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Between Foraging and Farming:
Critically Evaluating the
Archaeological Evidence for the
Southern Levantine Early
Pre-Pottery Neolithic Period

Besin Toplayiliciktan Tarima:
Gliney Levant’ta Canak
Cémleksiz Ilk Neolitik
Evrenin Arkeolojik Verilerinin
Elestirisel Degerlendirilmesi

* Jan KULJT

Kaeywords: South Levant, radiocarbon, EPPNB, Jencho, laraging
Anahiar sdzcdhier: Goney Levant, radiokarbon, Ik Ganak Gémieksiz Neolitik B, Enha, besin toplayhicik

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.

*Department of Anthropology. The University of Notre Dame, Notre Dame, Indiana, 46558



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-
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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.




Between Foraging and Farming:

17

Field Recovery, Laboratory, Final Temporal
Analysis and Processing, and Cultural
Interpretation Analysis and Reconstruction
Interpretation
Dats Description and o — Household Scale Intrépretation
Eﬂufﬁll‘hﬂ Reconstruction, companson and interpretation
Inisiation amm Qualitative and quantitative of normative panenng and community vanation
Recognition of the need for description of recovered in economic, social, and technological practices
research: identification of research probl archacological datn at the househald scale
securing funding, identification of project
specialists
+ Site Seale lnterpretation
- Reconstruction, companson and (merpretation
Association of normative pattenng and regional vanation
Und:rsu:dlng FECOVETY FNII'-'KI 1n economic, social, and technological practices
F and asfociatiions o af the commuinity scale
Archugological Survey radioearbon, bialogical, lithie, and d
Locating archaeological sites through architectural data
surface collection and remote sensing that
are suitable to address proposed
rescarch questions Regional Reconstenction
Reconstruction, compansan and interpectation
. of contemporancous data sets from muktiple
Radiocarbon dating archacological sites in a single region:
Documenting period(s) of occupation, emphasis on understanding normative
Excavarion Best of from a single period phase to panerning and regional varation
Recovery of cultural matenals, preferably mimmize mixing, with multiple
froam relatively large horizontal samples, and used on
exposures, such as maitple 4 by 4 meter short-life span objects
excavation units
+ and Refinement of
Primary Confext Depasits Site Formation Processes Synthesis and interpretation of inter-and
Identification of primary and sccondary Reconstraction and interpretation mnira- regidal T:"‘.“’i m'ul
canlest deposits while excavating: of cultural and natural mmﬂ'mﬂ". :“m“’ m"md""mw
emphasis on the recovey of cultural matenals - transformational processes Stles @ v n:-;dh Wﬂfﬂn d.l‘l]!““ Lk
from pemary archacological contexts impacting deposits and site L T

Figure 2. Pathway for the development of regional cultural-historical frameworks highlighting
necessary research stages

6 _§ a8 Omis
Wall E_
Jesicho, Square FI, Profile Section A-B Packed Dooys
T Wesl ¥ East
= Plan view of Middle Pre-Pollery
Early Broaze Meolithic B Structure, Stage XVI
Age |
- Y
1
= 1 Plaster Floor
e ——— e ¥
10- Pottery A I
Neollthle . e 9,025£100 (GeN-563)
N e /’|9,!MI:GH.BQ] ;
e - ¥ +8.10
§- Middle Pre-Pot g P F / ..:-'i X i i
M e A v
- ] ! - e W] i
&- = 9230480 AM-132. 0000 [emmee
=~ P ? 9,2304220 (BM-1326) .
= - = s 97804100 (BM-1757) s ‘ x> a
A= - ]
Pre-Fotlery J : 15
= Men E )
4 A3 [ 930085 @re1323) '
= 9560165 (BM-1327) Plan view of Pre-Pottery Neolithic A Plaster Basin
- = 27752110 (BM-1222) Structures, Stage VIIT,
10,2504200 (BM-105)
n-
1 (] i (] ] ] ] i i ] i i
i} 1 2 3 4 5 meters

Figure 3. Cross-section of Trench |, Jericho, straﬁ{?raphic placement of radiocarbon dates,
and associated plan views of PPNA and MPPNB structures.




Ian KULT

18
] ] I ] ] I ] I I ] ] ] I ] ] ]
‘Ain Ghazal (MPPNB) AA-1164 ——
‘Ain Ghazal (MPPNB) GFN-12966 . AR
Jericho (MPPNB) GriN-942 -A;
Jericho (PPNA) BM-1787 _.-_&__
Jericho (PPNA) BM-1326 | 4_;
t ¥ t t | t t t t ¢ ¥ T v . - t

Jericho (PPNA) BM-1321 | ___.-L_

Jericho (FPNA) BM-1739 __.é__

Tell Aswad IB GiF-2371 __E_A.__

Tell Aswad IB GiF-2370 ———ﬂ-L—

Horvat Galil RT-1396 _4—&_
Horvat Galil RT-1307 3 __k
] [l 1 [l 1 ] 1 1 1 ] L i i i i i
11000 10000 2000 8000 7000
cal BC
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10,000 Cal BC 4,000 Cal BC 8,000 Cal BC 7,000 Cal BC

1) Gradual transition between
the PPNA and MPPNB

Middle Pre-Pottery

Pre-Pottery
Neolithic B period

Neolithic A period

Early Pre-Pottery
Neolithic B period

2) Rapid Transition from the
PPNA to the MPPNE

Pre-Pottery Middle Pre-Pottery
Neolithic A period Neolithic B period

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.
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The Neolithic And the Chalcolithic
Periods in Northern Thrace

Neolitik ve Kalkolitik
Devirlerde Kuzey Trakya

*Vassil NIKOLOV

Keywords: Mealithic, Chalcolithic, cull house, setllement
Anahtar sozcuklar: Neolitk, Kalkalitik, kuisal mekan, yerlegme

Klasik tamimlamayla Trakya'min tarihdncesi devirlerinde “Kuzey Trakya” diye
adlandirilan bdige, orta ve yukar Meri¢ arasindaki havzay: ve bu nehrin kollar olan
Tunca ve Arda nehirlerini kapsar. Yerlesmelerde iki ana grup egemendir: diiz
yerlesmeler ve hoéyilikler. Bolgede bakir cevheri ve gakmalktas: gibi ham maddeler
oldukcu azdir. Rodop daglarinin dogusunda Son Kalkolitik Devre tarihlenen kiigiik
tapinaklar meveuttur.

Yazar bdlgede yiiriitiilen tarihdncesi arastirmalarin tarihgesini irdelemekte, Dogu
Balkan'lardaki Neolitik gelisimin baslangicina ve Kuzey Trakya'min Neolitik ve
Kalkolitik devirlere ait tarihlerinin giincellestirilmesine dikkati gekmektedir. Ayrica
panak gémliek toplulugunun nitelikleri, evier, yerlesme dizenleri, 61ii gdmme adetleri,
Iinsan bigimli kaplar ve heykelcikler, pismis topraktan sunalklar ve ev ve/vahut tapinak
modelleri hakkinda bilgi verilmektedir. Gene Kuzey Trakya bdélgesinde Neolitik ve
Kalkolitik siirecteki terimsel ayrimlar lizerinde durulmalstadir.

has been focused on the mounds, whose
dimensions (with height up to 18 m and
diameters up to 250 m) make them the

MNorthern Thracel, a classic region for
prehistorie studies in Thrace, covers the
catchment area of the Lower and Middle

Maritsa River, including its tributaries -
the Tundza and Arda rivers. The basic Ne-
olithic and Chalcolithic sites types are
the remains of settlements, classified in
two main groups: open-air settlements
and mounds (tells). The remains of raw
material procurement (copper mines and
flint deposits) are quite rare. In the Late
Chalcolithic, there were also small sanc-
tuaries on several peaks of the Eastern
Rhodope Mountains. Until now, attention

*Institute of Arohaeology with Museum. 2.8aboma Str., Sofia 10040, Bulgonria

most significant sources of diverse data
about the prehistoric period (WNeolithic,
Chalcolithic, Bronze Age).

Three antiquity loving Frenchmen
conduected the first excavations of prehis-
toric sites in Northern Thrace in the late
19th and the early 20th century. However,
V. Mikov initiated prehistoric research in
the area by trenching tells Yunatsite (ne-
ar Pazarcik) and Vesselinovo (near Yam-

**Editors note: We are grateful to Mr. Kenneth Boden [or his efforts to review the english text of this artiole.
The term Nerthern Three {or Bulgarinn Thrace) is an artificinl one, similar to the names of the other two parts of the region and it is usually vaed

for the sclentiflic nomenclature,
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bol) in the 1930s. In 1947-57, V. Mikov and
G. 1. Georgiev excavated a part of the Tell
Karanovo (near Nova Zagora). In the 40's
and 50's, P. Detev excavated the tell at Ka-
pitan Dimitrievo (near Peshtera), Jasate-
pe (in Plovdiv), and Bikovo (near Nova Za-
gora). The 60’s, 70’'s, and the early 80's we-
re a period in which the most intensive in-
vestigations in Northern Thrace took pla-
ce. G, I. Georgiev thoroughly excavated
Tell Azmak (near Stara Zagora) and Tell
Kazanlhk as well as the multi-layer settle-
ment Cavdar (near Zlatitsa). M. Dimitrov
thoroughly excavated mound Catalka (ne-
ar Cirpan) and trenched Tell Starozagors-
ki Mineralni Bani (near Stara Zagora),
Tell Madretz (near Radnevo), Tell Okrazh-
na Bolnitza in Stara Zagora, and the Kalo-
yanovetz open-air settlement (near Stara
Zagora). P. Detev investigated a large part
of the Muldava open-air settlement (near
Assenovgrad). E. Cernich and A. Radunc-
heva explored the Aibunar copper mines
near Stara Zagora. A. Raduncheva enti-
rely excavated Rakotovo and the Sime-
onovgrad open-air settlements, as well as
parts of mound Sedlare near Krumovg-
rad, and M. Kiangev partially excavated
the mound of Sddievo (near Nova Zagora)
and the Hlebozavoda open-air settlement
in Nova Zagora. The number of surveys
decreased in the second half of the 80's
and 90’s. The excavations at Tell Karano-
vo (V. Nikolov and S. Hiller) and Tell Ka-
pitan Dimitrievo were renewed. J. Lichar-
dus started the investigations of the Dra-
ma micro-region near Yambol. A. Radunc-
heva started the excavations at Dolnoslav
Tell near Assenovgrad. The results of the
excavations would form a reliable basis to
reconstruct the late prehistoric life-way
patterns of the region. However, only
short reports have been published on the-
se excavations and this makes the comp-
lex study more difficult. There are no ge-
neral studies reflecting the most recent
activity in the study area.

The most important, comprehensive,
reliable and thoroughly or partially ac-
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cessible information about excavated si-
tes comes from Karanovo, Azmalk, Jasate-
pe. Kazanlik, Rakitovo, Cavdar, Muldava,
Kapitan Dimitrievo, Drama, and Hleboza-
voda. Tell Karanovo is the most impor-
tant of all since its stratigraphy is the ba-
sis for the Karanovo sequence. This sequ-
ence was established by V. Mikov and G.
I. Georgiev, reworked by G. 1. Georgiev
(Georgiev 1961), and complemented by
the author of this study (Nikolov 1887a;
Nikolov 1997b; Nikolov 1998a) - based on
the results of the continuing Bulgarian-
Austrian archaeological excavations (Hil-
ler, Nikolov 1997). The sequence includes
nine stages, the first six being related to
the Neolithiec, the next two - to the Chalco-
lithiec, and the last one to the Early Bron-
ze age. The validity of the Karanovo sequ-
ence is applicable to nearly all parts of
Northern Thrace. Recently emerged evi-
dence proves, however, that a number of
specific features of the culture, which de-
veloped in the westernmost parts of the
area, allow, at least for certain chronolo-
gical periods, the differentiation of local
cultural phenomena.

The Neolithic Period

The conventional model of the Neolit-
hiec cultural phenomena in Northern
Thrace was proposed by G. I. Georgiev in
1959/1961 and includes four successive
Neolithic periods that affected the entire
region. It positively influenced the way
investigators have thought about the ge-
neral pattern of the Neolithic in Southe-
ast Europe, but excavations in the follo-
wing two decades showed that the deve-
lopment of Neolithic culture in Thrace
was much more varied than had been
previously outlined. The “"dynamic” mo-
del of the Neolithic in Thrace includes
six stages (Nikolov 1993: 185-186; Nikolov
1998a) and is presented in brief as fol-
lows:

Stage I. The Early Neolithic pottery as-
semblage almost covers the whole of
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Thrace, i.e., nearly the whole catchment
area of the Maritsa river as well as the
Upper Mesta region and (in its first pha-
se) the Sofia Basin.

Stage II. The Early Neolithic Karano-
vo II pottery assemblage develops in the
northeastern part of Northern Thrace
(excluding the Kazanlik area), while the
development of Karanovo I culture conti-
nues in the rest of the region.

Stage III. The Middle Neolithic Proto-
Karanovo III pottery assemblage covers
the northeastern parts of Northern Thra-
ce while the development of Karanovo I
culture continues in the rest of the regi-
on.

Stage IV. The Late Neolithic pottery
assemblage, Karanovo III, exists in the
northeastern parts of Northern Thrace
while the development of Karanovo I cul-
ture continues in the rest of the region.

Stage V. The Late Neolithic pottery as-
semblage Karanovo III-IV covers almost
all of Northern Thrace.

Stage VI. The Late Neolithic pottery
assemblage, Karanovo IV, covers the
northeastern parts of Northern Thrace
(east from the Kazanhk-Haskovo line),
while Kapitan Dimitrievo pottery assemb-
lage develops in the western parts of
Northern Thrace.

The red slipped ware, sometimes pain-
ted white, is the most characteristic fe-
ature of the Karanovo I Early Neolithic
pottery assemblage in Northern Thrace.
The rest of the fine (thin-walled) ware is
gray or brown, well or very well smoot-
hed, decorated with plastic ornaments or
in some cases with flutings, incisions, or
a pattern of dots. The following shapes
are among the most typical for the pot-
tery assemblage: tulip-shaped vessels on
a pedestal base, flat-based tulip-shaped
beakers, vessels with a spherical body

23

and tall ecylindrical necks, hole-mouth
jars with a relatively short neck, the wan-
nen? with a slightly S-shaped profile or
convex sides, jarlike bowls, bowls with a
rounded body, and semi-spherical plates
(the last three types are often on a short
cylindrical base).

The Karanovo II Early Neolithic pot-
tery assemblage in the northeastern
parts of Northern Thrace preserves al-
most all the features of the previous peri-
od, but the red slipped (and white pain-
ted) wares totally disappear. All other
technological groups and types continue
their development, though some display
certain specific features; at least one new
shape appears: a wanne on a pedestal ba-
se. Fluted and channeled decorations are
also quite common.

The Proto-Karanovo III Middle Neolit-
hie pottery assemblage in the northeas-
tern parts of Northern Thrace preserves a
lot of features typical for the preceding
assemblage; the basic Early Neolithic wa-
re types continue to exist. However, at le-
ast two new shapes appear and soon spre-
ad on a relatively wide area; they develop
(though slightly modified) until the end
of the Neolithic. The flat-based tall
cylindrical mugs have a strip or stick-like
knobbed handle, the knob being conical,
cylindrical. or with concave walls. The
dishes with relatively big rim diameters
have a slightly thickened rim that is eit-
her undecorated or decorated with shal-
low oblique channelling. There are also
certain indications for the appearance of
small jugs. The new shapes have dark,
very well smoothed or burnished surfa-
ces. The decorative element are quite si-
milar to the Early Neolithic ones - inci-
sed, excised, pricked dots, channelled
and plastic ornamentation - though with
certain peculiarities, e. g. vertical and es-
pecially horizontal or oblique wide chan-
nelling covers the entire body of the ves-
sel, burnished bands filled with dots and
compositions with such bands, round

*The author uses the german torm Wanne (pl. Wannen) to describe a certain type of a straight-=sided bowl. Since there is no appropriate torm in eng:

ligh, the german word will be used in the text.
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plastic appligqués with a shallow finger
impression, plastic knobs, ete. The Proto-
Karanovo III pottery assemblage is repre-
sented by two versions. The Karanovo II-
III variant is recorded in the northeas-
tern parts of Northern Thrace, and its
range coincides with the range of the Ka-
ranovo II cultural phenomenon; the Kara-
novo II-III pottery assemblage shows the
transition from Karanovo II to Karanovo
III. Karanovo I-III is found only in Tell
Kazanlik, where Karanovo II culture does
not develop; the Karanovo I-1II pottery as-
semblage possesses features typical for
the transition from Karanovo I to IIL

Together with the shapes from the
preceding period, plates and bowls with
rounded sides and open and hole-mouth
jars, the Karanovo III Late Neolithic pot-
tery assemblage from northeastern parts
of Northern Thrace also includes several
specific significant pottery types that rep-
resent, mainly, the grey-black very well
smoothed wares or burnished wares:
thickened-rim dishes on four tall cylind-
rical legs: deep bowls with thickened
parts at the rim and a flat base; pear-sha-
ped jugs with tall vertical handles with
mushroom-shaped knobs, and flat-based
on four short eylindrical legs; cylindrical
mugs with tall vertical strips or stick-like
knobbed handles; eylindrical or conical
wannen; biconical bowls, whose rounded
carination is in the middle of the body.
The decoration, incised or channeled, is
mostly on the thickened part of dishes
and on bowl rims. Plastic ornaments and
incisions are relatively rare (on the exte-
rior surface of the vessel). The barrel-sha-
ped bowl with a rough exterior surface,
decorated with impressions and plastic
ornaments becomes an important signifi-
cant shape.

The development of the aforementi-
oned shapes continues in the Karanovo
ITII-IV Late Neolithic pottery assemblage,
though some new shapes appear, but
they most often form a new series. The
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ware is usually dark, very well smoothed
or burnished. The sophisticated decorati-
on techniques from the previous period
continue but new ones appear as well
and the decoration gets more complica-
ted. The re-production of tall mugs with a
tall vertical knobbed handle continues,
and is sometimes mushroom-shaped. The
pearshaped jugs with a tall vertical knob-
bed handle undergoes change; the body
is often biconical and bigger than before;
the vessels are flat based or on four legs
of medium height. The tall vertical hand-
le has certain peculiarities: there is a
plastic or channeled decoration on the
upper part of the mushroom-shaped knob
and/or on the handle itself. The thicke-
ned-rim dishes have four tall legs or very
wide cylindrical pedestal bases; someti-
mes the rim is slightly profiled upwards.
The carinated plates are a new shape and
become a typical element of the discus-
sed pottery assemblage. The carination is
just below the rim; the rim is specifically
profiled, sometimes with channelled de-
coration. The base is small and flat. Ho-
wever, some of these vessels are flared,
have a complicated rim and a tall hollow
pedestal with vertical rectangular ope-
nings. Wannen are cylindrical or conical.
A new series of wannen appears and be-
comes one of the most important charac-
teristic features of the pottery assembla-
ge: the bowlershaped hat wannen with a
conical body and flared rim, often decora-
ted. The new bowls with biconical body
and a shorter upper part are also typical
for the assemblage. They usually have a
thickened carination and thinner rim,
and channeling sometimes covers the up-
per body part. The bowls with cylindrical
upper and conical lower part are quite
massive and the upper part is sometimes
decorated with horizontal S-shaped reli-
ef. Deep bowls with almost cylindrical up-
per part and a vertical knobbed handle
appear. Shallow bowls, with an almost
cylindrical or carinated body on four tall
cylindrical legs, are rare but a firm indi-
cator of the period.
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The Karanovo IV Late Neolithic pot-
tery assemblage in the eastern parts of
Northern Thrace shares most of the featu-
res of the previous one: cylindrical wan-
nen, tall knob handled pear-shaped jugs,
cylindrical mugs with tall knobbed hand-
les, thickened-rim dishes sometimes on
four tall legs, barrel-shaped bowls with
plastic decoration, and carinated plates.
The most typical vessels, however, are
the conical plates with deeply incised de-
coration filled with white plaster on both
exterior and interior sides, the biconical
bowls, the jars with biconical bodies and
relatively tall necks (sometimes with two
opposite knobbed handles) and the jars
covered with channelling. This last ware
is dark and the surface is often coated
with a smeared reddish slip and most of-
ten burnished or polished.

The Kapitan Dimitrievo IV Late Neolit-
hic pottery assemblage in the western
parts of Northern Thrace preserves a lot
of the elements of the preceding Karano-
vo III-IV assemblage. The ware is dark,
black, grey-black or dark brown, very well
smoothed or burnished, and rarely polis-
hed. The most characteristic forms are
the carinated plates, the biconical bowls
with short upper part (in both cases the
carination is thickened and the exterior
upper part of the body is covered with
channelling), deep or shallow thickened-
rim plates (the rim is often decorated with
channelling or incised and encrusted li-
nes), wannen with flared rims, conical
plates with straight or slightly concave si-
des (in some cases their interior surface
is covered with incised wide lines), jugs
with tall handle (few examples), biconical
jars with two strip handles, and big jars
with eylindrical neck and two small hand-
les (Nikolov 1999b: tabl. 4-9).

The Neolithic architecture in Nort-
hern Thrace is relatively well studied. All
houses were built on the ground. The
walls were made of wooden (oak) posts,
fixed in the ground (at a depth of 70-90
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cm) and interwoven with (hazel) twigs;
both sides of the construction are daubed
with clay. The gabled roof was covered
with straw or reed. The buildings in the
settlements were used only as living pla-
ces though production activities were al-
so performed there and, at least in some
case, rituals related to the house cult.
The houses were square, rectangular or
slightly trapezoid in plan and consist of
omne, rarely two or extremely rare three ro-
oms, There was a small number of houses
(at Tell Karanovo mainly) with a small ro-
om annex attached to one of the walls.
The houses were one-storey as a rule, but
recent evidence for two-story houses has
come to light at Tell Karanovo and Tell
Kapitan Dimitrievo. An earthen rampart
protected some of the settlements. For so-
me parts of the overbuilt area, a precon-
ceived plan was followed.

The richest evidence for Early Neolit-
hic houses comes from Tell Karanovo (at
least 20 houses), from the South sector
mainly (Hiller 1997). Most of them were
sguare, rectangular, or slightly trapezo-
idal, and contained a single room, tho-
ugh a few contained two rooms; one of
the houses was of the megaron type. The
rest were square or rectangular, single-
room or two-room (as an exception) but
with an annex. The area of the single-ro-
om houses varied between 21-53 sq. m,
and the two-room houses varied between
49-63 sgq. m. The houses with an annex
were between 45-67 sq. m. The entrance
was usually in the southern or the eas-
tern wall (except the megaron-house,
whose entrance was at the western wall).
The oven was usually close to one of the
house walls; there were ovens in some of
the annexes as well. The houses in the
South sector were re-built in the same lo-
cation or near the same location for cen-
turies; they were situated along a street
oriented NNE-SSW, ca. 2 m wide and pa-
ved with pebbles, sherds and animal bo-
nes. The houses in the Northeastern sec-
tor were situated along two streets cros-
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sing each other, oriented along the four
cardinal points, and paved as described
above (Georgiev 1961: 62).

The earliest Early Neolithic villages at
Tell Azmak were enclosed by an earthen
rampart. The excavator (Georgiev 1967:
146-148) wrote about 23 houses (most of
them single-room), which varied between
22-50 sq. m. The only exception was a big
three-room building (chain-like plan),
which had a total area of 109 sq. m and
ovens in all premises. The interior walls
of one square house were decorated with
a plastic geometric composition. A massi-
ve three-partial quern with a grinding sto-
ne was unearthed in another building.
Remains of ovens and clay bins were fo-
und in all houses.

The Early Neolithic layer of Tell Ok-
razhna Bolnitza yielded the remains of
two single-room houses adjoined; both
were destroyed by fire with their house-
hold inventory intact. The total area of
the adjoined houses was 47 sq. m, and the
entrances faced east. The numerous
cylindrieal bins, the gquern, and the two
domed ovens were very well preserved.

The Early Neolithic multi-layer settle-
ment, Cavdar, was surrounded from its
three sides by an earthen rampart, whose
ends reached the bank of the adjacent ri-
ver, protecting the forth side. The founda-
tions (plans) of more than a dozen of ho-
uses were unearthed, single-room and se-
veral two-room, square, rectangular, and
slightly trapezoidal in plan (Georgiev
1981: 69-81). Their area varied between
26-55 sq. m. The entrances faced south or
southeast, and the oven was usually at
the opposite wall.

The Early Neolithic multi-layer settle-
ment at Rakotovo yielded the remains of
at least 18 single and two-room houses,
being predominantly elongated and tra-
pezoidal in plan, and varying between 23-
49 sq. m in size. They were arranged in
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groups of three or four and faced the
northeast or the northwest. A cult struc-
ture was found in one of them.

Part of a two-storey house was uneart-
hed in the Early Neolithic layer of Tell
Kapitan Dimitrievo (Nikolov 1999a: 14-
18). A big domed oven, a gquern with a
grinding stone to the side, and several
bins were found on the ground floor. The-
re was at least one domed oven on the up-
per floor. This is the earliest excavated
two-story building in Southeast Europe.

The four Early Neoclithic houses exca-
vated at the multi-component settlement
of Muldava were single-roomed houses,
approximately square, and between 16-49
sq. m in size (Detev 1968: 13-41). They we-
re built close to each other, and their di-
agonals were oriented along according
the four cardinal directions.

Well-preserved houses at Tell Karano-
vo, in the Late Neolithic deposits, are re-
lated to the Karanovo III period. They we-
re destroyed by fire. The two houses exca-
vated in the Northeastern sector have
specific plans (Nikolov 1997c¢). The first
one was rectangular with a small annex
attached to the eastern wall and a total
area of 46 sq. m; the main room consisted
of a rectangular room and an L-shaped
“corridor” along its northern and wes-
tern walls. The second house was rectan-
gular, 57 sq. m; its interior was divided by
two walls into a big room and two “corri-
dors” along its northern and western
walls, Part of a big burnt two-story house,
rectangular in plan, was excavated in the
N-S sector. The oven, the grinding stone
and the bins were on the second (residen-
tial) floor, supported by a great number
of posts. The ground floor had obviously
been used for economic activities since
no traces of structures or installations
were found there.

The Late Neolithic deposits of Tell Ka-
zanlik (Karanovo III period) yielded the
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remains of four rectangular houses, var-
ying between 38-51 sq. m. Three of them
were single-room structures, and the
forth one was a three-room structure
(chain-like plan) with an oven in one of
the rooms.

The excavations at the Hlebozavoda
Late Neolithic open-air settlement, (Kara-
novo IV period) revealed 15 single and
two-room rectangular houses (three of
them being megaron-houses), oriented
predominantly N-8, the entrances face so-
uth (Kangev, Kanceva 1988). The two-ro-
om houses had an oven in one of the ro-
oms only. The area of the houses varied
between 27-54 sq. m and were situated
either in groups or at a certain distance
from each other.

It is hard to estimate how long a Ne-
olithic house might have been used; it is
commonly thought to be a period between
30-50 years. One thing is for sure, the pe-
riodiec reconstruction of the settlement
was carried out only if the settlement was
destroyed or abandoned. Every building
was renewed after its destruction (intenti-
onal or otherwise) in the same place and
following the same approximate plan.

About seventy Neolithic burials were
documented in Northern Thrace®. All of
them were found within the settlements,
between houses as a rule, though someti-
mes beneath house floors. The burials (in-
humations in a flexed position) were in
small and shallow grave pits (in some ca-
ses garbage pits were reused):; the body
placed most often on its side (left or right)
and, quite rarely, on its back. The excepti-
ons were burials where the body was pla-
ced in a flexed position on its abdomen,
in an extended position on its back, and
in an extended position on its abdomen.
Two graves were excavated at Tell Kara-
novo, containing skeletal remains of
many individuals, and in no anatomie or-
der (i.e.. collective secondary burials).
There is evidence that secondary burials
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were related to several single burials, inc-
luding the rare case of a scull buried sepa-
rately from the body. There is an exclusi-
ve group, the double burial of an adult
and a child. The orientation of the bodies
in the pit was obviously unregulated by
Neolithic burial rites; orientation in all di-
rections was documented, with slightly
more bodies aligned between the West
and the North. Children and old people
were primarily buried in villages, with fe-
males prevailing among elderly individu-
als. There are very few burials of middle-
aged people. The selection of people buri-
ed within the village could be related to
certain aspects of the prevailing religi-
ous-mythological system: old farmers pro-
bably believed that the bodies of deceased
children had to remain in the village to
quickly facilitate reincarnation, and the
souls of respectable adult members of the
community had to likewise remain in the
village to help or proteet their living rela-
tives. However, another theory also seems
reasonable: individuals of lower status
(mostly children and women) were buried
within the village; higher status individu-
als were buried in a different way that re-
quired greater effort and care. Quite a few
burial goods were found in graves, and al-
most all, without exception, in the graves
of adults; there was only one object as a
rule (a vessel, a bone pin, a flint tool) and,
gquite rarely, several grave goods (a vase
and a grinding stone, a bead and a pebb-
le, bone pins and beads; bone awls and a
stone ball). No Neclithic cemeteries were
found in Northern Thrace. Where and
how all the other thousands of inhabi-
tants of the area were buried is a question
still awaiting an answer.

It is impossible to discuss all aspects
of Neolithic culture in Northern Thrace
within the framework of this paper, I will,
therefore, mention just a few more ele-
ments.

Most of the Early Neolithic anthropo-
morphic vessels have a nearly spherical

3 The summary is based on data collected by K. Bagyarov, (Brgvnrov 1984) to whom 1 am grateful
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lower body and a tall relatively narrow
neck. The details are then modelled in
relief. The face is always depicted just
below the rim. The nose and the eyeb-
rows are in relief, and the eyes are usu-
ally marked by incision. In some cases,
the face is shaped in relief and stands
against the surface as if attached to the
neck by appliqué. The mouth is rarely
marked. Sometimes two or more vertical
or oblique parallel lines are incised be-
low or around the eyes. A vase presents
the richest evidence from Tell Kazanhk
(Georgiev 1972: Taf. VI, 1). Besides the fa-
ce, the breasts. the vulva. and the arms
had been shaped. One of the hands po-
ints to the genitals, and the other is ra-
ised upwards. Within the context of the
Mother-Earth (the anthropomorphic ves-
sels are related to the cult of the Mother-
Earth), this pose could be interpreted as
a request to the Sky God for a matrimoni-
al alliance, i.e., the birth or harvesting of
& new crop.

An anthropomorphic vessel of unusu-
al shape was found at Tell Jasatepe and is
related to the Late Neolithic (Georgiev
1961: Taf. XIII, 2). Its body consists of a
tall eylindrical neck turned downward in-
to two arched pipes (maintaining the
neck diameter), both of which reach the
oval flat base. The central part of the
body remains hollow. The anthropomorp-
hic face (a relief nose and eyes-incisions)
is modeled below the rim.

Another type of anthropomorphic ves-
sel is extremely rare and is related to the
Early Neolithie. The only vessel, entirely
preserved, came from Rakitovo (Matsano-
va 1996: tab. 6, 1). It is a standing hollow
steatopygous anthropomorphic figure
with a short upper body. The vessel is red
slipped and white-painted. A relief nose
is modeled below the rim. The hands are
on the abdomen,

An anthropomorphic face is modeled
on an Early Neolithic pot from tell Azmak
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(Georgiev 1967: Abb. 7a). A relief band
outlines the upper part of the face, the
nose and the eyebrows are also modeled
in relief, and the eyes are depicted by
oval finger impressions. There are two
vertical incisions below the nose that gi-
ve grounds to interpret the image as a fe-
male one.

The main iconographic type of the
Early Neolithic anthropomorphic clay fi-
gurines is a female figure with massive
buttocks, the legs joined or slightly set
apart, the upper part of the body is relati-
vely short, narrow, and oval or flattened.
The upper part of the head is flat, and the
main features on the face are usually the
relief nose and the incised eyes. The pu-
bic triangle is also marked. In many ca-
ses the figurines have flat feet and could
stand upright. Some figurines have their
upper torso slightly bent forward. All fi-
gurines described are made of three
parts: the two buttocks were modelled se-
parately and then joined, and the upper
part of the body was added later. The
arms are sometimes omitted. Often they
are depicted as two relatively short hori-
zontal stumps. There are figurines with
arms quite naturalistically rendered, the
right hand is behind the body and reac-
hes the haunch, and the left one is in
front and holds the belly up (Georgiev
1961: Abb. 3, 1). The buttocks of the figu-
rines are sometimes decorated with pa-
rallel-incised lines or dots. The upper
part of the figurines is undecorated. The
only exceptions are several figurines
with an incised line or zigzag below the
relief nose. This element, and some other
features, closely relates the figurines to
the anthropomorphic Early Neolithic va-
ses. The figurines should be interpreted
in a similar way, i. e. as images of the
Mother Goddess. The Early Neolithic fi-
gurines are fragmented in almost all ca-
ses. Since they were made from three
parts they could easily be broken under
certain circumstances, e.g., during certa-
in rituals.
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The second Early Neolithic iconog-
raphic type includes figurines with a
massive conical or prismatic schematic
body, made of one piece of clay. These fi-
gurines present a schematiec standing hu-
man body with some indications of anth-
ropomorphic features. The upper part is
flattened and the hair is usually marked
by incision. The eyes and the relief nose
are also rendered, and there are finger
impressions or vertical strokes below the
face. The breasts are sometimes model-
led. The lower part of the body is decora-
ted with parallel incised lines.

The Early Neolithie figurines made of
white marble are relatively rare and rep-
resent a standing female anthropomorp-
hic figure. The lower part is usually roun-
ded and the legs are slightly set apart.
The waist is relatively slender, the arms
are two horizontal stumps, and the head
is cylindrical and rounded. A figurine
from Tell Azmak (Georgiev 1967: Abb. 11)
is elaborated very carefully; it has massi-
ve buttocks and the pubis triangle is inci-
sed.

The seated anthropomorphic figuri-
nes are very rare in the Early Neolithic.
They represent women. The lower part of
a figurine from Tell Karanovo is decora-
ted with dark paint.

The second Late Neolithic iconograp-
hic type includes cylindrical or prismatic
anthropomorphic figurines. They have
relatively small dimensions and are very
schematic. The face consists of a relief
nose and incised eyes. The hair is often
indicated, and the body is sometimes de-
corated with incisions.

The lower part of the Late Neolithie fi-
gurines is schematized as a rule, the legs
are added later. The waist is indicated
and the upper torso is wider and relati-
vely flat, rounded, or modeled with two
short triangular stumps. The head is: (1)
elongated and cylindrical with a relief no-
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se, and the eyes are sometimes marked
by incisions or (2) widened a little toward
a cylindrical neck, and the face is mode-
led by two concave surfaces, the eyes are
modeled in relief. Sometimes the hair is
marked on the back of the ¢ylindrieal he-
ad (with horizontal incisions). Two plas-
tic knobs mark the breasts and the trian-
gular stumps-arms are sometimes hori-
zontally perforated. This main iconograp-
hiec type is usually covered with rich de-
coration, incisions and/or dots. The pubis
is often indicated (the vulva is sometimes
marked with a lozenge), and the neckline
is marked by incisions. Incisions or
bands with dots decorate the lower part
of the figurine. A relatively rare version
of this type has quite naturalistically ren-
dered lower part of the body, a more ro-
unded upper part and a cylindrical head.
One of the best specimens of this version
(from Tell Karanovo) represents a her-
maphrodite (Georgiev 1961: Abb. 3, 2): be-
side the breasts the male and female ge-
nitals are modeled. The figurine is deco-
rated with brown paint. Beside the relief
nose, the eyes (and the eyelashes) and
the eyebrows are indicated. The hair is
marked, and a kind of braid or hanging
ornament is attached to it. A wide belt,
decorated with hanging ornaments, en-
circles the waist. A second hermaphrodi-
te figurine was found recently (at Tell Ka-
pitan Dimitrievo). The upper part of the
body is flat and widened, the legs are
slightly set apart, the breasts and the ma-
le genitals are modeled.

The third Late Neolithic iconographic
type unites the relatively naturalistic se-
ated female figurines that appear in this
period. They are very few in number, but
their appearance indicate a change in be-
lief about the Mother Goddess. The first
version is represented by female figures
sitting on a movable chair (a rounded ob-
ject), and the second, in which the chair
is modelled inseparably from the female
body. The legs are always joined toget-
her, the upper torso is rounded, the arm-
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stumps rendered, and the head is cylind-
rical. The most exquisite representatives
of this group are two figurines from Tell
Karanovo and Drama. The first figurine
has a very tall cylindrical head with a re-
lief nose and rich red and brown painted
decoration. The breasts and the pubic tri-
angle are marked. The breasts and the
knees of the second figurine (Fol, Katin-
carov, Lichardus 1989: Taf. 35) are mar-
ked by relief knobs, the nose and the ears
are also modelled in relief. There is a
shallow hole at the top of the cylindrical
head.

The first male figurines appear in the
Late Neolithic period. The denotation of
these images was probably a man of high
social status (a tribal chieftain?), wors-
hipped while still living, or as a spirit-pat-
ron. Unfortunately, not one single whole
male figurine is preserved, and several
well-elaborated heads are interpreted as
male.

Several marble female figurines came
from the Late Neolithic sites. They repre-
sent a standing female figure with folded
arm. The heads of the two figurines from
Tell Jasatepe (Detev 1976: obr. 54) are
cylindrieal and absolutely schematie, the
pubic triangle and the line separating the
legs are marked by incisions. The but-
tocks are fat and the upper part of the
body is flat. The preserved torso of the fi-
gurine from tell Kazanhk (Katincarov
1969) seems to have been elaborated very
carefully.

The Early Neolithic is the time when
relief anthropomorphic images appear
on the exterior surface of certain ceramic
vases. They represent standing female fi-
gures with their legs thrown open and
the triangle between them marking the
vulva. The arms are in various positions:
raised up in a gesture of adoration, one
hand raised up and the other on the abdo-
men (pointing to the vulva sometimes),
or both arms point down. The relief ima-
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ges most probably represent the Mother
Goddess.

The Neolithic tripods (altars) consist
of bowls elevated by three or (as an excep-
tion) four legs (Vandova 1997). They are
made of clay, shaped as an equilateral tri-
angle (only a few pieces are square). The
outer surface of the tripods is usually de-
corated with incisions or dots, almost al-
ways filled with white matter. The inner
surface and the lower part of the receptac-
le are very often painted white (a symbol
of fertility). The described female relief
images on big vases are of erucial impor-
tance for the understanding of the tri-
pod’s denotation. There is an obvious pa-
rallel between these images and every
single side of the tripod. The anthropo-
morphic images are related to the Mother
Goddess, which enables the interpretati-
on of the tripods as a symbol of the Mot-
her Goddess’s womb. Two versions of this
tripod could be regarded as a good illust-
ration of such an interpretation: tripods
with a convex-shaped central part of the
lower edge, and the ones with a “han-
ging"” middle part of the receptacle.

The so-called “sling bullets™ are quite
common at the Neolithic sites. They are
relatively small objects with an elongated
symmetrically rounded biconical shape
or oval and elongated with slightly poin-
ted ends. They are made of clay and are
well fired, and their cross-section is ro-
und or oval. The objects are usually re-
garded as sling (bolas) “bullets” but the
traditional interpretation could hardly
explain why the “sling bullets” are often
found in groups (up to 15-20 pieces) near
the oven or quern of Neolithic houses.
These objects are probably seed models
and were used in certain rites of the Ne-
olithic farmers, probably in the ritual
cycle, related to the sowing of cereals.

A big Early Neolithic vase in the sha-
pe of a deer came from the multi-layer
settlement of Muldava (Detev 1968: obr.
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25, 26). The animal is represented stan-
ding on its four legs, its neck craned and
the head raised upwards; the ears, the
mouth and the short antlers are modeled.
There is a cylindrical neck to the opening
on the back. The vase is white on red pa-
inted: two horizontal bands of the “"wre-
ath of fertility” motif on the body (the ne-
gatively executed spiral-and-meander de-
sign stands out on the white backgro-
und), the neck and the legs are decorated
with three white bands. It is quite diffi-
cult to interpret the vase, but the "wreath
of fertility” composition has been interp-
reted as an ideogram of the endless solar
road, and we could therefore assume that
this vase is related to a solar cult. Anot-
her big Early Neolithic zoomorphic vase
came from the multi-layer settlement of
Hakitovo (Matsanova 1996: tab. B). It is in
the shape of a bull with a massive body,
standing on four legs. There is a cylindri-
cal neck to the opening on back. The va-
se is undecorated. The bull participates
in the early farming religious and mytho-
logical system as a partner of the Mother
Goddess.

A swastika-decorated amulet perfora-
ted in the middle and carved out of jasper
came from the multi-component settle-
ment of Kardjali (Pejkov 1986: Abb. 3).
The iconography of the object has been
interpreted as frog legs. Ancient belief re-
garded frog legs as a prevention against
sterility, and helped promote normal
pregnancy. On the other hand, the swas-
tika in the clockwise direction symboli-
zed the regenerative power of the sun.
The relation between the sun and the
frog is easy to see: frogs appear and di-
sappear in a period of about 6 months,
i.e., they repeat the solar cycle. The uni-
ted symbol “swastika with frog legs” was
obviously considered by the Neolithic
farmers as possessing an extraordinary
power. If the object from Kardjali had be-
en an amulet, it would have been worn by
a woman with the purpose of invoking
fertility.
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Stamp seals are not common finds
(Makkay 1984: 11-12, 16, 30, 68). The lo-
wer part of the seal (the face) is either ro-
und, elongated rectangular, or elongated
oval in shape; they have a conical handle.
The face bears an incised pattern, most
often consisting of wavy or zigzag lines.
The spiral design - the composition con-
sisting of short parallel strokes or a lo-
zenge and spiral-and-meander designs -
are quite rare. Stamp seals were probably
used as amulets attracting luck and suc-
cess.

The Chalcolithic

The model of the Chaleolithie in Nort-
hern Thrace, proposed by G.I. Georgiev
in 1959/61, includes two successive peri-
ods: Karanovo V (Maritsa) and Karanovo
VI, related to the Early and the Late Chal-
colithic (Georgiev 1961). The differenti-
ating criteria, however, are not precise. A
transitional phase, called Maritsa IV and
related to the Middle Chalecolithic, was
defined by H. Todorova based on the pot-
tery ornamentation (Vajsova 19686). J. Lic-
hardus shares the thesis of the two parti-
al periods of the Chalcolithic, and the ar-
tificial assemblage of the Maritsa IV pha-
se as being related to Karanovo VI cultu-
re (see Fol, Katincarov, Lichardus 1989:
65-70). The chronology proposed by J. Lic-
hardus seems more appropriate from a
methodological point of view since it re-
cognizes first and foremost the change of
the most dynamic element of the old arti-
ficial assemblage: pottery shape and or-
namentation. The lack of concrete and
specific comprehensive studies on the
matter does not allow me to propose a re-
liable chronology for the Chalecolithic in
Northern Thrace; since I regard the two
partial periods as being more appropri-
ate, I use it in this particular study. It is
also difficult to define the exact territori-
al range of the two Chalcolithic cultures,
though it is clear that at the time of Kara-
nove V culture, the assemblage of the
westernmost parts of Northern Thrace
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contains many Central Balkan elements,
while at the time of the Karanovo VI cul-
ture the western region is part of a transi-
tional zone between the two big Late
Chalcolithic cultural complexes of the
Central and the Eastern Balkans.

The Karanovo V Early Chalcolithic
pottery assemblage includes a relatively
small number of typical shapes. The body
of vessels is usually rounded. The semi-
spherical plates are quite common, some
of which are relatively thick-walled, with
lighter surface color and are decorated
on both sides with incised designs filled
with white matter; others are thin-walled,
with dark surface (gray or gray-black)
and sometimes covered with positively
executed graphite-painted designs. The
outer surface of the lily-shaped bowls is
usually decorated with incised orna-
ments of a ladder type filled with white
matter. The wide bowls with almost stra-
ight sides at the upper body, decorated
with sets of incised lines and rows of
punched depressions, are filled with whi-
te matter, and are very typical. The deep
bowls have more variety: bowls with con-
vex walls or biconical bowls with roun-
ded carination, some of them decorated
with incised lines filled with white matter
and bands covered with red ochre; other
bowls are decorated only with graphite-
painted designs or with graphite-painted
and encrusted designs. There are also
spherical slightly carinated jars with
short necks, decorated with incised and
encrusted designs. The conical bowls
with a complicated rim profile, decorated
with graphite-painted designs and red
ochre appear in the pottery assemblage
of the western part of the region. Some of
the vases have a pedestal base during the
first half of the period; the incised and
encrusted decoration, sometimes comp-
lemented by bands of red ochre, predomi-
nates. The positive graphite-painted de-
signs are typical for the whole period,
and especially for the second half.

The Karanovo VI Late Chalecolithic
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pottery assemblage includes a greater va-
riety of shapes. The tendency towards bi-
conical shapes is quite obvious. The de-
coration covers the upper part of the
body and is painted with graphite in ne-
gative execution. The incised and white-
filled designs, mainly of the ladder type,
are still present in the pottery during the
early phases of the period. The shell-
stamped decoration and nail-impressed
decoration are typical of the late phases.
The dishes are conical, carinated, or thic-
kened at the rim. The bowls with a tall up-
per part consist of a cylindrical upper
and conical lower part, and the upper
part is either slightly S-shaped in profile
or consists of two cylinders with nearly
the same diameters. The bowls with short
upper parts are biconical. There are, ho-
wever, bowls with rounded carinations,
sometimes with a profiled rim; the bico-
nical bowls with a carination at the midd-
le part of the body are common as well.
The deep bowls are slightly biconical
with a rounded carination or have cylin-
der-conical bodies; sometimes the rim is
profiled. Hole-moth jars are quite com-
mon; the body is spherical or slightly bi-
conical. There are two-handled constrie-
ted-neck jars with plastic decoration.
Constricted-neck jars with two strap
handles beginning from the rim and en-
ding at the most protruding middle part
of the undecorated body and the askos
with an arched handle are typical for the
latest phases. The open jars include big
storage vessels with a cylindrical upper
body, a conical lower body, part and a
handled lid.

The Late Chalcolithic pottery assemb-
lage in the western parts of Northern
Thrace (Tell Yunatzite and tell Kapitan
Dimitrievo) has not been studied thoro-
ughly; it is positive however that there
are shapes typical for both the Maritsa
valley and the Central Balkan region. Be-
sides the shapes already presented, the
biconical two-handled constricted-neck
jars, the jars with a vertical knobbed
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handle, and the tall biconical jars with
two opposite horizontal arched handles
are quite common. The graphite-painted
decoration is relatively rare, and the posi-
tive designs and compositions are domi-
nant.

The Chalcolithic architecture in Nort-
hern Thrace is not only more poorly
known but there are also very few articles
published. All buildings are constructed
on the ground. The wattle-and-daub
construction typical for the preceding pe-
riod was used; the walls were made of wo-
oden (oak) posts, fixed in the ground, in-
terwoven with (hazel) twigs. Both sides of
the walls were daubed with clay. Eviden-
ce for the pisé technique application has
come from recent excavations (Sedlare,
Drama, Yunatsite). The gabled roof was
ecovered with straw or reed. The buildings
in the settlements were mainly residenti-
al though production activities were also
performed there. Evidence exists that at
least in the Late Chalcolithic there were
special cult buildings (Azmak, Dolnos-
lav). As it was in the Neolithic, the ho-
uses were square, rectangular or slightly
trapezoid in plan. They consisted of one
room, though rarely two or three rooms
can be found. The Chalcolithic houses
were usually one-story, but there is evi-
dence for two-story buildings (Drama).
An earthen rampart or a rampart and a
ditch protected some villages. Only certa-
in parts of the area followed a preconce-
ived plan.

A considerable number of Early Chal-
colithic houses were revealed during the
early campaigns at Tell Karanovo, but the
relevant data has scarcely been publis-
hed (Georgiev 1961: Taf. XVII, 2) The une-
arthed houses were oriented north-south,
and contained a horse-shoe shaped oven
with two lateral extensions at the nort-
hern wall facing the entrance. Some ho-
uses consisted of two rooms. Traces of
“streets” were recorded, and the recent
campaigns at sector N-S confirmed this

evidence, though no complete house
plans were unearthed in the small exca-
vated area.

The Tell Jasatepe Early Chalcolithic
deposits yielded a single-roomed buil-
ding (20 sq. m) used as a workshop for
the production of tools (Detev 1959: 42).
The floors of at least four more houses,
all of them single-roomed, were between
30-50 sq. m in size; the oven was in the
middle part of the room (Detev 1976: 121).
The houses were oriented on a north-so-
uth axis.

The Tell Drama Early Chalcolithic de-
posits yielded the remains of 45 houses,
between 24-40 sg. m, with the exception
of a house of 94 sq. m (Fol, Katincarov,
Lichardus 1989: 53-61). The houses were
oriented north-south, rectangular or
slightly trapezoidal in plan, and all of
them contained a single-room. They were
made of wattle-and-daub construction but
only the big house mentioned above yiel-
ded evidence for pillars supporting the
gabled roof. There were ovens in almost
all houses. Narrow “streets” were reve-
aled between the houses as was an empty
space that probably functioned as the vil-
lage square. A ditch and a low rampart
enclosed the village.

The data about the Late Chalcolithic
architecture, obtained during the early
excavations at Tell Karanovo is scarcely
published (Georgiev 1961: Taf.XVII, 2).
The houses were orientated in the same
direction, but the oven was situated in
one of the corners facing the entrance.

The Chalcolithic villages of Tell Az-
mak were encircled by an earthen ram-
part that existed in the previous period; a
wooden palisade was added in the Chal-
colithic on the top of the rampart (Georgi-
ev 1969: 142-145). The Early Chalcolithic
houses were arranged in rows or in small
groups; they did not face the same direc-
tion. The Late Chalcolithic villages con-
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sisted of not less than 20 houses, but da-
ta was published for 3 buildings only.
One of them has three-rooms, is more
than 100 sq. m, and is oriented on an east-
west axis. The inner walls were painted
with red ocher. Not a single oven or a qu-
ern was found in the house but there we-
re benches of elay in two of the rooms.
The big dimensions of the building, its
central location in the village, and the pe-
culiarities of its interior enable us to in-
terpret it as a non-residential building.
Another very large building was uneart-
hed in the same village; it consisted of
two rooms, ca. 170 sq. m, north-south ori-
ented. The inner surface of the walls was
white with ocher. Neither an oven nor a
gquern was found. The later village yiel-
ded a big house, ca. 80 sq. m, oriented on
a north-south axis. The entrance was on
the south wall, and the oven and the qu-
ern were in the north-eastern corner.

The Late Chalcolithic village at Tell
Drama was encircled by a ditch and a
low rampart; the ditch was 10 m wide at
its widest and up to 3 m deep. Its entran-
ce (4m wide) faced south-west. Remains
of 27 single-room buildings, probably re-
sidential, were revealed (Fol, Katincarov,
Lichardus 1989: 40-48; Lichardus, Fol,
Getov 1996: 17-21). The houses were ori-
ented in different directions (from north-
south to northwest-southeast) and were
rectangular or slightly trapezoidal. The
houses were made of the traditional watt-
le-and-daub construction, but reed was
used both for the wattle and the roof.
There was evidence that some of the
walls were constructed of timber and pi-
sé, The inner surface of some walls was
decorated with red paint. A specific fe-
ature was a pit, shallow but wide, under
the timber floor of every house; it pro-
bably served to protect against wetness,
and as a storage place.

Few Chalcolithic burials were discove-
red in Northern Thrace. An Early Chalco-
lithic female burial came from Tell Ok-
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razhna bolnitza-Stara Zagora: the skele-
ton Liedina flexed position. Several Late
Chalcolithic burials unearthed at Tell Ca-
talka yielded skeletons in a flexed positi-
on; one of the burials contained a shell
necklace, and ancother contained a stone
axe. No Chalcolithic cemeteries have be-
en found until now in Northern Thrace.
The human remains of the burnt last vil-
lage of Tell Yunatsite deserve special at-
tention. Twenty-nine male, female, and
juvenile skeletons with different orienta-
tions and positions were revealed under
the houses, and 10 more flexed skeletons
and 3 skulls were found in the space bet-
ween the houses. According to the exca-
vators’ observations, the inhabitants of
the village were victims of violence, since
the skeletons did not bear traces of buri-
al rites, and the flexed skeletons were bu-
ried in a hurry without grave goods.

The diversity of Chalcolithic culture
in Northern Thrace prevents a detailed
study within the framework of this paper.
I will touch upon a few more elements.

Ore extraction and metallurgy are
characteristic of the time (Eemich 1978;
Todorova 1986: 144-151). The main regi-
on, where oxide copper ores were explo-
ited, is to the north of Stara Zagora. The
most numerous ore vanes are recorded in
Ai bunar. Their exploitation started in
the Early Chalcolithic, probably as early
as the beginning of the period. The ore
was obtained by heating the rock with fi-
re followed by a quick cooling with water;
then the ore was extracted with stone
hammers and bone tools. Traces from
further processing of the ore are quite
scarce; the remains of an Early Chalcolit-
hic furnace for copper melting were fo-
und in the vicinity of Tell Okrazhna Bol-
nitza. The copper tools were cast in a mo-
uld and then finished by forging. Several
stages are recognized in the copper pro-
duction during the Chalcolithic: I - the
production of small objects (pins, awls,
beads, pendants); II - the production of
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bigger copper tools with an unduly large
amount of metal was incorporated in
them (e. g. the wedge-shaped axes); III -
the highly efficient production of tools
made from a minimal amount of copper,
and the increased variety of types (wed-
ges, wedges-axes, hammer-axes, spear he-
ads, awls, pins, chisels and ornaments);
IV (the end of the Chalcoclithic period) -
this stage is characterized by the univer-
salization of tool functions (e. g. the adze-
axes appeared). The role of metallurgy in
the development of Chalcolithic culture
in Northern Thrace is extremely impor-
tant, although it still needs to be investi-
gated in greater depth.

Early Chalecolithic anthropomophie fi-
gurine includes clay figures of the stan-
ding female body with the legs joined or
slightly set apart, the arm and the face
are quite schematic. Usually the upper
part of the body is flat, with stump-like
arms often decorated with incisions. The
Jasatepe collection (Detev 1959: fig.75-78;
Detev 1960: fig. 49) includes figurines
with a rotund haunch, a slender waist, a
rounded chest, and spherical head with a
schematic face, made by two finger imp-
ressions. The legs are slightly set apart,
and their lower part is conical and witho-
ut feet. The vulva is marked in relief; the
breasts are indicated by plastic knobs, so-
metimes a V-shaped “"neckline” is inci-
sed; the place of the ears is sometimes
marked by one or two perforations. The
incised decoration consisted of parallel
oblique or horizontal lines covering the
lower part of the body; in some cases spi-
rals were incised on the behind.

Another early Chalcolithic iconograp-
hie figurine type includes the rare seated
female figure. The figurine from Tell Pa-
zardzik (Hdéckmann 1968: Taf. 39) pre-
sents a woman, probably pregnant, sit-
ting on a disk-like chair. The haunch and
the shoulders are excessively wide. The
breasts are small, and the back is mode-
led naturalistically. The legs are joined.
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The hands are on the abdomen. The head
is shaped as a lozenge with a schematic
face. The figurine is covered with an inci-
sed decoration, emphasizing the breasts,
the abdomen, and the haunch. The figuri-
ne is dressed, the neckline and the end of
the dress are marked; the dress covers
the knees but the pubic triangle is indica-
ted by incisions. The figurine is interpre-
ted as an image of the Mother Goddess.

Male clay figurines are quite rare in
the Early Chalcolithic and are always
fragmented. The face is modeled natura-
listically to a certain extent and obvi-
ously bears portrait features; all anato-
mic face elements are presented, in most
cases the ears have one or more often two
sided perforations. The sophistication of
social organization increased the ritual
and mythological role of the tribal chief-
tain, and he probably gained priestly
functions as well. It is obvious that two
aspects of his activity were inseparable
and probably reflected the belief that at a
certain moment of the yearly eycle the tri-
bal chieftain was also the husband of the
Mother-Earth Goddess. For that reason,
the male figurines can be regarded as
portrait images of high-ranking represen-
tatives of the early farming community.

Early Chalcolithic culture includes so-
me highly schematized anthropomorphic
images as well. At least two flat clay figu-
rines come from Tell Karanovo, presen-
ting a highly stylized standing anthropo-
morphic figure with two legs and a head
(Hiller, Nikolov 1993-1994, Abb. 10 e, ).
The figurines are undecorated but the
eyes and probably the navel are marked.

Late Chalcolithic standing female clay
figurines are quite common (Nikolov
1988; 233-234). The body is modelled na-
turalistically (the haunch is slightly wide-
ned, the abdomen is big). The arms are
stumps, and the head and face are sche-
matic (the ears are sometimes marked by
several side perforations, and there is a
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row of dois below the mouth). Only a few
figurines are either decorated with simp-
le incised motives or the pubis is marked.

The female bust with schematic head
and face, arm-stumps and a cylindrical
body are quite typical for the Late Chalco-
lithie.

The seated Late Chalcolithic figurines
are modeled separately from the four-leg-
ged chairs with a back. The body of the fi-
gurine is slightly bent backwards. The
breasts, the hands on the abdomen, and
the joined legs are modeled. These figuri-
nes are not decorated as a rule, but a figu-
rine from Tell Djadovo is entirely covered
with incised and encrusted decoration.
The head of a figurine from Tell Dolnos-
lav is rounded, with a small “hat”, and
the hands are on the abdomen (Le premi-
er or 1989: fig. 40). The figurine is cove-
red with a cream slip, and the schematic
face is painted with parallel horizontal
red lines,

A special figurine from Tell Catalka
can be assigned to the seated figurines
(Raduncheva 1976: Fig. 63). It is a sche-
matized seated female figurine with
stretched legs upon which is a small ves-
sel; the arms hold the vessel, and the face
is raised upwards. The figure of a small
child is modeled on the back of the figu-
rine. Seated female figurines with a ves-
sel on their knees are ritually related to
the rain invocation.

The standing marble figurines are
typical for the Late Chalcolithic (Nikolov
1988: Abb. 60, 166, 167). The first iconog-
raphic type includes a schematized body
emphasizing three main parts: head, bre-
asts, and buttocks. The head is oval, so-
metimes with a small "hat” or laterally
extending ears. The middle part of the
body is lozenge-shaped, and the lower
part is conical. The pubic triangle is also
marked. The second iconographic type
includes figurines that are more carefully
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modeled. The head is oval, the face is pre-
sented in detail, and the ears have three
or four perforations. The breasts are mo-
deled more naturalistically, and the
hands are on the abdomen. The lower
part of the body is conical, and the feet
are sometimes separated. The pubic tri-
angle is marked by incisions.

A group of bone figurines in the Late
Chalecolithic mirror the marble ones. The-
se are the so-called flat bone figurines
(idols) that have smaller dimensions and
were probably worn as amulets (Nikolov
1988: Abb. 5). Some figurines have cop-
per rings in the ear-perforations, a torque
on the neck, a copper belt on the waist,
and the lower part of the legs is covered
by thin copper plates. The flat bone figu-
rines are images of the Mother Goddess
and were worn as amulets for fertility.

The Late Chaleolithie is characterized
by a great variety of male figurines. The
number of male figurine heads increases
considerably. It is obvious that the funeti-
on of male characters diversified in the
Late Chalcolithic (Nikolov 1991). Unlike
female images, male images represent
portrait features (Raduncheva 1976: Fig,
73-77). The mouth is marked in almost all
cases, and often there are some small
shallow holes, which probably indicate a
kind of decoration, characteristic for per-
sons of high social rank. Female figuri-
nes, interpreted as images of the Mother
Goddess also bear such decoration; obvi-
ously the represented male had the top
role in her cult. There is an analogy bet-
ween the same Mother Goddess's figuri-
nes and the perforations on most of the
Late Chalecolithic male heads’ ears. The
eyes and the nose are modeled naturalis-
tically, sometimes the eyebrows and the
eyelashes are marked; some figurines are
bearded and the hair is marked.

The appearance of scepters, the first
specific symbols of the highest level of
the social hierarchy is related to the soci-
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al and ideological changes in the Late
Chalcolithic. A zoomorphic scepter, ma-
de of antler was found at Tell Karanovo.

Tell Racev yielded two seated male fi-
gurines with arms stretched forward (Le
premier or 1989: 20). The head of one of
the figurines is preserved; the face is mo-
deled rather naturalistically. Parts of a
big standing male figurine were found at
Tell Dolnoslav (Le premier or 1989: fig.
32, 34). The head is naturalistically mode-
led, the eyes are marked with pieces of
shell, and the arms are stretched for-
ward.

The hollow Late Chalcolithic anthro-
pomorphie figurines could be divided in-
to two groups: figurines with a body con-
sisting of one piece and figurines with a
movable head-lid. The first group is rep-
resented by the figurine from Tell Staro-
zagorski bani, having very big dimensi-
ons and two faces looking in opposite di-
rections (Nikolov 1988: Abb. 3). Thereis a
schematic face on both sides with several
side perforations, and arms folded at the
abdomen. The legs are massive and sepa-
rated. The doublefaced figurine repre-
sents a male and a female in one body;
there are breast on one of the “sides”,
and the figurine probably represents the
idea of the indivisible responsibility of
the Mother Goddess and the tribal chief-
tain for the fulfillment of the natural and
the social cycle. There is a part missing
in all figurines from the second group. A
hollow male body with a modeled phallus
was found at Tell Gabarevo (Nikolowv
1988: Abb, 14). The left hand is on the ab-
domen, and the right one touches the
phallus. The legs are short and massive.
The figurine was obviously used in a ritu-
al that included pouring liquid through
the phallus-tubule. Most of the movable
heads-lids have schematized features and
represent males. The head from Tell Ga-
barevo is naturalistic; it is notable for the
red-painted diadem on the forehead (Ni-
kolov 1988:; Abb. 68). The face of the head

from Tell Mihailovo is broad and owval
with side-perforations at the ends and a
relief nose, incised ellipsoid eyes, and
finger-iimpressions below the nose.

One more group consisting of Late
Chalcolithic female images should be ad-
ded to the hollow anthropomorphic figu-
rines (Georgiev 1961: Taf. XXVI, 6; Niko-
lov 1988: Abb. 173). They have a schema-
tic elongated body, hollow stumps-arms
in a gesture of adoration, schematized fa-
ce, and the breasts are modeled occasi-
onally. The face is marked by a relief no-
se, an incised mouth with a row of finger-
impressions beneath, and side perforati-
ons indicating the ears. The Mother God-
dess is probably pregnant, and the verti-
cal incised bands on her body symbolize
torrents of water. These figurines were
probably elements related to the ritual of
the rain invocation.

Flat clay loom weights with an incised
sign or signs were found in Late Chalco-
lithic sites. Numerous weights from Tell
Karanovo are marked with an incised
hanging triangle lacking the base, some-
times with a short vertical stroke inside
or with a lozenge with an inscribed cross.
Both signs are female symbols. There are
different signs on loom weights from ot-
her sites (e.g., a six-pointed figure remi-
niscent of a double axe but having additi-
onal knobs on a loom weight from Tell
Starozagorski bani). The image could be
interpreted as a bee or butterfly symbol
related to the Mother Goddess. There are
parallels of the specific sign on Late
Chalcolithic figurines as well. The descri-
bed signs impart anthropomorphic cha-
racter to the loom weights and relate
them to the Mother Goddess.

Late Chalcolithic sites yielded a great
number of special type of bone figurines.
They are made of metapodic bones and
reminds one of a schematized standing
human body. There are one or two side
perforations at the upper end (the
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“ears”). The figurines were probably
worn as amulets.

There are also relatively big T-shaped
anthropomorphic figurines made of bone
{(Nikolov 1988: Abb. 170). Their upper
part (the head) is widened, the middle
part (the neck) is narrow, and the lower
part (the body) is bell-shaped. There are
perforations for copper rings (at the “he-
ad™) and attachment for clothes (at the
“body™).

The number of zoomorphic vessels in
the Late Chalcolithic increases. There is
also a change in the design of their mode-
ling. Sometimes the upper part of the he-
ad is a movable lid, and sometimes the
head-lid, covering the mouth of the vessel
is missing (or probably has never exis-
ted). A Late Chalcolithic bull-shaped ves-
sel, was found at Tell Cyrillovo: the ani-
mal is standing on its legs, the mouth of
the vessel is on the forehead. Both sides
of the body are decorated. The Tell Kara-
novo Late Chalcolithic deposits yielded a
vessel shaped as an animal of unknown
species (Georgiev 1961: Taf. XXXII, 5).
The vessel is almost rectangular with fo-
ur short legs. The nose and the eyes are
modeled in relief on the head-lid. The
back part of the head, the neck, and the
body are decorated. The last group of ves-
sels represents standing four-legged ani-
mals and includes the images of a hedge-
hog (Nikolov 1988: Abb. 8). There are se-
veral vessels of this kind. The body is ro-
unded and densely covered with conical
knobs. The modelled neck ends with an
opening. These vessels probably have not
had a lid shaped as a head. Bird-shaped
vessels are relatively rare. A Late Chalco-
lithic vessel from Tell Sadievo probably
represents a partridge (Nikolov 1988:
Abb. 175); it has a short cylindrical neck
but probably never had a head-lid. Anot-
her Late Chalcolithic vessel (from Tell
Rumanya) is a schematized image of a
water bird (Nikclov 1988: Abb. 47). The
body is shaped as a symmetrical bowl
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with an immovable lid and there is a side
eylindrical relatively long neck without a
head-lid.

The zoomorphic vessels also include
two Late Chalcolithic “rhytons” shaped as
a bull horn (Nikolov 1988: Abb. 80). They
have an arched handle connecting the
two ends of the vessel and are decorated
with red painted rings. The two vessels
were found at Tell Starozagorski bani.

A vessel with a zoomorphic body on
four massive legs, a head with an ope-
ning at the top and a wide anthropomorp-
hic face was found in the Late Chalcolit-
hic layer of Tell Okrzhna Bolnitza. The
mouth is modeled as a spout, the nose is
in relief and the ears have perforations
for copper rings; the ellipsoid eyes are
painted in graphite, and the pupils are
marked with dots. The body of the vessel
is decorated with complicated graphite
painted motifs.

Early Chalcolithic altars have three or
four legs, an inscribed receptacle, and zo-
omorphic elements - such as a protome
of a ram or he-goat - attached to the rim
of the receptacle (Detev 1959: fig. 82; Ge-
orgiev 1961: Taf. XX). Decoration on the
out side is incised and often filled with
white matter, There are also short four-
legged altars with flat upper surfaces
(shaped as tables).

The rectangular four-legged altars
with flat upper surfaces are very typical
for the Late Chalcolithic; two elongated
bow-shapes eyes are incised on one of the
long sides. The Late Chalcolithic figuri-
nes of the Mother Goddess often have
eyes with the same shape and reconfirms
the relation between these objects and
the'cult of the Goddess.

There are Early Chalcolithic three-leg-
ged tripods with shallow receptacles and
an anthropo-zoomorphic head attached
to one of the corners.
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Chalcolithic clay models of houses
present two main house types: a hut and
a house with vertical walls and gabled ro-
of. Depending on the dimensions, they
are either hollow or have a round ope-
ning. Various architectural elements are
sometimes modeled in relief, (e.g., the
crossing beams forming the gable). Inci-
sed lines on the roof and the walls also
mark some of the construction features.
The models are likely related to the cult
of the house-spirit protector, who obvi-
ously was imagined as a snake.

Oven models are typical for the Chal-
colithie, especially in its later stages.
They usually have a horseshoe-shape and
a small platform in front of the entrance.
The dome of the oven is rounded and so-
metimes decorated with incised lines.

Sanctuaries appear in the Chalcolit-
hie, inclusively at some sites. Fragments
of walls with a complex polychrome deco-
ration were found at Tell Karanovoe and
Tell Azmak, Buildings with ritual functi-
ons were unearthed also at Tell Dolnos-
lav; a relief face with painted elements
was found on the wall of a building. A La-
te Chalcolithic elay model of a sanctuary
from Tell Starozagorski bani (Nikolov
1988: Abb. 17) is represented on a high
hollow podium, and the “sanctuary comp-
lex" consists of a building with a gabled
roof flanked by two high hollow columns
widening as funnels at the top. Small clay
altars were found at Late Chaleolithic si-
tes; they are shaped as the gabled facade
of a building, probably a sanctuary. Ima-
ges are incised usually on both sides.
Anthropomorphic protectors are mode-
led on an artifact from Tell Sadievo. The-
se small altars are probably sanctuaries
in miniature.

Stamped seals are not very common
in Chalcolithic deposits (Makkay 1984:
13, 22, 30-31, 44). They have rounded fa-
ces and a conical handle. The images in-
cised on the face belong to the two main
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types: a spiral or concentric circles. The
signs incised on the face of a big Late
Chalcolithic stamp seal from Tell Karano-
vo (Nikolov 1988, Abb. 181) were interpre-
ted years ago as the oldest form of wri-
ting. They are separated in four sectors
by two lines crossing each other at a
right angle.

Discussion

The culture of the Neolithic and the
Chalecolithic of Northern Thrace has been
presented with a minimal amount of in-
terpretation. The available evidence and
the observations could be used to study
the cultural phenomena and historical
processes in Thrace and the vast regions
of Anatolia and the Southeastern Europe.
Even a short exposé on these aspects re-
quires a special study, that is why I am
going to comment on few that [ consider
most topical.

1.The late prehistoric period in Nort-
hern Thrace has fixed time limits: it
starts with the establishment of the first
sites with pottery and smoothed stone to-
ols and ends with the late graphite pain-
ted pottery; according to the calibrated
140 dates it lasts at least two thousand ye-
ars and covered the 6th and the 5th mil-
lennium. This period is subdivided archa-
eologically into the Neolithic and Chalco-
lithic periods. The criteria for the begin-
ning of the Chalcolithic are derived from
the pottery assemblage, i.e., the appe-
arance of graphite painted pottery reflec-
ting the emergence of copper metallurgy.
The inner sequence and chronology of
the two periods, proposed by specialists,
are based on specific features of the pot-
tery assemblage; a final version was used
in this study. In the mid 80's, J. Lichardus
proposed a sequence and chronology of
the late prehistory in Northern Thrace,
and according to his system, the Chalco-
lithic period includes the Karanovo VI
period only (Lichardus, J., Lichardus-It-
ten, M., Bailloud, G., Cauvin, J. 1985: 367-
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412). The relevant criteria however are
not sought in the excavated evidence but
are formulated on the basis of interpreta-
tion. With this cultural and historical se-
quence, J. Lichardus is trying to relate
Northern Thrace to the Middle European
model, but in fact emphasizes the diffe-
rences with the Near Eastern model,
which is valid for Northern Thrace. The
correct methodological approach requ-
ires evidence from excavation to build
chronology. The picture is complicated
and what is needed is the creation of an
overall concept for the sequence and the
chronology of the late prehistory of the
Southeast Europe.

However, the essential question about
the sequence and chronology of Nort-
hern Thrace is still open. The difference
between the two stages within the Chal-
colithic seems to be in conformity with
the facts from a methodological point of
view, but specifying the criteria for the
study of the Thracian pottery will provide
a detailed and working subdivision.

2. The problem of continuity and dis-
continuity in the development of the late
prehistory of Northern Thrace has been
discussed many times in various publica-
tions. Almost no one doubts that there is
a considerable continuity in the Neolit-
hic and the Chalcolithic assemblages in
the region. On the other hand, the as-
sumption of two thousand-years of deve-
lopment without external contact seems
quite illogical. There is evidence of fore-
ign elements in the assemblages of Nort-
hern Thrace, which could be interpreted
as the result of a foreign influences or an
infiltration of groups from neighbouring
regions. Despite this, serious demograp-
hie changes have not been demonstrated.

The only study that addresses this
problem is based on the Neolithic pottery
from Tell Karanovo (Nikolov 1998a: 154-
161). The study supports the idea of con-
tinuous dynamic development of artifac-
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tual assemblages in northeastern parts of
Northern Thrace with the permanent
emergence of new signs and the gradual
dying out of old ones. The existing conti-
nuity is beyond any doubt but is accom-
panied by more or less expressive innova-
tions. A more notable change is observed
at the transition between the Karanovo I
and Karanovo II periods, when the ad-
mixtures in the paste change, and the red
slipped and painted pottery disappear as
a technological group. All other ele-
ments, however, continue to exist unec-
hanged.

At least four transformations of the
Neolithic assemblages could be differen-
tiated in Northern Thrace (see the sequ-
ence of the Neolithic and the territorial
range of the Neolithic periods). The Kara-
novo variant with six stages of develop-
ment is characteristic in the northeas-
tern parts of the Thrace. The Kazanhk va-
riant has four stages of development. The
Kapitan Dimitrievo variant has four sta-
ges of development and covers the wes-
tern part of Northern Thrace. A variant
with three stages of transformation ought
to exist in the Eastern Rhodope area, but
not enough evidence exists to say for su-
re.

3. There is no doubt that the origin of
early Neolithic cultures with painted pot-
tery in the central parts of the Balkans ar-
rived from the South and especially from
South-West Anatolia. Important evidence
supporting such a thesis comes not only
from the indisputable typological simila-
rities between assemblages but the geog-
raphical link connecting the two regions,
forming an enormous arch that linked
the Aegean islands from the Taurus to
the Carpathian basin. Two other neighbo-
ring regions - North and especially
North-West Anatolia and the eastern
parts of the Balkan peninsula (up to Mol-
davia) - remain between this “exterior"
arch and the Black Sea; in contrast with
the “exterior” arch, the early Neolithic
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culture in the “interior’ arch is characte-
rized by dark unpainted (with few excep-
tions) pottery.

A number of arguments, presented in
the last two decades, support the Mesta
and especially the Struma valleys as ro-
utes for the distribution of Anatolian ele-
ments into the Central Balkan area (Ni-
kolov 1989a). An assumption was made
that the Early Neolithic culture in Nort-
hern Thrace penetrated through the cent-
ral Balkan zone (Nikolov 19889b: 29-30).
Part of the Hoca Cesme site situated on
the Maritsa estuary was excavated (Ozdo-
Fan 1993: 182-186): the results from the
excavations stirred interest in the old
thesis that the origin of the Neolithic in
Thrace (and in the South-East Europe as
well) is a result of a cultural interaction
with Anatolia via the Straits.

According to the Hoca Cesme eviden-
ce, a small group of early Neolithic far-
mers, bearers of a specific culture, quite
different from the Thracian one, settled
on the Aegean coast of Eastern Thrace,
near the Maritsa estuary in the early 6th
century BC. There is no doubt that this
group came from the western Anatolian
coast (Ozdogan 1998). As early as its es-
tablishment, though situated on a hill,
the village of the Anatolian settlers was
surrounded by a massive stone wall. The
first two village development phases yiel-
ded small round houses, with walls of sto-
ne or stone and timber construction. The
vessels have flat bases, orange-red or
black slipped, and are undecorated. The
plan and the character of the village
changed during the third phase, though
the stone enclosure wall was still in use.
The houses were similar to the ones in
the Thracian inland - rectangular in plan
with walls made of wattle-and-daub. Red
slipped and white painted vessels - typi-
cal for the Thracian inland - appear.

The Hoca Cesme assemblage has also
been found at the eponymous site at the
Maritsa estuary in Thrace. Only one site
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dating to the first half of the 6th Millenni-
um - Yarimburgaz cave near Istanbul -
was excavated in Eastern Thrace (Ozdo-
Fan, Miyake, Ozbasaran Dede 1991: 66-
74). It was inhabited by an early farming
group, belonging to the Fikirtepe culture
from Northwestern Anatolia. Elements of
Hoca Cesme influence are only observed
in pottery technology (e.g., specific colo-
urs and burnishing). The nearest sites of
Karanovo I culture to Hoca Cesme are
the ones in Krumovgrad and Kardjali in
the East Rhodope area. Two sherds simi-
lar to the ones from the Hoca Cesme pha-
ses I and II were found at Krumovgrad
(Stefanova 1998: fig. 2 2,3). The head of a
female clay figurine of an Anatolian type
was found in Makri, Western Thrace, ne-
ar the Maritsa estuary (Efstratioun 1993:
fig. 10 C). The find has no reliable stratig-
raphiec position but could be related chro-
nologically to the Makri I layer, contem-
porary with the late stages of Karanovo I
culture. For the present, there is no other
evidence supporting a probable distribu-
tion of Anatolian characteristics in Thra-
ce.

The assumption of a migration route
from Anatolia to Europe via the Straits
and Thrace was made several decades
ago. In the 80's and 90's, evidence sup-
porting the idea of a stream of people flo-
wing from Anatolia via the Aegean to the
Central Balkan zone was revealed, but
another thesis was proposed, namely the
one for the distribution of early farming
Karanovo I culture in Thrace moving
from west to east, i.e. from the Upper Ma-
ritsa valley to the Maritsa estuary (Niko-
lov 1989b: 29-30). The results from the
archeological excavations in Eastern
Thrace in the 80’s and especially at Hoca
Cesme in the early 90's definitely rejec-
ted the thesis for large-scale migrations
of early farming groups via the Straits in
the early 6th millennium BC. The foun-
ders and the inhabitants of Hoca Cesme
were settlers from Western Anatolia who
settled down on the uninhabited Aegean
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coast but ocbviously met the hostile neigh-
bourhood of the Karanovo I culture. To
provide for the security of their people
they had to erect and keep in repair a sto-
newall enclosure, an unfamiliar pheno-
menon in Thrace until the Early Bronze
age. Nevertheless, in Hoca Cesme phase
III, the assemblage was “thracianized” to
a considerable extent, i.e., it adopted
many characteristics of the surrounding
Karanovo I culture, and later on the Ana-
tolian settlers were obviously entirely as-
similated.

The painted Early Neolithic pottery is
distributed from west to east in Thrace
and reaches the Lower Tundca and Marit-
sa valleys (in some cases even further
east) with a certain delay in comparison
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Plate 1. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. Pottery. Early Nealithic.
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Plate 2. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. Pottery. Early Neolithic.
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Plate 3. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. Pottery. Early Neolithic.
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Plate 4. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. Pottery.

Late Neolithic.
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Plate 5. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. Pottery. Late Neolithic.
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Plate 6. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. Pottery. Late Neolithic.
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Plate 7. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. Pottery. Early Chalcolithic.
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Plate 8. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. Pottery. Early Chalcolithic.
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Plate 9. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. Pottery. Early Chalcolithic.
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Plate 10. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region.

Pottery. Late Chalcolithic.
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Plate 11. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. Pottery. Late Chalcolithic.
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Plate 12. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. Pottery. Late Chalcolithic.
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Plate 13. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. Plans of two houses. Late Neolithic.
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Plate 14. Tell Karanovo, Mova Zagora region. Ornamentation on a sguare pot. Early Neolithic.
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Plate 15. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. Anthropomarphic clay figurines. Late Neolithic.
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Plate 16. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. Anthropomorphic clay figurines. Late Neolithic.
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Plate 17. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. Anthropomorphic clay figurines. Late Neolithic.
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Plate 18. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. Anthropomorphic clay figurine and clay altar.
Early and Late Chalcolithic.
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Plate 19. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. Anthropomorphic clay figurines and anthropo
morphic relief images on pottery. Early Chalcolithic.
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Plate 20. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. Anthropomorphic and zoomorphic figurines
made of marble, bone and clay. Late Chalcolithic.
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Plate 21. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. Oven models, a stamp seal with engraved
signs, a tripod and part of an altar. Late Chalcolithic.
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Plate 22. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. Clay loom weights with anthropomorphic fea
tures. Late Chalcolithic.
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Plate 23. Tell Azmak-Stara Zagora. Anthropomorphic clay figurines, anthropomorphic marble
figurine, zoomorphic lid, clay oven models. Late Chalcolithic.
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Plate 24. Tell Kazanlk. Sickles made of antler and a bone spoon. Early Neolithic.
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1. Tell Djadovo, Nova Zagora region (before excavation).
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2. Tell Karanovo, Mova Zagora region (Mortheast sector).

3. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. 4. Multi-layer site Cavdar, Zlatitsa region.
White painted pot. Early Neolithic. White painted pot. Early Neolithic.
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5. Multi-layer site Cavdar, Zlatitsa region. White painted pot. Early Neolithic.

6. Multi-layer site Rakitovo. White painted pot. Early Neolithic.
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Plate 24. Tell Kazanlik. Sickles made of antler and a bone spoon. Early Nealithic.
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1. Tell Djadovo, Nova Zagora region (before excavation).
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2. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region (Northeast sector).

3. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. 4. Multi-layer site Cavdar, Zlatitsa region.
White painted pot. Early Neolithic. White painted pot. Early Neolithic.
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5. Multi-layer site Cavdar, Zlatitsa region. White painted pot. Early Neolithic.

6. Multi-layer site Rakitovo. White painted pot. Early Neolithic.
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7. Multi-layer site Rakitovo. White painted pot. Early Neaolithic.

8. Multi-layer site Rakitovo. Anthropomorphic 9. Tell Kazanlk. Anthropomarphic pot.
white painted pot. Early Neolithic. Early Neolithic.
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10. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. Lid. Early Neolithic.

11. Open-air site Eleshnitsa. Head of a 12. Open-air site Eleshnitsa. Clay seed
leopard clay figurine. Early Neolithic. models | the so-called sling “bullets”).
Early Neolithic.
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13. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. Sickles made of antler with flint blades. Early Neolithic

14. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. 15. Tell Jasatepe-Plovdiv. Pot. Late Neolithic.
Pot. Middle Neolithic.
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16. Tell Jasatepe-Plovdiv. 17. Tell Kapitan Dimitrievo-Peshtera.
Anthropomorphic pot. Late Nealithic. Pot. Late Neolithic.

r’__

18. Tell Bereketska-Stara Zagora. 19. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. Lid.
Anthropomorphic pot. Late Neolithic. Late Nedolithic.
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20. Tell Kazanhk. Part of a marble 21. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zaﬁnra region. Part of
anthropomorphic figurine. Late Neolithic. a marble anthropomorphic figurine.
Late Neolithic.

22. Open-air site Giok tepe-Haskovo. Head of a clay figurine. Late Neaolithic.
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24. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. Pot. Early Chalcolithic.
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25. Tell Jasatepe-Plovdiv. Pot. Early Chalcolithic. 26. Tell Pazardcik. Clay figurine.
Early Chalcolithic.

27. Tell Kapitan Dimitrievo-Peshtera. Clay altar. Early Chalcolithic.
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29. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. 30. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region.
Pot. Late Chalcolithic. Pot. Late Chalcolithic.
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31. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. 32. Tell Starozagorski bani, Stara Zagora
Zoomorphic pot. Late Chalcolithic. region. Pot. Late Chalcalithic.

33. Tell Starozagorski bani, Stara
Zagora region. Anthropomorphic
pot. Late Chalcolithic.
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34. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. Head of anthropomorphic clay figurine. Late Chalcolithic.

35. Tell Azmak-Stara Zagora. Clay 36. Tell Dolnoslav, Assenovgrad region. Head
anthropomorphic figurine. Late Chalcolithic. of anthropomorphic clay figurine.
Late Chalcolithic.
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37. Tell Dolnoslav, Assenovgrad region. 38. Tell Starozagorski bani, Stara Zagora
Anthropomorphic clay figurine. Late region. Marble anthropomorphic figurine.
Chalcolithic. Late Chalcolithic.

39. Tell Kazanlik. Bone anthropomorphic 40. Tell Pazardcik. Clay “mask”. Late
figurine. Late Chalcolithic. Chalcolithic.
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42, Tell Starozagorski bani, Stara Zagora region. Clay model of a temple. Late Chalcolithic.
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43. Tell Karanovo, Nova Zagora region. Clay oven model. Late Chalcolithic.

44. Tell Dolnoslav, Assenovgrad region. Clay phallus. Late Chalcolithic.
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Stone Statues and Balbals

in Turkic World

Tiirk Diinyasi'nda Tas
Heykel ve Balballar

*Oktay BELLI

Anahtar Sércikier: Tag heykel, balbal, kurgan, kil merkezi, Umay Ana,
Keywords: Stone statue, balbal, kurgan, cult center, Mather |..|I1'Iit:|l'

Avrasya Arkeoloji Projesi (Proje No:
GP-27) kapsaminda Kazakistan, Kirgizis-
tan ve Ukrayna’'da yaphifinmz arastirma-
nin temel amaci, bu giine degin saghikh ve
planl bir sekilde incelenemeyen Tiirk ddé-
nemine ait arkeolojik kiiltiir varliklarimin
belgelenmesi ve envanterlerinin cikaril-
masidir. Bu amacla son ii¢ yildan beri Ka-
zakistan, Kirgizistan ve Ukrayna'da yapti-
gmiz arastirma sirasinda 700°den fazla in-
san bicimli tas heykel ve balbal incelen-
mistir,

Karadeniz'in kuzeyindeki bozkirlardan
Mogolistan topraklarinin sonuna degin
uzanan genis cografi bdlgede, binlerce in-
san bigimli tas heykel ve balbal bulun-
maktadir. Ancak tas heykel ve balballarn
hangi amaegla yapilarak kiilt merkezlerine
ve kurganlarn lizerine veya gevresine di-
kildigi ve anlamlarimin ne oldugu, 18. yiz
¥1ilin sonuna kadar bilinmemelkteydi. 1889
yilinda ortaya ¢ikarilan ve 1893 ynlinda ¢6-
ziilen Orhun Yaztlarn sayesinde, insan bi-
¢imli tas heykel ve balballar bhilinmezlik
gizinden kurtulmaya baslamistir. Orhun
Yazitlarinda “flk once Babam Kagan icin
Baz Kagan dikilmistir...” ciimlesi, mezar
sahibi igin heykelin yapilmis oldugunu

kanitlamaktadir. Balbal icin ise su climle
gecmektedir; "Kingrz Kaganim dldiirdiim,
balbalini yaptirdim..”. Oldiiriilen diisman
icin yaptirilan basit big¢imli, sekilsiz tas
heykelin lizerine, bazen diismamn adi da
vazilmalktaydi.

Insan bicimli tas heykel ve balballar 6.
ve 13. yuzyillar arasinda Tiirk topluluklan
tarafindan oldukga yaygin olarak kiilt mer-
kezleri ve kurganlarnn iizerine dikilmisler-
dir. Orta Asya Tiirk topluluklan arasinda
Islamiyetin yayilmas: ve kéklii bir sekilde
bdlgeye yerlesmesinden sonra, tas heykel
ve balbal yapma gelenegi yavas yavas orta-
dan kalkmaya baslamistir. Ancak tas hey-
kel ve balballarin birden bire ortadan kalk-
tigim diisiinmek, iyimserlik olur, Ozellikle
gelenek ve géreneklerine siki silkoya bagh
olan Orta Asya Tiirk topluluklarinda me-
zarlarmi kurgan bigiminde yapma, 6l s6-
lenleri (yug térenleri), insan wve hayvan
kurbanlan ve 6lii armaganlar: nasil Orta-
¢ag'dan sonra varhgini siirdiirdiiyse, insan
bicimli tas heykel ve balbal yapimi da var-
lhignm stirdiirmiistiir, Tasin yani sira ahsap-
tan yapilmaya baslanan tas heykel ve bal-
bal gelenegi, batiya gicen Tiirkler tarafin-
dan Anadolu'ya degin tasinmastr.

* The head of the Institution of Bumnsinn Archaesology, University of Istanbul, 34459 Bayantlstanbul- Tirkive.
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Balbal o6ldiiriilen diismanin tasa do-
nistiirtilmesi, éteki diinyada kahraman
savasciya hizmet etmesi, onu korumasi ve
kollamas: i¢in dikilen basit islenmis tas
yontudur. Kurgan ve kiilt merkezlerine di-
kilen &zenle igslenmis tas heykeller ise,
“Ata Kiilti"ni yansitmaktadir. Tas heykel-
lerin ilk érneklerine Tung Cagi'ndan beri
rastlamlmaktaysa da, M.O. 7.-4. yiizyllara
tarihlenen Iskit heykelleri, bozkir toplum-
larindaki ilk tas heykelleri olusturmakta-
dir. Basinda tiggen big¢imli li¢ cikantili ta-
ca benzeyen bir bashk tasiyan Umay Ana
heykelleri, dogurganhik wve {liretgenligin
yani sira, koruyucu bir ruh olarak karsi-
miza gikmaltadir.

Tiirk topluluklarinda tas balbal ve hey-
kellerle ilgili ézgilin inang¢ gelenegi gilinii-
miize degin varlignn siirdiirmiistiir. In-
sanlar tarafindan balbal ve insan bigimli
tas heykellere adaklar adanmakta, istekle-
rinin olumlu ydnde sonug¢lanmasi igin
bezler baglanmakta, kucaklanmakta ve
kutsal bir varhkmis gibi saygr ile &piil-
mektedir.

Many balbals and stone statues are to
be found in the wide geographic area
stretching from the northern Black Sea to
the end of the Mongolian lands. The func-
tion and meaning of all these stone statu-
es and balbals, erected on or around the
cult centers and kurgans, only became
known towards the end of the 19*h cen-
tury!. After the discovery of the Orhun
inscriptions in 1889 and their decipher-
ment in 1893, these problems were gradu-
ally solved. An inscription on one statue
which reads; “First, the Baz Khan is erec-
ted to honor my Father Khan'®, proves
that it was carved for the owner of the
tomb. Also, written on the same balbal
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we read; “ I killed the Kirghiz Khan and
had his balbals erected’. In addition, the
name of the enemy was written on other
roughly shaped or unshaped standing sto-
nes.

Human-shaped stone statues and bal-
bals were commonly erected at cult cen-
ters and kurgans between the 6! and 13th
centuries AD by the Turkish peoples. This
tradition gradually disappeared with the
arrival and spread of Islam among the Tur-
kish tribes of Asia, but it would be incor-
rect to think that the practice disappeared
suddenly. The tradition of carving human
shaped statues and balbals must have sur-
vived among the Middle Eastern Turkish
tribes long after the Middle Ages, alongsi-
de other funeral traditions such as burial
feasts, human and animal sacrifices or le-
aving gifts for the dead. For instance,
among the Altaic tribes, which still retain
the kamlik (shamanist) belief, these tradi-
tions survived without losing anything of
significant value. There was, however, a
slight difference; wood was increasingly
used in place of stone. This was because
wood is easier to carve than stone, but sin-
ce wood is not as resistant to decay, few
examples remain today. The end of the tra-
dition of making statues and balbals is,
therefore, taken to be in the 13t century®.
However, as discussed in more detail be-
low, many archeological discoveries and
written records indicate that the tradition
of carving wooden balbals survived for a
very considerable time.

As already mentioned, stone statues
and balbals are to be found at kurgans
and cult centers (Estelik), which are sac-
red for the Turks (Fig. 1). A. V. Adrianov,
V. A. Kallaur and G. N. Potanin, who ma-

**The main reason of the archaeologeal survey carried out in Kazakhisian, Kirghizistan and Ukraine, under the came of Eurssian Archacology Pro-
ject (Project No: GP27) is to bring Turkic cultural existence into light and o prepare the inventory which was not examined in detail up to now, We
have investigned more than 700 stone statuss and balbals in Knxalkhistan, Kirghizistan and Ukraine for the last three years. Dr. Orhan Dogan (expert
on Kazakhistan history), Dr. Komal Ozcan {expert on Crimean histary). Erkan Konyar (M.A.jexpert on Iron Age), Can Aver (M.Aexpert on Iron Age).
Aml Yilmaz (M.A. expert on pre-Islamic Turkic art), Mehmet Zeren (M.A; expert on western Géktiirk history) and Ibrahim Gogmeli (M.A; expert on
Turkic art) have joined the research team under my sclentific counseling. 1 would like to thank to my colleagues for their work and individual contri-

butions to the group.
1 Barthold 1947, 515.
2 Orlgun 193641, 1, 36,
3 Orkun 193641, 1, 40
4 Belli 20022, 912914,
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de research in the Altay and in Kirghizis-
tan in the early 19th century, reported that
the stone statues in human form were lo-
cated close to the kurgan areas®. It is un-
fortunate that most of the Kurgans, stone
statues and balbals, which decorate the
natural setting like pearls, have been
destroyed over many centuries (Fig. 2).
Doubtless this destruction was not at the
hands of the Turks, who hold them sac-
red, but by European travelers or, more
particularly, by the Russians who used
many of these monuments as constructi-
on materials or re-erected them as deco-
rative features in parks, gardens or pensi-
ons (Fig. 3-4). In this way very many of the
balbals that were formless or carved in ro-
unded or square shapes were destroyed.
Whereas stones sculpted in human form
were less frequently used, the big, shape-
less or square balbals were often emplo-
yed as columns in building constructi-
ons. As a result, today we have fewer bal-
bals than statues. Further, hundreds of
examples lie buried beneath the soil. In
order to prevent them being used in new
buildings, most have been transferred to
museums® but, because written records
were been properly kept, we do not know
exactly where most of the balbals in mu-
seums, parks, gardens and pensions were
brought from, nor what features were ori-
ginally associated with them (Fig. 5-6).
Due to such irresponsible behavior, we
do not have any knowledge about associ-
ations between kurgans, cult centers, sto-
ne statues and balbals which were made
in antiquity and in the Middle Ages by
Turkic tribes living in the wide lands
lying between the steppes stretching
from the northern Black Sea to Mongolia.
Further, we do not know exactly where
they were made and, hence, their disse-

5 Barthold 1047, 517- 521,

8 Belli 2001a, 433,

¥ Orkun 1936-11, 1, 36,

8 Oriun 1936-41, 111, 147,

¥ Roux 1999, 164,

10 Clnusen 1972, 333,

11 Radiov 1893-1911, IV, 1507,
12 Kotwice 1928, 2,

13 Barthold 1945, 14,

H Defremery- Sangulenetti 1853- 58, IV, 301
19 Kotwice 1937, 192-193,
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mination and full extent. Both the data
and the written records mentioned above
are, however, very important documents
that compliment the very few written re-
cords of early Turkie culture.

1- Stone Balbals

We encounter the word for balbal in
the Orhun” and Uybat IV® inscriptions,
which means that this word was used by
both the Kirghizs and the Gék-Turks. Dif-
ferent suggestions have been put forward
concerning the original meaning of the
word “balbal™®. Almost all researchers
and linguists agree, however, that the
Russians borrowed it Radlov defines it
as "a stone monument representing a de-
ad person”!l, Another suggested meaning
of interest is; “it is the stone representati-
ve of the number of enemies killed by the
dead one, erected by his enemies"!2, W.
Barthold, a scholar of the Middle Eastern
Turkish History, explains the reason for
their existence in connection with the be-
lief that in the next world those killed will
work in the service of either their murde-
rers or of the leader they fought for!s.

It has been seen that the Turks decora-
ted a grave chamber in the same way as a
house. Even the Moroccan traveler Ibn Ba-
tuta drew a comparison with a house that
was everywhere covered with carpets!d.
The fact that the grave was decked out to
resemble a residence leads researchers to
derive different meanings from the bal-
bals erected over these tombs. One such
interpretation is that the souls of slain
enemies were turned into balbals erected
around the tomb and were thereby captu-
red. Also, it was believed that the balbals
would protect the owner of the tomb!3



Transformation of a slain enemy into a
stone that was carved and then erected by
the tomb is indicative of the heroism of
the deceased. If the slaughtered enemy
killed was a significant personage, his na-
me was written on the balbal. One balbal,
erected on a kurgan which belonged to a
heroic warrior and located next to the On-
gon inscriptions, the “Ishbara Tarkan's
balbal™¥® has such a text inscribed on it.
In conclusion, we may say that a balbal is
a carved stone that was put up so as turn
the slain killed enemy into a stone, to ma-
ke him serve the herocic warrior and to
protect him in the next world!? (Fig. 7).

We do not know exactly when such
balbals were erected or whether any cere-
monies were organized while they were
put up. The example given below could
provide an explaination for our lack of
such knowledge. In 711 Bilge Khan had
the following statements written for his
uncle Kapagan Khan; “.. First, I have tur-
ned the Kirghiz Khan into a balbal..."8. If
we consider the fact that the Kirghiz
Khan died in 71619, we easily see that the
balbal mentioned is indicative of a requ-
est. We thus know that the balbals could
be one or more of the following: represen-
tations of persons killed while the dece-
ased was alive, those he would kill in his
next life, or those who were slaughtered
and offered to him as gifts after his death.

As mentioned above, the number of
balbals around any one tomb varied ac-
cording to the number of the people
whom the heroic warrior had himself kil-
led while he was alive (Fig. 8-9). For ins-
tance, the length of the line of balbals
erected towards the east of the stone sta-
tue in the Estelik at Tuva, is over 350 m.
Just outside the eastern wall of Kiil Te-
gin's monument tomb are no less than

16 fnan 1072, 231,

17 Belli 20023, 911-613.; Bolll 200337
18 Orloun 199641, 1, 40,

18 Divitgloglu 2000, 85,

20 Balll 20020, §11-813,

21 Balli 20028, 911012

22 Rochill 1900, 82,

22 Jalien 1877, 10, 28,
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170 balbals that constitute 3 km long se-
quence and, at a distance of 850 m from
the northern part of the monument, the
length of the balbal sequence is 1,250 me-
ters. Yet another sequence, this time of
750 balbals, lies 450 m to the north. We al-
so know that the monument of Bilge
Khan, elder brother of Kiil Tegin, is even
bigger and that the length of the balbal se-
gquence erected for him extends for more
than 3 km. It was believed that the tomb
was protected by the souls of the enemy
that had been transformed into balbals
and, also, that this army of balbals would
also protect the dead hero in his after li-
fe20 (Fig.10-11).

Balbals are of various height; the shor-
test being 40-50 cm high and the tallest
about 1.70-2.00 m (Fig.12). Balbals are
hewn from stones brought from local qu-
arries. The basic distinetion between a
balbal and a statue is that balbals are
simple and shapelessly representations?!,
The European travelers also tended to
describe balbals as carved roughly in ro-
und or square shapes®2.

The Orhun inscriptions, as well as the
Chinese chronicles, provide us with valu-
able information about the way in which
balbals and statues were erected. For ins-
tance, Bianyi dian, writing around 552-
556, says; “.. After the corpse is buried,
they carry stones to near the tomb... The
number of these stones is directly propor-
tional fo the number of people he killed...
If he killed one man, only cone stone is
erected... There are those for whom hund-
reds or thousands of stones were erec-
ted..."?3,

Actually the numbers given above
might seem exagpgerated. However the
balbals found in the Uybat Region of the
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Autonomous Republic of Hakas, where
they are called Caa tas (stones of war),
show that these numbers are not as exag-
gerated as might be thought (Fig.13). Alt-
hough most of them are weathered, the
hundreds of balbals, spread over a wide
geographic area, present a spectacular vi-
ew. This scene reminds us that the forest
which inspired Nizami of Gence, in the
13th century, consisted of stones.

The Chinese chronicle Zhou-shu, in
B30, says the following about Turkic bur-
ial tradition and balbals; “.. When some-
one dies, his body is kept in a tent... All
his children, grandchildren, male and
female relatives sacrifice a sheep and a
horse and spread them in front of the tent
as offerings. They make seven lours
around the tent on horse and hurt their
faces with a sword and mourn when they
come in front of the tent. Blood and tears
drop from their eyes. They later decide on
the day when they would burn the dead
person’s personal belongings and his
horse. They gather around the ashes and
wait for the best time to bury him. If he
died in spring or summer they wait till
the green grass and trees turn into yellow
and drop their leaves. If he is dead in
autumn or winter they wait till flowers
and trees bloom. Later they dig a hole and
bury the ashes. On the very day of burial
the relatives do offerings again, organize
horse races and hurt their faces as they
did on the first day of death. After the bur-
ial eceremony they erect stones on the
grave. Number of the stones is equal to
the number of the people he killed while
he was alive. They hang the heads of the
strangled sheep and horses on gravesto-
nes..."4,

From the information collected in 636
from Sui-shu of the Sui dynasty, we gain

24 Liu 1958, 810,

23 Lin 1958, 42,

28 Drkun 1936- 41, 1, 36, 40, 68, 70,

27 Rowe 1099, 309,

23 Togan 1039, 27,

29 Faolli 20020, 611913, Balli 2003, 41,
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an impression of a noble Turkic tomb; “..
The relatives erect posts in circles around
the tomb and draw the portrait of that per-
son and views from the wars he fought, on
the walls of the circle..."#5,

The knowledge provided about balbals
in the Orhun inscriptions is much more
reliable and detailed; “..I killed their he-
roie warriors and made balbals of them...I
turned the Kirghiz Khan into a balbal for
my unecle..many Turks had been killed
and...they had made balbals of them...I
erected Kuy Sangun as a balbal... =5,

The knowledge provided to us by trave-
lers and priests, based on their first-hand
observations, verifies the historical sour-
ces. The earliest information on this sub-
ject is provided by Ibn Fadlan, who was
the clerk of the delegation which wvisited
the Bulgarian king Iltebir Almush, who
converted to Islam in 920-21. But Ibn Fad-
lan, mistakenly, describes the balbals as
statues. Some researchers think such a
description exaggerated2?. Actually, what
Fadlan describes is not a statue but a bal-
bal, which is, therefore, how we should
consider it. Ibn Fadlan writes about how
the Oghuzs buried their dead and how
they erected balbals; “...When an Oghuz
kills someone and becomes a hero, a wo-
oden balbal of the murdered one is carved
and erected on his tomb.. Number of the
balbals erected on his tomb is directly
proportional to the number of people he
killed...who are his servants from then on.
It is believed that they would serve him in
heavens... ™8,

Ibn Fadlan's description of the balbal
as being made of wood which, unlike sto-
ne, is subject to decay, explains why they
have not survived down to the present

day?9.



Nizami of Gence, a wandering minst-
rel who wrote at the beginning of the 13th
century, provides interesting information
about the stone statues and balbals of the
Kipchak steppes. It is supposed that he
gained his knowledge from the Kipchaks
living in Azerbaijan. With regard to the
wooden balbals, Nizami says; “..The wo-
oden arrows stuck into the soil in the
Kipechak steppes are as many in number
as the grass at the seashore... ™0,

Concerning stone balbals, Guillaume
de Rubrouck, who was a member of the
delegation sent to the Mongolian army by
the French King in 1253, writes; “...Graves
enclosing a cerfain area are circled with
uncarved, rounded or square stones. In
addition, on the four sides of the tomb fo-
ur stones, symbolic of the four sides of the
world, are erected perpendicularly..."1,
In actual fact, balbals are very simply car-
ved when compared to statues. As already
pointed out, the most significant distincti-
on between a balbal and a statue is that a
balbal is either completely shapeless or is
just simply shaped.

The famous traveler Marco Polo tells
us how people were turned into balbals in
the 13*h century; “..I will tell you about
another big event, when corpses of the
great kkhans are brought up to this moun-
tains to be buried, although it is a way of
40 or more days, all the people encounte-
red on the way were slaughtered by those
bringing the corpse. While slaughtering,
they were telling them to go and serve
their lord in the next world. Because they
believed that whoever they slaughtered in
his honor had to serve the great lord in
his next life. Keep in mind that more
than 20,000 people who encountered the
carriage were slaughtered while Khan

W Kotwice 1928, 58,

3 Rockhill 1900, 52,

2 Hambis 1955, 81,

i gohachner 2001, 137.: Sevin 2001, 81,

M Belozor 1996, 41-60,; Kovalev 1998, 248.; Curilova 1999, £8

* Belli 20028, 910912,

¥ Bologor 1896, 41-50,; Kovalev 1988, 260, fig. 7. Gurilova 1999, 848
47 Belli 20024, D11-818.

5 Bolli 20028, 913414.; Belll 2002 b, 27.; Belli 2003, 42
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Mangu's corpse was being taken to be bu-
ried..."®2.

As 1 have already mentioned, balbals,
as well as stone statues began to be car-
ved out of wood from the 13" century on-
wards and, simultaneously, the burial tra-
ditions of the Turks started to gradually
disappear.

2. Stone statues in human form

Stone statues in human form which
were erected beside the kurgans and gra-
ves are encountered in the Near East from
the Bronze Age3. The earliest instances of
these statues, which were carved by the
people of the steppe culture are found in
the steppes of the Northern Black Sea re-
gion. They were made between the 7th cen-
tury BC and the 4 century AD and they
belonged to the Scythians?$, The father of
history, Herodotos, who is an authority on
all the Scythian traditions and techniques
of war, does not, unfortunately, provide us
with any knowledge about such stone sta-
tues®. What differentiates the older
Scythian statues from those of Central Asi-
an are their headgear, their horseshoe
shaped moustaches and their armor3é
(Fig.14-15). The main feature of the male
statues in Central Asia is that they all ha-
ve heavy moustaches??,

As mentioned before, stone statues in
human form, just like balbals, were erec-
ted in cult centers and kurgans from the
6th century onwards. Compared to balbals,
these stone statues were carved much mo-
re painstakingly and realistically. The ma-
in reason for this was to continue the exis-
tence of the dead person in a more concre-
te way. Thus stone statues represent the
Ancestor Cult of the Turkish past®. For
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instance, the Kitans had made golden sta-
tues of their king and his eight sons and
put them in a temple built for the dead?®,

In addition to the Chinese chronicles,
the Orhun inscriptions also provide us
with very important information. The Chi-
nese historian Tang shu gives us an im-
portant kind of information about the Tur-
kish burial traditions and the statues they
made; “..Affer building the tomb, they
erect a statue of the dead which is symbo-
lic of his heroic deeds while he was ali-
ve... "0,

Inscriptions concerning the importan-
ce of the sculpture and the necessity of pa-
instakingly carving the statue of the dead
warrior- that represents the Ancestor Cult-
gives us a clue about the importance of
that tradition. For example, on Kiil Tegin's
tomb we read; “...For the sake of the adorn-
ment of the infinite stone, I brought sculp-
tors from the Chinese Khan and had the
statue made..."1, Pieces of statues which
were found during archeological excavati-
ons in Kiil Tegin's and Bilge Khan'’s grave
sites are most probably the remnants of
the statues mentioned above. Today howe-
ver almost all scientists agree that the he-
ad of the statue kept in the History Institu-
te of Ulan Bator, the capital city of Mongo-
lia, is Kiil Tegin’s*=.

The burial traditions of the Gék Turks
were also continued by the Shamanist Og-
huzs and the Kipchaks between the 9th
and 13" centuries. Another tradition of
the Gok Turks was the carving balbals and
stone statues in human form (Fig.186).

The most classical and realistic infor-
mation about the stone statues in human
form comes from Guillaume de Rubrouck,

35 gegen 1975, 210,
40 Baibosynov 1998, 50,
41 Thomsen 1886, 118,
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a priest who was a part of the delegation
sent to the Mongolian army in Karaku-
rum, in Central Asia, by the French king;
“...The Kumans built a huge Protuberance
on graves and erect a statue looking to-
wards the east and holding a cup in his
hand...”3. From the information given by
Rubrouck we learn that the tradition of
erecting statues on graves was carried on
at least until the middle of the 13th cen-
tury. Rubrouck also describes how the sta-
tue's face is turned to the east. As it is
known, while determining the four sides
of the world the Orhun Turks were lo-
oking towards the east; so their right side
was south, and their left side was the
north#d,

As I have already mentioned, these sto-
ne statues in human form were erected eit-
her on or around the kurgans, or in Este-
liks which are cult centers surrounded by
stones. Usually two statues, one represen-
ting the husband and the other the wife,
were erected on graves (Fig. 17). Until to-
day, many statues representing the male
and the female have been found. On the ot-
her hand, the number of the stone statues
in human form found in square cult cen-
ters surrounded by stones is much higher
than those found in kurgans. But none of
the written records give any proper know-
ledge about female and male statues erec-
ted either in cult centers or on kurgans.

A. Kh. Margulan, who excavated at
cult centers in Kazakhistan, encountered
animal rather than human skeletons.
That is, the bones found belonged to the
animals eaten and offered to the dead per-
son during feastsi5. V. V Kubarev, who
works on statues in the Altay Region that
belong to the Turkish dynasty, informs us
that there are many cult centers in the re-

42 Dyjymrbekirli 1979337, fig, 20 Coruhlu 1968, 88 Sertkaya- Alynlmaz-Battulgs 2001, 45.

43 Rochill 1900, 51-82,
44 Barthold 1947, 534.
45 Baibosynov 1988, 44.
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gion which were built for feasts. Kubarev
also relates that one of these cult centers
contained human statues and that the
center was surrounded by kind of a wall
or ditches. He adds that these walls and
ditches were built to prevent the progress
of enemiesit,

According to the results of research
that we have undertaken over three years,
the distribution of stone statues of the Tur-
kic Republics and their neighbors is; Uk-
raine 26747, Azerbaijan 13, Turkmenistan
61, Tacikhistan 26, Uzbekistan 78, Chinese
Turkistan 19248, Mongolia 5624 (Fig. 18),
Tuva 21050 (Fig. 19), Hakasia 265°1, Altay
37952, Kazakhistan 69033 (Fig. 20), Kirghi-
zistan 366 (Fig. 21). But these numbers are
relative and, as the scale of research incre-
ases, the number of known stone statues
is expected to grow. As a great number of
these statues exist in kurgans and cult
centers that are located on high plateaus
mountainous areas, it is certain that the
numbers given above will double when si-
tes on the high plateaus are excavated.

The sizes of the human statues vary;
while the shortest are about 40-50 cm (Fig.
22), the tallest are around 250 cm high. Ac-
cording to latest research, the highest sta-
tue is that in the garden of the Bishkek
Museum, which is 275 em high (Fig. 23).
This particular monumental statue repre-
sents a very important ruler named “Kara-
han”. A statue in the Tiip town of Kirghi-
zistan, on the other hand, with a width of
75 em, is the widest human statue ever fo-
und (Fig. 24). It is understood that statues
of the rich, the rulers or the commanders
were of larger size. Statues are of many
different kinds, partly because the types of
local stones that were used for making sta-
tues differ from region to region. In some
places there are no stone quarries, indica-

48 Baibosynov 1996, 44-45.; Kubarev 2001, 808,

17 Platnova 1974, 17 pp.: Krasilnikoy 1888, 14 pp. Curilova 15959, 88,
18 Wang 1996, 19 pp,

A Bagar 1998, 64.; Hayashi 2001, 221.

M Grag 1961, 14 pp.

51 gher 1966, 28 pp.

52 Bubarov 1984, 46 pp.

53 ghor 1996, 22 vdd,: Charikov 1986, 131-140.; Charikew 1958, B7-102.
54 Togun 1820, 25,
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ting that some statues were carved and
brought from distant sites. Many of the
statues carved by stone-workers of the day
show similarities, so that it might be pos-
sible to identify the hand of individual
sculptors. It is also understood that the
statues represent rulers, commanders,
warriors, wandering minstrels, orators,
shamans and shepherds.

89 % of the statues that we have studied
up to now represent males, and the rema-
ining 11% of depict females or figures of
indeterminate sex and Mother Umay. The
most important characteristic of all of the-
se statues is simple and realistic that the-
ir facial expressions are. It is clear that the
artists expended great effort in realisti-
cally depicting the owner of the statue.
With one exception, the statues provide
clear evidence that they were designed
and built by local artists. In other words,
the facial expressions of the female and
male statues are found in Altay, Tuva, Ka-
zakhistan, Kirghizistan, the Chinese Tur-
kistan and Mongolia show great similariti-
es with the people of these regions. Most
of the male statues are represented as be-
ing beardless but carrying a moustache,
although some do have a very sparse be-
ard on the chin. Ibn Fadlan, in a teasing
tone, says that the Turks do not have be-
ards; “..All Turks pull their beards out
and grow a moustache. Sometimes among
them you can find an old one who pulled
all his beard out but left some on his chin
and who has a fur on his shoulder...”.
Thus we know that carrying a moustache
has been very common amongst the Turks
since the ancient times.

While most of the human statues are
carved with their legs crossed, the legs of
some are not at all clearly depicted. Since
such kinds of statues were inserted in so-
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il, the ends of the lower parts of their bodi-
es, which were about 30-50 cm long, were
tapered. According to the knowledge we
gained from recent research, we can clas-
sify the statues into the following groups;

1- Statues standing or sitting (Fig.25).
2- Armed men holding a cup in their
right hands (Fig.26).

3- Unarmed men or sexless statues hol
ding a cup in their right hands (Fig.27).
4- Men holding cups or pots in both
hands (Fig.28).

- Statues with only faces depicted
(Fig.29).

6- Female statues holding cups each
hand (Fig.30).

7- Few statues with birds (Fig.31).

B- Statues representing the Mother
“Umay” (Fig.32).

9- Few female statues holding flowers
in their hands (Fig.33).

10- Man holding a music instrument in
his hand (Fig. 34).

Generally, it can be seen that human fi-
gures were carved in considerable detail,
but today most statues are worn and ero-
ded due to long exposure to the elements.
In particular, belts, quivers and armor we-
re carefully carved. Their armor indicates
whether they were warriors or rulers. The-
ir clothing, the cup or pot that they hold,
and any birds or arms, help us also to clas-
sify and date them. The heads of the statu-
es are large in comparison to their bodies,
and bald. This is in accordance with the
knowledge provided about Turks by many
Muslim geographers.

A general evaluation of the statues le-
ads us to the following conclusions; in al-
most all the male, female and Mother
Umay statues’ the front parts of the bodies
are stressed, while little attention is paid

B3 Minovaky 1937, 96,
38 Gurkdn 1987, 100-109,

to the sides or the backs. It is understood
that the artists spent much effort in catc-
hing the details of the facial expressions
and other parts of the heads of the persons
they depicted. For instance, in Hudud al-
A'lam, an anonymous work written in 982,
it is mentioned that the Turks have scanty
hair55. Unlike the other male and female
statues, the Mother Umay statues were
engraved. The male statues are usually
short, plump and beardless with big no-
ses. The cups held by statues of either sex,
either in both hands or only in the right,
supposedly held sacred water, Bengi- Su.

From the 13% century onwards human
statues began to be made from wood, as
were the stone balbals. As mentioned be-
fore, the number of the wooden statues
increased quickly since it is easier to car-
ve. However many wooden statues have
been found in archeological excavations
conducted at the cult centers of the Ku-
mans, located in the steppes towards the
northern part of the Sea of Azov and wes-
tern part of the River Don%®. It is signifi-
cant that the wooden statues look toward
the east, just like the stone ones. The sto-
ne and the wooden statues both vanished
simultaneously with the burial traditions
of the Turkic communities. In the future,
thanks to the new archeological and eth-
nographic records that await discovery,
we hope to learn the exact date of their di-
sappearance.

It seems that the tradition of carving
statues in human form started to disappe-
ar after the Turks converted to Islam, be-
cause Islam strictly prohibits the const-
ruction of human images. However, the
Turks, spreading to Anatolia and the Bal-
kans, continued to practice their unique
traditions by successfully drawing birds,
monsters, swords or human figures on the



high stones which they erected on gra-
ves®”, What is more important is the conti-
nuation of balbal and stone statue traditi-
ons in most parts of Anatolia, notably in
Alevi cemeteries where ancient Turkish
traditions are still observed (Fig. 35). FPla-
ited grave stones at the Teslim Abdal villa-
ge cemetery in Baskil district of Elamg, for
instance, bear close affinities with the
examples in Tuva®® (Fig. 36).

3. Statues of Mother Umay

Among the male statues found, those
having round faces and crown- like head-
gear with three salients in triangular
form, are supposed to be representations
of Mother Umay (Fig. 37). The most impor-
tant characteristic of these statues is that
they all have three-sided crowns in the
form of a pyramid. Also, these mother
goddess statues are smaller than the ma-
le statues. Moreover, the Mother Umay
reflects the women's fashion of their time
and place with her crown, earrings and
rich clothing®®. Except for the lines of the
pyramid-like crown with salients, the face
is carved in very detailed, soft lines. This
indicates that the artist paid much atten-
tion to reflecting her compassionate, pro-
tective, tender and beautiful moon-like fa-
ce. Therefore, it would not be wrong to
think that such artists came from Turkish
communities which believe in the holi-
ness of Mother Umay. However, we do not
know where the Mother Umay statues we-
re erected, what their specific positioning
was, which sacrifices were offered to
them and which specific cult rituals were
performed. But in 1997, during the arche-
ological excavations around one of the
cult centers in the Con-Débdé district of
Song Kél, in Kirghizistan, a Mother Umay
statue was brought to light®®, We believe
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that after further evaluation of the Umay
statues which were discovered at this cult
site, more solid and reliable information
will be accessible.

While some researchers interpret Mot-
her Umay as the symbol of prolificacy and
fertility, others see her as a goddess®! or
an angel-like, protective soul%. Actually,
Umay Ana should not be confused with
the 8000 year-old Mother Goddess cult
that survived in Anatolia and Central Asia
into Antiquity and Medieval times®:, Tho-
se who interpret Mother Umay as a god-
dess are especially affected by the follo-
wing sentence from the Tonyukuk inserip-
tions; “..The God, Umay, the sacred earth
and water smashed them for us...'%. As it
is clearly seen in the sentence, Mother
Umay is counted among the souls helping
the Turks.

Mother Umay was so much loved and
respected that, not only were her statues
erected, but also her picture was drawn on
the Kudurga Sapkin Rock in the Altay re-
gion®, During archeological studies of a
kurgan in the Siittii Bulak grave area, a
plate was found on which the mother ima-
ge was depicted®. The unchanging cha-
racteristic of all is that Mother Umay is al-
ways represented with her pyramid-like
Crown.

Although we do not have any exact
kind of knowledge about the origin of the
Mother Umay cult in our literary history,
we first came across her name in the Or-
hun inscriptions. For instance in Kiil Te-
gin’s monument it says that the elder brot-
her, Bilge Khan, compared her mother to
Umay who protects the children; “...When
my father died, my brother Kiil Tegin took
the name of the brave hero..."%".
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80 Bogor 1989, 134, fig.
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2000, 302.; Coruhlu 2001, 100-101.
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As a part of the series of the collected
works of the famous Turcologists, N. Kata-
nov and W. Radlov about the Sagaian
Turks, in their work titled “Proben”, we
can not fail to note a passage with the fol-
lowing interesting statement; “...By the ti-
me we descended from the Ancestor Ul-
Zen, these two trees of beech descended to
the earth with Mother Umay..."%. In anot-
her text about the burial ceremony it says,
“Meat is cooked for those who attended
the burial While those coming from the
graveyard drink raki, three girls sprinkle
the ground with raki for Mother Umay ™9,

The Mother Goddess represents ferti-
lity among the Turkic tribes of Central
Asia, as it does also in other cultures.
Umay, who is the mother of the Altaic
gods, is at the same time accepted as the
protector of children and young animals.
A statement made by Mahmud of Kasghar,
“she, who gives birth to a baby. worships
Umay when she prays'™, reflects the main
characteristic of the Mother Umay. For
example, the second meaning of the word
“Umay” in the language of Uighurs is “the
soul which protects the children™7!.

Among the Tunghuzs living in South
Siberia, Altays and the North-eastern Sibe-
ria, there is a common belief about Mother
Umay protecting children; “...they believe
that the child meets Mother Umay in his
dream when he smiles in his sleep and
that Mother Umay left him when he cri-
es..."”. “When the child gets sick, they beli-
eve that Mother Umay has been away for
too long and call a shaman to summon her
back™72,

Among the Kirghizs, a strong belief
about the protective power of Mother
Umay still exists. For instance, when tre-

65 Katanov 1907, 552 lnan 1972, 35,
69 Kntanov 1907, 462 lnan 1972, 25
7 Brockelmann 1928 1, 23

71 Caferoflu 1968, 265,

72 Ginor 1995, 207

T3 Abramzon 1960, 263

74 Baibosynov 1996, 44,

T8 Huart 1907 IV, 21-22.
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ating a child or during a birth, the nurse
says; “ It is not my hand but Mother
Umay's”. And when a child is sent to so-
mewhere, the old women say "I entrust
him to Mother Umay”. And during the fer-
tile period of the animals “they say that
milk was pouring from Mother Umay’s
chest"72,

4- Holiness of the Statues in
Human Form

The Turks erected statues which they
carved for their dead ancestors either on
the top or at the base of kurgans or, most-
ly, in the cult centers. Statues or the cult
centers were later surrounded by a square
or a rectangle of stones. In the cult center,
where the statue of the ancestor was erec-
ted, feasts were organized in the name of
the dead, and some of the food and drink
was offered to the dead. As some researc-
hers explain, the cult of the stone statues
emerged as a result of such an distinctive
religious tradition™.

The stone statues in human form are
held sacred and are highly respected by
the Turkic tribes. And such holiness was
not restricted only to any one period of ti-
me but continued even after their conver-
sion to Islam. Even today some Turkic tri-
bes still hold them sacred and call them
“tasnine” (stone grandmother), “tasbaba”
(stone father), or “saymalitas” (the respec-
ted stone) or “kesertas” (the cutting sto-
ne). The Arab historian Abu Zeyd al- Belhi,
who wrote his work in the mid 10t cen-
tury, stresses that the Turks worship effi-
gies and goes on; “..Some of them wors-
hip the sky and some the Sun...""5. The ef-
fizies mentioned here are supposed to be
the stone statues that are held sacred and
are respected by the Turks.
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We get the first kind of information
about the holiness of these stone- made
statues from a wandering minstrel from
Gence, Nizami. It is supposed that Nizami
got the information that he passed on to
us from the Kipchaks, living in Azerba-
ijan; "...Stone statues were erected on the
steppes of the Kipchaks as talismans. All
of these talismans are still standing there.
Whenever a Kipchal comes closer to one
of them, he worships him and puts an ar-
row in his quiver. If it is a shepherd who
comes close to him, he sacrifices a sheep
for him,..""8,

Ssanang Ssetsen also mentions the ins-
tance of putting an arrow in the quiver of
the statue in the story about Togan Tayshi.
According to this story, Togan Tayshi had
insulted Ghengis Khan's tomb and had be-
en killed by an arrow in his quiver. From
the story, we conclude that the statue of
Ghengis Khan had a quiver™.

We also find out from another source
that the statues of Ghengis Khan and ot-
her Khans were erected and revered. As it
is known, since the Dynasty Grave of
Ghengis Khan was accepted as sacred, it
was always protected and preserved.
Apart from Ghengis Khan, other Khans
such as Tuluy, Ménke and Ank Boga were
buried in this graveyard as well. As it was
stated, the guards saving this graveyard
served the souls of the dead as well as the
living"®. The Persian historian Rashided-
din, at the beginning of the fourteenth
century informs the reader about this
mysterious subject as follows;"...Having
made their image (statues), they always
burnt odorous things before them..."?.

The information given by Nizami is ve-
rified by the ethnographical researches
held in the Turkic tribes of the Central
Asia. The studies reveal that the statues

78 fnan 1072, 179,
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are paid high religious respect by the sha-
manist people. G. N. Potanin, who condue-
ted research in the Altay and Southern Si-
beria in the last quarter of the 19th cen-
tury, explains to us how the people around
respected a stone statue of a human loca-
ted in Dain- Gul Valley; "..The Kazaks na-
med this statue Dain- Batir and the Uran-
haians Oldze- Dain. The statue, which is
150 cms tall and 38 ems wide, is very well
protected. His forehead and the crooked
eyes prove a Mongolian origin. Moreover,
he has a moustache. It can be guessed
that, ,in comparison to the others, this sta-
tue is made in a more recent time, Even to-
day, the people around pay much respect
to it. They had built a shelter of wood in or-
der to protect it from the snow, rain and
sunlight and siretched a rope inside for
tving pieces of clothes as offerings... 80,

According to the researches he made
in the Ak-Yis Valley of the Altay on Au-
gust 18th 1722, Messerschmidt asserts that
the people of the region paid much res-
pect to the statues, offered sacrifices to
them and rubbed suet on their mouth;
“..The female statue named as "Kurtuyak
Tash" (hag stone) is made of gray sandsto-
ne and erected crookedly. The pinch of ha-
ir dropping from its backhead is hardly se-
en since it is eroded. Today women of the
Kamliks and the Kumans wear the same
dresses. It is not clear if there is any wri-
ting on it. The by-passing Tatars living in
the Is Beltir area pay much respect to it.
Everybody turns three tours around it and
offer some of their food. When I asked
them why they had such a simple belief, if
that lifeless stone deserved such respect
and if they did not see that the food they
offered him was eaten by birds, foxes or ot-
her animals, they replied; she had been a
noble woman and been turned into stone
by the omnipotent Kayra- Khan as far as
they heard from their ancestors and that
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they actually knew the food which they of
fered was eaten by animals, but that they
had been paying respect to her saintly me-
mory... 81,

On July 20th 1722, Messerschmidt, in
the studies he did around Kara and Ak-
Yiis, writes; “..on the left side of the road,
in a spectacular valley ornamented with
beech trees, there is statue named " Ko-
zan-Kush-Tash"” (Kozan- Bird-Stone). It is
carved out of a red stone. He has a lea
bowl-like pot of ash in his right hand,
holds the skirt of his robe in his left. He
has a cloth belt and two small bags han-
ging on it. His head is covered by a conical
hat leaving the ears out. His head was as if
cut and later inserted haphazardly again.
His moustache reminds the moustache of
a Polish warrior. He has a sparse beard
around his chin and mouth. As it is un-
derstood from the description, the statue is
not of a woman but of a man. The Tatars
passing by never neglect to pay their deep
respect to it by offering some of their fo-
od... 82,

5. Conclusion

Apparently the peculiar belief in the
holiness of stone statues continues in this

51 Radlov 1966, I, 9203,
52 Radlov 1956, 11, 93-04,
1 Mlammoglu 2002, 59,
34 polll 2003, 50, 2002, 59,
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or that way among the shamanist Turkic
communities. For example, the areas whe-
re balbals and statues are erected still ke-
ep their holiness in the Republic of Haka-
sia. The shamanist people of the Turkic
communities of the area still go on pra-
ying to the stone- made statues in human
form and to the balbals, doing offerings fo
them, embracing them and tying pieces of
clothes to them for their wishes to come
true®? (Fig. 38).

During the archeoclogical studies in Ka-
zakhistan and Kirghizistan, we observed
that the people highly respect the statues
which they carried into their gardens from
cult centers and regarded them as indis-
pensible members of their family. Further
more, they do not let any governmental of-
ficers to transport the statues to any muse-
um. In Kirghizistan, we also observed that
the statues which were exhibited in the
garden of the Manas Museum, were high-
ly respected and held sacred by the peop-
le of the region. Women who wanted their
dreams to come true touch them and rub
their hands to their faces, kissing them as
sacred beings (Fig.39). Actually, if the Tur-
kie tribes had not held them sacred and
protected them carefully, the statues wo-
uld not have survived until today®4.
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Fig. 2: A seriously damaged kurgan and stone statue, Song Kél-Kirghizistan.
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Fig. 4: Stone statues in the gathered in the parks, The Faculty of Fine Arts,
Bishkek- Kirghizistan.



Fig. 6: Stone statues in the garden of museum, Zhambyl-Kazakhistan.
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Fig. 7: Balbals arround the kurgan, Hakasia (Photo S. Anadol-Atlas).

Fig. 8: The Line of balbals in Tonyukuk complex, Mongolia (Photo S.Basaran).
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Fig. 9: The line of balbals around the kurgan, Kazakhistan.

Fig. 10: Balbals around the kurgan, South Siberia, Radlov.




Stone Statues and Balbals 105

Fig. 11: Balbals around the kurgan, South Siberia, Radlov.

Fig. 12: Balbal, Kiew-Ukraine.
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Fig. 13: Caa tas, Uybat Region, Hakasia (Photo 5. Anadol-Atlas).

Fig. 14: Scythian stone statue,
Kiew-Ukraine.
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Fig. 15: Scythian stone statue, Fig. 16: Kipchak stone statue,
Kiew-Ukraine. Kiew-Ukraine.

Fig. 17: Male and female statues taken out of the kurgan, Tip Region- Kirghizistan.
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Fig. 18: Stone statue, Mongolia Fig. 19: Stone statue, Tuva
(Photo Y. Dede). (Photo S. Anadol-Atlas).

Fig. 20: Stone statue, Kazakhistan.
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Fig. 22: The shortest statue, Kirghizistan.
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Fig. 23: The highest statue, (Karahan) Fig. 24: The widest statue, Tlp Region-
Bishkek-Kirghizistan. Kirghizistan.

Fig. 25: Standing and sitting statues , Mongolia (Photo S. Basaran).




Stone Statues and Balbals 111

Fig. 26: Armed man holding a cup in his Fig. 27: Unarmed man statue holding a
right hand, Kirghizistan. cup in his right hand, Kirghizistan.




112 Oktay BELLI

Fig. 30: Female statues holding cups each hand, Zhambyl-Kazakhistan.
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Fig. 31: Man holding bird in hand, Zhambyl-Kazakhistan.

Fig. 32: Mother Umay.



114 Octay BELLS

Fig. 33: Female statue holding flower in Fig. 34: Man holding a music instrument
their hands. in his hands, Almati-Kazakhistan
(Photo Y. Coruhlu).

Fig. 35: A Grave stones in the form of balbal (Tizgi cemetery-Hasankale Turkey).
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Fig. 36: A Grave stones with braiding,
Teslim Abdal cemetery, Baskil-Elazig
Turkey (Photo E. Parman).

Fig. 37: Mother Umay, Zhambyl -Kazakhistan.
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Fig. 38: Clothes tied up to stone statues and balbals, Uybat Region-Hakasia (Photo S.Anadol-Atlas).

Fig. 39: Ladies Kissing the stone statues in deep respect, Talas-Kirghizistan.



TUBA-AR VI (2003)

Elazig-Malatya
Yoresi Duvar Resmi Gelenegi ve
Pirot Hoylik Duvar Resmi

The Wall Painting
Tradition in Elazig-Malatya
Region and the Pirot
Hoyiik Wall Painting.

*Engin AKDENIZ -**Ozgen KARACA

Anahtar Sozcikier: Dofu Anadolu, Elazif-Malatya ydresi. Son Kabolibk Gad, ik Tung Gad, duvar resmi, Piral Hiylk,
Kaywords: Eastern Anatoka, Elazg-Malatya region, Late Chalcolithes Peried. Early Bronzo Age, wall painting. Piral Hdyik.

Pirot Héyiik is located 33 km east-northeast of Malatya, in the village of Pirot (Kiyicak)
along on the south bank of the Euphrates River. The village was once within the province
of Kale Bucagi, before the construction of the Karakaya dam. The excavations revealed
fifteen main levels (I-XV), which represent settlements extending from the Mid / Late
Chalcolithic period to the Byzantine times.

A wall painting has been defined on the northern wall of the feature 3, in the C 10 trench.
It belongs to the XIIth level of Pirot Héyiik which dates to the Late Chalcolithie. Links to
this wall painting have not been established ,though it can be considered an example to
the wall painting tradition of the Elazig-Malatya region. Such as those from Arslantepe,
Degirmentepe and Norsuntepe.

The reason that the wall painting tradition is known at all from Elazig-Malatya region is
that excavations have been limited to the dam salvage praoject.

Dogu Anadolu'nun énemli héyiiklerin-
den biri olan Pirot Hdéyiik, Malatya'nin
yvaklasik 33 km. kuzeybatisinda, Karakaya
baraj go6li olusmadan 6nce Firat Irma-
g1'min hemen sag kyisinda bulunmalktay-
di. Asagl Firat Eski Eserleri Kurtarma Pro-
jesi'nin bir pargasi olarak Ozgen Karaca
baskanlhiginda bir ekip tarafindan 1978-
1985 willan arasinda kazilmistir (Karaka-

ya Baraji)l.

Pirot Hoyilik kazilarinmin hi¢ siiphesiz
en dikkat ¢ekici buluntusu 1981 kazilarin-

da XII. tabakada saptanan duvar resmi-
dir?2. C10 plankaresinde 3 nolu mekanin
kuzey duvarinda, duvarin giiney yliziinde
saptanan resim tahrip olmasina karsin
Elamg-Malatya yéresi Kalkolitik Cag du-
var resim gelenegine bir dérnek teskil et-
mesi agisinda onem tasimalktadirs.

Koyliilerin toprak alma amaciyla agtik-
lan yarma, duvar resminin bati kisminin
yvok olmasina sebep olmustur. Ayrica du-
varin ikinei kullamim gecgirmesi, resmin
bulundugu duvarnn sonraki evrede dik bir

* Adnan Menderos Universitesi, Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Protohistorya ve Onasys Arkeolojisi. Aydin. Tiirkiye

** 11 Kiiltdr Midind, Aydin, Tirkiye
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duvarla kesilmesi, tahribatin diger sebep-
leridir.

Resmin yapildig: duvar héytigiin bati-
sinda, tepe noktasindan yaklasik -8,5 m.
derinliktedir. Kuzeybati-gliineydogu yd-
niinde uzanan duvar 1520 derecelik bir
acilyla arkaya dogru egilmistir. Duvar, diiz-
giin olmayan, farkh biiyiikliikteki taslar-
dan driilmiis olup ilst kisim kerpicle de-
vam etmistir. Resmin kurtarlan bélimi
tas temelin i¢ yilizlindedir. Resmin yapildi-
g1 duvarn yiizeyi kum, mika ve bitkisel
katkili ince, beyaz renkli bir sivayla kap-
lanmig, siva yiizeyi doért kez yenilenmis,
her kat sivadan sonra resim yeniden islen-
mistir. Tas ylizeyin durumuna gére res-
min sivas: incelip kalinlasmaktadir. Siva
kalinhklarn 0,5-1,5 mm. arasinda degis-
mektedir. Bu yiizeyin ilizerine kirmizi asi
boyasiyla resim yapilmistir. Ancak, yan-
gin sebebiyle resim renk degistirerek kah-
verengiye déniismiistiir. Hesmin ortaya c1-
karnlmasindan sonra, 1983 ka=lar sira-
sinda icinde kirmizi as1 boyas: kalintilar
tasiyan bir kase de bulunmustur (83/11)4.
Son Kalkolitik Caga tarihlenebilen bu ka-
senin i¢inde duvar resminin yapiminda
kullamilan kirmizi as:1 boyas: parcalan
saptanmstir. Resmin korunabilen/kurta-
rilabilen en yiiksek yeri 24 cm., en genis
yeri ise 52 cm.'dir.

Pirot Hylik resminin tabana oldukea
yakin bir noktaya yapilmis olmasi ilging-
tir. Genellikle bu tip duvar resimlerinin
daha iist kesimlere yapildigl bilinmekte-
dir. Oysa Pirot Hdyiik resminin alt kesim-
lere yapilmis olmasi resmi yapan kimse-
nin oturarak ya da egilerek bu resmi yap-
tigin diistindiirmektedir.

Resimde ana pano, ortada yer alan bir
figiir ya da motifin etrafinda siralanmalkta-
dir. Bu figiir ya da motifin ne oldugu tam
olarak anlasilamamalkla birlikte artakalan
parcalarnn birlestirilmesinden bunun bir
figiir oldugu diisiiniilebilir, En iist kesim-
deki ¢izim bir sey ifade etmemekie, agsag-
dakiler ise bir ¢ift ayag andirmaktadir. Si-
metri diigiincesinin hakim oldugu bu res-

Engin AKDENIZ - Ozgen KARACA

min en dista, saginda ve solunda yukari-
dan asagiya dogru inen, ancak diizgiin
araliklarla ve hatlarla cizilmeyen 13’er s1-
ra bant, bu bantlarin olusturdugu iki ayn
grup arasinda toplam 55 adet bagimsiz pu-
an vardir. Ayrca 3 puan sagdaki bantta-
dir. Bantlar ortadaki figiir arasinda sagda
ve solda ikiser kelebek (kum saati) motifi
gizilmistir.

Sagdaki motiflerden birisinin st kis-
m1 asinmistir. Ortadalki figiiriin ayaklan
altinda (?) birbirine paralel iki cizgi, so-
lunda da pek diizenli olmamakla birlikte
yine birbirine paralel iki ¢izgi vardir. Sol-
dakilerin boyutu kiigliktiir. Figiirin sag
tarafinda yine birbirine paralel, ancak ara-
lar cok acgilmis ve aralarina kelebek (kum
saati) motifi girmis iki ¢izgi vardir. Ana fi-
giiriin {ist kesiminde ne oldugu tam anla-
silamayan, kanatlarnn acmis durumda bir
kusa benzeyen ayr bir ¢izim vardir. Bu
kus figiirliyle asagidaki figilir arasindaki
kesim ise tahrip oldugu icin bilinmemek-
tedir.

Anadolu'da Hakkari, Kars, Adiyaman,
Antalya ve Bafa Gé6lii (Besparmak Daglart)
gevresindeki Paleolitik ve Neolitik maga-
ra-kaya resimleri disinda mekanlarnn du-
varlarnna uygulanan duvar resmi gelenegi
Neolitik Cag'a kadar uzanmaktadir.> Ca-
talhdyiik'iin Neolitik Cag'a tarihlenen
meshur duvar resimlerinin ardindan bu
resim geleneginin Konya yéresinde de-
vam ettigi yénilinde bilgimiz yoktur. Gerek
Orta Anadolu'daki Catalhdyiik, gerekse
Anadolu disinda Ortadogu’daki diger Ne-
olitik yerlesimlerdeki Neolitik Cag duvar
resimleri av sahneleri, degisik insan ve
hayvan figiirleri cesitli geometrik motifler
ve bazi manzara sahnelerinden clusmak-
tadir.® Sonraki dénemlerde bu sahneler,
az saylda insan ve hayvan figirini say-
mazsak, yerlerini genellikle geometrik
tgelere birakacaklardir. Orta Anado-
lu'dan daha doguda ve sonraki dénemlere
ait olmakla birlikte duvar resmi gelenegi-
nin Anadolu’'da popiiler oldugu bélge, Do-
gu Anadolu’nun batisi yani giliniimiizdeki
Elazig-Malatya yéresi gibii géziikmekte-
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dir. Bu yérede kazilan yapilan ya da yapil-
makta olan merkezlerden Arslantepe, De-
girmentepe ve Norsuntepe'den degisik
dzelliklere sahip duvar resimleri bilin-
mektedir.”

Duvar resmi agisindan en zengin yerle-
sim hi¢ stiphesiz Arslantepe’dir. Arslante-
pe kazilarinda Son Kalkolitik Cag’a tarih-
lenen VII. tabakanin gec evrelerine ait ya-
p1 XXIX'un A 900 nolu odasinda saptanan
ve ne oldugu tam olarak anlasilamayan re-
sim disinda® VI. tabakada da duvar resim-
lerine rastlanmistir. Son Kalkolitik-lk
Tung Cagl I'e tarihlenen VI tabaka biiyiik
bir tapinak-saray kiilliyesiyle dikkat ceker
(vapr IV). Teraslar iizerinde kurulmus
olan kiilliyenin ortasinda 35 m.'yi asan,
sokak goriinlimli ve duvarlan kirmizi-si-
yvah renkli resimlerle siislii bir koridor bu-
lunmaktadir. Tapinagin baz odalarimn
duvarlarn da stilize insan figiirleriyle siis-
lenmistir. Bunlardan depo odasi olarak
kullanildign diisiintilen A 364 no'lu odada
saptanan resim Arslantepe’nin oldugu ka-
dar Dogu Anadolu'da ortaya ¢ikarilan en
ilging duvar resmi olma &Gzelligine sahip-
tir?. Bu duvar resmi, oda tabaninin yakla-
g1k 90 cm. yukansindan baslayip 55 em.
yiiksekligi ve 60 cm. genigliZe sahiptir.
Pembe-fildisi bir fon lizerine kirmiz ve si-
yah renklerle yapilmis resmin merkezin-
de tliggen yiizlii bir insan figtlirii vardir. Fi-
giir olasilikla sunak benzeri bir nesnenin
gerisinde ayakta durur vaziyette tasvir
edilmistir. Gézleri abartilmig bu figliriin
govdesi hi¢c de yabanci olmadigimiz gekil-
de kelebek (kum saati) motifi benzeridir.
Kollan biikiik durumdaki sematik insan
figliriiniin iiggen ylizliinde uzun saclan be-
lirten, yukarya dalgali bir sekilde uzanan
cizgiler disinda sakal oldugu anlasilan
asagiya ve yanlara dogfru uzanan cizgiler
de vardir. Elinde ince-uzun sopa benzeri
bir alet vardir. Figiiriin iist kisminda deko-
ratif spiral ve degisik motiflerden olusan
sagcaklik benzeri bir alan bulunmaktadir,
Simetrik oldugu anlasilan bu motiflerin
biiyiik bir kismi korunmustur. Yine aym
duvar lizerinde, bu resmin biraz saginda
benzer bir figlire daha rastlanmistir. An-
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cak bu figiiriin gégiisten asagis1 tahrip ol-
mus durumdadir. Buna karsin genel dzel-
likleriyle bir énceki é6rnege benzer oldugu
rahathkla séylenebilir!?,

Arslantepe’nin duvar resimlerinin ayni
yiizeye defalarca yeniden yapildig: anlasil-
maktadir.Degirmentepe’de ise Obeyd tipi
kuvvetli bir yerlesimin saptandig 7. taba-
kada beyaz sivali duvar tlizerine kirmizi
renkte as1 boyasiyla cizilmis cok sematik
bir duvar resmi ortaya cikarilmistir. Bu re-
sim, bir orta avlu ve iki kanattan olusan
ti¢ béliimld bir yapinin orta aviusunun du-
varlanna yapilmistir. Dértgen gergeveler-
le sinirlanan ylizeyde genellikle benekler,
bezekler, bitkisel dgeler ve sematik giinesg
betimlemesi vardir!!. Yapilan inceleme-
lerde resimlerin belirli bir zaman siiresin-
de yiprandikea tizerlerine yeni bir siva ce-
kilerek ve kirmiz boya kullanilarak yeni-
lendigi anlasilmistir.

Yine Elazg-Malatya ydresindeki bir
yverlesim olan Norsuntepe'de ise 8. tabaka-
da iki nis arasindaki 1m. genisliFindeki
ddrdiincii beyaz siva tabakas: lizerine ya-
pilmis bir duvar resmi saptanmigtir. Re-
sim, 0,75 m. genisliginde ve 0,36 m. yiik-
sekligindedir. Siyvah ve krmim alev de-
metlerinden bir arka fon éniinde hatlan
siyahla belirtilerek ylizeye derinlik veril-
meden kizil-kahve boyanmis, saga doén-
miis durumda bir hayvan tasvir edilmistir.
Hauptmann bu hayvamn bir geyik olabile-
cefini belirtir!®, Eser Son Kalkolitik Cag'a
tarihlendirilmistir,

Pirot Hoyiik duvar resmiyle Elazig-Ma-
latya ydresindeki diger duvar resimleri
(Arslantepe, Degfirmentepe, Norsuntepe)
arasinda motif veya figiirler acisindan tam
bir benzerlik oldugu sdylenemez. Teknik
birbirine benzer de olsa tasvirler farkhidar.
Duvar resimlerindeki motiflerle ézellikle
canak ¢dmlek lizerindeki motiflerde ben-
zerlikten stz edilebilir. Bu motifler arasin-
da en belirgini kelebek ya da kum saati
motifidir. Kelebek ya da kum saati motifi,
Arslantepe duvar resmindeki figiir gévde-
si disindal?® yoZun olarak canak ¢cémlekde
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ve bazen miihiirler lizerinde uygulanmis-
tir. Cavi tarlas1 canak cdmlegine balkila-
rak bu motifin ilkin {1k Kalkolitik Cag'da
Halaf kiiltiiriinde ortaya cikiig1 soylenebi-
lir'4, Daha sonra oldukc¢a genis bir cograf-
yada ve surecte kullamilmaya devam edil-
mistir. Han Ibrahim Sah kazilarinda IX. ta-
bakada ele gegen boya bezeli bir canak
parcasi lizerindeki bir hayvan givdesi Pi-
rot Héyiik duvar resmindeki kelebek ya
da kum saati motifinin daha stilize edil-
mis seklidir!5, Aymi1 motif Norsuntepe'nin
Son Kalkolitik Cag canak ¢omleginde! ve
Arslantepe!” ile Tepecik!® Ilk Tun¢ Cag
canak c¢omleginde uygulanmistir. Pirot
Hdyiik duvar resmindeki kum saati ya da
kelebek motifi canak ¢dmlek disinda mii-
hiirlerde de kullamilmigtir. Degirmente-
pe'nin Obeyd tabakalarinda biraz farkl ol-
makla birlikte bu motif degiserek ici ta-
ranmis yaprak haline gelmistir.19.

SONUC

Pirot Héylik'in Son Kalkolitik Cag'a
tarihlenen XII. tabakasinda saptanan du-
var resminin bezeme a¢isindan ¢cok yakin
benzerleri bulunamamigtir. Arslantepe,
Degirmentepe ve Norsuntepe'den bilinen
duvar resimlerinde teknik Pirot hoylik
resmine benzemesine karsin, Arslante-
pe'deki figlirliin gdvdesini olusturan kum
saati-kelebek motifi disinda benzer bir

NOTLAR

1 Metinde de belirtildigi gibi Pirot Hoyiik, Karakaya Baraj
yvapilmadan dnce, Malatya {linin yaklasik 33 km. dofu-kuzey-
dogusunda, Firat Irmagi'nin hemen kenannda merkez Kale
Bucafn'na (simdi ilge) bagh Pirot (Kiyicak) kiyinde yer al-
maktayds. Cift konili bir héyik gériniisinden dolayp “lkiz
Héyiik"” adiyla da anlan héylifin batt konisinin aslinda bir
héyiik olmadif, bu yayvan ve genis tepenin yizey bulgular-
nin dofru héyiikten kéyliler tarafindan gekilen toprak ile bir-
likte geldigi yapilan sondajlar sonucunda saptanmgtir.
Modern yerlesim dogu koninin alt teras: ile batidaki dogal
tepeyi kaplamigti. Pirot Hbyik'de kéylilerin toprak cek-
melerinden kaynaklanan dnemli bir tahribat meveuttu, OI-
dukea dik ve elips bigimll dofgu koninin en wyiksek yeri
663.34 m., kodunda, héylik yiikseltisi ise yaklasik 25 m.
civarnndaydi. Héyligin gliney-kuzey dogrultusundaki uzun-
lugu yaklagik 145 m., dofu baty dofrultusunda ise 85 m. idi.
Pirot Haylik'dekl kazmlar “Asafn Firat Eski Eserleri Kurtar-
ma Projesi” gercevesinde 1978-1985 wllan arasinda Ozgen
Karaca haskanhfnnda hir ekip tarafindan stOrdiirilmidstir,
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motif ya da figiir yoktur. Bu motif, canak
comlekde ilkin [1k Kalkolitik Cag’'da orta-
yva ¢ikmis, Son Kalkolitik Cag boyunca yo-
gun bir sekilde kullamilmisg, hatta Ilk Tung
Cagl canak ¢omlegine bile uygulanmastir.
Canak ¢tmlek disinda yine Son Kalkolitik
Cag’a ait bir miihiir lizerinde benzer motif
vardir.

Bezeme ag¢isindan birbirine pek benze-
memesine karsin bu duvar resimlerinin
Elazg-Malatya yoéresinde, yani simirli bir
cografyada gériilmesi bir duvar resmi ge-
leneginin varlhifini giindeme getirmekte-
dir. Resimlerin saptandif tabakalar Kkii-
¢iik baz tarihleme farkhihklar olmasina
karsin Son Kalkolitik Cag-llk Tun¢ Ca-
g1'na, ya da tamamen Son Kalkolitik Cag'a
aittir. Dolayisiyla Pirot Hdyiik duvar resmi
de dahil olmak lizere bu duvar resimleri-
nin hepsi bir biitiin olarak ele alimip “Ela-
zig-Malatya yoresi Son Kalkolitik Cag du-
var resimleri gelenegi” seklinde adlandin-
labilir. Bu noktada unutulmamas: gere-
ken, resimlerin saptandign bu simirh cog-
rafyanmin belki de yalnizea baraj kurtarma
kazilarinin burada yapilimis olmasindan
dolay1 bu yéreyle simirh kaldig, kaz yapr-
lan merkezlerin (baraj sulan altinda kal-
mayan alanlarda) ¢ogalmasiyla birlikte ye-
ni resimlerin de bulunabilecegi olasihigl-
dar,

Kamlar daha az tahribatin meydana geldifi dofu konide
yogunlasmig, bunun disinda bati konide de bazi galismalar
gergeklestirilmistir. Kamlarda I'den XV'e kadar uzanan 15
ana tabakamn varhifn saptanmgtir. Béylece Pirot Hoyiik'de
Orta Kalkeolitik-Son HKalkolitik Qaf’dan Bizans Ddnemi'ne
kadar uzanan yerlegimin varhign gézler dniine serilmistir.
U.Serdaroglu, 1977, 16. tablo 1.2: M.Gzdogan. 1977, 8.
G.Karaca, 1981, 108-114; O.Karaca, 1983, 68-81: (.Karaca,
1984, 108-107; O.Karaca, 1985, 37-48, .

2 Pirot Héyiik XII tabaka duvar resmi 1881 kamlarinda sap-
tanmg, 1982 kamlarnnda devam aragtinlmig ancak dzellikle
tahribattan dolay: devamin saptamak mimkiin olmamagtir,
O.Karaca, 1983, 73, Res.6; O.Karaca, 1985, 40.

3 Farkh biyiklikteki taslardan yapilan temel Gsti duvarn
sivas! tas ylizeylere gore yer yer incelip kalinlagmaktadir, Bu
balomdan resmin ve sivamn kaldinlmast ¢ok zahmetli ol-
musgtur, Gerek duvar resminin kaldinlmas:, gerekse konser-
vasyonu degerli kazm kurulu tyelerl arkeoclog Sun Ozenir ve
arkeolog Ahmet Boratav tarafindan gergeklestirilmistir, An-
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cak, temizlenip ¢izimi yapilan, fotografi ¢ekilen ve gerekli
konservasyvon dnlemleri alinarak Malatya Mizesi'ne teslim
edilen resim bir siire sonra tahrip olmustur. Malatya Miizesi
F 81/62.

4 E1 yapimu kase; diiz agnzl basik yuvarlak gévdeli ve yuvarlak
dipli. Hamuru agik kirmimms kahverengi renkdi, lkum tageik ve
saman katkoh. Kendinden astarh. ¥iik 5.56 cm, afnz cap: 10 em.

5 K. schmidt 2000,3
8 1. Mellaart, U. Hirsch, B.Balpinar 1989, plate 11/14

L : Hauptmann 1976, 41-59; UEsin 2000, 51-86; M. Fran-
gipane 2001, 15.figs.9a.9b

8 M Frangipane, 2001, 3, Fig.9a.

9 M, Frangipane 1991, 208-223; A. Palmieri 1989, 420, PL 125/2;
A. Palmieri- M. Frangipane 1988, 128; A Palmieri- F. Fran-
gipane 1980, 195, 196, Fig.5: EM. Meyers, 1987, Fig.2
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1- Pirot Hoylk duvar resmi: renkli resim
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2- Pirot H8ylk duvar resmi: siyah beyaz resim

3- Ayni resmin gizimi
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2001 y1li, tum Tiirkiye'de birkac arkeolojik projenin siirekli ve bilineli devamliligina
sahne oldu. Bu yilki kazilarda medyanin isiklarini ilizerine gekecek birkag sasirtici
buluntu vardir. Fakat asil aym derecede memnunluk verici olay ise gene medyvanin
dikkatini cekecek biiytik felaket ve tahribatin olmamasidir.

Tiirkiye'deki arkeolojinin devam eden ragbetliligi, daha yayein ve ulasiabilir boyutlar-
daki bilginin yaratilmasim gerektirmektedir ve Miken'den Kalkolitik Cag'lara kadar ilk
devirleri icine alan Atlas Dergisinin arkeoloji ézel sayis1 bu talebe basarili bir cevap
niteligindedir. Anadolu Tarihdncesi arkeolojisi dersi veren veya bu konuya ilgi duyan
herkes bu sayiyr ve kapsadigl biuyiik miktardaki renkli fotograf gorselligini cok
begeneceklerdir.

Tiirkiye'nin simirl: arkeolojik kaynaklarina gitgide artan genel merak Mehmet Ozdogan
(2001) tarafindan Kiiltiirel Mirasin Korunmasiyla ilgili, ortak bildirilerin toplandigi,
kitapeikta da yansitilmalktadir. Halkin Tiirkiye'nin zengin arkeolojik mirasina olan
ilgisinin bir merak boyutuna ddniismesi ve koruma, kayida gecirme gerekliliginin
Yerlesmesi en biiyiik temennidir.
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Two conferences dealing with the Uruk
impact on the Mesopotamian periphery we-
re held in 1999, one in Manchester and the
other in Santa Fe. Both conferences inclu-
ded contributions based on excavations in
Turkey and are now available in print

(Rothman 2001; Frangipane 2001). Also de-
aling with the Uruk expansion, an analysis
and critique of world systems theory, based
on the Hacinebi excavations, has appeared
(Stein 1999). Finally, another theoretical
discussion of the Uruk phenomenon by a
Turkey-based author that peripherically to-
uches on Turkey, is (Algaze 2001).
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yayunlanacakir,
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A comprehensive discussion of the
context of early metal-working activities
in the Bolkardag - Kestel area has re-
cently been presented by A. Yener (2000)
and a new volume of the Reallexikon der
Assyriologie, with entries on the Turkish
site Norsuntepe, was also published (Ha-
uptmann 2001).

Festschrifts:

Volumes of papers were dedicated to
Hans Giiterbock (Yener 2002), Volkert
Haas (Kihne 2001) and Manfred Korf-
mann (Aslan, et al. 2002).

Conferences:

In May 2002 the annual International
Symposium of Excavations, Surveys and
Archaeometry was held in the National
Library in Ankara. The proceedings of
the 2001 symposium are now published
in the Kazi Sonuglar: Toplantis: series.

The Second International Congress on
Black Sea Antiquities was held at Bilkent
University in early September 2001, cove-
ring a large area of studies on the Iron
Age to Byzantine History of the countries
bordering the Black Sea. Abstracts are
available on the internet (hitp://www.bil-
kent. edu.tr/"arkeo/blacksea/blacksea.htm).

The papers discussed at the round tab-
le on the “Neolithiec in Central Anatolia”,
held in the autumn of 2001, have been
published with admirable speed (Gérard
and Thissen 2002). The conference web
site is now also operating as a discussion
forum and provides radiocarbon databa-
ses and other research faciliti-
es : .chez new/index. htm).

The proceedings of the highly contro-
versial conference on Troy are also now
published (Kolb 2002),

EXCAVATIONS AND SURVERY
Pasalar: The 18" season of excavati-

ons at the 15 million year old Miocene si-
te of Pasalar in the Degirmendere Forma-
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tion was conducted by Berna Alpagut and
her team from Ankara University. They
extended the excavated area to the nort-
heast, where in square T5 54 new fossil
specimens were recorded, among them 4
primates. The site is remarkable for its
abundance of primate/hominecid rema-
ins, mostly teeth, that so far form 7,6% of
the total assemblage. The environment
where these primates lived can be re-
constructed as a mixed tropical - steppe
lacustrine habitat surrounded by young
forests. One indicator of such an open
tropical environment is the analysis of
herbivore teeth that provide evidence for
a diet based on C3 plants. A rich fauna oc-
cupied the area, with 58 species identifi-
ed to date. A preliminary report on the
2000 season can be found in Alpagut, Ce-
lebi, et al. (2002).

Cankiri-Corakyerler: The Late Mi-
ocene fossil bearing layers at Corakyerler
were the subject of further investigations
by Ayla Sevim of Ankara University. The
site produced the upper mandible of a
new hominoid type last year and the
matching lower part, with one tooth pre-
served, being found this year. Together
with Pasalar, Candir, and the Sinap for-
mation Corakyerler is the fourth find
spot in Turkey to have early hominoid
fossils.

The fossil bearing layers are about &
million years old and document the final
stage of a period when the tropical clima-
te shifted towards a drier, continental cli-
mate, giving way to open forest - savan-
nah, in which a rich fauna of bovidae,
equidae, giraffae, suidae, elephants and
rhinoceros existed.

For a preliminary report on the 2000
season see Sevim and Kiper (2002).

PALAEOLITHIC

South Anatolia
Karain: Isin Yalginkaya continued
with excavations in Karain hall E, uncove-



Archaesology in Turkey

ring layers of the Middle Palaeolithic peri-
od. At the base of the sequence, in the
northern section, a rhinoceros mandibule
was found associated with Mousterian po-
ints and sidescrapers. The lowermost le-
vel, period III5 is identified as Proto-Cha-
rentian, II14 represents the developed
Charentian, and III3 the Karain Mousteri-
an. The fauna associated with these layers
consists mainly of wild sheep and goat.

Chamber B was also subject to further
investigation, with excavations in squares
C and D again providing a full sequence
from Middle Palaeolithic to Epipalaeolit-
hic here numbered P1-P4 from top to bot-
tom. These were followed by traces of Ne-
olithiec and Chalcolithic occupation. The
cave apparently served as a butchery pla-
ce during the epipalaeolithic period P1.
Complete prey were brought into the cave
and divided. Cut marks are visible on the
bones, and all parts of the carcass inclu-
ding horns are present. Herbivores appe-
ar to have been the preferred hunting
prey. Lithic finds associated with these la-
yvers comprise endscrapers, blades and
prismatic cores from radiolarite. Bone to-
ols, awls, and pins are common. These
finds allow a comparison with epipalaeo-
lithic Okiizini. The underlaying layers
can be divided into the Upper Palaeolithic
(P2, dated c. 28.000 BC), the Karain Midd-
le Palaeolithic (F3, correlated to III3 in
chamber E) and the Charentian (P4).

A preliminary report on the 2000 se-
ason appeared (Yalginkaya, Taslkaran, ef
al. 2002).

Central Anatolia

Komiircii - Kaletepe: Work at the fa-
mous obsidian source at Kémiircii-Kale-
tepe continued with an extension of the
step trench in dere 3. Here, the Middle
Palaeolithic can now be subdivided into
three phases, overlain by Neolithic rema-
ins., Nur Balkan-Ath of Istanbul Univer-
sity has reported that the material in the
Middle Palaeclithic layers consists lar-
gely of core tools that are, despite the
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abundance of obsidian, produced from
rhyolite.

For Neolithic remains, see below.

Southeastern Anatolia

Ucagizlh Magarasi: The excavations at
Ucgagizli Magaras: continued in 2001 in
two main areas. Erksin Giileg and Steven
Kuhn reported that one of the objectives
was to excavate the northern part of the
main chamber down to the earliest la-
yers, that is the Initial Upper Palaeolit-
hie. A second objective was the investiga-
tion of a small chamber, illegally excava-
ted in 1998. However, a small test pit dug
here yielded no undisturbed archaeologi-
cal contexts.

The cultural layers in the main cham-
ber repeat the same sequence described
in detail in the previous year's excavati-
ons. The bottom layer revealed hearths
and ash accumulations associated with
an abundance of artifacts and is dated to
41000-35000 bp uncal. Lithic material inc-
ludes flakes and blades made in a Leval-
lois tradition with more recent techniqu-
es such as burins. Again, the numerous
beads made from shells were remarkable.
More than 400 of these were found; most
had a single piercing and some had tra-
ces of red ochre. They are found individu-
ally or in clusters and are among some of
the earliest personal ornaments found in
Asia or Europe. Faunal analysis by Mary
Stiner proves that no marine resources
other than the shells were being used.
Instead, the occupants of Upper Palaeo-
lithic Ucagnzh relied largely on the pig,
deer and caprids that must have occupi-
ed neighboring valleys.

Investigations near the cave proved
there had been an ancient beach, located
16 m above current sea level. This attests
to the impact of neotectonic activities on
the landscape in this region.

Post-excavation analysis is on-going
but has already shown some general
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trends in the 12-15000 year history of the
cave. In terms of lithic technology, the
Levallois tradition using flakes and bla-
des as blanks was replaced by flat blades
and platform cores. Bone tools, indica-
tors of modern human behavior, occur
only in the Upper Palaeolithic layers. A
shift in foraging habits brought about an
increase in the amount of small game
such as tortoise, birds and hares, while
caprids, the main prey in the earlier peri-
od, were slowly replaced by deer. Marine
shellfish provided an addition to the diet
in the upper layers. These changes are
probably also related to changes in the
local environment.

See Giileg¢, Kuhn, et al. (2002) for a re-
port on the 2000 season and Stiner, Peh-
levan, et al. (2002) for faunal analysis.

Ihsu Palaeolithic Survey: A survey
project led by Metin Kartal, aimed at
identifying traces of palaeolithic occupa-
tion on the northern bank of the Dicle Ri-
ver, revealed no evidence for palaeolithic
occupation whatsoever. One reason for
this could be the complex erosion proces-
ses that appear to have completely remo-
deled the landscape.

EARLIER NEOLITHIC

Southeastern Anatolia and Cilicia

Gdbekli Tepe: On completion of the
2001 excavation season at the amazing
pre-pottery Neolithic site of Gébekli Te-
pe, carried out by Harald Hauptmann
and Klaus Schmidt of the German Archa-
eological Institute, four large circular
enclosures (A-D) of the lowermost layer
(IIT) had been uncovered. These repre-
sent the earliest occupation phase, da-
ting to c. 8000 BC cal., and are stratigrap-
hically distinguished from the later layer
I1 where the architecture is characterized
by smaller, rectangular structures.

Work continued on the southeastern
part of the site with excavations in six
new trenches, aimed at the complete un-

Alan M. GREAVES - Barbara HELWING

covering of enclosure C. Enclosure C is a
large structure of undecorated stone pil-
lars arranged in an oval of ¢. 20 m diame-
ter that must have centered around two
central pillars which are, however, comp-
letely destroyed. The sculpture of a pre-
dator with fletched teeth has been found
in front of one of the surrounding pillars
(fig. 1). Next to enclosure C, another oval
structure of similar type and dimensions
was found. This new structure (enclosure
D) yielded two central pillars of hitherto
unseen height, exposed until a depth of
3,5 m and still continuing deeper. One of
the pillars, of the l.:}y now well known Ne-
vali Cori type, roughly T-shaped with hu-
man arms indicated in shallow relief, re-
vealed two reliefs on the side: one is a fox
and the second is a geometric pattern lo-
cated on the narrow side below the “he-
ad” of the pillar, possibly a pictogram
(fig. 2).

For a summary on the first five se-
asons at Gdbekli Tepe, see (Schmidt
2001).

Karkamish Dam Rescue Excavations

Mezraa Teleilat: Mehmet Ozdogan of
Istanbul University reported on the ongo-
ing rescue excavations at Mezraa Teleilat
(fig. 3). These continued with further ex-
tensions of the trenches on the eastern
part of the site. Immediately below the
Iron Age building levels, three Pottery
Neolithic building layers were encounte-
red, overlying earlier Pre-Pottery Neolit-
hic layers.

The uppermost PN layer consists of
“corridor houses"” with three parallel long
rectangular rooms (fig. 4). The two side
aisles were paved, while the central room
is left unpaved, indicating that it may ha-
ve been an open air space. Associated ma-
terial shows that this layer probably ran
until the beginning of the Halaf period.
The second layer consists of “cell houses”
comparable to Umm Dabaghiyah. Plaste-
red hearths were found inside these ho-
uses. They contained a rich catalogue of
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chaff-faced wares of Hassuna type, with
impresso decoration or red slip, and with
husking trays as a type fossil. Below this
are more corridor houses, associated with
chaff tempered pottery, some of which is
painted. Finds from this trench are abun-
dant. The lithics include Byblos and
Amuq points. Other finds include stone
vessels, stone stamps and bracelets, a
rich bone tool industry and a collection of
schematic figurines made from clay.

Another sounding was sunk in the so-
utheast of the site in order to assess the
extent of the Neolithic settlement. Here,
below massive stone packing, a sterile la-
yver was encountered which in turn over-
lay a layer with disturbed human bones,
probably the remains of an ancient grave.
No artifacts were found associated with
the bones.

For a report on the 2000 excavations,
see Karul, Ayhan, ef al. (2002). The lithic
industry has been discussed by Coskun-
su (2001).

Akarcay Tepe: Bescue excavations at
Akarcay Tepe in the Karkamish Dam
area continued with the investigation of a
new area in the northern part of the site.
Nur Balkan-Ath of Istanbul University re-
ports that the trench revealed a sequence
of building layers documenting the tran-
sition from PPNB to PN. The uppermost
layer consists of a round stone building
with a circular corridor surrounding it.
This 50-60 c¢m wide corridor yielded an
abundant amount of pottery of the Akar-
cay II phase, among it impresso and be-
ige-brown slipped pottery. The second la-
yer is formed by a three aisle-house with
two internal partition walls and two co-
urtyards, apparently used as open air
workspaces. For the walls, both stone
and wood were used as construction ma-
terial. The building ended in a conflagra-
tion. For layer 2, three building phases
could be distinguished that fall entirely
into the oldest PN period. Most characte-
ristic is monochrome pottery with mine-
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ral temper and either untreated or polis-
hed surface. A characteristic form are de-
ep bowls that can well be compared to
material from Tell Halula. Below, four pa-
rallel mudbrick walls of mid-PPNB date
were uncovered that must have belonged
to a grill plan house such as they are typi-
cal in the PPNB.

Among the lithic finds, Byblos points
occur alongside individual pieces that
show use of the pressure flaking techni-
gque. The obsidian used derives from di-
verse sources, both from Eastern Anato-
lia and from Cappadocia The amount of
Cappadocian obsidian used increases at
the beginning of the PN.

Batman/Ihsu Dam Rescue Excavations

Kortik Tepe: Vecihi Ozkaya extended
the excavations of the Neolithic cemetery
of Kortik Tepe across eight 5m by 5m squ-
ares. Preservation conditions were poor
because a medieval cemetery had cut de-
eply into the Neolithic layer. Finds con-
sist of numerous ground stone axes, so-
me with incised decoration; incised stone
bowls comparable to material from Hal-
lan Cemi and Nemrik; and chlorite and
serpentine beads and pendants.

For a preliminary report see Ozkaya -
San (2002).

Hakemi Use: Halil Tekin of Hacettepe
University embarked on rescue excavati-
ons at the small settlement mound of Ha-
kemi Use, on the southern bank of the
Dicle River in the Ilisu Dam flooding zo-
ne. The site goes back to the PN period,
with some later disturbance, represen-
ting what is so far the only known Pottery
Neolithic site in the area. On top lies a ce-
metery with stone cist graves. No precise
date can be established for the graves be-
cause they were looted in antiquity. More
disturbance was brought about by neo-
Assyrian pits that cut quite deeply into
the levels beneath. Iron Age remains are
restricted to some pottery finds from the
surface, including grooved cooking pots
typical of the Early Iron Age.



130

Although no obvious architectural
structures have yet been uncovered, Ne-
olithic find material is abundant. The pot-
tery is chafftempered and can be distin-
guished into several groups: red slipped
ware, dark faced burnished ware, and
pottery with dark paint on a light ground
comparable to Hassuna material, as well
as husking trays. Obsidian blades and no-
se plugs complete the picture.

Central Anatolia

Koiémiircii-Kaletepe: Work on the
PPNEB obsidian atelier in the Kdmiirci-
Kaletepe area has reached a stage where
a three-dimensional map of all artifacts
found has been achieved. The material
collected from the area consists of navi-
form cores and bipolar blades. Pressure
flaking was used for the produection of
bladelets. A date of 8300 BC is indicated
for the workshop.

The site was declared a protected cul-
tural monument in 2001 and this will ho-
pefully make it easier to further preserve
this unique assemblage of early human
activities in the future.

For the palaeolithic, see above. A pre-
liminary report on the 2000 season is ava-
ilable, see Balkan-Atli, Binder. et al.
(2002).

Musular: Work at Musular has helped
to confirm the chronological position of
the site as being between 8400 and 7900,
and therefore contemporary with the
PPN B-C. As Mihriban Ozbasaran from Is-
tanbul University reports on the results
of 2001 excavations in the eastern sector,
further effort was undertaken to sort out
the stratigraphic situation that had previ-
ously been a problem because the site
was founded on sterile rock and the sub-
sequent layers were badly preserved. It
can now be shown that the first occupati-
on consisted of pits dug into bedrock.
This was followed by a series of canals.
Above, a rectangular one-room building
was constructed. Its function is not
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known yet but according to M. Ozbasaran
it might have been used as a water reser-
voir.

Post excavation analysis has shown
that the animal bones consist mainly of
wild sheep and goat, and that the obsidi-
an originated mainly from Géllidag.

A preliminary report on the 2000 se-
ason has appeared (Ozbasaran, Duru, et
al. 2002).

Catal Hoyiik: lan Hodder of Stanford
University reported on the ongoing exca-
vations at Catal Hoylik, conducted by se-
veral teams on different parts of the mo-
und, in the BACH area and the TP area,
accompanied by detailed post-excavation
analysis.

In the western part of the BACH area,
the Berkeley team continued with exca-
vations of Building 3. As before, a functi-
onal distinetion for the different parts of
the building was possible. Three child bu-
rials were found in an area restricted to
the northern part of the central floor
area. Detailed observation of these buri-
als revealed traces of cinnabar and a rope
around the waist of one child that had be-
en used to bind the body together.

Excavations on the highest part of the
east mound in the TP (Team Poznan) area
aimed to clarify a large building structu-
re of Late Roman/Byzantine date that had
been detected using remote sensing and
had been further investigated by surface
scraping. A burial with a grave pit lined
with tiles dates from the same period.

Among the different post-excavation
analyses, the chemical analysis of residu-
es found inside pottery vessels proved
that animal fat, excluding pig fat and
milk, had been stored in them. From the-
se results a prehistoric diet that relied on
both C3 and C4 elements can be reconst-
ructed, AMS radiocarbon dates now date
the earliest occupation of Catal Héyilik
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East to 8300-8150 BC cal., and establish
the average life span of a building at bet-
ween 50 and 80 years, with a trend to-
wards quicker rebuilding during the mo-
re recent periods.

For the dating of the earliest layers
see Cessford (2001).

LATER NEOLITHIC TO
CHALCOLITHIC

Southeastern Anatolia and Cilicia

Arslantepe: Despite the short durati-
on of the season due to Marcella Frangi-
pane and her team having other obligati-
ons in the Karkamish rescue area, the fo-
ur week season in 2001 at Arslantepe bro-
ught exciting new insights into the deve-
lopment of early complex societies in
Eastern Anatolia. Most importantly, it is
now evident that Anatolian-Transcauca-
sian interaction must have already begun
in the early 4" millennium BC, as indica-
ted by numerous examples of characte-
ristic transcaucasian features, such as
RBBW pottery and architectural details
that occur in Period VII contexts.

The excavations concentrated on an
area between the two large Period VII bu-
ilding structures on the western part of
the mound, east of Building XXIX. A huge
mudbrick wall, dating to Period VIBZ,
with one row of rectangular rooms attac-
hed was uncovered and is apparently
part of a fortification. It stood on top of a
massive stone structure of the 4" mill
BC. The wall is set on a steep slope, and
next to it, postholes and wattle- and daub
structures were found that were covered
by a burnt floor.

Two domestic rooms of period VIA we-
re uncovered below the wall. They were
built side-by-side in an agglutinative way
and form the continuation of the elite re-
sidences gquarter uncovered earlier on
the north of the mound. Below, a surface
with postholes and RBBW apparently
represents the remains of an earlier sett-
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lement predating the building phase with
monumental architecture in VIA.

Excavations in a side room of structu-
re XXIX proved that that building was of
tripartite layout, whereas previously it
had been thought to represent a typical
two-part structure familiar to Chalcolit-
hic Arslantepe. Building XXIX stands on
top of a platform made from mudbrick
and stones and must have risen above
the surrounding buildings. The side ro-
om yielded numerous examples of mass
produced conical bowls with string cut
bases, some of them with potter's marks,
turned upside down. Numerous sealings
were associated with them. Judging from
the find position of the bowls that reach
close to the walls a second floor above
this room is highly likely. M. Frangipane
interprets this assemblage as residues of
a redistribution event, most probably in a
ritualized form.

Fistiklh Héyiik: A preliminary report
on the final excavation season in 2000
has been published (Bernbeck, Pollock,
et al, 2002).

Tell Kurdu: Following trial trenching
and magnetometric mapping in 1998/99,
a new phase of research began at Tell
Kurdu, part of the larger Amuqg Valley Re-
gional Project, with Rana Ozbal and Fok-
ke Gerritsen resuming excavation in
2001.

Most exciting were the results from
the northern area. opened in order to
confirm the existence of a large building
structure of late Amuq C date. The mag-
netic anomalies thought to be large walls
instead turned out to be alleys separating
numerous small buildings forming a den-
sely packed village neighborhood (fig. 5).
Altogether B00 sq.m. of small, rectangu-
lar houses with one or more rooms were
uncovered. A functional distinction bet-
ween domestic units and houses with in-
terior buttresses and architectural furnis-
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hing is possible, suggesting that some of
these buildings may have served diffe-
rent purposes. Find material includes
Dark Faced Burnished Ware and painted
Halaf related material, among them the
characteristic lids. The lithic assemblage
includes 30% obsidian. Among the small
finds, finely carved stamp seals are note-
worthy (fig. 6), one of which shows the
rather extraordinary design of a fish-cate-
hing bird.

A smaller second excavation area was
opened on the southeastern slope of the
mound. This served to establish the stra-
tigraphic relationship between trenches
1/6/9 and 2 with the Amuq E levels, exca-
vated in 1998 and 1999. Interesting re-
sults can be expected from the ongoing
micro-archaeological analysis of room
contents that should allow to further pro-
of of the functional distinction of the ho-
uses.

North of Tell Kurdu, the Maras plain
around Domuztepe has been subject to
palaeoclimatic investigations (Woldring,
Cappers, et al. 2001).

Batman/Ilisu rescue area

Kenan Tepe: Since 2000, the large
multi-period mound Kenan Tepe located
on the left bank of the Upper Tigris wit-
hin the Ilisu rescue area has become the
main focus of research for the Upper Tig-
ris Archaeological Research Project
(UTARP) directed by Bradley Parker of
Utah University. Soundings sunk into the
high mound (areas A-D) and the slopes of
the larger lower mound (areas E-H) reve-
aled evidence for occupation from the 4t
millennium BC to the Roman period. Ap-
parently, the site reached its largest ex-
tent of 5-6 ha during the 4t" to early 3w
millennia, i.e. the LCH-EBA periods. Pot-
tery associated with mid-4th mill. structu-
res uncovered in areas G and H, and with
a large oven found in area F, consists of
typical Syro-Anatolian LCH forms. Occu-
pation in this part of the site appears to
have come to an end at the beginning of
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the 3rd mill. (LCH 5 according to the new
Santa Fe chronology).

Layers of the early 274 mill. BC, radi-
ocarbon-dated to 1800 BC cal. and charac-
terized by red-brown wash ware, extend
over a much smaller area to a maximum
of 1.1 ha on the high mound. At this time,
the area appears to have been an indust-
rial workspace, as pits filled with slag
and metal processing facilities were en-
countered.

See Parker, Creekmore, et al. (2002)
for a report on the 2000 season.

Asapg Salat Tepe: Rescue excavations
at Asagf Salat Tepe in the Ilisu dam zone
continued under the direction of Yiicel
Senyurt of Gazi University with further
clearing of the south-western section cut
by the river and an additional sounding.
Here, it is now possible to distinguish 9
layers. Layers 4-6 produced EBA Ninevite
5 and layers 7-9 produced Chalcolithie to
Late Neolithic material. Geoarchaeologi-
cal work carried out by Ugur Dogan con-
firmed that there had been periods of
abandonment in between. West of the
main mound lies an EBA cemetery with
heavily disturbed tombs due to medieval
occupation and deep ploughing. Two
tomb types are present: stone cist/cham-
ber tombs, and simple inhumations in a
stone lined pit with a pebble paved floor.
25 examples of this second type have be-
en documented to date. One undisturbed
stone cist tomb was opened, revealing a
hocker burial on a pebble paved floor, ac-
companied by a bone figurine, a pin and
a necklace made from black and white
stones. In between the EBA graves, some
Iron Age burials were found. The grave of
an animal, probably an equid, appears to
be of much later date, probably Achaeme-
nid.

See Senyurt (2002) for a report on the
2000 season.,

Eastern and Northern Anatolia
Sos Hoyiik: A report on the 2000 se-
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ason has been published (Sagona and Sa-
gona 2002).

ikiztepe: For a report on the 2000 se-
ason see Bilgi (2002).

Central Anatolia

Tepecik Ciftlik: Erhan Bicakc: of Is-
tanbul University continued with excava-
tions at Tepecik Ciftlik where, with three
new trenches, a total of six squares are
now under investigation. In trench 16J,
another single roomed house construc-
ted from small volcanic tuff stones was
uncovered. Trenches 17-18J revealed a
2m by 2m square structure constructed of
stone. Judging by the material, a compa-
rison with Késk Hdéyiik V, i.e. a date of
around 6000 BC, is probable from this
structure. Most noteworthy is the relief-
decorated pottery that shows bucrania
and other motives, including figures in
motion. Pottery of the Gelveri-Giizelyurt
type occurs together with this material.
The most remarkable find of the 2001 se-
ason is a male figurine, 17cm high. The
lithic industry consists largely of obsidi-
an, with leaf points and tanged points
that reflect traditions otherwise observed
on the Konya Flain. A rich bone tool in-
dustry can be noted, and initial results of
the animal bone analysis indicate that
wild horse and wild donkeys were part of
the assemblage.

For a report on the first season, see Bi-
caker (2001) and Bigakci and Faydali
(2002).

Kosk Héyiik: There were no excavati-
ons in 2000, but a preliminary report on
the 2000 season appeared (Ozkan, Fayda-
l1, et al. 2002).

Giivercinkayasi: See Giilcur, Endog-
ru, et al. (2002) for a preliminary report
on the 2000 season.

Cadir Hoyiik: Excavations at Cadir
Hdyiik, directed by Ronald Gorny, conti-
nued into their sixth season with investi-
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gations in four different parts of the mo-
und. In Area 1 on the eastern mound, the
oldest level of the Old Hittite occupation
was reached. A new trench in the northe-
ast unveiled a large, probably public, bu-
ilding of Byzantine date. Area 3 on the so-
uth slope revealed LCH remains below
Hittite cobble accumulations. The materi-
al is characterized by pottery with omp-
halos bases, dating to around 3600 BC. Fi-
nally, the step trench below the Byzanti-
ne settlement and citadel revealed three
building layers of the LBA-Hittite period.
The lowermost of those is dated to 1360
BC.

Western and Coastal Anatolia inc-
luding Thrace

Iipinar: Work on the site directed by
Jacob Roodenberg this year concentrated
on the remains of Period VI, located at
the eastern edge of the site. Here, a row
of mudbrick buildings forming a semicir-
cular radial alignment had been excava-
ted in previous years. The structure ex-
tends over at least 80 m and seemed to
form a boundary construction. This ye-
ar's excavations aimed at filling a 20 m
gap between the previously excavated
areas. Four more buildings (H31-H34),
forming part of the larger structure, were
unearthed. For the first time, complete
ground plans were obtained, providing
valuable information about access to the
houses and construction details.

The houses were constructed of mudb-
rick and had two storeys and a crawl spa-
ce at the very bottom. Floors were const-
ructed from crossed beams covered by
planks, with the whole construction anc-
hored in the walls. Two pillars must have
stood on the interior of the rooms as roof
supports, as can be seen from small ro-
und brick-platforms with wooden pillar
imprints on one side. Access to the buil-
dings was from the outside via a thres-
hold in the outer wall, while smaller wall
apertures allowed traffic between the ro-
oms. Due to this easy accessibility, the
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structure is unlikely to have been defen-
sive in nature. According to Roodenberg,
a desire to protect livestock may have be-
en the reason for this unusual construecti-
on. A funetional interpretation of the ro-
oms and their upper storeys is possible
based on their find inventory: The upper
floor contained numerous grinding slabs,
andirons, and occasionally an oven and
some pottery. The lower floor held a large
oven, and domestic installations such as
bins. Assorted plaster-lined baskets and
pottery was found along the walls of what
is apparently a storage room. Occasi-
onally, stone and bone tools occur. The
crawl space appears to have served not as
a room but as insulation from humidity
from below.

The second volume of the final publi-
cation series has appeared (Roodenberg
and Thissen 2001).

Mentese: A report on the 2000 Mente-
ge Hoyigl excavations has appeared
(Roodenberg 2002).

Bademagaci: Refik Duru continued
with excavations at Bademagac: in areas
A and D. A deep sounding was sunk in
area A to a depth of 8.9 m, where Building
Layer 9 represents the earliest occupati-
on of the site. [t consists of a hard, terraz-
zo-like floor and dates to the early PN pe-
riod, around 7000 BC. The fourth buil-
ding layer revealed rectangular houses of
a type previously seen at Bademagac,
single room houses with a hearth opposi-
te the entrance. They are associated with
material comparable to Hacilar VI. Layer
3 belongs to the EBA, where 3 further bu-
ildings were uncovered. EBA houses we-
re also encountered in area D, below the
Byzantine church. Until this point in ti-
me, 12 EBA houses of megaron type and
an EBA glacis have been exposed on the
mound. Preparations for their in situ con-
servation are underway.

Investigations in the outskirts of the
Neolithic settlement revealed parallel
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stone rows, apparently part of an early
fortification system.

For a report on the 2000 activities, see
Duru and Umurtak (2002).

EKirklareli: In 2001, a study season
was held due to the team’s other commit-
ments in the Karkamish rescue area. A
preliminary report on the 2000 season ap-
peared (Ozdogan, Karul, et al. 2002).

Menekse Catagy: For a report on the 2000
season, see Erim-Ozdogan and Isin (2002).

Herakleia Latmos: Documentation of
the enigmatic prehistoric rock paintings
from Mount Latmos continued in 2001
with several more paintings being loca-
ted. A preliminary report has appeared
(Peschlow 2002), and the findings will be
subject of an exhibition in the winter of
2002 (Peschlow-Bindokat 2002).

Ulucak Hdyiik: Excavations conduc-
ted by a team from Ege University Izmir
at Ulucak Héylik revealed, under three la-
yers of EBA to Late Roman date, an ex-
tensive Late Neolithic occupation, the-
reby providing a long-desired insight into
the Aegean Neolithic.

To date, 19 houses of the Neolithic vil-
lage constructed in different techniques
have been uncovered. Wattle-and-daub,
pisé and mudbrick are used, often in
combination. Houses consist of one to
two rooms, and each contained an oven,
grinding stones and storage pits. Besi-
des, stone celts, stone and bone beads,
sling bullets, weights and animal figuri-
nes were also found. Pottery was produ-
ced on the site, as is evident from large
clay lumps found in one area, apparently
ready prepared for further processing.
Shapes include hemisperical bowls and
biconical jars. Surfaces are decorated
with red slip and fingernail impressions
and black on red painting. The best com-
parisons for this material are found in
the Burdur area.



Archasology in Turkey

For a summary on the 1999-2000 se-
ason see Derin, Abay, ef al. (2002).

BRONZE AGE

Southeastern Anatolia and Cilicia

Batman/Ilisu rescue area

Ziyaret Tepe: Rescue excavations at
Ziyaret Tepe in the Ihsu Dam area conti-
nued under the direction of Timothy Mat-
ney. While the mid-late Assyrian urbani-
zation process and its impact on the envi-
ronment remain the focus of the project,
the earlier layers of the settlement have
also been encountered.

A stratigraphic sounding on the eas-
tern slope of the high mound (Operation
E) yielded nine building layers covering
a sequence from the end of the 3rd mil-
lennium BC to the Late Assyrian period.
A burnt building dated to 2000-1800 BC
with finds displaying good comparisons
to contemporary Tell Brak.

The Late Assyrian period (8th to 7th
cent. BC) saw the massive extension of
the site to 29 hectares. Subsurface radi-
ometry on the southern part of the lower
town (operation G) detected systemati-
cally planned private residences, separa-
ted from one another by cobbled streets.
A courtyard paved with a checkerboard
pattern made from black and white cobb-
les was excavated here in 2000. This pave-
ment was remeved, and a box with ani-
mal bones was found underneath.

Operation A, on the high mound, yiel-
ded remains of a public building dating
to the Late Assyrian period. The building
consists of a large courtyard surrounded
by a row of rooms, its walls are up to 2.5
m wide. Two ovens of rectangular outli-
ne, each of them 2 m long, and with roun-
ded appendages, had been cut into a plat-
form in the courtyard. These ovens must
have been for processing metal. Comple-
te and fragmentary copper and iron ves-
sels, 13 in total, were found in a green
slag matrix close to the ovens, apparently
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representing scrap metal intended for re-
use. A deposit of 2 stone vessels, 2 pot-
tery goblets and an ivory, all with traces
of burning, were found close to the plat-
form and are thought to represent a ritu-
al deposit.

Miisliimantepe: Eyyiip Ay of Kinkka-
le University continued excavations at
Miisiilmantepe in the Ilisu rescue area.
The Late Chalcolithic architecture of the
site’s earliest occupation could still not
be excavated, because it is cut by an early
EB cemetery of stone cists and chamber
tombs. A stone cist with a pebble floor
contained Ninevite 5 pottery and examp-
les of metallic ware. This metallic ware
appears to be characteristic for the Diyar-
bakir region, where it has been documen-
ted at Uctepe. In addition to excavation,
survey work continued in the Girgip val-
ley. See (Ay 2002) for a preliminary re-
port.

Birecik and Karkamish rescue are-
as and environs

Tilbesir: The geoarchaeology of Tilbe-
sir has been published (Kepinski-Lecom-
te 2002).

Savi Hoyiik: The cluster of settlement
mounds called Savi Héyiik is located on
the left bank of the Euphrates, within the
Karkamish Dam flood zone. Rescue exca-
vations were carried out by Reinhard
Dittmann from the University of Miinster
during 2000-2001. Two mounds were sub-
ject to test excavations: Savi 2 yielded re-
mains of a Halaf tholos built on virgin so-
il, overlain by a building that the excava-
tor interpreted as a tripartite house. The
step trench at Savi 1 revealed a long se-
gquence of 20 occupation phases from late
EBA to the Iron Age (phases 20-17 are
EBA IV: 16-14 EB-MB transitional; 13-9
MB II; - gap-; 8-7 Middle Iron Age: 6-4 La-
ter Iron Age; 4-1 medieval to recent). In
the lowermost level, remains of a massive
wall indicate that the EBA settlement
was most probably fortified. Monumental
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architecture is also present in levels 11B-
9, in the Old Assyrian-Old Hittite levels.

Surface investigation at the rema-
ining mounds indicated EBA occupation
at Savi 2-4 and 7, and a Late Hellenis-
tic/Roman occupation at Savi 5.

Zeytinli Bah¢e Hdyiik: Continuing
rescue excavations at Zeytinli Bahce Hdé-
yiik by Marcella Frangipane and her te-
am helped to further clarify the occupati-
on history of this complex site. On the
slope, further investigations in the EBA 1
layers revealed a rectangular fireplace
with long annex of a type known widely
in the Middle Euphrates, albeit mainly
from Uruk related sites.

A second operation aimed to clarify
the history of the mound's acropolis,
where Roman structures had been unco-
vered. A huge mudbrick wall of MB date
was uncovered, standing on top of a mas-
sive EB III fortification wall. Apparently,
the MB occupation ended in a conflagra-
tion, followed by the complete abandone-
ment of the site.

Saraga Hdoyiik: Rescue excavations
continued at Saraga Hdyiik in the Karka-
mish Dam zone with several new trenc-
hes. Kemal Sertok of Gaziantep Museum
reported that a sounding on the northeas-
tern part of the site revealed the original
surface below the mound, covered by al-
luvial sediments. Above these, mixed La-
te Uruk and EBA remains were found. A
second new trench on the west of the mo-
und revealed a sequence from the MBA
to the Hellenistic/Roman period. Here, a
fully equipped kitchen was unearthed in
the Early Iron Age layers.

For an overview on the 1999-2000 se-
asons, see (Sertok and Fikri 2002, Sertok
and Kulakoglu 2001).

Gre Virike: Rescue excavations, con-
ducted by Tuba Okse of Hacettepe Uni-
versity, at the amazing site of Gre Virike
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in the Karkamish Dam flood zone were
completed in 2001,

Great attention was paid to the docu-
mentation of the surroundings of the gra-
ves on the summit of the mound. Two lar-
ge pits were located next to the graves, and
a clay plastered platform was located
north of these pits. Narrow holes were dug
next to the tombs and their interiors were
plastered. As Tuba Okse points out, this
can probably be interpreted as remains of
complex funeral and commemorative ri-
tes. The pits may have served as offering
pits and the narrow channels for libations.
Vessel bases with secondary holes in them
could also be related to libation rites.

A funeral complex consisting of two
disturbed chamber tombs, excavated last
year in square K9, was further investiga-
ted. It has now become evident that small
rooms had been deliberately annexed on-
to the main tomb chamber. Those rooms
held cooking facilities, pot stands and
one room had a floor with small concave
depressions, possibly intended for bur-
ning things. An oval offering pit conta-
ined animal bones. It appears that the
use of these rooms relates to commemo-
rative rites at the tomb.

A bulldozer trench at the bottom of
the mound offered the opportunity to in-
vestigate a wall and staircase leading to
an underground well. Again, an offering
place is associated with the staircase.

The importance of water to these fune-
ral rites also led to the reinterpretation of
a rectangular building strueture, excava-
ted previously on the eastern summit, as
a water reservoir supplying a system of
water channels that distributed water to
different parts of the summit.

To summarize the results from the Gre
Virike rescue excavations, the site has
proven to be a highly complex funerary
site in the EBA and may have served as
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the central monument for several neigh-
boring settlements. Located on top of a
gravel hill, the surface has been shaped
into several superimposed terraces. Gra-
ves of differing construction types were
arranged on the terraces, often as part of
larger complexes of rooms. Between the
graves, installations such as small plat-
forms of stone or mudbrick may have be-
en used for libations and offerings. Co-
oking facilities, places to burn incense,
and offering pits all seem to be related to
funerary cult. On the summit, a water re-
servoir supplied the different installati-
ons. Finally, a staircase led to an underg-
round well. With all these detailed obser-
vations, the site will greatly further our
understanding of EBA funeral traditions,
complimenting observations from Tell
AhmarTil Barsip, Umm al Mara, Tell Ba-
nat, Karkamish, the Birecik, Lidar and
Titris cemeteries and many more.

For a report on the 2000 season, see
Okse and Bucak (2002).

Mezraa Hdyiik: The settlement mo-
und of Mezraa Héylik, immediately south
of the Neolithic site of Mezraa Teleilat in
the Karkamish dam zone, has undergone
a second season of rescue excavation
conducted by Derya Yalcikl of Hacettepe
University. The main occupation of the
mound dates from the Late Chalcolithic
to EBA II period, as demonstrated by sur-
face finds of canaanean blades, moulds
and beveled rim bowls. An overlaying me-
dieval layer extends over the eastern and
western slopes. Excavations revealed La-
te Chalcolithic layers in the southeastern
part of the site, cut by pithos and stone
cist tombs of EBA I-IT date.

Surtepe: A preliminary report on the
2000 season has appeared (Fuensanta,
Charvat, et al. 2002); as has a report on
metallurgical analysis of samples from
the site (Ozbal and Turan 2002).

Tilbes Hoyiik: Preliminary report see
Fuensanta, Rothman, et al. (2002)
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Tilvez Haoyiik: Metallurgical analysis
see Ozbal and Turan (2002).

Kilis-Hatay-Cilicia

Oylum Hdéyiik: The seventh season of
joint Turkish-German excavations at Oy-
lum Héylik continued with further inves-
tigation of the Late Chalcolithic layers on
the western terrace and on the lower step
of the eastern step trench.

On the western terrace in trench I31b,
the northern execavations aimed to find
the extension of a massive basalt terrace
wall that had been found in a sounding in
J31c to the south. Against all expectati-
ons, this wall did not continue to the
north. Instead, further evidence of occu-
pation layers of the later 5" millennium
BC were uncovered, indicating the exis-
tence of more settlement layers at this le-
vel. The neighboring trench 132, excava-
ted since 2000, yielded a Late Chalcolit-
hic cemetery below two layers of domes-
tic occupation. Nine burials, of both in-
fants and adults, were documented. Bodi-
es were laid in vessels or in organic con-
tainers such as wooden coffins. The buri-
al chamber was usually dug into the side
of a vertical shaft that was then sealed by
a thin mudbrick wall. Even though most
of the burials are without goods, the buri-
al vessels allow us to date them to the
LCH 2 period. The Oylum Hdéyilik tombs
represent the only site in Southeastern
Turkey and Northern Syria with such re-
gular burial patterns. They are best com-
pared with a group of tombs at Gawra.

Continuing excavations on the lower-
most step of the trench on the eastern
slope revealed a second building layer of
LCH 3/Late Uruk date. The outline and
orientation of the buildings is similar to
that of the upper building phase uncove-
red the year before. The full contents of a
house were represented here, with comp-
lete vessels - some with their contents -
and tools lying on the floor. The pottery
technology indicates a clear Syro-Anato-
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lian tradition while the forms reflect clo-
se relations to the contemporary Euphra-
tes Uruk culture.

In addition to excavation, a second se-
ason of survey work in the Kilis province
continued with the investigation of the
mountainous areas to the west and north
of the Kilis plain. To date, 101 sites of dif-
ferent periods have been registered, and
systematic surface collection was carried
out at the middle palaeolithic site of Ka-
tirtepe on a basalt plateau above the Kilis
Plain, where palaeolithic artifacts were
found scattered over an area of more
than one square kilometer.

Besides the annual excavation report
(Ozgen, Helwing, Engin 2002a), a second
extensive report on the excavations of
1997-2000 has appeared (Ozgen, Helwing,
et al. 2002), as well as the first report on
the survey (Ozgen, Helwing and Engin
2002b).

Tell Atcana-Alalakh/Amuq Valley
Regional Project: Aslihan Yener from
the Oriental Institute Chicago continued
with preparations to excavate at Tell At-
cana-Alalakh. The environement of Tell
Atcana and Tell Tayinat was briefly surve-
yed, and with the use of Corona satellite
images, three small previously unknown
settlement sites of Hellenistic to Islamic
date were found in the immediate vici-
nity. A second result of these investigati-
ons was the detection of another branch
of the Orontes River running east and
north of the modern river's course, da-
ting to the Islamic period.

A new topographic map of Tell Atcana
was drawn, on which the location of the
old trenches could be established and cor-
rections added. The deep sounding was
cleared and datable material, pottery and
radiocarbon samples, were taken, provi-
ding a date of 1530-1490 cal. BC for the la-
yer V/IV palace. Material stored in the old
excavation house was moved to the muse-
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um's depot, thereby providing an opportu-
nity to catalogue and photograph numero-
us objects. This catalogue of objects will
be available on the internet soon.

The survey project in the Amug plain
continued under Tony Wilkinson's direc-
tion, recording 287 archaeological sites
so far. A major focus of the 2001 season
was the uplands bordering the plain to
the southwest in the vicinity of Narlhica,
and the foothills of the Amanus mounta-
ins. It can be shown that these uplands,
which appear to have been occupied by
small dispersed settlements in the Ro-
man-Byzantine period, did not form an
isolated enclave but were part of a comp-
lex and coherent system reaching from
the plains up into the mountains.

Analysis of Corona satellite images
helped to further trace an ancient water
canal system stretching throughout the
central plain. The canals had been
known before, but their early dating to
the Late Iron Age could only now be es-
tablished, comparing the ancient course
of the Afrin river from which the canals
were fed, with their course.

There are several new publications on
the Atcana - Amug project: Yener, Harri-
son, et al. (2002); Yener (2001); Wilkin-
son, Friedman, et al. (2001).

Kinet Hoyiik: See Gates (2001, 2002).

Tarsus/Gozliikule: H. Ozbal and E. Ku-
rucayirh from Bogazigi University samp-
led 260 metal objects of the 3rd and 2nd
millennia BC from the old Tarsus/Gdzlii-
kule excavations stored in Adana muse-
um. Results show a trend from the early
use of copper and arsenic copper toward
tin bronze in the Later Bronze to Iron Age.
Of note is a seal of EBA 1l date (Goldman)
that contains 10,32% antimony.

Porsuk Hdyiik: Renewed investigati-
on of the important site of Porsuk Hdylik
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were carried out by Oliver Pelon in 2001.
The site is now identified with the city
TUNA or ATTUNA. The Assyrian campa-
ign annals mention the destruction of the
city in 836 BC. The site is known for its
Hittite hieroglyphic inscription naming
the god Sharma, studied by La Roche and
Hawkins.

The Porsuk Héyilik is now a mound on
highly strategic high pass of the Cilician
Gates, backed by the Taurus Mountains.
It measures 400m by 180m, with a surface
area of 40,000m? and, reaching to a he-
ight of 20-30 meters, it dominates the val-
ley in which it stands. In antiquity, it ser-
ved as a fortified Hittite stronghold, pro-
tecting both access to Inner Anatolia,
and the silver mines at Bolkar Maden.
That the site was indeed involved in me-
tal processing is proven by finds of mo-
ulds and lead ingots.

Investigations of the fortification sys-
tem revealed superimposed walls, with a
mudbrick wall standing on Hittite foun-
dations, followed by a stone wall in the
Early Iron Age. In the Hittite levels, lead
ingot moulds were found and evidence of
Hittite occupation was found in the west
and east of the site. Dendrochronology
samples were analyzed by Peter Kuni-
holm and dated to the seventeenth cen-
tury BC - the period of the Hittite Old
Kingdom. The Hittites had clearly attac-
hed considerable importance to the site
at an early date.

From the Iron Age, a wealth of decora-
ted pottery was found from the Middle
Iron Age but there is no evidence of a
Phrygian power here, despite finds in the
surrounding area.

Other Sites
Giricano. See below, under Iron Age.

Sos Hoyiik-Erzurum. A number of
publications have appeared including
the preliminary report on the 1998-2000
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seasons (Sagona and Sagona 2000), the
physical anthropology of the skeletons
found (Parr et al. 1989}, and a preliminary
ethnoarchaeology report (Hopkins 1999).

Kusakli Hoyiik - Sarissa. Work at Ku-
sakli Hdyiik, identified with the Hittite
city and administrative center Sarissa, di-
rected by Andreas Miiller-Karpe from
Marburg University, brought new in-
sights into the internal chronology of the
Hittite city. Besides extensive restoration
work in Buildings A, B and C, the focus of
the 2001 excavation was Building D, a
temple built by Kutsili or Hantili. Dend-
rochronological analysis by Ian Kuni-
holm now allows a date for the foundati-
on of the temple of the weathergod, Buil-
ding C, to be given as 1529 BC. The foun-
dation of the Upper Town had therefore
occurred at an unexpectedly early date.
The most exciting find of the season was
a large cuneiform tablet found near Buil-
ding D that provides a detailed descripti-
on of rituals to be carried out in the ho-
nor of Ishtar and Tannili. A 2 m high sto-
ne stele showing Kurunta on a deer was
recovered from the old cemetery.

On the top of the acropolis is a circu-
lar defensive wall and small Iron Age ho-
uses, both inside and outside the walls,
dating from the sixth century BC. Some
poorly fired fragments of cuneiform tab-
lets were found. The architecture and
chronology of the temple is now linked to
that of Bogazkdy. The site was hit by an
earthquake in the 14th century BC.

Eastern, Northern and Central
Anatolia

Hiiseyindede Tepesi. Tung Sipahi and
Tayfun Yildirim from Ankara University
proceeded with work at the Hittite settle-
ment Hiiseyindede by further clearing ro-
oms of buildings I, IV and V. Excavation
of Building IV recovered pottery from Ro-
oms 8 and 9. The as yet largely unexplo-
red Building 6 was also excavated. Here
the most northerly part of the building
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was cut into the bedrock and because the
buildings are erected on uneven bedrock,
differences of elevation of up to one met-
re occur within a single building. Terra-
ces and steps were constructed to con-
nect the different levels. On the summit
of the hill was a rectangular building but
this had been disturbed by the construec-
tion of a roman tomb.

In the pottery, parallels could be made
with Old Hittite forms from Bogazkdy,
Inandik, Alaca Héyilik and Osmankaya. A
new fragment of relief vase was also fo-
und Building IV, similar to that from
Inandik. It shows a cult scene with a hu-
man figure bending over a pot and can
now be added to the other two cult vases
from Hiiseyindede.

For publication of the 1998 and 2000
seasons, see (Yildinnm 2001) and Sipahi
and Yildirim (2002), respectively. The
first Old Hittite relief vase found at the si-
te has also now been published (Sipahi
2000).

Kiilliioba. The site of Kiilliioba, 35 ki-
lometres south of Eskisehir, is excavated
by Turan Efe. In 2001, operations here re-
sumed in the main east and west trenc-
hes.

The western trench is a deep sondage
that has revealed a long stratified sequ-
ence stretching back from the Early
Bronze Age to the Late Chalcolithic, and
resting on natural. The architecture here
consists of a bastion on the North-west
corner and evidence of contiguous buil-
dings. In places, mudbrick walls survive
to a height of over two metres and the re-
mains of doorways could be seen. The
black and red pottery was found in typi-
cal EB forms such as one- and two-hand-
led jugs and cups and has parallels at
Beycesultan.

In the eastern trench, excavation of
the East gate area, zig-zag defensive wall
and associated buildings continued. A
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multi-roomed building complex around a
courtyard has been identified here. From
the gate, one would cross the court to the
building. This arrangement parallels that
at Troy 2c¢, and may be a feature of wes-
tern Anatolian sites. The shallow bowls
and depas cups found here also have pa-
rallels at Troy. In the North-east corner
an oven with numerous in situ pots was
found. Other finds included large and
small pyramidal loom weights, toggle
pins and needles. A foot-shaped stamp se-
al has parallels at Konya-Kara Hdyilk and
Tarsus. With contacts ranging from the
Troad to Cilicia, Kiilliioba was a very
well-connected site in the Early Bronze
Age.

See Efe and Ay (2000) and Efe (2002).

Acemhoyiik. To follow on from ge-
ophysical survey and excavations at,
work under the direction of Aliye Oztan
continued in 2001 with excavations in the
centre of the mound.

From the first level of the site rectan-
gular houses built of mudbrick were fo-
und. One of the buildings had a doorway
with a socket for the hinge in the floor. In
a corner of one room were found 21 pyra-
midal terracotta loom weights. Also fo-
und were sections of terracotta pipe from
a drainage system. These pipes have pa-
rallels from the Hittite Imperial period at
Bogazkdy but this was the first time they
had been found at Acemhdyiik. Other
finds included pottery and bone tools.

In the second level of the site the arc-
hitecture again consisted of rectangular
mudbrick buildings. Finds included pot-
tery (cups, plates and two-handled cups),
spindle whorls, bronze pins and a lead
ring. In the remains of a broad burnt bu-
ilding, in room 9, a bulla with seal imp-
ressions was found and, in room 12,
handled pithos jars and three bronze
pins. Other finds include a rock crystal
fragment and a 2.5m platform in the cent-
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re of a room. From the timbers of the ro-
of of this room dendrochronology samp-
les were recovered.

For a report on the 2000 season see
Oztan (2002). A report has also been pub-
lished on a project to remove and conser-
ve a wooden door found during excavati-
ons in 1999 (Kékten Ersoy 2002).

ikiztepe. The focus of research for On-
der Bilgi and his team in 2000 was the so-
cial anthropology of the numerous buri-
als discovered across the 200m by 200m
excavation area. Burials of male and fe-
male adults and children have included
grave goods such as beads and rings ma-
de of bronze and lead. For the most part,
the grave goods were modest, with one
male grave accompanied by a bronze spe-
ar being an exceptional find. Other finds
included spindle whorls, loom weights,
fragments of figurines and bone and sto-
ne tools. The pottery included bowls and
jugs and can be dated to the Early Bron-
ze Age (c. 2700 BC). In general there were
plentiful bronze artefacts across the site
and research is being carried out into the
use of arsenic in bronze-making. There is
evidence of wooden architecture and no
use of mudbrick at the site.

For a report on the 2000 season see
Bilgi (2002).

Kiiltepe-Kanish. In 2001, excavations
into the rich and ancient culture of the
trade centre of Kiiltepe-Kanesh (Nes3a)
continued under the direction of T. Oz-
giic. Here excavations centred on the
first and second levels of the karum, the
trading centre below the mound and a ro-
ad with water channel. In the first level, a
house was found with complete in situ
pots and an oven. Beneath this in the se-
cond (older) level burnt wood, a hearth
and two tablets were found. The tablets
were in a good state of preservation, in
envelopes with rolled sealings. Other
finds include 4 cylinder seals and one
stamp seal; faience figurines of a head
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and a lion; five bronze pins; a bronze
bowl; and an axe head.

The most interesting development of
the 2000 season comes from the pottery.
A number of complete bowls, jugs and
cups were found, including local forms
and, for the first time, Hittite types. The
type site for third millennium pottery is
Alaca Hdéyiik, typified by the gagara form
of spouted jug, numerous examples of
which were found here. A painted krater,
fruit-stand and typical Hittite animal he-
ad rhyton were also found.

Recent publications include a number
of pottery studies including Syrian bott-
les from the Karum (Emre 1999), animal
representations on the Kiiltepe pottery
(Kulakoglu 1998), kantharoi (Emre 1998)
and ring-shaped vases (Kulakoglu 1998).

Kaman-Kalehoyiik. The objectives of
the 2001 excavations, under the direction
of Sachihro Omura, continued to be the
stratigraphy of the north trench, the are-
hitecture of the south trench and the in-
vestigation of the west trench.

On the north side, four levels have be-
en identified. In Iron Age (Levels 2 a-d),
excavation of the well preserved Building
14 uncovered pottery, fibulae. and a bron-
ze arrowhead. In the Middle Bronze Age
(levels 3 a-¢), small finds typical of the pe-
riod included burnt pottery, a seal, bul-
lae, gold ornaments and Hittite Imperial
pottery. From the Early Bronze Age (level
4) pottery and gold earrings were found.
Resistivity survey was conducted around
the base of the mound. Excavations here
have so far shown this to be a typical Ana-
tolian settlement.

The most significant find of the 2001
season was the first written text from the
site. The tablet, found in level 3¢, measu-
res scm by 4cm by 1.5cm. It is covered
completely with writing on one side, with
only two lines on the reverse; 14 lines in



142

total. It is comparable with Old Assyrian
texts of the 18th and 19th centuries BC.
This significant find shows that the site
at Kamen-Kalehdyiik was a part of the
Assyrian trade network in Anatolia and
promises to tell us a great deal more abo-
ut the site.

Reports on the 2000 season excavati-
ons and on geo-archaeological research
at the site have now appeared (Omura
2002; Omura and Kashima 2002).

Bogazkiy. Excavations at the Hittite
capital continued in 2001 under the di-
rectorship of Jiirgen Seeher.

Excavations continued to focus on the
pools, where resistivity survey and trial
trenches had identified a fifth pool, north
of pool number one. Geophysics in this
area is impeded by the voleanic stone
which interferes with geomagnetic sur-
vey, although resistivity works well, albe-
it at a slower pace. Sondages here reve-
aled a rich very clayey soil. Computer vi-
sualisations of the pools demonstrate
what an impressive arrangement they
would have made with two pools (nos. 3
and 4) measuring 70 metres in length;
another two pools (nos.1 and 5) measu-
ring 40 metres in length; the a final pool
(no. 2) being round in plan. In the centre
of these was a rectangular silo, which pa-
rallels those found recently on Biliyiikka-
yva and could be seen to have had a stone
floor and walls made of organic material.

In 2001, analysis of the pottery recove-
red from the pools began. A huge number
of broken pots had been recovered from
the bottom of the pools, yet no single
complete vessel was found. A number of
“libation arm” rhytons were found and a
total of 60 spindle bottles. The pottery da-
tes from the 14t to 15 century BC and
has parallels at Kusakli. This part of the
site must have been enclosed by the city
walls and geophysical survey was con-
ducted to locate them.
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Preliminary reports on the 2000 se-
ason have been published in Turkish and
German (Seeher 2002 and 2001, respecti-
vely) and final publications on the archi-
tecture of the Upper City are also now
published (Neve 1999, 2001).

Alaca Hdéyiik, In 2001, excavations
again focussed on the area to the east of
the site behind the Mavi Saray (Blue Pa-
lace). Here was a long wall, of which 65
metres have so far been found, built of ca-
semate masonry. Beside this wall was a
range of rooms and understanding the
stratigraphic relationship between these
and the Mavi Saray was one of the key ob-
jectives for this year. In the smaller of the
three rooms so far investigated, signs of
timbers which once sat between the sto-
ne foundations and the mudbrick upper
section could be seen, a typical feature of
Hittite architecture. In the large room, a
post setting was found in the floor. The
rooms had layers of fill containing pain-
ted Hittite pottery, including part of an
animal rhyton, and a burnt layer. The la-
test pottery was typical late Phrygian. Ot-
her finds included an animal head figuri-
ne fragment, crescentic loom weights, de-
corated bone, two silver pins and bronze
nails.

On the 2000 season see Cinaroglu and
Geng (2002).

Ortakoéy-Sapinuva. Excavations, di-
rected by A. and M. Siiel, continued ac-
ross a number of areas in 2001.

In the western trench, architectural
evidence in the form of walls and burnt
mudbrick was found, as well as hearths
and pottery, possibly suggesting the exis-
tence of a monumental building here. In
the northern area, an oven was found
with a burnt clay floor and high stone
walls, possibly a pottery oven. In the eas-
tern trench, a wide area was cleared and
an extensive stone flagged road was fo-
und. Pottery included pithoi, cups, pla-
tes, two-handled pots and a double pot
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with goat's head protome, similar to one
found in 2000. Other finds included
spindle whorls, bronze pins and a bronze
bracelet.

In the south-east of the site, geophy-
sics and sondages had identified a monu-
mental building, now one of several fo-
und at Ortakéy. A stone relief of a male fi-
gure armed with bow and quiver and fa-
cing left was found. Unfortunately, the
head is missing but it appears to have be-
en a monumental door jamb. A hieroglyp-
hic stamp seal impression was also fo-
und. It is known from letters that the Hit-
tite Great King had a residence at Sapi-
nuva and these new discoveries would
appear to confirm this.

See Siiel and Siiel 2002.

Paphlagonia Survey: Roger Matthews
from the University of London presented
an overview on the results of the Paphla-
gonia survey, carried out between 1987
and 2001 in the Ilgaz, Merkez and Cergaz
provinees of Northern Central Turkey. Af-
ter completion of a general reconnaissan-
ce (extensive survey), ten areas were se-
lected for intensive field walking survey
using sample transects. Among the visib-
le monuments recorded were hilltop si-
tes, tumuli and flat settlements. To these
can be added flint and pottery scatters
that appear to be residue from temporary
settlements.

To summarize, there is an almost
complete lack of prehistoric sites, with
gnly scattered Middle Palaeolithic finds
recorded. Any evidence of Upper or Epi-
Palaeolithic and Neolithic occupation is
completely lacking. The Chalcolithic is
sparse, and it is only in the EB period
that extensive occupation begins in loca-
tions close to natural resources, such as
salt or flint. The later Bronze Age occupa-
tion is represented by medium to large
settlement mounds sited at strategic lo-
cations. Tumuli are constructed on the
ridges of natural hills, in order to be vi-
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sible from a distance. This also indicates
that a high degree of deforestation had al-
ready taken place in the Iron Age. Inten-
sive occupation during the Roman period
appears to relate to the establishment of
the pax Romana. Large flat Roman and
Byzantine settlements are established
close to Bronze Age mounds that were
then used as cemeteries. Many Byzantine
settlements continue into the Early Tur-
kish period.

A report on the 2000 season has appe-
ared (Matthews 2002).

Kiilhoyiik: The Museum of Anatolian
Civilizations in Ankara concentrated on
cleaning and protection work at this for-
tified Hittite site in 2000 (Demirdelen
2002). Results of the 2001 season will be
presented in the next newsletter.

Bulamacg¢ Hoyiik: Investigations at Bu-
lamag Hdéyliik, a site in Erzurum province
that had formerly been excavated by H. Z.
Kosay, were resumed in 2001 by Semih
Giineri. So far, the pottery collected is
red and black polished ware, typical for
the Bronze Age in Northeastern Anatolia.

Black Sea Project: A report on the
2000 season has appeared (Ballard et al.
2001).

Western and Coastal Anatolia

Aydin and Mugla Survey: Seving Gi-
nel of Hacettepe University, Ankara, very
kindly provided the following report on
her new project:

“Research was carried out within the
‘Aydin and Mugla Provinces Archaeologi-
cal Survey' project area. This area is bor-
dered by the Kiigiik Menderes (ancient
Cayster River) and Aydin Mountains to
the north, and includes the Biiyiik Men-
deres (ancient Maeander) plain and the
Mentese mountains range to the south.
In the south and southeast the research
area is confined to the limits of Mugla
province. The two Meander rivers, surro-
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unded by high plateaus to the north and
south, and the geographical structure
that they create represent a crucial natu-
ral passage connecting the Aegean to its
west and Central Anatolia to its east.”

“At present, information about the
Prehistoric period in this region is very
scarce because of the large number of
Classical and later settlements, whose re-
mains govern the appearance of the cur-
rent land surface and have been the main
focus of academic research in the region.
Therefore, the main goal of the current
survey project is to bring to light the pre-
classical cultures of the area and thereby
fill in this cultural gap.”

“Archaeological reconnaissance in
2001 started from the centre of Aydin Pro-
vinee, including Sultanhisar to the east,
gine and its surroundings to the south
and Incirliova, Germencik and Kusadasi
to the west.”

“The mound of Dedekuyusu HOylgu,
is west of Aydin and now, due to the rapid
expansion of the city, forms part of its su-
burbs. The prehistoric settlement here
extended north-south. From the site sur-
face pottery sherds of Middle Bronze,
Early Bronze and Late Chalcolithic date
have been collected.”

“To the east of Aydin, in the Sultanhi-
sar region, 4 km south of Salavatl lies the
mound of Bahcetepe Hdytigii. This disp-
lays the features of an important Early
Bronze Age settlement site. The surface
treatment, decoration and forms of an im-
portant ceramic group composed of pots-
herds from the mound is representative of
developments in the EB pottery of western
Anatolia, Ceramic finds of the 2nd Millen-
nium B C were also encountered in the oli-
ve groves to the north of the mound.”

“35 km southeast of Aydin province,
around ¢ine an important settlement of
prehistoric date has been discovered. Te-
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pecik, which lies 3 km west of «ine near
Karakollar village, has a héyik (mound)
extending north-south. The ceramic and
obsidian blades collected from Tepecik
Héyiigl and especially from the flat plain
to the south, display a clear settlement
continuity from the Late Neolithic Peri-
od, through Chalcolithic to the Bronze
Age. Pottery shows that this continuity of
settlement extended to the Archaic and
Classical periods.”

“Research in the western Aydin pro-
vince discovered new prehistoric centres.
The first site of these centres is situated
west of Aydin, beside the Incirliova-Tire
road in Kdpriiova village. Besides pot-
tery, great numbers of long narrow obsi-
dian blades, unworked or partially wor-
ked obsidian pieces and rock crystal we-
re found. Hand-axes made of different
stone materials were also encountered.
Undoubtedly, these finds denote the pre-
sence of a well developed and sophistica-
ted chipped stone industry at Képriiova.”

“Another site which provided prehis-
toric materials was Akcaavliu near Kirazh
village, 11 km east of Kusadas: in wes-
tern Aydin. Catalkaya, which takes its na-
me from the fork-like steep rocks facing
each other, has an acropolis-like charac-
ter. On the acropolis, pottery sherds of
the 2nd and 3rd millennium BC and obsi-
dian blades were encountered. Classical
painted sherds represent the latest mate-
rial from the acropolis.”

“Kirkayak Merdiven Tepe, which lies
northeast of Catalkaya, is another finds-
pot. The site is remarkable for the long ti-
me span it demonstrates from the Helle-
nistic, through the Roman period and
probably into the Byzantine. The steep
natural rock with its north-south extensi-
on forms an even surface on its western
side. The rock face has rock-cut niches
and a staircase leading to the rock sum-
mit. In front of the rock, a Hellenic wall
structure is also observable.”
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“The Bronze Age chronological deve-
lopment of the areas surveyed through
the 34 and 2nd millennia BC as well as
the Chalcolithic and Late Neolithic peri-
ods has been rebuilt.”

Gékceada (Yenibademli Hdyiik). For
a report on the 2000 season see Hiiryl-
maz (2002). A study of the terracotia ho-
oks from the site, in Turkish with Ger-
man summary, has also been published
(Hiiryi1lmaz 2001).

Troy (Troia). The fifteen year long Tro-
ia-Projekt is now approaching its end,
and its director, Manfred Korfmann, can
surely look back on those years with
much satisfaction as final publications of
those excavations begin and their impact
begins to be absorbed by the academic
community.

Fieldwork in 2001 included restorati-
on and conservation work as well as so-
me excavation. Excavations included in-
vestigation of the 'Troia Maritime Cultu-
re' (Troy 4/5 levels). In quadrant a 5/6 in
situ pottery was found. On the mound a
13th century BC entrance, the oldest yet
found, was investigated and a stone stele
found. In the lower town geophysical sur-
veys were conducted to trace the street
plan of Troy 6. Examination and analysis
continued in the water caverns, now da-
ted by sinter analysis to the third millen-
nium BC.

The results of the 2000 season are
now published in Turkish (Korfmann
2002) and in English and German (Korf-
mann 2001). Most importantly, the re-
sults of the excavation of “Pinnacle”
E4/5 is now published, providing impor-
tant stratigraphic insights into phases
Troy II to Troy V, and which largely con-
firms the original stratigraphy establis-
hed by Schliemann and Blegen (Mans-
feld 2001). An exhibition catalogue has
also been published (Behr, Biegel, et al.
2002).
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Panaztepe. Excavations continued at
the cemetery of the important second
millennium BC site of Panaztepe, on the
north side of the Bay of Izmir, under the
direction of Armagan Erkanal. The objec-
tives for the 2001 season were to continue
the investigation of the boundary wall
and to further examine a stone platform
found during the 2000 season.

The excavations uncovered four pit-
hos burials and a stone cist grave, the
first example of this type of burial at the
site. Grave goods included pottery, in the
form of two jugs, beads and a very corro-
ded bronze pendant.

The most significant find of 2001 was
a second tholos tomb, partially overlain
by the stone platform. The tholos was ori-
ented northeast-southwest and contained
pottery, beads and a decorated spindle
whorl. This tomb’s discovery emphasises
the unique importance that this site
holds and its stratigraphic position un-
der the stone platform points to there
possibly being two phases to the Panazte-
pe cemetery.

For a report on the 2000 season see Er-
kanal, A. (2002).

Liman Tepe. Excavations at this mul-
ti-period site, which has levels from the
Neolithie to the Late Bronze Age, were
continued in 2001 under the directorship
of Hayat Erkanal. Archaeological rese-
arch was conducted in three areas: un-
derwater survey of the submerged defen-
sive wall, and north and south of the mo-
dern road that divides the site in two.

The underwater survey (directed by
Michal Artzy of Haifa University) conti-
nued the topographic survey of the se-
abed below Liman Tepe and excavated a
1.5m deep sondage.

North of the road, Early Bronze Age
walls were uncovered, including a series
of three long houses and a road, reflec-
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ting an area of dense house. Finds inclu-
ded a bronze pin, bowls and a small quan-

tity of gold.

South of the road, exciting finds were
made in the area east of the EB3 ramp
and gate construction found in the previ-
ous year's work. From a well in this area
came a Mycenaean psi figurine and pot-
tery. Here a corridor-like construction
snaked along between walls with stone
foundations and mudbrick upper secti-
ons and then down five steps to a well. In
the corridor were found tripod bowls and
cups and worked bone.

For published results of the 2000 se-
ason, see Erkanal and Artzy (2002).

Miletos. In 2001 work on the Bronze
Age excavations continued with a study
season. A report on the 1998, 1999 and
2000 seasons has been published in Tur-
kish (von Graeve and Niemeier 2002). A
general history of Miletos, which inclu-
des a chapter on the prehistoric and pro-
tohistoric settlement has also recently
been published (Greaves 2001).

Latmos. A preliminary report on the
Hittite inseription fund in 2000 has now
been published (Peschlow-Bindokat
2001).

Torbali-Bademgedigi Hoyiigii:

Excavations at Bademgedigi Tepesi
including finds of Mycenaean pottery,
gold-wash pottery and Middle Bronze
Age pottery are reported in Meric et al.
(2002). Three LH IIIC Mpycenaen vases
supposedly found near Torbali have also
been published (Meri¢c and Mountjoy
2001).

Yassikaya. For a report on the 2000
rescue excavations see Efe and Mercan
(2002).

Cavlum Koéyii Mezarhk: In 2001, eight
new trenches were opened by excavator
A. Nejat Bilgen. Sixteen new graves were
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found, bringing the total up to almost 60.
Burial rites included pithos burials,
which form the majority, as well as earth
graves and cist graves. Finds include be-
ads, earrings, knuckle bones, shells and
bronze pins. Exceptional finds include: a
stamp seal in grave M50; seven astragali
bones and five bone rings in grave M5E;
and two bronze pins with small ram/goat
terminals in grave MBG2.

Smaller pots were used for the burials
of infants, whereas large pithoi were
used for adults. Fithoi burials were se-
aled with stone slabs and the cist graves
were made of large slabs, with smaller
stones being used to cover them. Restora-
tion work was also carried out on some of
the pithoi.

For a report on the 2000 season see
Bilgen (2002).

Isparta-Harmandren Mezarhk:

Mehmet Ozsait continued excavation
of the EBA cemetery of Harmandren on
the slopes of Tavusantepe, bringing the to-
tal number of pithos graves uncovered to
48. Usually, the opening of the pithoi face
east and are covered with a stone or ves-
sel. For the first time, bowls were also fo-
und being used as lids. One of the tombs
unearthed in 2001, C3, contained 3 skele-
tons and was covered by a large stone
slab. Among the material collected are EB
II-II1 pottery forms typical of the area. The-
se include bowls with a painted red cross
inside, and jugs of the “Atatepe type".

A summary on the 1999-2000 seasons
has appeared (Ozsait 2002).

Iasos. The Middle Bronze Age sequen-
ce at Iasos is no longer thought to date
from the Middle Bronze Age, but dates
instead from the Late Bronze Age (LM1EB)
period. Potters’ mark on one pot frag-
ment shows character L81 (81b) of the Mi-
noan Linear A seript, and is comparable
to one from Keos. A 20 em thick layer of
tephra from the eruption of the Santorini
volcano was also found (Berti 2002).
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IRON AGE

FEastern Anatolia

Anzaf Kalesi. Situated 11 kilometres
north west of Van, the upper and lower
towns of Anzaf have been the subject of
research by Oktay Belli and Alpaslan
Ceylan.

In the Lower Town, there was a large
military complex. It is of early date and
was built without bastions. It has a rec-
tangular plan with walls four metres
thick, built of mudbrick and supported
on low foundations. In 2001 the first ske-
leton was found here.

The Upper Town was the more impor-
tant of the two. Here, there were three
city gates, a situation similar to Bogaz-
kéy. In 2000 and 2001, excavation focus-
sed on the pithos magazines containing
storage jars inscribed in cuneiform with
their contents: oil, wine and sesame oil.
Very little iron survives at the site but
analysis has begun of the bronze items,
and is being conducted by the German
Minin, Museum Bochum.

At Karmir Blur the complete contents
of the magazines were listed. Such list
did not exist at Anzaf, although inscripti-
ons on pottery and metal had been found.
A lucky find in 2001 was a clay letter fo-
und in good condition, inscribed on the
front and back, Its interpretation will be
important for understanding the history
of the site.

See Belli and Ceylan (2002) for a re-
port on the 2000 season.

Ayanis, This high, defensible site, sur-
mounted by a temple, has been excavated
by Altan Cilingiroglu, whose excavations
in 2000 centred on the south side of the
temple courtyard.

In the courtyard, the cella of the
Temple of Haldi was surrounded by a ro-
ofed colonnade supported by piers of ba-
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salt and andesite blocks, topped by
mudbrick and wood. The rooms leading
off from the courtyard were of a standard
4m by 3.5m size, built of mudbrick and
timber. A canal, the second to be found
so far, beside the temple building may ha-
ve been for rainwater. The building was
destroyed in a massive conflagration,
preserving the timbers of the building
very well. This allowed for detailed study
of the mortise-and-tenon joins used by
the ancient carpenters. 88.6% of the tim-
ber used was pine, with a small minority
of elm. These carbonised timbers were
dated by dendrochronology to 673 BC.
The dates from the whole of the site were
remarkably consistent and show that the-
re was no phasing to the construction of
the site (see Dendrochronology, below).

In one room, 14 bronze shields were
found on the floor, one of which was de-
corated with a central rosette flanked by
lions. Urartian shields represent a new
metal-working techniques. One shield bo-
re an inscription naming king Rusa IL
Other finds included a bronze gquiver con-
taining arrows, spearheads and possible
carpentry tools.

Geophysical survey and trial trenc-
hing on the hill beside the acropolis sho-
wed evidence of terraces and buildings.
For a report on the 2000 season see Cilin-
giroglu et al. (2002).

Van Yoncatepe. Excavations at the
Urartian castle and necropolis of Yoneca-
tepe. continued in 2001, under the direc-
tion of Oktay Belli.

On the acropolis, the walls were up to
nine metres thick in parts. Around the
central courtyard were storage depots,
containing sesame oil and wine, that we-
re destroyed in a massive conflagration.

In the necropolis, analysis has conti-
nued to reconstruct the society and eco-
nomy of the site. The pottery in the necro-
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polis is different to that of the acropolis
in that it contains only local red pottery
and none from North-western Iran. There
were remarkably few bronze artefacts fo-
und in the necropolis. Metal artefacts fo-
und here include:; iron needles, knives,
bronze rings, silver items. A lead ring,
and the first example of gold earrings.

The 2000 season is published by Belli
(2002).

Altintepe (Van): Analysis has been
carried out on a bronze sword, bent into a
U-shape, which came from Altintepe and
which showed traces of organic remains
on it (Tugrul and Basaran 20082).

Elazig/Bahcecik: Here, a new Urarti-
an inscription has been found and publis-
hed (Payne and Sevin 2001).

Tavium survey: The fifth season of
survey work in Tavium concentrated on
closer investigation of the Tavium - Bii-
yiikkale area. Christoph Gerber reports
that the slope of Bliylikkale revealed evi-
dence for occasional landslides, despite
successive terracing, attested by geomag-
netic mapping. The oldest occupation of
Biiyikkale appears to date back to Chal-
colithie times, with Chalcolithic and EB
pottery being collected there. The materi-
al belongs to the Cinarderi and Merci-
mek groups and therefore represent a lo-
cal variety of the Alishar intermediate pa-
inted ware.

A report on the 2000 season is availab-
le (Strobel and Gerber 2002).

Girieano. Excavations at the site of Gi-
ricano, in the Ilisu Dam area are directed
by Andreas Schachner. In 2001, excavati-
on of the Middle Assyrian levels continu-
ed, following the discovery here of 15 tab-
lets in the Iron Age layer in 2000. Assyri-
an seals were found but no more tablets.
From the Early Bronze Age, no in situ
EB1 finds had been made up until 2001,
but in this year the excavators had more
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luck and two complete pots and a stone
setting were uncovered.

Hakkari. See Ozfirat (2002).

Central and Western Anatolia

Kerkenes Dag: Geoffrey Summers wri-
tes that the 2001 season at Kerkenes focu-
sed on geophysical prospection, recording
and finds restoration and conservation.

The Cappadocia (SE) Gate, the front of
which had been cleared in 1999-2000, was
digitally photographed and surveyed to
produce a new architectural reconstructi-
on. The group of hand-made burnished
vessels, which had been found crushed
and burnt in Structure C at the eastern
end of the Palace Complex, was found to
comprise a big conical bowl with a pair of
drop handles and a small pithos, each
provided with a large flat lid, and a fine
trefoil juglet. A group of red slipped jugs
found nearby were found to have a range
of incised marks “reminiscent of alpha-
betic letters”, suggesting the possible use
of writing at Iron Age Kerkenes.

Very substantial progress was made
with the geomagnetic survey of this 2.5
km? site, permitting completion in 2002,
Experimentation with resistivity survey
in the centre of the site, which is level
and relatively stone free, proved that very
detailed imagery can be obtained before
the soil dries out in early summer. New
plans reveal rows of cell-like rooms as
well as two-roomed and tripartite buil-
dings. Two large buildings, apparently
with open porches and possible central
hearths, are reminiscent of megarons.

Hydrological and geomorphological
studies suggest that the reservoirs at the
site were designed to be filled by underg-
round seepage rather than by surface ru-
noff. This may also have been the case at
Bogazkdy and such reservoirs might per-
haps have been an Anatolian tradition
which continued into the Iron Age.
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In addition to the bibliography of re-
cent publications (Summers et al. 2002;
Aydin et al. 2002; Baturayoglu 2002; and
Baturayoglu et al. 2002) unpublished re-
ports, including a report on the 2002 se-
ason, together with issues of Kerkenes
News, can be found at:

http://www.metu.edu.tr/ho-

i tml

Bogazkoy. There is a new publication
on the Iron Age Phrygian pottery of the
site (Bossert 2000). For recent develop-
ments in the Bronze Age, see above.

Gordion. Important new develop-
ments were made in the chronology of
Gordion (Director, Kenneth Sams) in
2001, following a reassessment of the site
by Mary Voig0t, conducted since 1993,

Carbonised seeds from the Early
Phrygian destruction level were dated by
radiocarbon analysis to 830-800 BC. This
date is a full one hundred years earlier
than had previously been thought and
this destruction can now no longer be as-
sociated with King Midas and the Kim-
merians.

Furthermore, timbers from the "Tomb
of Midas’ mound at Gordion were dated
to c¢. 740 BC. This is too early for this
tomb to be the tomb of Midas himself,
who was mentioned in Assyrian texts in
709 BC, and it may now be considered to
be the tomb of his father Gordios.

Porsuk Hiyiik: See above, under
Bronze Age.

DENDROCHRONOLOGY

Many important new developments
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were made in the field of dating in Anato-
lian archaeology in 2001, largely thanks
to the work of the indefatigable Peter Ku-
niholm of Cornell University. Under his
direction, the Eastern Mediterranean
Dendrochronology project continued a
large scale comparison of tree ring sequ-
ences from Italy, Georgia and Lybia, and
compared them to German and Turkish
oak sequences.

A total of 136 tree-ring sequences from
timbers of pinus silvestris/nigra from
Van-Ayanis were used to create a 347
dendrochronology sequence for the site.
The date of 673 BC for the temple buil-
ding coincides with the reign of Rusa II,
named in inscriptions from the site, gi-
ven in Assyrian texts (685-642 BC). This
shows that the temple at Van-Aynis was
built early in Rusa II's reign. Analysis of
the timbers also showed that the building
of the site all took place in a single
phase. For details on the excavations at
the site, see above. The Ayanis chronolo-
gy has now been linked into the Aegean
Dendrochronology Project’s wiggle-mate-
hed Bronze Age-Iron Age master chronol-

ogy.

Other important dendrochronology
dates were also given for Ortakdy-Sapinu-
va (see above), where a date in the early
14th century BC was provided by car-
bonised timbers, and at Acemhdyiik (see
above) a date of 1772 BC was assigned.

Very importantly, such detailed dend-
rochronological studies have been used
to recalibrate radiocarbon dates across
Anatolia, both up and downwards, with
sometimes surprising results (see Gor-
dion, above) (Kromer, Manning, et al
2001; Reimer 2001).
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Sculpture found in enclosure C (photograph courtesy Klaus Schmidt).

.

layer I

1

1: Gobekli Tepe

Fig
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Fig. 2: Gobekli Tepe, layer lll. Pictogram on the narrow side of one central pillar of enclo sure D
(photograph courtesy of Klaus Schmidt).
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Fig. 3: Mezraa Teleilat. General plan of the mound (plan courtesy of Mehmet Ozdogan).
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Fig. 5: Tell Kurdu. Northern area. Densly

packed village houses (photograph (photograph courtesy of Rana Ozbal and
courtesy of Rana Ozbal and Fokke Fokke Gerritsen).
Gerritsen).

Fig. 6: Tell Kurdu. Stamp seals, Halaf period
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