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Abstract 1 

 The zooarchaeological research presented here investigates Neolithic and Chalcolithic (ca. 2 

6500-5000 cal. BC) animal exploitation strategies at Uĵurlu Hºy¿k on the Turkish island of 3 

Gökçeada in the northeastern Aegean Sea. Toward this end, we first discuss the results of our 4 

analysis of the 
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resource exploitation, or did they heavily rely on livestock management? How did the animal 44 

economy change through time? 45 

(2) How did island habitation affect animal management decisions compared to the 46 

mainland Anatolia? Did the islanders manage cattle, sheep, goats, and pigs differently? 47 

 This paper employs an analytical approach similar to that of Arbuckle and colleagues 48 

(2014) in an attempt to (1) add a new site to the óbig dataô corpus, (2) extend the scope of that 49 

database spatially to go beyond the mainland Anatolia, and (3) include an island settlement to 50 

compare and contrast animal exploitation strategies between the mainland Anatolia and the island 51 

of Gökçeada. Toward these goals, this paper compares the results of zooarchaeological analyses 52 

at Uĵurlu Höyük with those from western and northwestern Anatolian sites such as Ulucak 53 

Höyük, Menteĸe Höyük, Çukuriçi Hºy¿k

�G�D�W�D�¶

 

53

 

Höyük,

 

Höyük,

and

Höyük,

ast

Höyük,

 

Höyük,

 

53

 

 

 

and

Höyük,

 

Höyük,

 

Höyük,

 

Höyük,

 

Höyük,

 

Höyük,

 

Höyük,

 

Höyük,

 

Höyük,

 

 

53

 

 

 



5 | Atici & Birch & Erdoğu 

presence of the descendants of Near Eastern colonists in extant European populations (e.g., 66 

Cunliffe, 2008; Deguilloux et al., 2012; ¥zdoĵan, 2007; Catherine Perlès, 2003; Price, 2000a). 67 

The proponents of the latter model place emphasis on the explicit evidence for pre-pottery 68 

Neolithic with Mesolithic affinities (Price, 2000a and
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to a 
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cattle are (varying from 10 to 20% of all the identified bones). When the bone weight data 176 

presented in Table S3 are taken into account, however, the patterning changes in favor of cattle, 177 

which provide the largest dietary contributions varying from 30 to 53%. Sheep outnumber goats 178 

throughout the sequence, although the latter progressively increase from 6% in stratum V to 22% 179 

in stratum III, whereas the exploitation of sheep and cattle visibly decline. 180 

Fig 2. Ratio distribution of principal taxa at Uğurlu Höyük using NISP counts. 181 

Fig 3. Ternary graph showing ratio distribution of principal taxa in western Anatolia faunal 182 

assemblages. 183 

 Ulucak VI, with strata dating to 7000-6500 BC range, represents the earliest Neolithic in 184 

the northern Aegean region. As Figs 6 and 7 show, Ulucak VI has a relatively even taxonomic 185 

composition compared to Öküzini V, with cattle represented by ca. 16% and pigs at about 7%, 186 

which indicates a multitaxic yet monodominant assemblage (sensu L. Atici, 2014). Thus, the 187 

earliest phase of Ulucak Höyük is also characterized by a specialized, caprine-focused pastoral 188 

economy. 189 

Fig 4. Species trends in western Anatolian faunal assemblages (%NISP). 190 

 Figs 3 and 4 demonstrate a trajectory in the Aegean region toward progressively 191 

increasing taxonomic evenness during the 6500-6000 BC range. At Ulucak V, while there is a 192 

slight increase in the proportion of cattle from about 16 to 18%, the sharp increase in the 193 

proportion of pigs from about 7 to 19% is notable and at the expense of a similarly notable drop 194 

in caprine representation. Slightly later in date, Çukuriçi VIII, too, confirms the departure from a 195 

caprine-dominated pastoral economy in the Aegean region. Here, the remains of cattle and pigs 196 

account for about 47% (27 and 20%, respectively) of the three-tiered animal economy. When we 197 

move to the northwestern region, the three Marmara sites, Fikirtepe, Barēn Höyük, and Menteĸe 198 
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Höyük mirror this trajectory towards increased evenness in the taxonomic composition. Here, 199 

too, the departure from heavy reliance on caprine management is evident. But unlike the Western 200 

Anatolian region, the focus in the Marmara region shifts to cattle, not to pigs, whose 201 

representation drops back to 2%. 202 

Animal exploitation: carcass management, demography of mortality, and body size  203 

 Table S5 shows that all main caprine and cattle body parts are present in the assemblages 204 

in varying proportions except for the total absence of axial elements for both taxa in stratum III. 205 

This could be a product of small sample size and/or density-mediated attrition targeting less 206 

dense axial elements, but even so, this does not indicate any clear patterning, nor does it suggest 207 

selective removal, transport or processing of carcasses to primarily focus on more nutritious and 208 

meaty skeletal elements. Thus, the analysis of body part distributions indicates that full caprine 209 

carcasses were 

 

that
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assignment of cattle long bone epiphyseal specimens into either younger or older than 24 month 222 

age categories. The analysis of available epiphyseal fusion data for the small sample indicates 223 

that less than 30% of cattle survived beyond two years of age during stratum V with an upsurge 224 

in age at death to 70% and 50% during the succeeding strata IV and III, respectively. This may 225 

be due to the changing role of cattle in subsistence economy and a shift from a primary to 226 

secondary animal product-oriented pastoral economy with the institutionalization and 227 

intensification of farming during the late Neolithic and early Chalcolithic. 228 

 Although mean sheep LSI values from different Anatolian 
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and one from stratum IV, provide us with a glimpse into the Bos size range across western 245 

Anatolian sites and where Uĵurlu Höyük specimens fall within that range. Although neither 246
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outnumber goats in all phases although the latter progressively increase and the exploitation of 290 

sheep and cattle visibly decline by Chalcolithic. 291 

 During the earliest phase of the Neolithic between 7000 and 6500 BC, a more specialized, 292 

caprine-dependent animal management regime seems to be represented by both sides of the 293 

Aegean Sea; on the mainland Anatolia as documented at Ulucak Höyük VI and Öküzini Cave V. 294 

 Between 6500 and 6000 BC, Gökçeada (Uĵurlu V) had a three-tiered pastoral economy 295 

with a primary focus on caprines and a secondary focus on cattle; pig exploitation was marginal 296 

with a proportion around 2%. In contrast, a four-tiered pastoral economy with a primary focus on 297 

caprines and secondary, dual focus on cattle and pigs characterizes Çukuriçi VIII and Ulucak 298 

Höyük V in the western region. Here, the ratio of pigs increases sharply as a part of progressively 299 

increasing taxonomic evenness. A three-tiered animal management system with an equal focus 300 

on caprines and cattle, or a shifting primary focus on either caprines or cattle is evident in the 301 

Marmara and Turkish Thrace, two

two

 

  

and
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but progressive increase in the exploitation of goats and decrease of sheep and cattle most likely 313 

reflect the realities of resource management and impacts of environmental circumscription on an 314 

island setting. Factors such as mobility, transhumance, and penning, as well as availability, 315 

accessibility, predictability, and quality of grazing pastures, water, and fodder must have 316 

determined animal management strategies that seem to have varied across taxa. For instance, 317 

spatial constraints of islands and resource availability and abundance may pose challenges when 318 

herding
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and domestic forms will not generate comparable and consistent results due to population- 336 

specific intra-species size variation (see also Rowley-Conwy & Zeder, 2014: 837). Albarella 
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