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TINA TURKIYE SUALTI ARKEOLOJISI VAKFI

KURULUSU:

AMACI

YONETIM:

1999 yilinda bir grup denizsever is adami tarafindan kurulmustur.

@ Tiirkiye ve denizlerimizdeki arkeolojik zenginlikleri diinya kamuoyu ve bilimsel kurumlara
anlatmak. Bu meyanda yurti¢i ve yurtdis1 yayinlar, konferanslar, paneller, seminerler, agik
oturumlar, sempozyumlar, kurslar, fuarlar, senlikler, sergiler, festivaller, toplu inceleme gezi-
leri gibi sanatsal etkinlikler ve toplantilar diizenlemek.

@ T.C. Kiiltiir Bakanligi izni ve denetimi altinda yapilacak olan arastirma, kazi, konservasyon
ve sergileme faaliyetlerinde bulunan yurt i¢i ve yurt dist bilimsel kuruluglara, miizelere, {ini-
versitelere destek saglamak ve saglanmasina yardimei olmak.

@ T.C. Kiiltiir Bakanlig1 izni ve denetimi altinda karasularimizda bilimsel metodlar ile giinii-
miiz teknolojik imkanlar1 nispetinde sualt1 aragtirmalar1 ve kazilar1 yapmak.

Sualt1 arkeolojik eserlerimizi tespit etmek, mevkilerini gerekli mercilere bildirerek korunma-
ya almmalarini saglamak.

@ Hali hazirda bu konuda faaliyet gosteren miize ve kuruluslar ile isbirligi yapmak ve bunlara
destek saglamak. Bu tip miizelerin ve kiiltiirel faaliyetlerin cogalmasini saglamak, yeni giri-
simlere firsat verecek onlemleri almak.

@ Bu meyanda denizlerimizde goriilen ve hizla yayilmakta olan sualti kirliligini 6nleyici ted-
birler almak, alinmasini saglamak ve bu konuda diger kuruluslar ile isbirligi saglamak.

@ Vakif amag ve galigma konularindaki egitim ve 6gretim kurumlarini gelistirmek ve bu
amagcla 6grenciler yetistirmek i¢in burslar vermek.
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and inspection of the Turkish Ministry of Culture and Tourism.
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Culture and Tourism.

@ To identify the archacological artifacts lying underwater, reporting their whereabouts to
relevant authorities for protection.

@® To seek cooperation with the museums and institutions involved in the field and support
their activities. To ensure enhancement of such museums and cultural activities, and take
necessary steps to provide opportunities for new initiatives.

@ To take necessary measures to prevent the pollution of our seas which becomes increa-
singly harder to Fight back, ensure that such measures are taken, and cooperate with other
institutions in this sense.

@ To contribute to the educational and training institutions dealing with our scopes, and
provide scholarships for dedicated students.
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* Oguz Aydemir

SUNUS

20 2 2y111yla birlikte “TINA Denizcilik
Arkeolojisi Dergisi” dijital ortama

gecerek yayin hayatini siirdiirmeye devam ediyor.
2014 yilinda birinci sayisiyla yayim hayatina gegen
Dergi, Cumhuriyetimizin 100. yiliyla birlikte 10.
yasina girmektedir.

Bugiline dek yilda iki kez dijital ve matbu
yayimlanan,  Tiirkge/Ingilizce  olarak  bilim
insanlarina, arastirmacilara, okurlara ulasan ve
ozellikle akademik g¢evrelerce aranan, takip edilen,
katki verilen, 6nemli ¢aligmalart iceren Dergi, bu
stirecte TINA Sualt1 Arkeolojisi Vakfi’'nin 6viing
kaynag1 olmustur.

1999 yilinda kurulan Vakif, yillar icinde sualti
arkeolojisine hizmet verirken, Ozellikle sagladigi
imkanlarla bu alanda yapilan caligmalara 6nemli
Ol¢iide desteklemistir. Ayrica 10. Yasma girecek
siireli yayinimizla da bu bilim dalina akademik
boyuta da katki sunmustur.

Okurlarin TINA Denizcilik Arkeolojisi Dergisi’nin
dijital yaymina ilgisinin devamini ve diigiinceleriyle
katkilarimi bekliyoruz.

Iyi okumalar.

* TINA Tiirkiye Sualti Arkeolojisi Vakfi Yonetim Kurulu Baskani.

PRESENTATION

Beginning from 2022, the “TINA Maritime
Archaeology Periodical” continues its publishing
life in the digital medium. The Periodical, which
had its first issue published in the year 2014, will
celebrate its first decade of publication, coinciding
with our Republic’s 100th anniversary.

Being published biannually both in digital and
printed form, the Periodical has resonated with
scientists, researchers, and readers, and has been
duly sought out in academic circles, gathered a loyal
following, received tremendous contributions, and
became a source of pride for the TINA Underwater
Archaeology Foundation during that period.

The Foundation, established in the year 1999, has
contributed greatly to underwater archaeology over
the years, especially with their support for research
in this field. And, with the Periodical which is soon
to celebrate its 10th anniversary, TINA also supports
academic contributions in this scientific field.

We invite our readers to offer their continued interest
and supportive comments to TINA’s Maritime
Archaeology Periodical.

Please do enjoy your read.

* Chairman of the Board TINA Turkish Foundation for Underwater Archaeology.



EDITOR

INA Denizcilik Arkeolojisi  Dergisi’nin
I 17. sayisiyla birlikte Anadolu kiyilarinin
Neolitik siireclerine 6zel bir yer ayirdik.
Neolitik Doénemi anlamak adina c¢ok degerli
caligmalarin yapildigi bir cografyanin merkezinde
yer alan Anadolu insanligin kiiltiirel yolculugunun
izlenmesi adina da oldukga degerli bilgiler sunuyor.
S6z konusu yayilimin énemli ayaklarindan biri olan
denizasir1 faaliyetler ise iizerinde dikkatle durulmasi
gereken konularin basinda yer aliyor.

Bu sayimizda Prof. Dr. Burgin Erdogu ve Prof. Dr.
Ozlem Cevik’in ortak makalesi “Ege Adalar1 ve Bat
Anadolu K1y1 Bolgesinde Neolitiklesme Siirecinin
Tekrardan Degerlendirilmesi” son gelismeler
1s1ginda bolgenin neolitiklesme siirecini tekrardan
degerlendirilmekte ve olduk¢a Onemli bilgiler
aktarmaktadir. 1lk ¢iftgi kdylerin deniz yoluyla
kurduklar iletisim aglar1 denizciligin temellerine
inmek ve neolitik dagilimi1 anlamak bakis agimizi
genisletecek bilgiler sunuyor.

Bu sayidaki bir diger makalemiz Dog. Dr. Cigdem
Atakuman ve Hasan Can Gemici tarafindan kaleme
alinan “Bozburun Yiizey Arastirmasi ve Antik DNA
Verileri Isiginda Ege Neolitiklesmesi”. Neolitik
donemin ozellikle DNA verileri iizerinden daha
somut sekilde ele alinmasi ve farkli bilim dallariyla
bir biitiin sekilde sonuglarin degerlendirilmesi
Neolitiklesme siirecinin Ege’nin iki kiyisi arasinda
nasil gerceklestigini anlamak adina da oldukca
onemli.

* Editor / Chief Editor: Mehmet Bezdan. mehmetbezdan@gmail.com

EDITOR

he 17th issue of TINA Maritime Archeology
Periodical has reserved a special section for

the Neolithization of the Anatolian coastal
zones. Anatolia, located at the heart of a geography
where very significant studies have been carried
out to understand the Neolithic Period, also offers
very valuable information for tracing the cultural
journey of humanity. Overseas activities, being one
of the important pillars of the spread during this
period, are at the top of the issues that need to be
carefully considered.

In this issue, a joint paper by Prof. Bur¢in Erdogu
and Prof. Ozlem Cevik “Reconsidering the
Neolithization in the Aegean Islands and Western
Anatolian Coastal Region” re-evaluates the
Neolithization of the region in the light of recent
developments and provides very important data.
The communication networks established by the
first farming villages over sea provide information
that will expand our perspective to go down to the
basic essence of seafaring and gain insight into the
Neolithic distribution.

Another article in this issue is by Cigdem Atakuman
and Hasan Can Gemici “Neolithization of the
Aegean in the Light of the Bozburun Survey and
Ancient DNA Data”. It is also very important to
tackle the Neolithic period in a more tangible way,
especially based on DNA data, and to evaluate
the results as a whole together with different
branches of science, in order to understand how the
Neolithization took place between the two coasts
of the Aegean Sea.



TINA

Son olarak Prof. Dr. Mustafa Sahin’in “Bazilika
Kilise’nin Scyphate Sikkeleri” makalesi uzun
yillardir Bursa’nin iznik ilgesinde yer alan Iznik
goliindeki sualti aragtirmalarinin  sonuglarini
gormek ve incelemek isteyenler i¢in kiymetli bir
makale. Tarihsel a¢idan énemli bu yapi iizerindeki
arkeolojik ¢alismalar hem tarihi aydinlatiyor hem de
Mustafa Sahin baskanliginda bir sualti arkeolojisi
okuluna doniismeye devam ediyor. Dog. Dr. Oktay
Dumanlaya bagkanlhiginda gerceklestirilen 2021
Yili Anemurium Antik Kenti Sualt1 Arastirmalarina
dair bilgileri de dergimizin 17. sayisinda yer aliyor.

Bu oOnemli makaleler disinda TINA Sualti
Arkeolojisi Vakfi olarak 2022 yili i¢inde destek
verdigimiz onemli yayma da sayfalarimizda yer
verdik. Prof. Dr. Isil Ozsait Kocabas’in Yenikapi
12 batig1 lizerine uzun yillara dayanan calismasinin
trtinli olan “Yenikap1 12 Erken Orta Cag Ticaret
Teknesi 1: Kazi1 Belgeleme Konstritksiyon ve
Teknoloji” 2022 yilinda c¢ikti. Sayin hocamizin
degerli ve tizi calismasi sadece iilkemizdeki geng
meslektaslarimiz adina degil, diinyada bu alanda
caligan ve calisacak tiim uzmanlarin bagvuracagi bir

yayin.

Son olarak Vakif Bagkanimiz Saym Oguz
Aydemir’in Izmir’de gerceklestirdigi ve Tiirk
Deniz Tarihi adina ¢ok 6nemli siirecleri konu alan
“Cesme Deniz Tarihinin U¢ Efsane Amirali Sergisi”
dergimiz sayfalarinda yer aliyor. Bu ve buna benzer
sergilerin artarak kiiltiir diinyamiz1 zengilestirmesi
en biiyiik umudumuz.

Finally, Prof. Mustafa Sahin’s article “Scyphate
Coins of the Basilica Church” is a significiant paper
for those who want to see and examine the results of
underwater research ongoing for many years in the
Lake Iznik, which is located within the territory of
[znik Districtin Bursa. Studies on this historically and
religiously important building illuminate the history
as well as rendering into an underwater archeology
school under the presidency of Prof. Mustafa Sahin.
Also included in our 17th issue of our periodical is a
report on the 2021 Underwater Survey Campaign in
the Ancient City of Anemurium, chaired by Assoc.
Prof. Oktay Dumankaya.

Apart from these important papers, we also have
an overview of the important publications that
we supported as TINA Underwater Archeology
Foundation in 2022. The “Yenikapt 12: An
Early Medieval Merchantman 1: Excavation,
Documentation, Construction and Technology”, a
work by Prof. Isil Ozsait Kocabas on the Yenikapi
12 shipwreck, was published in 2022. This important
and rigorous work of our esteemed professor is a
reference book not only for our young colleagues,
but also all experts working and will work in this
field in the world.

Lastly, we also cover the exhibition on “Three
Legendary Admirals in the Naval History of Cesme”,
that was created by President of our Foundation,
Mr. Oguz Aydemir in Izmir, featuring important
milestones in the Turkish Naval History. It is our
greatest hope that such exhibitions will increase in
number and enrich our cultural world.
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* Burc¢in Erdogu

0ZET

Son yillarda Giiney Bati Anadolu’da Girmeler kazilar
tarimm  kokenlerini Ege’de MO 9. binyilin sonuna
kadar gotiirmiis, arkeolojik calismalar ve Antik DNA
calismalart Ege’ye MO 7. Binin ilk yarisinda Kuzey
Mezopotamya ve Levant’dan kitle halinde bir go¢ veya
kolonizasyon hareketinin olmadigini gostermistir. Bu
durum Ege’de denizci avei-toplayici gruplarin dnemini
ve Ege’nin Neolitiklesmesinde akiiltiirasyon ve
kiiltiirel aligveris gibi mekanizmalar1 daha da 6n plana
cikartmistir. Bu makalede son gelismeler 1s18inda Bati
Anadolu Kiy1 Bolgesi ve Ege Adalarinin Neolitiklesme
slireci tekrardan degerlendirilmektedir.

GiRis

Ege’de Neolitik yasam bigimine ne zaman ve nasil
gecildigine dair bir fikir birligi olmadigindan dolay1
uzun siire tartisma konusu olmaya devam etmistir'. Tlk
ciftci koylerin Ege’de MO 7. binyilin ilk ceyreginde
onciilii olmadan, Neolitik yasam bigiminin koken yeri
olarak kabul edilen Giineybati Asya’dan yaklasik 3000
yil sonra ortaya ¢ikmalari, bu yasam tarzinin dogudan
battya yapilan insan gogiiyle aktarildigina iliskin hakli
bir ényargiya neden olmustur. Onceleri Ege’ye dogru
kara yolu ile gergeklestigi diistiniilen toplu gogiin,
Orta Anadolu’da Neolitik yasam bigimine gecisin
yerel-aver toplayicilar tarafindan gergeklestirildiginin
anlagilmast iizerine?, deniz yolu ile Levant kiyilarindan
oldugu 6n plana ¢ikmig’, ayrica bazi arastirmacilar
tarafindan Neolitik 6gelerin Orta Anadolu’dan sigriyan
kolonizasyon (Leapfrog Colonization) yolu ile Ege’ye
aktarildigi  One siiriilmistiir'. Diger yandan bazi
aragtirmacilar Ege’de Neolitik yasam bi¢imine gegiste

1 Tartismalar i¢in bkz. OZDOGAN 2011; ERDOGU 2017;
CILINGIROGLU 2017; REINGRUBER 2018; HOREJS 2019;
SAMPSON 2019

2 BAIRD vd. 2018

3 HOREJS vd. 2015; OZDOGAN 2018

4 CILINGIROGLU & CAKIRLAR 2013

** Ozlem Cevi

ABSTRACT

In recent years, the excavations at Girmeler in
Southwestern Anatolia have placed the origin of
agriculture as early as the end of the 9th millennium
BC in the Aegean, while archaeological research
and ancient DNA studies revealed absence of any
mass migration or colonial expansion from Northern
Mesopotamia and the Levant to the Aegean
Region during the first half of the 7th millennium
BC. This further emphasized the importance
of maritime hunter-gatherers and mechanisms
involved in acculturation and cultural exchange in
the Neolithisation of the Aegean. This article re-
evaluates the Neolithisation process of the Western
Anatolian Coastal Region and Aegean Islands in the
light of recent developments.

INTRODUCTION

With lack of consensus on how and when the Neolithic
way of life began in the Aegean, it remained a matter
of debate for a long time'. Emergence of first farming
villages in the first quarter of the 7th millennium
BC without any antecedents approximately 3000
years after Southwest Asia, in which the Neolithic
lifestyle is thought to have originated, has resulted
in a reasonable judgement that this lifestyle spread
from east to west by human migration. Once it
became clear that the mass departure which was
initially thought to have taken place through the land
towards the Aegean and the transition to Neolithic
in Central Anatolia was realized by indigenous
foragers?, it became prominent that it occurred from
the Levant shores through seafaring®, while some
researchers suggested that Neolithic elements were

1 For discussions, please see OZDOGAN 2011; ERDOGU 2017;
CILINGIROGLU 2017; REINGRUBER 2018; HOREJS 2019;
SAMPSON 2019

2 BAIRD et al. 2018

3 HOREJS et al. 2015; OZDOGAN 2018

* Prof. Dr. Bur¢in Erdogu; Akdeniz Universitesi, Arkeoloji Boliimii / Archaeology Department, Akdeniz University, Antalya

#*Prof. Dr. Ozlem Cevik; Trakya Universitesi, Arkeoloji Boliimii / Archaeology Department, Trakya University, Edirne



yerel avci-toplayicilarin rolii tizerinde durmuslar, maddi
kiiltiirde kitle halinde bir gdge ait kanitlarin olmadigimin
altni ¢izerek, Neolitik yasam tarzi olarak adlandirilan
kiiltiirel  bilesenlerin, “hazir yapim bir kiiltiirel
paketle” bolgeye tek seferde entegre edildigine dair
olusan Onyargtya karsi ¢ikmislardir®. Ayrica 6zellikle
Giineybati Asya’da son yillarda yapilan aragtirmalar
sonucu Neolitik yasam bi¢imine gec¢igsin dogrudan
tarim ve hayvancilikla baglantili olmadig1 anlasilmus,
yerlesiklik, ideoloji, sosyal organizasyonlar, karmagik
iliski aglar1 ve sembolizm ile tanimlanmaya bagslayan
Neolitiklesme siirecinin  Ege iginde diisliniilmesi
gerektiginin alti ¢izilmistir®.

EGE'NIN DENIZCI AVCI TOPLAYICILARI VE
ILK YERLESIKLIGIN KOKENLERI

1990’1 yillardan itibaren Ege Adalari’nda yapilan
kaz1 ve arastirmalar ile 2010’lu yillardan itibaren Bati
Anadolu Kiy1 seridinde yapilan aragtirmalar, MO 9.
ve 8. binyilda yogun avci-toplayici niifusun varligini
gostermistir’ (Fig.1).
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transferred to the Aegean from Central Anatolia by
means of leapfrog colonization*. On the other hand,
some researchers highlighted the role of indigenous
forager-farmers in transition to the Neolithic way of
life in the Aegean, and opposed the judgement that
cultural elements so called Neolithic way of life were
integrated into the region at once through a “ready-
made cultural package”, underlining the absence
of any evidence in the material culture for a mass
migration®. In addition, recent studies, especially
those in Southwest Asia indicate that the transition
to Neolithic way of life was not directly associated
with farming and herding, and thus it has been
highlighted that Neolithisation process which has
started to be conceptualized by sedentism, ideology,
social networks, complex web of relationships
and symbolism should also be considered for the
Aegean®.

Fig. 1: Ege’de
MO 9. 8. ve 7. Bin
yil yerlesmelerini
gosteren harita

Fig. 1: A map
illustrating the
settlements in the
Aegean during the
9th, 8th and 7th
millennia BC

4 CILINGIROGLU & CAKIRLAR 2013

5 ERDOGU 2016;2017; RAINGRUBER 2018; ATAKUMAN et al.
2020; CEVIK & ABAY 2016; CEVIK &ERDOGU 2020

6 ERDOGU 2016
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Ege Denizi’'ndeki batimetrik aragtirmalar Younger
Dryas doneminde yaklasik MO 10,800 ve 9,600
yillart arasinda havanin 1sinmast ile eriyen buzullarin
Ege Denizi’nin yiikselmesine sebep oldugunu ve
bu donemde Ege Denizi’'nin bugiinkii seviyesinden
yaklasik 55-60 m daha asagida oldugunu géstermistir®.
Erken Holosen dénemde MO 7. binyilin ilk yarisma
kadar Ege Denizi’'ndeki yiikselmenin devam ettigi,
bugiinkii seviyesinden -20 m’ye kadar ulastig1 tahmin
edilmektedir. Ege Adalar1’nin birbirlerine ve ana karaya
daha yakin konumda olmalar1 avci-toplayict gruplarin
deniz yoluyla iletisim kurmalarmi saglamistir.

EgeAdalari’ndaavci-toplayicitopluluklarinyagamlarini
en iyl anlayabilecegimiz yerlesim Kiklatlar’da
Kythnos Adasi’ndaki Maroulas yerlesmesidir. Yaklagik
MO 8800-8600 yillarina tarihlenen Maroulas’da
birka¢ kez yenilendikleri anlasilan yuvarlak veya
oval planl kuliibe tarzi binalar bulunmustur’. Bazi
binalarin tabanlari tas plakalarla kaplanmistir. Birgogu
binalarin tabanlarmin altinda olmak {izere ¢ok sayida
gomii  bulunmustur. Yongalardan olusan mikro
boyutlu yontma tas endiistrisinin hammaddesi yerel
kuvars olsa da, Melos Adasi kdkenli obsidiyenlere
de rastlanmistir. Beslenme ekonomisi balik¢ilik
ve deniz kabugu toplayiciiina dayanmaktadir.
Ozellikle sezonluk tuna balig1 avlanmistir. Yerlesmede
evcillestirme asamasinda olduklart diisiiniilen erigkin
olmayan domuz kemiklerine de rastlanmistir'®. Ayrica
yerlesmede bulunan 6gilitme taslar1 yabani tahillarm
ve bazi bitkilerin islendigini gostermektedir. Tiim bu
kanitlar mevsimsel 6zelliklere sahip yari-yerlesik bir
topluluga isaret etmektedir.

Giineybati Anadolu’da Esen Vadisi’nde Girmeler
Magarasi’nin  Oniinde tahrip edilmis bir hoyligiin
tabaninda gercgeklestirilen kazi caligmalarinda birkag
kez yenileme evresi gecirmis kire¢ tabanli ve duvarlar
dal-orgii teknigi ile yapilmis kuliibe tarzi bir bina agiga
cikartilmigtir! (Fig.2). Binanin i¢inde yuvarlak planlt
silolar ile ocaklar bulunmustur. Ocaklardan alinan
komiir drneklerinden yapilan radyokarbon tarihleri MO
8200-7900 yillarin1 vermistir. Cogunun hammaddesi
Radyolarit olan yontma tas endiistrisinin sadece bir
kismimin mikro boyutlu yonga ve dilgilerden olustugu
ve kismen Ege Adalari’nda Maroulas yerlesmesinden
de bildigimiz MO 9-8. binyil yontma tas endiistrileri
ile benzerlik gosterdigi anlasilmaktadir. Beslenme
ekonomisi avcilik ve toplayiciliga dayansa da,

8 Konu ile ilgili Bkz. OZBEK & ERDOGU 2014
9 SAMPSON vd. 2010

10 TRANTALIDOU 2010

11 TAKAOGLU vd. 2014
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MARITIME FORAGERS OF THE AEGEAN AND ORIGINS OF THE
FIRST SEDENTISM

The surveys and excavations that have been carried
out in the Aegean Islands since 1990s and surveys
that have been conducted on the Western Anatolia
shores since 2010s have demonstrated the presence
of'a dense foraging population during the 9th and 8th
millennia BC? (Fig.1). Bathymetric surveys in the
Aegean Sea have shown that glaciers melting due to
climate warming about 10800 and 9600 BC during
the Younger Dryas resulted in a rise in the Aegean
sea-level, which was 55 to 60 m lower than its current
sea-level during that period®. It is estimated that the
rise in the sea-level continued until the first half
of the 7th millennium BC during early Holocene,
reaching to a level of -20 m lower than its current
level. And, the proximity of the Aegean Islands to
each other and to the mainland allowed the foragers
to communicate by means of the sea.

Maroulas on Kythnos in the Cyclades represents a
settlement where we can best understand the lifestyle
of foraging communities in the Aegean Islands. The
settlement is dated to around 8800-8600 BC, yielding
circular and oval structures that appear to have
been reconstructed several times’. In some of the
dwellings, the floor is covered with stone tiles. Many
burials, mostly underneath the stone pavements,
were uncovered. Although the raw material of the
micro-scale chipped stone industry consisting of
flakes was local quartz, there is also obsidian from
Melos Island. The subsistence economy was based
on fishing and shellfish gathering. They especially
caught seasonal tuna. The site also yielded bones
of piglets, which are thought to be in domestication
process'’. In addition, the grinding stones recovered
from the settlement indicate that wild cereal grains
and some plants were processed at the site. All the
evidences suggest the presence of a semi-sedentary
community with seasonal activities.

The excavations that were conducted in the bottom
of a destroyed mound in front of the Girmeler Cave
in the Esen Valley in Southwestern Anatolia yielded
a hut-like structure with a lime-plastered floor and
wattle and double walls, which underwent several
reconstructions!! (Fig.2). Circular bins and hearths
were recovered from the structure. Radiocarbon

7 SAMPSON 2008; 2019; SAMPSON vd. 2010; SAMPSON et al.
2012; OZBEK & ERDOGU 2014; CARTER 2019; CILINGIROGLU et
al. 2020; ATAKUMAN vd. 2020

8 For more information, please see OZBEK & ERDOGU 2014

9 SAMPSON et al. 2010

10 TRANTALIDOU 2010

11 TAKAOGLU et al. 2014
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muhtemel tarima alinmis bugdaylarin kok bogazlarina
ait kalitlar da vardir'?. Ayrica ocaklarda ¢ok sayida
saptanan yabani arpa kilgik parcalari, hasat sonrasi
ayiklama ve temizleme artiklarinin ocaklara atilma

faaliyetlerini  gostermektedir.  Yerlesmede basta
alageyik ve yaban domuzu olmak {izere, karaca, yaban
kecisi, karakulak, tavsan ve tilki gibi av hayvanlarina
ait kemiklere de rastlanmistir. Girmeler’deki bulgular
Ege’de tarimin baslangicinin MO 9. binyilin sonu
kadar erkene cekilebilecegine taniklik etmektedir. Bu
kanitlardan yola gikarak, MO 9. binyilin sonunda Bati
Anadolu’da gegim ekonomisi yogun avci-toplayiciliga
dayanan ancak kiiciik ¢apli tarimsal faaliyetler ile de
ugrasan topluluklarin iskan ettigi onerilebilir.

EGEDE iLK CIFTCI KOYLERIN ORTAYA CIKISI

Gerek Bati Anadolu kiyilarinda Izmir Ulucak ve
Cukuri¢i  yerlesmeleri, gerekse FEge Adalari’nda
Gokceada Ugurlu ve Girit Adasindaki Knossos
yerlesmelerinde yapilan kazi ¢aligmalari, gecim
ekonomisi temelde tarim ve hayvanciliga dayanan ilk
¢iftci koylerin Ege’de MO 7. binyilin ilk ¢eyreginde
(MO  6800/6700) kuruldugunu  gdstermektedir'.
Simdiki bilgilerimize gére MO 7. Binyil baslarda
ilk ¢ift¢i koylerin ortaya cikis siirecinde radyokarbon
tarihlerine gore bir boslugun oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu
yerlesimlerin ilk iskdn evresine ait mimari heniiz ¢ok
dar alanda arastirilmig olmakla birlikte, Grit Knossos

12 ERDOGU vd. 2021a
13 GUILBEAU vd. 2019; CEVIK & ERDOGU 2020; DOUKA vd.
2017; EFSTRATIOU vd. 2013
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Fig. 2: Girmeler
magaralarinin 6niinde
tahrip edilmis bir
hdyiigiin tabaninda
yapilan kazi
caligmalari

Fig. 2: Excavations
at the bottom of a
destroyed mound in
front of the Girmeler
caves.

samples from the hearths provided a date around
8200-7900 BC. It seems that only part of the chipped
stone industry, mainly of radiolarite, consisted of
micro-flakes and -blades, and it partially resembles
the chipped stone industry of the 9th-8th millennia
BC, which we are familiar from Maroulas in the
Aegean Islands. Although its economy relies on
foraging, there are also remains of wheat chaffs,
probably cultivated'?. Furthermore, rachis segments
of barley found in large quantities in the hearths
indicate that chaff and cleaning residues following
harvest were thrown into the fireplace. Bones of
game animals, mainly fallow deer and wild boar,
including roe, wild goat, caracal, rabbit and fox
were also found. The evidences in Girmeler suggest
that the beginning of agriculture in the Aegean can
be dated as early as the end of the 9th millennium
BC. Based on these evidences, it can be proposed
that at the end of the 9th millennium BC, Western
Anatolia was inhabited by communities with a
subsistence economy relying on intense hunting, but
also engaged in small-scale agricultural activities.

EMERGENCE OF FIRST FARMING VILLAGES IN THE AEGEAN

The excavations both at the Ulucak and Cukurici
settlements in izmir on the Western Anatolia shores
and Ugurlu in Gokgeada and Knossos in Crete in
the Aegean Islands yielded that the first farming
villages with a subsistence economy mainly relying

12 ERDOGU et al. 2021a
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Denizcilik Arkeolojisi Dergisi

yerlesmesi harig, kire¢ tabanli yapilarin bu dénem igin
karakteristik oldugu gozlenmektedir. Ugurlu’da ilk
iskan evresini, oval planli ¢ukur tabanli, duvarlari saz /
ahsap gibi hafif malzemeden yapilmis basit kuliibe tarzi
yapilar karakterize etmektedir'* (Fig. 3). Taban1 kirecten
yapilmig bu yapilarin bazisinda kirmizi boyali duvar
stvalart bulunmustur. Cukuri¢i’nde kiiciik bir alanda
kazilan kirmiz1 boyali kire¢ tabanli yap1 kalintilarmimn
islevi tam olarak anlagilamamis olsa da, Ulucak’ta
ortaya g¢ikartilan iki yapinin komiinel karaktere sahip
oldugu diistiniilmektedir’> (Fig. 4). Dikdortgen plana
sahip iki yapmim da kirmizi boyal kire¢ tabana sahip
oldugu ve en azindan bir yapmin duvarlarimin da
kirecle kaplanarak kirmizi ve krem renkte boyandig
saptanmistir. S6z konusu yapilarin bilingli olarak
temiz birakildiklar1 ve binalarm terk ritiieli ile iliskili
olarak tabanlarina kiigiikbas hayvanlara ait kiirek ve
cene kemigi pargalari, kemik alet ve 6giitme taslarinin
yerlestirildigi tespit edilmisti. Her iki binanin
cevresindeki agik alanda ortak isleve sahip ¢oklu ocak
ve firmlar da yer alir.

on agriculture and animal husbandry were founded
during the first quarter of the 7th millennium BC
(6800/6700 BC) in the Aegean'. Our current data
indicate a gap during the emergence of first farming
villages at the beginning of the 7th millennium
based on radiocarbon dates. While the architecture
of the first inhabitation at these settlements has been
investigated only in a restricted area, except for
Knossos in Crete, it is evident that lime-plastered
floors are characteristic to this period. The initial
inhabitation phase in Ugurlu is characterized by
simple hut structures built with a light material
such as wattle/wood in an oval plan with a pit
floor' (Fig. 3). Some of these structures with lime-
plastered floors yielded red painted wall plasters.
Even though the function of building remains with
red painted lime plastered floors recovered in a small
area in Cukurigi still remains unknown, it is believed
that the two structures uncovered in Ulucak were
communal®® (Fig. 4).

Fig. 3: Gokceada Ugurlu’da MO 7. binyilin ilk ¢eyregine ait oval planli ¢ukur tabanl1 basit kuliibe tarz1 yap1 ile Melos
Adasi Kokenli Obsidiyenler ve Nefrit ile Agat’tan yapilmis yasst boncuklar

Fig. 3: Simple hut structure with an oval plan and pit floor, obsidians from Melos Island and flat beads made of nephrite
and agate belonging to the first quarter of the 7th millennium BC at Ugurlu on Gokgeada

14 ERDOGU vd. 2021b
15 CEVIK & ABAY 2016; CEVIK & ERDOGU 2020; CEVIK vd. 2020

12
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15 CEVIK & ABAY 2016; CEVIK & ERDOGU 2020; CEVIK et al.
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Fig. 4: Izmir Ulucak Hoyiik’te MO 7. biny1lin ilk ¢eyregine ait komiinel karaktere sahip yapilar ile Melos Adasi

Kokenli Obsidiyenler ve Galenden bir pendant.

TINA

Fig. 4: Communal buildings, obsidians from Melos Island and a pendant made of galena from the first quarter of the 7th

millennium BC at the Ulucak Mound in {zmir.

Girmeler’de bulunmug yan yana konumlanan iki
“Terrazzo” tabanli dortgen/kare planli yap1 da
muhtemelen komiinel karaktere sahip olmalidir.
Yapilardan birinin Terrazzo tabaninin iizerine kirmizi
boya ile geometrik desenler yapilmigken, diger binanin
Terrazzo tabani iki kisma boliinmiis; bir kisma kirmizi
boya ile cizgisel motifler ¢izilmis, diger kismi ise
tamamen kirmiziya boyanmustir. Kirmizi boyali tabanin
altinda ise gomiiler bulunmustur.

Bitki ve hayvan kalintilari, ilk iskdn asamasindan
itibaren beslenmenin tahil ve baklagillerden olusan
geliskin bir tarim ile koyun, kegci, sigir ve domuzdan
olusan dort bagli hayvan besiciligine dayandigini
gostermektedir'®. Beslenme yaban domuzu, geyik,
tavsan, tilki gibi av hayvanlarinin yani sira deniz
driinleri ile de desteklenmistir. S6z konusu deniz
driinleri arasinda tuna, cipura, mercan, levrek gibi
balik kemikleri ve c¢esitli tlirlerden olusan deniz
kabuklar1 sayilabilir. Ege Neolitik yerlesmelerinde,
bazi deniz kabuklar1 besin olarak tiiketilirken (Mytlus,
Cerastoderma glaucum, Columbella rustica, Donax
sp.), diger tiirler ise kolye, bilezik, yiiziik gibi (Pinna
sp., Ostrea edulis, Spondylus, Monodonta turbinata)
kisisel siis esyalarmin yapiminda kullanilmigtir'”.

16 ATICI vd. 2017
17 CAKIRLAR 2015; CEVIK 2019.

Both structures have a rectangular plan and a red painted
lime-plastered floor, and the walls at least in one of them
was covered with lime plaster and painted in red. It was
found out that these buildings were deliberately left clean
and fragments of shoulder and jaw bones belonging to
small cattle as well as bone tools and grinding stones
were placed on their floors in relation with a ritual
of abandonment. In the open area surrounding both
buildings, there are also multiple hearths and ovens with
a common function. Two adjacent rectangular/square
buildings with terrazzo floors uncovered at Girmeler
should also have had a communal feature. There are
geometric patterns with red paint on the terrazzo floor
in one of the buildings, while the terrazzo floor was
divided into two in the other building; one part was
decorated with linear motifs, and the other part was
completely painted in red. And, burials were uncovered
under the red painted floor.

Floral and faunal remains show that from the initial
settlement phase, the diet relied on an advanced
agriculture consisting of grains and legumes and a
four-tiered animal husbandry of sheep, goats, cattle
and pigs'®. The diet was also supplemented with
game animals such as wild boar, deer, rabbit and
fox as well as marine products. Among them are

16 ATICI etal. 2017
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MO 7. binyihn ilk ceyreginde FEge’de alet
teknolojilerinde de o©nemli degisiklikler olmustur.
Ozellikle Ugurlu, Ulucak ve Cukurici yerlesmelerinde
baski teknigi ile c¢ikartilmig ince uzun dilgiler
karakteristiktir'®. Bu teknik hem ¢akmaktasi hem de
obsidiyenler iizerine uygulanmigtir. Bolgede ilk defa
ortaya ¢ikan bu teknigin erken ornekleri her ne kadar
Kuzey Mezopotamya ve Orta Anadolu’da goriilse de,
bu donemde “Mod 4” olarak bilinen ayakta durma
pozisyonunda uzun bir degnek kullanarak cikartilmig
baski teknigi sadece Ugurlu’da goriilmektedir. Diger
yandan ayni donemde baski teknigi yonga endiistrisinin
hakim oldugu Girit Knossos yerlesmesinde goriilmez".
Ayrica orak bicaklarin da Ege’de ilk kez MO 7. binyilin
ilk ceyreginde goriilmeye bagladigi vurgulanabilir.
Ilging olan diger bir nokta da, Ege’nin ilk giftgi
koylerinde cilali tag baltalarin goriilmemesi ve bunlarin
alet ¢antasina, yaklasik MO 6600/6500’lerden sonra
eklenmis olmasidir.

Yaklasik MO 7000 yillarinda ilk canak ¢dmlegin ortaya
ciktigi Girmeler hari¢, Ege’deki Neolitik toplumlar,
kil yapimi nesneleri materyal kiiltliriine zaman iginde
yavas ancak giderek artan oranda entegre etmis gibi
goriinmektedir. MO 6600’lerden itibaren az sayida
iiretilmeye baslayan seramik kaplarin, MO 7. biny1lin
sonlarindan itibaren kullaniminin  artarak  form
acisindan cesitlilik kazandigi ve MO 6. binyilin basinda
ise uzmanlagmis bir iretim faaliyeti haline geldigi
anlagilmaktadir®®. Miihiir, kagik, insan ve hayvan
figlirinleri gibi toplumsal aidiyet ve hane odakl ritiiel
pratikler ile iliskili kilinan portatif kil nesnelerin de,
yine MO 7. binyilin sonlarindan itibaren yayginlastigi
gorlilmektedir.

MO 6500’lerden sonra Ege’nin her iki yakasinda
da yerlesim yerlerinin sayisinda artis olmustur. Bu
dénemin degisen mimarisi tas, yigma kerpi¢ ve ¢it-
camur gibi farkli insa tekniklerinden insa edilmis, i¢inde
ocak, firin ve silo gibi taginmaz unsurlar1 barindiran
cogu dortgen, bazis1 yuvarlak planli konutlarla temsil
edilmektedir. Bununla birlikte, MO 6500’lerden sonra
Ege’de goriilen kiiltiirel degisimin bu yazinin kapsami
disinda birakildig belirtilmelidir.

18 GUILBEAU vd. 2019

19 KACZANOWSKA & KOZLOWSKI 2008

20 ERDOGU & ATAKUMAN 2021; CEVIK 2016; CEVIK &
VURUSKAN 2020
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some fish bones such as tuna, seabream, common
seabream and seabass and various kinds of shellfish.
In the Aegean Neolithic settlements, some shellfish
(Mytlus, Cerastoderma glaucum, Columbella rustica,
Donax sp.) were consumed as food, while others
(Pinna sp., Ostrea edulis, Spondylus, Monodonta
turbinata) were used for production of ornaments
such as necklace, bracelet and ring'’.

During the first quarter of the 7th millennium BC, the
tool technology also underwent important changes in
the Aegean. Thin and long blades made by pressure
technique are characteristic, particularly in Ugurlu,
Ulucak and Cukuri¢i settlements'. This technique
was applied both on flintstones and obsidians.
Although early examples of this technique, which
initially emerged in the region, are also seen Northern
Mesopotamia and Central Anatolia, the pressure
technique employing a long crutch in a standing
position known as “Mode 4” is only seen in Ugurlu
during that period. On the other hand, the pressure
technique is not seen in Knossos in Crete where the
chipped stone industry was dominant during the same
period®. Also, it is worthy to note that sickle blades
were first seen in the Aegean during the first quarter
of the 7th millennium BC. Another interesting point
was the absence of any Neolithic axes in the first
farming villages of the Aegean and its inclusion in
their toolkit after approximately 6600/6500 BC.

The Neolithic communities in the Aegean, except
for Girmeler where the first pottery emerged around
7000 BC, gradually integrated clay objects into their
material culture over time. It appears that ceramic
vessels started to be produced in small quantities after
6600 BC, and their increased use was accompanied
with diversity in form from the end of the 7th
millennium BC, and it became a special production
area around early 6th millennium BC*. Movable clay
objects related with social belonging and household-
based ritual practices such as seals, spoons, human
and animal figurines also became common from the
late 7th millennium BC.

17 CAKIRLAR 2015; CEVIK 2019.

18 GUILBEAU et al. 2019

19 KACZANOWSKA & KOZLOWSKI 2008
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RUSKAN 2020



ILK CIFTCi KOYLERIN DENIZ YOLU ILE KURDUKLARI
ILETISIM AGLARI

Ege Denizi’nin iki yakasindaki toplumlari ortak iletigim
agininigine sokan en onemli etmenlerden biri hammadde
teminidir. Ege’de obsidiyen gibi bazi hammaddeler
uzun mesafeli iletisim aglarmin kurulmasinda ve
stirdlirilmesinde 6nemli bir sosyal rol oynamustir.
Cukurigi, Ulucak, Ugurlu ve Knossos gibi yerlesimler,
ilk ¢iftci koylerin daha 6nce Ege’deki avci-toplayicilar
tarafindan baglatilan Melos adasi kokenli obsidiyenin
degis-tokus agma MO 7. binyilm ilk ceyreginden
itibaren dahil olduklarin1 gostermektedir*’. Knossos
yerlesmesinde obsidiyen yontma tas aletlerin %70’ini
olustururken, bu oran Cukuri¢i’nde %34, Ulucak’ta
%1 ve Ugurlu’da % 0.9°dur. Cukuri¢i ve Ulucak’ta
bulunan ve yine bir Kyklad adasi olan Syros’tan
temin edildigi diisiiniilen jadeite baltalar, bu denizagiri
iletisim agimin MO 7. binyilin ortalarindan itibaren
yogunlastigini gostermektedir’®>. Gene nefrit, mermer
gibi hammaddelerin varligi ve bu hammaddelerden
yapilmis nesnelerin Bati Anadolu, Kita Yunanistan ve
Balkanlar1 igine alan genis cografyada goriilmeleri,
Neolitik donemde kiiltiirlerarasi iletisim ve etkilesimin
derecesini gostermesi agisindan anlamlidir.

SON 502

Bolgedeki kazi calismalart heniiz hala yetersiz
olsa da, Ege’de Neolitik yasam bigiminin nasil ve
ne zaman bagladigina dair kamitlar, her gegen gilin
daha da artmaktadir. MO 8. binyil sonunda nasil bir
kiiltiirel siirecin yasandig1 hala belirsizligini korusa da,
Girmeler kazilar1 tarimin ve yerlesikligin kdkenlerinin
Ege’de MO 9. binyilin sonu kadar geriye uzandigim
acikca gostermektedir. Diger onemli bir gelisme de,
Antik DNA calismalariin Ege’ye MO 7. binyilin
ilk yarisinda, hatta MO 6. binyilin baslarina dek
Giineybati Asya’dan ozellikle Kuzey Mezopotamya
ve Levant’dan kitlesel bir gd¢ veya kolonizasyon
hareketinin olmadigini  gdstermesidir®®. Bu durum
Ege’de Younger Dryas sonrast ve MO 7. binyil dncesi
denizci avci-toplayict gruplarin 6nemini ve Ege’nin
Neolitiklesmesinde akiiltiirasyon ve kiiltiirel aligveris
gibi mekanizmalar1 daha da On plana cikartmistir.
Belki de Zvelebil ve Lillie’nin** (2000) “Bireysel
Sinir  Hareketliligi” (Individual Frontier Mobility)
modelinde oldugu gibi alternatif ekonomileri kapsayan

21 GUILBEAU vd. 2019; REINGRUBER 2011; MILIC 2014
22 SORENSEN vd. 2017

23 M.SOMEL. “NEOGENE Sentez Caligtay1”. 20.04.2022.
24 ZVELEBIL & LILLIE 2000
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After 6500 BC, both sides of the Aegean Sea
witnessed increase in the number of settlements. The
changing architecture of this period is represented
by mostly rectangular, and some circular dwellings
which were made of different construction materials
such as stone, mudbrick and fence/mud, containing
immovable elements such as hearths, ovens and bins.
However, it should be noted that the cultural change
observed in the Aegean after 6500 BC is beyond the
scope of this article.

MARITIME INTERACTION NETWORKS AMONG THE FIRST
FARMING VILLAGES

One of the most important factors that brought the
communities on both sides of the Aegean Sea into
a common interaction network was the supply of
raw material. In the Aegean, some raw materials
such as obsidian might have played a significant
social role in establishing and maintaining long-
distance communication networks. The settlements
including Cukuri¢i, Ulucak, Ugurlu and Knossos
show that the first farming villages were involved
in an exchange network of obsidian from Melos,
which was previously initiated by hunter-gatherers
in the Aegean, from the first quarter of the 7th
millennium BC?!. Obsidian makes up 70% of the
chipped stone tools in Knossos, while it is 34%,
1% and 0.9% at Cukurigi, Ulucak and Ugurlu,
respectively. The jadeite axes that were uncovered in
Cukuri¢i and Ulucak and might have been procured
from the Cycladic Island of Syros point out that this
maritime communication network intensified from
the mid-7th millennium BC?%. Similarly, presence
of raw materials such as nephrite and marble, and
dispersal of objects made of these raw materials
across a wider region including Western Anatolia,
Continental Greece and Balkans are significant as
they show the extent of intercultural communication
and interaction during the Neolithic period.

CONCLUSION

Despite limited number of excavations in the region,
evidence on how and when the Neolithic way of
life started in the Aegean is becoming increasingly
available. Although the acculturation process at
the end of the 8th millennium BC is still unclear,

21 GUILBEAU etal. 2019; REINGRUBER 2011; MILIC 2014
22 SORENSEN et al. 2017
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evlilikler, akrabalik iligkileri veya degis-tokus aglart
Ege’nin Neolitiklesme silirecinde itici giic olmus
olabilir. Diger yandan avci-toplayict gruplarin tek
bir tutarli motivasyonla hareket ettigini diisiinmek de
hatali bir yaklasim olabilir. Gelecekte Ege’de farkli
bolgelerin ayrintili olarak incelenmesi sonucunda,
mikro dl¢ekte Neolitiklesmeye giden ¢ok sayida farkl
yolun bulunabilecegi de 6ngoriilebilir.

16

the excavations in Girmeler clearly indicate that
the origins of agriculture and sedentism go back
to the late 9th millennium BC in the Aegean. It is
also important that ancient DNA studies indicate
no mass migration or colonization movement to
the Aegean from Southwest Asia, particularly from
Northern Mesopotamia and the Levant during the
first half of the 7th millennium BC, even until the
early 6th millennium BC?. This further emphasize
the importance of maritime hunter-gatherers and
mechanisms involved in acculturation and cultural
exchange in the Neolithisation of the Aegean after
the Younger Dryas and before the 7th millennium
BC. Perhaps, as proposed by the /ndividual Frontier
Mobility model by Zvelebil and Lillie** (2000),
marriages, kinship relations or exchange networks
comprising alternative economies might have been
the driving force in the Neolithisation process of
the Aegean. However, it may also be inaccurate
to consider that hunter-gatherers acted out of a
single consistent motivation. In the future, detailed
research in different regions in the Aegean may yield
many various pathways towards Neolithisation at
the micro-scale.

23 M.SOMEL. “NEOGENE Sentez Caligtay1”. 20.04.2022.
24 ZVELEBIL & LILLIE 2000
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* Cigdem Atakuman

Anadolu'nun Ege kiyilari, prehistorik dénemlerde
denizcilik faaliyetleriyle ilgili bilgi tiretme kapasitesi
yiiksek bolgeler olmasina ragmen, turizm vb.
kaygilarla, bu bolgelerdeki arkeolojik aragtirmalar daha
cok gec donemlere odaklanmistir. Oysa, bolgedeki
aragtirmalara genel olarak baktigimizda, Antalya’da
Okiizini ve Kizilin bulgular1 (Erbil vd. 2021, Kartal
2003, 2011) ile Goller Bolgesi’ndeki Suberde, Hacilar,
Bademagaci, Kurugcay ve Hoyiicek (Bordaz 1969,
Duru 2008, Mellaart 1970) gibi yerlesimlerden elde
edilen veriler, Tirkiye’nin gilineybati kesimlerinde
onemli bir prehistorik potansiyelin olduguna isaret
etmektedir.

Bunlarin yani sira, genel anlamda Ege havzasinda son
yillarda sayilar1 hizla artan prehistorik arastirmalar,
bu eksikligi gidermeye c¢aligmakta ve oOzellikle
Neolitiklesme siirecinin  bolgeye 0zgii sosyal ve
ekonomik baglamlarini aydinlatmaya caligmaktadir
(Res. 1). Ornegin, Mezolitik ve Neolitik siireglerde,
Melos (Degirmenlik) adasi kaynakli Ege Denizi
obsidyenlerinin hem adalarda hem de Yunanistan ana
karas1 ve Anadolu’nun sahil kesimlerindeki dagilimi
tizerinden goriilebildigi kadariyla, oldukca aktif bir
iletisim ag1 oldugu anlagilmistir (Broodbank 2006,
Reingruber 2011, Séfériades 2007, Strasser vd. 2010).
Daha da 6nemlisi, Maroulas (Kythnos/Terme adasi)
ve Girmeler Magarasi’nda (Fethiye) gozlemlenen olii
gomme ve siva kullanimi gibi bulgular da, Ege ve
Anadolu/Yakin Dogu iligkilerinin en azindan Mezolitik
donemlerden itibaren tesis edilmeye baslandigini
gosteren veriler olarak goze ¢arpmaktadir (Erdogu vd.
2021, Sampson vd. 2002, Takaoglu vd. 2014).

I8 ** Hasan Can Gemici

Although the Aegean coast of Anatolia has a high
capacity to provide data on maritime activities
from prehistoric periods, archaeological research
is mainly focused on later periods due to concerns
related to tourism and alike in these regions. Hence,
the finds from Okiizini and Kizilin in Antalya (Erbil
et al. 2021, Kartal 2003, 2011), and data from the
settlements such as Suberde, Hacilar, Bademagaci,
Kurugay and Hoylicek (Bordaz 1969, Duru 2008,
Mellaart 1970) in the Turkish Lakeland highlight the
significant prehistoric potential in the southwestern
regions of Turkey.

In addition, prehistoric research in the Aegean
basin that increased in recent years attempts to
address this deficiency, particularly aiming to shed
light on the social and economic perspectives of
the Neolithisation process specific to the region
(Fig. 1). For instance, there appears a highly active
communication network as seen on the dispersion
of the Aegean obsidian from Melos (Degirmenlik)
Island both on the islands and the Greek mainland
and the Anatolian coast during the Mesolithic and
the Neolithic periods (Broodbank 2006, Reingruber
2011, Séfériades 2007, Strasser et al. 2010). More
importantly, findings such as burials and use of lime
plaster as observed at Maroulas (Kythnos/Terme
island) and the Girmeler Cave (Fethiye) stand out
as data indicating that the relationship between the
Aegean and Anatolia/the Near East must have been
established at least from the Mesolithic periods
(Erdogu et al. 2021, Sampson et al. 2002, Takaoglu
et al. 2014).

* Cigdem Atakuman, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, Yerlesim Arkeolojisi Ana Bilim Dali.

Ankara/Tiirkiye.

** Hasan Can Gemici, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, Yerlesim Arkeolojisi Ana Bilim Dali.

Ankara/Tiirkiye.
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Fig. 1: Kuzeydogu Akdeniz’de Geg Pleistosen-Erken Holosen’e ait bazi yerlesim ve buluntu noktalari.

Fig 1: Some sites and findspots from the Late Pleistocene-Early Holocene in the Northeastern Mediterrenean.

Bu baglamda, Ege ve Anadolu arasinda 6nemli bir
koprii konumunda bulunan Bozburun Yarimadasi’nda
2017-2021 yillar1 arasinda yiirGttiiglimiiz Bozburun
Prehistorik Yiizey Aragtirmast Onemli sonuglara
ulagmistir. Her ne kadar ¢alismalarimizi yarimadanin
tim prehistorik donemlerini aydinlatmaya yonelik
olarak gerceklestirdiysek de, ana amacimiz, Bozburun
Yarimadasi’nin ~ Mezolitik-Neolitik  dénemlerdeki
sosyal ve ekonomik baglamini anlamak ve 6zellikle de
bdlgenin yerel Mezolitik topluluklarinin Neolitiklesme
slirecine etkisini ortaya koymaya c¢aligmaktir.

Bu arastirma giindeminin ardindaki dnemli sorun ise
soyle ozetlenebilir: Ege’de Neolitik yagam bigimine,
diger deyisle “ev” odakli yerlegim ve tarim ekonomisine
gecisin (yaklasik MO 6800/6700; Res. 2), nasil, neden
ve kimler tarafindan gerceklestirildigi halen 6nemli
bir tartisma konusudur. Bazi aragtirmacilar, yerlesiklik
ve tarimin ilk olarak gelismeye basladigi ¢ekirdek
bolgeler olan Orta Anadolu, Kuzey Mezopotamya ve
Levant’tan Ege’ye gelen goglerle meydana geldigini
iddia ederken (6r. Cilingiroglu ve Cakirlar 2013,
Horejs 2019, Ozdogan 2019), baska arastirmacilar

In this sense, the Bozburun Prehistoric Survey
that we conducted between 2017 and 2021 on the
Bozburun Peninsula, an important bridge between
the Aegean and Anatolia has yielded significant
results. Although our work aimed at covering
all prehistoric periods of the peninsula, the main
objective was to analyze the social and economic
context of the Bozburun Peninsula during the
Mesolithic-Neolithic periods, and specifically
identify the impact of the Mesolithic communities
on the Neolithisation process of the region.

An important issue beyond the research agenda
can be outlined as follows: It is still controversial
how, why and by whom was the transition to the
Neolithic way of living, in other words, to the
“home” based settlement and agricultural economics
made possible in the Aegean (circa 6800/6700 AD;
Fig. 2). According to some researchers, it emerged
by migrations from core areas including Central
Anatolia, Northern Mesopotamia, and the Levant,
where the settled life and cultivation of land initially
took place (e.g. Cilingiroglu and Cakirlar 2013,
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ise bu onemli doniisimiin, bolgede zaten bulunan
yerel topluluklar tarafindan gerceklestirilmis olma
ihtimalinin yiiksek oldugunu ileri stirmektedir (or.
Atakuman vd. 2022, Carter 2019, Guilbeau vd. 2019,
Kiling, Koptekin, Atakuman vd. 2017, Reingruber
2018).

Horejs 2019, Ozdogan 2019), while others argue
that it is highly likely that it was the indigenous
population in this region who made this important
transition (e.g. Atakuman et al. 2022, Carter 2019,
Guilbeau et al. 2019, Kiling, Koptekin, Atakuman et
al. 2017, Reingruber 2018).
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Fig. 2: Metinde kullanilan kronolojik ve terminolojik ¢erceve (Atakuman vd. 2022, S1°den giincellenerek kullanilmistir).

Fig. 2: The chronological and terminological frame used in the text (updated from Atakuman et al. 2022, S1).

Kisaca goz atacak olursak, her iki yorum ¢ergevesinin
art1 ve eksilerinin oldugu goriilecektir.

1. Her ne kadar Ege’deki bazi Erken Holosen
yerlesimleri hem Mezolitik hem de Neolitik
katmanlara sahip olsa da, bugiine kadar hicbirinde
Neolitik doneme siiregiden bir devamlilik basarili bir
sekilde gosterilememisir. Ayrica, Ege’de yaklasik MO
6800/6700’e tarihlenen en erken Neolitik yerlesimler
(Ulucak, Ugurlu, Cukurigi) daha da erken, yerel bir
Neolitiklesme ~siirecinin ~ kanitlarini  sunmamugtir.
Bunun yam swra, Ege’nin erken kdylerinden
elde edilen bu tarihler, yerel gelisim siireclerinin
bir ¢ok yerlesimde takip edilebildigi Levant ve
Anadolu’da elde edilenlerden oldukca gectir. Bu Ege
yerlesimlerinde ¢canak ¢omlek, figiirin, miihiir, mimari
gelenekler, plaster/siva kullanimi1 ve bazi ritiielistik
unsurlar gibi, ilk drnekleri Orta Anadolu ve Levant’ta
gorillen “Neolitik Paket” Ogelerinin benzerlerinin
bulunmasi da go¢ odakli hipotezleri desteklemek igin
kullanilmaktadir. Paralel bir sekilde, Ege’deki tarimet
yerlesimlerde hayvan ve bitki tiirleri, her ne kadar
spesifik tiirler ve oranlar farklilik gosterebilse de,
onciil denemeler olmadan tamamen evcillesmis bir
sekilde ortaya ¢ikmaktadir (Arbuckle vd. 2014, Atici
vd. 2017, Halstead ve Isaakidou 2020).
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A short review indicates that both interpretation
frames have pros and cons.

1. Although some of the Early Holocene settlements
in the Aegean contain both Mesolithic and Neolithic
strata, none of them has achieved to demonstrate
a long-term continuity until the Neolithic so far.
Apart from this, the earliest Neolithic settlements
in the Aegean that approximately date to 6800-
6700 BC (Ulucak, Ugurlu, Cukuri¢i) did not
reveal any evidence suggesting an even earlier, and
local Neolithisation process. Besides, these dates
obtained from the early Aegean villages are much
later than those in the Levant and Anatolia, where
the local development phases can be tracked in many
settlements. The migration-based hypotheses rely
on the presence of elements typical to the “Neolithic
Package” at these Aegean settlements, including
pottery, figurines, seals, architectural traditions,
use of plaster/lime and some ritualistic elements,
of which the first examples are observed in Central
Anatolia, and the Levant. In parallel, animal and
plant species, even tough the specific species and
ratios may vary, emerged completely domesticated
in the farming settlements of the Aegean in the
absence of any progenitors (Arbuckle et al. 2014,
Atici et al. 2017, Halstead and Isaakidou 2020).




Bununla birlikte, Ege Neolitik yerlesimlerinin en
erken tabakalari yaklasik MO 6800/6700’e kadar geri
cekilebilse de ¢anak ¢omlek gibi “Neolitik Paket”in
onemli bir gok unsuru yaklasik MO 6600/6500 gibi, yani
200 sene kadar daha geg ortaya ¢cikmaktadir. Eger tarim
ve yerlesik hayat gégmen topluluklar ile bolgeye tagindi
ise, bu topluluklarin neden ¢anak ¢omlek iiretimiyle
ilgili bilgilerini 200 y1l boyunca pratige aktarmadiklari
sorusu cevapsiz kalmaktadir.

Daha da 6nemli olarak, Maroulas ve Girmeler’dekiler
gibi baz1 Ege Erken Holosen/Mezolitik gruplarmin MO
9-8. binyillarda Anadolu ve Levant Akeramik/Canak
Comleksiz Neolitik topluluklar ile benzer mimari ve
gomii geleneklerine sahip olduklari anlagilmaktadir:
batt Ege aciklarinda Kythnos adasindaki Maroulas’ta
MO 9. binyila tarihlenen yuvarlak planli yapilara sahip,
bazi yapilarda taban alti gomiilerin gerceklestirildigi
bir yerlesim ortaya ¢ikarilmistir (Sampson vd. 2002);
Fethiye yakinlarindaki Girmeler’de ise, MO 8200-7600
arasina tarihlenen bir tabakada Maroulas ile benzer
ozelliklere sahip bir yontma tag endiistrisinin yani sira
yine yuvarlak planli, tabani kirecle sivanmig bir yapiya
rastlanmistir (Erdogu vd. 2021, Takaoglu vd. 2014).
Bu veriler, bolgede Neolitik dncesi dénemlerde bazi
fikirlerin dolagimda oldugunu gostermektedir. Eger
Ege ve Anadolu gruplarn arasinda fikir ve gelenek
paylasimlart Neolitik Oncesinde mevcutsa, benzer
stireclerin  Neolitiklesme siirecinde de devam etmis
olmasi ve Neolitiklesmenin bu paylasimlar neticesinde
yerel topluluklar tarafindan gerceklestirilmis olabilecegi
ihtimali gii¢lii bir alternatif olarak belirmektedir.

2. Ege Adalart Mezolitik yontma tas endiistrisi genel
olarak yonga tabanli bir karakterdedir ve Orta Anadolu ve
Levant gibi ¢ekirdek Neolitik bolgelerde gozlemlenen tas
alet endiistrilerinden farkli bir geligme gostermektedir.
Bununla beraber, cekirdek bolgelerde Neolitigin erken
safhalarinda yayilan baski teknigi ile yapilmis aletler,
Ege’de ancak MO 7000 sonrasinda, Cukurici, Ugurlu,
Ulucak, Franchthi, Argissa, Mavropigi gibi yerlesimlerde
gorlilmeye baslanmistir (Guilbeau vd. 2019, Guilbeau
ve Perleés 2019, Mili¢ 2019, Mili¢ ve Horejs 2017). Gog
hipotezlerini destekleyen arastirmacilar bunu 6nemli
bir veri olarak degerlendirmektedirler. Ancak, cesitli
Mezolitik unsurlarin Ugurlu, Knossos, Franchthi,
Argissa, Cyclops gibi bazi yerlesimlerin en erken
Neolitik yontma tas endiistrilerinde devam ettigi de
goriilmektedir (Atakuman vd. 2022, 9-10).
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However, even if the earliest strata of the Aegean
Neolithic settlements can be dated back to ca.
6800-6700 BC, many important elements of the
“Neolithic Package” including pottery are dated to
approximately 6600-6500 BC, so to say 200 years
later. If cultivation and settled life were introduced
to the region by nomadic groups, the answer to why
these communities didn’t put their pottery know-how
into practice for 200 years despite their knowledge
remains unclear.

More importantly, some Aegean Early Holocene/
Mesolithic communities such as those in Maroulas and
Girmeler had architectural and burial traditions typical
to the Anatolian and Levantine Aceramic/Pre-Pottery
Neolithic communities during the 9th-8th millennia BC:
a settlement with round huts dating to the 9th millennium
BC was uncovered in Maroulas on the Kythnos island
off the western Aegean coast, where some structures
have subfloor burials (Sampson et al. 2002); Girmeler
near Fethiye, on the other hand, revealed a structure, in a
round plan again, with a lime-plastered floor as well as a
chipped stone industry similar to the one at Maroulas in
a stratum dating to 8200-7600 BC (Erdogu et al. 2021,
Takaoglu et al. 2014). The above mentioned data suggest
that some ideas were already in circulation even during
the pre-Neolithic period. If ideas and traditions were
shared between the Aegean and Anatolian communities
during the pre-Neolithic period, an alternative thesis is
highly plausible that a similar process was maintained
during the Neolithisation and the Neolithisation process
was achieved by indigenous groups through these
knowledge sharing practices.

2. The chipped stone industry in the Aegean islands
during the Mesolithic is, in general, flake-based
and demonstrates a different development than the
one observed at the core Neolithic areas such as the
Central Anatolia and the Levant. In the meantime,
the tools made at core areas using the pressure
technique, which had become common during the
early periods of the Neolithic, are observed only after
7000 BC at settlements such as Cukuri¢i, Ugurlu,
Ulucak, Franchthi, Argissa, and Mavropigi (Guilbeau
et al. 2019, Guilbeau and Perlés 2019, Mili¢ 2019,
Mili¢ and Horejs 2017). Researchers in favor of the
migration hypotheses consider it a significant data.
However, we observe that miscellaneous Mesolithic
elements also continue in the earliest Neolithic
chipped stone industries at some settlements such as
Ugurlu, Knossos, Franchthi, Argissa, and Cyclops
(Atakuman et al. 2022, 9-10).
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Ek olarak, Kapadokya (Orta Anadolu) kaynaklarinin
kullanildig1 Anadolu topluluklarinin aksine, Mezolitik
ve Neolitik donemlerde Yunanistan ana karasi ve
Ege adalarinda obsidiyen kullanimi birincil olarak
Melos adasindaki kaynaklara dayanmaktadir (Res. 3).
Bununla birlikte, Kapadokya obsidiyeninin Antalya
bolgesindeki Okiizini’ne Geg Pleistosen’de, Kibris’a
ise MO 9-8. binyil gibi erken tarihlerde ulastigi
bilinmektedir (Carter vd. 2011, Moutsiou 2019). Melos
obsidiyeni ise Ege’de MO 14-13. binyillardan itibaren
dolagima girmis olmakla birlikte (Laskaris vd. 2011,
Sampson vd. 2009), Bat1 Anadolu’ya ancak Neolitik
donemle birlikte ulagsmis goriinmektedir (Ugurlu,
Ulucak, Cukurici — MO 6800/6700) (Guilbeau vd.
2019, Mili¢ 2019). Bu durum, Ege Denizi’nin iki
tarafinda Neolitik doneme kadar birbirinden izole
kalmus iki farkl iletisim/takas aginm varligina isaret
eder gibi goriinse de, asagida agiklanacagi iizere,
Bozburun Prehistorik Yizey Arastirmasrnin ilk
sonuglart Melos obsidiyeninin Anadolu sahillerinde
Geg Pleistosen-Erken Holosen gibi erken bir tarihte,
Neolitik 6ncesinde ulagtigini gostermektedir (Gemici,
Dirican ve Atakuman 2022). Anlagilan o ki, Ege
havzasindaki denizagirt baglantilar hem daha eski
tarihlere gitmekte, hem de bugiine kadar diigiiniilenden
daha genis bir bolgeyi kapsamaktadir. Ayni genis
baglantilarin Neolitiklesme siirecinde yeni fikir ve
uygulamalarin yayilmasinda oynamis olabilecegi rol
ise dnemli bir soru isareti olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir.

Yukarida 6zetlenen uyumsuzluklarin nedenleri heniiz
anlagilmamig olmakla beraber, go¢ odakli hipotezleri
dogrudan desteklemedigi de ortadadir. Mevcut
veriler, Ege’deki ilk Neolitik yerlesimlerin en erken
tabakalarmin olduk¢a kisith bir bicimde kazilmis
alanlarinin nasil ve ne amagla kullanildiginin heniiz
tam olarak anlagilmamig oldugunu da gostermektedir.
Ornegin, ilk asamalarda yerlesimlerin kullanim
amagclarinin farkli olabilecegi ve bu baglamda da
bolgeye 0Ozgii ve halen tanimlanmasi gereken bir
Neolitiklesme asamasini yansitabilecegi kuvvetli bir
ihtimaldir. Ancak, Neolitiklesme genellikle ¢ekirdek
bolgelere 6zgii stireglerle tarif edilmeye calisildigindan
Ege Neolitiklesmesinin kendine 6zgli asamalarinin
tanim ve terminolojileri heniiz gelistirilmemistir. Bu
asamalar tanimlanirken bazi sorularin da mutlaka
yanitlanmas1  gerekmektedir. Eger toplu gogler
yasandiysa, go¢ edilen bdlgelerdeki dnceden mevcut
niifuslara ne olmustur? Eger dnceden bir etkilesim var
idiyse, neden Ege topluluklar1 Anadolu ve Levant’ta
Erken Holosen’de sahit oldugumuz bazi geligmeleri
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Besides, contrary to the Anatolian communities where
Cappadocian (Central Anatolia) resources are used,
the obsidian use in mainland Greece and the Aegean
islands primarily depended on the resources on Melos
island during the Mesolithic and Neolithic periods
(Fig. 3). However, it is known that the Cappadocian
obsidian reached Okiizini in Antalya during the Late
Pleistocene, and Cyprus much later, during the 9th-
8th millennia BC (Carter et al. 2011, Moutsiou 2019).
Although the Melos obsidian came into circulation in
the Aegean around the 14th-13th millenia BC (Laskaris
et al. 2011, Sampson et al. 2009), it appears that it
had reached Western Anatolia only with the Neolithic
period (Ugurlu, Ulucak, Cukurici — 6800/6700
BC) (Guilbeau et al. 2019, Mili¢ 2019). Although
it may seem to indicate presence of two different
communication/exchange networks that remained
isolated until the Neolithic on both sides of the
Aegean Sea, the preliminary results of the Bozburun
Prehistoric Survey shows that the Melian obsidian
had reached the coast of Anatolia before the Neolithic
as early as Late Pleistocene-Early Holocene as it is
described below (Gemici, Dirican and Atakuman
2022). As things stand, the overseas connections in
the Aegean basin both goes back to earlier periods
and covers a much larger area than assumed. The role
the same wider connections might have played in the
Neolithisation process for the diffusion of new ideas
and practices is a question that demands our attention.

Although the reasons of the above mentioned
discrepancies are yet to be discovered, it is obvious
that they don’t evidently favor the migration-based
hypotheses. Available data also suggests that it is
still unknown how and to what end the scarcely
excavated sites of these earliest Neolithic settlement
strata in the Aegean were occupied. For instance,
it is highly possible that the initial intended use of
the settlements might be different, and in this sense
it could reflect a Neolithisation period specific
to the region, which, is, thus, yet to be identified.
However, since Neolithisation is usually defined
according to the processes specific to core areas, it
is important to develop definitions and terminology
for the Neolithisation phases specific to the Aegean
region. During identification of these phases, some
questions need to be answered. If mass migrations
were the case, then what happened to the populations
who were already there before the migrations? If
there already was an interaction, then why hadn’t
the Aegean communities extensively adopt some of
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Fig. 3: Neolitik donem sonuna kadar en yaygin kullanilan Ege ve Orta Anadolu obsidiyenlerinin yaklasik dagilim bolgeleri
(Carter vd. 2016b, Fig. 14 ve Mili¢ 2014, Fig. 1 temel alinarak hazirlanmistir).

Fig. 3: Approximate regions of dispersal for the most widely used obsidian in the Aegean and Central Anatolia until the
late Neolithic period (drawing based on Carter et al. 2016b, Fig. 14 and Mili¢ 2014, Fig. 1).

(Kibris’taki topluluklarin aksine) daha yaygin bir sekilde
benimsememistir? Etkilesimin dogasi tam olarak nasildi
ve hangi mekanizmalar iizerinden iglemekteydi?

Bozburun Yarimadasi’nda  gerceklestirdigimiz  ve
asagida ana hatlartyla sunulacak arastirmalarimiz bu
sorunu kismen aydinlatacak bulgulara ulagsmustir. Ek
olarak, ODTU-Hacettepe Universitesi antik DNA
ekibimizle siirdiirmekte  oldugumuz  ¢aligsmalar,
Neolitiklesme ~ siirecini  bolgenin  yerel Mezolitik
topluluklariin baglatmis olduguna isaret eden onemli
veriler ortaya koymaktadir.

BOZBURUN PREHISTORIK YOZEY ARASTIRMASI

Bozburun Yarimadasi, Mugla ili smnirlar iginde yer
almakta olup, Anadolu’nun gilineybati ucunda Ege ve
Akdeniz arasindaki kesisim noktasinda bulunmaktadir.
Yaklasik 33.000 hektarlik bir alana yayilmis olan
bu yarimada, kuzeyde Datca Yarimadasi ve Gokova
Korfezi, batida Symi (Sombeki) adasi ve glineyde Rodos
adasi ile ¢cevrelenmistir (Res. 1, Res. 4). Bolgeler arasi

the developments we witnessed in Early Holocene
at Anatolia and the Levant (unlike the communities
at Cyprus)? What was the nature of the interaction,
and what type of mechanisms made it work?

Our survey at the Bozburun Peninsula, as outlined
below, has reached findings that may partially shed light
on this issue. Additionally, the studies that we carry
on with our Ancient DNA team at METU-Hacettepe
University demonstrate significant data suggesting that
it was the local Mesolithic communities in the region
that had started the Neolithisation process.

THE BOZBURUN PREHISTORIC SURVEY

The Bozburun Peninsula is situated at the junction of
the Aegean and Mediterranean seas on the southwestern
end of Anatolia within the boundaries of the Mugla
Province. Covering an area of about 33.000 hectares,
it is surrounded by the Dat¢a Peninsula and the Gulf
of Gokova in the North, by the Symi (Sombeki) Island
in the West and by the Rhodes Island in the South
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olast iletisim yollarinin iizerinde kalan bu stratejik
konuma ragmen, yarimadanin tarihéncesi donemleri,
2017 yilinda baslattigimiz yiizey arastirmasi projesine
kadar odakli bir incelemeye tabi tutulmamistir.
Oysa Bozburun Yarimadasi, hem tarim bazli yagam
bigiminin Ege Denizi etrafinda kok salmas ile ilgili
belirsizliklere, hem de daha erken insan topluluklarinin
genis bolgedeki yayilimlaria 11k tutmaya elverisli bir
cografya sunmaktadir.

(Fig. 1, Fig. 4). Despite its strategic location on the
interregional trade routes, the prehistorical periods of
the peninsula have never been subjected to a focused
analysis until the onset of our survey project in 2017.
Whereas, the Bozburun Peninsula offers a landscape
that sheds light on both the uncertainties about how the
farming based life style took root around the Aegean
Sea, and the spread of earlier communities on the
wider region.

Fig. 4: Bozburun Prehistorik Yiizey Arastirmast 2017-2021 buluntu noktalari.

Fig. 4: The findspots during the Bozburun Prehistoric Survey between 2017-2021.

Bununla birlikte, yarimadanin kullanim potansiyeli
kuskusuz ki geemis iklim kosullar1 tarafindan
etkilenmigtir. Kitasal ve kiiresel dlgeklerde yasanan
cesitli dalgalanmalar Pleistosen devirde ortalama
diinya sicakliklar1 ve okyanus seviyelerinde dramatik
degisiklikler yasanmasina sebep olmustur. Yaklasik
21.000 y1l 6nce, Son Buzul Maksimum’un zirvesinde,
buzullarda hapsolan su kiitlelerinin diinya ortalama
deniz seviyesini giiniimiizdekinden 130-135 metre
daha agagiya cektigi bilinmektedir (Lambeck vd.
2014). Bu donemden itibaren, Geg Pleistosen ve
Holosen’de okyanuslardaki su miktart degisen
hizlarda artmug, fakat yine de deniz seviyesinin
giiniimiize yakin bir noktaya gelmesi MO 2000 civarini
bulmustur (Benjamin vd. 2017). Kita sahanhiginin
¢ok derin olmadigr bolgelerde bu gibi deniz seviyesi
degisimlerinin insan cografyasinda hissedilir etkiler
yaratmast kagmilmazdir. Nitekim, Ege havzasimi
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On the other hand, the potential occupation of the
peninsula had been influenced, undoubtedly, by
prior climate conditions. Various fluctuations in
continental and global scales resulted in dramatic
changes in global average temperatures and ocean
levels during the Pleistocene. We know that the
water mass in the glaciers ca. 21.000 years before
at the peak of the Last Glacial Maximum caused
the global average sea level to shrink around 130-
135 meters lower than the present level (Lambeck
et al. 2014). Starting with this period, the amount of
water in the oceans increased at various rates during
the Late Pleistocene and the Holocene, however, it
took until ca.2000 BC for the sea to get to near its
current level (Benjamin et al. 2017). In areas with
a shallow continental shelf, perceivable impacts on
human geography through such sea-level changes
are inevitable. Indeed, an analysis of the Aegean



inceledigimizde, Son Buzul Maksimum olas1 1y
seritlerinin gerek Bozburun Yarimadasi etrafinda,
gerek de baska bolgelerde gilinlimiizdekinden oldukca
farkli oldugu anlasiimaktadir (Res. 5). Ozellikle,
Mezolitik-Neolitik  gegisinin  de yasandigi  Geg
Pleistosen-Erken Holosen dénemlerde, Anadolu ve
yakin Ege adalar arasinda karasal baglantilarin mevcut
oldugunu ve daha uzaktaki adalara ulagimin nispeten
daha kisa mesafeler ile gerceklestigini hatirlamak
faydali olacaktir,

Her ne kadar tarihoncesi donemlerde Bozburun
Yarimadasi’nin bati uzantisini olusturan bazi bélgeler
giinlimiizde su altinda kalmis olsa da, yarimadada
yaptigimiz ¢alismalar sonucunda bolgenin Orta
Paleolitik ten Kalkolitik sonuna uzanan prehistoryasini
temsil eden toplam 50 buluntu noktasi tespit etmek
miimkiin olmustur (Atakuman vd. 2019a, 2019b, 2021,
2022). Bunlariginde, Sarnig, Hurma, Sobalak, Zeytinlik
ve Cakmak’ta (Res. 4), Ege Mezolitigi ile bolgede
kazis1 yapilan ender yerlerden biri olan Girmeler
yerlesmesinin Erken Holosen tabakalarindan bilinen
yonga tabanli yontma tag endiistrilerinin yogunlugu ile
beraber obsidiyen ham maddesinin yaygin kullanimi
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basin shows that the probable coastline during the
Last Glacial Maximum was much different than that
of present day both around the Bozburun Peninsula
and other regions (Fig. 5). However, it is important to
keep in mind that there were land crossings between
Anatolia and the Aegean islands particularly during
the Late Pleistocene-Early Holocene when the
Mesolithic-Neolithic transition also occurred, and it
took smaller distances to access farther islands.

Although some areas comprising the western extension
of the Bozburun peninsula in prehistoric periods are
submerged at present, we were able to identify a total of
50 findspots, representing the prehistory of the region
from the Mid-Paleolithic to the Late Chalcolithic
Periods (Atakuman et al. 2019a, 2019b, 2021, 2022).
Among them, in Sarni¢, Hurma, Sobalak, Zeytinlik
and Cakmak (Fig. 4) substantial amount of flake-
based chipped stone industries, already known from
the Early Holocene strata of the Girmeler settlement,
one of the rare excavated sites in the region, as well as
from the Aegean Mesolithic, and a widespread use of
obsidian are notable (Fig. 6). The source identification
analysis on these obsidian finds (Gemici, Dirican and

Fig. 5: Giinlimiizden

once 30-18.000 yillart
arasinda Ege Denizi sahil
seridinin durumu. Tourlokis
ve Karkanas 2012, Fig.
7°den modifiye edilerek
kullanilmistir.

Fig. 5: The Aegean
coastline between 30.000-
18.000 years before
present. Modified from
Tourlokis and Karkanas
2012, Fig. 7.
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goze carpmaktadir (Res. 6). Bu obsidiyen buluntular
tizerinde yapilan kaynak tayini arastirmalari (Gemici,
Dirican ve Atakuman 2022), Bozburun Yarimadasi’nda
tespit edilen obsidiyen pargalarinin neredeyse tamaminin
Ege Denizi’ndeki Melos ve Yali (Giali/Sakarcilar)
adalarmdan temin edildigini ortaya koymustur. Bunun
yanminda, az da olsa Orta Anadolu obsidiyeninin de
Golliidag’dan (Nigde) yarimadaya kadar kus ucusu 500
kilometreden fazla bir mesafe kat ederek ulasmis oldugu
tespit edilmistir.

Ozellikle, Hurma'da (Res. 7) Melos obsidiyeninden
tretilen geometrik mikrolitlerin  varligi, bolgenin
Epipaleolitik’ten itibaren Ege obsidiyen dagilim aglarina
dahil olmus olabilecegine isaret etmektedir (Res. 8). Bu
durum Chalki (Harki) ve lkaria (Ahikerya) gibi yakin
adalardaki Mezolitik bulgulara paraleldir (Carter vd.
2016a, 2016¢, Kaczanowska ve Koztowski 2011, 2014,
Sampson vd. 2012, 2016). Havzaya Neolitik donem
ile beraber giren baski teknigi ile yongalanmis gibi
goriinen pargalar Sarni¢, Hurma, Sobalak ve Zeytinlik’te
ele gegmistir. Bu pargalardan Zeytinlik’te bulunan bir
tanesinin orak elemani olarak kullanilmis olmasi da
olasidir. Bunlarin yanmi sira, yine Hurma, Zeytinlik,
Sobalak, Sarni¢ ve bazi baskanoktalarda cesitli prehistorik
kiiciik buluntular (tas miihiir, cilal tas balta, figiirin vb.)
kayit altna alimmistir (Res. 9). Diger yandan, Sarni¢’ta
tespit edilen omurgali 6n kaziyici, tas kalem ve cok
vurma diizlemli g¢ekirdekler Bozburun Yarimadasi’nin
Epipaleolitik’in yani sira Ust Paleolitik te de bir ugrak
yeri oldugunu diisiindiirmektedir (Res. 8). Bolgede Alt
Paleolitik doneme ait bulgulara heniiz rastlanmamistir,
ancak Kayabasi Magarasi, Cakmak ve Sobalak buluntu
yerlerinin Orta Paleolitik yontma tas endiistrileri
acisindan oldukg¢a zengin oldugu anlasilmaktadir
(Atakuman vd. 2022, Levha 1 ve 2, Tablo 2).

Atakuman 2022) suggest that almost all the obsidian
artifacts recovered from the Bozburun Peninsula were
procured from the Melos and Yali (Giali/Sakarcilar)
islands in the Aegean Sea. In addition to this, we found
out that, albeit scarcely, the obsidian from Central
Anatolia had reached the peninsula after traveling over
a 500 km of distance as the crow flies from Golliidag
(Nigde).

The presence of geometric microliths made of Melos
obsidian, particularly at Hurma (Fig. 7) points out
the possibility of the region becoming part of the
Aegean obsidian distribution network starting with
the Epipalaeolithic (Fig. 8). This is consistent with the
Mesolithic findings at nearby islands such as Chalki
(Harki) and Ikaria (Ahikerya) (Carter et al. 2016a,
2016¢c, Kaczanowska and Koztowski 2011, 2014,
Sampson et al. 2012, 2016). The artifacts probably
flaked by the pressure technique, which emerged in the
basin with the Neolithic period were found in Sarnig,
Hurma, Sobalak and Zeytinlik. Of these artifacts, the
one found in Zeytinlik was probably used as a sickle
insert. Besides these, various prehistoric small finds
(stone seal, neolithic axe, figurine etc.) again at Hurma,
Zeytinlik, Sobalak, Sarni¢ and other locations were
recorded (Fig. 9). On the other hand, a carinated end-
scraper, a burin, and polyhedric cores found at Sarnig
suggest that the Bozburun Peninsula was a transitional
stop during the Upper Palaeolithic Period as well as
the Epipalaeolithic Period (Fig. 8). No finds from the
Lower Palaeolithic Period have been uncovered yet
in the region, however, it appears that the findspots
of Kayabas1 Cave, Cakmak and Sobalak are very rich
in terms of the Middle Palaeolithic chipped stone
industries (Atakuman et al. 2022, Signboard 1 and 2,
Table 2).




Fig. 7: Hurma buluntu noktasinin konumlandigi
tepeye (ortada) kuzeyden bakis. Arka planda
Rodos adas1 goriinmektedir.

Fig. 7: A view of the hill (at the center), on
which the Hurma find spot is situated, from
the north. Rhodes Island in the background.

Fig. 6: Hurma

(A-B & E), Sarnig
(C) ve Zeytinlik’te
(D) bulunan gesitli
obsidiyen yontma tas
parcalar.

Fig. 6: Various
obsidian chipstone
artifacts from Hurma
(A-B & E), Sarni¢ (C)
and Zeytinlik (D).
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Fig. 8: Cesitli yontma tag pargalar. Sarni¢: (A) omurgali 6n-kaziyict, (B) tas kalem, (C-D) ¢ok vurma diizlemli gekirdek, (L)
kenar-kaziyict; Hurma: (E-G) yarimay, (H) mikrolit (atipik tiggen?), (I) tas delgi, (J) diizeltili sirth dilgi, (K) diizeltili dilgi;
Sobalak: (M) dn-kaziyici, (N) kenar-kaziyici; Zeytinlik: (O) diizeltili dilgi (orak dilgisi?), (P) tas delgi, (Q) dilgicik.

Fig. 8: Various chipped stone artifacts. Sarni¢: (A) carinated end scraper, (B) burin, (C-D) polyhedric core, (L) side
scraper; Hurma: (E-G) crescent, (H) microlith (atypical triangle?), (I) borer, (J) retouched crested blade, (K) retouched
blade; Sobalak: (M) end scraper, (N) side scraper; Zeytinlik: (O) retouched blade (sickle?), (P) borer, (Q) microblade.
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Fig. 9: Cesitli kiiciik buluntular. (A) vurga¢ (Hurma), (B) cilal1 tas balta (Hurma), (C) delikli cilali tag balta (Oyuklu
Tepe-Bybassos), (D) cilali tag balta/keser parcasi (Zeytinlik), (E) seramik kulp (Sarnig), (F) kabartma bezemeli seramik
(Sobalak), (G) olast tas figiirin pargast (Sineksuyupinar), (H) kil figiirin par¢asi (Hurma), (I) tas miihiir (Namlialan), (J)
tag boncuk (Zeytinlik).

Fig. 9: Various small finds. (A) hammer (Hurma), (B) polished stone axe (Hurma), (C) perforated polished stone axe
(Oyuklu Tepe-Bybassos), (D) polished stone axe/adze fragment (Zeytinlik), (E) ceramic handle (Sarnig), (F) sherd with
relief decoration (Sobalak), (G) fragment possibly of a figurine (Sineksuyupinar), (H) fragment of a clay figurine (Hurma),
(I) stone seal (Namlalan), (J) stone bead (Zeytinlik).
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Bozburun Yarimadasi’na Melos ve Yali adalarindan
ham madde temin edilmis olmasi en azindan
bazi gruplarin bu Ege adalarini ziyaret ettigini
gostermektedir. Bozburun’daki topluluklar bizzat
kendileri bu obsidiyen kaynaklarina gidip gelmis
olabilecegi gibi, obsidiyen ¢esitli sosyal aglar
araciligiyla bir veya daha c¢ok kez el degistirerek de
yarimadaya ulagmis olabilir. Her ne kadar erken Ege
topluluklarmin kullandiklar1 deniz vasitalart hakkinda
elimize ulasan dogrudan bir kanit heniiz olmasa da,
gerek adalardan obsidiyen tedarik etmeleri, gerek
de denizden bir besin kaynag1 olarak faydalanmalar:
(Starkovich vd. 2018) denizcilik hakkinda belirli
bir seviyede bilgi ve tecriibeye sahip olduklarina
isaret etmektedir. Bununla birlikte, heniiz yelkenin
kullanilmadigt donemlerde deniz yolculuklarinin
benzerleri kimi Avrupa Mezolitik yerlesimlerinden
bilinen (6r. Waterbolk 1981, Fig. 2) kanolar ile
gergeklestirildigi  tahmin edilmektedir. Kanolarin
disinda saz veya hayvan derisi ile desteklenmis sallar
gibi basit tekneler de erken denizcilik girisimlerinde
kullanilmis olabilecek deniz araglari arasindadir
(DiBenedetto & Simmons 2014; Papoulia 2016, Fig.
2). Nitekim bir benzeri Resim 10°da goriilebilecek alti
kisilik bir saz tekne kullanilarak yapilan deneysel bir
¢alismada, Atina yakinlarindan agilarak Melos adasina
ulagmanin iyi hava kosullarinda 15 giin siirdiigi
gortilmiistiir (Broodbank 2013, s. 153). Rota iizerinde
kalan adalarin sigrama noktalari olarak kullanildig bu
seyahat, Bozburun Yarimadasi ve gesitli Ege adalar
arasinda ulagim lojistiginin 6l¢egi hakkinda da bir fikir
vermektedir.

Bozburun Prehistorik Yiizey Aragtirmasi’nin sonuglari,
Anadolu’'nun Ege ve Akdeniz kiyilarinin  Geg
Pleistosen-Erken Holosen donemlerini aydinlatacak
caligmalar arttikca, gerek Ege, gerekse Avrupa
Neolitiklesmesi ile ilgili salt go¢ odakli hipotezlerin
daha saglikli bir sekilde test edilebilecegini
gostermistir. Ege havzasinda devam etmekte olan
prehistorik yiizey aragtirmalari ve Girmeler Magarasi
gibi Mezolitik-Neolitik gegisine dair onemli bilgi
iireten yerlerdeki kazilar sayesinde, bélgenin dzgiin
bir “Canak Comleksiz Neolitik™ siirecinin oldugu ve
bu siirecin sosyal-ekonomik ézgiinliigiiniin farkl bakis
agilari ve terminolojilerle degerlendirilmesi gerekliligi
netlesmektedir.
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Raw material procurement to the Bozburun
Peninsula from Melos and Yali islands provides
evidence that at least certain groups interacted
with these Aegean Islands. The communities at
Bozburun might have traveled to reach these
obsidian sources themselves, or the obsidian might
have reached the peninsula through various social
networks after passing from hand to hand once or
multiple times. Although we don’t have any direct
evidence pointing at the maritime vessels used by
the early Aegean communities, the obsidian supply
from the islands, and exploitation of the sea as a
source of nutrition (Starkovich et al. 2018) indicate
that they had a certain level of navigation skills
and experience. Nevertheless, in the absence of
sails, it is assumed that seafaring activities were
made by canoes similar to those known from some
European Mesolithic settlements (e.g. Waterbolk
1981, Fig. 2). Besides canoes, raft-like simple
vessels, supported with bamboo or hide might have
been used in early maritime ventures (DiBenedetto
& Simmons 2014; Papoulia 2016, Fig. 2). As a
matter of fact, in an experimental study using a six-
person reed boat, similar to the one seen in Figure
10, the voyage from nearby Athens to the island of
Melos lasted 15 days by sailing under good weather
conditions (Broodbank 2013, p. 153). The voyage,
during which the islands on the itinerary were used
as stepping stones, gives an idea on the extent of
the transportation logistics between the Bozburun
Peninsula and various Aegean Islands.

The results of the Bozburun Prehistorical Survey
demonstrate that hypotheses solely based on
migration regarding both the Neolithisation of the
Aegean and Europe can be tested much better with
increased number of studies that shed light on the Late
Pleistocene-Early Holocene periods of the Aegean
and Mediterranean coasts of Anatolia. Thanks to
the ongoing prehistoric surveys in the Aegean basin
and the excavations producing important data on
transition from the Mesolithic to the Neolithic such
as the Girmeler Cave, it becomes more clear that the
region underwent a unique “Aceramic Neolithic”
process and the socio-economic uniqueness of
this process should be evaluated through different
perspectives and terminologies.
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Fig. 10: Yunanistan ana karas1 ile Melos adas1 arasinda gergeklestirilen ve 15 giin stiren deneysel seyahatte kullanilan vasitaya
benzer bir saz tekne, Bolivya (fotograf: Dennis Jarvis, CC BY-SA 2.0. https:/flickr.com/photos/22490717@N02/2218109064

adresinden, erisim tarihi: 5.10.2022)

Fig. 10: A Bolivian reed boat, similar to the vessel used in the 15-day experimental voyage between the Greek mainland
and the island of Melos (Photography by: Dennis Jarvis, CC BY-SA 2.0. from URL: https://flickr.com/photos/22490717 @

N02/2218109064 , accessed on: 5.10.2022)

ANTIK DNA VERILERI ISIGINDA EGE NEOLITIKLESMES]

Ege Neolitiklegsmesine dair yorumlar, arkeolojik
arastirmanin temel veri setleri olan tas aletler, canak
comlekler vb. nesnel kiiltiir 6geleri ile beraber mimari
ve ritliel geleneklerin yerlesimler arasinda gosterdigi
benzerlik, farkliik ve zamanda siireklilik gibi
unsurlarinin detayl incelemelerine gére yapilmaktadir.
Nesnel kiiltiir ve gelenekler {izerinden ytriitiilen
bu incelemeler, daha sonra Kkiiltiirlerarasi iletisimin
cesitli veghelerini anlamaya yonelik etnoarkeolojik
aragtirmalarla beraber degerlendirilerek, benzerlik ve
farkliliklarin nedenleri anlagilmaya c¢alisilmaktadir.
Bu baglamda da, benzerliklerin ardinda insanlarin
dolagimmimn mu, fikirlerin dolagiminin mi, nesnel
kiiltiir 6gelerinin dolagimmin mi, yoksa bunlarin bir
kombinasyonunun mu yatttigini anlamak arkeolojik
acidan zordur. Bu farkli unsurlarin her biri etkin olmus
olabilir. Bilimsel bir arastirmada, arastirmacilarin
tim veri setlerini beraber ele alarak, bir¢ok alternatif
hipotezi (varsayimsal dnerme) test etmesi ve birbiriyle
celigsen noktalar varsa agiklikla ortaya koymasi gerekir.

AEGEAN NEOLITHISATION BASED ON THE ANCIENT DNA DATA

Interpretations on the Neolithisation of the Agean are
based on the detailed analyses of objective cultural
elements such as stone tools, pottery etc., which are the
basic datasets of archaeological research as well as the
elements such as similarities and differences between
architectural and ritual traditions and continuity in
time in the sites. These analyses, which are carried
out on the basis of objective culture and traditions,
are reviewed along with ethnoarcheological research
to gain insight into the various aspects of intercultural
communications in order to understand the reasons
for such similarities and differences. In this context,
from an archaeological perspective, it is difficult
to comprehend whether it is circulation of people,
ideas, objective cultural elements or a combination
of them lying behind these similarities. Each of these
different elements might have played a role. In a
scientific research, a researcher should consider all
datasets together, test many alternative hypotheses
(hypothetical proposition) and clarify any conflicts.
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Bu cercevede de, herhangi bir bilimsel arastirmada,
hipotezlerin dogrulanabilir olmasi degil, yanlislanamaz
olmasi Onemlidir. Yani, incelenen tiim veri setlerinin
birbirini onaylayan sonuglar iiretmesi beklenir. Oysa,
Ege Neolitiklesmesi baglaminda oldukca baskin hale
gelen dogudan go¢ odakli yorumlara baktigimizda,
arastirmacilarin bazi hipotezleri destekleyebilecek veri
setlerine odaklanip, digerlerini géz ardi etmesinden
kaynakli baz1 metodolojik sorunlar oldugu goriilebilir.
Diger yandan, Ege Neolitiklesmesinin bolgenin yerel
topluluklarinca gerceklestirilmis olabilecegini  one
siiren arastirmacilar ise, veri setlerine biitlinliiklii bir
yaklasim gostermeye c¢alismakta, birbiriyle celisen
veya go¢ odakli yorumlar: desteklemeyen verilere
ozellikle odaklanarak, bunlarin nedenlerini anlamaya
calismaktadir.

Ne yazik ki, salt arkeolojik nesnel kiiltiir odakli
yaklasimlarin mevcut sorunu c¢ozebilecek yeterlikte
olmadiginm1 vurgulamak gerekir. Nitekim, arkeologlar
nesnel kiltiir verilerindeki benzerlik ve farkliliklarin
ardinda yatan prehistorik iliskilenme bi¢imlerini
higbir zaman bizzat gérememektedirler. Fakat genetik
bilimindeki geligmeler bu sorunun gilintimiizde antik
DNA verileriyle beraber ele alinabilmesini saglamakta
ve bazi cevaplarin kapisini aralamaktadir. Son yillarda
hiz kazanan antik genom analizi ve popiilasyon
genetigi arastirmalari, kimi zaman arkeolojik ve tarihsel
caligmalar sayesinde farkinda oldugumuz, bazen sadece
tahmin edilen, kimi zaman ise arastirmacilara tamamen
gorlinmez kalan cesitli insan hareketliliklerine 151k
tutabilmektedir (Kazanci vd. 2021, Liu vd. 2021). Antik
DNA caligmalari, biiyilik capli demografik degisimlerin
yani sira eski toplumlardaki akrabalik ve aile baglarinin
dogasi, topluluk i¢i/dis1 es se¢imi Oriintiileri, fenotipik
varyasyon gibi arkeolojik ve antropolojik verilerin tek
basina agiklayict olamadigi degisik konularda da bilgi
saglayabilmektedir (Ceballos vd. 2021, Skoglund ve
Mathieson 2018, Yaka vd. 2021).
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Within this framework, it is important for a scientific
research to have an unfalsifiable hypothesis, not a
verifiable one. It means all examined datasets are
expected to produce results that would confirm each
other. However, in the context of Neolithisation
in the Aegean, considering the dominant
interpretations for migration from the East, there
appears some methodological problems due to the
fact that researchers focused on datasets that would
support some hypotheses while ignoring the others.
On the other hand, researchers who suggest that
the Neolithisation in the Aegean might have been
realised by the local communities in the region,
attempt to adopt a holistic approach to the datasets,
specifically focusing on data that contradict each
other or fail to support migrationist interpretations
to understand the underlying reasons.

Unfortunately, it should be highlighted that merely
archaeological objective cultural approaches will
not be sufficient to resolve the existing dilemma.
Indeed, archaeologists can never personally see
the prehistoric forms of connections underlying
the similarities and differences in the objective
cultural data. However, today advances in genomics
have enabled addressing this dilemma using
ancient DNA data and opened the door to find
some answers. Recent studies on ancient genomic
analysis and population genetics are able to shed
light on various human movements, of which
sometimes we are aware of them by means of
archaeological and historical studies, sometimes by
means of projections, and some other times totally
remaining in darkness to researchers (Kazanci et al.
2021, Liu et al. 2021). Ancient DNA studies provide
information about large scale demographic changes
as well as various matters that cannot be explained
by archaeological and anthropological data alone
such as nature of kinship and family ties (Ceballos
et al. 2021, Skoglund and Mathieson 2018, Yaka et
al. 2021).

In this sense, the birth and expansion of agriculture in
the Near East stand out as a priority research topic to
be analysed through both human and animal genoms
(Kiling et al. 2016, Yurtman et al. 2021). Even tough
the genetic similarity of the pioneering communities
who spread the Neolithic lifestyle across Europe
with the Anatolian Neolithic groups (Bacin) has
been already demonstrated (Hofmanova et al. 2016),
Mesolithic and Neolithic human genome have been
scarcely reported in the Aegean basin. This makes



Bu baglamda Yakin Dogu’da tarimin dogusu ve yayilisi
hem insan, hem de hayvan genomlar1 iizerinden
incelenen Oncelikli bir arastirma konusu olarak one
¢tkmaktadir (Kiling vd. 2016, Yurtman vd. 2021). Her ne
kadar Neolitik yagam bi¢iminin Avrupa’da yayilimina
onciiliik eden topluluklarm Anadolu Neolitik gruplariyla
(Barcin) olan genetik yakinligi ortaya konulmus olsa
da (Hofmanova vd. 2016), Ege havzasinda Mezolitik
ve Neolitik donemlere ait yayimlanmis insan genomu
neredeyse yok denecek kadar azdir. Bu durum Ege
havzasinda Son Buzul Maksimum’dan beri yasayagelmis
topluluklarmm  tarimin  yayiliminda nasil  bir rol
oynadiklarinin genetik olarak arastirilip yorumlanmasini
gii¢ hale getirmektedir. Kuzey Yunanistan’daki Revenia
yerlesiminden elde edilen MO 6400 civarina tarihli bir
ornek yayimlanmus tek istisna olarak goze ¢arpmaktadir.
Revenia’dan temin edilmis bu genom ve bazi Anadolu
Neolitik  yerlesimlerinin yayimlanmis genomlarini
karsilagtirmak suretiyle yaptigimiz ilk incelemeler
Ege ve Anadolu’nun, Neolitiklesme Oncesinde ortak
bir gen havuzuna sahip olabilecegini isaret etmektedir
(Kiling, Koptekin, Atakuman vd. 2017), ve bu bulgular
bagka aragtirmacilarin yaptig1 demografik modellemeler
ile de desteklenmektedir (Marchi vd. 2022). Mehmet
Somel liderliginde Hacettepe Universitesi ve ODTU
biinyesindeki ekiplerimizin yuriittiigii antik DNA
aragtirmalari, basta Girmeler, Ulucak ve Ugurlu olmak
iizere Ege etrafinda cesitli Mezolitik ve Neolitik
yerlesimlerden genetik veri analizine devam etmektedir.
Yakin tarihlerde yayimlanacak olan bu analizlerden
elde edilen ilk bulgular, Ege’de Neolitigin baglangiciyla
ilgili olarak iddia edilen “Orta Anadolu’dan go¢” odakli
hipotezlerin ciddi bir bi¢cimde gozden gegcirilmesi
gerekliligini ortaya koymakta, Neolitiklesme siirecini
Ege’nin yerel halklarinin gergeklestirmis oldugu savini
giiclendirmektedir. Mevcut durum, ayni zamanda
Giineybat1 ve Orta Avrupa’ya go¢ eden ilk tarimeilarin
atasal kokeninin kesin olarak bir yere baglanmasini da
sakincali kilmaktadir: gergeklesen insan hareketinin
baglangi¢ noktast Anadolu olabilecegi gibi, Ege
havzasinin bizzat kendisi de olabilir. Ege ve Avrupa
Neolitiklesmesi ile ilgili siiregelen tartismalarin
sonuc¢lanmasi i¢in daha yaygin genetik veriye ihtiyag
oldugu agiktir. Bu calismalar arttik¢a, nesnel kiiltiir
ve insan hareketliligiyle ilgili, “Neolitik Paket” ve
benzeri bir¢ok hipotez yeni veriler i1s1ginda tekrar
test edilebilecek ve dogrular ve yanlislarin daha iyi
ayristirllabildigi yeni bir kuramsal ¢ergeveye oturacaktir.
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it difficult to conduct a genetic research to find out
and interpret how the communities who lived in
the Aegean basin since the Last Glacial Maximum
played a role in the spread of agriculture. The only
exception appears to be a sample dating to 6400 BC
from the settlement of Revenia in northern Greece.
The initial analysis which compared this genome
from Revenia with previously published genomes
from some Anatolian Neolithic sites indicate that
the Aegean and Anatolian socities might have
shared a common gene pool prior to Neolithisation
(Kiling, Koptekin, Atakuman et al. 2017), which is
also supported by demographic modelling by other
researchers (Marchi et al. 2022). The studies on
ancient DNA carried out by our teams at Hacettepe
University and METU under the direction of
Mehmet Somel continue to analyze genetic data
from various Mesolithic and Neolithic sites in the
Aegean, mainly Girmeler, Ulucak and Ugurlu. The
preliminary findings of these analyses that will be
published soon suggest that the hypotheses based
on the “migration from Central Anatolia” regarding
the early Neolithic in the Aegean should be
extensively reviewed, supporting the claim that the
Neolithisation process was established by indigenous
groups in the Aegean. The current data also make
it inconvenient to attribute ancestral origin of the
early farmers who migrated to the Southwestern
and Central Europe to a certain region: the source
of human migration that took place may be Anatolia
or the Aegean basin itself. It is obvious that more
extensive genetic data is required to conclude the
ongoing debate on the Neolithisation of the Aegean
and Europe. With increasing number of studies, the
“Neolithic Package” and many similar hypotheses
about objective culture and human mobility will
be retested in the light of new data, and a new
theoretical framework will be established to allow
better differentiation of the right and the wrong.
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Bazilika Kilise’nin
Scyphate Sikkeleri




The Scyphate Coins
Of The Basilica Church

i




* Prof. Dr. Mustafa Sahin

ursa 1li, Iznik Ilgesi, Iznik Gé&lii'nde batik
B halde bulunan kalintilarin merkezinde dogu-

bati dogrultusunda uzan ii¢ nefli bir kilise yer
alir (Fig. 1). Naosun dogusundaki apsis, icte dairesel
formlu olup, dis duvar1 koselidir (Fig. 2). Ana apsisin
her iki yaninda pastophoria odalar1 yer alir. Naosun
batisinda sirasiyla narteks ve atrium bulunmaktadir.
Heniiz yazili bir belge bulunmasa da kilisenin Aziz
Neophtos’a adanmig oldugu kabul gérmiistiir'.

Bilindigi gibi Iznik, I. ve VII. Konsillere ev sahipligi
yaptigti¢in Hiristiyanlaragisindan oldukg¢a 6nemlidir.
Biiyiilk Konstantin’in istegi ile MS 13 Temmuz
325 tarihinde toplanan ilk Konsilde Aryanizm,
Imparatorige Irene onciiliigiinde MS 24 Eyliil 787
tarihinde toplanan yedincisinde ise ikonoklastlar
(Fig. yasagi) ortadan kalkmistir®. Yedinci toplantinin
yapildig1 yer giiniimiizde Ayasofya ya da Orhan
Cami olarak bilinen mekandir. Ancak Hiristiyanlik
dininin en biiyilk mezhepleri tarafindan, diger bir
ifade ile Dogu ve Bati Diinyas: tarafindan taninan
1. Konsilin toplandig1 salon veya yer hala gizemini
korumaktadir.

Toplanti salonunun yeri hakkinda genel inanis, I.
Konstantin bazilikasinin da yer aldig1 Saray Yapisidir.
Ancak sdz konusu toplanti salonunun yer aldig
one siriilen 1. Konstantin Saray1’nin lokalizasyonu
konusunda farkli goriisler bulunmaktadir®. A.
Bryer, Konstantin Saray1 ve Bazilikasinin yerini gol
kiyist ile sur duvarlart arasinda gostermektedir®. U.
Peschlow ise her ne kadar kaynaklarda bir saraydan
s0z edilse de Nikaia’da daha dnce boyle bir sarayin

1 Ozellikle bk. Sahin 2021, 64vd. - Kurtbayram 2022.
2 Baptistin Poujoulat - Michaud 1840, 183— 184.

3 Bu konuda ayrica bk. Sahin 2022, 3-28, 6zellikle 5-9.
4 Bryer 1988.

three-nave church extends in the east-west

direction at the center of the remains under

he waters of the Lake Iznik in the Iznik
District of Bursa Province (Fig. 1). The apse to the
east of the naos has a circular interior plan and an
angled outer wall (Fig. 2). The main apse is flanked
by two pastophoria. To the west of the naos is the
narthex and the atrium. Despite lack of any written
evidence, it has been widely accepted that the
church was dedicated to Saint Neophytos'.

As commonly known, Iznik is of particular
importance for the Christians as it hosted the First
and Seventh Councils of Nicaea. The first council
convened on July 13, 325 AD upon the command of
Constantine the Great to abolish Arianism while the
iconoclasm was brought to an end by the Seventh
Council assembled under the lead of Empress Irene
on September 24, 787 AD?. The Seventh Council
took place in the structure currently known as Hagia
Sophia or Orhan Mosque. However, the gathering
hall or location for the First Council which was
recognized by the major sects of Christianity, in
other words, the Eastern and the Western Worlds, is
still yet to be defined.

The common belief suggests that the gathering hall
was the palace structure including the Basilica of
Constantine 1. However, there are controversial
views on the actual location of the place of
Constantine [ that is also claimed to have contained
the meeting hall>. A. Bryer points out the area
between the lake shore and the city walls as the site

1 See $ahin 2021, 64vd. - Kurtbayram 2022.
2 Baptistin Poujoulat - Michaud 1840, 183— 184.
3 Also see Sahin 2022, 3-28, 5-9 in particular.

* Prof. Dr. Mustafa Sahin, Bursa Uludag Universitesi, Fen — Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Arkeoloji Boliimii.

E-mail: mustafasahin@uludag.edu.tr

*Prof. Dr. Mustafa Sahin, Department of Archaeology, Faculty of Science and Letters, Bursa Uludag University.

E-mail: mustafasahin@uludag.edu.tr

46



4

o N
BazilikajKalintis

Fig 1: iznik Gélii’nde Batik Halde Bulunan Bazilikal Kilise Kalintisi.
Fig 1: Basilica Church Ruins Revealed Underwater in the Lake iznik.

Fig 2: Kalintilarin drone fotografi.
Fig 2: A drone photograph of the ruins.
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olmadigini, konsilin toplanacagi tarihin yakinligi
gdz oOniinde bulundurulursa, bu kadar kisa bir
siirede toplanti i¢in uygun bir saray insa edilmesinin
miimkiin olamayacagini savunmaktadir®.

Toplantinin  yapildigt mekan ile ilgili Onemli
kaynaklardan birisi Ingiliz Haci Willibald’dir.
MS. 727-729 yillan1 arasinda Kudiis’e yaptig1 hag
ziyaretinden sonra geri doniis yolunda iznik’e de
ugrayan Willibald, konsil toplantisiin yapildig
mekan1 Hz. Isa’nin cennete yiikseldigi Zeytin/Olives
Dagi’ndaki kiliseye benzetmis ve ig¢inde Konsile
katilan piskoposlarin tasvirlerinin bulundugunu ifade
etmistir. Ayrica, kilisenin iizerinin agik oldugunu, tam
ortasinda bronz bir sunagin bulundugunu ve sunagin
iizerinde her tiirlii hava kosulunda yanmasi i¢in cam
bir fanusun iginde mum yer aldigini sdylemektedir®.

Toplantinin yapildig: yer ile ilgili bir digeri 6nemli
yazili belge Kapadokya’da Caesarea (Kayseri)
Kilisesinin papazi olan Gregoros’un 318 Piskopos
icin yazmis oldugu o6vgidir’. Metnin baginda,
Konstantin’in tahta ¢ikmasi ile Hiristiyanligin
benimsenmesi ve bu iki olayin sonucunda Roma
Imparatorlugu’na huzurun gelisi anlatilmaktadir.
Konsil sona erdiginde Konstantin bir ziyafet vermis
ve din adamlari ile kucaklasmistir. “Pederler oradan
ayrilmak iizereyken ve kendilerini agirlayan bu kentin
giivenligi icin dualar ederken, dogu girisinde, azizler
korosunun toplandigi mesomphalondan bir yag
pinart fiskirmaya baslamistir;, bu pinar giiniimiizde
de goriilebilir ve o giinlerde okunan dualarin ne kadar
etkili oldugunun bir géstergesidir™®. Rivayetlere
gore, bu su kaynagi Konstantin tarafindan o6zel
koruma altina alinmis ve bir anit olarak kutsanmustir.
Salonun bir dogu girisi vardir ve bunun Oniinde,
ddsemenin iizerine, mucizevi yag kaynagimin ¢iktigi
yeri belirten yuvarlak bir plaka bulunmaktadir®.

S6z konusu saraym yerini bulmak {izere yapilan
modern c¢alismalardan en sonuncusu Bursa
Valiligi’nin onciiliigiinde 22-23 Mayis 2010 tarihleri
arasinda Iznik’te diizenlenen calistay olmus ancak,
yine bir sonuca ulagilamamigtir'.

Rivayet olsa da konumuz agisindan Caesarea’l
Gregoros’un anlatimlar1 dikkate degerdir. Ciinkii
mucizevi yag kaynaginin bulundugu bir yerden

5 Peschlow 2004, 201 dipnot 10.
6 Mango 2004, 305 dipnot 4.

7 Mango 2004, 307 dipnot 20.

8 Mango 2004, 308 dipnot 22.

9 Mango 2004, 308 dipnot 23.
10 Sahin — Mert 2011.
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of the Palace of Constantine I and the Basilica*. On
the other hand, U. Peschlow claims that although
the sources mention a palace, there never was such
a palace in Nicaea, and considering the date for the
council to convene was too close, constructing a
palace for the assembly in such a short period of
time was impossible’.

One of the important sources on the structure where
the meeting took place is the British pilgrim Willibald.
After his pilgrimage to Jerusalem between 727-729
AD, Willibald made a stopover at Nicaea on his way
back home, likened the building where the council
took place to the church on the Mount Olives where
Jesus Christ ascended to heaven, and mentioned the
depictions of the bishops who joined the council in the
church. He also mentioned that the church had no roof
with a bronze altar at the center and a glass lantern with
a candle over the altar so that the candle was always lit
regardless of the weather conditions®.

Another important written document about the location
of the meeting is a laudation of 318 bishops written by
Gregory, a presbyter of the Caesarea (Kayseri) Church
in Cappadocia’. The text begins with the legalization of
Christianity upon the crowning of Constantine, and how
the Roman Empire found peace as a result of these two
events. When the council ended, Constantine offered a
banquet and embraced the clergymen. “As the Fathers
are about to depart and offer prayers for the safety
the city that had welcomed them, it so happened that a
fount of oil gushed out of the so called mesomphalon
of the eastern entrance, at the very center of the apsis
where the choir of the saints had assembled; which
fount, still visible today, demonstrates the efficacy of
the prayers offered at the time.”®. Rumor has it that
this water spring was taken under special protection as
ordered by Constantine, and sanctified as a monument.
The hall has an eastern entrance, and in front of that,
there is a round plate on the floor, marking the outlet of
the miraculous oil’.

The most recent attempt to find the location of the
palace took place during a workshop organized in
[znik between May 22-23, 2010 under the guidance
of the Governship of Bursa, however no conclusion
could be reached'.

4 Bryer 1988.

5 Peschlow 2004, 201 footnote 10.
6 Mango 2004, 305 footnote 4.

7 Mango 2004, 307 footnote 20.

8 Mango 2004, 308 footnote 22.

9 Mango 2004, 308 footnote 23.
10 Sahin — Mert 2011.



bahsedilmektedir. Kaynak, bazilikal kilisenin
atrium bolimiinde yer alan U-seklindeki yapida
yer alabilir mi olasiligi nedeniyle 2019 yilinda
sualti kazilar1 atrium boliimiine kaydirtlmistir
(Fig. 3). 2022 sezonu kazilarina kadar yaklasik 2
m asagi inilebilen 3 x 6 m ebatlarindaki yapinin
onemli buluntular1 arasinda makalenin konusunu
olusturan scyphate/cukur sikkeler olusturmaktadir.
Bu sektorde aciga ¢ikan toplam 117 adet scyphate
sikkeden 38 adeti 2019, 2 adeti 2020, 67 adeti 2021
ve 10 adeti 2022 yillarinda bulunmustur.

Scyphate sikkelerin en karakteristik 06zelligi bir
yiizeyinin i¢ bilkkey (konkav/cukur), diger yiizeyinin
ise dis biikkey (konveks/bombeli) olmasidir. Dig biikey
/ konveks olan yiizey “6n yiiz”, i¢ biikey / konkav olan
yiizey ise “arka yliz” olarak isimlendirilmektedir. Bu
sikkelerin darb1 ise geleneksel sikke basimlarindan
farklidir. Basimlarinda sikke iki kalibin arasinda
konulur, {istte yer alan kalibin alt kaliptan bilyiik
olmasi gerekmektedir. Ustteki kalip icbiikey yiizeye
sahip diger kalip ise disbiikeydir. Ust kaliba uygulanan
baski sayesinde sikke basimi gerceklesir!!.

Bazilikal Kilise’nin en erken tarihli scyphate sikkesi
II. Toannes Komnenos (1118 - 1143) donemine aittir.
MS 1122 — 37? tarihinde darp edildigi diisiiniilen
Konstantinopolis darbi sikkenin'> 6n yiiziinde hag
nimbuslu, tunik ve kolobion giyimli, sol elinde kutsal
kitabr tasiyan sakalli Hz. Isa biistii ve IC XC; arka
yiizde ise sag elinde hagli asa, solunda hag-kiire tutan
imparatorun stemma, divetison, yakalik ve basit bir
formda miicevherli loros giyimli betimi yer almaktadir
(Fig. 4)®.

Fig. 4:
1. Toannes Komnenos
(1118 - 1143)

Fig. 4: A coin from
the period of John II
Komnenos (1118 -
1143)

11 Bendall vd. 1973: 94 vd. fig. 1-4.
12 DOC 4/1, 265, 10a.2, Plate IX, 10a.2.
13 Kayacan 2022, 16 Kat. 1.
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Despite being a rumour, the narratives of Gregory of
Caesarea are worth taking into consideration for our
search. It refers to a site with a miraculous source of oil.
Thus, the 2019 underwater excavations focused on the
atrium secwtion due to the possibility that the spring may
be located in the U-shaped structure inside the atrium of
the basilica church (Fig.3). The most important finds of
these excavations which reached to a depth of about 2 m
in the 3x6m structure included scyphates/concave coins,
which are also the main focus of this article. Of the 117
scyphate coins revealed in this sector, 38 were uncovered
in 2019, 2 in 2020, 67 in 2021 and 10 in 2022.

The most typical feature of the scyphate coins is having
concave and convex sides. The convex side is called the
“obverse”, and the concave side is called the “reverse”.
The minting of these coins is different than the traditional
coin minting. The coin is placed between two dies, where
the upper die is larger than the lower one. The upper die is
concave, and the other is convex (Tersi olmas1 gerekiyor
alint1 yapilan makaleye gore). The coin is struck when a
pressure is applied onto the upper die!.

The earliest scyphate coin from the Basilica Church
dates to the reign of John II Kommnenos (1118 -
1143). Presumably minted around 1122 — 37? AD by
Constantinople,'? it has a depiction of the bust of bearded
Christ with a cross nimbus, wearing tunic and kolobion,
holding the book of gospels in left hand with inscription
IC XC (Jesus Christ) on the obverse; and a depiction of
the emperor wearing a stemma, divitision, collar-piece
and jeweled loros of simplified type and sagion, holding
cross-tipped sceptre in right hand and cross on globe in
left hand on the reverse (Fig. 4)".

11 Bendall et al. 1973: 94 vd. fig. 1-4.
12 DOC 4/1, 265, 10a.2, Plate IX, 10a.2.
13 Kayacan 2022, 16 Kat. 1.
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Tarihlenebilen sikkelerden dort adeti de II.
Isaakios Angelos (1185-1195) donemine aittir'.
Iyi kondisyonda olan Konstantinopolis sikkesi's
tizerinde 6n yiizde nimbuslu, tunik ve maphorion
giyimiyle kare arkalikli tahtta cepheden oturan
Meryem Nikopoios, kucaginda nimbuslu, sakalsiz
Hz. Isa iledir; ayrica MP @OV. Arka yiizde ise
Imparatorun cepheden, stemma, divetesion, yakalik
ve miicevherli basit loros ve sagion giyimli tasviri
yer alir; sol elinde anexikakia, saginda hag¢ asa
tasir. Sag iistte Manus Dei. Lejand iki sira siitundan
olusmaktadir: [ICAAKIOC] AEC[IIOTHC] (Fig.
5)'.

III. Aleksios Angelos (1185-1203) donemine ait
ti¢ 6rnek bulunmaktadir'”. Konstantinopolis darbi
olan aspron trachy nomismalarin 6n yiiziinde tunik
ve kolobion giyimli, hag nimbuslu sakalsiz Isa, sol
eliyle Kitab-1 Mukaddes tasir. (IC XC). Arka ylizde
ise solda cepheden Imparator stemma, divitision
ve panolar seklinde tasarlanmis miicevherli loros
ile hag globus; sagda nimbuslu Aziz Konstantinos
mizrak tutar (Fig. 6-7)'%.

Sektor buluntular arasinda Laskaris
Hanedanlarindan Theodoros Komnenos donemine
(1205/8-1221) ait 7 adet sikke vardir. On yiizde
solda cepheden imparator (?), sagda sakall,
stemma, sagion ve kisa askeri tunik giyimi ile Aziz
Theodoros yer almaktadir; aralarinda duran patrik
hagli asay1 tutarlar (Fig. 8)".

Sikke buluntular1 arasinda bir adet de Selanik darbi
Latin imparatorlugu Dénemine (1204-24) ait sikke
yer almaktadir (Fig. 9). On yiizde cepheden tahtta
oturan tunik ve kolobion giyimli ninmuslu Isa elinde
Kitab-1 Mukaddes tutar. Arka ylizde cepheden
stemma, divitision ve panolara ayrilmis miicevherli
loros giysisi ile Azize Helena ve Aziz Konstantin,
aralarinda tizerinde partik hag olan asa tutarlar®.

14 Kayacan 2022, 16 vd. Kat. 2-5.

15 DOC1V/1, 378, XXI 3b.5

16 Kayacan 2022, 16 vd. Kat. 2.

17 Kayacan 2022, 17 vd. Kat. 6-8.

18 DOC 1V/2, 413, Plate XX1V, 3i.1-6. — Unal 2015, 127 V. Dizi, S/8.
19 DOC 4/2, 463, 5b.1, Plate XXVII, 5b.1.

20 DOC 4/2, 692,26.3, Plate LII, 26.2. - Numismatik Naumann
(Formerly Gitbud & Naumann), Auction 18, LOT 1072. https://www.
acsearch.info/search.html?id=2009042 (Erisim tarihi 28.09.2022)
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Four of the dateable coins are from the period of
Isaac IT Angelos (1185-1195)". On the obverse of
the well preserved coin of Constantinople,'® there is
a depiction of Mary Nikopoios, nimbate, seated on a
square-backed throne, wearing a tunic and maphorion,
holding the nimbate Christ child on her lap; with
inscription MP ®V (Mother of God). On the reverse,
there is a depiction of the emperor facing, wearing
a stemma, divitision, collar-piece and jeweled loros
and sagion; holding an anexikakia in left hand, and
scepter cruciger in right hand, being crowned by
manus Dei on the upper right. The legend consists
of two columns: [ICAAKIOC] AEC[ITIOTHC] (Fig.
5)t.

There are three samples from the period of Alexios III
Angelos (1185-1203)"7. Minted by Constantinople,
aspron trachy nomismas contain depiction of
unbearded Christ with a cross nimbus, wearing tunic
and kolobion, holding the book of gospels in left
hand on the obverse (IC XC). On the reverse is a
depiction of the emperor wearing stemma, divitision,
collar-piece and jeweled paneled loros, and globus
cruciger in left hand; and Saint Constantine holding a
spear in right hand (Fig. 6-7)'%.

Among the sector finds are seven coins dating to
the period of Theodore I Komnenos of the Laskarid
dynasty (1205/8-1221). On the left, there is a
depiction of the emperor (?) facing and on the right,
Saint Theodore with beard, wearing stemma, sagion
and a short military tunic; holding between them a
patriarchal cross on the obverse (Fig. 8)".

Among these coin finds, there is also a coin minted
in Salonica from the Latin Empire (1204-24) Period
(Fig. 9). On the obverse, there is a depiction of Christ
with a cross nimbus, wearing tunic and kolobion,
holding the book of gospels in hand while on the
reverse there is a depiction of Saint Helena wearing
a stemma, a divitision, and jeweled paneled loros,
and Saint Constantine, holding between them a
patriarchal cross?.

14 Kayacan 2022, 16 vd. Kat. 2-5.

15 DOC 1V/1, 378, XXI 3b.5

16 Kayacan 2022, 16 vd. Kat. 2.

17 Kayacan 2022, 17 vd. Kat. 6-8.

18 DOC 1V/2, 413, Plate XX1V, 3i.1-6. — Unal 2015, 127 Series V, S/8.
19 DOC 4/2, 463, 5b.1, Plate XXVII, 5b.1.

20 DOC 4/2, 692,26.3, Plate LII, 26.2. - Numismatik Naumann
(Formerly Gitbud & Naumann), Auction 18, LOT 1072. https://www.
acsearch.info/search.html?id=2009042 (Access date 28.09.2022)
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Fig. 5: 1I. Isaakios Angelos (1185-1195)
Fig. 5: A coin from the period of Isaac II Angelos (1185-1195)

Fig. 6: 111. Aleksios Angelos (1185-1203)
Fig. 6: A coin from the period of Alexios III Angelos (1185-1203)

Fig. 7: 111. Aleksios Angelos (1185-1203)
Fig. 7: A coin from the period of Alexios III Angelos (1185-1203)
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Fig. 8: Theodoros Komnenos Sikkesi (1205/8-1221)
Fig. 8: A coin from the period of Theodore I Komnenos Laskaris (1205/8-1221)

Fig. 9: Latin imparatorlugu Dénemine (1204-24)
Fig. 9: A coin from the period of Latin Empire (1204-24)

Latinlerin Konstantinopolis’i iggalinden sonra kurulan
yerel devletlerden birisi olan Nikaia Hanedanliginin
kurucularindan 1. Theodoros Laskaris (1204-1222)
toplam 71 sikke ile en biiyiik buluntu grubuna sahiptir?'.
Sikkelerden birisi giimiis (Fig. 10), digerleri bronzdur
(Fig. 11). On yiizlerinde hag nimbuslu sakalli, tunik ve
kolobion giyimli Isa iki eliyle miicevherli Incil tutar
sekilde arkalikli tahtta oturur; IC XC. Arka yiizde
ise cepheden sakalli, stemma, divitision, panolar
seklinde tasarlanmis miicevherli loros ve sagion,
giyimli Imparator, sag elinde asagiya bakan kininda
bir kilig tasir; yaninda kisa askeri tunik ve zirh giyimli
sol elinde asagiya bakan kininda bir kili¢ ile sakalli,
nimbuslu Aziz Theodoros; aralarinda ucunda yildiz
olan bir asa yer alir,

21 Kayacan 2022, 18 -22 Kat. 9-80.
22 DOC 4/2,457, 2.1, Plate XXVII, 2.1; Bendall — Sellwood 98,
pl.25, 1; Kayacan 2022, 18 Kat. 9.
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Theodore I Komnenos Laskaris (1204-1222), the founder
of the Niceae Dynasty, one of the successor states founded
after the Latin Invasion of Constantinople is represented
by the largest assemblage with a total of 71 coins?'. One
of the coins is silver (Fig. 10), while the others are bronze
(Fig. 11). On the obverse, a bearded Christ is depicted
with a cross nimbus, wearing tunic and kolobion, holding
book of Gospels in both hands, seated on a throne with
backing; with inscription IC XC. On the reverse, there is
a depiction of the bearded emperor wearing a stemma, a
divitision, jeweled paneled loros and sagion, holding a
sheathed sword, pointing downward in right hand; and,
bearded Saint Theodore with cross nimbus, wearing a
short military tunic, and armor next to him, holding a
sheathed sword, pointing downward in left hand; and
between them a staff surmounted by star?.

21 Kayacan 2022, 18 -22 Kat. 9-80.
22 DOC 4/2,457, 2.1, Plate XXVII, 2.1; Bendall — Sellwood 98, pl.25,
1; Kayacan 2022, 18 Kat. 9.



Fig. 10: 1. Theodoros Laskaris (1204-1222)
Fig. 10: A coin from the period of Theodore I Komnenos Laskaris (1204-1222)

Fig. 11: 1. Theodoros Laskaris (1204-1222)
Fig. 11: A coin from the period of Theodore I Komnenos Laskaris (1204-1222)

Sektorde ele gegen en geg tarihli sikkeler II1. loannes
Doukas Vatatzes donemine (1221 — 1254) aittir?>. On
yiizde nimbuslu Aziz Theodoros cepheden sakalli,
tunik ve zirh giyimli, sag elinde kilig, sol elinde
kalkan tasir: [O AI'T] OC ®€OA[POC]. Arka yiizde
Imparator, stemma, divitision, miicevher siislii basit
formda loros ve sagion giyimli, sag elinde labarum
asa, sol elinde ise iizerinde patrik hagi bulunan
globus ve sagda asteriskos (yildiz) yer almaktadir
(Fig. 12)*.

23 Kayacan 2022, 22vd. Kat. 81-87.
24 DOC 4/2, 506, Plate XXXIII, 50a-50c.

The latest dated coins unearthed at this sector belong
to the period of John III Doukas Vatatzes (1221
— 1254) 2. On the obverse, there is a depiction of
bearded Saint Theodoros with a cross nimbus,
wearing tunic and armor, with a sword in right hand,
and a shield in left hand: with inscription [O AT'T] OC
®COA[POC]. On the reverse, there is a depiction of
the Emperor, wearing a stemma, divitision, jewelled
loros of simplified type, and sagion, with a labarum
in right hand, and globus cruciger in left hand, with
an asterisk on the right (Fig. 12)*.

23 Kayacan 2022, 22vd. Kat. 81-87.
24 DOC 4/2, 506, Plate XXXIII, 50a-50c.
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Fig. 12: III. Ioannes Doukas Vatatzes Sikkesi (1221 — 1254)
Fig. 12: A coin from the period of John III Doukas Vatatzes (1221 — 1254)

Bazilikal Kilise’nin  atrium  boliimiinde  yer
alan ve mikveh benzeri baptisterium oldugunu
diisiindligimiiz  U-seklindeki yapida 2019-2022
yillar1 arasinda siirdiiriilen sualti kazilarinda ele
gecen sikkelerden 1 adeti II. Ioannes Komnenos,
5 adeti II. Isaakios Angelos, 5 adeti III. Aleksios
Angelos, 7 adeti Theodoros Komnenos, 1 adeti
Latin imparatorlugu Dénemi, 71 adeti I. Theodoros
Laskaris ve 8 adeti III. loannes Doukas Vatatzes
donemlerine aittir (Fig. 13). En erken tarihli olan
sikke II. loannes Komnenos dénemine (1118 - 1143),
en gec tarihli olan 6rnek ise III. loannes Doukas
Vatatzes donemine (1221 — 1254) aittir. III. loannes
Doukas Vatatzes sikkelerine goére MS. 13. yiizyilin
ortalarina dogru alan terk edilmistir.

Scyphate sikkelere ait en biiylik grubu 71 o6rnekle
I. Theodoros Laskaris sikkeleri olusturmaktadir. 20
ornegin bulundugu D Tipinin 6n yiiziinde Hz. Isa, arka
yiiziinde ise imparator 1. Theodoros ve aziz Theodoros
Stratelates bulunmaktadir®®. Imparator ile ayni isme
sahip olan aziz, asker azizlerden birisidir®®. Bizans
Imparatorlugu’nun ardillarindan ve en giigliilerinden
birisi olan Nikaia Devletinin imparatorlar1 sikkelerinde
siklikla asker giysisi ve kilig-kalkan-mizrak ile birlikte
betimlen Aziz Theodoros Stratelates’e yer vermislerdir.
I. Thedoros Laskaris’in bilyiik miicadeleleri sonrasinda
kurulan Nikaia Imparatorlugu sikkelerinde siklikla
bu azizin yer almasi, 1. Thedorosun dindarlig1 ile
bagdastirilmaktadir. Boylece sikkeler aracilifiyla
imparator hem komutan hem de dini lider kisiligini
tebaasina ilan etmektedir.

25 Kayacan 2022, 19 vd. Kat. 26-53.
26 Unal 2015: 124-126.
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Among these coins found during the underwater
excavations conducted between 2019-2022 in the
mikvah-like U-shaped building which we thought of
as the baptisterium, located in the atrium, one is from
the period of John II Komnenos, five from the period
of Isaac II Angelos, five from the period of Alexios
III Angelos, seven from the period of Theodore I
Komnenos, one from the Latin Empire period, seventy
one from the period of Theodore I Laskaris and eight
from the period of John III Doukas Vatatzes (Fig.
13). The earliest coin is dated to the period of John
II Komnenos (1118 - 1143), while the most recent
one belongs to the period of John Il Doukas Vatatzes
(1221 — 1254). Based on the coins dating to the period
of John III Doukas Vatatzes, the site was abandoned
around the mid-13th century.

With 71 coins, the largest group of scyphate coins
belongs to the period of Theodore I Laskaris. The D
type with 20 samples has a depiction of Christ on the
obverse, and Theodore I and Saint Theodore Stratelates
on the reverse®. The saint who has the same name as the
emperor, is one of the warrior saints*®. The emperors of the
State of Nicaea, which is one of the strongest successor
states of the Byzantine Empire, often chose to use the
depiction of Saint Theodore Stratelates in military outfit
with sword, shield and spear on their coins. The frequent
depiction of this saint on the coins of the State of Nicaea
founded after an uphill battle by Theodore I Laskaris is
attributed to the devotion of Theodore 1. By this means,
the emperor should have declared to his vassals that he
was both a commander and a pious leader.

25 Kayacan 2022, 19 vd. Kat. 26-53.
26 Unal 2015: 124-126.
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II. Isaakios Angelos ; 5

Il. loannes Komnenos ; 1

Fig. 13: Sikkelerin
Imparatorlara gore Ill. loannes
dagilimi

Ill. Aleksios Angelos ; 5

Doukas
Vatatzes; 8

Fig. 13: Distribution
of coins by

Latin imparatorlugu ; 1
Emperors

|. Theodoros Laskaris ; 71
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Fig. 14: U-Formlu yapinin réléve plani
Fig. 14: Survey plan of the U-shaped structure
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Mikvelere benzerliginden dolay1 boy baptisteriumla-
rinin ilk drneklerinden birisi oldugunu diisiindiigiimiiz
U-Formlu yap1, scyphate sikke buluntularina gére MS.
13. yiizyilin ortalarina dogru pargalanmig mimari blok-
lar ile gomiilerek terk edilmistir (Fig. 14). Alanda ge-
rekli giivenlik dnlemleri alindiktan sonra 6niimiizdeki
yillarda sualt1 kazi ¢caligmalarina devam edilecektir.

58

The U-shaped structure, probably one of the first
examples of baptisteriums for full immersion
due to its similarity to mikvahs, should have been
abandoned circa mid-13th century by burying it
under architectural block fragments based on the
scyphate coins (Fig. 14). The underwater excavations
will be resumed in the following years after taking
necessary security measures in the area
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2021 YILI ANEMURIUM
ANTIK KENTI SUALTI
ARASTIRMALARI

2021 UNDERWATER SURVEY
CAMPAIGN IN THE ANCIENT
CITY OF ANEMURIUM

*Oktay DUMANKAYA

ersin ili, Anamur ilgesi, Oren/Batikent
MMahallesi’nde yer alan Anemurium Antik

Kenti’nde ilk sualt1 arastirmalarma 2018
yilinda baglanmis ve sualtinda dlgekli fotograflama
ve ¢izim caligmalar ile aragtirma sezonu basariyla
tamamlanmistir. 2020  yili  ¢aligma  programi
hazirlanmis ancak yasanan pandemi siirecinden
dolay1 ¢aligmalar 2021 yilina ertelenmistir. 2021 y1il
calismalar1 Kahramanmaras Siitcii imam Universitesi
Arkeoloji Boliimii, Sualt1 Arkeolojisi Anabilim Dali
bagkanliginda olusturulan bir ekiple yiiriitilmiistiir.
S6z konusu g¢aligmada 20 metre derinlige kadar,
sediment (Rusubat, ¢okelti maddesi) hareketliligi ve
olast liman yapilarinin tespiti i¢in arasgtirma sahasi
alt1 sektore ayrilmistir. Sektorler “S17, “S2”... kodlari
altinda isimlendirilmistir. Arastirma sahasinin sinirlari
batida Anamur Burnu doguda ise Sultansuyu Cay1 son
sinir olarak belirlenmistir (Fig.1).

The underwater surveys in the ancient city
of Anemurium, which is located in the
Oren/Batikent Neighbourhood of Anamur
District, Mersin Province, were initiated in 2018,
and the seasonal campaign was accomplished with
completion of underwater scaled photography and
measured drawings. A work program was developed
for 2020, however it was postponed to 2021 due to
the pandemic. The 2021 surveys were carried out
by a team under the leadership of the Department of
Underwater Archaeology, Archaeology Department,
Kahramanmaras Siit¢ii Imam University.

During this campaign, the survey area was divided
into six sectors down to a depth of 20 m in order
to determine the sediment (debris, precipitation)
movement and potential harbour buildings. The
sectors were coded as “S1”, “S2”, and so on. The
survey area was delimited on the west by the Cape
Anamur and on the east by the Sultansuyu Brook

(Fig.1).

*Qktay Dumankaya, Orcid ID: 0000-0001-9007-0536. Kahramanmaras Siitcii imam Universitesi Fen-Edebiyat
Fakiiltesi Arkeoloji Boliimii Avsar Yerleskesi 46100, Kahramanmaras.

*Qktay Dumankaya, Orcid ID: 0000-0001-9007-0536. Archaeology Department, Faculty of Science and Letters,
Kahramanmaras Siit¢ii Iimam University Avsar Campus 46100, Kahramanmaras.
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AKDENizZ

Sualtr aragtirmalarina Anamur Burnu’nun dogusunda
yer alan ve S1 kodu ile isimlendirilen alandan
baslanmistir. S1 kodlu alanin kiy1 hattt ¢ogunlukla
kiiciik c¢akillardan olusmaktadir ve s06z konusu
cakil denizin derinliklerine dogru yaklasik 20 metre
devam etmektedir. Cakil alanin bitiminden sonra
derinlere dogru yogun kumul tabaka baglamaktadir.
20 metre derinlige kadar olan alanda gerceklestirilen
aragtirmalarda; ¢ok sayida farkli boyutlarda granit
ve mermerden yapilmig siitun Fig. Korinth Siitun
Basliklari, siitun kaideleri, fon Siitun Baglig1, postament
tespit edilmistir. Tespit edilen kiiltiir varliklarinin 3D
gorselleri olusturularak arsivlenmistir (Fig.2-3).

S2 olarak adlandirilan alanda ise kiyidan yaklagik
30 metre agiga kadar kiiltlir varliklarinin yayilim
gosterdigi gozlemlenmistir. S1 alaninda oldugu gibi
S2 alaninda da deniz tabanina yayilmis birgcok mimari
yap1 kalintis1 yer almaktadir.

S3 alanmin en dikkat ¢ekici buluntusu ise kiyidan
yaklasik 35 metre agikta ve 4 metre derinlikte yer alan
4x4 m? Slgtilerine sahip yap1 kalintisidir (Fig. 4).

Bolgenin kiyr hattindaki degisikler {izerine yapmis
oldugumuz arastirmalarda 1970’11 yillar ve dncesinde
gerceklesen yogun insaat ve yol yapim calismalarinda
kullanilmak iizere kiy1 hattinda ¢ok miktarda kum
alindig1 bilgisine ulasilmigtir. Kiy1 hattinin mevcut
cizgisinden yaklagik 50 metre kadar daha geride
oldugu, kum alimlar1 neticesinde denizin 50 metre
kadar kara i¢lerine dogru girerek yeni bir kiy1 seridinin
olugmasina sebep oldugu tespit edilmistir.

Fig.1

The underwater survey began in the area coded S1
to the east of the Cape Anamur. The shoreline in
the area S1 is mainly comprised of small pebbles,
extending around 20 m into the sea. At the end of the
area with pebbles starts a dense layer of dune sand
towards the depths. The survey that was carried out
up to a depth of 20 meters yielded many columns,
Corinthian capitals, column bases, an Ionic capital
and postament made of granite and marble in various
sizes. The 3D images of these cultural objects were
captured and archived (Fig.2-3).

In Area S2, we observed that cultural objects spread
about 30 meters from the shore. Similar to Area S1,
in Area S2 there are many architectural remains that
have scattered on the sea floor.

The most remarkable find in Area S3 is the remains
of a 4x4m? building, lying approximately 35 meters
off the coast at a depth of 4 meters (Fig. 4).

Our investigations on the changes in the coastal line
of the region revealed that a significant amount of
sand was removed along the shoreline for use during
the intensive construction and road construction
activities in 1970s and before. We found that the
coast line was approximately 50 meters behind the
current line, and as a result of these sand removals,
the sand encroached 50 meters further into the land,
resulting in the formation of a new coastline.

61



TINA

Fig.2

Fig.3

Fig.4
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Yukarida bahsi gecen arastirmalarin tamamlanmasinin
ardindan 2019 yili arastirmalarinda kiyr hattinin
dogusunda tespit edilen moloz yiginlar1 {izerinde
arastirmalara gecilmistir. ki obek seklinde tespit
edilen moloz yigmlarinin birincisi 22 metre uzunluga,
11 metre genislige ve 5 metre yilikseklige sahiptir.
Diger moloz yigmi ise 48,18 metre uzunluga, 13
metre genislige ve 3 metre yiikseklige sahiptir. Moloz
yigmlarmin birbirinden ve kiyr hattindan bagimsiz
obekler sekilde yigilmis vaziyette olmast arkeolojik
kiiltiir varliklart olduklart izlenimi vermekteydi.
Ancak Mersin Liman Daire Bagkanlig1 ve Devlet Su
Isleri Miidiirliigii ile yapilan goriismeler neticesinde
s6z konusu moloz yiginlarinin Kibris’a giden igme
suyu borularin {izerini kapatmak amaciyla dokiildigii
bilgisine ulasilmistir (Fig.5).

Kentin giineydogusunda bulunan Sultansuyu Cay1’nin
denize dokiildiigl alanda ise herhangi bir kiiltiir varligi
tespit edilememistir. Sultansuyu Cayr menderesler
seklinde denize dokiilmektedir ve c¢aymn denizle
birlestigi kisim yogun aliivyonal birikinti ile doludur.
Bu durum olasi antik limanin ve liman yapilarinin
aliivyal birikintiler altinda kalmis olabilecegini akla
getirmektedir.

Fig.5
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Upon completion of the above mentioned surveys,
we focused on the piles of debris identified to the
east of the coastline during the 2019 campaign. Of
these piles of debris identified in the form of two
mounds, the first one measures 22m in length, 11 m
in width and 5 m in height. The other one is 48.18
long, 13 m wide and 3 m high. The accumulation of
these piles of debris in the form of mounds, being
independent both from each other and the coastline
suggested that they might contain archaeological/
cultural artifacts. However, our discussions with the
Directorate of Mersin Port and Directorate of State
Hydraulic Works revealed that these piles of debris
were used to cover the pipeline conveying fresh
water to Cyprus (Fig.5).

In the area where the Sultansuyu Brook spills into
the sea to the southeast of the city, we were unable
to identify any cultural remains. The Sultansuyu
Brooks flows into the sea by meandering, and its
confluence with the sea is heavily filled with alluvial
deposits. This suggests that the ancient harbour
and harbour buildings might be lying under these
alluvial deposits.
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Yenikapi 12 Erken Orta Cag Ticaret Teknesi 1:
Kazi Belgeleme Konstriiksiyon ve Teknoloji

Yenikapi 12-An Early Medieval Merchantman 1:
Excavation, Documentation, Construction and
Technology

Isul Ozsait-Kocabas, Ege Yayinlari, 2022, ISBN 978-605-5607-49-4.
Degerlendiren / Reviewed by: Ufuk Kocabasg
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Istanbul Arkeoloji Miizeleri Miidiirliigii niin

Yenikapt semtinde baglattigi Marmaray ve

Metro Projeleri Arkeolojik Kurtarma Kazilarimin
tamamlanmasinin  {izerinden dokuz yil gecti.
2004-2013 yillar1 arasinda siirdiiriilen kurtarma
kazilarinda giiniimiiz Istanbul’'undan baslayarak
Neolitik doneme kadar uzanan kiiltiir katmanlar
giin 1s181na cikartildi. Theodosius limani dolgusu
icinde belirlenen 37 batiktan 27’si iizerindeki
bilimsel caligmalar Istanbul Arkeoloji Miizeleri
Miidiirliigiiniin daveti ve destegi ile Istanbul
Universitesi Sualti Kiiltir Kalintilari1 Koruma
Anabilim Dali ekibi tarafindan gergeklestirildi.
Yenikap1 semtinde bulunan iki sahada IU Yenikap1
Batiklar1 Uygulama ve Arastirma Laboratuvart tesis
edilerek, batiklar bu alanda insa edilen havuzlarda
koruma altina alindi. Bu laboratuvarda gemi
elemanlarinin  konservasyon c¢alismalart devam
ederken bir yandan da kazi sonrasi belgeleme ve
inceleme ¢aligmalar yiirlitiilmektedir. Her bir batik
eleman1 gemi eksperlerimiz tarafindan tek tek ele
alinmakta, Bizans donemi gemi insa tekniklerinin
desifre edilebilmesi i¢in incelenmekte ve 3 boyutlu
olarak ¢izimleri yapilmaktadir. Bilgi birikimi
gerektiren bu incelemeler biiyiik bir sabir ve
hassasiyetle stirdiiriilmektedir.

Yenikapt batiklarinin  belgelenmesi, yerinden
kaldirilmasi, yapim teknikleri, konservasyonlari,
malzeme analizleri, ahsaplarin cins-tiir teshisleri,
yas tayinleri gibi bilimsel sonuglar, yayimladigimiz
yliziin {lizerinde makale, bildiri ve kitap
araciligl ile bu alanda galisan bilim topluluguna
duyurulmaktadir. 2007  yilinda,  kazilarin
baglamasindan kisa bir siire sonra elde ettigimiz
ilk sonuglar “Yenikap1 Batiklar1” serisinin ilk cildi
olan “Yenikap1’nin Eski Gemileri 1” Prof. Dr. Ufuk
Kocabag’mn editorliigiinde yayimlandi. Serinin
ikinci cildi “Yenikap1 Batiklarmin Ahsaplar”
gemilerin ahsap teshislerini gerceklestiren Prof.
Dr. Unal Akkemik’in kaleminden 2015 yilinda
yayimlandi. Serinin {i¢iincii cildi olan “Yenikapi1 12:
Erken Orta Cag Ticaret Teknesi. Kazi, Belgeleme,
Konstriiksiyon ve Teknoloji” ekip tiyemiz Dog. Dr.
Isil Ozsait-Kocabas tarafindan yayina hazirland.
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of the Marmaray-Metro Projects Archaeological

Salvage Excavations that were initiated in the
Yenikapi District by the Directorate of the Istanbul
Archaeological Museums. The salvage excavations
that were conducted between 2004 and 2013
yielded many cultural layers starting from today’s
Istanbul and extending back to the Neolitic Period.
An assembly of 37 shipwrecks was identified within
the deposit of the Theodosian Harbor, and of these
shipwrecks, 17 have been scientifically excavated
by a team from the Division of Conservation of
Marine Archaeological Objects of the Istanbul
University upon invitation and support of the
Istanbul Archaeology Museums. The U Yenikapi
Shipwrecks Application and Research Laboratory
was established in two designated sites in the
Yenikap1 District, and the shipwrecks were placed
under protection in the pools built in the area. In this
laboratory, the conservation works of ship elements
as well as the post-excavation documentation and
analyses are still ongoing. Each member of the
shipwrecks is handled individually by our ship
surveyors, examined to identify the Byzantine
shipbulding techniques and rendered in 3D. Such
analyses require know-how and they are being
carried out with great patience and precision.

It has been almost nine years since the completion

Scientific outcomes such as the documentation,
lifting, construction techniques, conservations,
material analyses, identification of wood genus-
species, and age determination of shipwrecks
have been already made available to the scientific
community in the field by more than a hundred
articles, posters and books published. In 2007, the
first results obtained shortly after the start of the
excavations were published in the first volume of
“Yenikap1t Shipwrecks” series, “The Old Ships
of the New Gate 1” under the editorship of Prof.
Ufuk Kocabas. The second volume of the series,
the “Woods of Yenikap1 Shipwrecks” was penned
and published in 2015 by Prof. Unal Akkemik,
who carried out a wood identification study on the
ships. The third volume of the series “Yenikap1 12:
The Early Medieval Merchantman. Excavation,
Documentation, Construction and Technology” was
prepared for publication by a team member Assoc.
Prof. Isil Ozsait-Kocabas.
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Yenikapt 12 kazi alaninda,
1 Mart 2007

At the excavation site of
Yenikapt 12 shipwreck,
March 1, 2007
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Dr. Is1l Ozsait-Kocabas tarafindan Yenikapi 12 nin ¢izimi, 20 Haziran 2007

A drawing of Yenikapi 12 by Is1l Ozsait-Kocabas, June 20, 2007

Olduk¢a iyi korunmus ahsaplari, tasidigi
amforalari, miirettebata ait olan mutfak esyalarn
ile kesfedilen Yenikap1 12 gemisi, hi¢ kuskusuz
kazi alaninin en dikkat ¢ekici batiklarindan biridir.
Batigin kazi alaninda bulundugu 2007 yilinda
in situ ¢izimi ile geminin iizerinde caligmaya
baslayan Isil Ozsait-Kocabas, bu geminin yapim
tekniklerinin incelenmesi ile kariyerine devam
etmistir.  Calismasi iilkemizde “Gemi ve Tekne
Arkeolojisi” alaninda hazirlanmis ilk doktora
tezdir. Bu alanda bir ilke de imza atan ve YK12’nin
yapim teknigi ile ok 6nemli verilere ulasan Ozsait-
Kocabas, tez ¢alismasinin ardindan da araliksiz
gemi ahsaplarini incelemeye ve elde ettigi verileri
diger Yenikap1 batiklariyla karsilastirmaya devam
etti. 15 yildir araliksiz siiren galigmalar sonucunda
ortaya cikan kitap, Yenikap1 12 batiginin kesfinden
baslayarak, arazi ve laboratuvar uygulamalarindaki
metodolojiyi; batigin  konstrikksiyonu, yapim
teknolojisi, restitiisyonu ve rekonstriiksiyonuna
yonelik ayrintili analiz ve degerlendirmelerimi
aktarryor.
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With its very well-preserved wood elements, cargo
of amphoras, and crew’s kitchen utensils, the
Yenikap1 12 ship is undoubtedly one of the most
remarkable shipwrecks of the excavation area. Isil
Ozsait-Kocabas, who started working on the ship by
in-situ drawings in 2007 when the shipwreck was
discovered, advanced her career by examining the
construction techniques of this vessel. Her study
is the first doctoral thesis in the field of “Ship and
Boat Archaeology” in Turkey. Ozsait-Kocabas, who
also broke new ground in this field and reached
very important data on the construction technique
of YK12, continued to examine ship timbers and
compare the data she obtained with other Yenikap1
shipwrecks after completion of her dissertation.
As a product of 15 years of ongoing efforts, the
book covers the methodology used on the site
and laboratory, starting from the discovery of the
Yenikapt 12 shipwreck as well as comprehensive
analyses and evaluations on the construction and
building technology, restitution and reconstruction
of the vessel.
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RMK Marine Tersanesi, Yenikapi 12 tipki-yapimi tamamlanmak iizere, 20 Nisan 2016
A reconstruction of Yenikapi 12 shipwreck almost ready to set sail, RMK Marine Shipyard, April 20, 2016
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Is1l-Ufuk Kocabas Yenikap1 12’ nin diimeninde, 6 Ekim 2017
Is11-Ufuk Kocabasg at the helm of Yenikap1 12, October 6, 2017

TINA Yonetim Kurulu’nun Yenikapi 12 ziyareti, 30 Mayis 2019
A visit to Yenikapi 12 by the TINA Board of Management, May 30, 2019
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Kitap alt1 bolimden olusmaktadir. Giris niteligindeki
birinci boliim, 9. yilizyilda Theodosius Limaninda
olan YK 12 batigin1 kontekst ile iliskilendiriyor. ikinci
boliim, Yenikapi 12 batiginda uygulanan metodolojiyi
anlatiiyor.  Ugilincii  béliim  batigin  mevcut
elemanlarinin bi¢imsel ve boyutsal 06zelliklerinin
verildigi bir katalog olarak tasarlanmig. Dordiincii ve
besinci boliimler, batik ahsaplarinin yorumlandigi,
ikonografik, etnografik, ve arkeolojik Ornekler ile
karsilastirildigi, analiz ve hipotezlerin gelistirildigi
kitabin en can alict kismini olusturuyor. Altinci
boliim, YK12 teknesine genel bir bakis saglarken,
ileride yayimlanmasi planlanan batigmn restitiisyon
ve rekonstriiksiyon cildine atifta bulunuyor. Bu
boliimlerden sonra gelen terimler kismi ise kitapta
gecen gemi ve tekne terminolojisini agiklaniyor.

Tiirkce ve Ingilizce, 384 sayfa olarak basilan kitapta,
23 tablo, renkli ¢izim ve fotograflardan olusan 361
gorsel, gemi arkeoloji ¢aligmalarini listeleyen genis
bir kaynakga sunuluyor.

Yenikap1 Batiklar serisinin 3. cildinin yayimlanmasi
TINA Tirkiye Sualt1 Arkeolojisi Vakfi’nin finansal
destegi ile gergeklesebilmistir. Finansal destegin de
Otesinde bizleri cesaretlendiren Vakif Bagkani Dr.
Oguz Aydemir, Bagkan Yardimcist Kenan Yilmaz,
Genel Sekreter Sanem Yiikselsoy-Tekcan, Yonetim
Kurulu Uyeleri Ayhan Sicimoglu, Jeff Hakko, Miistafi
Oramiral Metin Atag, Enes Edis ile Zafer Kizilkaya’ya
sahsim  ve  Universitem adina  siikranlarimi
sunuyorum. Tlm siireci bityiik bir profesyonellikle
organize eden, TINA Denizcilik Arkeolojisi Dergisi
editorii degerli meslektasim Doktorant Mehmet
Bezdan, cevirileri biiyiik bir titizlikle ele alan Cengiz
Aydemir, uygulamayi gergeklestiren Alican Sezer ve
yaymcimiz Ahmet Boratav-Ege Yayinlari’na 6zverili
mesaileri i¢in tesekkiir ederim.

Antik gemilerin ¢izim, kataloglama, belgeleme, yapim
tekniklerinin arastirilmast ve rekonstriiksiyonlari
konusunda arastirmalar yapan bilim insanlar i¢in
basucu kitabr olacak bu eser Yenikapi 12 batiginin
anatomisini gozler oniine seriyor. Ulkemizde gemi
ve tekne arkeolojisi lizerinde arastirma yapmak
isteyenler icin bir basucu kaynagi niteliginde olan
eserde, arkeolojik gemilerin bilimsel ydntemlerle
incelenmesi i¢in yazarin olusturdugu standartlar,
iilkemizdeki pek cok geng¢ arastirmaci i¢in bilgi
kaynag1 olacaktir. Kitabin tiim ilgililere ve bilim
diinyasina yararlt olmasini dilerim.
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The book consists of six chapters. The first chapter is
introductory, and it relates the YK12 shipwreck at the
Theodosian Harbor during the 9th century with the
context. The second chapter covers the methodology
used on the Yenikap1 12 shipwreck. The third chapter
is designed as a catalogue describing the formal and
dimensional features of the extant parts of the vessel.
The fourth and fifth chapters constitute the most crucial
part of the book, where the timbers of the vessel are
interpreted, compared to the iconographic, ethnographic
and archaeological examples, making analysis and
developing hypotheses. The sixth chapter provides
an overview of the YKI12 hull, while referring to the
restitution and reconstruction volume/book of the vessel,
which is planned to be published in the future. The
terminology section following the chapters describes
the ship and boat terminology used in the book.

The book, which was published both in Turkish and
English in 384 pages, offers 23 tables, 361 visuals
consisting of coloured drawings and photographs and
an extensive bibliography listing the studies on ship
archaeology.

The publication of the 3rd volume of the Yenikapi
Shipwrecks series was made possible by the financial
support of the TINA Turkish Foundation for Underwater
Archaeology. I would like to express my gratitude to
Foundation’s President Oguz Aydemir, Vice President
Kenan Yilmaz, General Secretary Sanem Yiikselsoy-
Tekcan, Members of the Board of Directors, Ayhan
Sicimoglu, Jeff Hakko, Honorable Admiral Metin Atag,
Enes Edis and Zafer Kizilkaya, who encouraged us
beyond their financial support. I would like to thank
my dear colleague Mehmet Bezdan, the editor of TINA
Maritime Archaeology Magazine, for his management
of the publication process with great professionalism,
Cengiz Aydemir for his meticulous translation, Alican
Sezer for his work on graphic design, and our publisher
Ahmet Boratav-Ege Publications for their devoted work.

This books reveals the anatomy of the Yenikap1 12
shipwreck and serves as a good reference book for
scientists who do research on drawing, cataloging,
documenting, researching construction techniques and
reconstructions of ancient ships. The standards set by
the author for analysis of archaeological vessels by
scientific methods for those who want to study ship
and boat archaeology will be a valuable source of
information for many young researchers in Turkey. [
hope the book will be useful for the scientific world and
anyone interested in this area.
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Cesme Deniz Tarihinin
U¢ Efsane Amirali Sergisi

The Three Legendary Admirals in the
Naval History of Cesme - Exhibition

CESME DENIZ TARIHININ
UC EFSANE AMIRALI SERGISI

Caka Bey Mezzo Morto Huseyin Pasa Cezayirli Gazi Hasan Pasa

ACILIS o T.C. KUltar ve Turizm Bakanhig,

g izmir Tarih ve Sanat Muzesi/
30 MAYIS 2022 PAZARTESI Repubilic of Turkiye Ministry of

SERGI TARlHl Culture and Tourism, Museum
30 MAYIS 2022 - 30 EYLUL 2022 of History and Art
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Esat Ercetingdz, Elif Erginer, Nedim Atila, Abdiil Batur, Oguz Aydemir, Dr. Suat Caglayan, Cengiz Topal,

Prof. Dr. Yusuf Baran, Dr. Ahmet Giiler, Lucien Arkas.

Oguz Aydemir

Oguz Aydemir’in Tiirk Deniz tarihine dair

onemli kesitler sunan sergisi: “Cesme Deniz
Tarihinin Ug Efsane Amirali” 30 Mayis 2022
tarihinde kapilarini agti. Tiirk deniz tarihinin dnemli
amirallerinden Caka Bey, Mezzo Morto Hiiseyin
Pasa ve Cezayirli Gazi Hasan Pasa’nin merkezde
oldugu sergi s6z konusu amirallerin hizmet verdigi
donemlerdeki siyasi, kiiltiirel ve askeri gelismeleri
genis bir perspektiften ziyaretgilere sunmay1
amagliyor. Sergi igin 15 yil boyunca Tiirkiye
Amerika, Almanya ve son olarak Venedik’te
arsiv caliglar1 yapan Aydemir bu amagla birgok
seyahat gergeklestirmis ve bu seyahatlerde birgok
miizayedeye katilarak onemli eserler, evraklar ve
objeler toplamis.

T INA Tiirkiye Sualt1 Arkeolojisi Vakfi bagkani

Cengiz Topal, Oguz Aydemir

TINA, the Turkish Foundation for Underwater

Archaeology, presenting detailed information
on various periods of the Turkish Naval History
opened its doors on May 30, 2022. The exhibition
focuses on Caka Bey, Mezzo Morto Hiiseyin Pasa
and Cezayirli Gazi Hasan Pasa, three outstanding
admirals in the naval history of Turkey, and aims to
display political, cultural and military developments
that took place during the terms of these three
admirals from a large perspective. Aydemir travelled
a lot, took part in auctions to collect important
artifacts, documents and objects, and made archive
researches in Turkey, the USA, Germany and finally
Venice for his exhibition for 15 years.

The exhibition by Oguz Aydemir, President of
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Sergiye bir biitiin halinde, ¢ok katmanli bir yap1 i¢inde baktigini
ifade eden Aydemir s6z konusu {i¢ amiralin donemlerini
detaylariyla ziyaretgilere sunmak istemis. Bu dogrultuda
1694-95 yilinda Mezzo Morta Hiiseyin Pasa’nin Sakiz
Adast’n1 almasiyla ilgili bir kitap ilk kez bu sergi kapsaminda
bilim diinyasina Tiirkge ve Ingilizce sunulmasi planlanmus.
1701 yilinda kaleme alman bu kitaba Berlin Universitesi’nin
kiitiiphanesinde ulasan Aydemir kitabin Italyancadan Tiirkce
ve Ingilizceye gevirisini yaptirmis. Aydemir kitabm &nemini
su sekilde anlatiyor: “Sakiz Adasi bildiginiz gibi Cesme’ye
oldukca yakin. Bu nedenle bizim tarihimiz agisindan da olduk¢a
onemli bir ada. Tarihimize 151k tutabilecek bu eseri italyancadan
Tiirkce ve Ingilizceye terciime ettirdim. Sergi hazirliklar:
sirasinda oldukc¢a kiymetli bilgilere ulastigim bu eser sergi i¢in
onemli oldugu kadar akademik ac¢idan da bir o kadar dnemli.
Bu nedenle kitab1 tarih alaninda ¢alisan akademisyenlere
ardindan da ilgililere sunmak istiyorum. Tarih malumunuz
belgeler 1s1¢1nda aydinlaniyor”.

Sergide ayrica Tiirklerin ilk amirali Caka Bey, 1694°te
Venedik Donanmasi’nin el koydugu Sakiz Adasi’ni geri alan
Mezzo Morta (Yar1 06lii) Hiiseyin Pagsa ve Cezayirli Gazi
Hasan Pasa’nin tarihteki etkileri objektif bir anlatim diliyle
yer aliyor. Ozellikle 1770’teki Cesme Deniz Savasi’nda 6n
planda olmasa bile sonrasinda Rus Donanmasi’na karst nemli
bir durus sergileyen Cezayirli Gazi Hasan Pasa’nin Kaptan-1i
Deryaliga yiikselmesiyle birlikte askeri alanda gerceklestirdigi
diizenlemeler ve yaptig1 egitim reformunun alt1 6nemle ¢izilmis.

Sergide iizerinde durulan bir diger konu ise 1701 tarihli
Bahriye kanunnamesi. “Kalyonculugu gelistirmek ve
Osmanli denizciligini organize etmek amaciyla yapilan
en Onemli diizenlemelerden biri olan bu Kanunname tam
uygulansa belki de tarihin seyri degisebilirdi” diyor Aydemir
ve ekliyor “Yasanilan sorunlardan, ¢agin ihtiyaglarindan ve
basarisizliklardan dogmus bir kanunname. Sunu unutmamak
gerek korsanliktan gelen bir sistemden ¢ikarak disiplin ve
sistem arayisi1 i¢inde bir diizen ihtiyact s6z konusu. Kanunname
cok onemli diizenlemeler getiriyor. Uygulama siirecinin ne
yazik ki ¢ok basarili oldugunu da sdyleyemiyoruz. Nitekim
kanunnameden 70 yil sonra Cesme’deki deniz savasinda bir
felaket ile karsilasiyoruz. Gemilerdeki insan yasamindan,
top caplart ile giille caplar1 arasindaki farklara bir¢ok hata ve
eksik s0z konusu. Bu kanunnameye ragmen Cesme’de yasanan
felaket durumun ciddiyetini arttirtyor. Ardindan bir takim yeni
diizenlemelere gidiliyor. Bu amagla okullarin kuruldugunu ve
sistemin yavas yavas degistigini gorliyoruz”.

Ziyaretciler sergide bircok 6nemli obje ve tarihi belgeyi de ilk
kez gorecekler. Bunlarda bir tanesi 1770 Cesme’deki Osmanlt
— Rus Deniz Savasi’na ait bir harita. Carige II. Katerina savasin
ardindan kazandigi zaferin propagandasi i¢in yogun caba



Expressing that he organized the exhibition as a whole in a
multi-layered structure, Aydemir aimed to present the periods
of these three admirals to the visitors in detail. Accordingly, he
planned to present a book about the conquest of Chios by Mezzo
Morto Hiiseyin Pasha in 1694-95 to the scientific world both in
Turkish and English for the first time within the scope of this
exhibition. Aydemir, who got hold of this book written in 1701
in the library of the University of Berlin, had it translated from
Italian to Turkish and then from Turkish to English. Aydemir
explains the importance of the book as follows: “As you know,
Chios Island is very close to Cesme. For this reason, it also has
an important role in our history. I had this work, which can shed
light on our history, translated from Italian to Turkish and then
from Turkish to English. This work, from which I benefited
very much during the exhibition preparations, is important for
the exhibition as well as the academic world. Thus, I would like
to present the book to academics working in the field of history
and then to the interested parties. We all know that history is
illuminated in the light of documents”.

The exhibition also describes the influences of Caka Bey, the
first admiral of the Turks, Mezzo Morto (half-dead in Italian)
Hiiseyin Pasha, who took back the island of Chios seized by
the Venetian Navy in 1694, and the Algerian Gazi Hasan Pasha
on history in an objective way. Even though he was not at
the forefront of the Cesme Sea Battle in 1770, Algerian Gazi
Hasan Pasha, who took an important stance against the Russian
Navy after his promotion to the Admiralty is given particular
emphasis for the arrangements he made in the military field and
the educational reform.

Another focus of the exhibition was the Naval Code dated
1701. Aydemir explains that “Perhaps the course of history
could have changed if this Code, which is one of the most
important regulations made to improve galleys and organize
Ottoman seafaring, was fully implemented,”, and adds, “It is a
legal code born out of the problems experienced, the needs of
the era and the failures. It should not be forgotten that there is a
need for order in search of discipline and system by abandoning
a system that comes from piracy. The law introduces very
important regulations. Unfortunately, we cannot say that the
implementation process was very successful. As a matter of
fact, 70 years after the law, we encounter a disaster in the naval
war in Cesme. There are many errors and defects, ranging from
human life on boards to the differences between cannon and
cannonball diameters. Despite this law, the disaster in Cesme
increases the severity of the situation. Then a number of new
regulations follows. Accordingly, we see that schools are
established and the system gradually changes”.

Visitors also saw many important objects and historical documents
in the exhibition for the first time. One of them was a map of the
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Bronze cannon repicas belong to two Venetan warships sunk by |
the Ottoman Navy close to each other in1635. The underwater
studies onthe Koyun Istands near Gosme at a depth of 65 meters.
were carried out by Dokuz ylil University.

_ LA\

2 \U




sarf ediyor. Bu konuya o kadar 6nem vermistir ki
bir¢ok ressama Cesme deniz savasina dair tablolar
yaptirmis, St Peterburg’a anitlar diktirmigstir. Hatta
Cesme adinda mobilyalar yaptirilir. Bu propaganda
araglarindan biri de St. Petersburg’da siirli sayida
(yalnizca 100 adet) bastirilan Cesme haritasi.
Ziyaretcilere sergi kapsaminda bu tarihi haritay1 da
gorme sansi elde edecekler. Sergideki diger 6nemli
parcalar arasinda 1770 yilinda Osmanli — Rus Deniz
Savagi icin Cesme’ye gelen Rus Amiral Alexei
Grigoryevich Orlov’un savag ile ilgili gilinliikleri,
St. Petersburg’dan ¢ikan Rus Donanmasi’nin
Akdeniz’e girmesi ve ardindan Cesmeye gelisini
saglayan Ingiliz kidemli deniz subayr John
Elphinstone’un Cesme ile ilgili belgeleri ve bu
savasla ilgili Ingiltere’de yaymnlanan bir gazete
haberi de yer aliyor.

15 yildan daha uzun bir siiredir Cesme deniz tarihini
aragtiran Oguz Aydemir’in kisisel koleksiyonu
ve aragtirmalar1 ile ete kemige biiriinen sergi
1 Haziran ile 30 Eylill arasinda ziyaretc¢ilerini
bekleyecek. Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk’iin @ “Bir
vatanin sahibi olmanin yolu, o topraklarda yasamis
tarihi olaylari bilmek, dogmus uygarliklari tanimak,
sahip olmaktan gecer” soziiniin sizi karsilayacagi
sergi tam da bu sozilin 1s1¢inda bu denizleri, bu
cografyay1 ve cografyanin tarihini anlatma amactyla
ziyaretgilerini bekliyor.

TINA

Ottoman-Russian Naval War in Cesme in 1770. Czarina
Catherine II works hard to propagate her victory after
the war. She gave so much importance to this issue
that many artists made paintings about the Cesme
naval battle and erected monuments in St. Petersburg.
Even, they made furnitures called Cesme. One of these
propaganda tools was a Cesme map printed in limited
edition (only 100 copies) in St. Petersburg. Visitors
had the chance to see this historical map as part of
the exhibition. Other highlights in the exhibition
included; the war diaries of Russian Admiral Alexei
Grigoryevich Orlov, who took part in the 1770 Cesme
Ottoman-Russian Naval War; the Cesme documents of
the British senior naval officer John Elphinstone, who
worked closely with the Russian Navy during their
campaign to Cesme from St. Petersburg through the
Mediterranean Sea; and a newspaper article published
in England about this war.

The exhibition, which was shaped by the personal
collection and research of Oguz Aydemir based
on his research on the naval history of Cesme for
more than 15 years, received visitors between June
1 and September 30. Welcoming its visitors with
Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk’s words “The way to own a
homeland is to know the historical events that took
place on this land, to know and own the civilizations
born on that land”, the exhibition aimed to explain
the events that took place in these seas, and history
of this geography in the light of this motto.
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Cocuklar icin Akdeniz
Mediterranean For Children

* Mualla Erkurt

ve uygarlik tarihini ¢ocuklara eglenceli ve

ilgi ¢ekici metotlarla aktararak yasadiklar
cografyay1 anlamlandirabilmeleri ve farkli bir bakis
acis1 kazanmalarini saglamak amaciyla “Cocuklar
Icin Akdeniz” programini hayata gecirdi. Programda
anasinifi, ilkokul ve ortaokul dgrencilerine yonelik
masal, yaratict drama, gorsel Oykiileme, cocuklar
icin felsefe ve etkilesimli video yontemleri gibi
cocuklarin yas ve pedagojik seviyelerine uygun
olarak farkli yontemler kullanildi.

Izmir Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi Akdeniz kiiltiir

Programin bir diger amaci da Ogretmenlere
ulasmak ve onlarin smiflarinda -ders miifredatina
da uyumlu olarak — bu programi 6grencilerine
uygulamalarini saglamaktir. Bu amag dogrultusunda
egitmen egitimleri ve Ornek atdlye uygulamalari
gerceklestirmekte ve talepte bulunan okul ve
smiflara ticretsiz olarak kitap ve egitim seti temin
edilmektedir. Simmf ortaminda gerceklestirilen
atolyelerin ardindan ¢ocuklar uygulama atolyelerine
dahil edilerek arkeolojik kazi1 alanlarini ziyaret
etmektedirler. Bdylece cocuklar birer ‘Akdeniz
Goniilliisti’ olarak programi tamamlamaktadirlar.

he Izmir Metropolitan Municipality has
I launched aprogram called the “Mediterranean
for Children” to enable the children to get
to know the geography they live in and embrace a
different perspective by teaching them the history
of Mediterranean culture and civilizations with
fun and attractive methods. The program employs
various methods such as fairy tales, creative drama,
visual storytelling, philosophy and interactive
videos for kindergarten, primary and secondary
school students in accordance with their age and
pedagogical levels.

Another objective of the program is to reach teachers
and make them implement this program with their
students in classrooms in line with the curriculum.
In line with this objective, instructor trainings and
exemplary workshops are carried out as well as
providing books and training kits to schools and
classes upon request. Following the workshops hold
in classes, workshops and visits to archaeological
excavation sites are organized for children. At the
end, each participating child completes the program
as a ‘Mediterranean Volunteer’.

* 360 Derece Tarih Arastirmalar1 Dernegi. mualla.erkurt@360derece.info / 360 Degree Historical Research

Association. mualla.erkurt@360derece.info.
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TINA DENIZCILIK ARKEOLOJISI DERGISI
YAZIM KURALLARI VE YAYIN ILKELERI

AMAC VE KAPSAM

TINA Denizcilik Arkeolojisi Dergisi, “Denizcilik Arkeolojisi” alaninda basta Anadolu kiyilar1 ve Akdeniz olmak tizere
diinyanin c¢esitli cografyalarinda bilimsel ¢alismalar sonucunda ulasilan 6zgiin malzeme tizerine hazirlanmis ya da ko-
nusunda 6zgiin fikirler iiretmeyi amaglayan calismalari yayinlamay1 hedefler. Derginin yayin politikasina uygun olarak,
gonderilen ¢alismalar editorler ve bilimsel hakem kurulunun kararina gore yayin programi i¢ine alinacaktir. Dergi iginde
makale, not, haber ve kitap basliklar1 altinda 6zgiin makalelere, denizcilik arkeolojisi alaninda yapilan kazi ve ylizey aras-
tirmalarina, epigrafi alaninda hazirlanan ¢alismalara, kitap tanitimlarina, bilimsel tartisma ve elestiri yazilarina yer veri-
lecektir. Yaymlarin Bati Avrupa dillerinden birinde (Ingilizce, Almanca, Fransizca) kaleme alinmis olmasi gerekmektedir.
Bu nedenle Tiirk¢e’nin yani sira bu dillerde hazirlanmis olan makaleler de kabul edilecektir. Ancak dergi i¢indeki tiim
boliimler iki dilde Tiirkce ve Ingilizce olarak yayinlanacaktir.

SURE

TINA Denizcilik Arkeolojisi Dergisi, Haziran ve Aralik aylarinda yilda iki kez yayimlanir. Yayimlanmast istenen makalelerin
basim tarihinden en geg iki ay 6nce gonderilmis olmasi gerekmektedir. Yazilarin editér Mehmet Bezdan’a gonderilmesi gerek-
mektedir. E-posta: mehmetbezdan@gmail.com

TINA Denizcilik Arkeolojisi Dergisi’ne (bundan boyle “TINA” olarak anilacaktir) gonderilecek makaleler i¢in asagidaki ku-
rallar gegerlidir.

TINA’ya makale gonderen her yazar asagidaki kosullari kabul etmis sayilir.

OZET VE ANAHTAR KELIMELER
Tiirkge ve Yabanci dilde yazilmis birer 6zet ve her iki dilde alt1 adet anahtar kelime ¢aligmaya eklenmelidir.

YAZIM KURALLARI

Makaleler, Word dosyasinda yazilmis olmalidir.

Metin ve figiirler 11 punto; 6zet, dipnot, katalog ve bibliyografya 9 punto olmak iizere Times New Roman harf karakteri kul-
lanilmalidir.

Dipnotlar her sayfanin altina verilmeli ve makalenin basindan sonuna kadar sayisal siireklilik izlenmelidir.

Metin iginde bulunan ara basliklarda kii¢tik harf kullanilmali ve koyu (bold) yazilmalidir.

Noktalama igaretlerinde dikkat edilecek hususlar;

Metin i¢inde yer alan ‘fig.’ibareleri, parantez i¢inde verilmeli; fig. ibaresinin noktasindan sonra bir bosluk birakilmali (fig.1);
ikiden fazla ardigik figiir belirtiliyorsa iki rakam arasma bosluksuz tire konulmali (fig. 3-5). Ardisik degilse, sayilar arasina
nokta ve bir tab bosluk birakilmalidir. (5, 8, 14).

Bibliyografya ve kisaltmalar kisminda bir yazar, iki soyadi tasiyorsa soyadlari arasinda bosluk birakmaksizin kisa tire kullanil-
malidir. (OZSOY-SADIK); bir makale birden fazla yazarli ise her yazardan sonra bir bosluk, ardindan uzun tire yine bosluktan
sonra diger yazarin soyadi gelmelidir. (ALTAN — ERCAN).

“Bibliyografya ve Kisaltmalar” boliimii makalenin sonunda yer almali, dipnotlarda kullanilan kisaltmalar, burada agiklanma-
lidir. Dipnotlarda kullanilan kaynaklar birden ¢ok kullanilacaksa ilk kullanimda uzun, takip eden kullanimlarda kisaltma olarak
verilmeli, kisaltmalarda yazar soyadi, yayin tarihi, sayfa (ve varsa levha ya da resim) siralamasina sadik kalinmalidir. Bibli-
yografya siralamasi soyadlar1 kullanilarak alfabetik olarak yazilmali. Olii dillerden gelen kelimelerin italik olarak verilmesi
gerekmektedir.

BIBLIYOGRAFYA (KITAPLAR ICIN):
Grenn, J., A Technical Handbokk, London 2004.

BIBLIYOGRAFYA (MAKALELER ICIN):
Bass, G., Van Dorrninck, F. H., A Fourth-Century Shipwreck at Yass1 Ada‘’, AJA, Vol. 75, No. 1, January 1971, 27-37.
DIPNOT (KITAPLAR ICIN):

GREEN 2004, 19.
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DIPNOT (MAKALELER ICIN):

BASS — VAN DORRNICK 1971, 32, P1. 2, Fig. 8.

Tiim resim, ¢izim ve haritalar i¢in sadece ‘’fig.”” kisaltilmasi kullanilmali ve figiirlerin numaralandirilmasinda siireklilik
olmalidir. (Levha, Resim, Cizim, Sekil, Harita ya da baska ifade veya kisaltma kesinlikle kullanilmamalidir).

Figiirlerde ¢oziiniirliik en az 300 dpi; format ise RAW, TIF veya JPEG olmalidir.
TINA’nin tablet ve sair formattaki versiyonlar1 i¢in fotograf degerleri 1024x768, video formati ise mp4 olmalidir. Bu de-
gerleri saglamayan fotograf ve videolar TINA tarafindan yukarida belirtilen formatlara doniistiiriilecektir. Yazar/yazarlar

bunu kabul etmis sayilir.

Makale metninin sonunda figiirler listesi yer almalidir.

Metin yukarida belirtilen formatlara uygun olmak kaydiyla 6zel sayilar hari¢ 15 sayfay1 gegmemelidir.

YAYIN ETIGI:

TINA Denizcilik Arkeolojisi Dergisi’nde yayinlanan makalelerde ulusal ve uluslararast gegerli etik kurallarina uyulmali-
dir. Bir bagka kaynaktan alint1 yapilan figlirlerin sorumlulugu yazara aittir. Bu nedenle kaynak belirtilmelidir.

YAYIN ILKELERI

TINA, “Tiirkiye Sualt1 Arkeolojisi Vakfi” tarafindan (bundan boyle “Vakif” olarak anilacaktir) yayinlanmakta olup, tim
yasal haklar1 Vakfa aittir.

TINA, basta Anadolu kiyilart ve Akdeniz olmak tizere diinyanin her kosesinde gerceklestirilen denizcilik arkeolojisi ala-
ninda calismalara yer vermektedir.

TINA, Haziran ve Aralik aylarinda olmak iizere yilda iki kez yayimlanir; Dergi yonetimi dilerse 6zel say1 ¢ikarabilir.
Yayimlanmasi istenen makalelerin en ge¢ basim tarihinden ii¢ ay dnce gonderilmis olmasi gerekmektedir. Makale ve fi-
giirler ayr1 dosyalar halinde elektronik posta veya CD’ye yiiklenerek kargo ile gonderilmelidir. Ayrica makalenin basili bir
ornegi de dosyada olmalidir.

Yazardan diizeltme istenmesi durumunda, diizeltinin en ge¢ 15 (on bes) giin i¢inde yapilarak, Dergi’ye iletilmesi gerek-
mektedir.

Makaleler Tiirkge veya Ingilizce yazilabilir.

Dergiye gonderilen ve yayinlanmayan makaleler, yazara iade edilmez.

Yazar, Vakfa ulastigi tarihten itibaren iki say1 i¢inde yayinlanmayan ¢aligmalari baska dergi ve sair mecrada yayinlayabilir.

TINA’ya gonderilen makalelerin tiim yasal sorumlulugu yazara aittir.
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MUVAFAKATNAME
Yazar, TINA’da yayinlanmak iizere makalesini Vakfa gondermekle, Vakif lehine;

Vakfa gonderdigi makalenin 6zgiin oldugunu; daha evvel bagka bir yerde yaymlanmadigini; makalenin iiglincii sahislarin basta
fikri haklar olmak iizere herhangi bir hakkini ihlal etmedigini; keza makale i¢inde kullanilan gorsellerin tiglincii sahislarin hak-
larin1 ihlal etmedigini; makaleyi TINA’da yayinlanmak iizere Vakfa gondermekle yazinin TINA Denizcilik Arkeolojisi Dergisi
icinde, basili olarak ve/veya dijital herhangi bir ortamda (internet, mobil vb.) ortamda herhangi bir siire kisitlamasi bulunmadan
yaymlanmasina, ¢ogaltilmasina, yayillmasina, saklanmasina, umuma iletilmesine izin verdigini, ticretli ve/veya iicretsiz olarak
iiciincli sahislara kullandirilmasina muvafakati oldugunu; Vakfa verdigi isbu haklar sebebiyle Vakif’tan ve/veya bu haklari
kullananlardan herhangi bir iicret ve/veya bedel talep etmeyecegini; makalenin Tiirkce ve/veya Ingilizce’ye gevirebilecegini;
Vakif’in makaleyi 6zel say1 ve sair sekillerde ¢ikaracagi say1 ve/veya yayinlar i¢inde kullanabilecegini; kabul, beyan ve taahhit
eder.

TINA’ya makale génderen yazarlar, yukarida yer alan “Yazim Kurallar1”, “Yayn ilkeleri” ve “Muvafakatname” i¢inde yer alan
diizenleme ve hiikiimleri kabul etmis sayilirlar.

Herhangi bir sorunuz durumunda; mehmetbezdan@gmail.com adresine e-posta gonderebilirsiniz.
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TINA MARITIME ARCHAEOLOGY PERIODICAL
MANUSCRIPT SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS AND PUBLICATION GUIDELINES

OBJECTIVE AND SCOPE

The TINA Maritime Archaeology Periodical aims to publish articles on original material obtained as a result of scientific stud-
ies, or original ideas in the field of Maritime Archaeology in various geographies of the world, mainly on the Anatolian shores
and the Mediterranean Sea. Based on the publication policy of our periodical, the submitted articles will be included in the
publication program according to the decision of the editors and the scientific referee board. The periodical shall contain origi-
nal works of various articles, notes, news, and books, surveys and excavations performed in the field of maritime archaeology,
epigraphic works, book presentations, scientific arguments and critics. The submissions should be written in a western European
language (English, German, French). That means articles written in these languages, in addition to Turkish, are also acceptable.
The periodical will be published in two languages, i.e., Turkish and English.

TIME

The TINA Maritime Archaeology Periodical is published biannually in June and December. The submissions should be sent at
least two months before the publication date. All written material should be sent to the attention of Mehmet Bezdan, Editor in
Chief. E-mail address: mehmetbezdan@gmail.com

Below please find the requirements for manuscripts that will be submitted to TINA Maritime Archaeology Periodical (to
be referred to as TINA from now on) for publishing.

Any author submitting a manuscript will be considered to have agreed to the following terms and conditions

ABSTRACT AND KEYWORDS
An abstract and six keywords written both in Turkish and in source language should accompany the original work.

MANUSCRIPT FORMAT
All manuscript texts should be written in Word format.
The font size is 11 points for texts and figures; and 9 points for abstracts, footnotes, catalog and bibliography,
and the font type is Times New Roman.
Footnotes should be numbered in the order in which they appear in the text, and be placed at the bottom of each
page, with numerical continuity followed throughout the paper.
Subtitles within the text should be in lower case letters, in bold characters.
Use of punctuation marks:
Any figures referred to within the text should be cited within parentheses as (fig. 1); a space should be placed
between “fig.” and the number to follow; if more than one consecutive figure is referred to, then a dash should be
placed between the two numbers without a space (e.g., fig. 3-5). If the figures are not consecutive, then a comma
and a space should be placed after each number except the last one (e.g., fig. 5, 8, 14).
In the bibliography and abbreviations section, if the author has two last names, a dash should be placed between
the two names without a space (e.g., OZSOY-SADIK); if an article has multiple authors, a space, a dash, then
a space again should be placed after each name, and then the other surname should follow (e.g., ALTAN — ER-
CAN).
“Bibliography and Abbreviations” section should be placed at the end of the manuscript, and the abbreviations
used in footnotes should be explained here. A full citation should be provided the first time a reference is made
to a source, and then an abbreviated form should be used when the same source is cited again, maintaining the
order of author’s name, date of publication, and page (and plate or picture if applicable). Bibliography should
be listed fully in alphabetical order by the surname. Words originating from extinct languages should be written
in italic form.

Bibliography (for books):
Green, J., A Technical Handbook, London 2004.
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Bibliography (for manuscripts):
Bass, G., Van Doorninck, F. H., “A Fourth-Century Shipwreck at Yass1 Ada”, AJA4, Vol. 75, No. 1, January
1971, 27-37.

Footnote (for books):
GREEN 2004, 19.

Footnote (for manuscripts):
BASS - VAN DOORNICK 1971, 32, Pl. 2, Fig. 8.

Any images, drawings, and maps should be presented as figures, and numbered in the order in which
they appear in the text (descriptions such as Plate, Picture, Drawing, Diagram, Map, etc. and their
abbreviations should never be used).

Figures should have at least 300 dpi of resolution, provided in RAW, TIF or JPEG format.

For tablet and other versions of the TINA magazine, photographs should be provided in 1024x768
format, and videos in mp4 format. Any photograph and video material that do not meet above men-
tioned criteria will be converted into the required format by TINA. The author(s) shall be deemed to
have accepted it.

Manuscripts should be accompanied by a list of figures following the main text.

The text should not exceed 15 pages, except for special issues, provided that they are submitted acccording to
the above mentioned formats.

PUBLICATION ETHICS STATEMENT:

All articles published in the TINA Maritime Archaeology Periodical shall abide by and respect the national
and international ethical rules. The responsibility of the figures from another source belongs to the writer.
Therefore, the sources should be specified.

PUBLICATION GUIDELINES

TINA MARITIME ARCHAEOLOGY PERIODICAL is published by TINA, “The Turkish Foundation for
Underwater Archaeology” (to be referred to as “The Foundation” from now on), and all its legal rights belong
to the Foundation.

TINA MARITIME ARCHAEOLOGY PERIODICAL covers research on maritime archaeology from across
the world, mainly on the Anatolian and Mediterranean coasts.

TINA MARITIME ARCHAEOLOGY PERIODICAL is published biannually, in June and in December; TI-
NA’s management may publish special issues if they choose to do so.

Manuscripts should be sent at least three months before the publication date. The manuscript text and
figures should be uploaded in separate folders, and sent by e-mail or written to a CD and sent by a
courier service. A printed version of the manuscript should also accompany the submission. If any
revision is requested from the author, such revisions should be completed and resubmitted to TINA
within maximum 15 (fifteen) days.

Manuscripts may be in Turkish or English.

Any manuscript submitted to TINA MARITIME ARCHAEOLOGY PERIODICAL, but not published will
not be returned to the author.

The author may have his/her manuscript published in another publication if it is not published in two subse-
quent issues from the date of receipt of the manuscript by the Foundation.

All legal responsibilities of the manuscripts submitted to TINA MARITIME ARCHAEOLOGY PERIODI-
CAL belong to the author.
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LETTER OF CONSENT
By submitting his/her manuscript to the Foundation, the author hereby

agrees, declares and undertakes that the manuscript submitted to the Foundation is genuine, and it has not
been published in another publication; it does not violate the rights, mainly immaterial rights of third parties;
also the images used in the manuscript do not violate the rights of third parties; the manuscript can be pub-
lished, reproduced, distributed, archived, and made public through TINA Maritime Archacology Periodical,
either by printing and/or through digital media (internet, mobile etc.) without any limitation in time, used by
third parties with or without payment; he/she shall not claim any fees and/or charges from the Foundation or
any beneficiary of these rights; the manuscript may be translated to or from Turkish or English; and the Foun-
dation may publish the article in special issues or otherwise, may use it in issues and/or other publications.

Authors who submit articles to TINA MARITIME ARCHAEOLOGY PERIODICAL are deemed to have
accepted the terms and conditions mentioned above under sections “Manuscript Format”, “Publication Guide-
lines” and “Letter of Consent”.

If you have any questions, please send an e-mail to mehmetbezdan@gmail.com.
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