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0zer

Marmara Denizi, Diinya deniz diizlemlerinin diisiik ol-
dugu donemlerde farklilasarak gol ortamindan i¢ denize
doniisen, ¢ok karmagik i¢ denizler zincirinin bir pargasidir.
Bu agidan Marmara son Pleistosen ve ilk Holosen donemde
Mezolitik gelenege gore yasayan balikei topluluklara balik-
cilik yapmak i¢in uygun kosullari saglayan act sulu bir gol-
diir. MO 10. binyilda Canakkale Bogazi’ndan 1lik ve tuzlu
su girisiyle birlikte Marmara Golii’niin ortami ve deniz can-
lilar1 degismeye baglamig, 6nceki donemin baliklari ilk bas-
larda Marmara’nin dogusuna dogru ¢ekilmeye baslamustir.
Bunun sonucunda Neolitik donemin baslarinda bir siire i¢in
Marmara’da tatli, ac1 ve tuzlu su baliklar1 yagamlarini siir-
diirebilmiglerdir. Boylelikle yasamini balik¢ilikla siirdiiren
Mezolitik gelenekli Agach kiiltiiriinlin Marmara’nin dogu
kiyilart boyunca yasamasina uygun bir ortam olustugu an-
lasiimaktadir. {1k olarak Giineydogu Anadolu’da gelismeye
baslayan ve Neolitik olarak tanimlanan ¢ift¢i yagam ancak
8. binyilin sonunda diger bdlgelere yayilmis, yaklagik MO
6600 yillarinda da Marmara Bolgesi civarina ulagmustir.
Neolitik ciftcilerin Marmara Bolgesi’ne iki ayr1 yoldan gel-
dikleri anlagilmaktadir, bunlardan biri Ege kiyilar1 boyunca
hizla ilerleyerek seyrek niifuslu Trakya’ya ulasip, Tuna Hav-
zast’na kadar ¢ok sayida yeni yerlesim kurmus olan go¢
dalgasidir; Hoca Cesme ve Asagi Piar’1 bu yeni kurulan
yerlesmeler arasinda sayabiliriz. Diger grup ise Sakar-
ya Nehri Vadisi'ni izleyerek Dogu Marmara’ya gelmis,
Agacli toplulugu ile kargilastiktan sonra bir siire bolgede
durup Iznik, Yenisehir, Bursa bolgelerinde Aktopraklik,
Barcin, Mentese ve Ilipiar gibi yerlesmeleri kurmuslar-
dir. Mezolitik Agach ile ¢ift¢i Neolitik topluluklarin bir
siire bolgede ayr1 ayr durduktan sonra kaynastiklari ve
bu kaynagmadan Fikirtepe Kiiltiirii diye tanimladigimiz
hem ¢iftgilik, hem aveilik hem de balikgilik dzelliklerini
tagiyan yeni bir kiiltiliriin olustugu goriilmektedir.

ABSTRACT

In periods of low sea level, the Sea of Marma-
ra is part of a very complicated chain of inner
seas, each developing distinct modalities. Du-
ring the late Pleistocene and early Holocene, the
Marmara was a brackish lake, providing opti-
mum conditions for fishing communities living
in the Mesolithic tradition. With the intrusion of
warm saline water from the Dardanelles around
the 10" millennium BCE, autochthonous marine
fauna of Marmara Lake seems to have receded
to its eastern parts, making it possible for the
Mesolithic Agacgh culture to flourish by fishing.
The Neolithic way of life, which was based on
farming, developed further in the East and then
began dispersing to other regions by the end of
the 8" millennium BCE, reaching the Marmara
Region by around 6600 BCE. It is now evident
that Neolithic farmers arrived to the Marmara
Region via two distinct routes. One group travel-
led along the Aegean coast, where they moved
at a quick pace in very sparsely populated Th-
race and established several settlements, among
them Hoca Cesme and Agagi Pmar. The other
group followed the valley of the Sakarya River,
and after encountering the Agacli communities,
stopped and settled around Iznik, in the Yenige-
hir, Bursa region, establishing settlements inclu-
ding Aktopraklik, Barcin, Mentese and Ilipinar.
However, not much later, the Neolithic farmers
and local Agacli communities merged with one
another in the region around Istanbul, developing
a new culture conventionally known as the Fi-
kirtepe Culture, which bore the characteristics of
both: farming, hunting, and fishing.
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Kaynagan bu yeni kiiltiir Trakya’ya dogru daha fazla
hareket etmeden bu bdlgede kalmis, en iyi bilinen yer-
lesimleri Pendik, Arkaik Fikirtepe, Klasik Fikirtepe, Ye-
nikap1 ve Yarimburgaz olan kiiltiirlerinin evrelerinden
gecerek yerel olarak gelismislerdir.

Neolitik kiiltiiriin Yakin Dogu’dan batiya dogru Avru-
pa’ya genislemesinde ana yollardan biri Marmara’dan
geemektedir; kuskusuz bu gecis siirecinde Marmara ve
Bogazlarin durumu &nemli bir etkendir. Buna bagl ola-
rak, Marmara Denizi’nin diizlemi bazen bogazlarin agi-
lip kapanmasina, bazen de bolgenin tektonik hareketle-
rine bagl olarak sik sik degismis ve bu siirecte eski kiy1
seritleri bugiinkii deniz diizleminin altinda kalmiglardur.
Bu nedenle sular altinda kalan kiy1 seritleri lizerinde ya-
pilacak sistematik ve yogun bir ¢aligma sadece kiiltiirel
degil, yerel jeomorfolojik siirec ile ilgili de ¢igir acan
sonuglar ortaya ¢ikaracaktir.

ARASTIRMA TARIHINE BiR BAKIS'

Marmara Denizi Anadolu, Ege, Balkanlar ve Karade-
niz gibi her biri kendi i¢inde farkli cevresel ve kiiltiirel
ortamina sahip kiiltirel olusum bolgelerinin bulugma
noktasinda 6nemli bir konumdadir. Buna bagli olarak
gecmiste bu bolgeler arasinda gergeklesmis olan gog,
istila, mal veya teknoloji transferi gibi her tiir etkilesim
ister istemez bu bolge iizerinden gegmek durumundadir.
Marmara Denizi'nin stratejik konumu sadece haritaya
bakarak bile belli olsa, son zamanlara kadar bu bdlge,
ozellikle de Avrupa kitasinda kalan kismiyla Tiirkiye’nin
arkeolojik olarak en az arastirilan yerlerinden biri olarak
kalmigtir. Arkeolojik arastirma eksikliginin arkasindaki
nedenler ¢ok ¢esitlidir. Bunlar uygarlik tarihinin gelisi-
mine Mezopotamya odakli bakan yanli goriisten, Gordon
Childe’n Avrupa uygarliginin Yakin Dogu’dan gog ile
geldigi goriisiini reddeden “gdg karsiti (Anti Diflizyo-
nist)” kuramlar ve buna bagli olarak Neolitik yasam bi-
¢iminin Anadolu’dan bagimsiz bir bicimde Balkanlar’da
gelistigini savunan “Avrupa odakli” goriislere kadar ¢e-
sitlenmektedir’. Bolgeye ilgi eksikligine karsin Marmara
Denizi’nin dogu kiyisindaki Fikirtepe ve Pendik’in 1907
gibi erken bir tarihte “Neolitik” olarak adlandirilmis
Tiirkiye’deki ilk yerlesmeler olduklart unutulmamalidir.
Benzer bir sekilde gliniimiizde tarihdncesi arkeolojisinin
simgelerinden biri olan Yarimburgaz Magarasi’ndaki
ilk kaz1 da 1927 yilinda Howasse tarafindan yapilmis-
tir. Takip eden yillarda Halet Cambel ve Kurt Bittel’in
Fikirtepe kazilar1 (1952-54), Sevket Aziz Kansu’nun si-
nirlt sayidaki sondajlar1 ve David French ve Cullberg’in
bolgede yapmis oldugu yiizey arastirmalar1 projemizin
1979 yilindaki baslangicindan dnce bdlgeyle ilgili temel
bilgi kaynaklari olmugtur.

'Bolgenin arastirma tarihi ve kapsaml bilgiler icin bk.
OZDOGAN 1983, 1986, 2013.

*Yayilmaci ve yayilmaci-karsitt kuramlar ile ilgili tartismalar
i¢in bk. OZDOGAN 1997b, 2010, 211a.
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This new amalgamated culture remained in the region
without moving further into Thrace; it developed locally
through the evolutionary stages of the Archaic Fikirtepe,
Classical Fikirtepe and Yarimburgaz cultures, which are
best known from the sites at Pendik, Fikirtepe, Yenikap1
and Yarimburgaz.

One of the main routes in the western expansion of Ne-
olithic culture from the Near East to Europe must have
gone through the Marmara region, eventually to be great-
ly bound by the prevailing marine conditions. Conditions
of the Marmara basin are defined firstly by changes in
sea level, then by local neo-tectonic activities. For this
reason, a systematic but intensive study of the submerged
coastlines is bound to reveal ground-breaking results, not
only related to cultural process, but even more for un-
derstanding the local geomorphological process.

AN OVERVIEW OF THE HISTORY OF RESEARCH'

The Sea of Marmara is critically located at the interse-
ction of major zones of cultural formation - Anatolia, the
Aegean, the Balkans, and the Black Sea - each having
its distinct environmental and cultural setting. Accor-
dingly, the types of interaction that took place in the past
among those regions, be it migration, invasion, transfer
of commodities or of technologies, had to go through this
region. Even though the strategic location of the Sea of
Marmara is apparent by simply looking at a map, until
recently the region remained one of the least archaeo-
logically explored parts of Turkey, particularly the por-
tion in Europe. The reasons, beyond the deficiency of
archaeological research, are multifarious, ranging from
Mesopotamia-centric biases, to reactionary approaches
to Gordon Childe’s diffusionist models that denied Near
Eastern origins and propagated ideas of an independent
development of the Neolithic lifestyle in the Balkans.?
Nevertheless, it is of interest to note that the Neolithic
sites of Fikirtepe and Pendik, both located on the eastern
shores of the Sea of Marmara, were the first sites to be la-
beled as “Neolithic” in Turkey as early as 1907. Likewi-
se, the Cave of Yarimburgaz, now one of the landmarks
of prehistoric archaeology, had been excavated as early
as 1927 by Howasse. Halet Cambel and Kurt Bittel’s later
excavations at Fikirtepe (1952-54), limited soundings by
Sevket Aziz Kansu, and the random surface surveys of
David French, Cullberg were the main sources of infor-
mation on the region prior to the commencement of our
project in 1979.

Our interest in the prehistory of the Marmara region
was stimulated by the problems we encountered whi-
le working on the Fikirtepe material for my Doctoral
Thesis.

"For a more detailed survey on the history of research with bib-
liographic references, see OZDOGAN 1983, 1986, 2013.

2For an extensive discussion on diffusionist and anti-diffusionist
models see OZDOGAN 1997b, 2010, 211a.



Marmara Bolgesi tarihdncesi doneme olan ilgim dok-
tora tezimde Fikirtepe malzemesi iizerinde calisirken
kargilasmig oldugum sorunlar nedeniyle ortaya ¢ikmis-
tir. 20. ylizyilin baglarinda Fikirtepe kiiltiirii “Neolitik”
olarak tanimlanmasina karsin bunu takip eden siirecte
Mezopotamya odakli goriisiin etkisiyle Anadolu Yari-
madasi’nin Neolitik donemde yerlesime uygun olmadigi
seklinde gelisen genel kaninin da etkisiyle Son Kalko-
litik ve Ilk Tung Caglar arasindaki gecis dénemine ta-
rihlendirilmistir. Ancak basta James Mellaart ve David
French olmak tizere Fikirtepe kiiltiiriinlin Neolitik Do-
nem’e ait oldugunu savunmaya devam etmis arastirma-
cilar da bulunmaktadir®.

Bu bdlgede bir saha calismasi yaparken temel diisiin-
cemiz Oncelikle Fikirtepe kiiltiirtiniin kapsadigi alan ta-
nimlamak, sonrasinda ¢ok uzun siiredir ¢okca tartigilan
Neolitik kiiltiiriin, c¢iftciligin, yerlesik koy yasaminin,
canak ¢omlek gibi buluntu toplulugu Ogelerinin Ana-
dolu’dan m1 Avrupa’ya tagindigi yoksa Balkanlar’da
kendiliginden mi olustugu sorusuyla ilgili bulgular elde
etmekti. Dogu Trakya’dan toplanan malzeme ya Anado-
lu’ya ya da Balkan gelenegine ait olacagi igin yukarida
tanimladigimiz sorunun kolaylikla yanitlanacagi diisiin-
cesindeydik. O yillarda Balkan iilkelerinde 300’{in iize-
rinde Neolitik donem yerlesmesi kazilmig durumdayd;

The Fikirtepe culture, in spite of being designated
as “Neolithic” in the early years of the 20th century,
under the prevailing biases which denied the presence
of Neolithic occupation in Anatolia, was later placed
in the transition between Late Chalcolithic and Early
Bronze Age. Nevertheless scholars, including James
Mellaart and David French, in spite of all resistance,
decidedly published the Fikirtepe culture as being of
the Neolithic Period.’ In implementing a field project
in this region, our main concern was initially to define
the territory covered by the Fikirtepe culture, and then
to find evidence that would resolve the much debated
problem of whether Neolithic culture, farming, seden-
tary village life, pottery, etc. were transferred from
Anatolia to Europe or developed independently in the
Balkans. We expected that any material we collected
from Eastern Thrace would either be of Anatolian or
of Balkan tradition and would thus suffice to answer
the big question. At that time, over 300 Neolithic sites
had already been excavated in the Balkan countries.
Even though there were some similarities to what was
known at that time from Anatolia, the problem was a
lack of excavated sites in the western parts of Turkey,
Hacilar being the westernmost excavated Neolithic
site, some 800 km away from the nearest excavated
site in Bulgaria. With the above mentioned objecti-
ves, we set out to the field in 1979, initially working

3For arguments on the dating of Fikirtepe culture, with
extensive references, see OZDOGAN 1992,

ARTICLE

TINA

o zamanlarda Anadolu’da bilinen &rneklerle benzerlikler
bulunsa da sorun Tiirkiye’nin bat1 bolgelerinde kazilacak
yerlerin yok denecek kadar az olmasindan kaynaklan-
maktaydi. Anadolu’da kazilmig Neolitik yerlesmelerin
en batida bulunan Hacilar yerlesmesi ile Bulgaristan’da
kazilmig en yakin yerlesme arasinda yaklasik 800 km
gibi kargilastirma yapmayi olanaksiz duruma getire-
cek kadar uzaklik bulunmaktaydi. Yukarida sozii edilen
amaglar1 g6z onilinde bulundurarak 1979 yilinda bagladi-
gimiz ilk alan ¢alismamizi Istanbul gevresinde yapmus,
daha sonra bolgede bekledigimiz sonucu alamayinca
caligma bolgemizi genisleterek 1980 yilindan itibaren
Marmara Denizi etrafindaki tiim bélgeyi kapsayan calis-
malara baslamistik. Bu siirecte bazisi kazi bazisi sinirli
sondaj olmak iizere 9 buluntu yerinde calistik ve halen
de kazi1 ¢aligmalarimizi siirdiirmekteyiz. Calismalarimiz-
da elde ettigimiz sonuclar yukarida degindigimiz ana
soruyu yanitlamamis ancak bizi dogru sorular1 sorar du-
ruma getirmistir. Bu yazi tarihdncesi déonemde Marma-
ra Bolgesiyle ilgili baz1 genellemelerle sorunlari ortaya
koymay1 ve bunun yan sira Neolitik yagam bigiminin
yayiliminin denizsel ortamla olan iligkisini vurgulamak
icin hazirlanmigtir. Bu baglamda 6nce Marmara Denizi-
nin kiiltlir tarihi tizerindeki bazi belirleyici olan 6zellik-
lerini tanitmanin gerekli oldugu kanisindayiz.

around Istanbul, then after 1980 covering the entire
area around the Sea of Marmara. We have discovered
hundreds of hitherto unknown prehistoric sites, exca-
vated or tested nine sites, and we are still working in
the region. If not providing definite answers to the big
questions, at least we are now able to properly define
what the correct questions are. With this paper, along
with a conspectus of how the general picture now lo-
oks, we shall try to outline prospects for relating the
maritime environment of the Marmara region with that
of the neolithization process that took place in Nort-
hwestern Turkey. However, we find it necessary to first
look at some particularities of the Sea of Marmara that
have had a decisive role in the cultural formation pro-
cesses of the region.

THE ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND THE SEA OF MARMARA

Inner seas that are connected to the main oceanic
system through relatively shallow straits may display
extremely versatile responses to changes in global sea
levels, each one having its particular marine conditi-
ons that are different from the others. In this respect, it
is worth noting that climatic fluctuations that took pla-
ce on a global scale are most legible in the oceanic se-
diments, revealing information on changes in vertical
oxygen circulation, temperature, salinity, biodiversity,
saprophel formation, and currents.

*Fikirtepe kiiltiiriiniin tarihlendirilmesi ve gorisler i¢in
bk. OZDOGAN 1992.
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CEVRESEL ORTAM VE MARMARA DENiZi

Ana okyanus sisteminin goreli olaraktan si1§ bogazlar
tizerinden baglanan i¢ denizlerde deniz seviyelerinin inip
cikmasi gibi ¢evresel kosullarin degismesi her zaman abar-
tili sonuglar vermistir. Bu baglamda denizsel ortam yani
dikey oksijen sirkiilasyonu, 1s1 degisimi, tuzluluk orani,
biyocesitlilik, sapropel olusumu ve akintillarin yonii ve
niteliginin degisimi ile olusan degisikliklerin en iyi deniz
diplerinde biriken tortullarin incelenmesiyle izlenebildigini
genel olarak hatirlatmakta yarar goriiyoruz. ister Akdeniz
ister Ege gibi i¢ denizler olsun, biitiin denizler okyanus sis-
temleri ile baglantili olarak gelisir. Ancak Baltik Denizi ve
Kizildeniz gibi okyanus sistemine dar bogazlarla baglanan
deniz kiitlelerinde siire¢ i¢ denizlerden ¢ok daha farkli ola-
rak gelismistir. Bu baglamda Canakkale Bogazi, Marmara,
Istanbul Bogazi, Karadeniz, Ker¢ Bogazi, Azak Denizi,
Manycz Nehri, Hazar Denizi, Uzboy Nehri seklinde uza-
yip giden bir i¢ denizler zincirinin pargasi olan Marmara
Denizi’nin durumu ¢ok daha karmagiktir (Fig. 1). Yukarida
tamimladigimiz i¢ denizler zincirinin her bir pargasindaki
kosullar belirleyen 6geler bir digerinden farklidir. Bu ne-
denle bu karmagik sistemin her bir biriminde ortaya ¢ikan
sonuglar da digerinden farkli olacagi gibi bunlar da zaman
icinde siirekli olarak degisecektir.

*PFANNENSTIEL,M. 1944.
SERINGC 1954; STANLEY AND BLANPIED 1980.
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All marine bodies, even if inland like the Mediter-
ranean or the Aegean, in some way reflect the chan-
ges taking place in the oceans. However, the process
may be totally different in marine bodies such as the
Baltic Sea, Red Sea, or White Sea that are connected
to the oceanic system through shallow straits. The
Sea of Marmara in this respect is far more complex
as part of a chain of inner seas, running as Dardanel-
les-Marmara-Bosporus-Black Sea-Kerch Strait-A-
zov-Manych Channel-Caspian-Uzboy Channel-A-
ral (fig.1). Prevailing conditions in each part of this
system differ considerably due to the versatility of
agencies involved.

Conventionally, the main focus on inland seas
was on the Baltic, overlooking the Marmara-Black
Sea system. Pfannenstiel was the first academic to
notice peculiarities of this system while prospec-
ting a probable water channel through the Sakarya
Delta and Marmara.' It was then Erin¢g who defined
the critical aspects of the system, which later were
further elaborated by Stanley and Blanpied (fig.2).
Going into the details of this complex system is far
beyond the scope of this paper. We shall restrict our-
selves to only noting a few particularities that are
of critical importance in understanding the changing
conditions at and around the Sea of Marmara when
Neolithic farmers arrived.

Fig.1: Son Buzul
Cagi’nda deniz
seviyeleri simdi-
kinin 125 metre
altindayken ig
denizler zinciri
ve bunlarin ara-
sindaki gegisi
saglayan bogaz-
lar: Canakkale
Bogazi- Marmara
Denizi-istanbul
Bogazi-Ka-
radeniz-Kerg
Bogazi-Azak
Denizi- Manych
Nehri-Hazar De-
nizi-Uzboy Neh-
ri-Aral Golil.
Fig.1: The Chain
of Inner Seas

and Connecting
Straits, From
Dardanelles-Mar-
mara-Bospo-
rus-Black
Sea-Kerch-A-
zov-Manych-Cas-
pian-Uzboy Aral
at the time of Last
Ice Age with sea
levels about 125
meter below its
present stand.
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Fig.2: Fig. 4’de resmedi-
len su aligverisi sistemi.

I¢ denizler ile ilgili arastirmalarda uzun siire Baltik
Denizi ilgi odagi olmug, Marmara-Karadeniz sistemi bu
bolgelerde ¢alisma kosullar1 ve izin alma zorlugu nede-
niyle g6z ardi edilmistir. Pfannenstiel Sakarya Deltasin-
dan Marmara Denizine olas1 bir kanalin varligin arasti-
rirken bu sistemdeki tuhafliklar1 fark eden ilk arastirici
olmustur*. Ancak yukarida tanimladigimiz sistemin esa-
sint ve bunun ne kadar karmasik oldugunu ilk olarak
Ering tanimlamis, daha sonra Stanley ve Blanpied® tara-
findan ayritilandirilmistir (Fig. 2). Bu karmasgik sistemi
ayrintilandirmak bu yazinin digindadir, bu nedenle bura-
da Neolitik topluluklarinin bolgeye ilk olarak geldiginde
karsilagtiklart Marmara ortami iizerinde kisaca durmaya
calisacagiz.

Bu hassas sistemin denetleyicisi Canakkale Boga-
zr'dir. Kiiresel deniz seviyeleri su anki diizlemin 45 m
alta indiginde Canakkale Bogazi’ndan artik su gegme-
yecegi icin Marmara’dan baglayarak Hazar Denizi’ne
ulasan sistemin her bir birimi kendi bolgelerinin kosulla-
rina gore sekillenecek ve degisecektir (Fig. 3). Ornegin

*PFANNENSTIEL 1944.
S ERINC 1954; STANLEY- BLANPIED 1980.

artik Ege Denizi’'nden 1lik ve tuzlu su girisi olmayacagi
ve ¢evresinde onu besleyen giiglii akarsular da bulun-
madigindan Karadeniz ile baglantis1 kesilen Marmara,
kisa bir siire iginde ac1 su goliine doniisecek ve giderek
kapladig1 alan azalacaktir. Yukarida degindigimiz gibi
Canakkale iizerinden okyanus baglantilarinin kesilmesi
Canakkale’den daha s1g olan Istanbul Bogazi’ndan su
gecigini de durdurmus ve Karadeniz, Azak Denizi ve
Hazar denizlerinin beslenmesi kendi su topladiklar1 hav-
zadaki olaylarin sonucunu yansitir bigime gelmistir. Or-
negin Karadeniz’i besleyen Tuna, Dinyeper, Dinyester
gibi Avrupa’ya diisen yagisin biiyiik bir kismini bosaltan
biiyiik akarsular vardir. [liman dénemlerde bunlar Kara-
deniz’e ¢ok miktarda tatli ve goreli olaraktan soguk su
girisi saglamakta, dolayisiyla Karadeniz tath ve soguk
sulu bir géle donlismektedir. Buna karsilik soguk do-
nemlerde Avrupa’ya diisen yagis kar ve buz oldugundan
Karadeniz’in beslenmesi hizla azalacak ve diizlemi gii-
niimiize gore 200 m daha algalacak ve batisindaki genis
kita sahanlig1 kara olarak ortaya cikacaktir.

13



TINA

GLACIAL PERIOD (¢c16000-12000” BC)

T LISEAN  BARBAMILLES  WaNGAse halt Ma

acm  AfOV

Cathan utnar

POST GLACIAL PERIOD (¢.12000-80007?8C)

THE AEBEAN  DARGAAILES  madeids that sar Ak 44 ]

azov maarew

NEOLITHIC PERIOD chlDDG?~LSDO?-BC]

T AfLAs  DaMBamfull  madmana

T S LY T Y

CERce  AIOY

BRONZE AGE (L5007-10007BC)

ThPAaCs LALE gy

T ALELAN  BavSAMLLES  MASmana LAraave SEUL

macE w4 wam—cn

PRESENT CONDITIONS

Pt adddam

BAACARCUES  Madeid s osroms BlacE M e afow e CabFian visor

20 saune
3 FREsSH-BRACKISH

SALINE WATER N

FRESH WATER

Fig.2: The water exchange sys-
| tem depicted in Fig.4.

—
[ —]
MOT TO SCALE BEES  ALLUYIAL SEDIMENTATION

This delicate system is controlled by the strait of the
Dardanelles. When global sea levels fall below 45 me-
ters of its present level, the entire system, from the Sea
of Marmara up to the Caspian, becomes disconnected
from the oceans, each area developing on the modali-
ties of their local environmental conditions (fig.3). As
the passage of warm saline waters of the Aegean is in-
terrupted, the Marmara, with limited input of fresh wa-
ter, becomes a brackish lake, rather small in size with
poor vertical oxygen circulation. What happens as a
consequence of the detachment from the ocean system
varies based on what is taking place in the catchment
areas of each unit. For example, the water table of the
Black Sea, the main marine body of the system, will
vary considerably. It may become very high, due to ex-
ceeding amounts of fresh water input from major rivers
such as the Danube, Dnieper, and Dniester, even pou-
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ring into the Marmara at times. Or it may become very
low during cold episodes, when all the surface waters
of Europe are blocked by ice or snow, exposing a large
coastal plain in its western section. When the connec-
tion to the Marmara is interrupted, the Black Sea beco-
mes brackish or even fresh, cold but with full vertical
oxygen circulation.

The first penetration of saline waters from the Darda-
nelles must have taken place around the 9" millennium
BCE, probably mixing with the overflow of melted ice
water from the Black Sea, providing optimum conditi-
ons for fishing communities inhabiting estuaries along
the coast (fig.4). Actually, due to the elevated rock near
the northern end of the Bosporus, transition of warm
saline waters coming in from the Dardanelles to the
Black Sea was considerably delayed, possibly taking
place around 5500 BCE.
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Canakkale Bogazi’ndan Marmara’ya sinirl olgiide
de olsa tuzlu sularin ilk girisi MO 9. binyilda basla-
mistir. Ancak hemen hemen ayni1 dénemlerde Kuzey
ve Orta Avrupa’daki buzullarin erimesiyle Karade-
niz’in diizleminin hizla ytikseldigi ve kisa bir siire
icin de olsa Marmara’ya tastig1 bilinmektedir (Fig.
4). Her ne kadar Canakkale’den tuzlu sularin Mar-
mara’ya girisi MO 9. binyilda baglamissa da, bu su
kiitlelerinin Karadeniz’e gegisi Istanbul Bogazi’nin
kuzey ucundaki s1g kayalik nedeniyle oldukca gecik-
mis ve uzun bir siire Marmara tuzlu, aci, tatl su or-
tamlarinda barman canli tiirlerinin de birlikte bulun-
dugu, cevresinde yasayan balikcilar i¢in ¢ok uygun
bir ortam sergileyen g6l ile i¢ deniz karigimi bir duru-
ma déniismiistiir (Fig. 5,6). Istanbul Bogazi’ndan su
gecisinin ilk olarak MO 5500 yillarinda gerceklestigi
anlasilmaktadir.

Marmara havzasinin kiiltiirel tarihi 6zellikle Ne-
olitik Dénemde yukarida kisaca belirtilen ¢evresel
kosullarla sekillenmistir. Deniz diizlemindeki degi-
simlerin yani sira, geng tektonik hareketler de bol-
genin kiy1 topografyasinin belirlenmesinde etkili ol-
mustur. Neolitik ¢iftciler bu bolgeye geldiginde deniz

Lacustrine conditions with oxygen

Gol kosullari (oksijen dagilimi simirl)
Lacustrine conditions limited oxygen circulation

Maksimum
Donemi’nde
Marmara Hav-
zasl.

Fig.3: Marmara
basin during
Glacial Age
Maximum.

X GOl kogullan aci tuzlu (oksijen dagilimi tam)
AN\

Lacustrine conditions brakish

diizlemlerinin bugiinkiinden 25 m kadar daha agagida
oldugu g6z oniine alindiginda, Kalkolitik dncesi kiy1
yerlesmelerinin eger Marmara Denizinin derinlerinde
degilse eski koylarda onlarca metre kalinliginda biri-
ken aliivyon dolgular® altinda gomiilmiis oldugunu
rahatlikla sGyleyebiliriz. Ancak her haliikarda Neolitik
donem balikg¢ilarmin avladigr baliklar bugiin Marma-
ra ile Karadeniz arasinda gidip gelen ve Marmara’dan
tanidigimiz balik tiirleri degildir. Asagida son arastir-
malarin sonuglaria kisaca deginerek Marmara Havza-
sinda Neolitik yasam bi¢iminin nasil bagladig1 ve nasil
gelistigi hakkinda baz1 genellemeler sunulacaktir’.
ARKEOLOJIK BULGULARA TOPLU BAKIS
Marmara Bolgesinin Mezolitik Topluluklan: Agach Kiltiird
1980’lerde yaptigimiz ilk calismamizin ardindan
Marmara havzasmin kiiltiirel tarihine olan ilgi gide-
rek artmis, farkli ekiplerin alan ¢aligsmalar1 yapmaya
baslamasiyla Marmara Bolgesi hakkinda bilgilerimiz
artmustir (Fig. 7). Ilging olan arastirmalarin Neolitik
donem iizerinde yogunlagmig olmasi ve sayis1 13’1 bu-
lan Neolitik kaz1 yerlerinin Marmara Denizi’nin hemen
hemen biitlin kiyilarini temsil edecek bicimde dagilmig
olmasidir.

¢ Kapsamli kaynakea icin bk. OZDOGAN 2003, 2007, 2011b, 2013b, 2015.
7 Ayrintili bilgi ve kapsamli kaynakga igin bk. OZDOGAN 2006, 2013a, 2014a.
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Fig.4: Erken Holosen Donemde 1lik tuzlu sular Canakkale Bogazi’ndan girerken Marmara Havzasi’nin durumu.
Fig.4: Marmara Basin during early Holocene, with warm saline waters entering from Dardanelles.

It is possible to surmise that by the early Holocene,
when Neolithic farmers arrived around 6600 BCE, in
spite of the gradual intrusion of saline waters from the
Aegean, the Marmara was still a brackish lake, home to
an extensive variety of fresh water, brackish, and saline
species (Fig. 5.6).

The cultural history of the Marmara basin, particular-
ly during the Neolithic period, has been bound by the
environmental conditions briefly noted above. Along
with the changes in the water table, active tectonic
movements also played a decisive role. In this respect, it
should be noted that any coastal settlement earlier than
Chalcolithic Period was deeply submerged, or covered
with alluvial deposits® and that the fish species of the
Neolithic era were not the same as today, as access to
neither the Black Sea or the Aegean was available. With
the dynamics of the environmental setting in mind, we
shall present a conspectus of how the process of neoli-
thization took place, based on the present evidence.’

ARCHAEOLOGICAL EVIDENCE
Setting The Stage: Agach Culture And The Mesolithic Substratum
Following our initial work in 1980’s, there has been a
gradual increase of interest in the cultural history of the
Marmara basin, with several other teams taking to the
field. Accordingly, our knowledge of the Marmara region
has now been considerably improved (Fig. 7). Howev-
er, it is worth noting that most of our knowledge of the
Neolithic period has been derived from 13 excavated sites
distributed around the region. Even if there are no exca-
vated sites, surface surveys have revealed the presence of
a local Mesolithic, the so-called Agacl culture that was
quite wide-spread along the Marmara and Black Sea litto-
rals (Fig. 8). However, there is no evidence for either the
earlier stages of the Mesolithic or the later stages of the
Upper Palaeolithic period. Even if one theorized that the
coastal sites of those periods were deeply buried under
the sea, surface surveys of the inner parts of the region
have not yielded any material datable to those periods.

§For extensive accounting, OZDOGAN 2003, 2007, 2011b, 2013b, 2015

7For more extensive accounting, together with bibliographic references see OZDOGAN 2006, 2013a, 2014a

$ Even though there is a terminological controversy in designating Post Palaeolithic Pre-Neolithic assemblages either as Epi-Palaeo-
lithic or as Mesolithic, we prefer the latter, considering the former as being specific to Levant.
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ISTANBUL NEOLITIK YERLESMELER ve DENiZ DUZLEMLERININ DEGiSIMI
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NEOLITHIC SITES IN ISTANBUL AND THE CHANGES IN THE SEA LEVELS

Fig.5: Neolitik Donem’de kiy1 morfolo-

Historic coast line \:I Coast line 7.000 BC :2’:;“:":1:‘3:95 _]ISI degisirken 1Stanbul.

. Fig.5: Evolution of Istanbul’s coastal
' Present coast line | ! eolithic s N e
with recent fills - Coastine toonowe @ ot geomorphology during the Neolithic.

Buna karsilik ozellikle Marmara’nin dogu kiyilarinda
Neolitik dncesi Mezolitik doneme ait buluntu veren yerler
de bilinmektedir ancak Neolitik donemle ilgili kaz1 yerle-
rinin sayisinda artis olmasina karsin Mezolitik doneme ait
higbir buluntu yerinde kazi yapilmamistir. Bélgenin Me-
zolitik buluntu yerleri adlarin1 Karadeniz kiy1 seridi tize-
rindeki bu kiiltiirlin ilk tanimlandig1 yer olan Agagh Kum-
lugu’ndan almistir® (Fig. 8). Agach kiiltiiriine ait buluntu
yerlerinin sayisal ¢okluguna ragmen Agacl kiiltiirii oncesi
Ust Paleolitik déneme tarihlenebilecek buluntulara bolge-
nin higbir yerinde rastlanmamistir. Her ne kadar Ust Pa-
leolitik donem konak yerlerinin deniz diizlemlerinin yiik-
selmesiyle batan kiy1 seridi ile birlikte ulagilamaz oldugu
diistintilse de i¢ kesimlerde yapilan yiizey taramalarinda
da s6z konusu dénemi yansitan hi¢bir bulguya rastlanma-
mas1 Bulgaristan’in Balkan daglarinin giineyinde kalan
kisminda oldugu gibi Ust Paleolitik dénem kosullarmin
yerlesmeye uygun olmadigini diigiindiirmektedir. Nitekim
Yarimburgaz Magaras1 ve Karadeniz kis1 seridi boyunca
uzanan fosillesmis kumul tepecikleri tizerindeki buluntu
yerlerinde de Erken Orinyasiyen Doneminden sonra gelen
Paleolitik donem kiiltiirlerinin izlerine rastlanmamustir’.
Buluntularin tipolojisine dayanarak Mezolitik doneme ta-

rihledigimiz Agach kiiltiiriine ait Marmara Bolgesindeki
buluntu yerlerinin sayis1 80°in iizerinde olup hemen hemen
timil kiyr kumullar ile kiy1 taragalart {izerinde konum-
lanmugtir. Her ne kadar buluntu yerlerinin ¢ogu bolgenin
dogusunda ise de Bandirma Ovasi, Gelibolu Yarimadasi
ve Avsa Adasi’nda da benzer buluntu topluluklarina sayi-
ca az da olsa rastlanmistir. Yukarida deginildigi gibi, hig-
birinde kazi yapilmadig: i¢in elimizde kiiltiire ait mutlak
yas belirlemesi bulunmamakta, bu nedenle yorumlarimiz
dogrudan dogruya tipolojiye dayanmak durumunda kal-
maktadir. Bilyiik bir olasilikla Neolitik ciftciler bolgeye
geldiginde Agagli topluluklar bolgede oldugu igin Mar-
mara Bolgesi Mezolitik donem buluntu topluluklar iilke-
miz Akdeniz kiyi seridi iizerindeki Mezolitik kiiltiirlerin-
den daha sonraki bir doneme ait olmalidir. Agacl kiiltiirii
belirgin buluntu topluluklart kiigtik dilgiler, sirtl dilgiler,
silindirik veya prizmatik ¢ekirdekler, mikrokaziyicilar ve
az sayidaki geometrik mikrolitten olusmaktadir'®.
Bolgede Neolitik Yasamin Baslangici

Neolitik ¢iftcilerin Marmara Bolgesi’ne tam olarak ne
zaman gelmeye bagladiklart belli degildir, ancak Barcin
ve Pendik’teki tarihler MO 7. binyilin ilk yarisim goster-
mektedir.

8Paleolitik sonras1 Neolitik 6ncesi buluntularin Epi-Paleolitik mi Mezolitik mi olarak adlandirtlmasi konusunda bir kavram karisiklig1
vardir. Esasen Epi-Paleolitik sézciigii Giiney Levant’ta Ust Paleolitik ’ten Neolitik déneme bir kesinti olmadan siiregelen kiiltiirel siireci
tanimlamak icin kullamlan bir adlamadir. Mezolitik ise basta Avrupa olmak iizere Akdeniz Havzasmin biiyiik bir kismmda Ust Paleo-
litiki izleyen ve Neolitik 6gelerin gelmesiyle sonlanan siireci tanimlayan bir adlamadir. Tiirkiye nin biitiin bat1 kesiminde oldugu gibi
Marmara Bolgesi buluntu topluluklarini bu nedenle Mezolitik adlamasi ile tanimlamay1 yeglemekteyiz.

9 RUNNELS - OZDOGAN 2001.

10 GATSOV - OZDOGAN 1994; OZDOGAN - GATSOV 1998; OZDOGAN 2013a.
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Fig.6: Fikirtepe kazisinda bulunan baliklar.
Fig.6: The fishes recovered during the Fikirtepe Excavation.

In the case of Yarimburgaz, as well as at coastal
dunes, traces of Palaeolithic occupation seems to be
interrupted after Early Aurignacian.’ Nevertheless,
material assemblages typologically assignable to the
Agacli culture have been recovered at over 80 sites,
almost all located on coastal terraces or estuaries. At
present, most of these sites are in the eastern part of
the basin, although there are sites yielding lithic as-
semblages of the Mesolithic tradition also at Bandirma
Plain, Gelibolu Peninsula, and Avsa Island. As has al-
ready been mentioned, due to a lack of excavated sites,
it is not possible to establish a secure chronological
sequence of the Mesolithic communities. We consid-
er them to be later than most others along Mediterra-
nean littoral; at the least, communities of Agacli were
in the region when Neolithic farmers arrived. Small
blades, backed blades, cylindrical or prismatic cores,
micro-scrapers, and a few geometric microliths are
featured in Agacli assemblages.!”
Initial Stages Of Neolithic Culture In The Region

When Neolithic farmers began arriving in the Mar-
mara Region is not clear, however results from Barcin
and Pendik indicate a date by the beginning of the 7
millennium BCE. Nevertheless, it seems very likely
that there were some earlier random scouting groups
wandering in the region. We surmise that the earliest
pottery found at Asagi Pinar and Barcin, along with

9RUNNELS - OZDOGAN 2001.

the naviform-like blade core recovered at Kiiciik Cek-
mece, are from these scouting groups.'" How far north
they wandered is not clear, probably as far as indicat-
ed by the earliest layer at Koprivets, almost up to the
shores of Danube.!”? Whether these scouting groups
had established permanent settlements or whether they
were in tents is also not clear; at Asag1 Pinar we found
only some pottery sherds from that initial stage, but no
construction. Nevertheless, it seems evident that they
must have carried information back to core area, for the
reason that when a massive group of migrant farmers
arrived, they knew where they were going. They very
quickly established several settlements around the Bal-
kans, always choosing the best possible location.
First Permanent Neolithic Settlements

Thanks to the increased number of excavated Neo-
lithic sites, it became possible to differentiate among
Neolithic communities, each identified by the distinct
composition of their Neolithic package. What be-
comes apparent is that the Neolithic farmers arrived to
the shores of the Marmara via two distinct routes, one
following the valley of the Sakarya River and the oth-
er coming through the Aegean littoral.”® It is evident
that both are a consequence of the endemic movement
of Neolithic farmers following the road from the core
area further in the east, probably triggered by informa-
tion the pioneer scouting groups supplied.

10See especially GATSOV - OZDOGAN 1994; OZDOGAN - GATSOV 1998; OZDOGAN 2013a

T AYDINGUN 2013; GERRITSEN et al. 2017; OZDOGAN 2016,
12ELENSKI 2004; NIKOLOVA 2007
130ZDOGAN 2014, 2016, 2017.
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Fig.7: Marmara bolgesindeki biiylik prehistorik yerlesmeler.
Fig.7: Major Prehistoric Sites in the Marmara Region.

Bununla birlikte, daha erken donemde bolgede dolasan
bazi dncii gruplarin olma olasilig1 yiiksektir; Asagi Pinar
ve Barcin yerlesmelerinde bulunan en erken déneme ait
canak ve ¢omleklerin yani sira Kiigiik Cekmece’de bu-
lunan naviform benzeri dilgi g¢ekirdeklerinin bu o6ncii
gruplarina ait olduklarini tahmin ediyoruz'. Bu o6nciile-
rin kuzeyde nereye kadar yayildiklarini bilmiyoruz, ancak
Kuzey Bulgaristan’da Plevne yakinlarindaki Koprivets
kazi yerinin en alt tabakasinm buluntu toplulugu bu ilk
gruplarm en azindan Tuna Havzasma kadar yayilmis ol-
duklarini gostermistir'2. Ancak eldeki veriler bu 6nciilerin
gocer durumda cadirlarda mi yasadiklarini yoksa belirli
yerlerde kalic1 yerlesmeler mi kurdugu ile ilgili kesin bilgi
vermemektedir. Her ne kadar Koprivets’in en alt tabaka-
sinda kuliibe benzeri bir yapi1 kalintis1 varsa da Asagi Pi-
nar’da bu donemi herhangi bir mimari iz ile degil yalnizca
daha sonrakilerden belirgin bir bigimde farklilagan ¢anak
parcalarindan tanimaktayiz.

1 AYDINGUN 2013; GERRITSEN vd. 2017;
OZDOGAN 2016, 2017.
2ELENSKI 2004; NIKOLOVA 2007.
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Nevertheless, both groups were accustomed to vil-
lage life, not only as a modality of socializing, but
also as a way of living, with buildings considered
multifunctional homes, not simply dwellings. Prima-
ry components of the Neolithic package, that is, the
founder crops, basic livestock, technologies related
to pottery, and polished stone tools, are present in
both groups. However, once the Neolithic package is
sorted into its components,'* the differences between
the Neolithic communities become apparent, strong-
ly implying that they came from different regions
of the Neolithic core. Here we shall try to present
the basic features of each, the East as the Marmara
Fikirtepe-Yarimburga cultures, and the West as the
Balkan Early Neolithic cultures (fig.9).

The Neolithic Of Eastern Marmara

From exactly which part of the core area the east-

ern group took to the road is not clear.

14ZDOGAN 2010, 2011.
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Fig.8: Istanbul bolgesindeki biiyiik prehistorik yerlesmeler.

Fig.8: Major Prehistoric Sites in the Region of Istanbul.

Oncii  gruplarm
ardili olan ilk kalict
yerlesmelerin Ege
ve Marmara kiyila-
rindan Balkan Dag-
larina kadar Giiney
Balkanlarin hemen
her yerinde oldukca
kisa bir siire iginde
kurulduklarini, bu
yerlesmelerin  bu-
luntu toplulugunun
hemen hemen ayni
olmasindan  anla-
maktayiz. Daha da
ilging olan1 yeni
kurulan yerlesme-
lerin
hepsinin o bolgede min ana bolgeleri.
insan yasami igin
en uygun noktayi
segmis  olmasidir,
bunlar bize ilk 6ncii gruplarin ¢ikmig olduklart ¢ekirdek
bolgeyle iliskilerini kesmediklerini gesitli nedenlerle git-
mis olduklar1 “dis bolgelerin gekiciligi” ile ilgili bilgiyi
aktardiklar1 ve bunu ¢ekirdek bélgeden bir “gd¢ diirtiisii”
olusturdugunu diistinebiliriz. Aksi takdirde ellerinde gii-
venilir bilgi olmadan higbir topluluk baska bir bolgeye
bu kadar hizli giderek yerlesmez.

Neolitik Donemin En Eski Yerlesmeleri

Neolitik donemle ilgili aragtirmalarin ¢ogalmasiyla
elde edilen bilgiler bu yerlesmelerdeki Neolitik paket-
lerin ayrintilandirilmasini saglayacak duruma getirmis-

lithic in the Marmara region.

BOZDOGAN 2014, 2016, 2017.
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neredeyse Fig. 9: Marmara bélgesinde Neolitik Dénemin baslarinda kiiltiirel etkilesi-

Fig. 9: Major cultural interaction zones during the initials stages of the Neo-

tir. Onceleri Neolitik
kiilttirleri tarima ali-
nan bitki, evcillesmis
hayvan, ¢anak ¢Oom-
lek ve siirtme tas alet
teknolojileri ile ta-
nimlarken artik top-
luluklar1 birbirinden
farklilagtiran ogeleri
de ayristirarak ta-
nimlayabilmekteyiz.
Buna gore Marmara
Bolgesinde ana ¢iz-
gileriyle iki farkli
Neolitik paketin var
oldugunu ve dola-
yisiyla bu bolgeye
gelen iki farkli top-
luluktan s6z edebil-
mekteyiz. Bunlarin
biri Orta Anadolu,
Goller Bolgesi ve
Sakarya Vadisini izleyerek Dogu Marmara’ya gelen
Neolitik paket; digeri ise Ege kiyilar1 boyunca kuzeye
dogru yayilarak ¢ikan farkli bir neolitik paketi getiren
harekettir’?.

Yukarida degindigimiz doguya ve batiya hareket
eden her iki grupta da Neolitik taniminin temel 6gele-
rini yani temel tarim bitkileri, evcil ¢iftlik hayvanlari,
canak ¢omlek yapimi teknolojileri, siirtme tas aletleri
ve kdy yasantisini gormekteyiz. Bu dgeler ¢ok genis
bir alan1 kaplayan Neolitik ¢cekirdek bdlgesinin her ye-
rinde goriilen ortak paydaslardir.
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However, by looking at the components of their
cultural assemblage, they must have left the eastern
core before the end of PPNB, crossing over Central
Anatolia, and must have stopped for some time in the
Lakes District before continuing northwards along the
tectonic valley of the Sakarya River."” The trajectory
followed by this movement, from Kurucay onwards
before reaching Ilipinar, Bar¢in, and Aktopraklik in
Southeastern Marmara, is apparent from several sites
recovered along the route, revealing typical assembla-
ges akin to Fikirtepe.'® After crossing the Iznik basin,
encountering communities of the Mesolithic Agacli,
they seem to have terminated their migration without
moving into Thrace. All of the settlements in the Iz-
nik-Bursa region reflect the typical Anatolian village
style of rectangular houses, best known from Ilipi-
nar and Aktopraklik.”” The material assemblage of

Buna karsilik ¢ekirdek bdlgenin farkli kesimlerinde o
bolgelere 6zgii farkli aletlerin, takilarin ve hatta sembol-
lerin gelistigini bilmekteyiz. Marmara Bolgesine dogu-
dan ve batidan gelen iki kolu bu agidan inceledigimizde
bunlarin cekirdek bolgenin farkli yorelerinden ¢iktik-
larin1 ve birbirinden farkli yollar izleyerek bu bolgeye
geldiklerini kesin olarak soyleyebilecek durumdayiz'.
Bu iki gruptan dogudakini Fikirtepe-Yarimburgaz, ba-
tidakini ise Balkanlarda Ilk Neolitik Dénem kiiltiirleri
olarak adlandirip baglica 6zelliklerini ayr1 ayri tanitma-
ya c¢alisacagiz (Fig. 9).

Dogju Marmara'da Fikirtepe-Yarimburgaz Buluntu Topluluklan

Her ne kadar bu grubun dogudaki ¢ekirdek bolgenin
neresinden yola ¢iktigini tam olarak bilemiyorsak da ha-
len yerlesim i¢i 61ii gdmme gelenegini siirdlirmiis olmasi
grubun Canak Comleksiz Neolitik Donemin bitiminden
once g¢ekirdek bolgeden ayrilmis oldugunu diisiindiir-
mektedir. Buluntu toplulugunu olusturan dgeler ve I¢
Bat1 Anadolu’da yapilan yiizey arastirmalari bu grubun
olasilikla Orta Anadolu’dan hizla gegtikten sonra Goller
Bolgesinin kuzeyine geldigini ve buradan kuzeye dogru
Porsuk, Sakarya Vadilerini izleyerek yukari ¢iktigini'®
gostermekte, bunlar giineyde Kurugay, Demircihdyiik,
Barcin, Ilipiar ve Aktopraklik gibi buluntu yerlerinden
izlenebilmektedir'S.

Giineyden gelen grup Agacli topluluklar ile kaynas-
tiktan sonra daha fazla ilerlemeyerek Catalca hattinin

14()ZDOGAN 2010, 2011.

" Dogu’daki merkez bolgeden Bati Avrupa’ya kadar olan Neolitik
yayilim veya basit ¢iftcilerin endemik hareketi ‘gd¢ momentumu’ y&n-
temleriyle aciklanabilir; bu baglamda bk. OZDOGAN 2008; ROWLEY-

CONWY 2011.
'*EFE 2000, 2005; FRENCH 1967; MELLAART 1955.
7 KARUL 2017; ROODENBERG 2008.
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this group has some significant features that are very
different from the other migrant group of farmers co-
ming through the Aegean, which will be elaborated
later. The pottery of the group is mostly of pale brow-
nish coloured hole-mouth jars and juglets, featured by
heavy lugs; decoration is mostly confined to four-fo-
oted rectangular vessels, exclusively by light incision
depicting simple geometric patterns (fig.10,11). They
have a very elaborate lithic assemblage, characterised
by bullet cores, pressure flaking, and small blades.
Polished stone tools, though present, are not nume-
rous; likewise clay figurines are also conspicuously
very few. All of the sites have intramural burials and
also cemeteries nearby. As clearly evidenced at Ilip1-
nar, they sustained their traditional means of subsis-
tence, being rather reluctant to add aquatic, marine, or
hunted species to their diet.

Otesine gecmemis, Dogu Marmara kiyilarinda kal-
mistir. Bu grubun Marmara Bolgesine gelip Agagh
kiiltiiriiyle kaynasmazdan 6nce Marmara Denizinin
giiney kesiminde Iznik Inegél Bursa Havzasinda kur-
mus olduklar1 Ilipinar, Bar¢in, Mentese ve Aktoprak-
lik yerlesmelerindeki biitiin yapilar ¢ekirdek bolgede
oldugu gibi Anadolu Neolitik mimari gelenegini yan-
sitan'” dortgen planlidir. Bu grubun batidakinden be-
lirgin farklar arasinda donuk koyu yiizlii ganak ¢om-
legi, ozellikle biiyiik tutamaklar ile dikkati ¢eken
genis agizli ve diiz dipli ¢dmlekleri, uzun gévdeli dar
agizli kaplarinin yani sina tizeri geometrik kesme ve
oyma bezemeli, koseli ayaklar lizerinde yiikseltilmis
“kiilt masas1” olarak da adlandirilan koseli kaplarim
da sayabiliriz. (Fig. 10,11). Bu kiiltiir 6zellikle mer-
mi bi¢imli ¢ekirdekleri, baski yontemiyle ¢ikartilmig
ince dilgileri ve cesitli aletlerle taninan ¢ok zengin
yontmatag gelenegine sahiptir. Buna karsilik Neolitik
paketin 6nemli dgeleri arasinda sayilan yassi baltalar
ve kil heykelcikler say1 ve ¢esit bakimindan oldukca
azdir. Yapilarin taban altlarinda gémiiler ve yerles-
menin hemen yakin ¢evresinde de mezarliklar var-
dir. En acik olarak Ilipmar’da izlendigi iizere gelen
toplulugun beslenmesi genelde tarim ve hayvanciliga
dayali olup buna karsilik bulunduklar ortamin zengin
su lirinlerinden ve av hayvanlarindan az yararlanmis-
lardur.

3 Neolithic dispersal, or the endemic movement of simple
farmers beginning from the core area in the East all the way
to Western Europe, can only be explained by modalities of
‘momentum to migrate,’ in this respect see OZDOGAN 2008;
ROWLEY-CONWY 2011.

1 EFE 2000, 2005; FRENCH 1967; MELLAART 1955.
"KARUL 2017; ROODENBERG 2008
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Tam olarak zamani ve nasil oldugunu bilemiyorsak
da Anadolu’dan gelen iftcilerin kuzeyde Istanbul ¢ev-
resinde yogun bir sekilde varligini siirdiiren Mezolitik
gelenekli Agacli topluluklarinin yeni gelenlerle bariggil
bir sekilde kaynastigi, kendilerinde olmayan evcil hay-
van, tarim bitkileri, canak ¢dmlek teknolojisi gibi dgeleri
alarak ve bir anlamda akiiltlirasyon dénemini gegirdikleri
Pendik, Fikirtepe, Yenikap1 gibi yerlesmelerinde yapilan
kazilardan anlagilmaktadir. Bu evreye ait yerlesimlerin
yer secimi de ilgingtir. Sahil teraslarmnda kurulan Pen-
dik, I¢ Erenkdy, Ayamama ve Tuzla, ya da Fikirtepe gibi
wrmak agizlarindaki dalgali sirtlar bunlar arasinda 6rnek
sayilabilir. Yapilan kazilar Fikirtepe kiiltiirii olarak ta-
nimladigimiz bu kiiltiiriin geleneksel aveilik, balikeilik,
yumusake¢a toplayiciliginin yani sira yeni gelenlerden
tarim ve hayvanciligi da alarak karma bir yasam bigimi
stirdiirdiiglinii gostermektedir. Su {irlinlerine olan bagim-
liligin ¢ok giiclii oldugunu ve o déonemde deniz kiyisinin
bugilinkiit Marmara’nin 20 metre altinda oldugunu goz
oniine alirsak Yenikapi gibi hemen sahilde, akarsu agi-
zindaki deltalarda kurulmus yerlesimlerin sayica fazla
olmasi gerektigini sdyleyebiliriz (Fig. 5).

Akiiltiirasyon gegiren Agagli grubunun tarimcilardan
aldiklart 6gelerin yani sira kendi 6zgiin kiiltiirlerini de
stirdiirdiiklerini yerlesimdeki yapilarin Anadolu gele-
negindeki gibi dortgen planh degil; Mezolitik dénemin
dallardan oriilmiis yuvarlak ve sdbe bi¢imli yar1 gomiik
kuliibelerinden bilmekteyiz. Bu doneme ait en genis ka-
zilmig olan ve 50’nin {istiinde kuliibenin ortaya ¢ikaril-
dig1 yer olan Pendik’te yerlesmenin bir ucunda Ilipinar
mimarisini animsatan dikddrtgen bir yap1 bulunmasi hay-
li ilgi ¢ekicidir'®. Buluntu toplulugunun ogeleri arasinda
yukarida degindigimiz Ilipmar gibi yerlesmelere 6zgii
mermi ¢ekirdegi, baski yontemi ile yongalama, yerlesme
ici gobmii geleneginin varligindan da bahsedebiliriz. Yeni-
kap1’da, Anadolu tipi mezarlarin yam sira Anadolu’dan
tanimadigimiz 6li yakma/ kremasyon gdmiitlerin goriil-
mesi iki ayr kiiltiirden gelen insanlarin aym yerlesimde
uyum i¢inde yasayabildigini gostermektedir.

Marmara kiyisindaki yerlesimlerde olta ucu gibi balik-
¢1 aletlerinin biiyiik boyutlarda olmasi ve 6zellikle Fikir-
tepe ve Pendik’te avlanmis olan azman olarak tanimlaya-
bilecegimiz iri baliklar' varligi, s1g sularda yumusakga
toplamanin yani sira agik deniz balik¢ilig1 yapildigini da
gostermektedir. (Fig. 6,12).

Anadolu’dan gelen 6zgiin toplulugun yerlestigi bolge-
nin kiiltiirel yapisi ile Agagh geleneginin akiiltiirasyon ya
da uyum déneminden gegmesiyle olusan Istanbul cevresi
yerlesimleri arasindaki yukarida degindigimiz fark Fikir-
8OZDOGAN 2014b, 2017. )
BOESSNECK-VON DER DRIESH 1979; ROHRS-HERRE 1961.

2 OZDOGAN 2013a.
2 OZDOGAN vd. 1991.

tepe kiiltiiriiniin Klasik olarak adlandirdigimiz evresinin
sonlarinda ve 6zellikle Yarimburgaz 4-2 evreleriyle gide-
rek ortadan kalkmis, ve Toptepe evresinde bolgede tam
anlamiyla kiltiirel bir butiinliik saglanmistir®® (Fig. 13-
15). Marmara Bolgesinde kiiltiirel biitlinliigiin olustugu
Toptepe adim verdigimiz evreyi MO 5200 yillarindan
itibaren gormekteyiz*'.

Agacli grubunun eski sinirmi olusturan Bilyiik Cek-
mece hattinin Fikirtepe ve Yarimburgaz kiiltlir evreleri
boyunca da bir kiiltiirel sinir olma 6zelligini siirdiirmesi
cok ilgingtir. Tabi ki aragtirma projemizi planlarken bul-
may1 disliindiiglimiiz sey bu degildi; beklentimiz daha
once de belirttigimiz gibi projemizin baslangi¢ evresin-
de Fikirtepe'nin Bulgaristan’dakilerle olan baglarini or-
taya cikarmakti. Ancak Istanbul gevresinde yaptigimiz
kazilarda ne bu hattin batisindaki Trakya’da ve 6zellikle
Asag1 Pmar’da Fikirtepe veya Yarimburgaz tipinde, ne
de Karanovo-Starcevo-Sesklo grubu olarak bilinen Bal-
kan canak ¢omleginden tek bir parcaya bile rastlamamis
olmak hi¢ beklemedigimiz ve uzun siire kabullenmekte
zorlandigimiz bir sonugtu. Yukarida degindigimiz gibi
Toptepe evresiyle yapay smir ortadan kalkmis ve Mar-
mara Denizi ¢evresinde benzer bir kiiltiirel olusum ortaya
cikmustt. Agaclh ve Fikirtepe kiiltiirlerinden tanidigimiz
su uriinlerine ve 6zellikle yumusakgalara dayali beslen-
menin daha sonraki evrelerde de agirlikli olarak devam
ettigini Yarimburgaz ve Toptepe’deki ¢ok sayida atik
yumusak¢a kabugundan anlamaktayiz*?. Gortldigi gibi
Neolitik yasam bi¢iminin yayilmasi ve yerlesmesi siire-
cin beklentimizden farkli olarak ¢ok daha karmasik ve
cok yonlii oldugunu sdylememize neden olmaktadir.

Bati Marmara Neolitigi

Ugurlu ve Hoca Cesme kazilarindan tanidigimiz Bati
Marmara ¢iftci grubu da ilk olarak dncii gruplarin izlerini
stirerek Avrupa topraklarina gegmis ve biiyiik bir olasilik-
la bu gegisleri dogudakilerle ayn1 zamana rastlamistir. Bu
ciftcilerin beraberlerinde getirdikleri Neolitik paket dik-
kat ¢ekici bir sekilde Dogu Marmara’ninkinden farklidir.
Cukuri¢i Hoyiik ve Ulucak gibi yerlesmelerden bilindigi
gibi daha ¢ok Izmir bolgesindekine benzemektedir. An-
cak, benzerliklere karsin Hoca Cesme’de® bulunanlar
[zmir yerlesmelerindekilere gore de bazi belirgin farklara
sahiptir. Ornegin en erken déneme ait mimari kalmtilar
yuvarlaktir, mermi bi¢imli ¢ekirdek teknolojisinin yok-
lugu ve deniz iirinlerine asir1 bagimliligryla genis ol¢tide
Kibris’takileri animsatmaktadir (Fig. 17-21). Bu ayni za-
manda Trakya’dan gelen bazi gruplarin kiy1 boyunca ka-
radan degil dogrudan deniz yoluyla gelmis olabilecekleri
olasiligini da ortaya ¢ikartmaktadir®.

2MERIC vd. 1988; MERIC-ALGAN 2007; O0ZDOGAN-KOYUNLU 1986

2 (0ZDOGAN 1998, 2013a

2 Artik Neolitik topluluklarin yayilmasinda deniz rotasinin daha énce diisiiniilenden ¢ok daha &nemli bir rol oynadig1 anlagilmistir; bu

konuyla ilgili bk. OZDOGAN 2013b, 2016; PERLES 2005.
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It is not exactly clear when and how it happened, but
the Mesolithic Agacli communities peacefully adapted
and merged with the migrant farmers, establishing sev-
eral villages on both sides of the Bosporus, such as Pen-
dik, I¢ Erenkdy, Ayamama, and Tuzla on coastal terrac-
es, or on undulating areas over estuaries, as at Fikirtepe.
Considering the fact that these communities were still
fishers, there must have been several settlements like
Yenikap1 directly on the coast or on deltaic formations
that were submerged by the rise of sea level. Here it is
worth noting that when the Neolithic farmers arrived, the
level of the Marmara was still some 20 m. lower than it
is today (Fig. 5). What is of special interest is the con-
sequential socio-economic model that emerged from the
cultural adaptation of the Agacl groups. The settlements
of this group consist of round and/or ovoid huts of wattle
and daub, some with semi-sunken floors, as exposed at
Fikirtepe and at Yenikapi. It is of interest that at Pendik,
the most extensively excavated site of this group where
over 50 round wattle and daub huts have been exposed,
there is at one end of the settlement a rectangular building
highly reminiscent of Ilipinar architecture.'® On the other
hand, the pottery, polished and ground stone artefacts,
and the lithic assemblage, including bullet cores and the
employment of pressure flaking, are identical to those
of the Ilipinar group. Likewise, there are burials within
the settlement area, mostly below the floors. However,
at Yenikapi, together with simple inhumations, there are
also cremated burials, which are not in the Anatolian tra-
dition. It is of significance to note that the acculturated
Agacl groups developed a new, mixed model of subsis-
tence. Although they had domestic animals and founder
crops, a major part of the subsistence was still based on
hunting, fishing, and mollusc collecting. The presence of
rather big fish" and large fishing tools indicate that open
sea fishing was taking place, along with the collection
of molluscs in shallow waters (Fig. 6,12). This all leads
us to conclude that the Agacl group merged peaceful-
ly with the migrant farmers. While continuing to live in
their traditional huts and practice their traditional buri-
al customs, they developed a mixed subsistence pattern
based on farmstead, hunting, fishing, and mollusc col-
lecting. They adapted commodities and technologies that
they did not have previously, like pottery, lithics, etc.,
without making any modifications. Differences between
authentic farmers on the Anatolian side and acculturated
Agacli communities gradually diminished through the

18OZDOGAN 2014b, 2017.

1" BOESSNECK-VON DER DRIESH 1979; ROHRS-HERRE 1961.

2 These have been extensively described in OZDOGAN 2013a.
2OZDOGAN et al 1991.
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cultural stages of Classic Fikirtepe, Transition, Yarim-
burgaz 4, Yarimburgaz 3-2 and Toptepe (Fig. 13-15).%
It is only at the turn of the 6™ millennium to the 5" that a
uniform entity developed along the northern and eastern
coasts of the Marmara, the so-called Toptepe culture.*!

What is of importance is that the old geographic bound-
ary of the Agach group, separating the Istanbul region
from the rest of Thrace and passing through Biiyiik Cek-
mece Lagoon, was sustained up to the end of the Yarim-
burgaz 2 period, c. 5100 BCE, as a strict political border.
This of course was not what we were expecting to find
when we devised our research project. We anticipated at
the initial stage of our project, as noted previously, that
we would find connections between the Fikirtepe culture
and those of Bulgaria. However, we were truly startled
not to find one sherd of Fikirtepe or Yarimburgaz type to
the west of this line, anywhere in Thrace and particularly
at Asag1 Pinar; none of the Thracian pottery of the so-
called Karanovo-Starcevo-Sesklo group found its way
into Istanbul region. This boundary seems to disappear
only by the Toptepe stage, after the end of Yarimburgaz
2,c¢. 5100 BCE. It is also of interest to note that con-
sumption of marine sources was sustained through the
Yarimburgaz and Toptepe cultural stages, as evidenced
by shell middens recovered at the site of Toptepe itself.
Likewise, there was a considerable accumulation of dis-
carded shells at Yarimburgaz between Layers 4 and 3.2
This all leads to the conclusion that the process of neo-
lithization was far more complex and multifarious than
we ever anticipated.
The Neolithic Of Western Marmara

Simultaneous to the developments taking place on the
eastern side of the Marmara basin, and likely guided by
the scouting pioneers, the first group of farmers arrived
on European soil at around 6600 BCE following the Ae-
gean coast, as documented by the excavations at Ugurlu
and at Hoca Cesme. The Neolithic package these farm-
ers brought with them is notably different from that of
the Eastern Marmara, being very similar to those of the
[zmir region, as seen at sites such as Cukuri¢i Hoyiik
and Ulucak. However, in spite of the similarities, what
has been recovered at Hoca Cesme® also bears some
specific differences from that of the Izmir sites, such as
the architectural remains of the earliest layer being round
and highly reminiscent of those in Cyprus, in addition to
the absence of bullet core technology and the extensive
dependence on marine sources (Fig. 17-21).

2MERIC et al 1988h; MERIC-ALGAN 2007; OZDOGAN-KOYUNLU 1986

23 0ZDOGAN 1998, 2013a
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Fig.10: Fikirtepe ¢anak ¢omlegindeki tipolojik gelisim.
Fig.10: Typological development of Fikirtepe Pottery.

Fig.11: Cizgi bezekli dikdortgen Fikirtepe kaplarindan biri.

Fig.11: An rectangular vessel with incised decoration from
Fikirtepe.

Fig.12: Fikirtepe kiiltiiriine ait balik¢ilik aletleri.
Fig.12: Fishing tools of Fikirtepe Culture.
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Thus, it seems justifiable to suggest that
migrating farmers came to Thrace by seafa-
ring and not by following the land route along
the coast.** Our work at Asagi Pmar® indica-
tes that the dispersal of Neolithic farmers after
reaching Thrace was very rapid. It seems as if
the region was devoid of Mesolithic commu-
nities, thus unlike the situation in the Eastern
Marmara, they kept moving without encoun-
tering Mesolithic groups. In a relatively short
span of time, migrant farmers dispersed to
almost all of eastern Balkans up to the Danu-
be basin, establishing numerous small settle-
ments. In spite of the homogeneity in the ma-
terial assemblages, the Early Neolithic culture
of Eastern Balkans are known under different
names, such as Karanovo-Kremikovci-Gra-
desnitsa-Starcevo-Koros,mostly derived from
stylistic differences in painted decoration.
Here we prefer to call them “Balkan Early
Neolithic cultures”.

Balkan Early Neolithic cultures are chara-
cterized by rectangular wooden-post structu-
res, with red-coated floorings in earlier layers.
Among the features that are most distinctive
from the Eastern Marmara Neolithic is the
absence of burials, either in or around the
settlements. In spite of hundreds of burials
recovered from Fikirtepe-Yarimburgaz sett-
lements all over the Balkans, from hundreds
of excavated sites, the total number of buri-
als recovered is only about 30. The pottery
of Balkan Early Neolithic is characterised by
white-on-red painted pottery, depicting either
geometric patterns or spiral designs on open
plates, and tulip-shaped goblets with tubular
lugs and raised ring-bases. Interestingly, they
do have rectangular vessels with incised de-
coration as well, but while those of Fikirtepe
group are rectangular in shape, those of the
Balkans are triangular. Contrary to the Eas-
tern Marmara group, there is an extensive
presence of clay figurines and polished stone
tools in the assemblage. Likewise, the lithic
industry also differs from the Eastern Mar-
mara group with the absence of pressure fla-
king, bullet cores and micro blades; instead
it is characterized by big, backed blades, the
so-called Karanovo blades.

241t is now understood that in the dispersal of Neolith-
ic communities, the sea route had played a far more
important role than ever envisaged; in this respect.
see especially OZDOGAN 2013b, OZDOGAN 2016;
PERLES 2005.

BERES etal 2015; OZDOGAN 2013a.
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Fig.13: Yarimburgaz IV ¢anak ¢omlegi.
Fig.13: Yarimburgaz Layer 4 pottery.

Fig.14: Yarimburgaz III ¢canak ¢omlegi.
Fig.14: Yarimburgaz Layer 3 Pottery.

Fig.15: Yarimburgaz IV kabi.
Fig.15: Yarimburgaz Layer 4, vessel.
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Asagi Pmar’daki® ¢aligmalarimiz bolgede
Mezolitik topluluklarin bulunmamasi nedeniyle
Neolitik ciftcilerin yayilimmin Trakya’ya gel-
dikten sonra ¢ok hizli oldugunu gdstermistir.
Gogle gelen cifteilerin bazilar1 Trakya’y1 gegip
cok kisa bir siire i¢erisinde Tuna Nehri havzasina
kadar Dogu Balkanlarin hemen hemen tiimiine
yayilarak ¢ok sayida kiiciik yerlesme kurdukla-
rin1 gostermektedir. Balkanlara yayilan bu kiil-
tiirlin buluntu toplulugu hemen hemen bolgenin
timiinde ayni Ozellikleri tagimaktaysa da boya
bezemeli ¢anak ¢omlegin tizerindeki bezeklerin
farklilagmasina gore yerel olarak Karanovo-Kre-
mikovci-Gradesnitsa-Starcevo-Kords gibi biraz
da zorlama olarak farkl1 adlarla anilmaktadir, biz
bunlar1 burada genel olarak Balkan {1k Neolitik
kiiltiirleri olarak tanimlamaktay1z.

Donemin ilk evrelerindeki tasiyici sistemleri
ahsap direklerden olusan dortgen planl yapilarin
tabanlarinda kirmizi as1 boyasi kaplama gortiliir.
Dogu Marmara Neolitigine gore en ayirt edici
ozellik, yerlesmelerde ve yerlesmelerin cevre-
sinde gomiitlerin olmamasidir. Fikirtepe-Ya-
rnimburgaz yerlesmelerinden yiizlerce gomiit
¢ikarilmasina karsin, tiim Balkanlarda kazilan
yerlesmelerden ¢ikarilan gomiit sayist yakla-
stk otuzdur. Balkan ilk Neolitik canak ¢cémlegi
kirmizi iizerine beyaz renkte ¢ogu geometrik ve
ender olarak sarmallardan olusan boya bezeme-
leriyle Dogu Marmara’dan tiimiiyle farkli 6zel-
likler sergiler. Ayn1 zamanda yine Dogu Mar-
mara’dan farkli olarak kaplarin iizerinde biiyiik
yass1 tutamaklarin yerini tlip bicimli tutamaklar
almig; diiz dipli kaplar yerini kab1 yerden yiiksel-
ten kiiciik kaidelere birakmistir. En 6zgiin kap bi-
¢imlerin arasinda “lale bigimli” olarak adlandiri-
lan uzun gévdeli, olasi icki kaplarimi sayabiliriz.
Dogu Marmara’da dortgen bigimli gordiiglimiiz
hemen hemen tiimi ¢izi ya da kesme bezemeli
ayakl kiilt masas1 olarak adlandirilan kaplar ise
Bati Marmara grubunda da olduk¢a yaygindir;
ancak buradakilerin tiimii dortgen degil iicgen
bigimlidir. Yine buluntu toplulugunun farkl bir
oOzelligi yassi balta ve kil heykelciklerin sayisal
coklugudur. Buna karsilik batida yontmatas alet
say1 ve ¢esidi doguya gore ¢ok az olmanin Ote-
sinde doguda alet yapiminin belirleyici 6zelligi
olan baski yontemi ve mermi bigimli ¢ekirdekle-
rin yerini batida Karanovo dilgileri olarak anilan
biiyiik sirth dilgiler almigtir.

3 ERES vd. 2015; OZDOGAN 2013a.
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Fig.16: Yarimburgaz V kiyisal Neolitik kiiltiiriine 6zgii
baski bezekli ganak ¢omlek parcalart .

Fig.16: Yarimburgaz Layer 5 impressed pottery typical
for coastal Neolithic cultures.

Fig.18: Hoca Cesme, yumusakgcalarin saklanmast igin kil
kapl1 Neolitik gukur.
Fig.18: Hoca Cesme, another clay lined Neolithic pit for
conserving molluscs.

Fig.20: Hoca Cesme, en alt Neolitik katmanda
ninda ustura midyesi tiirii yumusakgalar.
Fig.20: Hoca Cesme, solens on a house floor in basal
Neolithic Layer.
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Fig.17: Hoca Cegme, yumusakgalarin saklanmasi igin kil
kapli Neolitik cukur ve in situ ¢gomlek.

Fig. 17: Hoca Cesme, clay lined Neolithic pit for conser-
ving molluscs, with a jar in situ.

Fig.19: Hoca Cesme, in situ bulunmus kabuklarla dolu
kirmiz astarli Neolitik yarim kap.

Fig.19: Hoca Cesme half of a Red Slipped Neolithic ves-
sel found in situ filled with shells.

Fig.21: Toptepe deniz kabugu atiklari.
Fig.21: A shell midden from Toptepe.

Fig.22: I¢ Trakya’da yer alan
Asag1 Pinar’da Spondylus (di-
kenli bir midye tiiril) bilezik
pargalari.

Fig.22: Bracelet fragments of
Spondylus shell found at Asag:
Pmar located in inner Thrace.



Simdiye kadar bu kiiltiiriin izlerine Marmara kiyila-
rinda herhangi bir yerlesimde rastlanmadigi igin kiyiy
kullanip kullanmadiklarim bilemiyoruz; ancak bir ola-
silik bu donem yerlesimleri deniz seviyesinin altinda
oldugundan sular altinda kalmig olabilirler. Buna kar-
sin, hem Hoca Cesme’de hem de karasal yerlesme olan
Asag1 Pinar’da oldugu gibi sadece yiyecek olarak degil,
ayni zamanda siis esyalarinin yapiminda da ¢cok miktarda
yumusakea tiiketimi vardir; bunlarin arasinda ozellikle
Spondylus tipi olasilikla olduk¢a uzaktan, Adriyatik’ten
gelen kabuklarin varlig1 dikkat cekmektedir (Fig. 22).

Dogu Trakya’da izledigimiz
kadariyla Dogu Balkanlarin
Neolitik kiiltiiriinin MO 4900
yillarinda  doguya Istanbul’a
dogru yayilarak Fikirtepe kiil-
tiir bolgesi ile biitlinlestigi an- |
lagilmaktadir. Yaklasik olarak #
MO  4900-4700 yillarindan §
sonra Balkan kiiltiir bolgesinin
belirgin bir bicimde ayristigl,
Istranca Daglarmin kuzey ile

glineyi ayiran bir kiiltirel smir Fig.23: Manastir Mevkii, Avsa Adasi, batik prehisto-

durumuna geldigi goriilmekte- rik yerlesmenin yeri.

TINA

Caligmamiza basladigimiz zamandan beri Marmara
Neolitiginin tablosu 6nemli dlgiide degisime ugramis,
sormus oldugumuz sorular artik gecerliligini yitirmis ve
daha fazla bilgiye erismis oldugumuzdan daha once dii-
stinmedigimiz yeni aragtirma sorulari sormak gerekmek-
tedir. Bunlarin arasinda bdlgenin kiiltiirel stirecini dogru
olarak anlamak i¢in karmasik ve ¢ok girdili olan dogal
cevre ortaminin iyi bir sekilde arastirilmasi ve belgelen-
mesi gerekir.

Yukarida deginmis oldugumuz sekilde bir i¢ denizler
zincirinin parcasi olan Marmara Denizi’nin jeomorfolo-
jik siireci ¢ok karmagiktir , bu
karigikligin da Gtesinde kiiltiir
tarihi ile ilgili kismen veri ek-
= _sikligi kismen kuramsal yak-
lagimlarin  getirdigi  karmaga
sebebiyle bolgenin anlasilmasi
daha da giiclesmistir. Bu bag-
@ lamda en kritik tartigma konula-
w rindan biri Istanbul Bogazi’'nin
ilk ne zaman agildigini ve ilk su
gecisinin hangi yonde oldugu

sorusudur?.

Projemizin  baslangicin-

dir. Bu siireci izleyen donem- Fig.23: Manastir Mevkii, Avsa Island, the location of dan beri tartigilan sorunlarin

lerde gerek Trakya’da gerekse the submerged prehistoric settlement.

Marmara’nin diger kesimlerin-

deki yerlesimlerin deniz ile ilgili iligkileri hakkinda bir
bilgimiz yoktur.

BITIRIRKEN: BOLGENIN YANIT BEKLEYEN SORUNSALLARI

Bu yazi Neolitik yasam bi¢iminin Anadolu’dan Avru-
pa’ya aktarilmasinda Marmara havzasinin 6nemini vur-
gulamak {izere hazirlanmigtir. Bu baglamda Tiirkiye nin
bat1 ve kuzeybatisi Neolitik yasamin doguda ilksel ¢ekir-
dek bolgenin disinda gelisen “ceper”ini olusturmaktadir.
Neolitik yasamin kismen gog, kismen bilgi ve teknoloji
aktarimi ile yayildigi bolgeler ilk baglarda “tagra” 6zel-
ligi tagimus, kisa bir siire sonra daha ileriye Avrupa’ya
giden Neolitik kiiltiirler i¢in “yeni ¢ekirdek” olma 6zel-
ligini kazanmistir. Zaten Neolitik yasam bigiminin Mar-
mara’ya gelmezden 3 bin yil 6nce doguda olustugunu,
Giineydogu Anadolu-Kuzey Suriye ve Irak’ta yapilan
kazilardan bilmekteydik.

Bu yazida ornekledigimiz gibi Neolitik kiiltiirlerin
yayilmasi hem karadan hem de denizden farkli yollari
izleyerek gerceklesmis, her grupla birlikte yolculuk ya-
pan Neolitik paketin bilesimi ve/veya igerigi digerlerin-
kinden farklilagmistir. Biiyilik bir olasilikla bu durumun
belirleyicileri arasinda hangi goce hangi ustanin katilmig
oldugunun da etkili oldugudur.

birgogunun ancak sularin
altinda kalan paleo kiy1 se-
ritlerinin sistematik ylizey arastirmasiyla ¢dztiimlene-
bilecegini vurgulamakta yarar gérmekteyiz?’. Yenikapi
kazilar1 deniz arkeolojisinin gerekliligine ¢ok basarili
bir 6rnek olusturmus, bu ¢aligma sayesinde sadece ar-
keolojiyi ilgilendiren 6nemli yeni veri ve malzemeler
ortaya ¢ikmakla kalmamis, ¢ok gerek duydugumuz
kiiltiirel verileri dogal ¢evre kosullarinin degisim sii-
reciyle eslestirebilme olanagi da saglanmistir ve bdy-
lelikle ortaya bolgenin jeokiiltiirel zaman dizini kurgu-
lanabilmistir®. Benzer bir durum her ne kadar Neolitik
donemin sonrasina tarihlenmekteyse de gecen yil Is-
tanbul Besiktas’ta yapilan kazilarda ortaya ¢ikartilmig
giiniimiiz deniz seviyesi ve kismen altinda bulunmusg
olan mezarlik alanidir. Besiktag buluntulari, daha dnce
Avsa Adast Manastir Mevkiinde?” denizin 10 metre
altinda kalmig olan Troya II dénemi mezarligi ile bir-
likte ele alinarak degerlendirildiginde, bolgede MO 3.
binyilin baglarinda kiy1 topografyasin1 6nemli Sl¢lide
degistirecek kadar giiclii bir tektonik hareketin oldu-
gunu gostermektedir (Fig. 23). Bu durum bir kez daha
su altinda yapilacak disiplinler aras1 ylizey taramasi ve
kazi galigmalarinin gerekliligini ve ¢aligmalarin ne ka-
dar 6nemli sonuglar ortaya ¢ikacagini gostermektedir.

*Bu baglamda Nuh Tufani’n1 akla getiren, Ryan’in ileri siirdiigii felaketlere yol agan ani tagkin kurgusu bir siire heyecan yarattiktan
sonra giderek giindemden kalkmustir. Yine de Marmara ile Karadeniz arasindaki su degisiminin verileri, yeri ve ilk yonii konusunda
halen belirgin goriis farkliliklar1 bulunmaktadir; AKSU 2002; CHEPALY GA 2007; CAGATAY-GORUR 2000; GOKASAN-DEMIR-
BAG 1997; SHILIK 1997; RYAN vd.2004.

270ZDOGAN 1997a; OZDOGAN — YALCIN 2017.

2 ALGAN vd. 2002, 2010,2013.

»GUNSENIN 2001; 0ZDOGAN 2003, 2007, 2011b.
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Denizcilik Arkeolojisi Dergisi

Whether this group came down to the shores of the
Marmara is not clear, until now no site of this culture
has been recorded in the Marmara littoral; however, the
sites might all be submerged. Nevertheless, as is the case
with Hoca Cesme, even in an inland site such as Asagi
Pmar a high consumption of molluscs is in evidence,
not only as food but also for the making of ornaments.
For the ornaments, a special preference for Spondylus
type of shells can be noted, possibly coming all the way
from the Adriatic (Fig. 22).

The Neolithic cultural sphere of the Eastern Balkans
developed as a uniform entity until about 4900 BCE.
Only then, as we have previously noted, during the Top-
tepe cultural stage, the cultural boundary separating the
eastern and western parts of the Marmara basin seems
to have disappeared.

CONCLUDING REMARKS AND PROSPECTS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

What we have presented in this paper emphasizes the
importance of the Marmara basin in the transmission of
the Neolithic life style from Anatolia to Europe. In this
respect, the northwestern parts of Turkey were evident-
ly peripheral to the primary core area of neolithization.
The Neolithic culture, which is actually a lifestyle that
is very different from that of the Mesolithic, developed
in the East almost three thousand years before being
introduced to the Marmara region. As we tried to de-
monstrate, the dispersal of Neolithic cultures took place
through different routes, both by land and by sea, and
the composition and/or the content of the Neolithic pa-
ckage that went with each group was different from the
others. Perhaps it depended upon which craftsmen joi-
ned which migration.

Since we began working, the picture of the Marma-
ra Neolithic has changed drastically. The questions we

asked are no longer valid. Since more data has become
available, it has become necessary to formulate new
research questions that we would not have considered
previously. In this respect, understanding and interp-
reting the complex geomorphology of the regions still
stands as one of the major tasks. As we summarized, the
geomorphological process of the Sea of Marmara, being
a part of the chain of inner seas, is very complicated,
and the debates are intermingled with biases and cont-
roversial interpretations. Among them, the modalities
of connections with the Black Sea have been the most
discussed.?

Since the beginning of our project, we have been
emphasizing that many of the debated problems can
only be resolved through systematic survey of the
submerged palaco-coastlines.”” Finally, excavations
at Yenikapir have very successfully demonstrated the
importance of marine archaeology, revealing not only
important new data and materials concerning archa-
eology, but more significantly, making it possible to
correlate cultural history with the changes in environ-
mental conditions for the first time in the Marmara
basin.”® Likewise, the recent excavations at Begiktag
were recovered almost level with the present day level
of the Marmara. Although this is later than the Neolit-
hic period, it strongly implies that there was tectonic
movement during the Early Bronze Age. We previ-
ously observed and published similar findings at the
submerged Early Bronze Age site of Manastir Mevkii
on Avsa Island, where a cemetery of the Troy II period
was recovered 10 meters below sea level (Fig. 23).%°
This once more highlights the need for interdiscipli-
nary work and at least a reconnaissance survey of su-
bmerged topography.

2¢In this respect, the model presented by Ryan postulating cataclysmic over flow connoting Noah’s Flood had stirred considerable
excitement until it faded out; nevertheless, there is still extreme disagreement on the data, location and initial direction of water ex-
change between Marmara and Black Sea; AKSU 2002; CHEPALYGA 2007; CAGATAY-GORUR 2000; GOKASAN-DEMIRBAG

1997; SHILIK 1997; RYAN et al.2004.

77 See especially OZDOGAN 1997a; OZDOGAN — YALCIN 2017.

2 ALGAN et al 2002, 2010,2013.
2 GUNSENIN 2001; OZDOGAN 2003, 2007, 201 1B.
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