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Editdrlerden

Dunyaya acilmamizi saglayacak Arkeoloji Bilimleri Dergisi’nin ilk sayisi ile hepinize
merhaba diyoruz.

Arkeoloji bir stiredir gecmisin yorumlanmasinda teknoloji ve doga bilimleri ile yogun
is birligi icinde yeni bir anlayisa evrilmekte. Universiteler, ilgili kurum ve enstitilerde
her yeni glin aciimakta olan “Arkeoloji Bilimleri” bélimleri ve programlari, geleneksel
anlayisi yavas yavas terk ederek degisen yeni bilim iklimine adapte olmaya ¢alismaktalar.
Arkeoloji disiplininin gecmisi, gegcmiste yasayan insanlarin yasam bigimlerini bttincul
bir sekilde anlamaya, hizla gelisen ve yayginlasan teknolojilerle her gecen on yilda daha
fazla yaklasiyor. Arkeolojik arastirmalar, sorgulama ve degerlendirme bigimleri, bu yeni
bilim Gretme bicimine dénustyor. Derginin editdrleri olarak bizler, bu surecte, bu do-
nisiime katki saglayacak bir mecra olusturmanin énemli oldugu kanisindayiz.

Amacimiz arkeoloji i¢indeki arkeobotanik, arkeozooloji, alet ve bina teknolojileri, tarih-
lendirme, mikromorfoloji, biyoarkeoloji, jeokimyasal ve spektroskopik analizler, cografi
bilgi sistemleri, iklim ve ¢evre modellemeleri gibi farkli uzmanlik alanlarinin gesitlene-
rek yayginlasmasina katki saglamak ve arkeolojide bilimsel yéntem ve analizlerin gelisti-
rilmesi ve uygulanmasi Gizerine ¢alisan bilim insanlarini bir araya getirmek. Elbette yeni
ve 0zgiin metodolojik ve kuramsal yaklasimlar Gizerine yapilan arastirmalara da yer ve-
recegiz. Destek, katki ve ilginizi derginin seyri ve gelisimi adina cok énemli goriiyoruz.

Glines Duru & Mihriban Ozbasaran
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Note from the editors

We would like to take this opportunity to introduce ourselves to the world, and say
‘hello’ to the archaeological media with the very first issue of our new archaeological
journal: e Turkish Journal of Archaeological Sciences.

For the past couple of decades archaeology has been evolving in close cooperation with
new technologies and the advances in the natural sciences towards new understand-
ings and interpretations of the past. More and more newly established departments
and programs in universities and other relevant institutions focus on “Archaeological
Sciences” as they try to adapt to a changing climate, and gradually abandon older tra-
ditions. Rapidly developing technological, methodological and analytical advances
move us closer to understanding the way of life in past communities in a holistic way.
Archaeological research programs, and the many innovative new ways of testing, in-
quiring and evaluating these all converge into this new way of producing ‘science’. As
the founding editors of the TJAS, we think it is important to have a medium that will
contribute to this transformation.

Our goal is to contribute to the diversification and dissemination of di erent areas of
expertise such as archaeobotany, archaeozoology, tool and building technologies, dating
methods, micromorphology, bioarchaeology, geochemical and spectroscopic analyses,
geographical information systems, climate and environmental modeling. We aim to
bring scholars working on the development and application of scientific methods and
analyses together in these volumes. We also seek to include in these pages recent ad-
vances in methodological and theoretical approaches. Your support, contributions and
engagement with the archaeological science presented here are crucial to the progress
and development of the journal.

Glines Duru & Mihriban Ozbasaran
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edilmekte olan alanlarinin 6li gdmme amacl olarak tercih edilmesi bir sekilde halkin yerel
kimliklerini tanimlamasi ve atalariyla kurduklari baglarin tanimladi§i sosyal hafiza ile iliskili
gorilebilir. Gllpinardan ele gecen mezarlarin sayisi sinirh olsa da ele gegen 61t gdmme ile ilgili
veriler arkeolojik kayitlarda pek sik rastlanmayan yetiskin erkekler ve kadinlar terkedilen veya
terkedilmekte olan alanlara gdmuldugind gosterebilir. Bununla birlikte, taban alti gémulerin-
de bebeklerin sikligi ile az sayidaki yetiskinler, eriskin bireylerin farkl yerlere gdmuldiguni
desteklemektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kalkolitik, Anadolu, biyoarkeoloji, 610 gémme davranisi, yasa gore fark-
lllasma

Introduction

ere are various archeological sources regarding the perceptions of belief systems and the
afterlife among past communities. Since the deceased were interred and located deliberately,
burials constitute one of the most important data sources.  us, the systematic assessment of
data collected from various excavations enable archaeologists to draw inferences about burial
customs in prehistoric settlements. An argument often put forward by archeologists and an-
thropologists regarding the burial customs in prehistoric populations is that the role and status
of the individuals play an important part in burial practices, or that burials simply reflect social
di erences. According to Binford (1971) and Saxe (1970), the treatment of death is reflective
of a person’s social position, and mortuary analyses therefore reflect social structure, hierarchy
and/or status. Hence, the di erences and changes in burial customs do not necessarily reflect
social change but may be interpreted as part of a wider social practice; the rituals and/or social
transformations that constitute communities. It has previously been suggested that mortuary
rituals can be regarded as a behavior chosen by actors having a broad perspective and specific
beliefs as well as connecting to symbolic themes, rather than being directly reflective of social
organizations (Binford 1971; Tainter 1978; Chapman et al. 1981; O’Shea 1984; Kuijt 1996).
Variations in mortuary practices reflect the degree of interconnection within and between peo-
ple on multiple social scales, such as the household, village, or region (Kuijt 2008).

e number of subfloor burials, which were very common during the PPNA and Early PPNB
settlements in the Near East, decreased over time. Many of the Late Neolithic settlements
do not have enough subfloor burials that would signify these as being representative of their
population. s is especially true for the Chalcolithic period (see Erdal 2019a; Balossi-Restelli
and Erdal 2019). e Chalcolithic period represents an important step in the cultural history
of Anatolia, witnessing significant changes in most aspects of life and material culture. Each
sub-region of Anatolia felt these socio-economic and cultural transformations to a di erent
degree.  ese transformations included changes in settlement organization, developments in
technology, the emergence of new pottery forms and styles, a rise in the degree of long-distance
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exchange, and the steps taken towards a centralized society particularly towards the late stage
of the Chalcolithic period. Assessing the behavioral patterns of the people of this period is one
way to get a better picture of these changes and transformations during this crucial transitional
period between the Neolithic and the Bronze Ages.

How communities in the Early, Middle and Late periods of the traditional tripartite division
of the Chalcolithic period treated their dead has been one of the most curious questions in elu-
cidating the mortuary behaviors adopted by communities in Anatolia.  ese questions involve
many aspects. Where were the dead buried? Were there any social preferences in burying the
dead in terms of gender and age? Were internments carried out inside or outside the settle-
ments? What kind of health issues did the Chalcolithic inhabitants of settlements have? What
occupations/activities were the deceased involved in during their lifetime? Was there continuity
or change between the Chalcolithic and preceding Neolithic burial customs? is study under-
takes to answer some of these questions by examining the burials during phase 111 at Gllpinar
in the context of already accumulated mortuary data derived from archaeological excavations
conducted in Anatolia.

Gulpinar and the Burial Context

e prehistoric site of Gulpinar, identified beneath the remains of the Greek and Roman
Sanctuary of Apollo Smintheus (Smintheion), is located on the outskirts of the synonymous vil-
lage in the southwestern corner of the Biga Peninsula (ancient Troad) in northwestern Anatolia
(Figure 1).  ree main occupational phases were identified at Gllpinar. e earliest occupation
is phase | representing the Neolithic period. Following a hiatus, the subsequent settlement,
phase I, dates to the Early Chalcolithic period and has radiocarbon dates ranging between
5320 and 4940 cal. BCE. e succeeding phase 111, the focus of the burials in this study, repre-
sents the Middle Chalcolithic period in western Anatolian chronology and dates between 4930
and 4450/4300 BCE. e transitional Middle Chalcolithic period in western Anatolia was
clearly an important stage, witnessing a change in most aspects of socio-economic life and cul-
tural pattern, with an increase in population and settlement numbers, adoption of site-location
strategies for settlements, developments in technology, and a rise in the degree of cultural in-
teractions and long-distance exchange. Other than Gllpinar, traces of the Middle Chalcolithic
cultural horizon have been best documented in the western Anatolian littoral at sites from the
Canakkale region to the northwest and the Antalya region to the southwest (e.g., Saglamtimur
and Ozan 2012; Blim 2014; Cevik 2018; Derin and Caymaz 2018; Giinel 2018; Tuncel and
Sahoglu 2018; Korkut et al. 2018).

Although excavations conducted at Glpinar identified only seven burials, they are impor-
tant because they help us to gain information regarding burials customs and the gradual
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abandonment of the settlement.  is work also assesses the architectural context of the burials
and the treatment of the bodies.  ree human skeletons were unearthed in Sector 3 (Figure 2),
located to the north of the surrounding wall on the periphery of the settlement. In this sector,
two of the three burials (Burial 1 and Burial 2) were found around or on the walls of structures
representing phase 11, while the third was identified inside the debris of phase Il close to the
surface (Burial 3). e skeletons found in burials 1 and 2 are quite well-preserved compared to
Burial 3, which appears to have been disturbed during Roman occupation of the site. All three
burials in Sector 3 were found with burial gifts that appear to have been intentionally placed to
accompany the deceased. On the other hand, burials 4-7 were excavated in the northwestern
part of Sector 1. ese burials were all found in the vicinity of the buttressed wall that defines
the cluster of buildings in Sector 1 from the north (Figure 3).  ree of the burials (4, 6 and 7)
were found outside the buttressed wall, while the remaining one (Burial 5) was laid directly on
a wall perpendicular to the buttressed wall. e location of Sector 3 only 25 m north of Sector
1 indicates that the burying the dead started in the vicinity of the buttressed wall and extended
northwards in the empty spaces and already abandoned buildings.

Basic Data on the Burials

e body in Burial 1, laid upon the walls of a preceding phase 11 structure, is positioned on its
left side with knees pulled up and the hands resting in front of the body (see Table 1, Figure 4).

e head of the deceased faces east, and the skeleton is fragmented. One of the distinct features
of Burial 1 is that this old adult female was intentionally laid upon a floor formed of beach sand
superimposing the stone foundation wall of a preceding phase Il structure. Burial 1 contained
a complete open-mouthed bowl placed in an upright position in front of the feet (Figure 5a).
Besides this bowl, roughly 20 cm. in diameter, Burial 1 also contained objects such as a notched
ground stone tool —perhaps a loom weight or fishnet sinker— placed in front of the knees, as
well as several small stone beads, flint flakes, and a single piece of Melian obsidian blade found
in front of the body.

e bones, represented just by pieces, indicate that the skeleton belongs to an adult female. No
longitudinal measurements could be taken due to the badly preserved condition of the skel-
eton. However, the mental eminence of the mandible and dental remains are well preserved.
No caries was observed among the 30 teeth. e maxillary left third molar and mandibular left
canine were lost postmortem. According to Brothwell’s grades, the attrition score was about 2
and 4+, which demonstrates that attrition was slight (Brothwell 1981). e most severe attri-
tion was observed on the first molars. Small sized dental chippings were seen on both anterior
and posterior dentitions. Slightly developed calculi accumulation was observed.  ese kinds
of dental lesions are commonly seen among prehistoric populations. However, compared to
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many populations, in which enamel hypoplasia is observed more prominently among anterior
dentition, moderate and severe linear enamel hypoplasia was observed on the mandibular and
maxillary premolars and molars (Figure 6).

e most intriguing lesion on this individual was observed on the maxillary anterior teeth. e
right lateral incisor and central incisors have unusual dental grooves on the incisal edge and lin-
gual surface. e grooves directed buccal to mesiolingual on the distal corner of the incisal edge
of the upper lateral incisor were measured as 1.4 mm in width and 3 mm in length. Another
groove directed mesiodistally on the lingual surface of the right central incisor and which was
close to the cingulum was measured as 1.1 mm in width and 3 mm in length. e groove on the
maxillary left central incisor developed on the distal corner of the incisal edge and continued in
a distobuccal to mesiolingual direction.  ese grooves on the incisal edges and lingual surfaces
of the maxillary anterior teeth may suggest actions with yarn or cord in textile production, or
sinew processing, which might have been passed from one side to the other side of the mouth.

is kind of non-alimentary usage of teeth for yarn and cord production is seen in some settle-
ments in Anatolia (Erdal 2008) and in Neolithic settlements in the Marmara region (Alpaslan-
Roodenberg 2008, 2011).

In contrast to Burial 1, the deceased in Burial 2 was laid on its right side with knees pulled up
and the hands resting in front of the body directly on the virgin soil (Figure 7). e skeleton
is almost complete but fragmented like the one in Burial 1. Burial 2 did not contain any gift
other than a bowl, which was also placed in front of the feet (Figure 5b). e bowl was initially
deposited standing upright but was subsequently slightly tilted when the deceased was covered
with earth. e similarities between the bowls in burials 1 and 2 indicate that they represent
contemporaneous burials.  is is because there is ample evidence from this phase that such
bowls that they were typical objects of this period. Radiocarbon analysis of a bone sample taken
from the skeleton in Burial 2 provides us with a date to 4500-4455 BCE (Beta-405653). e
dating of this skeleton is in accordance with the estimated date for the beginning of the grad-
ual abandonment of the peripheries of the settlement and the remains belong to an old adult
female. No pathological changes except severe osteoporosis could be observed on this individ-
ual. Burial 2 also contained a bowl with a tab handle roughly 20 cm. in diameter, like the one
deposited in Burial 1.

Burial 3, unfortunately, is not preserved as completely as the other two burials found in Sector
3 (Figure 8). It could be deduced from examination of the bones that the deceased was laid on
its right side with knees pulled up and the hands resting in front of the body in a position com-
parable to that of Burial 1. Despite being broken, a nearly complete bowl with uprising handles
accompanied by a jug with one uprising handle was found over the chest of the skeleton (Figure
5c). e third pottery vessel included in this burial is a high-footed bowl found in a subsided
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position near the feet. In addition, the base of a conical marble rhyton was also recorded near
the head of the skeleton. A fragment of a bone taken from the skeleton was also subjected to a
radiocarbon dating (Beta-405654). e 4315-4180 BCE date obtained for this bone sample,
found during the final year of excavation in 2013, is the latest radiocarbon date to have been
found at Gilpinar.

Table 1. Tabulation of human skeletons from phase 111 burials at Gulpinar.

Burial | Location C-14 Dating Disease
(10)
1 Sector3 | Female | - Old Adult | 4500-4455 BCE | Dental grooves

Grid H12 (Beta-405653)

2 Sector3 | Female | - Old Adult | - Severe 0steoporosis

Grid H12

3 Sector3 | Male - Unknown | 4315-4180 BCE | Osteoporosis

Grid H12 Adult (Beta-405654)

4 Sector1 | Male - Unknown Slight osteoarthritis

Grid L11 Adult - Non-specific
infectious
Treponemal disease

5 Sectorl | Male? | - Unknown | 4675-4545 BCE | Fracture on a rib

Grid L12 Adult (Beta-405655) | Lateral epicondylitis
(Tennis elbow)

6 Sectorl | Male? | - Unknown | - Infection on the distal

Grid L12 Adult end of tibia

7 Sector1 | Male 35-39 Middle - Dental notch,

Grid K11 years old | Adult LSAMAT, dental
caries, AMTL,
tooth fracture, severe
dental attrition

*Age and sex of the individuals were determined by standard data collection procedure (Buikstra and Ubelaker
1994).

e skeleton in Burial 3 belongs to an adult male whose age at death is unknown. Although
the condition of the skeleton is not as good as the first two skeletons in this sector, fragmented
post-cranial bones and a few cranial elements were analyzed. No caries were found on the teeth
eight. Slightly developed attrition (from 2 to 4), hypoplasia and dental calculi were observed
on the teeth.

Excavations conducted in Sector 1, located 20 m south of Sector 3, also yielded four prima-
ry burials and an additional twenty isolated bone remains. Among these, the human skele-
ton found in Burial 4 is possibly an adult male with unknown age at death. Only the lower
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extremities were preserved. Severe subperiosteal new bone apposition was detected all around
the diaphysis of the femora and the anterior and lateral surfaces of the tibia, and all around the
fibulae. Moreover, infectious lesions were observed on the dorsal surface of the ilium, especially
around the acetabulum on the right coxae. However, the infection on the tibia is more severe
than on the other bones (Figure 9). Active periostitis is more severe around the muscular attach-
mentareas. e external surface of the preserved long bones showed strong vascular impressions
and raised plaques of new bone appeared to bridge over them, specifically in the most a ected
area of these bones. Postmortem fractured areas of bones show a stratified, or onion shaped
structure which is commonly seen in treponemal diseases (Rothschild and Rothschild 1995;
Rissech et al. 2013). However, it is not possible to diagnose the treponemal disease without
other bones, especially skull and post-cranial bones.

e skeleton in Burial 5 was found next to the interior face of the buttressed wall. is skeleton,
which belonged to a male individual, was laid directly upon the wall of a phase Il structure.
Radiocarbon analysis of a bone sample taken from this skeleton provided us with a date around
4675-4545 BCE (Beta-405655). e contemporaneity of Burial 5 revealed in Sector 1 with
Burial 2 found in Sector 3 may indicate that both males and females were buried simultane-
ously in either already abandoned parts or areas gradually being abandoned in the peripheries
of the settlement, indicating that both sexes received the same treatment during this period.

Excavated remains in Burial 5 consist of a fragmented left rib, right arm bones, and lower ex-
tremities.  is skeleton belongs to an adult male individual. Only the epicondylitis (or tennis
elbow) on the right lateral epicondyle and a healed fracture with slight distortion on the angu-
lus costalis of a single preserved rib were observed. Tennis elbow, defined as enthesopathies on
the lateral epicondyle, is accepted as an enthesis related to flexion, extension, and pronation of
the forearm (Figure 10). e age of the individual could be the reason for the development of
tennis elbow. is pathology as an occupational stress marker is important for the assessment of
activity patterns in past populations (Spigelman et al. 2012). Studies on present day individuals
show that repetitive or forceful tasks create the risk of epicondylitis (Marklin and Monroe 1998;
Pascarelli and Hsu 2001). It is not possible to determine the reason behind this lesion on the
individual however, as there is a close relation between epicondylitis and daily activities such
as yarn and textile production, meat processing, woodcutting, shoemaking, and glassblowing
(Werner et al. 2005; Spigelman et al. 2012), where workers undertake repetitious or vigorous
tasks.

e skeleton excavated in Burial 6, which was found on the open space near a stone-built small
platform to the north of the buttressed wall, consists of only the right femora, and both lower
legs. An active infectious lesion was observed on the interosseal surface of the distal end of the
left tibia.
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e skeleton in Burial 7, also found just in front of the buttressed wall, consists of a cranium,
jaws, teeth, and some bones of the lower extremities. Only a slight periosteal reaction on the
proximal end of the right tibia was observed. However, some dental pathologies were detected.
A mesiobuccal-distolingual directed notch measuring 3.7 mm in width was observed on the
maxillary right canine (Figure 11).  is unusual notch associated with non-alimentary purposes
might be related to biting a hard substance such as wood as a pincer during basket process-
ing (Hillson 1996; Anderson 2002), which is di erent from the skeleton found in Burial 1.
Moreover, all maxillary anterior dentition from the right lateral incisor to the left canine have
lingual surface attrition (LSAMAT) LSAMAT, as a specific type of attrition on the lingual sur-
face of maxillary teeth, is related to sucking some foods (see Turner and Machado 1983; Irish
and Turner 1987). Beside these, severe abrasions (grade 5) are present on the incisors. In con-
trast, attrition on the posterior dentition is slight and moderate (grades 3-4). e mandibular
right first premolar was broken premortem and as periapical abscess developed in relation to
this dental fracture (Figure 12).

While the other teeth have small and medium-sized chippings, a large enamel piece has flaked
from the mandibular right second premolar which is a neighbor of the fractured tooth. Maxillary
second premolars on the same side were also lost antemortem. In addition to these lesions, car-
ies possibly related to dental trauma were observed on the maxillary right first molar. Slightly
developed dental calculus, periodontal disease, and enamel hypoplasia on the anterior dentition
can be counted as other dental pathologies of the skeleton in Burial 7.

Each of the seven skeletons found in the single primary burials at Gulpinar belong to adults.

e two skeletons found in Burial 1 and Burial 2 in Sector 3 belong to females. e third
skeleton found in Sector 3 and the four from Sector 1, on the other hand, belong to males.
Additionally, 20 isolated bones scattered around the excavated area —fragments of four femo-
ra, one fibula, one tibia, one calcaneus, one radius, five phalanges, four cranial fragments, and
three mandible fragments with nine teeth— also belong to male and female adults.

Discussion of Evidence

Bioarchaeological Data

It should be noted that these skeletal remains are insu  cient to reconstruct and interpret the bi-
oarchaeological aspects of the Middle Chalcolithic Glpinar community due to their poor con-
dition and incompleteness. However, dental remains suggest both male and females used their
teeth, especially anterior teeth for non-alimentary purposes. Although the male has only a single
tooth with a notch, one woman has three teeth with aberrant wear. Anthropological studies on
dental remains among Anatolian prehistoric peoples suggest usage of the teeth as a third hand
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was very frequent in the PPNA (Kortik Tepe) and PN (Hakemi Use and Bademagaci) groups,
but it decreased with time and only a few individuals of the Late Chalcolithic and Early Bronze
Age (Arslantepe, ikiztepe) have unusual abrasions (Erdal, under review). However, only wom-
en in these Late Neolithic and Chalcolithic people have grooves on their teeth and males have
either LSAMAT or notches on their anterior teeth.  is suggests an increased sex di erence on
tooth tool usage in Anatolia. Unusual abrasions in northwestern Anatolia are common and they
are frequently found among females, reflecting gender-based labor di erences (see Alpaslan-
Roodenberg 2008, 2011; Erdal 2008, under review). ey could use their anterior teeth during
yarn production and to weave materials such as textiles, rugs, and mats. Epicondylitis also
supports the yarn and textile production hypothesis (see also Spigelman et al. 2012).  is was
clearly the case at Chalcolithic Gulpinar. Although there is no actual evidence, such as a piece of
woolen cloth or thread made of wool during the archaeological excavations of the Chalcolithic
phases at Gulpinar, there is a wealth of indirect evidence regarding weaving activities at the site.
Negative impressions observed on over a thousand pot bases from phases Il and 111 at Gulpinar
prove that weaving could have been a common domestic craft activity at the site alongside mat
making and basketry. In addition, the large number of spindle whorls, pierced pot-sherd disks,
stone weights, and bone implements recovered during excavations could also be associated with
household weaving being carried out at the site (Takaoglu and Ozdemir 2018).

Other bone lesions such as osteoporosis and osteoarthritis are reflections of normal results of
aging and metabolism (Ortner 2003). However, if the diagnosis is true, Gllpinar is the earliest
case of treponematosis in the old world. However, the genetic makeup of the population and
infectious diseases will be evaluated after aDNA examination of the bones at the HUMAN -G
laboratory at Hacettepe University in Ankara.

Bioarchaeological results suggest limited information about daily life and biocultural adapta-
tion of the population. However, even though the number of skeletons is limited, the burials
give more detailed and invaluable information about the burial customs of the Chalcolithic
people.

Mortuary Behavior

From Subfloors to Abandoned Peripheries

Available mortuary data from the Late Neolithic and Chalcolithic periods in Anatolia reveals
a pattern of gradual transition from subfloors to the peripheries in the close vicinity of the
settlements. Information about Late Neolithic burials comes mostly from subfloor burials.
Compared to Early Neolithic sites, the number of subfloor burials is small and many of them
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are represented by subadults, especially infants. For instance, all eleven subfloor burials from
Salat Camii Yani, one of the PN settlements in Anatolia, belong to infants except for one child
(Miyake 2008, 2010). In burials at Hakemi Use, 57.9% out of 95 individuals (Erdal 2013), in
Bademagact, a Neolithic settlement in the Lakes Region, 60.4% of 44 individuals (Erdal 2009,
2019b), and 64.6% of the 48 individuals found in Ilipinar (Alpaslan-Roodenberg 2008) be-
long to infants and children. Representation of subadults shares almost the same frequency as
at Tell Sabi Abyad in northern Syria, which has a very similar cultural pattern to Hakemi Use
in southeastern Turkey (Smits and Akkermans 2009; Akkermans 2008) and Tell Ain el-Kerkh
in Syria (Hudson et al. 2003). In the first excavation season at Tell es-Sawwan, 13 adults, 71
subadults and 55 infants were found (Campbell 1995). It should be mentioned that almost all
these human remains, except at Ilipinar, represent subfloor/indoor burials.

Actual mortuary data also reveal that representation of subadult individuals unearthed beneath
the houses in PN settlements, especially of individuals under the age of one, has more than
doubled, reaching up to 60%. Moreover, almost all the remains, consisting over 200 individuals
from the Late Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic levels of Késk Hoyiik belong to infants (Oztan
2012; Erdal, personal communication, 2013; Ozbek and Erdal 2006). Infant remains, mostly
under aged less than one year, were excavated within settlements beneath the walls or floors. In
Kosk Hoytik, where some individuals were interred outside the houses under the eaves (Oztan
2012), only 6 individuals represent adults, and they are mostly females (Oztan 2012; Ozbek
2009a, 2009b).

A similar age-based di erentiation has also been attested in the Chalcolithic Anatolian sites.
Of the 18 skeletons at Cavi Tarlasi, recovered mostly from simple graves within the settle-
ment only two are adults (von Wickede and Misir 1986). At Degirmentepe, almost all the
32 human remains (96.9%) are subadults, ranging from fetuses to juveniles, in the Ubaid
layers (Ozbek 2001; Ozbek and Erdal 2006). Of the 37 individuals from Arslantepe located
near Degirmentepe, dating back to Late Uruk Period, 59.5% are perinatal and infants. Only
12 belong to adults, especially females (10 women). Bicakei et al. (2012) suggest that there
is considerable variability in the Early Chalcolithic burial practices at Tepecik-Ciftlik; indoor
inhumations are rare and are confined generally to newborn babies.  ese graves are simple
pits in open areas. ey (Bicgakg! et al. 2012) propose that burials encroaching upon common
open areas were kept inside in the privacy of the households. At Bakla Tepe, representing the
Late Chalcolithic of western Anatolia, no adult remains were retrieved (Erdal unpublished data;
Erkanal and Ozkan 1999). 26 individuals from Camlibel Tarlasi Hoyiik (Late Chalcolithic) in-
cluded 20 infants and children, and 14 of them were younger than six years old (Irvine 2011).
(No adult individual was found in Late Chalcolithic layers at Cadir Hoyuk (Erdal 2019a).
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All these data suggest that the Late Neolithic and Chalcolithic communities had di erent cus-
toms of burying their dead. ere is a clear decrease in the number of indoor or subfloor
burials, as well as an increased ratio of subadults to adults, and di erences in the proportion
of females to males. Some researchers explained these di erences as due to increased subadult
mortality in the Chalcolithic period in Anatolia, where subadults, especially infants, were bur-
ied in di erent areas, such as at Kosk Hoytik (Oztan et al. 2009), Degirmentepe (Ozbek 2001;
Ozbek and Erdal 2006), Bakla Tepe (Erkanal and Ozkan 1999), Cavi Tarlasi (von Wickede and
Misir 1986). s factor cannot be explained by morbidity or mortality because there are few
or no adult individuals buried in these settlements.

The Case of Gilpinar

Although the number of skeletons is low at Gulpinar, available human remains suggest that
individuals were mainly adults and the sex distribution of these burials is in accordance with
the general pattern representing the late Neolithic periods in Anatolia. e phase 111 settlement
at Gulpinar, which represents the Middle Chalcolithic period (4900-4300 BCE) in western
Anatolian chronology, is one of those sites where we encounter mortuary evidence particularly
in old habitation areas or on the periphery of the settlement, just beyond the surrounding wall
(Takaoglu and Ozdemir 2018). e new data from Gulpinar may also be significant in estab-
lishing that the burying of adults in the former habitation or disused areas of the settlements
was part of an abandonment ritual, a pattern that has not been frequently attested in the ar-
chaeological record. Furthermore, the burial of male adults at Gulpinar is in contrast with the
general pattern in which mostly females and infants were buried inside or around the habitation
areas.

e deliberate re-use of abandoned parts of settlements as a burial place is an issue that has
been little investigated in the archaeological record of prehistoric Anatolia. Although the seven
burials at Gilpinar alone cannot represent enough data to make explicit statements about this
burial custom that is only sporadically attested in the archaeological record, the context of the
available burials at the settlement allow us to o er some thought on the subject. e reason
behind the use of old habitational areas as a burial place may have been symbolic in nature,
resulting perhaps from a desire of settlers to associate themselves with the former population of
the settlement and to establish an emotional connection to their predecessors.

ere is somewhat-related archaeological evidence from the site of Aktoprakhk in Early
Chalcolithic northwestern Anatolia showing the use of abandoned settlements as a burial place.
e settlement of Aktopraklik C was used as a burial place after settlers moved to Aktopraklik B
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(Karul and Avci 2011, 2; Lichter 2016, 79). However, mortuary evidence from Gulpinar shows
that the Middle Chalcolithic inhabitants gradually began to use the abandoned buildings locat-
ed at the fringe of their settlement, as well as open spaces outside the buttressed surrounding
wall, as burial places towards the end of the phase Il settlement.

In addition to Gllpinar and Aktopraklik, mortuary remains from Kumtepe A, Udurlu I11
and Ege Gubre 11 also enhance our understanding of the mortuary behavior prevailing in the
Chalcolithic of western Anatolia. At Kumtepe, two burials (R1 and R2) were found side by side
in a shallow oval pit cut in the bedrock in Trench R of phase Al and the third (U1) in a shal-
low with hollowed in the earth in Trench U in phase A2 (Sperling 1976, 311 and 326). Each
of these burials preserved skeletons representing female adults buried in a contracted position,
slightly on their right side. e area in which these burials R1 and R2 was just outside the
settlement at Kumtepe (Sperling 1976, 311).  ese burials could be accepted as more-or-less
contemporary with the ones from Gulpinar when one considers the close similarities between
the material remains with which they are associated at both sites. In particular, the marble bowl
placed under the chin of the deceased in Burial R1, perhaps as a burial gift, has nearly identical
parallels with phase 111 of Gulpinar.

e burial pit containing 12 skeletons, identified in the courtyard of a communal building at
Ugurlu on the island of Gokgeada (Imbros), is another case in the region. s burial pit dated
to ca. 5300 BCE can be synchronized roughly with the beginning of the phase Il settlement at
Gulpmnar.  rowing the dead purposely in a single pit rather than placing them more carefully
is thought to be part of a local burial custom related to ceremonial sacrifice at Ugurlu (Boz and
Erdogu 2019, 5).

Excavations conducted at Ege Giibre in central western Anatolia, on the other hand, reveal
significant evidence regarding the burial of dead outside the settlement. At Ege Gubre, the
Chalcolithic burial from phase Il at the site contains five skeletons of adults extending in a
contracted position (M1-M2, M4-M6) and an additional new-born baby in a jar as the sixth
burial (M3) (Yazici 2009, 55-57; Saglamtimur and Ozan 2012, 228). e five adults were
buried in shallow pits dug into the earth, some of which were lined with rubble on all sides.
Among these five adults, one was reported to belong to a male of 30-35 years old (M4) and
two represented females (M5-M6). e remaining two undefined skeletons, the sex of which
was not reported, could have also belonged to female adults as the personal ornaments found
with them indicate. e recovery of these burials among the remains of Neolithic occupational
layers seems to indicate that the actual settlement was within a close vicinity and the deceased
were deliberately buried here for some reason. Because we do not know whether there was an
archaeological stratum attesting to continuity from the Neolithic to Chalcolithic period in the
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other, unexcavated, parts of the site, we cannot explicitly state on whether the Chalcolithic in-
habitants also incorporated the custom of burying their dead in formerly occupied parts of the
settlement in their mortuary behavior.

At Gulpinar, burial grounds were used solely for adult individuals, a pattern that has already
been attested at other Chalcolithic sites such as Aktopraklik (Alpaslan-Roodenberg 2011; Karul
and Avci 2013), as well as llipinar (Alpaslan-Roodenberg 2008) and Pendik (Pasinli et al. 1994;
Ozdogan 2013). Alpaslan-Roodenberg and Roodenberg (2020) have published 83 individuals
from Aktopraklik and, only two of them belong to infants. Total subadults do not reach to
20%. Aktorpaklik Early Chalcolithic cemetery do not contained infants. At Bargin Hoyuk, a
total of 72 indviduals were analazyed by Alpaslan-Roodenberg and Roodenberg (2020). A huge
amount of subadults (29 individuals) were perinatal individuals. Infants were mostly buried
under the floors of the houses, but adults were found in the courtyards of these structures.
Roodenberg and Alpaslan- Roodenberg (2013, 75) explain “...Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic
communities buried their dead in or near the village ground. is may be at the edge of the set-
tlement, as was the case of llipinar..., in built-up plots as shown at the basal layers of Mentese,
or in a separate area — a cemetery outside the village, as was demonstrated by Early Chalcolithic
Aktopraklik.”

e site of Gulpinar was apparently more-or-less part of this tradition, in which infants and
some adult females were buried inside the living structures, while other adults were either
buried in extramural cemeteries not far from the settlements, buried in courtyards, or buried
in the ruins of the abandoned buildings of a settlement. However, the houses related the adult
individual burials were not excavated, and no infant burials were found with adults.

Although only a few of the human skeletons in these burials were found complete at Gilpinar,
the state of the preserved bones shows that the main custom was to bury the deceased in a
contracted position. e position of the legs and remaining parts of the arms show that the
deceased was deliberately placed in a contracted position, as indicated by the well-preserved
skeletons in burials 1, 2 and 5. Poor preservation of the skeletons in burials 3, 4, 6 and 7 was
apparently due to activities carried out in the Roman period in this part of the settlement. As
a result, the skeletons in burials 4-7 contained no identifiable burial gifts due to their deficient
state of preservation.

e placement of pottery vessels near the feet of the skeletons in burials 1 and 2, as well as two
on the chest of a skeleton in Burial 3 may have been either a sign of certain belief in the afterlife
or a reflection of the ritualized funerary meal.  ose pottery vessels uncovered intact in burials
1 and 2 containing female adults at first glance leads one to assume that this behavior was gen-
der oriented. Nevertheless, the three pottery vessels uncovered in association with a male adult
in Burial 3 shows that there was no distinction between genders in the deliberate placement of
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pottery vessels in burials. e only di erence is that in Burial 3, a large bowl with uprising han-
dles and a jug with uprising handle was found in a position covering the chest of the skeleton,
in addition to a high-footed bowl found in a subsided state near the feet. No sign was found of
the intentional smashing of pots in burials being practiced at Gulpinar. Although the deliberate
deposition of objects in specific parts of the burials by the mourners was part of a funerary ritual
(Pearson 1999, 54) it is not easy to give a meaning to the deposition of the bowls near the feet
of the deceased at Gilpinar.

e pottery in burials in Gllpinar burials do not appear to be objects that could specifically
be built to accompany the deceased, but rather were mundane objects associated with daily
activities which were found in great quantities in the residential units throughout the site. It
can be presumed in this sense that the pottery vessels of utilitarian character were used for the
last time during the funerary rituals and subsequently placed in specific parts of the burials by
the mourners.

Previously, it was argued elsewhere that funerary rituals at Gilpinar may have involved figural
pottery vessels with anthropomorphic representations that may have depicted mourning in-
dividuals (Takaoglu 2006, 306; Takaoglu and Nanoglou, in press).  ere are two examples of
such figural vessel fragments at Gulpinar, one represented by a human protome and the other
by a handle in the form of a human head. Both vessels have incised vertical stripes on their
cheeks of the faces, indicating tears or scratches. Additional six human protomes from other
figural pottery vessels were also at Gulpinar. e common feature of these total of eight figural
pottery vessels is that mouths were not marked for a symbolic reason. Although these pieces
were not found in relation to a mortuary context to confirm their use in funerary rituals, such
figural vessels may be viewed as objects of funerary rituals.

In contrast to the three burials unearthed in Sector 3, no finds that could be designated as bur-
ial o erings, possessions of the deceased during life, objects that would serve the dead in the
hereafter, or items of funerary rituals were found in burials 4-7 in Sector 1, due in part to their
state of preservation.

Gulpinar is also a place where the change observed in the mortuary behavioral pattern involv-
ing the location of burial places in relation to the settlements in Chalcolithic Anatolia can be
observed. e emerging new pattern here is centered to a great extent on the custom of burying
the dead just outside the settlement, using either abandoned parts of the dwellings or areas that
are falling out of use on the peripheries. At Gulpinar, this custom shows no variability between
genders, as both male and female adults receive the same treatment. It is, however, di cult to
state that all the dead were subjected to similar treatment during this period, since the burials
discovered so far represent only a small part of the actual population size. It is reasonable to
assume from the context of few burials with finds that burying the dead among abandoned
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dwellings or areas gradually falling out of use on the peripheries of the settlement may have
been an activity practiced at a family or individual level, and not necessarily involved a large
social group or the entire community.

Both ethnographic and archaeological record indicates that mortuary rituals were places in
which dead are mourned, social memories are created, and local identities and group member-
ships are claimed (Cannon 1989; Chesson 2001). A study conducted on the various aspects
of the mortuary customs of the Andean communities represents a special case showing how
the commemoration of the dead in funerary rituals help to establish links between the living
and the dead in physical monuments and memories associated with the individuals (Dillehay
1993). Available mortuary evidence from Anatolia demonstrates that the intertwining of the
living with the dead was also the case in the funerary rituals taking places in parts of the settle-
ments that presents the memories of the past. It is possible that, in Anatolia, certain adults were
specially chosen for this mortuary behavior.

Conclusions

e contribution of the mortuary data from Middle Chalcolithic Gulpinar is twofold. Firstly,
the location of the burials either in already-abandoned habitational areas or architectural spaces
that gradually fell out of use on the periphery of the settlement or just beyond the surrounding
wall delineating the core of the settlement from its immediate surroundings is a phenomenon
that is not often visible in the archaeological record. is deliberate use of domestic spaces hold-
ing memories of the past as burial places was probably a gesture of remembrance associated with
social memory, in which the settlers defined their group identity and linked them with their
ancestors and the past. By doing so, the Middle Chalcolithic inhabitants of Gllpinar may have
placed themselves under the protection of the former occupants of the settlement. Although
one needs to be cautious in formulating hypotheses about the engagement of past populations
with their forebears, information derived from the mortuary data often provides insights on
this matter. Abandoned areas or areas gradually falling out of use in terms of the history of the
settlement at Gulpinar could be viewed as places where the worlds of the living and the dead
interacted.

Secondly, the analysis of available mortuary data from Gulpinar allows us to conjecture that
there may have not been a major distinction in the treatment of both male and female adults in
the Chalcolithic period but was an important di erentiation with respect to the age-at-death of
the individuals. Infants and small children were buried in the housing area as subfloor burials,
while adults, especially males, were buried in the ruins of abandoned areas, courtyards and/or
extramural cemeteries during this period in Anatolia.
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Figure 1. Map locating Gllpinar and other major sites with Chalcolithic finds on the coastal Troad and the

adjacent island of Gokgeada (Imbros).
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Figure 2. Plan of western part of Sector 3 locating burials 1-3.
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Figure 3. Plan of northwestern corner of Sector 3 showing the location of burials 4-7.
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Figure 5. Pottery vessels found near the feet (a-b)
or on the chest (c-d) of the skeletons in burials 1-3
in Sector 3 at Giilpinar.

a) Burial 1, b) Burial 2, c-d) Burial 3.

| 64 ]

Figure 4. Burial 1 with a female body laid in a
contracted position in Sector 3. Note the complete
bowl placed in front of feet as o ering.

Figure 6. Enamel hypoplasias on
premolar and molar teeth of the
skeleton in Burial 1.
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L

Figure 7. Burial 2 with a female body laid in contracted position in Sector 3. Note
complete bowl with tab handle placed in front of feet as o ering.

Figure 8. Topmost layer of Burial 3 in Sector 3 during excavation after nearly
complete pots were removed.
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Figure 9. Infectious diseases on tibias of skeleton Figure 10. Epycondylitis of the lateral condyle
in Burial 4. of humerus on the skeleton in Burial 5.

Figure 11. Dental grooves obb the maxillary right canine
of the skeleton in Burial 7.

Figure 12. Severe attrition, dental fracture, and periapical abscess of the skeleton in Burial 7.
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Amag¢ ve Kapsam

Arkeoloji bir stiredir gecmisin yorumlanmasinda teknoloji ve doga bilimleri, mihendis-
lik ve bilgisayar teknolojileri ile yogun is birligi icinde yeni bir anlayisa evrilmektedir.
Universiteler, ilgili kurum ya da enstitiilerde yeni agilmakta olan “Arkeoloji Bilimleri”
béltmleri ve programlari, geleneksel anlayisi terk ederek degisen yeni bilim iklimine
adapte olmaya calismaktadir. Bilimsel analizlerden elde edilen sonuclarin arkeolojik
baglam ile birlikte ele alinmasi, arkeolojik materyallerin, yerlesmelerin ve gevrenin yo-
rumlanmasinda yeni bakis acilari dogurmaktadir.

Turkiye'de de doga bilimleriyle is birligi icindeki calismalarin oldugu kazi ve arastirma
projelerinin sayisi her gecen giin artmakta, yeni uzmanlar yetismektedir. Bu nedenle
Arkeoloji Bilimleri Dergisi, Turkiye'de arkeolojinin bu yeni ivmenin bir pargasi olma-
sina ve arkeoloji icindeki arkeobotanik, arkeozooloji, alet teknolojileri, tarihlendirme,
mikromorfoloji, biyoarkeoloji, jeokimyasal ve spektroskopik analizler, Cografi Bilgi
Sistemleri, iklim ve cevre modellemeleri gibi uzmanlik alanlarinin cesitlenerek yaygin-
lasmasina katki saglamayi amaclamaktadir. Derginin ana cizgisi arkeolojik yorumlama-
ya katki saglayan yeni anlayislara, disiplinlerarasi yaklasimlara, yeni metot ve kuram
oOnerilerine, analiz sonuclarina 6ncelik vermek olarak planlanmustir.

Arkeoloji Bilimleri Dergisi uluslararasi hakemli bir dergidir. Dergi, Ege Yayinlari tarafin-
dan gevrimici olarak yayinlanmaktadir. Kazi raporlarina, tasnif ve tanima dayal ¢alisma-
lara, buluntu kataloglari ve 6zglin olmayan derleme yazilarina éncelik verilmeyecektir.

www.arkeolojibilimleridergisi.org
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Aims and Scope

Archaeology is being transformed by the integration of innovative methodologies
and scientific analyses into archaeological research. With the establishment of new
departments, institutes, and programs focusing on “Archaeological Sciences”, archaeology
has moved beyond the traditional approaches of the discipline. When placed within
their archaeological context, studies can provide novel insights and new interpretive
perspectives to the study of archaeological materials, settlements and landscapes.

In Turkey, the number of interdisciplinary excavation and research projects incorporating
scientific techniques is on the rise. A growing number of researchers are being trained in
a broad range of scientific fields including but not limited to archaeobotany, archaeozo-
ology, tool technologies, dating methods, micromorphology, bioarchaeology, geochem-
ical and spectroscopic analysis, Geographical Information Systems, and climate and
environmental modeling. e Turkish Journal of Archaeological Sciences aims to situate
Turkish archaeology within this new paradigm and to diversify and disseminate scientif-
ic research in archaeology. New methods, analytical techniques and interdisciplinary in-
itiatives that contribute to archaeological interpretations and theoretical perspectives fall
within the scope of the journal. The Turkish Journal of Archaeological Sciences is an
international peer-reviewed journal. The journal is published online by Ege Yayinlari in
Turkey. Excavation reports and manuscripts focusing on the description, classification,
and cataloging of finds do not fall within the scope of the journal.

www.arkeolojibilimleridergisi.org
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Makale Gonderimi ve Yazim Kilavuzu
* Please see below for English

Makale Kabul Kriterleri

Makalelerin konu aldigi calismalar, Arkeoloji Bilimleri Dergisi’nin amaglari ve kapsami ile uyumlu
olmahdir (bkz.: Amag ve Kapsam).

Makaleler Tiirkce veya ingilizce olarak yazilmalidir. Makalelerin yayin diline cevirisi yazar(lar)in
sorumlulugundadir. EGer yazar(lar) makale dilinde akici degilse, metin génderilmeden 6nce anadili
Tiirkce ya da ingilizce olan kisilerce kontrol edilmelidir.

Her makaleye 200 kelimeyi asmayacak uzunlukta Tiirkce ve ingilizce yazilmis 6zet ve bes anahtar
kelime eklenmelidir. Ozete referans eklenmemelidir.

Yazarin Tirkeesi veya Ingilizcesi akici degilse, 6zet ve anahtar kelimelerin Tiirkce veya ingilizce
cevirisi editor kurulu tarafindan Ustlenilebilir.

Metin, figurler ve diger dosyalar wetransfer veya e-posta yoluyla archaeologicalsciences@gmail.
com adresine gonderilmelidir.

Makale Kontrol Listesi

Liitfen makalenizin asagidaki bilgileri Makalenin icermesi gerekenler:
igerdiginden emin olun: « Baslk
» Yazarlar (yazarlarin adi-soyadi ve o Ozet (Turkge ve ingilizce)

iletisim bilgileri buradaki sirayla
makale basliginin hemen altinda

e Anahtar kelimeler

paylasiimalidir) * Metin
e Calisilan kurum (varsa) . K_a)f.nakga
e E.mail adresi * Figurler
e Tablolar

« ORCID ID

Bilimsel Standartlar ve Etik

e GoOnderilen yazilar baska bir yerde yayinlanmamis veya yayinlanmak tzere farklh bir yere
gonderilmemis olmalidir.

e Makaleler 6zgin ve bilimsel standartlara uygun olmalidir.
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Makalelerde cinsiyetci, irkei veya kultlrel ayrim yapmayan, kapsayici bir dil kullanmahdir (“in-
sanoglu” yerine “insan”; “bilim adami” yerine “bilim insani” gibi).

Yazim Kurallari

Metin ve Bagliklarin Yazimi

Times New Roman karakterinde yazilan metin 12 punto biiytkliginde, iki yana yasli ve tek satir
aralikh yazilmalidir. Makale word formatinda génderilmelidir.

Yabanci ve eski dillerdeki kelimeler iza/ik olmalidir.

Baslik ve alt basliklar bold yazilmalidir.

Bagliklar numaralandiriilmamali, italik yapilmamali, altlari cizilmemelidir.
Baslik ve alt basliklarda yalnizca her kelimenin ilk harfi baytk olmalidir.

Referans Yazimi
Ayrica bkz.: Metin i¢i Atiflar ve Kaynakea Yazimi

Referanslar metin icinde (Yazar yil, sayfa numarasi) seklinde verilmelidir.
Referanslar icin dipnot ve son not kullanimindan kaginiimalidir. Bir konuda not diisme amaciyla
gerektigi taktirde dipnot tercih edilmelidir.

Dipnotlar Times New Roman karakterinde, 10 punto buyiklugunde, iki yana yasli, tek satir
aralikh yazilmali ve her sayfa sonuna stireklilik izleyecek sekilde eklenmelidir.

Sekiller ve Tablolar

Makalenin altina sekiller ve tablolar icin bir baslik listesi eklenmelidir. Gorsellerde gerektigi tak-
dirde kaynak belirtilmelidir. Her sekil ve tabloya metin icerisinde gonderme yapilmalidir (Sekil 1
veya Tablo 1).

Gorseller Word dokimaninin igerisine yerlestirilmemeli, jpg veya ti  formatinda, ayri olarak
gonderilmelidir.

Goruntd ¢ozUnurlGga basiimasi istenen boyutta ve 300 dpi’nin Gzerinde olmalidir.

Gorseller Photoshop ve benzeri programlar ile midahale edilmeden olabildigince ham haliyle
gonderilmelidir.

Excel'de hazirlanmis tablolar ve grafikler var ise mutlaka bunlarin PDF ve Excel dokimanlari
gonderilmelidir.

Tarihlerin ve Sayilarin Yazimi

MO ve MS kisaltmalarini harflerin arasina nokta koymadan kullaniniz (6rn.: M.O. yerine MO).
“Bin yil” ya da “bin yil” yerine “... binyil” kullaniniz (6rn.: MO 9. binyil).

“Yuzyil”, “yuiz yil” ya da “yy” yerine “ytzyil” kullaniniz (6rn.: MO 7. ylzyll).

Bes veya daha fazla basamakl tarihler icin sondan sayarak Ucli gruplara ayirmak suretiyle sayi
gruplarinin arasina nokta koyunuz (6rn.: MO 10.500)

Dort veya daha az basamakli tarihlerde nokta kullanmayiniz (6rn.: MO 8700).

0-10 arasindaki sayilari rakamla degil yaziyla yaziniz (6rn.: “8 kez yenilenmis taban” yerine “sekiz
kez yenilenmis taban”).
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Noktalama ve Isaret Kullanimi
» Ara cumleleri lGtfen iki cizgi ile ayiriniz (—). Cizgi 6ncesi ve sonrasinda bosluk birakmayiniz.

« Sayfa numaralari, tarih ve yer araliklarini liitfen tek cizgi (-) ile ayiriniz: 1989-2006; istanbul-
Kdiitahya.

Kisaltmalarin Yazimi
e Sik kullanilan bazi kisaltmalar igin bkz.:

Yaklasik:  yak. Circa: ca.

Bakiniz: bkz. Kalibre: kal.

Ornegin:  6rn. ve digerleri:  vd.
Ozel Fontlar

e Makalede 6zel bir font kullanildiysa (Yunanca, Arapca, hiyeroglif vb.) bu font ve orijinal metnin
PDF versiyonu da gonderilen dosyalar igerisine eklenmelidir.

Metin ici Atiflar ve Kaynakga Yazimi

* Her makale, metin icerisinde atif yapilmis calismalardan olusan ve “Kaynakca” olarak
basliklandirilan bir referans listesi icermelidir. LUtfen metin icerisinde bulunan her referansin
kaynakcaya da eklendiginden emin olun.

e Metin igerisindeki alintilar dogrudan yapilabilir: ‘...Esin (1995)’in belirtmis oldugu gibi’ ya da
parantez icerisinde verilebilir: ‘analiz sonuglari gosteriyor ki ... (Esin 1995).’

» Ayni parantez igerisindeki referanslar yayin yilina gore siralanmali ve “;” ile ayriimalidir: *...
(Dincol ve Kantman 1969; Esin 1995; Ozbal vd. 2004).’

e Ayni yazarin farkl yillara ait eserlerine yapilan atiflarda yazarin soyadi bir kere kullaniimali ve
eser yillart “,” ile ayrilmalidir: *... (Peterson 2002, 2010).’

e Ayni yazar(lar)in ayni yil icerisindeki birden fazla yayinina referans verilece§i durumlarda yayin
yilinin yanina harfler ‘a’, ‘b’, ‘c’ gibi alfabetik olarak koyulmalidir.

e Tek yazarh kaynaklari, ayni yazar adiyla baslayan ¢ok yazarli kaynaklardan énce yaziniz.

» Ayni yazar adiyla baslayan fakat farkli es yazarlara sahip kaynaklar ikinci yazarin soyadina gore
alfabetik siralayiniz.

e Ayni yazara ait birden fazla tek yazarli kaynak olmasi durumunda kaynaklari yillara gore sira-
layiniz.

» Dergi makaleleri icin doi bilgisi varsa kaynak¢ada mutlaka belirtiniz.

Asagida, farkls kaynaklarin metin icerisinde ve kaynakeada nasil yazilacagina dair ornekler bulabi-

lirsiniz.

Tek yazarli dergi makaleleri, kitap ici bolumler ve kitaplar

Metin icerisinde:

Yazarin soyadi ve yayin yil (Esin 1995).
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Sayfa sayist bilgisi verilecekse:
Yazarin soyadi ve yayin yili, sayfa sayisi (Esin 1995, 140).

Dergi makalesi:
Bickle, P. 2020. Thinking Gender Differently: New Approaches to Identity Difference in the
Central European Neolithic. Cambridge Archaeological Journal 30(2), 201-218. https://doi.org/
10.1017/S0959774319000453

Kitap igi boliim:
Esin, U. 1995. Asikli Hoylk ve Radyo-Aktif Karbon Olgtimleri. A. Erkanal, H. Erkanal,
H. Huryilmaz, A. T. Okse (EdS.), /. Metin Akyurt - Babattin Devam Ani Kitabs. Eski Yakin Dogu
Kiiltiirleri Uzerine Incelemeler, istanbul: Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yayinlari, 135-146.

Kitap:
Peterson, J. 2002. Sexual Revolutions: Gender and Labor at the Dawn of Agriculture. Walnut Creek,
CA: AltaMira Press.

Iki yazarl dergi makaleleri, kitap ici béliimler ve kitaplar

Metin icerisinde:
Her iki yazarin soyadi ve yayin yili (Dingol ve Kantman 1969, 56).

Dergi makalesi:
Pearson, J., Meskell, L. 2015. Isotopes and Images: Fleshing out Bodies at Catalhoyuk.
Journal of Archaeological Method and Theory 22, 461-482.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10816-013-9184-5

Kitap igi boliim:
Ozkaya, V., San, O. 2007. Kortik Tepe: Bulgular Isiginda Kiiltiirel Doku Uzerine ilk
Gozlemler. M. Ozdogan, N. Basgelen (Eds.), Tiirkiyede Neolitik Dinem. Yeni Kazilar, Yeni
Bulgular, Istanbul: Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yayinlari, 21-36.

Kitap:
Dingol, A. M., Kantman, S. 1969. Analitik Arkeoloji, Denemeler. Anadolu Arastirmalari 111,
Ozel say1, istanbul: Edebiyat Fakdiltesi Basimevi.

Uc ve daha cok yazarl dergi makaleleri ve Kitap ici boltimler

Metin icerisinde:

Ik yazarin soyadi, “vd.” ve yayin yili (Ozbal vd. 2004).

Dergi makalesi:
Ozbal, R., Gerritsen, F., Diebold, B., Healey, E., Aydin, N., Loyet, M., Nardulli, F., Reese,
D., Ekstrom, H., Sholts, S., Mekel-Bobrov, N., Lahn, B. 2004. Tell Kurdu Excavations 2001.
Anatolica 30, 37-107.

Kitap igi boliim:
Pearson, J., Meskell, L., Nakamura, C., Larsen, C. S. 2015. Reconciling the Body: Signifying

Flesh, Maturity, and Age at Catalhoyik. I. Hodder, A. Marciniak (Eds.), Assembling
Catalhoyiik, Leeds: Maney Publishing, 75-86.
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Editorlu kitaplar

Metin icerisinde:
Yazar(lar)in soyadi ve yayin yili (Akkermans ve Schwartz 2003).
Akkermans, P. M. M. G., Schwartz, G. M. 2003. (Eds.) 7he Archaeology of Syria. From Complex
Hunter-Gatherers to Early Urban Societies (c. 16.000-300 BC). Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Web kaynag:
Soyad, Ad. Web Sayfasinin Basligi. Web Sitesinin Adi. Yayinlayan kurum (varsa), yayin tarihi.
Erisim tarihi. URL.
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Submission and Style Guideline

Submission Criteria for Articles

The content of the manuscripts should meet the aims and scope of the Turkish Journal of
Archaeological Sciences (cf. Aims and Scope).

Manuscripts may be written in Turkish or English. The translation of articles into English is the
responsibility of the author(s). If the author(s) are not fluent in the language in which the article is
written, they must ensure that the text is reviewed, ideally by a native speaker, prior to submission.

Each manuscript should include a Turkish and an English abstract of up to 200 words and five
keywords in both Turkish and English. Citations should not be included in the abstract.

If the author(s) are not fluent in the language of the manuscript, a translation of the abstract and the
keywords may be provided by the editorial board.

Manuscripts, figures, and other files should be sentviawetransfer or e-mail to archaeologicalsciences@
gmail.com

Submission Checklist

Each article must contain the following: The manuscript should contain:

e Authors (please provide the name-last name e Title
and contact details of each author under the « Abstract (in English and Turkish)
main title of the manuscript) Keywords

 Affiliation (where applicable) e Text

e E-mail address « References

e ORCIDID

e Figures (when applicable)
e Tables (when applicable)

Scientific Standards and Ethics

e Submitted manuscripts should include original research that has not been previously published
or submitted for publication elsewhere.

» The manuscripts should meet scientific standards.

e Manuscripts should use inclusive language that is free from bias based on sex, race or ethnicity,
etc. (e.g., “he or she” or “his/her/their” instead of “he” or “his”) and avoid terms that imply
stereotypes (e.g., “humankind” instead of “mankind”).
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Style Guide
Manuscript Formatting

Manuscripts should be written in Times New Roman 12-point font, justified and single-spaced.
Please submit the manuscript as a word document.

Words in foreign and ancient languages should be ;zalicized.

Titles and subtitles should appear in bold.

Titles and subtitles should not be numbered, italicized, or underlined.

Only the first letter of each word in titles and subtitles should be capitalized.

References
Cf.: In-Text Citations and References

In-text citations should appear inside parenthesis (Author year, page number).

Footnotes and endnotes should not be used for references. Comments should be included in
footnotes rather than endnotes.

The footnotes should be written in Times New Roman 10-point font, justified and single-spaced,
and should be continuous at the bottom of each page.

Figures and Tables

Please provide a caption list for figures and tables following the references. Provide credits where
applicable. Each figure and table should be referenced in the text (Figure 1, or Table 1), but
please do not include figures in the text document.

Each figure should be submitted separately as a jpg or ti file.

Images should be submitted in the dimensions in which they should appear in the published text
and their resolution must be over 300 dpi.

Please avoid editing the figures in Photoshop or similar programs but send the raw version of the
figures if possible.

Tables and graphs prepared in Excel should be sent as both PDF and Excel documents.

Dates and Numbers

Please use BCE/CE and please avoid using dots without dots (i.e., BCE instead of BC or B.C.).
Please use a dot for numbers and dates with 5 or more digits (i.e., 10.500 BCE).
Please avoid using dots for numbers and dates with 4 or less digits (i.e., 8700 BCE).

Please spell out whole numbers from 0 to 10 (e.g., “the floor was renewed eight times” instead of
“the floor was renewed 8 times”).

Punctuation

Please prefer em dashes (—) for parenthetical sentences: “Children were buried with various
items, the adolescents—individuals between the ages of 12-19—had the most variety in terms of
grave goods.”

Please prefer an en dash (-) between page numbers, years, and places: 1989-2006; istanbul-K(itahya.
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Abbreviations

Commonly used abbreviations:

Approximately: approx. Figure: Fig.
Confer: cf. 1d est: i.e.,
Circa: ca. Exempli gratia: e.g.,
Calibrated: cal.

Special Fonts

If a special font must be used in the text (e.g., Greek or Arabic alphabet or hieroglyphs), the text
in the special font and the original manuscript should be sent in separate PDF files.

In-Text Citations and References

Each article should contain a list of references in a section titled “References” at the end of the
text. Please ensure that all papers cited in the text are listed in the bibliography.

Citations in the text may be made directly, e.g., ‘as shown by Esin (1995) ..." or in parenthesis,
e.g., ‘research suggests ... (Esin 1995)'.

References within the same parenthesis should be arranged chronologically and separated with a
“” e.g., ... (Dincol and Kantman 1969; Esin 1995; Ozbal et al. 2004).’

In references to the studies by the same author from different years, please use the last name
of the author once, followed by the years of the cited studies, each separated by a “,”, e.g., ‘...
(Peterson 2002, 2010).

More than one reference from the same author(s) in the same year must be identified by the

letters ‘a’, ‘b’, ‘c’ placed after the year of publication.

When dealing with multiple papers from the same author, single authored ones should be written
before the studies with multiple authors.

When dealing with papers where the first author is the same, followed by different second (or
third, and so on) authors, the papers should be listed alphabetically based on the last name of the
second author.

When dealing with multiple single-authored papers of the same author, the papers should be
listed chronologically.

Please provide the doi numbers of journal articles.

Below, you may find examples for in-text citations and references.

Single-authored journal articles, book chapters, and books

In-text:

Last name and publication year (Esin 1995).

If the page number is indicated:

Last name and publication year, page number (Esin 1995, 140).
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Journal article:
Bickle, P. 2020. Thinking Gender Differently: New Approaches to Identity Difference in the
Central European Neolithic. Cambridge Archaeological Journal 30(2), 201-218. https://doi.
0rg/10.1017/S0959774319000453

Book chapter:
Esin, U. 1995. Asikli Hoylk ve Radyo-Aktif Karbon OI(;UmIeri. A. Erkanal, H. Erkanal, H.
Huryilmaz, A. T. Okse (Eds.), /. Metin Akyurt - Babattin Devam Ani Kitabr. Eski Yakin Dogu
Kiiltiirleri Uzerine Incelemeler, istanbul: Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yayinlari, 135-146.

Book:
Peterson, J. 2002. Sexual Revolutions: Gender and Labor at the Dawn of Agriculture. Walnut
Creek, CA: AltaMira Press.

Journal articles, book chapters, and books with two authors

In-text:
Last names of both authors and publication year (Dingol and Kantman 1969, 56).

Journal article:
Pearson, J., Meskell, L. 2015. Isotopes and Images: Fleshing out Bodies at Catalhdyik. Journal
of Archaeological Method and Theory 22, 461-482.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10816-013-9184-5

Book chapter:
Ozkaya, V., San, O. 2007. Kortik Tepe: Bulgular Isiginda Kiltirel Doku Uzerine ilk Gozlemler.
M. Ozdogan, N. Basgelen (Ed.), Tiirkiyede Neolitik Dinem. Yeni Kazilar, Yeni Bulgular, Istanbul:
Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yayinlari, 21-36.

Book:
Dincol, A. M., Kantman, S. 1969. Analitik Arkeoloji, Denemeler. Anadolu Arastirmalari 111, Ozel
say!, Istanbul: Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Basimevi.

Journal articles and book chapters with three or more authors

In-text:
Last name of the first author followed by “et al.” and the publication year (Ozbal et al. 2004).

Journal article:
Ozbal, R., Gerritsen, F., Diebold, B., Healey, E., Aydin, N., Loyet, M., Nardulli, F., Reese,
D., Ekstrom, H., Sholts, S., Mekel-Bobrov, N., Lahn, B. 2004. Tell Kurdu Excavations 2001.
Anatolica 30, 37-107.

Book chapter:
Pearson, J., Meskell, L., Nakamura, C., Larsen, C. S. 2015. Reconciling the Body: Signifying
Flesh, Maturity, and Age at Catalhdyuk. I. Hodder, A. Marciniak (Eds.), Assembling Catalhoyiik,
Leeds: Maney Publishing, 75-86.
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Edited books

In-text:
Last name(s) of the author(s) and publication year (Akkermans and Schwartz 2003).

Akkermans, P. M. M. G., Schwartz, G. M. 2003. (Eds.) 7he Archacology of Syria. From Complex
Hunter-Gatherers to Early Urban Societies (c. 16.000-300 BC). Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press.

Web source:
Last name, Initial of the first name. Title of the web page. Title of the website. Institution (where

applicable), publication date. Access date. URL.
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