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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION TO THE ARCHAEOLOGY
OF ANATOLIA: RECENT DISCOVERIES

SHARON R. STEADMAN
AND GREGORY MCMAHON

We are delighted to have the opportunity to offer this introductory
chapter and this new series of volumes on recent archaeological work in
Anatolia. This series had its origin well over a year ago when Cambridge
Scholars Publishing approached the editors about publishing a series of
papers from an upcoming American Schools of Oriental Research annual
meeting. Discussions between the editors and Cambridge Scholars turned
a one-time publication into a series of volumes providing not conference
presentations but rather reports on recent fieldwork in Anatolia. The
present volume is the first in what we hope will be a long series of
publications on the archaeological discoveries across the breadth of
Turkey over the coming decades.

As those in the archaeological field well know, rapid presentation of
fieldwork is not only desirable but mandatory, in both a practical and an
ethical sense. In Turkey, and likely in other countries, projects are required
to present their results in print on a regular basis in order to ensure the
timely renewal of excavation permits each year. This is a laudable
requirement on the part of the Turkish government and one that
archaeologists strive to meet. As professional archaeologists we are also
bound by the ethics of our discipline which require us to make our data
available to our colleagues and students, and to the general public, as
quickly and efficiently as possible. The rise of the Internet as a scholarly
tool has aided in this endeavor immensely, but print publications remain a
standard. However, the publishing process and the need for quick
presentation of results are often at odds with one another, given the time it
sometimes takes for an article to make its way through the review process
of most journals. In addition, few journals are pleased to receive what are
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deemed “interim reports,” even when these present interpretive critiques of
the dataretrieved.

A shining example of a journal that offers timely publication and
serves as a home for important interim reports is Anatolica, cited
frequently in the chapters included here (Tim Matney, in the note
accompanying his chapter submission, joked that his bibliography was “an
advertisement for Anatolica”). The Anatolica journal has provided a haven
for those of us seeking to present our recently retrieved field results, and
the quality of the publication and its respected standing in the scholarly
world are a tribute to its editor and staff. However, it is but a single
publication, and there are many who work in the “open air museum” of
Anatolia. We believe, therefore, that this series will serve as a helpful
complement to the yeoman's work that Anatolica and a few other fine
publications have done over the years.

The proposal the editors submitted to Cambridge Scholars noted that
submission to this series will be open to all scholars working in Turkey,
whatever their country of origin might be. The present volume offers a
testament to this premise, featuring contributions from archaeol ogists from
the U.S., Turkey, Poland, Italy, and the U.K. It is hoped that this list of
countries from which contributors hail will increase with each new
volume. The chapters included here also represent a wide range of
occupational periods, spanning from the Late Neolithic to Medieval
occupation, and feature projects located all over Anatolia, from the Black
Sea to the southern coast and on to the southeastern regions, lacking
coverage only from the far west and northwest, and the far east. Future
volumes will seek to present data from all corners of the country, and al
periods investigated.

One other characteristic of this new series is worth noting here: its
inclusion of survey projects. While excavation projects find it difficult to
find venues to publish interim reports, survey projects find it close to
impossible. The Archaeology of Anatolia: Recent Discoveries volume is
committed to publishing results from survey projects and is pleased to
feature, in thisinaugural volume, close to athird of the chapters devoted to
these endeavors.

The submissions accepted for this present volume were vetted by the
editorial panel at Cambridge Scholars and by the present editors. Future
volumes will also be submitted to areview process including the volume's
editors (at present Steadman and McMahon), the CSP series editors (see
the Cambridge Scholars website), and by the Cambridge Scholars editorial
panel. Submissions selected for acceptance will then enter the editorial
process that results in publication in the series. It is the intention of both
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the series editors and Cambridge Scholars that submission and publication
take place within the same calendar year, thereby achieving the goal of
rapid public reporting of recently acquired archaeological data. The
appearance of the present volume testifies to this goal, with submission in
March and appearance in the late fall of 2015.

Volumes in this series will appear at two-year intervals, in the “odd”
years. The next volume is intended to appear in 2017. The intention of the
founding series editors is to serve as editors for two or possibly three
volume presentations. The series editor torch will then pass to new editors
(it will be the responsibility of current series editors to identify a new
cohort), and after a minimum of two and maximum of three volumes,
editorship will change again, and so on. Submissions for the 2017 (and
succeeding volumes) may be made between January 1 and February 15 of
the publication year (therefore, for Volume II, submissions will be
accepted between Jan. 1-Feb. 15, 2017). Authors will be notified about the
success of their submission by March 15 of the same year. As noted
above, it is the intention of both editors and publishers that the volume
then appear within the next six to eight months. These specific dates, and
the general process, may change over the years, especially with new
editors. However, for the short term, at least for the next two volumes (II
and III), potential authors may use these general dates as guidelines for
preparation of their material. The editors look forward to seeing the results
of the archaeological work to take place over the next two years.

Everyone who does fieldwork in Turkey knows the joys of living and
working in that country. Nor, clearly, are those of us who work in Anatolia
the first to discover its attractions; the breadth and depth of its
archaeological riches testify to the multitude of peoples and cultures who
came to Anatolia and stayed. Those of us who look forward eagerly to our
field season in Anatolia know that its incomparable archaeological legacy
is equalled only by the depth and richness of modern Turkish culture, the
food, language, and most of all people of Turkey who allow us to enjoy
simultaneously the thrill of seeking the past while enjoying to the full the
present culture of Anatolia.

Anatolian archaeologists also understand the debt they owe to the
administrative infrastructure that so ably supports archaeology in Turkey.
The annual Kazi Sonuglar1 Toplantisi is an exceptional opportunity to hear
and learn about all the fieldwork in Turkey in one very intense week, a
unique place where everyone you meet shares your passion for the most
interesting work in the world. In addition, the Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanlig1,
and its Kiiltir Varliklar1 ve Miizeler Genel Midiirliigli, provide an
exceptional model of support for archaeology, by both Turkish and foreign
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scholars, which reflects a deeply admirable interest in discovering,
maintaining, and making known the endlessly fascinating legacy of the
cultures of Anatolia. Our thanks therefore to the Ministry of Culture and
Tourism, the General Directorate of Cultural Monuments and Museums,
the museum directors, government representatives, Turkish colleagues,
and everyone else in Turkey who makes this foundational scholarship not
only possible, but eternally enjoyable.



PART I:

EXCAVATIONS



CHAPTER TWO

A NEW PERSPECTIVE ON THE CENTRAL
ANATOLIAN LATE NEOLITHIC:
THE TPC AREA EXCAVATIONS

AT CATALHOYUK EAST

ARKADIUSZ MARCINIAK

Introduction

The Late Neolithic in the Near East is a major threshold in the
development of farming communities. It is marked by a transformation of
the major constituent elements of the Neolithic revolution, creating
conditions for strengthening and consolidating local groups and providing
prerequisite foundations for their spread across vast areas. The new mode
of existence comprised individualized and autonomous social units,
integrated character of arable-husbandry economy, pastoralism, and
occupation of forest and coastal areas as well as the creation of sacral
landscape (see Marciniak 2015, in preparation).

The ongoing work in the upper strata at Catalhdyiikk East has
significantly contributed to a better understanding of this important period
in the history of the Near East. The last half century of the Catalhdyiik
East occupation corresponds to Mellaart Levels I11-0, South P-T, North G-
J Levels, Summit, KOPAL, IST, TP-M to TP-R and TPC (see Hodder,
2014c: Fig. 1, Table 1). These are dated to the period ca. 6500-5950 cal
BC. However, a correspondence between these different excavation areas
(1960s and 1993-2000s) has not yet been systematically scrutinized. The
period witnessed dynamic changes in different domains and can be divided
into (i) early Late Neolithic (65006250 cal BC) and (ii) the late phase of
the Late Neolithic (ca. 6250-5950 cal BC). The top levels in the South
sequence (Q-T) have been dated to the period 6400-6300 cal BC (Hodder
2014: s. 4, Table 1), while the bottom of the TP Area to the period around
6300 cal BC (Marciniak et. al. 2015a: 169).
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The first round of excavations on the top of the southern eminence of
the East Mound was carried out in the years 2001-2008 in an area known
as the Team Poznan (TP) Area. It was conducted by a joint expedition of
Adam Mickiewicz University of Poznan and University of Gdansk, and
directed by Lech Czerniak and myself. This work revealed significant
change in different domains of the local community, as compared to the
pattern characterizing the period that may be labelled classic Catalhdyiik.
These comprised, among other things, settlement layout, house
architecture, burial practices, human-animal relations, lithics procurement
and technology, and pottery production and use. The excavated levels
were named by letters, starting from TP-M, the oldest Neolithic level, to
TP-R, marking the final Neolithic sequence. Thanks to this work we know
that the mound was finally abandoned in the first decades of the 6™
millennium cal BC (e.g. Marciniak and Czerniak 2007, 2012; Marciniak et
al. 2015a).

The work on the Late Neolithic at Catalhdyiik is now carried out in the
new excavation zone named the TP Connection Area (TPC), located in the
previously unexplored area on the SW slope of its southern prominence. It
is placed between the TP Area and Mellaart Area A to the east and north
and South Area to the west and south. TPC trenches were hence set up
south of Mellaart’s Area A, where remains of buildings assigned to Level I
and III were discovered in the 1960s. It is also worth mentioning that
Level III in Area A is represented by two buildings designated by Mellaart
as shrines (Shrine 1, “Hunting Shrine,” and Shrine 8). The most northern
part of the TPC Area is located where Buildings 4 and 5 from Level III
(according to Mellaart’s scheme) were located. It is also placed as close as
possible to the South shelter's southeastern corner and its eastern edge,
where Building 10 and several associated exterior spaces were excavated
in past years (Kotsakis 1996, 1997; Jonsson 2003).

The work in the TPC' Area commenced in the 2012 excavation season,
and three excavations seasons have been carried out to date. They are
conducted within the Catalhdylik Research Project (see e.g. Hodder 2014)
as a project of Adam Mickiewicz University of Poznan directed by the
author. They are carried out in four new trenches. Trench 1 is 5 x 5 m and
is located directly to the south of Mellaart Area A. Trench 2 is placed
directly south of Trench 1 with an overall dimension of 5 x 6 m. Trench 3
is located in the southern part of the TPC Area. It is quadrilateral in shape,
with the southern and eastern edges being 10 m long and the northern edge

" The project is financed by the Polish National Science Centre (decision DEC-
2012/06/M/H3/00286).
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measuring 6 m in length. Trench 4, measuring ca. 8 x 6 m, is located in
between these two sections of the TPC Area (Fig. 2-1).
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Figure 2-1. TPC Area and other excavation areas in the southern part of the East
Mound at Catalhdyiik (Camilla Mazzucato, revised by Gareth Cork).

The ultimate goal of this project is to connect the stratigraphy in the TP
Area, excavated in the years 2001-2008, with the main stratigraphic
sequence in the South. The corresponding goal comprises recognition of
architecture, burial practice, pottery, and obsidian manufacture. They will
make it possible to investigate changes in subsistence and the economic
system, in particular whether the economy became more intensive, more
integrated, and more heavily based on individual household production.
These variables will be studied in the period immediately following the
demise of the classic phase of occupation, delimited by the end of the
South sequence (Building 10 in South-T), and the beginning of the TP
sequence (Building 81 in TP-M).

The chapter aims to provide a comprehensive overview of major
results of the work carried out in the TPC Area in the 2012-2014
excavation seasons.
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The TPC Excavations in 2012-2014

Work in the TPC Area in the past three excavation seasons was carried
out in all four trenches. These excavations brought about the discovery of
a complex Neolithic sequence as well as intense post-Neolithic
occupation.

The Late Neolithic Occupation

The excavations carried out in the past three seasons made it possible
to reveal a sequence of Neolithic buildings and features in three excavated
Trenches: 1, 2, and 3. Altogether, remains of four buildings (B.121, B.110,
B.115, and B.109) in Trenches 1 and 2, and two (B.122, Space 520) in
Trench 3 have been unearthed to date. The work in Trench 4 conducted to
date has concentrated on post-Neolithic occupation, and only yet
unspecified remains of the Neolithic architecture have been revealed.

Trenches 1 and 2

The oldest structure discovered to date in the TPC Area is Building
121 (Fig. 2-2). (Marciniak et. al 2013). It was exposed in its entirety
within the limits of the trench but not yet excavated. It is a relatively large
structure with a suite of in-built structures and arguably a complex history
of occupation. Its details may be difficult to reveal as it has been badly
truncated by later occupation activities.

Only the eastern and northern walls were identified and exposed, as the
remaining two extend beyond the edge of the trench. The eastern wall
(F.7160) has been plastered and painted with black and white geometric
design in the form of vertical and transverse sets of parallel lines (Fig. 2-
3). The northern wall (F.7187) was also plastered and painted. However,
its character is unknown as the wall was almost completely torn down by a
large post-Neolithic truncation. The solidly built structure followed a
division into “clean” and “dirty,” typical for the classic phase of the
settlement occupation.
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Figure 2-2. Catalhdyiik East, TPC Area. Building 121.

The house had five subsequently built platforms, a hearth, and a bin. A
large fire installation (F.7250) was placed in the center of the house. It was
rectangular in shape with thick raised and plastered walls. The eastern part
of its infill was composed of a number of burnt striations, full of
phytoliths, seeds, charcoal, and dung. A small circular bin (F.7187) with
plastered, concave walls was placed directly against the northern wall of
the building. A small pit was dug into the platform (F.7251) abutting the
building’s eastern wall. It appears that a posthole was placed against the
richly decorated wall with geometric motifs, which is a quite uncommon
location. Five platforms, located in the eastern and western parts of the
building, were not contemporaneous and are indicative of subsequent
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reconstructions of its space. The house was then deliberately abandoned.
Interestingly, shortly afterwards, it was temporarily used, as indicated by
the presence of a fire spot and two adjacent pits of unspecified character in
its fill. B.121 is dated to the period of ca. 6400-6250 cal BC, which
appears to be contemporaneous with B.81 (TP-M level) from the TP Area
(Marciniak et al. 2013).

Figure 2-3. Catalhdyiik East, TPC Area. Building 121, eastern wall with geometric
decoration.

The following Neolithic structure in this part of the TPC Area is
Building 110 (Fig. 2-4). Its preserved dimensions were ca. 8 x 6 m. The
walls were made of solid yellow/sandy bricks. The eastern wall (F.3910)
was constructed in the previously prepared foundation cut, a practice
recognized also in the TP Area. It may imply some kind of deliberate
construction practice in the late levels. The floor has not yet been reached,
which may indicate that it either did not exist or was completely
destroyed. The building was divided into two rooms by the E-W partition
wall (Space 485 and 486). Both rooms were filled in with a fairly
homogenous sequence ca. 1.30 m deep and composed of small striations
indicating its long and continuous accumulation. As indicated by the
character of the walls and elements of construction practices, the building
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was probably contemporary to B.74 from the TP Area, which means it can
be dated to the TP-N level (Marciniak et al. 2012, 2013).

Figure 2-4. Catalhgyiik East, TPC Area. Building 110.

A cluster of artifacts and ecofacts was found between the northern wall
of B.110 and southern wall of adjacent B.111 (not yet excavated). It
contained a large amount of animal bones, pottery, ground stones, shells,
and phytoliths. They seem to have been deposited after both walls were
constructed. This is a deliberate deposit of a ritual character, dated to the
period of ca. 6350-6220 cal. BC (Marciniak et al. 2012). In particular, it
contained almost 200 sheep bones (mainly astragali, phalangi, and
metapodials) and two cattle horn cores. Around 30 per cent of them were
flattened on one or both sides, which are known as “knucklebones” (Best
et al. 2012; Jones et al. 2013). There was an extraordinarily rich
assemblage of stones, both worked and natural. They represented a wide
range of raw materials, including andesite, schist, greenstone (possibly
diabase), limestone, metamorphosed limestone/marble, quartz, crystal,
chert, and quartzite. In terms of forms, the assemblage was made of upper
and lower grinding tools (querns and grinders). Debitage from the
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production or modification of grinding stones was also found, as well as
polishers, an abrader, a palette, small sized stone balls, unmodified pieces
of crystal, limestone pebbles of different size, and chert objects. The
production/modification debris more likely originated from different
grinding tools, possibly from different primary contexts. They seem to
represent all stages of production and use (Tsoraki 2013). A small jar of
Dark Gritty Ware found in this context is a typical representative of the
classic holemouth that continued to be used from the preceding period into
the Late Tradition (Ozdél and Tarkan 2013: Figure 14.3).

Following the abandonment of Building 110, the area went out of use
for some time. It was later re-occupied in the form of some kind of open
space, as identified by a solidly made bricky layer with fragments of a
packed floor (20256). After some time, the area again went out of use and
was transformed into a midden (20232 and 20215). This makes it a
sequence identical to that in the TP Area, where temporarily occupied
B.72 of a light construction and the following open space (B.73) emerged
after the abandonment of a solid B.74. This further supports the claim that
B.110 and B.74 may have been contemporancous (see Marciniak et al.
2015a).

A small area of in situ occupation activities was found directly above
the open space and superimposed midden. Despite the fact that it was
badly destroyed, but considering its character, it is right to attribute the
activities there to a separate Building 115 (Space 491). The only preserved
fragment comprises a kind of unspecified platform. It was built on a layer
of bricks, placed directly on the midden (20213), and the following layer
above was made of small pebbles (20207). The outer surface consisted of
whitish plaster. This construction is almost identical to the floor of B.61 in
the TP Area, the latest in that sequence. The “platform’s” western and
southern face was lined from outside by a homogeneous silty layer
(20198), similar to mortar or plaster. A fragment of a short E-W partition
wall, with lining from the south, was discovered east of the “platform.”
Two distinct superimposed floors were recorded from the northern side of
the “platform.” They may have been remains of the room, possibly linked
to Building 115. As it was only preserved in very small fragments, no
details of its construction and layout are available.

The latest dwelling structure in this part of the TPC Area was Building
109. It probably respected both the size and layout of Building 110, its
indirect predecessor. The walls were made of greyish/beige bricks of a
poor quality. They were very homogenous in terms of their length—80-82
cm—and were relatively well preserved. This building is possibly
contemporaneous with the latest B.61 from the TP Area and can be



14 Chapter Two

tentatively dated to the Level TP-R. This preliminary conclusion cannot be
further explored due to a profound destruction of the structure.

Trench 3

The excavations carried out in Trench 3 have led to the discovery of
two solid Neolithic buildings. They are placed next to one another, with
B.122 in the north and Space 520 to the south. B.122 is a large complex-
style structure extending beyond the edges of the trench. It is composed of
three spaces located within Trench 3 (Space 517, 521, and 493).

A A

Figure 2-5. Catalhdyiik East, TPC Area. Building 122, Space 493.

Space 493 was a storage room of 3 m? within the perimeter of the
trench with two small bins. It was built into the interior of the building
following a destruction of some kind of structure (“platform™?) placed
against its eastern wall. It is dated to the period ca. 6400-6250 cal BC
(Marciniak et al. 2013). The room infill yielded a lot of botanic remains
and several ground stones. Both turned out to be storage bins for barley
grain (Fig. 2-5). The amount and preservation of the barley could indicate
a quick destruction phase. In the west-middle part of the room floor a
cluster of worked antler, bone, clay objects, and ground stones was found.



