I. Habitation during transition to Epipaleolithic (mine): After last ice age, more permanent settlement sites arose. For example: Kebaran period in Palestine: ~18,000-11,000BC. Ain Gev I – site on eastern shore of Sea of Galilee ~15,000BC – remnant of dwellings and grain processing tools) 

II. Epipaleolithic ~18,000-9,000BC – in roughly the same time period as in Egypt. Includes the Natufian Period in the areas of later Levant/Palestine, as well as the Proto-Neolithic in the Levant/Palestine, Mesopotamia, Iran and Anatolia.

· Epi/pal cultures of southern Levant (sites in Syria, Lebanon, Jordan and Egypt) – focus – known better than epi-pal sequence of other Near eastern areas

· Environmental changes, end of Plestocene – radical changes at Pleist/Hol boundary

· Pollen cores – ratio of grasses (cooler + drier conditions) vs tress (warmer + wetter), 

· ~ 11,000 BC a little befer, all over NE. earlier – predominance of grasses (colder steppe)– changes to return of arborial species

· oxygen isotope ratios in deep sea cores, mollusks, etc, o18 to 016 – 018 higher ( cooler, 

· same time – decline in proportion of 018

· warmer conditions

· major change in ideas about Pleistocene/Holocene conditions over past 50yrs

· the climatic amelioration not unidirectional – fits and starts – important in retrospect

· Earlier people thought that if there was ice Age in Europe – in NE – would have been wet period, when ice retreated would have been wet period

· Actually is the opposite – went rom colder and wetter to warmer and wetter in Holocene

· 4 stages of climatic changes

· 1. before 11,000 cooler + wetter

· 2. 11,000 – 9,000 – gradually warmer + wetter, initial Holocene – milder and better than today, forests of oak and pistachio, further inland (Jordan – Syrian steppe) open grasslands – huge herds, today close to desert, Levantine coast richest 

· 3. Younger Dryas: 9,000 – 8,000BC ( started to dry out – cooler and drier – origins of 1st plant domestication

· 4. after 8,000 started to warm up, remained dry

· very end of ice age – period of very favorable climate – start to see flourishing of epipaleolithic culture

· the defining artifact of epipal. – microliths – very small blades, often modifiesd into various shapes

· (upper paleolith) – blade tool technology – very large

· shift to very tiny blade tools 

· 2 main changes in social + economic systems of epi pal

· 1. shift from hunter – gather pattern of communal big game hunting (Paleolithic) to more diverse set of plant and animal resources ( “broad spectrum revolution” – many of species focused on eventually became domesticated

· 2. shift from highly mobile hunter gather groups to increasing emphasis on sedentism

· sets stage for first food producing villages

· in levant 2 main such cultures

· 1. Kebaran 18000 – 10000 – term paleolith/early epi pale – more forager, late pleist, micro-tools, 500 – 400 square meters ~size of this room, mainly focused on hunting, show shift towards plant subsitence at small scale, large number of very small sites, very mobile, not permanent sites, all over

· 2. Natufians – 10,000 – 8,000 – entirely Holocene culture,  - 

· 2 differnet kinds of Hunter – gather cultures: Foragers (Kabaran) (highly mobile, residential mobility, small groups constantly on the move ‘mapping on to resources’ – everyone goes to resource, very flexible in group size – eg. microband to macroband structure based on seasonality + resource availability; key element: very opportunistic, tremendous range of potential food resources; almost no storage, gather in low bulk, eat what they gather in low bulk and move on) vs. Collectors (Naut.) (logistically organized – organized into task – groups, based on ethnographic models – seems to have much explanatory value; much more sedentary, send out small groups to collect specific resources to bring back to camp, bring back larger amounts of food, collecting for everyone – storage facilities at the base camp, settlement pattern very different, base camp larger, more permanent, more storage, smaller ephemeral camps in specific resource areas)

· end of Pleist begin to focus more on plants + animals which wil be 1st domesticates

III. Nautufian Period/Culture: ~ 11,000-9,300BC (13,000-11,000BP). Named after a Wadi (valley) Natuf, where the culture was first discovered. Time of the First Larger Human Communities and first mostly settled groups (except for possibly the Qadan culture in Egypt). Before evolving into the larger groups were still little bands that hunted and foraged. There were several communities, little villages with populations from dozens up to 100s of people. There was still some seasonality. This culture was PRE-AGRICULTURE – so all this early settlement activity was done without domestication. [IMAGES OF NATUFIAN]. There is a Natufian level at the site of Jericho (a VERY long lived site indeed – well through the Bronze Age and even later). Kathleen Kenyon’s Very Deep Hole. There is evidence for specialization, and of nice houses. Didn’t build rectangular houses.  Round huts, up to 9 meters in diameter. There were wooden posts as structural elements (postholes), fireplaces, and mortars and pestles inside. Mortars and pestles are evidence of grain preparation – they are used for grinding of cereal products. They were used before the invention of agriculture for processing of the wild cereals.
 Debris built up out side huts, people dumped trash outside in the street, so the street level would rise. How did they survive in a sedentary lifestyle with no agriculture? Many theoryies and studies. One leading theory – very favorable environmental conditions at time. At beginning of period – very much wetter – linked to the end of the last ice age – during ice age dry conditions – large amount of planets water taken up by glaciers – melting of glaciers linked to moister atmosphere, increased precipitation, higher density of forageable items. Intensive hunting and gathering possible in smaller areas, less dispersal necessary – possible to live in smaller areas. Evidence of intensive harvesting of wild grains – ‘sickle gloss’ – silica sheen on flint sickle blades – results from cutting grass stalks. Composite sickle blades (microliths) cemented into sickle handles with bitumen – a natuirally occurring tar. Such wild grasses/grains ripen over very short period of time, Necessary to harvest at exactly the right time. Natufians not entirely sedentary – element of seasonality – base camps and satellite camps. Size of villages and solidity of houses attest to largely sedentary existence. Archeological evidence of COMENSAL ANIMALS – species – including mice + sparrows that need continuous human occupation to survive. Would not congregate in areas without sedentary occupation. Natufian burials. ~ 5 foot avg. height of adult male, teeth – show ground grain to be important to diet – much attrition – stone particles from grinders – similar to damges from sand in Egypt, more decay, also analyis of bones shows higher reliance of grain carbs. Also in evidence arrow heads and bones of wild game. Possible evidence of domestication of dog – self domesticating species? Scavengers. Natufian child burial with puppy.

· Naut. – beginning of transition to sedentary food production, more widespread evidence for plant exploitation, beginnings of sedentism – in stage 2 of climate change, optimal climate, so rich – could stay in same place year round without exhausting local resources, very flexible type of economic/settlement pattern – varies settlement pattern + use of resources/resource use, acorns, pistachoes, wild wheat, barley, fallow deer, roe deer – massive amounts, gazelle, onager

· In coastal areas – where settling down, where you find larger base camps, optimal climatic zone, Mount Carmel caves (Mugarat  el Wad cave – major Naut site in Mt Carmel Caves _ have both open air and cave site, in intial Naut – sites only in Meditteranean zone, later on – start to see establishment of larger base camps in steppe areas I lots of wild wheat + barley – eg. Abu Hurara on the Euphrates – later in period, more open air sites in naut. than cave sites (more cave sites in Kebaran), lots of evidence of open air site – big increase in open air sites – larger and more permanent,  increase in population

· NAut vs. Kebaran

· More people

· Larger groupings of people

· More permanent settlements, occupied year round

· 2 kinds of settlements: base camps, permanently occupied year round, permanent architecture, brials

· seasonal resource camps

· Ein Malaha: northern Israel,

· Series of large circular semi-subterranean houses walls lined with stone, dug down 1 meter into ground, largest – 8-9 meters diameter, post holes to support roofs (brushes or branches), storage pits – never seen in Kebaran sites, architecture or storage sites (largest house prob same size as entire Kebaran site), about 50 houses to each phase, site ~ 2,000 m2

· Numerous brials in settlements

· Evidence for repairs and repeated rebuilding, microfauna – small animals associated w/long term occupation of site, rebuildings + other evidence, sectioning teeth of huinted animals – what season killed in – indicates were being killed year round, 

· Subsistence: several lines of evidence – relying heavily on plants a food source ( huge change from kebaran – plant remains from sites, 1. direct evidence of focus on collection of wild wheat and barley (+ other plants), 2. indirect evidence – microlithic stone tools – esp. lunate – used in sickles, microliths – allow making of composite tools – part breaks can replace part not entire tool, lunate used mainly for sickles, set into bone handle of sickles (~size of reaping knife), have sickle sheen (micro liths in kebaran don’t have this), gloss on edge of tools used for harvesting plants, small silica pieces – phytoliths in plant (keeps it standing straight) – silica in phtyoliths polish stone blade, harvesting wild grains, intensively collecting cereals – specializing in it, 3. large numbers of ground stone mortars and pestles + milling stones – used to process plant foods – nuts, etc or cereals, pollen wash on ground stone tool – if pollen preserved might be able to reconstruct (no Kebaran site has such) 4. burls – more people – more brials, man w/puppy, examination of skeletons, high inciodences of caries and cavities – very starchy diet w/lots of cereals, teeth very abraded and worn down – grinding stones, study of bone material stable isotpopes of strontium, etc – proportion of different kinds of food in diet (meat vs. plant)– show major increase in carbohydrate consumption, coastal sites ideal, marine resources, oak + pistachio massive amnts of wheat + barley, deer + gazelle, also did hunt a lot, mainly animals like gazelle – very prominent in area (Med. Zone) – 3 types, also dama (Meopotamian fallow deer), 

· The burls, more elaborate, beads, other grave goods – some amount of ranking? No reason not – but no real evidence thereof, even in burls, no real rich differences, shift in brl practices over course of Naut, early – more group burls ( more single burls – more focus on individual?

· Naut economy very flexible system, 3 areas 1. Area of forested moist med zone, 2. Area of drier grass steppe zone, even 3. Area of fringes of desert in Jordan Sinai – more mobile in steppe and more desert fringe – more focus on animal resources in last two zones

IV. Proto – Neolithic 
V. Took a very long time after the advent of grain agriculture before people were able to domesticate fruit trees, for instance the all important olive tree. They live for hundreds of years but take decades to be mature enough to be able to bear fruit – this is why it is so devastating when invading armies destroy olive trees.

VI. Neolithic
VII. Ethnographic models – sources for models of possibility, source for ideas and models to be tested not as direct 1 to 1 explanations

VIII. Models for the origins of agriculture and food production

IX. (from last time: kebarans compared to Naut.)

X. continuous development from Kebaran through Nautuf into Pre-pottery Neolithic IA (PPNA): 

XI. PPNA: 8300-7300BC (1st domestication of plants)

XII. PPNB : 7300- 5500BC (1st domestication of animals)

XIII. Today:

XIV. Terms and Models

XV. Food production: an economic system that relies on domestication of plants or animals

XVI. Emergence of such: “Neolithic Revolution” (Gordon Childe)

XVII. In Levant process took ~3,000 years

XVIII. The domestication: altering an organism to point where genetic structure of population is different and observable phenotypically, for purpose of human benefit (by end of process) to produce more or better of something, symbiotic – different kind of life style (?)

XIX. A process: a process of increasing human control over a certain plant or animal species – removed from natural selective processes, humans control their reproduction and the point at which they are harvested or killed ( results in:

XX. A group whose genetic makeup and behavior is recognizably different from their wild ancestors or relatives

XXI. Any intentionality is very short term, which has long term consequences

XXII. In N.E.: 10,000 – 6,000: shift from hunting and gathering to sedentary village life based on food production, process gradual, not inevitable and not irreversible

XXIII. Understanding of Hunter gather systems – not many existing today, and those that are – very marginalized – may not be best analogues, bear in mind climatic contexts, look at historically documented groups rather than those still surviving today

XXIV. H-G very practical , very good at meeting people’s needs, especially in the rich climate of early Levant ‘the original affluent society’ look at San huntergathers in Kalahari Desert( live well, don’t work all that hard, meet nutritional needs quite well in most years ( put into VERY rich environment on Levantine coast

XXV. N.E. huntergathers for ~9,000yrs

XXVI. Then why change?

XXVII. In (most of) Near East, may have to do with the consequences of the change from simple to ‘complex’ sedentary societies, in Southern Levant sedentism comes first, 

XXVIII. 1) Population growth, more fertility, more births, mobil;e hunter gatherers keep population low, birth spacing – 4 – 5 years between,  prolongued breast feeding period – breast feeding suppresses fertility, lot of infanticide, plants as contraception and abortifants; pop growth very rapid, documented across the board w/ h-g societies that go to sedentism, less caloric expenditure, more fat consumption by women, amenoria from exercise and fat depletion (in women runners) – effect like this in female h-gs?

XXIX. Also increased life expectancy?

XXX. 2) Resource depletion

XXXI. must move or switch to another, perhaps more labor intensive means of subsistence, ‘dead zones’ around sedentary hunter – gatherer settlements

XXXII. 3) growth of site size along with population growth ( increase in site size

XXXIII. 4) Increased disease: people living in their own filth (not always very sanitary), living in same place, befoul water hole? Easier to pass disease, the ‘dorm effect’

XXXIV. 5) Attachment to place (commitment to sedentism)

XXXV. 6) Territoriality – on level of community

XXXVI. 7) Weakening of egalitarian ethos:

XXXVII. Start to accumulate stuff, can’t when highly mobile, over time some people accumulate more than others

XXXVIII. sharing ethos becomes weakened

XXXIX. eqalitarian ethos becomes weakened over time

XL. 8)more social inequality: disputes: no longer solvable by fissioning, easy and safe (slit up and leave), no longer possible when sedentary – someone would have to leave and someone would not, go to more of foraging pattern,

XLI. more disputes, can’t really be resovled in old way – fissioning harder

XLII. expect new social means for dispute resolution

XLIII. give some people power + authority to resolve disputes

XLIV. More inequality

XLV. Increase in social stratification, from division of labor – territoriality (?)

XLVI. 9) decreased range of subsistence and increased level of risk

XLVII. mobile h-g’s tapping into broader resource base, sampling, not much storage ( risk of lean period in area – but can go to other area, know more about broader territorial range, will have long list of resources, by having very highly diversified inventory of potential resources able to cope with high risk

XLVIII. sedentary people: narrower range of resources, more intensive use ( more planning, BUT higher risk of catastrophic season of sources, small number of very rich resources, higher yield but also much higher risk.

XLIX. 10) Storage – to ameliorate risk, make resources last throughout year

L. Some conflicting line, population growth going up, resource base going down – independent of environment

LI. Periods of climate change in Near East

LII. Late Nautuf. Period: change – Younger Dryas period – cooler and drier, after YD conditions warmer but still dry

LIII. People sedentary Population up, etc, at certain point environmental changes impact on that system

LIV. When sedentary h-gs face resource stress, can:

LV. 1) can diversify resource base

LVI. 2) split up, fission, lower population, birth control, infanticide, etc

LVII. 3) move to another place

LVIII. 4) intensify approach, better tools in order increase yield – work resources harder, intensify control, expand more effort, increase territory

LIX. 5) More interaction with other groups: Trade and/or conquest

LX. 6) restructure social ties: stop sharing, OR share more (?)

LXI. 7) Even to pray – in times of stress – tendancy to call upon higher power – ideology and concept of higher power – increase in ritual activity ( lead to rejection of old ideology and creation if new ideology? Or intensification of old ideology?

LXII. Only 1 of these paths ;leads towards domestication, does mean that something in their way of life must change if the period of stress is intense enough and prolongued enough

LXIII. MODELS

LXIV. “Push Model”: humans tend towards equilibrium, will not change unless forced to by something, pressures, demographic, environmental, social, etc

LXV. “Pull Models”: emphasize human intentionality: what factors attracted people to something
LXVI. Last time: the consequences of sedentism, no inevitable response to certain pressures, can give up sedentism, change ideas of territoriality, etc beyond intensifying management of resources which may eventually lead to domestication, role of intentionality questionable, short term intentionality, long term consequences,

LXVII. Need to step back and take a look at models

LXVIII. Push models: people as in state of inertia, must be acted upon by pressures to change

LXIX. Pull models: people’s intentionality, attracted to change

LXX. (Childe): argued based on incorrect climatic data: at end of ice age climate became drier, people forced to retreat to oasis, animals and plants contracting into these opasises  “propinquity hypothesis,” or “oasis hypothesis” – 1st domestication in river valleys and hypothesis, would also find climatic desiccation

LXXI. (Braidwood): natural habitat/nuclear zone hypothesis, domestication would take place in areas where earliest wild ancestors, period of settling in, not climatic change

LXXII. (Binford and Flannery): Pots-Pleistocene adaptation: edge-zone hypothesis, late pleist h-gs in equilibrium system, origins of domestication – response to cyclical cycles of demographic pressure on edges of habitable zone, normally groups in equilibrium regulate population + shifting of resources – keep equilibrium, can live in marginal areas, ethnographic knowledge, stay in equilibrium in relation to carrying capacity of environment – through group fission, when population became too great + people move – over time optimal zone filled up, groups moved to marginal areas, significant ecologicasl consequences, agriculture as attempt to meet food needs in marginal zone, people would move bringing plants and animals to new area

LXXIII. how to be tested? What would be archaeological correlates, species outside of their natural range, progression of sites closer and closer to fringe over time

LXXIV. Problems: know all earliest sites w/domestic plants – w/in natural habitat zones, hard to evaluate these things, paleo-demography very hard to prove

LXXV. Very difficult to prove

LXXVI. (Hayden) (pull): feasting model of domestication: things that would be used in elite contexts, would be domesticated in small amounts, takes place through poeople’s intentionality, people attracted to domestication, key attraction has to with social competition in very rich environment,  one of standard (ethnographic) ways through feasting, ‘comensal politics,’ attract followers through feasting activities, provide large amounts of (luxury) foods to give to people, model – environment plays enabling role, social competition driving whole thing, accumulators and aggrandizers, earliest domesticates – luxury goods rather than staples, testable, material culture indicators of status, feasting spaces, smaller amounts of domesticates at first, more complex groups would form first, in richest most optimal zones, domesticates not staple foods but rather luxury, for instance legumes used to make beer, grave goods, public storage, evidence of group food preparation? 

LXXVII. Problems: how do you know what are staple foods and what are not, accidents of preservation, value of things culturally defined, earliest evidence for long distance exchange from Upper Paleolithic, 

LXXVIII. Role of climate and demography: climate – given as rich, more of background model, nothing pushing these people at all except for greed, self starting, 

LXXIX. Human nature – no reason to believe that human nature has undergone any radical change

LXXX. Should it be the driving force?

LXXXI. Prime – mover models

LXXXII. Evidence doesn’t really support this model

LXXXIII. Human nature must be taken into account, but

LXXXIV. Evidence doesn’t really support this theory as the ‘prime-mover’

LXXXV. Post-hoc rationality

LXXXVI. Shouldn’t argue based on assertion, or based on negative arguments, eqi-finality, can have same result on the ground based on number of different causes, can’t ‘prove’ model, can just say that the evidence tends to support it, multiple working hypothesis necessary

LXXXVII. Over course of Nauuf. move into steppe zone

LXXXVIII. At ~ 84/400 – Younger Dryas – widespread abandonment of more marginal zones, indirect evidence of population growth

LXXXIX. Probable population growth, focus on limited resource, drying out of climate – period of major resource stress

XC. 8300BC – earliest PPNA site

XCI. in better watered zones chose to remain sedentary and intensify anagement of resources – emergence of PPNA, climate ameliorated, new intensive management of sources

XCII. Slides of domestication

XCIII. Earliest – combination of cereals (emmer wheat and einkorn wheat, barley, ) and pulses and legumes (chick peas, lentils, peas, vetch)- cereals high in starch and carbs some protein but no lycene, legumes and pulses rich in amino acid lysine, proteins, eaten together – balanced, 

XCIV. The distribution: would have changed over time

XCV. Modern stands – spotty – will tell where core areas were

XCVI. The cereals adapted to different ecological niches, barley doesn’t like cold, likes heat tolerant of heat, aridity + salinity, grows faster than wheat, wild einkorn tolerates cold very well, emmer doesn’t tolerate cold as well as einkorn or heat as well as barley, have dense stands – have to do with initial move to sedentism

XCVII. Harlan – experiments on wheat growth, harvesting of wild einkorn with homemade sickle – family of 4 in 6 weeks can harvest a metric ton, enough to feed them for a full year

XCVIII. Provides strong support for push models

XCIX. Problems: timing – seeds shatter and scatter rapidly after ripening, dense stands very localized, very great interannual fluctuations in rainfall – wild cereal stands vary greatly, 

C. Ecological: people moved wheat into new areas where were not before, obstacles to be overcomes

CI. Rachis: wild – brittle – shatters in wind – spreads seed, people want touher rachis – so can be harvested – 1st major genetic change – movew from brittle to tough

CII. 2nd – ability to remove seed from coating – breeding of cereals where see can be removed easily from husk

CIII. wild wheat and barley grow naturally on hill-sides, not in flat plains, need to change to flourish in flat land conditions, 

CIV. need to be threshed, 

CV. winnowing

CVI. genetic modifications

CVII. aanimals

CVIII. sheep, goat, cattle , pigs – earliest domesticated food animals

CIX. size reduction

CX. morphology

CXI. changes in horn – goats wild – scimitar, domesticated - corkscrew

CXII. population structure: ages and sexes – bone fusion. Toot elongation for age, mortality profiles, domesticated herd larger numbers of young males killed, older females, hunted wild herds
CXIII. Assign 2 articles for presentations

CXIV. Banning: alternative approaches for approaching Levantine archaeology

CXV. Next Tues.

CXVI. Kuijt: keeping the peace: ritual skull caching

CXVII. Present skull caching: present the argument, the evidence + give discussion of my evaluation ~10 – 15 minutes

CXVIII. Last time: push models vs. pull models

CXIX. Younger Dryas – climatic stress on expanding sedentary population already streeing resources

CXX. The several possible reactions, intensification of focus while staying sedentary only one of several – 1 that would have lead to domestication

CXXI. PPNA period not very well known, the dating roughly 8300 – 73/500

CXXII. Important sites

CXXIII. Jericho

CXXIV. Mureynit

CXXV. Tell Aswad + others

CXXVI. Very small # of sites

CXXVII. PPNA: a lot of variability between sites in terms of resources exploited, subsistence, architecture, etc, very variable across Levant

CXXVIII. Very smooth transition out of the Nautuf

CXXIX. PPNA: sedentary villages

CXXX. Round pit house communities, very similar to Naut., continuation of very small round or oval houses

CXXXI. with domesticated cereals, ~10% of subsistence

CXXXII. a continued heavy reliance on wild plants and hunting (very much wild sheep and goats) 

CXXXIII. slender to no evidence for domest animals in Southern Levant

CXXXIV. Jericho: Naut, PPNA and PPNB occupation: oasis site; architecture: hog-backed brick phase – plano – convex bricks + slabs of mud; On west side of mound: large ditch + wall + enourmous stone tower – completely unique for this period – much debate on function, ditch and wall do no surround whole settlement, accumulation of alluvial sediments – may be intended to protect against flooding, none of arguments explain the very large tower – wealthy community? No one really knows, product of major organization of labor beyond household – organization of community fundamentally different than Naut. communities where no architecture beyond level of household, evidence of long distance trade – obsidian from Anatolia, 100s of km away, no evidence seen of major social differentiation,

CXXXV. PPNB: addition of domesticated animals, much better known, ~200 PPNB Neoloithic sites known from Southern Levant

CXXXVI. ~7500 – 6000BC

CXXXVII. sedentary villages, increased dependence on cereal domestication, introduction of domesticated sheep, goat, cattle, pigs; huge expansion of communities, spread very rapidly, use all these elements, h-ging does not disappear all-together, spreading not by migration (things not identical from place to place), but by previously mobile h-g communities taking up a sedentary life style – rapid decline of groups exclusively h-g, other parts of world both ways co-exist for long time, PPNB use of domesticated animals may have crowded out h-g groups, many of PPNB communities founded on virgin soil, h-g still going on but much more on margins, much variation between chronologically PPNB sites, 

CXXXVIII. Architectural shift from small oval or circular houses to rectangular houses, rectilinear architecture., seen at Jericho very clearly, Abu Hurera, and other sites, multiroomed houses of packed mud or mud-brick, lime plastered floors above – ground, shift in social org? Argument may shift from earlier community of individual (individual people or families?) in small houses – community as unit of production to community of nuclear and extended households as unit of production, shift in location of storage from (Naut and PPNA) storage in the open (communal?) to storage facilities in the houses, more focus in extended families – more focus on agriculture – what you put into it – labour investment, 1. very well balanced system 4 options– cropping, herding, gathering, hunting 2. symbiotic relation between herding and agriculture, domesticated animals manure fields, use fields to feed animals

CXXXIX. major technological advances, many to do w/fire, burning lime for plaster, clay, hearths for cooking, containers – largely basketry, leather, frames, white plaster containers –mixed plaster put on + around a basket hardened by sun – trying to water-proof basket – lightly fired at low temp then burnished, sometimes even painted – often larger – conceptual ancestors of pottery

CXL. mostly cooking facilities – plastered hearths or packed earth hearths, filled w/large amounts of Fire Cracked Rock, stone boiling, container of water, heat rocks in fire + put in the water

CXLI. 1st evidence for widespread set of practices and religion (PPNB – specific culture of Southern Levant up Euphrates a tiny bit into (              ), very different from Neolithic of Anatolia, southern Iraq and (                            ), religious ideology different, PPNB religion, Jericho, pits inside of houses – 2ndary burials, skulls removed covered in plaster, cowry shells for eyes and painted, in different pit, also known from Ramad from Syria + other sites, may have been put on figure(???), in addition to plaster skulls, separated from rest of body, stored and periodically taken out and used, 2nd element – carved stone masks, mask from (     ),  Naha – Hemar cache – another stone mask – traces of painting, invoking spirit?????? (ethnographic studies of use of masks in rituals), 3rd compenent molded sculpture, plaster head from Jericho, shells for eyes painted hair on forehead + beard; full size sculptures of reeds + plaster, low fired, also buried beneath the floors, often in family groupings, 4 - at Jericho some unusual structures, special purpose room with pillar set into one room – shrine? Not in association w/any plastered skulls or anything else like that. Each of these 3 found at more than one site. Some sort of shared religion, seem to be consistent with some sort of ancestor cult – very speculative – but fairly consistent – probably have to do with changing concepts of territoriality that have to do with increasing dependence on territoriy of agriculturalists land is the most important resource, justify by descent and residence

CXLII. A lot of trade in PPNB, can tell from particular piece of obsidian where I came from, what source, obsidian sources from central + eastern Anatolia, can reconstruct networks, other status material such as shells from Mediterranean + other,

CXLIII. At end of PPNB – evidence for widespread collapse

CXLIV. Question of PPNB community organization, communities larger + larger but ethos – eqaliatarian, harder + harder to hold together larger and larger communities, religion, community based ritual in the the absence of political authority, crisis at end of 7th miullenium, communities getting too large to hold together under old ways

CXLV. A

CXLVI. Anatolian Neolithic

CXLVII. Not known until 50yrs ago

CXLVIII. Obsidian

CXLIX. Large scale neololithic sites on Anatolian plateau

CL. Village based Neolithic society, food production w/ domesticated polants + animals, develop in parallel w/acermanic Neolithic in Levant but is quite distinct

CLI. Economically same kind of thing, but cultural values very different

CLII. Anatolian Plateau – internal part very dry – in rain shadow, glacial lakes drying out, area in very Hol. Ver favorable, natural hab for all of animals + many of cereals and pulses – initial sedentism followed by domestication, no equiv to Nautuf. Plant domest beforfe animal, 

CLIII. Chatal Huyuk spans transition into Ceramic Neolithich, one of largest Neolith sites in N.E. 13 ha, 17 ½ meters highs, ~6250 – 55/400BC

CLIV. Subsistence = largely agricultural, wide variety of domesticates + wild resources. Every house has own grain storage and grinding areas, earliest levels – domesticated sheep, dom cattle early, no evidence of pigs, hunting + gathrng continues to be important

CLV. Arcitecture: not free standing as in Levant – continguous/agglutinative system – houses up against each other, roofs continous acess – entrance through roofs – closed façade to outside, inside platforms – large #s of brials – 2ndry burials, skel – mostly women and children, gender based distinctions in the grave goods. Wall opainting – what looks like vulture picking at corpse

CLVI. Evidence for craft production less clear – lack of evidence? Specialized to other parts of site? Excavator did not sieve

CLVII. Large number of structures (40 of 100 rooms) called shrines by excavator – horn platforms, bull heads on walls, sculptured + painted leopards, wall paintings, clay figurines – often women w/exaggerated ness – argues religion very important – community of priests? Argument shrines rather than houses based on these features – 10 of 100 – recent micro – archaeology floors of ‘shrines’ compared to ‘houses’ – no difference in activities

CLVIII. A

CLIX. At C-H rich contexts

CLX. Mellart: things used in opposition to one another, analysis, taken for granted assumptions – separation of church and state, of public and private religion, ‘shrines’ and ‘houses’ have similar use material, ‘mother goddess’ assumption, human representations often assumed to be ‘mother goddesses’ even when gender indeterminate, all symbols assumed to relate to other symbols, ‘breast’ protuberances associated with vultures, etc,  association of women and felines, close link between dth and the domestic unit, and women, male – female opposition, burls, female figurines commoner, males more common in paintings, wild tame opposition, agriculture not as represented as hunting, inside – outside opposition, southern hearth area undecorated – down-playing of female, domestication, tame aspect, down-playing of fm part in domestic production, life – dth opposition, separation of skul from body – separation, 

CLXI. Not rigid symbolic code, women – dth – life, men – dth – lfe, women – another aspect of wild – scavengers + predation, men – wild, hunting

CLXII. Social strategies

CLXIII. Symbols - Symbols: show women as wild and dangerous OR deny them power?

CLXIV. Idea of fear as a prime mover in desire to control the wild, influencing social division, relationships between men and women, cultural control and taming wild dangers associated with wild, dth, reproduction and female sexuality

CLXV. Importance of wild decreases, emphasis on house as barrier between domestic and wild decreases, shift from wall decoration to pottery decoration, because more social activities outside. 

CLXVI. Points – things involved in domest outside of population pressure, etc

CLXVII. AAAAAAAAAA

CLXVIII. Wage of agriculturalism

CLXIX. Same time period

CLXX. Not same cultures

CLXXI. Very strikingly different architecture

CLXXII. 2 very different cultures

CLXXIII. Today: How neololithic developed in 6th millennium BC

CLXXIV. When pottery developed – ceramic neolothic – later Neolithic, 

CLXXV. Know very little about Hassuna and Samara as archeological cultures/periods, geographically culturally and economically different from each other

CLXXVI. Lead to beginnings of social ranking and complex societies

CLXXVII. Political organization?

CLXXVIII. Evidence for emergence of social complexity?

CLXXIX. Time:

CLXXX. Hassuna 6,000 – 5,000 northnern Mesopotamis (dry farming zone – rainfall sufficient w/out irrigation – open steppe country w/low hills, more than 200milliters annual 250 – 200milliliters make possible to do dry farming)

CLXXXI. Samara 5600 – 4800 : central Mesopotamia (central + souther  - shifts from dry steppe to flat alluvium – silts and mud deposited by river, marshes, if watered – fertile otherwise – desert, may have ben different in 6ht millennium, monsoons may have moved further north, 

CLXXXII. Overlapped in time and space to some degree

CLXXXIII. Halaf: later – later 6th millennium: overlaps with both of these areas

CLXXXIV. Hassuna – knowledge from 3 sites: um daba guia – prot – hassuna settlement – ealiest in sequence – Noth West Iraq – 100 X 84 m, 4 m high small cellular architecture built around central courtyard, pisse walls, wall paintings of hunting, long ‘range structures, looks like complex of storerooms – at limits of rainfall, undersoil – hard for irrigation, may have been importing grain + barley from other site, majority of bones from wild animals, not full fledged agriculture? Obsidian from lake van area, trade, looks like like very specialized settlement of the hunting of large herds of ‘steppe – animals’ – hunting – skinned + processed, stored + traded to people of the North, ~6,000BC have a variety of settlements in Neololithic intewraction sphere, doing very different things and trading with each other, very different from traditional picture of Neolithic,  tell Hassuna – different kinds of architure – contemporaneous, rounded rectangular houses, later multi- roomed rectangular houses, NOT like the houses at  um daba guia…, sophisticated 2 chambered kin with underground fire, closed kin could do reduction or oxidation firing, wheat, domesticated animals, + wild animals – different from Um daba, extrado=inarily economic variation between sites, exchange, non – hierarcheological, yarim tepe, tell essotto, talul et talatat,

CLXXXV. Samaran – Central mes – origins not well understood, hassuna related groups moving south ~5600BC? Joan Oates, material culture – pottery – painted ware, Tell es sawan – mound of flints 220 X 110M overlooks Tigris, different organization than Hassuna, entire site has walll and ditch, distinctive large T shaped houses with buttresses, bural in ouses, Tell es sawaga (?) – 300 X (?) m. both sites have stamp seals – 1st develop in Neolithic, shows development of concepts of privacy, Samara ealiest evidence for irrigation, wheat and barely – can’t grow in area w/out irrig, pottery being traded to the North, author – inferrirn g economic and social conditions, social org different in form of cooperation, means different. Hassuna – pisse (packed mud) – Samara – mud brink = -impact on organization, mud brick takes more labor, ceramic manufacture – kilns 5 X larger than Hassuna – fire mo, production larger, (hassuna kilns – fuel one person  could collect) – larger kilns more fuel needed, labour neeedxded to collect fuel, irrigation system – more intense labour – higher and more reliable than rainfall agriculture, houses more free-standing – also significantly larger, do nothave public storage areas – Hassuna – stem/nuclear families shared labour, Samara – extenedded families does, has own storage labour less coopertation

CLXXXVI. (Tate): kent flannery – chiefdoms in the Near East:  
CLXXXVII.  Last Time: Later Neolithic of  _, Hassuna and Samaran cultures, Chaoga mami and tel es sawan type sites for Samara, Hassuna: um dabagiya, tremendous varioability, a lot of specialization at some level – indicates high degree of exchange and interaction, more going on in Neolithic than people thought, tendency to view Neolithic as cookie cutter sites, things seem to have developed fairly rapidly after one had the full complement of domesticates, not complex societies in terms of hierarchical, but had speciailization, exchange, high levels of interaction + possibly some form of incipient ranking, complexity w/out centralization and hierarchy, need to look for ethnographic models other than what we have been. 

CLXXXVIII. Today: beginnings of a shift

CLXXXIX. PPNB

CXC. Anatolian Neo

CXCI. Hassuna

CXCII. Samarra

CXCIII. Largely – no evidence for poitical centralization + hirerachy

CXCIV. Samarra: beginnings of irrigation suggests some form of centralization or hierarchy

CXCV. Halaf: ~5300 – 4500 BC 

CXCVI. Evolutionary typologies – ‘reify’ things

CXCVII. Some categories: 

CXCVIII. Long term trend towards larger social groups and greater social complexity within those groups, more units more complex connections between those units, have to have vocabulary to talk about it – not take vocabulary too seriously:

CXCIX. Service: Primitive Social Organiztion – ethnographic data - bands (25- 100, mobile, age/gender status, no specialization), tribes (larger scale 100+, different organizational means, mostly egalitarian + agricultural, no hierarchy in settlements, not much craft specialization), the complex societies -  chiefdoms (Yoffee - critique) (intermediate level of social complexity between egalitarian societies and highly stratified states sever 1000 people regionally organized into several levels, chiefs and chiefs lineages set off by certain markers of rank, chiefs war leaders and priests, no absolute power, obtain power through role as intermediaries, centers where chiefs live both political and religious, *metonomy* - extension of one thing to mean another thing chiefdom as ecolofical manager + redistribution – redistribution stressed in model “consensus model” – people doing this in order to be helped, over last 30 yrs thinking has developed a lot – work in Hawaii, found that villages not specialized, no real reason for chief and chiefly centers to redistribute, more of conflict based model – chiefs strugging to gain power ofver other chiefs, to gain followers, and to formalize position of superior rank and pass it down to descendants,  - ‘network strategy’ – gaining followers for oneself as individual, ‘corporate based strategy’ – gains power through role in wider group network, see less prestige goods, etc- want to minimize differences between you and everyone else- different ways to gain power, chiefdoms are not all the same things – intermediate middle range societies, also economic power – wealth and feasting, ideological and religious, kinship, military, acess to prestige good, archeology of chiefdoms very complicated thing, arch markers of chiefdoms problematical, ) states

CC. Mid 6th millennium BC – 1st evidence of something changing, Samarra and Halaf often called chiefdoms – why? Theoretical construct, making transitions from theor. Construct to archaeo. Evidence

CCI. Extent of distribution on oh Halaf ceramic – 1st horizon style – very broadly distributed, Northern Mesopotmia – dry farming zone, distrib in East to west band, hand-made polychrome pottery, very fine paste, often have bull head motifs called ______, key hole shaped hous called tholos, all over the place, also rectilinear architecture, very clear use of stamp seals as markers of personal properties, lip studs, common style of figurine

CCII. Halaf painted ware, tholoi – don’t know much about significance of shape

CCIII. Subsitence and Exchange: Halaf: 

CCIV. Regional economic variation

CCV. Most common motif – buchcranium – head of bull

CCVI. Not most common animal in faunal assemblages

CCVII. Other aspects of Halaf – craft production, etc

CCVIII. A lot of connectivity over a large area

CCIX. People in or on edges of dry farming zoone – majority very small ~1 – 2 hectares, last few years finding some really large site, ~15 hectares, another 12ha, another is 8ha, 7 times size of other sites, know that big sites tend to be reoccupied – Halaf – 1st layer of occupation – may be a lot of Halaf sites out there but too deeply buried, know there is a site size hierarchy, which could be consistent with idea of centers and villages, variation in house size, widespread ceramic exchange, models are real oversimplifications, not clear if there was hierarchical political organization,

CCX. Early Bronze Age 

CCXI. Introduction to Historic Chronology in Egypt

CCXII. Manetho recap

CCXIII. Historic Sources:  

CCXIV. End of Predynastic and Dynasty 0

CCXV. Early Dynastic in Egypt

Old Kingdom in Egypt
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