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Hem yeni gelismekte olan hem de daha énceleri yayinlanan malzemelerin tekrardan
degerlendirilmesine dayanarak, Giiney Levant'tan ele gegen radiometrik, mimari ve 6l
gomme adetlerine ait verilerin incelenmesi Canak Comleksiz Neolitik A / Pre-Pottery
Neolithic A (PPNA) ile Orta Canak Comleksiz Neolitik B / Middle Pre-Pottery Neolithic B
(MPPNB) evreleri arasinda zaman ve kiiltiir bakimindan giiglii bir strekliligin bulun-
dugunu énermekteyim. Bundan bagka, Giiney Levant'tan ele gegen veriler, Canak
Coémleksiz Neolitik A/Pre-Pottery Neolithic A (PPNA) ile Orta Canak Cémleksiz Neolitik
B/ Middle Pre-Pottery Neolithic B (MPPNB) arasinda Ilk Canak Cémleksiz Neolitik B /
Early Pre-Pottery Neolithic B (EPPNB) gibi bir gegis evresini gdsteren kanitlar
tasimamaktadir.

Giiney Levantin gegis evresine (EPPNB) ait dnerilen tip yerlegsmelerin elestirisel
degerlendirilmesi, bu yerlesmelerin zaman igersinde arkeolojik veriler igin yanligsiz bir
saptamay1 saglayacak temel élgiitleri (radiometrik ve arkeolojik kazilara dayanan tarih-
leme) yansitmamaktadir. PPNA ve MPPNB yerlesmeleri olan Eriha, Zahrat adh- Dhra’2,
Ain Ghazal, Netiv Hagdud, Tel Aswad Ib ve Harvat Galil'in yayinlanmig uyarlamali
Radiokarbon tarihlemeleri, bu evreler arasinda kronolojik bir bosluk olmadigini goster-
mektedir. Nihayet, Giiney Levant PPNA ve MPPNB nin goreceli olarak kisa siiren gegis
evresi M.O. 8 400 civarinda olusmustur ve bu siire¢ gok degisik bir sekilde ve birkag
yiizy1l sonra Kuzey Suriye ve Tiirkiye'deki yerlesmelerde de ortaya ¢ikmaktadir.
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1. Introduction

Archaeologists, like all social scien-
tists, formulate interpretations on the
basis of available data and revise these
interpretations when new data become
available. Revision of and reflections on
current interpretations require reconsider-
ation of the intellectual foundations of our
arguments, as well as an understanding of
the historical genesis of such arguments.
Such discussion can center on the mean-
ings of specific archaeological data sets,
the links between archaeological data and
human behavior, and how archaeological
data sets can be organized into cultural-
historical schemes. In the case of cultural-
historical schemes, discussion and debate
among researchers often center upon
which criteria can and should be used to
segment a continuous trajectory of human
behavior in some meaningful way. One,
but by no means the only, example of this
is seen in the ways in which archaeolo-
gists have interpreted changes in material
culture from the Pre-Pottery Neolithic A
(FPNA) to the Middle Pre-Pottery Neolithic
B (MPPNE) periods in the southern Levant
(today defined by the modern political
units of Jordan, Israel, the Palestine
Autonomous Authority, and southern
Syria). These include which archaeology
data sets (e.g. the appearance of general-
ized bipolar core reduction or the appear-
ance of rectangular architecture) should
be utilized to define the transition from the
PPNA and MPFNB phase in different areas
of the Near East, and if this transition
should be viewed as one of local cultural
continuity or abrupt replacement of specif-
ic populations by other populations.

In the context of the southern Levant,
researchers since the mid-1970's have
generally employed a cultural-historical
framework that envisions a transitional
Early Pre-Pottery Neolithic B (EPPNE)
phase between the PPNA cultures, such as
found at the settlements of Netiv Hagdud
and Jericho, and the MFFPNB period occu-
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pations at ‘Ain Ghaszal, Jericho, and
Yiftahel. Although poorly defined in the
southern Levant this transitional phase is
based, at least partially, on the assumption
of a similar cultural-historical phase seen
at the Neolithic sites of Cayonii, Jerf el
Ahmar, and Mureybet and is believed to be
independently supported by several
archaeological sites in the southern
Levant (Figure 1).

While widely accepted by researchers,
I believe that consideration of recently
published data raises serious questions
about the archaeoclogical foundations for
the EPPNB phase of the southern Levant.
As articulated elsewhere (Kuijt 1998), I
remain concerned about the intellectual
foundation for the cultural-historical con-
struct of the EPPNB in the southern
Levant, and the fact that this cultural-his-
torical unit is based on remarkably limit-
ed archaeological data from both the
southern Levant and Anatolia. This con-
cern centers on several points. First, the
original formulation of the EPPNB as a
cultural-historical unit in the southern
Levant was based upon the assumption
that if such a phase exists in the northern
Levant that it should also be found in the
southern Levant. Thus, the materials from
several sites, such as Tell Aswad, were
interpreted in reference to the expectation
of preliminary excavation results from
Mureybet. Second, support for the cultur-
al-historical construct of the southern
Levantine EPPNB is currently based upon
a number of type sites that do not meet
basic criteria for the accurate placement
of archaeological data sets in time. Third,
researchers have argued that there is a
distinet chronological “gap” between the
late PPNA and early MPPNB, and that the
EPPNB should be the cultural manifesta-
tion that filled this gap. In this paper I
want to do several things: 1) highlight
that, as currently articulated, the EPPNB
in the southern Levant is based upon
remarkably poor data (specifically the
wide-spread reference to undated & unex-
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cavated sites), and 2) consider how cali-
brated radiocarbon measurements illus-
trates that there is no distinct chronologi-
cal “gap” between these periods.

I suggest that examination of architec-
tural and mortuary evidence from current-
ly available data from the southern Levant
highlight that there is a strong case for
temporal and cultural continuity between
the PPNA and MPPNB periods in settle-
ments, many of which appear to be cen-
tered around the Jordan Valley. I argue,
moreover, that this transition occurred at
around 8,400 B.C.! Before discussing the
argument of sufficient archaeological evi-
dence to support a southern Levantine
EPPNE phase, it is necessary for me to out-
line some of the key aspects to my
approach of how culture-history is
constructed in archaeology and what
material manifestations can be used to
confidently develop such chronologies.
First, like most archaeologists I view the
successful construction of cultural-histori-
cal schemes as being based upon mini-
mum standards of data, and for archaeo-
logical research on individual type sites to
have followed a traditional research trajec-
tory (Figure 2). In general, these standards
do not change with the excavation of
different periods of time or geographical
location. As part of this, I believe that the
only definitive way under which
researchers can understand material pat-
terning (architecture, lithic technology,
mortuary practices) through time is by
absolute dating methods such as radiocar-
bon dating. In unfortunate cases where it
is not possible to date layers of a site
through radiometric means, it is possible
to bridge from one collection |/ site to
another on the basis of demonstrated sim-
ilarity in patterning. Such a procedure
requires, of course, homogenous and tight
patterning from the dated and undated
sites. The strength of the interpretation is,
moreover, linked to the similarity of cul-
tural materials between the two settle-
ments, the spatial proximity of the two set-

tlements, the radiometric dating of the
original site, and an independently
defined determination of the temporal
longevity of a specific phenomenon that
provides the bridge between these two
data sets / settlements (e.g. the projectile
points from site A and B are all el-Khiam
projectile points, the sites are in close
proximity to each other, and while the
deposits from site A cannot be dated there
are radiocarbon samples from site B that
are in direct association with recovered el-
Khiam projectile points).

Second, I argue that while the study of
stone tool technology and specific tool
forms can be used to organize cultural-his-
torical schemes, it remains to be demon-
strated that in all cases this should take
precedent over other phenomena (specifi-
cally, subsistence systems, economy, archi-
tecture and mortuary practices) and that
these should be used judiciously. I concur
with Bar-Yosef (1981) that there are distine-
tive tool types that are discrete in time and
space, but I suggest that with some tool
types researchers have assumed, rather
than demonstrated, that these can be uti-
lized to define a period of time in way that
prioritizes them over other material pat-
terns. Specifically, I suggest that in devel-
oping cultural-historical schemes in select
cases, major transitions in subsistence
practices, architectural systems, and mor-
tuary practices are as important, perhaps
even more important, than lithic typology.
In the case of the EPPNB, I believe that the
construction of culture-historical phases
must be primarily based on strong evi-
dence for major changes in these cate-
gories, and secondarily on the development
and longevity of projectile point styles.

Finally, as an Near Eastern archaeolo-
gist who studies lithic technology, 1
believe that the successful use of stone
tool typologies to develop cultural-histori-
cal schemes requires that we first consider
technological systems of core reduction,
blade production and organization, and



then go on to consider typological changes
and variability that occurs on the items
that are produced on blanks. In the case of
the MPPNE, for example, most researchers
focus on systems of core reduction and
blade production with the purpose of pro-
ducing long blades from bi-directional
cores, and secondarily considering the
shaping of these blades into one of several
projectile point shapes, such as Helwan or
Jericho projectile points. Such an
approach must be based on both a consid-
eration of technological changes in blade
production (e.g.. the development of
generalized bipolar core systems com-
pared to earlier single platform blade
cores) as well as typological changes in the
objects that are produced by these techno-
logical changes (e.g.. how different projec-
tile points are manufactured from the
same blades). Having now ouflined the
context for some of the broader arguments
for the utility and importance of lithic tech-
nology and typology in the construction of
cultural-historical frameworks, I want to
turn to a consideration of the historical
genesis and intellectual foundations of the
EPFNB phase.

2. The EPPNB: Historical
Context and Genesis

In the case of the southern Levantine
EPPNB, it is necessarily to briefly explore
the historical context of this cultural-his-
torical phase. Kenyon (1957), in her land-
mark excavations at Jericho from 1952-
1958, provided the first solid evidence to
indicate that the Pre-Pottery Neolithic of
the southern Levant should be divided into
at least two different cultural phases. On
the basis of variation in architectural sys-
tems, mortuary practices, and material
culture between the upper and lower lev-
els at Jericho, Kenyon (1957) proposed a
two-part division of the Pre-Pottery
Neolithic into the Pre-Pottery Neolithic A
and the Pre-Pottery Neolithic B periods.
From its inception in the 1950's until the
late 1970's this classification scheme
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remained largely unmodified, and the
overall framework continues to be widely
accepted as the major cultural and chrono-
logical divisions for the Pre-Pottery
Neolithic in the southern Levant.
Alternative cultural-historical treatments
are presented by Cauvin (1977, 2000) and
Moore (1985).

Excavations conducted during the
1970s and 1980s furnished new data on
site-level chronology, architecture, and
stone tool technology, permitting several
researchers to identify important variabili-
ty within the PPNB sequence of the Levant.
Based on architectural and stone tool evi-
dence at the key site of Mureybet in the
northern Levant, J. Cauvin (1977, 2000)
noted that material and cultural variability
in the PPNB was chronologically based.
Similarly, in his Neolithic synthesis,
Mellaart (1975:55) mentions that select lay-
ers at Beidha, Munhata, and some of the
Syrian PPNB sites may represent an early
PPNB phase. Mellaart and Cauvin's early
published attempts to divide the Pre-
Pottery Neolithic was further developed by
Bar-Yosef (1981:564-565) who explicitly
argued that in the southern Levant the
PPNB sequence should be provisionally
subdivided into three phases: an Early,
Middle, and Late phases. As an important
expansion on the previously noted transi-
tion from circularfoval residential struc-
tures to rectangular ones (Aurenche 1981,
Flannery 1972; Kenyon 1957), Bar-Yosef
(1981:562) provided an initial outline of the
diagnostic aspects of the differences
between the PPNE and PPNA, arguing that
the following were characteristic of the
PPNB period: 1) the use of generalized
bipolar cores (naviform) for blade produc-
tion; 2) heat treatment of flints; 3) the high
frequencies of arrowhead types shifting
from Helwan, Jericho, Byblos and Amug
points; 4) changes in the morphological
features of axes, sickle blades, and
retouched blades. Based on archaeological
levels from sites then known in the south-
ern Levant, Bar-Yosef's synthesis and divi-
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sion of the PPNB represented a significant
conceptual revision of the Neolithic cul-
tural-historical sequence with the recogni-
tion that there was material and cultural
variability within the PPNB sequence.

Continued field research and publica-
tion of previous research in the 1980's has
continued to sharpen our understanding
of the material and chronological change
within southern Levantine PPNA and
PFNB sequences, as well as areas further
to the north. In an overdue and much
needed integration of new Levantine data
from the PFPNB, Rollefson (1989, 2001)
explores how individual Levantine Pre-
Pottery Neolithic sites fit into either an
Early, Middle, Late Pre-Pottery Neolithic B
phase, and/or the PPNC / Final FFNB
phase which appears to date from ca. 6,700
to 6,400 B.P, While focused on the possible
links between paleoclimatic culture
change through time, Goring-Morris and
Belfer-Cohen (1998) provide a detailed
overview of southern Levantine Neolithic
paleoclimatic and cultural changes, and
identify the existence of the EPPNB.
Additional research at Jerf el Ahmar,
Syria, provides important additional data
on this phase. Although not published in
its final form, the excavators of this site
have outlined important evidence for cul-
tural continuity with the Jerf el Ahmar
sequence (Stordeur 2000a, b; Stordeur and
Abbes 2002)

In what is unquestionably the most
direct and clear presentation of arguments
for the EPPNB in the southern Levant,
Gopher (1996) provides a valuable articu-
lation of the central arguments and
archaeological sites used to support the
cultural-historical construct of the EPFINB.
Building upon earlier works (e.g. Bar-
Yosef 1981), Gopher (1996) identifies three
sites from excavated southern Levantine
PPNB that he believes date to the EPPNB
and several other sites that, while not as
clearly understood, also date to the
EPPNB. In addition, on the basis of the

recovery of Helwan projectile points
Rollefson (1996) has recently identified the
site of Abu Hudhud as dating to the
EFFNB period. While these sites are gen-
erally accepted as supporting arguments
for the southern Levantine EPPNE phase,
close examination of these sites illustrates
that many of them are undated, unexcavat-
ed, or very limited in scale, and require
researchers to reconsider the archaeologi-
cal foundations upon which the southern
Levantine EPPNB has been defined.

2.1, The southern Levantine EPPNB:
Looking North for Analogs

As is discussed elsewhere (Gopher
1996; Kuijt 1998), the supportive argu-
ments for the southern Levantine Early
Pre-Pottery Neolithic B period are gener-
ally founded upon the following argu-
ments: 1) the EPPNB has been defined as
a distinet eultural phase in the northern
Levant (e.g.. Cayénii, Jerf el Ahmar, and
Mureybet); 2) lithic materials from the
EPPNB were recovered at Tel Aswad; 3)
there are several archaeological sites in
the southern Levant that are culturally
distinet from the PPNA and MPPNB and
chronologically fit between them: 4) there
is a chronological “gap” between the late
PPNA and early MPPNB; and, 5) Helwan
projectile points are indicative of a dis-
tinct EPPNB phase. In many ways the
intellectual genesis for the EPPNB in the
southern Levant is based upon the
assumption that the existence of such a
transitional phase at Mureybet IV necessi-
tated the existence of a similar cultural-
historical phase in the south-central
Levant, some 350 km away.

In developing arguments for a southern
Levantine EPPNB period, researchers have
focused considerable attention upon the
settlement of Tell Aswad as a type-site for
the EPPNB. Based on his excavations, de
Contenson (1995) argues that Tell Aswad
phase IB includes many characteristic
FPNE chipped stone tool and is represen-



tative of an independent phase dating to
8.500 B.C. As argued elsewhere (Kuijt
1998), the interpretation of these dates is
problematic for several reasons. First, it
must be recognized that the cultural mate-
rial upon which the phase IB designation is
based was recovered from the upper 35
45cm of cultural deposits from a single four
by four meter area and, therefore, may well
represent charcoal and chipped stone
materials from multiple Neolithic occupa-
tions. Second, the two radiocarbon dates
from phase IB are 9,340+120 b.p. (GIF-2370)
and 9,270+120 b.p. (GIF-2371) and, there-
fore, do not of themselves support argu-
ments for an occupation starting at 8,500
B.C. Considering the small size of the exca-
vated area (¢ x 4 meters), the shallow
nature of the deposits, the lack of architec-
ture and the potential for mixing near the
surface, it is very difficult to ascertain the
representative nature of these materials
and how they may or may not fit into the
southern Levantine cultural-historical
sequence.

In many ways discussion of a southern
Levantine EPPNB phase has been founded,
be it explicitly or implicitly, upon the
untested assumption that there should be a
similar chronological phase in the south-
ern Levant as is argued for the northern
Levant. The examination of the southern
Levant from the North is perhaps most
clearly illustrated when considering the
excavations at Tell Aswad, the only exca-
vated Pre-Pottery Neolithic settlement in
southern or central Syria that has the pos-
sibility to inform us about cultural links
between the northern and southern Levant.
In his analysis de Contenson, originally
interpreted the Tell Aswad lithic assem-
blage as being related to the cultural mate-
rials from Tell Mureybet. When discussing
the flint assemblage of Tel Aswad IA, for
example, later termed Aswadian, de
Contenson (1989:58) argues: “The assem-
blage resembles that of contemporaneous
Mureybet III but shows few connections
with Jericho PPNA". Examination of the
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materials from Jericho, Netiv Hagdud, and
Dhra' illustrate the contrary: that published
Tel Aswad LA materials are very similar to
those from the southern Levant. Similarly,
when discussing the tools of phase IB
radiocarbon dating to approximately 8,500
B.C. de Contenson states: “[they]. . . can be
compared to that from Mureybet IVA,
which is also dated in the same period” (de
Contenson. 1989). Given the similarities in
materials from Tell Aswad and sites to the
south, and that the excavations of Mureybet
have yet to be published, de Contenson's
intellectual linking of the materials from
Tell Aswad and Muryebet seems both dated
and unnecessary, and has arguably biased
the interpretive foundation of research by
looking to the north in exclusion of other
areas. In sum, the early genesis of the
EFPNB as a cultural-historical unit was
imposed on the southern Levant from the
northern Levant.

2.2. The Southern Levantine EPPNB:
Criteria for Accepting Sites and
Tautological Foundations

A number of studies (Bar-Yosef 1981;
Gopher 1996; Rollefson 1889) have listed
several sites that are perceived as support-
ing arguments for the existence of an
EPPNB cultural-historical phase (see Table
1 & 2). These works represent an important
departure from previous research as they
attempt to establish the case for a southern
Levantine EPPNB on the basis of material
from the southern Levant, not in reference
to the northern Levant. In many ways these
sites have been put forward as type cases
for the EPPNB, and are used explicitly or
implicitly as supportive evidence for this
chronological / cultural construct. As with
archaeological sites used to support argu-
ments for the initial peopling of the New
World, for these sites to be broadly accept-
ed by researchers they need to meet specif-
ie criteria (Figure 2).

To be acceptable as type sites with a
specific temporal and cultural context in
the past, research at individual archaeolo-
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gy sites should be based on the excavation
of cultural materials rather than use of
surface collections, the use of radiocarbon
dating to directly place cultural materials
in a chronological order rather than the
use of undated cultural materials to gen-
erate cultural-historical schemes, a limit-
ed degree of mixing and bioturbation so
that the depositional context and associa-
tions are readily definable, and a basic
understanding of site formation process-
es. As illustrated in figure 2, the intellec-
tual process of developing cultural-histor-
ical sequences can be envisioned as a
pathway of research steps. While there are
variations, the overall trajectory from the
initiation of a research program to the
development of a regional cultural-histori-
cal framework is clear and well under-
stood by archaeologists. It is, moreover,
usually necessary for researchers to have
completed earlier stages in this process
(e.g., excavating part of a settlement and
radiocarbon dating this occupation)
before developing arguments for a region-
al cultural-historical framework.
Altogether, this provides a means of better
understanding and evaluating the sup-
port, or lack of support, for regional tem-
poral systems.

From this perspective, it is unnerving
to recognize that arguments for an EPPNB
phase have not followed this widely
accepted pathway for developing cultural-
historical frameworks. In point of fact,
most of the sites used to support argu-
ments for the EPFNE have not been exca-
vated, and / or are undated by radiometric
means. Specifically, three out of the ten
sites are undated and based on surface
collections (Nahal Levan 109, Michmoret
26/ 26 A, Abu Hudhud), another three out
of the ten have had some excavation, but
are undated by any radiometric means
(Mujahiya, Nahal Oren, and Abu Salem),
and one of them comes from a cave con-
text (Sefunim) that is likely to have been
subjected to considerable bioturbation
and mixing of materials.

The site of Sefunim is clearly problem-
atic. Sefunim is a cave site, and like most
caves in the Near East it contains prehis-
toric archaeological materials from multi-
ple periods of time, including the Middle
Paleolithic, the Upper Paleolithic, the
Epipaleolithic, multiple Neolithic layers,
and a Chalcolithic occupation. The excava-
tor, A. Ronen (1984), notes the presence of
multiple pit features and mixing of materi-
als. Several radiocarbon samples have
been processed from the site. Ronen
describes Layer V at ca. 8,600 B.C. as being
PPNA, not as EPPNB. In light of the com-
plex site formation processes at this cave,
the multiple occupations that occurred in
this small space, and limited material cul-
ture recovered, there is no way researchers
can be confident in their cultural or tem-
poral designation of the Neolithic deposits
from Sefunim. As such, it is difficult to see
how Sefunim can serve as a type site for
any period of the Neolithic.

From the perspective of even minimal
standard requirements (the use of radio-
carbon dating with results that are consis-
tent with recovered cultural material) for
developing a cultural-historical sequence
in which we can deal with both the
sequence and timing of cultural materials,
it is clear that the seven out of the ten type
sites used to support arguments for the
EPPNB can provide no detailed chronolog-
ical understanding other than they proba-
bly fit at some point between or within the
PPNA and early stages of the MFFPNB.
Their placement in time is, in short based
on the presence of Helwan projectile
points and bipolar cores, and the assump-
tion that these date to a specific phase.
This is especially true for sites (e.g. Nahal
Levan 109, Michmoret 26 / 26A, and Abu
Hudhud) where our understanding is
based on surface collections, no excava-
tion, and no radioecarbon dating. In sum,
our interpretation of all of these sites must
remain highly suspect, and in a broader
sense, that arguments fails to recognize
that both individually and collectively



these archaeological sites have not been
evaluated from the commonly accepted
and widely-practiced standards for devel-
oping temporal and cultural reconstruc-
tions.

What then about the remaining archae-
ological sites frequently used to support
arguments for a southern Levantine
EPPNE phase? While appearing to sub-
stantiate arguments for the EPPNB, I
argue that the remaining archaeology sites
(Horvat Galil, Aswad IB, and Wadi Jilat 7)
are also problematic and do not provide
unambiguous support for a cultural-con-
struct of the EPPNB in the southern
Levant. As discussed earlier, arguments
for Tell Aswad as an EPFNB type-site are
seriously undermined by limited
recovered data, with recovered materials
are from only the upper 45 cm zone. As
Baird (1997) notes, Wadi Jilat 7 is widely
cited as evidence for an EPPNE occupa-
tion (e.g. Gopher 1996: 155). Excavations
by Garrard et al. (1994) at Jilat 7, located in
the Azraq Basin, resulted in the recovery
of el-Khiam, Helwan, Jericho and Byblos
projectile points, Hagdud truncations,
high proportions of bladelets, single plat-
form and change of orientation
blade/bladelet cores, and opposed plat-
form blade/bladelet cores including some
generalized bipolar types (all from the
basal levels of adjoining areas A and C).
Gopher (1996:155) argues that the percent-
ages of some of these tools change
through the identified three layers and
implicitly suggests that this reflects
change through time, and presumably one
or more of these layers reflecting an
EPFNE occupation.

While there is no question that most, if
not all, of this lithic assemblage predates
the MPPNB occupation at the settlement,
it is not clear how much they predate the
MPPNB, and perhaps more importantly,
the placement of these in the past is com-
plicated by the associated radiocarbon
samples that do not fit. There are several
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possible explanations for the material pat-
terning from Wadi Jilat 7, including that
the there were several occupations from
different phases of the Pre-Pottery
Neolithic with some later mixing, that dif-
ferent types of projectile points diffused at
a later time to this area, and/or that as a
settlement located in the desert, the cul-
tural practices at Wadi Jilat 7 may have
occurred at a different period of time from
that of settlements in the Mediterranean
zone of the southern Levant. At the
moment the chronological placement of
the lithic materials and occupations from
Wadi Jilat 7 is entirely based on typologi-
cal analogy with similar materials from
other sites (often the undated sites dis-
cussed earlier), not by direct radiometric
measures that are consistent with the lith-
ic materials. While raising some interest-
ing possibilities and potentially support-
ing arguments for the EPPNB, the clear
disjunction between radiocarbon measure-
ments and associated lithic materials, the
lack of radiometric measures in strati-
graphic order, and with clear associations
with lithic technology, illustrates that at
the moment it is not possible to use the evi-
dence from Wadi Jilat 7 as a building block
for arguments for the EPPNB.

One of the other archaeology sites cited
as an EPPNB settlement is the Pre-Fottery
Neolithic site of Horvat Gilil (Gopher 1994,
1996). As noted elsewhere (Gopher 199B)
excavations at this site identified rectangu-
lar architecture, fine plaster floors, sub-
floor burials and some evidence for an eco-
nomic system focused on hunting and cere-
al growing. The projectile points are domi-
nated by Helwan points and with fewer
Jericho and Byblos point types. Unlike
most of the other EPPNB type-sites, there
are two radiocarbon dates from Horvat
Gilil (Table 2). Gopher argues that the
remains from Horvat Gilil belong in the
EPPNB phase on the basis of projectile
point seriation and the radiocarbon dates
(Gopher 1996: 154). Examination of other
materials presents an alternative chrono-



Between Foraging and Farming:

logical perspective: the architectural prac-
tices, use of fine plaster for floors, and sub-
floor burial practices from Horvat Gilil are
characteristic of MPPNB settlements.
Horvat Gilil, and the MPPNE levels of
Jericho, ‘Ain Ghazal, and Kfar HaHorish
have the same overall architectural, burial,
and technological systems, rectangular to
sub-rectangular structures, plaster floors,
sub-floor burials, generalized bipolar core
production, and the use of large projectile
points manufactured on large central
blades from bipolar cores. The only signifi-
cant differences between the occupation of
Horvat Gilil, and those of MPPNB Jericho
and ‘Ain Ghaezal, is seen in the presence /
greater percentage of Helwan projectile
points at Horvat Gilil and that one of the
radiocarbon dates from Horvat Gilil (Gif-
2370) appears to be somewhat earlier than
those from Jericho and ‘Ain Ghazal.

As will be discussed in a later section
of this essay, radiocarbon calibration of
samples from Horvat Gilil, Jericho (PPNA
and MPPNE) and ‘Ain Ghazal (MPPNB)
indicate that it is very difficult to distin-
guish between the dates of occupation of
these settlements, and the radiocarbon
dates from Horvat Gilil fit well with those
from commonly accepted MPPNB settle-
ments. The lithie technology and architec-
ture are clearly different from what is seen
in the PPNA. Thus, I would argue that the
results of the excavation at Horvat Gilil
illustrate clear affinity to the MPPNB.
From this perspective then, the settlement
of Horvat Gilil can be interpreted as rep-
resenting the early stages of the MPFNB.
If one accepts that architecture and mor-
tuary practices inform us about major cul-
tural changes, and that specific techno-
logical systems and tool forms like
Helwan projectile points transcend cultur-
al-historical boundaries (that is to say sim-
ilar point styles are found early MPPNB
contexts), then the argument can be made
that the occupation of Horvat Galil should
be categorized as an early MPPNB occu-
pation.

While there is a widerange of perspec-
tives regarding the existence of the
EFPPNB in the southern Levant, I believe
that most researchers would agree that for
archaeology sites to be accepted as type
cases for a specific period of culture-histo-
ry, and presumably representative of the
economiec, social, and technological con-
text of this period, then these sites must
meet defined criteria (specifically, data
have been recovered from excavation, not
surface collections, and they are dated by
high resolution radiocarbon measure-
ments that are consistent with the associ-
ated material culture) and be based upon
independent data. Of the settlements
implicitly or explicitly identified as
EPPNB type-sites, I suggest that only
Horvat Gilil meets acceptable minimum
criteria levels, and therefore, can inform
us on any detailed level about culture-his-
tory of the southern Levant. As noted pre-
viously, however, I believe that good argu-
ments can be made that the materials from
Horvat Gilil are representative of the
MPFNE rather than the EPPNB.
Regardless if one interprets the materials
from Horvat Gilil as representing the
EPPNE or MPPNB, it is clear that over-
whelming majority of settlements com-
monly cited as typesites for the EPPNB
can provide researchers with no detailed
understanding of the culture-historical
sequence of the southern Levant.

Moreover, problems of material-radio-
carbon associations at other sites (e.g.,
Wadi Jilat 7) make it impossible to directly
use the remains from other sites to build a
cultural-historical sequence in the absence
of other independent data. To build such a
cultural-historical foundation requires
independent, well-dated. sources or the
intellectual foundation for such an argu-
ment becomes tautological. For example,
interpretations of the EPPNE chronological
placement of some (but which?) of the Wadi
Jilat 7 materials is at least partially based
on perceived similarities to the material
from Nahal Levan 109. Nahal Levan 109 is
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indirectly dated on the basis of comparison
to other undated sites, which are in turn
indirectly dated by sites such as Wadi Jilat
7. On this level, acceptance of a southern
Levantine EPPNB phase is based, be it
implied or explicitly (e.g., Gopher 1996)
upon tautological arguments and unaccept-
able data sets. If nothing else, the applica-
tion of minimum site level criteria (Figure
2) illustrate that that further archaeological
research is necessary to support arguments
for a southern Levantine EPFNB phase on
the basis of independent, well-dated archae-
ological data sets, rather than claims of
affinity to sites to the northern Levant and
circular arguments on the basis of undated
and poorly understood archaeological data
sets.

3. The chronological “gap”
between the late PPNA and
early MPPNB: Contrary
evidence from Radiocarbon
calibration

One of the key misconceptions used to
support claims of an EPPNB phase is the
perceived chronological “gap” between the
late PPNA and early MPPNB (e.g. Goring-
Morris and Belfer-Cohen 1998; Gopher
1996). Goring-Morris and Belfer-Cohen
1998:86 exemplify this perception when
they note that there is “...chronological gap
of ca. 200400 uncalibrated years between
the latest PPNA dates and those from the
early Middle PPNB...". Gopher argues that
new data have changed this when he
(1996:152) comments: “The conclusion so
far is that there is a time gap of some few
hundreds uncalibrated C14 years between
the end of the PPNA and the MPFPNE in the
southern Levant - and thus, it was correct
to retain a slot for an EPPNB entity”.
Although debate continues over this per-
ceived gap (see Goring-Morris and Belfer-
Cohen 1998; Gopher 1996 for differing opin-
ions), in a series of recent publications
Gopher (1990, 1996: 152) argues that this
gap is filled by several archaeology sites,
most convincingly by Horvat Galil, and
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what he sees as the transitional PPNA and
PPNB levels from Jericho. While I agree
this data gap has been filled, I argue that
the available evidence indicates that it is
not filled by a cultural phase that is distinet
from those before and after. Rather, we see
that the start of the MPPNB is earlier than
originally recognized. This is based on the
assumption that similarities in architectur-
al systems, mortuary practices, and the
appearance of generalized bipolar core
forms inform us about major cultural
changes, and that variation in tool forms
like Helwan projectile points are of sec-
ondary importance. Similarly, I believe that
analysis of published materials from
Jericho illustrate that there is no clear evi-
dence for a transitional EPPNB level at
Jericho. In fact, examination of stratigraph-
ie, radiometric, and architectural evidence
from several areas illustrate a relatively
rapid transition (e. 200 year) from the PFNA
to the MPPNB with no strong evidence for a
chronological gap (see Kuijt 1998).

Consideration of calibrated radiocar-
bon samples and stratigraphic informa-
tion from Jericho, ‘Ain Ghazal, Zahrat adh-
Dhra' 2, Tell Aswad IB, and Horvat Galil
illustrate that there is good evidence for
chronological continuity between the late
PPNA and early MPFPNB at some settle-
ments in the southern Levant. Calibrated
radiocarbon dates from Jericho and Zahrat
adh-Dhra’ 2 in the southern Levant indi-
cate that the PPNA ended at approximate-
ly 8,400 B.C. Radiocarbon dated charcoal
samples from several round/eircular semi-
subterranean structures at Jericho® pro-
vide a total of six radiocarbon dates that
when plotted on the basis of probability on
OxCal illustrate an occupation concentra-
tion centered around 8,400 B.C. (Table 3,
Figure 3 and 4). Examination of the strati-
graphic relationship between Pre-Pottery
Neolithic house forms and their associated
radiocarbon dates at Jericho Square FI
outlines that the transition between the
PPNA and MFPFNB occupational horizons
(defined by architecture and radiocarbon
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dates). This demonstrates that there was a
general continuity of occupations at
Jericho at this period and that this transi-
tion probably occurred at around 8,400
B.C. (Figure 4). It should also be noted that
this pattern of overall cultural continuity
and the timing of the architectural transi-
tion is also seen in Kenyon's excavations
in area M at Jericho.

Recent research at Zahrat adh-Dhra’ 2
also illustrates the continuation of the
PPNA up to at least 8,500 B.C. in the south-
ern Levant (Edwards et al 2001; Sayej
2001, 2002. Excavations have uncovered
the remains of several oval or circular
structures, a lithic technology that is gen-
erally similar to those seen at other PPNA
sites, such as Netiv Hagdud (Nadel 1997)
and Dhra' (Goodale, et al. 2002; Kuijt 2001).
Radiocarbon dates, all from good contexts
and on wood charcoal, include 9,323+59
(WK-9444), 9,440:50 (OZE-608), 9,470%50
(OZE-607), and 9,490£50 (OZE-605). Dove-
tailing with these final PPNA dates, as well
as those from Jericho, the ‘Ain Ghazal
radiocarbon dates of 9,100£140 (AA-1164),
9,030%#80 (GrN-12960), 9,200 *110 (GrN-
12966), and 9,050 £80 (GrN-12965) indicate
that the earliest occupation during the
MPPNB occurred at around 8,400 B.C.
(Rollefson et al. 1992). Needless to say, it
should be kept in mind that all of these
radiocarbon samples provide a range of
possible dates based on statistical proba-
bility within which this transition
occurred. Nevertheless, when viewed col-
lectively, they illustrate a recurring pat-
tern, based on associations between differ-
ent architectural forms and radiocarbon
samples, that outline that in select areas of
the south-central Levant region the archi-
tectural transition occurred at around
8,400 B.C.

4. Discussion
Beyond the paucity of clearly dated

and excavated sites used to support argu-
ments for a EPPNB phase, I am also con-
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cerned that current cultural-historiecal
debate on the EPPNB is almost entirely
centered on consideration of chipped
stone typology. Among researchers today
discussion, definition and justifications
for the EPPNB do not center on under-
standing broader economic and social
changes within Neolithic behavior. In
many ways the southern Levantine
EPPNB has been exclusively defined as a
technological adaptation (e.g., the pres-
ence or absence of Helwan projectile
points and generalized bipolar core tech-
nology), with limited reference to econom-
ic and social dimensions rooted in archae-
ological data. From this perspective we
are forced to return to the question of how
are we to defined cultural-historical sys-
tems, and just as importantly, are archae-
ologists employing the same criteria with
the same interests (the grand social-eco-
nomic cultural-historical transition wvs.
technological developments in stone tool
manufacture).

Ultimately the critical question is what
criteria should be used to define different
phases, and how different do they have to
be to be given a different label? Based on
available data from archaeological sites
that met minimum standards for accep-
tance as case studies (defined by Horvat
Galil, for example), I believe that there
even if one accepts arguments for an
EPPNB phase this cultural manifestation
does not differ from what we see for the
early MPPNB.

To make this argument let me take the
opposing side of the argument I have been
making in this paper. Let us assume that:

1) there is sufficient well-dated (radio-
carbon dated) evidence for an EPPNB cul-
tural-historical phase in the southern
Levant,

2) we have correctly identified that
Helwan points are discrete in time and
space and that these are undisputed hall-
marks of the EPPNB period,

3) we can substantiate this by radio-
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carbon measurements from the only clear-
ly dated possible EPPNB sites of Horvat
Galil and Tell Aswad IB.

Even if we accept all these assump-
tions, what do we know about the "EPFNB
period” and how does this manifestation
differ substantially from the MFFNE other
than through a greater percentage of
Helwan projectile points? The architectur-
al and mortuary evidence from Horvat
Galil is quite similar to that seen at such
accepted MPPNB settlements as Kfar
HaHoresh or Yiftahel. The architecture is
rectangular / semi-rectangular and with
plastered floors at Horvat Galil, Jericho
and ‘Ain Ghazal. People at these settle-
ments all employed generalized bipolar
core technological systems and manufac-
tured large projectile points. From the
standpoint of lithic technology and archi-
tecture people in these sites engaged in
very similar practices.

Finally, calibrated radiocarbon samples
(Table 3, Figures 4 & 5) illustrate that the
occupations of Tell Aswad IB, Horvat Galil,
and the Jericho samples (phases VIII-IX)
are very close in time with available PPNA
dates being just before early MPPNB dates.
So if there is no chronological “gap”, if
these people used the same architectural
systems, buried their dead the same way.
relied on similar subsistence systems, used
generalized bipolar core reduction and are
remarkably similar on all levels of material
culture (with the exception of people pro-
ducing and using more Helwan projectile
points other than some other types), then
what grounds are there for defining them
as being from a different cultural-historical
phase? Ultimately the question that I am
asking is what substantial subsistence,
architectural, or mortuary evidence do we
have to demonstrate that these manifesta-
tions are sufficiently different from the
MMPNE occupations of °‘Ain Ghazal,
Jericho and Kfar HaHoresh to warrant the
construction of a different cultural-histori-
cal phase?
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Consideration of all other phases of
the PPNB, as well as arguments for a
final PPNE or PPNC phase, are based on
demonstrated major observable changes
in architecture, mortuary practices, sub-
sistence practices and stone tool tech-
nology. Why should we use different
acceptance criteria for defining the
EPPNB than we used for defining the
Final PPNB [ PPNC? I argue that we need
to employ the same criteria when look-
ing at these cultural-historical units, and
that as currently articulated, arguments
for the EPPNB are tautological, based on
poor data, and unnecessarily lose track
of the broader behavior and evolutionary
picture (presumably two of the major
goals in constructing cultural-historical
schemes) by prioritizing relatively minor
typological change in specific tool
forms.

Needless to say, this critique of the
EPPNB as a cultural-historical frame-
work raises a number of issues. First, is
the question of what kinds of material
culture can [ should be used for develop-
ing cultural-historical sequences. Along
these lines I am assuming that the tech-
nological transition from single platform
core to generalized bipolar core systems
is more important in helping us under-
stand the transition from the PPNA to
the PPNB than the typological classifica-
tion of Helwan projectile points. As one
of several types of large projectile points
manufactured on large blades from gen-
eralized bipolar cores, Helwan points
appear early in the PPNB sequence. It
may be, moreover, that these projectile
points are manufactured in greater fre-
qguencies in the northern areas of the
southern Levant compared to other
areas. Understanding the broader pat-
tern of spatial and temporal distribution
on the basis of excavated and radiocar-
bon dated settlements from a range of
ecological contexts is clearly critical to
resolving the cultural-historical defini-
tion of the EPPNB.
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Second, I believe that currently there
are insufficient data to support arguments
for a pan-southern Levantine cultural-his-
torical transitional unit between the PPNA
and MPPNB. Having noted this, I believe
that future research may illustrate varia-
tion in the timing of new ways of life in spe-
cific ecological or cultural regions. This is
clearly demonstrated when considering
variation in the pathways to different
forms of architecture in desertic areas, and
the fact that in some areas circular and
rectangular architectural systems co-exist-
ed in different areas. It is entirely possible
that we will see the same thing within
micro habitats (e.g., highland adaptations
taking longer than in the Jordan Valley
than major valley areas) in the southern
Levant for different economic, technologi-
cal, and architectural systems in the same
period of time. In this case there may be
solid ground for arguing for the brief co-
existence of different cultural systems in
different geographical areas. Such an
argument must be, however, based on
demonstration of clear contemporarily of
occupation (based on radiocarbon dating)
and clear differences in material culture,
such as architecture and stone tool tech-
nology. In short, such an argument must
be based upon the same robust site accep-
tance criteria applied to other archaeology
sites.

Finally, it is necessary to consider the
implications of these results vis-a-vis our
understanding of the Neolithic of northern
areas of the Levant, such as northern Syria
and Turkey. Strong arguments have been
made for the existence of a transitional
EFPPNE phase at Cayoénii, Jerf el Ahmar,
and Tell Mureybet. These highlight the
evolution of generalized bipolar core
reduction as well as true naviform core
reduction several hundred years before it
is found in the southern Levant. In some
cases this technological package appears
to be associated with multiple types of
architecture, such as a Jerf el Ahmar
(Stordeur 2000; Stordeur and Abbes 2002).
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While the nature of this association has
yet to be fully defined, this appears to be
something very different from what is seen
in the southern Levant. It represents,
moreover, an earlier appearance of oppos-
able core forms than seen in the southern
Levant. This clearly raises the possibility
of these technological systems rapidly dif-
fused into southern areas several hundred
years after appearing in the northern
Levant (see Gopher 1994 for further dis-
cussion of this). If this pattern is supported
by future research. it will be necessary to
consider if this is representative of the
inter-regional sharing of technologies and
social practices, the movement of people
from one area into another, or some com-
bination of the two. Whatever the answer
to this question, it is clear that future
research will be necessary to fully under-
stand the connections and process of dif-
fusion between Anatolia and the southern
Levant.

In sum, arguments for a pan-Levantine
EFPNB cultural-historical temporal unit
are undermined by several issues: a)
radiccarbon evidence outlining a PPNA
occupation up to approximately 8,500 B.C.
at Jericho and Zahrat adh-Dhra® 2 ; h)
radiocarbon evidence outlining the start of
the MPPNB occupations just after this
point at Jericho and ‘Ain Ghazal; c) the
lack of definitive radiocarbon and strati-
graphic data from Tell Aswad level IB; d)
the logical fallacy that the existence of a
EFFPNB phase in the northern Levant sup-
ports arguments for a similar entity in the
southern Levant; and e) the lack of radio-
carbon-dated single component settle-
ments with clear stratigraphic association
of architectural forms and stone tool tech-
nology. On the basis of these problems,
and drawing upon new radiocarbon cali-
brations, I believe that the most plausible
interpretation of the available data is that
the cultural transition from the PPNA to
the MPPNB was quite rapid, and probably
occurred at around 8,400 B.C. within large
early agricultural settlements situated
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along the Jordan Valley between
Damascus and the Dead Sea. To under-
stand why and when this transition
occurred in different ecological areas, as
well as if the changes in the archaeologi-
cal record are sufficient for a totally dif-
ferent cultural designation, it will be nee-
essary for researchers to focus upon the
description, analysis, and radiocarbon
dating of occupational horizons of indi-
vidual settlements in the southern Levant.
Such data, if accompanied by clear strati-
graphic analysis, chronometric control
and associated architecture, will hopeful-
ly avoid the logical problems currently
plaguing arguments for existence of an
EFFNB phase and allow researchers to
debate the more important question of
when is there sufficient cultural and mate-
rial differences to employ different cultur-
al-historical labels.
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Figure 1. Location of Neolithic sites discussed in this paper.
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Figure 2. Pathway for the development of regional cultural-historical frameworks highlighting
necessary research stages
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Figure 4. Calibrated Radiocarbon plots for PPNA and MPPNB samples from ‘Ain Ghazal,
Jericho, Tell Aswad IB, and Horvat Galil (From OxCal)
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Figure 5. Alternative models for the transition from the Pre-Pottery Neolithic A to the Middle
Pre-Pottery Meolithic B phase in the Southern Levant
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Site Site type Excava | Absolute Architecture Concerns References
tion dating

Mujahiya Open air Yes Mone Owal-circular Undated excavated collection, While Gopher 1990, 1996
identified 4z EPPNB this collection may
well have FPNA marenials as well.

Horvat Galil Open air Yes Yes Rectangular Many aspects of material culture could fit Gopher 1994, 1996
in the MPPNB, other than percentage of
prajectile points there are no substancial
differences from MPPMNB assemblages

Aswad | A/B Open air Yes Yes None Context and stratigraphy unclear. Limited De Contenson
hortzontul exposure 1995

Sefunim Cave Yes Yes MNane Cave, multiple sccupation periods, with Ronen 1984
high probability of mixed deposits

“Adn Abu Hudhud | Open air None Mone Oval-cireular & | Undated surface collection with unknown Rollefson 1996

Rectangular context

Nahal Lavan 109 | Open air Mone Mone MNone Undated surface collection with unknown Burian et al. 1976
context and likely with deflation of cultural
matenials

Michmoret 26/ Open air MNong Mone Mone Undated surface collection with unknown Burian and

26A context and likely with deflation of cultural | Friedman 1965
materials

Wadi Jilat 7 Oipen air Yes Yes Owval-cireular Muliple periods of accupation and C14 Garrard et al. 1994
dates do not appear 1o be related 1w
excavated cultural materials

Abu Salem Open air Yes Mone Circular Undated excavated collection

Nahal Cren Open air Yes None Mot elear Undated, multiple eccupation periods,

highly nurbated with complex stratigraphy

Table 1. Type sites for an Early Pre-Pottery Neolithic B cultural-histarical phase, southern
Levant (based on Gopher 1996 and Rollefson 2001).

Site Date Sample Number
‘Ain Ghazal 9,100 + 140 (AA-1164)
‘Ain Ghazal 9,200 110 (GIN-12966)
Jericho 9,140 + 70 (GIN-942)
Jericho 9,280 + 100 (BM-1787)
Jericho 9,280 + 220 (BM-1326)
Jericho 9,230 + 80 (BM-1321)
Jericho 9,200 + 70 (BM-1789)
Tell Aswad IB 9,320+ 120 (Gif-2371)
Tell Aswad IB 9,390 + 120 (Gif-2370)
Horvat Galil 9,000 + 100 (RT-1396)
Horvat Galil 9,390 + 70 (RT-1397)

Table 2. Uncalibrated wood charcoal radiocarbon samples from ‘Ain Ghazal, Jericho, Tell

Aswad and Horvat Galil plotted in Figure 4.




