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Preface

Aproject as large as this re-analysis of Tepe Gawra is never the work of one person.
I began this project in 1986 as a dissertation at the University of Pennsylvania.
Dr. Robert H. Dyson, Jr., recommended that I focus on this site. I had actually talked with
Dr. Dyson about doing a re-evaluation of the Gawra material in 1973 after writing a pa-
per on Gawra seals and sealings for a course taught by Henry Wright at the University
of Michigan, where I received my Bachelor of Arts degree. Between 1973 and 1986,
another student had begun and then dropped this project. I had had dissertation proj-
ects curtailed by a revolution in Iran, a military takeover in Turkey, and a frustrated at-
tempt to use ancient historical documents as the basis for a study of ancient agricultural
decision-making. Dr. Dyson was right. This project is a gem.

My dissertation on Levels XI/XA-VIII (Rothman 1988) was the foundation for this ex-
panded (and corrected) volume. In that effort, I received no end of help from Dr. Dyson
and Dr. Richard Zettler. Dr. Dyson shared his expertise on ancient architecture, without
which my redrawing of the town plans would not have been possible, and kept in check
my youthful desire to speculate wildly. Richard Zettler was a deep pool of bibliographic
knowledge and corrected many of my early misunderstandings of seals and sealings.
Ward Goodenough had useful comments to make. His now-classic article on status and
role (Goodenough 1965) was a critical one for me to put together a series of ideas about
the evolution of organizations.

In my dissertation and beyond, I relied on the help of many members of the Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania Museum staff in doing the research for this book. As the
data were mostly archival, I received no end of aid from Douglas Haller, then the
Museum’s Archivist, and his assistant, now Acting Archivist, Alessandro Pezzati. Maude
de Schauensee and later Shannon White, keepers of the Near East Section, always had
the key at the ready to the museum’s deep dark sub-basement where Gawra artifacts are
stored. Virginia Greene and Stuart Fleming, of Conservation and MASCA, respectively,
have helped with the scientific studies that are reported here. Chrisso Boulis, now Reg-
istrar, was very considerate of a graduate student constantly looking through old registry
cards. University Museum librarians Anita Fahringer and Jean Adelman were always
available to help find a well-hidden book and to talk about this and that when fatigue set
in. I thank Dr. Dyson and Dr. Jeremy Sabloff, past and current directors of the University
of Pennsylvania Museum, for their support of this project. Dr. Sabloff arranged for a sub-
sidy for this volume from the Kevorkian Foundation. Dr. Dyson helped to obtain the
prepublication grant from the National Endowment for the Humanities, which under-
wrote preparation of the artwork and time for me to finish collecting data on Levels XII
and XIAB. Associate Director of the Museum, Alan Waldt, and his assistant, Suzanne
Clappier, helped me get through the maze of obtaining funds and reporting on progress
to the NEH.

The publication process for this volume was a very long one from initial acceptance to
final publication. I thank Karen Velucci, director of publications at the beginning phases
and especially the current director of publications, Walda Metcalf, and her most able as-
sistant, Helen Schenck, for bringing it to an end. Jennifer Smith and Jennifer Quick
were helpful and capable facilitators later in the process.

The artwork for this volume was prepared by a number of people. Georgi Grentzenberg
prepared the architectural plans and the schematic sections and drew all of the seals, seal-
ings, and pottery. Jennifer Hook drew most of the other artifacts, except the lithics, which
I drew, helped by my early training from Henry Wright in lithic illustration. My father, Carl
Rothman, spent many hours with me in the uncomfortable sub-basement photograph-
ing all the seals and sealings from Gawra VIII-XII. A few of those photographs appear in
Plate 64.
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I thank the inventors of Adobe Photoshop and Quark Express and Steve Jobs of Apple
for providing the tools I used to lay out the pottery drawings and the seals and sealing.
I also could not have done any of the distribution maps without Adobe Illustrator. Anita
Liebman and Joan Feinberg laid out the lithics, spindle whorl, metals, jewelry, ground
stone, and clay objects plates. To all cited above, thank you most sincerely for your con-
tributions and help.

Paul Zimansky and Elizabeth Stone were kind enough to inspect the Gawra seals and
sealings they could find in the Iraq Museum and photograph the backs of sealings. I am
very appreciative of their efforts.

A volume like this is also helped by those with less direct parts to play in the research,
writing, illustration, and publication. I owe my wife, Leslie Simon, and my daughter,
Dena Rothman, a gigantic debt of thanks.

There are also many friends, colleagues, and teachers who indirectly made this vol-
ume possible. In addition to Drs. Dyson, Zettler, and Goodenough, a number of teach-
ers stand out in my training: Drs. Henry Wright, Kent Flannery, John Speth, and the late
George Cameron of the University of Michigan, Greg Johnson, Susan Lees, and Daniel
Bates of Hunter College, Bernard Wailes, Christopher Hamlin, Barry Eichler, Erle
Leichty, and Ake Sjoberg of the University of Pennsylvania, Irene Winter now of
Harvard, Richard Blanton now of Purdue University. Henry Wright has long had a mas-
ter plan for explaining the origin of the state in ancient Mesopotamia. I have been hon-
ored and educated by being included as one of his unnamed research assistants. Each
of the others has shown interest in me and shared a little of their deep knowledge
and great insight into the ancient world or into the theoretical approaches needed to
understand the greatest mystery, the nature of human beings in society.

I have made too many friends in the process of researching and writing this book to
name them all. A few, however, stand out through discussions on the topic of this book
and in many acts of kindness and help. They include Gil Stein of Northwestern Univer-
sity, Guillermo Algaze of the University of California San Diego, Holly Pittman of the
University of Pennsylvania, Glenn Schwartz of Johns Hopkins, Mary Voigt of the College
of William and Mary, Eleanor King of the University of Pennsylvania, Michael Rosenberg
of the University of Delaware, Gary Feinman of the Field Museum, and T. Cuyler Young
and Dan Rahimi of the Royal Ontario Museum. I thank Brian Peasnall for doing such a
fine job on the graves of Gawra.

Thanks, too, to Widener University, who paid me during the period of this volume’s
production.

Despite all of the work, help, guidance, and friendship of those named above, do not
blame any of them for my mistakes.



Introduction, Geographic
and Cultural Background,
and Analytical Goals

he seven hundred years from 4400 to 3700 BC! in

Greater Mesopotamia set the stage for what
Childe (1950) described as the second great revolu-
tion in human history: the rise of city life and the evo-
lution of the economic and political organizations we
know as states. It was in this Mesopotamian region, de-
fined as the basins of the Tigris and Euphrates Rivers
and their tributaries—the Khabur, Diyala, upper and
lower Zab, Karkeh, Karun, and Ab-i Diz in modern
Iraq, Syria, western Iran, and southeastern Turkey—
where this revolution first occurred (see Figure 1.1,
Rothman 1994c¢). This volume seeks to reconstruct
the life of a small center, Tepe Gawra, in the northern
Mesopotamian piedmont between the hills of western
Iran and the steppes of northern Iraq during seven
hundred years of this pre-state, pre-urban period. It is
a tale of tradition and of change.

Goals

This volume has two separate but interrelated
goals. The first is to place Levels XII-VIII at Tepe Gawra
in the context of those radical transformations of the
Greater Mesopotamian region over the span from the
late fifth through the end of the fourth millennia B.C.
The developments at Gawra relate directly to Algaze’s
application of World Systems Theory (Wallerstein
1974) to explain the North-South interaction, the
Uruk Expansion (Algaze 1989, 1993, and in press).

That theory, outlined below, has become a paradigm
for research concerning this region and this time pe-
riod (e.g., Rothman, ed. in press; Stein, ed. 1999; Stein
1999; Postgate and Campbell in press).

Although, following a re-analysis by Gut (1995) and
others, I now believe that Level VIII at Tepe Gawra
burned or was burned at the beginning of the intensi-
fied interaction of northern and southern Mesopotamia
in the mid-fourth millennium B.C.,, this site remains im-
portant. It is a linchpin for the chronology of northeast-
ern Mesopotamia. Few other excavated sites have such a
long, continuous sequence of levels through this period.
Nearby Nineveh does not seem to have all the periods
covered (see Rothman a in press; Gut 1995). In addition
to chronology, Gawra is important for the study of
evolutionary trends at the end of the fifth and the
early fourth millennia. Tepe Gawra, as described in this
volume, was enmeshed in many networks of cultural,
economic, and political commonality and interaction
out of which the sweeping local and regional changes of
the later fourth millennium emerged. Because the exca-
vators were able to dig unusually broad, horizontal ex-
posures of the site, it offers us a unique view of the life of
a small center before the rise of the state. Rarely can re-
cent excavations retrieve as large a sample of each level
as did the excavators of Gawra.

The second goal is as full a presentation of the ba-
sic data as is practical within the pages of this volume.
The earlier publications by Speiser (1935a) and Tobler
(1950) are incomplete and often inaccurate. The



2 Tepe Gawra: The Evolution of a Small, Prehistoric Center in Northern Iraq

catalogue of those volumes lists only the illustrated
objects, some 500 for Levels XII-VIII. The catalogue be-
low includes almost 3,000 objects. Each of the records of
these artifacts contains more information than one can
glean from the earlier reports, especially as concerns
their provenience. The catalogue in this volume is or-
ganized by level and by artifact type. Readers of this
book can therefore reconstruct—if they want, chal-
lenge—my analysis and can conduct research on a given
time period or a given artifact type on their own.

Because neither of the authors of the two earlier
volumes actually spent much time on the mound dur-
ing excavation (see Chapter 2) and the field architect
for most of these levels, Mueller, did not draw the pub-
lished architectural plans, many stratigraphic problems
remain. As a result, there is still much confusion. For
example, the otherwise noteworthy study of Gawra
graves by Forest (1983) is simply unreliable. In the
notes on graves, reviewed and corrected in the Appen-
dix of this volume by Brian Peasnall, it is clear that some
of Forest’s reassignments of dates for particular tombs
are simply impossible. Similarly, field notes contradict
his reconstruction of town plans (see Chapter Three).

With these two interrelated goals in mind, I will
now sketch out the cultural background for Greater
Mesopotamia and the theoretical issues at the heart of my
analysis.

The Cultural Landscape of Greater
Mesopotamia in the Late Fifth and
Fourth Millennia B.C.

The baseline for this transformation can be drawn at
roughly 4400 BC. I say roughly, because as the reader will
see, chronology presents one of the most seemingly in-
tractable problems in approaching this material. Accord-
ing to the new C!"* recalibrations, the Late Ubaid/ Early
Uruk transition occurred after 4672 BC, not 4030, as ear-
lier C'* dates indicated (Hole 1994: Table 1). For the
sake of simplicity, however, I will continue to refer to the
Late Chalcolithic or Uruk Period as the fourth millen-
nium B.C. with the caveat that in calibrated years it ex-
tended back into the late fifth millennium.

Many chronological schemes are currently in use.
Table 1.1 lists some of the ones mentioned in relation-
ship to Gawra. They include the following chronologies:
traditional southern Mesopotamian (see Porada 1965),
the new SAR (School of American Research: see Rothman,
ed. in press), Gut’s northeastern Mesopotamian
chronology (Gut 1995), the Amugq sequence (Braid-
wood and Braidwood 1960), calibrated dates, and the
Chalcolithic sequence (Vértesalji 1987).

At this cultural baseline, many small networks of
villages and towns dotted the landscape of Greater
Mesopotamia. As scholars currently understand this
period—Terminal Ubaid, Ubaid 4, Suse, Susa I or A,

and Late Farukh are some of its names—many of the
larger settlements were the seats of newly institution-
alized administrative organizations (chiefdoms in the
step typology of Service 1962).

Members of these organizations had established
their rank and promoted their well-being by extracting
tribute in the form of staple goods and productive labor
from subsidiary villages and camps, and by amassing
specialized goods and exotic materials (Wright 1994
Stein 1994a). Among the strategies leaders used to
maintain their authority and draw individuals into inter-
acting with or living in these centers were performing
religious rituals, sponsoring craft or food production,
establishing trade connections and marketplaces, ar-
ranging food storage, organizing group social functions,
and distributing symbolic tokens of membership in a
privileged group (Hole 1983; Wright 1994).

In turn their acquisition of exotic goods to use as
tokens of rank and of favor created functional inter-
dependence among centers along routes of exchange,
connecting local networks into loose regional net-
works. Rather than a formal trade organization, much
of the exchange of exotic materials appears to have
been handled through informal, down-the-line move-
ments of goods.? To a lesser extent, the same sort of
exchange had existed in the region since the Upper
Paleolithic when hunter/gatherer bands traded den-
talium shells from the Red Sea (Henry 1989:130).

For a region that was so loosely integrated economi-
cally, however, there was a surprising unity among its
building and artifact styles. The relation between the
spread of these cultural elements and the creation and
elaboration of local administrative organizations deter-
mined the shape of societal evolution, locally and ulti-
mately, regionally. The spread of cultural traditions has
been interpreted in a number of ways. To some, it is
a sign of a first political incorporation of areas in
northern and eastern Mesopotamia by southern
Mesopotamian societies (Porada 1965; Oates and Oates
1976:125f; Algaze 1993). To others, it represents newly
established northern leadership organizations, which
replicated the model of administrative organization and
used the cultural symbols from elsewhere (Stein 1994a;
Frangipane in press; see also Pollock 1983a, 1994). In
the end, if we are to make cultural sense of remains re-
covered from the ground, one of our most critical task is
to distinguish among these and other interpretations.

However, by the time the fourth millennium B.C.
ended at the close of the Late Uruk, LC5, or Late Chal-
colithic period, the region was deeply altered. The first
states and the first true urban (city-based) systems were
established on the southern alluvium of Mesopotamia,
modern southern Iraq, and southwestern Iran (Adams
1981; Johnson 1973; Wright and Johnson 1975). Outside
the highly developed southern alluvium, stronger,
though still pre-state, networks of economic, adminis-
trative, and religious interdependence evolved in some
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Table 1.1 Major Chronological Periods Mentioned in Text.
Southern
Mesopotamia
B.C. SAR Gut 1995 Traditional Chalcolithic Gawra
Ninevite V Tepe Gawra
3,000 Nineveh VII
LC5 (Gut) Late Uruk
Spaturuk
late Ninevite
4
L:31-20 Late hiatus
3,400 LC4 Norduruk Late Chalcolithic
B Middle
1:37-31 Uruk
3,600
LC3 Norduruk Early Tepe Gawra
A Middle VIII
L:45-37 Uruk
3800 Tepe Gawra
late Gawra IX-X
B
LC2 L:59-45 Early Tepe Gawra
4000 Uruk XI/XA
early Gawra A
Tepe Gawra
4200 LC1 hiatus? XIA/B
‘Ubaid Y Tepe Gawra
L:60 transitional XII
Term. ‘Ubaid 4? Middle
4500 Ubaid Chalcolithic XITA-XIIT

sub-regions (Weiss 1986; Rothman 1988; Rothman et al.
1989; Rothman, ed. in press). Other sub-regions were
abandoned or their settled population had adopted a
pastoral nomadic or transhumant lifestyle, invisible to ar-
chaeologists (Mortensen 1976; Voigt 1989; Adams 1978).

Unlike the beginning of the millennium, the distri-
bution of artifact styles, particularly pottery, at the end of
the fourth millennium was far less homogeneous. The
distribution of distinctive corpuses of style suggests that
the region had been divided into two or three distinct in-
teraction spheres, roughly corresponding to alluvial
plain, open steppe, and foothills (south, north, and east-
northeast) (see Roaf 1990:80). Strong local networks of
exchange and influence emerged in each sub-region. At
the same time the introduction of clearly southern Clas-
sic Uruk styles into northern and eastern networks can
be interpreted as attempts to reorganize regional ex-
changes on a new basis. That new basis may represent
“international,” that is, large-scale intra-regional trade
(Beale 1978), colonization (Algaze 1993), or emulation
of symbols and replication of administrative structures
(Stein 1990, 1999, in press). Again, alternative interpre-
tations for artifact styles outside southern Mesopotamia

are possible (see the Local and Regional Context of
Analysis below), but underlying all of them is the idea
that relations among groups in the Mesopotamian re-
gion had changed radically over the span of the fourth
millennium B.C. The effects of these changes were felt at
the local, sub-regional, and regional level.

This dynamic change has introduced a chronologi-
cal conundrum. The term “Uruk” has been used as a
name for a site, Uruk/Warka, in the southern alluvium,
for the fourth millennium B.C. in general, and for styles
of pottery and architecture associated with the southern
reaches of modern-day Iraq and southwest Iran in the
fourth millennium B.C. (Algaze 1993). The complexity
of dealing with fine tuned relative chronology is compli-
cated by this dichotomy of culturally defined versus
purely chronologically defined units. For example, at
Arslantepe the “Early Bronze IA” horizon appears to fit
into the period of 3300 to 3100 B.C. chronologically
(Alessio et al. 1983). Normally, that would be Late Uruk
in date. Because VIA has a heavy component of Tran-
scaucasian wares, usually associated with the Early
Bronze I (EBI), its excavators place it chronologically in
EBIA. However, the culturally Late Uruk palace fits the
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VIA period. The “Late Chalcolithic,” which can be any-
thing from 4500 BC onward, is the phase of locally styled
pottery carbon dated to the equivalent of the Middle
Uruk Period or LC 3/4 (3700-3400 BC) at Arslantepe.

The context for the analysis of Tepe Gawra pre-
sented here is therefore the dynamics of the late fifth
and fourth millennia B.C. Consequently, the evolu-
tionary history of this site begins with its transitional
late fifth millennium B.C. level, XII. It continues
through five more architectural levels (XIA/B, XI/XA,
X, IX, VIII) and seven sub-level phases (XIB, XIA, XI,
XA, VIIIC, VIIIB, VIIIA) of its fourth millennium B.C.
occupation. The fire that consumed Level VIII marks
the end of the period of interest at Gawra. The site was
not re-occupied until the third millennium.

If the context of Gawra’s analysis is the transfor-
mation of the fourth millennium B.C,, the initial goals
of the analysis are to answer two deeper questions.
First, what local processes of change are evident in the
evolution of this one small town? Second, what is
the connection between changes at Tepe Gawra and
the transformation of the region as a whole during the
late fifth and fourth millennia B.C.?

Questions and Theory

To accomplish the goals set out above I will ask spe-
cific questions about Gawra and its relation to the
larger region. This section lists those questions and
shows the theoretical connections between the de-
scription of each level and phase reported below and
the interpretation of processes of local tradition and
change and of regional development.

Specific Questions for Analysis

The evolutionary history of Tepe Gawra will be de-
scribed in terms of three basic questions that define
the analysis:

1. what are the economic, religious, or administra-
tive activities performed by the residents on the
‘mound during each identifiable segment of time
(each level and sub-level phase); 2. how are these
activities distributed throughout the site; and
3. how do the physical placements of these activ-
ities in or near buildings of distinctive architectural
plan or size reflect a discoverable relationship be-
tween architectural forms and the functions they
house?

Complexity

These three questions were chosen because to an-
swer them is to define Gawra’s place in its economic
and social universe, to address issues relating to the

evolution of complex societies, and to understand
better the early social (pre-) history of Greater
Mesopotamia. Their interpretive value lies in the con-
cepts of complexity and centralization.

The concept of complexity in social structure,
which informs the analysis of Tepe Gawra, states that a
social transformation from less complex to more com-
plex societies occurs when a new kind of economic,
governmental, and religious interdependence evolves
among people living in close contact in a multi-site
society. At the heart of that interdependence is the
functional “segregation (the amount of differentia-
tion and specialization)” of the members of these net-
works and the necessary linkage among parts of these
networks (Flannery 1972:409; also see Blanton et al.
1981:21-22; Rothman 1994c).

In this evolutionary process, each individual or
group takes on one set of activities (e.g., making pot-
tery, farming, governing) for more of their time than
is needed to supply their family and immediate neigh-
bors. They thereby become dependent on others for
the products that they no longer have time to make or
tasks to perform. Functional segregation is the first
key to the organization that marks social complexity.
Functional segregation reshuffles the deck of how
groups identify themselves and interact. Often, status
changes (social ranking or stratification) accompany
increasing specialization and segregation.

The varying social identities are differently valued
(see Goodenough 1965 for definitions of social iden-
tity, status, and role). This increased segregation
changes the cognitive maps that people use to define
their social identity and to interpret what institutions’
actions, words, and other symbols mean. In short, it al-
ters how people view their world and construct it sym-
bolically.

The second key is leadership. Based on countless
ethnographic and archaeological examples, func-
tional segregation and interdependence leads to the
development of formal leadership organizations (ad-
ministrative or governmental specialists) to coordi-
nate or regulate the various productive and service
specialists. Coordination, on the one hand, involves
“the mutual inter adjustment” of “the rates of activity
of the members of an acting group” (Miller 1960:177).
Regulation, on the other hand, involves the authority
to create a plan defining the nature and goals of at
least some activities, initiating action aimed at fulfill-
ing those goals, and maintaining “the continuity of
activities” by means of giving orders (Miller 1960:179).
That authority, the hallmark of this next stage in com-
plexity (the state), means not only having the ability
to lay out the plan, and give orders, but also to en-
force those orders using various means of coercion.
The development of administrative forms of social or-
ganization (see Wallace 1971 for an explication of the
term), typical of complex societies, occurs when kinship
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or f:omrnunity based societies are transformed into
societies with many settlements “transcending local
authority” (Carneiro 1981:37).

The economic foundation of leadership organiza-
tions at this level of societal complexity has been
shown to affect the kinds of interactions among net-
works and the stability of local social structures. Such
is the case when leaders are supported by the extrac-
tion of surplus foodstuffs or labor to produce food-
stuffs for storage (staple finance) (D’Altroy and Earle
1985:188). It is similarly the case when leaders pros-
per through the procurement of exotic materials and
production of specialized craft goods (wealth fi-
nance). In reality most leaders use some combination
of wealth and staple finance. However, whichever of
these alternative types of financing evolve, they deter-
mine the arrangements and relations of groups in
local and regional networks. For example, wealth
finance based on the importation of lapis lazuli and
the manufacture of finished products creates larger
networks along with greater political and economic
instability.

Leaders must have local workers to produce
goods desirable to exchange for exotic materials.
At the same time competition among networks for
such materials could cut off supplies precipitously. In
the case of lapis lazuli, its favored route from
Afghanistan into Mesopotamia near the end of
Ubaid period appears to have gone through Gawra to
Nineveh and then beyond. Near the end of the
fourth millennium B.C. much of the trade in this
material appears to have bypassed the piedmont by
moving down the Western Zagros Mountains and
through Susa (Hermann 1968). When the demand
for locally produced goods for exchange along these
routes change or other factors interrupt the flow of
goods, leaders must have other economic strategies
to guarantee loyalty or their authority wanes. Staple
finance provides more stable, locally oriented, social
relations, but because of the limits on surplus food-
stuffs and storage facilities, the complexity of staple
based polities, their degree of control, is limited (see
Goodell 1980; Stein 1994a).

Leadership organizations, once established, can
be based on differing goals (Rothman and Peasnall
1999, Blanton et al. 1996). Normally, one thinks of
leaders in complex states as being self-aggrandizing.
They are determined always to enhance their own
power and wealth in comparison to those they rule.
Another possibility, that they are motivated to pro-
mote the group as a whole, is also attested.

Cenitralization

Another way these functionally segregated and ad-
ministratively specialized networks can be described
is in terms of social and spatial centralization. Socially,

centralization is “the degree of linkage between
various sub-systems and the highest-order controls in
society” (Flannery 1972:409), which is one element
for defining the degree of coordination or regulation
(Rothman 1988:9-10; Lloyd 1965:81-82). The other
elements in defining the degree of centralization are
the functions administered and organization of the
control mechanisms.

Spatially, centralization means that one or a few
sites, usually located the same travel time away from
the other sites in the network, account for more
of the flow of goods, people, information, and
control functions than the majority of other sites
(Kowalewski et al. 1983:35). That is to say, theoreti-
cally more of the specialized activities found in the
network, or system, are performed at these central
sites than elsewhere for the sake of efficiency (Blanton
1976; Johnson 1980a; 1980b; Christaller 1933). While
the residents of villages and camps (satellite sites) de-
pend on cities and towns (central sites) for the spe-
cialized goods and services (mass-produced and
technically difficult to produce items, markets, tem-
ples, or governments), the cities and towns depend
on villages and camps for labor, raw materials, and
often foodstuffs. Again, this interdependence shapes
networks.

Although this description of centralization is gen-
erally true for all complex societies, tremendous
variation exists among complex networks ethnograph-
ically and historically. Sometimes, the centers of spe-
cialized activities are not highly populated, as Western
central cities and towns tend to be. The duka trading
centers of the Busoga of Africa are an example of
small centers (Fallers 1965:56). Nor are all the special-
ized activities found in central sites. An example of
this is metalworking among the Marghi and ngkyaga of
West Africa (Vaughan 1973). From network to net-
work, depending on factors such as the resources of
their natural environment, technological sophistica-
tion, population size and area, specific functions and
their social and spatial organization will vary. One
measurement of that variation in functions and cen-
tralization is functional size (Blanton 1976:252). The
role of each site in a network and the character of the
network itself is dependent on the number, kind, and
intensity of the activities (and the functions those ac-
tivities represent) that are performed by the residents
of each site, according to this measurement.

Therefore, the first question of the Tepe Gawra
material listed above asks what Gawra's functional size
is at each measurable point in time. The changes in
functional size over the millennia provide the data for
evolutionary analysis. The particular economic func-
tions performed further define the probable kinds of
organization and interaction.

By the same logic, more complex social and eco-
nomic systems, like the one of which Gawra was a part



(Rothman 1988, 1989; Rothman and Blackman 1990),
are marked by functional segregation within sites,
especially central sites (Flannery 1972). The more
institutionalized specialization becomes, the more
likely it is for purposes of efficiency and control that
the specialists of greatest importance would be physi-
cally segregated within sites. Network cohesion (inte-
gration) is thereby enhanced. This is the reason for
the second question; how are activities distributed
(and possibly put together) throughout the site.

Such segregation is never more clearly institution-
alized than when architectural forms are developed to
house specialized functions. We who live in the era
with the most complex of state societies accept without
questioning the idea that a bank, factory, church, gov-
ernment building, school, or house are readily identi-
fiable by their architectural form. We understand
intuitively that buildings are designed to provide
spaces appropriate to their function; they communi-
cate their cultural significance symbolically. We also
are used to town plans in which these specialized func-
tions (manufacturing, governance, residential) are
divided into districts. However, in the world of ancient
Mesopotamia the cultural code of architectural space
and form and the sorts of town planning that existed
remain, for the most part, to be discovered (Kubba
1987). Not only do researchers need to determine
whether functions are associated with certain architec-
tural forms, but which particular activities are segre-
gated and which are associated in special function
buildings or in particular parts of settlements. Such
information is directly relevant to understanding inter-
dependent networks.

The State

One of the reasons this period from 4500 to 3050 BC
is of such interest is that at this time state-level society
first evolved in the world. The debate over the use of
the term, state, is quite fierce in anthropological circles
at this time (e.g., Feinman and Neitzel 1984; Blanton
et al. 1996; Wenke 1981; see Rothman and Peasnall
1999; Rothman 1994c¢). At the same time, even those
that criticize the step typology of Service (1962) most
intensely still use the term.

The importance of the use of the concept of the
state for this study is to describe a kind of developmental
threshold in societal complexity. It is a threshold that
Gawra did not reach by Level VIII. However, elements of
the evolutionary trajectory toward the state (Wright
1994) are evident and will be discussed below. The focus
of that trajectory involves the control mechanisms and
information-processing capabilities of administrative
organizations (Johnson 1973, Wright 1977, 1984) and
how these centralizing elements alter the functioning
and cognitive maps of individuals and groups in their
daily lives.
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These increasingly complex and hierarchical lev-
els of administration arose because of the challenges
impelled by rapidly restructuring economic and polit-
ical systems, growth in size, and attempts to integrate
numerous smaller collectives into a larger polity. It in-
volves issues of centralization and increasing segmen-
tation of society, as discussed above.

For this volume, the concept of the state forms a
kind of backdrop against which the analysis that fol-
lows is played out. The goal is not to label Gawra as a
state or not a state, but rather to investigate the evolu-
tionary trajectories that are common in the develop-
ment of a state-level of complexity and its precursors
worldwide.

Taken together, the three questions posed above
regarding functional size, intra-site segregation of
functions, and architectural correlates of that func-
tional segregation relate to societal structure and
function. By monitoring functional and architec-
tural characteristics over approximately seven hun-
dred years, processes of change and development—
these are the dynamics of societal structure—can be
discovered.

As the reader will see, Tepe Gawra through the late
fifth and fourth millennium B.C. is a case against pro-
gressive ideas of cultural evolution. These progressive
ideas are the ones expressed by early anthropologists
like Tylor and Morgan (Voget 1975: Chapter 5). They
thought that there was an inevitable ladder of devel-
opment leading in one unilineal line to civilization.
Although there is an over-all trend toward greater
societal differentiation and segregation of functions
(social complexity), and, as an earlier analysis docu-
mented, changes in the nature and extent to which
administrators oversaw those activities (Rothman
1988), the trends do not follow a straight line of as-
cent. Rather, they sketch a line that twists and turns
back on itself a number of times.

Impacts of Areas Outside the Locality

As stated above the evolutionary history of a site or
aregion is more than the structure and fate of its local
network. Every site belongs to a number of possible
networks, each having different elements and each
based on differing kinds of interactions (economic,
religious, linguistic, stylistic, governmental). Societies
are not sharply bounded units, but strongly interde-
pendent networks in which each node of the network
is open to other networks as well. The fate of one local
network can depend on the degree of integration of
the regional networks and on its interaction with
other networks in the region. Certainly, one network is
affected by major changes in other networks with which
it has relations. As Wolf (1982:3) states “the world of
humankind constitutes a manifold, a totality of inter-
connected processes, and inquiries that disassemble
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this totality into bits and then fail to reassemble it
falsify reality.”

Centers can play a particularly important role in
the interactions of local networks on a regional stage.
Kowalewski et al. (1983) propose that perhaps the pri-
mary role for the central site in a local network (set-
tlement system, polity, etc.) is to mediate interactions
with other more distant networks.

Having said all this, a caution is necessary. Knowing
a connection existed is not sufficient to define the
nature of the connection or its effect on each node of
interaction. The strength of interdependency is based
on the kinds and extent of interactions. For example,
the subsistence (and society) of Upper Paleolithic
hunter/gatherer bands was unlikely to suffer collapse if
dentalium shells were unavailable for a time. A modermn
industrial state cut off from sources of oil, coal, or gold
is in 2 much more precarious position. In short, the na-
ture and strength of the interaction must be specified.

The analysis of Tepe Gawra is based on these ques-
tions and theoretical tenets. The next section places
Gawra in its sub-region and reviews differing interpre-
tations of the fourth millennium B.C. regional situa-
tion and Tepe Gawra’s place in it.

The Local and Regional Context
of Analysis

The Place of Region in the Analysis
of Local Sites

As the discussion above suggests, the reality of the an-
cient world, as of the modermn one, is that no settlement
exists in anything approaching total isolation. Each is
part of a complex web of local and regional, sometimes
interregional, relations or networks. To understand the
region, however, the focus must be local. People and
groups adapt first to their local resources and condi-
tions. As previously stated, these conditions are affected
by what was happening in the other sub-region(s) with
which any sub-region or site had network connections.

Local Conditions in the Piedmont:
Environmental and Productive
Potentials

Tepe Gawra is situated within the Greater
Mesopotamian region (see Figure 1.1) on the eastern
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flank of the piedmont of northern Mesopotamia, east
of the Tigris River and north of the Greater Zab River.
This is a zone of both rainfall and irrigation agricul-
ture and of winter pasture for sheep and goat. It is
probable—this is hardly a settled issue—that the same
basic conditions existed in the fourth millennium
B.C. as today. For example, Hubbard (1980:154) sees
no significant change since 6000 B.C. Hole (1994)
asserts to the contrary that radical change in sea level,
climate, and the flow rates of the Tigris and Euphrates
occurred between 5000 and 3800 B.C. in the Middle
East. The northern part of the Mesopotamian region
where Gawra is located was less affected than the
southern alluvium, although it was a bit drier than
present, according to Hole (1994). This stability in
northern Mesopotamia contrasts with radical cli-
matic, sea level, and cultural changes in southern
Mesopotamia. However, as stated above, dramatic
changes over a large part of a region will affect all so-
cial and economic networks throughout the region.
In addition, even climatic stability does not imply a
lack of change in the ecology of an area. In light of
what happened in a sub-region like central Anatolia,
cultural development and agriculture could have
stripped away many of the deciduous trees in the area
and thus changed its plant ecology by the end of the
fourth millennium (see Miller 1985). Historically, the
dense forests of earlier times are no longer evident in
the Tigris piedmont.

Other Sites

Other fourth millennium B.C. sites in the pied-
mont (see Figure 1.2) include Nineveh (Mallowan
1933) and seven other sites in the same plain as Gawra
(Abu al-Soof 1968), 104 in all in the Mosul Liwa
or province, Qalinj Agha (Abu al-Soof 1967, 1969;
Hijara 1973) and 46 other Uruk period sites in Erbil
Liwa (Abu al-Soof 1968), 33 Uruk period sites in
Sulaimaniyah Liwa (Abu al-Soof 1968), Yorgan
Tepe/Nuzi (Starr 1939), 32 other Uruk sites in Kirkuk
Liwa (Abu al-Soof 1968), and at least 15 in the area
of the Mosul Dam survey, including a potentially
huge Uruk period site, Tell al-Hawa (Ball et al. 1989,
Wilkinson and Tucker 1995).

Sites in the earliest period, synchronous with
Gawra Level XII and XIA/B were small, were placed
in the most optimum locales for agricultural ex-
ploitation, and were already connected in a loose net-
work of exchange. Lapis lazuli had appeared at Tepe
Gawra, for example, in the Late Ubaid Period Level
XIII. Worked copper objects are found for the first
time in Level XIII, a single copper awl or pin, most
likely hammered (Tobler 1950:212). Four crudely
smelted copper objects appeared in Gawra XII
(Pigott, personal communication). Obsidian also be-
gan to appear in Gawra XIII and increased through
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Level XI. Salvage excavations at Shelgiyya on the Up-
per Tigris indicate that specialized production of
fine pottery, specifically, sprig ware, may have al-
ready begun in the late fifth millennium, LC1 (Ball
1997). A concentration of sprig ware also was recov-
ered from early Tell al-Hawa. This suggests that a
farflung network of exchange relations had already
begun in the fifth millennium B.C. A neutron activa-
tion analysis study of sprig ware may indicate a spe-
cialized production center at Shelgiyya and at least a
sub-regional exchange network (Blackman, per-
sonal communication).

In the Early Uruk period or LC2, an apparent in-
crease in sites is notable. These sites seem to fill in the
areas little occupied in LCI. For the so-called pre-
contact (Stein 1999a, 1999b, in press) period before
the expansion of southern Mesopotamian individuals
and groups into northern Mesopotamia increased;
this was a time of tremendous economic and political
development. Tell al-Hawa grew to an extraordinary
size at this time. “Concerning the possible introduc-
tion of urban concepts into the north by such south-
ern implants, the investigations at Tell al-Hawa . . .
suggest that the period of greater urban expansion
was in the Earlier part of the Uruk period, while
Southern Mesopotamian colonies are from the Later
part” (Ball 1997:6).

Quite a number of sites of apparent importance
were located in this Iraqi Jazira* sub-region, some
away from the major river channels. In fact, Nineveh
has yielded none of the wares typical of the early LC2
(Gawra XIA/B-XI, Gut’s Gawra A). The settlement
pattern data seems to indicate growth and the likeli-
hood of evolving societal complexity, involving ex-
ploitation of the area’s agricultural potential and
increasing trade. This trend is not limited to the Jazira,
however:

Although larger in size (possibly owing to the
greater availability of good quality agricultural
land) and probably somewhat more integrated,
the North Jazira [sub-] regional system exhibits
the same highly centralized nature as that seen in
the Karababa area. As with Samsat, the dispropor-
tionate size of Tell al-Hawa vis-d-vis surrounding
settlements may be the result of its pre-eminent
functional role and its participation in inter- [and
intra-] regional exchange networks. Like Samsat
in the Karababa area, Tell al-Hawa acted as the
regional conduit between the North Jazira settle-
ment system and the wider supra-local pre-
contact period world that was characterized

by wide-reaching interaction spheres. (Lupton
1996:26)

Gawra and other sites occupied contemporane-
ously—examples include Qalinj Agha near Erbil and
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Nuzi near Kirkuk—would have had more direct
access to a number of raw materials and goods that
might be important for larger networks of exchange.

The Early Middle Uruk or LC3 period was
marked by the abandonment of Tepe Gawra and
Grai Resh, Qalinj Agha, Musharifa, Rifan, and
Khirbet Yosef somewhere early in the period (see
Rothman a in press). Tell al-Hawa decreased in size
although its central place in the North Jazira does
not seem to have changed drastically (Lupton
1996:57-59). Nineveh was re-occupied and contin-
ued to grow. The Gawra mound was so narrow by
the end of Level VIII that only fortresses and a

few special function buildings would be built on it
afterwards.

The General Place of Gawra
in the Region

Compared to large central sites like nearby Nineveh
on the eastern bank of the Tigris River, Tell Brak,
Habuba Kabira, Uruk/Warka, Ur, or Susa, Tepe Gawra
at barely one hectare appears to have been a very small
site during the fourth millennium B.C.? (see Figure 1.3).
The site did not sit on one of the more obvious routes
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of trade and contact between northern and southern
Mesopotamia. However, it is situated on a tributary of
the Khosr River, a branch of the Tigris, by one of few
natural passes through the Jebel Maglub into the hills
of the northern Zagros Mountains.

Both of these factors would seem to argue against
Gawra being a significant center. However, in an earlier
study of architectural Levels XI/XA to VIII (Rothman
1988), I argued and I continue to argue below that
during this time Gawra was the center of a small, inde-
pendent network or polity. That polity included the
eastern piedmont plain north of the Greater Zab River
and the first foothills of the Zagros.® Evidence for this
proposal was of many types. For one thing, an extraor-
dinarily large number of the seals and sealings used to
control activities in late prehistoric Mesopotamia were
found in these levels (see Rothman 1988, 1994a,
1994b). Further, these seals and sealings were recov-
ered from all of the loci with specialized productive
(cloth making, seal and bead cutting, wood working,
stone tool making), storage, and religious activities.
Those activities represented functions that seem more
extensive than the estimated 150 to 200 residents of
the site (Rothman 1988:272) would need.

At the same time, although the piedmont was a
zone rich for rainfall agriculture, pastoralism, and
hunting, few tools for agricultural or pastoral produc-
tion were recovered from Levels XII-VIIL. The sample
of the site excavated (100 percent of Levels VIII to X
and close to 70 percent of XI/XA) should have
yielded many of these tools, if they were there. Fur-
ther, a few graves and tombs sunk from later Levels X
to VIII have unusually fine grave goods made of exotic
materials like lapis lazuli, gold, silver, copper, and pre-
cious stones (Forest 1983; Robinson 1984; see Appen-
dix below). Such differential wealth in grave goods has
long been associated with the differential status typical
of complex societies (Brown 1971; Pollock 1983). So,
the activities present and absent suggest the sort of
interdependence typical of the center of a complex
society. Unfortunately, no complete survey of the sur-
rounding area has ever been published (see Rothman
1993). Such a survey would give a better impression of
Gawra’s place in its immediate area.

Still, Gawra appears to have had important re-
gional functions. Exotic materials like lapis lazuli
(Hermann 1968; Caldwell 1976), obsidian (G. Wright
1969 and Chapters 4 and 5 below), and precious met-
als appear in sufficient quantity that they probably
were transshipped through Gawra to other parts of
Mesopotamia during the early fourth millennium B.C.

Such activity could mean that Gawra was a second-
ary center under the administrative control of another
larger center. Nineveh, estimated at approximately
twelve hectares during the mid- to late fourth millen-
nium B.C. and located at a major river crossing of the
Tigris, was the nearest and most likely primary center.

However, chemical characterization of sealing clays
from Gawra, Nineveh, and Arpachiyah (Rothman and
Blackman 1990) suggests that Gawra did not have a
strong administrative dependence on Nineveh. Excava-
tions at other piedmont sites, including Qalinj Agha
south of the Greater Zab River near modern Erbil (Abu
al-Soof 1969), and Yorgan Tepe (Nuzi) south of the
Lesser Zab River near Kirkuk (Starr 1939), as well as a
series of Eastern Turkish highland sites, Norsuntepe
(Hauptmann 1976, 1982), and Tepecik (Esin 1976,1982)
indicate that other small centers existed in this sub-
region. Greater stylistic similarity among these small
centers than between them and the major riverine sites
like Nineveh also suggests some significant social inter-
action or cultural identity among them.

Therefore, if Mesopotamian sites were classified
into large centers (“cities”), small centers (“towns”),
villages, and camps, Gawra appears to represent a
small center.

As already stated, an understanding of the re-
gional context of Mesopotamia to which the residents
of Gawra and neighboring sites had to adapt is de-
pendent on understanding the evolutionary trajecto-
ries and conditions in the region as a whole. Yet, the
prehistory of Greater Mesopotamia illustrates the
problems of making broad generalizations. Sub-
region to sub-region the conditions, both natural and
human, were quite different, and the evidence to date
indicates that the adaptations of people were equally
different. Still, a picture showing some large-scale
trends may be possible to draw. That picture will have
three motifs: demographic change, elaboration of ad-
ministrative organization, and regional exchange and
integration toward the end the Late Chalcolithic or
Late Uruk Period.

Summary of Demographic Trends
in Other Greater Mesopotamian
Sub-Regions
Southwestern Iran

An image of shifting population movements, and
at times local population growth or decline, is evident
from archaeological surveys and some excavated sites.
A good case in point is the Susiana Plain, a geological
extension of the southern alluvium of the Tigris and
Euphrates Rivers. They constitute a relatively flat,
open area with sufficient water from the Karkeh, Diz,
and Karun Rivers for irrigation agriculture. Like most
of Mesopotamia, during its most stylistically unified
period in the Ubaid 1-3 periods (5300-4600 BC),
Susiana was occupied by small villages (2 hectares or
less). Presumably, these villagers subsisted through ir-
rigation agriculture and animal husbandry (Dollfus
1985; Hole 1985). Not until the middle of this period
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did one site, Choga Mish, increase rapidly in size to
11 hectares. The site for which the area is named,
Susa, had not been founded yet.

With the founding and rapid growth of Susa on
the western edge of the Susa Plain at the onset of the
Suse, Susa I (A) or Terminal Ubaid periods, a marked
change occurred. Population grew at the time of the
demographic explosion at Choga Mish and the found-
ing of Susa. In the case of Susa, population increase
probably represents a result of economic and political
developments, rather than its cause. In pre-Suse times,
every mountain valley in the southwest Iranian area
was occupied. By Suse times, most valleys were aban-
doned, and population was concentrated on the Susa
Plain (Wright and Johnson 1985:25-26). Emigration
to take advantage of new economic opportunities
seems a plausible interpretation.

The transition to the Early Uruk Period appears to
have marked a decline in the power of Susa’s adminis-
trators. The area occupied on the Susa mound de-
clined. On the other hand, overall population as
represented by mounded sites more than doubled in
Susiana, and previously unoccupied areas of the plain
where Choga Mish is located were settled (Johnson
1973: Figure 16). Three other sites dispersed through-
out the plains grew to the size of Susa. The mountain
valleys abandoned in the Suse Period were re-occupied

(Wright and Johnson 1985:26). Seasonally occupied
sites in those mountain areas suggest the possibility of
transhumant or nomadic pastoral utilization.

The great florescence of organizational change
and regional development occurred in the Middle
Uruk period or LC4 in Susiana. This was accompanied
not so much by an increase in population as by a re-
structuring of it (Johnson 1973: Figure 19). Choga
Mish re-emerged as a large center. Susa and Abu Fan-
duweh south of Susa also grew. In the surrounding
hills remains of seasonal pastoral encampments de-
clined in number.

The Late Uruk Period on the Susiana Plains repre-
sents another change. The number of sites on the
Susiana dropped dramatically, as did the size of Susa.
Most notably, villages in the area north of Susa were
abandoned. Johnson (1973:145-46) suggests that a
buffer zone between the Susa and Choga Mish en-
claves had been created.

Susiana in demographic terms shows an increase
and then a decline in overall population size, with a re-
structuring of population toward agglomeration in
the Suse and Late Uruk periods and dispersion in
Early and Middle Uruk times.

Southern Alluvium

Although surprisingly little is known of the Uruk Pe-
riod in the so-called heartland of cities (Adams 1981),
the Late Uruk or LC5 period decline in settlement

evident in Susiana does not seem to have occurred in
the southern alluvium. Overall, the transition be-
tween Ubaid and Uruk Periods saw a marked in-
crease in settled hectares in southern Mesopotamia
(Adams 1981:60). This was not universally so. Adams
asserts that settled hectares declined in the more
northerly part of the alluvium north and east of
Nippur (Adams 1981:61f.), and in the part southeast
of Uruk/Warka near Eridu/Ur (Wright 1981). How-
ever, Pollock (in press) disagrees. Phenomenal
growth is evidenced in and around the city of
Uruk/Warka. From the Early-Middle to the Late
Uruk Period the area occupied in the “environs of
Uruk” city rose from 173.1 to 382.5 hectares (Adams
1981, Table 3). A survey of the city of Uruk revealed
that the all of the center of the mound was occupied
in the Late Uruk Period (Finkbeiner 1983). In look-
ing at events and trends in this sub-region the fact
that Uruk/Warka was of an order of magnitude
greater than any other contemporaneous city is im-
portant to consider (Nissen in press). The largest
Uruk period settlement in Susiana was 18 hectares.
The site of Uruk/Warka reached almost 100 hectares
during the Late Uruk Period (Nissen in press). Still,
Johnson (1988/9) sees this seemingly dramatic
growth as a possible result of normal, indigenous
population growth, not large-scale migration. It is
equally likely that many individuals migrated to the
city of Uruk/Warka and its urban core from other ar-
eas of the southern alluvium. Such a possibility would
be especially likely if Adams’ hypothesis that one of
the more northern channels of the Euphrates had
gone out of use between the Early and Late Uruk Pe-
riods (Adams 1981:61f.).

Western Zagros

Moving up into the western Zagros Mountains,
the Hulailan Valley of Luristan exhibits yet another
demographic pattern (Mortensen 1976). In the
Early Chalcolithic Period (Early Halaf into Ubaid),
former hunter-gatherer populations moved down
onto the best agricultural land on the flood plain.
There they clustered into eleven very small villages
(the largest 2 hectares). The Middle Chalcolithic,
probably parallel to Late Suse Period in Susiana
(therefore Gawra XIII), showed a decline in the size
of sites, some abandonment, and wider dispersion of
population. During the Uruk period (Mortensen’s
Late Chalcolithic) new hill sites were founded near
Khorramabad. These new hillside encampments
may be interpreted as a movement toward pastoral
nomadism. After this earlier build-up of seasonal
sites, virtually all permanent villages were aban-
doned for all of the Late Uruk and following
Ninevite V or Jemdet Nasr Period. This abandon-
ment may illustrate a strategy utilized to the present
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day of shifting from settled agriculture to pastoralism
under uncertain political conditions (Adams 1978)
or total migration.

The western Zagros was hardly homogeneous,
however. Northeast of Hulailan in the Kangavar Valley,
where Godin Tepe is located, a distinct jump in the
number of sites from 23 to 39 occurred in the Late
Chalcolithic after the Early and Middle Chalcolithic,
in which a consistent number of smaller sites existed
(Henrickson 1994: Table 1). North northwest of
Hulailan and west of Kangavar in the Mahi Dasht Plain
the numbers of sites plummeted from 150 in the Early-
Middle Chalcolithic to 33 in the Late Chalcolithic
(Henrickson 1994: Table 3). Population growth and
site agglomeration in Kangavar appears to parallel
population decline in neighboring valleys. Again, the
real possibility of considerable population movement
in the Late Chalcolithic is indicated.

Farther north in the Zagros, the Lake Urmia Basin
was not densely settled in the fourth millennium
(Voigt 1989). The southern part of this sub-region,
Solduz-Ushnu, was settled early in the fourth millen-
nium (Pisdeli period). Stylistically, close relations ex-
isted with Tepe Gawra and the Keban area of highland
Eastern Anatolia for the late Ubaid-Uruk period tran-
sition (Gawra XIII-XII). After the Pisdeli, all sites in
Solduz-Ushnu seem to have been abandoned, as hap-
pened in Hulailan and Mahi Dasht valleys. In the
northwest part of this area two new sites were founded
after the Pisdeli period, Gijlar and Geoy Tepe. These
parallel Gawra XI/XA-IX, roughly the Early Uruk or
LC2 period. However, occupation was sparse.

?

Jazira Steppes

To the west of Tepe Gawra across the Tigris River
lies the open steppe, the North Jazira sub-region of Iraq
(Ball et al. 1989, Wilkinson and Tucker 1995). This is
part of the “granary of Mesopotamia” (Weiss 1986:40),
where very productive wheat and barley crops are possi-
ble under rainfall agriculture conditions.” In terms of
sheer numbers of fourth millennium sites (60 for just
the Tell ‘Afar and Sinjar provinces or liwas) this area
was heavily occupied. In the Syrian Jezirah, larger sites
like Tell Brak, Hamoukar, and Tell Leilan were occu-
pied (see Wattenmaker and Stein 1989). Wilkinson and
Tucker (1995:43f.) found a pattern of dispersed, small,
probably agricultural sites in this sub-region. Sites like
Grai Resh and Telul eth Thalathat represent some of
the smaller, somewhat isolated sites of this period and
place (see Figure 1.2). Exceptions like Tell al-Hawa and
Tell Samir were larger sites, whose immediate
hinterland was unoccupied, probably utilized for agri-
cultural exploitation by its residents. Although the
pattern of dispersion of sites was similar to that of the
earlier Ubaid period, only 31 percent of Ubaid sites sur-
veyed by Wilkinson and Tucker were re-occupied in the

fourth millennium. Interestingly, although population
represented by site numbers seems to have risen some-
what from the Ubaid to Early Uruk period, site num-
bers declined markedly from the earlier to later Uruk
period. Most sites were widely dispersed throughout the
fifth and fourth millennia. Wilkinson and Tucker theo-
rize that the pattern of shifting and dispersed village
populations may represent land utilization. A pattern of
very extensive land utilization with frequent movement
was transformed into a pattern of shorter cropping
intervals, which creates the appearance of massive site
decline.

Another factor may lead to more stability and con-
centration. Early on, formal networks for transport
and communication linked many of these sites. In the
fourth millennium, a phenomenon of linear depres-
sions, “hollow ways,” marked the Northern Jazira
(Wilkinson and Tucker 1995). Sites dominated by
Classic Uruk pottery types clustered around these
hollow ways, which Wilkinson and Tucker see as “well
integrated into the Uruk distribution network”
(Wilkinson and Tucker 1995:45). By the third millen-
nium B.C., a formal road connected one of the largest
mounds of the fourth and third millennia B.C., Tell
al-Hawa, with the Tigris at modern Mosul to the south-
east (on the opposite riverbank from Nineveh). This
road continued toward Tell Leilan in the Khabur River
Triangle to the west (Ball et al. 1989). Trade appears to
have transformed this agriculturally self-sufficient sub-
region toward the end of the fourth millennium.
Butterlin (2000: Figure 3) proposes that the interac-
tion sphere of this sub-region extended into the east-
ern Turkish highlands, especially the area of the
Keban Dam near Elazig. The commonalities in pottery
style support such a proposition (see Chapter 3), al-
though the interaction sphere was probably much
broader than just the highland area. Certainly, the
Khabur sub-region also had many connections with
the Iraqi Jazira.

Upper Euphrates

One sub-region where dramatic new settlement
did occur in the Uruk Period, especially its later
phases, was in the open plains of North Syria. Earlier
settlement in this area is relatively sparse. Tell Sheikh
Hassan on the eastern side of the Euphrates (Boesse
1986/7 1995) had a long sequence of fourth millen-
nium levels, but most of the sites in the area were
newly founded toward the end of the Middle Uruk,
LC4, or the Late Uruk, LC5, period.

The most southerly of these new sites is Qraya, lo-
cated where the Euphrates and its tributary, the
Khabur River, meet (Reimer 1989, Simpson 1988).
The site is small, and few other sites existed in its im-
mediate area (Simpson 1988), but it has important
economic functions (see below).
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The size of some of the sites newly founded on the
Upper Euphrates is significant. Habuba Kabira Sud is
estimated to have been 18 hectares in size (Strom-
menger 1980:33). Habuba is part of an enclave of sites
including the hilltop religious and public emplace-
ment of Tell Qannas immediately above Habuba and
Jebel Aruda (van Driel 1979), a hilltop site eight kilo-
meters north of Habuba. All three sites are Southern
Uruk cultural sites in all but location. McCorriston
(1997) sees the importance of this area in its extensive
pastureland, supporting an ever-increasing produc-
tion of wool cloth. To others it was an area suited for
transshipping goods. In any case, it was little occupied
in the fifth millennium. In the period of greatest in-
teraction between the alluvium and the hills, LC 3-5,
numerous new sites were founded on its open plains.
Almost all of those sites were abandoned at the end of
the fourth millennium. jebel Aruda was already in de-
cline a few generations after it was founded (van Driel
in press).

Farther up the Euphrates River, above the modern
Syrian-Turkish border a significant number of early
fourth millennium sites continued into the late fourth
millennium B.C. Carchemish is a large complex
mound right on the river crossing at the border. It is
most notable for its later occupations, but was occu-
pied at least from the Halaf Period through the Ubaid
into the Uruk (Woolley 1952 Part III: 227f.). Unlike
the Habuba Kabira/Qannas and Jebel Aruda enclave,
at Carchemish locally made wares coexist with South-
ern types.

Within 20 km north of Carchemish, another en-
clave of five sites exists, all apparently founded in the
Late Middle or Late Uruk LC4-5 period (Algaze et al.
1994). All but one was situated on the west bank of the
Euphrates River. At the center of the enclave is a ridge
top site called Sad1 Tepe, on whose surface are many
potsherds with distinctly southern shapes and decora-
tion. The site is littered with flint debitage and flintk-
napping tools. The sites around it also appear from
ceramic evidence to have been founded in the late
fourth millennium. They vary in size from Tiladir (the
only one of the set on the east side of the river) at
12 hectares to Yarim Hoylk at perhaps .5 hectares
(Rothman et al. 1998).

Just 15 km north of the Sad1 Tepe enclave, but on
the opposite side of the Euphrates River, lies Hacinebi
(Stein 1994a, 1994b, 1999; Stein, ed. 1999). This site
may eventually provide the best evidence of what was
occurring during the so-called Contact period (Middle-
Late Uruk LC3-4 period). Hacinebi, overlooking the
Euphrates River on its east bank, appears to have been
a town site from the early fourth millennium B.C.

By the late Middle Uruk or LC4 period, a distinct
pattern developed in which buildings and trash pits
with local wares existed in one area of the mound,
buildings and trash pits with Classic Uruk southern

wares in another. Probable emigration of actual
Southerners may be indicated by the presence of
foods typical of Southern diets and butchered accord-
ing to Southern practices (Miller in Stein 1994b:171;
Bigelow 1999).

The results of an advanced seminar at the School
of American Research (SAR, Rothman, ed. in press)
has shown that the so-called contact was a process that
happened not over two-three hundred years, but five
to six hundred, starting at about 3650 BC (Wright and
Rupley in press). The earliest stage in the Early Middle
or LC3 period saw increasing exchanges between
northern and southern Mesopotamian societies. The
LC4 seems to have seen the implantation of small trad-
ing posts of Southerners in Northern Mesopotamia.
Hacinebi may be one, Nineveh another (Rothman
b in press; Stein 1999).8 Sheikh Hassan may be a fully
Southern colony of this same period. The final stage,
Late Uruk or LC5 period saw major cities implanted in
the earlier under-populated Middle Euphrates sub-
region (Habuba Kabira, Jebel Aruda, etc.). At this
point the cultural interchange increased dramatically.
At Hassek Héyuk, for example, what originally had
been seen as a small Southern trading site, now seems
to be a site where local potters produced traditional
Late Chalcolithic pottery and copies of Uruk pottery
styles using local techniques (Helwing 1999).

Yet farther up the river, the pattern looks like the
one at Carchemish. Earlier Late Chalcolithic sites with
exclusively local wares continue into the late fourth
millennium and their stylistic repertoire includes
Southern Uruk types, often alongside local Late Chal-
colithic types. The most striking of these sites are Sam-
sat and Arslantepe (Ozguc 1992; Frangipane and
Palmieri 1983). Samsat sits at one of the best natural
crossings of the Euphrates River and had been a major
site for millennia. Arslantepe is a smaller site on the
bend of the Upper Euphrates near modern Malatya.
Other towns or villages excavated with modern tech-
niques include Kurban Hoyuk, Lidar, Hassek Hoyiik,
and on the Murat River tributary east of the Euphrates
near Arslantepe, Tepecik, and Norsuntepe. All these
sites were occupied in previous periods. Large in-
creases in size and population are not observable in
any of the areas of the Upper Euphrates. Butterlin
(2000: Figure 3) proposes that the interaction sphere
of this subregion included the Amugq area to its west
and the Khabur River basin to its south.

The Demographic Picture Regionally

Looked at regionally, Greater Mesopotamia
through the fourth millennium B.C. shows areas of
major population growth, often with a concomitant
population decline in neighboring zones. This is the
case in the southern alluvium at Late Uruk Period
Uruk/Warka, near Godin Tepe in the Kangavar Valley
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of the Western Zagros, and to a lesser extent in the
Susiana, the last mostly in the Susa A and Late Middle
Uruk periods. These same sub-regions illustrate a
trend toward agglomeration of population—probably
part of an overall centralizing trend. On the Upper
Euphrates in North Syria, an area little occupied in
the previous periods, a sizable growth in large centers
occurred in the Late Middle and Late Uruk or LC4-5
periods with populations showing strong cultural ties
to southern Mesopotamia. Changes in population size
in the area around Tepe Gawra and the piedmont and
hills are harder to ascertain. Few high quality site sur-
veys have been conducted there. What evidence we do
have suggests an increase in population, although a
relatively modest one.

The importance of the changing demography lies
in two factors. Theoretically, bringing together large
numbers of people in close proximity results from or
result in changing economic and political structures.
The changes in societal structure in each sub-region
implied by (not necessarily impelled by) demographic
changes should affect opportunities for production
and exchange outside those sub-regions. Second, a
more complex structure of leadership is necessary to
confront these changes within each sub-region.

What did the changes, signaled by demographic
change, look like across the region and how might
they indicate changes in the web of interactions
among sub-regions?

Organizational Changes

Organizationally, societies in Greater Mesopotamia
appear to increase in complexity in the fourth millen-
nium B.C., even in sub-regions where some demo-
graphic decline was evident.

Susiana

Organizationally, Ubaid 1-3 Susiana fits the model
for the pre-Terminal Ubaid® period proposed by Stein
(1994a). According to Stein, administrative forms of
social organization were based on the mobilization of
workers for the production and storage of staple foods
(wheat and barley, mostly). The ideology of rule was
based on fictive kinship ties. Therefore, symbols of sta-
tus were kept to a minimum in graves, housing, and
the public display of artifacts, especially artifacts made
from exotic materials by full-time specialists. Some
metals and imported materials have been found in
Ubaid 1-3 Susiana sites,!? but they have not been in
contexts that would imply status differences (Hole
1985:21).

The Suse Period saw a radical change on the
Susiana plains. At Susa, a massive platform with an ad-
ministrative or religious building was constructed. A

graveyard placed at the edge of the platform con-
tained the graves of clearly high-ranking individual.
These graves contained hordes of imported metal
objects and finely made beakers. These beakers are
proposed to have been tokens of rank within an ad-
ministrative (leadership) organization (Hole 1983;
Wright 1994). In terms of Stein’s model (1994a), the
staple finance that formed the basis of earlier Ubaid
society was altered by the addition of a kind of wealth
finance in which power and status were based on con-
trol of exotic materials, specialty crafts, and the like.
This change resulted in competition among polities
for trade goods and trade routes. Warfare ensued.!!
New symbols of status for public display—in Pollock’s
terms (1983a), these represent the “envaluation” of
artifacts—were encoded in seal designs. These are the
hallmarks of what anthropologists define as complex
chiefdoms (see Wright 1994 for a complete explica-
tion of this time, place, and topic).

As the size of Susa declined in the Early Uruk or
LC2 period, however, administrative organization was
refined, as revealed in increasing numbers and com-
plexity of seals and sealings (Johnson 1973:99-100).
Seals were first evidenced as administrative tools in the
Susiana d (Ubaid 3) and were common in the Suse,
Susa A or LC 1 period. At this time, their numbers and
information content swelled. In addition, leaders refo-
cused their rule on staple finance. The construction of
buildings in a new area of the Susa mound, possibly
functioning as a staple (grain) storage depot suggests
this (Wright and Johnson 1985:26).

The transition from the Early to Middle Uruk or
LC3 periods is regarded as the one in which state lev-
els of social organization evolved in this and the ad-
joining southern alluvial sub-regions of Mesopotamia
(Wright and Johnson 1975; Wright 1977, 1981). Large
industrial ceramic producing districts developed at
the centers. Susa and Choga Mish leaders may also
have taken on a new role in controlling the labor nec-
essary to maintain irrigation water supplies to their
satellite villages (Rothman 1987). Some specialized
production is evident at smaller subsidiary sites like
Sharafabad (Wright and Johnson 1985:27f.). At these
same, small sites an increase in sealing use probably in-
dicates direct control from center administrators.
Mass-produced wares like the Beveled Rim Bowl (BRB,
for short) appeared. Although the issue is still under
debate, the BRB’s in some contexts appear to have
marked an organization of corvée labor and rations.
Yet, contrary to these centralizing trends, most evi-
dence of craft activity at this time suggests continued
local manufacture. In the surrounding intermontane
areas artifacts show the influence of Susiana stvle and
possibly Susiana rulers’ attempts at control.

The Late Uruk or LC5 period should, based on
population theory, mark a rapid decline in administra-
tive organization at Susa. If my analysis of Middle Uruk
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or LC 34 period Susiana is correct (Rothman 1987),
controls at critical points on the irrigation systems were
loosened, if not entirely lost by this following period.
The only site that grew substantially was Choga Mish
(Johnson 1973: Figure 32). However, at the same time
as economic or political decline appears to typify Late
Uruk period Susiana, a significant new complexity in
the symbolic language of seal design and the first ex-
amples of written accounts appear at this time (Amiet
1979; Dittman 1986; Pittman 1993). Lapis lazuli by this
period appears to be coming increasingly through
Susa and to have declined in amount along the older
piedmont routes (including Gawra and Nineveh). In
general, what we may be seeing on the Susiana is not so
much a decline as another re-orientation. This trend
conforms to the theory of Kowalewski et al. (1983) that
competition and re-orientation in an administered sys-
tem requires restricting contacts with the outside, and
at the same time imposing increasingly tight, direct
control over a limited number of subsidiary sites by the
center.

Uruk/Warka

Even at Uruk/Warka, whose excavated remains
are preponderantly from the Late Uruk or LC5 pe-
riod, the trajectory of its ascent to its pinnacle was
hardly a straight upward curve. As Nissen (1993:128)
points out, “from the well known Ubaid setting there
is no continual, steady development to the setting of
the latest phase of the Late Uruk period. Rather we
have to count with phases of accelerated change.” Very
complex administrative systems and elaborate public
buildings mark the Late Uruk period at Uruk/Warka.
These administrative systems (Uruk IV in the
Uruk/Warka dating system) include the earliest writ-
ing, almost exclusively used by administrators for
accounting inputs and outflows of goods from central-
ized control systems (Nissen et al 1993; Nissen and
Englund 1993). The possibility that the concept of
kingship evolved at Uruk/Warka and possibly at Susa
during the Late Uruk period is plausible (Pittman
1993, Schmandt-Besserat 1993). Certainly, those who
write about intra-regional relations are correct in as-
serting the immense size and complexity of this site
and its probable influence on its sub-region and re-
gion at the end of the fourth millennium.

Jazira and Steppe

The situation in the Jazira is far less clear. As stated
above, some sites in this area grew in size and probably
importance and became central places on the open
steppe land of Mesopotamia. From all of the most po-
tentially important of these sites for interpretation—
Nineveh, Tell al-Hawa, Tell Brak, and Leilan—little of

their fourth millennium occupational area has been
excavated or reported.12 Most samples are from trial
trenches or stratigraphic columns. They do have
administrative hardware—seals and sealings—of in-
creasing sophistication and are notable for the combi-
nation of local and Southern pottery styles recovered.
Clearly, the new stylistic boundaries indicated by the
appearance of classic Uruk pottery style do represent
some cultural trend critical to understanding the evo-
lution of the Mesopotamian region in the fourth mil-
lennium B.C. The full impact of information from
these sites, however, awaits further excavation.

Upper Euphrates

Sites like Habuba Kabira (Strommenger 1980),
Jebel Aruda (van Driel 1979), and Qraya (Reimer
1989) were established on the North Syrian stretch of
the Euphrates River. As stated above, these sites are
southern, culturally Uruk sites in all but location.
Habuba Kabira is a densely packed city with a wall
around its central district. A long series of docks lined
its riverfront and a large administrative, and perhaps
religious, building compound rested on a hill high
above it. Qraya, as will be detailed below, is a small
industrial complex that probably is a coordinated
part of what is happening between northern and
southern Mesopotamia, but not directly a part of the
Habuba/Qannas-Jebel Aruda communities.

Arslantepe on a bend of the Euphrates in Turkey,
far from the Habuba/Qannas-Jebel Aruda communi-
ties, provides the best evidence (aside from Gawra) for
the operation of administrative systems outside south-
ern Mesopotamia. This is especially true for Level VIA
of the Late Uruk or LC5 period. Excavators recovered
a series of very large public buildings, a palace and an
attached temple (Frangipane and Palmieri 1983;
Frangipane in press). The trash from these buildings
includes a large number of sealings dumped in one
abandoned room (206A), and sealings from locked
storage rooms (particularly A340). Based on the way
the sealings were found in room 206A, they were
dumped in sets, probably from baskets where they
were kept for auditing purposes.

A comparison of these two loci indicates that for-
mal administrative procedures were used (Frangipane
1994). Goods that were brought into the palace as trib-
ute or tax for the palace’s use were brought in under
seal. They were then placed in specific storerooms,
which were opened by an authorized official who
broke the door peg, clay lock. Receipts in the form of
broken seals were placed in the corner of a room (in
this case, A340), perhaps in a basket. Later, according
to Frangipane (1994), after an audit, they were
dumped together. This implies an administrative sys-
tem as complex as that of Susa, for example. A central
administration, with a top level of administration,
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would cause the material to be brought to the center.
A lower level of administrators would actually account
for the movement of goods and direct those responsi-
ble for extracting materials directly from producers.
From what is known from southern Mesopotamia, this
is the model of administrative structure practiced
there. Although writing was not used, this seal-based
system reflects the same underlying structure (see
Rothman 1994a). According to Frangipane’s analysis
(Frangipane in press), newly instituted leadership
organizations emerge from the households of earlier
days. Depending on the modes of production, compe-
tition among households and the need to integrate
various segments of society led to centralization. In this
model, the responsibility of the central authorities
becomes the provisioning of various segments of the
population with food and with other goods to harness
labor for integrative activities. However, because of a
lower agricultural potential in Northern Mesopotamia,
the potential for local centralization was always less
than that of societies in southern Mesopotamia.

Western Zagros

As stated above, the Kangavar Valley in the middle
of the western Zagros can be characterized demo-
graphically by growth and agglomeration. What ap-
pears to be the central place there, Godin Tepe, shows
clear signs of the administrative elaboration found
elsewhere toward the end of the fourth millennium. In
this case, that administrative structure is represented
by a walled oval at the top of the mound. Not only is
this oval separated from the rest of the mound physi-
cally, its artifacts, particularly its pottery, is of the classic
Southern Uruk style, while the rest of people in the
contemporaneous levels used a local Late Chalcolithic
pottery. This pattern led the original excavator to pro-
pose that the oval was a merchant colony (Young and
Weiss 1975). Subsequent analysis (Badler 1989) ques-
tions that conclusion and suggests rather that it was a
seat of a local (leadership?) elite, who based their
power on wealth finance. Administrative tablets of
Uruk IV type and sealings, as well as sling balls, stored
food, and flint tools were found in the earliest phase of
the Oval. A later phase saw a decline in administrative
hardware, but an increase in flintknapping.

Regional Trends in Organization

For each sub-region of Greater Mesopotamia that
is documented, the trend throughout the fourth mil-
lennium is of increased administrative sophistication
and of increased centralization. A similar case could
be proposed for Tell Brak, Tell Leilan, Nineveh, and
Tell al-Hawa, but evidence is lacking. Where some
centralization is not evident, population trends seem

to indicate a significant decline in sites and overall
population.

Regional Exchange
and Integration

In looking at the regional background for the par-
ticular case of Tepe Gawra, the significant question is
whether these centers and their sub-regions were eco-
nomically integrated, and if so, how? This question is
particularly significant if one factors in the new south-
ern Mesopotamian enclaves of settlement on the
Euphrates River and the presence of “foreign” stylistic
types in northern Mesopotamia. This trend began
at the time of Tepe Gawra VIII (and also, perhaps
Level IX).

Colonial or World Systems Model

Our understanding of the regional organization of
Greater Mesopotamia is predicated on the presence
of southern Mesopotamian stylistic elements in north-
ern Mesopotamia, especially in the LC3-56 period.
Algaze (1993, in press) catalyzed research on this time
and place by his theory of northern—southern
Mesopotamian interaction. Algaze’s theory argues
that the presence of significant concentrations of
Southern material in northern Mesopotamia repre-
sents a conscious attempt by Southern rulers to con-
trol trade routes or sites in the periphery where raw
materials were extracted. The otherwise resource
poor South reached out to control the flow of goods
from its resource rich peripheries by placing physical
colonies in the steppes of North Syria and the re-
source-rich hills of the Taurus and Zagros Mountains.
They needed to do this in order to implement a new
strategy of using wealth finance as one pillar of their
status and authority. In fact, in Algaze’s theory, this
colonial expansion is a characteristic of state societies
in general (Algaze in press).

The economic thrust from southern Mesopotamia
constituted, according to Algaze, a peaceful, informal
empire (Algaze 1989, 1993) or a “world system”
(Wallerstein 1974). The underlying pattern of interac-
tions was the same as the militarized empires of the
Akkadian Period and later, but without military force.
The model assumes that the societies of northern
Mesopotamia (the periphery) were technically and cul-
turally unsophisticated and were ripe for exploitation
by the highly developed southern Mesopotamians (the
core). Although the emphasis of Algaze’s model is on
the LC 4-5 periods, he also points to a continuous pat-
tern of interchange from the Ubaid period (1993). His
theory also assumes that all the possible settlements of
southern Mesopotamians in northern Mesopotamia
were under the direct control of southern leaders.
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A number of researchers have argued that the
necessary conditions for such a model are lacking
(Stein 1990; 1999; Rothman 1993; Pollock 1994;
Rothman, ed.b in press). Clearly, Mesopotamia was a
unified region in the sense that established lines of
communication existed, different groups knew of
each other’s existence and resources, and individuals
and groups moved freely, though incredibly slowly,l?’
throughout the region. The domestication of the
donkey as a pack animal may have made such move-
ment possible (Wright in press). However, little evi-
dence exists for bulk “international” trade at this pe-
riod. Unlike the late third millennium B.C. Early
Dynastic I11/Akkadian Period, when bronze importa-
tion to southern Mesopotamia was essential for the
technology of war and commerce, no such essential
goods are cited for fourth millennium B.C. trade.

As Wallerstein (1974:397) notes, “The distinction
[between bulk trade in necessities and limited luxury
trade] is crucial if we are not to fall in the trap of iden-
tifying every exchange activity as evidence of the exis-
tence of a system.”

Also, a number of researchers (Frangipane 1993;
Rothman 1993b, in press; Rothman and Peasnall
1999; Lupton 1996) assert, and Algaze accepts to a de-
gree (Algaze in press), that many sub-regions of north-
ern Mesopotamia developed administratively and eco-
nomically before Classic Uruk styled artifacts
appeared for the first time. This is one of the key
points I will demonstrate in this volume.

There are a number of possible explanations of
the presence of “foreign” artifacts in any sub-region.
One is of actual colonies of people from those foreign
cultures. Stein (1999) argues for a colony of immi-
grants from the southern alluvium at Hacinebi in the
LC4 period. Another explanation involves the emula-
tion or adoption of foreign styles. Stein (1994a) has ar-
gued for the Ubaid Period and Winter (1980) for the
first millennium B.C. Neo-Assyrian Period that local
cultures often adopt foreign artifact styles to denote
special status or public identity. Often this adoption
occurs without colonization or acculturation (public
identity “is the perception and presentation of self in
relation to the larger community . for example,
group affiliation, hierarchical social status, and shared
religious ideology,” according to Stein 1991). Sites like
Tell Brak, Leilan, Arslantepe, Godin Tepe, even
Nineveh, may represent just such an adoption of for-
eign styles as high status markers of newly institution-
alized leadership social identities without becoming
colonized. Even if such artifacts do represent actual
southern Mesopotamians, as the recent excavations at
Hacinebi indicate (Stein 1994a, 1994b, 1999), there is
little reason to assume that they are representatives of
a southern administered trading system. Perhaps, as

Johnson suggests (1988/89) and Stein implies, the
new population was made up of immigrants.

Further, the assumption that southern Mesopotamia
constitutes a core and the piedmont, steppe, and moun-
tains a monolithic periphery ignores Mesopotamian
prehistory. Demand for status goods at places like
Susa and Uruk/Warka, created a new role for places
like Gawra as suppliers, as did Tell Brak, Habuba
Kabira/Qannas, Jebel Aruda, Arslantepe, etc. As
outlined above, the region was at virtually the same
organizational level during most of the Ubaid Period.
Monumental building and administrative seal use,
as well as evidence of metal smelting and metal
molds (Esin 1982:109), were recovered from northern
Mesopotamian sites at that earlier period.

However, even if the colonial or World Systems
Theory is rejected in its current form, it is important
not to ignore the connections that did exist in fourth
millennium B.C. Greater Mesopotamia. Various sub-
regions did exchange goods, critical ideas, and organi-
zational models (see Algaze 1993: Chapter 4). Qraya,
with over 40 fire emplacements, Kilns, and ovens
(Reimer 1989) was most likely serving northern and
southern Mesopotamian sites. This exchange did af-
fect local developments in each sub-region and at
each site. A much more flexible and layered interpre-
tation will help us to view each sub-region and the re-
gion as a whole in evolutionary perspective. Perhaps
we need to see Mesopotamia, as Marfoe (1987:28)
writes, as “a web of interlocking but discrete, individ-
ual links of enmeshed local systems.”

Measuring Regional Interactions

How can the network of sub-regional interactions
in Greater Mesopotamia be measured? What specifi-
cally can one point to as the basis of interconnection
of residents of this site with any other site or sites?

As archaeologists, we are obviously limited in the
components of the cultural picture we can reliably re-
construct. To some extent we can hope to understand
shared symbolic—including religious—ideologies. To
some extent we can understand ethnic movements.
However, the most reliable axes of variability we can
measure are economic. If we know what is produced
or extracted locally for exchange outside the area of a
site and we know where these sorts of products and
raw materials ended up, we can hope to establish a
network of interactions. This is the sort of approach I
used to analyze the relations of Middle Uruk Susa and
Choga Mish with their satellite sites by graphing the
loci of production and exchange of certain pottery
types in Susiana (Rothman 1987).

This approach should be helpful in the analysis
that follows here. I will be especially careful to note:

1. the kinds of products manufactured in each level;
2. the probable scale of production; 3. whether raw
materials used in production are easily extracted
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locally or need to be imported; 4. where such prod-
ucts are most likely to go, and conversely; 5. what
sort of products and raw materials are being im-
ported to Gawra.

As Frangipane (in press) argues, the soundest ap-
proach to solving the problem of north-south rela-
tions in the Uruk or LC1-5 period is to view the
phenomena also from northern Mesopotamia, not in
terms of the degree to which the northern and south-
ern Mesopotamian societies resembled each other or
differed, but in terms of analyzing the features and
processes which characterized the development of
northern communities as well as the historical roots of
their external relations.

In summary, the task remaining in this volume is to
see how one small site functioned over the span of
time from Terminal Ubaid, LCI, to the Early Middle
Uruk, LC3 periods. In doing so, I will sketch out what
kinds of connections that functioning implies, in
other words, how the particular adaptation of people
at this site reflects the larger region.

Remaining Chapters

Chapter 2 is a history of excavation indicating
strengths and weaknesses in the data. Chapters 3 and
4 will discuss technical problems related to the analy-
sis: excavation history, stratigraphy, and reconstruc-
tion of town plans, chronology, and the function of
artifacts. Chapter 5 describes the evolutionary prehis-
tory of the town. Chapter 6 concludes the volume and
offers a synthesis of Tepe Gawra and of possible hy-
potheses to explain regional issues in Mesopotamia.

Notes

1. The appellation BC will appear in two formats. Following
Hole (1994), I will use BC without periods for calibrated dates
and B.C. for uncalibrated.

2. Typically, the quantity of goods exchanged in down-
the-line trade decreased as they moved farther and farther from
resource areas (see Renfrew 1977, Caldwell 1976 for descrip-
tions of such trade).

3. The term region here covers the entire interaction sphere
of Greater Mesopotamia. Although it is common to refer to, for
example, the southern region or the Khabur region, as smaller
subsets of the larger region, these are listed as sub-regions.

4. There is some confusion in the term Jazira, or alterna-
tively Jazireh, or Jezirah. Some identify this area as the steppe
lands west of the Euphrates and east of the Tigris. The British ad-
miralty considered only the part of this steppe land in Iraq the
“Jazira.” I will by caveat refer to the Jazira as northeastern Iraq,
and Jezirah as the larger area including the Syrian part encom-
passing the Khabur basin.

5. According to Algaze (1993:71-72) Gawra as excavated was
only the acropolis of a larger site. He cites Gibson'’s trip to Gawra,
and the “unexpected” complexity of such a small site. However,
another observer on that same trip contradicts Gibson’s observa-
tions (Rothman 1989:286). Also, none of the excavations off the
mound yielded anything later than the Halaf Period of the
seventh and sixth millennia B.C. (Tobler 1950). Although it
strikes me as possible that a lower town could have existed, espe-
cially in Level VIII times, there is no evidence to support that
conclusion, and no necessity logically to do so, either.

6. Contrary to Algaze (1993:72), I did not argue in 1988, nor
will T here, that only semi-nomadic groups were part of the
Gawran polity. I strongly suggest that such groups were present,
but also villages occupied year round were part of the area
Gawran leaders administered. In 1994 I suggested which of the
sites from the Iraq survey were probably part of the Gawran net-
work (see Figure 1.2).

7. Again, if Hole (1994) is correct, this area would have been
drier and hotter in the Ubaid and Early Uruk Periods than earlier.

8. In the so-called colony at Hacinebi, the community of
Southerners from the Uruk cultural tradition was marked by
the use of southern technologies. These include Southern
administrative systems, southern pottery, and also clay sickles. The
traditional northern Mesopotamian flint sickles are readily avail-
able and are much more efficient than clay sickles. The presence
of clay sickles at Hacinebi and also Nineveh (Mallowan 1933) in
roughly the Late Middle Uruk or LC4 period may well indicate
the physical presence of Southerners Rothman, in press b).

9. This Terminal Ubaid is also known as Suse, Susa I, Susa A,
Ubaid 4 or LC1 period.

10. Theoretically, kinship systems are based on a relative
equality of all persons. Although “leadership” in the form of Big
Men, or low level “chiefs” exists, their leadership is not based on
political authority, but on influence and moral persuasion.

11. At the end of contemporaneous Gawra XII fire and
skeletons prone in the street with signs of violent death marked
warfare.

12. The latest excavation project at Tell Brak may rectify this
lack (Emberling et al. 1999, Oates and Oates 1997).

13. The itinerary of long distance traders 1,500 years later in
the Old Assyrian Period records travel times in months (Larsen
1967).



Excavation History

Ephraim Speiser investigated Gawra in 1927 during a
survey of the northern third of Iraq under the aegis
of the University of Pennsylvania and the Baghdad
School of ASOR (Barton 1927; Speiser 1929). Based on
the discovery of prehistoric painted pottery at Susa and
other “Aeneolithic” (Neolithic and Chalcolithic) sites,
Speiser felt that he had found the oldest stratified site
in northern Mesopotamia at Gawra (Speiser 1928).
With $500 left of a grant obtained for the survey by
Cyrus Adler of Dropsie College, Speiser and an archi-
tect named Wilenski spent fifteen working days over
a three week period in October 1927 excavating a
5-meter-wide trench. This trench unusually started at
the bottom and moved toward the top of the mound, a
distance of approximately 20 meters (Barton 1927,
1928; Speiser 1929).

Speiser defined three “cultures” in the twenty archi-
tectural levels into which he divided the mound during
the excavation. Gawra I was the “Aeneolithic painted
pottery culture’—probably late Halaf and 'Ubaid
(Speiser 1929:28-30). Gawra Il was a “pre-bronze” soci-
ety with unpainted, incised buff plainware—probably
coterminous with the Uruk Period (Speiser 1929:
30-35). Gawra Il was Bronze Age. It had Early Dynastic
Period seals and pottery types known from the South in
the lower parts of Gawra III. A Mittanian fort sat near
the top of the Gawra III cultural horizon (Speiser 1929:
35-39).

In the fall of 1930, Speiser began to oversee exca-
vations at nearby Tell Billa. During that year, numerous
visits to Tepe Gawra resulted in the decision to excavate
this site as well. A strategy designed to “dig the mound
systematically by starting at the top and slicing off layer
after layer” was devised (Speiser 1931c:5).

The first season of excavation at Gawra (G1) be-
gan on January 19, 1931 and ended six weeks later.

Dr. A. Saarisalo from the University of Helsinki and an
architect named Detweiler assisted Speiser. During
that season, Level I and varying portions of Levels II to
IX were removed. The first season was followed by a
second (G2) under Speiser's direction from October
12, 1931, to March 15, 1932. The remaining parts of
Levels II to VI, all of VII, much of VIII, and two squares
of IX were excavated in G2 (seasons are referred to
hereafter alternatively by name or simply as G1 to G7).
In that second season, Charles Bache of the University
of Pennsylvania Museum and Cyrus Gordon then of
the University of Pennsylvania joined the crew.

The plan of excavation, as mentioned above, was to
strip architectural levels one after the other. The direc-
tor divided the site into 10 X 10-meter squares. The
site as a whole was divided into north and south halves,
so that any two field supervisors could split the work
gangs—“an average daily force of two hundred men”
(Speiser 1932b: 566)—and each could concentrate on
half the site. In fact, the halves were not dug at the
same speed, so that parts of one level, for example
Level V, were being excavated at the same time its an-
tecedents, for example, Levels III and IV. During the
course of removal, no bulks were kept for stratigraphic
control and no sections were drawn.

Square designations were extremely confused. In
1927, the 5 X 5-meter squares had been numbered as
follows in Table 2.1.

Each square moving up the slope had a unique let-
ter designation. Within each square, strata were
marked by numbers (for example, B4). When they
reached an inward curve in mound at square J (the el-
evation of Level VIII), they expanded east and west,
giving these squares lower case designations. Although
it appears that this designation system was to be tried in
the first season, it proved rather unacceptable when
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Table 2.1 1927 Square Designations
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digging the entire surface of the mound. They there-
fore devised a new designation system, based on a des-
ignation of each square by its column and row. No
written records exist to explain this system, but appar-
ently the square designations worked as shown in
Table 2.2 (see Rothman 1988 for method of decoding
this system). Table 2.2 contrasts the first full season's
square designations with the publication square desig-
nations of Speiser (1935a) and Tobler 1950.

As mentioned, each square was marked by a col-
umn capital letter and row lower case letter (for exam-
ple, “Ma,” which equals “8]” in the final publication).

In the second season (G2) a new numbering system
had to be instituted because the area of the surface of
the mound had expanded and the G1 designation sys-
tem was no longer sufficient. This new G2 system, an-
other modification of the 1927 trial trench system
worked as shown in Table 2.3.

Each square was designated as the intersection of a
row and column (for example, “Ma” in the registry
book now equaled “7M” of the final publication). Evi-
dence for the equivalence of G2 and publication num-
bers is found on an original architectural plan for
phase VIIIA in the Archives of the University of Penn-
sylvania Museum.

Table 2.2 First Season Square Designation

Publication 10 | 9 8 7 6
1st season | o | N M L K
registry

O d
M C
K

J a

Recording during the first two seasons was done
in registry books and provenience was based on the
10 X 10-meter grids into which the whole site was di-
vided. Occasionally, when a special building, such as
one of the buildings with buttressed exteriors in Level
VIII, was discovered, the find spot of objects found in
those numbered rooms was recorded. These buildings
were assumed to be temples or shrines (see following
chapters). No registry book had been kept for the
1927 trial trench. However, the first one hundred to
one hundred and fifty numbers in the G1 registry ap-
pear copied from 1927 field notes. Artifacts from the
first season were numbered 1150 forward, the second
season 5001 forward. A last set of numbers, 6001 for-
ward, appear to on objects added ex post facto from
among unnumbered artifacts in the dig house at the
beginning of the third (G3) season. Speiser included
them in the first final report (1935a). A small daybook
in Speiser's hand exists from the second season. His
notes, however, are very sketchy and uninformative. For
example, for October 19, Speiser wrote, “Stratum 3 be-
ing cleared. A stone mold for weapons in IL [Level]
IV. Complete strainer in the same area.” The registry
books for G1 and part of the G2 are hardly more help-
ful. According to a letter of December 4, 1986, from
Dr. Cyrus Gordon to me, the reason for the problems
were inexperience and bad health.

I do know that the register of finds during 1931-32
was in grossly unsatisfactory hands under the first
two recorders, until Stella Ben-Dor joined us and
took over, to do a first-class job for the rest of the
season in the expedition's “lab/museum” where
the materials and records were kept and pro-
cessed. Speiser was not in good health much of the
time—which may account for some lacunae.

Of the artifacts actually recovered from the ground,
a small, arbitrary sample of whole vessels, spectacular
sherds, flint and obsidian objects, seals and seal impres-
sions, spindle whorls, metal tools, figurines, and other
objects were recorded. Of that sample, perhaps 75 per-
cent were sent to the Iraq Museum or The University of
Pennsylvania Museum for storage and future study.

On November 2, 1932, when much of Level VIII,
phases A and B and small, though unrecognized parts
of VIIIC had been exposed, Speiser's successor as field
director, Charles Bache, began the third season (G3)
of excavation, which ran to April 4, 1933. During this
and the next three field seasons, E. Bartow Mueller
handled the architectural detail. Bache's earlier expe-
riences digging American Indian sites in the eastern
United States (e.g., Bache and Satterthwaite 1930) ap-
pear to have made him a more careful excavator than
Speiser had been. He continued to excavate Gawra by
architectural layers, having one group of workers
digging, for example, Level IN in one portion of the
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Table 2.3 Second Season Square Designation

Publication 10 9 8 7 6 5 4
ndseason | o | /e | d/c | b/a| I | U | I
registry

S

Q Q
0 o/P
M M/N
K K/L
J J
G G

mound while another was clearing Level X or even XI in
the other portion (see Bache 1936a:5, Figure 1). How-
ever, Bache decreased the number of workers to an av-
erage of 100 (Bache 1933a:9), partly to save money and
partly to gain more control over the recording of finds.
In G3, Bache excavated the rest of Level VIII, all of Level
IX and parts of Level X (see Tobler 1950:1 for crew
make-up of the G3 to G7 seasons).

In order to reduce the confusion in recording ex-
perienced in the first two seasons, Bache again
changed the designation of the squares as shown in
Table 2.4.

Again, a row/column designation—for example,
8M—marked each square. The rows, however, were
numbers. This system was used in the G3, G4, and G5
seasons.

In G3 Bache relied on the register for recording in-
formation on artifactual finds. Field object numbers
from the third season to the end of excavation consist
of the season number, a hyphen and an object number
from 1 to whatever. For example 3-492 is itemn 492, a

small beaker from Level X, excavated in G3, the third
season. In addition to the registries, Bache added small
4 X 6-inch cards to record information on graves,
tombs and a very few features. He also added small ob-
ject control cards for cataloguing objects as they came
into the lab from the field. The control cards are 3.5 X
3-inch cards on which the field object number is first
assigned (for example 3-492) and the excavation
square and sometimes the object's dimensions are writ-
ten. The object control cards were used at the division
between the University of Pennsylvania Museum and
the Iraqi government, at which time each artifact's fi-
nal disposition was written on its card. Object control
cards are preserved in the Archives of the University of
Pennsylvania Museum for G3 and G4.

The fourth season (G4), again under Bache's direc-
tion, ran from November 7, 1934 to February 27, 1935.
During that season “over one quarter of the mound,
the 12th stratum from the top was uncovered, 10, 11
and sub-11 having been passed through, mapped and
destroyed” (Bache 1935a:185). At this point, Bache

Table 2.4  3rd-5th Season Square Designation

Publication 11

10

9 8 7 16

3rd 4th 5th
season

G

K| L | M

J

7

8

9

10

11

12
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thought that everything under X and above the newly
discovered XI-A was in Level XI. Artifacts are accord-
ingly catalogued.

Bache again improved his recording methods.
First, he converted the 4 X 6-inch cards into preprin-
ted 8.5 X 11-inch locus/grave forms and added what for
this analysis is the most important new recording form:
the “chit.” A chit is a pre-numbered four by five-inch
piece of notepad paper. Field supervisors carried
them to the excavation and used them to record usu-
ally one, but sometimes two to four artifacts. Each chit
consists of a 10 X 10-meter grid, on which the loca-
tion of an object is marked as the object is excavated
on the mound. Spaces are printed to record level,
square, locus (if any special feature), date, and absolute
elevation. Approximately 75 percent of all chits record
object provenience to within a one by one-meter
square. Perhaps, 50 percent give an absolute elevation
for objects. Another 25 percent or so comment (in the
margin) on the nature of the fill. Comments such as
“on the floor of a room,” “on a pavement,” or “in or-
dinary red trash” are typical. Parenthetically, the term
“pavement” initially appears to have been restricted to
outdoor surfaces (streets, alleys, working spaces). In
short order, however, it alternated arbitrarily with the
term “floor.” After objects were recorded in the dig
house, the assigned field registry number was written
on the chit.

Chits were used for a secondary purpose in G4.
The masses of pottery sherds that were excavated were
carried to the lab in baskets. Of the G4 chits 539
record the location and elevation of these baskets.
However, few of these sherds from the baskets appear
to have been saved. Of those found in the collections
of the University of Pennsylvania Museum only a
handful were marked with the chit number. Nor could
notes be found in the Archives in which the differing
wares in each basket were counted, weighed, or in any
way recorded.

Not counting the pottery basket chits, approxi-
mately 4,000 chits exist from the G4, G5, and G7 sea-
sons. These cover a small part of Level X, and much of
Levels XI/XA to XX, with a drop off in Levels XIII to
XVI, which Speiser excavated. The few chits that exist
from G6 were used as locus sheets, mostly for grave
goods. Perhaps 500 to 700 chits were destroyed by
mildew when they were stored in a sub-basement of
the University of Pennsylvania Museum during the
1940s and 1950s. Most importantly, Tobler apparently
did not use the information on the chits in writing the
second volume of the final report (Tobler 1950).

In the analysis that follows and in the catalogues
this author will designate the sub-square information
in the chits as shown in Table 2.5.

The designation works this way: a9, for example,
designates a location inside the square at the “a” col-
umn and “9” row; a/b 9 designates a location on the

Table 2.5 Sub-square Designations
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line between “a” and “b” columns in the “9” row; a-c
8-9 indicates a provenience somewhere within the
square encompassing columns “a”, “b” and “c”, rows
“8” and “9.”

Another improvement that Bache introduced in G4
was a redesign of the registry book. Instead of long
columns, which accommodated up to 20 field num-
bered items, the registry was divided into four squares
per sheet. This division permitted scale drawings of most
registered objects. In addition to spaces for the field reg-
istry number, stratum, or level, elevation, disposal (that
is, Philadelphia, Baghdad, or discarded), photograph
number, drawing number, a space was printed for “field
number.” That field number is the chit number.
Although G3 registries were of the 20 per page type, a G4
style registry exists in Philadelphia, redone by Bache at
the end of G4. Bache apparently did many of the field
registry drawings in the G3, G4, and G5 seasons.

The Gb season was again under the direction of
Charles Bache. It lasted from October 31, 1935, to
February 15, 1936. The excavators worked on what was
thought to be Level XI to XIII. The workforce was in-
creased to 180 men (Bache 1936b:6). As the crew dug
under X in what excavators then called Level “XI” in
the middle of the mound they discovered what was
thought to be another intermediate level, called “XA”
(for all sub-level phases the hyphen [e.g., X-A, VIII-C]
will be dropped in this volume). Although XA de-
posits were apparently dug in G4, G5 was the first time
the stratum was recognized. Below, it will be argued
that XA is not a level distinct from XI, but a later re-
building phase of the same level, XI/XA. Bache him-
self recognized this possibility. He wrote (1935B:14):

I have been referring to the new temple of 11. This
may later prove not to be the case. There is some
difficulty in this region as to stratification, and it
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will be some time before we shall be able to deter-
mine this definitively. It is entirely ... possible that
it belongs to an upper level ... The presence of
walls of two, and occasionally three levels within
the same area does not contribute much to the ac-
curacy of observation.

It is important to note here, however, that the original
excavators made no attempt to return to the G4 field
notes and to distinguish artifacts belonging to the strata
immediately under X (that is, XA) and the earlier
building phase of the same level, designated as phase
XI. As a result, based on absolute elevations, many arti-
facts appear mislabeled as to stratum, and the architec-
tural plans published by Tobler (1950:Plates IV and V)
appear in some respects confused. Suggested revisions
of the plans appear later in the next chapter.

Recording methods in G5 remained as they were
in G4, with the exception that the small object control
cards seem to have been phased out.

The sixth season saw the return of E. A. Speiser as
the director of field excavations. G6 lasted from October
12, 1936, to March 19, 1937. During this season, Speiser's
crew excavated the Round House of XIA and deposits
above it in XA and XI. Excavation was then extended
from Level XII to XVI. Also, a trench into the unexca-
vated western half of the mound was beg‘un.1

The return of Speiser was accompanied by a
diminution in the quality of data recording. First, he
returned to the 20 per page registry. Second, the
Philadelphia artist, Alfred Bendiner, an excellent
painter and sketch-artist, was a less precise object illus-
trator than Bache or his assistants had been. Third,
Speiser all but eliminated the chit system of Bache, re-
lying on the registry in the hands of an inexperienced
registrar. There is again a small daybook in Speiser's
hand. This notebook, which concentrates on burials,
is not much more informative than the G2 book had
been. It also contains notes written subsequently by
Tobler questioning the accuracy of a few observations.
Speiser again chose to change the designations of the
excavation squares as illustrated in Table 2.6.

Bache continued this square designation system in
the G7 season, and it is the designation system used by
Tobler in the second final report (1950). It is also the
designation scheme used in the first final publication
(Speiser 1935a), differing only in that Speiser referred
to squares by lettered row first, then column (e.g., M6
rather than 6M). To minimize confusion, this G6
square designation system, referring first to the num-
bered column, then lettered row, is the one used
throughout the current volume. The other designa-
tion systems, including the designations for Level VIII
in volume I (Speiser 1935a), I converted to that G6 Sys-
tem in the following pages and in the catalogue.

Bache returned to Gawra as field director Novem-
ber 1,1937. G7, the last full season at Gawra, ended on

Table 2.6 Publication and This Volume
Square Designation
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May 7, 1938 (with a break from December 15, 1937, to
March 15, 1938 for work at Khafajeh). The western
trench was continued to the elevation of XIIA, and ex-
cavations proceeded into the deepest strata of the
mound proceeded. Virgin soil was never reached.

Bache retained the revised Speiser square designa-
tions and the compressed, 20 per page registry. He did
revive the chit system of field notation to some extent,
though not quite as completely as in G4 and G5.

In conclusion, the quality of record keeping varied
from season to season. During the fourth, fifth, and
seventh seasons, records were of sufficient quality that,
for example, stratigraphically questionable assign-
ments of artifacts could be corrected. Detailed analy-
ses of artifacts in their original three-dimensional find
spots could be done. In that, the excavators of those
seasons were much more careful than many of their
contemporaries. On the other hand, this excavation
was not up to modern standards. Where three-dimen-
sional provenience information was lacking, I have
been forced to accept the original level assignment,
even where I suspected it may have been wrong.

Excavators did not provide figures on the total
sample of the artifacts recovered. Although field notes
record the presence of ash lenses filled with animal
bone, pots and rooms containing charred vegetable
remains, and hearths with charcoal, none of these ma-
terials were saved. Modern techniques of screening
and flotation were not known and therefore not uti-
lized. The result is a virtual dearth of animal and plant
remains and undoubtedly a general lack of the small
finds that are recovered using screening or flotation.
Also, site supervisors rarely recorded secondary and
tertiary trash and fill deposits, if they noticed them at
all. The ratio of site supervisors to hired excavators
ranged from 1:40 to 1:100. The practical results of the
quality of excavation on interpretation will be dis-
cussed in the following chapters.

An immediate problem arose when I compiled the
catalogues. I was forced to use five separate sources,
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which neither were not nor could be entirely cross-
referenced. The field catalogues are as complete as is
possible, listing the catalogue number assigned in the
field (what T call the field number, 1000, 5000, and
G3-7) and a “field number” (the chit number). Perhaps
90 percent of all artifacts (except potsherds) appear to
have been catalogued. At the University of Pennsylva-
nia Museum, three-part museum numbers were pen-
ciled into the field catalogues and those sent to the
Iraq Museum were marked “Baghdad,” although some
University of Pennsylvania Museum items were not
given separate numbers. For a small number of seal-
ings, I also have Iraq Museum (IM) numbers. The
University of Pennsylvania Museum registrar's files list
all the museum numbers and cross-list those with the
field number and sometimes the chit number. Field
numbers appear in the chits, but those items not cata-
logued are listed simply as "not cat.” with no indication
of where they were sent. The only direct information
on the chit items not catalogued is if they were discarded
in the field. Field locus pages sometimes indicate arti-
facts in situ, although some were never catalogued or
seemingly noted in chits. In theory, some number of
artifacts that do not appear in the field catalogues or in
the chits exist in Baghdad, as they do in Philadelphia.
However, my plans to include these artifacts and com-
plete Iraq Museum numbers were put on permanent
hold by the Gulf War of 1990. I had been scheduled to
go to Baghdad in September 1990. However, based on

o
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the material in Philadelphia from the original 50-50
division and on the number of sealings without origi-
nal field numbers found by Elizabeth Stone and Paul
Zimansky,2 the percentage of the total corpus missing
from the catalogues should be small. I estimate the
loss at 1 percent of the total, but I cannot be sure. A
few of these otherwise missing artifacts I found in the
fourth source, the items included in the catalogues of
the earlier Gawra reports (Speiser 1929, 1935a, and
Tobler 1950).

In addition to the problem of missing artifacts,
some much smaller number of artifacts that were not
catalogued but were registered in chits may be listed
twice in my catalogues. This number is, I think, very
small.

The next chapter reconstructs the site plans based
on chit and stratigraphic section information and at-
tempts to date the various levels and sub-level phases.

Notes

1. The first appearance of artifacts from squares 9M, 10M
and 11M of stratum XI in the G6 registry implies that Tobler
(1950:2) mistakenly attributed the opening of the West Trench
to Gb.

2. Zimansky and Stone were kind enough to inspect the
Gawra seals and sealings they could find in the Iraq Museum and
photograph the backs of sealings. I am very appreciative of their
efforts.



Site Stratigraphy
and Chronology

n this chapter I discuss the vertical and horizontal re-

lations of sets of buildings and open areas of the
Gawra mound in an attempt to define their relative tem-
poral position. I then assign a date for each Gawra level
and sub-level phase relative to other Mesopotamian
sites (virtually no reliable absolute dates exist for Tepe
Gawra). As stated in Chapter 1, although this section
speaks of distinct levels and sub-level phases,1 all ar-
chaeological strata are like averages of continuous
change in built environments, except where sites are
leveled completely after long periods of abandonment
and then rebuilt on a flat plane. Such comprehensive
leveling did not happen from Levels XII to VIIL.

Stratigraphy

Two major attempts have been made to define the
stratigraphy of the levels called XII to VIII from the
mound of Gawra. The first attempt was presented in
the original site reports by Speiser (1935a) and Tobler
(1950). Bache and Mueller were silent co-authors of
the second report, although Tobler and Bendiner’s
additions and emendations to Bache’s ideas are
apparent when comparing Bache’s preliminary site
reports and Tobler’s final publication. Speiser and
Tobler saw the Gawra mound as a layer cake in which
each layer, each architectural level, was a sealed record
of contemporaneous town life (see Excavation History
in Chapter 2). These discrete entities are the ones
found in their publications.

The second attempt at a stratigraphic reconstruc-
tion (for Levels XIA to VIII only) was that of Jean-Daniel

Forest (1983). Forest’s primary interest was burial prac-
tices in Mesopotamia from the fifth through the third
millennia B.C. Specifically, his intent was to put the bur-
ial practices at his own excavation of Kheit Qasim in the
Hamrin into a broader framework by comparing Kheit
Qasim with Tepe Gawra and Ur. In order to understand
the evolution of burial practice Forest felt it essential
first to understand the relative stratigraphy of tombs
and graves. Because he proposed that tombs were asso-
ciated with major public buildings, especially those with
religious functions, he sought to understand the stratig-
raphy of those buildings relative to the rest of the
constructions on the mound. In doing his stratigraphic
analysis, Forest’s sole sources of information were
Tobler and Speiser’s volumes. He did not attempt to in-
spect any of the original field records, which are stored
at the University of Pennsylvania Museum. Those
records prove essential for understanding Gawra’s
stratigraphy. As the Appendix on mortuary practices
demonstrates, using the original field notes produces a
much different dating of tombs and graves than Forest
proposes (see Forest’s Reconstructions below).

New Stratigraphic Reconstruction
and Critiques of Former
Reconstructions

Sources

Although systematic stratigraphic notes were not
made in the field, previously untapped stratigraphic in-
formation does exist for Tepe Gawra. Among the kinds
of information recorded on chits (see Chapter 2) are
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details of stratigraphic significance. For example,
one chit might note that an artifact was found in or-
dinary red trash in a specific 1 X 1-meter square and
at such-and-such an elevation. It is therefore possi-
ble to map trashy fill to that stratigraphic space. An-
other chit might locate an artifact 20 centimeters
above a floor. One can map the floor and assume
some kind of secondary or tertiary trash fill at least
20 centimeters above it. In addition, the published
architectural plans list elevations of floors and of the
tops and bottoms of the remains of walls. This strati-
graphic information is somewhat enhanced by wall
elevations in Mueller’s architectural notebooks and
in the original pencil sketch plans Mueller drew for
Levels XII, XIA, XI and VIIIA. These drawings are
stored in the Archives of the University of Pennsylvania
Museum.

To discover the stratigraphy some kind of strati-
graphic section is needed. Using the stratigraphic infor-
mation from chits and elevations in drawings of archi-
tecture, I drew what I call “schematic sections.” Fach of
these sections covers the excavation from six to fifteen
meters above plain level for each of 28 excavation
squares (4], 5], 6], 7], 8], 4K, 5K, 6K, 7K, 8K, 3M, 4M, 5M,
6M, 7M, 8M, 9M, 10M, 40, 50, 60, 70, 80, 4Q, 5Q, 6Q,
7Q, 8Q). In Figures 3.1 to 3.5 these schematic sections
are drawn in five east-to-west running sections (J, K, M,
0O, Q). Because there were no balks, I developed a dif-
ferent method of drawing sections. I drew an imaginary
east-west line through the middle of each square. Any
walls or features that would run parallel or perpendicu-
lar to this imaginary line were drawn in. Fortunately, it
was rare that two parallel walls would run in the same
square. These schematics are therefore a conflation, as
if someone took the walls and features in any square and
squashed them flat against an imaginary plane running
east to west through the middle of each square. The
identity of each wall that is drawn is identified in the
schematic sections to help orient the reader.

These schematic sections do help to clarify many
major stratigraphic questions. They certainly belie the
layer cake idea of site stratigraphy, sometimes radically
so. Their first contribution to understanding Gawra’s
fourth millennium B.C. stratigraphy is to define the
stratigraphic position of Level XII in relation to its
predecessors.

For those interested in following the detailed ex-
planations of the stratigraphy and reconstruction of
the town plans, I suggest copying Figures 3.1 to 3.15
and having them readily available for reference.

The Gawra mound was a high-sided mound with a

gradual rise (Plate la).

Levels XIII to XI1

The schematic sections show that Level XII, the
earliest level discussed in this volume, is totally sepa-

1o
~I

rated in space and time from Ubaid 4 Period Level
XIIL In a number of squares (e.g., 4M in Figure 3.3)
walls of XIIA exist between Levels XIII and XII. Even
where walls of XIIA do not appear between Level XIII
and XII, fill of approximately one meter separates
them (e.g. 4-5], Figure 3.1). Such stratigraphy would
imply that XIIA is a minor occupation after the build-
ings of XIII went out of use. The style of its pottery
(see the Pottery Chronology of Tepe Gawra below)
also implies a separation between two distinct levels.

Level XII (Figure 3.6) therefore represents a
newly founded, dense, probably long-lived occupa-
tion of the site. Excavators uncovered a formally laid-
out entrance road (spaces 53 and 59) at the northeast
end of the mound. It is delimited on the east by
rooms 51 and 52 and by a short wall in front of the
large building with the white plastered walls, the
“White Room” (room 42, see Plate 1b). Rooms 54 to
62 adjoin the road on the west. These and the large
tripartite building flanking the southern end of that
entrance road—the White Room, rooms 36 to 49—
serve as the stratigraphic anchors for Level XII. To
the immediate west of the rooms 54 to 62, a large
open courtyard (63) separates rooms 54 to 62 from
another small block of rooms (65 to 74). Actually, this
courtyard is filled with low bins (Plate 2A). These bins
are evident in field photographs, but were never
drawn on the plans.

That XII was abandoned suddenly and replaced by
the XIB phase of Level XIA/B is evident in the plan of
XIB (Figure 3.7, the town plan of XIB, below). Where
rooms of XII and XIB existed in the same square, the
walls of XIA clearly overlie those of XII (see schematic
sections, Figures 3.1 to 3.5). As Forest notes (1983: 27),
“the superposition of the plans of XIA and XII do not
reveal any striking coincidence.” However, Forest also
indicates that there are a number of buildings in
Tobler’s XIA plan that do not directly overlie, but
which resemble the plan of XII (Forest 1983: 27).
Spaces 89 to 91 and 96 to 104 of XIA[B] (Square 5-6M,
Figure 3.7 and 3.8) resemble spaces 84 to 89 of XII
(Square 5M, Figure 3.6); spaces 105 and 106 (Square
5K), 109 and 110 of XIA[B] resemble spaces 95 to 101
of Level XII (Tobler 1950, Plate VIII). Added to Forest’s
list should be the small white-plastered tripartite build-
ing, rooms 39 to 48, of XIB (Squares 5]-K, Figure 3.7).
Also included should be rooms 25 to 31 of XII (Square
4K, Figure 3.6), rooms 74 to 81 of XIB (Squares 5-6Q,
Figure 3.7), and 37 to 45 of XII, the White Room
building. From a stratigraphic point of view, Level
XII's plan seems rebuilt in XIB with some clear
changes.

The end of Level XII was probably the result of
military attack. The White Room building and the sur-
rounding buildings were burned. The recovery of
bodies in the streets, one with a stone (sling missile?)
in its back (Tobler 1950:25-26), suggests that the site
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Schematic section of the J transect at Tepe Gawra.
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Schematic section of the K transect at Tepe Gawra.
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was attacked. Again, the builders of XIA/B repro-
duced many elements of the XII plan.

Level XIA/B

Following this early stratigraphic and presumably

very brief temporal gap, there is no evidence of a signif-
icant break in occupation or significant terracing of
whole strata of the mound from Level XIA/B to IX. The
evidence for the continuity of Levels XIA/B to IX lies in
the continuity of some buildings from level to level. For
example, although much of the southern portion of
Phase XIA was burned, the building Tobler called the
“watchtower” (rooms 4 to 10) of the published plan of
XIA in Squares 6] and 6G (see Figure 3.8) continued
into Phase XI (Figure 3.1), contrary to what Tobler and
Mueller illustrate. Tobler notes the continuity of two
“rooms” of this building yet asserts that the building
as a whole was abandoned (1950:17). However, the
schematic section of Square 6] (Figure 3.1) corroborates
that room 1 (probably a room of a tripartite building
(see Figure 3.9)) of Phase XIA is in fact space 28 of Level
XI (Figure 3.9). Similarly, space 8 (probably an un-
roofed enclosure) of XIA is actually space 27 of XI. The
thick walls of the “watchtower” in the published plan of
XIA all appear to have existed during the life span of
most of the surrounding buildings of XI. In fact, rooms
and enclosures 4 to 7 and 12 of XIA/B may be limited to
late XIA and XI. As Tobler writes, “Rooms 4-10 and 12
apparently having been added later, for the walls . . . are
not bonded into the straight northwest to southeast
walls of Rooms 1-3” (1950:19). This abutting kind of
construction is typical of exterior walled courts added to
established buildings in parts of the Middle East today
(Dyson, personal communication). Further, the north
wall of space 27 of their published plan of Level XI
serves as the southern wall of room 30, in turn part of a
tripartite building with a large central hall (room 32).
Room 31 was presumably added after much of XIA was
no longer in use. Room 31 js specifically mentioned in
an unnumbered locus sheet (probably 156) as a “door-
less, deep room” containing a two-necked pot and large
storage jar with the “charred remains of wheat.” Simi-
larly, buildings, especially thick-walled, perhaps public
ones, span two of Speiser and Bache’s “architectural
levels.” Blocks of buildings first constructed near the
end of the life of one architectural level, as defined by
Speiser or Bache (the latter reported by Tobler), appear
on the plan of a higher level during which the buildings
were extensively used and sometimes remodeled.

Without doubt the most stratigraphically complex
strata of fourth millennium B.C. Tepe Gawra are those
designated by Tobler as XIA, XI, and XA. It is here
that Tobler, Forest, and I disagree most sharply on the
reconstruction of contemporaneous levels. Forest is
certainly correct when he asserts that “the origin of
those [stratigraphic] errors [at Gawra] reside without

doubt in a particularly rigid concept of levels: the
excavators disassociated the central, highly elevated
part of the mound (at XA) from that of its periphery
(XI) in presenting certain reconstructions [represent-
ing] total change” (1983:27). Using the schematic sec-
tions (Figures 3.1 to 3.5), it is evident that there are
more subtle problems than that.

The first buildings erected after the end of XII ap-
pear to be rooms 155 and 156 in Square 5] (Figure 3.7)
and rooms 146 to 152 in Square 6K. These are among
the rooms with the lowest wall bases and among the
very few rooms whose wall bases are sunk to an eleva-
tion where the tops of Level XII walls still stood. Once
you begin to look at how these rooms relate strati-
graphically to the rest of the buildings assigned to XIA
by Tobler and how the buildings of Tobler’s XIA plan
work together as functional spaces, one has to agree
with Forest (1983:26) that the published plan of XIA is
a “monstrosity.”

For example, rooms 146 to 152, just described, do
not abut the walls of the Round House in Square 6K
(Figures 3.1 and 3.8). They appear to be cut off well be-
fore the thick walls of the Round House and to remain
no higher than the lowest floor near the base of the wall
trenches of that larger building. Similarly, the west an-
gling wall of room 110 is shown abutting or interlocking
at the junction of the south wall of room 148 and the
east wall of room 152 in Square 6K on Tobler’s plan
(1950: Plate VI). The schematic section including
Square 6K (Figure 3.2) indicates that the base of the wall
of 110 is at the level of the top of room 148’s north wall.
The two do not meet at all. Other problems daunt the
plan published by Tobler. In Square 5] (Figure 3.7 and
3.8), the walls of rooms 41 to 43 tower over the remains
of rooms 23, 156, and 155, as does the thick wall cutting
northwest to southeast across the southern side of room
23 (see Plate 25). This latter wall seems to block the only
entrance to room 23. Similarly, a jutting wall from room
34 blocks the only doorway to room 35 in Square 4J.
Again, a lower wall appears to jut senselessly into room
29 of Square 4] in Tobler’s plan (1950: Plate VI). No en-
trances or exits are evident in the court with an oven and
adjoining room 25 and 27, also in Square 4].

Similar problems mark the so-called watchtower
(rooms 4 to 10) in Square 6G and 6] of Tobler’s plan.
In Mueller’s original pencil plan he shows a large oven
jutting from the east wall of room 8 and going over the
eastern edge of Square 6] and the western edge of
Square 5], above rooms 155 and 156, the low lying
rooms mentioned earlier. This oven is put onto To-
bler’s plan for XII (1950: Plate VII), where it is uncon-
nected to any building or functional space. However,
the chit for small jar 5-1492 of “XIA” places that vessel
atsub square position a7/8 “by the oven.” In short, the
published plan of XIA appears to be the conflation of
two phases in the life of a level referred to hereafter as
XIA/B. Using the schematic sections and Mueller’s
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original pencil drawings from the Archives of the Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania Museum, the two phases were
reconstructed.

. Clearlyt not all problems could be solved. Ques-
tions remain, especially for Square 4], where small wall
stubs were probably destroyed. However, by dividing
the single “level” into two phases, the architectural
plans not only make sense stratigraphically, but also
functionally. That is to say, buildings have a flow of
traffic typical of similar buildings in this level and
other adjoining levels. Each has an entrance. Ovens
are in probable unroofed courts adjoining small,
probably roofed rooms, typical of modern and ancient
building types. These proposed reconstructions were
corroborated by the elevations of artifacts from these
same squares, which fell into distinctly lower and
higher elevations.

Although Tobler’s Level XIA can be split into an
earlier XIB and later XIA phases in the more southerly
excavation squares, northern squares could not be
easily divided stratigraphically. As the schematic sec-
tion with Square 50 (Figure 3.4) illustrates, buildings
were constructed right on top of the wall stubs of XII,
presumably where the fire of XII was most destructive.
Yet, one would expect the seemingly defensive tower
by the entry complex to be associated with the Round
House of XIA, not XIB, because in XIA construction
seems to incorporate defense more than does XIB.

These stratigraphic reassignments affect the strati-
graphic assessment of the most prominent XIA/B
building, the Round House, on the western flank of
XIA/B’s excavated area. If rooms 146 to 152 of Square
6K are above Level XII and below the Round House,
the Round House, despite the cutting of deep wall
trenches (Tobler 1950:20), was built in Phase XIA of
Level XIA/B. In the schematic section with Square 6M
(Figure 3.3) the Round House is at the elevations of
the walls of the complex with rooms 99 and 100. It
therefore fits with other buildings occupied in late
XIA/B, Phase XIA. Phase XIA might be “a fortified
town rather than a peaceful agricultural and religious
center,” as Tobler (1950:18) proposed. Consistent with
such an interpretation are the concurrent occupation
of the Round House, Tobler’s so-called watchtower
(rooms 4 to 10), and a fortified gateway in Square 4M.
If a compound had probably not eroded in Square 3K,
as the pattern of erosion in other levels and the scat-
tered walls and ovens suggest, Tobler’s idea would be
further supported. Building compounds would have
been constructed to present a continuous line of house
walls to the outside edge of the mound.

The stratigraphic evidence certainly contradicts
Bache, Mueller, and Tobler’s idea that the Round
House might have been built during the occupation
of Level XII houses, as indicated by drawings in the
Archives. It is interesting to note that Qalinj Agha III,
parallel in time to XIA/B-XI, had a piece of a round

walled building similar to the Round House of Gawra
XIA/B (Abu al-Soof 1969:7). This reinforces my the-
ory that there were a series of small centers in each
other major valley systems of the Jazira and piedmont
(Rothman in press b).

Level XI/XA

The transition to the time when most of the build-
ings in the published plan of XI were occupied was
probably a gradual one (although the Round House
certainly ended in fire). However, the development of
XIis somewhat confused by the clearest mistake of the
original excavation, the creation of a separate “Level”
XA.

The schematic section with Square 7M (Figure 3.3)
shows that the walls of rooms 76 and 79 rest on the
tops of the walls of the first floor of the Round House.
Those overlying walls of rooms 76 and 79 do not, how-
ever, rest on top of interior Round House walls for
their whole length and do not seem to have been
walls of a second story of the Round House. Further,
room 79 is directly connected with a series of rooms
and unroofed enclosures, 80 to 89, in Square 70,
which extend beyond the area of the Round House.
Walls of rooms 82, 84 and 89 in Square 70 sit on fill
10 to 20 centimeters thick over the first floor exterior
walls of the Round House. In short, the Round House
was not in use and its second story had already caved
in or been pushed in when that series of rooms was
built.

As mentioned above, the one major mistake the ex-
cavators made was to create a separate Level XA. Even
if one fully accepted the idea that an archaeological
mound was a layer cake of distinct architectural strata,
one could not call XA such a separate stratum. The
published plan of stratum XA (Tobler 1950: Plate IV)
shows dense occupation in the middle of the mound
(Squares 8-6,0-]). However, there is nothing in the
periphery of the mound, where rooms 1 to 5, the en-
closures with ovens, and the large tripartite buildings
in Squares 7Q and 5-6Q of the published XI plan
(Tobler 1950: Plate V) are situated.

This pattern might be coincidence but for the fact
that “the elevation of Levels XA and XI are so com-
plementary and concurrent as to give the impression
of only one level that lasts a long time and has partial
remodeling” (Forest 1983:25). The schematic section
in Figure 3.2 illustrates this convergence. The north
wall of room 5 of the published XA plan overlaps the
south wall of room 15 in the published XI plan and,
in fact, the walls abut in such a way as to indicate a
remodeling of the enclosures with ovens early in the
XA phase. This remodeling is also evident in a photo-
graph (Plate 2¢) in which an earlier upright bread
oven (tanur) is knocked over and presumably buried,
and a larger oven is built later. In the schematic section
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including Square 6Q (Figure 3.5), the north wall of
the large, probably public building sits directly on a
wall of NIA. rooms 77 and 78, and extends right up to
the base of the overlying south wall of room 1021 in
Level X. The convergence is also clear in Square 80,
where an oven on the published XI plan (Figure 3.9)
is remodeled in the same exact spot on the published
XA plan (Figure 3.10). Perhaps most critical is To-
bler’s idea (1950:17) that the “East Temple” (rooms 1
to 5 in Figure 3.9, 93 to 97 in Figure 3.10) was aban-
doned early in the XI phase. The pise walls of rooms
6 and 7 on the published XI plan (Tobler 1950: Plate V)
cut the walls of rooms 3 and 5, and the oven rooms
were built thereafter. This reconstruction is not borne
out by stratigraphic analysis. The bottom of its walls
(see Figure 3.1) sit at the elevation of the tops of
Phase XIA walls and extend as high as 11.62 meters
above plain level, as high as the remaining top of any
other XA wall uncovered on the mound. In short,
there is little doubt that XI and XA are one level
(hereafter called XI/XA) in which XI and XA phases
are different in those squares where small residential
types of buildings are rebuilt. It is harder to distin-
guish in the periphery of the site where larger, possi-
bly public buildings stood for a considerable length
of time.

Forest’s Reconstructions

Forest’s reconstructions differ greatly from Tobler’s
or mine. The basis of the difference is that first Forest
begins his analysis at the top of the most contentious
strata XA, and works down, rather than building up
from the bottom. Second, he relies on the height of
floors. He assumes that the floors marked on the plan
were not superimposed on a series of earlier floors.
Third, he assumes that the large buildings on the pe-
riphery of Level XI/XA were in use only during the
XA phase and not before in Phase XI. He therefore
must project the buildings in the center of the XI
mound downward, causing a massive reworking of
XIA. As a result of this third assumption, his proposed
Phase 3, the latest in time before Level X (Forest 1983:
Plate 20) includes the buildings from the center of the
mound in the published plan of Level XA (Tobler
1950: Plate IV). In addition, they include the three
blocks of buildings from the periphery of the mound
in the published plan of XI. This periphery includes
the large tripartite buildings of the southeast and
northeast (the “temple” and “fortress”) and the seem-
ingly connected compound of rooms 44 to 69 in
Squares 50, 60, 5M, 6M, and 6K.

Although I agree with Forest that the large buildings
on the periphery of the published plan fit the published
“Level” XA plan and that the published XIA plan is in-
consistent, our conclusions are quite different. A more

detailed look at the reasons for the different results
should clarify why one alternative appears more likely.

As Forest says (1983:25), “If one considers all
aspects of the plan of Level XI, one notes that each
section is a single unit, except in the East where a se-
ries of small rooms (12-24 in 5]) appear to pile up
against the ‘temple’ (Squares 4J-K).” Given that the
mound was not leveled into a flat plane, it is difficult
to assess when each of the blocks of rooms were built
in relation to one another or how long particular
blocks remained in active use.

Forest proposes that the block of rooms, unroofed
enclosures, and open courts (51 to 85) in the north of
the site (Squares 6-4M, 5-40, 4-3M) from the pub-
lished plan of XIA were built after the Round House
was no longer visible (consult Figures 3.8-3.10 here
and Forest 1983: Figures 18 and 19). These would be
contemporaneous with:

1. the block of rooms and enclosures 74 to 89 of XI
overlying the Round House, 2. the series of rooms
and enclosures by the southern entrance to the
site (rooms and enclosures 27 to 38) in Squares 6]
and 6K, 3. the rooms and enclosures with ovens in
the southeast of the site (11 to 23) in Squares 5]
and 5K, and 4. a small group of rooms and enclo-
sures (106 to 111) in the northwest of the site in
Square 8Q.

Rooms 1 to 5 Squares 4] and 4K he would have as a
later construction during XA times.

The logic of his analysis is based on the height of
floors and the existence of his Phase 1 (Forest 1983:
Plate 18), in which only the Round House is standing:
“A detailed examination of the elevations of the two
units [rooms 1 to 5, rooms and enclosures 11 to 23]
shows that the remains of the two units are incompati-
ble: the elevation of the floors of rooms 12-24 are rel-
atively high compared with that of the rest of the
mound (10.50-10.60 m. as opposed to 10.10-10.20 m.
in 50, 60, 5M, 6M, for example), but the block’s per-
fectintegration into the rest of the plan of the site and
its dating leave no doubt. But the adjacent ‘temple’ is
characterized by an altitude even more raised, its floor
reaching 11.10 meters” (Forest 1983:25).

There are flaws in his reconstruction of the pub-
lished plans. First, trying to match the absolute eleva-
tions of disconnected buildings, especially with only
20 or 30 centimeter differences, in order to judge con-
temporaneity is a dangerous procedure, requiring the
assumption that the site was flat. As Rosen argues in
describing mound development,

In reality, however, the stratigraphic build-up is
rarely so orderly . . . a destroyed or abandoned [or
rebuilt] town does not form a smooth plane, since
buildings of different heights and mass collapse
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into small mounds of different sizes. With these
factors considered, an abandoned [or even re-
built] town should have an uneven, nonlinear sur-
face, and unless succeeding inhabitants leveled
the entire tell, the following town would inherit

the topography of the previous settlement.
(1986:9)

Given the large mass of the Round House and the
small size of many buildings and the open spaces of
the XIA and XII strata, the mound would not have
been flat. Forest acknowledges this and contradicts his
own implicit assumption in his remarks on the in-
creased height of the middle of the mound in Squares
6-7M-K (Forest 1983:25, see quotation above). This
area, not surprisingly, overlies the Round House.

Forest’s assertion that rooms 1 to 5, the Temple in
Squares 4J-K, post-date the adjoining rooms and en-
closures with ovens based on floor heights is demon-
strably incorrect. The schematic section with Square
4] (Figure 3.1) shows that there were a number of
superimposed floors found in rooms 1 to 5, of which
the 11.10 meter one was somewhere in the middle. All
of the floors were found near the top or even above
the remaining tops of the temple walls. All the floors
over wall stubs are called “XI” floors in the chits, but
lie above many of the wall stubs of XI buildings, im-
plying they are associated with XA. However, the base
of the wall of room 5 is almost a meter deeper. In the
square, 5K, the base of the temple wall is approxi-
mately 10 centimeters below the base of the wall of
enclosure 12, one of the “earlier” walls adjoining
rooms 1 to 5 (Tobler 1950: Plate V). The remains of
both sets of walls span the very same elevations. The
floors discovered in the “oven rooms” were lower than
the highest known floors of rooms 1 to 5. This might
mean that rooms 1 to 5 were built before the enclo-
sures with ovens or at about the same time. Rooms 1 to
5 may or may not have been actively used for a longer
time than the enclosures with ovens, thus building up
higher floors. The likelihood that rooms 1 to 5 had
roofs to collapse and enclosures 11, 12,13, 16,17, 18,
19 probably did not, also affects the preservation of
floors and therefore the interpretation of remains. So,
too, does the fact that the oven room floors, without
roofs, would have been pelted with rain. This would
have accelerated their flattening.

In addition, the placement of rooms and enclo-
sures 51 to 85 of the XIA plan in a new reconstruction
contemporary with buildings of the published XI plan
(Forest 1983: Plate 19) presents problems. The un-
published locus sheets speak of a wide area of intense
burning in the northern and northeastern parts of the
site. An unnumbered locus sheet, dated December 20,
1934, describes a large pavement of red clay over all of
Squares 4K and 4M north of room 5. The sheet fu}‘-
ther reads “the area hereabouts (near rooms 1 to 5) is

underlain by a thick layer of Refuse (mostly ash),
which may account for this remarkably thick pave-
ment” (see Plate 3A for the deep pit). The red pave-
ment is the top of the intrusive pit into XIA/B and
XII. Locus sheet 132, drawn on the schematic section
for Square 60 (Figure 3.4), describes a deep layer of
ash filling the space from 9.28 to 10.03 meters in
height over all of Squares 60 and 50. According to
the locus sheet, “the conflagration doubtless de-
stroyed rooms in the surrounding squares (if not the
entire mound).” If one then looks at the superposition
of the walls (not floors) of rooms and enclosures 51 to
85 of XIA and the burned ash that fills and overlies it
for a third of a meter, that building block appears
firmly associated with the other buildings of XIA (in-
cluding the Round House) and not Phase XI (see
Figures 3.8 and 3.9).

In other words, I see little reason to change my ini-
tial reconstruction (Figure 3.8, 3.9, and 3.10), drawn
before reading Forest’s analysis, and to accept the rad-
ical reconstruction by Forest represented by his XI
Phase 2 (Forest 1983: Plate 19). Forest’s reconstruc-
tion does not appear to accommodate the available
stratigraphic facts, nor does it have any consistent
internal logic. Accepting his reconstruction would in-
deed create an incomprehensible “monstrosity,” to
use his words, of the XIA and XII “levels.”

Not surprisingly, although Forest and I agree that
the buildings on the periphery of the published plan
of XI were occupied during Phase XA, we disagree on
the reconstruction of what is for Forest Phase 3 and
for me is the XA phase of Level XI/XA. Specifically,
the two reconstructions differ in two aspects. First,
Forest would have the building block made up of
rooms and enclosures 42 to 68 of the published XI
plan (Tobler 1950: Plate V) occur in the XA phase of
XI/XA and not in the XI phase. Second, he argues
that the rooms and enclosures with ovens (12 to 23
in the XI phase, 82 to 92 in this author’s XA recon-
struction, Figure 3.10) were in the XI Phase of XI/XA
only. Tobler (1950:17) does speak of the high eleva-
tion of the floors of unroofed enclosures 48, 52 and 55
and the extraordinary meter and a half between them
and the top of XIA wall deposits. These would imply a
very late date.

However, the trouble with placing rooms and en-
closures 42 to 68 in the XA phase is that there are al-
ready walls in the published XA plan which are clearly
below X and at the elevation of XA. Theyv are not
remodeling walls, but perhaps windbreaks or enclo-
sure walls for open courtyard 15. Forest resolves this
problem simply by dismissing it, “the few walls of
Squares 4M, 5M and 6M {in XA] appear to have little
significance, if they exist at all” (1983:25). That, to my
mind, is an unacceptable solution. Unless these walls
are contemporaneous with the pise walls of rooms
3 and 4 in the published XA plan (apparently of a verv
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late XA time, they represent a real change in site traf-
fic patterns and utilization. A number of major build-
ings fell out of use and the settlement appears to have
been re-planned in XA.

There are reasons to postulate such a change. The
large north-south and east-west streets of the XI phase
of XI/XA were disrupted in the XA phase by newly
constructed enclosures 13 and 14 (see Figures 3.9 and
3.10). Also, access to the large, possibly public building
in Squares 5Q and 6Q was limited by the construction
of walls in the open court 93 of Phase XI, a practice
used in XII to limit traffic to the White Room build-
ing. If the room and enclosure building block 42 to 68
were no longer in use and the newly created open
space had been defined by new walls, perhaps as a
pen, limiting access would make sense. Further access
from the clearly new construction in Squares 7 and 8
O to j would be funneled through courtyard 64, elim-
inating the need for the direct north-south axis. In
addition, the deep layer of ash described above as the
result of a major burning of at least part of XIA may
well account for the height of the floors and the depth
of deposit between XI and XIA in the squares in ques-
tion. As with the enclosures with ovens, exactly when
the roofed rooms by the enclosures with ovens (rooms
82, 85, 88, 91, 92) were abandoned is very difficult to
say. However, the newly constructed rooms 5, 6, 8, 9,
and 10 on the published XA plan abut the walls and
integrate into these rooms by the main north-south
street of Phase XI. This pattern would suggest that the
enclosures with ovens were not abandoned until
sometime during XA.

One analytic problem raised by this confusion over
XA and XI, as mentioned in Chapter 1, is assigning
artifacts to the XA, XI, XIA, XIB and XII strata. XA
was recognized in the fifth (G5) season, but was al-
ready dug in G4. The schematic section of Square 7M
(Figure 3.3) illustrates this clearly. Within room 52,
the chit locates an “XI” floor with black ash refuse
above a “XA” floor. As mentioned above, no attempt
was made to go back to the G4 field notes and change
the stratum assignments. However, by determining a
range of elevations for each phase of XI/XA in each
square, and by more carefully noting the highest ele-
vations of XIA, I re-assigned close to 100 artifacts to
their adjoining phase or level. These reassignments
better reflect the stratigraphic solutions suggested
above (see the artifact catalogues below in which the
original stratum assignment, new stratum assignment,
and elevations are listed).

Before proceeding to Levels X, IX, and VIII, two
further stratigraphic issues are noteworthy. The first is
the reconstruction of the rooms in Squares 6G, 6], 5G,
and 5] of Phase XIA of XIA/B and Phase XI of XI/XA
(see Figures 3.8 and 3.9, and Tobler 1950: Plate VI).
This is the so-called "watchtower” complex. Below I
will argue against that name and function for these

buildings, but here I will explain the changes, espe-
cially as they affect the flow of traffic among rooms 8
and 7 of XIA and 27 and 112 of XI.

As originally presented by Tobler, room 8 was
blocked off from 7. However, as Plate 34 illustrates
(see upper left-hand corner), a door was carved in the
adjoining wall through which individuals could pass.
The thick walls of a possible tripartite building ex-
tending into Squares 7G and 7] can be seen in this
plate. The door was apparently moved in Phase XI as
Plate 4a shows. In Tobler’s plan, room 15 seems
blocked to the courtyard in all directions. Plate 44 in-
dicates that the room was opened to the courtyard,
and had doors to room 10 and a northern courtyard.
Those doorways were sealed during a remodeling.
The indentations in the floor in Plate 45 had held
mortar stones, strange equipment for a watchtower.

The second issue regards the excavation of a west-
ern trench into Levels XA to XIIA. Tobler describes it
as “prolific of small objects, and seals and impressions
in particular, suggesting that it had been a sector
where the inhabitants of the mound in Strata XA
through XIIA had dumped accumulated debris from
their settlements. Curiously enough, no walls or other
building remains were found in the area explored by
this trench” (Tobler 1950:3). Most of this western area
is crowded with buildings in Levels VIII to X. The
Level XI/XA to XII plans are warrens of dense build-
ing. Therefore, it seems very unlikely that no use was
made of the whole western sector of the site. Only fur-
ther excavation will reveal whether this area of hun-
dreds of square meters was utilized. However, the chits
imply that the story may be more complex than Tobler
proposes. Chits speak of hard, prepared pavements in
Squares 9M and 10M. Chit 2559 also locates an artifact
on a pavement “near an old oven.” An alternative sug-
gestion to the “great trash pit” theory of Tobler is
likely. A goodly part of this western section of the
mound may have been a large open processing or
manufacturing area along with the considerable trash
that such activity would produce (see Chapter 5 be-
low). The town plans of the overlying Levels X and IX
suggest that a large public building may occupy the
southwestern part of the mound. In short, it is most
likely that in the rush of the last two seasons, excava-
tors gave insufficient care to uncovering this part of
the mound.

Levels X and I1X

Levels X and IX present many fewer problems
than Levels XII to XI/XA of the Tobler publication.
Level X (Figure 3.11) contained two large public
buildings: one in the center of the mound, whose re-
maining walls can be reconstructed. The other was an
unique, large building in the southwest. The remain-
ing architecture of the site is a hodge-podge of small
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houses divided into blocks by pebbled streets and al-
I?YS' Although there is some sense of planning, expan-
sion and remodeling have obscured what that original
plan might have been.

Level X appears to have developed out of XA. The
most telling signs of a gradual evolution from Phase
XA into Level X are the extent of construction into
the northeast, and the walls of rooms and enclosures
1028 to 1032 and 1045 to 1047 (Squares 7-9 O-Q).
Construction in X extends right up to Squares 5Q and
50 and there seems to stop. This was probably not co-
incidental. Considerable rubble of the large tripartite
building in the northeast of XI/XA would be concen-
trated in those squares. A piece of the dividing walls in
the court of that building of XA may have served as a
back wall to the compound including room 1021. Fur-
ther, the use of gray bricks typical of XI/XA (but atyp-
ical of X) in rooms and enclosures 1028 to 1032 and
1045 to 1047 and the superposition of those room
blocks over XA reinforce this idea of gradual develop-
ment., An undated and unnumbered locus card states
that the northern wall of room 1032 was “definitely
placed directly on a wall of 10A, so that it seemed to be
one with it.”

In general, from a stratigraphic and architectural
point of view, Level X presents no real problems.

Level IX (Figure 3.12) also presents few strati-
graphic dilemmas. The level appears very much to
follow the X plan, although with seemingly fewer build-
ings. The temple building of IX (rooms 900 to 903 and
probably unroofed enclosure 904) is better preserved
and the plan more detailed than that of the X temple.
Interestingly, the IX temple is not superimposed over
the X temple but it is placed immediately north of it.
This might be a practice of some duration. Tobler
remarks:

The builders of the Stratum X Temples, and the
Stratum IX Temple, and the recessed courtyard
southeast of the Stratum VIII Central Shrine se-
lected closely adjoining [not superimposed] areas
for these constructions, so that their walls would
have been contiguous if all three had been simul-
taneously extant. This remarkable fact suggests
that both the Central Shrine of VIII, and the Stra-
tum IX Temple must have been constructed when
at least the lower courses of the Strata IX and X
Temples were visible above the floors of the new
occupation levels (1950:7).

He means not the “lower” but the uppermost courses
of brick. Also, the so-called “Central Shrine” was not a
religious establishment (see Level VIII below). How-
ever, unlike Eridu, where temples were built one on
top of another (Safar et al. 1981) this implies that.the
walls of the earlier buildings were standing at the time
the later constructions were built.

The stratigraphic implication is that a long time
did not pass between IX and VIII if some walls of the
preceding buildings were standing, or at least the
builders of VIII knew temple locations of both IX and
X. Rather, Levels X and IX (and Phase XA) may have
been intentionally cleaned out and dismantled in the
rebuilding process. The unusually low wall remains of
the X and IX temples and the fact that tombs associ-
ated with X and IX are built of bricks of the identical
size and color (Bache 1935¢:310) imply that temple
bricks were used to build tombs. This supports the
idea that parts of the preceding levels were intention-
ally dismantled and cleaned out. Excavators recovered
many fewer artifacts from Levels X and IX than from
the earlier levels. This, too, may indicate that ancient
builders did some leveling.

Still, in rebuilding for Level IX, why would the
builders leave the eastern quadrant of the site empty?
Therefore, it is initially difficult to understand the
emptiness of the north and northeastern quadrant on
the published IX plan (Tobler 1950: Plate II). How-
ever, the stratigraphic schematics for Squares 7M, 60,
and 6Q (Figures 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5) resolve this
quandary. The base of the walls of one building
(rooms and enclosures 882 to 890) and the northern
building of VIIIC (rooms and enclosures 808, 809 and
866) cut down to the level of the tops of Level X walls
in Squares 60 and 6Q. In Square 7M, the bases of the
VIIIC walls parallel the elevation of the back wall of
the IX temple. Such large walls had not been built at
Gawra since the Round House of XIA, and a similar
down-cutting and destruction affected its underlying
stratum, XIB. Most likely, the “missing” architecture of
IX was present. Builders of Level VIII probably de-
stroyed it.

Two of the earliest locus cards give some indica-
tion of what those missing buildings may have been. A
locus card dated December 10, 1932 describes a
greenish gray ware storage jar set into the floor by two
walls at an elevation of 11.94 meters in the southeast-
ern corner of Square 6Q of IX. On the stratigraphic
schematic of this square (Figure 3.5), those walls
would fit in the elevations between the tops of X walls
and the base of walls of VIII, as one would expect IX
wall stubs to do. In the drawing, the wall appears to be
of a thickness typical of domiciles.

On the other hand, the pieces of the building de-
scribed in locus cards 9 and 10 (November 2, 1932)
are more monumental and quite mystifying. Those re-
mains outline a broad room with a north window in
Squares 5] and 6]. Attached to it are a set of three steps
of one brick course apiece, the bottom one joined to a
perpendicular bench. Locus card 9 describes this
bench as being in 5K (it is so noted on the published
plan of IX). However, if the orientation of the room in
locus 10 (pointing to the 5K marker as being north-
west of the window) is correct, the steps must be in 6],
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as thev appear in Figure 3.12. Locus 9 questions
whether the remains of this building are associated
with VIIIC or IX. Unless it is a basement of rooms 801
to 804 of VIII, (like the strange basement tunnels of
the Eye Temple of Tell Brak (Mallowan 1947)), its ele-
vations are those of IX. The steps descend from an
elevation of approximately 12.40 meters to 12.12 me-
ters above the plain.

Those elevations fit in the space left open in
Square 5] and Square 6] (in Figure 3.1, the area be-
tween the top of the known X wall stub and the un-
clear elevation of the base of the south wall, room 801
of VIII). The bench rose to 12.29 meters from that
bottom level. Locus 1, a baby grave, apparently dug
from room 801 of the East Temple or earlier, was
found at an elevation of 12.39. The locus note for that
grave states, “Either this is measured incorrectly or it is
not a burial of 8, for it comes on the plan directly un-
der a wall of the Eastern Temple! EBM” (EBM is the
architect Mueller). Probably, the grave was measured a
bit off laterally, as it was most likely from VIII. Strati-
graphically, the grave’s position is under VIII. However,
one could not dig a grave into the existing basement of
a building still in use. The steps must be under rooms
801 to 804 of VIII and the room filled in before over-
lying rooms 801 to 804 were actively in use. The steps
and bench were covered with bitumen, as the liwan
entrance and the ablution room (832) of rooms 801 to
804 of VIIIA had been. Perhaps in the case of these
steps, the bitumen was mastic for stone paving. In gen-
eral, the room behind the steps was quite large and
led up to some utilized space at a higher level. The
room was stuffed with discarded pottery, animal bone,
and seed in “a rather hard yellow clay.”

The two badly preserved buildings in the western
part of the site also are problematic. Forest (1983:28)
offers a logical and stratigraphically consistent recon-
struction of the building in Squares 10 and 11, M to J.
He correctly argues that the northwest to southeast
running piece of wall in Squares 10 to 11M, attributed
to VIIIC (Speiser 1935a: Plate XI), is actually at the el-
evation of IX. When placed on the IX plan, that wall
and the remaining walls form the outline of a building
(rooms and enclosures 1060 to 1071) of X. The two
buildings do not share the same walls, but appear to
have the same plan. The more northerly building also
might be of the same form, although it is less easily re-
constructed and appears to be a series of single or
double rooms around a large unroofed court.

Another reconstruction of Forest’s in Level IX ap-
pears less successful. This reconstruction relates to the
southern building of VIIIC, rooms 925 to 936. Forest
(1983: Plate 25) proposes that this building is part of
two abutting tripartite buildings of Phase VIIIC of
Level VIII. To make such a reconstruction Forest would
include an intermediate series of walls first evident in
the published VIIIB plan (Speiser 1935a: Plate X). This

would be necessary to tie the seemingly isolated wall
running along the southern edge of Squares 7M and
8M of VIIIC into the plan of this newly reconstructed
VIIIC building. The entire reconstruction is a rather
torturous conglomeration of many pieces of buildings
at seemingly different elevations.

It also presents some problems of internal consis-
tency. First, there is no particular reason to reject
Bache and Mueller’s assessment of Level IX. The walls
of the southern building are at the same elevation as
the southern walls of the IX temple. The bricks are
also of the same type and color as those of the IX tri-
partite building, as Forest (1983:29) admits. Further,
the courtyard between the large tripartite building
and the two entry doors is paved with two layers of
what Tobler calls “libn” brick (one assumes this brick
was unbaked, although Tobler seems to use the term
libn for baked and unbaked mudbrick). Forest rejects
this as a pavement, because he claims that unbaked
brick exposed to inclement weather for a long time
would disintegrate. That conclusion assumes, how-
ever, that there was not some kind of pebble or plaster
coating, which covered the pavement or that the term
libn had not been misused by Tobler to mean baked
brick. The small tripartite building of VIIIB (Speiser
1935a: Plate X) rests directly on top of the pavement
and the builders may have disturbed any surfacing ma-
terial on the courtyard. However, perhaps most telling
in favor of Forest’s reconstruction would seem to be its
ability to account for the large isolated niched wall in
VIIIC, which seemingly serves no purpose. As will be
explained in the reconstruction of VIIIC below, that
wall was part of a paved area called the “hammam” in
unpublished field notes. Thereafter, it was used as an
alleyway for getting into the otherwise doorless store-
house of VIIIB and A. It therefore need not have been
used in IX.

Level VIIT

The first break in stratigraphy after the Level XII
to XIA/B transition is that between I1X and VIIL It is
an exception to the continuity of buildings from Level
XIA/B to IX. The three rebuilding phases of VIII,
VIIIC to VIIIA (Figures 3.13, 3.14, 3.15), appear thor-
oughly planned before construction. Phase VIIIC does
not reuse IX buildings. At the same time, the “ham-
mam” of VIIIC does overlie the main hall of the tem-
ple of IX, implying that the stratigraphic continuity
noted for Levels XII to IX would extend all the way to
VIIIA.

The style of presentation of the plans in Speiser’s
volume (1935a, Plates IX, X, and XI) make the build-
ings look much more monumental than were those
of preceding levels (Tobler 1950, Plates II to V). Ac-
tual floor area measurements indicate that, for exam-
ple, the temple of VIII (rooms 801 to 804) at 86 m?
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(36.8 m? central hall) is comparable in size to the tem-
ple (rooms 900 to 903) of Level IX at 70 m2 (central hall
34.2 m2). It is also similar to the temple (rooms 1073 to
1075) of Level X at 85.9 m? (center hall 38.6 m?).

There are few stratigraphic problems with VIII, be-
cause the last phase of Level VIII (VIIIA) was thor-
oughly burned and three buildings in the eastern and
middle part of the VIII mound—rooms 801 to 804
(Speiser’s “Eastern Temple”); 808 to 809, 866 to 869
(his “Northern Shrine”); and 818, 825, 831, 833, 837
(his “Central Shrine”—spanned the entire time VIII
was occupied.

That said, there is one extremely important strati-
graphic matter that relates to the dating of Level VIII
(see below), namely, a massive disruption of the
southern flank of the VIII mound by the builders of
Level VI. The Gawra mound was uneven and sloped
sharply after the fire consumed Phase VIIIA and ap-
parently after some subsequent period of abandon-
ment permitted large-scale erosion to take place (see
Plate 1a). Therefore, the builders of VI cut a deep ter-
race into the underlying levels (as deep as IX) on the
southern side of the mound. This terrace cut the bot-
tom of rooms 802 and 804 in Squares 5] and 6] and
the building in Square 9] (perhaps to 9K). As far as is
possible to tell, Squares 7] and 8] were entirely dis-
turbed. Squares 8K and 9K were partially affected.
The builders of Level V actually constructed the stone
retaining wall and building in the published plan of
VIIIA (Speiser 1935a, Plate IX) and also the stone
foundations of a well and rooms in Squares 6G and
7G of Level IX (Speiser 1935a: Plate VIII; Tobler
1950, Plate II). Those rooms are at the same elevation
as the walls of VIIIA but are associated with Level VI
of the late third millennium B.C. That this cut was
made is further corroborated by the original pencil
sketch of VIIIA, still in the Archives of the University
of Pennsylvania, which reveals that the tops of the
stone foundations of VI buildings from 4 to 10K were
barely above the tops of the VIIIA wall remains. In
short, in assessing the chronology of VIII, especially
VIIIA, one has to factor in the massive disturbance in
the southern flank caused by the builders of Level VI.
Contained in these squares were a number of the
pointed bowls and cups used to give VIIIA a post
Uruk Period (Early Dynastic) date. The registry books
acknowledge the unique problem of those southerly
squares (especially 8] and 7]) by designating many
artifacts from them “VIII sub-6.”

In Summary

The study of Gawra’s stratification discussed above
concludes that there were significant problems with
the presentation by Tobler (1950), especially with re-
gard to the assigning of a separate “Level” XA. How-
ever, the general sequence of buildings from Level

XIA to IX presented by Tobler is probably closer to the
picture painted by the original field notes than are
Forest’s radical revisions (1983). The architectural
plans for each of the levels and sub-level phases pre-
sented above conform as closely as possible to chit in-
formation, schematic sections, original architect’s
pencil drawings, and the final publications and notes,
as well as a few ideas of Forest. The buildings make
sense as functioning structures with ease of access and
traffic flow.

The Chronological Framework

Based on the new plans, it is now possible to assess
the chronology of the site from Level XII to VIIL As of
1997, the chronological terms used for the late fifth
and fourth millennia B.C. in Mesopotamia included:

1. the Late Ubaid and Uruk (Early, Middle, Late),
Protoliterate (Late Uruk into Jemdet Nasr) (Po-
rada 1965; Porada et al. 1992), 2. the Gawran
(Early, Middle, and Late) (Porada 1965; Perkins
1949), 3. Gawra A & B followed by Uruk A, B, C
(Gut 1995), Northern Uruk (Oates and Oates
1996), or 4. the Late Chalcolithic Period.

The new SAR chronology adds LC 1-5 to this list
(Rothman, ed. in press). This period lasted anywhere
from 800 to 1400 years, depending on the calibration
for C1* one uses. In addition, its length will vary de-
pending on what markers are used for its beginning
point and which sub-regions of Greater Mesopotamia
one analyzes.

Aside from the multiplicity of nomenclatures, the
greatest problem lies in the size and complexity of
the region (Esin 2000). In the fourth millennium,
three quite distinctive pottery-making traditions can
be found: chafffaced Amuq pottery, classic Uruk
styles, other Late Chalcolithic forms, mostly plain but
also painted in Ubaid like style. The chaff-faced tradi-
tion tends to occur in the western part of northern
Mesopotamia, from the Khabur toward the Mediter-
ranean coast. The classic Uruk tradition was localized
in the southern alluvium until the Uruk expansion.
The alternative plain and painted ware tradition ex-
isted in the Turkish highland and northeastern
Mesopotamia, overlapping with the chaff-faced tradi-
tion at Brak.

Most relative chronologies are based on variability
in artifact style over a more limited area. Gut (1995) ar-
gues that extending beyond local sub-regions for rela-
tive chronology always sacrifice specificity. This is true,
but to look at regional developments one needs a re-
gional chronology. In addition, it is less purely regional
than it at first appears. Most pottery appears to have
been locally made and should reflect some elements of
local productive techniques. Even much of the classic
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Uruk pottery types in northern Mesopotamia appear
locally made (see Evins 1989 for Kurban Hoéyuk and
Helwing 1999 for Hassek Hoyiik). A number of schol-
ars have published new attempts at sub-regional or re-
gional chronologies (Oates and Oates 1994; Schwartz
in press; Truffelli 1997, Rova 1999/2000; Gut 1995;
Tsuneki and Miyake 1998). All suffer from some of the
problems Esin highlights (see Rothman a in press, es-
pecially Table II, for summary and problems).

Using absolute C'* determinations in tandem with
relative chronological dates should clarify the situa-
tion. The recent attempt to do so (Wright and Rupley
in press) presents a convincingly different view of the
periods than previously thought. It changes the basic
framework. For example, the Beveled Rim Bowl had
previously been dated to the Late Uruk or LC 5 pe-
riod. Its appearance in northern Mesopotamia sig-
naled the last two to three hundred years of the fourth
millennium B.C. The new chronology based on radio-
carbon dates places the first appearance of the
Beveled Rim Bowl three to four hundred years earlier
in the early Middle Uruk or LC 3 period. This frame-
work is the one I will use.

Unfortunately, only one C!* date exists for Levels
XII to VIII of Gawra, and an attempt to run bone dates
failed.® Four C!* dates were run from the site of Tepe
Gawra (Oates 1983:271). Using the Clark calibration,
the samples from Level XII yielded a date of 3837 +
72 years B.C. (Oates 1983:271). Aurenche and Hours
(1987:711), using another calibration, got dates of
4920-4450 B.C. for XII. The new Oxcal calibrations
should yield a date of somewhere between 4700-4400
BC. Despite the lack of actual carbon dates for Gawra,
the sites best correlated with Gawra, for example, Nor-
suntepe, might help. For levels matching Gawra -XI,
the corresponding levels at Norsuntepe range in date
from 4361 to 3985 at one standard deviation (di No-
cera 2000: Table 2).

Before detailing the best current chronological
scheme, it is good to ask how the older ones were de-
termined.

The Analysis of Perkins and Porada

The current chronological understanding of Tepe
Gawra was based on analyses of the material from
Gawra by Perkins (1949) and Porada (1965, see also
Porada et al. 1992). Gawra and the Nineveh deep
sounding (Mallowan 1933, Gut 1995) are still the two
sequences most often cited as reference points for the
fourth millennium B.C. in northern Mesopotamia.
Perkins coined the term “Gawran Period,” because
“the cultural divisions of the North do not coincide
very well with those of the South” (Perkins 1949:162).
In her chronological scheme, the Early Gawran Period
begins in Level XIA after late Ubaid Level XII and
ends in Phase VIIIB of Level VIIL. She proposes that

VIIIA is synchronous in time to Ninevite V because of
pointed base bowls and cups with incised bands. Al-
though Perkins’ analysis includes pottery, seal design,
and architecture, her conclusions rely mainly on pot-
tery typology. Porada’s 1965 analysis of the Gawra
sequence puts greater emphasis on seal design, espe-
cially in dating XA to VIIIC as Late Gawran (Porada
1965:1471.), parallel to the Late Uruk/Jemdet Nasr
Period in the South. Porada differs from Perkins by in-
cluding Gawra Level XII in the Early Gawran Period
and VIIIA in a chronological position parallel to the
Early Dynastic I period in the South. All those who
have attempted to assess the chronology of Tepe
Gawra (Abu al-Soof 1974a, Schwartz 1982, Forest
1983) have followed the general outline set by Perkins
and Porada.

The Problem of the Dating of Level VIII

Of special importance in establishing the relative
chronology of Tepe Gawra is the problem of placing
the three phases of Level VIII in a proper time frame.
Most scholars assume that there were no significant
time gaps in the occupation at Gawra from Level XII
to VIII. Most also see Level XII as a transitional phase
between late Ubaid 4 and Early Uruk or Gawran Peri-
ods. Therefore, if you place VIIIA in the Ninevite V—
this is what Perkins (1949:193), Porada (1965),
Schwartz (1982: Table 12) and Forest (1983: Plate 2)
do—two alternatives are possible. One must posit a
very long life for IX (Schwartz 1982: Table 14) or
stretch the whole sequence of XII to IX out, pushing
XI to IX up into the Late Uruk Period (Forest 1983:
Plate 2). Neither of those alternatives appears plausi-
ble. The new analyses by Gut (1995) and SAR (Roth-
man, ed. in press) challenge the premises of the Porada
and Perkins analyses. As detailed above, there is basis
for confusion if the results of excavation in the ter-
race from Level VI are mixed with the pottery from
Level VIIL

Seal Design and Chronology

The two chronological studies have attempted to
use seal design and shape to establish the relative
chronology of Mesopotamia (Porada et al. 1992; von
Wickede 1990). Both agree that the tété béche style
of portraying animals with three legs marks Levels
VIII and IX as the latest fourth millennium level.
Von Wickede (1990:152) attributes this style from
Gawra IX and VIII to Uruk IV (Late Uruk). Porada
relates the same characteristic of Gawra VIII to the
gray layer of the Tell Brak Eye Temple, which is usu-
ally classified as Jemdet Nasr, or “Enduruk.” It is now
thought to be earlier. Porada uses the modeling, not
the tété béche style of portraying animals, to relate
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Gawra Levels IX and VIII to Uruk IV. Porada et al.
(1992) see a chronological relationship between the
earlier Gawra levels, XIA-X, to Qalinj Agha, also in
the piedmont, and to Susa, Level 25 of the excava-
tion of DeMorgan’s balk (the very end of the Ubaid
or earliest Uruk). Von Wickede also argues for an
early date for XII and XIA, associating them with
Degirmentepe (Ubaid 4). Pittman (in press) agrees
with Porada and von Wickede's dating of Gawra Lev-
els XII to XI and the cultural connections they
impute. However, she asserts that Levels IX and VIII
of Gawra are not as late as the earlier researchers
propose. She writes:

In the region of the upper Tigris, there is pre-
cious little evidence for this early Middle Uruk
phase. ... It is, however, significant that Gawra
VIII is dated to the Early Middle Uruk Period on
the basis of ceramics. If this is indeed correct,
there is a new composition introduced in this pe-
riod which comes to be important in later Uruk
glyptic that is strongly associated with the south-
ern traditions. One of the compositions is cross-
necked animals. The crossing of animal necks is
common on seals from Uruk and Susa in the Late
Uruk Period. It is very likely that this composition
was developed in the last stages of the Ubaid
stamp seal tradition seen at Gawra VIII and then
borrowed by southern seal makers. Another com-
position that appears here for the first time is the
tété béche organization of animals. Finally, in
Gawra VIII two fragments of what may be bone
cylinders drilled with random patterns may be the
northern version of the baggy style cylinder . . .
Hacinebi Tepe Level Bl produced a small but in-
teresting collection that displays connections to
Gawra VIII, to Brak and to northern Anatolian
glyptic styles.

The pottery relative chronology and the carbon
dates of associated sites (Wright and Rupley in press)
agree with Pittman.

The Pottery Chronology of Tepe
Gawra Levels XII to VIII

Although at times equally confusing as the seal de-
sign, the pottery of Gawra may be a better source for
relative chronology. The sample from which this
chronology is built is approximately 325 whole pots
and sherds from occupation levels (see Table 3.1).
Specifically, those in the field registries, those in the
publications (but not registered), and those at The
University of Pennsylvania Museum can be adequately
described. The vast majority of pottery sherds were
discarded and not catalogued. The excavators did not
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Table 3.1 Size of Sample for Relative Chronology

Level Number of Items
XII 83
XIA/B 53
XI/XA 84
X 26
IX 25
VIII 54

draw or describe them. A good number of these ap-
pear in the catalogues below from chits or other field
notes, but are not described in enough detail to use
for chronology. It is also clear that Speiser and Bache
saved mostly the painted or attractive sherds and
whole pots. They simply did not have any concept of
reliability sampling. In general, statistical analysis is
impossible for Gawra chronology. I do not use ceram-
ics from graves and tombs as their level of origin is still
much debated (see Forest 1983 and the Appendix
below).

Clearly, Tepe Gawra is a poor yardstick for chronol-
ogy, even within the Iraqi Jazira. The following pottery
seriation, using traditional matching techniques,
should be good enough for general dating, but is still
moot.

Cerami