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NEOLITIK KIBRIS: ANAKARANIN

IZOLE BIR YANSIMASI

NEOLITHIC CYPRUS: AN ISOLATED
REFLECTION OF THE MAINLAND

* Cédric Bodet

OZET

Giineybati1 Asya’nin neolitiklesme siireci iginde Kib-
r1s gegim kaynaklariyla birlikte giftcilerin benzersiz ve
erken bir fiziksel yayilim 6rnegi olusturmaktadir. Adada
bulunan yogun arkeolojik veriler iyi belgelenmis olup,
uzun ve hemen hemen kesintisiz bir silsile takip etmek-
tedir. Cagdas anakaradan gelen bu topluluklar, sonunda
ciftgilige dayanan kendi 6zgiin toplumsal orgiitlenmele-
rini olugturur. Bu nedenle Kibrisli topluluklar daha da-
ginik ve heterojen bir goriiniime sahip karadakilere gore
bilgi verici bir ayna gorevi Ustlenir.

Neolitik donemin ilk yarisinda Levant ve Kibris
topluluklar arasinda genel bir kiiltiirel ve ekonomik
paralellik oldugu soylenebilir. Diger yandan, tiiketilen
hayvanlarin morfolojik evcillestirmesinin olmamasi gibi
bazi anlasilmaz 6zelliklere 6zellikle Kibris’ta rastlanir.
Yiyecek iiretiminde yogunluk oldugu seklinde anlagi-
labilecek olan bu yokluk, kéklerinin toplumsal alanda
bulundugu tartisilan esnek bir ekonomik model oldu-
gunu ortaya koymaktadir. izolasyonun yerel toplumsal
olusum tizerinde etkili olmusg oldugu diisliniilmektedir.
Bu farkliliklar yeni iretim sekli ile karsilagan sosyal
gruplarin dinamigini incelememize neden olmustur.

Deniz, ikili bir antropolojik deger 6zelligi gosterir:
insan gruplar arasinda ayn1 zamanda hem iletisim araci
hem de toplumsal bir bariyer iglevi goriir. Ekonomik
ilerlemeler ve hammaddelerin dolagim1 agisindan yogun
bir etkilesime agiktir, ancak sosyo-ekonomik ceperle-
rin baglantisini keser. Oncelikle arkeolojik verilerin
Kibris iizerinde yogunlagmasi neolitiklesme siireci gibi
karmagik bir olay1 neredeyse laboratuar kosullarinda
¢alismamiza olanak saglar. Ikincisi, karada gozlenen
gelismelerle yapilan ayrintili bir karsilagtirmanin adanin
izole ve sinirlanmig ortaminin sosyal dinamiklerin gelis-
mesini etkileyip etkilemedigini ve etkilediyse ne dere-
cede etkiledigini gostermesi beklenmektedir. Bu sekilde
Kibris, insan popiilasyonlar arasinda gift¢iligin ortaya
cikiginin beraberinde getirdigi toplumsal sonuglarin
daha iyi anlagilmasina olanak saglayabilir.

ABSTRACT

Within the neolithization of southwest Asia, Cyprus
presents a unique and early case of physical diffusion by
farmers, together with their subsistence resources. The
archaeological data on the island is particularly dense,
well-documented, and extends for a long and nearly
uninterrupted sequence. Originating from the contempo-
rary mainland, these communities eventually developed
their own distinct social organization based on farming.
Cypriot communities therefore stand as an informative
mirror for those on the mainland, which present a more
dispatched and heterogeneous picture.

A general cultural and economic parallel can be clear-
ly drawn between Levantine and Cypriot communities
for the first half of the Neolithic. On the other hand,
certain enigmatic features, in particular the lack of mor-
phological domestication of food animals, are found
specifically on Cyprus. Understood as an indicator of
the intensity of food production, this absence reveals a
loose economic pattern, which has been argued to find
its roots in the social realm. The isolation is expected
to have had an impact on the local social development.
These disparities draw our attention to the dynamic of
social bodies confronted with a new mode of production.

The sea holds a dual property of anthropological val-
ue; between human groups, it stands at the same time as
a means of communication and as a social barrier. The
sea allows frequent interaction in terms of economic
advances and circulation of raw materials, but it isolates
socio-economic spheres. Consequently, the concen-
tration of archaeological data on the island of Cyprus
potentially allows the study of a complex phenomenon,
the neolithization process, nearly under laboratory con-
ditions. A detailed comparison with the developments
observed on the mainland is expected to indicate wheth-
er and to what degree the isolated and circumscribed
context of the island affects the development of social
dynamics. In this way, Cyprus may allow for a better
recognition of the social consequences brought about by
the advent of farming among human populations.
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INSANLARIN TARIH ONCESINDE USTALASTIGI BIR
TEKNIK OLARAK DENIZCILIK

Giineydogu Asya’da tarim baglamadan dnce Kib-
ris’a anakaradan avci toplayici insan gruplart gelmisti.
On-tarim, arkasindan karma tarim (tarim + hayvancilik)
ciftcilerin adada 6nce uzun siireli, sonra da siirekli kal-
masina olanak saglamigtir. Kibris’ta Neolitiklesmeyi
yeniden inga etme girisiminde bulunmadan 6nce orta-
dan kaldirilmasi gereken ilk kusku bu insanlarin teknik
agidan deniz seyrine hakim olup olmadiklaridir. Yanit
oldukea acik ve ortadadir: evet hakimdiler.

Arkeolojik agidan kanitlanmadigi siirece -ki bu
prehistorik tekneler konusunda pek de olasi degildir-
prehistorik insanlarin teknolojik olanaklardan yoksun
olduguna dair bir 6nyarg: siiregelmektedir. Ancak tarih
oncesi donemde Kibris’inkinden karsilastirilamayacak
kadar daha biiyiik ¢apta, deniz kaynakli, basarili istilala-
ra sayisiz Ornek verilebilir'. Akdeniz’deki Neolitik veya
Epipaleolitik kiy1 insanlarimin teknolojik agidan erise-
meyecekleri herhangi bir sey olmadig1 goriilmektedir.
Dabhasi, Kibris 6rneginin Akdeniz adalarinda (Batiya
dogru ve kronolojik dogrultuda Rodos, Girit, Malta,
Sicilya, Sardunya, Korsika, Balear) Neolitik kiy1 ¢iftci-
lerinin 3000 y1llik benzer istila silsilesinin ilki oldugu
unutulmamalidir?. Bu nedenle, Kibris Neolitik’den bile
once bilinmeyen bir kara pargasi degildi. Tam tersine,
oldukga agina bir komgu oldugu ortadadir. Bunun nede-
ni barizdir. Avci toplayicilar dogrudan dogadan aldiklart
kaynaklarla yagadiklarindan, hepsinin ¢evreleriyle ilgili
bilgileri ve ustaliklar1 tamdir. Bu bilgi, isbirligi ile bir-
likte Testart® agisindan bile onlarin temel tiretim giictinii
olusturmaktadir. Ayni durum oyulmus kiitiikten yapilma
kanolar1 veya sazdan yapilmis sallar etnolojik olarak
kanitlanmis olan Orta Dogulu nomadik kiy1 balikgilar
i¢in de gegerlidir*. Anakara gruplariyla Kibris arasin-
daki baglantilarin kesinlikle kazara degil, yaygin®, hatta
Miige Sevketoglu’nun® ifade ettigi gibi “genis bir de-
nizcilik ag1” oldugu bir baglami géz 6niine getirebilmek
i¢in bu teknik 6nkosul 6nemlidir.

Buna kargin, denizin izole edici 6zelliginin gergek
iglevi de g6z oniine alinmalidir. Kibris yolculuklart han-
gi siklikta gergeklesmis olursa olsun, her iki kiyida yer
alan toplumlar ayni hizda evrilmis olamaz. Ciftgilik gibi
ekonomik ilerlemeler hemen paylasilmis olabilse de,
cogunlukla bu isle ilgilenen insan sayisi ve etkilegimin
hizina dayali yeni iiretim sekline toplumsal uyumun
saglanmasi, adada 6zellikle de niifusun daha yogun
oldugu ciftgilik merkezlerinde, anakaraya kiyasla daha
dengesiz sekilde cereyan etmis olmalidir.

' BELLWOOD 2005: 134-41; ORLIAC 2000: 236-8; DIAMOND
1997: 341-2.

2GUILAINE 2003.

*TESTART 1985: 108.

*MILLER 2016: bolim 5.

SVIGNE vd. 2014.
SSEVKETOGLU 2017: 10.
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SEAFARING AS A MASTERED PREHISTORIC TECHNIC

Before agriculture began in southwest Asia, Cyprus had
already been visited by the hunter-gatherers of the main-
land. Proto-agriculture and then mixed-farming (agricul-
ture + animal herding) allowed farmers to settle longer,
and then permanently, on the island. Before we attempt
a reconstruction of the neolithization of Cyprus, the first
suspicion to be lifted is whether these people were techni-
cally capable of sailing. And the answer is very clear: yes,
they were.

There lingers a prejudice that tends to deprive prehis-
toric people of technological facilities, as long as they
are not attested archaeologically. However, examples of
successful prehistoric seaborne invasions, of an incom-
parably greater scope than that of Cyprus, are numerous'.
There is nothing that seems technologically out of reach
of the coastal people of the Mediterranean Neolithic or
Epipaleolithic periods. Moreover, the Cypriot case must
be seen simply as the first of a 3000 year-long sequence
of similar invasions of Mediterranean islands (Rhodes,
Crete, Malta, Sicily, Sardinia, Corsica, and Baleares in
a westward and chronological direction) by Neolithic
coastal farmers?. Thus, even before the Neolithic period,
Cyprus was not a mysterious piece of land. Quite the con-
trary, it appears to have been a rather familiar neighbour.
There is an obvious reason for this. Because hunter-gath-
erers survived by direct extraction of resources from
nature, they all would have had excellent knowledge and
mastery of their environment. In a cooperative context,
this knowledge constituted their main force of production,
even for Testart’. Evidently, the same goes for Middle
Eastern coastal nomadic fishers, for whom dugout canoes
or bundle reed rafts are well attested in ethnology*. This
technical prerequisite is important for visualizing a con-
text in which connections between mainland groups and
Cyprus were not at all accidental, but rather common?, a
“wide seafaring network,” as Miige Sevketoglu® puts it.

The isolative characteristic of the sea should, however,
be given its true role. However frequent the voyages to
Cyprus may have been, the societies on either shore can-
not have evolved at the same pace. While economic ad-
vances, like farming, could be shared immediately, social
adaptation to the new mode of production, which was
mostly dependent on the number of people involved and
on the pace of their interaction, seems to have evolved
at a much more erratic pace on the island than on the
continent, especially in densely populated core regions of
farming. The comparison is thus expected to reveal valu-
able aspects of the neolithization, not just on the island or
even on the mainland, but as a social process.

! BELLWOOD 2005: 134-41; ORLIAC 2000: 236-8; DIAMOND
1997: 341-2.

2GUILAINE 2003.

3TESTART 1985: 108.

*MILLER 2016: chapter: 5.

SVIGNE et al. 2014.

$SEVKETOGLU 2017: 10.
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Bu nedenle yapilacak karsilastirmanin sadece
anakara veya adanin degil, ancak toplumsal bir
stirec olarak da neolitizasyonun degerli 6zellik-
lerini ortaya ¢ikarmasi beklenmektedir.
[-ARKEOLOJIK ORTAM

Cografi Baglam

Dogu Akdeniz’de biiyiik bir ada olan Kibris,
Kiigiik Asya’nin giiney kiyisindan yaklagik 70
kilometre, Suriye kiyilarindan ise 100 kilometre
uzakliktadir (Fig. 1). Trodos dag silsilesinin
deniz seviyesinden 1950 m yiiksekte oldugu
adanin orta ve bat1 kesimleri tepelik ve dag-
liktir, kuzey kiyilar1 boyunca uzanan deniz
seviyesinden 1019 m yiikseklikteki dar Girne
Daglarn silsilesi Karpaz yarimadasinin biiyiik
bir boliimiinii olusturmaktadir. Yar1 kurak Me-
saliya ovasi bu iki silsile arasinda uzanir. Ada-
nin tiimiinde kuru tarimin yapilmis olmasi olasi
goriilmektedir’.

Kibris kitadan genisligi en sert buzul ¢agla-
rinda dahi hig bir zaman 50 km altina inmemis
olan ve ¢ok az sayida dogal kaynagin gegis yap-
mis oldugu bir bogazla ayrilmistir. Adada sade-
ce arpa tahilinin tohumlari (riizgar veya kuglarin
tagidig1?) ve Pleistosen donemi memelileri
(deniz akintilariyla siiriiklenen?) kalic1 popiilas-
yonlar olusturabilmistir®. Epipaleolitik donem
sirasinda pek az insan grubunun (yakindaki
anakaradan gelen deneyimli denizciler) buraya
ulastig1 bilinmektedir, ancak kaynaklarin yoklu-
gu ¢ok uzun siire kalmalarina izin vermemistir.
Adanin arkaik ekosistemi ancak neolitik insan
topluluklarinin kolonizasyonu ve yerlesmeleriy-
le bozulacaktir®.

Kibris’in ¢evresindeki akinti ve riizgarlar
iizerine yapilan bir ¢calisma Bar-Yosef Mayer ve
meslektaglarinin® giiney Anadolu’dan yapilan
yolculuklarin (6zellikle yazin) adanin dogu ve
giineyini Levant sahiline baglayan giizergahlar-
dan daha giivenli oldugu 6nerisinde bulunmala-
riyla sonuglanmaistir, ancak yine ifade ettiklerine
gore:“gogunlukla, ylizey akintilar1 gérece olarak
daha zayiftir ve denizden gegisi 6nemli 6lglide
etkilemesi beklenmemektedir”.

Kronolojik Baglam

Geg prehistorik Kibris’in kronolojik tablosu
(Fig. 2) burada dort ana doneme ayrilmaktadir:
(1) Epipaleolitik, (2) Canak Comleksiz Kibris
Neolitik A (Cypro-PPNA), (3) Canak Com-
leksiz Kibris Neolitik B (Cypro-PPNB) ve (4)
Hirokitya tabakasi.

"BOSWORTH vd. 1986: 301; LE BRUN 2001: 53-4.
8VIGNE - CUCCHINI 2005: 187-8.

°VIGNE - BUITENHUIS 1999: 50-1.
""BAR-YOSEF MAYER vd. 2015: 418.
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Fig. 1: Kibris ve yakinlarindaki kiyilardaki 6nemli neolitik yer-
lesmeler, Bodet 2017.

Fig. 1:Main Neolithic sites of Cyprus and nearby coasts, Bodet
2017.

| - THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SETTING

The Geographical Context

A large island of the Eastern Mediterranean Sea, Cyprus is
located about 70 km south of the coast of Asia Minor and 100
km from the Syrian coast (fig. 1). It is hilly-to-mountainous in
most of its central and western parts, where the Troodos chain
reaches 1950 meters above sea level, and along the northern
coast where the narrow chain of Kyrenia (or Girne Daglar1)
makes up most of the Karpas peninsula at 1019 masl. The
semi-arid plain of Mesaoria (Mesaliya ovasi) extends between
these two chains. Dry cultivation seems to have been possible
on the entire island’.

Cyprus is separated from the continent by a channel that
never shrank below 50 km in width, even during the strongest
glacial periods, and which very few natural resources seem
to have crossed. Only barley grains (carried by the wind or
by birds?) and Pleistocene mammals (carried by maritime
currents?) established perennial populations on the island®.
During the Epipaleolithic, a few human groups (experienced
navigators of the nearby mainland) are known to have made
incursions, but the lack of resources did not encourage them to
stay very long. The archaic ecosystem of the island would only
be disturbed by the colonization and settlement of Neolithic
communities’.

A study of currents and winds around Cyprus led Bar-Yosef
Mayer et al.'® to propose that voyages from the southern Ana-
tolia (especially in the summer) were more secure than those
linking the east and south of the island to the Levantine coast,
but “for the most part, surface currents are relatively weak and
are not expected to significantly affect sea crossing”.

"BOSWORTH et al. 1986: 301; LE BRUN 2001: 53-4.
$VIGNE - CUCCHINI 2005: 187-8.

°VIGNE - BUITENHUIS 1999: 50-1.

YBAR-YOSEF MAYER et al. 2015: 418.



Akrotiri-Aetokremnos kaya siginagt MO yaklagik
10000’e tarihlenen bir Geg Epipaleolitik kamptir,
asag1 yukari Trodos daglarindaki Vretsia/Roudias'!
ve olasilikla Aspros ve Nissi Plaj1 gibi tarihlemesi
yapilmamis olan kamp alanlariyla ¢agdastir'2. Daha
sonra, MO 9150-8600’¢ tarihlenen Asprokremnos
ve Klimonas Canak Comleksiz Neolitik A yerles-
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melerinin'3, erken, ancak kisa dmiirlii on-tarimecilar
dalgasini temsil ettigi goriilmektedir'. Yakinlarinda-
ki yiizey aragtirmasi yapilmig olan birtakim yerles-
melerin, 6zellikle Thrombovounos’un tas endiistrisi
bazinda ¢agdas oldugu disiiniilmektedir. Bu evre'®
bu yazida ‘Canak Comleksiz Kibris Neolitik A’ ola-
rak anilmaktadir.

The Cypriot ca cal. BC dates Sites
isequence
Epipalacolithic |{11.000-9500 |Akrotiri, Roudias
Cypro-PPNA 9500- 8600 IAsprokremnos, Klimonas, Roudias,
\Akrotiri, Throumbovounos (?7)
Fig. 2: Giincel krono-
lojye gore prehistorik
. . Kibris’ta kronolojik
Cypro-PPNB/ [8700-7000  (Shillourokambos, Mylouthkia, Tenta aralama, tarihler ve
Early Neolithic Site 23, Akanthou, Ais Giorkis yerlesmeler.
Fig. 2: The updated
Khirokitia, Troulli, Tenta, Cap Chr‘énobgygf%r.e?“.m'
Khirokitian/  7000-5500  |{Andreas, Petra Tou Limniti Cypriot chronologioal
Late Neolithic sequence, dates, and
sites.

The Chronological Context

The Late prehistoric Cypriot chronological frame
(Fig. 1) is here divided into four main periods: the
(1) Epipaleolithic, (2) the Cypro-PPNA, (3) the Cy-
pro-PPNB and (4) the Khirokitian horizon.

The rock shelter of Akrotiri-Aetokremnos is a
Late Epipalaeolithic camp dated to around 10 000
cal. BCE, approximately contemporary with the
site of Vretsia/Roudias'! in the Troodos mountains,
and possibly with other undated sites like Aspros
and Nissi Beach!?. Later on, the PPNA sites of
Asprokremnos and Klimonas, dated to about 9150-
8600 BCE'"?, seem to represent an early but ephem-
eral wave of proto-agriculturalists'®. A few nearby

'1Bu tarih Kibris Eski Eserler Bakanligi’nin
“EXCAVATIONS AT THE PREHISTORIC
HUNTING SITE OF VRETSIA/AYIOS
IOANNIS-RHOUDIAS IN THE TROO-
DOS MOUNTAINS, 2014” adl1 bir basin
biilteninde bildirilen OSL (Optik Uyarmal
Liiminesans) teknigi ile saptanmis tarihten
elde edilmistir. Tas endiistrisinin de Canak
Comleksiz Kibris Neolitik A oldugu belir-
tilmistir.

ZEFSTRATIOU vd. 2012: 12-15; SIMMONS
2013: 147-8; 2009: 2-4; KNAPP 2013.

3 McCARTNEY 2017: 49.

" MANNING vd. 2010: 698-9.

" McCARTNEY & PELTENBURG 2000: 8-9;
VIGNE vd. 2011b: 256-8; 2012: 8445-6.

surveyed sites, in particular that of Thrombovounos,
are expected to be contemporary on the basis of the
lithic industry. This phase'®is referred to, here, as
the ‘Cypro-PPNA’.

The first perennial phase of farmers in Cyprus,
coined ‘Cypro-PPNB (E, M, and L)’ by Peltenburg
et al'®, extends from ca 8500 to 7000 BCE. It was
recognized in the 1990’s with the excavations of Shil-
lourokambos!?, Mylouthkia, and the chronological
reconsideration of a deep layer at Tenta'®. Ais Giorkis
(or Yiorkis)!® Akanthou-Tatlisu?® and Akrotiri-Site 23
belong to this phase. More than a dozen sites, possibly
contemporary, have also been identified by survey in
the immediate vicinity of Shillourokambos?'.

"1This dating comes from OSL date reported in a “press release” of the Department
of Antiquities of Cyprus, “EXCAVATIONS AT THE PREHISTORIC HUNTING
SITE OF VRETSIA/AYIOS IOANNIS-RHOUDIAS IN THE TROODOS MOUN-
TAINS, 2014”. The lithic industry is also said to be PPNA.

2EFSTRATIOU et al. 2012: 12-15; SIMMONS 2013: 147-8; 2009: 2-4; KNAPP 2013.
3 McCARTNEY 2017: 49.

“MANNING et al. 2010: 698-9.

" McCARTNEY & PELTENBURG 2000: 8-9; VIGNE et al. 2011b: 256-8; 2012: 8445-
6.

1 PELTENBURG et al. 2000: 844; 2001: 37.

7 GUILAINE 2003: 86.

¥ TODD 2005: 381.

¥ SIMMONS 2012.

2SEVKETOGLU 2017.

2 ASTRUC & BRIOIS 2011: 77, 82-3.
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Peltenburg ve meslektaglari'® tarafindan
‘Cypro-B (E, M, and L)’ ad1 verilen [Canak
(Comleksiz Kibris Neolitik B (E, M ve L)] Kib-

ris’daki ilk k?.llCl giftgilerin evresi, MO yaklagik ?:?L%?'
8500°den MO 7000’e kadar uzanir. Shillouro- L PPNB
kambos'” Mylouthkia kazilariyla ve Tenta’da'®

derinde bulunan bir tabakanin kronolojik olarak 7500
yeniden degerlendirilmesiyle 1990’larda anla- T
silmustir. Ais Giorkis (veya Yiorkis)", Akant- ;yﬁrlf’r;B

hou-Tatlisu? ve Akrotiri-Yerlesmesi 23 bu evre-
ye aittir. Olasilikla cagdaslar1 olan bir diizineden
fazla yerlesme de Shillourokambos’un hemen
yakinlarinda yiiriitiilen yiizey arastirmalarinin
sonucunda tespit edilmistir®'.

Canak Comleksiz Kibris Neolitik (Cy-
pro-PPN) evresi kalibre edilmig MO 9. binyil -——
ortalarinda kurulmus olan Shillourokambos,
Tenta ve Mylouthkia ¢agdas yerlesmeleriyle
goze carpmaktadir’. Bu evre anakaradaki Erken
Canak Comleksiz Neolitik (PPNB) ortalar1 ve
karma ciftcilik sisteminin ilk ortaya ¢iktigi Ust
Orta Firat (Nevali Cori) ve bunun ilk yayildigi
yerlerle ¢agdastir®.

Canak Comleksiz Kibris Neolitik B evresini
MO yaklasik 7000-6000/5500’¢ tarihlenen (Son
PPNB) ve ‘Hirokitya’ olarak bilinen kiiltiirel
agidan farkli (halen aseramik olmakla birlikte)
bir tabaka izler. Adin1 bulundugu yerden alan
yerlesmeye ek olarak bu evrenin merkezi yerles-
meleri Troulli, Cape Andreas Kastros ve Petra
Tou Limniti’dir*. Bunlarm yeni bir yerlesme
evresini temsil ettikleri gdzlenmistir. Yalnizca
Tenta ve Ais Giorkis bir dnceki donemden beri siirekli
iskan edilmistir (Fig. Tablo 2).

Kiiltirel Baglam

Anakaranin kryisal insan topluluklari goriilityor ki
adaya yeterince asinadiydilar, bu yiizden gdg onlar igin
cazip hale gelmisti. Yerlesmeden 6nce igme suyu kay-
naklari, dogal kaynaklar, ekilebilir alanlar, yerli halk vb.
gibi bir ¢ok bilgiye dnden sahip olmalar1 gerekirdi, bu
aginalik gidis-doniis yolculukla edinilebilecek cinsten
bilgilerle olacak gibi degildir. Bu durum artik Canak
Comleksiz Neolitik B yerlesmelerin kesfiyle kugkuya
yer birakmayan bir bicimde teyit edilmistir.

8000

Cypro-|
EPPNB
8500

9000
Cypro-
PPNA

9500

Epi-
Paleo--
lithic

s PELTENBURG vd. 2000: 844; 2001: 37.
7 GUILAINE 2003: 86.

8 TODD 2005: 381.

1 SIMMONS 2012.

2SEVKETOGLU 2017.

2L ASTRUC - BRIOIS 2011: 77, 82-3.

C14 cal. BC.

Khirokitian

Tenta

Mylou- Shillou-
thkia  rokambos

Asprok-
remnos
Kli-

monas

Fig. 3: Metinde ad1 gegen C-14 ile tarihlenen yerlesmelerin
yaklagik kronolojisi.

Fig. 3: Approximate chronology of C-14 dated sites mentio-
ned in the text.

Akrotiri’de bulunan mikrolitler Epipaleolitik anaka-
radakilerden farkli degildir®, ve Asprokremnos tabaka-
sinin tek yonlii dilgisi iyi bir Canak Comleksiz Levant
Neolitik A tipi tiretimi gostermektedir®. Shillourokam-
bos tabakasi sirasindaki kiiltiir topraginda Dogu Akde-
niz iilkeleriyle baglantilarin gorece sik oldugu gozlen-
mektedir. Peltenburg’un terminolojisinin gosterdigi gibi
cagdas Dogu Akdeniz’le 6zellikle de Firat Nehri vadi-
siyle kiiltiirel paralellik, Canak Comleksiz Kibris Neo-
litik B evresinin biiyiik bir boliimiinde giiglii bir sekilde
devam etmistir: yerlesmenin organizasyonu?’, ¢ift vurma
diizlemli naviform gekirdek tag teknolojisi, obsidiyen ve
tarim Girtini cinsleri bu tip drneklerdir®.

*bkz. fig. 2 in PELTENBURG vd. 2000: 846; KINNAIRD vd. 2007: tablo 1; SIMMONS 2009: 3.

ZPETERS vd. 2005; BODET 2012: 205-9, 2017.
LE BRUN 1989: 161.

»SIMMONS 2013: 149.

*EFSTRATIOU 2012; VIGNE vd. 2011a: 14.

¥ bkz. fig. 4 in PELTENBURG vd. 2001: 41.
#McCARTNEY & PELTENBURG 2000: 8-9.
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Gorece daha az miktarda olmakla birlikte, Kapa-
dokya obsidiyeni Shillourokambos’un tiim farkli
evrelerinde® Anadolu ile diizenli fiziksel temasin
temel kanitini olusturur. Aslinda, obsidiyen dnemli
miktarlarda mevcut oldugu siirece Kibris’in maddi
kiiltiirli anakaradakine ¢ok benzer bir sekilde devam
etmekte, tas endiistrisinin evrimindeki en kiigiik
degisimleri dahi yansitmaktadir®®. Ancak 6nemli bir
kiiltiirel farklilik dikkati gekmektedir: Firat vadisin-
de dikdortgen mimari yayginlasirken, Kibris’da ve
aym sekilde Orta Akdeniz’in merkezinde dairesel
mimari devam etmektedir?!.

Bu durum, bunu izleyen Hirokityan déneminde
tag endiistrisinde®, kdy yerlesiminde ve diger
mimari 6zelliklerde®® gézlendigi gibi, Canak
Comleksiz Kibris Neolitik B gegmisinden farkl
bir kiiltiir olustugunda® gelisme gostermektedir.
Canak ¢comlek teknolojisinin ¢ok geg gelisi ve ob-
sidiyenin hemen hemen hig¢ var olmamasi anaka-
rayla olan baglantilarin sert bir sekilde azaldigini
net bir sekilde ortaya koymaktadir.

Gdciin Cikis Noktasi

Kibris’ta yerlesimin baglangict Canak Comlek-
siz Kibris Neolitik B’nin kesfinden 6nce zaten
tartigma konusuydu, bu tartisma heniiz ¢6ziime
kavugmamig durumdadir®®, Biiyiik 6l¢iide yuka-
rida belirtilen kiiltiirel paralellerin destekledigi
Onceki bir arastirmada’® Merkez Levant’in ku-
zeyindeki kiy1 seridi gogmenlerin en olasi ¢ikis
noktasi olarak tanimlanmigtir. Aslinda zamaninda
uzunca bir siire yerlesilmedigi diisiiniilen erken
Neolitik kiyisal topografyay1 en iyi sekilde agikla-
yan Kibris verileridir. Merkezi Levant yerlesmesi
Tell Aswad ilk tarimcilara atfedilerek bir ara Ca-
nak Comleksiz Neolitik A’ya tarihlenmis®’, ancak
sonradan kars1 ¢ikilmistir®®, simdi ise yeni Kibris
malzemelerine dayanarak yeniden degerlendiril-
diginde Canak Comleksiz Kibris Neolitik A gog-
menlerinin ¢ikis noktasi olmasi olasidir.

Adanin kuzeyinde yazarin bilgisine gore Akant-
hou/Tatlisu Erken Orta Canak Comleksiz Kibris
Neolitik B’ye giivenli bir sekilde tarihlenebilen
kazilmig tek yerlesmedir, diger yandan Petra tou
Limniti, Troulli, Cape Andreas Kastros daha geg
Hirokitya donemine tarihlenmistir. Akanthou’nun
konumunu belirli bir igleve borglu oldugu goriil-
mektedir: 6zellikle adada bulunan
¥ GUILAINE 2003: 92-3.

YPELTENBURG - MCCARTNEY 2000: 844.

S'STORDEUR vd. 2010.

2COQUEUGNIOT 2003: 383.

3 SIMMONS 2009: 4.

3TODD 1987: 179; LE BRUN 2001: 53; PELTENBURG vd. 2000:
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$BODET 2017.
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The ‘Cypro-PPN’ phase is marked by the approximate-
ly contemporaneous foundations of Shillourokambos,
Tenta, and Mylouthkia around the middle of the 9™ mil-
lennium BCE cal?2. This phase is contemporary with the
middle of the Early PPNB on the mainland, and with the
original appearance of the mixed-farming system in the
Upper Middle Euphrates (Nevali Cori) and with its first
diffusions®.

The Cypro-PPNB phase is followed by a culturally dis-
tinct (though still aceramic) horizon, dated approximately
to 7000-6000/5500 BCE (Final PPNB) and known as the
‘Khirokitian’. In addition to the eponymous site, the main
sites of this phase are Troulli, Cape Andreas Kastros, and
Petra Tou Limniti?*. They seem to present a new phase of
settlement. Only Tenta and Ais Giorkis were continuous-
ly inhabited following the previous period (see Fig. 2).

The Cultural Context

The coastal communities of the mainland were ob-
viously familiar enough with the island that migrating
appealed to them. A whole set of information had to be
known about the local conditions prior to settling, like the
sources of drinking water, the natural resources, cultiva-
ble land, indigenous people, etc.; and such familiarity is
not the matter of a round-trip. This is now confirmed be-
yond doubt by the discovery of several pre-PPNB sites.

The microliths found at Akrotiri do not depart from
those of the Epipaleolithic mainland®, and the unidi-
rectional blade of the Asprokremnos layer show a good
Levantine PPNA type production®. During the Shill-
ourokambos horizon, the material culture shows that
connections with the Levant seem to have been relatively
frequent. As indicated by Peltenburg’s terminology,
the cultural parallel with contemporaneous Levant, and
particularly with the Euphrates river-valley, remain very
strong throughout most of the Cypro-PPNB phase; settle-
ment organization®’, bipolar naviform lithic technology,
obsidian, and the farmed resources are such examples?.

Although found in relatively low quantities, the pres-
ence of Cappadocian obsidian, in all the various phases
of Shillourokambos?, constitutes material proof of reg-
ular physical contacts with Anatolia. In fact, as long as
obsidian is present in significant quantities, the Cypriot
material culture remains very similar to that of the main-
land, reflecting even slight variations in the evolution of
the lithic industry.

Zsee. fig. 2 in PELTENBURG et al. 2000: 846; KINNAIRD et al. 2007:
tablo 1; SIMMONS 2009: 3.

ZPETERS et al. 2005; BODET 2012: 205-9, 2017.

#LE BRUN 1989: 161.

2 SIMMONS 2013: 149.

2 EFSTRATIOU 2012; VIGNE et al. 2011a: 14.

7 see. fig. 4 in PELTENBURG et al. 2001: 41.

2 McCARTNEY & PELTENBURG 2000: 8-9.

» GUILAINE 2003: 92-3.

*PELTENBURG - MCCARTNEY 2000: 844.
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diger yerlesmelerle karsilastirildiginda Peltenburg
vd. ‘larmin deyimiyle “olagantistii miktarlarda” 5000 par-
¢a obsidiyen® gikarilmistir. Bu obsidiyen Kapadokya
(Golli Dag) bolgesindeki bilinen kaynaklardan, Kalete-
pe atdlyesinden bilinenlere ¢ok benzeyen aletlerle elde
edilmigtir. Akanthou olasilikla Cukurova Ovasi’ndan*
tasinan Orta Anadolu’ya en yakin noktada bulunmast
nedeniyle bdlgesel bir obsidiyen (gereksiz yiiklerin ta-
sinmasini azaltmak i¢in bitmis iirlinler olarak) yeniden
dagitim merkezi olmalidir. Buradan Neolitik iligkilerin
‘arz ve talep’ ilkesine uygun olarak isledigi anlami ¢i-
karilmamalidir; devlet-oncesi toplumsal etkilesimler
genellikle akrabalik veya gruplararasi evliliklere dayan-
maktadir, biiyiik olasilikla obsidiyenin de izlemis oldugu
yol da budur*. Ayn1 zamanda Kyrenia dag silsilesinin
dik olmasindan ada merkezine erigimi zorlastirdigindan
adadaki diger konumlara yeniden dagitimin adanin kry1st
boyunca yapilmis olabileceginin belirtilmesi gerekir; 6r-
negin Asprokremnos, asla obsidiyen agina girmemistir*.
Sevketoglu* ilging bir sekilde adanin giiney bolge-
sindeki Neolitik yerlesmelerin gogunun (Klimonas,
Mylouthkia, Shillourokambos, Tenta, Asprokremnos,

One major cultural difference may however be noted.
While rectangular architecture has become widespread
in the Euphrates valley, circular architecture continues
on Cyprus, as it does in the Central Levant®'.

This situation evolves during the following Khiroki-
tian period, when a distinctive culture develops from
the Cypro-PPNB background??, as seen with the lithic
industry®, the village layout, and other architectural
features®. The very late arrival of the ceramic technol-
ogy and the near absence of obsidian indeed show that
the frequency of the connections with the mainland
has declined sharply.

The Origin Of The Migration

The origin of the colonization of Cyprus was al-
ready feeding a debate before the discovery of the Cy-
pro-PPNB phase, and it is not closed yet®. A previous
investigation, backed notably by the cultural paral-
lels mentioned above, designated the coastal band of
the North-Central Levant as the most likely point of
departure for the migrants. It is in fact the Cypriot data
that best enlightens the early Neolithic landscape of
the littoral, long thought to be unsettled at the time.
The PPNA date once attributed to early agricultur-
alists in the Central Levant site of Tell Aswad*’ but

Ais Giorkis) karadan igerilere dogru, denizden biraz
uzakta oldugunu belirtmistir. Kuzeyde ise bunun ak-
sine yerlesmelerin hepsi dogrudan deniz kiyisinda yer
almaktadir. Holosen déneminin baglangicinda yiikselen
deniz seviyesinin Kyrenia silsilesinin dogrudan denizle
bulustugu kuzeyden ziyade daha diiz olan giineyde daha
biiyiik kara pargalarini (ve orada bulunan erken Neolitik
yerlesmeleri) sular altinda birakmis olabilecegi gozardi
edilemez. Bununla birlikte, bu yerlesme dagilimi yine
de merak uyandirmaktadir. Oyle gériiniiyor ki Levant
ciftcileri daha ziyade i¢ bolgelerde bulunan tarima en
elverigli olan alanlara yerlesirken, Caneva’nin® soziini
ettigi Kapadokya ile iligkisi bulunan en az yarim diizine
yerlesmenin bulundugu Cukurova kiyilarindan gelen
balikgilar, kuzey kiyisinda limanlar kurmugtur®.

FGECIM EKONOMISI

Epipaleotik /Canak (mleksiz Kibris Neolitik A

Yiyecek kalintilari ufak tefek istisnalar diginda MO 10.
binyila kadar adanin niifusunu olusturan yegane biiyiik
memelilerin ciice filler ve ciice su aygirlari oldugunu
Pleistosen donemi kalintilariyla ortaya koymustur

(220 000 kemik).

later contested* is now, in regard to the new Cyprus
material, being given a fresh look, notably as a likely
region of origin for the Cypro-PPNA migrants.

In the North of the island, to the author’s knowl-
edge, Akanthou/Tatlisu is the only excavated site
securely dated to the Cypro E/M PPNB, while Petra
tou Limniti, Troulli, and Cape Andreas Kastros seem
to be of a later, Khirokitian, date. Akanthou seems to
owe its location to a specific function: 5000 pieces
of obsidian have been retrieved®, i.e. “prodigious
quantities”, especially compared to other sites on the
island, according to Peltenburg et a/*. The obsidian
originates from well-known sources in Cappadocia
(Golli Dag), with tools very similar to those known
at the local Kaletepe workshop. Located at the clos-
est point to Central Anatolia, where it was possibly
transited by the Cukurova plain*, Akanthou appears
to be a regional redistribution centre of obsidian (as
finished products, so as to reduce the transportation of
useless loads). By saying this, it is not suggested that
Neolithic interrelations were working on the ‘supply
and demand’ pattern. Pre-state social interactions are
generally based on kinship or intermarriages, and this
is probably the path obsidian was taking*.
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Cevresindeki anakarada ¢ok uzun siiredir soylari
tilkenmigken, bu hayvanlar adada onlar1 avlayacak
yirticilarin (predator) yoklugu nedeniyle iyi bilinen
genetik bir ciicelesme olayindan etkilenmislerdir.
Daha geg donem yerlegsmelerde hig bulunamama-
lar1 bu endemik faunanin soyunun tiikeniginin agirt
avlanma nedeniyle olugtugunu, bunun da avcilarin
adadan ayrilmalarinin nedeni olabilecegini goster-
mektedir*’. Bu senaryo oldukga fazla tartigilmistir®,
Davis* soyun tiikeniginin nedeni olarak daha ziya-
de anakaradan getirilen yaban domuzuyla rekabeti
gormektedir. Pleistosen faunanin yanisira gok az
miktarlarda olmakla birlikte domuz ve geyik (sira-
styla 14 ve 4 kemik) aslinda yerlesmede mevcuttur.
Aetokremnos domuzu kiigiik boyutlardadir ve
olasilikla benzer morfolojiye sahip Dogu Akdeniz
Bolgesi’nden gelmistir®. Avci-toplayicilar tarafin-
dan getirilmis olmalar1 giiglii bir olasiliktir ve kola-
jenle yakin zaman 6nce yapilan tarihleme 10. binyil
tarihini teyit etmistir (MO. 9700).

Daha sonra Canak Comleksiz Kibris Neolitik
A’da Asprokremnos ve Klimonas’da kiiglik domuz
acik farkla baskin hayvansal gida olmustur (%93,
3). Bu tiir adaya miikemmel bir uyum saglamig
olmalidir. Bu hayvanlar Vigne ve meslektaslarina
gore’! ilk Epipaleolitik gogmenlerin getirmis ol-
duklar1 domuzlarm soyundan olmalidir, ancak Le-
vant’tan siirekli olarak yapilan ithalatlarin bunlara
eklendigi gbzardi edilemez. Siirtiler halinde mi bu-
lundurulduklart yoksa avlanmak iizere dogaya mi1
birakildiklari (yash bireylerin kesim sikliginin gos-
terebilecegi gibi) bilinmemektedir. Her haliikarda
salt getirilmeleri bile zamaninda tartismali olarak
gortilen Rosenberg vd. ’larina ait™ bir iddiaya uya-
cak sekilde bir nevi insan kontrolii oldugunu ortaya
koymaktadir. Bu kontrolun derecesi kesinlikle nii-
fusun biiylimesiyle birlikte artig gostermigtir>,

Klimonas’da ithal emmer bugday1 mevcuttur.
Bugdayn evcillestirilmis olup olmadig1 belirsiz-
dir; ancak yerlesmede bulunan saman miktari ve
tahilin islendigine dair gesitli izler (silika parlklig:
olan orak dilgileri, 6gilitme taglar1 gibi) bugdayin da
arpayla birlikte tarim1 yapilmig olabilir. Bu gergek-
ten onemlidir ¢iinkii glineybat1 Asya’daki bilinen
ilk evcillestirme dncesi tahil yetistirme izleri (MO
9500, Jerf el Ahmar) Klimonas’dan sadece birkag
ylizyil 6ncesine tarihlenir>*.

7 SIMMONS 1999, 2000: 11; VIGNE - BUITENHUIS
1999: 50; KNAPP 2002: 81.
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Let’s also note that the redistribution to other locations on the
island may have been done along the coast of the island, as the
abrupt Kyrenia chain renders difficult the access to the centre of
the island. Asprokremnos, for example, never entered the obsid-
ian network®.

Interestingly, Seveketoglu* notes that most of the early
Neolithic sites in the southern part of the island (Klimonas,
Mylouthkia, Shillourokambos, Tenta, Asprokremnos, Ais
Giorkis) are situated some distance inland. By contrast, in the
north the sites are all located directly on the seashore. We can-
not disregard the fact that the rising sea level at the beginning of
the Holocene may have submerged larger stretches of land (and
their early Neolithic sites) in the flatter south than in the north,
where the Kyrenia range falls directly into the sea. Neverthe-
less, this site distribution is still intriguing. It is as if northern
Levant farmers chose the sites best suited for agriculture, rather
inland, while fishermen from the Cukurova shore, where Cane-
va® mentions at least half a dozen sites, established harbours on
the northern shore in contact with Cappadocia®®.

[ - THE SUBSISTENCE ECONOMY
Epip/Cypro-PPNA

The food remains show that with minor exceptions, the only
big mammals that populated the island up to the 10th millen-
nium were the pygmy elephants and the pygmy hippopotami
(220 000 bones), relics of the Pleistocene era. Long absent from
the surrounding mainland, they had undergone a well-known
genetic phenomenon of dwarfism due to the lack of predators
on the island. Being totally absent from later sites, it has been
suggested that the extinction of this indigenous fauna was due to
over-hunting, and that this could have been the cause of the hunt-
ers’ departure from the island¥’. This scenario is highly debated*®
and Davis® rather sees the extinction as the product of a compe-
tition with feral swine imported from the mainland. Alongside
the Pleistocene fauna, swine and deer are indeed present on the
site, though in marginal quantities (respectively 14 and 4 bones).
Aetokremnos swine is small in size and probably came from the
Levant, where they have a similar morphology®. Their transfer
by hunter-gatherers is probable, and a recent dating of collagen
confirmed a 10th millennium date (9700 BCE).

Later on, at Cypro-PPNA Asprokremnos and Klimonas, the
small swine is by far the dominant food animal (93, 3 %). The
adaptation of this species to the island must have been excellent.
These animals are supposed by Vigne ef al*! to have been the
descendants of swine brought by the first Epipalaeolithic mi-
grants, but it cannot be excluded that imports from the Levant
were continuously added. It is not clear whether they were herd-
ed or released into the wild to be hunted (as the frequent slaugh-
tering of old individuals could indicate).
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Aragtirmacilara gore Canak Comleksiz Kibris Neolitik
A topluluklarinin durumu “avei-toplayicilarla” veya
“yerlesik koyliler” - “avci-giftgiler® olarak farkli se-
kilde degerlendirilmektedir. O donemde adada birkag
domuz ve arpanin disinda Bereketli Hilal’de dnceden
evcillestirilen hayvan ve bitkilerin higbirinin dogal
halde bulunmayis1 6nemlidir®’. Bu nedenle ¢iftgiligi-
nin adada bagimsiz olarak icat edilmis olma olasilig1
yoktur®®. Buradan su basit sonuca ulasilabilir: Dogal
kaynaklar bakimindan yoksul olan bu adaya yerlesme
karar1 veren topluluklar goktan giivenilir bir tarim dene-
yimine sahiptiler. O nedenle aday1 gekici kilan dnemli
nedenlerden birinin adadaki tarim yapilabilir topraklarin
varlig1 oldugu rahatlikla one siiriilebilir.

Canak Comleksiz Kibris Neolitik B

Canak Comleksiz Kibris Neolitik B yerlesmeleri 9.
binyilin ortalarinda kesinlikle terkedilmistir ve aday1 o
donemde altiist eden ekonomik modelin 6ziinde yerel
olmadigi anlasilmaktadir. Anakaradan gelen ve hem
topragi isleyip hem de hayvancilik yaparak artik kalict
bir liretim kapasitesi olugturmug olan deneyimli ¢giftciler
adada kalic1 olarak yerlesebildiler ve bunu yeni yer-
lesmeler kurmak suretiyle yaptilar. Cok ¢esitli “kiiciik

In any case, their mere transfer implies some form of
anthropological control, paralleling a claim by Rosen-
berg et al®?, controversial at the time.

The degree of this control certainly increased as the
population grew. Imported emmer wheat is present at
Klimonas. The domestic or wild status is unclear but
given the amount of chaff and the traces of cereal pro-
cessing (glossed sickle blades, querns), it must have
been cultivated along with barley. This is significant,
as the first known traces of pre-domestic plant culti-
vation in southwest Asia (9500 BCE, Jerf el Ahmar)
predate Klimonas by only a few centuries®. According
to specialists, the status of Cypro-PPNA communities
differs between “foragers™> and “established villag-
ers” / “hunter-cultivators™,

It is significant that, apart from a few swine and bar-
ley, none of the resources pre-domesticated in the Fer-

5 MANNING vd. 2010: 704.

% VIGNE vd. 2012: 8445; 2017.

S PELTENBURG vd. 2000: 850.

SSKNAPP 2002: 81; SIMMONS 2000: 11; LE BRUN 1989: 161.
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¢ Davis (2003: 260) geyigin “parklarda gevrili tutulmasmin kolay
oldugunu” diisiinse de, bu tiiriin davranis 6zelliklerinin genellikle
evcillestirmeye uygun olmadigi diisiiniilmektedir ve Neolitik donemde
hig bir yerde bilinmemektedir (Croft 2005: 356). Kibris’ta demografik
profiili “eriskinlerin tercihli itlafi” ile tutarlilik gdstermektedir (Vigne &
Buitenhuis 1999: 51-3), bu da yaban ortamda popiilasyonun ¢ogalmasina
yonelik bir endigeyi gosterir. Evcillestirilen bazi hayvanlar da hayvanlar
arasinda kolayca yayilabilecek hastalik (epizooty) durumunda bir rezerv
olusturmak amaciyla dogaya salinmis olabilir (Ducos 2000).
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olgekli giftgilik aletleri”nin (oraklar, 6giitme taglari,
havanlar) yanisira morfolojik olarak evcil olan emmer
bugday1 ve einrkorn bugday1 Mylouthkia’nin en erken
tabakalarindan baglayarak var olmuslardir®®. Bu du-
rum®, biiyiik olasilikla bu tiirlerin adaya evcil olarak ge-
tirilmis olduklarini1 géstermektedir; bu siralarda anaka-
rada bitki evcillestirmesinin heniiz baglamakta oldugunu
animsamakta fayda var®. Kabuksuz arpanin morfolojisi
Shillourokambos’un ilk tabakalarinda yabanidir, bu da
endemik tiirlerin yetistirilmek amaciyla getirilmis olabi-
lecegini ortaya koyar®. Ornegin Tell Aswad ve Tell Ain
el Kerkh gibi ilk tarim topluluklarinin klasik malzeme-
lerinden bezelye, keten/kendir, mercimek, antep fistig1,
yemisler, kokler, yamru kokler gibi yenilebilecek birgok
bitki de kiyisal anakaradan taginmugtir®,

Shillourokambos ve Mylouthkia’da etle beslenme
diizeni onem sirasina gore agirlikli olarak domuz, ge-
yik, kegi ve sigira dayanir. Domuzun Canak Comleksiz
Neolitik A’dan kalan endemik bir tiir mii oldugu, dis
kaynakli m1 veya her ikisinden de mi oldugu belirsizdir.
Ancak diger siirii hayvanlar1 adaya tasinmistir. Alage-
yigin taginmasindan sonra dogaya serbest birakildigi
dislincesi yaygindir®.

tile Crescent at that time were naturally present on the
island®’. This excludes a local invention of farming®.
The conclusion is rather straightforward: it is because
they possessed a reliable form of agriculture that com-
munities decided to settle on an island deprived of
abundant natural resources. It is therefore possible to
hypothesize that the presence of arable land may have
been one of the main forces attracting them.
Cypro-PPNB

The Cypro-PPNA sites were definitely abandoned
by the middle of the 9th millennium BCE, and the
economic model that storms the island at that time
does not seem to be intrinsically local. The experi-
enced mainland farmers, who now composed a stable
unit of production with both cultivation and herding,
could settle permanently on the island, and did so on
new sites.

2ROSENBERG et al 1998.

*MANNING et al. 2010: 698; VIGNE vd. 2011a: 3, 11; 2012: 8446-7,
2009: 1-3; SIMMONS 2009: 4; MCCARTNEY et al. 2007: 36.
#*WILLCOX - STORDEUR 2012.

S MANNING et al. 2010: 704.

VIGNE et al. 2012: 8445; 2017.

S"PELTENBURG et al. 2000: 850.

S KNAPP 2002: 81; SIMMONS 2000: 11; LE BRUN 1989: 161.



Sigirlarda ise olagandist bir durum vardir. Shillouro-
kambos’un erken tabakalarinda sigir, besi hayvanlarinin
%38’1ni olustururken, hizla yalnizca %1’e diismiistiir.

Ais Giorkis’de %2’den az bir oranla temsil edilmek-
tedir, diger yandan Akanthou’da (Tatlisu) da bir adet
s1g1r (Bos) kemigi bulunmustur®. Sigir, MO 8. binyilin
sonunda Kibris’ta gizemli bir sekilde yok olmugtur®.

Hayvanlarin tamamu fiziksel agidan yabanidir, ancak
insanlarin onlar1 kontrol ettigine dair izler tartisilamaz bir
sekilde belirgindir’: iskelet pargalarinin orani ve siirii-
niin demografisi (geng eriskinlerin secilerek kesilmesi),
ozellikle avlanan geyiklerin aksine, hayvanciligin varligi
konusunda ¢ok az kuskuya yer birakir®®. Ayrica, Shil-
lourokambos’un ilk tabakalarindan baglayarak, arkeolojik
agidan agila kapatildiklarina dair ipuglar i¢i esasinda
ahsap bir ¢itle dolu olan bos biiylik dairesel gizgiler, bu-
rada siiriiniin etrafini ¢ceviren bir agil bulundugu yoniinde
yorumlanmigtir®.

Her ne kadar bu tiir izlere pek rastlanmasa da siit ve
geyik boynuzlar gibi ikineil iiriinler de ekonomide énem-
li bir rol oynamis olabilir”. Burada bulunmalarinin temel
sebebi olmasa da, kesim izlerinden belli oldugu gibi tilki,
kopek ve kedilerin yanisira ara sira kemirgenler de tiike-
tilmis olabilir”'.

Sonug olarak, ekonomik agidan bakildiginda, karma
ciftgilik uygulamasinin varlig1 hi¢ bir zaman kalici yer-
lesimler kurmayacak hatta kendi anavatanlarim terketme
fikri veya diirtiisiinii yagamayacak olan Canak Comleksiz
Kibris Neolitik B topluluklarina kanit olusturmaktadir.
HIROKITYA

Hirokitya evresi ilk defa olarak anakaradan farkli,
Kibris’a 6zgii igsel dinamiklerle olugmus bir kiiltiirel
gelisim asamast olarak kargimiza gikar. Her iki donemi
de kapsadig1 goriilen Tenta ve Ais Giorkis diginda™,

MO 7000’lere kadar énceki yerlesimlerin terkedilmesi
ve yenilerinin kurulmastyla birlikte bir yerlesim degi-
sikligi oldugu anlagilmaktadir. Bazi yerlesimler benzeri
goriilmemis boyutlara ulasarak (Hirokiya’da 26 000 m?)
savunma sistemlerinin ¢ikigina taniklik eder’. Hirokit-
ya’da insan kemiklerinde genetik gesitlilik olmamasi’™
Le Brun&Daune-Le Brun’un™ Hirotkiya’nin Kibris di-
sindaki, hatta adadaki ¢agdas yerlesimlerle baglantisinin
ithal gelen hammaddelerin sayisinin ¢ok diisiik olmasi ve,
neredeyse sadece keciye dayali, asir1 tekdiizelesmis yiye-
cek tiretimciligi modelinin de gosterdigi gibi ¢ok kisith
oldugu yoniindeki goriislerini destekler. Diisiik olmas1 ve
oldukga standartlagmig besin iiretiminin (neredeyse sade-
ce keciye dayal1) gosterdigi gibi ¢ok nadir oldugu seklin-
deki gézlemini destekler.

 SIMMONS 2009: 4-5.

%VIGNE - BUITENHUIS 1999: 51-4 + fig. 1; VIGNE vd. 2000: 94-
5; CROFT 2005: 342-6; PELTENBURG vd. 2000: 850.

¢ Farkli, ancak gegerliligi kalmamis oldugu anlasilan bir bakis
agis1 i¢in bk. Horwitz vd. 2004.

$VIGNE vd. 2000: 91-3.

¢ GUILAINE 2003: 86.

7*CROFT 2005: 342-59; VIGNE - HELMER 2007.

7'VIGNE - GUILAINE 2004; 259-66.

2TODD 2005: xvii.

7LE BRUN 2001: 54-8; CAUVIN 1997: 222.
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Along with the whole range of “small-scale farming
tools” (sickles, grinding stones, pestles), morphologi-
cally domestic emmer and einkorn wheats are present
from the earliest levels of Mylouthkia®. This suggests®
that they were probably brought in this state. It is worth
recalling that at this time, plant morphological domes-
tication was just starting on the mainland®'. The hulled
barley has a wild morphology in the first layers of Shil-
lourokambos, suggesting that the endemic species could
have been brought to cultivation®. A great many other
food plants, such as peas, linseed/flax, lentils, pistachio,
nuts, and roots/tubers, were also transported from the
coastal mainland, where they were a classic component
of proto-agricultural communities, for example in Tell
Aswad and Tell Ain el Kerkh®.

The meat diet of Shillourokambos and Mylouthkia
relied on swine, deer, caprine, and cattle by order of im-
portance. It is not clear whether the swine was endemic
(relic of the Cypro-PPNA), exogenous, or both. But the
other herd animals had been transported. The fallow
deer is often believed to have been released into the wild
upon transportation® The case of bovid is peculiar. In
the early levels of Shillourokambos, cattle supplement
the livestock up to 8 % but quickly drop to a mere 1%;
at Ais Giorkis, cattle represents a proportion of less than
2 %, while Akanthou (Tatlisu) also has one Bos bone®.
Cattle disappears from Cyprus rather mysteriously at the
end of the 8th millennium BCE®.

While the animals are all physically wild, the indirect
traces of anthropological control seem rather indisput-
able®”

Plant remains of Shillourokambos do not allow clear identifi-
cation, due to bad taphonomic conditions, the analysis being per-
formed on traces left in the building material (Willcox 2011: 570).
SPELTENBURG 2001: 42-6, 57; SIMMONS 2009: 4.

S'WILLCOX 2011: 569.

2 GUILAINE 2003: 96; WILLCOX 2003: 235; 2011: 573.

$3SAVARD et al 2006; MCCARTNEY - PELTENBURG 2000: 10.

% Though Davis (2003: 260) considers that the deer is “casy to keep
enclosed in parks”, the behavioural characteristics of this species
are generally considered to be unfit for domestication, and it is not
known anywhere during the Neolithic (Croft 2005: 356). In Cyprus,
its demographic profile is consistent with that of ‘a preferential cull-
ing of adults’ (Vigne & Buitenhuis 1999: 51-3), showing a concern
for the reproduction of the population in the wild. Some domesti-
cates may also have been released, maybe in order to constitute a
reserve in case of epizooty (Ducos 2000).

% SIMMONS 2009: 4-5.

$VIGNE - BUITENHUIS 1999: 51-4 + fig. 1; VIGNE et al. 2000:
94-5; CROFT 2005: 342-6; PELTENBURG et al. 2000: 850.

¢ See Horwitz et al 2004 for a different but seemingly

outdated perspective.
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Ayni tahillar, baklagiller ve hayvanlarla tarima devam
edilir, ancak Hirokitya’da kabuksuz bugday ve biiyiik-
bag hayvan olmamasinin yanisira oldukga yiiksek keci
(stirliniin %80°1) einkorn ve cavdar oranlar1 6nceki yerel
evrelerden ve ¢cagdas anakaradan ayrigma oldugunun
isaretleridir’. Hirokitya tabakas1 kdylerin i¢e doniik
oldugu goriintiisiinii vermektedir. Kegi ve domuzlar yo-
netilebilse de””, evcillestirmeye doniik bariz morfolojik
belirtileri pek gostermezler ve Shillourokambos’dakilerle
ayni boydadirlar®. Ayni durum boyu daha erken Shil-
lourokambos, Klimonas ve Aetokremnos tabakalarinda-
kilerden” ve Kuzeybati Levant’taki yabani muadillerin-
den® 6nemli oranda farklilik gostermeyen domuz igin
de gegerlidir. Koyunlara gelince, herhangi bir kiigiilme
olmadig1 gibi, Davis boylarinda %35 oraninda bir artig
oldugunu saptamistir®. Geng hayvanlarin temsilinin az
olmas1 avlanmanin yeniden baslamasi olarak yorumlan-
mustir?, ancak Hirokitya’da avcilikla iligkili aletlere rast
lanmamistir®, ayrica daima avlanan tiirleri miikemmel
bir sekilde temsil etmis olan geyik bu dénemde énemini
yitirmigtir®*. Herseyin 6tesinde tiim Hirokitya evresinde-

The proportion of skeleton parts and the demographic
pattern (culling of young adults), especially in contrast
with those of the hunted deer, leave little doubt as to the
practice of herding®®. Also, from the first level of Shill-
ourokambos onwards, there is a rare archaeological hint
of penning.

Large empty circular lines on the ground, originally
filled with a wooden fence (of which 30 m were recov-
ered), have been interpreted as enclosures for the herd®.

Although such traces are hardly ever found, second-
ary products like milk and deer antlers may also have
played a significant role in the economy™. As cut marks
seem to indicate, rodents, as well as foxes, dogs, and
cats, might also have been occasionally consumed,
although this could not be the primary reason for their
presence’.

In conclusion, economically speaking, the practice of
mixed-farming is evidence for Cypro-PPNB commu-
nities who, otherwise, would neither have established
perennial settlements nor even have had the idea and
impulse to leave their motherlands.

Khirokitian

The Khirokitian horizon displays an internal evolu-
tion from the preceding phase with, for the first time,
the advent of a Cypriot cultural phase differing from

7WILLCOX 2003: 237; LE BRUN - DAUNE-LE BRUN 2009: 74.
77CROFT 2005: 356.

PHORWITZ vd. 2004: 40.

7VIGNE vd. 2012: 8847

SHELMER 1989: 112-5

S'DAVIS 2003: 264

2DUCOS 2000: 76

8 ASTRUC - BRIOIS 2011: 88

8 CROFT 2005: 356; DAVIS 1989: 207.

% VIGNE - CUCCHINI 2005: 190.

8 PELTENBURG vd. 2001: 58; DUCOS 2000.
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ki yogun niifusun et tiiketimi igin sadece av hayvanlaria
giivenmis olmasi akil almaz bir durumdur.
Kibris'ta Ciftciligin Ortaya Cilkmasiyla llgili Sentez

Obsidyenin varligi ve yukarida belirtilen denizcilik
tekniklerine olan hakimiyet gibi kiiltiirel parallellerle
bir arada diistiniildiigiinde, zooarkeolojik kalintilar
Neolitik Dénemin baglarinda anakarayla yogun ilis-
kilerin oldugu sonucuna isaret eder. Aslinda ilk gog
eden toplumlar “bes tane toynakli ve ii¢ tane etobur”
hayvan tiiriiniin neslini siirdiirmesini saglayacak
birka¢ hayvana giivenmis olamaz®. Evcillestirilen
siiriilerin sayisinda her tiir azalma riskinin goz 6niine
alinmis olduguna kusku yok. Buna ek olarak, metal
olmamasiyla boyutu sinirlanan teknelerin bir kerede
biiytik bir siirii tagima olasilig1 ortadan kalkmaktadir.
Hig bir uzmanin Nuh’un Gemisi modelini destekle-
me cesaretinde bulunmayacagi®® ve tam tersine pek
¢ok kez birkag insan nesline yayilan toy (kiigiik)
hayvanlari yiiklemeyi tercih ettikleri anlagilmaktadir.
Bu temaslarin kiiltiirel baglar1 devam ettirdigi stiphe
gotirmez.
the mainland. Except for Tenta and Ais Giorkis, which
seem to cover both periods’, by 7000 BCE there seems
to have been a settlement reshuffling, with the aban-
donment of previous sites and the foundation of new
ones. Certain sites reached unprecedented sizes (26 000
m? for Khirokitia) and witnessed the appearance of de-
fensive systems”. The lack of genetic variety in human
bones at Khirokitia’™ support the observation by Le Brun
& Daune-Le Brun? that the connections of Khirokitia
with contemporary sites outside and even within Cyprus
were rare, as shown by the extremely low frequency
of exogenous raw materials and the very standardized
food production (almost exclusively based on caprine).
The same cereals, legumes, and animals continue to be
farmed, but the lack of naked wheat and cattle in the
Khirokitian, as well as (very) high relative proportions
of caprine (up to 80 % of the herd), einkorn, and rye-
grass, are marks of a divergence both from the preced-
ing local phases and from the contemporary mainland’.
The picture given by the Khirokitian horizon is that of
villages turned inwards.

Although caprine and pigs were managed”’, they still
failed to display the clear morphological signs attributed
to domestication, and present the same size as those of
Shillourokambos.

% VIGNE et al. 2000: 91-3.

¥ GUILAINE 2003: 86.

7CROFT 2005: 342-59; VIGNE - HELMER 2007.
"VIGNE - GUILAINE 2004; 259-66.

72TODD 2005: xvii.

77LE BRUN 2001: 54-8; CAUVIN 1997: 222.

7*CHERRY 1985: 25-6.

7LE BRUN - DAUNE-LE BRUN 2009: 77.

7WILLCOX 2003: 237; LE BRUN - DAUNE-LE BRUN 2009: 74.
77 CROFT 2005: 356.

PHORWITZ et al. 2004: 40.



Ciftcilerin Kibris’a gociinlin karma-giftcilik
sisteminin Orta Firat havzasinin merkezinden ilk
yayilimindan daha erken olmasa bile en azindan bu
donemle ¢agdas oldugunu belirtmekte fayda vardir®’.

Anadolu’da, 6rnegin Kapadokya’da yayilim ge-
nellikle yiyecek tiretimciligini yerel avci-toplayicila-
rin benimseyerek, kendi ortamlarina ve toplumlarina
uyarlamasiyla gergeklesmistir®, Tam tersine, Kibris
fiziksel olarak tamamen ¢iftgilerin ele gegirdigi
tek bolgedir. Izolasyonla birlikte yerel gruplarmn
olmamasi, bu topluluklarin gelisim siirecinin ana-
karada bilinenlerle karsilastirmali olarak ¢aligilmasi
yoniinde benzersiz bir durum sunmaktadir. Kibris’a
getirilen grup tiirleri tam anlamiyla klasik “Anado-
lu-Mezopotamya” Neolitik ¢iftgilik modeli setinden
(kurucu tiirler) olugur®: emmer bugdayi, einkorn
bugdayi, arpa (+ mercimek, keten, fig gibi baklagil-
ler), kegi, koyun, domuz ve biiyiikbas hayvan®. Bu
nedenle anakara ¢iftgileri giftcilik yasam bigimleri-
nin hepsini bu kara pargasina tagimay1 planlamustir.
Bu yiizden ada anakaranin bir uzantisi olarak, uz-
manlasmis bir yasam modelinin yeniden yaratilacagi
bir yer olarak ortaya ¢ikmistir. Karaya baglh bu
tiretim araglarinin hepsinin koloniyi kuranlarin 6n-
celikle topragin bakirliginden etkilendigine dair ilk
Onsezimizi teyit ettigi goriilmektedir. Goglin temel
nedeninin anakaray1 terk etmek oldugunu gosteren
hig bir bulguya rastlanmamistir. Bu nedenle baglar
gliclii kalmaya devam etmistir, bu da en kiigiik tek-
nolojik gelismelerin bile nasil olup da anakara ve
ada lizerinde neredeyse birbiriyle cagdas oldugunu
aciklamaktadir.

Iki kara kiitlesi arasindaki bu genel ekonomik
benzerligin golgesinde Kibris’ta hayvanlarin fiziksel
olarak evcilllestirilmemis olmasi ilging bir aykirilik
arz eder. Iki veya ii¢ biny1l siirede morfolojik etki
olmamasi, 6zellikle cografi izolasyonun siiriiniin ya-
bani bireylerle genetik olarak karigmasinin olanaksiz
oldugunun ifade edildigi bir kapsamda geligkili bir
durum yaratir. Tam tersine, Bereketli Hilal’de bes-
lenen tiirlerin hepsinde Canak Comleksiz Neolitik B
evresinin ortalarina kadar ¢oktan evcil morfolojiler
gelismisti®'.

Vigne ve Buitenhuis’un® diisiincesine gore Kibris
net bir “On-evcillestirme™ drnegidir ve siiresi (evcil
tiirler ilk olarak Hirokitya evresinin ileri agsamalarin-
da goriilmektedir) Giineydogu Asya’da baska yerler-
de bilinenden ¢ok daha uzundur.

Su ana kadar arkeozoolojinin ikna edici bir agikla-
ma bulamadig1 anlagilmaktadir.

% BODET 2012: 304-10.
8BAIRD vd. 2018: 1

8 BOKONYT 1993.

% HARRIS 2002: 67.

91 PETERS vd. 2005.

%2VIGNE - BUITENHUIS 1999.
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The same goes for the swine, for which the size does not
differ significantly from that of earlier Shillourokambos,
Klimonas, and Aetokremnos horizons’ nor from their wild
counterparts in the NW Levant®. As for the sheep, not only
is there no evidence of downsizing, but a 5 % increase in
size has been identified by Davis®'. The weak representation
of young animals has been interpreted as a resurgence of
hunting®, but no tools related to hunting have been found
at Khirokitia®. Meanwhile, the deer, which had always
embodied the hunted species par excellence, loses its impor-
tance throughout this period™. It is, above all, inconceivable
that the dense population of the entire Khirokitian sequence
could only have relied on hunted animals for meat consump-
tion.

Synthesis On The Emergence Of Farming In Cyprus

Along with cultural parallels, e.g. the presence of obsidian
and the mastering of sea-faring technics presented above,
the reviewed archaeozoological elements are a strong case
in favour of frequent connections with the mainland during
the Early Neolithic of Cyprus. Indeed, the first migrating
populations could hardly have relied on a few animals to en-
sure the regeneration of “five species of ungulates and three
of carnivores "*. Any risk of a decline in the domesticated
herds would certainly have been considered. In addition, the
size of the ships, limited by the absence of metal, eliminates
the possibility of a transfer of large herds at once. It seems
that no specialist would venture to support the Noah’s ark
model® and, quite on the opposite, they appear to be in fa-
vour of a great many loadings of immature (small) animals,
spreading over several human generations. These contacts
surely maintained the cultural ties.

It is worthwhile to note that the migration of farmers to
Cyprus was at least contemporary with, if not earlier than,
the first diffusions of the mixed-farming system from the
Middle Euphrates basin core®’. On the continent, in Cappa-
docia for example, diffusion happened generally through
adoption by local hunter-gatherers®, who ended up adjust-
ing according to their own environment and social char-
acteristics. By contrast, Cyprus is the only region that was
physically entirely taken over by farmers. Along with the
isolation, the lack of indigenous groups offers a unique con-
text in which to study the way these communities evolved in
comparison to those known on the mainland.

The panel of species brought to Cyprus is precisely the
traditional set (the founder species) of the “Anatolian-Meso-
potamian” Neolithic farming model®: emmer, einkorn, bar-
ley (+ pulses like lentil, flax, vetches etc.), goat, sheep, pig,
and cattle”. The mainland farmers thus planned to transfer
their entire farming way-of-life onto this piece of land.

VIGNE et al. 2012: 8847.
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Bunun nedeni evcillestirmenin genetik degil ama,
Oziinde toplumsal bir siireg olarak goriilmesi gerekliligi
olabilir. Bu asamada topluluklarin i¢ 6rgiitlenmelerine
odaklanan bir disiplinlerararast yaklagim yardimci ola-
bilir.

[1I- KIBRIS'LA ILGILI TUHAFLIKLAR
Kibris'ta ‘sonu gelmeyen’ on-evcillestirme

Kosullara bagl olarak degiskenlik gostererek birkag
nesil sonrasinda insan kontrolii altindaki bir hayvan
stirlisii gozle goriilebilir fiziksel degisikliklere, 6zel-
likle boyutlarinda kiiglilmeye ugrar. Bu morfolojik
evcillesme siireci viicut (ve kafa) boyutu ya da boynuz
seklinden sorumlu olanlar gibi baz1 genlerin elastik-
ligine dayalidir ve bir siire sonra bu egilimler tiim
stiriiniin genomuna sigrar®. Yabani hayvanlarda bu
stire¢ oldukca yavag gelisir (Darwin’in dogal segilim
yoluyla evrimi gibi), ancak evcillesme olayinda bu
durum insanlarin titiz bir sekilde kiiciik-boyutlu ve
zararsiz damizliklar1 segmesi yoluyla bir hayli hizlan-
dirlabilir™. Hayvan seciliminde yeniden dogma hizi ve
sistematizasyonu da iiremenin yogunlugunu artiran ya
da engelleyen toplumsal girdilere baglidir. Bu yiizden,

The island was thus conceived as an extension of the
mainland, a place to reproduce a mastered model of
life. With the means of production of this model based
on land, all the elements seem to confirm our first in-
tuition that the colonists were foremost attracted by the
virgin land. Nothing seems to indicate that the primary
reason for the migration would have been to quit the
mainland. The ties thus remained strong, explaining
how even the slightest technical developments on the
mainland and on the island are nearly contemporary.

In the shadow of this general economic parallel
between the two land masses, the lack of physical do-
mestication of animals in Cyprus offers an interesting
discrepancy. The absence of morphological repercus-
sion over two or three millennia is in contradiction
to the practice of herding, as revealed by indirect
evidence, especially in a context where geographical
isolation implies the impossibility of the herd mixing
genetically with wild individuals. In contrast, in the
Fertile Crescent all herded species had already devel-
oped clear domestic morphologies by the middle of
the PPNB®'. In the opinion of Vigne & Buitenhuis®,
Cyprus is a clear case of “proto-domestication”, and
its length (the appearance of domestic morphologies
seems to postdate the Khirokitian level) is far longer
than what is known anywhere else in southwest Asia.
So far, archaeozoology seems to have fallen short of

2 ZEDER 2017: 4.

**GAUTIER 1990; ZEDER et al. 2006; COMBES 2006.
°* GODELIER 1996; GAUTIER 1990.

% DAVIS 1998.
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farkli bir amagla hayvancilik yapan toplumlar arasin-
da evcillestirme hizinda anlasilabilecek farkliliklar
beklenir. Popiilasyonu sadece beslemek icin otlatanlar
yavas bir genetik etkiyle gevsek bir {iretim seviyesinde
ilerler. Ote yandan, hayvanlarn iiretim fazlasin1 elden
cikarmaya dayanan daha rekabetci toplumsal iliskiler
icinde olanlar yogun iiretim ve siirii iizerinde daha hiz-
I1 genetik etkiye neden olur; bu tiir kargilikli iligkiler
etnolojide bilinmektedir®. Firat bolgesinde siiriilerin
hizli evcillesmesi ile uzaklardan gelen egzotik (ve tar-
tigmaya agik bir sekilde prestijli) nesnelerin (Kapadok-
ya obsidiyeni gibi) artig1 ve kdy orgilitlenmesinde Ca-
yonii’nde oldugu gibi® toplumsal esitsizliklerin ortaya
¢ikmasi arasindaki iligki erken donemde yerel anlamda
bir nevi toplumsal rekabetin (prestij veya dykiinme
arayisina dayali) olageldigine igaret ediyor olabilir.

Anakara verilerini incelemenin yeri degil, ancak bu
veriler Kibris verilerini belirli bir sekilde agikliga ka-
vusturuyor. Kibris evcillerinde fiziksel evcillestirme
olmamasi Firat havzasimm tersine yogun bir iiretim
baglaminin tartigmaya acik bir sekilde var olmadigim
gosterir.

finding a convincing explanation. This is may be be-
cause domestication should not be seen as a genetic
but, intrinsically, as a social process. This is where an
interdisciplinary approach, centered on the internal
organization of the communities, can help.
IIl- CYPRIOT PECULIARITIES
The ‘Everlasting’ Cypriot Proto-Domestication

After a number of generations, varying according to
the circumstances, a herd under human control under-
goes perceptible physical modifications, in particular
downsizing. This process of morphological domestica-
tion plays on the elasticity of certain genes, like those
responsible for body (and head) size or horn shape,
and after a while these trends propagate on the genome
of the entire herd”. In the wild, this is an extremely
slow process (like Darwin’s evolution through natural
selection), but in the case of domestication, this can be
considerably accelerated by a strict human selection
of small-sized and harmless reproducers®. The pace
of regeneration and the systematization of the animal
selection are, in turn, dependent on social inputs that
promote or inhibit the intensity of the (re)production.
Therefore, sensible differences in the pace of physi-
cal domestication are expected between societies that
practice herding with a different aim. Those who herd
simply to feed the population proceed to a loose level
of production with slow genetic impact.

TPETERS et al. 2005.
2VIGNE - BUITENHUIS 1999.
% ZEDER 2017: 4.

**GAUTIER 1990; ZEDER et al 2006; COMBES 2006.



Buna karsilik, Kibris’a go¢ eden topluluklar yuka-
rida Firat havzasinin sosyoekonomik ve kiiltiirel bir
uzantist olarak belirlenen bir bélgeden (kuzeybati
Levant) gelen ve yogun besin iiretimini az veya ¢ok
bilmesi gereken tam teghizath ¢iftgilerdi (6rnegin,
Tell Aswad’da hayvanlarda erken Canak Comleksiz
Neolitik B’de bile fiziksel evcillesme goriilmekte-
dir”’.

Bu nedenle, go¢ eden topluluklarin kiiltiirel ve ide-
olojik gegmisi Kibris’taki tiretimin neden siki olmadi-
g1 ve hayvanlarin neden kiiciik kaldigini agiklamaya
yeterli degildir. Bunun bagska bir nedeni olmalidur.

Avci-toplayicilar (kuzeybati Amerika, Pasifik Si-
berya, Kaliforniya vb.) ve erken giftciler (Baruya,
Trobrianderler, Torres bogazi vb.) arasinda etnog-
rafik toplumsal 6ykiinme drekleri arasinda prestij
amaciyla rekabetin sistematik olarak rol oynadig
iiretim fazlasina sahip nispeten yogun olarak yerlesik
niifuslar bulunmaktadir®®. Bu demografik ve ekono-
mik kosullarin biiytik Firat havzasinda da (kuzeybati
Levant’1 da igerir) bulundugu goriilmektedir. Ote
yandan karasal toplumsal aglarla bagi kopuk Kib-
ris’m bu genis, etkilesimli ve rekabetgi toplumsal
tabaninin eksik oldugu goriiliir. Siiriilerin morfolojik
evcillesme hizinin nasil kendileri de toplumsal ya da
ekonomik tegviklerle ¢alisan giiglii ve sik1 hayvanci-
lik pratiklerine bagli oldugunu goérdiik. Bu nedenle,
etkilesim halindeki bir toplumsal dayanaktan yoksun
olmak dort bin yil siiren Canak Comleksiz Kibris
Neolitik Donemi ve Hirotkiya donemleri sirasinda
hayvan evcillesmesinin olmamasinin nedeni olabilir.
Bagka bir deyisle, adaya yerlesen ¢iftciler kiiltiirel
acidan Firat havzasindakilere benzese de, ada niifu-
sunun siiriilerde genetik degigimi baslatan toplumsal
ve ekonomik benzesmeyi koriiklemeyecek kadar kii-
ciik” ve fazla daginik olarak kaldig1 goriilmektedir.
Peltenburg vd.'® ayni gekilde yontma tag endiistrisin-
de uzmanlagma olmamasini demografik eksikligin
sonucu olarak agiklar: “Kibris 'ta yerlesimler kiiciik
boyutta kaldi” ve “Canak Comleksiz Kibris Neolitik
B’de gercek uzmanlasmayr destekleyebilecek biiyiik
bir yerlegik niifus tabanindan olusan gerekli ek ige-
rikten yoksundu”. Bu gézlemin hayvanciliktan olusan
temel ekonomik alana ¢ok daha iyi uydugu goriiliir.
Adada yagayan bireyler ile gruplar arasinda devam
eden gevsek liretim diizeyini ortaya koydugu goriil-
mektedir.

HELMER - GOURICHON 2008.
S TESTART 1982; DUPUY 1994; GODELIER 1996.
* Levant’ta milyonlarca iken, adada belki de birkag bin old-

ugu tahmin edilmektedir (Bellwood 2005: 15).
190 PELTENBURG vd. 2001 53.
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In contrast, those involved in more competitive social
relationships, based on animal surpluses given away, are
characterized by intense production and faster genetic
repercussion on the herd; such correlations are known in
ethnology®. In the Euphrates basin, the correlation of rapid
herd domestication with the growth of exotic (and arguably
prestigious) objects coming from far away (like Cappado-
cian obsidian) and with the appearance of social disparities
in village organization, like in PPNB Cayonii®®, could indi-
cate that some early form of social competition (based on a
search for prestige, or emulation) was occurring locally.

It is not the place here to review the mainland data, but
it sheds light on the Cypriot data in a particular way. The
lack of physical domestication of Cypriot domesticates
shows that, contrary to the Euphrates basin, a context of
intensive production was arguably absent. However, the
populations migrating to Cyprus were full-scale farmers
coming from a territory (northwest Levant) identified
above as a socio-economic and cultural extension of the
Euphrates basin, for whom an intensive food production (to
sustain the emulation) must have been more or less familiar
(in Tell Aswad for example, the animals show physical do-
mestication as early as the E PPNB®”. So the cultural and
ideological background of the migrating populations can-
not explain why production in Cyprus was loose and why
animals remained small. Another reason must be found.

Ethnographic examples of social emulation among hunt-
er-gatherers (northwest America, Pacific Siberia, Califor-
nia, etc.) and early farmers (Baruya, Trobrianders, Torres
strait, etc.) include relatively densely settled populations
producing food surpluses, among which the competition
for prestige is systematically played®. These demographic
and economic conditions seem to have also been present
in the greater Euphrates basin (including the northwest
Levant). Cyprus, in contrast, being cut-off from the conti-
nental social networks, seems to lack this broad, interac-
tive, and competitive social base. We have seen how the
pace of herd morphological domestication is dependent on
strong and strict herding patterns, which are, in turn, oper-
ated by social or economic incentives. Thus, the lack of a
large interacting social base may be a reason for the lack
of significant herd physical domestication during the four
millennia-long Cypro-PPN and Khirokitian sequences. In
other words, although the farmers who colonized the island
were culturally similar to those of the Euphrates basin, the
population of the island seems to have remained too small*
and too scattered to fuel the social and economic emulation
precipitating the genetic modification of the herd.

% GODELIER 1996; GAUTIER 1990.

% DAVIS 1998.

“HELMER - GOURICHON 2008.

S TESTART 1982; DUPUY 1994; GODELIER 1996.
*Maybe a few thousands on the island, compared to the millions
estimated for the Levant (Bellwood 2005: 15).
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Bender’in'" “toplumsal yiikiimliiliikleri kapsayan”
“lretim fazlas1”yla ilgili ifadelerinden alint1 yaparsak:
“dikkatlerin yerel sistemler, hanehalki seviyesinde isle-
nen isggiicii siirelerine degil, daha gok toplumsal iligkiler
ve toplumsal siiregleri igeren daha biiyiik sistem lizerinde
olmas1 gerekir”. Kibris’ta toplumsal iligkiler ag1 kisithidir
ve liretimin toplumsal degil, sadece beslenme hedeflerini
takip ederek niifusa orantili bir gekilde diisiik tutulmasi-
na karar verilmistir. Toplumsal baglamin siki olmamast
anlagiliyor ki toplumsal kullanim amaciyla ne fazladan
iiretime izin vermis (liretim giicii agisindan) ne de destek-
lemis (6ykiinme agisindan) olup, 6n-evcillesme evresinin
(genetik degisim igermeyen hayvancilik) Hirokitya ev-
resinin sonuna kadar (en azindan) adada neden bu kadar
kalic1 olduguna agiklik kazandirmaktadir.

KIBRIS'TA BUYUKBA§ HAYVANLARIN ORTADAN
KAYBOLMASIYLA ILGILI GIZEM

Neolitik gruplarin toplumsal dinamikleri konusundaki
bu goriis ayn1 zamanda sigirlarin (Bos) Kibris’tan sagir-
tic1 bir sekilde ortadan kaybolmasina makul bir agiklama
getirebilir'®, Giineybati Asya’da her yerde 6zel konteks-
lerde bulunan gok say1da siislii kafatas1 ve boynuzlar
bu tiiriin Neolitik sembolik diinyasinda belirgin bir yeri
olduguna isaret ediyor olabilir. Bourdieu'” boga boynuz-

Peltenburg et al'™ likewise explain the lack of spe-
cialization in the lithic industry as a consequence of
a demographic deficiency, citing that “sites remained
small on Cyprus” and “the additional necessary ingre-
dient of a large sedentary population base capable of
supporting true specialization was missing from the
Cypro-PPNB”. This observation seems to apply even
better to the core economic sphere of animal herding. It
seems to reveal the loose degree of production going on
between individuals and groups on the island.

It is worth quoting Bender'®! on surplus production
that covers social obligations, who states that “attention
must focus not so much on the local systems, the labor
processes operating on a household level, but on the
larger system of social relations and social processes.”
In Cyprus, the network of social relations is circum-
scribed, and the production is determined to have
remained at a level proportionally as low as the popula-
tion, only pursuing nutritious goals and not social ones.
The loose social context, apparently, neither permitted
(in terms of force of production) nor promoted (in
terms of emulation) the production of surpluses for so-
cial uses. It also explains why the proto-domestication

19 BENDER 1978: 210.

122 SIMMONS 2009: 6; DAVIS 2003: 263.
1 BOURDIEU 1998: 44.

14 FOREST 1993.

1BODET 2012.

196 OK SUZ 2002.

17 ARBUCKLE 2013.
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larini eveil toplumlarda yaygin bir fallik simge olarak
yorumlar, Forest'™ da benzer gekilde bogalarin Neolitik
sembolizmde toplumdaki eril diizenin bir simgesi olarak
kullanildigin1 gostermistir (topraklar genellikle erkegin
soyundan geger). Simgesel diinya ile ¢iftliklerdeki gergek
hayvanlar birbirine karigtirmamak gerekir. Ancak, gerek
ekonomik dnemi gerekse simgesel niteligi nedeniyle bii-
yiikbas hayvanlarin yiiksek deger ve prestij barindirmasi
ve toplumsal dykiinme baglaminda beklenen tiim aligve-
rislerde ve hediye/kars1 hediye torenlerinde gereginden
fazla yer almasi olasidir. Firat havzasinda Bos genellikle
siirtide belirgin bir oranda bulunuyorsa ve fiziksel olarak
evcil hale geliyorsa aslinda bu durum Orta ve Geg Canak
Comleksiz Neolitik B doneminde toplumsal 6ykiinmenin
tavan yaptig1 gortildigiinde'® tesadiifi bir durum olmaya-
bilir'® — Orta Anadolu i¢in bk. Arbuckle'”’.

Prestijle yonlendirilen dykiinme adada yukarida zanne-
dildigi gibi geligmemigse, bu durum belki de en azindan
kismen sigirlarin neden uzun siire niifusun ilgisini cekme-
digini agiklayabilir. Bu durum 6zellikle kéylerin her biri-
nin tamamiyla kendi i¢ine kapandigi, toplumsal rekabetin
hi¢ yoksa bile ¢ok kisitli oldugu bir sirada hayvan-gida
ekonomisinin neredeyse sadece kegiye dayandig: Hirokit-
ya evresi igin gegerlidir.

phase (herding without genetic alteration) remained so
persistent on the island, all the way to the end of the
Khirokitian horizon (at least).
The Enigma Of The Disappearance Of Cattle From Cyprus

This insight into the social dynamics of Neolithic
groups could also provide a plausible explanation for
the astonishing disappearance of cattle (Bos) from Cy-
prus'®. The numerous ornamental bucrania found in
specific contexts everywhere in southwest Asia may
imply that this species held a prominent place in the
Neolithic symbolic world. Bourdieu'® interprets horns
of bulls as a widespread phallic symbol among do-
mestic societies, and Forest'™has likewise shown that
bulls, in the Neolithic iconography, stood as a symbol
for the masculine order of the society (inheritance of
land generally goes through the male line). It is import-
ant not to amalgamate the symbolical world and the
real animals of the farm. However, both because of its
(economic) weight and of its symbolic attribute, cattle
are likely to have embodied high value and prestige
and to be overrepresented in all the transactions and
gift/counter-gift ceremonies expected in a context of
social emulation.

'WPELTENBURG et al. 2001: 53

" BENDER 1978: 210.

12 SIMMONS 2009: 6; DAVIS 2003: 263.
13 BOURDIEU 1998: 44.

14FOREST 1993.



Son olarak, iyi de bakilsalar birkag fazlanin ol-
masi hayvan beslemenin kaginilmaz bir sonucudur.
Toplumsal sistemde ¢ok az yeniden yatirim yapilan
bu ke¢i fazlaliklari toplum agisindan bir yiik olustu-
rabilir ve dogaya birakilmis olabilir, bu da Docus'®
ve digerlerinin Hirokitya evresinde bahsettigi yaba-
ni popiilasyonu olusturabilir.

SONUC

Dogu Akdeniz’in Epipaleolitik topluluklari
Kibris’1 iyi biliyordu ve adaya ziyaretlerde bulu-
nuyordu. Canak Comleksiz Neolitik A donemde
evcillestirme-Oncesi tarimei ve avcl gruplarinin
birkag yiizyil Kibris’in giiney kesiminde yerlesmis
oldugu goriilmektedir'®. Canak Comleksiz Neo-
litik B’ye gelene kadar, geri doniip, bu defa kalic
olarak yerlesmisler ve o zamandan beri giftgilik
adada var olmustur.

Neolitik Kibris’in incelenen arkeolojik ve ekono-
mik verileri 1518inda adanin erken giftgiler tara-
findan kolonizasyonunun oldukga basarili oldugu
gozlenmistir. Adadaki bu gelismelerin anakara-
daki ekonomik ve teknik gelismelerle kronolojik
olarak ¢ok yakin olmasi dikkat ¢ekicidir. Kibris
6rnegi bir ka¢ nedenden dolay: ¢ok bilgi saglar.

Oncelikle giftgiligin benimsenmesiyle birlikte
elde edilen ekonomik gii¢ ve toplumsal istikrart
gosterir. Ayrica, topluluklarin siirdiirilebilir eko-
nomileri sayesinde daha dnceden gitmekte zorluk
gektikleri yerlerde kavustuklar1 esnekligi ve ra-
hatlig1 gosterir. Ayrica Kibris her ne kadar dolayl
ve pek beklenmedik olsa da, anakaranin Erken
Neolitik kiyilarinin oldukga aydinlatici bir res-
mini ¢izer. Aslinda, anakaradaki insanlar Canak
(Comleksiz Neolitik boyunca Kibris’a yerlesmek
amaciyla bu kadar ¢ok bagimsiz kesif gezisi yap-
trysa, bunun nedeni biiyiik olasilikla kitasal deniz
kiyilarinda toprak eksikligiydi. Ayrilmalarinda
Holosen’deki 1sinma nedeniyle deniz seviyesinin
yiikselmesinin''” rol oynadigi kesindir. Yine de
bu durum ilgili arkeolojik yerel boglugun oldukca
tersine ¢iftciligin kuzeybati ve merkezi Levant
bolgesinde dzellikle bilyiiyen bir iiretim sekli
olmasi gerektigi ve bunun Neolitik Donemin en
baglarindan itibaren gegerli oldugu anlamina gelir.
Bu kesfin boyutlar1 daha 6nce yapilan bir arastir-
mada''! bu alanin Bereketli Hilal’in karma-¢iftgi-
lik sisteminin resmi alani igine dahil edilmesine
imkan vermistir. Bu tiir bir ¢ikarim ¢ogunlukla
Kibris’ta elde edilen dikkat gekici arkeolojik bul-
gularin dolayli sonucunda yapilmistir.

18 HDUCOS 2000.

19Mc CARTNEY 2012; VIGNE vd. 2012.
O PELTENBURG vd. 2000: 852.
""'BODET 2017: 68-70.
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It is perhaps not a coincidence that when social emulation
seems to have reached a climax in the Euphrates basin, Bos
generally gained a prominent proportion in the herd and be-
come physically domestic'® during the M and L PPNB'% - see
also Arbuckle!” for a Central Anatolian perspective.

If prestige-driven emulation did not flourish on the island
as supposed above, this could perhaps explain, in part at
least, why bovid did not retain the interest of the popula-
tion for very long. This is particularly true for the Khiroki-
tian horizon, when the animal-food economy relied almost
exclusively on caprine, at a time when every village seems
to have been entirely closed in on itself, making social
competition very restricted, if it existed at all.

Finally, a few surpluses are an inevitable consequence
of herding, even if they are looked after. Being so little
reinvested in the social system, these caprine surpluses
would have represented a burden for the community and
may well have been released into the wild, constituting the
feral population mentioned by Ducos!'® and others for the
Khirokitian levels.

CONCLUSION

The Epipalaeolithic populations of the Levant knew
Cyprus well and were already making incursions on the
island. During the PPNA, groups of pre-domestic agricul-
turalists and hunters seem to have settled a few centuries
earlier on the southern part of Cyprus'®. By the PPNB,
they returned and settled, permanently this time, and farm-
ing never disappeared from the island after that point. In
the light of the reviewed archaeological and economic
data of Neolithic Cyprus, the colonization of the island by
early farmers appears to have been extremely successful.
This insular sequence is all the more remarkable, in that
it followed very closely, chronologically and technically
speaking, the economic developments on the Neolithic
mainland.

The Cypriot case is very informative for a number of
reasons. First of all, it displays the economic strength and
social stability acquired with the adoption of farming. It
shows in particular the flexibility provided to communities
who could sustainably adapt to previously unreceptive en-
vironments. Cyprus offers, moreover, a very enlightening
picture, albeit indirect and hardly expected, of the Early
Neolithic shores of the mainland. Indeed, if mainland peo-
ple launched so many independent expeditions to settle on
Cyprus throughout the Cypro-PPN, it is probably because
land was missing on the continental sea shore. It is true
that the rising sea-level, due to the Holocene warming''’,
certainly played a role in the departure.

105 OKSUZ 2002.

1BODET 2012.

17 ARBUCKLE 2013.

18 HUCOS 2000.

1Mc CARTNEY 2012; VIGNE et al. 2012.
1OPELTENBURG et al. 2000: 852.
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Kibris 6rnegi ayn1 zamanda neredeyse hig arkeolo-
jik bulguya rastlanmayan 6nemli bir konuda da gok
ilging bilgiler sunar: Neolitik insanlarin ve belki de
bunlarin avci-toplayici 6nciillerinin denizcilikte ulas-
t181 teknik uzmanlagmanin seviyesi. Anakara ciftcile-
rinin bes havyan tiirli dahil tiim yagam bigiminin ada-
ya tagindig1 géz oniinde bulunduruldugunda bu teknik
bilgiden artik kuskuya diisiilmesi imkansiz hale gelir.
Kiiltiirel baglar ve obsidiyen de ayn1 sekilde denizin
gecilmesinin bir defaya mahsus tesadiif olmadigim,
tersine oldukga yaygin bir faaliyet oldugunu ve sonug-
ta ¢ift¢iligin tlim Akdeniz’in kiyilaria yayilmasina
neden oldugunu ortaya koyar''2.

Son olarak, adanin fiziksel yonden izolasyonunun
anakarayla paralelligini bir sekilde engellemesi ola-
gandir. Canak Comleksiz Kibris Neolitik Ddnemi’nin
ardindan gelen Hirokitya déneminin maddi kiiltiirii ya-
vag yavasg Levant’tan kopan igeriye doniik bir gelisme
oldugunu gosterir. [zolasyonun etkisinin aslinda Canak
(Comleksiz Kibris Neolitik Donemi sirasinda hayvan
yetistiriciligindeki tuhaf gelisme ve bilyiikbag hayvan-

Nonetheless, what this situation implies is that,
quite in contrast with the relative local archaeological
vacuum, farming must have been a particularly thriv-
ing mode of production in northwest and central Le-
vant, and this from the earliest Neolithic onward.

The extent of this discovery permitted, in a previous
investigation''!, the insertion of this area within the
formative zone of the mixed-farming system of the
Fertile Crescent. Such a conclusion is, for the most
part, the indirect consequence of the remarkable Cy-
priot archaeological evidence.

The Cypriot case also offers very interesting infor-
mation on a crucial matter for which there is, likewise,
nearly no direct archaeological evidence: the level of
technical understanding of seafaring achieved by Neo-
lithic people, and probably by their hunter-gatherer
predecessors. In view of the fact that the entire way
of life of the mainland farmers, including five animal
species, was transported to the island, this technical
knowledge cannot be doubted anymore. Cultural ties
and obsidian likewise suggest that sea-crossing was
not at all a matter of a one-time chance but a rather
common activity, which subsequently led to the dis-
persal of farming on the shores of the entire Mediter-
ranean Sea''?,

Finally, the parallel with the mainland had to be
hindered by the physical isolation of the island. The

larin yavas yavas terkedilmesiyle zaten varsayilmasi
gerekiyordu. Daha da 6zel olarak, yiizlerce yil hayvan
giittiikten sonra bile bariz bir morfolojik evcillesme
olmamasi, ada topluluklar1 arasindaki giiclii ve birbirine
bagli bir demografik temelin olmamasindan kaynakla-
nan diisiik toplumsal ve ekonomik iliskiler konusunda
dolayl fikir verebilir. Ancak bu sosyoekonomik konular
oldukc¢a karmagiktir ve sadece kismi bir agiklama geti-
rilebilir. Buna karsin, Kibris’taki bu tuhaf durum ileride
etnolojik, ekonomik ve sosyolojik yaklagimlari biraraya
getiren disiplinlerarasi aragtirmalara ¢ok verimli bir
zemin hazirlamaktadir.
TESEKKURLER

Bu makalenin daha dnceki versiyonlari iizerinde yo-
rum yapmaya zaman ayiran merhum Edgar Peltenburg
ve merhum Jean-Daniel Forest’in anilarini onurlan-
dirmak istiyorum. Simon Davis ve Jean Guilaine ile
yaptigim goriismeler bazi pratik konularda bana yar-
dimc1 oldu. David Reese bana sik sik Kibris Neolitik
donemiyle ilgili gok sayida belge verdi, katkilaria gok
tesekkdir ediyorum.

material culture of the Khirokitian period that fol-
lowed the Cypro-PPN shows an inward looking devel-
opment, gradually cut off from the Levant. The effect
of the isolation could, in fact, already be supposed
during the Cypro-PPNB sequence by the peculiar de-
velopment of herding and the gradual abandonment of
the cattle. Most particularly, the lack of clear morpho-
logical domestication, even after several millennia of
herding, may give indirect insight into the low level
of social and economic interrelations among insular
communities, stemming from the lack of a strong and
interconnected demographic base. These socio-eco-
nomic matters are however quite complex, and only a
partial explanation could presently be advanced. This
peculiar Cypriot situation makes up, however, very
fertile ground for future interdisciplinary investiga-
tions mixing ethnological, economic, and sociological
approaches.
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