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ABSTRACT

Research at Catalhoyiik has identified that from the middle levels, around 6500 BC onwards, the “classic Catal-
hoyiik” of VI-V changed significantly from the point of view of economy, society and material culture. This paper
investigates and interprets evidence, from both the Mellaart and Hodder period excavations, of changes in pottery
technology for the Late Neolithic occupation of Catalhoyiik, while at the same time comparing these developments
with those in other areas of the Anatolian plateau; western and northwestern Anatolia.

According to ceramic studies at Catalhdyiik, the Late Tradition period, the last of the three phases of pottery devel-
opment, corresponds with the Late Neolithic period in the Anatolian plateau. From an interregional perspective,
the forms of the Late Neolithic ceramics are more distinctive than raw material or fabric groups. The pottery of
Catalhoyiik lived its most active period during the Middle Tradition, particularly in levels VI-1V. As well as the basic
vessel forms a number of features, such as S-profiled developed forms, ring and footed bases, basket handles and
incised decoration, specific to the Late Tradition are tried. These entered the repertoire in very small numbers from
the Middle Tradition onwards.

Although during the Late Tradition period, cooking vessels/jars reduced significantly in number while many sizes of
bowl showed an increase, “classic” Dark Gritty Ware holemouth jars of the Middle Tradition are still the most domi-
nant jar group in the Late Tradition period. Light Local Ware red slipped, S-profiled developed vessels increased from
the previous period at Catalhoyiik, while from the second half of the 7th millennium BC onwards this pottery tradition
came to be the most common and typical one in a wide region including the Lakes District, Beysehir-Sugla basin,
northwest Anatolia, west Anatolia, and the Aegean shores. Meanwhile although Catalhoyiik potters included certain
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of the elements ceramic tradition seen during the Late Tradition, they seem to be more involved in their own tradition.
A large portion of the Late Neolithic pottery assemblage at the settlement is made up of straight-profiled vessel forms.
There were some innovations in the repertoire such as developed S-profiles, thinned everted rims and well-adhering
slip in various tones of red as well as thick and large diameter vessels, but the quantities were very limited.

Among the thousands of sherds at Catalhéyiik, long cylindrical and/or outturned necked jars, and carinated bowls
that are seen as being typical in this period are represented by only a couple of examples. The vertically perforated
cylindrical lug tradition that influenced nearly the whole of the Anatolian Plateau and the western Anatolia during
this period did not impact Catalhoyiik at all. From the point of view of varieties of decoration and rare forms Catal-
hoyiik is one of the richest settlements, though they are represented in small numbers of examples.

Even though many aspects of the wider ceramic tradition are reminiscent of Catalhoyiik's tradition, the ceramic as-
semblages of the settlements in the Beysehir-Sugla basin and northwest Anatolia acquired many elements from the
tradition of the Lakes District. However, holemouth jars, vertically perforated lugs, unperforated hooked lugs and
crescent knobs are a shared feature of the pottery industry of Catalhéyiik with Erbaba and northwest Anatolia.

The limited number of S-profiled developed, long necked, carinated, and painted vessels, perforated cylindrical lugs
in the pottery at Catalhoyiik is a display of the lack of establishment of an influence seen in the ceramic tradition of
a widespread geographical area in the second half of the 7" millennium BC.

Meanwhile at other settlements such as Erbaba the forms continue to develop, moreover, during the Late Neolithic
period in the Nigde-Aksaray region, Beysehir-Sugla basin, the Lakes District, northwest and west Anatolia pottery
and other material culture elements continue to increase and accelerate in development. Particularly many symbolic
and narrative elements of Catalhdyiik appear in the Late Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic ceramics of Nigde-Aksaray
settlements such as Tepecik-Ciftlik and Koskhoyiik. Likewise, the material culture similarities between Catalhoyiik
and Beysehir-Sugla basin and northwestern Anatolian communities are very conspicuous.

These affinities between Catalhoyiik and its neigbours may have been of relevance in the dispersal of a part of this
crowded metropolitan population from the middle of Konya plain at the end of the Neolithic. Apparently, data ob-
tained from pottery studies is a source of evidence to support a theory of the spread of farming populations from the
core regions of the Neolithic, including Catalhoyiik, into northwestern Anatolia and Europe.

OzET

Catalhoyiik teki calismalar, orta tabakalar olan VI-V'deki “Klasik Catalhdyiik ’iin MO 6500 lerden baslayarak kay-
da deger bir bi¢imde ekonomik, sosyal ve materyal kiiltiir a¢isindan degistigini ortaya koymustur. Bu makelede,
Catalhoyiik’iin Geg Neolitik yerlesim siirecinde ¢canak ¢omlek teknolojisinde meydana gelen degigimler, Mellaart ve
Hodder Donemi kazilarinda ortaya ¢ikarimis kanitlar yoluyla arastirihip yorumlanmakta ve elde edilen sonuglar
ayni zamanda Anadolu Platosu, Bati ve Kuzeybati Anadolu’nun diger yerlesmelerindeki gelismelerle karsilastiril-
maktadur.

Catalhoyiik teki seramik calismalarina gore, ¢anak ¢émlegin ii¢ gelisim evresinden sonuncusu, “Geg¢ Gelenek” sii-
reci, Anadolu Platosunda Geg¢ Neolitik doneme karsilik gelir. Bolgeleraras: karsilastirmalarda, Geg Neolitik ¢a-
nak ¢omleginin kap bigimleri, mal gruplarmmin hammadde kaynaklarina gore daha aywrt edicidir. Catalhéyiik ¢anak
comlegi en tiretken ve hareketli donemini Orta Gelenek siirecinde, ozellikle VI-1V Tabakalar: arasinda yasamistir.
Bu dénemde temel kap bicimlerinin yanisira, S-profilli gelismis formlar, halka ve ayakli dipler, sepet kulplar ve ¢izi
bezeme gibi Geg¢ Neolitige ozgii goriinen bir ¢ok ozellik denenmigstiv. Bununla birlikte, tiim bu 6zellikler Orta Gelenek
stirecinde olduk¢a az sayidadr.

Geg¢ Gelenek siirecinde ¢canaklarda bir artis gozlenirken, pisirme kaplari/comlekleri belirgin bir bicimde azalmistir.
Buna ragmen Orta Gelenegin “klasik” Koyu Kumlu Mal grubundan daralan agizli ¢omlekler hala en baskin ¢omlek
Sformunu olusturur. Catalhoyiik te, Yerel A¢ik Mal grubuna ait kirmizi astarli, S-profilli gelismis kaplar bir énceki
déneme gére artis gosterse de, MO 7. Binyilin ikinci yarisindan baslayarak bu gelenek Géller Yéresi, Beysehir-Sugla
Havzasi, Bati ve Kuzeybati Anadolu ve Ege kiyilarinda en yaygin ve tipik geleneklerden biri haline gelmistir. Catal-
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hoyiik ¢comlekgileri Geg Gelenegin genis bir bolgede goriilen seramik geleneginin belirgin unsurlarini benimsemig
olmakla birlikte, daha ¢ok kendi geleneklerini stirdiirmiis goriiniirler. Yerlesmedeki canak ¢omlek repertuarinin bii-
yiik bir béliimiinii diiz hatli/profilli kap formlar: olusturur. Buluntu toplulugu icinde S-profilli, inceltilmis disa doniik
agiz kenarly ve kirmizi tonlarinda yiizeye iyi yapismis astarly kaplarin yaninda kalin ve genis ¢capl kaplar gibi bazi
yenilikler goriiliir, ancak bunlar simirlt sayidadir.

Catalhoyiik teki binlerce seramik icinde, Ge¢ Neolitigin tipik unsurlart olan uzun silindirik boyunlu ve/ya da devrik
boyunlu ¢émlekler ve omurgall kaplar yalnizca az sayida érnekle temsil edilirler. Bu dénemde Anadolu Platosu ve
Bati Anadolu ’nun neredeyse tiimiinii birden etkileyen dikey delikli silindirik tutamaklar Catalhéyiik te hemen hi¢ go-
riilmezler. Bezeme ve nadir/ozel kap ¢esitliligi acisindan Catalhéyiik en zengin yerlesmelerden biri olmasina ragmen,
tiim bu ¢esitlilik az sayida ornekle temsil edilir.

Seramik gelenekleri bir¢ok yonden Catalhoyiik seramik gelenegine benzese de, Beysehir-Sugla havzasi ve Kuzeybati
Anadolu’daki yerlesmelerin seramik buluntu topluluklar: ¢ok sayida unsuru Géller Yoresi geleneginden edinmistir.
Bununla birlikte, daralan agizli ¢omlekler, dikey delikli tutamaklar, deliksiz kanca tutamaklar ve hilal bicimli eklenti-
ler Catalhéyiik ile Erbaba ve Kuzeybati Anadolu ¢canak ¢omlek endiistrisinin ortak ozellikleri olarak karsimiza ¢ikar.

Catalhoyiik teki canak ¢omlekler icinde sinirl sayidaki S-profilli gelismis, uzun boyunlu, omurgali ve boyali kaplar
ve dikey delikli silindirik tutamaklar, buradaki gelenegin MO 7. Binyilin ikinci yarisinda genis bir cografyadaki se-
ramik uygulamalarinda goriilen ézelliklerden uzak oldugunun bir géstergesidir.

Bu arada, Erbaba gibi diger yerlesmelerde formlar gelismeye devam eder, daha da étesi Geg¢ Gelenek siirecinde Nig-
de-Aksaray bolgesi, Beysehir-Sugla Havzasi, Goller Yoresi, Kuzeybati ve Bati Anadolu’daki ¢omlekgilik ve diger ma-
teryal kiiltiir unsurlart geligim konusunda biiyiik bir hiz ve arti i¢indedir. Catalhdyiik’iin bir¢ok simgesel ve dykiisel
unsuru, belirgin bir bicimde, Nigde-Aksaray 'in Tepecik-Ciftlik ve Késkhéoyiik gibi Geg Neolitik ve Erken Kalkolitik
yerlesmelerinin seramik repertuart i¢inde goriiliir. Ayni sekilde, Catalhéyiik ile Beysehir-Sugla havzasi ve Kuzeybati
Anadolu Neolitik topluluklar: arasindaki ¢anak ¢omlek gelenegindeki benzerlikler de olduk¢a kayda degerdir.

Catalhoyiik ile komsulart arasindaki bu yakinliklar, Konya ovasimin ortasindaki bu kalabalik metropol niifusunun
bir kisminin Neolitigin sonlarinda dagilmasi ile iliskili olabilir. Canak ¢omlek ¢calismalarindan elde edilen sonuglar,
Catalhoyiik 'iin de iginde oldugu Neolitigin ¢ekirdek bolgelerinden bazi ¢ift¢i topluluklarinin Kuzeybati Anadolu iize-
rinden Avrupaya yayildiklar: teorisini belgeleyen kaynaklardan biri gibi goriinmektedir.
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INTRODUCTION

In the second half of the 7" millennium BC, correspond-
ing with the Late Neolithic Period for the cultures of the
Anatolian plateau, comprehensive and dynamic changes
have been recognized in Western Asia and Southeastern
Europe'. From the middle “classic” levels around 6500
BC, Catalhoyiik was also characterized by significant
economic, cultural and social changes manifested mate-
rially in architecture and burial practices, as well as in
lithic technologies and pottery. Although these shifts in
the upper levels of Catalhoyiik have been substantially
documented and interpreted by some scholars?, the char-
acter of these major changes still remains largely un-
known and needs to be investigated in detail.

This paper brings together and interprets evidence, from
both the earlier and more recent excavations seasons, of
changes in pottery technology for the final centuries of
the occupation of Catalhdyiik, while at the same time
comparing these developments with those in other areas
of the Anatolian plateau, western and northwestern Ana-
tolia. This work also interrogates the nature of the net-
work of communication established by Catalhdyiik with
its surroundings.

Implementing such a holistic comparative study
has proven to be difficult at the regional level. If
no term such as village, small town or town quite
fits Catalhdyiik, especially for the settlement’s
“classic” middle levels, when it was a centre
sheltering a large settled or nomadic population
from the close vicinity, it would not be wrong
to use the term ‘metropolis’. When we compare
the example of Catalhdylik with its relatively
close neighbor Erbaba in the Beysehir-Sugla ba-
sin there are close resemblances from a number
of directions such as architecture and ceramics.
However in one case there are the complex social
dynamics and cultural foundations of a unique
mega-town inhabited by 3-8 thousand people
and on the other, the dynamics of a small local
village with a population estimated at 120°. Al-
though the comparison of such different situa-
tions with one another seems difficult, this paper
aims to make such an evaluation.

Earlier studies of Neolithic pottery at Catal-
hoyiik show that the assemblage in question had

three phases of development. Fig. 1:

I E.g. Ozdogan 2010; Ozdogan 2011; Hodder 2014c.

2 In Hodder 2013a; Hodder 2013b; Hodder 2014a; Hodder 2014b;
Hodder 2014c; Marciniak/Czerniak 2007; Marciniak/Czerniak
2012; Marciniak/Baranski/Bayliss/Czerniak/Goslar/Southon/
Taylor 2015a; Marciniak/Asouti/Doherty/Henton 2015b.

3 Diiring 2006.
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(a) The Early Tradition (ca. 7000-6700/6600 BC)
(b) The Middle Tradition (ca. 6700/6600-6400/6300 BC)
(¢) The Late Tradition (ca. 6400/6300-6000 BC)*

The last phase, the Late Tradition, corresponds with the
Late Neolithic period in a wide geographic area. The pot-
tery assemblages at Catalhdyiik dated to the last centuries
of the Neolithic are partly analysed in earlier work®, but
the materials under discussion have not been approached
in a comprehensive way. We cannot form a detailed un-
derstanding of the late materials from these studies, be-
cause either they are not just focused on the Late Neo-
lithic material or the pottery was not classified according
to characteristics of level, form, and fabric. The same
material when also studied by Ozddl was published in
the context of material and form groups and compared
with surrounding centres. However Ozdél also focused
more on the Early and Middle Tradition period of the
Catalhdyiik sequence; the pottery culture of the complex
Late Neolithic period of Catalhdyiik and contemporary
settlements was not elaborated on. This work is different
from the others in that it brings together all the data for
the Late Neolithic pottery of Catalhdyiik from different
dates and different areas, and the observations and inter-
pretations obtained are used to evaluate the contempo-
rary settlements with equivalency (Fig.1).

Settlements of the Late Neolithic Period Contemporary with

Catalhoyiik / Geg Neolitik Donemde Catalhoyiik ile ¢agdag diger yerlesmeler.

4 Ozdol 2007; Ozdsl 2008; Ozdsl 2012a.

5 See Mellaart 1961; Mellaart 1962; Mellaart 1963; Mellaart
1964; Mellaart 1966; Mellaart 1967; Last 1996; Last 2005; Oz-
dol 2006; Ozdol 2007; Ozdsl 2008; Ozdsl 2012a; Yalman/Tar-
kan/Giltekin 2013.
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Fig. 2: Location of Excavation Areas on the East and West Mounds at Catalhdyiik (Hodder 2014c¢: Fig. 1) / Dogu ve Bati Catalhéyiik te

Kazi Calismalart Gergeklestirilen Alanlar.

In western Anatolia and Lakes District, some settlements
such as Uluca® show uninterrupted occupation through-
out the 7" millennium BC. Meanwhile some such as
Hacilar, Hoylicek, Kurugay and Bademagaci were set-
tled in the first half of the 7" millennium but after a short
period of interruption were reestablished. These new
occupations are dated as second half of 7" millennium
BC and termed as EN II settlements’. At the same time,
numerous newly settled sites, such as Pendik, Fikirtepe,
Yarimburgaz, Asagipmar, Hocagesme®, Aktopraklik®,
Mentese!?, Bargmn'!, Yenikap1'?, Ugurlu'?, Yesilova'4, Ege
Giibre'®, and Cukurigi'® appeared in western and north-
western Anatolia.

To the east and southeast of Catalhoyiik, in the Nigde-
Aksaray region, Tepecik-Ciftlik shows an uninterrupted
settlement from the beginning of the 7% millennium BC
onwards'”. At Can Hasan and Musular there was an in-

¢ Cilingiroglu 2012; Cilingiroglu/Cevik/Cilingiroglu 2012.
7 Duru 2012.

8 Ozdogan 2013.

 Karul/Aver 2013.

10 Roodenberg/van As/Jacobs/Wijnen 2003.

' Gerritsen/Ozbal/Thissen 2013a; Gerritsen/Ozbal/Thissen 2013b.
12 Kiziltan/Polat 2013.

13 Erdogu 2013.

14 Derin 2012.

15 Saglamtimur 2012.

1 Horejs 2012.

17 Bigak¢1/Godon/Cakan 2012.

terruption in settlement and neither site yields material
of the second half of the 7" millennium BC. In the same
region, there is a discontinuity at Piarbasi'® and it was
resettled in the Late Neolithic, meanwhile Koskhoyiik'
is among the settlements that were newly founded in the
second half of the 7" millennium.

To the west of Catalhdyiik in the Beysehir-Sugla basin,
starting with Erbaba, there are many settlements founded
around 6600/6500 BC*. From the point of view of the
Late Neolithic period considered in this work, these set-
tlements possess the most inspiring evidence.

THE PROBLEMS WITH THE STRATIGRAPHY,
DATING AND EVALUATION OF THE LATE
NEOLITHIC POTTERY AT CATALHOYUK

The Late Neolithic pottery at Catalhdylik was recovered
from the old and new period excavations of the top of
the South Area (Mellaart Levels III-II, South P-T, IST,
Summit, TP, TPC), the North Area (4040 H-J), and the
KOPAL Area?! (Fig. 2). All these settlements date to
approximately 6400-6000, and all share contemporary

18 Baird 2012.

19 Oztan 2012.

20 Bordaz 1973; Bordaz/Bordaz 1976; Bordaz/Bordaz 1982; Ozdol
2012a.

2l See Hodder 2014c: Fig. 1.
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levels (Table 1). The radiocarbon dates for the KOPAL
area are given as approximately 6200-5700 BC??. The
earliest settlement in the TP and TPC areas dates to ca.
6400-6350 BC?, and so is dated to roughly the same time
as the top of the sequences of South P-T and 4040 H-J.
However, particularly in the South area, the settlements
revealed by the 2000-2008 excavations of the upper lev-
els did not perfectly match Mellaart’s system of levels
and for this reason in Hodder’s period a new level system
was proposed®* (see Table 1). In this system the areas are
not stratigraphically tied to one another and a separate
level terminology has been established for each area.
The differences in material culture between areas have
been foregrounded and as can be seen in the table the
contemporaneity of the late levels of some areas has still
not been determined. For example, a correlation problem
is seen between Mellaart’s Levels IV-0 and TP’s levels,
South P-T and North H-J. In order to understand this, the
equivalent analyses of material culture from contempo-
rary areas and the radiocarbon dating of the uppermost
levels of the South and North areas are needed.

Levels Years
Mellaart South - 4040 calibrated BC
0,1, 11 TP6
South T - 4040 J
South S -4040J
6400 - 6000
South R - 40401
South Q - 4040 H
V) South P - 4040 H
VIA South O - 4040 G
6500 - 6400
VIB South N - 4040 G
VII South M - 4040 F
6700 - 6500
VIII South L - 4040 F
IX K
X J
XI I 7300 - 6800
XII H
Pre XII Gl1,G2,G3, G4

Table 1: Hodder’s System of Stratigraphical Levels and Their Ap-
proximate Relation to Mellaart’s System of Levels (Hodder 2014c:
Table 1) / I. Hodder Dénemi Kazilarinda Ortaya Cikarilan Stra-
tigrafik Tabakalar ile J. Mellaart Doneminde Saptanan Tabakalar
Arasindaki Iliski Tablosu.

The Late Neolithic period pottery assemblage of the Mel-
laart excavation consists of 104 diagnostic sherds from
South area Levels III-II and there is no material in our

22 Last 2005.

2 Marciniak/Baranski/Bayliss/Czerniak/Goslar/Southon/Tay-
lor 2015a; Marciniak/Filipowicz/Johansson/Mickel 2013; Fi-
lipwicz/ Harabasz/ Hordecki 2014.

2 Hodder 2014c: 2-3, Table 1.
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hand from the latest I-O level®. Even though the amount
of material is small the artefact assemblage in question,
dated to the period between approximately 6400/6300-
6100/6000 BC?¢, shows the general characteristics of the
period.

In the surface scraping work carried out between 1993
and 1995 pottery examples that could be attributed to the
end of the Neolithic settlement at Catalhdyiik, are in the
character of Late Neolithic surface finds?’.

The KOPAL area, excavated between 1995 and 1999, is
made up of a long test trench at the north of the mound
and an off-site trench. The majority of the KOPAL assem-
blage is associated with a buried land surface which has
been dated c. 6200 to 5700 cal BC, the end of the Neo-
lithic/transitional Chalcolithic. Last describes the main
features of the assemblage as necked jars and S-profile
bowl forms and red-slipped surfaces, typical of the later
Neolithic (Level IV and above) or Early Chalcolithic. The
radiocarbon dates also suggest the assemblage dates to the
period when the East Mound was abandoned, since Level
II ended c. 6200 to 6100 cal BC. However, in the KOPAL
Area none of the painted wares associated with the Ear-
ly Chalcolithic West Mound were found; samples from
cores possibly contemporary with the base of the West
Mound occupation are dated around 6000 to 5800 cal BC,
but we do not yet know anything of the material culture of
these levels. Tt is indicated that a material group resem-
bling Mellaart I1I-II Level pottery came particularly from
the lower portion of the long KOPAL test trench.

In Last’s 2005 examination of the pottery of the North
and South areas, linked to the excavation of the areas
in 1995-1999, there are no materials later than Level V,
therefore nothing of the Late Neolithic period. The late
materials from areas such as Summit and KOPAL were
statistically evaluated by Last®.

The pottery assemblage from the 2000-2008 excavations
of the North, South and IST areas has been studied by
Yalman et al.** In the work in question detailed statistical
results regarding pottery from the 4040 H-J, South P-T
and IST late material yielding levels®' are obtained, how-
ever, it appears that not enough material was included to
document the form repertoire. In addition to this, the lack
of comparison of the material with regional centres com-
plicates the possibility of following the development that

25 0zdosl 2006; Ozdol 2012a.

26 Cessford 2005.

27 Last 1996: Fig. 9.7. and Table 9.5.

28 Last 2005: 101, 103.

» Last 2005; Last/Ozdol/Kapur/Akca/Serdem/Kizilarslanoglu
2005.

30 Yalman/Tarkan/Giiltekin 2013; Ozbasaran/Duru 2014.

3! Yalman/Tarkan/Giiltekin 2013: Table 9.13.
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is shown by the pottery of the last phases of the Neolithic
at Catalhoyiik in a clear manner.

In the TP area at Catalhoyiik, excavated between 2000
and 2008, six phases, TP M, N, O, P, Q, and R, represent-
ing the Neolithic’s latest settlements, were established.
These phases are roughly equivalent in time to Mellaart’s
Levels I1I-0 and equate to dates of roughly 6350-5950
BC?2. In an excavation work that brings to light an un-
interrupted building sequence of around 400 years, the
most reliable ceramic assemblage for the Late Neolithic
period at Catalhoyiik was revealed. However, because
the work was carried out in an extremely narrow area,
the revealing of a small number of buildings and the dif-
ficulty of identification of their relationships with oth-
er areas are among the excavation’s handicaps. The TP
pottery assemblage, analysed in detail by Joanna Pyzel*
will appear in the book about the TP area to be published
in 2015. The data relating to the TP pottery that we will
use here relies on these results and also on our own eval-
uations of the materials.

The excavation of the TPC area was started for the first
time in 2012 with the aim of joining the TP and South ar-
eas and solving the stratigraphic ties between them?*. In the
work between 2012 and 2014 five late Neolithic buildings
emerged. This excavated area dates to 6350-6100 BC. Even
though the dating of the badly destroyed latest buildings is
difficult, it can be said, using radiocarbon dating values and
taking into account the architectural style of the settlement
architecture, that this settlement continued until the end of
the 7" millennium BC. In due, course similar difficulties
were also encountered for the TP area. Painted ceramics
of Chalcolithic character found among the TPC materials
are also an evidence of the continuation of settlement or
temporary activities in this area until the end of the 7% mil-
lennium or even the beginning of the 6™ millennium®.

One of the most important problems in the studies of the
Late Neolithic pottery of Catalhdyiik is the widespread
destruction of the upper levels by post-Neolithic activity
and the resulting mixed, worn and very broken material.

Moreover, a Late Neolithic settlement dug in another
area might reveal a very different picture. For example,
area 11 on the mound’s eastern plateau yielded very de-
veloped Late Neolithic and even Chalcolithic transition
forms. All of these factors that we have enumerated are
evidence that can change interpretations.

32 Marciniak/Baranski/Bayliss/Czerniak/Goslar/Southon/Taylor
2015a.; Marciniak/ Filipowicz/ Johansson/ Mickel 2013.

3 Pyzel (in preparation).

3 Marciniak/Czerniak 2012; Marciniak//Baranski/Bayliss/Czerni-
ak/Goslar/Southon/Taylor 2015a; Marciniak/Filipowicz/Johans-
son/Mickel 2013; Filipowicz/Harabasz/Hordecki 2014.

35 Ozds1 2012b; Ozdol/Tarkan 2013; Ozdsl/Tarkan 2014,

TECHNOLOGY AND USE
Quantity of Pottery Through The Levels

At Catalhdyiik, an increase in pottery in the Late Neo-
lithic 4040 H-J and South P-T levels is recognized®. At
many Neolithic settlements an increase is recorded in a
ceramic’s quantity from the earliest levels to the later
ones. However, it is not possible to compare the results
relating to quantity increase at Catalhdyiik with the “pro-
portion of pottery/litre” analysis technique from other
centres, because this type of calculation is not found in
the work done on pottery at most of these settlements.

Moreover at Catalhdyiik the vast majority of pottery
comes firstly from middens and then from room fill and
complete and/or insitu vessels, especially jars, are so few
as to be almost non-existent. Yet in buildings of contem-
porary settlements, many reconstructable and in situ ves-
sels are recovered from floors and hearths.

Clay Sources

The clay sources at Catalhdyiik did not change signifi-
cantly during the Neolithic sequence. Despite some
differences and problems with the methods implement-
ed and the results obtained from two different archae-
ometric analyses carried out on the Neolithic ceramics
of Catalhdyiik, as a common result, it is understood that
throughout the settlement at Catalhdyiik the two basic
sources; local (silty, sandy, marly) and non-local (vol-
canic and metamorphic) were used®’. The first of these,
the local source was used throughout the Neolithic peri-
od, the second started use in Levels VIII-VII, from the
Middle Tradition onwards. There are not yet enough ar-
chaeometric results in hand relating to the latest levels.
However, the results in question are not valid for every
fabric group, because the development of some local and
non-local fabric groups after level III is not clear. There
are no archaecometric analysis results from settlements of
Level III or later from some old and new excavation ar-
eas such as TP, TPC, and Summit.

According to the results of visual analyses, ceramic ex-
amples from Mellaart’s late levels III-1I, TP, and TPC
areas appear to have used similar clay sources. Undoubt-
edly a more representative sampling with more reliable
results is needed for Catalhdyiik’s Late Neolithic settle-
ments, particularly areas such as TP and TPC.

A similar raw material procurement strategy was recog-
nized at Erbaba in the Beysehir-Sugla basin where two

3¢ Yalman/Tarkan/Giiltekin 2013: Fig. 9.40-41.

37 Doherty/Tarkan 2013; Last/Ozd6l/Kapur/Akga/Serdem/Kizi-
larslanoglu 2005; Ozdal 2006, 2012a; Akga/Kapur/Ozdsl/ Hod-
der/Poblome/Arocena/Kelling/Bedestenci 2009.
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different clay sources were used. These comprise local
“gastropod clay” and probably non-local colluvial “gritty
clay®®. The latter is identical to the non-local clay with
volcanic minerals used at Catalhdyiik from the Middle
Tradition onwards.

Ware Groups

The use of two different clay sources led to two distinct
fabric groups: (a) non-local Dark Gritty Ware (volcanic)
(Figs. 3-4, 10, 12), and (b) Light Local Ware (Figures
5-6, 7-9, 16-21)*. In each of the two main ware groups
there were some sub divisions of the groups, whether
those with different inclusions, those with different de-
grees of firing or those with red slip or other surface treat-
ments. However in the big picture, again the existence of
two main ware groups is observed.

Fig. 3: Profile of An Example of Dark Gritty Ware from Mellaart
Level 11l / Kumlu Koyu Mallara Ait Bir Seramik Kesiti Ornegi,
Mellaart I1I. Tabaka.

Fig. 4: Vertically Perforated Lug Made of Dark Gritty Ware from
Mellaart Level Il / Kumlu Koyu Maldan Dikey Delikli Bir Tuta-
mak Ornegi, Mellaart I11. Tabaka.

3% Ozdsl 2012a; Bordaz 1973; Bordaz/Bordaz 1976; Bordaz/Bor-
daz 1982.
39 Ozds1 2012a; Ozdol 2012b; Ozddl/Tarkan 2013.
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Fig. 5: Profile of An Example of Light Local Ware from Mellaart
Level 111/ Yerel A¢tk Mallara Ait Bir Seramik Kesiti Orneg“i, Mel-
laart Ill. Tabaka.

Fig. 6: Some Examples of Light Local Ware from Mellaart Level
11 / Yerel A¢ik Maldan Bir Grup Canak Comlek, Mellaart I11. Ta-
baka.

Fig. 7: Profile of a Light Local Ware Showing Irregular Firing
Conditions from Mellaart Level 11 / Yerel A¢ik Maldan Diizensiz
Renldenme ve Pisme Kosullarim Gosteren Bir Seramik Kesiti Or-
negi, Mellaart I1. Tabaka.
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Fig. 8: Mottled Sherd of Light Local Ware Showing Uncontrolled
Firing from Mellaart Il / Yerel A¢ik Mala ait Kontrolsuz Pisme
Kosullarini Gosteren Alacali Bir Seramik Parcasi, Mellaart I11.
Tabaka.

Fig. 9: Unburnished Sherd on Which the Slip is not Preserved from
Mellaart Level 111 / Uzerindeki Astari Korunmamis ve Ackisiz Go-
riinen Bir Seramik Par¢asi, Mellaart I1l. Tabaka.

Fig. 10: Classic/Typical Globular Bodied Straight-Profiled Hole-
mouth Jar with Vertically Perforated Lugs Made of Dark Grittty
Ware from Mellaart Level 111 / Kiiresel Govdeli, Ice Doniik Agiz
Kenarli, Diiz Profilli, Dikey Delikli Kulplu, Kumlu Koyu Maldan
Tipik/Klasik Daralan Agizli Comlek, Mellaart I1I. Tabaka.

Fig. 11: Images of Classic/Typical Globular Bodied Straight-Pro-
filed Holemouth Jar with Vertically Perforated Lugs Made of Dark
Grittty Ware (20255.S1) from TPC Area / Kiiresel Govdeli, Ice Do-
niik Agiz Kenarli, Diiz Profilli, Dikey Delikli Kulplu, Koyu Kumlu
Maldan Tipik/Klasik Daralan Agizli Bir Comlegin (20255.S1) ¢i-
zim (11) ve resmi (12), TPC alani.

Fig. 12: Images of Classic/Typical Globular Bodied Straight-Pro-
filed Holemouth Jar with Vertically Perforated Lugs Made of Dark
Grittty Ware (20255.S1) from TPC area / Kiiresel Govdeli, Ice Do-
niik Agiz Kenarli, Diiz Profilli, Dikey Delikli Kulplu, Koyu Kumlu
Maldan Tipik/Klasik Daralan Agizli Bir Comlegin (20255.S1) ¢i-
zim (11) ve resmi (12), TPC alani.

Fig. 13: One of the Rare Examples of Outturned Necked Jars
20240) at Catalhoyiik from TPC Area / Catalhoyiik te Ele Gegen
Cok Az Sayidaki Disa Devrik Boyunlu Comleklerden Bir Ornek
(20240), TPC Alan.
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Fig. 16: Concave Bottom Base from Mellaart Level 11 / Ichiikey
Cukur Dip, Mellaart 1I. Tabaka.

Fig. 14: Typical and Developed Curvy/S-Profiled Bowls from the
KOPAL Area (Last 2005: Figure 5.25) / Tipik ve Geligmis, Kivrim-
l1/S-Profilli Canaklar, KOPAL Alan.

Fig. 17

Fig. 18

Figs. 17-18: Footed and Ring Bases from Mellaart Level 11 / Ayakii
(17) ve Halka (18) Dipler, Mellaart II. Tabaka.

Fig. 15: Sharply Carinated Bowl with Everted Rim from Surface
Scraping Material (Last 1996: Figure 9.4: 4-5) / Disa Déniik Agiz
Kenarli ve Keskin Omurgali Canaklar, Surface Scraping malze-

mesi.
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Fig. 19: Oval Base with Carinated body from Mellaart Level III /
Omurgali Kaplara Ait Oval Dipler, Mellaart I11. Tabaka.

Fig. 20: Oval Base with Concave Bottom from Mellaart Level 111/
I¢biikey Cukur Oval Dip, Mellaart III. Tabaka.

Dark Gritty Ware, most of which is dark in colour and
associated with food cooking, entered the repertoire in
the Middle Tradition and continued to be used in the Late
Tradition. According to Mellaart’s materials, this ware
group that made up 75% of the assemblage during the
period of the Middle Tradition, Levels VII-1V, reduced in
Levels I11-11, the Late Tradition period, where it made up
23% of the total assemblage®. In the TP M-R sequence
Dark Gritty Ware represents 38% of the complete assem-
blage throughout the levels*.. It dominated throughout
the South Area sequence, even though diminishing to
72 per cent in the temporally latest settlement South T,
it still remained the most common ware type. Although
Dark Gritty Ware is evidenced in smaller percentages in
the 4040 (H-J) area than in the South area it is still the
dominant group within the artefact assemblage*.

% 9zdol 2006; Ozdsl 2012a.

4l Pyzel (in preparation).

42 Yalman/Tarkan/Giiltekin 2013: 149, Figs. 9.42, 49; 9.63, 69-
71.

Fig. 21a

Fig. 21b

Fig. 21c

Fig. 21a-c: An Oval Bowl with Four Square Feet and with Dec-
orations that Resemble Bull Horns, along with a Basket Handle,
from the TPC Area (Ozdél/Tarkan 2013) / Dért Kare Ayakli, Sepet
Kulplu, Uzerinde Boga Boynuzlarini Andiran Kabartma ve Cizi Be-
zemeleri Olan Oval Bir Unik Kap, TPC Alant (Ozdél/Tarkan 2013).

Light Local Ware is characterized by buff coloured fab-
ric and mostly with light coloured surfaces and slip.
Ware group was generally specific to bowls and some
special vessels. In Mellaart Level III-11, it was used for
25% of the Middle Tradition and 77% of the Late Tra-
dition assemblages®. In the TP sequence where from its
very beginning the Light Local Ware (62%) dominates
over the Dark Gritty Ware*. This corresponds with the
results from Mellaart III-1I. However, a completely dif-
ferent pattern was revealed in the South and 4040 areas.
Although the Light Local Ware increased in the levels of
the Late Tradition of these areas, as a proportion it was
still in the minority. As the top of the South sequence
and the bottom of the TP sequence appear to be largely
contemporaneous. In this case, this may imply the exis-
tence of two different traditions/groups at the same time
at Catalhoytik.

4 0zds1 2006: 209: Ozdsl 2012a.
4 Czerniak/Pyzel (in print); Pyzel (in preparation).
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Due to limited availability of relevant datasets, the fabric
frequency can only be compared with the Erbaba settle-
ment. While in the Middle Tradition, Dark Gritty Ware
was the only ware group in Erbaba, in the Late Tradi-
tion the Dark Gritty Ware was reduced to one third of the
pottery assemblage and this decline corresponds with the
TP sequence and Mellaart III-II at Catalhdyiik. During
this time a new ware group, “Gastropod Ware” was in-
troduced, making use of clay sources in the close vicinity
of the settlement®. This seems to be indicative of a shift
to local resources in different parts of Central Anatolia
towards the end of the Neolithic. It appears to correspond
with the change to procurement of local resources such
as clay for mudbrick production, wood for both timber
and fire, as well as husbandry practices*.

As regards Erbaba’s Dark Gritty Ware, in both settle-
ments the Dark Gritty Wares closely resemble each oth-
er in the sense of inclusions, fabric and vessel forms®.
However, it is uncertain whether it was imported as at
Catalhoyiik because access to this kind of clay source
was easier owing to the close proximity of the site to the
Erenler mountains from which the clay comes*. This
tendency is further revealed by the pottery of Gokhoyiik
Baglar1 Hoylik and other surface materials in the Beyse-
hir-Sugla basin, characterized by the use of Dark Gritty
Ware®. Meanwhile Catalhdyiik is the only settlement
in its region using Dark Gritty Ware. Could Dark Gritty
Ware be specific to the Beysehir-Sugla region? Even if
this possibility seems great, are there no precursors in
this region. There is no form or raw material repertoire in
the pottery tradition of Siiberde that would be a possible
precursor to Dark Gritty Ware. At Catalhoytik, although
the raw material was brought from outside, forms that are
seen as specific to Dark Gritty Ware, such as holemouth
jars, might evolve during the Early Tradition period. Also
there are sandy wares and some gritty fabrics although
not in great numbers, from the first levels onwards. To
put it another way, the technology and tradition at Catal-
hoyiik appears older and more established.

Firing

The presence of red and dark coloured mottled vessels
among the Mellaart I1I-11, TP and TPC pottery shows that
firing was still not well controlled (Figs. 6-8). However,
the better firing of the ceramics compared to previous pe-
riods has a role in the high proportion of preservation of
the slips and their adherence to the surfaces. While the
Light Local Ware is softer in the early and middle levels,

4 Bordaz/Bordaz 1982.

4 Marciniak/Asouti/Doherty/Henton 2015b.

47 Ozdol 2012a; Ozdol/Carter/Czerniak/Marciniak 2015 (in
print).

* Doherty/Tarkan 2013.

4 Ozdol 2012a.
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again in respect of firing quality it is harder in the Late
Tradition period. The Dark Gritty Ware examples are
also harder and more compact during this period.

According to the results of the analyses that have been
carried out, the firing temperatures of Light Local Ware
and Dark Gritty Ware of the Late Tradition period (in the
terminology of Doherty and Tarkan ‘Silty III’ and ‘Dark
Gritty Ware I1I") are understood to have been high*.

The frequent occurrence of mottled vessels in this peri-
od at Catalhoyiik, Erbaba and other contemporary sites
shows that firing technology was at the same level in
wide region®!

Surface Treatment

Equally significant differences are seen in surface treat-
ment between various areas across the East mound. The
frequency of outer slipped surfaces was around 35 per
cent and slipped inner surfaces around 25 per cent in the
KOPAL Area*?, while accounting for only 1 per cent of
the Late Neolithic pottery in the South P-T and North
H-J areas, and 9 per cent in the IST area®. As discussed
above, the necessary contemporaneity of most of these
levels in these areas and the differences seen in the pot-
tery technology are a situation that requires thought.

Burnishing is virtually the only form of decoration
during the period of the Early and Middle Traditions of
the Neolithic pottery of Catalhdyiik. The proportion of
Late Neolithic ceramic sherds from all levels that are
unburnished most probably represents examples whose
slip is not preserved (Figs. 9, 16). In a broader regional
perspective, slip becomes more common in the second
half of the seventh millennium BC, however, much of
the time it did not adhere well to the pieces and as a re-
sult of firing conditions can easily flake off. In this case
sherds appear completely free from slip or working. As
in the ceramics of Erbaba, when examined carefully, re-
mains of slip can be seen on a large proportion of the
sherds that appear free from slip or burnish®*. Together
with this, at the end of the 7" millennium and beginning
of the 6™ millennium, the quality of slipping increased,
firing conditions changed, and as a result slips are much
better preserved on the surface.

50 Doherty/Tarkan 2013: Table 10.1.

51 Ozdsl-Kutlu (in preparation).

52 Last 2005: 110, Fig. 5.9.

33 Yalman/Tarkan/Giiltekin 2013: Fig. 9.4.
54 Ozd6l-Kutlu (in preparation).
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VESSEL FORMS

Jars

From an interregional perspective, the forms of the Late
Neolithic ceramics are more distinctive than raw material
or fabric groups. Among the ceramics of Mellaart’s Level
II-11, jars are fewer in number than bowls. While in the
Middle Tradition period (VII-IV) jars made up 64% of
all vessel forms, in this period (I1I-1T) they make up about
24%%. In the same way, the TP sequence revealed more
bowls (ca. 75%) than holemouths (ca. 25%)*. In the Late
levels of the 4040 and South areas jars are still more
numerous than bowls”. The frequency of holemouths
in the TP Area and Mellaart Levels III-II is apparently
lower than in the South and North Areas. In the TP area,
holemouth jars decreased through time but this was not
linear. Very similar proportions remain in the Mellaart’s
III-1T material (approximately 25 per cent).

Although the proportion of jars decreases in Catal-
hoyiik’s Levels I11-11, the globular bodied classic/typical
straight-profiled holemouth jars that are a continuation
of the Middle Tradition again make up the most common
jar group with a proportion of 59% and are dominant to-
wards the end of Catalhoyiik occupation®® (Figs. 10-12).

The predominant form of neckless jars with straight, in-
turned rim and a deep globular body with vertically per-
forated Iug is also encountered in a wide range of sites in-
cluding Mersin-Yumuktepe (without lug)®, Erbaba®, the
Beysehir-Sugla basin settlements®' as well as Kegigay1®?,
Demircihoyiik®, Bargm®, Mentese®, Aktopraklik®,
Pendik®, Fikirtepe®®, Yenikap1®®, and Asagi Pmar’. This
classic jar form of Catalhoyilik is also present in the
Lakes District and western Anatolia in contemporary set-

55 Ozds1 2006; Ozdsl 2012a.

56 Pyzel (in preparation).

37 Yalman/Tarkan/Giiltekin 2013: Figs. 9.60, 9.67.

58 See 0zdo1 2006: Figs. 120-140.

9 Garstang 1953; Mellaart 1961; Caneva 2012; Balossi-Restelli
2006.

% Bordaz/Bordaz 1982; Ozdol 2012a; Ozdsl-Kutlu (in preparati-
on).

1 Mellaart 1961; Ozdél 2012a.

2 Efe/Gatsov/Nedelcheva 2012.

% Seeher 1987.

 Gerritsen/Ozbal/Thissen
2013b.

% Roodenberg/VanAs/Jacobs/Wijnen. 2003.

% Karul/Avei 2013; Karul 2011.

7 Ozdogan 2013.

8 Ozdogan 1999: 2013.

% Kiziltan/Polat 2013.

" Ozdogan 2013.

2013a;  Gerritsen/Ozbal/Thissen

tlements but is not common in any of them’!. To the east
of Catalhoyiik the Late Neolithic period jar typology is
not clear in the light of current publications.

After classic holemouth jars the second biggest group
is evolved jars, often referred to as S-profiled and collar
necked deep jars (see Fig. 7). There was a significant in-
crease of S-profiled and collar necked jars in South S and
T and North”. Although we could not learn the percentage
of the S profiled jars from various areas at Catalhoylk,
this group is 23% of all jar forms of Mellaart III-1I. Even
if the S-profiled form increased in number compared to
the middle levels (3%)7, in the latest settlements would
still not be the most dominant jar group.

The “S-profiled and collar necked deep jars” group from
Catalhdyiik can be compared with the forms referred to
as the “jar with everted rim” or “jar without neck” in
which there are many S-profiled examples™. Analysis re-
veals that the percentage of the S-profiled jars from Mel-
laart ITI-1T and TP (in average around 10 per cent) areas is
considerably lower when compared to other contempo-
rary settlements. This type of jar dominated at numerous
sites from around 6400-6000 BC. This was the case at the
EN II settlements in the Lakes District’, Hacilar IX-VI,
Barcin VI d-b” in northwest Anatolia and in Ulucak Va
and Vb in western Anatolia. Interestingly, even at Erba-
ba, whose ceramic tradition is reminiscent of Catalhdyiik,
ca. 55 per cent of the jars have an S-profile”. However, in
the publication of materials from settlements to the east
of CatalhOyiik dated to the second half of the seventh
millennium, for example Pinarbasi®’, Kosk Hoyiik®! and
Tepecik-Ciftlik®, the frequency of S-profiled jars has not
yet been established.

Even though many aspects of the ceramic tradition are
reminiscent of Catalhdyiik’s tradition, the ceramic as-
semblages of the settlements in the Beysehir-Sugla basin
and northwest Anatolia acquired many elements from the
tradition of the Lakes District. For example, at Bar¢in, af-
ter the earliest level, VIe, which bore numerous similar-
ities to the ceramics of Catalhoyiik, in VId-VIb (second

I Mellaart 1970; Duru 2008; Duru 2012; Duru/Umurtak 2005;
Duru/Umurtak 2008; Cilingiroglu/Cevik/Cilingiroglu 2012; Ci-
lingiroglu 2012; Erdogu 2013; Derin 2012; Saglamtimur 2012;
Horejs 2012.

2 Yalman/Tarkan/Giiltekin 2013: 153; Figs. 9.15-16 and 9.18 on CD.

7 Ozds1 2006; Ozds1 2012a.

™ Cilingiroglu 2012: Plate 18.

75 Duru 2008; Duru 2012; Duru/Umurtak 2005; Duru/Umurtak 2008.

6 Mellaart 1970.

7 Gerritsen/Ozbal/Thissen 2013a; Gerritsen/Ozbal/Thissen 2013b.

8 Cilingiroglu 2012: 221, Appendices and 266, Plate 18.

™ (zd6l-Kutlu (in preparation).

8 Baird 2012.

81 Oztan 2012.

82 Bigak¢1/Godon/Cakan 2012.
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half of the 7 millennium BC), along with the Gastropod
Ware at Erbaba, the increasingly prolific S-profiled ves-
sel tradition is more likely reminiscent of the Lakes Dis-
trict tradition. Another striking departure from the Catal-
hoyiik tradition is the appearance of long cylindrical or
outturned necked jars at Erbaba, in the Shrine Phase of
Hoyticek, and at Hacilar and Bademagaci, which are al-
most absent at Catalhoyiik (Fig. 13).

Although at Catalhoytik, especially in the Upper Levels,
there are various rare jars with diameters of 30 cm, 40-
50 cm diameter thick-walled large storage vessels have
not yet been found. At Erbaba, the nearest contemporary
site, large jars and flat rimmed large storage vessels are
13 % of the assemblage®. Among the Lakes District EN
II vessels are very deep and sizeable jars, however, none
of them are in large storage vessel form.

Bowls

Another major form of vessels is bowls. During the Late
Tradition, there is no new bowl form that is completely
different from the earlier forms®. Throughout the Neo-
lithic, bowls can be categorized into three basic groups:
(i) inturned rim, (ii) straight walled and (iii) open bowl
forms. In the Early Tradition most of these three forms
are thick walled, in the Middle Tradition they are found
to be thinner and to have developed subgroups. In the
Late Tradition the percentages of the existing groups
changed, forms become more curvy/S-profiled (Fig.14)
and they have attained a better quality. Additionally
during this period bowls increased a good deal in num-
ber compared to jars in the form repertoire and became
dominant. Among all vessel forms in the Middle Tradi-
tion of the Mellaart materials 36% are bowls and in the
Late Tradition this has increased to 76%. Both in the TP
and Mellaart III-II Areas, bowls made up ca. 75 percent
of the assemblage in comparison to ca. 25 percent of
holemouths. Between Levels Q and T in the South Area
the frequency of bowls and jars is roughly similar®. The
same applies to the KOPAL area®.

Bowls with inturned rims comprise 26 percent of the
Mellaart III-IT bowl assemblage, the number of cone-
shaped bowls increased up to 25 per-cent, hemispherical
bowls to 21 percent, typical S-profiled bowls to 18 per
cent and straight sided bowls represent 10 per-cent®’. The
frequency of S-profiled bowls increased from 2 per-cent
in the Middle Tradition to 18 per cent in the Late Tradi-
tion. However, still they did not make up the majority
among all the bowl forms. These bowls, with thinned lip

8 Ozdol-Kutlu (in preparation).

8 See 0zdol 2012a.

8 Yalman/Tarkan/Gtiltekin 2013: Fig. 9.60.
8 Last 2005: Fig. 5.11.

87 Ozdol 2006.
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and everted rim and without a sharp carination are very
developed compared to the preceding period. A similar
situation seems to be the case in the TP area.

Two large bowls found in KOPAL represent one of the
period’s most typical and developed vessel forms®.
These can be seen both in Erbaba pottery assemblages
and in some other contemporary settlements (see Fig.
14). Among the surface scraping materials several sharp-
ly carinated bowls with everted rims are found® (Fig. 15).
This is one the most typical attributions of the ceramics
of the end of the 7 millennium and the beginning of the
6™ millennium, this rare developed form at Catalhdyiik
might be considered among the ceramics of the Neolithic
Chalcolithic transition.

The available literature makes it impossible to carry out a
comparative analysis of bowls’ frequency in the majority
of instances. At Erbaba, S-profiled bowls made up 28 per
cent of the assemblage”, which makes them 10 percent
higher than in contemporaneous levels at Catalhoyiik.
However, it is most probably less than in the Lakes Dis-
trict’!. At the same time, a variety of bowl forms at Erba-
ba are higher than at Catalhoyiik.

Bases

In Catalhoyiik Levels I11-11, some of the base forms dis-
appeared, and while some decrease in number, their ex-
istence continues alongside some new base forms. One
of the most typical base forms of the Early and Middle
Traditions, the flat base with rounded junctions, declined
in the Late Tradition period while the flat base with an-
gular junctions disappeared. Among the Mellaart I1I-1I
materials 22% have a flat base with rounded junctions
and all of these belong to bowls®?.

The rounded base, which is more specific to the hole-
mouth forms of the middle levels, is represented on a
complete late version of a classic holemouth vessel in
the Late Tradition (see Figures 10-12). Again in the ITI-I1
materials the bases of three small bowls are rounded”.
This group is 12% of all bases.

Although the raised base is seen in small numbers from
the Middle Tradition onwards, during the Late Tradition
in parallel with the developing and changing vessel forms
“small raised bases” begin to be seen more*. Immedi-
ately above the base in the transition region to the body

8 Last 2005: 113, Fig. 5.25.

8 Last 1996: 124-25, Figs. 9.4: 1-5.

% (9zdsl-Kutlu (in preparation).

! Duru 2008; Duru 2012; Duru/Umurtak 2005; Duru/Umurtak 2008.
92 Ozdol 2006: Figs. 124: 5; 127: 4.

9 zdol 2006: Figs. 121: 1; 131: 2; 133: 2, 140: 2.

9% (Ozdol 2006: Figs. 128: 1; 139: 1-2; 140: 4.
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this type of base makes either a rounded body or a slight
carination and is represented in 13% of the III-II Level
material. Another type of base that represents 28% of the
assemblage is the concave bottom type, which is specif-
ic to the Late Tradition and is the most common group
among the Mellaart material (Figure 16, 20). The inner
face of these bases is a slight depression and belongs to
convex walled vessels with a globular body close to the
base®.

One of the most common base types of this period is
footed and ring bases® (Figs. 17-18). The form’s first ap-
pearance is in the middle levels (VI). In III-II this form
is 19% of all the base types. The bases belonging to the
oval vessels that represent 7% of the Mellaart I1I-1I mate-
rial are found from the early levels onwards (Figs. 19-20,
and see Figs. 21a-c).

In the 4040 H-J period representing the Late Neolithic,
the most frequently found base type is the raised base and
its peak is in J. In this area all the other types of bases are
represented in very small proportions. The mostcommon
group in South P-T, reaching the biggest proportion in T,
is the ‘wide mouth angular base™’. After that, again in T,
the footed and ring bases come in the greatest percentag-
es. In Mellaart I1I-1I the concave bottom base is the most
commonly encountered, followed by the flat base and
footed and ring base. According to what can currently be
seen, there were different distributions of patterns relat-
ing to the areas that have yielded Late Neolithic material.

A footed vessel found in the IST area in a context con-
temporary with South S-T and 4040 J is both a rare vessel
and also has this base type®.

In the TP area all the base forms known from Mellaart
material and South and North areas can be seen, but sta-
tistical data is not available.

In 2013 a very rare and out of the ordinary footed vessel
was found in the TPC area®” (Fig. 21a-c).

In the South, North and IST material no mention is made
of bases of large vessels. However in the ceramic lab-
oratory archive, among the IST and 4040 material are
found bases, with thick walls, large diameter and some of
which are oval, that might belong to large vessels.

95 Ozdol 2006: Figs. 128: 5-6; 132: 3; 133: 1; 134: 5; 138: 1, 4;
139: 3; 140: 8.

9% (0zdol 2006: Figs. 128: 2-4; 139: 4-6.

7 Yalman/Tarkan/Giiltekin 2013: Figs. 9.20 on CD; 9.59; 73-
75.

% ()zbasaran/Duru 2014: Fig. 33.47.

99 Ozdol/Tarkan 2013.

The character of vessel bases at Catalhoyiik largely re-
sembles the base forms from a wide geographical area.
It only differs from that of the neighboring settlements
in some ways. Generally little information is found about
the base forms and their distribution within assemblages
in other contemporary settlements. The high ring bases
or pedestal bases from Erbaba Level I (ca. last quarter of
7" millennium BC) have not been encountered at Catal-
hoyiik. The concave bottom base, represented at Catal-
hoyiik in very low numbers, did not appear in settlements
of the Lakes District. However, parallels between Catal-
hoyiik and Erbaba are seen in the frequency of major bas-
es forms, such as flat bases, raised bases, footed and ring
bases, concave bottom bases, round and oval bases'®.

Lugs, Handles and Appendages

Another insight into the character of pottery production
in the last centuries of the Catalhdyiik occupation is pro-
vided by the analysis of decoration: in particular the han-
dle and lug additions. They were commonly used in the
Middle Tradition'” and reduced in both number and vari-
ety during the Late Tradition. Vertically perforated lugs,
the most common group of the earlier period, remain the
largest group during the Late Tradition period at Catal-
hoyiik (see Figs. 4, 10-12). At Erbaba, while during the
Middle Tradition period this classic lug type also makes
up the most frequent group, in the following period it
was replaced by vertically perforated loop handles, ver-
tically perforated tubular lugs, and vertically perforated
handles. These are still vertically perforated but with a
changed form and they appear to be related to the pot-
tery making in the Lake District and northwest Anato-
lia. These additions are seen as functional. A very small
number of these large and strong lugs, often referred to
as handles, was found at Catalhoyiik'® and appear to be
alien here.

A small number of unperforated lugs, known as unperfo-
rated hooked lugs, appear in all areas at Catalhdyiik (Fig.
22). These types of lugs are also found at Erbaba and
northwest Anatolian sites such as Bar¢in, Fikirtepe and
Yenikapi, where they have a larger, practical, ledge han-
dle form. Meanwhile, this type of handle is uncommon
in the Lakes District.

10(zd61-Kutlu (in preparation).
1010zd61 2012a.
102()zd61/Tarkan 2014; Czerniak/Pyzel (in print).
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Fig. 22: Unperforated Hooked Lug on a Holemouth Jar from Mel-
laart Level 111 / Daralan Agizli Bir Comlek Uzerindeki Deliksiz
Kanca Tutamak, Mellaart I11. Tabaka.

The Catalhdyiik animal knobs (Fig. 23a-b) of some kind
of unspecified symbolism are unknown at Erbaba and in
northwest Anatolia settlements. However, they come on
the scene in contemporary settlements of western Anato-
lia, such as those in the Lakes District or Hoca Cesme.
These also became popular in the final Neolithic and Ear-
ly Chalcolithic levels at Kosk Hoyiik and Tepecik-Cift-
lik.

Fig. 23a

Fig. 23b

Fig. 23 a-b: Catalhdyiik Animal Knob from Mellaart Level V /
Hayvan Bigimli Tutamak, Mellaart V. Tabaka.
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As to regards handles and lugs, the Catalhdyiik Mid-
dle Tradition reveals very close parallels to the Beyse-
hir-Sugla region, although they disappeared in the fol-
lowing period. The Beysehir-Sugla basin became linked
with the Lakes District tradition in the Late Neolithic.
However, unperforated hooked lugs, crescent knobs, and
vertically perforated lugs are a shared feature of the pot-
tery industry of Catalhdylik with Erbaba and northwest
Anatolia. In both form and percentage Catalhdyiik’s han-
dles resemble the traditions of Beysehir-Sugla and north-
west Anatolia more than the Lakes District.

SPECIAL FORMS

Equally informative is the pattern of distribution of rare
vessels. At Catalhdyiik, the special and unique vessel
repertoire of the Late Neolithic period is made up of min-
iature vessels, barrel-like bowls, cornered boxes, the twin
pot!%, the face pot, basket handled bull head relief bowl
(Fig. 24a-b), perforated objects (like salt cellar), footed
boxes, footed table/plate/oval oval vessels (Fig. 21a-c),
and lids'*.

Fig. 24a

Fig. 24b

Fig. 24a-b: Basket Handled Bull Head Relief Bowl with Red-Slip-
ped from Mellaart Level 11 / Uzerinde Boga Basini Andiran Bir
Kabartma ve Sepet Kulbu Olan Kirmizi Astarli Bir Canak, Mel-
laart II. Tabaka.

13 Yalman/Ozdsl 2003: Fig. 58.
14See Ozdol/Tarkan 2014.
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Rare forms appeared in the middle levels such as South P,
4040 G and Mellaart V-IV!% and later reached their peak
in late levels such as South T and 4040 J'° and Mellaart
II-1T Levels. In the TP Area, the rare forms are very un-
common: one box from TP-O, two lid fragments from TP
N and TP M, barrel/deep closed bowls, one from TP M'%7,

In the TPC area, an oval bowl with four square feet and
with decorations that resemble bull horns, along with
a basket handle is one of the unique artefacts!®® (Fig.
21a-c).

Compared with Catalhdyiik, the pottery from Erbaba
lacks unique vessels except for a footed and lidded box
form and a table/plate form'*. These forms are also en-
countered in the Lakes District and northwestern Anato-
lian sites such as Bar¢in and Fikirtepe. The Lake District
settlements brought about an abundance of rare forms.
This is particularly evident in the Hoylicek Shrine Phase
were a large number of special vessels, including antis-
plash jars, kidney, shoe and bird form vessels, was found
in the sacred building'°.

Decoration

Eight decoration types are ascertained to have come
from all the areas and levels at Catalhdyilik''!. Decora-
tion types such as parallel incision (Figs. 25-26), incised,
channelled, relief (Figs. 23a-b, 24a-b, 21a-c), incised and
dotted decoration, burnishing with cross hatching, in-
crusted decoration, and red paint band decoration (Fig.
27) are represented in very small numbers of examples.
However, from the point of view of embellishment vari-
ety Catalhdyiik is one of the richest settlements.

Fig.25

1050zd61 2006.

1% Yalman/Tarkan/Giiltekin 2013: Fig. 9.39.
17Pyzel (in preparation).

18(zd61/ Tarkan 2013.

19 (zd6]-Kutlu (in preparation).
"Durw/Umurtak 2005.

M See Ozdsl/Tarkan 2013; Yalman/Ozds1 2003.

Fig.26

Figs. 25-26: Parallel Incised Bowl Fragments, from Mellaart Level
III (25); from TPC area (20190) / Agi1z Kenarinda Ug Sira Paralel
Cizi Bezeme Uygulanmis Canak Parg¢alari, Mellaart 111. Tabaka
(25) ve TPC alani (20190) (26).

Fig. 27: Red Paint Band Decoration on the Inner Rim Surface of
a Bowl from Mellaart Level 11 / I¢ Yiizdeki Agi1z Kenarina Kirmizi
Bant Boya Bezeme Uygulanmis Canak Parcasi, Mellaart I1. Tabaka.

As at Catalhoylik, incised decoration is encountered at
northwest Anatolian settlements such as Fikirtepe and
Yenikapi, but is not present in the Lakes District. The
Lakes District pottery was decorated with geometric
motifs as well as animal form reliefs and painted and
grooved decoration. In this region, most of the variety
of decoration types seen at Catalhoyiik is not present. In
the Nigde-Aksaray region, pots in contemporary levels
of Tepecik-Ciftlik and Kosk Hoylik were decorated with
spectacular narrative reliefs as well as using the innova-
tive and demanding wiped-back technique!'>. In the rep-
ertoire of Catalhdylik Late Neolithic pottery, apart from
relief and paint band decorations, there is no resemblance
to decoration types of Erbaba'>.

Particularly striking is a lack of painted pottery at Catal-
hoyiik East. Altogether, only a few painted fragments
was found in the all areas at Catalhdylik in addition to a

12By¢ake1/Godon/Cakan 2012; Oztan 2012.
130zd61-Kutlu (in preparation).
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small number of sherds from in mixed units on the sur-
face!". However, painted vessels emerged towards the
end of the 7% millennium BC both in the Lakes District!!?
and Upper Mesopotamia at the sites of the Pre-Halaf
and Proto-Halaf stages''®. Its small quantity appeared
already in Hacilar IX—VII and became more frequent
in Level VI. Simple painted decoration was also found
in Bademagaci EN I, though only in small quantities.
The most remarkable transformation in the region is of
painted wares gradually becoming widespread. The pro-
portion of painted wares, 20 per cent of the whole as-
semblage in Layer V Hacilar, increased to 45 per cent in
Layer III, and later from 60 to 70 per-cent'!”. The painted
decoration was red on cream; however, light-coloured
decorations on dark surfaces are also observed, albeit
rarely''®. However, it should be noted that painted pot-
tery was sporadic in central-west Anatolia and western
Anatolia'”® and was totally absent in Cappadocia and
northwestern Anatolia in this period'®. These regions,
similarly to Catalhoyiik East, have not added the painted
vessels into their own pottery tradition. The Konya Plain
with Catalhdyiik West is, however, a typical example of
region of painted pottery, but only in the beginning of the
sixth millennium cal BC.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

An evaluation suggested by many scholars is that after
level V, in the Late Neolithic period, the “classic Catal-
hoyiik” of VI-V changed from the point of view of econ-
omy, society and material culture'*!. What evidence does
pottery give on this subject?

The dating of Mellaart’s late levels and comment in re-
lation to the other newly excavated areas is problematic.
In the Hodder period excavations, Late Neolithic pottery
comes from different areas on the mound. A small amount
of ceramics from the South area comes from reliable con-
texts and levels, however, the correlation of these levels
with other areas is not easy. Most of the late levels in the
4040 area are identified as midden and there are strati-
graphic problems. The TP pottery has not been published
yet and the contemporaneity of TP levels with the other
areas still cannot be completely understood. Therefore

140zd6]/Tarkan 2013; Ozdol/Tarkan 2014; Czerniak/Pyzel (in
print); Pyzel (in preparation).

5Mellaart 1970; Duru 2012: Fig. 65.

118 Cruells/Nieuwenhuyse 2004.

"Mellaart 1970: 100.

8 Duru/Umurtak 2005: Pls. 107-109.

190zdol 2011; Cilingiroghu 2012.

1200 zdogan 2015: 48.

2'Hodder 2013a; Hodder 2013b; Hodder 2014a; Hodder 2014b;
Hodder 2014c; Marciniak/Czerniak 2007; Marciniak/Czerniak
2012; Marciniak/Baranski/Bayliss/Czerniak/Goslar/Southon/
Taylor 2015a; Marciniak/Asouti/Doherty/Henton 2015b.
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comparing the Late Neolithic pottery between areas is
problematic. KOPAL, Summit, and Surface Scraping
material includes large amounts of Late Neolithic pot-
tery, however, these are not materials from safe contexts.
In fact because the pottery assemblage of all areas was
published largely in connection to database statistics, the
form repertoire remains uncertain. Moreover, the wide-
spread destruction of the upper levels by post-Neolithic
activity leads to mixed, worn, and very broken Late Neo-
lithic material.

The pottery of Catalhoyiik lived its most active period
in the Middle Tradition period, particularly in levels VI-
IV'%2, Including the basic jar and bowl forms, a number
of the features seen to be specific to the Late Tradition
are tried even if in very small numbers from Level VI
onwards. For example, types of vessel, base and handle
such as slightly S-profiled vessels, ring and footed base,
animal lug, basket handle, vertically perforated cylindri-
cal lug, square vertical and horizontal knobs, unperforat-
ed hooked lug, oval vessels, incised decoration, minia-
ture vessels, and cornered vessels entered the repertoire
from the Middle Tradition onwards.

During the Late Tradition period cooking vessels re-
duced significantly while many sizes of bowl showed an
increase. The Middle Tradition’s typical “classic” Dark
Gritty Ware holemouth jars are still the most dominant
jar group in the Late Tradition period. S-profiled jars
and bowls increased since the previous period, howev-
er again they were not dominant within the artefact as-
semblage. Yet from the second half of the 7" millenni-
um BC onwards red slipped and S-profiled developed
vessels came to be the most common and typical forms
of pottery tradition in a wide region including the Lakes
District, Beysehir-Sugla basin, northwest Anatolia, west
Anatolia, and the Aegean shores. In contemporary set-
tlements such as Erbaba, along with a new ware type,
red slipped and S-profiled vessels became the predomi-
nant ceramic tradition. Meanwhile although Catalhoyiik
included certain elements of the ceramic tradition seen
during the Late Tradition period in a wide geographi-
cal area, the amounts are very limited and it seems to
be more involved in its own tradition. A large portion of
the Late Neolithic pottery assemblage at the settlement
is made up of straight-profiled vessel forms. There were
some innovations in the repertoire such as developed
S-profile, thinned everted rim, and well-adhering slip in
various tones of red thick and large diameter vessels, but
as discussed above these were not great in number.

Among the thousands of sherds at Catalhoyiik, the ex-
curving necked form technique that is a property of the
jars and bowls of the period is represented by only a cou-

120zd61 2006; Ozdsl 2012a.
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ple of examples. The cylindrical necked jars with bead
rim that are seen as being typical in this period have not
been found at Catalhdyiik, excurving-profiled and sharp-
ly carinated bowls are also in small numbers.

In the period’s contemporary cultures, developed forms
are seen in the last quarter of the 7th millennium BC
and at Catalhoylik this period appears weak. In addition,
while large jars are found at the closest contemporary site
Erbaba, at Catalhdyiik they are so few as to be almost
absent.

The Middle Tradition base types decreased during the
Late Tradition, and only the “concave bottom base” ap-
peared as a new type.

No new forms entered the handle repertoire, only knobs
increased, moreover in Mellaart II no handles or lugs
were found. The perforated cylindrical lug tradition that
influenced nearly the whole of the Anatolian Plateau
during this period did not impact Catalhdytik at all.

Rare vessels are so few as to be virtually absent. How-
ever, the “facepot” alone establishes the pinnacle of the
special-vessel tradition. Even though there was an in-
crease in decoration variety, very few examples have
come to hand.

What is more, although pottery increases with time at
Catalhdyiik, it is never seen to be used as intensively as
at regional centres. The second half of the seventh mil-
lennium is a period when the pottery of the regional con-
temporary centers became most developed and was used
most intensively. At CatalhOyiik ceramics and particular-
ly those in the latest level of the TP area, TP R reduced
considerably.

Does the tableau presented above indicate that Catal-
hoyiik lagged behind the contemporary regional pottery
trends and technology? If not, is it possible that the phe-
nomena appearing to be regression and weakening were
the choice of the people of Catalhdytik.

Those making ceramics at Catalhoyiik appear not to have
followed the regional trends but mostly followed their
own traditions and the straight-profiled pottery manufac-
ture traditions from the early period onwards also appear
to be continued in a large proportion in the Late Tradi-
tion period. The finding of limited numbers of excurv-
ing-profiled vessels in the complete pottery assemblage
at Catalhoytik is a display of the lack of establishment of
an influence seen in the ceramic tradition of a widespread
geographical area in the second half of the second half of
the 7" millennium BC. The failure to follow the period’s
advancements might result from the Catalhdyiik popu-
lation’s “conservative” and “traditionalist” demeanor in

the subject of their attachment to the old and the tradi-
tional'?. The lateness of the domestication of the bull at
Catalhdyiik is one of the best examples of this situation.
If the people of Catalhdyiik resist the domesticated bull
culture their resistance to the intensive use of pottery and
the entrance of new trends to the settlement appear plau-
sible. A ceramic technology and symbolic foundations
capable of producing the “face pot” suggest that this is
a subject of choice. In other areas of material culture at
Catalhoyiik the best display of a sufficient foundation in
the artistic and technological sense of the wall paintings.

Meanwhile at other settlements such as Erbaba the forms
continue to develop, particularly in Level I, until the end
of the seventh millennium. Moreover, during the Late
Neolithic period in the Nigde-Aksaray region, Beyse-
hir-Sugla basin, the Lakes District, northwest and west
Anatolia pottery and other material culture elements
continue to increase and accelerate in development.
Particularly many symbolic and narrative elements of
Catalhdyiik appear in the Late Neolithic and Early Chal-
colithic ceramics of Nigde-Aksaray settlements such as
Tepecik-Ciftlik and Koskhoytik. Likewise, the materi-
al culture similarities between Catalhdyiik and Beyse-
hir-Sugla basin and northwestern Anatolian communities
are very conspicuous.

These affinities between Catalhoyiik and its neigbours
may have been of relevance in the dispersal of a part of
this crowded metropolitan population from the middle of
the Konya plain at the end of the Neolithic. Perhaps these
Catalhdyiik communities carried on the symbolism and
characteristic features of pottery seen in the early levels
of Catalhdyiik in the other regions. Apparently, data ob-
tained from pottery studies is a source of evidence to sup-
port a theory of the spread of farming populations from
the core regions of the Neolithic, including Catalhdyiik,
into northwestern Anatolia and Europe.

12 Hodder 2014a; Hodder 2014b; Hodder 2014c.
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