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ABSTRACT

CONTINUITY AND CHANGE: AN ANNALESAPPROACH TO THE LATE
CHALCOLITHIC PERIODIN NORTH MESOPOTAMIA

Can, kakir

M.A., Department of Archaeology
Supervsor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Mariélenriette Gates

May 2018

The semantic context of the cultural patterns of the past is beyond our perception.
This fact, regardless of time and space, thus, makes any type of social organizations
thatexisted in the pastomplex and transitive. Bearing in mind this fact, this study
aimed to analyze the Late Chalcolithic period.#5003000 BC) in an extensive

area of north Mesopotamweth archaeological traces of an increasing satikural,
sociceconomic, and socipolitical complexity through thé&nnales School of

History paradigm, which divides time into geographical time, social time, and
individual time. Within this division, geographical timle ¢ n g u ¢ refdrsito tRee

role of environment and geography on tla¢une and development of the northern
communities at the regional level. Social timmer{joncturg provides a perceptible

rhythm of indigenous cultural phenomena in north Mesopotarai@$00-3700 BC)

prior to the Uruk culture of southern Mesopotamiagiatiand a certain degree of

social mobility, history of communities and their ideologiese( n t )aatter the®

Uruk expansionda 3700-3000 BC). The Uruk phenomenon in north Mesopotamia

can be perceived in social tim&t another level, individual time&  n e )yvehich

takes historical events as the reference, coincides with the establishment of the Uruk
colonies at Tell Shei kh Hassan, Habuba
Euphrates Basin. In comparison with the earlier assessments, thssashtys that

an interpretation of continuity and change in total histbrst¢ire totalg of the Late

Chalcolithic period of north Mesopotamia is possible withAhaalesparadigm. It
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also show that north Mesopotamia, in the long term, hosted a nuofbmritural
patterns; thus, provides culturally accumulated continuity, while different cultural
influences and interactions, in several cases, played a key role in cultural changes.
The interpretation of this thedimsed on archaeological excavationsysys carried

out in north Mesopotamia, as well@®viousviewson the Late Chalcolithic period.

Keywords:AnnalesLate Chalcolithic, North Mesopotamidyuk Culture
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DEVAMLI LI K VE DEJKKKM: KUZEY MEZOPOTAMY Z
D¥ NEWNE ABNRLESY AKLAK I MI

Cankakir
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Space and environment, in which all types of social structure exist, make social
groups a part of a continuous cultural pattern in the context of relationships they have
established with each other and with others. The resulting picture can be that
geography and environment provoke both inherent losses and gains in any society in
a speified region. Thus, these cultural patterns may reveal changes created by cross
cultural intersections arising from the interaction among transhumant groups and
sedentary groups or the like. It is in this regard that the Late Chalcolithic period (LC
heredter) (ca.4500-3000 BC) in Mesopotamia is an era during which we may

attempt to find the relationship that individual and society have developed with
urbanization, city, and state (Algaze et al. 1989; Algaze, 1993; Oates et al. 2007;
McMahon et al. 2007).

As Braudel (2016: 218) suggests, each society or social group joins in a series of
civilizations that have ties, while at the same time they can be very different from
each other. Starting from this point of view, in this thesis, cultures, cultural change
and associated transformations, and the changes created byuttoss

intersections among these cultures will be investigated through the time division of
Fernand Braudéin a huge geographical area of northern Mesopotamia during the
LC period, fixel betweerca. 45003000 BC in time and space (Figute This study
aims to explain social, economic, and political continuity and change in north
Mesopotamia during the LC period throughfmalesapproach. It should,

however, be kept in mind that sooést and their material cultures or symbolic

! See chapter 2, below.



worlds cannot be squeezed between fixed times. Nor can they be generalized in a
specified region.

Taking into consideratiothe above linesywe cannotreducethe economic, political,
andsocial landscapes of Lesopotamia by a series of evocative univocal words

such as homogenous, equal, monotype, standardized, and uniform. In fact, societies,
like civilizations, have a dynamic space equipped with geographical advantages and
constraints. This dynamism in spa@atains the traces of constant and cumulative
exertionthatis being shaped by humanity and takes centuries and even millennia
That is to say, humanity is the key agency of reflective construction by the self
(Braudel, 1995: 9)it recallsthenwhat Fernand Braudeimphasize$or the long

term{ o n g u g asdhe wI®& environment and its impact on a given society or

the relationship betwedheindividual who is amember of social group arte

Ai nani mat ed ( Br aud e the Medopofathian cas@agswellweer e f o |
should bear in mind that all kinds of sogolitical developments and economic

trends cannot be materialized in all the-sejions equally, simultaneously and

similarly during the LC period.

On closer examination, theo spheres of Mesopotamia (noahdsouth) underwent
far-reaching socigolitical developments. While the alluvial plains of south
Mesopotamia witnessed the emergence of urbanized state societies durffig the 4
millennium a. 38003100 BC), known as thegruk period Adams, 1981; Wright
and Johnson, 1975; Nissen, 1988; Pollock, 1992; 2004 nearly contemporary
period in north Mesopotamia hadalmost completely different socmolitical

horizon For instance, there was neither state formation proxedargescale
urbanization process like south Mesopotamia, except for few sites such as Tell
Brak and Hamoukar, until the mttlird millennium BC(Wattenmaker, 2009: 107,
¢cevi k, 2No@ethelesdt B guyygested that urbanization began to appear in
north Mesopotamia at Tell Brak as early as the [&te#lennium BC (Oatest al.
2007; McMahoret al.2007).Similarly, recentexcavations conducted at Arslantepe
demonstrated that a very complex seeamnomic system developed in Greater

Mesopotamia before the Uruk Expans{énangipane, 200)a



At this juncture it is important to explain what the Uruk expanigom the 4"
millennium BC,thesouthern part of Mesopotamia wagparentlysuffering fran a
lack of natural and mineral resourcédgaze, 1989; 1993; 200Landagriculture,
the basic subsistence strategy in the alluvial plaas only available through
irrigation (Tamburrino, 2010: 29 These conditionsogether with increasinigterest
for raw materials, such as metal ores, timber, and-pegnious stones resulteda
colonializing activity, from the Urukcentric viewpoint, far from their homeland in
what may be calleis periphery Colonies were foundeat sites like TelSheikh
Hassan, Ha b yandJelbebAudarirethe $Migldle Euphrates bésigure
1) duringthe mid4™ millennium BC(LC 4) and lasted for a few centuries until they
were abandoned during the final stages of the LC 5 (Algaak1989; Algaze,
1993).Sothen why did these colonies come from South to the North and

subsequently abandon their settlement?

This expansion brought about a widespread distribution of material cafture

southern originsuch as potteparchitecture, glypticandideology (mentalt )@n

north Mesopotamia, whi ddsbaesalledthegi Ut h& Ur uk
Worl d SystemoBédedampopdObBpBghé@cpoedynami cs
Al gazeds Uruk Worl d SyS3tenevho plttve alterreaive ¢ h al |
explanationgorward @ di spanc ey o0 and )t undeasthedtheé i as por a
nature of relationship between negbuth Mesopotami¢stein, 1999a; 1999tand

by Helwing (1999) wh@ut emphasis oa hybridizationprocessas a result of cross

cultural interaction.

If we now return to the starting point, nothing is coincidence. That is to say, the
fascination with thé&Jruk phenomenon in archaeological research attracted many
archaeologists. Did this world of events, actions, developments, and interactions
occurat anysite suddenly? Certainly nd@ince Late Chalcolithic extends overe
periods (LC 15) (Table 1 and 2)it seems that we have at a minimum 700 ye#rs
north Mesopotamiacultures which, nonethelessemained likea6 d a r kMoatg e 6
research has focusétstead on the Uruk phase in the regi@Garter & Philp, 2010;
Marro, 201D) in addition to old studies. This period of the LC era is called the Post
Ubaid (Marro, 2018), LC 1-2 periods, Terminal Ubaidy Local LC (Rothman,

2001a: 59). It must be empdsized tha?00 years of the LC period, primarily LC 1

3



2, werealreadycarrying some elements of theeviousso-called Ubaid period,
another southern cultural movemeahtugh notequallyat all sites.

In comparison tahe alluvial plains osouth Mesopotamia, north Mesopotaéist

more varied environmenith more rugged terrairendsuitable landsand desirable
resourcesdepended on raifed agriculture (Tamburrino, 2010: 29). The area of

study that constitutes the main theme of this thissnorth Mesopotamian this

study,this termwill refer to the Erbil Plain, northeast Jazeer#he Khabur and

Balikh basinsthe Middle and Upper Euphrates basittke Al t é nov athe | ai n, a
Upper Tigris basirfFigure 1)

In order toplaceall theculturalphenomena ahe LC periodn north Mesopotamia
into the Annalesparadigm|t is necessary to reviewhat Braudel means by his
philosophyof history based on the division of three temporal scales. Theref@re, th
t h e shapgtey 3 wilfocusonBr au de |l 6 s ,twhoseesuitdbilitytos i o n
archaeological interpretation will kustratedby two cases studies in two discrete

areas and eras.

Drawing specifically upon a variety of the excavated sites and surveyed regions of
north Mesopotamia togethwith archaeological interpretations, chapters 3 and 4
will explain the degree to which continuity and change took place in north
Mesopotamia betweeara. 450063800 BC. It should be noted thhis large
geographical areia intentionally dividechereinto two zones northeast and

northwest Mesopotamidhis division ains to maketheir differences clearer for the
reader The documented data of the LC 1, 2, aady3 periods in northeast
Mesopotamia will bgpresentedn chapter 3 by following the Tigris River and its
tributaries, while the same periodsnorthwest Mesopotamia will lsiscussedn

chapter 4 by following the Khabur, Balikh, and Euphrates rivers.

Chapter 5 will analyze the LC 3, 4 and 5 peritdsuglout north Mesopotamia by
looking atboth the indigenous and Uruk archaeological materials. Chapter 6 will
concludegeneral assessmentsre§ionalcontinuity and changéollowed byan

evaluation of north Mesopotamia based onAhaalesapproach.



CHAPTER 2

DIFFERENT AWAVES OF ANNAME §CHOOLHFE
HISTORY

2.1.AnnalesSchool of History

The Annales School of Histowyas founded by a group of history scholars during the
1920s under the leadership of Marc Bloch and Lucien Febvre (Huppert,51952:

For a better understandingits usefulness for archaeological analyaiset of
conspicuous archaeological case studies that have been inspkaddigswill be
discussed. It should be noted that ittein movements of thAnnalesseparaténto

four different generatiodseach of which tended to open up growing perceptiéns

time and space in history. This study will mostly draw upon the second generation of
the Annales which is attributed to Fernand Braudel, as it is the one most relevant to
the subject matter of this thesis. Though the first generation is not directly related to
the subject of thesis, it is necessary to briefly describe previous approaches to
under stand Br audel $inge hpvas influerscedpynhygs of hi st o

predecesss and took one furthetept o r esol ve the study of A

The initial attempts of these scholars towards a fresh insight into history were

presented by their journd@lAn nal es dohi st oi rogfourdedmn o mi que
1929, and which eventually gave its name to their approach to history (Huppert,

1982: 510; Knapp, 1992a: 4). In due course, many scholars Ahtiedestook the

advantage of a number of disciplines such as anthropology, sociology, economics,

and geognahy and contributed to different and new approaches to perceiving history
(Bintliff, 1991: 5; Knapp, 1992a: 4; Sayegh & Altice, 2014: 33).

2 For further detail about four generations of the Annales School of History see Knapp, 1992b;
Bintliff, 2004; Sayegh & Altice, 2014

5



Marc Bloch and Lucien Febvre, as the first generation oAtirales paid more

attention to the concept of matersdlhistory and tried to understand culture through

society and through economy (Wallerstein, 1982:-110; Bintliff, 1991: 5; Knapp,

1992a: 5; McGlade, 1999: 146; Sayegh & Altice, 2014: 33). The initial studies,

which drew mainly upon sociology, begaretcamine thestructureof society and

changes in society over time, rather than the narrative of events and individuals
(Wallerstein, 1982: 11211; Bintliff, 1991: 5; Knapp, 1992a: 5; McGlade, 1999:

146) . I n doing so, mak.iahfyncteonahandostruatiral hi st o |
approaches was superior to focusing on the foreground of historical events

(McGlade, 1999: 146; Sayegh & Altice, 2014: 33).

Unli ke his predecessors6é6 understanding ol
student of Lucierrebvre, was more interested in geology and geography in order to
establ i sh t hhestoife totalg (Brauddi, 1952: 28). iy bis einent work
The Mediterranean and the Mediterranean World in the Age of Phjlgréiudel
segmented three tempoblavels of the historical process: environment and
geographical structurek (0 n g u 9; satiaecoRanic sequence, demographic
cycles, history of eras and regiomsitjoncturg; and narrative, socipolitical

events, individualsl(6 hi st oi rle}(Table 3 (Brauded, h972: 2211). He

also argued that history is a sequence of processes that take place at different
wavelengths of time and levels (Braudel, 1972). One should, however, bear in mind
that this does not mean that there are certain amdgrends in each time that make
precisedistinctions from one level to another. As he well presented in his own thesis
(The Mediterraneanthe separation of various planes of history is essential to make
and describe a history: in other words, to diviggorical time into geographical

time ( o n g u ¢, satial tin® ¢onjoncturg, and individual timel(d hi st oi r e
®v nempntThkel eétedvidée maa intma mufiitude of selée®

(Braudel, 1972: 21; 1980; Z). This consequently meant tisacial time should be

evaluated in a multidimension scale (Knapp, 1992a: 6).

One of the most important contributions of Braudel is the-lengy phaseléngue
d u r,®&leich is mostly based on the relation of the human to the environment, in
which there isa slow progression of changes, permanent recurrence and cycles

(Braudel, 1972: 20). As the changes cannot be perceived in the historical events,
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Braudel interprets them as the dynamictheflongterm ( o n g u 9 (Bidudel,® e
1972: 20). These dynamics can be preponderant and slow changes in technologies
and lasting cultural characteristics such as ideologies or worldviews (Bintliff, 1991.:
7). In terms of temporality, while loAgrm may cover centurideng backgrond, it

is mostly concerned witfbiological, environmental, and social interrelationsjps
what may be namethuman ecologytoday (Knapp, 1992a: 6).

I n Braudel 6s Isotnrguucepradides b@shful imsigt mtp better
understanding histaral developments together with their causes and dynamics in a
specified region. To do this, it is also crucial to recognize the historical developments
in both temporal and geographical scale, the developments of both the center and
periphery, the changewer time, and the factors that influence the development of a
particular region (Ames, 1991: 93%)ccording to Braudel, we can perceive and
recognizei ma c r o p h ewhichnaee foagérm, buti mi ¢ r o p h emhichme n a 0
are at the scale of events, can hale perceiveds indefinite. Therefore, events

occurring in the course of history can only be meaningful when they are scrutinized

within a broader conjuncture (Knapp, 1992a: 6).

Although Braudel underlies the necessity of geography for a ldegarhstory, it

may be misleading if one relates his concern to the simple description of physical
environment. Rather, in Braudel 6s schema.
with the longterm concept creates a balance between the momentary event and th
constant process in a unitary sehbistorical basis (Knapp, 1992a: 6). Therefore, he

places the social phenomena into their physical setting, which moves at a much

slower rate (Hodder, 1987; See als@Braudel, 1972, Chapter 1: 291).

Unlike those taditional books in which the introduction of geographical history is

limited to geographical features such as mineral resources, flora and fauna diversities

that are listed and not mentioned again, Braudel emphasizes that a history of

Ati mel esshupnaasnt o notrerocafct i on with the #Ai nan
(Braudel |, 197 2: 20) . Ast esrunt hil shtirsutcotruyr eisso |
are first concerned with duration and thvath their impacts on human action

(Smith, 1992: 25). The maiactors that cause the restriction of human behavior in



his understanding of HfAmacrohistoryo are
(Ainani mateo) that take place in a | ong |

Fernand Braudel in his work on the Mediterranespeeially underlines the role of
environment and geography in illuminating the dark side of Mediterranean history.

In other words, a certain array of factors related to geography must be brought

together to shed light on Mediterranean history, includingdaapes, images as well

as the human impact and even the relevant data from other periods before and after.

By doing so, all the cohesive data of time and space offer us an opportunity to
comprehend history in a slow motion where permanent values candeved

(Braudel, 1972: 23). Consequently, geography remains a dynamic process that makes

us able to see the historical realities in the {@rgn in a very wide perspective, as
Braudel emphasizes the continuitigselfof geo:q

but a means to an end. o0 (Braudel, 1972:

At another temporal levetonjonctures related to the social history, history of

groups and groupings with Asl ow but perc:
Mediumterm (no y e n n ¢ evehts coficaing the shaping of human life have

several generations or centur@ackground (Braudel, 1980: 27; Bintliff, 1991: 7;

2004; 176). Braudel distinguishes two distinct levelsarfjoncture intermediate

level conjunctures deal with recurrence of wageabsmites, wars, and the scale of
industrialization; longeerm conjunctures are more likely temporal changes, such as

i | oterrg demographic movements, the changing dimensions of states and empires,

the presence and absence of social mobility in a givaatgp(and) the intensity of

i ndustri al growt ho (Braudel, 197 2: 899) .

The last temporal level (6 hi st oi r e) répresemtsehistery df indéviduale
persons and events which might be called
21; Braudel, 198027). He defines suchashorte r m hi st ory as being
nervous fluctuationso (Braudel, 1972: 21
a contrast on either side, is both the most enriched and the most dangerous (Braudel,
1972: 21). In I8 thesis, the Mediterranean world is at the center of events

(®v  n e)mndinhtrexord all forms of human actions, and individuals (Braudel,

1972).



It is worth noting that the concept and ¢
narrative isa significan mi | est one i n the unhdteirest andi n
totale). Braudel emphasizes that historical narrative is neither a method nor an

objective methogbar excellencebut rather a simple philosophy of history. In

comparison to traditional divisiagrthat cut the story of life, he suggests that his

division of time is a way for a straightforward explanation from one level to another
(Braudel, 1972: 21). While each phenomenon occurring in different wavelengths of

time has characteristic rhythms, si&ls fi p-e ¢ 0 h 0 mio cideplogit s o ci o
systemso, ti me i testablislied cbtents Therafote, histaryisa a pr
unification of diverse times with different speeds (Bintliff, 1991: 7; Knapp, 1992a:

6).

Braudel s Ast r u containsfned, strusturd angii@gencyianh i ¢ h ¢
time and space, offers a fresh insight for the solution of some central problems posed

by some pospositivist critics of social sciences (Bintliff, 199187 2004).

However, there have also been some criticishdr audel 6s par adi gm.
Hext er (1972: 533), Braudel 6ds par-tedn gm f ai
and longterm. Therefore, Le Roy Ladurie, the third generatioAraiales paid

more attention to events, which constitute a critical point of intersection for

understandingrad explaining change (cf Bintliff, 1991; 8; Knapp, 1992a: 6).

However, Braudel perceivésé hi st oi r e (f®ierohisteryy) baydnd tkel | e
narrative political history, in which the examination of diachronic historical process
shorttermeventsvastemporaryandwere perpetual (Knapp, 1992a: 6). It seems,
though, that he did this deliberately because he advocates that events can only be
explained with reference to the longerm structures (Braudel, 1972: 21). Another
criticism was made on h@hoiceof seeing essential structures of lelegm and
mediumterm as environmental constraints, the history of demography and economic
sequences that he neglecte@ n t aBintliff, ®291: 9).In factme nt Bl i t ®
anoher aspect of the historical processrapartant asongued u r, @®moncture
and®v  n e.Mera dtraightforwany, me n t & &wolld®f ideologiesand
viewpoints,and carcome into existencas a result oéitherindividual or unified
exertion (Bintliff, 2008: 158).



Taking into account all the facts about the Braudel paradigm, one mathatio
utilize from this fAphilosophy of history:
contributions of many disciplines and through the data obtained it is possible to

interpret @st and past societies at an interdisciplinary level, Bintliff (1991: 3) does

not agree with the idea and suggests Amataless already an interdisciplinary

contributor to the discovery and analysis of the past societies. FurtheAnasdes

methodoloy i s fAcompl ementaryo rather than HAcc

the past.

Not surprisingly, | will not be the first or the only person vewmsto apply

Braudel 6s philosophy of history in archat
archaeologists haapplied at least one temporal leelf Br audel 6 s par ad
their own research field and era (Knapp, 1992b; Bintliff, 1991; Barker, 1991; Vallat,

1991; Jones, 1991; Ames, 1991; Foxhall, 2000; Bintliff, 2004; 2010). One cannot

deny the factthatalltheeeas e st udi es by applying Braud
to archaeology as a human science and encouraged many other archaeologists or

students, like me.

Among the successful case studies, Graeme Barker (1991), after working for many

years intheMolise and Biferno River valley (in Italy), interprets the settlement

nature of this regiofor three main settlement eras (prehistoric, classical, and

medi eval settlements) according to Braud:
the region lacks datad 4500 BC); thuspreventing® v~ n e fnoen eing

determined precisely, it is evident that the environnjehto n g u)éad & decisive

role in prehistoric settlementShese prehistoric communities used the lower valley

for agriculture andthe middle andipper valleys for hunting and pastoral purposes

Change occurred in thé@millennium BC when the lower valley suffered from the

water course and upper valley from a stony soil, because of which these areas were
abandoned. In the first half of th& tillennium BC, however, the settlement
expanded to the | imit of the upper vall e

associated with the population pressure (Barker, 1994645

3 For instance Lin Foxhall (200@pplies ony® v ~ n e amd Kenreth Ames (1991),ongue dur ®e
10



In the Classical period, there is much more evidence to be fit into 8daual s
paradigm ofd v n e,mEmas the destruction of Roman towns after the Social
War. Furthermore, the increase and expansion of the population froffi tinéhe

2" centuries BC and the eventual migration of Samnite groups throutigout
Apennines ad Campania are the main objective donjoncture Another

conjonctures the investment of the Roman aristocracy for its own wealth and
eventually the establishment of villa property on the land acquired by the empire
(Barker, 1991: 5b1). He exemplifieme n t with thé Samnite elites who became
more familiar with new lifestyles and new symbols of power after the imposition of
Romanization (Barker, 1991: 51).

In another case study, Knapp (1992c) applieddiealesapproacto the southern
Levant betveenca. 17001200 BC, when the social complexity increased and
eventually collapsed, in order to establish continuity and change in theaspaot

of the region. He also &dto establish the connection between shemn events and
longterm structurea n d t h e A mo nealtnral shangeiri both lmlat of o
archaeological and written documents. While the episodic documentary evidence of
north Jordan and Jezreel Valleys constitutes the historical documentation,
archaeological patterns recovered esgcfrom Pella in north Jordan are another
source of data. As a result, while the spread of urbanization in the Middle Bronze
Age accelerated both political and economic intensification, the imperialist policy of
Egypt in the Late Bronze Age, as an em#&difactor, accelerated destabilization and
eventual collapse of the existing system in the region. The combination of regional
(Amacroscopico) and | ocal ( A mi ictaragt®c opi ¢ 0
( dialecti® petween events and structures in the movement of history (Knapp,
1992c¢).

2.2. Discussion

All'in all, it is reasonable to argue that amongst the archaeological case studies,

which applied Braudel 6s philosophy of hi
could be presented in order to have both a better understanding of the contribution of
Annalesandtheappl i cabi |l ity of Braudel 6s paradig
this thesis, | will try to follow the models of Barker (1992) and Knapp (1992c) to

understand the Late Chalcolittperiod innorth Mesopotamia.
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CHAPTER 3

THE LC 1 AND 2 PERIODS IN NORTHEAST MESOPOTAMIA

This chapter focuses on the excavated and surveyed material culture chstertne
communities during the LC 1, LC 2 and partially LC 3 in order to understand social,
economic, and political continuity and change through time. It initially starts with a

brief overview of the preceding Ubaid phenomerfrthe end of the chapter,

culturd continuity and change through time will be discussed within the scope of the
AnnalesparadigmBefore moving to the subject matter of this chapter, an

explanation of terminology about lat® 54" millennium BC SyreAnatolia is

necessary to prevent dosions. In recent terminology, groups livimgSyro

Anatoliaduring these periods are denominated under various nomenclatures. One of

the commonly known terms is the ALocal L
which refers to the indigenous communitésSyro-Anatolia in the LC 1, LC 2, and

LC 3 periods. The same -(oenrti aocdtso apreer iad ds ob y
scholars (Lupton, 199®othman, 2001380; Erarslan & Kolay, 2005: 82; 2009:

193). It should, however, be emphasized that such alspige term may lead to

di stortions i n defRothinan,00LbB68). Otherwisejteent r e a |
termChbPtact o may be i mplying that there

south Mesopotamia during the early Late Chalcolithic.

3.1.The Ubaid Phenomenon

In the long span of Mesopotamian history, the Ubaid period is generally considered
to be the period when the earliest complex society in Mesopotamia began to appear
gradually (Stein, 1994 36; 1996: 27). This period, which represents alsemamat
culture, emerged in southern Mesopotamia argbachid-6" millennium BC and
continued untithe4™ millennium BC (Stein, 1994: 36). In time, the cultural

characteristics of the Ubaid phenomenon, particularly the tripartite house form with

12



a fATpedma architectur al pl an, ceramic tech
clay nails or mullers, cone head clay figurines, and clay sickles spread gradually

over especially north Mesopotamia up to the Upper Euphrates and Upper Tigris

basins as well as eagtehnatolia (Stein, 1994: 37). It is worth mentioning

neverthelesghat this does not mean that there was a cultural uniformity or

homogeneity among all the regions given above. Nor was it necessarily the desire of
Ubaid groups to exercise dominationogen ®Jio ai d gr oups 6. Rat her
circulation of the Ubaid type material assemblage can be understood as a result of
long-distance interaction among the local polities of both spheres (Frangipane,

2002: 170Rothman, 20010318; Stein, 2012: 12829).

Thedensity of the Ubaid interaction with the northern communities depended on
time and space. In other words, while some areas of north Mesopotamia were
located directly on the interaction network with the Ubaid culture, some were
outside of this network. Tgive an instance, archaeological indications of the Ubaid
phenomenon, particularly pottery production and architectural similarities recovered
in eastern and central parts of north Mesopotamia (from the Tigris valley to the
Khabur basin) are much more e than in thevestof the Balikh and the

Euphrates regions (Frangipane, 2012a: 42). This thus demonstrates that the Ubaid
culture had a different degree of impact on the local communities in different zones
(Stein, 2010a: 24; Frangipane, 2012a: 43). Although one cannot denytthetfac
spread of Ubaid material culture and its cultural impact on the north Mesopotamian
sites, recent studies have shown that the Ubaid interaction declinecea#t800

BC (Stein, 2012: 132). Therefore, the phase atied500 BC in chronological
terminology is known as the terminal Ubaid, whislat the same time

contemporary with the LC & 45004200 BC) Rothman, 2001&-9).

3.2.Transition from Late Ubaid to the L ate Chalcolithic Period

The LC 1 and LC 2 periods provide the earliest ewsddnr a gradual urbanization
process in northern Mesopotamia, especially in the upper Khabur and Mosul areas
(Stein, 2012139). For instance, Tell aHawa located ithe northJazeerarea was
roughly 50 hectares during the LE3Iperiods (Balkt al.1989:32). Recent

excavation projects conducted in the Khabur basin have shown that sites like Tell

Brak were already quite substantial in size, even beforBlihe expansion,

13



growing in urban size from 55 ha during the LC2 to 130 ha in the LC 3 periods
(Oateset al.2007; Uret al.2007). A similar settlement pattern and spatially

extensive siteda. 300 ha) is also documented at Hamoukar that is identified as a

Apr-otlbano site between vi2ipdriedg(@l Qanteet ci t y ¢

al. 2011 153).

Following the Ubaid period, the LC 1 period is also a poorly known period in north
Mesopotamia compared with the succeeding LC 2 and LC 3 periods (Frangipane,
2012a: 47; Stein, 2012: 132). The LC 1 period is broadly characterized as a period
of ecanomic diversity and elite development (Stein, 2012: 132) that had its roots in
the preceding Ubaid period. Despite significant degrees of variabilities in north
Mesopotamia during the final stages of the Ubaid period, there are, however,
several changesdhappear to be attested everywhere (Frangipane, 2012a: 43,;
Stein, 2012: 132). One of the most apparent changes is the common use of slow
wheel ortournette which accelerated the development of the mass production of

standardized pottery (Frangipane, 28123)

Another shift away from mass production is from the gradual abandonment of
elaborate fine and Ubaid derived painted pottetye manufacturef unelaborated
handmade, mineral tempered bowls such as moulded#aéd bowls and round

bottomed flnt-scraped bowlshesec al | ed ACoba bowl sdo (Fr ang

2012a:4344; Stein, 2012: 132). They were

ir

G°z¢) and are typol ogi cal tbgsedcsimpleine: i nc o mj

(Schwartz, 2001: 23@837) Moreover, it is suggested that the simplification of

some certain elements$ pottery production such as decoration and manufacture is
related to a change in Asoci al use of
preceding Ubaid period was a medifior expressing group identity especially in
social events, in time, it lost its function which implies that communal practices

became less important (Frangipane, 2012a: 44).

Having been recovered in large quantities at a number of sites in north
Mesopotania, Coba bowls and related types are often identified as serial and mass
produced bowls; thus, denoting important cultural changes at the end of the Ubaid

period (Baldi, 2012a: 394). Nevertheless, we should bear in mind that the term

14
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A C o lW@esnotreflect that the production was in the responsibilityaaiingle
manufacture center in which only one form of bowl from the same component was
produced and circulated across the entire north Mesopotamia. Rather, it represents
regional diversities across thertieern Mesopotamian sites, as attestedound

based, flabased, chaffemperedandgrit-temperedcexamples with a scraped
bottom(Figure?2) (BalossiRestelli, 2012a: 240).

3.3.LC 1-2 periodsin northeast Mesopotamia
3.3.1.Iraqgi Jazeera

The first area to be mentioned is eastlExneer@&ncompassing roughly modern
Mosul, Erbil, and Kirkuk, in northern Iradrigure 3. The number of sites occupied

in the LC 1 period is fairly scarce in this region, particularly dispersed around
agriculturallands, although several settlements such as Tepe Gawra and Shelgiya
are in the foreground in each area. The general characteristic feature of the sites
dating to this period is their small siZédthman, 20010378). The ceramic
assemblage shows that thereasing number of plain Chaff Faced WgE&W
hereafterwas prevalent in these regions. In contrast with the Ubaid period, there is
a gradual abandonment of decorated ware apart from Sprig Ware bowls and jars.
The other diagnostic types includestlapé vessels and footed bowRdthman,

2001b 371-373; Lupton, 1996: 17)

Tepe Gawralocated on the east of the Tigris River is one of the-lvedérstood

sites during the LC-B periods in easterdazeergFigure 3)(Rothman &

Blackman, 2003: 5). The site is defined as a small center not more than 1.5 ha
during the LC 13 periods (Rothman, 2002; Rothman & Blackman, 2003: 5). At
Tepe Gawra, Level XII provides significant amaaot data for socieeconomic life

in theLC 1 period. At the site were multifunction buildings which combined
different spaces for daily practicesaft production; the domestic architecture for
the extended families (tripartite planned); ritual areas and a series of storerooms.
There are alsorehaeological indications of fdlung material exchange such as
obsidian probably from the Van region, lapis lazuli from Badakshan, gold objects
from the Taurus, marble, granite, chlorite, and copper (Rothman, 2002: 81;

Rothman & Blackman, 2003: 6). Theramic repertoire includes roughly decorated
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Sprig Ware jars and bowls, Wide Flower pots with extended basgsgped
vesselswhich were used for burials, and footed bowls (Tobler, 1950: 148;
Rothman, 2001b371-73; Rothman & Blackman, 2003: 6).

In the broader frame, the ceramic assemblage also demonstrates thatfhinegfar

exchange was not only restricted to exotic or precious materials given above but

also some pottery types. Especially Sprig Ware seems to be used as a material of
exchange, as Sprig &ewasrecovered alsérom Shelgiyya, identified as the

manufacturing center for painted wares (Rothman & Blackman, 2003: 14), west of

the Tigris and at Tell aHawalocatedin north JazeeréRothman, 2001:0b379-380),

as well as at Hamoukar Syrian Jazera(Ur, 2002a: 18). Similarlyin the further

north areaf the Tigris River valleythe Cizre plain located east of the Tigris River,
produced Sprig Ware rims at two sites, Gire Tahti and Revini South within the

survey project (Algazet al.2012: 9293). There are also examplesTag, r be H° vy ¢ k,
2 km north of the confluence of the Bohtarera nd at Ba20kmrwedti® y ¢ k

of modern SiiM(H. Sajl amti mur, personal clommmuni ca
comparison with the northern vallego Sprig Ware shds were recovered during

the survey conducted around Helawa in the Erbil glaigure 3)(Peyronel and

Vacca, 2015: 111).

According to Lupton (1996: 17), 10% of the ceramic repertoire of Tepe Gawra level

XII consisted of Sprig Ware, which was also recedeirom a handful of sites in

the NorthJazeerdroject (NJP) (Wilkinson & Tucker, 1995). Thus, Lupton
interprets Sprig Ware fias a ,howaverdhat i t e mo
Sprig Ware would not have been a status mark; rather it couddhzaiva special

function to explain its rarity. Furthermore, the other precious materials such as gold

and lapis lazuli recovered from level Xl at Tepe Gawra show that such imported
materials were not as common as the pottery; therefore, the presendy exatic

and precious materials reduces the possil

In the subsequent LC 2 period, the number of sites and the quality of evidence
increased especially along the Khazir Su and the Tigris River. New sites like
Mushaifa and Nineveh came into existentieshould be noted that there is some

speculation about Nineveh. In fact, the characteristic pottery of the LC 2 period was
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not recorded at Nineveh, perhaps because
in small aad deep soundings (Rothman, 260380-381). Rothman (2009: 23),
nevertheless, concludes that Nineveh was not occupied in the transition period from

the terminal Ubaid to the LC 1 and even early LC 2 periods.

Tepe Gawrain the early LC 2 period (Level XI A/B) seems to retain similar
architectural features except for a spectacular buiJdnegsec al | ed #fAr ound h¢
(Rothman & Peasnall, 1999: 109). Its function has been a subject of considerable
debate €.g.temple andsilo: see alsdRothman & Blackman, 2003:9): the spatial
distribution and the materials recovered in the building including domestic artifacts,
mace head, gaming pieces, and serving vegsaighe impressiothat it had either

a military function (Rotman & Blackman, 2003: 8) or a living quarter for people
who had higher status associated \thitbir activities (Rothman, 2002: 92). The

other private houses are smaller, mostly comprising one erdeam buildings. The
material assemblage indicates thawas the case for the preceding period,

residents continued famporto or fiobtaird highland resources. In addition, in this
level, there is the physical evidence of ctataking, woodworking, and ceramic

firing facilities (Rothman & Blackman, 2003: 9). @lpottery repertoire of Tepe

Gawra in the LC 2 period consists of stamped and applique wares, early Wide
Flower, carinated tumblerdouble or channel rim bowls, double spouted jars, gray,
lightly burnished vessels, helaouth jars, and bowls with canngoosits Rothman,
2001b 37273).

Another site that has LC 2 period contenalinj Agha (levels FV) covering some

3.3 ha and located 1.5 km south of the citadel of EAmgjure 3) The remains of

level larethin walls, floors, ovens, and kilrtisat arepoorly preserved. In level I,

however, several domestic structures along with a pottery workshop and several

infant jar burials have been excavated (Peyronel & Vacca, 201%/)9®\ large
tripartite structure that isdripartteplanmed t he
and offering tables in the central room, as well as female figurines found in the

adjoining room, was excavated in level Il (Lupton, 1996: 33; Peyronel and Vacca,

2015: 98). This type of architectural plan has parallels at GawrXXdhd Telul

eth- Thalathat Il (Peyronel & Vacca, 2015: 98). Painted decorations in the central
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room may also suggest that the building fulfilled a special function, which according
to Lupton (1996: 33) cannot becea 6templ e

Similarly, in the following phase, two tripartite buildings had presumably the same
function. Of these two buildings, one has-ahped central room, suggesting that

such tripartite planned structures have their root in the preceding Ubaid period

(Peyonel & Vacca, 2015: 98) The pottery assemblage consists-sfipgetd and

gray wares, and other level Il materials are clay animal figurines and clay objects: the
socall ed fneye idolso and doubl e horned ob
the irfant jar burials, which contained a variety of precious and exotic materials such

as gold beads and an obsidian spatula decorated with gold (Lupton, 1996: 32).

Located south of Jebel Sinj@rai Reshis another site from which LC 2 period
archaeological mterials were recovered in levels IV, 1, and ([Bgure 3)

According to'“C samples, Level IV is the earliest phase datincpt@2504150 BC,
followed by subsequent Level Il (418M50) and Level IIB (4053850) (Kepinski,
2011: 51). Although no consistent structural elements were identified, the ceramic
remains of levels IV mainly consist of Red Burnished Ware, Reserved Slig Adr

Brown Slipped Ware sherds.

In level 1IB, luckily, several tripartite buildings, silos for storage, and ovens for
cooking were excavated. One of these tripartite buildings has an oblong adjoining
room which was used as a bead workshop, where hunofrédads of calcite, bone,
shell, flint, and obsidian were found. Moreover, a seal made of black stone and an
amulet in the form odhuman head in profile came from the same room. It is
suggested that having both tripartite plan structure together \eithvalkshop room
bears similarities with the building found in level IX at Tepe Gawra (Kepinski, 2011:
56).

In another area of level 11B, numerous ovens both inside and outside of several
buildings were also found.hose buildings contained flint and obsiditools, such

as mortars, grinding stones, hammers, and spindle whorls. Away from the tripartite
buildings, the abundance of ovens and silos along with many tools may indicate that

this quarter of the settlement had an entirely domestic function (Keptski: 58).
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None of the Sprig Ware and Incisedpressed Pottery have been recorded.
However, theCFW Coba bowlsareattested in levels 1IB and Ill. In addition, angle
neck jars, and holemouth pots were found in level 1IB (Kepinski, 2011:58). The
oveall evidence from Grai Resh suggests that the site was a local center in which
long distance contacts and exchanges took place during the period bein4200
and 3850 BC (Kepinski, 2011: 70).

The second area of study is the ndrdlzeerglain that stetches between the modern
eastern border of Syria and the east bank of the Tigris River on theagtstxis
(Figurel). The plain is almost devoid of both natural and mineral sources. None of
the desirable raw materials such as copper, bitumen, ksdgltlint, and limestone
are available in this region (Wilkinson & Tucker, 1995: 6). A total of 66 sieging
from 0.3 to5.8 ha in sizehave yielded pottery sherds dating to L@ and 3 periods.
Amongst the surveyed sites, Telldwa was the dominant site in the plain covering
an estimated 50 hectar@sgure 3)(Ball et al.1989:32). Based on the pottery sherds
surveyed in the plainjtes situated particularly at the center of the plain continued
into the subsequent LC 4 and 5 periods (Wilkinson & Tucker, 19951325

Lupton, 1996: 26).

Even thoughTell al-Hawa is suggested to bea. 50 ha, the total area excavated for
the LC X2 perods is only a small sounding (trench LP) (Batllal.1989: 31). It

should be stressetherefore that the exceptional 50 ha scale of TelHalwa may be
misleading and the LC-2 phases may not have extended over the entireasite
thereareno complet architectural remains identifiedhe pottery assemblage
recovered from the soundimgpredominantly plant tempered for the earlier periods
including shallow bowls and stesjded deep bowls (Badit al.1989: 39). For the
earlier 4" millennium BG holemouthed jars have parallels with Tepe Gawra levels
XI-IX and Grai Resh levels-IV in the Sinjar area (Bakt al.1989: 40; Lupton,

1996: 17). Apart from the pottery assemblage, a burnt clay sealing with a stamp seal
impression (Balkt al.1989: 39, has parallels with Tepe Gawra, Qalinj Agha and
Norkuntepe seals (Lupton, 1996: 28) .

In the further northeast dazeerawhere LC pottery assemblagascollected the

area located north of Ninevélas been recently surveyed within the scope of the
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fiLand of Nineveh Project ( G a \etalg2@16)nThe C pottery repertoire ahe
surveyed area is characterizedjorly by handmade,undecorated inwardly beveled
rim bowlsthat were also recorded Hamoukar, Tepe Gawra, Nineveh, Tell Brak
and Hacinebi PhasA. These bowl®ccasionally haveed and brown painted
decorations that also shawvidespread distributioinom the easfiazeeras far as
the Keban areauggesting éong-distance contact (Gavagnigt,al.2016: 128).

3.3.2.The upper Tigris Basin

Theupper Tigris Valley located in the southeast of Turkey covers an extensive area

and is geographically surrounded by mount@ingurel). This geographical

isolation gives rise to several distinctive ecological niches in the valley (Brancato,

2017: 17)* Having rich and fertile lands for agriculture, the valley has the three

major tributaries of the Tigris River: the Bohtan Su, Garzan Su, and Batman Su.

Theseby themselves not only increase agricultural productivity in the valley but also

are the main arefar settlements. Ancient settlements, just like the modern

occupations, were mostly situated near river or stream beds (Brancato, 2017: 19).

This demonstrates that rivers were the main source of water as well as the

communication network. Located closelbe Taurus range, people living in the

valley not only had easy access to the essential raw materials, such as wood, and
stone, but also had access to the miner al
ErganiMaden (30 km nor t h orkafddcopparmprocarkngent) wa s
as early as the LC period (Gale, 4991; Y.
56; Amzallag, 2009; 499, Table 1).

Our archaeological knowledge of the upper Tigris valley is very little and recent
compared with other regions obmh Mesopotamia (Bernbeek al.2004; Bernbeck

& Costello, 2011; Parker & Foster, 2009). The archaeological investigations in the
valley have been done intensively in the last three decades within the scope of survey
projects and salvage excavations. Throughout numerous survey pcajeed out

in the valley, at least 700 archaeological sites have been documBraada(o,
2017;Algaze, 1989; Algazet al.1991; Ay, 2001; Peasnall, 2004; Peasnall &

4The upper Tigris Vallepn the north (southern Taurus) and northeast is surrounded by upland areas,

and to the south by the Mardin mountains. Moreove
upper Tigris Valley (modern Diyar bCods&ueptly,f r om t he
such physical barriers create several ecological
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Al gaze, 2010; etk2009;Algaz®@thl2012; ¥ahesist al.2008;

Ur & Hammer, 2009; Erink z doj an & Saréal tun, 2011) . I
that despite a significant number of the sites (61 sites), in which there is the LC

period content (Brancato, 2017: 55), only some of them could be excavated because

of time congtaints.

Of the excavated site¥ e n i c eis a¥raall gttlement covering some 1.2 ha and

| ocated along the eastern bank of the Se!
Bi smi |l , i (FiguRi3)yBasedoa theesecond surface collection, the site has
tentatively been dated to the LC period (Bernbetickl.2004: 117). In contrast with

many LC sitesespecially those located in the Euphrates valley and investigated
magnificently because of the Uruk phenomenonMleen i ce Yanéaere xcavat
significantin relatingits local marginal featurds the LC in this regionand to

assess whether it experienced lorgisale impactéBernbecket al.2004: 117;

Bernbeck & Costello, 2011: 654).

The LC period sequences (LC 1, 2, anav8)efollowed in two areas small step
trencheknown as Unit Alower slope of the mound and UnitaB theupper slope

of the mound (Bernbeaht al.2004). On the basis dferelative chronology of

ceramic materials, a proposed dating for therb@yes betweera. 43003700 BC

(Bernbecket al.2004: 120). According to site chronologgeY e ni c e AYWané 5 (
50) phase corresponds to LC 1 and can be identified in phasdéis(Whit A) and

phases VHVI (Unit B).

It is suggested that phase VI with high artefact densitycoagistof a household

debris. A carbon sample taken in this area dated this phase t#380@C

(Bernbeck & Costello, 2011: 657). On the other hand, phase V is represemted by

possible food preparation area, as theresaveral thick pebble surfaces, a large

basalt grinding stone and a smashed cooking vessel (BerabaicR004: 118)In

addition to stone and obsidian tools (Bernbeck & Costello, 2011: 664, table 4),

several conical loom weights, some of which were decorated elaborately, indicate
thattextt producti on took place at “"Yenice VYar

millennium BC (Bernbeck & Costello, 2011: 66The pottery repertoiref phase V
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is mainly hanemade orslow wheelmade includindoth diagnostic Ubaid painted
sherds and Coba bowls (Bernbetkal.2004; 118; Bernbeck & Costello, 2011: 658).

The LC 2 period (YY 4) is identified in Unit B (phasedW) and does not have an
equivalent in unit A (Bernbeck & Costello, 2011: 69A)phase B V, he decreasg
quantityof painted sherds and Coba bowaixl the increase ilmmmerhead bowls,
casseroles, and Coarse Brittle waseggests date between the late LORearly

LC 3 period (Bernbeckt al.2004: 119120; Bernbeck & Costello, 201659).
Therefore, e subsequent phase, With examples of Coarse Brittle ware assaaiiat
with LC 3 hammerhead bowls and casseralaes, beclearlydated to the LC 3 period
(Bernbecket al.2004: 118).

At Salat Tepe anothersité¢ ocat ed on the northern bank
sequencewere identifiedn step trenches situated in the southern slope of the
mound(Figure3)( ¥k se, Z®@B®B5: fT7185 7 ;6 8&4k;se¥ks2e008: 6
Go°rm¢gk, 2006: 186; ¥H65eThaALC@iodmse k, 2013a:
characterized by harttade and chaffempered like CFW, Chaffaced Simple

Ware, Chaff/ Straw Tempered Ware together
2006: 186). LC period stratigraphic sequences of the site relevant to this discussion

are IB (ca 52064100 BC), early ICda. 42003600 BC) (LC 23), and late ICda.

36003300 BC) (LC 4) (¥kse & Go-iBgk¥k28613b:
2017: 43, fig. ).

Period IB consists of multiple levels of the characteristic tripartite mudbrick

structures thaaremostlyconsideredth& b ai d h al letrald201k: 118¥ k s e

¥Kk ®ewal2 015 : 22; ¥kse, 2017: 43) . I n addi ti
unitsthat must have been used as pottery workshopket .2 0 1 2 : 180; ¥ks
G°r m¢ K, 2013b: 93; ¥k sresemblh@ésppotarBign ¥ k s e,
contemporarie§ ¥k se, 2012: 8).

The pottery assemblage recovered from these levels is mainlytg@tapéred and

comprises coarse gikmpered funnehecked jarsghaff-tempered flint scraped

vessels (Coba), inwardly rimmed sherds that have equivalents at Hammam et

Turkman VIVB and Tepe GawraXX A, and painted vessels (
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The structures together with this ceramic assemblage suggest that thisperie
datedca. 52004 4 00 BCetdl2062s1301 81; ¥ ks e, 2015b: 18;
43-44).

The lower level of the same area is represented by-f@amiered and inwardly

rimmed sherds, bodies with thickened rim bowls, and ovoid pots. In addition to

pottery, small finds included baked clay beads, a stone axe, a grinding stone,

obsidian and chipped stone bladesla baked «c | ayethlRO3vpi pe ( ¥
369-370), a very spectacular copper artefadt ket a.2014: 118)and a limestone

st amp kseetall2016: 22)A proposed date for the copper finding is the first

half of the %' millennium BC (T. Koizumi, personal communication, Ma&h

2018)

In another area of the excavation, there was much evidence for continuous

renovation of buildingandicated by mudbrick walls built on top of each other

multiple times, and rectangular plastered pits. The pottery recovered from this area is
mainly funnelshaped jars, a few Coba bowls, and combed ware sherds, suggesting a
date betweena. 44004100BC¥ k s e, 20 15 b : claimig thoughthati s wor
the pottery type of this period seems to evolve through tirhde similar

architectural layouts with multiple renovations appear to reth@same. This may
demonstrate that the community of Salat Tepe remained in these traditional contexts

over many generations(¥ k se, per sonal commun. cati on,

Period IC ¢a. 40063500) (LC 23) consiss of multiple renovated phases, and walls

without stone foundation indicate similar construction techniguebis phase,

several quadrangular storage unitsrea s soci at ed with the buil
44). There is al so alpptteny kilefouddsintvedowde s hop wi
level. This kiln has parallels at Tell Kosak Shamali (Réisaid period) anét
Dejirmentepe (Late Ubai d pdathislevd fonsfsté k s e,

of chafftempered monochrome and painted vessels datih@ -3 periods and

Coba bowls (¥kshe &3 G°¥kge, 2013b: 18) . (I
are 3 LC layers in which several mudbrick storage units were excavated. While the

i nitial | ayer6s storage pl an elipgcalplamct angul
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(¥kse & G°rm¢gk, 2013a: 164). Small findi
Canaanite blades amgdog r i ndi ng stal@0ls 82).( ¥k s e

Locatedwi t hi n t he b ovilagelin Siiit Ba Kk o f °Esfajogdr site

where LC 23 materialswere excavated in the southern and southeastern areas of the
mound(Figure3)( Saj | amt i mur &-58( &he &ita sityated?jstlob the 5 7
west bank of t he B a kthbeBitlisS/alleyeaadiws mtdthec h  r u n
Bohtan River, has fertile and wallatered agricultural lands in the immediate
vicinity (Sajl amti muetalfortBcOning): 121; Sajl ami

Although a few Coba bowls, characteristic of the LC 1 period, decamentedno
informativearbi t ect ur al remains were foblB)d (Saj
thereforejt is thought that the site was-cecupiedonly inthe final stages of the LC

1 peri od (etabfgrthcanmrtg)ilmthe southeast area of the mouma

layers of the earliest LC 2 levelsth square or rectangular plawere identifieda

rectangular structure with a small storeholafiewed bya rectangular building with

a storage vessel -13ajl 8atli aamtrii m2O1&: 04128,
Sa ] | a met al.fodhcoming).

The diagnostic pottery assemblage of the
tempered and hartadeandshowscontinuity into the LC 3 period. Some of the

di stinguishing forms of t hleatwer€als@ pottery
identified at Norkuntepe, Korucatswelpe, Te,|
asholemouth jars and spherichbdy jars( Saj | amt i mur & Kal kan,
addition to plantempered wares few sand, lime and grit tempered samaes

atiributed to thaJbaid tradition. Thelosesimilarity of type, shape, and decoration

at Tepe Gawra XIX, Hamoukar Phase-B, Tell Feres levels-8, Hammam et

Turkman VA, Tell Brak and Tell Leilanorroborateshe cultural interactioramong
theregiongSg | amt i mur & Ozan, 2013: 516; Sajl al

Saj | a netal.forthcoming).

5Situated on a tributary of the Tigris River, Bak
archaeological knowledge of the Local L& al col i t hi ¢ and AUruk influenc
Tigris River, wunlike sites | ocated along the Eupt
Habuba Kabira, Jebel Aruda, and Shei kh Hassan ( S

Kalkan, 205: 57-58)
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In the following LC 3 period, the building plans and construction technique were
partially changedin this layer, in addition to several infant jar burials unéeth the

floor, several rectangular planned and muttomed spaces with thinner walls were
uncovered (Sajl-B2n?; meaj | 2@t1i2murl 28 Oz an,
Saj | a netal.forthaoming).The potteryof the LC 3 period is mostly plant
temperedand consigof various types including pots, bowls, fhetraped ware,

shallow bowls, casseroles, hammer head bowls and fleéfea ] | aehal.i mu r
forthcoming). Especially casseroles together with hammer head bowls and plates are
the most common pottefgrms of the LC 3 period across north Mesopotamia
(Frangipane, 2012a: 44; Lupton, 1996; Stein, 2012: 140).

34. Discussion

The settlement distribution of sités this periodis mainly concentratedear rivers
and streams, suggesting that water coursgemot the only place for arable and
fertile lands or grazing but alsbe major routes for possible contact and exchange
whichincreasednaterial exchange among the sit€kis explainsvhy sites

especially those located in Iragi Jazdeame variousiortlocal materialsuch as

gold objectsobsidianand marblen addition to indigenous ubiquitous pottery forms
such as Sprig WarandWide Flower PotsConsequently, while o n g u ecancbe r ® e
best exemplified by the wide distribution of prominent matervia water courses,
the increase in the number of settlements located in Iragi Jazeera suggests a
population increase as a long tezonjoncture The comparable examples of clay
sealings and seal impressions at Tepe Gawra, Felhat, Qalinj AghaTell Brak,
Hacémaaebi Nor Kkunt epementgameth@se stealthbughr e d
these tools must have had functionally different use attached on them in any
individual site.lt seems that,othe other handgeseral aspects attributed to the
Ubaidculture, such as pottery and architectural plan continued to beased
varying extenin the LC periodogether with thendigenousmaterials especiallyin
Iragi Jazeeralhe adoption othetripartite plan ofUbaidtypeseems to beervel as
living space at Tepe Gawra, Grai Resh, and Qalinj Adhake the Iragi Jazeera,

the Upper Tigris basin shows a more elementary style in architecture, mostly
rectangular or quadrangular plans aeshainednostlyunchangedocio

economicallyin the LC %2.
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CHAPTER 4

THE LC 1 AND 2 PERIODS IN NORTHWEST MESOPOTAMIA

The focus of this chapter is the L&1and partial LC 3 periods morthwest
Mesopotamia including the Khabur, Balikh basins, Middle and Upper Euphrates
River basi ns ¢igue JAThe n&in souree ofRiatawillie
excavateaites,but survey projects will also be presentatithe very end, the
investigated sites and region will bealuatedn the discussion secti@ccording to

Annalesparadigm

As was the case imortheasiMesopotamiathe pottery style of the transition phase
from the terminal Ubaid to LC 1 period in the area east of the Euphrates River,
Balikh and the Khabur Basin represents a similar gradual decrease in painted and
decorated pottery productiobloreover,different from the previous tradition, this
repertoire consists of undecorated, hamatle, mineral tempered, flint scraped bowls
(Schwartz, 2001: 236; Stein, 2012: 132). Apart from undecorated patanall
quantity of painted types includes blagkred ware and Sprig Ware, whi¢tave
parallelsin northeast Mesopotamian si{&chwartz, 2001: 236).

4.1 LC 1 and 2 Periods in Northwest Mesopotamia

4.1.1.The Khabur Basin

Khirbat al -Fakhar, located in th&yrian Jazeeta al so known as t he i
Ext ensi on 0,poovVidestsagmficantleddence for the LC perigagure 3)
(Ur, 2002a;2002b)T he site recent | yurwaasn Hoater thneerdd a s
than as an urbanized site-@iintaret al.2011).Thecharacteristic ceramic type of

6 That is a settlement between village and city@ahtar et al. 2011: 153).
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theLC 1 known as Sprig Ware and deegshhped jarsvere documentedlong with
various grit tempered forms such as double rimmed jars and stamped fine ware
beakers of th&C 2 period (Ur, 2002a: 118; 2002b: 62).

A huge quantity oboth unused and finishebsidian toolsverefoundscattered not

only over the surface of the mound (Ur, 2002b: B&)significant quantities were

also recovered over the course of excavations in different contextgadtount for

97 % of the total lithic assemblagEven thouy contemporary sites like Tell-al

Hawa, Tell Kosak Shamali, Tel!/l Raffaan,
obsidian none of them haass muchas concentrated on KhirbetBhkhar This

makes Khirbat aFakhar a major center for obsidian productiod &rade (Khalidet

al. 2009: 890; aQuntaret al.2011: 162)The archaeometry analyses taken from the

obsidian assemblage indicated that the obsidian was imported from deposits near

Lake Van, though the precise deposit is not yet identified (Khetlali 2009: 890).

Excavations conducted at a total of nine soundings in different areas of the mound
produced several LC domestic structutespecially in the ZD areanaxtended

family house wittmultiple rooms, each of whictwas used for different purpoges
andanassociated obsidian workshaereunearthedal-Quntar et al, 2011: 154).
Several smalfinds raise the possibility of textile production at the ¢&kQuntaret

al. 2011: 156) Among the ceramic assemblage,-fiasednassproduced bowls
constitute the most common type. Other tyipetude annwardly beveled rima
globular bowl with inturned rim, carinated fine ware bowls, hol®uth pots, U

shaped pots, and flaring rim jars-Quntaret al.2011: 157161).

Another sitdocated in the Upper Khabur basin of neetstern Syrigs Tell Brak,

whichhas recentlpeen declarett o be an Aindi genous cityo
before the Uruk culture reached north Mesopotdfiigure 3)(Oateset al.2007; Ur

etal. 2007: 1188; Uet al.2011: 1). Its situation at the southern edge of the Upper

Khabur basin provides, on the one hand, arable lands for agriculture and grazing
(Oateset al.2007: 586). On the other hand, the low amount of rainfall, not exceeding
250mm of precipitation around the site, increases the risk for agriculture in this

region, which may have affected agricultural productivity negatively in prehistoric

" For instance, the courtyard of this building was a working area for obsidian knapping.
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times. However, its location just south of eastern Anatolia, where timber, metal and
stone surces are amply available increases its strategic importance (McMahon,
2013: 67).

The mound offell Brak itself covers a very extensive arez@f40 ha. In addition,

the areaarounli s surrounded by smaller mounds t
t o w(@ateset al.2007: 586587). Together with the outer town, Tell Brak covers
an area of 300 hectares (Oatesl.2007: 587). On the basis of archaeological
excavations in discrete areas of the mound as well as the suburban sursesl (Ur
2011), it issuggested that the settlement at Tell Brak begins to expand as ghdy as
LC 2 period (Uret al.2011: 4) and reached urban siea,130 ha, in the LC 3 period
(McMahonet al.2007: 70). The widespread distribution 8¥rillennium pottery
sherds in six parts of the outer town niean indicatiorfor the actual expansion of
the site. The distance between these areas aménlm@l mound varies fro200-500
meterg(Ur et al.2007: 1188).

Late Ubaid and LC1 materials warexovered from the deep soundings in Area CH

(Ur et al.2011: 4). Excavations conducted in other areas, primarily in areas TW and
HS6, madet possible to unearth remains of the LC 2 period (Oeites 2007: 587).

It is assumed that if the occupatiorist&d continuously between these areas, then

the settled area dispersed throughout the central mound during the LC 2 period. This
assumption implies that the totadcupiedarea occupiedould be55 hectares in the

late 5th and early 4th millennia BC (éral. 2007: 1188; Uet al.2011: 56). This

also suggests that Tell Brakd itsother settlements in the outer tostnetched over

a wide occupational aremuring the LC 2 period (Ur et al, 2007: 1188).

At Tel |l Br ak, Athe Late Chalcolithic <co
northern entrance of the city together with CH, HS, and the Eye Temple @ailes

2007: 587; McMahoret al. 2007: 145 and 148). A monumental building, the so

call edThBashotd Buildingo, with thick wa
20 may be defined as a secular building of the LC 2 period (@atds2007: 588;
McMahonet al.2007: 149) Its large scalseems to be a marker for sogolitical

complexity (McMahon, 2013: 75)Another sich thick and monumental wall is
recorded in Area HS6 (Ut al.2011: 56).
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In Area TW, the western Level 20 building is another structure identified as
locationfor workshops manufacturg various materials, such as ceraspitint and
obsidian, as well as prestige items like shell and obsidian inlays and beadmtbols
processing obtaple goods. Levels 29 chronologically date to LC 2 and early LC
3 (Oateset al.2007: 590; McMahoret al.2007: 149; McMahon, 2013: 75).

One special group of matesatecovered in this areet he M@Ahemi spheric
spindle whorl so, al most al | of whi ch he
addition, several worked stones that wéi@ught to be loom weights were recovered

here also All these textile tools thus suggest that centralized weaving and spinning

were being performed by the end of thd"&nd early # millennia BC (McMahon,

2013: 75). In this case, there are two poteragdumptions for the textile tools in

area TW. On the one hand, the Area TW context suggests that spinning was a
Acoll ective activityo; on the other hand
essential tools for the production activity were procurexinfthe TW workshops

(McMahon, 2013: 76).

It seems consequently that in either case, textile manufacture was an organized event
( Mc Mahon, 2013: 76) . I n this regard, it
have been céimiheolco @il & &I é2013:(76)c Mia kird nof
implication, however, should baewed cautiouslyif one considerghe quantity of

the material recovered from Area TW. Unless there is evidence of material
correlations at both the site and regional scties conclusionis problematic In

other words, a handful of textile tools found in the same context may not be
sufficient to support the hypothesis that the textile production was commercial or

ideological.

The considerablamount of obsidian in various areasssocited with two main

purposesas tools and as elite objects. Obsidian was probably brought from the

Bing®l source due to its quarnNity and dur
Archaeometric analysgmint toMeydandf asanother source, though not preferred

asmuch as Bi regaf2009:(880nh al i di
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Since the remains of imported goods are almost aljgeyt may have been

perishablg, it is difficult to establishnsteadthe flow of goods and exchange

network related to intesite relationships. There are, hewer, numerous stamp
impressed clay sealings, primarily in the containers of the LC 2 and 3 levels, as well
as recovered frorthe Majnund& and T2 sites (McMahon, 2013: 77). While most of

the sealings were stamped once, some of them stamped several iimesenan
indication of "multtlevel system of control of goods"” (McMahon, 2013: 77). On
these sealings weiustratedboth humar{rare) and animal figures, such as lion
animal combats, lion groups, snakasdvultures.Themotifs and stylesf these
sealings have parallets Te pe Gawra, Tell Hamoukar, and
2013: 78).

LC 1 period pottery at Tell Brak was uneartheth@Area CH soundings (Schwartz,
2001: 237) anddated to the final stage of the Ubaid period (Oates, 1987%: T8y
consist of anumber of Coba bowls, some hateuthjars, and red burnished pottery
types. There are also small quantities of Sprig Ware commonly attested in different

regions of north Mesopotamia (Oates, 1987: 194).

In the following LC 2 period, # ceramic repertoire is represented by a great number
oftheAi Wi de FIl ower Poto type, i mpnmowhssed war e
vessels (Oates, 1985: 177), also recorded at Tepe Gawra lgfdtiman &

Blackman, 2003)Grai Resh Il B, and Tell ¢lawa In contrast with the diagnostic

pottery type of Coba bowls, a new tygpmergedopen bowls with crissross

patterns incisedn theirbasegOates, 1985: 177).

The overall picture of architectural differences in areas TW and HS6 and their
artefactual finthgs shows the emergence of a political hierarchyCatell Brak (Ur

et al.2011: 8). From LC 2 to early LC 3 periods, the production seems to evolve
from the household level to workshops, suggesting that from the final stage of LC 2
to early LC 3 periods (levels 2IB), a control mechanism, probably by the occupants

of the larggoublic building, monitored these industries. Since the buildings of the

8 Tell Majnuna is a small LC 3 mound located 500 m north of Tell Brak (McMahah 2007: 156).
9T2 is located east of Tell Brak. Excavations here in 2011 uncovered an area of LC 2 pottery
production(McMahon, 2013: 71).
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earlier levels (21 and 22, eaiyid LC 2) were smaller in size, control was probably
minimal in the previous perio@McMahon, 2013: 77).

In the Khabur basirilell Feres(4 ha) compsing two small mounds is another site
where archaeological remains from the late Ubaid to the LC 5 are recognizable in ten
different levelgFigure 3)(Vallet & Baldi, 2016: 91). The architectural remains are
well-preserved angrovidesignificant insighton thegradualtransformation

between 4500 and 3800 BC. However, a hiatus related presumably to a short period
of abandonment at the site was recognized in LC 2 and early LC 3 (Baldi, 2012b:
130).

At Tell Feresthe transition phase thedeepest level vheretwo different sub

architectural phases A andsBow minor change# large central hallefinedasa

i ¢ o mmu n a Iwasecdnhetctedditea® roomsprobablyfor storage due tm

situ vesselsandsurrounded by a rectangular dit@iwo other roomsperhaps a

private quarterwere locatedh front of them(Baldi, 2012b: 13a.31; Vallet &

Baldi, 2016: 92). Inthemain hall,were foundhumerous Coba bowls associated with
communal mealsThe multifunctional use of thigntire buildingrecdlst he @ Whi t e

Houseo0O excavated at Tepe Gawra XI I (Vall

In the following level §LC 1), two domedand square kilns were budgainstwo
separate walls of the communal edifit@ough no individual pottery workshop was
found, theséilns would presumablyhavebeen used by individuabpecialized
pottersasp o t t e rswayefooma onkpotteryBaldi, 2012b: 131; Vallet & Baldi,
2016: 93)In level 7(LC 1), botanic and faunal remainsfour granariesncluded
cereals and pulses, domestic animals (sheep, goats, pigs, and cattle) and hunted
animals (equids, aurochs, and birds) (Vallet & Baldi, 2016943

The architectue of level 6, roughly the beginning of the LC @nsists of craft and

storage areas situgt in the north, and a structure on a tripartite plan in the douth.

contrast tadhe previous leve|ghe structureslisplay a regular spatial distribution,
suggestingn the one hand, the emergencadfp r-ot ban or gani zati on
other handalayout systematically planned by an authority (Vallet & Baldi, 2016:

94).
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In level 5(LC 2), an elite buildingsurrounded byuriedsilos with wheelmade
ceramicswas builton the ruins of the forméevel. Thearchitectural remains dével

4 A-B includea communal storage (4A) and several cooking ovens (AB)e
following level 3 granaries were constructedaddition,small finds were found
such agyrinding stonesstonetools and lithics, especiallgbsidian that would have
been brought Af r &N mB iun g(Ualef & Baldi,R2018: 07.r at

At Tell Feres, the painted tradition of the Ubaid falls into a gradual decline in the late
Ubaid and eventually disappeatthe end of the LC 2 period (Baldi, 2012b: 133;
Vallet & Baldi, 2016: 91). Tie diagnostic pottery of LC 1 at Tell Feres is mostly
planttempered and represented by plain simple ware (Baldi, 2012b: 131). While
Coba bowlsarethe most prevalent type of level 9, they decline gradually from level

8 onward (Baldi, 2012b: 136). Othenklaypes are mainly senglobular bowlswith
interior incised decoration, which was initially introduced in the beginning of the LC
1 period and shows a regular increase in levels 8 and 7. Among the jars, hole
mouthed jarghat were also documented at Tépawra, Grai Resh, Tell dlawa

appear as early as LC 1 and continued to be used in the LC 2 period. There are also
flaring-rim jars and a few Ubaiderivedjars which show continuity from LC 1

onward (Baldi, 2012b: 13132) In the LC 1 context, only aiesamples of Sprig

Ware were recorded (Baldi, 2012b: 134; Baldi & Abu Jayyab, 2012: 166).

In the LC 2 periodinwardly-beveled rim bowls become prevalent. One of the
diagnostic types of the LC 1 that maintains continuity in the LC 2 period is hole
mouthedars, doublemouth jars and flange rim ja(Baldi, 2012b: 134136).

Likewise, shorneck flaring rim jars have their origin in the Ubaid and are prevalent
in the LC 2 period. There are alawery few examplesf Gawra incised and
impressed ware typéBaldi, 2012b: 137; Baldi & Abu Jayyab, 2012: 68).

Tell Mashnaqgais located on the left bank of the Khabur River and about 20 km
south of AlHasakah, in northeastern Syfiagure 3)(Monchambert, 1985: 221).

The first(Danish)excavations revealed Ubaiéniod remains, followed by
abandonment at some point in the Ubaid (Thuesen, 1994: 111). This hiatus at the
site, mainly at the south and east of the mdasteéduntil the establishment of a

large tripartite buildingFrench excavations)1.5x 10.5in size, which has parallels

32



with Tepe Gawra level XII; thus, dated to the pdsid or the LC 1 period (Beyer,
1998: 141). In this building, Coba bowls were attested (Schwartz, 2001: 237). One of
the peculiarities of this building is that the wpileserved igh walls made it possible

to determine window spaces (Beyer, 1998: 140).

4.1.2.The Balikh Basin

Tell Zeidan is located 5 km east of the modern city of Raqqa, in northern Syria. The
site measures approximately 12.5 ha and has-peiitdd archaeological deposition
beginning from the Halaf period through LC 1 and LC 2 per{od$8003800 BC)
(Figure 3)(Stein,2009: 126127and 13). The area north of Tell Zeidan (north of

the Balikh Valley) has arable lands for rd@d agriculture. While the area where

Tell Zeidan is situated is suitable for herding, agricultural subsistence is only

possible through irrigatiodue to the 200 mm isohyet (Fisher, 2017: 5).

Zei dands ar c hespecaltyshad tightlon thedramaitiomperiod from the
Ubaid to the LC 1 period. This transition period&racterized by a building with
nichedand thick buttressed wallShereforg the thickness of the wall together with

the wideness of the niche may suggest a public building, probably a temple like the
one found at Tepe Gawra. The presence of 15 pinched lumps of sealing clay in a
collapsed deposit near this niche buildingnked to some degree of administration

or record keeping activity (Stein, 2010b: 110).

In the northwest part of the moyralsmall house, a courtyard belonging probably to

the house, and storage jawereexcavatedTwo other storage jars, one of which
contained a Coba bowl, were buried beneath the floor in the area defined as the
courtyard. One of the most important findings is the discovery of a baked clay
Amull erdo with rounded head in the room
asserted thahese mullers, which were of Ubaid origin, contidit® be used in the

LC 1 period as well (Stein, 2009: 133; Stein, 2010b: 112). However, a distinctive
feature of the LC 1 mullers is that these have ehagshed incised patterns on the

heads, while th&Jbaid mullers are bent and have no such incisions (Stein, 2012:

132).
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Aside from the northern part of the moutiek transition period is documented also
in the south mound, in Area. B series of rooms of a buildingith multi-layered
floorsin this areasuggest that this buildingemained in usér some timebetween

the later Ubaid and LC Both the Ubaid and LC1 clay mullers were found together
here in the same area (Stein, 2011:-130).In Area Ea set othreebetter
preservedhree nulti-room buildingswith a singlecourse oimud-brick wall were
excavated. The two rooms of the easternmost building havgarated white plaster
on the walls (Stein, 2011: 132).

In addition to the clay mullers, the overall pottery assemblage of tred phiase of

LC 1 period too represents a continuation of preceding Ubaid style and degoration

thoughit disappears completeft the end of the LC 1 period (Stein, 2012: 132). The

LC 1 pottery recovered from all deposits comprises mainly mastuced bwls,

such as Coba bowlghich accounfor more than 50 % of the whole assemblage

(Stein, 2012: 132), aswell8gadedLi p bottom scraped bowl s,
bowls, jars and cooking pots (Fisher, 2017: 252). By the end of the LC 1,@eriod

new form of A nmabdwlys d e wecked glablldpotsas s hor t
and extended ledgem bowlswere introducedFisher, 2017: 253).

There is much evidence of material obtained from kisgancs at Zeidan. One of

the commonly found mates is flintfor sickle blades, whose handles were covered

with bitumen. It is suggested that bitumen would have been obtained from a source

70 km south of the site either by trade or by expedition (Stein, 2009: 134). Another
material is obsidian which cetitutes 5% of the chipped stone assemblage of Zeidan
and was probably brought from the Bing?©°l
134).A stone stamp seal, on which a deer was depicted elaborately is attributed to
administrative organization at Zeidann& the iconography illustrates a close

stylistic affinity with a stamp seal found at Tepe Gawra, there may have been a set of
shared symbols or common ideology among the leaders (Stein, 20083334

At Zeidan, one of the spectacular findings is a bip@mwrtuyerethataccording to
Stein 2009: 134 indicates copper was being smelted at the ldigealsosuggests
that copper was a trade material, obtained presumably from Ergani Maden in

Di y a r Ibshduld be.noted théheisolatedpresence o& blowpipemay not
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qualify for metalprocessing because theraasfurthercontextual or material
evidence such as crucible fragments, kibrs;opper slags to support this argument

The limited evidence for the subsequent LC 2 period is representeduigber of

graves dispersed the Operation 6 area. Two different burial typgs mostly for

infants and inhumaticrwere practiced in the same area. In other watdsa

unique case thdoth infants and adults were buried in the same pldberes the

mainly preferred area for infant burials of the LC 2 period was beneath the houses,
those of adults were outside the settlement @tn, 2010b: 107). In another area,
defined as the cemetery, a series of forty infant jar burials of the LC 2ipesi@
uncovered. However, only three of them have grave goods such as tiny white beads,

a copper bead, and a bronze wire bracelet (Stein, 2011: 131).

Tell Hammam etTurkman, on the eastern bank of the Balikh rivisrabout 75 km
north of the modern city Ragga north Syria(Figure 3)(Akkermans, 1988: 109).
The area where HammamEtrkman is located has fertile lands for agriculture.
However, to have reliable successful crops, agricultural areas need todtedirig
since the area is in the marginal zone; thus;fedragriculture may not be possible

due to the limited rainfaf®

Althoughthe mound was partially excavat@gdus, desnot display a full picture of
architectural remainsa series ofest trenchesevealed the Ubaid arldC periods
(Akkermans, 1988: 109). Based on the relative chronology, Hammam IV D
corresponds to LC 1 period and the ceramics are associated with Gaws&IXIIA
(Akkermans, 1988; 117; Schwartz, 2001: 2BQwls form most of the cenaic
assemblage at Hammam. Especially beadbowls are common in level IV D, and
later on show a significant decrease in quantityaedeplaced with plaifrim

bowls. The shape and decoration of these bdwinotshare similaritiesvith the
GawraXIIA -XIl, and Leilan VIB repertoirebut they deappear to have similar
technological advancgs\kkermans, 1988: 118).

10 Retrieved fromhttps://www.universiteitleiden.nl/en/research/resegmnaljects/archaeology/tell
hammarssyria, December, 2017.
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The subsequent levelA (early LC 2 periodl(Schwartz, 2001: 23 @ppears tshift
toward arurban lifestyle, indicated bythe mass production of pottery and the
architecture. The pottery assemblatmsely matches ceramicssoutheast Anatolia
Grai Resh, and Tepe Gaw{ian Loon, 1988a: 58§ 2Akkermans, 1988: 130Nearly
half of the whole assemblage consist€oba bowlsthoughvariousotherpottery
types araalsorecorded However painted examples are found in small quantity
(Akkermans, 1988: 119).

In the western unit gberiod VAwas uncovered building consishg of a main room
flanked by three smaller rooms, two of whitive door®pening to the main halk

Is suggested that the building would, in fact, have been constructed on a tripartite
plan if another set of smaller rooms existed on the opposite sitie afiain hall

(Meijer, 1988: 74). A variety dodirtefactssuch asan unsealed jar stopper, a stamp
seal, and a house model were found in the main room, while another house model,
likely representing temple, was found on the floor of the middle side r¢dmijer,
1988: 74; Rossmeisl & Venema, 1988: 568; Van Loon, 1988b: 661).

It seems that in the next phase the same building wasctgiedwith minor

architectural adjustments. The doorway spaces of the side rooms appear to be
blocked and a white plasteretime was constructed at the western end of the main
room.On the floor ofthis building was motherhouse modelThe ceramics of this
percdVAshare similarities with sites 1ike
Gawra.While plain rim bowls are found in sall quantity Coba bowls seem to

disappear in this period. Bean bowls, which were prevalent in the previous

period, still constitute the most common type of bowl. It is thus suggested that the
Coba bowls were replaced by the bega vessels irhousehold activities.iere are

alsoholemouth pots with beaded rims (Akkermans, 1988: 121).

Hammam effTurkmanmay have takeafit r ul 'y ur ban charactero
Loon, 1988a: 582). An imposing building having triple recessed niches and flanked

by the smaller rooms, presumably for storage purposes because of its large jars (on

the eastern flank of the main room) constitutes one of the spectacular architectural
remains of the site (Meijer, 1988: 7@)thoughca. 3250 BCwas originally

proposed fothe building(Van Loon, 1988a: 583)hé carbon samples proposed
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intervalranges fronta. 4230 to 3940 BC LC 2 period (Wright & Rupley, 2001: 99).

The entire building complex may have had a central economic function, but this is
not certain yet. Its architeaal parallels are recorded at Tepe Gawra and Uruk (Van
Loon, 1988a: 582). Several artefactual features including grinding slabs, jars, clay

Opi pesd and a burnt beam were found in t

4.1.3.The Middle Euphrates Valley

West of the Khabur and Balikh basins, the archaeological traces of the LC 1, 2 and 3
periods were also documented in the Middle Euphrates Basin. Particularly in the last
three decades, the archaeological investigations within the scope of the salvage
excaat i ons primarily on the Atatg¢r k, Birec
areas in the Middle Euphrates Valley, paved the way to understand the

archaeological settlement landscape of the region. In addition to salvage excavations,

a number of regionalusvey projects have been undertaken in the Middle Euphrates
Basin(Figure1)( Ser dar oj | u, 1977; ¥zdojan, 1977,
Algazeetal.1 994; ¥zdo] an & K atrallk007; Pdténbubgtal. Wi | ki n
2012; Lawrence & Ricci, 2016However, since most of these survey projects were
undertaken before the Santa Fe chronology was established (with the exception of

the Land of Carchemish Project (LCPY, the material assemblage of the LC 1, 2,

and 3 periods of the Middle Euphrates Basinnot be distinguished appropriately.
Furthermore, our present understanding of the Local Late Chalcolithic (LC 1, 2, and

3) is mostly based on the material assemblage of the LC 3 period; thetteddi@,1

and 2 periods remain poorly understood invakey (Lawrence & Ricci, 2016: 44).

The surveys within the scope of thend of Carchemish Projectin northern Syria

have demonstrated that all the settlements dating to the Ubaid period continued to be
occupied in the LC-R periods, whilesevemewly established settlements were
determined. These new settlements were mostly established along the Amarna and
Sajur Rivers, on the west of the Euphrates (Lawrence & Ricci, 2016: 45). In the
subsequent LC 3 period, the number of settlements drops from Ehttivdo new
settlements appear (LCP-38) (Lawrence & Ricci, 2016: 45). Along the Euphrates

1"The LCP geographically covers the areQrianorth of
border (Peltenburg et al. 201192).
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River, Jerablus Tahtani (LCP 22) is newly founded in the LC 3 period (Peltestburg
al. 2012: 194).

Among the excavated sites in the ba3iel] Kosak Shamaliis asmall mound

located on the east bank of the Euphrates, 50 km southeast of the modern city

Manbij, in Syria. Among the architectural remains, of particular significance are both
the Ubaid (level 10), and peblbaid (levels 6 and 5) orthesoa | | ede AL&€d d p
pottery workshops$Figure 3)(Nishiaki, 2016: 7677).

A variety of facilities associated with pottery production was fountierarea

defined as the LC fiotteryworkshop(ca. 4300 BC) in the levels 6 and 5 of Sector

B. The presence divo well-preserved large kilngoints to massprodudion in this
workshop. There is also a circular bin probably used to prepare clay located in
another area just south of the room where ceramic production took place. The fact
that the pottery workshop sstuated away from the domestic area may indicate that
specialized potters were involved in the production activity. Like many settlements
of north Mesopotamia, the decorated tradition of the preceding Ubaid was replaced
with simple plain wares in the LC(Nishiaki, 2016: 7778).

Further northH a ¢ € oo@dning an area of 3.3 ha is located on the east bank of the
Euphrates River and is 5 km n¢{mgued) of mod:
The site is strategically important because it is locateti®@morthsouth main river

trade route connecting Anatolia to Syria and Mesopotamia (St@in1996: 208).

Based upon the stratigraphy and the study of the ceramics, the Late Chalcolithic
period was divided into two sythases. The earlier phase A esponds to the LC 2
period. This phase is represented by handmade -ig@mffered, and Amugq F related
chaff-facedceramics that are characteristics for the local Anatolian pottery (Stein &
Meésér , 1 9 9etal.19965209; Stent 2001:r27AlIthough phase A

initially was placed between 3908800 BC based on the relative chronology (Stein

et al.1996: 209; Stein, 1997: 94), carbon samples taken from this phase extended the
occupation date to 4050 BC (Wright & Rupley, 2001: 107).
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The following phas®1 (LC 3ca. 38003600 BC) shows strong continuity of

material culture (Pearce, 2000: 116). Phase B1 is characterized byechpéfred,
handmade casseroles and hammerhead bowls. Craft activities of production seem to
be retained and developed. It iglreupper strata of B1 that the first samples of
Beveled Rim Bowls (BRBs hereaftda¢gn to appear (Stein & Edens, 1999: 167

168).

Archaeological remains of theear§thi | | enni um BC atBlHacénebi
revealed that there was already a social complexity and a social hierarchical system
before its inhabitants encountered the Uruk phenomenon. These two phenomena are
particularly discerniblén the architectural remasn mortuary practices, and record

keeping materials. Thus, this phase has potential to provide information for the
relevant social, cultural, and political
2001: 271276).

The architecture of this early pleas8-B1 vaiesstructurally in all three areas of the
mound (Pearce, 2000: 115). At the westernmost part of the mound was excavated an
array of storerooms, where both administrative and metallurgical activities took
place. This building complex comprisedesstfour storerooms that underwent a

few changes anckbuildinginstead of a single unit constructed all at once (Stein,

1997: 103; 2001: 271).

Likewise, in the southeastern corner of the mound, a monumental stone enclosure

wall standing 3.3 meters (Wd&8) was uncovered in area B. The most remarkable

aspect of the wall is that it hasn2eterwide niches and is buttressed along the east

face. The wall has been dated to the first quarter of'thmillennium BC. It is
suggested that the wall may havebe an Aopen air monument al
1997: 100; Pearce, 2000: 115).

On the south slope of the mound, a massive mud brick building has a 1.70 thick wall.

At the northeast of this building, a nictvith aplaster installatiomn front was built

in the north wall. Based upon the size of the wall and the niche, it is suggested that

the building had a public function rathei
153; Steiret al.1996: 212213).
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Mortuary practicelraws a similar picture with local soudfast Anatoliachildren

and infant jar burials were mostly buried beneath houses without grave goods (Stein

& Méser, 1994: 150). Of special signific:
floor with a miniature ceramic vessel, a copper ring, and twersearrings. This

grave gives a clear indication of social stratification and elite practices among the

i nhabitants of Hacénebi. Such graves equli
southeast Anatolian context. Moreover, since silver is a rareiaiaed found only

in a burial setting, it is thus an extremely valuable prestige good (Pearce, 2000: 116;

Stein, 2001: 2734). The absence of adult graves suggests that these may have been
buried in a designated area (cemetery) locateditdf(Steina d Més ér , 1994:
Steinet al.1996: 215216).

There is also evidence of bureaucratic paraphernalia such as stamp seals and seal
impressions, suggesting that emergent hierarchical administrative activities were
practiced at Hacénebi (Pearce, 2000: 116,
mostly thedepiction of animals and partly geometric motifs just like those at Tell

Brak. These seals were made of either baked clay or limestone and each seal has a
unique animal motif carved meticulously. In the absence of a written legend, it is
suggested that tke seals were used as the record keegingpmenfor fitradingd

goods, taxes, and tribute. That is to say, the seals weréousedkpersonal

ownershipwithin the centralization of economic activities. Their animal imagery has

also been found at locabte Chalcolithic sites like ArslantepdD e j i r ment ep e
well as in Iraqgdazeerat Tepe Gawra and Tell Brak in the Upper Khabur basin

(Stein, 2001: 27475).

Artefacts made of precious and Rlocal materials are another set of evideface

long-distance involvementThey showedthat he I nhabi tants of Hac
integrated into an exchange network system by which they could obtain such exotic
supplies (Stein, 2001: 276). In phase A, a stone pendant made of chlorite was found

on the floor of a roonSimilarly, there is a fragment of a bowl made of white

chlorite from the western part of the mound. Yet, chlorite is not a n@searce

available in this region; rather, the closest chlorite source is locat@d0km away

i n Di yar bak &ial is coire shellh vehich ispecificto the

Medi terranean area and was used for the
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Obsidianwaslsopr ocur ed from diverse sources suc
eastern Anatolia, G°IlI ¢daj ienaTbhetwot r al An:
silver earrings found in the grave contesdremore likely brought fromth& |l t é no v a
Plain(Stein, 2001: 2747). Finally, there is also evidence associated with two types

of metallurgical activities. At the site, copper metallurgy recordesgveral

archaeological contexts thought to mean that metal production was not a

centralized activit (Steinet al.1998: 167; Stein, 2012: 136). This also demonstrates

that the inhabitants of the site not only obtained finished copper artefacts, such as

small chisels, earrings, and pins from outside, but also material remains such as

casting molds, crubles, slags, and a blowpipe toiyereshow that copper was being
processed by inhabitants of the site (S&tial.1998: 167; Stein, 2001: 277). The

analyse®f these copper artifacts have shown that copper was brought from Ergani

( Di yar bak and ymelted at thensiteo $teen, 2001: 277).

Hor um Hfapprokimately 15 km north of modern Nizip and located on the
west bank of the Euphrat@sigure 3) The only archaeological conteaating to the
5t and early # millennia BC isa pit from whichdepositsvere recovereth situ.

This pit, DO012,more than 6 nin depthhadpottery sherds belonging to various
periods (Fletcher, 2007: 198). The pit also contained two stamp @ealshade of
stone and the other of animal bodepicting a goat carved elaborately. The bone
seal i s a t vy plheichogrépgiareésémblarcd wathntipose.found at
Tell el Judeiderand Tarsusuggestthe LC period On the other hand, the only
appreciabl e evi den cEeand Geconsistepotshetdands t r enc |
stone materials includingumeroushipped stones aralsmall quantity obbsidian
(Tibetet al.1999: 225226; Marroet al.2000: 172).

Pit DO012 may potentially contribute to our understanding of the change in material
culture for the transition period from the Ubaid to the earliest Late Chalcolithic
period (Fletcher, 2007: 192). The pottery type of the transition period predominates
mostly in the form of jars and bowls (Tibettal.1999: 226)ncluding Ubaid-derived
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fine mineral tempered pottery that representt/baidcontinuationn addition to
CFW 2 waresand Coba bowls (Baldi, 2012a: 3398).

Ti | b e s is btheg dite located at the opposite bank of the Euphrates,
approximately 22 km north of the modern town Bird@tigure 3) The site is
surrounded by productive lands for agriculture and animal herding (Fuensanta &
Mésér , 1998: 2 2i8cpveredivioalistincklaca kCaphases knswnd

as nNnan earlier | ocal LCoO and nanot her

cul tural el ementso ( RIUpAtheasitet amoduménials € r |,

0
1

architecture | i ke Ha cteld@ tuilddgs wereademestie c or d e «

structurescontainingagricultural equipment and domestic items on the ground of
these areas (Fuensaetaal.2002: 132133). The earlier local Late Chalcolithic
phase is represented by the cHaffed sherds and flirstcraped bowls (Fuensanta &
Mésér, -234)98: 230

Even further northK u r b a n iBlIBcatedlon the east bank of the river within the
At at ¢ r k (Boarm3)Afterehe Halaf period occupation, the site appears to
be reoccupied in the first half of thé" millennium BCwith severalklues for the LC

2 period The succeeding LC phases associated withtteead | ed #A Ur uk
were documented much better archaeologically (Marfoe & Ingraham, 199 61).
the absence afrchitectural remains associateith the earlier occupation, the south
moundappears to bthe only occupied area during LC 2 (Marfoe & Ingraham, 1990:
61). This earlier phase of the LC is represented by the indig&foliswares

(Marfoe & Algaze, 1990: 424) and Coba bowls (Baldi, 20 B2&).

Located 17 km west of Haymagza tiiStyke Kkurbang e
and Horum H°y¢;k does not preableitodhe L&lny
and 2 periodg¢Figure 3) The only identifiable material concerning the earlier phase
of the LC is the ceramic repertoire in level 5 (Lupton, 1996: 15). As at other

settlements in the same region, a significant amount of Coba bowls was also

document ed at Hay a298)Hhothgricommeéndy fodnd cerardi® 1 2 a

type is a variety of chaiempered bowls with beaded rims, with parallels in the

12 This newly introduced type is also knownArsuq Fidentified first by Braidwood (1960: 228) at
Tell el Judeideh in the Amugq Plain.
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Keban area, and the Balikh basin at for instance Hammdmrkinan. Among the
jarsis a squat rounded jar with everted rim. This typgiobears similarities with
those foundn theKeban area, Tepe Gawra, and Musharifa in the easseeera
(Lupton, 1996: 15).

Ha s s e k ighhogherkite located on the left bank of the Euphrates River, north

of moder n Si v @igueek3) At thersitekttee € pegiad s fdentified in

level 5 (from the latest to the earliest ds-@) (BehmBlanckeet al.1981). While

levels 5 ab are contemporaneous and because of the archaeological materials mostly
related to the Uruk Phenomenon (L&Y level 5 ¢, based on the relative

chronology, is placed sometime before the Uruk phenomenon. The ceramic materials
recovered in level 5 ¢ consist only of chtdmpered pottery and local cooking pot

ware (Helwing, 1999: 9495). In addition to ceramsctwo stamp seals with

geometric motifs were also found in a secondary deposit {ECahtext),

suggesting that Aadministrative structur

early aghe5 c period at Hassek (Helwing, 1999: 97).

In addition to those exvated sites, flinscrapedCobabowls were also recorded by
surveys at sites |i ke Kale Mey-dané H°yg¢k.
Carchemish dam area through the survey (Algazs.1994: 28 and 42).

4.1.4.The Upper Euphrates Basin

Arslantepeis located in the northernmost peripherynofth MesopotamiéFigure 1

and 3) As an advantage of being located in the Malatya plain, the site has fertile
agricultural lands irrigated by the tributaries of the Euphrates River (Frangipane,
2001a: 325). Tanks to a long history of excavations, Arslantepe has exposed a
wealth of archaeological data, which provides useful insights for understanding the
indigenous character of the Late Chalcolithic saxitiural and economic

organizations on the regional basi

The Late Chalcolithic occupation of the site has been identified in three
superimposed layers: period VIII 43@000 BC (PostJbaidLC 1-2\ Early Uruk);
period VII 37003450 (LC 34); and period VIA 335000 BC (LC 5 or the so
cal | ed nffUruysknod @idNocera, 2000; Frangipane, 2001a:-32%;
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Rothman, 2001bTable 1.1; Wright & Rupley, 2001: Figure 3-3122; Balossi
Restelli, 2012a: 236). In the Malatya plain, Arslantepe is the only excavated site
where archaeological evidence of the L@ (period VIII) periods was recognized,
but seven other sites were identified through swe{BglossiRestelli, 2012b: 42).
However, period VIII (LC 12) has only recently been unearthed and because it
deeply buried underneath of the subsequent layessndtias weitefined
archaeologically as periods VIl and VIA (LC435) (BalossiRestelli, 2012a: 236;
2012b: 41).

The archaeological traces of period VIII have been recovered in the western part of
the mound. In this area, a series of architectural $dyave been identified all of

which contained functionally domestic structures. The latest phase of period VIII

was destroyed by the construction activities of the subsequent period VII (Balossi
Restelli, 2008: 22; 2012a: 2337; 2012b: 42). The architecal remains of phase 1
consist of a room defined as kitchen with a round oven, as well as two smaller lateral
rooms. Based on their size, these smaller rooms could have been used as silos for
storage. In the kitchen area, the overall ceramic sherds fowitd may indicate that

this area was used for processing food and preserving it, since several necked jars
were also found. Amongst the ceramic assemblage of phase 1, containers and storage
jars account for the majority of the whole assemblage (BaRestelli, 2008: 23;

2012a: 237).

The following phase 2 is luckily much better preserved, which made it possible to
detect a few minor changes and rebuilding activities in this phase (BRlesslli,

2012b: 45). The discovery of three kitchen areas tegetith the large ovens

suggests that these buildings could have belonged to three different family units.
Unlike the two northern buildings, the southern complex contains several rooms
opening onto the central room definedaa®urtyard. As in the previs phase, a

number of cooking pots along with pestles and mortars were fawsiai in these

three kitchens, although they were not supplied with as many storage jars. Instead for
this purposeserving and consumption vessels weated in the courtyar@Balosst

Restelli, 2012a: 238).
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The subsequent phase 3 consists of several adjacent rooms and a total of four ovens.
Unfortunately, no stratigraphic links were found between these adjacent rooms in the
western part of the excavated area and those corestrjuistt to the southeast.

Therefore, apart from being domestic in character, the tie among these structures
remained ambiguous. There have been found traces of paintings on the walls of two
western rooms and a pl atf orggesledthacohey t o
of these western rooms may have been used as a kitchen, as it contained several
ceramic items including a bowl, a storage jar, and four small ones likesbisttle

addition to architecture and ceramic assemblage, two infant jar buriadoued

beneath the room defined as the kitchen. Clay spindle whorls, bone awls, pendants, a
few seals and sealings thought to be administrative tools were also features of phase
3 (BalossiRestelli, 2008: 24; 2012a: 238).

Despite changesheceramicassemblage of period VIl provides continuity with the
subsequent period VlIn period VIII, the great majority of the ceramics were

recovered from floors and room fills. While plain simple ware constitutes almost the
whole assemblage, the painted samplesvery few in this level. The characteristic
feature of these ceramics is that their bodies were scraped; thus, they are more likely
associated with the Coba bowelsmmonin northern Mesopotamia. As for shapes,

most of the vessels are bowls, while there also beakers, basins, botilke

containers, jars, and a few pithoi (BaleBsstelli, 2008: 245; 2012a: 23242).

The following period VIl with its significant evidence for our present understanding
of local continuity and change at Arslantepel& correlated with the LG (3700

3500 BC) and has a very long and continuous occupation (Frangipane, 2001a: 326;
2012b: 20).

It is not coincidence that no buildingsth administrative, public, religious or

economic functionsvere situatect the higlest part of the mound. Rather, several
spectacular buildings, the only architectural remains excavated so far, would be the
residences of individuals or families who had higher status (Frangipane, 2012b: 23;
Frangipane, 2017a:26). It is likely that thevalgon of this elite residential area
contributed to its power, since this part of the mound was visible from any distance

in the plain (Frangipane, 2012b: 20; Frangipanal.2017: 68). In one of the main
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rooms of these buildings (Building XXV) were m@red black and red wall

paintings, as well as a white plastered ridk column. The main room went

through an architectural change over time, when it was divided into more rooms, one
of them for food preservation, the others serving desmestic quaer (Frangipane,
2012Db: 23; Frangipane, 2017a: 26).

None of the individual or family houses are tripartite in plan, even the common

houses standing in the northeastern margins of the mound. Rather, these common

houses are somewhat small, showing no comgigti size but generallywo or

three mediunsized rooms (Frangipane, 2017a: 27). The architectural distribution of

the buildings over the ancient mound indicates that such use of space defines an

Ai nternal hi erar c hy o thbcemimnumte (Rrangipanet e s and |
2001a: 327; 2001b: 2; 2012b: 20; 2016a: 13; 2016b:4¥85 2017a: 260;

Frangipanest al.2017).

Aside from the elite residences and common houses, two adjacent ceremonial public
structures Temple C and Dwere also uncovered indtwestern part of the ancient
mound, Temple D most recently (Frangipane, 2001a: 327; 2001b: 2; 2012b: 20;
2016a: 28; 2017a:26; Frangipasteal.2017: 6869). The architectural layout of both
temples appears to be tripartite in pl&hese two buildings we contemporary, as

the same seal impressions found in both templeggestinglsothatthe same
individualswere responsible for the managemernbath templegFrangipane,

2017a: 26)°

It is argued that Arslantepe temples both resemble and differ from contemporary
Mesopotamian temples in some respects. In comparison with the layout of
Mesopotamian cities where the central area was especially preferred for public
buildings, the Arslantepmples were situated in the western area of the mound
presumably aiming to increase their visibility from the plain (Frangipane, 2017a: 26).
While Arslantepe temples differ from those Mesopotamian temples in terms of the
wall paintings and motifs, sevéi@chitectural features such as tripartite floor plan,

multi-recessed niches, and a platform in the central room have a likely resemblance

13There is no other type of evidence, other than the same seal impressions for contemporaneity
(Frangipane et aR017: 69).
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to the Mesopotamian temples (Frangipane, 2012b: 24; 2017a: 26). Apart from

differences, a probable common featureis at Ar sl antepe | eaders
buil dingso for economic and political act
(Frangipane, 2017a: 29; Frangipaaeal.2017: 70 and 72).

Situated closer to the western slope of the mound, Temple C was construeted

stone and mudbrick platform and had at least four entrances opening to the main
room (Frangipane, 2001b: 2; 2012b: 24). It is suggested that in terms of the
construction techniques (implanting wooden beams beneath the walls and floors),
Temple C bear similarities with the LC 2 monumental building of Tell Brak
(Frangipane, 2012b: 24). In Temple C, various materials were found scattered on the
floor, such as a few chaffced red slipped wares, and massduced examples of

both the flintscraped andtsng cut bowls. Especially in the eastern side rooms,
vessels appeared to be kept ready for use, while the vessels found in the main room
presumably had been already used (Frangipane, 2017a: 29).

In addition, a great number of clay sealings were alsadfoomm which there are
geometric, plant, and animal motifs. It seems that sealings stylistically and
iconographically continue to be used in succeeding period VIA, which also irdicate
asimilar purpose of usage (Frangipane, 20018).2n the main roomhtere is also a
wall painting on the norteastern corner of the wall (Frangipane, 2001a: 329; 2001b:
3). Of particular significance are the sealings in both temples, signifying economic
and administrative centralization in period VIl (Frangipane, 2016aF2®gipanet

al. 2017: 7071). On the one hand, the architectural organization of Temple C; on the
other hand, a number of clay sealings recovered from the floors stmtfest

excavator that meals were served here during ceremonial é¥eamgipane2001a:

329; 2001b: 3; 2012b: 26; 2016a: 30; 2016b: 478; 2017a; 29; Frangipah2017:

68). The distributionsnust have been a way for consolidating the power and prestige
of elites, as this kind of event needbdir personal and economic supervision
(Frangipane, 2012b: 26).

It is worth mentioning that metal production and wseerestricted in period VI,
andintensive in the following period VIADi Nocera, 2010: 256)Thus, the use of

metal appears tibave increaseih the second half of thé"millennium BC at

47



Arslantepe. For obtaining and distrimdimetal ores and artefacts, it is claimed that
transhumant and nomadic pastoralsere the predominant agentgh agreater
capacity to access metal resources than settled groups (Frangigafie 190192).
The local smiths of period VII produced mostly copper and lead alloys with low
amounts of polymetallic ores such as arsenic, nickel, and antimony (Yakar, 2002:
19).

In addition to metal, in period VIl a total of 40 spindle whorismajority animal

bone were mostly found in working or residential areas throughout the excavation
(Frangipanest al.2009: 10). Especially in one of the elite residents (Building XXV)

evidence related to textile productigindicated by a number of spindle whsrl

awls, and pointed tools, though no loom weights were found in the building

(Frangipaneet al.2009: 9; Laurito, 2012: 320). Furthermore, several spindle whorls

were foundintheso al | ed fAcommon -éasterrsedge ofthamoaral, nor
In contrasg, none ofthis equipmentvasfound in Temple C area (Frangipasteal.

2009: 9; Laurito, 2012: 320), suggesting that textile production was a household

activity.

415TheAl t énova Pl ain

Another region where there are clear archaeological indicatiadhe &fC period is

t he Al t eMFgured) pThaei npl ai n | o ccentral @urkeywasE|l az €]
especially investigated during the 1960s and 1970s, as salvage research connected
with the construction of the Keban Dam. In the plain, LC sherds idlengified at a

total of 14 sites during regional surveyconducted by Robert Whallpm 1967

(Whallon, 1979: 266). The LC 1 and LC 2 periods are represented by two diagnostic
ware groups: LC GriTempered WareamdFW. The | att er gesoupos
are bowls with beaded rims, simple bowls with internally beveled lips or flat grooved

lips, andjarswithout angled rims and beaded lips (Whallon, 1979; Lupton, 1996:

13). The typical forms of the LC Gfitempered Ware are squat jars with simple

flaring rims and open bowls with beaded rims (Lupton, 1996: 13). In addition to

those types, another bowl formasrude flaring bowl. Although this form could not

be recognized by Whallon during his survey, Lupton (1996, 14) asserts that it is the
indicator ofthe LC 2 periodwith parallelsin northern Mesopotamian sites like

Arslantepe VIl and Hammam-&urkman IVGVA.
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In the plain, sites appear to be smalthough Tepecik seems to be the largest site in
the plain, it measures only 2.1 hectares. Similadyy bther sitefNor Kk unt e p e,
T¢l i nt ep e \8-9Kahd Kioracptepea® beiween 1.3 and 1.8 hectares, while
other sites are less than 1 hectare (Lupton, 1996: 20).

Since the archaeological investigations in the pleemedone during the 1970s and
1980sit is difficult to distinguishthe LC period remains of the excavated sites. It is,
however, possible to make a chronological division of three sites according tt the C
samples. Tepecik level 3 provides the date bet8éd# 3376 BC (LC 3 and
partially 4)-3800NBCrLC2)nancKoreicutépd ph@se B alntlost

same with Norkuntepe (LC 2) (di Nocer a,

Norkumnmtsepeo®cated in the cardsgenadly part of A
recognized as the secoladgest site in the plaifFigure 3) The LC layers were

uncovered on the western part of the mound in areas J/K17 (lev2)sabtl IK/18-

19 (levels 166) (Hauptmann, 1971; 1972; 1974; 1976; 1979; 1982). They were

definedby a small building with roundéarths containing muktellular rooms made

of mudbrick; and a tripartite building with a copper smelting area. This building can

be compared with Mesopotamian contemporaries (Hauptmann, 1933837 G¢ | - ur

& Marro, 2012: 307).

In the north and south ofkKI18-19 area, Level 7 is characterized by three rooms

with central round hearths. These rooms are separated by a pasddgee a long

room in the north. On the northern wall of this room are two niches and another
hearth (Hauptmann, 1973: 52;). In thesel, abandoned houses were filled with

debris and a terrace supported by mudbricks was built for the new structures, like the

previous levels (Hauptmann, 1976: 53).

In level 8, a total okightrooms were excavated in different areas-Kf18-19 area.
Threeadjacent and rectangular rooms wantralround hearthg the northare
interconnected by a®eter wide street space with another sifiglemed structure,
located to the south of these rooms. In the east wall of this room were preserved two
white plastered niches with red paint (Hauptmann, 1973: 52). Anibifes

rectangilar rooms are located south of the street. One of thepbestrved rooms is
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the middle room with a round hearth and a small brick platform under the doorway.
Here the two white plastered niches in the south wall coedaed and black
geometric motifsin the southernmost of these rooms were recovered a number of

grinding stones and a hearth (Hauptmann, 197&43

In the following level 9, three single rooms had a similar architectural layout. In
contrast with the previous levels, several smeltimgdoes with significant amount

of copper slag were also recovered (Hauptmann, 1982: 29).

In level 10 of K\ 18-19 area, aegularly planned multicellular tripartite building

with narrow spaces, either corridor or alleyways, was uncovered. lpuifaéng,

room 2 in addition to doorways opening to rooms 3 and 5 have red and black designs

on a white plaster just |ike |l eval 76s 0]
storeroom with burnt debris on the floor, which contains fushaped deepowls

stacked on top of each other, together with copper ores and slags, grinding stones and
numerous animal bones (Hauptmann, 19753871982: 2930).

In addition to architectural remains, there is also a variety of stone, bone, flint, and
obsidian toad and objectsespecially stone axes, chipped stone and obsidian blades,
various types of arrowheads, scrapers and sickle blades. Furthermore, copper slags,
rings and needles, awls made of copper and smelting furnaces indicate that metal

productiontookd c e at Norkuntepe as?t

millemnlum as t he
BC. The widespread use of copper at Nor KI
copper deposits of Ergani (Hauptmann, 1976: 55; 1982: 31) which is located 30 km

(as the crow flies) southof Hok unt ep e .

Admini strative paraphernalia is another
that administrative practices took place as early as the LC 2 period (Hauptmann,

1976: 55). Theygonsist ofclay bullae and several oval, round, and rectangular

shged stamp seals depicting mainly geometric designs and figural mvikifs

contemporaries at Tepe Gawra Xl (Tobler, 1950: Pls. 166, 116; 167, 135).

The pottery assemblage of the LC period is mainly categobygdte Wide Flower
Potwith standard shape and sizast version o€oba bowls), especially common in
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level 10 in area-K/18-19, andCFW. Thereare also DaracedBurnished Ware

and Graphite Ware typeghe latter type is dated to very end of the Middle
Chalcolithic,decreasn g i n number in the succeeding
310).

Typical vessel shapes are simpi® bowls (quite common), carinated bowls with
out-flaring simple rims (rarejandlarge bowls with straight walls and everted rim

(rare). Among the closeshapes are wideecked jars with simple rims. There are

also samples of holmouthed jars witha simptei m ( G¢ | - ur &- Marr o,
315). Other types are carinated bowls, bowls with an inner bewatheand flange

rim jars. Among the painted ceramparticularly significant is Sprig Waréhe

widely distributed type attributed to Tell Shelgiyya, and GawrdXxas well as
attested in the Cizre Plain ani3)Khabur

Located in the east tfieA | t & n o WKaructtépaphases AB are also
associated witthe LC periodFigure 3)(Marro, 2010: 51, Table 1knownonly
from a small area at theorthwest area of the mound (van Loon, 19714871972:
79-80; 1973: 35861). Based on the radiocarbon samples and ceramitssiadien
from the site, the earliest LC phases A and B were dated to the LC 1 and LC 2
periods(ca. 4259 BC) (van Loon, 1973: 359).

The only architectural remain @&yellowplastered mudbrick buildintpat was
rebuilt in different strataDespitestratigraphic gaps due to modern damages, the
building showsa culturaland ceramicontinuity (van Loon, 1973: 359Marro, 2010:
50) betweertheearlier and later phases

The technologicasimilaritiesbetweerthe ceramics gbhases A and Biowever

involve different pastesWhile phase A is chaffaced mainly darkcoloured, and
burnished (van Loon, 1973: 3580d mostly associated withv - ul ar Tepesi
Azerbaijan (Marro, 2010: 49), phase B is mainly cliaffed and chaffempered

(van Loon, 1972: 80)The pottery of this phasswidespread fronthe Amuq to

Kura Basin between the LCi2.C 4 periods. According to Marro (2010:-49), the
pottery repertoire of phase Bicluding widenecked jars with or without everted

collars, beadedim-bowls,andsmall footed bowlthasclose affinitieswith the last
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Chal colithic |[|.Amorgthe sntalfinddde pbsidiam bladpsean
animal figurine, and clay spindle whorls (both conical and biconical) (van Loon,
1973: 358).

F at mKaledk is asmall nound less than one hectamnd islocated 30 km north
of E(Figuze&yJ It would represent a village whereas in the plain the towns like
Nor kunt ep e aracaondideieetp leeeiurban features (Hesd.1998: 57).

It has been dated to the beginning of tlerdllennium BC, based on treharcoal

data (Heset al.1998: 58). Tk only architectural remains consistsefveral rooms

and courtyards in which metallurgical artefaespeciallysilver, were recovered

(Hess et al.1998: 58).Interestingly, silver sources are only 27 km sewdst of

Fat nkaléci& (Hesset al.1998: 58). In addition to pottery, stone artefacts such as
obsidian and hammer stones, plant and animal remains (Lupton, 1996: 28), silver
slags, ltharge (a leatdy-produc), and a tiny copper fragment were also found,in
small numbergHesset al.1998: 59). According to Lupton (1996: 28gsed on the
low quantities, metal production wearried out on the household lewehich

indicates thainetal production was not a centralized activity.

4.2. Discussion

The widespread distribution of several pottery tygasilar seal depictionss shared
mentalite obsidian, and the initial interest in metalluaygindicatiors of increasing
social complexity. This alscoincides withthe existence odinoticeableexchange
network.The increasing propensity toward an urban life, especially in the first half of
the 4" millennium BC,wasdocumented in the Khabur basin in the ewsst axis

whete several large size site®reidentified. It seems thathe shift from household
production to workshops svidentto varying degregespecially at Tell Brak, Tell

Feres, and Tell Kosak Shamduringthe LC 2 period, whave specialized
craftsmen and pottersheAl t e nova plain seems to have |
to the mineral sourcesthat they produced their own metal objeethich is a

feature of o n g u e Findlly,th® Bumbers of administrative toalegood

indicatiors of personal ownership and soaitfiferentiation Perhaps a best example

of conjonctures the gradual change in socsfuctureof H a ¢ € and Tell Brak

where there is the evidence for administrative practices, metallurgyocain
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products, all of which made the steocioeconomically more developed compared
to other sites |l ocated in the valley,
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CHAPTER 5

CULTURAL LANDSCAPE IN NORTH MESOPOTAMIA
DURING THE LC 3-LC 5 PERIODS

This chapter analyzes the soaaltural, economic, and political structure of northern
Mesopotamia in the LC 3, 4, and 5 perioda 87003000 BC) by looking through

the data obtained from excavations and survey projects carried out in north
Mesopotamian site In order to establish the material correlations between north and
south Mesopotamia, this chapter will begindiefly defining the Uruk

phenomenon, which was in fact of south Mesopotamian origin, and its material
culture. By saying briefly, it is meathat although the Uruk phenomenon in
Mesopotamian archaeology has been a considerable subject of debate, this chapter
will touch only upon the cultural features attributed to the Uruk that left a very wide
range ofinfluencesacross north Mesopotamianes especially in the LC 3, LC 4,

and LC 5 periodsAt the end of the chapter, the overall evidence wilksilbemarized

and the possible association witie Annalesparadigmwill be discussed

5.1.The Uruk Phenomenon in the Homeland

In southern Mesopotamia the chronological and culpitas€ollowing the Late

Ubaid phase is called the Uruk period in Mesopotamian archaeahabig roughly
dated toca. 41503100 BC Rothman, 2001a/, Table 1.1.; Wright, 2001: 125). In

the Uruk perid, south Mesopotamia witnessed major social, political, and economic
developments that eventuatipverise to early state formation and urbanized
societies in south Mesopotamsmetime in the second half of tHé millennium

BC (Adams, 1981; JohnsorQ73; Algazeet al.1989: 571; Algaze, 1993; 2001: 30

and 34; Stein, 1994: 35; Pollock, 2001: 181; Bernbeck & Pollock, 2005: 16; Y offee,
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2004)14 Although during the Uruk period most of the settlements reached a large
size, none of them showed the same gnoag Uruk/Warka city (Pollock, 2001
189),a citywhich stood as the only and the largest site in the southern lowlands
throughout the Uruk period (Nissen, 2001: 154). Uruk/Warka cityo&as00 ha
during the Middle Uruk periodcé. 38003350 BC), whilet reached 250 ha during
the Late Uruk periodcga. 33503100 BC) (Bernbeck & Pollock, 2005: 16; Pollock,
2001: 191192).

Based on the pollen samples taken from the southern Zagros and Lower
Mesopotamian plains, the environmental conditiainthis timeoffered a dense

vegetation and oak forests in the mountains. However, ¢ar8500 BC onwards,

the southern area became less humid (Wright, 2001: 128). As the sea level declined
between ca. 4308500 BC and the population increased, the increasidgy of the

Uruk period led southern communities to establish new settlements nearby riversides
and irrigable and arable lands (Kennett & Kennett, 200@190T herefore, irthe

southern Mesopotamian landscape, agriculture, as the basic subsistence strategy, was
only possible through irrigation, which eventually accelerated the construction of
complex water canals for a greater reliance on agriculture (Adams, 1989; Atgaze

al. 1989: 587; Roux, 1992: 66; Tamburrino, 2010; 22). Moreover, wool production

for domesit consumption seems kaveremairedan important industry throughout

the Uruk period (Bernbeck & Pollock, 2005: 16).

While it is logical to assume that environmental conditions together with population
movement towards arable and irrigable lands inee#se social complexity in

south Mesopotamia, a series of decisions seems to have affected the spatial
distribution of the southern lowlands. The settlement distribution in south
Mesopotamia appears to be concentrated in two main areas: Nippur/Adap gndrth
Uruk/Warka (south). In the Early and Middle Uruk period (L-@)2the Uruk/Warka
area saw a spatially lesser density of occupa#ismn the subsequent Late Uruk (LC
5) the number and density of occupations and population increased (Adams, 1981.:
60-61). In comparison to the momucleated Uruk/Warka area, at least four large

sites (2650 ha) were surrounded by smaller size settlements in the Nippur/Adab area

1 For further information about the emergence of state and urbanism in south Mesogeal&n
Algaze et al, 1989, Algaze, 1993; Adams, 1981; Johnson, 1973; Yoffee, 2004; Kennett & Kennett,
2006.
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in the LC 24 periods, while in the LC 5 the settlements become scarcer (Pollock,
2001: 191191, Figs 6.36.4). There was presumably a variety of reasons, such as
sociceconomic sanctions.g.heavy tribute demands (Pollock, 2001: 192),
environmental advantage and easy access to daily teeegplan why the rural

population may have preferredremain in the Uruk/Warka area.

At Uruk/Warka city excavations revealed a serieleeélsdatable to the Uruk
period:levelsXI-X (Early Uruk),levelsIX-VI (Middle Uruk), andlevelsV-IV (Late

Ur uk) ( Ch a r1008. AlthoughGhera ialacR & complete data concerning
the architectural layout of the entire calyUruk/Warka (Algaze, 2001: 33; Nissen,
1998; 2001), the building program in especially the center of Uruk/Warka city,
which is weltunderstood (Algaze, 2001: 32) provides apottet of evidence for
understanding Uruk culture, especially from the second half of'theilennium

BC onwards. A defensive wall surrounded the heart of the city, where large public
structuresvere locatedNissen, 2001: 154). The center of the city not only consisted
of religious structures but especially in the LC 5 the core of the city seems to contain
some other monumentyglpes Thesebuildings though their functions remain
unclearwould not have hadreligious function, athey contaimo offering tables
comparable to the religious structures (Algaze, 2001: 33).

The construction of public structures in tripartite plan tecklaborate

embellishment of the walls with wall cone mosappear in leviel2a,and become

well documentedh the subsequent layer V while climaxing in layer IV, where there

iI's a series of both public anrl@6).Thedi vi dual
same architectural layoof T-shaped planned central halldéwelsVI, V, and IV

seems tdnave been appliecbntinuously, as new structures were constructed over

the old ones. A different pattenmthese temples is that unlike their Ubaid

predecessors, these temples have numerous entrances cutting the walls (Roux, 1992:
686 9; Char v 8104). THeBaial meadir® attached to these structures,

being at the heart of the city amidible from a long distance, may indicate that

religion played not only a central role for social control (Algaze, 2001: 33), but also

these suctures were significarior theordinary people living in the city.
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On the other hand, the population movements and the increasing population over
time naturally brought along some social, economic, and political changes that can
be clearlyperceivedn the archaeological record. Furthermore, technological
developments accelerated the emergence of gmditical organizations and social
differentiation. Of particular significangstheappearance ofarious forms of

record keeping paraphernalia including the clay tokeiesvel VI, cylinder seals
appeared initially inevel VIl with clay bullae and tokens (Bernbeck & Pollock,

2005: 16) and the earliest numerical clay tabletsurl IV of the Eannaprecinct of
Uruk. Thesegave rise ultimately tthe pictographicsystem (Nisseet al.1993: 13

14). Especially since mostof thB-mi | | enni um texts are fiecon
Aadmi ni str at i vustvisuatizhbersaecraticeneasiwges bf ehé ruk
society (Zimansky, 2005: 312).

Iconographically, these seals, in particular, depict physical violence, hierarchy and
domination between two different groups of people (Bernbeck & Pollock, 2005: 16).
Therefore, it would not be wrong if we claim that the d&ga scenes and individuals
on various forms of materials actually show the level of social welfare and social

difference in the Uruk world.

With its pottery manufactured on the fast wheel and predominantly mineral
tempered, theeramicrepertoire othe Uruk culture consists of a standardized

variety of forms and types professionally made (Nissen, 1972: 100). In the Early
Uruk period, roundip and tapered beveletn bowls, neckless ledgem jars, high
bandrim jars, and expandedim jars are prevalerfiVright, 2001: 125). In the

Middle Uruk period BRBsappear to be common everywhere, while in Warka they
are unearthed ilevel IX onward (Charvat, 2002: 100). In this period, there is also a
series of small jars with straight or ledge rims and largenahsstraight, expanded,

and ledge rims were made on sand or grit tempered wares. Having conical spouts and
plain strap handles, these assemblages were decorated with reserved slip, red slip,
simple grooving, or simple crosshateitised bands (Wright, 200 125; Stein,

2001: 286). The characteristics of the Late Uruk pesir@inostly sanetempered
waresand include bandim bottles and other jars with markedly drooping spouts,
groove and oblique and complex crosshataiised decoration, and twist handles
(Wright, 2001: 125).
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5.1.1.Mysterious bowls: Beveled Rim Bowd

As acompletely Uruk innovation, one of the outstandiegamicforms is the BRB,
which appears first itevel XIl in Uruk and continuesintil the end of théevel IV. It

in turn shows avide distribution over time and space across many north
Mesopotamian site@igure 4)(Millard, 1988: 53; Porter, 2012: 97n addition to

those fromUruk/Warka, they were often made locally of chaff or-tginperectlay
(Stein, 1999a: 16; Potts, 200Fnhese vessels average 10 cm in height, and 18 cm in
diameter while the base is half of the rifMillard, 1988: 50).

The widespread distribution of the BRBer longdistances (van de Mieroop, 2004:
36, map 2.2) has led many archaeologists working irpni®d topropose uses for
these bowls, such as votive offerings (Beale, 1978), ration containers, food
containers used by Uruk aristocracy in large banquets, salt containers, and yoghurt
making containers (cf Millard, 1988: 81; Porter, 2012: 96). Hower, even though

it was a different geographwgore or less contemporamye know thasimilar vessels
were used in Egypt as bread moulds during the Early Dynastic mexidd00 BC.
Drawing upon this analogy, Millard (1988: 52) suggests that these bars w
primarily used as bread moulds.

All these implicationgjiven abovelready showed that there is not only one form of
these containers but that they carableptedoy anyone because of the technical
advantages of manufacturing aheir benefits (Porter, 2012: 98ecause their
purposés not fully understood, there are still ongoing discussions about théit use
It is noteworthythat their adoptions by the northern communities along with
temporal and spatial distribution throughout kJand Urukrelated sites in north
Mesopotamia signifies a commartierest, and presumably a common function
Therefore, itseemsnore convincing that these bowls were used to make bread
because of its thick wall, which was enough to absorbfbebgkingthe dough
without burning it.This light baking, at the same time, made possible to make beer
bread (Millard, 1978: 55%3).

15 For further details about the implicatiosee alsg Millard, 1988: 51; for recent disccusions on BRB
seePorter, 2012: 94.03
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512The Uruk Expansion as a ACoroll arybo

During the mid4™ millennium BC, the southern world seems tedraemore

interested in the outside world. It was at this tiimt northern Mesopotamia became
one of the focal areas for the southern world to coifkssltving, 1999: 91;

Frangipane, 2001a; Sagona and Zimansky, 2009: 146; Ur et al, 2011: 8; Stein, 2012:
141) From the north Mesopotamian viewpoint, this contact with the southern world,
brought about several new and Honal cultural trends and components, such as
architecture, ceramic technology and typology, and glyptic stiygsver time

reached a numbef sites across the high plains of northern Mesopotamia up to north
Syria and eastern AnatoliBased on the excavations and survey projects carried out
in north MesopotamidJruk material elementareparticularly well attested at the

sites located in #nMiddleEuphrates and Khabur region (Stein, 1&%angipane,
2001a; 2002, 2004: 126; Sajlamtimur & Oz

Although one cannot deny the fact that traces of the Uruk material culture were
foundoververy longdistances, there is, however, very little direct evidence of the

Uruk site itself (Nissen, 2001)he wide distribution of the Uruk material culture has
been interpreted to result from an AUruk
expansion as a quest f@w material$ such as metal ores, timber, and s@n@cious

stones with Urukean communities establishing colonies far from their homeland
periphery. These communities fed the cotenter (Uruk/Warka) by exploiting

available sources in northern Mesagrata and elsewherbecauseouthern

Mesopotamia lacked any of these natural materials (Algaze, 1989; 1993; 2001: 67).

Al gazebdbs proposed model has been critici:
whose research focuses on northern Mesopotamia (Steirly; 19i8%en, 2001;

Rothman, 200113525 3 ; Frangi pane, 2001a; Teéerpan,
Minc, 2016: 81920)1° It seems that the interaction at any level between the two

spheres of Mesopotamia does not imply that Lower Mesopotamia dominated Upper

Mesomtamia politically (Lupton, 1996: 39). Nor did the two regions experience

16 For instance, in his critique of the World System Gil Stein (1999b) argues that Uruk could not have
afforded to enforce political and economic control over thesedignces and that other

circumstances may explain the Uruk cultural elements at the far distance. Another critique by

Frangipane (2001a) is that Algaze did not pay enough attention to thepstitizal developments of

northern Mesopotamia, whichhedescbes as #fAperi pheryo, and tries t
only from the southern perspective.
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parallel social, religious, economic, and political developments (Stein, 2012: 126).
Rather, it was based @ome form ofeciprocity between two spheres (Lupton,

1996: 39). In relabn to the Uruk expansion specifically, this process took between
500 and 700 years to occur within the area of Greater Mesopotamia (Porter, 2012:
83, figure 6; Lupton, 1996: 39). This dating is confirmed through improved
calibration systems of radiocarbdating (Wright & Rupley, 2001) and recent

excavations carried out in various areas of the northern sphere.

5.2.Local and Interregional Complexity of North Mesopotamiaduring the LC

3-5 Periods

At the time ofthe Uruk expansiorgn the other handhere s alsothe evidencen

north Mesopotamiéor an increasing propensity towards social complexity, powerful
leadership, and political centralization in the L&Beriodthatremarkably

maintains a continuity of material culture from the previous LC 2 period (Stein,

2012: 139140). Furthermore, thers solid evidencet this timefor the appearance

of Atrue urbani smo i eatal.2007 Stdin, 2PIR:S140p ot ami a |
McMahon, 2013).

Undoubtedly, one of the reliable indioad of intraregional interactions the
ubiquitousrepertoireof potterytypes mostly chafftemperecandhandmadein

similar or everthesame forns throughoutnorth Mesopotamia. Of particular inésst

are casseroles and hamnaherad bowls that were attested in various®&gions of

the area between the Euphrates and Tigris rivers (Schwartz, 2001: 238; Frangipane,
2012a:445aj | amt i mur & ).Kaoth&r aharactei2stic Tedture o the
LC3peri od associated with pottery product
especiallynoticeableat Arslantepe and Tell Brak. Different from previous

production techniquesrebowls with flintscraped bottoms (Frangipane, 2012a: 44).
Despite having snilarities in form and production techniqueisidifficult to speak

of a homogenous distribution in all northern Mesopotamia. Rather, there are regional

and chronological variances amongit@isubregions (Schwartz, 2001: 239).

Another set of datandicaing that symbolic and ideological values were being
shared among the northern Mesopotamian communities are the eye/spectacle idols.

These idols may have been introduced in the LC 2 period tradition and despite local
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variances (Stein, 2012: 138, f§),occurred n si tes | i ke Hacénebi
Brak, and Gawra (Frangipane, 2012a: 46; Stein, 2012: 140; Marro, 2012: 12).

Another element is that the iconographic depiciom seals and sealings avalely

shared n settl ement s witaVIK,dellBrakcLER23and B1l, Ga
Arslantepe VII (Frangipane, 2012a: 46).

As noted above, although the LC 3 period bears the traces of an increasing intra
regional interaction network and substantial cultural connections in north
Mesopotamia (Frangipane, ZZd 44; Stein, 2012: 140; Schwartz, 2001: 238), local
and specific cultureslso exist in itghe subregions (Frangipane, 2012a: 46).
Therefore, each of these stdmions(the subject matter of this studyad a different

degree of social mobility and ¢utal diversity in their own landscapes.

5.2.1.Northeast Mesopotamiaduring the LC 3-5 Periods

In the Iraqi Jazeera, theC 3, LC 4 and LC 5 provide\ariedsocial and cultural
horizon of continuity and changBuringthe early LC 3 periadmany sites like Tepe
Gawra, Helawa, Grai Resh, Qalinj Agha, Musharifa, Rifan, Arpachiyah, Khirbet
Yosef, and Tell Nader were abandonBathman, 20011381; Peyronel & Vacca,
2016: 95). In the northern piedmont, it can be noted that although the LCLE ahd
periods are not wellinderstood due to the inadequacy of the available data, the
change between these two periods seamihe contraryo be very little Rothman,
2001b 382).

Tepe Gawrawas abandoned before the establishment of Habuba Kabira,eNinev

IV, or Arslantepe VIA and reoccupiedjn level VIII, ca.37003600(Figure 5)
(Rothman & Peasnall, 1999: 100 nt empor ary with Hacénebi
Tepe Gawra level VIII corresponds also to the initial movement of the southern Uruk
outward (Rokman & Peasnall, 1999: 109). Though religion seems to be still an

active part of th&Ill community just as in levels-KX, in contrast to thepthe

number of residential houses is feRothman, 20011390; Rothman & Peasnall,

1999: 110). Although four sictures excavated in Level VIl were initially described

as temples, recent reconsiderations clearly demonstrated that they have diffierent
religiousfunctions (Rothman, 2009: 19).
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Of particular significance are the ones found in level VIII A that are substantial in
size and surrounded by large courtyards. These buildings have craft areas in which
various materials including seals, beads, and obsidian tools were being
manufactured. Aother building callethe ficentral warehousdhas a comparable

form at Tell Sheikh Hassan (Rothman & Peasnall, 1999: 109). In one of these
tripartite buildings situated very close to the warehouse were found sealings
depicting bulé, dogs, and snake Interestingly, the same depictions were found in
other buildings. It is suggested that the same person was responsible for both the
warehouse and flow of goods. Timspliesthat the political actors were involved in

a largescale network system (Rothman &aBaeall, 1999: 11(Rothman, 2001b

390).

At Helawawherethe surface collection comprises mostly LC 1 and LC 2 ceramic
sherds, the absence of the characteristic LC 3 pottery such as hheaddyowls

and casseroles and the Middle Uruk types suggfest Helawa was abandoned
during the early LC 3 perioFigure 5)(Peyronel & Vacca, 2016: 91 and 116).
Although the presence of an enclosure walbeti Resh (Figure 5)during the final
stages of the'Smillennium BC was interpreted asesponse to potentiabnflict
(Kepinski, 2011: 69), the ideseeddurther evidence, such as skeletal trauara,
weapons. The only surface materials associated with &hekumerous fragments
of BRB, while there are neepresentative Uruforms. Thus, Grai Resh seems to be
unaffectedoy the Uruk expansion and abandomad3600 BC (Kepinski, 2011: 68
69).

It is worth noting that until recently our archaeological knowledge of the LC period
in Iraqi Jazeera was mostly known through the Teper@ excavations, a small
center with Northern UbaitiC 1-3 levels, and through the surveys and excavations
carried out in the Saddam Dam bagtoithman, 2001378 386). Therefore, Iraqi
Jazeera has not been fully explored. This part of north Mesopotaowayer, has
recentlybeen aarget of new archaeological projects pravgdsignificant amours

of data for the reconstruction of ancient sites and associated settlement landscape
(Kepinski, 2011; Peyronel &acca, 2016; Gavagnigt al.2016; Uret al.2013).
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According to the preliminary report of s
forms were found irightsettlements (Uet al.2013: 110, fig. 15). It is, however,
currently asserted that batme plains of Erbil andMahkmur experienced high
density of occupation with southern features in the second half of' timéllénnium

BC (Peyronel & Vacca, 2016: 120). Makhmur andKirkuk plains, at Tall atNul,
Gird-iRes and at Tepe Yorgan (levels VIK), the characteristic forms of southern
Mesopdamia such as BRBbottles, and drooping spouts were recorded (Peyronel &
Vacca, 2016: 118). Furthermore, Khani Shaie inBaeyan Valley(Figure 5) a

small settlement witla Late Uruk phase yielded a numerical tablet with cylinder seal
impression, thogh unstratified(Kopaniaset al.2015: 24). The recent projects in

Iragi Kurdistanmake itpossible to document significant numbers of BRBsites

like Tell Begum (EarlyMiddle Uruk) in the Shahrizor Valley, Gurga Chiya (Late
Uruk), and Surezha (LC-4) in the Erbil plain(Figure 5)(Kopaniaset al2015: 12,

21, and 50).

It seems thaKuyunijik , the larger mound of Nineveh, which was an important center

in the 4" millennium BC(Figure 5)(Algaze, 1993: 37) was +accupied and

sustained its growtrRothman 2001b 382). At Kuyunjik, due to old excavation

techniques and small sampling from deep soundings, Nineveh 3, reprgsdotal

culture, islessknown Rothman, 2001k383)thanthe subsequent Nineveh 4 or Late

Uruk period where all the ceramic specinene pr esent compl et el y 0

wares (Frangipane, 2009: 33).

The site has a number of typical materials of Uruk culture, including pottery,

accounting practicg glyptic and iconography (Algaze, 1986, Algatel.1989:

578). In comparisowiththesec al | ed AUruk colonyodo sites .
(Habuba Kabira, Tell Sheikh Hassan), which were established on virgin soil,

Nineveh had a preexisting settlement occupation (Algaze, 1986: 130). The

outstanding pottery formare small jars with nosleigs, jars with droop spouts, small

bottles, and BRB(Emberling & Minc, 2016: 9).

In northern Jazeera the number of settlemearihcreasedrom 47 in the Ubaid
period to 68 in the late™millennium BC (Wilkinson, 1990b: 56). However,

southern Uruk materialsererecovered from onlgeversites (Wilkinson & Tucker,
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1995: 4344, fig. 35). The settlement pattern in the region mostly rezdain
unchanged, suggesting small villagjge communities (Wilkinson & Tucker: 1995:
44-45). Several specimens of the Uruk pottery repertoire includingsBiRe
drooping spouts or nodags have been documentedsites nos75 and 139
(Wilkinson, 1990b: 56)The exceptionally larg&ell a-Hawa was an important
center in the LC perio(Figure 5) While Uruk sherds are scattered on the mound
andplanttempered and sartémpered_ate Uruk warg@redomiratea variety of both
Middle and Late Uruk warééwere documeted through surveys and deep
soundings (Trench LP). One reason that the Uruk material does not show an even
distribution throughout the mound (Ball al.1989: 31) idoecause it is hidden lilge
dense settled areas of the mound in later pergaiticularly with Nineveh V and
Khabur ware (Wilkinson, 1990b: 55).

Although unpublished and stilinder discussigrboth LC and Uruk materials were

collected within the scope of théZ GAR 8 project in theGreater Zab area. While

local LC 15 sitesnumberl 5, A S o u tidirepresented hgmlk Dsites
(Kol i GBGski, 2012; 2014: 10, table 3). Il nt
northern part of Ninevelthenortheast Jazeerawithin the scope ditoNAP, Uruk

ceramic types havalsobeen documentkto a limited extein These fragments were

entirely found in the Navkur plajmand consist i BRB sherd, a jar with nose lugs

and cordoned decoration, and a jar with flaringwith parallels at Tell Brak CH

and TW (levels94 1) , Tel | LB2Z,l aaand Hlaecléln eNda h a mme d
(Gavagin et al.2016: 130). A possible explanation of the limited Uruk material may

be that the interaction was very limiteohd there was no wedistablished long

distance trade route. Even if there was, the surveyedramenot have been situated

in this network system (Gavaig et al.2016: 130). In contrast wittew Uruk sherds,

area number of locally made pottery forms such as haniread bowls, casseroles,

andjars with an internally grooved neck (Gawag 2016: 130).

"The excavators used the terms fAearlierd and Al at
rather than Middle and Late.

18 The Upper Greater Zab Archalogical Reconnaissance Project aims to investigate both sides of the

Greater Zab river and foot of the mountains of Kurdistan (retrieved from,
http://archeo.amu.edu.pl/ugzar/indexen. htApril, 2018)

64



http://archeo.amu.edu.pl/ugzar/indexen.htm

Further norththe Cizre-Silopi region in Turkey, is characterized mostly by
hammerhead rimmed bowls and carinated casseroles of CFW known #iso as

Amuqg Fassemblagewhich shows a widespread distribution frime Zagros

Mountains to the Middle Euphieg basin (Algaze, 1989: 247). A total ofl@6al LC

sites dispersed across the plain, though mostly near water sources, were recorded in
the surveyed aredéut it isdifficult to determine a possible settlement hierarchy.

Since half of these sitedsohave Ubaid period materials, themppears to have been

a continuity of occupation (ignoring their settlement history) between these periods
(Algazeet al.2012: 20). It is noted that very few numbers of southern Mesopotamian
grit-tempered sherds were diseogd in CizreSilopi region and only aBasorin and
Rubaikale(Figure 5) At Basorin, in addition to Amuq F types and half a dozen

BRBs, were found a handful of conical cups with string cut baséesone typical

ledgerimmed jar (Algazeet al.2012: 19).

In the Upper Tigris River valley, a total of 61 sites were recorded (Brancato, 2017:
55). This shows an increased density of settlements durind' télénnium

(Algaze, 1989: 244). The Upper Tigris region is characterized by the Amuqg F Chaff
Faced assebfage that was hanthade and orangeuff in colour (Brancato, 2017:

55). The characteristic assemblage comprises mainly wide ngokeadith short,
everted collars and mapsoduced hemispherichbwlswith simple or beaded rigm
bowls (Marro, 2010: 37).

Excavations conducted on the southern slop® afk u r  pt8viged k significant
amount of LC 5 material culture associated with southern Mesopotgigiae 5) It

is suggested that during the LC 5 period, a city wall surrounded the site. It is
noteworthythat the public buildings were built on a platform made of pebble stones,
whereas the domestic buildings were constructed on terraces, east and west of the

public buil di ngferthdoBirg). | amt i mur et al

Another peculiarity is that some infrastructwas installedeforethe construction
activities,includingdrainage pipes for wasteater, similarto examples at Habuba

Kabira S¢d (Sajlamtimur & Withknmcorriddisl 3 : 14°
probablyfunctioning for storag&vere recoveretbgeher with a building containing

typical examples of southern Mesopotamian clay nails and stonelaye for
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sculpturey S aj | aehal.fonthcoming). The pottery of this phaset is

attributed to the Uruk culturie mainly mineratemperedin addition, nould-made
andchafftempered BRBS are the predominant Uruk types. The conical bowls have

the traces of strings marks on their bottom. There are also spouted, lugged, neckless

jars as the Uruk typesongsideexample of hammerhead bowls and azated bowls

i n the LC 5 period (Sajlamtimur & Kal kan,

At Giricano (Figure 5) a regular planned buildirig its southern section is 6 m in
length. Several materials including BR&nd painted ceramics together with a bulla
dated to mied™ millennium BC were uncovered it (Schachner & Schachner, 2003:
453; Brancato, 2017: 56). &k a] &€ S a |(Figtre Fjlevel ¥lkyielded a

broken terracotta wall mosaic and several BRBund a square platform made of
recycled materialprimarily pivot stonesgrinding stones andhw stones probably

for processi ng-644k Eha yCuassemblagadSaldt Tep&Hg8re

5) is represented by griempered monochrome conical cups, necked jars, and bowls
with thickened rims. The main Uruk matdsiareafew BRBs and combed or
incised vessels (¥kse, 2017: 44).

It is evident tlat not all the LC communities in tHépper Tigris River valley

produced the Uruk material components, such as pottery, glgptdarchitectural

style. For instancegt Hirmeberdon Tepealthough the earliest phaséthe Outer

Town is contemporary with LC @igure 5)(Nanucci, 2016: 18), no assemblage
associated with genuine Uruk was detected. Rather, the LC 3 phase is characterized
by the early and late CFW form of hammeald bowls and casseroles (Nanucci,

2016: 19). Similarly, several domestic buildings in Areas F and G at Kenan Tepe are
contemporary withhe LC 4 and LC 5 periods (Foster, 2012: 442). The pottery
assemblage is represented by three main categories: Sirapée @haffy Ware and

Cook Pot. Although theraren o At rue Uruko forms, there
coarse bowls with a string cut base, incised geometric designs on jar shoulders, a
fl ar edr ibmdo ujnadr wantahjar with ledye rim{Cneekmoke, 2007:

94-95).
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5.2.2.Northwest Mesopotamia during the LC 35 Periods

One cannot admit that the movement from the south towards north Mesopotamia was
theresult of a sudden decision @singleprocesghatsuddenly occurred. Ndhatit

took only a short ti mma.700Rearsdf faespaninhe fHexp:
various directions and movements. It is suggested that this movement
chronologically fAé is just a source of «ci
While the first tedency of southerners was toward the zones that were in the

immediate vicinity, such as Qraya afidu Salabikh to the north (Porter, 2012: 88),

the material indicator od firstcontact betweethe Uruk world and north

Mesopotamia appears at Tell Br@gkgure 6) where five BRBwere documented in

Level 16 (Oates & Oates, 1993: 181p to now, based on the survey and

excavation projects carried out across north Mesopotamia, these bowls produced the

first associatiorwith northrsouth contactas early as the LC 3 period. Although a

possible dating for these bowls was initially proposed dw&s500 BC (Oates &

Oates, 1997: 291), iecently goes back t@a. 3600 BCor even earlier (Porter, 2012:

88).

What is more attractive is their findag inthesec al | ed fAf easting hal
Tel | IRveblBatasd continagin use through Level 1&igure 7aYMcMahon

et al.2007: 149; Oatest al.2007: 594). The reason why this building is defined as

Af easti ng hal large ovess inkihe noahemm eouriyaatbny \&ith the

faunal remains for largscale meat consumption (Oattsal.2007: 594595). It is,

therefore notobviously a temple. However, it is also suggested that the buildisg

a guesthouse in which travelers could stay, because of being close to the north gate
(Oateset al.2007: 594).

In this scenariofi f easting hall 6, the supe+iority
production of bowls for such constructions suggest thatuwopson shifts from a

single household | evel to a more 6common
Tell Brak the construction of these large buildings also required intensive avatk

large quantities of materiagsich as water, stramud,and plager. It is, therefore,

19 ying on the south edge of the Upper Khabur, Tell Brak provides one of the earliest evidences for
itrued ur ban2087mMMciMadent 2018; Steih, 2(4.2: 148ke alscChapter 4 (pp. 230)
in this thesis.
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suggested t hat recordingaiarge numioes leferénairy tdesbouo ,
obligations(Figure 7c)Oateset al.2007: 596; Oates & Oates, 1997: 291). If this is
so,thenat Tell Brak, we have the earligabletas therecordkeeping evidence for

control of manpower.

In another area contemporary with Level 16, a variety of small finds were éouad
heavily burnt house floor including pottery, wooden objects, ivory, a bead of rolled
gold sheet and several Eye Idols (BafeOates, 1993:178).

WhileT e | | BC 3spkriogpsmarily local in character, was identified in Area

TW Levels 1714, the following Levels 1-32 areassociated respectiveljith the
LC4andLC5o0rthesoal | ed fAlLate Ur uk Qatgs@@dtes,s & Oal
1997, Schwartz, 2001: 241 and 242). The local pottery assemblage is represented by
CFW that illustrates a widespread distribution in north Mesopotamiatfrem
Karababarea in Turkish Lower Euphrates, to Telldawa and Nineveh to the ¢as
(Oates & Oates, 1993: 172; 1997: 290). Of particular significarexarious

symbols incised and impressed on the vegselfiring. A similar practicethough

lesselin quantity and varietywasalso documented at Arslantepe and Amuq (F).

These symbalrelated topictography were present in north Mesopotamia before

Uruk IV pictographic script (Oates & Oates, 1993: 1172).

Although no consistent architecture was identified, Level 13 in Area TW produced

the local assemblage alongside the southgre. tEspecially the southern forms have
closeparallels, in particular BR&in large quantity, atheic ol ony o si tes | i
Shei kh Hassan, Ha b uthekankagphedinctat WarkadQatea&h d e v
Oates, 1997: 291). In addition, a very spectaatyinder sealn drilled style

depictinga bear, two snakes and other anspa$ well asa number ospindle whorls

were also found in the same ar&he drilling style would beommon inthe Jamdat

Nasr period (Oates & Oates, 1993: 176; Oates & Oates, 1997: 291).

The following Level 12 is represented by an abandoned domestic building, which has
a unigue plan similar to Late Urukittelsaaltype with more or less square rooms

each contaimg keyhole form hearth This contextontainedn situ reserved slip

jars with drooping spoutandred-slipped nose lug jars (Oates & Oates, 1997: 292)
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very similar witht he ones found at Habuba Kabira S
1993: 171)Beneath this bilding levelwere excavatedumerous rubbish pits,

containinga variety of Late Uruk materialpredominantly pottery together with flint

and obsidian debris. These flints were presumably for manufacturing bledtse

cores and blades were found asHae k H°y ¢k, whi ch was inter
specialized production center (Oates & Oates, 1993: 174).

In these pits, the remarkable small find corpossists of the seals, whighgeneral

show similarity with Jeb gnificakce iattieaséepe s e al i |
showingtasseled pots with carrying devices, architegtand human figured\lso,

the Brak owl (lion?) headed creature is unique, suggesatiegrly Anzu-bird, a

figurein the Sumerian and Akkadian mytholog{€sgure 7b)YOates& Oates, 1997:

294). Another peculiar find, which provides strong evidence for metal working

during the late4™ millennium BC likea contemporargxampleat Tell Sheikh

Hassan, is thenpressiorof a large metal piclaxe, probablynade by a wood object

It was presumably a mould to manufacturesd@ates & Oates, 1997: 295).

At Tell Majnuna,s t uated 450 m north of Tel!l Br ak
graves were recently brougdiatlight (Figure 6)(McMahonet al.2007: 155156). It

is assumed that these mass graves fillxé episodicallyoverat least two centuries

betweerca. 38003600 BC (McMahoret al.2011: 205). ItheMTW area, at the

southwestern edge of the mound, a minimum number of 54 individualdueéed

in onemass grave, which was formerly ugedliscard rubbiskMcMahonet al.

2011: 206). Similarly, in another area called EM that is slightly later than MTW at

least 89 individuals were buri@édgethefMcMahonet al.2011: 212).

In another partothe Upper Khabur drainage, surface collection conducted in the

close environs of Leilan revealed that the pottery assensdd@€ 3, 4, and 5 are
predominantly local in characteand share similarities with northern Mesopotamian
sites(Figure 6) Thelocal LC period in the surveyed area is characterized by Grey

Ware of early LC 3, CFW and local Middle Uruk types of-Cwhile southern

Uruk types are very rare and recordeaiiy 5 sites among the 28 surveyed

(Brustolon & Rova, 2007: 32). While thetdement landscape of the surveyed area
showedthaht r end t owardamofngevéboplpxiods i n the
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increasesthe number of settled sites decreasefgvour of their larger individual
size It seems that during the LC 5 period, mosthef settlements were abandoned
(Brustolon & Rova, 2007: 37)

Another survey projeat/ascarried out in the immediate vicinity d&ll Hamoukar.

The southern Uruk types were documentefivie sites while the local Late
Chalcolithic types were documentedivelve sites(Figure 6)(Ur, 2002b: 65 and

67). Among these sites, the Uruk gatnpered pottery is wedlttestedn theTHS

area, especially drooping spouts of LC 5 period (Ur, 2002bit64).however,
notablethat although a number of Uruk sherds were collected on the surface of the
mound at Hamoukar, no southern Uruk tyo¢tery wadound in the excavated
houses with the exception osmgleBRB (Gibsonet al.2002: 53).

Excavationgonducted in area B revealed wells for water supply and large ovens that
suggesthel ar ge scale of food preparation, pr e
Northern Middle Uruk® Moreover, more than 90 sedtsainly bone together with

few stoneexample}(were found in the same area. The majority of these seals are in

the form of animalsuch adions, dogsandhares (Gibsomet al.2002: 53). These

seals together with the sealings impressed mostly on bitumen and clay may point to

the presence of adminiative practices (Gibson & Maktash, 2000, 477, Gibestoal.

2002: 53). The overall sets of evidence including a possible defensive wall, seals and

large ovens for food preparation may indicate that before Uruk contactettisted

multiple centers ofodal complexity,attestingtdi é | oc all e seélat gol i t i es
north Mesopotamia (Gibson & Maktash, 2000: 477).

The Late Uruk aMashnaqais represented by a roughly circular enclosaumly
partially exposedbecause of time constrair(sigure 6) Otherwise thewalls of
several large domestic houses with large heawtére recoveredht the site, both the
local CFW and Uruk pottery were documented (Beyer, 19981444.

20 The term Northern Middle Urulefers to local LC that shows no association with southern Uruk
(Gibson et al. 2002: 53).
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With the exception of three sites (Merj Abu Sharib, TeMaljran, and Tell Shrey)
(Akkermans, 1988: 318), neither Uruk nor Umétated materiaglwerefound along

the Balikh River (Copeland, 1979: 271). Hammarietkmanwitnessed hiatusn

its pottery assemblage betweignVB and VI periodswhichcorresponds tthe

second half ofhe 4" millennium BC (Akkermans, 1988: 31 Hurther norththe

lack of substantive excavations in the Harran Plain preveriteragpresening a
comprehensive picture @k archaeological settlement landscape. On the basis of

surveys carried out in thgain, however ceramic sherds of thé'4nillennium BC

were documented in a total of thitgur sites, six of which at the same time yielded
southern Uruk typefFigure8) ( Yar démc &, 1 $Inhdditicth®94; 2004)
ceramie, Uruk typepel i( ¥as da me@papdlabif@dé at T2 6 5
Mahruk (Yardéemcé, 1991: 405), as well as
also found (Yardémceée, 2004: 32).

The drier marginal zone of the Middle Euphrates during thelennium BC saw

the establisment of Uruk centerat Tell Sheikh Hassan, Habuba Kabira/Tell
Qannas,andJebel Aruda (Figure 6)(Wilkinson et al.2014: 76) Whenthe

excavations at Sheikh Hassan, on the eastern bank of the Euphrates River, revealed a
rich number of southern Mesopotamian materiaisifi7 long sequences of thé 4

millennium (Oates, 1993: 414), the ditecameassociated with the Uruk expansion

and named an Uruk fenclaveo (AlGQG%aze, 1993
samples taken only from layers 6 and 5 proposed a date rangedr8680 BC to

ca. 3200 BC (Wright & Rupley, 2001: 105)hevariety of Uruk materials incluet

pottery, architecttal types, andrecord keeping paraphernalia, such as bullae, tokens,

and cylinder seals (Stein, 1999a: 18). The pottery repertoire consists of mineral

tempered conical bowls with pouring lip, globular pots with shtrapdles small

carinated cups, beadn bowls,andplain round jars with short neck that have
parallels at Hacénebi (Helwing, 2000: 14
metal was being processed locally at the bikeauseherearesmelting crucibles

(Algaze, 2001a: 208).

21 Merj Abu Sharib is located south of HammariTerkman; Tell alHajjran is 10 km northeast of
Hammam efTurkman; Tell Shrey is located north of HammarTatkman (Aklermans, 1988: 318).
2The six sites are Tel Kdris, K¢plegce, Kkizce, Ha
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In the Late Wuk period, twootherUruk enclaves (Algazet al.1989: 577 )t

Habuba Kabiré& ¢, @on the west bank of the EuphratasdJebel Arudato its north
provide further evidence for the Uruk presence in north Mesopotamia. These sites
were defined as colonié®cause they have a variety of southern materials including
architectural plan and elemerstsch adrick types andonewall mosaics, pottery
production technology and formandadministrative and economagjuipmentsuch

as bullae, tokengndnumericaltablets (Stein, 1999a: 15; Algaze, 1993:2%5

Algazeet al.1989) These features distinguish the sites from their local northern

contemporaries

Among theexcavated site@-igure 8)in the area located betwete Birecik and

Carchemishd a ms Hor um H° y hdsonlyGnearammic type ar eas) ,

indicating Uruk influencebowls resemblingBR8( F| et cher , 2007: 19E¢
Hoy ¢k (Fatadh3%ant a208) and Yareéem H°y¢k ( Koz

111) both local and Uruk sherds wéoend.F r o m  TUruk tgpesespecially

have close affinities with Hassek H°yg¢Kk
Méseér , 1998: 231). karaja H°y¢k yielded
sherds (Sertok & Kulakojlu, 2002: 108) .

Zeyt i nl onth&ighhbark of the Euphrates, has several superimposed levels
of the LC 35 periodgFigure 8)(Frangipane, 2010: 181). Prior to the Uruk
influence,an occupational phaséth mudbrick houses, courtyards, and open spaces
contairs local elementsncluding CFW (wherecasserolepredominae); theyshowa
noticeabledecrease in the following Middle Uruk phases (Frangipane, 2010: 188).
The site appears locduringthe Middle Uruk period, although there is a marked
adoption otthe southermpottery assemblage, such as-tginpered Uruk pottery with
Reserved Slip decoration and BR@rangipane, 2010: 189). Although no

substantial buildings with special functeowererecorded in the Middle Uruk

phases, an empandspectacular structure c@aming cell rooms separated by thick
walls has close affinity with Sheikh Hassan (Frangipane, 2010: 189). Consequently,
the essential change betwedbaearlier and lateidentity of the site during the

Middle Uruk suggests that southern people poss#thesl andhenabandoned in

a short time span (Frangipane, 2010: 190). The LC 5 period with smaller size houses

showsare-interpreedversion of LC 3 material culturereatinga hybridization of
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thepottery assemblage especialgsselform (Figure 9. While BRBs are not
frequentthebandrim bowls characteristic of the Middle Uruk phase became
prevalent not only at Zeyl9l) hutlalsoaBsdes - e ( Fr
located along the Euphrates (Algasteal.1989).

At Ha c e phade B2 corresponding to LC 4 (368800 BC) (Stein & Edens,

1999: 167168) shows similar continuity of material cultureith the pevious

phases in the south and west agde-by-sidewith the appearance of Uruk
materialg(Figure 8)(Stein, 2001: 2@). A nearlyfull repertoire of southern Uruk
material culturavas detectethcluding pottery typg production techniques and
decoration, conwall mosaicsut withoutassociated architectural remaias,well
asseals, bullaand tokens (Stein, 19896; Steinet al.1996: 215216; Steiret al.
1997: 115). The pottery production seembdwetaken place on the site (Stein,
1999a: 16). Of particular interest are grooved stone weights in crucfaape
associated with measuremémathave parallels é@usa, Habuba Kabira, and Sheikh
Hassan (Stein, 199118). The presence ah almost completassemblage of the
Uruk culture is interpreted as thstablishmenv f a fitradi ng encl ave

northeast corner of the mound &gouthern group (Stein, 19994)1

Al gaze and his teambs survey alBoegilg t he T
and Carchemish provided further evidence for Uruk material culture in the valley
(Algaze,et al.1991). A variety of Uruk formgmainly BRBs) were documented at

sites sitated close ttheriverbedi ncl udi ng, Tiladir Tepe, K
Ko me andk a r éFigue 8)(Algazeet al.1991). The Uruk types were also
attested at inland sites |ike Tilfar and
reasonable to suggt that communities living along the Turkish Euphratese

settled orpreexisting occupations, with the exceptairk a d i Tepe and Kum
two singlephase occupati@according tdhe survey data (Algaz al.1991).

These local communities in turn seem to ais&Jruk pottery assemblageer some

time. Another characteristic feature is that these communities benefitetidrony

the rivernearby compared to hinterland sitesth more than 20 sitest close

distance to one or two houssvay fromeach other (Can, forthcoming) recorded with

LC materials (Algazet al.1991). On the basis of two surveys (Alg&tal.1991;

¥zdojan & Karwul, 2002), the s ®&itetshoswment s
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an uneveristribution Thewestern bank has more LC sites thiamopposite sie,
which may suggest more intensiveociceconomic complexitgr better living

conditionson the west bank sites

Traces of Uruk materials were also discovered in the Karababadbdlseir urkish

Lower Euphrates. Though the chronological attespiotme various survey projects
remains unclegwhether LC4o0orLCH( ¥z d o] an, 1977; Serdaroj
Wilkinson, 1990; Algazet al.1992), Uruk potteryvasdocumentedor at least 10

sites along the Euphratesnd in a more hinterland area including Lidar, Gritille

Hayaz, KHS15, KHS 39, TS30, and TS 9. In the region, excavated data from
various sites provided further evider(€eégure 8) AtKur b a n ,HC lgvelsk

were found in perio®/| A-B, in Area A(Figure 8) Althoughthelimited excavations
provided no comprehensive picture of architecture, the pottery assemblage of phase
VI B consists of gritemperedressels witHour-nose lugs, drooping spouts, and

BRBs while the local pottery is mainly chatémpered (Algazet al.1990: 422425).

In the subsequent period VI A, the quantity of chaffiperedvaredecreasg while
grit-tempered becomes prevalent (Algaze, 1993: 90).

AtSams at ekcawatiprklevels XXXXVII provide awide span fotheLC

period(Figure 8)( ¥z g ¢ - , 1 9 9 2 :laterp&i@ds mostly damaged the h@

levels, the architecture could only be characterized by the presence of several
domestic houses in diff ¢hrthelodacetarmiv el s ( ¥z g,
productions such as casseroles and hammerhead bowls and the Uruk assemblage
including BRBs are common. Although in the subsequent layers the Uruk types
occurtogether withthelocal assemblage, they never entirely become the only

repertoire (Helwing, 2000: 14950). Another material linked to the typical Uruk

feature, though no associated architectural context was identified, is theabne

mosaics that were found alsoatBate bi and Hassek H°y¢k (¥z
Severakylinder sealsvere found one of which contains a motif attributed to Late

Uruk glyptic (Algaze, 1993).

AlthoughHa s s e k wh°sy ¢dke f i ned as a smal |l AUr uk s
pottery repertoiréFigure 8)(Algaze, 1993: 50), the site may instead of

Nféindigenous origin and charactero (Hel wi
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potteryi in local formsbut southern production technique includithg fastwheel
and grittemper and the adoption of south@rmsin chaff-temperedypes can be
associated withybridization(Figure 10)(Helwing, 1999). The site appears to be
surrounded by a fortification wall sidewhich aretwo tripartite houses typically
Mittelsaalplan with monocellular rooms around theesemhhg those found at
Habuba Kabir& ¢. dhe rooms were used for multiple functions, such as working

areasand forstorage (Algaze, 1993: 50).

In the Upper Euphrates valley, after the abandonment ofitsadmples of period

VII, Arslantepe (Figure 6)period VI A (ca.34003100 BC), which saw a more

concrete and powerful systemofthecsa | | ed dApal ati al peri odo,
the establishment of several new imposing interconnected builghigyse 11)

(Frangipane, 2016b: 10). Moreayé was in this period #it metallurgy at

Arslantepe reached its climax. The sophisticated metallurgy of Arslantepe is

discerniblein a variety of materialand formsin particular weapongt seems to

haveheldclose relations witthe Southern Caucaswand the Black Sea coashere

arsenic and copper ores were rich (Frangipane, 2017b: 192).

A large courtyard stands between a substantial building with its thick walls on the
onesidd Bui | di ng 37 or and &aamdle Bon theoppdnsité dited i n g 0)
(Figure 1) (Frangipaneet al.2017: 72). As the audience buildingstaaseating

pl atform, wood r e ma fumiture pnd vely svdéldesigneslf A c hai |
vessels, it appears to be a place in which the leader and the audience came together in

a cerenonial event without religious function (Frangipaeieal.2017: 7476).

Moreover, on the wall of the corridor opening to the audience building and courtyard

is a red and black wall paintintj.depicts two figuresvho arebull-like animals

looking ateachandot her fil ozengeo moti f ghatisTher e i s
pulling a cart or plough (Frangipane, 2016a: 12, fig:bg.dnterestingly, such a

theme is commonly carved on the Uruk seals, one instance of which was found also

at Arslantepe. Therefor#é)e iconographical analogy of this theme, though not on the

same material, suggests a hybriqijgure 12 Tér pan, 2013: 477) .

Unlike the temples of the former period, in which meal consumption took place with

the participation of the community, bothrmples A and B witliheir cultic practices
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was less accessible to public, thowgli with communal mealdt is, therefore,
suggested that the limited access to these temples shows that they were allocated
only to a few peoplef presumably high statusr@hgipane, 2012b: 291). These

two temples are smaller théme previousr e mpl e C in size and
pl ace t o fbi prangiganet261@b: 29Fha rdeialtcansumptidn seems
to take place in two templesince they containea number of vessels, a

considerable number skalingsas well as animal bones, flint blades, a grinding

stone, and a mortar (Frangipane, 2012b: 31).

Temple B has several internal architectural elements including podiums, altars,
offering tables, a centralatform and niches on either side of the walls tizate
corresponding elements at Jebel ArudtheRed and Grey temples. Although the
bipartiteplan of Temple Bs distinct fromthetripartite Uruk temples, the close

affinity between shared architecal elements suggedtsat Temple B contains some

I

hybridfeatureqFigure 13\ Tér pan, 2013: 475). Mor eover
rooms of Templ e B weghapadha nredt iwfig hi Ml roed

might be a replica of Uruk style templecorationThis decorative styleecallsthe
exterior walls of the public buildings embellished with colorful wall cones in Uruk
settlements (Térpan, 2013: 475).

South of Temple B, three interconnected buildings appdzaue beemsed for
storage, though eaéhfunctionally distinctive. As the larger room was for storage
purposes indicated by vessels and bottles, the smaller room, from which a variety of
finds were recoveredncluding pithoi, jars, cooking pots, three grindirigres, 100
massproduced bowls130 sealingsandanimal bones (sheep and goaBrved to
distribute mealg¢Frangipane, 2012b: 31; Frangipasteal.2009: 12).Various kinds

of evidence indicate that the redistribution practices carried out in the spa@slin
the former periodvereno longerconducted hereRather, these practices were
performed in a series of interconnected public buildingsaserdcontrolled by
prominent agents, presumably those of high status (Franggpah@007;
Frangipane, 2012b: 27; Frangipane, 2016b; Frangipane, 2017c: 33; Frargiphane
2017: 76). The numerous sealings indicate alsatimatlass opeople had discrete
responsibilities and taskn this complex administrative system (Frangipand,220
33).
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IntheAl t @énova Pl ain, t hsnthesecobnchalfobtid'4si t es de
mill ennium BC. Four sit es-9(amdeBpyepe)wwere Tl i1
recorded for this period during surveys (Whallon, 1979)Tédecik was excavated

a tripartite planned building flanked by roomrsdbuilt on stone foundation&igure

6)( Esi n, 1979: 108). The materials found
Al acah?®y¢ k 1 n, andte Mesapaadmia. At appears that the site had an

active rolein the production of metal tools in the second half of thenlennium

BC, according to theemains of metal and slags, as well as the residue of a casting

(Esin, 1975: 47). The main ware types arght Simple, Reserved Slip, Red and

Grey Uruk including BRB (see also Algaze, 1993: 70, fig. 34).

5.3. Discussion

The overall evidence suggests ttia similar cultural traitsuch agpotteryand

ideology (eye idols), were shared among the northemmamities before and after

they encountered the Uruk phenomenon. This helps us to constraohjbacture

of north Mesopotamian a regional basi©n the other hand, it can be suggested that
each sufregion had a different degree of social patternsoofonctureembedded in
their living environment, while in some cases geographical and ecological aspect of
| o n g u ehaddacert@redegree of impact on the nature of relations.

All the subregions otthe entire Mesopotamiazonehada varyingdegree of Uruk

materials.The frequency of Urukelated diagnostic materials was in some regions

limited, predominantly to BRBsThis is especially the case in northeast
Mesopotamia, with the excelpremaosunctedr Ni ne v
why mast of the sites located in Iraqi Kurdistan were abandoned during the LC 3.
Especially the abandonment of Tepe Gawra with a veryyggphisticated cultural
phenomenaemains asn enigmaOn the basis ahe available evidencé is

possible to recogn&that northwest Mesopotamia, in contrast, experienced the

strong impact of southern Uruk culturecause of the establishment of three colony

sites This occurred most visibly in the Middle Euphrates basin, where the evidence

also points to a very locabmplex social system.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

This thesis aimed to bring the importance of geography and environment in the
foregroundn order tounderstandhe nature of social and cultu@ntinuity and
changeNorthern Mesopotamia itseffoes not hava completely integrated
geographical structur&or this reasannstead of placing the entire north

Mesopotamia into a singl@cture aregionalbasiswasfollowed in order to establish

the semantic context distoire totale

The studied geographicahits suggest that thastory of communities is embedded
in their geography and environmefhis implication is based upat least 30
examined sites various sukregions ofnorth Mesopotamiavhereeach region has

its own characteristic diversity amdithenticity For example, althougHammam et
Turkmanin the Balikh basins located close to the Middle Euphrates, Uruk material
was not foundhered e s pi t e pottery similarities
(Akkermans, 1988).

In some caseshe individuality of geography and environment may ncé be
predetermination founderstanthg the processes of social and historical continuity
and changéBraudel, 1995: 10)A basicaspecthatstands ouandalsoneeds to be
consuledmay be the formef social organizationand/or social dynamic3he same
environmentatonditions may have a different degree of impact on continuity and
change of the historical and social interaction processes of sedentargesiemiary,
and transhumant groupBhis perhaps can be best exemplified at Kenan TEjggire
14). The site appears ttaveremained entirely local during the LCperiods, as
thereareno characteristidJruk materialsalthough theswvere found, especially

BRBs, in manyothersettlements in the Upper Tigris basiioreover the absence of
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any monumental or public structures or craft facilities may be associated with the

lack ofanycomplexityat the site

I n Braudel 6s pHiolngaeipdihpwhas2isdvhich gateshey |,
role of environmenin the foregroundn shaping humalfife and socieeconomic
developmentsThis perspective can also be appliedtenorth Mesopotamian
environmentwhere each region has its own environmental advantages and
constraintsFor instancethe Balikhpresens a micreenvironmental diversity,
althoughat first glancat may be thought to haventirelyfertile lands(Figure 14)
However,only the upper zone in the valley seems to be suitable for agriculture and
animal herding, Wwich is whyit shows a denssettement patterespecially in the

Halaf periodMoreoveras i gni fi cant number of Aprehist
documented throughout surveys carried out around Hammdnrkehan. This may
indicatethatseasonal mobility was present,slerdsvere documented on the top of
the terracethrough surveysConsequentlythelack of urbanizatiorin thelongue

d u ra®denonrparticipation in thesettlement netwoskmay be because tiemicro-
environmental divesity of the valley(Hritz, 2013) Similarly, the decisive role of
environmenimay explainwvhy there is nbonly a strongUruk presencéut also how
theenvironment shapehuman life conditionghere

In contrasto plains,arable lands and pasturégghlandsare themainsource of
natural and minerakservesAlthough agriculture and livestoaethe basic sources
of life, the LC communities irseveralkcasesxploited the environment more
effectively, whichtakes us a step forwadirectly to theresourcegndowed by
environmentl n t h e Al toranstaneemetglurggbiegins as early d<C 2
and continusthroughoutheLC period The Al t énovaNMer necctu@@met s
F at nKalécik, andTepecik exploited coppefrom Ergani Maden, which we30-

40 kmdistant from the plaifFigure 14) There appears also the exploitatiorsibfer
that wasavailableclose to the plainWhile the effectiveexploitationof environment

is obvious fotheA | t & n o theausecohmsetal, alsadicates thathe inhabitants of
t he Al t éhadihe the kRdwledgeanaritie technological level for the metal
production] n compar i s o n,howevehthe avaikblefeVidereaiothiea
Upper Tigris basin suggeshatdespite locateth close proximity to Ergani Maden,
these communitiewere notinterested in metallurgy, presumably because of their
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extent of social dynamics amthdequatesociceconomicand technologicdevel

(Figure 14) It appears, however, thalthoughthere is nanetalevidence in the LC

| evel s of prBsamably bedaldsy of the seemnomidactors the site

becamehighly interested in metalse in the beginning of thé*3nillennium BC.

Especially thevery sophisticated metal artefadiound in the grave contexts are
associated with the emergent nelite cl as:

local sourcesandlordyi st ance Atradeo (Sajlamtimur &

With its long history of use, obsidiamows most clearly itwide distribution
throughoutMesopotamiaThe LC communitiedike their predecessqgraere

particularly interested ithee ast ern hi ghl andBsion gdPhs, i dhieanr,u t
and Me vy dhichhddthemnain sources of obsidian since the Neolithic period

(Figure 14)Dixon et al. 1968: 43)0On the one hand, it idraost everywhere

documentedn significant quantiesthroughouthe LC periodin a varietyof forms
andfunctions.On the other hand psidian wasespecially appreciatddr making

tools becausef its durability,but also as a type gfestige iterras atTell Brakand
QalinjAghaEspecially sites |ike Bakur H°y¢s k a
amount of obsidiawerefound,lie at themid-point between Mesopotamia and

obsidian resources located west of Lake \Adthoughlocatedfar from the eastern

highland obsidian resourcekell Hamoukar where obsidian dominates the lithic

assemblage, is defined an important center for obsidihprot i on and 06t r ad
centerseems to have acquired its reputatecause athe sociceconomic level of

its inhabitantsProcurement of obsidian from distgolacesmust have certainly

needed the participation of several prominent figures and arncdegree of skill,

experience, and technological developm#rdppears that theng-term use of

obsidian in an extensidandscap@verlapswith its eventuakeplacenentby metal in

the second half of the"4millennium BCin north Mesopotamia

Throughout history, social groups who shaaetbmmorgeographyhaveshown an
interestto create or joinnterestnetworks for sociecultural and socieconomic
exchange. In this regarthe suitability ofgeographyplaysa decisiveolein the

nature andunction of the networkin Mesopotamian geograpliyst come, for sure,

the two great rivers Euphrates and Tigris together with their tributaries, which were

of vital importance
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Perhaps fAman in his r ethed toingnu :Brayget, ®e
1972: 20) can be bestxemplifiedby the riverswhere most of the Chalcolithic
settlements were establishiggure 15) In the long span of Mesopotamian history,
the similar interest ithese two great rivers played an important role for imapsr
powerssuch as Sumer, Akkad, Babylon, and Assyria and the location of their
imperial capitals. They have thbsendefinedas he #dAri ver ci vi |l
1995: 9).Therefore, rivers dominate in the Mesopotamian geographgnlyfor the
fertile landsin close proximitybut alsoin establishing a settlement netwddk trade,
exchang, andtravelthat interconnectedlong the valleys and at their crossing
points

Although it isarchaeologicallyifficult to provide evidence faransmrtation on the
rivers, iverine navigatiorseems to begiim Mesopotamias early asghe 6™
millennium BC (Broodbank, 2013: 29MWloreover, an Ubaigeriodclay boat model
coatedwith bitumenfrom Mashnaqga suggesgpeople were travelling on the rivers

t

he

zati

(Mclntosh, 2017: 206). The only evidence

where a fragment of reed boat covered by bitumen dateal 3800 BC suggests the
sameidea of travelling Schwartz, 2002: 617).

Travelling on the riverdy boatwas not the only way fahe communication
network.Although the available evidence cannot provide a-esthblishedverland
map ofcommunication routeshetwo possible route§om two differentperiods?
showed thatheywere maintainedlmostunchanged for millenni@ne of these
routes started from Sippar in tr@uth and continimg along the Tigris River to
Nineveh, passing west from Nineveh through Tell Bcaktinued northward
through the Harran Plaimvhile another route wam the EuphrateRiverin the
northrsouth or vice versa directiggossuyt et al. 2001: 374¢onsequentlyeach of
theseroutesincreasedhe strategic advantag# all thetypes ofsettlements located
atthefi i n v i irgtarsbdoresian this network

In other respects, this geographical advantagkeofiversand plaindor settlement

networks may beestricted by the mountarwhichhaveimpactsonthe socie

2 The 3% millennium BC and thesimillennium BC (Bossuyt et al. 2001: 376, fig. 1; Algaze,
1986:137, fig.3).
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economicature ofrelationsand development$or instance, the Upp@&igris basin

presents extensively arable agricultural lowlands which are surrounded by mountains

-t he Taurus, Zagr os, -thbcreaecamndtadl barrimand Tur A
geographically isolating the regi@Rigure 14) Consequently, this region wast on

the LC routes; it can thereforepe assumed that due to this isolation, during the LC

period, this area remained elementary in cultural aspBuatsimportant role of

environment on the development of the communities had also an impact on the
dewelopment ofocialstructureandconjonctureof the region, which remained

unchanged for centuries.

There is little doubt thatgardless of time and spageany form of social
organizationthere are internal dynamic processethaculturalenvironmentThis
dynamic processn whatever fornit occurs, challenges, and modifi@dturally
conservative or completely homogenaudtural patterns, though some key
principles such asymbols and ideologieray remain conservativ&herefore,
culture and cultural accumulation a given communitys inevitablya dynamic

process rather thastaticor fixed.

These words take us directly to thecadled Uruk expansion, which hadife span

of ca. 700 yearsand is a typicatonjoncture It appears that a series®v ~ ne ment s
eventually gave rise to social mobility that can be perceptible in a number of regions

i n north Mesopotami a, -tamcongphctureThe degree of Br
of Uruk impact on the indigenous northern commties remains to be determined

The arrival of southern communities together with their highly sophisticated and
well-developed material cultureeedn ot be wunderstood as an i
from a northcentric viewpoint. Rathenorthern communit®had already an

existing culture, identity, and settlement network systemshtudpartially

accumulated by the previous cultural interactiergsin the Ubaid periodTherefore,

acertain degree damiliarity with theintra-regionalnetworksystemhadalready

been establishedvell before thecolonization in the Middle Euphrates basin.

It was in this network system that Tell Br@kW and CH areas} a best example of
conjoncture The siteencountered Uruk elemeritalicated by BRBs in Level 16.C

3) contemporary with the foundatiai Tell Sheikh HassamThis is later followed by
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Levels 1312 (LC .4-5) whenHabuba Kabira and Jebel Arudere establishedn

the opposite bank of the Euphratiss in these levels that we have strong evidence
for the dJruk way of lifedat Tell Brak indicated by architecturdittelsaalhouses,
pottery assemblage, administrative tools resembling to the colony sites and so forth.
Even it is recentlypuggested that Tell Brak during the LC 5 was colonized by
southern popuaition, although not the entire mound (Porter, 20BR8%r to the Uruk
phenomenon, the site appears t@lveadythe product ofalong occupational
sequence witlwell-developedndigenoussocicpolitical and economic complexity
embedded imnurbanmaterial cultureas early as LC 2 perio@here was also a
political hierarchy based on the presence of elite architecture and artefactual finds.
Furthermore, the production from household level to workshops and specialized
craftsmerare other pieces of @lence for the socipolitical level of Tell Brak
AlthoughTell Brakbecause of its extreme huge size presumably did not have
sufficient area of agriculturdnd, the site must havelied heavily on outside crops.

In this case, it is known that the cexitmoundwas surrounded by smaller size

towns, villages, and hamletwhich may therefore suggest that althoeghbhbeing
distinct neighbouring communitietheremust have beea complex settlement
network among these cluster of sites based on the megehaspecially when

thinking a part ofTell Majnunaas a place for maggavesandan area of 2 for the
pottery productionTherefore, this interdependence among the satellite sites
including the central mound increased a certain degree of regiondlcoujalexity

in the Khabur basirConsequently, @ canperceivet he fAsl ow and perce|

r hyt h gomjoncturdn thehistory ofBrakbefore and afteRv  ne.ment s

It appears thatthe Ur u k e &bpoaghtabouwt an increasn settlements in the

Middle Euphrates basin. In the Carcherrghecik area, a total of 37 settlements, 20

of themnewly founded, yielded a range of Uruk materialkile our knowledge for

the previous periodsasb ased on a handf ulHoroni, Hassek, es, s
Kur ban, and.Sihdayyale areosthsokthe Sajur riverincludedboth

Local LC and Uruk settlements (Wilkinson et al. 2012: 159). Consequently, the

increase in the number of settlements refladargemumber of people livigin the

region Thisdense settlement pattercan be related toonjoncture archaeologically

reflected bya population increas@hese sitegn close proximity, suggest that socio

economic interaction must have been denserithany other regions of north
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Mesopotamia. Moreover, the establishment and abandonment of a colony at
Hacénebi i n t hehowsbhendturaamdicauses pbeial mobilitysin

the region.

At t hi s | u nprovidesamothercbingocaumnnathbitis perceptiblesocio
economic level of settlemehtstory. The earlier phases-B1, which show

continuity in material culturegrearchitecturallyrepresented bthe monumental

encbsure wall and the public building along with the domestic buildifilgs.site

also witnessethesocial hierarchical system indicated by the presence of stamp seals
and several prominent graves with artefactual signs for stratification. Despite the
visible social hierarchy, the metal production remained at householdadtvet than
centralizedAs beinga part of intraregional networkt he i nhabi tant of F
usednonlocal materials, such as copper, silver, obsidaa, chlorite It was within

this culturally complexystem thathe subsequent period B2 addtion to the local
cultural aspects, saw the presence of full repertoire of Uruk materials and a
population increase. Especially grooved stone weightsieasuremenndicate the

socioeconomicclimax of the site until the abandonment of the s&te3300BC.

Anotherconjoncturecan be recognized theexpanding and vigorousettlement
network especiallyfrom the LC 3 onwardwhichpaved the wajor thecirculation

of Uruk materialghroughout theegions of north Mesopotamia including the Erbil
Plain, Upper Zab, the Upper Tigris basin, the KhaburBasimnd t he .Al t én o\
Theintensity of Uruk materialg/as regulated by space and tirfreother wordsits
distributionto thevarious regionsvas unevemcross north Mesopotamiaith the
exception oBRBs. Their popularity reflectan adoptedne n t averian ®
exceptionally wide geographical ar@deir presence in significant quantityan
considerable number of the LC sites and their gppeearso supportthefunctional
possibility that they were used as breadulds These bowls were also used for
making beer bread, which suggests that beer consumption among the LC

communities in ndh Mesopotamia increased (Figune 4

A few sites showother typesome nt @t | E®y t i nl i,aftBramh - e H°vy ¢k
abandonment during the LC 3 period, the pottersnscorrelated with Urulseem to

bere-interpreted in the LC 5 perigqéFigure 9)Si mi | arl 'y, at Hassek |
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formswere modified according tiheir styles(Figure 10) Theseexamples also
reflect theme n t af Brauded paradigm creating a new identity from an inspired

material and establishing a new authenticity.

Arslantepeanindigenoud.C site deservea special attention in our cafe

conjoncture The shift from a very complex hier
periodo i s Vi siVhilegpublicstrucgtuees @beriadlVilaaes pect s .
characterized btripartite planned templethe following period VI A illustrates

bipartite planned templed.he physical change in their formisthe same time

reflectstheir changeof accessibilityby its public populatiofirom fiseculad to less

fiseculao. That is to sayeven thoughmeal consumptiotook placen both periods

Vil and VI A, it appears to have been less accessilitleetpublic in period VI A.

Although Arslantepén periods VII -VIA showsstrongindications for anndigenous

identity, several featuresayappear to be as a result of Uruk influeroee of these
templescontainssimilar architectural elemerifswith the Uruk temples. In addition,

on one of these templ efonawiaukbeah diffétrest de pi c |
materialpoints to aniconographicame n t @ iguret 1®)

It is important noting that in this study, both relative chronology and radiocarbon
dates were used to understand LC material culture. However, the relation between
thetwo Mesopotamias is not necessarily accurate and this is an unresolved problem.
To givean example, at Hammam-&trkman, the monumental building of level VB

with multi-recessed niches is dateccan 3200 BC, but radio carbon age

determination proposed an intereal. 4090 BC. In fact, the plan and the shape of

walls are undistinguishabledm thetypical Uruk temple plan, whiltheceramis are
mostly Amuq F types such as carinated bowls with beadedaimdsmall fine jars,
andflared neck jars with thickened rinBigure 16) It should be noted that the
buildingis uniquein northMesopotamiawith the exception of the Uruk colony
sitesd temples at Halwhchshowsanleinit idnman &® Jebel

Uruk temples.

Although there is no association of Tepe Gawra with the Uruk phenomenon, the site,

whose reputation within the @ge of this study comes from LC3llevels, seems to

24 For architectural elements see also pp. 76.
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evolve gradually from a socieconomic complexity to a more concrete complex

system. This typical settlement historyooinjoncturewith perceptible rhythms at

Gawra is represented by mditinctioned budings, where almost each level

il lustrates an outstanding type of strucil
House, and Ce nTheisdphisitategersdiabueaeratictools

especially stamp seals and sealings;liooal products suchsdaps lazuli, gold,

obsidian show the socieconomic level of the site. It seems, however, that this

highly developed cultural system ends wittlestructive® v n eofrfieerintlevel

VIIIA , which is associated witihhe competition on new exchange opportunities and

resultedimn i nt er nal firesent ment 0O

A similar settlement pattern likbatof Tell Brak in the Khabur basin can be drawn

in the sociabtructuralhistory of the north Jazeera, where a tkrerd settlerant

hierarchy was documented. In the region, the lack of substantial natural and mineral
sources in north Jazeera seems not to be a predeterminantion for the settlement
pattern, as there is a dense indigenous settlement pattern throughout the LC period
tha mostly remained unchanged and that were the small vilaged communities,

while the number of settlements decrease during the-E@&iodsThe question

remains hovthey could acquire natural and nlmtal materials. The available

evidence suggestkat Tell atHawa, as the only dominant site, was an important

center and presumably the rest of north Jazeeran siteskadhange system with

the site based on the agricultural crops and animal husbandary, as the site catchment
area of Hawa is not sudfent for agricultural crops. On the other hand, o#ites

dispersed over a wider area and deavillagebased settlement pattern in the region.
Within this system, several agents were responsible for obtaining the basic resources
such as woodandstane from the highlands probably Tur Abdin in the north or

Zagros Mountains in the east.

Although the entirdJruk expansion is not by itself @& v ~— n eimtaenldng run
however,t is a longtermconjonctureasit appears to involve few, and small
fragmentary population movements transposing their own material identity. An early
exampleca.3600 BG LC 4, is Tell Sheikh Hassan on the east bank of the
Euphrates. It was followeat least two centuries latBy the establishment of two

settlementat Habuba Kabira and Jebel Aruda on the opposite bank of the Euphrates
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River during the LC 5 period. It seems that there appears now@hree n e, mithn t s

the foundation of these individual settlements, that are certainly historical events

(I 6 hi st onentiedlg.IRthisclasterof events, however, we are restricted by the

absence of historical documents concerning specific individuals, their names,
actions, the way they came to settle dowl
the degree to whichlahese actions took place, because history is in fact much more

complex than our perception.

On the other hand, it remains unclear what attracted them to stay and colonize the
same region over an interval of six hundred years. It is not logical thaivthdgt

travel such long distances for agriculture or settling down on the river bank.
Therefore, it is possible that the Euphrates river was not their target of a colonial
venture for agriculture or animal herding, as this zone was suffering from drought
correlated with limited rainfall (Wilkinson et al. 2012: 143).

There may be other reasons why they preferred this region. Despite agricultural
uncertainty, this area may have been a controlling point and a crossing point

(Wilkinson et al. 2012: 173)0r thislocation could be strategically important

illustrating themid-point between north Mesopotamian highland resoyuesetthe

Levant and Egypt® Pertainingto the highland resources, it seems difficult to

transport the timber via overland route; thereftiie Euphrates must have been

much more navigable than Tigris Rivarterestingly, this zone witnessed an

increase in the number of settlements by the estabknt of the colony sites,
whereamort h of this fAZone of Uncertaintyo,
history goes back to thd"énillennium (Wilkinson et al. 2012: 172).

Prior to their interestyhile this region remained mostly unsettled and cimies with
theinsufficientenvironmental conditions that may have been determinant for this
circumstancein other respectshe decisive rolef socialfactorscannot be ignored
In the absence of any types of social organization in the region, it Wweulttre

appropriate to establish their coloniespecially when considerirtige suitability of

25 AlthoughUruk impact or interaction seems to be almost invisible in the southern Levant, Uruk
me n t aplpdars t® be present in the Nile Valley at the very end of'thgliénnium BC (Joffe,
2000; Philip, 2002: 225).
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this area (between Carchemish and Matri) only for archaeologically invisible agents:
Amobil e spaéPor tk iCpnsedieitighe stéppe)zone, sable for a

pastoral economy, determined their selection ofapisn and unstructured region.

All'in all, the superiorgeographicahdvantagesf north Mesopotamiarenow

clearer compared tihe south.While mountains reduced the degree of cultural
interactionse.g.in the Upper Tigris basin, riveconverselypaved the wayor
settlement network® For instance,tte distribution of Sprig Ware along the Tigris
River valleyor thedensecirculation of theJruk materials especially along the
Euphratesrenot coincidencedn thelongued u r n®th Mesopotamia appears to
have hosted a numberiofligenouscultural patternsthus,showed aulturaly
accumulagd continuity, while foreign influences and interactiamrsa specified

r e g i eqistidgultures irseverakcases resulted socioeconomic change$his

is especially the case in the Middle Euphrates River valley where the region seems to
fall graduallyi nt o @ Ur u knore adepselynanithe Brlil Plainthe north-east
Jazeerd, the Upper Tigri€, and the Alténova plain.

Rather than the former approaches and explanations of Algaze (1993) and Stein
(1999a; 1999b)di mérn cihomwalre HRPmreter, 2012:
(Helwing, 1999), arAnnalesapproach, in this study, showed that it provides a
complementary giure for the establishment bifstoire totaleduring the LC period

in north Mesopotamiélable 4) It is now clearer in the 0 n g u ethatddhe rol® ef

geography and environments significant fothe nature and development of

northern communities dumg the LC period. At another temporal levanjoncture

can providea history of communities and regions, their worldviews and ideoc#bgi

me n t todeihdr With the social mobilityefore and after the Uruk expansion

While at the last temporal leveldlestablishment and abandonment of three colony

sites as historical events can be consideré\as n e dueng thet C 3-5 periods.

%The best example for this explanation is Bakur F
27 Except for Nineveh in the LC 5 period.
2Except for Bakur H°yg¢k.
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TABLES

Tablel. Chronological framework of the Late Chalcolithic period and related levels
of excavated sites imortheast Mesopotamia (after Rothman, 2001a: 7, Table 1.1).

D
so| | L 12 13 L4 IC5
Sites Ubug 4500 4400 4300 4200 4100 4000 3900 3800 3700 3600 3500 3400 3300 300 300 3000

Tepe Gawra Level Xl Levels XX Level VIl
Kuyunjik MMS9150  MM45-38 MI-371-31 MM311:20
Qalinj Agha Levels V.
Grai Resh Levels VB
Tell al-Hawa Trench LP
Basur Hoyiik BSAS BSA4 BSA3
Hirbemerdon Avea B - Phase |
Kenan Tepe AreasF -G
Asadi Salat Level§ Level 7
Giricano Level 06
Salat Tepe Period B Period EarlyIC | Period Late IC Period ID: 9
Yenice Yani Urits A8

Table2. Chronological framework of the Late Chalcolithic period and related levels
of excavated sites in northwest Mesopotamia (after Rothman, 2001a: 7, Table 1.1).

Date
B.C.
Sites

LC2
4000 3900

LC4
3500

LC3

LCI
TE})”;‘LB‘ 4500 4400 4300 4200 4100 300 3700 3600 3400 3300

LCS

3200 3100

3000

Khirbat al-Fakhar
Tell Brak

Tell Majnuna
Tell Feres
Mashnaga
Tell Zeidan

H. et-Turkman
Sheikh Hassan
Habuba Kabira
Jebel Aruda
Kosak Shamali
Zeytinli Bahge
Hacinebi
Horum Hoyuk
Kurban Hoyuk
Hayaz Hoyik
Samsat
Hassek Hoyik
Arslantepe
Norguntepe
Korucutepe

Z1-ZD 34-ZD112-ZM

HS6,62/TW21-20 TW19-18 TW17-14
EM-MTW areas
Levels 98-7 Levels 6-4A Levels 3-2AB Levels 1C/1B
B1 B2 B3 B4 C1 c2
LC1c LC1d lC2 LC2b

IVDIVA VA VB

HS6,9-7/CH 1520 W13

Level 10AB

LC1b
Ve

Sheikh H. 8-10/13 Sheikh H. 57

Sector B/ Levels 6-5
Trench B8
Phase A Phase B1 Phase B2
PitD0012
Period VIB Period VI A
Levels XX-XXVII
Level 5a-b
Period VIII Period VIl
JIKAT (levels 11-2) - JIK 18-19 (levels 10-5)

Phase A Phase B

TW12-1

Level 1A
C3

Sheikh H. 4

Habuba Kabira Siid
Jebel Aruda

Trench B8

Period VI A
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Table3.Br audel 6s t hismieetothle (after Bintldfn2010:f119, fig.1).

Longue Durée Geohistory: “Enabling and
Long Term Constraining”;
History of Civilizations,
Peoples;
Stable Technologies,
worldviews (mentalités )

Conjoncture Social, Economic History;
(Medium Term) Economic, Agrarian,
Demographic Cycles;
History of Eras, Regions,
Societies;
Worldviews, Ideologies
(mentalités )

Evénements Narrative, Political History;
(Short Term) Events;
Individuals

Table4. Annalesparadigm and previous approaches on the LC period of north
Mesopotamia (drawn by the author).

Annales Approach (Braudel's time division

Longue Durée (Geographical Time)

The role of geography and
environment on the nature
and development of northern
communities during the LC
period

Uruk World System (Algaze, 1993)
Conjoncture (Social Time)

History of communities and S ERLGEERLION{FIsWiIg; 1599)

regions before and after the
«Uruk expansion».
Worldviews and ideologies

Acculturation, Adoption, Emulation
(Stein, 1999a)

Distance-parity and Trade Diaspora

Evénement (Individual Time) (Stein 1999b)

Establishmentand
abandonment of the Uruk
colonies (Sheikh Hassan,
Habuba Kabira, and Jebel
Aruda) between LC 3-5
period
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FIGURES

Figurel. Map showing the main area of study and the main Late Chalcolithic sites in
north Mesopotamia (adapted from QGIS).

Figure2. Regional diversities of Codaowls with four main types (Baldi, 2012a:
414415, figs.23).
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