragment is 12.5 cm, and it weighs 36.36 g. Only a small
portion of the belt is preserved, in which animal figures arranged in vertical rows are observable.
Two lions are seen on the left followed by four bulls. The lions are partially preserved with only
the heads and the front part of their bodies visible. They are galloping with wide-open and
roaring mouths. Anatomical features are fully detailed out and the manes are indicated with
lines. The bulls in the second row are also depicted galloping with fully detailed anatomical
features. The bulls’ horns are curved backwards. The tails are parallel to the hindlegs, and they
terminate in a wide tassel. As in the lion figures, the bulls’ ribs and body hair are detailed out
with lines. In the terminal field on the right, four lion figures are depicted inside a panel framed
by a cable pattern that consists of dots inside two parallel lines. The lions inside the terminal
panel are depicted walking with fully detailed anatomical features. The mouth is wide open in
a roar, and the mane and the ribs are indicated with lines. The tail is curved upwards in a wide
arch and it terminates in a widened bulb. The fragment can be identified as belonging to the
right end of the belt, because punched holes, rivets and the belt buckle can be seen along the
right edge.
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Votive Plaque

The square votive plaque with inventory number 2010-6754 (A) E: 6965 is on display in Mardin
Museum (Fig. 6). The plaque measures 7.2 x 7.2 cm and weighs 23.7 g. A god figure seated on
a throne is depicted in the center of the plaque. The deity’s facial features are detailed out and
he is depicted wearing a fez-like headdress adorned with vertical lines with a pompom on top.
He is dressed in a short tunic adorned with vertical lines, reaching to the knees. His right wrist
is adorned with a bracelet with the right hand raised in sacred salutation and he holds a string
of beads in his left hand. A crouching lion is depicted under the god’s feet in front of the throne.
The lion is roaring with a wide-open mouth and its anatomical features are depicted in full
detail. The god’s right foot is depicted resting on the lion’s neck. This central figure is
surrounded by circles that are encircled by dots. The edges of the plaque are damaged and
partially missing. Additionally, the surface of the plague is corroded. The iconography of this
deity identifies him as the god Haldi.

Materials and Production Technology

The five belt fragments and one votive plaque in the collections of Mardin Museum presented
in this study are all made from sheet bronze. Embossing, incision, and punching techniques
were used for applying the decorative designs on these metal artifacts. In fact, traces of molds
used in embossing for creating the raised designs are visible on the reverse side of the objects.
Punching or piercing technique was used for creating the perforated string holes along the edges
of the belts. Additionally, decorative details of the embossed motifs were highlighted by linear
incisions. Most probably, the contours of the motifs were accentuated with the use of burins
with pointed tips. Examples of burins are known from excavations at prominent Urartian sites
such as Ayanis! and Yukar1 Anzaf fortresses. The burin from Yukar: Anzaf is about 7.0-7.5 cm
long and it weighs about 21-25 gr. This object has a square cross-section with a blunt end and
a pointed tip (Belli 2007: 422-423). These objects provide an archaeological correlate from
Urartian sites for metallurgical tools, which we hypothesize to have been used in the final stage
of production of the belts and the votive plaque presented here.

The Urartian belt fragments from Mardin Museum presented here belong to the group of
medium-width belts.? Votive plaques in Mardin Museum are represented by a single example
which has a square form. In the examples of belt fragments where the outer edges are preserved,
perforated string holes with regular intervals are observable framing the decorated area. These
holes were used for sewing the belts to woven or leather garments. Rivets are punched into the
pierced holes in two of the belt fragments from Mardin Museum. In fact, the use of rivets
punched into the pierced holes along the upper and lower ends and the short edges of belts is
documented at other Urartian sites, as well (Cilingiroglu 1997: 122; Ozdemir — Ozdemir —
Kiling 2019: 57). Since most of the belt fragments studied here are very partially preserved, it
is not possible to know how their buckles were formed. The belt buckle is preserved in only
one example, in which it is made by casting technique and attached near the mid-section of the
right end of the belt. The two ends of the belt would have been joined by clasping this buckle
to a corresponding part attached to the left end of the belt. There are no string holes or rivet
holes on the votive plague.

! The form and dimensions of the burin found at Ayanis Fortress excavations are not indicated in the published
report (Cilingiroglu — Saglamtimur 2003: 467).
2 This study follows H. J. Kellner’s published typologies in Kellner 1991a; 1991b.
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Functions and Areas of Use

The prevalence of belts from excavated Urartian sites bears witness to the fact that this
accessory was in fashion during the Urartian Period. Belts and belt fragments are known from
archaeological contexts at many Urartian sites: Cavustepe (Erzen 1978: lev. XXXIV/b),
chamber tomb at Ayanis Fortress (Cilingiroglu — Erdem 2010: 6-7), Karmir Blur (Piotrovsky
1952: 37, pl. 19; 1970: fig. 84), Kayalidere (Burney 1966: 78, fig. 10), Giriktepe Palace (Balkan
1964: 242), Tomb 2 at Murat Tepe Mound (Ozdemir — Ozdemir — Kiling 2019: 54-63), Patnos
(Balkan 1964: 235-243), Urn 1 at Dilkaya Mound (Cilingiroglu 1988: 264), a tomb at Gushchi
(Barnett 1963: 198 fig. 48), the largest tomb at Erzincan/Altintepe (Ozgiic 1969: 6), 1gdir
Necropolis (Barnett 1963: 177, figs. 30-31), Tombs I, 11, and 11l at Nor-Aresh (Barnett 1963:
195, fig. 41, 197, fig. 46, 198, fig. 47), rock-cut tomb at Adilcevaz (Bilgi¢c — Ogiin 1974: 32),
urns at Van/Altintepe Necropolis (Sevin — Ozfirat — Kavakli 2000: 424), tombs at Li¢ (Ogiin
1973: 66-67), and Sucat1 tomb (Karaosmanoglu 2018: 51-56). Additionally, there are many
examples of unprovenanced belts originating from illicit excavations, housed in museums and
private collections in Turkey and abroad (Kellner 1991a, 1991b; Igit — Goktas 2018; Kuvang
2018; Belli 2004; Seidl 2004). The use of belts in the Urartian Period is also documented in
depictions of human figures and gods and goddesses in objects of figurative art (Gokce 2016).
While fewer examples of belts are known from excavated Urartian settlements, most of the
belts are found in mortuary contexts. In tombs, belts were deposited as funerary gifts
accompanying the deceased. Belts are not attested in excavated temples or sanctuaries at
Urartian sites, which indicates that belts were not deposited as votive offerings (Cavusoglu
2005: 95). It has been proposed that, “the figures and symbols depicted on the belts suggest
that, in addition to their use as funerary offerings, belts were used as items of personal
adornment in daily life, as accessories of soldiers’ armors, and as objects imbued with mystical
powers in religious ceremonies and cultic rituals” (Ulusman 1991: 43; Igit — Goktas 2018: 991).
It is also commonly accepted that belts served as signifiers of social status and rank.
Accordingly, we may envision that, belts with rich and complex figurative depictions and
inscriptions were used by high-status individuals, while uninscribed belts with simpler designs
were used by individuals belonging to lower classes. The group of belt fragments from Mardin
Museum are partially preserved and their original dimensions are not clearly discernable. There
is no information on the findspots or the original archaeological contexts of these objects. Due
to the lack of such contextual information, it is not possible to state with confidence how and
where these objects were used in antiquity. Nevertheless, the rich and complex decorative
programs of these examples from Mardin Museum suggest that these belts were prestige items
used by high-status individuals either as accessories for garments or they were deposited as
funerary offerings for high-status individuals, like many examples of Urartian belts.

In archaeological studies of the Urartu, votive plaques constitute an important category of
figurative art objects. Unlike Urartian belts, votive plaques are not a widespread type of portable
material culture at Urartian sites and cemeteries. The earliest finding of votive plaques date to
1971, when a hoard of bronze plaques was discovered by illegal excavations in the vicinity of
Serdar Tepesi, which is located 250 m southwest of the Giyimli (Hirkanis) Village in the
Giirpinar District of Van Province (Erzen 1974: 193). The plaques from Giyimli were scattered
to various museums and private collections in Turkey and around the world. In addition to the
many examples originating from Giyimli, isolated examples have been unearthed by
archaeological excavations at several Urartian settlements: Erzincan/Altintepe (Kellner 1991c:
288), Norsuntepe (Kellner 1991c: 288), Karmir-Blur (Kellner 1982: fig. 1.2), and Armavir-Blur
(Kellner 1982: fig 2). Scholarly opinions about the areas of use and functions of votive plaques
vary. Tasyiirek (1978: 202) has suggested that votive plaques were left as votive offerings to

6
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gods/goddesses at temples and sanctuaries. Ogiin (1984: 67), on the other hand, regards these
objects as funerary offerings. Belli (2004: 248) has proposed that these plaques were appliques
on garments serving as amulets. Based on the religious and cultic imagery on these plaques,
Biber — Cavusoglu (2010: 67) have also proposed that they may have been used as objects
imbued with mystical powers that were attached to the doors or walls of domestic structures.
Just like the belts, the votive plaque from the Mardin Museum is unprovenanced and there is
no information about its original archaeological context. Therefore, it is not possible to identify
what purpose this object may have served in antiquity. Nevertheless, based on the religious
symbolism of the depiction on this plaque, it is plausible to suggest that this object was either
deposited as a votive offering at a sanctuary or it was used as a funerary offering in a tomb.

Conclusions

The metal objects from Mardin Museum presented in this study consist of five belt fragments
and one votive plaque. All studied objects are manufactured from bronze. Materials that these
objects were made from, and the decoration techniques employed for the depictions on them
are in line with the characteristics of Urartian metal objects. Belt fragments in this collection
belong to medium-width belts and the votive plaque has a square form. In these regards, all five
belt fragments and the votive plaque show close typological and stylistic similarities with
currently known examples of Urartian belts and votive plaques. Motifs and figures depicted on
the belt fragments and the votive plaque parallel classical examples of Urartian art. Depictions
include decorative motifs such as rosettes, the cable pattern, rhombuses, and double circles, as
well as figurative depictions of horsemen, lions, bulls, gods, and mythical creatures. Lions and
bulls bear witness to the fauna and the natural environment of the period; horsemen are
informative of military technology; and deities and mythical creatures are reflections of the
belief system of the Urartian Period. Additionally, the cable pattern and various combinations
of rhombuses and double circles are used as decorative elements and spacers between figures
in the friezes. When compared with Urartian belts from excavations, museums, and private
collections in terms of their dimensions and the style and composition of their figurative
depictions, belt fragments from the Mardin Museum collections studied here can be identified
as the products of the 8" — 7" centuries BC Urartian palatial style.! Votive plaques of the
Urartian Period are generally dated based on the stylistic attributes of their depictions, and
accordingly most of the known examples date between the 8" century and the early 6" century
BC. Along parallel lines, we may date the votive plaque from the Mardin Museum to this broad
temporal period. Bronze belts have been found at many excavated sites and cemeteries within
the geographical boundaries of the Urartian Kingdom that ruled over Eastern Anatolia,
Armenia, and northwestern Iran from the 9™ century BC onwards. It is generally accepted that
belts were in common use in Urartian society. It has been proposed that the narrow belts were
used by young women who wore long garments, while medium-width and broad belts were
used by more senior women and men (Cavusoglu 2014: 53; Karaosmanoglu 2018: 54). Based
on the figurative depictions on the medium-width belts from Mardin Museum, we may suggest
that the examples presented in this article were used by men rather than women. In conclusion,
we hope that this examination of the belt fragments and the votive plague from Mardin Museum
will promote the further study and publication of archaeological material culture remains in the
region.

! For comparable examples, see Kellner 1991a, Cavusoglu 2014.
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ELAZIG MUZESI’NDEN BiR GRUP FiBULA

Pinar PINARCIK"

0z

Makalede Elazig Miizesi’'nde bulunan on adet fibula degerlendirilmistir. Fibulalar miizeye satin alma yolu ile
kazandirilmigtir. Bu nedenle buluntu yerleri ve durumlar1 hakkinda veri bulunmamaktadir. Calismada fibulalarin
kullanim alanlar1 ve islevleri ile iiretim ve bezeme tekniklerine agiklik getirilmeye de ¢aligilmistir. Bronz iiretimi
olan fibulalar dokiim tekniginde tiretilmistir. Yuvarlak kesitli fibulalarin kollari {izerinde simetrik yerlestirilmis
silmeler ve toruslar yer alir. Torus ve silmelerin sayilar iki ile {i¢ arasinda degisir. Eserlerin kilit yuvalar1 bir
dortgen plakanin doviilerek el formunda biikiilmesiyle olusturulmustur. Nitekim fibulalarin ¢ogunlugunda kilit
yuvasinda parmaklar belirgin islenmistir. igneyi olusturan tel ise gdvdenin bir ucuna iki veya ii¢ kez sarilarak
kullanilmistir. Eserler gévde yapilarina gore iiggen ve yarim daire olmak iizere siniflandirilmistir. Calismada
fibulalarin tarihlendirilmesinde benzer drneklerden yararlanilmistir. Boylelikle Elazig Miizesi fibulalar1 M.O.
VIII.-VIL. yiizyillara tarihlendirilmistir. Elazig Miizesi’nde sergilenen fibulalarin elbiselerin uglarini birlestirmenin
yani sira kemer ya da kusaklarda aksesuar olarak kullanildigi énerilebilir. Incelemis oldugumuz fibulalar
bilinenlere yeni katkilar saglamasi agisindan 6nem arz etmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Fibula, Urartu, Assur, Elazig Miizesi, Giysi.

A Group of Fibula from Elazi§ Museum
Abstract

In the article, ten fibulae found in Elazig Museum were evaluated. The fibulae were brought to the museum by
purchasing. For this reason, there is no data on their finding places and conditions. In the study, it has also been
tried to clarify the usage areas and functions of the fibulae and the production and decoration techniques. The
fibulae produced in bronze were produced by casting technique. There are symmetrically placed ridges and toruses
on the arms of the circular-sectioned fibulae. The number of torus and ridges varies from two to three. The lock
slots of the pieces were formed by forging a rectangular plate and bending it in the form of a hand. As a matter of
fact, the fingers are clearly engraved in the lock slot in the majority of fibulae. The wire forming the needle was
used by wrapping two or three times on one end of the body. The pieces are classified as triangular and semi-
circular according to their body structure. Similar examples were used in the dating of fibulae in the study. Thus,
the fibulas of Elazig Museum were dated to the VIII'™-VII"™ centuries BC. It can be suggested that the fibulae
exhibited in Elazig Museum were used as accessories for belts or sashes, as well as joining the ends of the dresses.
The fibulae that we have examined are important in terms of providing new contributions to the known.

Keywords: Fibula, Urartu, Assyrian, Elazig Museum, Clothing.

* Dog¢. Dr. Pmar PINARCIK, Diizce Universitesi, Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Eskicag Tarihi Anabilim Dal,
Diizce/TURKIYE, E-mail:pinarpinarcik@gmail.com, ORCID ID: 0000-0002-6757-1719.S6z konusu fibulalara
calisma izni veren Elazig Miize Midiirliigii'ne ve Miize Uzmanlar1 Bilal Aydin ve Reyhan Haroglu Kaya’ya
tesekkiirlerimi sunarim. Ayrica fibulalarin ¢izimini titizlikle yapan Arkeolog/Desinatér Rahime SELIM’e de
tesekkiir ederim.
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EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Hooked needles used to fasten the two ends of a dress or fabric together are called fibula.
Fibulae have been used as an ornament as well as functionality on clothes. Fibulae were used
in different geographies and cultures in ancient times. As a matter of fact, in almost every
period, these cultures have also produced their own fibula types depending on the developing
technology. The fibulae which spread over a wide geographical area, have been used since the
middle of the 11" millennium BC and reached their peak in the Iron Age. Information about the
use and functions of fibulae was obtained by archaeological data. The generally accepted view
in the studies on this subject is that fibulae are used to join the two ends of the clothes. In this
context, it is understood by both visual data and grave findings that fibulae were used on the
shoulder, chest, arm and belt. It has also been suggested that the fibulae may have been used as
an accessory in dresses, as well as to fasten the ends of the dresses. It is also known that jewelry
was used as an amulet or periapt against evil by human beings in ancient times. Although there
is no data showing that fibulae were used for this purpose, it has been stated that fibulae had an
important place in the ceremonial clothes of Phrygian kings. Thus, it is possible that the fibulae
were used for religious purposes. In addition to these, as in many other jewelery examples,
fibulae must have been used as a status indicator. Metals such as gold, iron, silver and bronze
were used in the production of fibulae. From the fibulae unearthed in the Near East, it is
understood that bronze was mostly preferred in their production. Forging and casting techniques
were applied in the production of fibulae. It is also known that some fibulae made of bronze
and iron were covered with gold. Gold and silver fibulae are mostly in forging technique. Sand
casting technique was used in the production of bronze fibulae. In the ornaments seen on the
fibulae, mostly linear and rarely granulated relief techniques were applied. The subject of our
study is ten fibulae in Elazig Museum. Ten fibulae that we will discuss in the article are bronze
production. These were brought to Elazig Museum by purchasing. For this reason, there is no
data on finding status of the pieces. Body structures were taken as basis in determining the types
of fibulae. Accordingly, fibulae of Elazi§ Museum are divided into two types as ones with
triangular and semicircular bodies. Fibulae made by casting technique are circular-sectioned.
There are symmetrically placed toruses on the arms of the fibula. There are also one or two
ridges among these toruses. The wire forming the needle is tied to one end of the body by
wrapping it twice. The lock slot of the fibulae is formed by forging a plate and bending it in the
form of a hand. Although most of them are undecorated, there are grooves made in the linear
technique on the top of one example. In this context, it is certain that there is a division of labour
in the production of fibulae that we have examined. Since early times, jewelry has been used
by everyone, regardless of gender. Therewithal, the visual arts and the data obtained from the
settlements and tombs confirm this. Fibulae, which constitute of a group of jewelry, were also
used without gender discrimination. It is one of the accepted views that jewelry, which is an
important accessory for human beings, also determines social status. Since the fibulae, which
we have evaluated from Elazig Museum and which constitute of a group of jewellery, were
brought to the museum by purchasing, there is no data on the finding places and conditions. For
this reason, it does not seem possible to clarify the place of fibulae in determining social status.
Fibulae have been used as an accessory of clothes since the second millennium BC. As a matter
of fact, it is known that the fibulae found in the royal tomb excavated in Gordion are an
important part of the ceremonial costume of the Phrygian king. Again, in Khorsabad relief, Bor
relief, Persepolis Apadana, Ivriz relief, Zincirli relief and Maras relief, fibulae are depicted as
a part of the clothing. The ten fibulae in Elazig Museum are small in size. In this context, it can
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be thought that these fibulae are used as accessories on belts or sashes, as well as combining
the ends of the dresses. Among fibulae, similars of ones in triangular shape are seen in tombs
of Deve Hoyiik II dated to 1% millennium BC, in layer SS78 dated to 1% millennium BC in Lidar
Hoyiik; in Luristan; in Burial I dated to Period II at Hasanlu, Period I dated to approximately
the last quarter of the 8" century BC at Tepe Nush-i Jan, tomb 36 dated to about the end of the
8" century BC in Marlik in Northwestern Iran; in room 23 of the Neo-Assyrian space J in
Khorsabad in Northern Mesopotamia, and in the Neo-Assyrian layer in Nimrud and Assyria.
Similar semicircular fibulae are found in tomb number 45 date to the Iron Age in Norsuntepe
in Anatolia, in Adilcevaz Urartian period tombs, in layer TT78 dated to the 1% millennium BC
in Lidar Hoylik, in Urartian settlements Bastam, Toprakkale, Van Castle, Ayanis and Karmir-
Blur and in the Urartian period tombs in Murat Tepe Hoyiik, Van/Altintepe KM 14 tomb and
Van/Kalecik Necropolis Ka.19 tomb among the Urartian necropolises. In addition to scientific
archaeological excavations, there are also semicircular fibulae found as a result of illegal
excavations and exhibited in Turkey and abroad. The fibulae found and studied in these
museums have been dated to the Urartian Period. Ten fibulae in the collection of Elazig
Museum, on which we examined, were brought to the museum by purchasing. There is no data
on finding status of these pieces. For this reason, similar examples were used in the dating of
fibulae in the study. Thus, we can date the fibulae to the VII"M-VII™ centuries BC.

Giris

Elbise ya da kumasin iki ucunu birbirine tutturmak i¢in kullanilan ¢engelli igneler fibula olarak
tanimlanir (Muscarella 1964: 35-36; Bilir 2020: 24). Fibulalar kiyafetlerde islevselligin yani
sira birer siis 6gesi olarak da kullanilmistir (Tekocak 2012: 27). Eski Cag’da farkli cografya ve
kiiltiirlerde fibulalar kullanim gormiistiir. Nitekim hemen her donemde, gelisen teknolojiye
bagli olarak bu kiiltiirler kendine 6zgii fibula tipleri de ortaya koymuslardir. Genis bir cografi
alana yayilmis olan fibulalar, M.O. II. binin ortalarindan itibaren kullanim gérmiis ve Demir
Cagr’nda ise zirve noktasma ulasmustir (Tekocak 2012: 28; Erdan 2017: 52-53). M.O. 13.
ylizyi1lda Miken ticaretinin yayginlagmasi ile fibulalar Kibris, Kilikya ve Orta Dogu’ya kadar
ulagsmustir (Stronach 1959: 181; Muscarella, 1967: 41-42; San 2006: 37; Tekcan 2012: 28).
Yakindogu’da ise ilk fibula drneklerinin M.O. 13. yiizyilin sonlarina dogru veya 12. yiizyilda
gorildiigli belirtilmistir (Muscarella 2007: 175; Tekcan 2012: 28). Ayrica Yakindogu’da
fibulalarin en erken Ornekleri Kibris, Filistin ve Suriye’den bilinir (Muscarella 1965: 233).
Mezopotamya ve Iran’da ise fibulalar M.O. 7. yiizyilda yaygin kullanilmistir (Muscarella 1965:
233; San 2006: 37). Iran Bélgesi'nin ise en erken fibulalar1 Luristan’dan bilinir (Muscarella
1965: 233). M.O. 1. binde Kafkasya’da bolgeye 6zgii fibula tiplerinin iiretimi s6z konusudur.
M.O. 8. yiizyilda Assur Kralligi'nda da fibula kullanilmistir. Anadolu’da M.O. 8. yiizyilda
yagsamis olan Frigler uygarlig1 da fibula iiretiminde 6nemli bir yere sahiptir (San 2006: 37;
Erdan 2017: 53; Bilir 2020: 24). Ayrica M.O. 1. binde Dogu Anadolu Bolgesi’nde Van Gélii
Havzas1 merkez olmak tizere kurulmus olan Urartu Kralligi’nin taki sanatinda da fibulalar
onemli bir yer tutar (Ogiin 1979: 178-188; San 2006: 35-51; Belli 2010: 356-367).

Arkeolojik verilerden fibulalarin kullanim yerleri ve islevleri hakkinda bilgiler elde edilmistir.
Bu konu iizerine yapilmis olan caligmalarda genel olarak kabul edilen goriis, fibulalarin
elbiselerin iki ucunu birlestirmede kullanildigidir (Muscarella 1964: 35-36; San 2006: 37,
Tekocak 2012: 27; Bilir 2020: 24). Nitekim Khorsabad (Muscarella 1967: pl. 11/fig.1) ve Bor
(Muscarella 1967: pl. V/fig. 6) kabartmalarinda pelerin uglarini birlestirmede kullanilan
fibulalar bu goriisii destekler. Ayrica Persepolis Apadanasi (Muscarella 1967: pl. III-IV/figs. 2-

17



Pmar PINARCIK

3), Ivriz kabartmas1 ve Zincirli kabartmalarinda (Muscarella 1967: pl. VI/fig. 7) omuz
kisminda; Persepolis Apadanasi (Muscarella 1967: pl. VI/fig. 7) ve Maras kabartmasinda
(Muscarella 1967: pl. VIII/fig. 8) kemer tizerinde fibulalar betimlenmistir. Bunlarin yani sira
Assur donemi gomiilerinde fibulalar iskeletlerin gogiis ya da omuz kismina yakin bulunmustur
(Stronach 1959: 204). Bu baglamda hem gorsel verilerden hem de mezar buluntularindan
fibulalarin omuz, gogiis, kol ve kemer iizerinde kullanildig1 anlagilmaktadir. Fibulalarin elbise
uclarini tutturmanin yami sira elbiselerde birer aksesuar olarak kullanilmis olabilcegi de
onerilmistir (Tekocak 2012: 27). Ayrica fibulalarin boyutlari da kullamimlart ilgili bilgiler
vermektedir. Keza “biiyiik fibulalarin yiin kalin kumasglar, kiiciik fibulalarin ise keten gibi ince
kumaslart tutturmak igin kullanilmis olabilcegi” 6nerilmistir (Muscarella 1967: 51; Bilir 2020:
dipnot 1). Eski Cag’da insanoglu tarafindan takilarin kotiileklere karsi birer muska ya da
nazarlik olarak kullanildig1 da bilinmektedir. Simdilik fibulalarin bu amagcla kullanildigina dair
veriler bulunmamakla birlikte Frig krallarinin téren kiyafetlerinde fibulalarin énemli bir yer
tuttugu ifade edilmistir (Stronach 1959: 203; San 2006:38). Boylelikle fibulalarin dini amaglh
kullanilmis olmas1 da ihtimal dahilindedir. Bunlarin yani sira diger bircok taki drneginde
oldugu gibi fibulalar statii gostergesi olarak da kullanilmig olmalidir. Frig tiimiiliislerinde ele
gecen fibula drneklerinden yola ¢ikilarak M.O. 1. bin ortalarindan itibaren kraliyet ailesi veya
iist diizey yoneticilerin fibula kullanimlarinin yayginlastigi ifade edilmistir (Tekin 2018: 178).

Fibulalarin tiretiminde altin, demir, giimiis ve bronz gibi madenler kullanilmistir. Yakindogu’da
bugiine kadar ele gegen fibulalardan, bunlarin {iretiminde ¢ogunlukla bronzun tercih edildigi
anlagilmaktadir. Fibulalarin tiretiminde dévme ve dokiim teknikleri uygulanmistir. Tung ve
demirden iiretilen bazi fibualalarin altin ile kaplandigi da bilinmektedir. Altin ve glimiis
fibulalar ¢ogunlukla dovme teknigindedir. Bronz fibulalarin iiretiminde ise kum kaliplarda
dokiim teknigi kullanilmistir (San 2006: 39; Tekin 2018). Fibulalar {izerinde goriilen slislemeler
de ¢ogunlukla linear ve nadiren de olsa graniile ile kabartma teknikleri uygulanmastir.

Elazig Miizesi Fibulalan

Fibulalar Yakindogu cografyasinda genis bir kullanim gormistiir. Elazig Miizesi depolarinda
bulunan ve bu ¢alismaya konu olan fibulalarin da bilinen 6rneklerle birlikte degerlendirilmesi
fibula tipolojisine katki saglayacaktir. Makalede ele alacagimiz on adet fibula bronz tiretimidir.
Bunlar Elazig Miizesi’ne satin alma yolu ile kazandirilmistir. Bu nedenle eserlerin buluntu
durumlan ile ilgili veriler bulunmamaktadir. Fibulalarin tiplerinin belirlenmesinde govde
yapilar1 temel alinmistir. Buna gore Elazig Miizesi fibulalar tiggen ve yarim daire govdeliler
olmak iizere iki tipe ayrilmistir.

Katalog
Katalog No 1: Envanter No: 81 TMKC 3-25: Olciileri: Yiik. 2 cm, Cap: 3 cm, i1gne Uzun. 4 cm.

Tanmmi: Uggen gdvdeli fibula saglam durumdadir. Dékiim tekniginde yapilmis olan eser
yuvarlak kesitlidir. Fibulanin kollar1 tizerinde simetrik yerlestirilmis {i¢ adet torus bulunur. Bu
toruslar arasinda ikiser adet silme yer alir. igneyi olusturan tel, gévdenin bir ucuna iki kez
sarilarak baglanmistir. Fibulanin kilit yuvast ise bir plakanin doviilerek el formunda
biikiilmesiyle olusturulmustur (Figiir 1).

Benzerleri: Pedde 2000: Taf. 40/543, Taf. 70/1044.
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Katalog No 2: Envanter No: 81 TMKC 2-67: Olciileri: Yiik. 2 cm, Cap: 4 cm, igne Uzun. 4 cm.

Tanimi: Fibula tliggen gdvdeli olup tiimdiir. Yuvarlak kesitli fibula dokiim tekniginde
tiretilmistir. Fibulanin kollar1 iizerinde simetrik yerlestirilmis iki adet torus ve bu toruslar
arasinda ikiser adet silme bulunur. Igneyi olusturan tel, gévdenin bir ucuna ii¢ kez sarilarak
baglanmistir. Kilit yuvasit bir plakanin doviilerek el formunda biikiilmesiyle yapilmistir.
Nitekim Kilit yuvasinda bas parmak belirgindir (Figiir 2).

Benzerleri: Muscarella 1988: 46, Fig. 52; Pedde 2000: Taf. 66/961.

Katalog No 3: Envanter No: 81 TMKC 3-23: Olciileri: Yiik. 2.5 cm, Cap: 4 ¢m, Igne Uzun.
kirik.

Tanimi: Uggen govdeli fibulanin igne kismu kirik ve eksiktir. Yuvarlak kesitli fibula dokiim
tekniginde tiretilmistir. Fibulanin kollar1 tizerinde simetrik yerlestirilmis dort adet silme yer alir.
Kilit yuvasi el formunda olup parmaklar blirgin sekilde islenmistir (Figiir 3).

Benzerleri: Muscarella 1984: 416, Fig. 2; Pedde 2000: Taf. 57/785-786; Curtis 2013: PI.
LXXXVII1/1072.

Katalog No 4: Envanter No: 81 TMKC 3-24: Olciileri: Yiik. 2 cm, Cap: 2 cm, igne Uzun. 3 cm.

Tanimmi: Fibula iiggen govdeli olup saglam durumdadir. Yuvarlak kesitli fibula dokiim
tekniginde yapilmistir. Eserin kollar1 iizerinde simetrik yerlestirilmis {i¢ adet torus ve bu
toruslar arasinda ikiser adet silme bulunur. Igneyi olusturan tel, govdenin bir ucuna iki kez
sarilmis, kilit yuvasi bir plakanin doviilerek el formunda biikiilmesiyle olusturulmustur (Figiir
4).

Benzerleri: Muscarella 1988: 209, Fig. 317; Pedde 2000: Taf. 61/840; Curtis 2013: PI.
LXXXVII/1071.

Katalog No 5: Envanter No: 82 TMKC 4-16: Olciileri: Yiik. 4 cm, Cap: 4 cm, Igne Uzun. Kirik.

Tanimi: Saglam durumda olan fibula liggen govdelidir. Eser dokiim tekniginde tiretilmis ve
yuvarlak kesitlidir. Fibulanin kollar1 tizerinde simetrik yerlestirilmis ti¢c adet silme vardir. Kilit
yuvast bir plakanin doviilerek el formunda biikiilmesiyle olusturulmustur. Nitekim kilit
yuvasinda parmaklar belirgin sekilde goriiliir (Figiir 5).

Benzerleri: ---

Katalog No 6: Envanter No: 82 TMKC 5-1: Olciileri: Yiik. 3 cm, Cap: 3 cm, igne Uzun. Kirik.

Tanimi: Yarim daire govdeli fibula yuvarlak kesitlidir. Dokiim tekniginde yapilmis olan
fibulanin igne kismi kirik ve eksiktir. Fibulanin kollar1 tizerinde simetrik yerlestirilmis bir adet
torus vardir. Torusun alt ve iist kisminda birer silme bulunur. Eserin gdvdesinin {ist kismi
yivlerle benzenmistir. Kilit yuvast bir plakanin doviilerek el formunda biikiilmesiyle
olusturulmus olup bas parmak belirgindir. Eserin tepe kisminda bir halka yer alir (Figiir 6).

Benzerleri: Schmidt 2002: 80, Taf. 65/976.
Katalog No 7: Envanter No: 82 TMKC 5-2: Olciileri: Yiik. 2 cm, Cap: 2 cm, igne Uzun. Kirik.

Tanimi: Fibula yarim daire govdelidir. Yuvarlak kesitli eser dokiim tekniginde iiretilmistir.
Fibulanin kollar1 tizerinde simetrik yerlestirilmis silmeler yer alir. Kilit yuvasi kismen kirik ve
eksik olmak ile birlikte bunun da doviilerek el formunda biikiilmesiyle yapildig
anlasilmaktadir. Tutamagin karsisinda bulunan diger kolun ucu yuvarlatilarak yarim daire
seklinde sonlandirilmistir. Fibulanin ignesi ise kiriktir (Figiir 7).
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Benzerleri: Ogﬁn 1978: Lev. 31/15; Pedde 2000: Taf. 17: 234, Taf. 23/313, Taf. 23/320; Ayaz
2006: 26, Kat. No. 80; Belli 2010: 359; Cavusoglu 2015: Fig. 7/34; Bilir 2019: 102, Fig. 3/14-
Type B.Vla.

Katalog No 8: Envanter No: 83 TMKC 6-4: Olciileri: Yiik. 1.5 ¢m, Cap: 2 cm, Igne Uzun.
Kirik.

Tanimi: Yarim daire govdeli fibulada igne kirik ve eksiktir. Dokiim tekniginde iiretilmis olan
fibula yuvarlak kesitlidir. Fibulanin kollar1 lizerinde simetrik yerlestirilmis birer silme goriliir.
Eserin govdesinin {ist boliimii daha sigkin olup bu bdliimde bir adet kabartma bant bulunur.
Kilit yuvasi bir plakanin doviilerek el formunda biikiilmesiyle yapilmistir. El formunun bas
parmagi belirgin olup diger parmaklar linear ¢izgilerle belirginlestirilmistir. Ayrica bir dnceki
ornekte oldugu gibi bu fibulaninda tutamaginin karsisinda bulunan diger kolun ucu
yuvarlatilarak yarim daire seklinde sonlandirilmistir (Figiir 8).

Benzerleri: Belli 2010: 360.

Katalog No 9: Envanter No: 80 TMKC 9-51: Olciileri: Yiik. 3 cm, Cap: 3.5 cm, igne Uzun. 4.5
cm.

Tanimi: Yarim daire govdeli fibula saglam durumdadir. Dokiim tekniginde {iretilmis olan fibula
yuvarlak kesitlidir. Fibulanin kollar {izerinde simetrik yerlestirilmis ii¢ adet silme bulunur.
Igneyi olusturan tel, gdovdenin bir ucuna bir kez sarilarak baglanmistir. Fibulanin kilit yuvasi
ise bir plakanin doviilerek el formunda biikiilmesiyle olusturulmustur. Kilit yuvasinda
parmaklar belirgin olarak goriiliir. Fibulanin her iki kolunda silmelerin hemen {ist tarafindan
govdeye dogru linear tekniginde siisleme bulunur. Ayrica gévdenin iist kesiminin her iki tarafi
kabartma tekniginde dairelerle bezenmistir (Figiir 9).

Benzerleri:---

Katalog No 10: Envanter No: 81 TMKC 1-11: Olciileri: Yiik. 2 cm, Cap: 1.5 ¢m, I8ne Uzun. 2
cm.

Tanimi: Saglam durumda olan fibula yarim daire gévdelidir. Dokiim tekniginde iiretilmis olan
fibula yuvarlak kesitlidir. Fibulanin kollar1 lizerinde simetrik yerlestirilmis ii¢ adet silme yer
alir. Kilit yuvast bir plakanm doviilerek el formunda biikiilmesiyle olusturulmustur. Igneyi
olusturan tel, gdvdenin bir ucuna iki kez sarilarak baglanmistir (Figiir 10).

Benzerleri: Wartke 1990: 79/b; Tarhan 1994: Fig. 21/1; Stone — Zimansky 2003: 227, Fig.
11.15; San 2006: 52, Fig. 2/a; Belli 2010: 358; Ozdemir 2019: Sek. 4/12; Gogtas — Igit 2019:
546, Foto. 15.

Sonuc¢

En erken donemlerden itibaren takinin insanoglunun hayatinda 6nemli bir yerinin oldugu
bilinmektedir. Devletlesme siireci ve gelisen teknolojiye bagli olarak taki tiretiminde de
gelismeler kaydedilmistir. Ornegin, Kassit ve Yeni Babil donemi yazili kaynaklar, taki
iretiminden sorumlu kisilere dair veriler icermektedir (Oppenheim 1949: 172). Yine
Mezopotamya'nin yazili kaynaklarinda kuyumcu “zadim”, altin ustast “kudim/kuttimum”
olarak gecmektedir (Mclntosh 2005: 258). Ayrica taki iiretiminde “kalip hazirlayan, dokiim
yapan ve daha ince isler (siisleme) yapan profesyonel ustalarin oldugu” belirtilmistir
(Cavusoglu — Gokce — Isik 2014: 30). Elazig Miizesi’ne satin alma yoluyla kazandirilmis on
adet fibulanin tamami bronz iiretimi olup dokiim tekniginde yapilmistir. Biiyiik ¢ogunlugu
bezemesiz olmakla birlikte bir 6rnegin tepe kisminda linear tekniginde yapilmis yivler bulunur.
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Elaz1g Miizesi’nden Bir Grup Fibula

Bu baglamda incelemis oldugumuz fibulalarin iiretiminde de bir is boliimiiniin oldugu
muhakkaktir.

Eski Cag’da takilar kadin, ¢cocuk ve erkekler tarafindan kullanilmistir. Arkeolojik verilerden
betim sanat1 ve mezarlardan ele gecen veriler de bunu dogrulamaktadir. Takilarin bir grubunu
olusturan fibulalar da cinsiyet ayrimi yapilmadan kullanilmistir. insanoglu i¢in énemli bir
aksesuar olan takilarin sosyal statiiyii de belirledigi de kabul edilen goriislerdendir. Elazig
Miizesi’nden degerlendirmis oldugumuz ve takilarin bir grubunu olusturan fibulalar satin alma
yolu ile miizeye kazandirildigi i¢in buluntu yerleri ve durumlari hakkinda veri
bulunmamaktadir. Bu nedenle fibulalardan hangilerinin krali, dini ya da halk kesimi tarafindan
kullanildigini séylemek miimkiin gériinmemektedir.

Arkeolojik verilerden fibulalarin M.O. II. binden itibaren kiyafetlerin bir aksesuari olarak
kullanildig1 anlasilmaktadir. Gordion’da kazis1 yapilan kraliyet mezarinda ele gegen fibulalarin
Frig kralinin téren kostiimiiniin 6nemli bir par¢asi oldugu Onerilmistir (Stronach 1959: 254).
Yine Khorsabad (Muscarella 1967: pl. 11/fig.1), Bor (Muscarella 1967: pl. 111/fig. 2), Persepolis
Apadanas1 (Muscarella 1967: pl. IV/fig. 3), Ivriz kabartmasi, Zincirli kabartmalarinda
(Muscarella 1967: pl. VI/fig. 7) ve Marag kabartmalarinda da (Muscarella 1967: pl. VIII/fig. 8)
fibulalar kiyafetin bir pargasi olarak betimlenmistir. incelemis oldugumuz fibulalar boyut
acisindan kiiciiktiir. Bu baglamda Elazig Miizesi’nde sergilenen fibulalarin elbiselerin uglarini
birlestirmenin yani1 sira kemer ya da kusaklarda aksesuar olarak kullanildig1 da diisiiniilebilir.
82 TMKC 4-16 envanter numarali fibulanin tepe kisminda bir halka mevcuttur. Olasilikla bu
halkaya zincir benzeri bir nesne takilmistir. Urartu Donemine ait bazi fibulalarda bu tiir halka
ve zincirlere rastlanir. Zahlhaas, “bu tiir fibulalarda ufak bir cimbiz ve géz kalemi gibi siis
esyalarinin takildigint” ileri siirmiistiir (Zahlhaas 1991: 188, Res. 56-57). Uzerinde halka
bulunan 82 TMKC 4-16 envanter numarali fibula 6rneginin de bu amagla kullanilmig olmasi
ihtimal dahilindedir.

Fibulalardan iiggen formlularin benzerlerine Anadolu’da M.O. 1. bine tarihlenen Deve Hiiyiik
II mezarlarinda (Pedde 2000: Taf. 40/543), Lidar Hoyiik’te M.O. 1. bine ait tabaka SS78’de
(Pedde 2000: Taf. 57/785-786); Luristan’da (Pedde 2000: Taf. 70/1044); Kuzeybat: Iran’da
Hasanlu’da Period II’ye tarihlenen Gomii I’de (Muscarella 1988: 46, Fig. 52), Tepe Nush-i
Jan’da yaklasik olarak M.O. 8 yiizy1lin son geyregine ait Period I’de (Muscarella 1988: 209,
Fig. 317), Marlik’ta yaklasik M.O. 8. yiizyilin sonlarina tarihlenen mezar 36’da (Muscarella
1984: 416, Fig. 2); Kuzey Mezopotamya’da Khorsabad’da Yeni Assur Dénemine ait mekan
J’nin 23 no’lu odasinda (Pedde 2000: Taf. 66/961), Nimrud (Curtis 2013: Pl. LXXXVI111/1071-
1072) ve Assur’da (Pedde 2000: Taf. 61/840) Yeni Assur donemine ait tabakada rastlanir.
Yarim daire formlu fibulalarin benzerleri ise Anadolu’da Norsuntepe’de Demir Cagi’na
tarthlenen 45 numarali mezar (Schmidt 2002: 80, Taf. 76/976), Adilcevaz Urartu dénemi
mezarlarida (Ogiin 1978: Lev. 31/15), Lidar Hoyiik’te M.O. . bine tarihlenen tabaka TT78’de
(Pedde 2000: Taf. 17: 234), Urartu merkezlerinden Bastam (Pedde 2000: Taf. 23: 313),
Toprakkale (Wartke 1990: 79/b), Van Kalesi (Tarhan 1994: Fig. 21/1), Ayanis (Stone —
Zimansky 2003: 227, Fig. 11.15) ve Karmir-Blur’da (Pedde 2000: Taf. 23: 320), Murat Tepe
Hoéyiik’te Urartu dénemi mezarlarinda (Ozdemir 2019: Sek. 4/12), Urartu Nekropollerinden
Van/Altintepe KM 14 mezar1 (Ayaz 2006: 26, Kat. No. 80) ve Van/Kalecik Nekropolii Ka.19
mezarindan (Cavusoglu 2015: Fig. 7/34) bilinir. Bilimsel arkeolojik kazilarin yan1 sira kagak
kazilar sonucu bulunmus yurt i¢i ve yurt disinda sergilenen yarim daire formlu fibulalar da
bulunur. Bu miizeler arasinda Van (Belli 2010: 359-360), Bolu (Bilir 2019: 102, Fig. 3/14-Type
B.VIa), Diyarbakir (San 2006: 52, Fig. 2/a), Ahlat (Gogtas — Igit 2019: 546, Foto. 15) ve
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Préhistorische Staatssammlung (Belli 2010: 358) Miizeleri gelir. Bu miizelerde bulunan ve
caligilan fibulalar Urartu Donemi’ne tarihlendirilmistir. Elazig Miizesi koleksiyonunda bulunan
ve lizerinde inceleme yaptigimiz on adet fibula satin alma yoluyla miizeye kazandirilmistir. S6z
konusu eserlerin buluntu durumlar ile ilgili veriler bulunmamaktadir. Bu nedenle ¢alismada
fibulalarin tarihlendirilmesinde benzer drneklerden yararlanilmistir. Boylelikle fibulalart M.O.
VIII.-VIL yiizyillara tarihlendirebiliriz.
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Figiir 2- (Env. No. 81 TMKC 2-67)
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Figiir 4- (Env. No. 81 TMKC 3-24)
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Figiir 5- (Env. No. 82 TMKC 4-16)

Figiir 6- (Env. No. 82 TMKC 5-1)
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Figiir 8- (Env. No. 82 TMKC 6-4)
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Figiir 9- (Env. No. 80 TMKC 9-51)

Figiir 10- (Env. No. 81 TMKC 1-11)
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GEOGRAPHY AND CLIMATE ON THE SITE SELECTION OF
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SETTLEMENTS: EXAMPLES FROM KURA-ARAXES
SETTLEMENTS IN THE UPPER EUPHRATES-MALATYA BASIN

Umut PARLITI*- Eyiip CANER™
Abstract

Climate and geography play a significant role in the mobility of people, affecting their economic pursuits, eating
and clothing habits, architectural construction techniques, and the selection of building materials. In this context,
the geography-climate conditions in which civilizations are born and flourish become the prevailing elements that
determine their socio-cultural characteristics. Within this scope, this paper explores and presents a brief evaluation
of the Kura-Araxes settlements in the Upper Euphrates-Malatya Basin through the key mounds. The earliest
findings regarding the urbanism of the archaeological settlements in the region date back to the 4™ millennium.
However, as the Keban and Karakaya Dams submerged the archaeological site, general assessments about these
settlements could only be made with the available archeological data afterwards. Besides, since the rescue
excavations were carried out swiftly, there was confusion in the evaluation of the results and the comparison of
the data. Moreover, as the settlements have not been completely unearthed and the inconsistency experienced in
the chronological plane still exists, new evaluations are needed about these settlements. To this end, landscape
analysis of the Kura-Araxes settlements, which are among the noteworthy mounds of different scales, was
conducted, and the results regarding the geographical distribution problematic in the location selection of the
settlements were analyzed. In addition, even if it was incomplete, the significant data about the architectural texture
of the settlements were evaluated on the common denominator.

Keywords: Upper Euphrates-Malatya Basin, Kura-Araxes Settlements, Geography, Climate, Settlement
Archeology.

Arkeolojik Yerlesimlerin Yer Seciminde Cografyanin ve iklimin Etkisi: Yukar1 Firat-Malatya
Havzasr’ndaki Kura-Aras Yerlesim Ornekleri

Oz

Iklim ve cografya, insanoglunun yeryiiziine dagilisini, ekonomik ugraslarini, giyimini, beslenme aliskanhigin,
mimari yap1 teknikleri ile yap:t malzemesini, kiiltiirlerini ve karakterlerini etkileyen dnemli bir unsurdur. Bu
baglamda uygarliklarin dogdugu ve var olduklar1 cografya-iklim kosullari, uygarliklarin sosyokiiltiirel 6zelliklerini
belirleyen ana unsurdur. Bu c¢ercevede makalemizde, Yukar1 Firat-Malatya Boliimii'ndeki Kura-Aras
yerlesimlerini anahtar hoyiikler iizerinden kisa bir degerlendirilmesi yapilmistir. Yukari Firat-Malatya
Boliimii’ndeki arkeolojik yerlesimlerin sehirciligine dair en erken bulgular MO IV. binyila dayanmaktadir. Ancak
bu boliimiin arkeolojik potansiyeli Keban ve Karakaya Baraj Golleri altinda kaldigindan yerlesimlerin genel
degerlendirmeleri sonradan yapilabilmistir. Kurtarma kazilar1 hizli yapildigindan sonuglarin degerlendirilmesinde
ve verilerin karsilastirilmasinda karigikliklar yasanmaktadir. Hem yerlesimlerin tam anlamiyla agilmamis olmalari
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umutparilti62@gmail.com, ORCID ID: 0000-0001-9895-4926.
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hem de kronolojik diizlemde yasanan tutarsizlik nedeniyle anahtar yerlesimler {izerinden bu sorunsallarin tekrar
ele alinmasi gerekmektedir. Bu nedenle farkli 6l¢ekli anahtar hoyiiklerden Kura-Aras yerlesmeleri bulunanlarin
peyzaj analizi yapilarak yerlesimlerin yer se¢iminde cografi dagilim sorunsalina dair sonuglara ulasiimaya
calistlmistir. Ayrica eksik olsa dahi yerlesimlerin mimari dokusu hakkinda 6nemli goriilen veriler ortak paydada
degerlendirilerek cografya ve iklimin, yerlesim merkezlerinin konumlandirilmasindaki faktorlerine doniik
sonuglar okuyucuya sunulmustur.

Anahtar Yerlesimler: Yukar1 Firat-Malatya Boliimii, Kura-Aras Yerlesimleri, Cografya, Iklim, Yerlesim
Arkeolojisi.

Introduction

When we take a glance at the archaeological past of humanity, it is evident that humans have
had to adapt to the topography and climatic characteristics of the land they inhabited in order
to survive since their existence to the present day. In this direction, Paleolithic people created
their toolbox with materials available in the nature like stone, wood, and bone. They utilized
plant flora, animal fauna, and the main resources such as water, earth, and fire for subsistence
(Lewin 1997: 5, 40-44). It didn’t take long for human beings who specialized in the use of these
tools to realize that they could be in harmony in the site they lived in by adapting to its
topography and climate through experiencing its advantages and disadvantages. This analysis
made people’s living standards more effective and of high quality and led them to the question
of how they could make it more sustainable in the historical development process (Giiveng
1999: 148, 184, 185-186). These questions are still valid seeking new answers with developing
technology and inventions, and the latest standards for land use are getting more sophisticated
each day.

In fact, it has not been straightforward to attain these standards. It has been made possible
through exploration, understanding, analysis, and then consolidation of these standards. The
adventure of human history was initially sustained by enduring the forces of nature. Learning
how to strive against the obstacles in nature, humans have confronted the hurdles through their
innate capacity and the means they have created based on their needs. At first, they began to
benefit from nature with simple methods. They have become aware of how they can use and
exploit the mountains, hills, rivers and valleys that make up their natural habitat along with the
opportunities and challenges these resources offered to them. Primitive people, who constantly
followed atmospheric events, observed that there were multiple variables in the main structure
dynamics depending on human and physical conditions (Suner 2011: 86). This analysis drove
them to change their dwellings. In this direction, they started to make some judgments about
the strengths, weaknesses of their environment and their capabilities. It is plausible to state that
these initiatives are the first survey studies, the first SWOT analyzes of humankind. Our
ancestors, who were faced with unprecedented problems, utilized the basic materials in their
immediate vicinity to cope with the challenges in their life. They enhanced their tools as their
needs increased and exploited them accordingly. Thanks to the array of tools they fashioned
from the first day they encountered the elements of nature in the physical world, these
communities began to diminish the impact of harsh and adverse conditions that could emerge
from environmental forces. Our ancestors began turning their circumstances in their favor with
technological progression (Turan 1973: 47-58; Turan 1974: 13-16).

The geography and climate have shifted over time and left our ancestors with new demands no
matter how much they have tried to attune them since the early ages. This transformation has
continued in the triangle of humans, landforms, and climate, and has existed till to the present
day. Sometimes people will try to adapt to nature or resist and transform it. Although
individuals, groups, and communities want to adapt to the conditions they are in or eliminate

30



Geography and Climate on the Site Selection of Archaeological Settlements:
Examples from Kura-Araxes Settlements in the Upper Euphrates-Malatya Basin

some difficult circumstances, but nature, which is constantly in motion, will bring new
challenges (Landmann 1974: 2, 5). Landforms and climate, which are the vital criteria in
determining the progress of humankind, continued to have an impact from architectural
elements to clothing, eating, and drinking habits. Depending on the variations in geographical
formations, climate conditions constituted the foundation of human progression. People have
determined their living places and life models according to the mountainous and plain
landforms of their site and climate conditions such as hot, moderate, or cold (Pirenne 1972: 86;
Braudel 1976: 85). In this regard, this study covers the role of geography and climate factor in
the location selection of the Kura-Araxes peoples in the Upper Euphrates-Malatya Basin in light
of the aforementioned criteria with an emphasis on their geographical locations and
architectural structures.

1. The Effect of Geographical Elements in Human History

People must have tried to analyze the physical world they were in from the moment they began
to leave their mark on the first pages of the science of archeology. Geographical constituents
have also affected the population of our ancestors to a great extent in parallel with technological
development. The geographical conditions of the people directly affected the population rate,
living order, subsistence economy, and the architectural designs of the houses (Knowles 1974:
65). People, who have resisted the environment and the natural change of climate, have
continued to design interior and exterior spaces according to their own needs for thousands of
years (Slessor 2002: 32-33). However, even in the process called harmony, the environment-
human interactions have never been static. The changing environment has brought about
varying needs and social dynamics. This forced people to demand more from the nature. Every
form of adaptation within the ever-changing interaction wheel has led to new internal
contradictions both in the environment and in the living space. In this respect, we can say that
the basic dynamics that make up the movement in the external and internal environment have
a great impact on the emergence and diversification of the social and economic system (Aksoy
1975: 66).

The social and economic dynamics dating from the first day to the Paleolithic Ages have
undergone numerous changes with the transition of people to the settled order. The effective
exploitation of nature by humans dates back to the pre-era of the domestication of grain and
animals (Turan 1980: 32). Since the Aceramic Neolithic period, which is the beginning of
settled life, communities have chosen places suitable for life in terms of geography and climate.
This phenomenon manifests itself like the shape of a fertile crescent with its surroundings in
which the earliest settlements were established, and the architectural styles, and the selected
materials were modified by the favored location. People first built temporary-seasonal shelters
and then permanent abodes until the conditions became convenient. Considering these data, we
can contend that the developmental stage in architecture is shaped by the changes in the eating
habits of the communities and the environmental contingencies (Er¢in 2005: 1). Moreover, the
environment has a great influence on the formation of identity of a community or an individual
as well as the level of consciousness in the society (Abali-Barkul-Seckin 1996: 56-58).

It is probable to attribute the source of the evolution in technical knowledge to the expansion in
the consciousness level of humanity. There is a parallelism between the high level of
consciousness of a community and the struggle for the existence of that community (Leiss 1972:
121). In the historical process, the only progress that triggered the advancement of technology
has been consciousness. While consciousness impacts behavior in the environment, it also
influences the human interpretation of the environment. According to Mannheim, from the very
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beginning, humanity has been grounded on the margins of environmental characteristics and
climate, and then, surely, by addressing the need and the economic dimensions, they have
grasped and implemented the technical capabilities over time (Mannheim 1936, 68).

1.1. Location Selection of Upper Euphrates-Malatya Settlements According to Geographical
Elements

Although the Upper Euphrates-Malatya Region is mountainous, it represents the smoothest part
of the Eastern Anatolia Region, which has become flat with broad depression plains. Malatya-
Elaz1g depression plains, which are the subject of our study, form the southern border of the
Eastern Anatolia Region. The plains of Malatya, Elaz1g, Bing6l, Afsin, and Elbistan form the
flattest areas of the Eastern Anatolia Region, which have very rough terrains. While such
depression plains in mountainous terrain are unique lands for agricultural activities, they also
depict an endless abundance with the surrounding streams. In addition, depression plains serve
as intersections in interregional transportation. The deep valleys formed in the mountainous
terrain are natural corridors for transportation and by reaching a depression plain that is a
junction, people can pass through another passage, then another region after the valley (Atalay-
Mortan 2007: 447; Koday-Akbas 2016: 307-308) (Map. 1). These favorable conditions of the
Malatya- Elazig plains, which are at such a crossroads, have managed to attract people
throughout history to date. In this context, Malatya- Elazig environs, where the population
number and density of the Eastern Anatolia Region are the highest today, must have maintained
this density from prehistoric times to the present day. As it is today, the Upper Euphrates-
Malatya Section, which forms the junction of the Caucasus and Western Anatolia of the
Mesopotamian region, has been the scene of the transition and interaction of cultures (Parlit1
2016: 317). The archaeological excavations carried out in the region support this as well (Table.
1).

1.1.1. Large Scale Mounds

Korucutepe, one of the large mounds, has a width of 500x300 m and a height of 17 m. The
mound is located on a flat ground so that the main sources can be easily reached (Whallon-
Kantmann 1970: 3, V, Lev. 3). In Korucutepe, 6 burnt layers that can be associated with the
Kura-Araxes culture were identified. The 4" and 5" of these have small rectangular mudbrick
structures. The walls and floors were plastered with mud-gypsum. It is understood that the
settlement, together with other architectural structures, was in contact with both the Caucasian
world and Mesopotamia-Syria. Handmade pottery was unearthed in all the Kura-Araxes layers
found in these excavations. It is stated that those that are associated with the Caucasus region
are undercooked and burnished. Coarse and well-fired vessels ranging from gray to orange are
associated with Northern Mesopotamia-Northern Syria. These pots were dated to Early Dynasty
I11 and the Akkadian period (2600-2100 BC). There is a mention of a defensive wall to protect
the settlers during the period of houses with double stone foundations dating to the Kura-Araxes
culture, 2600-2200 BC (Van Loon-Buccelatti 1969, 79, Fig. 1; Van Loon-Buccelatti, 1970, 73-
77). Itis known that parallels of the ornate Kura-Araxes pottery recovered at Korucutepe/Asagi
Igme were also found in Kénk, Tepecik and Tiilintepe (Burney, 1958: 182, 194, Map.3-270,
Fig. 180-3).

Another key center, Norsuntepe, with a width of 500x300 m and a height of 35 m, is located on
a flat surface overlooking its surroundings (Hauptmann 1970: 103; Hauptmann 1979: 53-54).
It is stated that the Kura-Araxes settlement of Norsuntepe could not be earlier than 3000 BC
and that this settlement had a cultural relationship with Arslantepe VIB (Nocera 2000: 75, Fig.
3a). With this process, ceramics reflecting the communication with both the east and the south
were reached in the settlement. The main reason why very little data on the floors in which
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these vessels with black polished incised decoration and strip-shaped handles were recovered
is due to the destruction caused by the thick fortification wall of the late phase (Hauptmann
2000: 420-421). In the Kura-Araxes culture layers, well-fired, fine wheel-made yellowish, light
grayish green terracotta pots were found, indicating uninterrupted communication with Syria
and Mesopotamia. Kura-Araxes-type ceramics reflecting the communication with the
Caucasian world continued to be found extensively (Hauptmann 1970: 111, Lev. 6). It is likely
to understand from the round architectural structures and terracotta pots that the communication
with the Caucasian world increased, which indicates the middle and last phases of Kura-Araxes
(Dikkaya 2003: 22). In one of these examples, a front room was added in front of the main room
of the house that was unearthed on Floor 17. Architectural remnants of this feature were also
detected in the Kvatskhelebi, Amiranis Gora (Georgia), and Shengavit (Armenia) Kura-Araxes
levels (Hauptmann 2000: 423). In this process, we can understand from the small number of
ceramic samples that Norsuntepe’s communication with the Mesopotamian world came to a
standstill. It is stated that the Mesopotamian-influenced ceramics were replaced by Kura-Araxes
ceramics (Hauptmann 1982: 26). At the sixth building level, late Kura-Araxes, a palace-like
center with warehouses and workshops covering an area of 2,700 m? was unearthed during the
excavations (Hauptmann 1982: 17-18).

Konk Hoyiik, another large-scale crucial settlement, rises in the southwest corner of Altinova
with dimensions of 500x350 m and a height of 18 m. It is located in a flat area with the village
settlement covering it. The terracotta pots collected from the mound consist of Kura-Araxes
and painted ones (Whallon-Kantman 1970: K&nk). This large and high mound is surrounded?
by smaller mounds such as Kurucayir Tepesi, Peylik, Saykatepe, and Haceri Kortepe. In this
case, although the center of Konk is a mound, smaller-scale mounds, which we can call
satellites, are lined up around it.

Tepecik Hoyiik is located on a flat plain with a width of 300x200 m and a height of 17 m
(Burney 1958: 193-194; Esin 1997: 1760-1761). Architectural structures belonging to the Kura-
Araxes peoples were unearthed on the 2nd and 4" cultural floors of the southern terrace of
Tepecik. It is understood that the mud-brick houses belonging to the 4™ level were built from
mud-brick walls without stone foundations. It is also observed that stone foundations were used
from time to time on these large walls and their tops were built with mud bricks. The large
structure with two rows of foundations made of large stones protrude outward at intervals (Esin
1970: 154; Esin 1972: 145). It is stated that a close resemblance of the terracotta stamp found
in the 4™ layer is very similar to the ones made of steatite in the Tarsus Early Bronze Age? I
layers (Esin 1974: 48-49). In addition, excavated triangular foot fragments similar to the hearth
legs known from Pulur and Giizelova were found. Aside from the Kura-Araxes type terracotta
artifacts, light beige wheel-made vessels were also found, indicating that communication from
the south direction continued (Esin 1970: 154-157). Apart from the architectural structures and
small finds unearthed on the south terrace, the large fortification wall of the same period was
reached. This defensive line, probably consisting of two bodies, was supported by buttresses.
The houses made of mudbrick were planned adjacent to the said wall system in a rectangular
plan (Esin 1979: 89-90, Lev. 46, 50; Esin 1982: 81-82, Lev. 61, 65, 67). In another sounding,
this stone-founded building with two chambers and a later annexed room, dated to the EBA,
was thought to be a warehouse. There were hearths inside the adjacent adobe-walled building.

L For detailed information, see Secen-Dirik-giivener-Tuncer 2021: 2,
https://www.academia.edu/11491186/Keban_Project.
2 Hereinafter, it will be abbreviated as EBA.
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The base of the hearth is made of broken-furnished painted pots and jars. In the latest settlement
dated to the Kura-Araxes culture, wheel-made, matt black, and brownish-gray wares were
found together with Kura-Araxes wares. During the EBA | period, together with Kura-Araxes
ceramics, light beige-buff, red burnished ware groups, and Chaff-Faced Simple Wares were
found together (Esin 1974: 40-41,44).

1.1.2. Medium Scale Mounds

Tiilintepe, one of the medium-sized mounds, is 250x200 m wide and 16.60 m high, located on
a slight mound (Esin-Arsebiik 1974a: 137). This is an indication of a location selection to
overlook the area. During the excavations, it is understood that the monumental architecture
dated to the EBA was a defensive wall surrounding the mound. It has been found that the
surrounding wall is large enough to limit the EBA settlement. In addition, a well with a diameter
of 3.60 m, which was built in a single row of smooth raft stones, was uncovered. A large number
of Kura-Araxes-type pottery was unearthed from this well. EBA pots, stove legs, bone awls,
obsidian and flint tools, polishing stones, spindle whorls, and many bovine bones were found
(Esin-Arsebiik 1974b: 66, 68, Fig. 5, 8-9).

Yenikdy Hoyiik, one of the northernmost settlements of the Upper Euphrates, had dimensions
of 200x150 m and a height of 15-20 m. The mound was located on the skirt of a natural hill
(Kosay 1976a: 175-176). A one-roomed building with a single row of stone foundations,
possibly dated to EBA III, was opened in Yenikoy. Although the interior of the room is
plastered, there is a low bench along the wall. In the deepening, two rooms with mudbrick walls
were unearthed, this time dating to EBA 1l. The houses are twin rooms. The rooms have an
oven and a grinding bench. A honeycomb-shaped warchouse was opened to store grain (Giinay
1976: 183-185).

Another medium-sized mound, Arslantepe, measured 200x120 m and was 30 m high. Unlike
the other mounds in Malatya, it was settled on the plain in the Malatya Basin. With this feature,
it is a key Kura-Araxes settlement on the roads opening from north to south and east to west
(Frangipane 1992: 183; Marro, 2011: 292, 296-298, Fig. 12.1). It was determined that
Arslantepe had cultural relations with the settlements in the area where the Kura-Araxes peoples
were located and the surrounding regions. In Period VII, architectural structures with
magnificent public features were unearthed. Among the most notable of these are the
longhouses with a rectangular plan and the complex that include both administrative and
religious activities. These structures were built of stone and adobe. The monumental structures
held the commercial networks of the settlement (Frangipane 2000: 443-445, Fig. 1). During the
VIA process, it can be said that while Arslantepe’s relations with Malatya, where it is located,
and its close neighbor, Elazig, continued, it established closer cultural connections with the
Caucasus region (Burney 1993: 311-312).

Tagkun Kale, 150x150 m in size and 20 m high, is located right at the end of the slope
overlooking the valley. Its location overlooks the region. During the excavations at Taskun
Kale, EBA remains were found under the medieval destruction layer (Whallon-Kantman 1970:
Tagkun Castle; French-Mitchell 1972: 46, 50). The EBA settlement with the small rectangular
grooved building technique was unearthed (McNicoll 1973: 168-169, Fig. 10).

Imamoglu, one of the medium-sized mounds, measures 150x140 m and is 16 m high. The
mound is located on the upper part of a stream bed (Ozdogan 1977: 38-39; Uzunoglu 1983:
131). The most important EBA structure of Imamoglu is the “house with stairs”. This place is
entered through the door in the room with the stairs in the west. There is a large domed oven, a
horseshoe stove with an ashtray, and a grinding trough in this house. There are two kitchens in
the house. The oven, grinding bench and pottery finds match exactly with the kitchen of
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Yenikoy Hoyiik. In the house with stairs, Kura-Araxes-type ceramics and paint decorated
pottery dated to the EBA Il phase were found. The stone-walled terrace wall was reached
during the excavations carried out around the house with stairs. A trapezoidal-rectangular
window was detected during the depth sounding. Inside the windowed space, there was a domed
oven and a horseshoe hearth. The ceramics recovered here are dated to EBA I1. On the floor
just above the terrace wall, a slightly protruding, flat rimmed, keeled, flat base Kura-Araxes
vessel dated to EBA | was found. There is a relief chevron decoration on the belly of the pot
(Uzunoglu 1988: 210-211, Fig. 13).

1.1.3. Small Scale Mounds

One of the small-scale mounds, Tagskun Mevkii measured 130x130 m and was approximately
2.5 m high (French-Mitchell 1972: 46, 51; Sagona 1994: 5). It is possible to say that this
settlement was a satellite mound since it is 1 km southeast of Taskun Kale. At Taskun Mevkii,
4 important stratigraphic levels have been identified that can be associated with Kura-Araxes.
The top floor, Level 1, is mostly known for its painted ceramics. Although Level IA is defined
by pits, traces of a structure built on a substantial stone foundation were found just below these
deposits. The walls are mostly 0.75 m and 1.00 m thick (Sagona 1994: 5, Fig. 8). There was a
main room in the middle of the knitted, basket-woven, and plastered houses in Taskun Mevkii.
Inside the main room, there was a hearth and a horned andiron. Opposite the back wall of the
main room of the house, there was an entrance and a mud bench with a niche in the corner of
the room. This house reflects the common cultural influence in Transcaucasia and Eastern
Anatolia Region. It is also possible to compare the architectural structures and other finds in
Arslantepe VIB1, Degirmentepe III and I, Norsuntepe XXII-XIV levels in Anatolia. The origin
of this architectural structure is sought in Shida Kartli, which is known for its kurgans in
northern Georgia. It is also associated with the rounded structures of Khizanaat Gora and the
rectangular structures with rounded corners of Kvatskhelebi. It has been reported that it is
possible to see reed/branch plastered structures further south in Samtskhe and Dzhavakheli in
Azerbaijan, in Kakheti, Baba Dervish I in Sioni, and Haftavan Tepe in Northwest Iran (Sagona
1994: 6).

Another center Pirot, which prospered on the banks of the Euphrates, measures 140x95 m and
is 25 m high. It was located on an elevation formed by the coastal embankment of the river
(Serdaroglu 1977: 119; Karaca 1981: 109-110). In this respect, although both mounds are
strategically located on the crossing point of the roads, the river must have also been utilized.
The structures in which compacted earth and large mud bricks were used during the excavations
in the North Section were dated to EBA I1ll. Dark paint-decorated pottery on a greenish beige,
the pinkish beige slip was found on this level. Along with the space opened during the sounding
excavation, the hearth and the furnace were exposed. A Kura-Araxes-type bowl and an andiron
fragment were found inside the hearth. Just above the building level dated to EBA I, Kura-
Araxes and straw-faced fragments were found together. In the building level dated to EBA I,
the hidden slipped decorated ware group was more abundant (Karaca 1983: 72: Karaca 1985:
39-40, Fig. 8-13).

Another small mound, Degirmentepe, is 130x120 m wide and 11 m high. It is a hillside
settlement on the edge of a ridge on the bank of the Euphrates (Duru 1979a: 14, Lev. 2; Duru:
1979b: 2, 5; Duru 2001: 108). Degirmentepe is located in a place that will partially provide
protection needs in the geography where it is located. It can be said that it exhibits a settlement
feature aimed at meeting basic needs comfortably. Because when the first settlements were
established in the Prehistoric period, Degirmentepe was located on the south bank of the
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Euphrates on the slope on which it leaned. Over time, the Tohma Stream merged with the
Euphrates and caused great damage to the northern part of the mound (Esin 1981: 91-92). Of
the Kura-Araxes levels (IV-I building levels) of Degirmentepe, the IV building level represents
the oldest floor. Remains of foundations and rooms with rooms of this floor were unearthed.
The floors and doorways of these 2-4-room houses were identified. It was determined that the
walls of the houses belonging to phase 1VVa were made of smaller stones compared to the early
periods. The walls on the building 111 level are made of pise technique (mud) or fences. Houses
with rooms were found on the building Il level. The walls of the houses are made of regular
adobe rows starting from the foundation (Duru 1979b: 11, 18). The building I level is located
50-60 cm above the building 11 level. It was determined that the walls of the house were built
in the same way as in the fenced huts technique on the floor I1l. It was determined that some
sections were mud-plastered. The walls of the houses with at least 2 rooms are made of adobe
(Duru 1979b: 12). The mudbrick structure, which is thought to be the perimeter wall, must have
protected these settlements and the mud-brick section (Esin 1981: 94).

Koskerbaba Hoyiik measures 135x75 m and is 37 m above the river level. It is located about
100 m west of the Euphrates River, where the flat plain narrows (Bilgi 1980: 113, Fig. 1). The
Kura-Araxes culture level is understood from the architectural remains unearthed at two
different levels. One of the architectural structures unearthed has a stone foundation consisting
of large stones with the pavement. While the base of the architectural structures here is made
of compacted soil, one of the walls is covered with mud plaster from small stones (Bilgi 1981:
118). The walls of one of the architectural structures, sometimes up to 2 m, were found
preserved and painted. The wall paints are black at the bottom of the wall and whitish at the
top. On the south wall, another mid-level wall, a group of painting with red dots and black
motifs on an unidentified cream surface are applied. The other building has survived to the
present day in a highly damaged form. A large platform made of adobe was identified. Under
this platform, the remains of the 3rd building were unearthed. According to reports, this
building was built on a stone foundation with mudbrick walls. It consists of a rectangular house,
which is thought to be a living place for people, and a semi-round structure where animals live
(Bilgi 2001: 113-114).

Pulur Sakyol, one of the northernmost settlements of the Upper Euphrates, measures 120x75 m
and is 20 m high. Located on a natural hill at an approximate height of 9 m, this mound could
easily overlook its surroundings (Whallon-Kantmann 1970: 5, XII; Kosay 1970, 139; Kosay
1976b: XVII, Lev. 1, I). The detection of many storage wells in the settlements of Pulur, which
can be associated with the Kura-Araxes culture, shows that the region was at an advanced level
in dry agriculture during the mentioned periods. The hearths, mortar, grinding stones, and
dough basin found in the settlement provide important clues about the use of the dough obtained
from the grain. Chief idols were found under a collapsed ceiling. Apart from individual religious
elements, clay idols showing that two rooms were used as temples were also identified. To the
east of the rooms, a round ceremonial table was found on which Kura-Araxes-type vessels with
winged birds and geometric patterns placed on the outer surfaces (Kosay 1970: 140-141,
Photograph. 4-6). The “Anatolian Type Architectural” plan seen in Pulur-Sakyol consists of
two rectangular rooms. The horseshoe-shaped hearths, stone foundations, and mud-brick walls
that sustain the architecture in these rooms are remarkable. These data reflect the craftmanship
reached by the settlers who lived in the first phase of Kura-Araxes (Erarslan 2006: 82).

Han Ibrahim Sah Mound was located on the plain of a natural hill between two streams,
measuring 125x60 m and 12 m high. This mound, which is geographically very well-matched,
was located ata strategic transition point (Whallon-Kantman 1970: Han Ibrahim Sah; Ertem
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1972: 63, Lev. 40/1; Ertem 1982: 2, Lev. 1,3). The architecture of the mound, which can be
associated with the Kura-Araxes peoples, is based on irregular stones. Mud-brick pieces were
also found in ruins. In line with this, we can say that the walls were constructed by building
mudbrick on a stone foundation (Ertem 1974: 60). This building is a residence consisting of
rooms. The stones forming the stone foundations and stone walls were used without processing
(Ertem 1982: 19). The burnt barley, wheat, and chickpeas stored in the 5 cubes that survived
the fire in this layer and the undisturbed honeycombs show that the region has achieved an
advanced level in agriculture and beekeeping (Ertem 1972: 66, Lev.43, 2). In addition to the
Kura-Araxes sherds recovered in the 10 layers associated with Kura-Araxes, sherds decorated
with brown and cherry rot paint on a beige surface were also found in the mound. Another
group consists of geometric decorations made with black paint on a beige surface (Ertem 1982:
14). Parallels of geometric motifs from the pottery were reached in Pulur Sakyol I-VIII,
Kalayciktepe V, Tepecik EBA levels. Pottery with this feature was found together with Kura-
Araxes ceramics. In addition, the circular form of the horseshoe-shaped hearths unearthed in
the mound and the closest parallels of the idols carved on them were found in the XI floor
temple in Pulur Sakyol, area A2 (Ertem 1972: 65).

The Semsiyetepe mound, measuring 70x65 m and having a height of 6 m, is located right on
the edge of a small pebbly/conglomerated mound, overlooking its surrounding. In this respect,
it overlooks the plain to the east and south (Darga 1981: 53; Darga 1984: 91; Darga 1987a: 291-
292). In the lower levels of the Semsiyetepe Mound, which has a courtyard with a porch, two
or three pieces of EBA | painted pots, and a large number of Kura-Araxes-type kitchen vessels
were found (Darga 1984: 95). In addition to the Kura-Araxes ceramics, local Altinova ceramics
were also found (Darga 2001: 116). In Semsiyetepe, local limestone foundations of EBA 111
residence remnants, undergoing several floor repairs on top of each other, and stone sequences
denoting the boundaries and plans of the rooms to the east were unearthed. Remains of a
horseshoe-shaped mud hearth and mobile/portable hearth foot fragments and Kura-Araxes
ceramics were found in A I. There are differences in the paste, firing, and decoration of the
painted ceramics, while the monochrome ones are of Kura-Araxes type as in the previous floor
(Darga 1980: 27). In addition, it has been reported that the houses of EBA 111 A-B phases were
built of stone and ceramics and small finds reflecting this period were found inside (Darga
2001: 116). There are plenty of Kura-Araxes ceramics and a hearth reflecting this culture in the
room, in the wooden pillared structure that is located far from each other, which can be found
when descending to a depth of 3 m 60 cm in Semsiyetepe. It is understood that the roof or
roofing layer of this large room would not be closed without wooden pillars (Darga 1987b:
159).

2. The Effect of Climatic Factors in Human History

Climate is the average atmospheric movement over a period of time in a large area with certain
characteristics. And the environment is the natural setting in which people sustain their daily
life and meet their biological, sociological, and economic needs. In order for people to continue
their vital functions by adhering to both climatic and environmental factors, they must first meet
basic needs such as food, drinking, clothing, and shelter. The excess or scarcity of these
requirements varies in every corner of the world as the blessings of nature are different for
living things. Like other creatures, humans have shaped their life according to the climatic
factors, geological and physical structure of the area they inhabited. Before the hunting and
gathering groups settled down, climatic conditions triggered the beginning of agricultural
harvesting and led to an increase in production (Er¢in 2005: 1, 3, 11). Climate has affected
communities with its long-term changes in the environment. This effect also played an active
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role in the circulation of people on earth. Climate has been one of the most important
determinants that define the way people trade depending on agriculture and industry (Erol 2011
1-2).

We understand the significance of the climatic factor from the fact that even in the earliest times
when people started to build primitive shelters, they preferred openings that could receive the
sun’s light and heat, and they chose caves facing the directions where they could be protected
from the wind that could have a negative effect. In this case, we can assert that there is an
indispensable coexistence between site selection and climatic conditions. It is seen that
functional and climatic factors have been considered as a whole in the determination of these
primitive spaces where people have been sheltering since the first ages (Ergin 2005: 2). Because
people primarily prefer environments where they can lead a prosperous life. The climate, which
creates positive and negative effects on the environment, is an indispensable element for the
technical development of humanity. The use of solar energy has been the main source of our
technical development since the early ages (Glizer 2001: 50-53). People who want to benefit
effectively from the heat and light of the sun first tried simple applications in their architectural
units and built the first examples of livable houses. The climate directly affected the
topographies, and the topographies affected the living conditions of people together with the
permanent settlements and population growth (Erkiin 1993: 4).

It is necessary to analyze the inseparable link between climate and settlement, and regarding
the choice of place for settlement, they should be taken as a reference (Atalik-Baycan 1993: 7).
After the first people in Mesopotamia and the east of Anatolia met their need for shelter, they
started to construct buildings and urban-scale living and application units suitable for climatic
characteristics. These first structures in the field of architecture technically date back to the end
of the 4™ millennium and the beginning of the 3@ millennium BC.

From these ages until now, people have continuously tried to build houses and structures with
higher living standards. The shelters built in line with the vital needs of the early periods have
begun to turn into architectural trends that can be characterized as ecological, green, or
environmentally friendly with the developing technology. The destruction caused to the
environment was not taken into account in the construction of the first houses, which were built
using solar energy, in other words, environmental sensitivity, that is, the phenomenon of
harming the environment has changed in parallel with technical and technological evolution
(Hullmann 2000: 14-16). Because nature has given people the skill and mastery, and thanks to
this ability, they have been capable of building houses and shelters. They turned to nature by
using their knowledge and took the climate and environment under their control and advanced
and spread day by day (Moore 1975: 99). Thus, there has been an expansion in societies that
can produce rural or agricultural production depending on the proper climate, and a transition
to a social structuring dominated by urbanization and industrial production has been achieved.
The increasing population both attempted to boost agricultural production and started to migrate
to the regions undergoing urbanization (Marshall 1999: 632). Communities that benefited from
the favorable climate conditions transitioned to agricultural production abundance, and the
industrial production experienced later caused an escalation in migration movements, and the
urbanization process accelerated along with it (Sahin 2009: 112).

From the most primitive state to urbanization, the perimeter walls, foundations, and interior-
exterior plastering needs of architectural units depend on the weather conditions. Climate
fulfills the function of sustaining the lives of communities more than playing an important role
in the shaping of architecture. Local communities should give priority to climatic factors in the
selection of the basic materials to be used in the construction of the facade and infrastructure-
superstructure elements, as well as meeting the energy supply of these structures. Thus, climatic
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characteristics undoubtedly take the first place in the selection of early period settlements in
Mesopotamia, Northern Syria, and the southeast of Anatolia. People preferred the settlements
in these regions in order to meet their heating needs naturally for most of the year and construct
climate-resistant houses. As in these regions, people continued to struggle with the limiting and
compelling conditions of the natural environment in order to find suitable settlements and to
live in more affluent conditions (Fitch 1972: 16-19). While the basic needs were taken into
account in meeting the vital requirements of the early period houses, which were built by
choosing the place and making use of the natural promises of the location, people opted for
places that could provide controlled ventilation, reduce energy losses and provide healthy living
conditions in terms of air quality, together with technical and technological knowledge
(Compagno 1999: 63-76).

In this process of adaptation, people have to go through inevitable changes in their environment.
And also, they have to deal with new environmental challenges. People not only have to adapt
to the environment but also to the changes they have created or caused in the environment
(Turan 1980: 32). When people who adapt to the natural environment begin adapting to their
changes, they pass to multiple life, which we can call the concept of community/society (Lukacs
1971: 234-239). The form, content, and scope of the environment are shaped by their internal
dynamics independently of the human being, but outside intervention begins with primitive
communities, and change becomes inevitable. While these social conditioning relations
continue, people become aware that the environment outside themselves cannot be independent
of them, and they begin to grasp the binding and unifying elements between them and the
environment. Understanding the elements that unite the environment and people brings
environmental awareness (Turan 1980: 33).

Even if primitive communities were closer to nature in the adaptation stage, they had less ability
to change the environment according to their interests and purposes than those who had
experienced technological expertise (Bloch 1970: 72). The first people who wanted to cope
with the drawbacks of the climatic factors and tough conditions of the environment, therefore,
caused more damage to nature (Hindess-Hirst 1975: 162-170). These predispositions are
affected by the beliefs that influence the attitude towards nature and the nature-human dilemma
conceptually generated by the beliefs (White 1967: 1203-1207). Since people are in direct
contact with nature, they have skillfully responded to environmental factors. For instance, the
basis of the need for shelter in humans stems from dangers that may come from the outside
world. In addition to environmental relations, social relations also play a large part in this need.
People have invented shelters as protective places by using the materials around them and the
technological know-how because of weather conditions and life security concerns. In the first
ages, they built caves, tree trunks, and similar natural shelters, and later on, they built
architectural spaces using materials such as wood, stone, and adobe with the advancing
technology (Rapoport 1969: 5; Turan 1977: 55-59; Goksal Ozbalta 2003: 251). -255; Ergin
2005: 1). It has been determined that mud mortar was also used in this early period architecture
along with adobe bricks. This material has been preferred for its easy design possibilities as
well as the climatic adaptation it provides in architecture. The use of adobe mortar on surfaces
and superstructures in architecture took a little more time. While indoor energy production is
higher in the use of adobe, energy consumption is also less. In addition to the fact that adobe is
preferred due to climatic conditions, heat loss at desired rates, plastering and renewal
possibilities whenever desired, a kind of thermal insulation and water impermeability in the
building envelope are the reasons for its preference.

In the developing environment created by climatic conditions, people first shaped architectural
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structures for the improvement of their living standards (Entwicklungsgesellschaft 1998: 1-7).
In locations with lower solar energy values compared to Anatolia and locations in the south of
Anatolia, architectural elements were introduced later in time. This difficulty has also brought
with it the exploitation of the environment. When nomadic communities gained technological
knowledge in a challenging climate and geography, they succeeded in forming settled societies
(Turan 1974: 119-120; Hindess-Hirst 1975: 169; Braudel 1976: 85-102). It is known that factors
such as migration affect permanent settlement and housing. Besides, the changes in the
geographical characteristics of a region and the relations with other cultures in the vicinity
affected the sheltering cultures of Anatolia starting from the Neolithic Period and developed
independently of each other. These different development processes of shelter cultures are also
influenced by factors such as natural structure and foreign relations, apart from migration (Er¢in
2005: 2).

2.1. Location Selection of Upper Euphrates-Malatya Settlements Based on Climatic
Characteristics

Malatya-Elazig plains have milder climatic conditions compared to the northern parts of the
region, where harsh continental climate conditions are felt the least in the Eastern Anatolia
Region. Thanks to the depression plains, this temperate course on the low altitude Malatya-
Elaz1g plains offers opportunities in terms of both agriculture and animal husbandry activities.
While the high mountains surrounding these plains offer vast pastures in the summer months,
their wetlands provide endless abundance for agricultural activities (Isikl1 2011: 17, 27, 117-
118). In this context, the key settlements, which are the subject of the evaluation, are positioned
at the most suitable points both strategically and in terms of geography and climate.

Korucutepe, one of the large-scale settlements of the Upper Euphrates, is located on an open,
flat area where it could be exposed to external influences (Van Loon- Guterbock 1972: 13). In
Norsuntepe, which is quite large in scale, it is located on a flat field in accordance with the
typical layout of the plain (Whallon-Kantman 1970: 2). Again, the large-scale Konk Hoyiik
rises on a flat place by the stream (Whallon-Kantman 1970: Konk; Duru 1979b: 2). Another
large-scale center, Tepecik HOyiik, is similarly located in an open area (Esin 1970: 147-148).

Arslantepe, one of the medium-sized mounds, is the only key center in the area which is located
on a flat plain. For those who settled on these very fertile lands, both the land and the strategic
location must have been important. Because there is no natural protection element around the
mound (Frangipane 1992: 183).

Koskerbaba, one of the small-scale mounds, is located on a plain on the field of low hills right
on the edge of the Euphrates River. In this respect, we can say that it is strategically suitable
but vulnerable to air currents (Bilgi 2000: 133). Another small-scale mound located on the edge
of the Euphrates River is Pirot. Pirot was settled in an open area on a small elevation (Karaca
1981: 110; Karaca 1984: 103).

Tiilintepe, which is one of the medium-sized mounds, is located on an open area on a slight
elevation (Esin-Arsebiik 1974a: 137). Similarly, Taskun Kale Hoytik is located in a slightly
sloping area. However, this mound was located at the very end of the hill on which it was
leaning. Therefore, it is noteworthy to observe its position facing the sun as well as leaning its
back against strong winds (Whallon-Kantman 1970: Taskun Castle; McNicoll 1973: Fig. 1).
Having a similar position, Yenikdy Hoytik is located on a gently sloping south-facing ridge.
This way, it could benefit from the sun as much as possible (Kosay 1976a: 175-176, Lev.
100/1). Another small-scale mound, Degirmentepe was built on a slope rising on the south bank
of the Euphrates. It must have benefited more from sunlight and heat, as well as partially
providing security on the slope on which it leans (Esin 1981: 91-92).
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Located in the north of the Upper Euphrates, the Pulur Sakyol mound is located on a 9 m hill
consisting of sand and gravel. The fact that such a high hill was chosen deliberately on a flat
field ensured that it remained high in the flora of that day (Kosay 1970: 139-140; Kosay 1976b:
17-18). Thus, they must have benefited from both sunlight and airflow. Located on a hill and
between two streams concerning its surroundings, Han Ibrahim Sah mound was thus protected
from the strong winds that dominated the area and inside the crevice formed by the streams. In
addition, it was positioned on the flatness of a hill higher than its surroundings and benefited
from the sun in the best way (Ertem 1972: 63; Ertem 1982: 2).

Evaluation and Conclusion

There are inseparable parts in the relationship between humans and nature, as well as between
the settlement and the environment. People, who started to change themselves and their
environment by taking advantage of the good sides of the location, have turned into
communities that can analyze the climatic transitions over time. Technological development
accelerated with the sedentary life that triggered the cultural revolution of the communities, and
architectural units came to a level that could adapt to the harsh conditions of the climate. In the
beginning, people who had a deep fear of nature, thought that they could dominate and control
it (Davey 1998: 4-5). For people who shape the climate and environment according to their
needs, nature has become a place where it is no longer necessary to interfere with its order and
it is not feared as before. Nature has become a resource that can be exploited with its raw
materials and energy resources (Sahin 2009: 113).

The scientific evidence confirms that there is a systematic interaction between nature and
humans. People, who started with many shortcomings against the forces of nature, have
managed to cope with it thanks to their creativity. When the act of creativity, which is the name
of the resistance against nature, became integrated with the human desire to be free and safe,
people gained mastery in life (Germen 1974: 5-9; Landmann 1974: 204). Hence, the place we
define as the environment is divided into unique cultural lives depending on its size and climate.
The boundaries of the environment are divided into certain cultures depending on the
boundaries of the settlements (Ozkan-Turan-Ustiinkok 1979: 127-156; Ciravoglu 2006: 55).

These approaches reveal that the concept of climate, environment, and culture is an inseparable
whole. It is observable that the settlers also made a site selection based on the aforementioned
reasons. Because, apart from the geography and climatic conditions of the Malatya-Elazig
plains, in terms of agricultural, animal, and mineral raw materials, it contains appealing
elements for the settlement of human beings. When we look at the location of the settlements
on the natural highway created by the plains and rivers that make up a large part of the Upper
Euphrates-Malatya Section, we see that they are located in extremely convenient places in terms
of transportation (Bastiirk-Konak¢1 2005: 98). These encouraging conditions brought
ownership, protection, and revival of the area. In this context, the civilizations that settled in
this region tried to keep the regions in their hands. The Kura-Araxes settlers, which are the
subject of our article, built sheltered settlements. They built walls and surveillance centers
(satellites) to protect, control and not lose the areas that are the junction of the trade and
transportation network. Cooperation must have been established between the residents of large
centers such as Norsuntepe, Korucutepe, and Konk and the settlers of other small settlements
around them on the operation and processing of agricultural lands. The residents of the central
settlement are likely to transfer their agricultural work to those in the satellite settlements and
receive dividends. In this way, the residents of the large settlement could turn to other business
lines (Bastilirk-Konakg1 2005: 102). The analysis made by these peoples were not only about
land use. To gain the welfare and trust of the people, they also built sheltered places where
people residing in small-scale settlements could take shelter in case of danger. In this direction,
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the Upper Euphrates-Malatya Section, where the population number and density of the Eastern
Anatolia Region are the highest, has maintained this density from prehistoric times until today,
as it was in the Kura-Araxes period (Table. 1).

There are discrepancies in the location choices of the Kura-Araxes settlers in the Upper
Euphrates-Malatya Basin, which has unique cultural dynamics. This is also the reason why the
four mounds, which are large-scale among the key settlements in the Upper Euphrates-Malatya
region, rise on a flat, open terrain. These mounds were located both on the passage of the plain
and by the water so that they could dominate the access roads. When we consider the positioning
of these mounds, it becomes clear that there are smaller-scale mounds around them, which we
can call satellite settlements. It is noted that the settlers of large-scale mounds did not choose
safe places such as scree, mound, ridge due to their magnificent residences and living places,
and they did not need a strategic location to avoid the negative effects of the climate. Instead,
they all had defensive walls to protect the city. We can say that there is a hierarchy among the
Kura-Araxes peoples based on the large-scale defense systems, architectural patterns of the
large settlements and the artifacts found in the settlements. This hierarchy must have been
effective both within the city and on the neighboring settlements. Because, considering the
enormous architectural units that make up the glittering city landscape, it would not be wrong
to say that these settlements are centers of attraction compared to their surroundings, and they
determined the economic dynamics and security of the region. This yielded to economic
prosperity. The economically enriched people preferred to build architectural units within the
city to eliminate the negative consequences of the climate.

The fact that large-scale mounds required a defense system and sheltered architectural units
proves that they did not live in a peaceful region. Another situation shows that the social
structure changes and the profit-based economic system are formed through the centers that
show the characteristics of the stock market. These centers were the supply and distribution
bases of mineral products and all kinds of raw materials, apart from animal and agricultural
products. They must have created a kind of organization system within the Upper Euphrates-
Malatya Basin by arranging them first as satellite centers and then as other main hubs. At the
top of this organization, there must have been the owners of both monumental structures and
elite tombs like those in Arslantepe, Norsuntepe, and Korucutepe.

Although not widespread like large-scale settlements, the protection strategy has also been
applied in medium and small-scale surrounding settlements. Most of the medium and small-
scaled settlements sought solutions to such a need through architectural structures. When
evaluated through comparative examples, it is understood that the adjacent houses found in
large-scale Norsuntepe open to the courtyard in the south. This situation is related to both safety
and benefit from the sun’s heat and light (Hauptmann 1979: 47, Lev. 37). Similarly, the primary
purpose of the Pulur Sakyol settlers, one of the small-scale mounds, is to adopt a defense
strategy by building their houses next to each other, giving their backs to the outside, and
positioning them on a hill. Possible threats from the outside were prevented, and thanks to the
courtyard opened inside, both daily works were carried out safely and it was also protected from
adverse weather conditions (Kosay 1976b: 19-20, Lev. 117). The fact that Degirmentepe, which
is one of the small-scale settlements, is built on the slope of a ridge and has a perimeter wall,
can be explained by the security strategy. It should not be a coincidence that the settlers of other
small-scale settlements such as Taskun Mevkii, Pirot, Koskerbaba, Han Ibrahim Sah, and
Semsiyetepe chose places such as ridges, slopes, and hills. These satellite settlements must have
been under the security of large-scale centers. So only Degirmentepe had a perimeter wall. The
fact that these satellite centers are located higher than their surroundings and where they can
overlook the surroundings indicates that large-scale settlements serve as observation points in
away. Another important point is that the common strong findings in all large-scale mounds
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extending to Northern Syria-Mesopotamia and Transcaucasia are weak in small-scale mounds.
This can be explained by the fact that the large-scale centers, which we have mentioned above,
are like stock marketplaces.

Medium-sized mounds draw a very different line in terms of the layout and the determination
of communication networks. The defensive wall found in Tiilintepe shows that the settlers here
built their defense lines since they settled in the open area (Esin-Arsebiik 1974a: 139-140, Lev.
114, 122). Again, the defense wall found in medium-sized Arslantepe must have been built to
provide security for the inhabitants of the mound in possible raids (Frangipane 2012: 247).
Ceramic groups with both Northern Mesopotamian-Northern Syria extension and Caucasian
extension were found in these settlements. The settlers of Yenikdy, Taskun Kale, and Imamoglu
chose skirts, slopes, and mounds in site selection. It does not seem possible to find strong
Mesopotamian-Syrian and Caucasian artifacts together in these centers. In this case, it is
possible to say that some settlements such as Tiilintepe and Arslantepe can be a kind of the
main center. Indeed, it is claimed that Arslantepe and its neighbors, which are on the western
border of the Kura-Araxes cultural geography, have become prosperous thanks to the trade and
communication routes (Sagona-Sagona 2009: 541-542). The discovery of handmade Kura-
Araxes pots dating back to Transcaucasia and “Ninive 5 ceramics of Northern Mesopotamian
origin, cylinder seals, and metal objects in Arslantepe (Palmieri 1981: 111) confirms that it was
the main hub for a strong commercial network.
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Malatya Basin.

Map. 1- The Geographical Structure of the Upper Euphrates-
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Table. 1- Characteristics of the Key Settlements in the Upper Euphrates-Malatya Basin.
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BONCUKLU TARLA GUNEYDOGU ALANI CANAK-COMLEKSIiZ NEOLITIK A
EVRESI MIMARISi VE “NEMRIK KULTURU” SORUNSALI

Yunus CIFTCI*— Kazim OZKAN**— Ergiil KODAS***

0z

Boncuklu Tarla yaklagik 3 hektarlik bir alana yayilan ve Proto-Neolitik donemden baglayarak Canak-Comleksiz
Neolitik Dénem sonlarina degin kesintisiz yerlesim gérmiis ender merkezlerden biridir. Ancak bu kesintisiz
yerlesim durumu diisiiniildiigiiniin aksine stirekli bir hoyliklesme degil de genis alanlarda ayni donem ya da farkli
donemlerde tek tabakali olarak da goriilebilmektedir. Bu tek tabakali alanlardan biri de yerlesimin
giineydogusunda bulunan ve CCNA’ya (Canak-Comleksiz Neolitik A evresi) tarihlendirilen alandir. Keza bu
Giineydogu alani1 tek tabakali olmasinin yaninda kazilarla da farkliligini géstermis ve Yukart Dicle Vadisi dahil
olmak tizere Sanlurfa Bolgesi ve Kuzey Suriye topraklarinda goriilmeyen bir mimari érnekle kendini 6n plana
cikarmistir. Dogu Cezire Bolgesi ya da Kuzey Irak topraklarinda bulunan Nemrik 9 yerlesiminin kendine has 6zel
yapilarina benzer Ozellikler sergilemektedir. Sadece mimari olarak degil ayni zamanda buluntu toplulugu
bakimindan da benzerlikler s6z konusudur. Nemrik 9 yerlesiminin ilk kazildigi giinlerden giiniimiize degin hem
mimarisi hem de buluntu gruplari (ok uglari, tag bastonlar, toprak/kil siitunlar gibi) karmasikliga ve bolgesel
siirlamalara neden olmaktaydi ancak Boncuklu Tarla’nin yeni verileri ile bu karmasiklik ¢6ziilmeye baslanmig
ve bolgesellik sorununa da yeni bir agiklama getirmeye baslamistir. Bu ¢alismada hem Boncuklu Tarla’nin
Giineydogu alaninda ortaya ¢ikarilan yeni verilerle bahsi gegcen sorunsallara agiklik getirilmeye ¢aligilmis hem de
Yukar1 Mezopotamya Bélgesi’nin CCNA’da birgok farkli kiiltiirel boyutlar1 irdelenmistir. Ozellikle CCNA’da
ayni amagla insa edilmis ancak mimari 6zellikler bakimindan farkliliklar teskil eden yapilar karsilastirilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Yukar1 Mezopotamya Neolitigi, Boncuklu Tarla, CCNA, PPNA Mimarisi, Nemrik Kiiltiirii.

Pre-Pottery Neolithic A Period Architecture and “Nemrik Culture” Research Question of Southeastern
Area of Boncuklu Tarla

Abstract

Sprawling nearly 3 hectare area Boncuklu Tarla is one of the rare canters that had continuous settlement beginning
from Proto-Neolithic Period to the end of the Pre-Pottery Neolithic Period. However, this non-stop settlement,
contrary to the what is believed, is not like a continuous barrow but it can also be seen as single-layer field that
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located in the Southeast is the place dating as PPNA (Pre-Pottery Neolithic A). In addition to its single-layer
structure, this Southeast field showed its distinctness through the diggings and featured itself with an unseen
architectural example in Sanliurfa Region including Upper Tigris Valley and Northern Iraq territories. Southeast
field displays similar features that are idiosyncratic to Nemrik 9 settlement which is located on Eastern Cezire
Region or Northern Iraq territories. The similarities are not only related to architecture but also they are related to
the antiques. From the first days of archaeological diggings practiced in Nemrik 9 settlement to the present, both
architecture and antique groups (like arrow heads, stone rods, fictile/clay columns) had been causing complications
and regional restrictions but with the new data gathered from Boncuklu Tarla have let us untie the complications
and have started to bring new explanations to the problem of regionalism. In this study, with the new data recovered
from South-eastern Area of Boncuklu Tarla, we tried both clarifying the aforementioned research questions but
also examined many different cultural aspects of Upper Mesopotamia Region in Pre-Pottery Neolithic A Period.
Especially the structures that were built for same purposes but showing differences in terms of architectural
features in PPNA were compared.

Keywords: Neolithic Upper Mesopotamia, Boncuklu Tarla, PPNA, PPNA Architecture, Nemrik Culture.

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Upper Mesopotamia Region started to gain quite importance with latest archaeological excavations.
Especially the data, offered by this region, concerning prehistoric ages lead to change of many common
knowledge or flourishment in Near East Archaeology. As it is seen, first settlements of the region formed
in Proto-Neolithic (Epipaleothic) Era and in these first settlements there were local or regional
differences. Although these differences mostly stemmed from architecture, chipped stone tools industry
had played an active role. These aforementioned differences had impelled the researchers to the regional
differentiation and consequently customs that were thought as peculiar to only that region had been
formed. Nevertheless, recent studies prove that actually the case is different and Boncuklu Tarla can be
shown as the best example. Recovered structures, dating back to Proto-Neolithic and Early Neolithic
Period (CCNA/PPNA) throughout Near East, without exception they are all round planned and buried
or half-buried and these features are quasi common. However, this condition can show variances in
materials used for building structures, interior equipments of structures and production technology of
stone dressing. Another consideration for territorial division is interior equipments recovered from some
of the structures. For example, while “T” shaped, ornamental monolithic steles were used on Upper
Euphrates Region (Sanlurfa and its surroundings), on Upper Tigris Valley monolithic, plain and
irregular flat stones were preferred as steles. In Northern Syria Region instead of stele, mostly stud were
preferred. In East Cezire Region clay steles or steles that stone masonry covered with thick mud/clay
plaster were preferred. Though these generalisations are partly true, yet it is not appropriate to tell that
these features only peculiar to that region. For example, while radial compartmental structures have been
seemed like a peculiar application to Northern Syria (Mureybet, Jerf EI Ahmar) Region until recently,
it has been proven that there is more than one example of radial compartmental structure in Cemka
Hoytik which is one of the Upper Tigris Valley settlements. Same situation is acceptable for the GD1-2
structures that recovered from South-eastern Area of Boncuklu Tarla settlement. These tow structures,
in terms of style and interior equipment, mainly resembles to the structures of Qermez Dere and Nemrik
9 which are settlements of PPNA East Cezire and partly resembles to the Northern Syria examples (in
terms of verge, berm, cabin). But main comparison are made with the examples located in Eastern
Cezire. Because there are many similarities between Boncuklu Tarla GD1-2 structures and East Cezire
examples in terms of both plan and antique groups (chipped stone tools, worked stone artifacts, staff
heads, etc). Nemrik Culture which is dated back to the early days of Pre-Pottery Neolithic period and
accepted as a culture that later attributed to Eastern Cezire Region.

While the structural plans and antiques, dating back to PPNA period, that revealed throughout Eastern
Cezire Region were identified with only this area, lately antique groups belonging to the different
districts and same time period begun to come hand at least but there has been some matter of deficiency
related to architecture. But two monumental structures found out during the archaeological excavations
performed in 2020 at Southeast Area of Boncuklu Tarla revealed that architectural style belonging to
this culture is not barely dependent to Eastern Cezire. Moreover, in examples of Boncuklu Tarla some
basic differences indicate local usage. In Nemrik 9 and Qermez Dere settlements, these are Eastern
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Cezire settlements dating back to PPNA period, buildings that are aspherical, ellipse planned, buried
and without masonry walls were revealed and had been consubstantiated with culture. Boncuklu Tarla’s
GD 1-2 structures contain exactly the same of these features within itself also shows some similarities
with antique groups (arrow heads, stone rods, other dressed stone equipments and grinding stone
equipments and so on). However, there are obvious variance in interior equipments of them. However,
there is a reality that interior equipments, used in both Boncuklu Tarla and Eastern Cezire, forms the
first known examples of Near East for now. The structures of Eastern Cezire (Nemrik 9 ve Qermez
Dere) from PPNA period consists of steles that made up of only soil/clay (in some examples the inside
of the steles is stone masonry covered with thick mud/clay plaster) and these are maximum two pieces
and, in some examples, studs were used as ancillary support. Two stone masonry column/stele were
revealed from Boncuklu Tarla GD 1 and four stone masonry column/stele were revealed from GD 2.
Besides, in Boncuklu Tarla examples structures were totally built with terrazzo/plastered, with verge
and cabin. Above discussed similar and different features show that how changeable archeologic
materials are and certain limited patterns can change at any time. As it can be seen, especially Near
East’s perception of Neolithic Age lately begin to change with settlements like Boncuklu Tarla, Gobekli
Tepe, Karahan Tepe, Cemka Hoylik and Kortik Tepe. At least the idea of “regionalisation” which was
put forward for Neolithic Age actually is nonvalid for norrow regions and it has begun to be proven by
archaeological data. In this study, we tried to explain it by comparing this condition with both Upper
Tigris and Eastern Cezire and other regions.

Giris

Yukar1 Mezopotamya Bolgesi son donemlerde birkag yerlesimde yapilan ¢alismalarla birlikte
Proto-Neolitik dénemde ilk yerlesimlere ait veriler sunmaya baslamistir.! Canak-Comleksiz
Neolitik A evresinde (CCNA evresi) ise yerlesim sayilarinda bariz bir benzerlik goriiliirken
bolgesel ya da yerel ozelliklere gore farklilasmalar s6z konusudur. Bu durum bdlgeler arasi
etkilesim, kaynak kullanimi ve farkli kiiltiirel izlerin varhigini gostermektedir. Ozellikle Dogu
Cezire bolgesinde (Aurenche- Kozlowski 2000) arastirilan yerlesimlerdeki buluntu gruplariyla
kendini gostermis daha sonra Gobekli Tepe’yle de (Schmidt 2006) bu kiiltiirel bolge anlayisi
hiz kazanmistir. Ancak son donem calismalari aslinda bu bolgesel sinirlamalarin ne denli dogru
olduguna siiphe getirmektedir. Bu calismada ele alinacak veriler, karsilastirmalar ve Boncuklu
Tarla’nin Gilineydogu alan1t mimarisi tizerinden bu sorunsallara 6neri olusturulmustur.

Dogu Cezire Bolgesi yerlesimlerinden olan Nemrik 9, Proto-Neolitik (Geg Epi-Paleolitik) ve
CCNA Donem’e tarihlenmektedir. Nemrik kiiltiirii ise kendine ve bulundugu bolgeye has
oldugu o6ne siiriilen bir yontma tag alet {iretim endiistrisini ve birtakim ortak mimari plan ve
Ozelliklere sahip binalar {izerinden tanimlanmistir (Aurenche- Kozlowski 2005; Kozlowski-
Kempisty 1990). Nemrik 9 yerlesiminde tespit edilen s6z konusu kiiltire 6zgii oldugu
diisiiniilen yontma tas alet tekno-tipolojisinin MO 10.200’den baslayan ve MO 6400’e kadar
bir¢ok degisim yasayarak devam eden bir endiistrinin pargasi oldugu diisiiniilmekle birlikte bu
kiiltiiriin bilhassa MO 10-9. binde Dogu Cezire bdlgesinde baskin oldugu goriilmektedir
(Kozlowski 1998; Aurenche- Kozlowski 2000). S6z konusu kiiltiirii tanimlamada baskin olan
yontma tas aletlerin kdkeninin Geg Epi-Paleolitik Donem’de Kuzeybati Zagros Bolgesi’nde

! Bahsi gegen Proto-Neolitik Dénem’e ait yerlesim izleri yogunluk olarak Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi ve Kuzey Suriye
Bolgesi yerlesimleridir. Bunlar Boncuklu Tarla (Kodas 2018: 157; Kodas 2019: 3; Ipek- Ciftci 2019), Cemka
Hoéyiik (Kodas- Geng 2019; Kodas vd., 2020; Ciftci vd., 2020), Kortik Tepe (Ozkaya- Coskun 2011; Benz vd.,
2015), Mureybet (Stordeur- Ibafiez 2008; 33-94; Cauvin 1977) ve Abu Hureyra (Moore vd., 2000: 105)
yerlesimleridir. Mimari olarak basit kuliibeler, ¢adir tipi orgiiler s6z konu iken yontma tas buluntulari olarak farkl
izler mevcuttur (ayrintili bilgi i¢in bakiniz; Ciftgi, 2022)
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ortaya ¢iktigi disiiniilen “Zarziyan Kiiltiri” yontma tas alet endiistrisi oldugu kabul
gormektedir (Kozlowski 1996). S6z konusu yontma tas endiistrisi Proto-Neolitik (Aurenche-
Kozlowski 2005; Watkins 2010) ve CCNA Doénem’de Dogu Cezire bolgesinde bulunan Nemrik
9 (Kozlowski- Kempisty 1990) yerlesim yerinin yani sira yine ayni bolgede bulunan Qermez
Dere’de (Watkins 1991) ve Kuzeybat1 Zagros Bolgesi’nde bulunan Mlefaat (Kozlowski 1998)
yerlesim yerlerinde de tespit edilmistir. Bu baglamda daha ¢cok ‘Nemrik Yontma Tas Alet
Endiistrisi’ olarak tanimlanan s6z konusu endiistrisinin kendi i¢inde de ii¢ ayr1 lokal varyasyon
gosterdigi gozlemlenmektedir (Aurenche- Kozlowski 2000): Nemrikiyen, Qermeziyen ve
Mlefatiyen (Aurenche- Kozlowski 2005). Bu noktada her tig alet endiistrisinde de baskin olan
mikrolitler (geometrik veya geometrik olmayan) ve diger yontma tas aletlerin tekno-tipolojik
acidan kendi arasinda onemli benzerlikler bulunmakla birlikte Nemrik 9 yontma tas alet
endiistrisi kendine has olan ok uglar ile digerlerinden ayrilmaktadir (Aurenche- Kozlowski
2000). Fakat Qermez Dere‘de tespit edilen aletler arasinda (Betts-Alison 1996), iist evrelerde,
az sayida da olsa nemrik uglar1 bulunmaktadir. Buna karsin Qermez Dere’de khiam ok uglari
ve chopper/choppingler daha karakteristiktir (Betts-Alison 1996; Aurenche- Kozlowski 2000).
Bu yerlesim yerinde khiam uglarin baskin olmasi olas1 bir Levant etkisi ile agiklanmaktadir
(Betts-Alison 1996; Aurenche- Kozlowski 2000). S6z konusu yerlesim yerlerinde tespit edilen
bu iki kiiltiir Proto-Neolitik ve Canak-Comleksiz Neolitik A Dénem’de Dogu Cezire Bolgesi
yerel kiiltiirleri olarak kabul gérmektedir (Aurenche- Kozlowski 2000; Aurenche- Kozlowski
2005). Kuzeybat1 Zagros Bolgesi ise, yer yer Orta Zagros Bolgesi de bu donemde Mlefaatiyan
yontma tas alet enddistrisi ile temsil edilmektedir. S6z konusu endiistrinin hem CCNB hem de
Canak-Comlekli Neolitik Donem’de de bolgede devam ettigi gézlemlenmektedir (Kozlowski
1998; Aurenche- Kozlowski 2005). Mlefaatiyan yontma tas alet endiistrisinde alt boliimleri
tiggen budanmis diizeltili sirth mikrolitler (scalene triangle) ve khiam uglar1 karakteristiktir.
S6z konusu ii¢ alet endiistrisine kronolojik olarak bakildiginda ise khiam ok ug¢larmin yogun
oldugu erken evrenin nemrik ok uglarinin bulundugu ge¢ evreden, cok net ve keskin olmamakla
birlikte, daha eski oldugu diistiniilmektedir (Aurenche- Kozlowski 2000; Kozlowski 1998).

Mimari agidan bakildiginda, Nemrik 9, Mlefaat ve Qermez Dere yerlesim yerleri Proto-Neolitik
ve CCNA evresinde ¢ukur barmak tarzinda insa edilmis, tabanlar1 kiivet formunda olan,
binalarla temsil edilmektedir (Kozlowski- Kempisty 1990; Watkins 1991; Watkins 1997;
Kozlowski 1998; Aurenche- Kozlowski 2000). Bilhassa Nemrik 9 ve Qermez Dere’de agiga
cikarilan ve igerisinde sikistirtlmis toprak-Kil stelleri (pise) olan binalarin yine sadece Dogu
Cezire’ye 6zgii olduklari diisiiniilmektedir (Kozlowski- Kempisty 1990; Watkins 2008). Fakat
s0z konusu binalara birtakim benzer 6zellikler sergileyen mimari kalintilar Mlefaat yerlesim
yerinden de bilinmektedir. Qermez Dere ve Nemrik 9 mimarisini Mlefaat’tan ayiran tek nokta
bu yerlesim yerinde sikistirilmis toprak/kil (pise) stellerin olmamasidir (Kozlowski 1998).
Bolgenin kendi igeresinde gostermis oldugu s6z konusu benzerliklerden dolayr Dogu Bereketli
Hilal (Watkins 1997) olarak da isimlendirilen bu bdlgede Erken Neolitik Dénem’de ana
hatlariyla ortak olan ve birbirine benzer 6zellikler gosteren fakat yer yer bir takim lokal
ozellikler gosteren kiiltlirlerin oldugu diisiiniilebilir. Fakat Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi’nde bulunan
Boncuklu Tarla yerlesim yerinde de ¢ukur barmak tarzinda insa edilmis, tabanlar kiivet
formunda olan ve igerisinde tag 6rgii kolanlar1 olan binalarin ve Nemrikiyen, Qermeziyen ve
Mlefatiyen yontma tas alet endiistrileriyle benzer ozellikler gdsteren yontma tas aletlerin
(Altinbilek-Algiil 2013; Kartal vd., 2018; Moeda 2018) tespit edilmis olmasi daha ¢ok Nemrik
kiiltiiri  olarak tanimlanan bolgesel kiiltiirlerin  yeniden incelenmesini  gerektigini
diistindiirmektedir. Boncuklu Tarla’da ele edilen s6z konusu yeni veriler sadece mimari agidan
degil Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi’nde son donemlerde tespit edilen CCNA Donem yerlesim yerlerinde,
Gusir Hoyiik (Altinbilek-Algiil 2013; Karul 2011), Kortik Tepe (Kartal vd., 2018), Hasankeyf

57



Boncuklu Tarla Giineydogu Alan1 Canak-Comleksiz Neolitik
A Evresi Mimarisi ve “Nemrik Kiiltiiri” Sorunsali

Hoytik (Moeda 2018) ve Cemka Hiiyiik’te (Kodas vd., 2020), tespit edilen yontma tas alet
endiistrilerinin de Nemrik kiiltiirii ile olan kiiltiirel ve kronolojik iliskilerinin yeniden
diistinlilmesi ve tartisamaya agilmasini zorunlu kilmaktadir.

Boncuklu Tarla Kazilari ve Giineydogu Alam1 Mimarisi

Boncuklu Tarla, Mardin ilinin Dargegit ilgesine bagli Ilisu mahallesi sinirlarinda, Ilisu Baraj kapagmin
hemen giineybatisinda, Dicle Nehri’nin giineyinde yer almaktadir (Kodas 2018: 157; Kodas 2019: 3;
Kodas vd., 2020). Deniz seviyesinden yaklasik 550 m yiikseklikte bulunan Boncuklu Tarla yerlesim
yeri Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi ile Idil-Cizre Ovasima agilan derin ve gecilmesi zor bir vadinin kuzey
stnirindadir (Cehennem Deresi) ve yerlesim yerinin ¢evresi volkanik kayaclar veya kalkerden olusan
daglarla gevrilidir (Figiir 1). Kronolojik olarak bakildiginda Boncuklu Tarla yerlesim yerinin MO 11.
binden 8. bin sonuna kadar kesintisiz iskan edildigi goriilmektedir (Kodas 2019).

o 1 Tabaka Ge¢ CCNB
o 2. Tabaka Orta CCNB
o 3. Tabaka Erken CCNB
o 4, Tabaka 4a—4b CCNA-B Gegis
e b5 Tabaka 5a - 5b CCNA
e 6. Tabaka 6a Erken CCNA
6b Geg Epi-Paleolitik/Proto-Neolitik
e 7. Tabaka Geg Epi-Paleolitik/Proto-Neolitik

Bu baglamda yerlesim yerinde 6zellikle CCNA Donemi’nin tamamini kapsayan en az ii¢ ve Proto-
Neolitik Déneme ait en az iki tabaka bulunmaktadir. Yukari Mezopotamya Proto-Neolitik ve CCNA
Doneme tarihlenen Boncuklu Tarla 5a, 5b, 6a, 6b ve 7. tabakasi bu donem mimarisi, yontma tag, siirtme
tag ve siis esyalar1 hakkinda 6nemli bilgiler vermektedir. Fakat Boncuklu Tarla’da iskén alanlarinin dogu
alani, giineydogu alani, bati alan1 ve merkez alanda sik sik yer degistirdigi ve birbirinden bagimsiz
hoyiiklesmelerin oldugu goriilmektedir. Fakat hoyiigiin merkezinde agilan sondajlarda ve agmalarda
yerlesim yerinde tespit edilen tiim tabakalar aciga cikarilmis ve hoyiliglin kronolojik gelisimi takip
edilebilmistir. Dogu Alani’nda CCNA Donem ve CCNA-CCNB Gegis Donemi’ne ait buluntular tespit
edilmigtir. Glineydogu Alani ise sadece CCNA Doneme ait tabakalar icermektedir. Bu ¢alismada 2017
yilinda hdyiigiin Giineydogu Alani’nda acilan sondajlarda tespit edilen ve 2020 yilinda kazilarn
tamamlanan baz1 yapilar, 5a tabakasi iizerine yogunlagsmistir. Bu tabakaya ait en az dort yap1 tespit
edilmekle birlikte bunlardan iki tanesinin kazilar1 tamamlanmistir. Agiga ¢ikarilan yapilardan GD-2
numarali yapi iyi korunmus olmasina karsin onun hemen bir {ist evresinde, asagi yukari ayni alana insa
edilen GD-1 numarali yapi tarimsal faaliyetler ve erozyondan 6tiirii koti korunmustur.

GD-1 Yapust

Yuvarlak planli olan yap1 GD-2 no.lu yap: terkedildikten sonra iizerine insa edilmistir. Cukur
barmak tarzinda insa edilmis oldugu diisiiniilen yapinin duvarlar tarimsal faaliyetler ve
erozyondan oOtlirii tahrip olmustur. Fakat cukur barinak tarzinda insa edilmis oldugu diisiiniilen
binanin oturdugu ¢ukur yer yer yaklasik 10-15 cm derinlikte takip edilebilmistir. Yuvarlak bir
plana sahip olan yapi yaklagik 5,50 m capindadir ve binanin merkezinde simetrik olarak
yerlestirilmis iki adet tas orgii stel bulunmaktadir (Figiir 2). Giineybatida bulunan 6rgii stel 1
yaklagik 0,85 x 1,45 metre boyutlarindayken bu 6rgii stelin hemen dogusunda bulunan 6rgii stel
2 ise yaklagik 0,80x1,40 m boyutlarindadir. Her iki stel yer yer 20 cm yiikseklige kadar
korunmustur. Iki stel arasinda, dogu-bat1 yonde yaklasik 1,60 m bosluk bulunmaktadir. Orgii
stel 1 bat1 duvari ile yaklasik 0,70 cm ve 6rgii stel 2 ile dogu duvari arasinda yaklasik 1,30 m
ve iki stel arasinda dogu-bati yonde yaklasik 1,60 m bosluk bulunmaktadir. Bina tabani
iizerinde ¢ok sayida yontma tas alet ve birka¢ adet kirik 6giitme tas1 ve havaneli disinda
herhangi bir buluntu ele gegmemistir. Ayrica binanin taban iizerinde, daha ¢ok ¢6p oldugu
diisiintilen, ¢ok sayida hayvan kemigi toplanmistir.
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GD-2 Yapist

Yuvarlak plandan ¢ok oval planli bir form veren bina disardan, kuzey-giiney yoniinde 7,50 m
ve dogu bat1 yoniinde 7,00 m genisliginde ol¢iilere sahiptir ve tam bir simetri vermemektedir.
Bina i¢erden kuzey-giliney yoniinde 7,00 m ve dogu bat1 yoniinde 6,60 m genisligindedir.
Yapinin duvarlari binanin inga edilmesi i¢in agilan ¢ukurun stvanmasi ile olusturulmustur. S6z
konusu ¢ukurun profili sadece alg1 siva igerisinde karistirilmis kiiciik boyutlu cakil taslariyla
yapilmistir. Birkag yenileme evresi geciren binanin tabani ise terrazzo/alg1 sivalidir. Binanin i¢
diizenlemesine bakildiginda merkezinde simetrik olarak yerlestirilmis 4 adet tag orgli stelin
bulundugu goriilmektedir. Stellerin tamami dogal yassi kire¢ taslari ve camur harg ile
oriilmustiir (Figiir 3). Yaklasik 1,50 m yiiksekliginde korunmus olan ve en az iki evrede
yenileme geciren steller ilk evrede kil sivali iken ikinci evrede kiigiik cakil taslari ile
karistirilmis olan kil-toprak karisimi bir malzeme ile kaplanmustir. S6z konusu steller kuzey-
giiney yonde daha uzun (140-150 cm), dogu bat1 yoniinde ise daha kisa olan (80 cm) dikddrtgen
bir form vermektedirler (Figiir 4)°.

Binanin i¢ diizenine bakildiginda ise kuzey ve bati duvarina birlesik olarak insa edilmis olan
sekiler/banket bulundugu goriilmektedir. S6z konusu banketlerin binanin igerisinde bakan
kisimlar kiiciik tas siralari ile smirlandirilarak giiclendirilmis ve her ikisi de al¢i siva ile
kaplanmigtir. Fakat binanin erken evresinde, 6rgii stellerin kil sivali oldugu ilk evrede, sadece
binanin kuzeyinde bulunan banketin bulundugu ve bu evrede bat1 duvarda herhangi bir banketin
olmadig1 goriilmektedir. Bu duruma ek olarak Seki 1’in ilk evresinde yapinin igerisinde bakan,
giiney yonde, yiizeyinde tas siralarinin da bulunmadig1 ve bu evrede sekinin sadece al¢1 sivali
oldugu gozlemlenmistir. Bu gec evrede ayrica binanin kuzey-dogu kosesinde, orgii stel 4’iin
dogusunda, 100x130 cm boyutlarinda bir hiicre (Hiicre 1) insa edilmistir. Biiylik boyutlu taslar
ile oriilii olan s6z konusu hiicre de binanin ikinci (geg) evresine aittir ve igerisinde herhangi bir
buluntu ele ge¢memistir (Figlir 5-6). S6z konusu banketler ve hiicre ile stellerin mimari
iligkisine bakildiginda ise her iki banketin Stel 1, 2 ve 4’1 de ortasinda kaldig1 ve onlara yapisik
olarak insa edildikleri goriilmektedir. Fakat Stel 3 herhangi bir bagka mimari 6ge ile baglanti
icerisinde degildir. Ayrica binanin ilk evresinde Stel 1°de herhangi bir banket ile baglantili
degildir. Bina igeresinde in situ durumda olan herhangi bir buluntu ele gegmemistir. Ele gegen
kemik igne pargalart GD-1"in insa edilmesi i¢in GD-2’in doldurularak kapatilmasi sirasinda
kullanilan toprak igerisinde ele ge¢mistir. Bu dolgu toprag: igeresinde ¢ok sayida hayvan
kemigi (6zellikle kizil geyik ve sigir kemikleri) ve yontma tas alet atiklar1 bulunmaktadir.

Boncuklu Tarla Giineydogu Alam1 Mimarisinin Kronolojik ve Tipolojik iliskileri

Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi’nde CCNA Doneme tarihlenen mimari kalintilar birgok yerlesim yerinde
tespit edilmis olmakla birlikte s6z konusu kalintilar daha ¢ok bu doénemin erken evresine
tarihlenmektedir. Bu noktada bolgede bulunan Gusir Hoyiik (Karul 2020) ve Hasankeyf

2 Bu stellerden yapmin giineybatisinda bulunan Stel 1 yaklasik 1,15 m uzunluga ve 80 cm genislige sahiptir. Bu
stelin 1, 60 m kuzeyinde bulunan Stel 2 ise 1,50 m uzunluga ve 80 cm genislige sahiptir. Stel 1’in karsisinda
bulunan, 2,65 m dogusunda, Stel 3 yine 1,50 m uzunlukta ve 80 cm genisliktedir. Stel 2’in tam karsisinda, yaklasik
2,75 m dogusunda, bulunan Stel 4 ise 1,40 m uzunluga ve 80 cm genislige sahiptir. Stel 3 ile Stel 4 arasinda kuzey-
gliney yoniinde yaklasik 1,65 cm mesafe bulunmaktadir. Kendi igerisinde simetrik bir diizen veren s6z konusu
steller ile duvarlar arasindaki mesafe birbirinden farkli dlgiilere sahiptir: Stel 1 ile bat1 duvari arasinda 90 cm ve
giiney duvari arasinda 60 cm, Stel 2 ile bat1 duvar arasinda 80 cm ve kuzey duvar arasinda 110 cm, Stel 3 ile
giliney duvari arasinda 50 cm ve dogu duvari arasinda 95 cm, Stel 4 ile kuzey duvar1 arasinda 165 cm ve dogu
duvart arasinda 100 cm bosluk bulunmaktadir.
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Hoyiik’te (Miyake 2012) aci8a ¢ikarilan baz1 binalar Boncuklu Tarla yerlesim yerinde tespit
edilen binalar ile birtakim benzerlikler gostermektir. Fakat Boncuklu Tarla Giineydogu
Alant’nda agiga cikarilan GD-1 ve GD-2 yapilarn insa tarzlari, planlar1 ve i¢ diizenlemeleri
acisindan Nemrik 9, Qermez Dere ve yer yer Mlefaat yerlesim yerinde aciga cikarilan ¢ukur
barinak tarzinda insa edilmis ve tabanlar1 kiivet formunda olan binalarla daha net benzerlikler
gostermektedir (Figiir 7-8). Ayrica bu binalarin bir diger ortak 6zelligi ise igerisinde tag kesme
stellerden farkli olan toprak/kil stellerin ve banketlerin olmasidir. Biiyiik boyutlu bir ¢ukurun
kazilmasi ile olusturulan bu tiir binalarin bazilarinin duvarlari kerpi¢ veya pise iken bazilarinin
sadece sivanarak olusturduklari bilinmektedir. Bu binalarin tabanlar1 genellikle kiivet
seklindedir (Aurenche- Kozlowski 2000). Boncuklu Tarla 6rnekleri ile diger oOrneklere
bakildiginda 6ncelikle Nemrik 9 (Kozlowski- Kempisty 1990) ve Mlefaat (Kozlowski 1998)
yerlesim yerlerinde agiga ¢ikarilan binalarin duvarlarinda kerpi¢ veya pise olmasina karsin
Boncuklu Tarla’da, bilhassa GD-2 numarali yapida, sadece al¢1 siva ve kiigiik ¢akil taslari ile
yapilmig oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu baglamda Boncuklu Tarla 6rnekleri Nemrik 9 ve Mlefaat
yerlesim yerinde agiga ¢ikarilan binalarin duvar 6rgii sisteminden farklidir. Boncuklu Tarla’da
GD-2 nolu binada tespit edilen bu duvar insa sistemi daha ¢ok Qermez Dere’de agiga ¢ikarilan
yapilarin duvar insa sistemi (¢ukurun i¢inde duvar olmamasi ve duvarlarin ¢ukur profilinin kil
ile stvanarak insa edilmis olmasi), benzer bir sisteme sahiptir. Fakat Boncuklu Tarla’da GD-2
numarali yapinin duvarlarin insasi i¢in alginin ve tabani i¢in ise terrazzo/al¢inin kullanilmis
olmasi1 Nemrik 9, Mlefaat ve bilhassa Qermez Dere yerlesim yerlerinde bilinen 6rneklerden
daha farkli bir insa malzemesinin kullanilmis oldugunu géstermesi agisindan énemlidir. Bunun
yani sira Dogu Cezire’de bulunan Nemrik 9 (Kozlowski- Kempisty 1990) ve Qermez Dere
(Watkins 1991; Watkins 1997) yerlesim yerinde agiga ¢ikarilan binalarin igerisindeki steller
daha ¢ok sikistirilmig kil-toprak ile yapilmistir, yani bir nevi pise kullanilmistir. Buna karsin
Boncuklu Tarla 6rnekleri tas 6rgii sistemi ile insa edilmistir. Bu noktada da Boncuklu Tarla’da
GD-1 ve GD-2 numarali binalarin igerisindeki tas orgii steller (Dogu Cezire’deki sikistirilmig
Kil-toprak steller, Sanliurfa Bolgesindeki T bigimli steller veya Yukart Dicle Vadisi’nde daha
onceden bilinen sade formlu kesme tas steller gibi) ilizerinden yeni bir stel geleneginden
bahsedilebilir. Ayrica s6z konusu stellerin ilk 6rnekleri yine Boncuklu Tarla yerlesim yerinde
tespit edilen ve ilk kez Proto-Neolitik Dénemde insa edilen (Tiibitak, MO 10390 Kalibre)
Payandal1 Yap1 igerisinde de 6. Tabakada, tespit edilmistir. Bu noktada s6z konusu tag orgii stel
insasinin Proto-Neolitik Donem ile beraber Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi’nde basladig1 diisiiniilebilir.

Bereketli Hilal’in kuzeydogusunda bulunan yerlesim yerlerinde a¢iga cikarilan bu yapilarin
planlarima ve i¢ diizenlemelerine bakildiginda bazi benzerlik ve farkliliklarin oldugu
goriilmektedir. Ornegin Nemrik 9°da (Kozlowski- Kempisty 1990) ¢ukur barinak tarzinda olan
binalarin yuvarlak veya koseleri yuvarlatilmis bir plana sahip olduklar1 goriilmektedir. Buna
karsin Qermez Dere (Watkins 1991; Watkins 1997) 6rneklerinin tamami tam bir yuvarlak form
vermeyen ve daha ¢ok oval forma sahip bir plan {izerine insa edilmistir. Mlefaat (Kozlowski
1998) orneklerinin tamami ise yine tam simetri vermeyen ovalimsi olan bir plana sahiptir. Bu
baglamda oval formda bir plan veren GD-2’den daha yeni olan GD-1 numarali yapinin yuvarlak
planli olmas1 ayr1 bir 6nem arz etmektedir. Oval bir plan iizerine insa edilmis olan GD-2
numarali yap1 bu baglamda Qermez Dere’de agiga cikarilan yapilarin planlan ile benzer
ozellikler tasimaktadir (RAD, RAA RAB, RAF VE RAE, Watkins 1991; Watkins 1997). Bu
durum ayn1 zamanda kronolojik olarak yuvarlak, yar1 yuvarlak ve koseli plana dogru nasil bir
degisim yasadigi tam olarak anlasilamamis olan Dogu Cezire Bolgesi Canak-Comleksiz
Neolitik Donem A evresi mimarisinin kronolojik gelisiminin incelenmesi i¢in ayri bir tartisma
yaratmaktadir. Bu noktada en azindan Boncuklu Tarla’da oval planli yapinin yuvarlak planl
olandan daha eski oldugu sdylenebilir. Bu duruma ek olarak GD-2 numarali yapi igerisinde bir
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adet hiicrenin, dogu yonde ve banketin olmasi (erken evresinde kuzey yonde gec evresinde ise
hem kuzey hem de bat1 yonde) s6z konusu plana sahip binalarin i¢ diizenlemeleri hakkinda yeni
bilgiler vermektedir. Mlefaat ve Nemrik 9 yerlesim yerinde agia ¢ikarilan bazi1 binalarda
karsilikli banketlerin benzeri Boncuklu Tarla GD-2 numarali binada ¢ikarilanlarla aynidir.
Fakat banketlerin bulunduklar1 alanlarin ve birbirileri ile olan iliskilerin her {i¢ yerlesimde de
birbirinden biraz farkli olduklar1 gériilmektedir. Bunun yani sira Gusir Hyiik yerlesim yerinde
aci8a cikarilan bazi binalar insa tarzlar1 ve planlar1 agisindan Nemrik kiiltiirii ile tanimlanan
mimari ile benzer ozellikler sergilemektedir (Karul 2020). Gusir Hoylik’te agiga ¢ikarilan bazi
yapilarin gomiilii veya yar1 gomiilii sekilde insa edilmis olmalari, i¢lerinde stellerin bulunmasi
(ayrica yuvarlak veya yari-yuvarlak planli yapilarin olmasi; Karul 2020) yine Nemrik kiiltiiri
mimarisi ile benzer 6zellikler gostermektedir. Fakat s6z konusu yapilar igerisindeki stellerin tas
kesme olmalar1 ve yapilarinin duvarlarinin tag 6rgii sistemi ile yapilmig olmasi s6z konusu
yapilarin nemrik kiiltiiriinden ¢ok Boncuklu Tarla Dogu Alani ve Cayonii Flagstone Building
(Erim-Ozdogan 2011) ile benzer mimari 6zelliklere sahip olduklarina isaret etmektedir. Fakat
Gusir Hoyiik yerlesim yerinde mikrolit alet teknolojisinin olmamasi buna kargin Nemrik ve
Khiam ok uglarinin yogun olmasi Dogu Cezire ve Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi arasindaki kiiltiirel
iligkilerin varliginin yontma tas aletler lizerinden belirlenmesi acisindan énemlidir (Altinbilek-
Akgiil 2013).

Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi neolitiklesme siirecine genel olarak bakildiginda bolgede bulunan ve
CCNA Dénemi’ne tarihlenen Cayénii (Erim-Ozdogan 2011; Ozdogan 1999), Cemka Hoyiik
(Kodas vd., 2020), Demirkdy (Rosenberg 2011b ), Hallan Cemi (Rosenberg 201 1a), Hasankeyf
Héyiik (Miyake vd., 2012) ve Kortik Tepe (Ozkaya - Coskun 2011; Benz vd., 2015) yerlesim
yerlerinde agiga ¢ikarilan MO 10. bin yapilarmin Boncuklu Tarla ve Mlefaat, Qermez Dere ve
Nemrik 9 yerlesim yerlerinde ayn1 doneme ait mimari kalintilardan tamamen farkli olduklari
(baz1 noktalarda Gusir Hoytk hari¢; Karul 2011), goriilmektedir. Bu noktada Boncuklu Tarla
yerlesim yerinin MO 11-10. binde Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi’nden ¢ok Dogu Cezire ve Kuzeybat
Zagros ile iliskili oldugunu sdylemek miimkiindiir. Fakat MO 10. bin sonuna gelindiginde
Boncuklu Tarla Dogu Alani’nda agiga ¢ikarilan birtakim yapilarin Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi’nde
bulunan Cayénii (Erim-Ozdogan 2011; Ozdogan 1999), Gusir Hoyiik (Karul 2011) ve
Hasankeyf Hoyiik (Miyake vd., 2012) ile benzer ozellikler sergiledigi goézlemlenmektedir.
Ozellikle bu dénem ile beraber tas orgii stellerin terk edildigi bunun yerine Yukari Dicle
Vadisi’nde yaygin olan sade tas kesme stellerin yapilmaya baslandig1 goriilmektedir.

Sonug¢

Yukar1 Mezopotamya’da Proto-Neolitik ve CCNA donemine tekabiil eden Nemrik Kiiltiirii
Dogu Cezire, Kuzeybati Iran ve Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi’nin giineyine kadar oldukca genis bir alana
yayilmistir. Oldukga genis bir alana yayilan kiiltiirtin buluntu gruplar1 genel olarak benzerlik
gosterse de kiiltlir bolgesinde tespit edilen yontma tas alet endiistrisi i¢in kendi igeresinde
birtakim degiskenlikler ve farkliliklar bulunmaktadir (Kozlowski 1996; Aurenche- Kozlowski
2000). Bu noktada ozellikle Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi gibi daglik bir bolgede bulunan Boncuklu
Tarla’da ¢ok daha farkli bir cografyaya sahip olan Dogu Cezire Boélgesi ile iligkili oldugu
diisiiniilen “Nemrik Kiiltlirii” ne ait etkilerin baskin olmasi uzun siire boyunca 6ne siiriilen
‘Neolitik Donem Bolgesel Gelisim ve Etkilesim’ teorileri ile ters bir durum olusturmaktadir.
Fakat Boncuklu Tarla’nin yaklagik 500 m giineydogusunda bulunan Cemka Hdoyiik yerlesim
yerinde de MO 10. binin tamamina ait mimari kalintilar olmasina ragmen Nemrik 9, Qermez
Dere, Mlefaat ve Boncuklu Tarla’da tespit edilen mimari gelenege ait yapilarin ve yontma tas
aletlerin neredeyse hi¢ olmamasi Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi’inin kendi igerisinde de bu siirecte
birtakim kiiltiirel degiskenliklere sahip olduguna isaret etmektedir. Ozellikle Cemka Hoyiik
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(Kodas vd., 2020) buluntularinin (mimari, stirtmetas, kemik vb.) Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi’nde
bulunan Cayénii (Erim-Ozdogan 2011), Demirkdy (Rosenberg 2011b), Gusir Hoyiik (Karul
2011; Altinbilek-Algiil 2013), Hallan Cemi (Rosenberg 2011a ), Hasankeyf Hoyiik (Miyake
vd., 2012; Maeda 2018) ve Kortik Tepe (Ozkaya - Coskun 2011; Kartal vd., 2018) yerlesim
yerlerinde agiga cikarilan mimari kalintilar ile birtakim benzerlikler gdstermesi; Boncuklu
Tarla (Kodas 2019) ve Cemka Hoyiik’iin (Kodas vd., 2020) bulundugu bélgede birbiri ile
cagdas olan iki farkli kiltliriin oldugunu diistindiirmektedir. Bu durum bdlgesel kiiltiirel
degiskenlik ve benzerliklerle ilgili oldugu kadar MO 10. binde yerlesik yasama gecmis
olduklar1 diisiiniilen topluluklarin da kendi igerisinde, Dicle Vadisi ve Kuzeybati Zagros
Bolgesi ve Dogu Cezire’de, birtakim hareketlilige, kiiltiirel degiskenlik ve benzerliklere veya
farkl iligki ve iletisim aglarina sahip olduklarini diistindiirmektedir. Ayrica Cemka Hoylik te
aciga ¢ikarilan bazi radyal planli binalarin Suriye’de bulunan, 6zellikle, Ain el Hajana (Fujii -
Adachi 2013) ve Wadi Tumbag (Abb¢s 2014), ve yer yer Mureybet (Cauvin 1997), Tell Abr 3
(Yartah 2013 ) ve Jerf el-Ahmar (Stordeur 2014) yerlesim yerlerinden bilinen radyal planl
yapilar ile Onemli benzerlikler goOstermesi bdlgesel tanimlamalarin ve bolgeler arasi
hareketliliklerin/iligkilerin aragtirilmasini, Dicle Vadisi ve Firat Havzasi arasinda, daha da
karmasik hale getirmektedir. Bu baglamda yine Boncuklu Tarla’da MO 11-10. bin
tabakalarinda agiga ¢ikarilan Payandali Yapi'nin da plan agisindan Dja’de el Mughara’da agiga
cikarilan Boyali Bina (Coqueugniot 2000) ile birtakim benzer 6zellikler sergilemesi ayr1 bir
ornek olarak eklenebilir.

Kiigiik buluntulara bakildiginda ise zengin bir repertuvara sahip olan ‘Nemrik Kiiltiiriine’ ait
diger yerlesim yerlerine nazaran Boncuklu Tarla Giineydogu alaninda ¢ok az sayida buluntu
ele gecmistir. Bunlar arasinda birkac adet tas boncuk ve bir adet kaplumbaga kemiginden
yapilmis pendantif ve bir adet tas baston par¢asi bulunmaktadir. S6z konusu buluntular ¢ok
fazla bir bilgi vermemekle birlikte bolgede bulunan Cayo6nii (Erim-Ozdogan 2011; Ozdogan
1999), Cemka Hoylik (Kodas vd., 2020), Demirkdy (Rosenberg 2011b ), Hallan Cemi
(Rosenberg 2011a ), Hasankeyf Hoyiik (Miyake vd., 2012), Kortik Tepe (Kartal vd., 2018),
Nemrik 9’da (Kozlowski- Kempisty 1990), Qermez Dere (Watkins 1991; Watkins 1997) gibi
cok sayida yerlesim yerinde ele gecen 6rneklerle benzerlikler sergilemektedir.

Sonug olarak Boncuklu Tarla (Gusir Hoyiik ve Cemka Hoytik), kazilart sonrasinda iki noktanin
daha o©ne c¢iktigin1 sdyleyebiliriz. Birincisi Dogu Cezire veya Kuzeybati Suriye ile
Ozdeslestirilen ve bolgesel olduklari dne siiriilen mimari gelenekler keskin bolgesel karakterlere
isaret etmemektedir. Dogu Cezire ve Kuzeybat1 Zagros’ta Proto-Neolitik ve CCNA Ddénem
kiiltiirii olarak tanimlanan unsurlarin Yukari Dicle Vadisi’nde Boncuklu Tarla’da tespit edilmis
olmas1 cografik ve iklimsel olarak farkli 6zelliklere sahip olan bu bolgeler icin hem bolgesel
hem de kronolojik anlamda tartigma yaratmaktadir. Bu nokta da Dogu Cezire’ye 6zgii bir
Nemrik veya Qermez Dere kiiltiiriinden veya Kuzeybati Zagros bdlgesine 6zgii bir Mlefaat
kiiltiirinden ya da Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi’'nde ‘‘Boncuklu Tarla’ veya ‘‘Gusir Hoyik”
kiiltiirtinden ¢ok Bereketli Hilal’in kuzeydogusunda bulunan bir ortak kiiltiir bolgesinden, yer
yer Suriye-Levant veya Firat Havzasi ile kiiltiirel iliskileri olan bir kiiltiirden s6z etmek bolgesel
kiiltiirlerin tanimlanmas1 ve kronolojik olarak tartisilmasi i¢in daha gercekgi goriilmektedir.
Ayrica uzun yillar boyunca Dogu Cezire etkili oldugu diisiiniilen Yukar1 Dicle Vadisi CCNA
Doénem kiiltiirlerinin yerellikleri ve giineyinde bulunan topluluklarla olan olasi iligkileri de
yeniden arastirilmaya ve tartismaya acilmalidir. Bilhassa Yukari Dicle Vadisi Geg¢ Epi-
Paleolitik donem kiiltiirleri iizerine yapilan veya yapilacak aragtirmalar bolgesellik ve bolgeler
arast iliskilerin kronolojik baglamda daha iyi arastirilmasina imkan sunacagina inanmaktay1z.
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Figiir 1- Boncuklu Tarla konumu ve bazi CCNA donemi yerlesimleri (Arsiv)

GDI (D15-1)

GDl1

_____

Figiir 2- GD-1 yapisinin genel gériiniimii, GD-2 yapisi {izerindeki konumu ve canlandirmasi (Arsiv)
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Figiir 3- GD-2 yapisinin ayrintili gériiniim, banket, hiicre, tag orgii stel/kolonlar1 ve terrazzo/alg1 siva duvar-

tabanlar1 (Arsiv)

Figiir 4- GD-2 Yapisinin tas 6rgii stel/kolonlar1 (Arsiv)
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Figiir 7- Boncuklu Tarla ve ¢evre yerlesimlerde bulunan ayni donem yapilarinin genel karsilastirilmasi,
yap1 planlari ve stel/dikme (Arsiv)
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Figiir 8- Boncuklu Tarla ve Dogu Cezire yerlesimlerinde ortaya ¢ikarilan CCNA donemi yapilar1
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YUKARI GOKLU NEKROPOLU’NDEN BiR GRUP KAIDELi CANAK
(MEYVELIK) VE BARDAK

Fuat TURKER"

0z

Bu makalede Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii’'nden yirmi dort adet meyvelik on ti¢ adet bardak ¢alisilmistir. Meyvelikler
ve bardaklar nekropoliin, M.1, M.2 ve M.3 oda mezarlarinda ele ge¢mistir. Meyvelikler kendi iginde algak ve
yiiksek kaideliler olmak iizere ikiye ayrilir. Bardaklar ise agik agizlilar ve kapali agizlilar olmak iizere ¢esitlilik
gosterir. Meyvelik ve bardaklar tipolojik ve teknik olarak birbirleri ile benzerdir. Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii
meyvelik ve bardaklari tipolojik ve {iretim teknigi olarak Anadolu, Suriye ve Irak’ta bulunan baz1 yerlesim yerleri
ve nekropollerde ele gecen drneklerle de benzerlik gosterir. Yukar: Goklii Nekropolii’nden ele gegen meyvelik ve
bardaklar ¢evre kiiltiir bolgelerinin ETC II-1ll evrelerinde goriilenlerle paralellik gdsterir. Bu baglamda Yukari
Gokli Nekropolii’niin Orta Firat Havzasi’nda ETC II-III evrelerine tarihlenen yerlesimlerden bir tanesi oldugu
anlasilmaktadir. Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii mezarlarinda tespit edilmis olan meyvelik ve bardaklarin hem gevre
bolge kiiltiirlerindeki kullanimi hem de buluntu durumlari bunlarin giinliik kullanimdan ziyade dini ritiiellerde
sunak veya ritiiel kab1 olarak kullanilmis olabilecegi sonucuna gétiirmektedir. Ayrica kaplarin mezarlardan ele
gegmis olmasi, bunlarin birer 6lii armagani olabilecegini de gosterir. S6z konusu verilerden Yukart Gokli
Nekropolii’nde Erken Tung Cagi’nin oldukga giiglii oldugu anlagilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii, Erken Tung Cag, Meyvelik, Bardak, Ritiiel.

A Group of Based-Bowl (fruit-stands) and Beaker from Yukar1 Goklii Necropolis
Abstract

In this article, thirteen beakers and twenty-four fruit-stands from Yukar: Goklii Necropolis were studied. The fruit-
stands and beakers were found in chamber tombs M.1, M.2 and M.3 of the necropolis. The fruit-stands are divided
into two as the ones with low and high base. The beakers vary as the ones with open and closed rims. The fruit-
stands and beakers are typologically and technically similar to each other. The fruit-stands and beakers of the
Yukar1 Goklii Necropolis are similar in typology and production technique with the examples found in some
settlements and necropolises in Anatolia, Syria and Irag. The fruit-stands and beakers unearthed from the
necropolis show parallelism with those seen in EBA Il-111 phases of the surrounding cultural regions. In this
context, it is understood that Yukar1 Goklii Necropolis was included in the settlements of Middle Euphrates Basin
during EBA I1-111. The use of fruit-stands and beakers found in the tombs of Yukar1 Goklii Necropolis both in the
cultures of the surrounding region and their finding situation lead to the conclusion that they may have been used
as altars or ritual vessels in religious rituals rather than daily use. In addition, the fact that the vessels were
uncovered from the tombs indicates that they could be dead gifts. By these data, it is seen that the Early Bronze
Age is quite strong in the Yukar1 Goklii Necropolis.

Keywords: Yukar1 Goklii Necropolis, Early Bronze Age, Fruit-stands, Beaker, Ritual.
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EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Yukar1 Goklii Necropolis is located in the northwest direction of Yukar1 Gokli Town, which is 20 km
east of Halfeti in Sanliurfa. The fruitstands and beakers discussed in the study were found in chamber
tombs M.1, M.2 and M.3 of the necropolis. The fruit-stands found in the M.1, M.2 and M.3 chamber
tombs of the Yukar1 Goklii Necropolis vary as the ones with low and high base according to the base
types. They are bowl-shaped in form. Among the fruit-stands, the ones with brown paste and slipped in
the color of the paste are in the “brown ware”, those with pink paste and slipped in the color of the paste
are in the “pink ware” group. The fruit-stands are mostly made of brown and rarely pink paste and
slipped in the color of their paste. The vessels are tempered with fine sand, sparse mica, sparse grit and
sparse plant. In this respect, the vessels have a non-porous and tight appearance. The fruit-stands are
mostly well-fired, but there are also medium-fired ones, albeit in limited numbers. There are both
burnished and unburned vessels, all of which are wheel-made.

The earliest example of the fruit-stands in Anatolia was found in Malatya-Arslantepe Late Chalcolithic-
EBA transition phase. It is known that these vessels were used extensively in Anatolia, especially in the
EBA. As a matter of fact, Diyarbakir-Miisliimantepe EBA tombs, Gaziantep-Karkamig EBA strata,
Sanlurfa-Hassek HOyiik EBA strata, Sanliurfa-Harabebezikan EBA 111-1V building level, Gaziantep-
Gedikli Karahoyiik cremation burial belonged to EBA 1-11, Gaziantep-Belentepe Necropolis EBA tomb
2, Gaziantep-Birecik EBA necropolis, tomb M-3 belonged to EBA in Gaziantep-Tilmen Hoyiik, and the
fruitstanads with low base were found in Asagi Salat Hoyiik EBA I necropolis. Those with high bases,
which constitute the second group of the fruitstands, date to 111" millenium BC in Til Barsip in Syria, in
tombs 79 and 90 date to 111" millenium BC in Abu Salabikh in Irag, in area KCG.14 belonged to EBA
and cist graves in Gaziantep-Karkamis in Anatolia, in tomb 52 dated to EBA in Gaziantep-Oylum
Hoyiik, in Those with high bases, which constitute the second group of the fruit-stands, date to I11™
millenium BC in Til Barsip in Syria, in tombs 79 and 90 date to 111" millenium BC in Abu Salabikh in
Irag, in area KCG.14 belonged to EBA and cist tombs in Gaziantep-Karkamis in Anatolia, in tomb 52
dated to EBA in Gaziantep-Oylum Hoyiik, in cist tomb belonged to EBA I in Sanlurfa-Hacinebi Hoyiik,
in Sanlurfa-Saraga Hoylik EBA strata and tombs, in Gaziantep-Birecik EBA necropolis, in tomb M3
dated to EBA in Diyarbakir-Asag: Salat Hoyiik, in chamber tomb K9 dated to EBA III in Sanliurfa-Gre
Virike, in burial 21.16 dated to EBA in Gaziantep-Yenice Hoyiik and in tomb M-3 dated to EBA in
Gaziantep-Tilmen Hoyiik were unearthed. The fruit-stands found in these centers are similar to the fruit-
stands of the Yukar1 Goklii Necropolis.

A total of thirteen beakers were found in the chamber tombs M.1, M.2 and M.3 in the Yukar1 Gokli
Necropolis. Among the beakers, those with brown paste and slipped in the color of paste are “brown
ware”, those with paste in pink tones and slipped in the color of paste are “pink ware”, those with gray
paste and slipped in the color of paste are “grey ware” and those with paste in the color of tile and slipped
in the color of paste are “tile ware”. The beakers are mostly made of brown, pink and rarely gray and
tile-coloured paste. Although these are slipped in the color of their paste, two examples are light cream
slipped. The beakers are tempered with fine sand, mica, grit and lime. Mica, grit and lime from additives
were used sparsely. Among the beakers that were mostly well-fired, one sample each was medium and
badly-fired. The beakers, all of which are wheel-made, are unburnished. The beakers were evaluated in
two groups according to their forms as ones with open and closed rims.

The beakers were found in tomb M-3 belonged to EBA I-11 in Gaziantep-Gedikli Karahdyiik, in chamber
tomb dated to IIlrd millenium BC in Sanhurfa-Lidar Hoyiik, EBA III-IV strata in Sanliurfa-
Harabebezikan Hoyiik, in tombs B96,75, B92.39, B94.25, B9671 belonged to the second half of the I11™
millennium BC in Sanlrfa-Titris Hoyiik, in building level 12-13 dated to EBA in Diyarbakir-Uctepe,
in tomb | dated to EBA 1 in in Gaziantep-Oylum Hoyiik, in architectural strata belonged to EBA TII-1V
in Sanlurfa-Mezraa Hoyiik, in EBA building level in Sanlurfa-Gre Virike, in EBA strata in Adiyaman-
Samsat and in in tomb 2 dated to EBA in Gaziantep-Belentepe Necropolis. In the surrounding cultural
regions, tomb LI belonged to EBA 111-1V and tomb EI at Tell Hadidi in Syria, in strata 5 dated to 111™
millenium BC at Tell Billa, in EBA strata at Tell Halawa, in tomb 26-28 dated to 111" millenium BC in
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Abu Salabikh in Irag and in EBA building level at Tell Brak, these types of beakers are known. The
beakers found in these centers and tombs are with open or closed rim, skewed body, direct or thickened
rims. The beakers of the Yukari Goklii Necropolis that we have examined show parallels with the
beakers belonged to the EBA, known both from Anatolia and the surrounding cultural regions, in terms
of form and ware. By these data, it is understood that the fruit-stands and beakers belonged to the EBA.
By available data, it is possible that the fruitstands and beakers were used as altars or ritual vessels in
religious rituals. In addition to these, the fact that the finds were uncovered from the tombs indicates
that they could be dead gifts.

Giris

Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii, Sanlwrfa ili Halfeti ilgesinin 20 km dogusunda bulunan Yukari
Gokli Beldesi’nin kuzeybati yoniindedir (Figilir 1). Sanlurfa Miizesi tarafindan burada iki
sezonluk bir kurtarma kazis1 yapilmistir. Kazi I ve Il no.lu agmalarda gerceklestirilmistir. I no.lu
acmada M.1, M.2, M.3 oda mezarlar1 ile M.5 kaya mezar1 ve II no.lu agmada M.4 oda mezar1
ile M.6 kaya mezarinda ¢alismalar yiiriitilmistiir. Calismada ele aldigimiz meyvelikler ve
bardaklar M.1, M.2 ve M.3 oda mezarlarinda tespit edilmistir.

S6z konusu oda mezarlarindan M.1’in girisi, dogu yoniindedir. “Mezar odasi elips planli olup
Olgiileri dogu-bat1 yoniinde 2.70 m, kuzey-giiney yoniinde 3.10 m’dir. Tabandan tavana
yiikseklik ise 1.85 m’dir. M.2 oda mezar1 I no.lu agmanin bat1 kismindadir. Mezarin girisi
kuzeydendir. Tavan kism1 tamamen ¢dken oda mezar1 dogu tarafindan 1.60 m, bat1 tarafindan
ise 1.70 m yiikseklikte saglam kalmistir. Dogu-bati yoniinde 3.50 m, kuzey-giliney yoniinde
3.20 m dlgtilerinde olan mezar odas1 plan bakimindan M.1 oda mezari ile benzerlik gdsterir.
M.3 oda mezar1 M.2 oda mezarinin kuzeyinde, agmanin kuzey sinirma 1.70 m mesafededir.
Girisi glineyden olan M.3 oda mezari, M.2 oda mezar1 ile ortak olan dikddrtgen planh platforma
acilmaktadir. Daire planli mezar odasinin taban ¢ap1 2.60 m’dir” (Tirker — Gdkce 2021:
Baskida).

Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii’nde tespit edilmis olan oda mezarlar kagak kazilar neticesinde yogun
bir tahribata ugramistir. Bu nedenle nekropolde uygulanmis olan gomii gelenekleri konusunda
net veriler bulunmamaktadir. Nekropolde tespit edilmis olan oda mezarlarda ¢anak ¢omleklerin
yani sira taki ve siirli sayida silah da ele ge¢mistir. Bu makalede Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii
mezarlarindan ele ge¢mis yirmi dort adet meyvelik ve on ii¢ adet bardak ele alinmistir.
Calismada meyvelikler ve bardaklarin tipolojik 6zellikleri, yapim teknikleri, islevleri ve ¢evre
kiiltiir bolgelerindeki yerlerine agiklik getirilmeye calisilmistir.

Kaideli Canaklar (Meyvelikler)

Arkeoloji literatiiriinde “kulplu ya da kulpsuz yiiksek kaideli ya da yliksek ayakli bazi canaklara
“meyvelik (fruit-stands)” adi verilir. Klasik donemlerde ise bu kaplar lekanis, kylix ve dinos
olarak tammlanmstir” (Okse 2012: 90). Yukart Goklii Nekropolii M.1, M.2 ve M.3 oda
mezarlarinda bulunmus olan meyvelikler, kaide yapilarma gore algak ve yiiksek kaideliler
olmak iizere cesitlilik gosterir. Bunlar form olarak canak bi¢imlidir. Meyveliklerden on tanesi
M.1, yedisi M.2 ve son olarak diger yedi taneside M.3 oda mezarlarinda bulunmustur. Nitekim
Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii’nde metal ve pigmis toprak eserlerin en fazla ele gegtigi mezar M.1
oda mezaridir. Meyveliklerden kahve tonunda hamur renkleri olan ve hamurunun renginde
astarlanmis kaplar “kahve mal”, pembe tonlarinda hamurlu ve hamurunun renginde astarh
olanlar “pembe mal” grubuna girer. Kahve mal grubu sayisal olarak ¢ogunlukta olup, pembe
mal bir 6rnekten olusur. Meyveliklerin dlgiileri farklilik géstermekle birlikte, bunlarin ortalama
agiz gaplari 14 -23 cm, yiikseklikleri 7-35 cm ve kaideleri ortalama 7-16 cm arasindadir.
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Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii oda mezarlarinda ele gegmis olan meyvelikler iiretim agisindan
kaliteli olup benzer hamur ve form 6zellikleri gosterir. Kaideli ¢anaklar ¢ogunlukla kahve ve
nadiren pembe renkte hamurlu olup, hamurlarinin renginde astarlidir. Kaplar ince kum, az mika,
az taggik ve az bitki katkilidir. Bu yoniiyle kaplar gézeneksiz ve siki bir goriiniime sahiptir.
Meyvelikler ¢ogunlukla iyi firinlanmistir ancak sinirli sayida da olsa orta derecede firinlanmis
olanlar da bulunur. Tamami ¢ark yapimi olan kaplarin hem agkili hem de agkisiz olanlari
mevcuttur. Cogunlugu bezemesiz olmakla birlikte iki 6rnegin, ¢anak formunun ve kaidelerinin
kahverengi ylizeyi, kiremit tonunda boya bantlarla silislenmistir (Figlir 3a-b/8, 12). Ayrica
incelemis oldugumuz meyveliklerin tamami saglam durumdadir.

Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii'nden elde edilen meyvelikler, formlarina gore algak ve yiiksek
kaideliler olmak tizere iki alt gruba ayrilir. Bunlardan algak kaideliler acik veya dik agizl,
keskin omuzlu veya yayvan govdeli ve basit agiz kenarlidir. Algak kaideli, agik agizli ve keskin
omuzlulardan YN.95.54, YN.95.56 envanter numaralilar M.2 oda mezarindan (Figiir 2a-b/1-2)
ve YN.95.59 envanter numarali 6rnek ise M.1 oda mezarinda (Figiir 2a-b/3); dik agizli ve
keskin omuzlulardan YN.95.55 ve YN.95.60 envanter numarali M.1 oda mezarinda (Figiir 2a-
b/4-5) ve dik agizli ve yayvan govdeli meyveliklerden YN.95.57 envanter numarali 6rnek M.2
oda mezarinda (Figiir 2a-b/6), YN.95.58 envanter numarali 6rnek ise M.3 oda mezarinda (Figiir
2a-b/7) tespit edilmistir. Ikinci grubu olusturan yiiksek kaideli ¢anaklar ise dik agizli, keskin
omuzlu, basit, disa ¢ekik veya kalinlagtirilmis agiz kenarina sahiptir. Bunlardan basit agiz
kenarli olanlardan YN.95.14 ile YN.95.16 envanter numaralilar M.1 oda mezar1 (Figiir 3a-b/1-
2) ve YN.95.7, YN.95.11, YN.95.13 envanter numaralilar M.3 oda mezarinda (Figiir 3a-b/3-5);
disa ¢ekik agiz kenarlilardan YN.95.2, YN.95.3, YN.95.1 envanter numaralilar M.1 oda mezar1
(Figiir 3a-b/6-8), YN.95.4 envanter numarali meyvelik M.3 oda mezar1 (Figiir 3a-b/9) ve
YN.95.9, YN.95.15 envanter numaralilar ise M.2 oda mezarinda (Figlir 3a-b/10-11);
kalinlastirllmis agiz kenarlilardan ise YN.95.17, YN.95.12 envanter numaralilar M.1 oda
mezarindan (Figiir 3a-b/12, 16), YN.95.5, YN.95.6 envanter numaralilar M.3 oda mezarinda
(Figiir 3a-b/13-14) ve YN.95.10 ile YN.95.8 envanter numaralilar ise M.2 oda mezarindan
(Figiir 3a-b/15, 17) ele gecmistir. Ister algak ister yiiksek kaideli olsun, meyveliklerin kaidelerin
tamaminin dip kismi1 disa ¢ekik olarak sonlandirilmstir.

Anadolu’da meyveliklerin en erken Ornegi Malatya-Arslantepe Geg¢ Kalkoltik-ETC gecis
evresinde bulunmustur (Caliskan Akgiil 2020: 96, fig. 4-6). Arslantepe meyveliklerinin Yukar1
Gokli Nekropolii ornekleri ile tek benzerligi yliksek kaideli olmalaridir. Bunun disinda
Arslantepe meyvelikleri ¢anak formu, kaide yapisi ve kaidenin dip kismu gibi 6zellikleri ile
Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii 6rneklerinden farklilik gosterir. Anadolu’da 6zellikle ETC’de bu
kaplarin yogun olarak kullanildig1 bilinmektedir. Diyarbakir-Miislimantepe ETC mezarlar
(Ay 2004: 381, sek. 6, 7), Gaziantep-Karkamig ETC tabakasi (Woolley 1952: pl. 57/a.3),
Sanliurfa-Hassek Hoyiik ETC tabakasi (Behm - Blancke 1982: taf. 20/1-2, 4-5), Sanlurfa-
Harabebezikan ETC III-1V yap1 kat1 (Bilgen 2001: 430, Sek. 13), Gaziantep-Gedikli Karahoytik
ETC I-II’ye ait kremasyon gomii (Alkim—Alkim 1966: fig. 32), Siirt-Basur Hoylik ETC I
mezarlari (Saglamtimur 2017: 18, Res. 19), Gaziantep-Belentepe Nekropolii ETC mezarliginda
mezar 2 (Pusat 2016: 54), Gaziantep-Birecik ETC mezarliginda (Sertok—Erge¢ 1999: 104, fig.
8/H), Gaziantep-Tilmen Hoylik’te ETC’ye ait mezar M-3 (Duru 2013: lev. 15/3), Asag1 Salat
Hoylgli ETC I mezarliginda (Akgay 2005: lev. 26/5-6, lev. 32/1, lev. 53/1, lev. 58/2-3, lev.
73/1), Suriye’de Til Barsip’te MO. III. bine ait mezar gémiileri (Cavro—Dossin 1936: fig. 30)
ve Tell Hadidi’de ETC III-IV’e ait mezar LI’da (Dornemann 1988: fig. 13/10-11, 16) alcak
kaideli meyvelikler tespit edilmistir. Bu merkezlerde ele ge¢mis olan meyvelikler basit yalin
mallar igerisinde degerlendirilmis ve ¢ok yiiksek olmayan kaideleri ile ©ne ¢ikan
meyveliklerdir.
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Incelemis oldugumuz Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii algak kaideli meyvelikleri de basit yiizlii mallar
grubuna ait olup algak kaidelidirler.

Meyveliklerin ikinci grubunu olusturan yiiksek kaideliler hem Anadolu hem de ¢evre kiiltiir
bolgelerinde yaygin olarak kullanim gérmiistiir. Suriye’de Til Barsip’te MO. I1I. bine ait mezar
gomiileri (Cavro — Dossin 1936: fig. 29), Irak’ta Abu Salabikh’de MO. III. bine tarihlenen
mezar 93’de (Martin vd., 1985: 211, fig. 139/5-13) bu tip meyvelikler ele ge¢mistir. Yine
Anadolu’da Gaziantep-Karkamig’ta ETC’ye ait KCG.14 alan1 ve sandik mezarlarda (Woolley
1952: pl. 57/a.2, pl. 58/a.2, 4, pl. 59/b.1-4), Gaziantep-Oylum Hoyiik’te ETC’ye tarihlendirilen
mezar 41°de (Ensert 1995: lev. 52), Sanlurfa-Hacinebi Hoyiik’te ETC I’e ait sandik mezarda
(Stein 1998: 202, fig. 8/F), Sanlurfa-Saraga Hoyilk ETC tabakasi ve mezarlar (Sertok —
Kulakoglu 2001: 470, sek. 9; Sertok - Kulakoglu 2002: 118, ¢iz. 2/8-11), Sanlurfa-Zeytinli
Bahge Hoyiik’te ETC III-1V’e tarihlenen oda A275°de (Frangipane — Balossi 2009: 264, fig. 3),
Gaziantep-Birecik ETC mezarliginda (Sertok — Erge¢ 1999: 104, fig. 8/A-F), Diyarbakir-Asagi
Salat Hoytigii’de ETC ye tarihlendirilen M3 mezarinin hemen diginda (Senyurt 2002: 447),
Sanlurfa-Gre Virike’de ETC III’e ait K9 oda mezarinda (Okse — Bucak 2002: 161, res. 7),
Gaziantepe-Yenice Hoyiik’te ETC ye tarihlendirilen gomiit 21.16’da (Cakin 2019: kat. no. 56)
ve Gaziantep-Tilmen Hoyiik’te ETC donemi mezar M-3’de (Duru 2013: lev. 15/6) yiiksek
kaideli meyvelikler ele ge¢mistir. S6z konusu merkezlerde ele gecen meyvelikler yiiksek
kaideli, acgik, kapali veya dik agizli, keskin ya da yayvan omuzlu, basit, disa ¢ekik veya
kalinlagtirllmis agiz kenarina sahiptirler. Bu baglamda Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii algak ve
yiiksek kaideli meyveliklerinin bahsi gecen merkezler ve mezarlarda ele gecen ve ETC’ye
tarihlendirilen 6rneklerle form, kaide ve mal agisindan benzer oldugu sdylenebilir. Yukari
Gokli Nekropolii meyvelikleri ¢ogunlukla daha basit ve boyasizdirlar; ancak istisnai olarak
yiiksek kaideli iki meyvelik kiremit tonunda boyalidir (Figlir 3a-b/8, 12). Bu tip boyali
meyveliklere ait ornekler, Birecik ETC mezarhigi (Sertok — Erge¢ 1999: 103, fig. 7/I) ve
Gaziantep-Karkamis ETC tabakasindan (Woolley 1952: pl. 57/b.5) sinirli sayidaki 6rnekle
bilinir. S6z konusu yiiksek kaideli meyvelikler boyali oluslart ve formlariyla inceledigimiz
orneklerle paralellik gosterir.

Bardaklar

Arkeoloji yaymnlarinda agi1z veya govde genisligi kap yiiksekliginden az olan, agiz ¢ap1 da
genellikle 11 cm. den az olan kaplara “bardak” adi verilir. Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii M.1, M.2
ve M.3 oda mezarlarinda toplam on ii¢ bardak tespit edilmistir. Bunlarin 5’1 M.1, 6’s1 M.2 ve
2’st M.3 oda mezarinda gercgeklestirilen arkeolojik kazi caligmasinda ele gegmistir.
Bardaklardan kahve tonunda hamur renkleri olan ve hamurunun renginde astarlanmiglar “kahve
mal”, pembe tonlarinda hamurlu ve hamurunun renginde astarli olanlar “pembe mal”, gri
renginde hamurlu ve hamurunun renginde astarlilar “gri mal” ve kiremit tonunda hamurlu olup
hamurunun renginde astarli olanlar ise “kiremit mal” olarak degerlendirilmistir. Mal gruplarina
say1sal olarak bakildiginda Kahve mal sekiz, pembe mal ii¢, gri ve kiremit mal birer bardaktan
olusur. Bardaklar 6l¢ii olarak da farklilik gosterir. Nitekim bardaklarin ortalama agiz caplar1 5-
11.5 cm, ytikseklikleri 4-7 cm ve dip ¢aplar1 2-5 cm arasinda degismektedir.

Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii oda mezarlarinda ele gegmis olan meyveliklerde oldugu gibi
bardaklar da 6zenle iiretilmis olup benzer hamur ve form 6zellikleri sergilerler. Can formlu
bardaklar ¢gogunlukla kahve ile pembe ve nadiren gri ile kiremit tonunda hamurludur. Bunlar
hamurlarinin renginde astarli olmakla birlikte iki 6rnek agik krem (Figiir 4a-b/1, 4) astarlidir.
Bardaklar ince kum, mika, tag¢ik ve kireg katkilidir. Katki maddelerinden mika, tag¢ik ve kireg
az miktarda kullanilmistir. Cogunlukla iyi pisirilmis olan bardaklardan birer 6rnek orta ve kotii
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derecede firmlanmistir. Tamami cark yapimi olan bardaklar agkisizdir. Iki bardagin dis
yiizeyinde ¢arkta bigimlendirilirken olusmus olan yivler bulunur (Figiire 4a-b/10-11). Ayrica
meyveliklerde oldugu gibi bardaklarin da hepsi saglamdir.

Bardaklar formlarina gore acik ve kapali agizlilar olmak iizere iki grupta degerlendirilmistir.
Nekropolde acik agizli bardaklarin ilk grubunu olusturan basit agiz kenarlilardan sekiz adet
bulunmustur. Bunlardan YN.95.75, YN.95.79, YN.95.82, ve YN.95.84 envanter numaralilar
M.2 oda mezarindan (Figiire 4a-b/3, 4, 7-8); YN.95.76, YN.95,77, YN.95.72, YN.95.78
envanter numaralilar ise M.1 oda mezarindan (Figiire 4a-b/1, 2, 5, 6,) ele gecmistir. Bu tip
bardaklar basit agiz kenarli, egik govdeli, diiz veya yuvarlak diplidir. Biiylik ¢ogunlugunun
yiizeyinde hizli cark izleri belirgin olarak goriiniir. Acik agizli bardaklarin ikinci grubunu
olusturan disa ¢ekik agiz kenarlilardan ise ii¢ adet tespit edilmistir. Bunlardan YN.95.74 ile
YN.95.83 envanter numaralilar M.2 oda mezarda (Figiire 4a-b/10-11) ve YN.95.73 envanter
numarali ise M.1 oda mezarda (Figiire 4a-b/9) tespit edilmistir. Bunlar da disa ¢ekik agiz
kenarl, egik govdeli, yuvarlak veya halka diplidirler. Kaplarin yiizeyinde hizli c¢ark izleri
belirgin olarak goriiliir. Bardaklarin bir diger tipi ise kapali agizlilardan meydana gelir. M.3 oda
mezarindan bu tip bardaklardan iki adet bulunmustur. YN.95.80 ve YN.95.81 envanter
numarali bardaklar kapal1 agizli, basit ag1z kenarli, egik govdeli ve diiz diplidirler (Figiire 4a-
b/12-13). Agik agizli bardaklarda oldugu gibi kapali agizlilarinda yilizeyinde ¢ark izleri belirgin
olarak goriiliir.

Anadolu ve g¢evre Kkiiltiir bolgelerinde bu tip bardaklar ETC’de kullanim gormiistiir.
Anadolu’da Gaziantep-Gedikli Karahoyiik’te ETC I-1I’ye ait M-3 mezarinda (Alkim — Alkim
1966: fig. 47), Sanlurfa-Lidar Hoyiik’te MO. III. bine ait oda mezarda (Hauptmann 1983: 109,
res. 12/1-2), Sanlurfa-Harabebezikan Hoyligii ETC III-1V tabakasinda (Bilgen 2001: 429, fig.
3), Sanhurfa-Titris Hoyiik’te MO. III. binyilin ikinci yarisina ait B96,75, B92.39, B94.25,
B9671 no.lu mezarlarda (Laneri 2004: Tavola 26/Th63207, Tavola 27), Diyarbakir-Ugtepe’de
ETC’ye tarihlendirilen 12.-13. yap1 katinda (Sevin 1993: 413, res. 14/3-5, 8), Sanliurfa-Tilbesar
Hoyiik’te ETC I’e ait mezarda (Kepinski vd.,2000: 220, fig. 7), Sanlhurfa-Zeytinli Bahge
Hoyiik’te ETC II-IV’e tarihlenen oda A275’de (Frangipane — Balossi 2009: 264, fig. 3),
Gaziantep-Oylum Hoyiik’te ETC’ye tarihlendirilen mezar 1°de (Ensert 1995: lev. 1/1),
Sanlurfa-Mezraa Hoyiik’te ETC III-IV’e ait III. mimari tabakada (Yalgikli - Tekinalp 2004:
131, sek. 7/12), Sanlrfa-Gre Virike’de ETC yap1 katinda (Okse 2001: sek. 8/16), Adiyaman-
Samsat ETC tabakasinda (Abay 1997: 156, tip IP ve Gaziantep-Belentepe Nekropolii’nde
ETC’ye tarihlendirilen mezar 2’de (Pusat 2016: 77, BT.08.130, 75, BT.08.126, BT.08.08.18)
bardaklar ele ge¢mistir. Cevre kiiltiir bdlgelerinde ise Suriye’de Selenkahiyeh ETC IV
gomiisiinde (Sconzo 2015: 171, pl. 17/figs. 18-19), Hammam et Tiirkman ETC IV tabakasinda
(Sconzo 2015: 171, pl. 17/figs. 18-19), Tell Hadidi’de ETC III-IV’e ait mezar LI ile mezar
El'da (Dornemann 1988: fig. 15/20-22, fig. 20/21), Tell Billa’da MO. III. bine tarihlendirilen
tabaka 5’de (Cavro — Dossin 1936: fig. 33/1), Tell Halawa’da ETC tabakasinda (Orthmann
1981: taf. 56/16), Irak’ta Abu Salabikh’de MO. III. bine ait mezar 26-28’de (Martin vd., 1985:
fig. 127/22) ve Tell Brak’ta ETC yap1 katinda (Oates vd., 2001: 405, fig. 64) bu tip bardaklar
bilinir. Bahsi gecen merkezler ve mezarlarda bulunmus olan bardaklar a¢ik veya kapali agizli,
egik govdeli, basit veya kalinlastirilmis agiz kenarlidir. Incelemis oldugumuz Yukar1 Goklii
Nekropolii bardaklart hem Anadolu hem de ¢evre kiiltiir bolgelerinden bilinen ve ETC’ye ait
bardaklari ile form ve teknik acisindan parallelik gosterir.
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Sonug¢

Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii meyvelik ve bardaklarinin tipolojisi ve kronolojisinin tespit edilmesi
amactyla yapilan makalede, nekropolde ETC’nin olduk¢a giiglii oldugu tespit edilmistir.
Degerlendirmis oldugumuz meyvelik ve bardaklar tipolojik ve mal olarak birbirleri ile yakin
iliski icindedir. Incelemis oldugumuz kaplarin tipolojik o6zellikleri gbz Oniinde
bulunduruldugunda, bunlarin Anadolu, Suriye ve Irak’ta bulunan bazi yerlesim yerleri ve
nekropollerde ele gegcen Orneklerle bolgesel benzerliklerin oldugu da tespit edilmistir
Nekropol’den ele gecen meyvelik ve bardaklar, ¢cevre kiiltlir bolgelerinin genellikle ETC II-111
formlartyla paralellik gosterir. Bu baglamda Yukari Goklii Nekropolii’nin ETC II-111
evrelerinde Orta Firat Havzasi yerlesimleri i¢inde yer aldig1 sOylenebilir. Ayrica Yukar1 Gokli
Nekropolii ETC kaplarinin Orta Firat Bolgesi’ne 6zgii yerel unsurlarin yani sira bolgenin
giineyinde konumlanan ¢ogunlukla Suriye ve nadiren Irak Bolgeleri merkezlerinde ele gegmis
ve yaygin kullanilan ithal buluntulardan da meydana gelmektedir. Boylelikle ele almis
oldugumuz buluntular, diger pek ¢ok arkeolojik veri gibi kiiltiirel iligkileri gostermesi a¢isindan
da 6nem arz etmektedir.

Glineydogu Anadolu Bolgesi cografi konumu itibariyle tarihsel siire¢ boyunca Suriye ve
Mezopotamya bélgeleri ile baglanti halinde olmustur. Ozellikle Mezopotamya Bélgesi’nde
goriilen gelismeler Giineydogu Anadolu Bolgesi’nde de etkilerini gostermistir. Mezopotamya
etkili bolgelerde sulama sistemlerinin gelisimi ve kentlesme siireci ile birlikte politik, ekonomik
ve toplumsal olaylarin temelleri de atilmistir. Kentlesmenin ortaya ¢ikist Uruk Dénemi (MO.
4000-3100) ile temsil edilir. Bu donem itibari ile Giiney Mezopotamya’daki kentler ¢ekim
merkezi olmus ve niifuslart artmistir. Ayrica sulu tarim neticesinde daha fazla iiriin elde edilmis
ve bu nedenle depolama olanaklart arttirilmistir (Koroglu 2006: 49). Bu gelismeler politik,
ekonomik, gelisen elit smif, ticaret ve toplumsal olaylarin yani sira ¢anak c¢omleklerin
kullanimmda da farklhiliklar yaratmistir. MO. IV. binyillda Mezopotamya’da yiyeceklerin
temini, islenmesi ve tiiketimi ile ilgili uygulamalar kentlesmenin tam kalbinde yer almistir
(D’Anna vd., 2015: 7). Ayrica Mezopotamya’da MO. IV. binyilda sulu tarimin yayginlasmasi,
bu sistemi kontrol eden elit gruplarin, elde edilen iiriinlerin ve bu triinlerden iiretilen yiyecek
ve igeceklerin tiiketimi, korunmasi, islenmesi konusunda oncelikli olduklar1 da Onerilmistir
(D’Anna 2012: 98). Nitekim meyvelik ve bardaklarin buluntu durumlar1 ve kullanim durumlari
da bunu destekler niteliktedir.

Meyvelik ve bardaklarin kullanimlart ve islevleri ile ilgili farkli goriisler de bulunmaktadir.
Antik donemde algak kaideli meyvelikler i¢inde sarap icilen bir icki kab1 olarak kullanildigt
ifade edilmistir (Akkurnaz 2016: 120-121). Yiiksek kaideli meyveliklerin ise sunak olarak
kullanildiklar1 ileri siirmiistiir (Okse 2012: 90). Bardaklarin ise &lilye sunulan sivilara ydnelik
mezara birakildig1 6nerilmistir (Akgay 2005: 47). Ayrica tapinak ve mezarlarda siklikla bulunan
meyveliklerin bir prestij nesnesi olabilecegi de belirtilmistir (Caliskan Akgiil 2020: 91).
Bunlarin yani sira Arslantepe’de meyveliklerin ¢ogunlugunun sunak ve podyuma yakin
tapinaklarda ve elit kesime ait evlerin 6zel yerlerinde ele gegmesinden yola ¢ikilarak bunlarin
giinliik faaliyetlerden ziyade cesitli ritiiellerde prestij nesnesi olarak kullanildig: belirtilmistir
(Frangipane 1997: 57; D’Anna 2012: 112; Caliskan Akgiil 2020: 88). Bununla birlikte, 6zel
yiyecek veya icecekleri tliiketmek veya Ozel baglamlarda yemek tiiketmek i¢in de
kullanilabilmis olabilecekleri de ifade edilmistir (D’Anna 2011: 175). Anadolu ve ¢evre kiiltiir
bolgelerinde ETC’ye ait meyvelik ve bardaklarin buluntu durumlarina bakildiginda bunlarin
cogunlukla mezarlardan ele gegtigi goriilmektedir. Bu veriler 1s181nda Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii
mezarlarinda tespit edilmis olan meyvelik ve bardaklarin da elit kesim tarafindan kullanildig:
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sonucuna varilabilir. Nitekim incelemis oldugumuz meyvelik ve bardaklar dini térenlerde ritiiel
kab1 olarak kullanilmasinin yan1 sira yine elit kesim tarafindan 6zel yiyecek ve igeceklerin
tiiketiminde de kullanilmis olmas1 muhtemeldir. Ayrica meyvelik ve bardaklarin mezarlardan
ele ge¢mis olmasi, bunlarin birer 6lii armagani olabilecegini de gosterir.
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Katalog
Figiir 2a-b

1- Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii. M.2 Oda Mezar1. Algak Kaideli Meyvelik. Agiz ¢ap1 24 cm,
yiikseklik 8 cm, dip ¢ap1 7 cm, kahve hamurlu (2.5 Y 5/2), hamurunun renginde astarli, ¢ark
yapimi, iyi pismis, ince kum, kire¢ katkil1, agkisiz (Envater No: YN.95.54).

2- Yukar1 Gokli Nekropolii. M.2 Oda Mezar1. Algak Kaideli Meyvelik. Agiz ¢ap1 23 cm,
yiikseklik 11 c¢cm, dip ¢ap1 10 cm, kahve hamurlu (5 YR 6/4), hamurunun renginde astarli, ¢ark
yapimi, iyi pismis, ince kum, kireg, tas¢ik katkili, agkisiz (Envater No: YN.95.56).

3- Yukar1 Gokli Nekropolii. M.1 Oda Mezari. Algak Kaideli Meyvelik. Agiz ¢ap1 19 cm,
yiikseklik 7.5 ¢cm, dip ¢ap1 7 cm, kahve hamurlu (5 YR 6/4), hamurunun renginde astarli, ¢ark
yapimi, iyi pismis, ince kum, kireg, mika, tag¢ik katkili, ackili (Envater No: YN.95.59).

4- Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii. M.1 Oda Mezari. Algak Kaideli Meyvelik. Agiz ¢ap1 23 cm,
yiikseklik 10.5 cm, dip ¢ap1 9 cm, kahve hamurlu (5 YR 6/4), hamurunun renginde astarli, cark
yapimi, iyi pismis, ince kum, kire¢, mika, tas¢ik katkili, agkisiz (Envater No: YN.95.55).

5- Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii. M.1 Oda Mezar1. Algak Kaideli Meyvelik. Agiz capt 14 cm,
yiikseklik 7 cm, dip gap1 8 cm, pembe hamurlu (5 YR 6/8), hamurunun renginde astarl, ¢ark
yapimi, orta pismis, ince kum, kireg, mika, katkili, ackisiz (Envater No: YN.95.60).

6- Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii. M.2 Oda Mezar1. Algak Kaideli Meyvelik. Agiz capt 19 cm,
yukseklik 12 cm, dip ¢ap1 7 cm, pembe hamurlu (7.5 YR 5/4), hamurunun renginde astarli, cark
yapimi, iyi pismis, ince kum, kire¢ katkili, ackisiz (Envater No: YN.95.57).

7- Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii. M.3 Oda Mezar1. Algak Kaideli Meyvelik. Agiz capt 17 cm,
yiikseklik 10 cm, dip ¢ap1 9 cm, kahve hamurlu (10 YR 6/2), hamurunun renginde astarli, ¢ark
yapimi, iyi pismis, ince kum, az kireg, taggik katkili, ackili (Envater No: YN.95.58).
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Figiir 3a-b

1- Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii. M.1 Oda Mezar1. Yiiksek Kaideli Meyvelik. Agiz ¢ap1 19 cm,
yiikseklik 28 c¢cm, dip ¢apt 12 cm, kahve hamurlu (7.5 YR 6/4), hamurunun renginde astarli,
cark yapimu, iyi pismis, ince kum, tas¢ik katkili, agkisiz (Envater No: YN.95.14).

2- Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii. M.1 Oda Mezari. Yiiksek Kaideli Meyvelik. Agiz ¢ap1 17 cm,
yiikseklik 25.5 cm, dip ¢ap1t 13 c¢cm, kahve hamurlu (7.5 YR 6/4), hamurunun renginde astarli,
cark yapimu, iyi pismis, ince kum, kire¢, az mika katkili, agkisiz (Envater No: YN.95.16).

3- Yukar1 Gokli Nekropolii. M.3 Oda Mezar1. Yiiksek Kaideli Meyvelik. Agiz capt 20 cm,
yiikseklik 31 cm, dip ¢ap1 13 cm, kahve hamurlu (10 YR 7/4), hamurunun renginde astarli, cark
yapimi, iyi pismis, ince kum, kireg, az tas¢ik, az mika katkili, agkili (Envater No: YN.95.7).

4- Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii. M.3 Oda Mezar1. Yiiksek Kaideli Meyvelik. Agiz ¢ap1 22 cm,
yiikseklik 30 cm, dip ¢ap1 15 cm, kahve hamurlu (10 YR 6/6), hamurunun renginde astarli, cark
yapimi, iyi pismis, ince kum, kireg, az tas¢ik katkili, agkili (Envater No: YN.95.11).

5- Yukart Gokli Nekropolii. M.3 Oda Mezar1. Yiiksek Kaideli Meyvelik. Agiz capt 20 cm,
yiikseklik 34 cm, dip ¢ap1 16 cm, kahve hamurlu (5 YR 4/6), hamurunun renginde astarli, ¢ark
yapimi, iyi pismis, ince kum, tasc¢ik katkili, agkisiz (Envater No: YN.95.13).

6- Yukar1 Gokli Nekropolii. M.1 Oda Mezar1. Yiiksek Kaideli Meyvelik. Agiz cap1 18 cm,
yiikseklik 32 cm, dip ¢ap1 14 cm, kahve hamurlu (10 YR 5/2), hamurunun renginde astarli, ¢ark
yapimi, iyi pismis, ince kum, az tas¢ik, az kire¢ katkili, agkili (Envater No: YN.95.2).

7- Yukar1 Gokli Nekropolii. M.1 Oda Mezari. Yiiksek Kaideli Meyvelik. Agiz ¢ap1 21 cm,
yukseklik 35 cm, dip ¢ap1 15 cm, kahve hamurlu (7.5 YR 6/4), hamurunun renginde astarli,
cark yapimi, iyi pigmis, ince kum, mika, az kire¢ katkili, ackisiz (Envater No: YN.95.3).

8- Yukar1 Gokli Nekropolii. M.1 Oda Mezari. Yiiksek Kaideli Meyvelik. Agiz capt 19 cm,
yiikseklik 36 cm, dip ¢ap1 14 cm, kahve hamurlu (10 YR 7/3), hamurunun renginde astarli, ¢ark
yapimi, iyi pismis, ince kum, az mika katkili, agkisiz (Envater No: YN.95.1).

9- Yukar1 Gokli Nekropolii. M.3 Oda Mezari. Yiiksek Kaideli Meyvelik. Agiz ¢ap1 22 cm,
yukseklik 34 cm, dip ¢ap1 15 cm, kahve hamurlu (2.5 Y 5/2), hamurunun renginde astarli, cark
yapimi, iyi pismis, ince kum, kire¢ katkili, ackisiz (Envater No: YN.95.4).

10- Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii. M.2 Oda Mezar1. Yiiksek Kaideli Meyvelik. Agiz capt 19 cm,
yiikseklik 31 c¢cm, dip ¢ap1 14 cm, kahve hamurlu (7.5 YR 5/6), hamurunun renginde astarli,
cark yapimi, iyi pismis, ince kum, mika, tas¢ik katkili, ackisiz (Envater No: YN.95.9).

11- Yukan1 Gokli Nekropoli. M.2 Oda Mezari. Yiiksek Kaideli Meyvelik. Agiz capt 20 cm,
yukseklik 28 cm, dip ¢ap1 14 cm, kahve hamurlu (2.5 Y 5/2), hamurunun renginde astarli, cark
yapimyi, iyi pismis, ince kum, kire¢ katkili, ackili (Envater No: YN.95.15).

12- Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii. M.1 Oda Mezari. Yiiksek Kaideli Meyvelik. Agiz cap1 16 cm,
yiikseklik 25 cm, dip ¢ap1 12 cm, kahve hamurlu (10 YR 7/3), hamurunun renginde astarli, ¢ark
yapimi, iyi pismis, ince kum, kire¢, az mika katkili, agkili, govde yiizeyi kiremit (10 R 5/9)
renginde boya bant bezemelidir (Envater No: YN.95.17).
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13- Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii. M.3 Oda Mezari. Yiiksek Kaideli Meyvelik. Agiz ¢ap1 22 cm,
yiikseklik 35 cm, dip ¢ap1 16 cm, kahve hamurlu (10 YR 7/3), hamurunun renginde astarli, ¢ark
yapimi, iyi pismis, ince kum, kire¢, az mika katkili, agkili (Envater No: YN.95.5).

14- Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii. M.3 Oda Mezari. Yiiksek Kaideli Meyvelik. Agiz ¢ap1 16 cm,
yiikseklik 33 cm, dip ¢apt 13 cm, kahve hamurlu (7.5 YR 6/4), hamurunun renginde astarli,
cark yapimu, iyi pismis, ince kum, kireg, tas¢ik katkili, ackili (Envater No: YN.95.6).

15- Yukar1 Gokli Nekropoli. M.2 Oda Mezari. Yiiksek Kaideli Meyvelik. Agiz ¢ap1 23 cm,
yiikseklik 30.5 cm, dip ¢ap1 15 cm, kahve hamurlu (7.5 YR 6/4), hamurunun renginde astarl,
cark yapimi, iyi pismis, ince kum, kireg, tag¢ik katkili, agkili (Envater No: YN.95.10).

16- Yukar1 Gokli Nekropoli. M.1 Oda Mezari. Yiiksek Kaideli Meyvelik. Agiz ¢ap1 23 cm,
yiikseklik 28.5 cm, dip cap1 14 cm, kahve hamurlu (7.5 YR 6/4), hamurunun renginde astarli,
cark yapimu, iyi pismis, ince kum, kireg, tag¢ik katkili, ackili (Envater No: YN.95.12).

17- Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii. M.2 Oda Mezari. Yiiksek Kaideli Meyvelik. Agi1z ¢ap1 20 cm,
yiikseklik 30 cm, dip ¢ap1 15 cm, kahve hamurlu (7.5 YR 5/4), hamurunun renginde astarli,
cark yapimi, iyi pigmis, ince kum, kire¢ katkil, ackisiz (Envater No: YN.95.8).

Figiir 4a-b

1- Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii. M.1 Oda Mezar1. Bardak. Agiz ¢ap1 10 cm, yiikseklik 5 cm, dip
cap1 3 cm, pembe hamurlu (10 YR 8/4), krem renginde astarli (10 YR 8/3), cark yapimu, iyi
pismis, ince kum, kireg, az mika katkil, agkisiz (Envater No: YN.95.77).

2- Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii. M.1 Oda Mezar1. Bardak. Agiz ¢ap1 9 cm, yiikseklik 5.5 cm, dip
capt 3 cm, pembe hamurlu (2.5 Y 8/2), hamurunun renginde astarli, cark yapimi, 1yi pismis,
ince kum, kire¢, az mika katkili, ackisiz (Envater No: YN.95.76).

3- Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii. M.2 Oda Mezar1. Bardak. Agiz capt 9 cm, yiikseklik 5 cm, dip
¢ap1 2 cm, pembe hamurlu (7.5 YR 7/6), hamurunun renginde astarli, ¢ark yapimu, iyi pismis,
ince kum, kireg, az mika katkili, agkisiz (Envater No: YN.95.79).

4- Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii. M.2 Oda Mezar1. Bardak. Ag1z ¢ap1 8 cm, yiikseklik 5.5 cm, dip
¢ap1 2 cm, kahve hamurlu (10 YR 6/3), krem renginde astarli (10 YR 8/3), ¢ark yapimu, iyi
pismis, ince kum, kireg, az mika katkili, agkisiz (Envater No: YN.95.75).

5- Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii. M.1 Oda Mezar1. Bardak. Agiz ¢capt 9 cm, yiikseklik 5 cm, dip
¢ap1 3 cm, kahve hamurlu (2.5 Y 7/4), hamurunun renginde astarli, cark yapimu, iyi pigmis, ince
kum, kireg¢ katkil1, agkisiz (Envater No: YN.95.78).

6- Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii. M.1 Oda Mezar1. Bardak. Agiz ¢ap1 10 cm, yiikseklik 6 cm, dip
cap1 3.5 cm, kahve hamurlu (5 Y 5/1), hamurunun renginde astarli, ¢ark yapimi, orta pismis,
ince kum, kireg katkili, agkisiz (Envater No: YN.95.72).

7- Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii. M.2 Oda Mezar1. Bardak. Agi1z capt 8 cm, yiikseklik 4 cm, dip
cap1 3 cm, kahve hamurlu (5 Y 8/3), hamurunun renginde astarli, ¢ark yapimi, orta pismis, ince
kum, kireg katkili, agkisiz (Envater No: YN.95.82).
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8- Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii. M.2 Oda Mezari1. Bardak. Agiz ¢ap1 5 cm, yiikseklik 4 cm, dip
cap1 5 cm, gri hamurlu (2.5 Y 8/4), hamurunun renginde astarli, ¢cark yapimi, kotli pismis, ince
kum, kireg, az mika katkili, agkisiz (Envater No: YN.95.84).

9- Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii. M.1 Oda Mezari. Bardak. Agiz cap1 11.5 cm, yiikseklik 7 cm, dip
cap1 5 cm, kahve hamurlu (5 'Y 7/3), hamurunun renginde astarli, cark yapimui, iyi pismis, ince
kum, kireg katkili, agkisiz (Envater No: YN.95.73).

10- Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii. M.2 Oda Mezari1. Bardak. Agiz ¢ap1 8 cm, yiikseklik 6 cm, dip
cap1 2.5 cm, kiremit hamurlu (10 YR 5/4), hamurunun renginde astarli, ¢cark yapimu, iyi pismis,
ince kum, kire¢, mika katkili, agkisiz (Envater No: YN.95.74).

11- Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii. M.2 Oda Mezar1. Bardak. Agiz ¢ap1 8 cm, yiikseklik 6 cm, dip
cap1 2.5 cm, kahve hamurlu (2.5 Y 5/2), hamurunun renginde astarli, cark yapimu, iyi pismis,
ince kum, kireg¢, mika katkili, agkisiz (Envater No: YN.95.83).

12- Yukar1 Gokli Nekropolii. M.3 Oda Mezar1. Bardak. Agiz ¢ap1 8 cm, yiikseklik 5 cm, dip
cap1 3 cm, kahve hamurlu (5 Y 7/4), hamurunun renginde astarli, ¢ark yapimi, 1yi pismis, ince
kum, kireg, az tas¢ik katkili, agkisiz (Envater No: YN.95.80).

13- Yukar1 Goklii Nekropolii. M.3 Oda Mezari. Bardak. Agiz ¢cap1 9 cm, yiikseklik 5.5 cm, dip
¢ap1 3 cm, kahve hamurlu (5 Y 6/1), hamurunun renginde astarli, ¢ark yapimi, iyi pigmis, ince
kum, kireg, az tascik katkili, agkisiz (Envater No: YN.95.81).
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Figiir 2a- Algak Kaideli Canaklar (Meyvelikler)
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Figiir 2b- Alcak Kaideli Canaklar (Meyvelikler)
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Figiir 3a- Yiksek Kaideli Canaklar (Meyvelikler)
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