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ABSTRACT 

A contentious issue in Centrai BalLan prrhistory has been the nature and location 

of Early Nmlithic domestic structures. Some researchem have argued for the existence of 

d a c e  sûuctures, whilt others have proposed pit houses. The problem ta be addresseci in 

this thesis is to detemine the nature and location of Early Nedithic houses h m  

archaeologicai sites in the Centrai Balkans h u g h  daub analysis. 1 will pnsent a mode1 

for determining the nature and location of these houses based on the classification of 

construction daub k m  the Eariy Neolitbic StarEevo-Cr@ site of Fo&-Salag in 

southwestern Romania. This anaiysis will be used to demonstrate that Eariy Neolithic 

houses at Foeni-Salag were semi-subterranean in nature and distributed in a semi-circle 

around a Iarger pit house and a central open space. These types of analyses are the first 

steps towards a more systematic investigation of Early Neolithic community patterning in 

the Central Baikans. 



PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

The idea of this thesis gcew out of a series of long-term dïscu~ssions with Dr. 

Haskel Greenfield, the Canadian director of the Foeni-Sdap project and my husband, and 

Sandra Jezik, one of the Canadian aew members. W e  were posed with the problem of 

determining the type of homes that easted during the Early Neolitbic at Foeni-Salap. 

The nature and location of hows in Early Neolithic Star&vo-Cr@ sites, such as Foeni- 

Salag, were not immediately appareat during excavation. This has been a long-tem 

problem associated with settlements fmm this penod. We came to the anclusion that the 

nature and distribution of daub remah wodd provide the best initial indicator for the 

location and types of houses. This thesis is an attempt to solve this problem. It is the fh t  

step in the spatial analysis of the Early Neolithic remains h m  Foeni-Salq The r d t s  

discussed in this thais will need to be M e r  tested bough the analysis of the various 

other artifact categories (ceramics, bone, lithics, etc-). HopMy, the resuits of this study 

will have a wider applicability to archaeological sites where stmctures an not qparent 

1 would like to gratefully thank the two directors of the Foeni-Salag project, Da.  

Haskel Greenfield and FIorin Dra~ovean, for permission to analyze the daub and utilue 

the results in this thesis. 1 would üke to thank my thesis wmmittee, Drs. Michael 

Cosmopouios, hu i s  Maire, and Lany Stene, for support and encouragement during the 

writing of the thesis. 1 would also Lüre to thank the Department of Anthropology and the 

F a d t y  of Arts at the University of Manitoba for providing travel b d s  durhg my field 

work. 

I camot forget the sacrifices that my family has made to etlSUTe that 1 cornpleted 

rcü 



this thesis. 1 must thaak my daughter, Rachael, who on man. occasions willingîy 

s a d c e d  our play time so that 1 could stare at a cornputer s c m m  for a few more hours. 

Most importady, 1 wodd iike to express my deepest gratitude to my husband, Haskel. 

Wthout his constant encouragement, unstinting pressurey and extensive knowledge of the 

relevant subject fields, this thesis couid not have been complded With the birth of my 

new daughter, Chanaah Sharone, in the mi& of data d y s i s  and chapter Wtiting, my 

life has been enriched and my understanding of the human condition deepened She also 

has sacrinced in order to alIow this thesis to be completed. She has been a tme inspiration 

to me. 



LIST OF FIGURES 

1. Map of southeastern Europe showing location of some StarEevo-CrQ and related 

culture sites mentioned in text (A=Anzabegovo, B=Blagotin, CKircea, CT=Cuina 

Ttucului, WDivostin, DB=Donja Branjevina, GB=ûura Baciului, LV=Lepenski Vir, 

OS=ûcna-Sibiu, S=Star&vo, V = V i ) .  

2. Map  of Banat region in Sabia and Romanis (SE Pannonia), showing location of 

village of Foeni in relation to major cities and landforms in the immediate region 

3. Map showing geographic distribution of Eatly Neolittiic southeast European culture 

groups. 

4. Map showing climatic divide between mediterranean and temperate central Europe 

(Pounds 1969). 

5. Chronological chart of the Early Neolithic culture complexes of southesstem Europe. 

6. Chart of the competing chronological models for the Early Nedithic Star&vo culture 

(Manson 1990: figure 4.1, p. 129). 

7. Hypothesized reconstruction of Divostin Eariy Neolithic pit house superstructure - cf. 
Bogdanovib 1988: fg- 5.24. 

8. Hypottiesized reconstruction of the relationship between surf'ace daub houses and daub 

borrow pits at Achilleion 2 (Gimbutas 199 1 : fig. 2-3). 

9. Map of topography and grid at Foeni-Salw showing maximum extent of occupation. 

Contours lines are meters above sea level; grid uni& are 20 m intavals. 

10. Survey and excavation grid system at Foeni-Sa@ during 1992-3 seasons of 

excavation. 

xiv 



il. Stratigraphie pronle of pan-site horizons (loci) at Foeni-Sa@ Quad intwais ara one 

meter intervais- 

12a Map of Star&vo-Cr@ loci at Foeni-Sdq. 

12b- Map of Bronze and Eady Iron Age loci at Foaii-Sale 

12c. Map of Dacian and Medieval loci at Forni-Sa@ 

13. Hypothesized rrccesüuction of Divosth IIb (a) daub floor, @) domed oven, and (c) 

waü (BogdanoviÉ 1988: fig. 5.25). 

14. Theoreticai flow chart of the daub spatial distribution modeL 

15. Characteristics of architectural daub types. 

16. Distribution of wd daub at Foeni-Salag: orthographie and contour map. 

17. Distriiution of wd daub at Foeni-Salas: posting of data points map. 

18. Distribution of floor daub at Foeni-Salag: contour map. 

19. Distribution of floor daub at Foeni-Salag: posthg of data points map. 

20. Distribution of kiln daub at Firing atmosphere analysis of floor daub by period nom 

Foeni-Salag: contour map. 

21. Distribution of kiln daub at Foeni-Saieg: posting of data points map. 

22. Distribution of oven daub at Foeni-Salas: contour map. 

23. Distribution of oven daub at Foeni-Salw: postiug of data points map. 

24. Distribution all architectural daub types at Foeni-Saiag: contour map. 

25. Distribution al l  architectural daub types at Foeni-Saiag: posting of data points map. 

26. Distribution of unidentifieci daub at Foeni-Sahq: contour map. 

27. Distribution of unidentifieci daub at Foeni-SalPp: posting of data points map. 

XV 



28. Plan of upper and lowa edges of loci excavateci dwing 1992 in trench 13 IF at Foeni- 

S a i q  Quads are one meta intervais. 

29. Reconstruction of pit house superstruchue at Foeni-Sale - cf. Dragmean 1989. 



tlST OF TABLES 

1. Daub type by @od nOm Foeai-S&q. 

2. Temper analysis of floor daub by period h m  Foeni-Sa@. 

3. Temper anaiysis of waii daub by period fmm Foeni-Salag. 

4. Temper d y s i s  of k i h  daub by period fiom Foeni-Sdq. 

5. Temper analysis of oven daub by period h m  Foeni-Sala). 

6. Firing quality analysis of floor daub by period b m  Foeni-Salq. 

7. Firing quality anaiysis of waii daub by period h m  Foeni-Salag. 

8. Firing quaiity analysis of kila daub by pend h m  Foeni-Saiag. 

9. Firing quality anaiysis of oven daub by period h m  Foeni-Salq. 

1 O. Colour analysis of floor daub by perïod fiom Foeni-Salq. 

1 1. Colour analysis of wall daub by period fiom Fwni-Salq. 

12. Colour analysis of kiln daub by period âom Foeni-Salq. 

13. Colour analysis of oven daub by period h m  Foeni-Saiq. 

14. Firing atmosphere analysis of floor daub by period fiom Foeni-Salq. 

15. Firing atmosphere analysis of wall daub by period ftom Foeni-Salap. 

16. Firing atmosphere d y s i s  of kiln &ub by period from Foeni-Saiq. 

17. Firing atmosphere aoalysis of oven daub by period h m  Foeni-Salag. 

1 8. Distribution of architecturai daub type by Early Neolithic loci h m  Foeni-Salag. 

19. Cornparison of unidentified and identifieci &ub fkequencies by loci h m  Foeni-Sa@. 



LIST OF ABRREVrTïONS 

DA - Dacian 

EL9 - Early Iron Age 

EN - Early Neoiithic 

ENEO - Eneolithic 

ME - Medieval 

SE - Southeastem 



CHAPTER 1: THE PROBLEM 

Introduction 

There has been a long-tenn controversy among prebistorians of the Centrai 

BaUcaas of southeastem Empe (fig. 1) and in parcicular in eastem ex-Yugoslavia and 

southwestern R o d a  (fig. 2) concerning the nature of Early Neolithic (Starkvo-Cng 

cuiture, 6100-5100 B.C. - fig. 3) dwehgs (Eivïch 1977; OaraSaain 1983; McPhemn 

and Christopher 1988; T ~ g h a m  1971). In the contempomeous cultures in the 

surroundiag regions of Greece, Bulgaria and Centrai Europe, there exists a weaith of 

information pointing towards the existence of recfilinear surface dweiiings. In the 

intemediate region, othemise known as the Central Bahas ,  iittie or no evidence exists 

for this type of structure. Instead, an abunciance of pi& are found on Early Neolithic sites. 

As a result of the absence of evidence for d a c e  houses and abundance of pits on 

Central Baikan Eariy Neolithic sites, most prehistorians have continued to assume that 

occupation was in the fonn of semisubtemnean dwehgs @it houses - eg. BogdanoviC 

1988; GaraSanin 1983; SrejoviC 1972). A small but vocal minority of  prehistorians 

continue to advocate for occupation in d a c e  hows, and argues that the maay pits on 

sites were used for a variety of non-habitation hctions (lefuse, storage, bozrow - eg. 

Ehnch 1977; Gimbutas 1991; Gimbutas a aL 1989; Tringham 1971). Until the nature of 

dwellings has been established, however, it is difEcult to pmgress to more behaviourai 

levels of d y s i s ,  such as household and commutfity pattern studies. 

The shidy of community patterns in early agriculturai societies bas recently been 

one way of interpreting how past cultures worked, iived and imeracted (Flamery 1976). 
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UnfortunateIy, iittle is knom about the intta-settirnent communîty structure of the 

earliest agricuiturai commUIUfies within the Centrai B a h .  This is p d y  a fûnction of 

the traditional emphasis in this n g h  upon culturai cbronology, and its coLlSeQuences for 

the nature of excavation of sites and data recovery systems. The problan is not that we 

require a new method to help define what and where these houses are, but rather an 

awareness that more systematic excavations and conceptual tmls are required to answer 

sorne of these questions. In order to study community patteming, archaeologists must 

dehe the most basic unit of analysis - the house - and spend less t h e  on the chronology 

and ceramic sequence. It is M c u l t  to begin community studies without defining the 

nature of the houses and distinguishing them h m  r e f b  pit or other archaeological 

features. However, util these questions are answered it is impossible to accurately 

reconstnict the community o r g h t i o n  on a socio-political or economic level. 

The basic unit of production and reproduction within early Europeaa fiimiing 

communities is the household (Bogucki 1988). The household is archaeologicaiiy visible 

as the household cluster. The household cluster is represented by ali the archaeological 

features asmiated with the domestic activities of the occupants. It wil l  generally "consist 

of the house anci a l l  the sunrounding storage pits, burials, midden, and features that cm be 

reliably associated with that same household" (Flannery 1976: 5; Kent 1984). These 

features are units of a household cluster because they are found ditectiy adjacent to 

houses and refled the nature of activities &ormed by its occupants. Each f m e  is 

associated with a particular house, and its occupmts. The distinction between "household 

cluster" and "household" should be stresseci. A household cluster consists of 



archaeological remaias, while a household consistJ of a gmup of people who interact aad 

pedorm certain activities. Through anaiysis of the archaeological household cluster data, 

it may be possible to reconsûuct the composition of prehistoric households, compare the 

activities d e d  out by househoId members, and study the relations between different 

households @lannery 1976: 25). Flmay's (1976) approach to community studies has 

been to focus on the household and its surroundhg features, which fonn the household 

cluster. In the Early Neolithic Sta&vo-Cr& cultute of the Central Balkans there does not 

appear to be any evidence for "Mesoamerican type" household clusters. This is not to Say 

they do not exist. The problem is that the houses are not apparent. Until houses are 

dehed it is premature to look for evidence for household clusters. 

The houe 

The house is the centre of a household activity arra It is a representation of the 

actions, beliefs and socio-ecowmic orgarhtion of the people living in the house. In 

order to understand people, it is necessary to study how they lived This is possible by 

analysing the fom, s k ,  and distribution of houses. in addition to having served as a 

shelter for its occupants, a house caa serve the azrchaeologist as a Mit for anaiysis, it can 

be isolated h m  its sunounding debris and intrusive feahves. The variation between 

houses within a village can be one of our best sources of information about the variation 

between families - variation in subsistence, division of labour, naff activity, and social 

status (Flatltlery 1976: 16). 

It is impossible and inaccurate to study Eady Nedithic wmmunity patterns until 

it is understood what comprises an early Neolithic house. In the past, houses have been 
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difncult to define archaeologically. There is an ongoing controversy in the archaeological 

Literatwe as to what coastinttes an Early Neoiithk house (Ehrich 1977; GataSanin 1983; 

McPhemn and Christopher 1988; Tringham 1971). Are houses surfàce structures made 

of wattle and daubl waiis or semi-subtemean pit dweliings? Are these pits simply refuse 

dumps? This udortunately has not been clearly defined in SE Neolithic archaeology. The 

result of this connision is the inahiIity to state what is an early Neolithic house, its 

associated characteristics and activities. 

The interpretation of Earîy Neoiithk household architecture 

It is not possible to investigate household clusters, activity areas or commmity 

patterns until the essential unit of analysis (the house) is defined. This lack of dennition 

affects the interpretation of the various "features" on sites. For example, pits are often 

labeiled without justification of fbction (Le. pit houses). This is the result of a more 

hdamental problem of not king able to decipher the fiuiction of the various pit features 

on sites. Many archaeologists working in the B a b  simply assume that these pits are 

houses without any systematic analysis of their data to back up their statements. Most of 

the features that have been identified as houses are of a semi-subterranean nature. 

However, most of these pit features do not show the architectmd evidence associated 

with dwellings (e-g. presence and distribution of pst  holes). Unfortunately, many times 

the lack of evidence for such sûuctures is due to poor excavation techniques that were 

used in the h t  haK of the cenhny and that c o h u e  even today. Conversely, other 



archaeologists assume that the presence of pits on sites are simply for the depoait of 

refbse materid (Ehnch 1977). Once egain there has been LiQle systematic evidence 

presented for this the~q. 

StarEwo sites are ciifficuit to excavate. The sites are generally poorly preserved, 

they do not have arcbitecturdly obvïoas houses, and there is very littie vertical 

stratifîcation. Hence, the controversy over what constitutes a house during the Early 

Neolithic. When a feature (pit or surface structure) is defined, there must be a method of 

analysis that wiil d o w  the proper definition of its hction, otheiwise, misconceptions 

and confision occur. 

Site reports from eastern Yugodavia and southem Romania show little evidence 

for preserved remah of surface houses. The major ewidence used for the presence of a 

structure has been the distribution of post holes. However, f w  sites have been excavated 

sufficiently well to determine the presence of pst  holes. There is also diff idty  in 

identïfjring other characteristics associated with houses, such as hearths and floors. This 

presents a major problem when trying to nconstnict not only housa but also spatial 

patterns within a village. 

Until now, these issues have not bem discussed in great detail because of the 

uncertahty of the fiinction of these feahires. As a result, there is Liale literature that 

defines the distinguishing characteristics for refuse pits, pit houses, and surface houses 

for Centrai Balkan Eariy Neolithic sites. 

In the absence of adequate encavation techniques to recover detailed data on 

posthole, hearth, artifact, and other distributions to detennine the function of Early 
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Neolithic pit features? I propose a new, more sysiematic method of d y s i s  for 

deteminhg houses and their locations. This will be done hrigh the examination of the 

nature and distribution of construction daub h m  sites. 

Ptevious attempts to shidy EN c o m m d t y  organization/household clusters in SE 

Empean archaf010gy 

Liale research has focussed upon the intra-settlement community structure of the 

earliest agriculturai commmities within SE Europe. 'Ibis is partly a fiindon of the 

traditional emphasis in this region upon cultumi chronology, and its consequences for the 

nature of the excavation of sites and data recovery systems. It is also a hction of the 

fact that these sites are d B c u i t  to excavate. 

Very few attempts have been made in SE European archaeoiogy to detemine 

Early Neolithic community organbtion. However, even less effort has been expended in 

trying to determine Eady Neolithic household cluters. Quite often only the material 

remains of a structure or feature are explained without any reference to the o r g d t i o n  

or interpretation of the feature itseIf. However, there have bem some Senous attempts to 

correct this. For exampie, Ammennan (1988) was detetmiaed to find the spatial Iayout of 

an Early Neolithic village in Itaiy based on the non-random scatter of mains of &ub 

across the site. While there was no ieal discussion of the social orght ion  of the 

cornmunity, there was the aacmpt to look at the site horhntally and not verticaiiy as is 

the nom. Bankoff and Witet (1979) bumt a house that was structuraiiy sirnilar to those 

fkom the Early Neolithic in order to detcrmiae how daub house remains bum, aud how 

they can be properly interpreted. This was the fkst attempt to look at the insides of a 



house and interpret the remaias. Ttingham aad Stevanovi6 (1990) were the nnt to 

systematicaiiy examine the daub remahs ofNeolithic houses. However, these were nom 

Late Neolithk houses k m  the site of Sel- which were above ground quadrilaterai 

structures. T ~ g h a m  @ers. comm. 1995) is cuuently conducting experiments regatding 

the relationship between âaub type and temperature to detemime the types of daub that 

were w d  in ciifferrat parts or for different fimctions of surface Neolithic houses. 

Other prehistorians have attempted to distinguish between the different types of 

pits on Early NeoIithic sites. BogdanonC (1988), in the analysis of the material nom 

Divostin, was the h t  to systemtidy attempt to decipher between storage, borrow, and 

occupational pits fiom the Early Neolithic. He was able to distinguish four different 

building pattern or phases over the .  Makkay (1992), as well, excavated an Early 

Neolithic site in Huugary and attempted to decipher between pits used for storage and 

refuse as opposed to dwelling pits. 

Few scholars have attempted to look at the spatial organization of Eady Neoiithic 

comrnunities. The most important scholar is Srejovie (1972; and Srejovik and Letica 

1978) who attempted to look at the social o r g h t i o n  of the Medithic-Eatly Neolithic 

of Lepenski Vu and Vlasac. They looked at the Iayout of the houses across the site. 

Unfortunately, the excavation techniques were not systematic enough to yield an accurate 

picture of the site. More recently, Chapman (1989) examineci the spatial arrangement of 

structures in Early B a l h  villages (Serbia, Buigaria, and Romania) to detetmine the 

social organization of sites. 

But by and large, most research on the spatial organi;ration of Early Neolithic 
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communities has been hampered by tbe Iack of systernatic and extensive excavations of 

single sites. Greenfield has attempted to rrctify this problem in the o v d  data base 

h u g h  extensive excavations at two Early Neolithic sites: one in central Serbia 

(BIagotin) and one in the Banat section ofsouthwesteni Romanlia (Foeni-Salag) 

(Greenfield and m v e a n  1994; Greenfield n.d. a Pad b; Greedield and Stankovit 

n.d. ; Stankovib and Greenfield 1992). At both sites the excavations have bem 

systernatic and over a large enough area that it is possible for the first time to determiw 

community organization and howhold clusters. It was fînaily possible to determine 

house location and the sunomding features that can be associated with these Early 

Neolithic houses. 

A mode1 for interpreting the spatial distribution of daub architecturai elements 

The mode1 1 propose is based on the prelimiaary results of the typological analysis 

of the daub assemblage h m  the Early Neolithic site of Foeni-Salq. Wattle and &ub 

wall structures are difncult to identify in sites unless they have been bumt d o m  and the 

clay was fired. Wattle and daub completely disintegrates over tirne if left unniPd and will 

become archaeologically invisible (Mchtosh 1974: 167). 

In a typical wattle and daub consûuction, a fiamework of poles and twigs is 

lashed together ushg twigs, vines or thin pliable bark strips. Wet earth is pounded on one 

or both sides by hand. Any easily available soi1 may be used. An instrument is often nui 

over the d a c e  of the completad but still wet wali to make the srirface smwth. The 

structure is then mfed in thatch. The wattie and daub wall is quite thin and displays a 

noticeable hwatd slant, a tactic possibly employed to comteract horizontal thrust. Wattle 
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and daub is as impervious to min as is terrapiré (ta@, but tends to decay soaner 

(Mchtosh 1974: 162). LWe-spans for wattle and daub Jtnicturrs are estimateci at between 

seven years and nfteen years. Agents of decay may include a number of variables: 

climatic (rain, capillary condensation and translocation, mechanid emsion), structural 

@oriu,ntal and vertical stress), anunal (termite activity, rubbing by animais), and human 

(domestic activities, premature topphg ofwalls) @fcIntosh 1976: 96). Undercuttbg, 

cracking and fiaking take place in wattle and daub, given the same conditions of min 

splash and capiilary moisture movement and condensation. Cracking and the eventual 

loss of matetid occurs first at those points close to the poles. As cohesion is lessened, the 

daub covering the poles readily f d s  away. The poles are very often eaten fiom the 

bottom by tennites. When the wall has eroded enough to be considered unde, the entire 

w d  either f d s  or is pulled down. Ethnographically, the poles are ofken collected for 

reuse or as firewood. The rernaining wall material is left to disintegrate by rain and wind, 

and very quickly becomes a low featureess mound. New homes may be built on top &er 

oniy minor levelling (Mchtosh 1974: 162-1 63). 

Concentrations of daub are assumed to r e p e n t  the coliapsed remah of burnt 

structures. Baked daub remains are c o d y  recoved in Early Neolithic sites implying 

that structures fkquentiy bumt down. They can be useM for daerminiag the location of 

structures. For example, Amrnennan et al. (1988) examined the distribution of daub 

remains across an Early Neolithic site in Italy to demonstrate that the concentrations of 

daub rrmains in the site wexe nonrandorn, and hence represented daub houses. 

Unfortunately, &ub analysis has never been done in a systemaric way in southem 
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R o d a .  This is necessary in order to detennine what constîtutes an Early Neolithic 

house and where it is Iocated on the site in this region. 

Based on the distn'buion of the daub remains across the site it shouid be possible 

to locate the houses. It is necessary to look at several aitriiutes (Le. Ne, qyaiity, and 

amount of daub hgments in one deposit) to determine daub fimction and conte* (i.e. 

was the daub fouad in a prirnary or secondary deposit). For example, the reason we 

wodd nnd burnt daub witbin a pit is because the pit was c o v d  by an overlying 

superstructure, whkh had burnt down. M e r  collapse, it nl ls  in the pit There should be 

high concentrations of daub inside pits that were dwellings, with a rapid decrease in 

density of daub outside of the pit If the structure does not bum down, there wili be little 

evidence of thc superstructure, makkg the interpretation of the pit's fiinction more 

difficult If there is no evidence of c o ~ l ~ t ~ c t i o n  daub in a pit (except for tiny fragments), 

it is possible that the pit was used solely for refuse (or the structure was not burnt, in 

which case there should be no evidence of daub at d). Daub is commonly found in 

refuse pits, but it is ofien composed of srnall d e d  fragments in a sewndary position. 

Theoretically then, there should be a différence in quantity and size of daub remains 

between refw and dwebg pits. By analysing the construction daub, it will be possible 

to determine if floors. W s  and 0 t h  dweliing fatures (e-g., ovens) were fomd in aii  

p h ,  some pits or elsewhere on the site. In contrast, pits that do not have construction 

daub, and w evidence of systematic associations ofartifacts (except for the odd broken 

weight or whorl). may be interpreted as refuse depositories. 

There are many other reasons for which the analysis of daub is important. It can 
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be associateci with other dfkts, such as loom weights and spindle whorls, which can 

indicate specialized activity areas witbin pit houses or household clusters. 

In this thesis, 1 will present the results of my anaiysis of the daub remaias h m  

the Early Neolithic site of Foeni-Salap. This is the £kt extensive and systematic analysis 

of daub h m  an Early Neolithic site h m  the Balkans. The method is based on the 

typological classification of individual pieces of daub h m  Foeni. Each piece was 

analysed and determined to be either construction daub, amfacnial daub (Le. figurines, 

fish weights, etc.), or unidentifiable daub fhgments. Each fragment was d y s e d  for a 

variety of attributes (temper, firing, shape, measurements, etc.). Mer the initial data 

aoalysis and typological classification, a mode1 for spatiai distribution of the daub across 

the site was Unplemented The daub data were analysed using a GIS program called 

SURFER to determine the association between pits and the architecturai daub. The 

proposed daub classification system and spatial mode1 helped to determine not only what 

is a typical Early Neolithic houses but also where the houses had been located on the site. 

latmduction to the data 

The data came fiom the Early Neolithic Starfevo-Crig culture site at Foeni-Salq 

situated in southwestern Romania (fig. 2). The site has been dated to ca. 5500 B.C. 

(calibrated) (Greenfield n.d. b). The Starkvo-Crig culture is one of the earliest food 

producing societies fomd in SE Europe. The signiscance of the site is that it haâ a very 

short occupation history and was a single component Early Neolithic occupation. What 

makes this site appropriate for this study is that the rrmains of houses were not apparent 

at the end of the excavations. The houses must be determinecl through the analysis of the 
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architectural daub- 

Many Centrai Balkan early agricuiturai sites are found at the base of teil sites. 

Tells make it difficult to excavate a site horizontally in order to get a clear pichm of the 

spatial distniution of an entire site, because of the later overbwdee Howeoer, in 

southern Romania, there is an ear1y agriailtural site (Le. Foeni-Salap) that is not burieci 

under a t d .  This site was occupied for a single phase during this period. Later (post- 

Neolithic) occupation at the site has been largely eroded away leaving the Early Neolithic 

remains and deposits relatively close to the surface. The site was systernaticaiiy 

excavated to obtain a spatial perspective. Early Nedithic d a c e  houses are not visible 

on the prehistoric surface, but there are many large Early Neolithic pits. As a r d t ,  

Foeni-Salag can be used as a case study for determining house type and location, 

regardles if the houses are on the d a c e  or seminibterranean. If the nature and 

location of structures can be detemûneci, it may become possible for the f k t  time to 

investigate the community pattern of an Early Neolithic site in the Central Balkaas. As a 

r d t  of this potentiai, a new method for deteminhg house type and location has been 

developed. 

Ail of the wattle and daub fiom this site was systematically excavateci and 

analysed using a polythetic classification system. It took three summers in Romania ta 

complete the daub analysis. It should be possible to reconstnict where the houses are on 

the site on the basis of this classification system. At Foeni-Salag, a large enough sudace 

was excavated ta possibly obtain a picture of the spatial orgauization of the community 

during the Early Neolithic. This type of systematic analysis ha9 never been done on this 
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lewl before in this region. This thesis WU attempt to correct this problem by 

systematically d y s i n g  the architectaral daub fkom Foeni-Salq. 



Chapter 2: THE HOUSEHOLD AS BEHAVIOUR 

iatroduction 

People participate in a vertical (bierarchd) and horizontai (spatial) series of 

integrated behaviod systems, ranging k m  the smallest (the local unit of production, 

usually the f d y )  to the largest (regional d o t  intaregionai polity or economy). The 

intensity of activity and participation of individuais on the local level deciines as the 

spatial scale of the cultural unit inctieases, with respect to the system as a whole (Johnson 

1978). 

There are several hieratchidy nested levels of analysis in non-urban community 

studies. The largest (spatial) unit of anaiysis is the relationship between the local 

community and the larger extemal society. While individuai communities participate in 

regionai and interregiod systems of interaction, the basic "building block" of society is 

the local community (cf. Flannery 1976: 5-6). Anthropologically, commmity studies are 

a method for studying non-urban complex societies (cf. Redneld 1956). Small 

communities withh complex societies are often studied by ethnographers as local 

representations of the larger non-urban regiod culture (Redfield 1956: 6; Kottak 1974: 

58; Blanton 1994: v). 

The next level of analysis is the community, itself, often represented by the 

village setuement also known as the local cornmunity. Most day-to-&y activities of 

people occur within their irnmediate living environs or the community. Interaction also 

occurs more with individuais within a comrnnity than with those outside their 

community (equals society) (Redfied 1956: 4). Community has ban sociologidy 
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defïned as 

"...a social gmup of any size whose members reside in a specinc locaiity, share 

govemment, have a cultural and bistoricai heritagen (Kottak 1974). 

The social group rep-ts the comrnunity üves "..-in somewhat close association, and 

usually under common des". A commun@ can be a M e t ,  village, town, or city, 

depending upon the size of the co-resident population (cf. Amencan Coliege Dictiomry 

1961). Communities of CO-resident individuals are archaeologicaiîy definable units of 

anaiysis which would be represented by individuai settlernents. 

The third level of d y s i s  is the household. Most communities are organized into 

individual households (Bartram et al. 1 99 1 : 98). WiUr and Rathje (1 982: 62 1) isoiate four 

îùnctions of households: production, distribution, transmission, and reproduction. These 

hctions are combined in various ways in diflierent societies. It has generaily been 

ciifTicuit for an:haeologists to define exactly what comprises a household in 

archaeolopical tenns. The reason it is impossible to constnict a natrow definition of the 

household that is valid cross-cuitutauy is the divemity in residentid patterns, kinship 

structure, and domestic fiinctions (Bender 1967; Wilk aud Rathje 1982; Stanish 1989: 8). 

The available ethnographie models are unfommately quite Mequate. Ethnographes 

make normative statements that may be detailed and of value to the archaeologist, but, 

while they may quantify types of household within the settiement they m1y describe the 

expression of this variation in tenns of structures. Societies do not have a n o m  for 

structures, but a graded series appropriate for comsponding social and fimctional 

configurations (David 1971 : 1 11). The hdamental unit of analysis in communîty shidies 
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is the household, 

The fourth level of adysis is the house. Houses, when viewed behaviouraUy, are 

the centre of the household The hous caa be viewed as the physical manifestation of the 

household. It is whem residence and a variety of activities occurs (Blanton 1994)- The 

house as a hdamentai unit of analysis wiU be discussed at length in the next chapter- 

The nfth and d e s t  unit of analysis is the activity area An activity area is "a 

single locus of activity of one or more members of the community" (Flannery 1976: 5). 

Activity areas can be of a spialized or generalized nature- Activities within 

communities may be spatidy segregated and take place over different-sized areas. 

The house and its associated activity areas are the constituent parts of the 

household. Households ami communities cannot be reconstructed archaeologically 

without fkst defining their fiindamental units, the house and its associated activity areas. 

In order to interpret architectural remaios, they must be set in a behavioural context. The 

rest of this chapter will explore the household and its fhctions as incikators of 

behavioural patterns. Increased understanding ofhousehold behaviour is a necessary 

stepphg stone to the interpretation of archaeo1ogical remains. 

The housebold as behaviour 

Until recently, scientists have tended to ignore the household as a sociai unit In 

recent years, however, this universai social phenomamn has become a vital focus of 

interest- Social scientists now view the household as the basic unit of human social 

organization. It is considemi a complex and flexible aspect of human interaction tbat 

must be undezstood before cntain other aspects of sociai organizatioa cm be approached 
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(Blanton 1994)- 

Wilk and Rathje (1982: 618) argue, "Households are the level at which social 

groups articulate directiy with econornic and eco10gicai processes. Therefore, households 

are a level at which adaptation caa be dirrctly studied. In f a  we define the household as 

the moa comrnon social component of subsistence, the smallest and most abundant 

activity gn,upl'. Households are basic social uits b u s e  so much happens within this 

srnailest of social units. They are a "primary arena for the expression of age and sex roles, 

kinship, sociaiization, and economïc cooperation where the very stuff of culture is 

mediated and transformecl into action" (Nettir~g et al. 1984: rosi). 

In addition to being primary and adaptive, households are ubiquitous (Netting et 

al. 1984: xxi). This is not to say that households are easy to identify, define, or class*. 

On the contrary, the more one looks at households, the more complicated are the 

defbitions and classincations. Nevertheless, because household uni6 are found in every 

society, they are reasonable uni& of analysis to use in cross-cultural cornparisons of 

human social organization (Blanton 1994). 

Bender (1967) isolates thtee components essentiai to the concept of household 

function: CO-residence, domestic fiuictions, and familial reiationships - each of which 

does not necessariiy CO-occur and may Vary crosmilturauy. Family members may or 

may not live together, and may or rnay not share resources. Two of these components 

(domestic hctions and co-residence) can be mvered  archaeologidy. FamiIial or 

sociologicai relatiomhips, on the other band, are very rG'fncult to define. Each of these 

issues are discussed below. 
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Fimi0.l dationships 

Issues of familial (kiaship and residence) relationships are extremely difEcult to 

investigate archaeologidy- Thete have been many attempts to reconstnict residence and 

kinship patterns h m  archaeolopical data (e.g. HiIl 1968; Wballon 1968; Longacre 1966). 

However, Men and Richardson (1 971) has made a very strong case that archaeologists 

trying to reconstruct residence and kinship h m  material remaiDs have by and large 

misinterpreted kinship and niles ofresidence. They maintain that "the d y s i s  of kinship 

is best left to the ethuographer" and that, even for ethnographers, this task is clficuit. 

They f ider  state that it is important to rememk that residence d e s  are not rigid, and 

adapt to d i n i n t  conditions. They recognize that prehistonc descent and residence d e s  

are hard to discover, given the nature of archaeological &ta. It is static in the short nui 

and not sensitive to the type of short t em changes chatacteristic of residence and kinship 

d e  changes can deal with long term. However, archaeologists have not totally given up 

on the subject. However, before such interpretations can be made with any confidence, 

we need far more cross-cultural ethnographie data on the architectural dections of these 

various types of households than bas presently been gathered (cf. Blauton 1994: 6,24; 

Cribb 1991: 374-377; 1991b). 

Co-residence and popdation sas 

The second major issue is coresidence. Coresident family members g e n d y  pool 

resources and coresident f d e s  generally form households (Bender 1967). Recognizing 

the Iùnitation of denning CO-residence both ethnographicaiiy and archaeologically, 

Stanish (1989: 8-1 1) argued for a definition of households based on the minimal 
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coresident domestic groq. The nuclear fdy-based household is ody one of many 

types of domestic social organizatio~~ More than one nuclear family may be integrated 

into complex households (Stankh 1989: 11)- Each of these f d y  types has ciiffint 

implications for population size within households. The key to king able to distinguish 

between nuclear, extended, and more complex types of household socid organhtion is 

by examinhg of the similarities and differences between households in tenns of 

architecture (iicluding size and nature) and associated material culture. 

In order to determine family type one must first determine the population size of 

households. Community size is n o d y  established through the cumulative population 

size estimates for individual households. But, beginning in the 1950ts, several attempts 

were made to systernatically reconstruct the populations of sites (e.g. Cook and Treganza 

1950; Adams 1966; Adams and Nissen 1972; NaroU and B e r t a l m  1956) nom the size 

of sites. In the Near East, archaeologists have oîten w d  the magic number of 200 

peopleh in order to reconstnict community populations. However, many suchaeologists 

have objected to this gross measme. 

However, Naroil(1962) demonstrated a much more sensitive indicator - that 

population size was better predicted tbrough an examination of the relationship baween 

total under-roof dwelling fïoor ana and the number of occupants. He estimated the ratio 

of floor area to population at approximately 10 sq dpmon of floor area for sedentary 

agricultural peasant societies (one-tenth of the floor area in square metres). 

Many studies have cntically investigated Nanoil's results and demonstrated that 

the situation is much more complex. For example, Wiessner (1974) demomtrated that 
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there is a more wmplicated relationship among hunter-gatherrs. In camps with a 

population of 10 people, th- is a ratio of 5-9 sq dperson This incrrases to 10.2 sq 

m&mon in camps of25 individuais. Anticipated mobility aiso affects population size 

within sites. Kent (1991) foimd that anticipated mobiity was a much stmnger predictor of 

site size than number of occupants, but also that anticipated mobiiity acwunted for more 

variance than àid site population. A c t d  mobility, ethnic aff?liation, subsisteme 

strategies and season of occupation were not significantly associated with site size (Kent 

1991: 39). 

Among sedentary village agricdturalists, LeBlanc (1971) suggests caution be 

used when applying NaroUs' ratio because of the large standard deviations in the floor 

area among family units. Any given household is udikely to be a good indicator of the 

viliage average. It is necessary to collect data not only on total floor area, but on the 

amount of roofed area andor walled space put to various uses. Any part of a dwelling 

used for other functions could cause an apparent increase in the amount of floor space 

available pet person and deviations above ten square metres may be cornmon. Deviations 

below 10 sq m are uniikely in sedentary villages. b e r  (1979) emphasizes that the 

roofed-over and not the total compound qace must be rneasured- She suggests that if one 

is interesteci in detemiining the numba of coresiding d e d  couples, the number of 

dwelling rooms is a usefbl ifnot flawless source of information. If, on the other hanci, one 

wishes to estimate the number of people, the metric m a  of dwelling space (i-e., living 

rooms and kitchens) proves a more diable indicator. The average dwelling space 

ailotment is approximately 9.75 sqyare metres per person (Kramer 1979: 158). The 
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presence or absence of second-story areas bears no clear relationship to the number of 

resident nuclear fdies, or to numbers of people ber (1979: 159). Sumner (1979: 

172-3) proposed aiat the combination of household size, fioor ouea, and density, will 

provide a more usefpl meaSuce of population. In contrast, David (1971 : 120) argues that 

household size cannot be estimated witûout painstakingiy identifying the presence of 

individual men and women. This requires deduction of the fùnction of huts and quarters. 

However, he does not pmvide a meam of doing this type of aaalysis. 

Domestic hinction - production, coasamption, and storage activities and activity 

areas 

The thkd essentiai role of the household is its domestic fimctiou, This is reflected 

by the range of domestic activities carried out within and around the household. The 

scheduling of activities is typically in the han& of individuai households in hunter- 

gatherer and fiirming communities. This role lends households theù dominant position in 

the mode of production (Kaiser and Voytek 1983: 329; Stanish 1989: 1 1; Bender 1967; 

Blanton 1994: 6-8). 

The identification of activity areas and their associateci activities can be a key 

source of information conceming aspects of economic variation. The more specialised 

nature of production, collsumption, and disposal behaviour in sedenm societies dows 

for easier identification of specialised activity areas ('ramer 1979: 159). However, in 

hunter-gathering societies (Le. base camps), household, communal and special activity 

areas are often present and overlapping. Household areas witness a wide range of 

domestic activities and are the most common activity areas in the camp. Communal areas 
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are sethgs fot essentiaiiy the same range of activities. Special activity areas se a much 

nanower range of activities, d y  ody one per area They are generally perïpheral to 

household areas and ofken periphd to the site as a whole (OCorlnelI et al. 1991: 

72).The fimction of an ana (whether an enclosed room or open-air) can be recoastructed 

and its place within the household mderstmd, ifthe activities perfomed within it leave 

behind evidence. 

An activity wea is the location where @cular human events occur (Kent 1984). 

Activity areas are spatially restricted areas where a specific task or set of related tasks are 

camied out within the household's physical area. These include cooking anas (heacths, 

ovens), food processing and storage areas (open-air spaces for threshing, butche~g, and 

other initial processing; mms for cooking; and pits for storage), generalized living and 

sleeping (house floors), burial (cemeteries, individual graves), refiise disposal bits, 

middens), material culture production (weaving, ceramic, lithic and bow tools, etc.), and 

other loci of individual or group activities. 

Recent ethnoarchaeological research suggest that the greater the numbet of 

activities conducted within a given am, the greater the need to schedule those activities 

and thek associated maintenance regimes. For example, where the area is relatively large 

in comparison to the intensity of the activity, activities and object placements should be 

relatively randomly located and fm to change location or vary over the. Tn contrast, 

where area is very limited in comparison to activity intensity, activities should repeatedly 

take place in specific locations, and objects (including r e f k  dumps) should have specinc 

locations where they are consistently found, o k n  resulting in the construction of tasks- 
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specinc faciiities or workshops. ïhese iked locations, in tirm, might encourage more 

centraüzed disposal and presumably an intensifled use of specifk dumps would produce 

comparatvely larger deposits than one would expect specific refuse locations within 

d e r  compounds. (Arnold 1990: 9 16). 

Domestic activity areas have also been diMded into four main types of activities - 
production, consumption, storage, and disposal. The nason these four activities have 

been chosen is because they leave behhd archaeological remains (as opposed to the 

overail fbnctions of households (cf. Wilk and Rathje 1982; Bender 1967). Each is 

discussed below, in detail. 

Production 

Production =fers to any activities that iesult in the creation of sornething - e.g. 

food; ceramics; bune, Stone, metal tools; ritual objects and ceremonies; cloth and basketry 

weaving; etc. Each of these activities leaves a distinct archaeologicai record, which when 

identified dows the type of production to be determined. 

Production generaily takes place in more specialized activity areas. For example, 

a signincant proportion of f d  production takes place in speciaiïzed activity arcas, such 

as butchering sites, smoke houses, b s h i n g  floors, kitchens, ovens, heactbs. AU produce 

some sort of food within a specinc and defined area (Kramer 1979; Flannery 1976; 

nierkorn 1987; Bartram et. al 1991; Binford 1978). Craft production also generally takes 

place in specialized areas. For example, Arnold noticed that the choice of firing 

techniques appears to be significantly associated with the availability of space within the 

domestic compoimd among T d a s  pottas. Ceramic producers in Los Tuxtias fire their 
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wares either in k h  or in the opm. NO producet, however, employs both strategies. This 

variability cannot be attributed to differences in energy investment in production, market 

orientation or howledge of production techniques. Lristead, spatially restrictive activities 

(such as lcün firing) are pedormed at designatexi locations, o h  because of a reliance on 

some facilty or procedute. Spatially restrictive tasks di ofken produce a large amount of 

primary r e h  (because ofthe repetitive nature oflocaüpd activity). Furthemore, the 

fixed location of these activities may necessitate increased task scheduling. Spatidy 

restrictive activities need not be exclusive since other tasks may also be conducted at the 

same location at other times but require an increased investment in temporal and spatial 

planning (Arnold 1990: 927). 

There are a variety of activities related to production that take place within one 

comrnunity (cf'. Fla~ery's 1976). There are the more general household activities in 

which each household participates in, as weU as the specialiPd activities of production 

where ody one or two households within a community participate in. In every case 

however, there are ceriain areas of the household in which these activities take place. It is 

possible to understand the behaviod aspects of different types of production better 

when these areas are cafefidly studieâ and interpreted. Below is a brief outline of four 

different types of production that are fomd within a community. 

. .. 
1. J W v M .  Every reasonably complete house, carries out 

ce& general household activities. Examples of some general activities carried 

out an, food procurement, food preparation and storage of food During these 

activities materiais such as grindiiig stunes, storege jars, and utensils would be 
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u s d  Th- would dso be remains found in and amund the household as a tesult 

of these activities ( i r ,  bones of animais consumed, carbonised seeâ remains, 

storage ph). 

. 2. e. Specialized activities take place generally in 

only a few householâs w i t h  a community. For example, activity areas where 

tools are rnanufactltred an usually found at oniy one or two houses in a 

commmity. Not ai i  ofthe househotds would mandbcture their own toois. It can 

be assumed that these as activities are d e d  out at every village, but patiaps by 

only one or two households in each village. An example of this category is tool 

manufacture (e.g. flint or bone). 

. .  3. -. Some activities are represented at only a few 

villages witiiin a region; however, in the few villages they are represented at 

vuhially every house. In these cases each household wouid participate in the 

activity. Such activities may be regional specialties which were d e d  out by 

certain viliages. Examples for this category would be, certain kinds of sheli 

ornament production, feather working, or sait making. 

. 4. euniaue Certain activities are undertaken sometimes by 

only one village and are unique to that area. In this case the specialized activity 

would Eake place at many of the houses in the village. This activity wouid be 

highly specializad and remeins of the activity couid be found in many households. 

An example for this category could be rnagnetite mirror production. 



C011st(ntption 

Consumption can be defineci as an actiMty where goods are use& expended andlor 

consumed. Activity areas associated with consurnption tend to be ofa relatively 

generalized natuce* There are many types ofcoasumption activities (ie food, craft, tool 

manufacnire, etc.) each of which may spatïally overlap with one another. For example, 

Blanton (1994: 7-8) views houses as a consumer good It is in the entire! household area 

that objects are king consumeci by its inhabitants and neighbom. According to Orlove 

and Rutz (1989: 17), "Co~isumption is o h  public in aahirr...goods can be used not only 

to reflect but also inauence social relations ... and a system of categories of goods c m  be 

linked to a system of social classincation". As a remit, consumption areas as a whole are 

ofien quite distinct fiom specialized acfivity areas, such as production and storage. 

Storage 

Storage is when goods are set aside for furure use. F o d  faciIities or areas are 

often set apart for storage. In hmting-gatherinflorticultural communities, formal storage 

areas and storage huts were located oniy at sites with an dcipated medium or long 

occupation. Formai storage areas do not occur at sites with anticipated short occupations, 

regardless of the a d  length of occupation. This is truc even in facmjng sccieties, such 

as in a camp that was specifically inhabited for farming endeavours. This is in 

contradiction to the ikquentiy assumed association between horticuitural activities and 

storage facilities. Neither economic orientation nor season of occupation were 

significantly comlated 6 t h  the p-ce of storage area, whereas anticipated mobility 

was (Kent 199 1 : 39). 
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Storage areas are more comrnonly associated with fUy sedentary agricultud 

societies. Common types of storage f.acilities inchde pits, platfom, smail structures, and 

large ceramic vessels. 

Disposal 

Disposai takes place when goods are discarded or lost. It can sometimes take 

place where they were used, or in specialized disposal areas (i.e middais). "Some [waste] 

material moves rapidly into a disposal contact, while other items foilow slower, more 

circuitous routes'' (Arnold 1990: 9 15-916). This has important implications for the 

r e c o ~ c t i o n  of economic, social and behaviourai changes at the household level. As 

our knowledge of site formation processes increases, it becornes more apparent that the 

distribution of cultural material within cornmunihies is not random. It is more often the 

resuit of pattemed refûse disposai behaviour (Kuijt 1989). 

In hunter-gatherer societies, the Efe (NJ3 Zaire) practice various techniques of 

refuse disposal. The Efe sometimes toss lightweight refiise directly onto a nearby trash 

heap without allowing it to fd to the ground at the work ana Occasionaliy, however, a 

person places a broad leaf or banana leafon the pund to catch debris, (such as vegetable 

peels), and subsequently disposes of both leafand the accumuiated debris directiy onto a 

trash heap. Efe routinely clean up debris at a later time and discard it onto a nearby trash 

heap, although they sometimes overlook the d e s t  items (Fisher and Stnckland 199 1 : 

222). The ashes of cold fires inside and outside of huts are swept onto a broad leaf or a 

bark tray by the Efe and discarded onto a nearby trash heap before iighting a new fire. 

The trash heaps in a camp are not différentiateci h m  each other in content - tiiere are no 
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specializcd trash heaps that reccive only a piuiidar Lind of refuse (Fisher and Strickland 

199 1 : 23).  Trash heaps occrn at ail Efe campsÏtes. They accumulate at the perimeter of 

the camp, usuaüy adjacent to the back and sides of the huts. In addition, people 

sometimes create a trash heap within the central open area - u s d y  aroimd the base of a 

tree. Trash heaps start as piles of vegetation cut when clearing the camp area, and 

continue to grow during the He of the camp as the msidents discard food r e h ,  cold 

ashes from fkplaces, broken implements, and other debris. The quaatity of discarded 

materials and the size of trash heaps are directiy related to the length of camp occupation 

(Fisher 1987: Fisher and Strickland 1989). Ali of these actious can be seen as part of a 

pattemed behaviour that appears to be unique to each Society andior community. It is 

important to understand and recognize these patterns in order to accurately reconstruct 

behaviour within a household and commuaity as a whole. 

EthnoarchaeoIogid research has indicated that several factors condition refuse 

accumulation in a sedentary, residential setting. One factor is the poteatial reus= of a 

given item although it no longer serves its original fiinction. A consequence of such 

curation behaviow is the placement of used items dong house lot faces, wails or in other 

outsf-the-way places (Amold 1990: 9 15-9 16). Refuse is differentirtlly treated within 

domestic compounds in agricuihiral societies. Another fiactor affecthg r e f k  

accumulation is the amount of area avaiiable for household activities (Arnold 1990). For 

example, the d e r  the s k  of the household a m ,  the larger the refbse accumulation 

wiil be. One example of such refuse buiid up is middens or refûse pits found near or 

around activity areas (areas for food procinement and tool manufacturing). if the site is 
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large, thae is a tendency to keep refuse away fiom the living area and dong the outsicirts 

of the area R e h  size also aff'écts maintenance activities. The smaller the item, the 

grrater the chance of its deposition in a primary-use context (Arnold 1990: 9 16). For 

example, small amounts of rrfus h m  a meai will be thmm into the fire to bum or 

place on a garbage pile that is close in pmlrimity to the house. However, sïgaincant 

amounts of culîurai material (such as broken pots, pieces oftools, or parts of the house) 

are nom secondary contexts. Secondary refuse disposai is refiise that has been transported 

away fkom activity area (Kuijt 1989: 209,215-216). G e n d y  the largn the size of the 

refuse the mon chance there is that it will be not found in a prirnary deposit and it will be 

m e r  away h m  the house than non-culturai materiai. 

Social and Economic Dmerentiation between Households 

There &y is social and economic Merentiation between households, the 

recognition of which is crucial to the understanding of social and economic patterns 

within a community. There are various ways to detemine the social status of a 

community, village or individuai household. One method is to distinguish ciifferences 

between economic and social status. Economic differences are based on one's position 

within a community in relation to their job, housing situation and persoaal status. Social 

status is derived h m  the accumulation of matexid wealth. Social Merentiation may be 

demonstrable thugh spatial separation, the differential accumulation of exotic "prestige" 

and "rinial" items, and the diffizentiai coconsumption of faod and non-subsistence materials 

(Kent 1984). Below is a discussion of how to investigate social status fkom 

archaeological evidence. 
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Architecture can be useâ to bide as weil as meai Merences between households. 

Home argues that there is not aiways a direct relatioaship between architecture and social 

or economic sta tu .  Weaithier households tend to have more house space, However, this 

appears to have litile to do with display ofmaterial w e a k  In many cases extra rooms are 

not Iwinies but places to store the toois of production for over which the weaithier have 

greater control and need to house animals, shelter food processiog tasks, and store 

equipment, agricultural produce, fodder, and firewood The rich tend to tend to have more 

of these (Home 199 1 : 49). 

The number of rooms codd serve to signal economic differences to others in the 

village. But the room would need to be clearly identifiable with their owner - for 

example, by being placed directly within the owner's compound This in turn can make 

economic determination difficult on an individual b i s .  For example, in the village of 

Taunis (Northeastem Iran) two "eras" of He with very différent economic and social 

organhtions are, apparent: 

1. large fortified dwellings elaborately decorated, housing multiple households 

with hi&-wded courtyard enclosures and, 

2. smaller village dwellings with undecorated living mm housing single nuclear 

households with low walls amund the compound (Home 1991 : 49). 

Householàs can be economically differentiated on the b i s  of the distnbution of 

materials (such as grain storage bins, pottey, bone tools and ornamental items) found in 

discrete rooms. 

"By looking at the diffetences in artifact distributions between households it is 
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possible to buiid up an accuCate pictue of the economic situation of the individual 

households as weii as the community as a whole " @ii 1968: 1 12,128). 

The home 

The topic of this thesis is the definition and location of early NeoIithic houses in 

the Central Ballrails. In order to do this it is necessary to define the type of house that was 

utilized. As stated above, the house is a physical representation of a pattemed set of 

behaviour. The house is an institution, not just a structure, created for complex purposes. 

Because building a house is a cultural phenornenon, its fonn and organization are greatly 

influenced by the cultural and fhctionai milieu to *ch it belongs. Therefore, there are a 

variety of house f o m  that can be found amund the globe (Rapport 1969: 46). The 

challenge is to look at the many different variables that a&nt the nature of the built 

environment. For example, ifthe house is seen as a work-qmce, then changes in the kinds 

of work done in the household should be reflected in house form (Braudel 1973: 20 1). Or 

if the house is a reflection of how ali household activities are organized and divided, then 

the shape of the house should change as the activities are modified or recombined (Kent 

1 98 3,1984). A more environmentaliy deterministic peqxctive is that the form of the 

house is affécted by human psychology, cclimate, technology and the kinds of building 

materials available (Canter et al. 1975; Duiy 1979). 

There is a basic division in h o w  type - ali otha divisions derive h m  these 

categories: pit, surfàce and above sutface (tree). The latter is not a factor in ou .  study and 

is ignored. It wouid not be found archaeologically and is largely limited to the tropics and 

sub-tropics defernive positions (Le. ülundi, South Afiica). Pit hows  can be defined as 
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below ground structures that usually have an overlying above ground superstructure made 

of otganic material such as mech, wood, and thatch. The walls are sometimes c o v d  in 

clay or daub. Surface houses are above gnnmd structures usually made of e i t k  Stone, 

masonry, or wattle and daub waiis. Both can be aggregated into a community or isolated 

(Gilman 1987: 548). The change h m  one house type to another correlates with changes 

in 0 t h  factors such as population size, subsisteme strategies, setîlement systems and 

mobility, and food storage (Oüman 1987538). 

These two house fonns were built for very specific reasons and have very distinct 

characteristics that define not only the structure but also the types of societies that choose 

to live in them. The use of cross cultural ethnographie examples shows the variation in 

social and enviro~lmental conditions associated with the use of each house type. The 

purpose of the foliowing section is to încrease our understanding and ability to predict the 

circumstances under which pit dweliings and d a c e  houses will be used (Gilman 1987: 

544). If it is possible to define a certain set of behaviourai patterns that are predictive of 

pit houes or d a c e  houses, it d e s  the task of locating and defining these structures on 

archaeological site easier. 

CIirnate 

Based on Giiman's research it is argued that climate and location are major factors 

in the decision to build pit dwellings. The vast majonty of pit structures are used as 

winter-only habitation dweIlings in non-tropical areas (i.e. Focni-Salag, Centrai Baikans). 

The rrasoning behind this is to p v e n t  the fîooding ofthe pit and veanin infestation 

(characteristics of warm, wet climates). As weii pit houses hold in the warmth for a 
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longer period of time than a s u r f i  house, because the wii is not hzen the ground tends 

to hold in warmth thau wodd stme or daub walis. 

Surface houses are not as thetmaUy eficient as pit dweiiings and are often used 

under a différent, less wld set of enviromenta1 conditions. Usually SUTface houses are 

used year round with less seasonai movements than pit houses. ûne reason for this could 

be the clifTbence in subsistence strategies (discussed below). It appears that surface 

houes are found in a variety of climates and geographic regions of the world. For 

example, houses such as pueblos are confbed to arid regions with hot, dry summers and 

cool winters. Houses made of wattle and àaub cm be found in environments with warm 

wet summers and moist cold winters Le., Eastern Europe- The type of raw materid 

available in the region is just as an important factor than the lack of rain that can be found 

in most regions. It is necessary to understand what type of behaviour causes what types of 

houses to be buiit. Climate also affects the above growid building shape that is most 

thermally efficient. The optimum shape is defined as the one with minimum heat gain in 

the sumrner and minimum heat loss in the winter. In order to have the minimum d a c e  

exposed to radiation, massed building shapes are advantageous in hot, arïd climate; 

adjoining houses or contiguous mms can -te this volume effect (Gilman 1987: 550). 

Population 

Pit st~ctures ate present only within a specific range of population densities. 

Although, population per pit structure appears to vary in the ethnogtaphic record- The 

average size of a settlement that uses pit dwellings is 100 people. Genetdy, pit dwelling 

settlements have lower population numbers than do 0 t h  Settlements with other types of 
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houses. Pit house communities with the densest popuiations baw access to large, rich, 

and fairly @cable food T ~ S O U ~ C ~ S  (Oilman 1987: 544). 

Giiman suggests that absolute population numbers do not themselves detrrmine 

the use of d a c e  houses based on the large range of variation in population numbers 

nom ethnographic examples. Howevei, biae is a range of population n u m b  that 

corresponds to Surface house use as compared to pit houses. The population densities for 

d a c e  houses is higher than the lowest popdation density per pit structure. The 

consensus appears to be that there is no d a c e  house settlement with less dian 100 

people (Gilman 1987: 55 1). 

Food co l l~~~pt ion~~~bs is tence  

Although pit dwellings are w d  when a group is dependent on stored food, the 

actuai subsistence patterns can vary in the same way that population densities vary. 

Subsistence systems of pit dweUers Vary within a certain range, and they cm help us 

predict what subsistence strategies might have been appropriate to prehistoric pit 

dwelling adaptations. 

Murdock (1967) argueci that a soleiy hunting and gathering economy accompanies 

the majority of pit dwelling use. Howewr, there is evidence that agriculture was practiced 

on a casual lm1 at many settlements with pit dwellings (Le. A&can southwest, Central 

BaUums, North American Great Plains, Hungarian Basin, Southeni Afnca. etc). These 

settlements appear to cluster in these piiris of the world where tbis type of subsistence is 

successful. In fhct, Gilman argues that the presence or absence of agriculture is not 

directly related to the use of pit dweUings. The ethnographic record alsa suggests that 

34 



people living in pit dweUings are tied to thW food stores and are sedentary during the 

period of pit use. However, hem bas also been evidence in the Central Baikans for pit 

dwellings with iittie or no evidence for f d  storage facilities (Le. sites such as Foeni- 

S d q ,  Blagotin). 

O i  contends that pit dweilings will be used, regardles of the presence or 

absence of agriculture, i f  et least the three critical conditions of cold season use, a 

biseasonal settiement pattem, and stored food reliance d&g season of use are met The 

presence of agriculture in a community using pit dwelhgs is not an exception to the d e  

that these houses are associateci with hunting and gathering but rather shows that under 

certain circum~tatlces thqr can be associatecl with other types of subsistence activities. 

The presence of pit structures, then, cannot be used to différentiate hunter-gatherer and 

agricultural economies (Gilman 1987: 546). This is an important issue when deaüng with 

pit houses fiom the Central Balkans. While there is evidence of hunter-gatherer practices 

taking place, there is the presence of agriculture as weii. When tqhg to locate and define 

pit houses on the basis of architecture and behaviourai patterns it is necessary to 

understand that behaviody, pit houses can occur on either type of site (Gilman 1987: 

546). 

As with settiement population densities, subsistence strategies for surface houses 

vary and are more intensive than pit house subsistence strategies. It is possible to see two 

very difEerent behaviod patterns emerge in this situation. As stated above treating the 

built environment as a product of consumption decisions means that the focus of research 

must be on the pattem of behaviour they p-t It is necessary to understaud the 
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processes by whicb people balance vanous options. So, H e  pit houses are designed for 

seasonal movement based on a hunting and gathering or casual agricuîaual event, sutface 

houses are buiIt for permanence in order to maximue th& subsistence strategies 

(agriculture requires a the investment). The many forces acting on the buüt enviromnent 

do not necessariiy affect the structure itseK Culture does not shape houses in some 

abstract or direct fashion; people shape houses. They are infomed by cuihual lmowledge 

and they act within culturai constrajnts, but there is always a vital dialectic between 

culturai d e s  and actual behaviour that d o w s  both to change (Wük 1990: 35). 

Surface h o w s  are usually accompanied by dependence on agriculture and in the 

Old World ou domestic animals. Both of these food sources can produce relatively large 

and predictable amouDts of food, probably correspondhg with the needs of the larger 

populations that are indicative of d a c e  house use. Veq Little hunting or gathering is 

undertaken by d a c e  house settiements except for settlement without the reliance of 

domestic nnimals (Le. New World groups) (Gilman 1987: 551). 

Aithough information for a l i  d a c e  house groups is not available, the pattem 

appears to be a demonstratecl less seasonal mobility strategy than groups using pit 

dwellings. It appears that d a c e  houses have a more intensified and consistent use of 

agriculture and domestic aaimals. Groups using d a c e  houses generaUy move less often 

each year (Oiùnan 1987: 550). Less mobility means that resources must be bmught to the 

habitation site when they are available. Surface house storage also probably occurs for a 

longer duration than it does at pit dwekg Settlements. This increasing sedentism 

comsponds with their adaptability for house use in more thaa one season or ciimatic 
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region. Deaeasing seasonai mobïiity is dateci to the kind of stmctrire built. Wilk argues, 

by focussing on how household members themselves make decitions about their 

domestic architecture we can build up a body of empuical data on the cultural, economic, 

environtnentd, and psychologkai htors that a&a that decision-making in d i n i n t  

contexts (Wilk 1990 : 42). 

What, then, are the arr:beological implications for the use of pit dwellings? Pit 

dwellings have defining charactristics. If they are fomd on a site they can indicate the 

site is only used seasonaüy, (usually in the winter months); there should be some 

evidence of storecl food (either in storage pits, ceramic pots or granaries); that the size of 

the settlement wiU be relatively small (usuaIly mder 100 people), and that the occupants 

probably used subsistence strate- such as hunting and gathcring with the possibility of 

agriculture (Gilman 1987: 547). 

The archaeological implications for the use of d a c e  houses are just as important 

when trying to define house type as those for pit houses. Usually d a c e  houses will 

indicate some sort of permanence or long term occupation of a site. While these types of 

houses are genedy fomd in arid climates there are cases where they are found in semi- 

tropical regions as weIi (Le. southern Afiica); however, this is not the nom. The surface 

house settlement should show evidence of larger storage facilities in order to 

accommodate the needs of feeding a large population (usuaily more than 100 people per 

settlement). The economy appears to be orienteci towards an agriculture and the keeping 

of domestic animah, 

Very early in m d e d  t h e  the house became more than shelter for primitive 
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man, and aimost h m  the beginning "fiuiction* was much more than a physical or 

utilitarian concept. Ifpmvision ofshelter is the passive fiuiction of the house, then its 

positive pmpose is the creation of an environment best suited to the way of Me of a 

people - in other words, a social unit of space (Rapoport 1969: 46). Kent (1984, 1987) 

States that architecture is a teflection of behaviour or the use of space which, in tum, is a 

reflection of culture. Factors other than relative construction and maintenance costs are 

important to the change in architectural fomis. These can include changes in the 

population size, subsistence activities, social integration, household mobility, settlement 

Iongevity, and social inequality (Gilman 1987: 540). The way activities are perfomed, 

the houe is built and materials are displayed are ail indicators of domestic fiinction. In 

order to understand why a house was built in a certain area it is necessary to look at the 

behaviour behuid the houe fom and the building of the structure. 

Conclusions 

During the last 30 years, archaeologists have recognized that a behavioural 

perspective is the key to understanding the material remaias recovered diiring excavation 

and nuvey. Suweys of settiements systems and excavations of individuai sites are 

presently interpreted with reference to the larger culturai (social, economic, political, and 

religious) system of the inhabitants. 

It is possible to rrconsûuct sucid organi7sltion of a eommunity based on the 

similarities and difEerences between households, whether they be economic, social, or 

material incikators. Whiie it is important to note that the household can be seen as a unit 

to understanding behaviour, it is the concept of the household cluster in archaeology that 
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aiiows for the discovery of the house in the nrSt place- As stated above, it is not possible 

to study a cornmunity or household mtil the house (or household cluster) has be 

identifid. Thtough adysis of the archaeologicai data, it is possible to reconstruct the 

composition of prehistoric households, compare the activities d e d  out by household 

members, and study the relations between different households @lamery 1976: 25). 

The house is representative by the physical area or space (including the 

ninoundings and associated features and occupants). It c m  be conceptualized as a 

specidized activity a r a  (e.g. for sleeping, eatiag, storage, etc.). 



CHAPTER 3: THE HOUSEHOLD CLUSTER CONCEPT IN ARCHAEOLOGY 

Iatrodiction - household vs. household duster concepts 

It has genetally been difncult for archaeologists to define exactiy what comprises 

a household in atchaeological ternis. The reason it is impossible to construct a narrow 

definition of the household that is valid aoss-cUlturaUy is the diversity in residential 

patterns, kinship st~cture, and domestic fiinctions (Bender 1967; Wi and Rathje 1982; 

Stanhh 1989: 8). The available ethnographie models are dortunately quite inadequate. 

Ethnographers make normative staîements that may be detailed and of value to the 

archaeologist, but, whiie they may quant@ types of household withùi the settlement they 

rare1y describe the expression of this variation in temu of structures. Societies do not 

have a nom for structures, but a graded series appropriate for comsponding social and 

functional configurations (David 197 1 : 1 1 1). 

The distinction between howehold and howehold cluster should be stressed at the 

outset. While a household consists of a group of people who hteract and perfork certain 

activities within a residence, a household cluster consists of its archaeological remains. 

The household concept discussed in the previous chapter permit5 a definition of the 

household as those people who live together and who share in basic domestic economic 

behaviour. The household rnay be archaeologically visible (Deetz 1982: 724). The most 

obvious material indicator of the m h h d  domestic unit is the spatiai segregation of 

individual structures that house each CO-residentiai group. The individual CO-residentiai 

units are by definition architecturaUy separatecl. Households also have a physical 

component Each household should be composeci of one to several physicai structures 
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with identifiable kitchen a m ,  storage and food preparation and so on These segregated 

architectural groups should have the material cornlates of  all recoverable domestic 

activities, such as hearths, storage, sleeping arras, food pRparation, and so on. The 

pattern should repeat itselfin each of these architechnally defined groupings (Stanish 

1989: 1 1). 

The key procedure in deîïning the minimal CO-residential unit in any 

archaeological context is to isolate repetitive architectural and artifachral patterns a m g  

a structure or groups of structures. What we seek to define is the srnaIlest architecturai 

and artifachial assemblage repeated over a settlement that represents the minund 

cooperative and CO-residentid economic unit. In the case of d, autonomous household 

units, a M t e d  number of structures with similar domestic patterns is expected to be 

repeated numerous times throughout a settlement (Staaish 1989: 11). The presence of a 

general consistency in the organkation and contents of individual architectural uni& in a 

community, irrespective of location and apparent class difEerences, denotes the presence 

of strict residential pattern (Stanish 1989: 1 1). 

The household cluster concept 

The basic unit of production and rrpduction within early farming c o ~ u n i t i e s  

is the household The archaeological representation of the household is is the howehold 

cluster. A household clusta is an archaeological unit of d y s i s  that is represented by al1 

the features associated with the domestic activities of the occupants. It wili generally 

"...conskt of the house and ali the surrounding storage pits, burials, middens, and features 

than can be reliable associateci with that same household" (Flanneq 1976: 5; Kent 1984). 
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These featrrtes am units of a household cluster because they are found diredy adjacent to 

houses and refiect the nature of activities perfomed by its occupants. Each feature can be 

associated with a particrilm how,  and its occupants. Each of these faiturrs WU be 

discussed separatdy below. 

The individuai household cluster conforms closely to the mclem uctivity mea of 

hunter-gatherer communities (Yellen 1977; Bartram 1991: 95). It is most fresuently 

occupied by a nuclear family unit, although other household configurations have been 

obsemed to be present (e.g., unmam'ed adolescents of the same sex, widowed adults, 

etc.). Visitors are accommodateci just outside the hut or just inside the windbreak near the 

primary hearth (Bartram et al. 1991: 93). 

The concept of the household cluster has proved w f b l  for organizing and 

comparing archaeological &ta on early farming villages. For example, a typical 

household cluster in an early Mesoarnerican farmiag village might consia of one house, 

two to six large storage pits, one to three graves, and various additional features, 

separated h m  the nearest contemporary cluster by an open area of 20-40 m (Flannery 

1976: 25). Each of these types of features are briefiy disnissed below. 

The House 

The house is an institution, not just a structure, created for a complex set of 

purposes. Because building a h o w  is a cultural phenornenon, its fom and organbtion 

are greatly influencecl by the cultural milieu to which it belongs. Vexy early in rpcorded 

time the house became more thaa shelter for primitive man, and almost from the 

beginning "hction" was much more than a physical or utilitarian concept. If provision 
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of shelter is the passive fundon of the house, then its positive purpose is the creation of 

an environment best suitecl to the way of liti of a people - in other words, a social unit of 

space (Rapport 1969: 46). 

The house is the centte ofa household activity a -  otherwise known as the 

household cluster. The house is a rep-on of the actions, beliefs and social 

organization of the people Living in the house. In order to understand people, it is 

necessary to study how they lived. This is possible by analysing the form, size, and 

distribution of houses. 

The house, in its most general sense, can be defined as some sort of dweihg and 

the space that surrounds it The surrounding space is related to the activities in the 

dwelling. The house is the centrai part of the househoid cluster. The house or dwelling 

area must be identified before the rest of the cluster can be dehed. 

Houses within household clusters may have a different but overlapping range of 

functions. Most involve sleeping or resting. For example, Bushmen huts are used 

primarily for sleeping (Kent 1989). ûther hunter-gatherer societies also utiiize the space 

for storage. For example, the huts of the Kua (Afnca) were used for both sleeping and 

storage during the both rainy season and the cool dry season. But almost no daytime 

activities were conducteci within thexn (Bartram et al. 199 1 : 95-96). In agriculhiral 

societies, a more complete range of activities takes place within houses (Kramer 1979). 

This is tme archaeologically, as weli. For example, Flmery (1976: 27) hypothesized, 

based on the refuse and debris accumulation found in Early Formative houses in Mexico, 

that a wide range ofactivities occurred within the bouse structure (such as 
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sewinghasketry, tool modification and cooking/fOOd consumption, in addition to the 

sleeping and storage). 

In the same vein, Hill (1968) found that a range of activities tcmk place in the 

large rooms at the Broken K Pueblo site. The presence of tire pi& in large r o m  implied 

that activities perfonned in them requued heat, light or both, Meaiïng bins were also 

found in the large rooms indicating that corn or other food materiais were ground in such 

rooms. The large rwm also containeci the expected evidence of manufactunng or cra£k 

activities. One of these activities was the man- of chat implements. Certain stages 

in the process of pottery-making may also have been carried out in these rooms. Out of a 

total of 42 worked sherds found on the floors of rooms, only four were found in the small 

rooms, and none in the special mm. The rest came h m  the large rmms. Bone tools, 

and ornamentai items were also found in these large mm (WU 1968: 1 12, 128). 

In addition to having served as a shelter for its occupants, a house can serve the 

archaeologist as a unit for analysis ifit can be isolated fiom itç surrounding debris, 

intnisive features, md the iike. Variation between hows within a Mllage c m  be one of 

the best sources of information about the variation between households - such as variation 

in subsistence, division of labour, c d  activity, social statu and so on (Flannery 1976: 

16). 

It is dangerou to assume, without investigation of the architechual uni& and their 

associated fin&, that a "house" can be equated with a "household". It is necessary to seek 

features associated with the household. These include provisions made for the long-temi 

residence of the household (eg. the addition of parts of houses, the use of longer-lasting 
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materials in house consûuction), and the maintenance of houses and theù intemal 

fatures by repairs (Tringham 1984: 13). There is o k n  a close (but not perfect) fit 

between households (as behaviour) and h o w s  (as an architecturai unit visible 

archaeologidy) in sedentary food-produchg societies. For example, David used an 

ethnographie example of a Fulani village in North Camemon to demonstrate the 

rdatively close fi t  between households and theV buildings (David 1971 : 130-1 3 1). 

Kramer (1979) shows a similar relationship for Kurdish nllages. in many societies, the 

house is coterminous with the household cluster. There is Little beyond the physicai 

boundaries of the house that can be cleady defined as part of the household cluster. In the 

absence of activity areas beyond houses, the house becomes the basic Mit of analysis for 

investigating the household cluster. 

Ovens and Heartim 

Ovens can be distinguished fiom hearths by the range of associated activities - 
food preparation, material culture (e.g. ceramic) production, and heating. Hearths are 

generally used for cooking and heating. Ovens, which have basically the same hction, 

are g e n d y  associated with sedentary societies because of their more permanent nature. 

Generally communities that are mobile will not take the t h e  and effort requued to 

construct an ove= Ovens and hearths can be located in both household and communal 

activity areas. They wili be used at ciiffint times and with difSerent intensities. For 

example, each tribal group of the Njemps and Tugen (Western Kenya) have a preference 

for a particuiar heaah position within the huts (Hodder 1977: 253). Conversely, in Kua 

camps, fites were simply kindled on the ground in h n t  of dwellings with no speciai 
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containment basins or stnrctutes. 

Fisher and Strickland examineci the potential for rrconstructing the location of 

dwellhgs at campsites through the anaiysis of the disttiiution of firrpIaces and camp 

refuse at the hunter-gatherer site of the Efe in Zaire. The location of dwehgs at Efe 

camps greatly influences the placement of fhs, trash heaps and other discarded 

materials, and indeed the locations where people perform campsite activities (Fisher and 

Stnckland 1% 1 : 216). There are two types of heaahs in Kua camps. Each Kua household 

had a primary hearth positioned in h n t  of the concave windbreak, mughly centred 

between the two ends of it. The communal hearths in the centre of the circle of 

windbreaks were typidy the largest in the camp. These were the heaahs used for 

cooking moniing and evening meals, and they wem usuaily the only ones used to provide 

night-time illumination and heat. For these misons, the communal hear&hs grew in size at 

a much faster rate than did the heaahs associated with individual dwellings, and were 

cleaned out more fkquently (Bartram et al. 1991: 97). This distinction between'large and 

small hearths was important in the identification of communal vernis individuai hearths 

and in the detemination of dwelling location. 

Ovens tend to be assaciated with permanent structures in sedentary societies. 

They can be used for a variety of puiposes, such as cooking food heatiag structures, 

nring ceramics, etc. More time and labour is investeci in their construction because of 

theu more permanent labour. They tend to be used over longer paiods of tirne (Kramer 

1979). 



BiiRals associated with household clusters enable the reconstmction of socio- 

economic organizatïon (Flannery 1976). It ïs possible to reconstruct social diffinces 

between individuais within the household and cornmUnay ôaseâ upon associated berary 

objects. The spatial association of biaials with dwehgs mggests that the buried 

individuals were probably occupants of the nearest house. The location of a buriai near a 

household (Le. within the household cluster) allows the archaeologist to associate the 

burials with individual howholds (Flannery 1976: 29). 

Storage Areas 

Some type of storage ana is generally found widiin the household cluster. It can 

be in the form of a pit, platfom, or separate structure, or separate area within the 

dwelling. Storage areas are usually filied with some kind of perishable food, which would 

otherwise be at risk if lefi exposed (Kent 1989). 

Storage pits are generally associateci with sedentary villages that practice farming 

and need storage room for q 1 u s  food, such as grains. Storage pits tend to be of various 

shapes and sizes, although t k y  tend to be somewhat standardized within cultures. For 

example, bel-shaped storage pits are ubiquitous in European Iron Age and Medieval sites 

(e.g. Reynolds 1979; Bewley 1994). The association between storage pits and houses is 

so tight that Flannery (1976: 28-9) predicts that where concentrations of storage pits 

occmd, a carefbi search would probably turn up a house within 10 m to one side or the 

other. 

An alternative to the storage pit exists in more mobile Afiicm hunter-gatherer 
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cornmunities. Storage pi@ were not dug. hteaà, storage platforms were fkquently built 

at dry season camps. The platforms provided a d a c e  on which food, cooking ut-, 

bedding, and sundry household items wae s t o d  They aiso provided gratifjhg shade in 

the heat of the day. In the latter d e ,  they were often the focus of midday activity. They 

were fkquendy located near the windbreaks or huts to facilitate easy retrieval of the 

personal belongings stoted there (Bartram et al. 1991: 96). These storage platforms are 

archaeologicaliy very visible in the record, and are identifieci as king part of the 

household cluster for hunter-gatherer communities of Afiica. 

Middens 

The nchest area (in tcmis of quantity and variety of artifact content) of a 

community or household cluster is the refuse/midden area. The artifiactual contents of 

middens represent a mixture of most household activities. Investigating individual 

middens can increase our understanding of the household's subsistence diet, as weii as 

other aspects of behaviour (e.g. Kuijt 1989). 

Middedrefbe areas can be found within or near dwellings. Those associated 

within or in close proximity to individuai dwellings enable them to be identifiecl as part 

of the household cluster. For example, ûash heaps occur at al l  Efe (NE Zaire) campsites. 

They accumulate at the pairneter of the camp, usually adjacent to the back and sides of 

the huts. In addition, people sometimes create a trash heap within the central open area - 
usuaily a m d  the base of a tne. Trash heqs start as piles of vegetation cut when 

clearing the camp a m ,  and continue to grow duriag the life of the camp as the residents 

discard food refirse, cold ashes h m  fiteplaces, broken implements, and other debris. The 
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quantity of discardeci materiais and the size of trash heaps are dinctly related to the 

length of camp occupation (Fisher 1987: Fisher and Strickland 1989). 

There is an ongoing debate as to whether or not middens shouid be included 

within the household cluster. Flannery (1976: 30) states that middens should not be 

included in the household cluster Mit of analysis because they are not a diagnostic feature 

of most individual households. Kuijt (1989) fonversely believes that middens constitute a 

fimdamental part of the household cluster and shouid be analyscd as part of the household 

cluster unit The basic disagreement between Flannery and Kuijt is their relative ability to 

associate middens with specific dwellings to form a household cluster in theu respective 

sites. 

Refuse deposits are frequently mistaken for activity aieas. It is important that 

archaeologists (and ethnoarchaeologists) develop the means to identify refuse deposits, 

and understand their formation (cf. Kuijt 1989: 216; Deal 1985; Hayden and Cannon 

1982; Murray 1980). 

Conclusions 

The household cluster concept is useful because it pmvides a context in which 

pits, burials, house remains, and other feahues cas be understood not simply as isolated 

cultural featines, but as manifestations of a specific segment of society. Much work needs 

to be done to clarify the nature of households and to test the validity of the household 

cluster concept at different sites and over several regiom. It is a productive means of 

organïzing data for studying a unit of society on an analytic level betwcea that of the 

house or the activity m a  and that of the community (Flannery 1976: 25). 
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In order to accurately study the household cluster in archaeologicai terms, it is 

necessary to outline, as above, exactly what a household cluster entailS. It is the saidy of 

the household cluster in its entirety that aiiows the zachaeologist to understand the socio- 

econornic behaviours of past cultures. For example, it is possiie to understand the 

economic stature of the household by d y s i n g  a kitchen area (hearth, ovens, utensils, 

refiise). As well, it may be possible to accuratdy interpret methods of food procurement 

and disposal by analysing the storage and midden areas of household clusters. Ifit is 

possible to clearly separate out each household cluster within a village or settlement, it 

may become possible to determine how the village hctioned both socidy and 

economidiyY 

It is important to be able to differentiate between the household cluster and the 

rest of the village. But in order to identifjl household clusters, we must first be able to 

idente the house. This is a p d c u l d y  cogent question when examining Early Neoiithic 

settlements in the Balkans. The household cluster has never beea identified on such sites 

since it is not clear exactly what composes a house. The reason for this will be discussed 

in a later chapter. It is the goal of this thesis to develop a new method of identifylig 

where the houses are located in M y  Neolithic Balkan sites as a prelude to the 

reconstruction of the household cluster- Data h m  the Early Nedithic village of Foeni- 

Salag in southem R o d a  will be used to test the proposed method. 

The next two chapters outline the characteristics of the Early Neolithic period and 

cultures of the northem halfof the Balkan peninsula Once a broad understanding of these 

topics is achieved, a detailed description of the data set and method of d y s i s  for 
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CHAPTER 4= EARLY NEOLITEIC OF THE BALKANS 

Introduction to the Eufy Neolitbic of the Baikans 

The defining characteristics of the Early Neoiitbic tbroughout Eutope is the 

concomitant appearance of food production @lant culhtion and stock breecüng), pottery 

production, and ground Stone tools (Chiide 1957; Bogucki 1988: 1; Benac et ai. 1979; 

Mamon 1990: 71; McPhemn and SrejoviC 1988). Food production began in the Near 

East and eventuaiiy spread northwards into Greece and southern Buigark By 5900 B.CI, 

agricuiture had spread into the northem halfof the Balkaas (Serbia, northem Bulgarïa, 

southem Romania, and Bosnia - also known as the east, central, and West Balkans) 

(Childe 1958; T ~ g h a m  1971 : 68). This area is north of the clMatic divide between 

Mediterranean and temperate central Europe (fig. 4 - Greenfield 1988,1991). 

Southeastern Europe (aiso known as the Baikans) is not only important for the 

understanding of the spread of domestic economies, it is also signifiant for 

understanding the spread of the earliest @culturai communities and economi6s to 

temperate Europe. Agriculture which was introduced h m  the Near East to the Aegean 

and southem Bakin peninsuia amund 6500 B.C., because of the presence of sbdar 

environmental conditions. As a result, no noticeable changes occuned in types of species 

and nature of exploitation systems (Greenfield 1993). Archaeological cultures with 

ceramics, domestic plants and animals, and a Neoiithic stme technology initidy 

appeared in the temperate zone, noah of the Meditmean Littoral, during the Early 

Ail dates are calibrateci in this paper. 



Neolithic (5900-5100 B.C.) (McPhemn and Snjovik 1988). This spread nonhmds 

reqyhd a readkpfafron of elready aOstm$ domesticated plants (wheat and barley) and 

animals (sheep and goat) to a temperate environmental m e ,  and the domestication of 

new species already iedigenous to the area (cattie and pigs - B6kBnyi 1974; Greenfield 

1993). This is the fkst time that agriculture is adapted to a temperate zone. Once this 

OCCLUS, it rapidly spread to the rest of central and northern Europe (Bogucki 1988; 

Greenfield 1993). 

In Eastem-Centrai Europe, there are two different ways in which agriculture 

spread: A) through the introduction of new cultures (and by implication people) h m  the 

more Meditemean zone into the more temperate areas ofthe Balkans (e-g. Morava river 

vdey, hilis of Serbia, plains of Pannonia), and B) thugh  the adoption of food 

production lifestyles by indigenous huntet-gatherer groups PS the temperate climatic zone 

(e.g. Iron Gates and Transylvania). 

Several Southeastem Euopean culture gmups co-existed during the Early 

Neolithic (fig. 3). It is necessary to discuss each of them individually as weiï as their 

relatioiiship to one another in order to M y  understaad the culturai and evolutionary 

dynamics of the Early Neolithic of this regi011, By the end of the 194û's, MilojCiC and 

other prehistorians recognized that the "painted pttery culturesn found thughout much 

of the Baikan peninsula were more or less contemporary, based upon ceramic cross- 

dating (Milojfid 1949). They were subsequently grouped together as Early Neolithic, and 

eventualiy incorporated into Childe's (1957) grand syntheses of European prehistory. 

This large grouping was evenaialy divided up into three regionaily distinct 
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groups of related archaeologicai cuitures. niose in Centrai Europe (km Hungazy 

northwards and westwardS) are wmmonly refened to as the Linear Pottery cuitures or 

culture group (formaly knotvn as Danubian 1 - folIowiag V. G. Childe). Those of the 

Meditemean Ballrans are known as the Prato-SeskIo/SesLlo group. The cuihires of the 

northern Baikaus bave no single name, but are r e f d  to coiiectively as the Kanmovo 1- 

Kremikovci-S~vo-K6to~-Aaza~rig culture group Uringham 1971: 73; cf. Gimbutas 

1976). Some researchers prefer to utilize a more ecologïcaiiy-oriented tem "fkt 

temperate neolithic" for this latter group (Nandris 1970,1976; Chaprnan 1989; Manson 

1990: 77). The Early Neolithic cultures of SE Europe can be distinguished between those 

of the northem half of the Baikans (with its temperate central Eutopean climate) and 

those of the southem half of the Ballraris (with its Meditenmean climate). 

The StarEevo-Crig culture (which wiil be the focus of this chapter - fig. 3) is one 

component of this Iarge and more or l e s  contempoiary grouping of northem Balkan 

culture groups (Gad 1948; Ehrich and Bankoff 1990; T ~ g h a m  1971; Manson 1990: 77). 

Each o f  the northem Bakaa culture groups wiil be discussed next 

Norihem B a b n  culture gmupr 

Karanovo 1 designates the Early Neolitbic sites of southem Bulgaria The 

Kremkovci culture is found in S W  Bulgaria and extends into SE Yugoslavia3 The 

StarEevo d tu re  covers most of eastem Yugoslavia The K6rUs culture is found in 

southem Hungary and noaheastem Yugoslavia (see figure 3). The C e  cuiture is applied 

Al1 descrÏptions of Yugoslavia pertain to pre-1991 borders. 
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to similar sites in southern R o m e  (Gad 1948; Tringham 197 1 ; Manson 1 990: 77; 

Gatsov 1995: 74). Each w i l l  be d i s c d  below in greatet detail. 

Broadly speaking, each of the cultures is spatially separateci. Some ciifferences 

represents regionai variations ofmaterial culture. The various cuiture names may reflect 

adaptations to the many miao-environrnents ofthe BBalLan peninsula (Kaiser 1984: 46). 

The names in other cases are a resuit of the development of chauvinistic schools of 

archaeology withùi modem political boudaries. It is obvious that modem political 

boundaries and archaeologicai nationaiism in the study of what is essentiaily a cultural 

continuum thtoughout the region (Tringham 1971) have affected out perception of the 

distribution of cultures. For example, sites in northem Yugoslavia (StarEevo) and south- 

eastem Hungary (KOt&s) and southwestern R o d a  (Crig) have nearly identical 

assemblages (Greenfield and Dqovean 1994; Tringham 1971 : 70). However, the 

cultures are d e d  by different names. The division between StarEevo and Crig cultures in 

S W Romania simply coincides with the modem nationai border. The cultures of the 

noahem Balkans (Le. Ca, KorBs, S-vo, and Kanutovo I) are differentiated mostly 

because each national school of archaeology prefers its own local name (reflecting the 

original type site in that country for the culhue) for essentialiy the same archaeological 

culture. 

Each of the schools has also vied for the enhanced political status that would 

accompany hding the earliest Early Neolithic on its temtories and having it spread to 

the sutrounding corntries. For example, Romaniam, Hungarians, and Serbs often argue 

that theirs, respectively, is the oldest Early Neolithic culture. Hence the origins of 
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agriculture in Central Europe kgan in t&e.u own country @hkhy 1989: 178-1 79; 

SrejoviC 1988: 15; Dumitrrsni 1983: 162î,27). 

Prior to Wotld War II, many "cultures" and "groupsn weze identified in Central 

and Eastern E w p e  on the basis ofrnataials fhm one or a féw sites. These sites were 

widely separated h m  other simiIar sites by areas where fiw or no data relating to the 

same period had been recovend The hgmentary nature of the data base made materiais 

nom particular regions appear more distinct than they reaiiy were. Bogucki (1988: 12) 

argues that "given the perceiveci discreteness of these cultures, it was easy to make the 

Ieap to considering them as "ethnic" entities which had a concept of themselves as a 

distinct people whose identity was mdested in their material culturen, leading to the 

European concept of an archaeological culture. 

Part of the confusion also appears to be the manner h which Balkan prehistorim 

define archaeological cultures. They genedy use a "nonnative" perspective, which 

look for the stereotypical characteristics of a culture (usualiy based upon the assemblage 

from the type site or at the centre of its distributions in that country) rather than its range 

of variation (cf. Trigger 1990; Bogucki 1988: 10). It was a general belief among 

archaeologists (including non-eastem Euopean) that the prehistorian must select for 

cultural classification only those assemblages that corne h m  the central part of a 

people's distribution, avoiding those from dong its boundaries, whether in space or in 

t h e  (e.g. Rouse 1972: 8 1). Udortunately, such a method makes it S c u l t  to rnap the 

spatial distributions of culture. Fortunately, in TeCent years the eariier definitions of the 

archaeological "cuituten in prehistory (e.g. Chiide 1957: vi) have been expanded to 
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include subsistence and settlement paffems which are associatecl with consistentiy 

recurririg archaeologid assemblages found in contiguous geogtaphical arras (Bogucki 

1988: 10). It is now possible in some anas of west and centrai Europe to map the entire 

spatial distribution of an archaeoIogicai culture using a more inclusive dennition. 

Unfortunately, this method has not been employed to its fidi potential in the Baikam. 

inter-regionaï chronology - StarCSevo chnology 

in relation to othet northern Baikan Eady Neolithic cuitun groups 

In this section, each of the Early Neolithic culture pups  of northem Bakans wiil 

be briefly discussed. The synchronisms are based initiaiiy upon ceramic crossdating, and 

evenWy upon radiocarbon dating (fige 5). 

North Macedonian Anzabegovo-Vdaik p u p  (South) (fig. 3) 

Sites h m  this culture group are found in Yugoslavian Macedonia. The Anza- 

Vrhik group has weii been synchronised with the S W v o  group that lies to its 

immediate north. The fint horizon (Ana 1: 6100-5900 BC) at the type site appears to be 

slightly earlier than the StarEevo culture to the north (Gimbutas 1976: 70-71; 199 1 : 441; 

Manson 1990: 138). Accordhg to radiocarbon dates h m  this site, Anza II-ILI (5900 - 
5200 BC) phases are basically cotltemporary with the entire Starkvo culture - phases i- 

III (5950-5200 BC) (Manson 1990: 138). 

Kremkovci (Southeast) 

The Kremkovci p u p  is found in the Sofia basin of southwestern Bulgaria This 

culture has been poorly dated in absolute temis (Pemicheva 1995: 106; Boyadziev 1995: 

161). Based on similar ceramic styles, there is a close affrnity betwecn the Starkvo group 
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and the Krrmürovci group (found to the southeast of the SWevo dture). This 

conclusion is based on relative dates h m  ceramic cmssdating between the two culture 

groups assemblages (GaraJanki 1983: 105-6). UnfortunateIy, the Krrmkovci culture is a 

poorly known culture in westem Ianguage literature. 

Karanovo (Eut) 

The ~ o v o  1 culture gmup is located in the Marica vailey of central Bulgaria. 

It is represented in the lowest levels ofthe mounds at Azmak near Stani Zagora and 

Karanovo (Gimbutas 1976: 71). The tirne span for ttiis culture is radiocarbon dated, ca. 

62504450 B.C. These are the dates of the the Early Pottery and Eady Neolithic cultures 

(Boyaàziev 1995: 179). The Karanovo culture is more or lcss contemporary with 

although it may slightly predate the StarCevo culture. On the bais  of radiocarbon dates, 

the site of Azmak is slightly earlier (ca 61 18 B.C.) than StarEevo 1. At the type site of 

Karaaovo, levcl II has been docarbon dated (ca 5647 B.C.) and is contemporary with 

the SWevo II phase (Gimbutas 199 1: 443). 

Ce (Northemt) 

Cr& sites are found in the southem and southwestern parts of Romania The Crig 

culture gmup is assumed to exist between ca. 5950-5200 B.C. The Crig culture is 

assumed to have existed approximately at the same t h e  as the StarEevo culture because 

they share a simiiar material culture and relative dating techniques of the cultural 

complex. As of yet, there are no reliable dates fot establishing a cbronological 

contemporaneity between StarEevo and Crig sites (Dumitrescu 1983: 20), with the 

exception of Foeni-Sale on the border between Romania and Serbia (Greenfield and 
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Dmpvean 1994). At Foeni-Sdq, the middle phases of the Star&vo-CrQ culture have 

been dated to ca. 5500-5200 B.C. The earliest Star&vo-Crig sites in R o d a  are Gura 

Baciului (Viassa 1976), Ocna-Sibiu (Paul 1981). and C i  mica 1977) and are ai i  

thought to k contemporary to the StarEevo I phase. 

KoriSs (North) 

The KOds culture group is located in southeastem Hungary (no& of StarCSevo) 

and the westem perimeter of Romania and northern perimetec of Serbia The culture is 

limited to the lowlands of the Pannonian (Hungarian) Plain (Sherratt 1982). These 

assemblages have been dated by radiocarbon analyses to ca. 5800-5300/5200 B.C. 

(Bankoff and Ehnch 1991: 343,351,379; Gimbutas 1976: 71; 1991: 29). K6Hs O-IQ 

sites appear to be contemporary with Starkvo II and III according to absolute dates. 

StarEevo (Centrai) 

The Starfevo culture group is located primarily within the borders of Serbia (an 

area also known as the Central Balkans). The culture is found in a variety of 

environments, including the lowlands of Pannonia in the north and the deep river valleys 

of the more mountainous areas to the south. The StarEevo culture is approximately dated 

£kom 6100-5 100 B.C. @fanson 1990), although the earliest dates are associated with 

Anza-VrWk culture sites. The cultuse is divideâ into three or four phases (dependhg 

upon the interpretation chosen by various scholars). This culture will be discussed at 

greater length in the next chapter. 

Generrl chronology of the Edy-Late Neolithic of the Central Baikans 

The Neolithic of the Centrai Baikaos has been intensively studied for over a 
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century. Several hundred Neaiithic sites have ban identifIed and many have bcen tested 

(Srejovid 1988: 5; GaraSaain 1983; I)umitresecu 1983; TrM$ham 1971; Wbittfe 1985). 

Based on the material h m  the excavafion of s e v d  sites, Balkan prehktorians have 

established t k e  stages in the Neoiithic of the Central Balkans which span a total of c a  

3 100 years (ca. 6100 to 3000 B.C.) vringham 1971: 75; Manson 1990: 2). Generaiiy, the 

earliest phase was represented by the material h m  the site of Stadevo. The StarEevo 

cuiture became synonymous with the Early Neolithic for the Centrai Balkans (MilojEiC 

l9SO; Arandjelovi&GaraSanin 1954; Vané 1906). The V i i  culture is the major culture 

of the Centrai B a b  during the Middle and Late Neolithic. It is divided into two 

phases, the Vin&-Tord05 (aiso known as Vin& 1-11) and VuLfa-Plobiik (Vin& III-IV) 

cultures. The Vin&-Tord05 phase is the middle phase of the Neolithic and was defmed by 

excavations at the site of Vin& The Vimfa-PloEnür cultures is the latest phase of the 

Neolithic and was defined h m  material at sites such as Gradac, Vin&, and Pl0Eni.k 

(GaraSanin 1983; GrbiC 1 930,1939; MilojEif 1949). The Middle-Late Neolithic internai 

chroaology is based upon the excavation of stratifiecl tell sites, whiie that of the Early 

Neoiithic is not. 

Chronology and culture history are diflicult aspects of European Neolithic 

cultures to discuss, for the simple rrason thst sa many different chronologicai schemes 

have ban developed over the years. Although then is a broad wnsem wnceming the 

overall sequence of cultures, each researcher has divided them into slightiy mixent 

phases, groups, and periods. This is true for Central and Eastem Europe (Bogucki 1988: 

12). The use of these terms (Early, Middle and Late Nooiithic) is not consistent h m  
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author to audior. There is a great deal of controversy as to which cultures belong to which 

periods. Dinermt authon assign different cuiture groups to Early, Middle, or Late, 

depending upon their philosophy of cultural developwat For example, OaraSanin (1983) 

places Starkvo into the Early Necdithic, whüe Srejovie (1988) places it in the Middle 

NeoLithic. This is b u s e  Srejovie argues for a proto-Starkvo culture transition h m  the 

Mesolithic to the M y  Neolitbic that wouid repmsent the Early Neolithic of the Central 

Balkans. However, most scholars rrject SrejoviE1s conclusions (e.g. Ehrich and Bankoff 

1990; Maoson 1990). 

During the 1960's and 19701s, several of the regional cultures were radiocarbon 

dated. The radiocarbon revolution (with the advent of bristiecone pine calibration) had a 

tremendous effect upon the extant local and regionai chronologies of Europe, which had 

been entirely based on cross-dating. The cross-dated chronologies were shown to be 

inaccurate. For example, the old relative dates assigned a beginning date for the Early 

Neoiithic at ca. 3000 B.C. The Early Neoiithic of the Central Balkans was pushed back to 

a .  55004500 B.C. - uncali'brated ( G a d a h  1983) once radiocarbon &tes were 

available. Calibration has since pushed it back to ca. 6100 B.C. (Mamon 1990). The 

acceptance of a radiocarbon-based chronology caused the ttaditionally cross-dated 

chronologies to be eventually abandoned or subsequently modifïed (Ehrich and Bankoff 

1990; Renfkw 1971). However, many local atchaeologists wntinued to ignore for a long 

time the mountain of evidence that the old cross-dating chronologies were woefully 

inadequate (e.g. G a n i b h  1972; 1973,1983; SicjoviC 1988). 

Durhg the 1960's, prehistorians began to reaîize that the temporal synchronisms 
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between northem and southem B a b  nilm wm haaurate. There was a g e n d  t h e  

trend h m  southem to northem Balkans with the Eariy Neolithic cultures. The earliest 

levels in the southem Balkans (Aegean) were dated to ca. 6500 B.C., while those in the 

northem Balkans kgan c a  6100 B.C. As a resuk, the earIiest levels in the south 10s their 

temporal synchronism with those in the north (e.g. Ciimbutas 1976). 

Even within the Staroevo culture there is temporal variation in its initial 

appearance and subsequent spread, which affects the Early Neolithic periodization. AU 

Startevo sites are not completely contemporary since the culture spans a thousand years. 

The eariiest Star&vo sites in the southern end of the distniution belong to an "earlier" 

Neolithic period than the earliest in the no*. Early Neolithic sites in the central and 

northem Balkans are synchronized to the "Middle" Neolithic sites of the southern 

SaUrans (GarasSnin 1979). 

Conclusions 

The spread of agriculture Mestyles fiom the Near East into the European 

Meditemean Iittorai and then northwards into the Balkans d t e d  in the appearance of 

a number of archaeologicaiiy similar cultures during the Early Neolithic (Proto-SesHo, 

Karanovo 1, Kremkovci, Starfevo, KWs, Anza, C*). These cultures were the nst to 

adopt plant and animal domestication and production in Europe. The most cornmon 

element that links these culture groups is the similarities in ceramic styles. Until recently, 

it was oniy on the basis of ceramic similarities (and derived crossdates) that these groups 

were chronologically p l d  within the Early Neolithic sequence. More recentiy, 

radiocarbon dating has dowed a reevaluation of the chrowlogical nlationsbips of these 
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groups to one another. There is st i i i  a grrat ded of confusion due to the absence of a 

systematic meaas of describing the local and regionai chronologies of the regioa 

Cornparhg data h m  one region to another is hampered by a la& of standatdized 

description and terminology, and adable  radiocarbon dates. 

In the ne* chapter, 1 will d e s a i  in depth one of these Eady NeolithÏc cultures - 
the Starfevo-Ca culture group. This specifIc gmup was chosen because it is the one that 

corresponds to the data set analysed from southern Romania. W e  this group has been 

referred to as both the StarlSevo and Crig culture groups, the similarities as described in 

the next chapter are so grrat that it is fkquently r e f d  to as the Startevo-C* culture 

group. 



CHAPTER 5: EARLY NEOLITHIC S T A R ~ O I C ~ &  CULTURE 

~nttoducfion to the StarCIcv&r$ cdture 

In this chapter, the Stlukvo and C* cultures will be examineci. The S-vo and 

C* cuitures have ken puped together for the pupose ofthis discussion for two 

reasons: A) there are extreme similarities between the groups in their matenal culture, 

settiement patterns, architecture, subsisteace, rnoauary practices, etc. Scholan of these 

cultures have fkequentiy treateâ the two cuitures as part of a single culture area (e.g. 

Gibutas 1991 ; Greenfield and Drapovean 1994; Tringharn 1971); and B) the site used in 

tbis thesis, Foeni-Salag, is located on the traditional border baween the two culture areas. 

The rnajonty of data reviewed here derives h m  the Starkvo culture area because 

of the relatively greater abmdance of &ta when compared with the C* data. In 

particular, 

1. there is a deaah of radiocarbon dates for C* sites; 

2. there is an absence of detailed C* site descriptions published in Engiish; 

3. the Romanian school of archaeology (e-g. Lazarovici 1979; Dqoveaa 1989) relies 

heavily upon the StarçSevo chronologies derived h m  the Yugoslavian-based research (e.g 

MilojEif 1949; Gatagania 1973,1983; Srejovid 1988; Dimitrijevif 1974); 

4. there is a dearth of research on Crig data concernecl with issues such as regional 

setdement patterns- 

Foeni-Salag, while it is d e d  a StarEevo-CrQ site, is clearly in the StarEevo 

tradition. It is cailed C a  because of the political correctness of multinational research 

projects (Greenfield 1996 pers. comrn.). The site is in the Romanian Banat, which is 

64 



separated h m  the Serbian part ofthe Banat oniy by the modem border. Geographidy, 

there are no any boundaries sepanthg them. The C e  sites of the R o ~ * a n  Banat are 

simply the end of the distniution of sites beginning to the south in Sabia The real 

division in material culture occurs betwem the Crig sites in the Banat fiom those sites 

found east of the Carpathians (in Wdachia and Oltenia) and to the wrth in Transylvania 

and C- (see fig.3 ). 

The two cultures are named aAa their type sites (fig. 3). The S t a - v o  culture 

derives its name h m  the archaeological site of StarEevo (&O hown as "Statfevo- 

Grad"), located just West of the s m d  village of Stm&vo, approrcimately 20 km east- 

northeast of Belgrade. The site is on the mrthern bgnk ofthe Danube (Fewkes et al. 1933; 

Ehnch 1977; Benac et al. 1979; Maason 1990: 73). Excavations were perfomed at 

Star&vo-Grad in 1928,193 1-1932, and 1969 (Ehrich 1977; Fewkes et ai. 1933). The type 

site for COS is found in the Transylvaaian region of western Romania It is on the eastem 

edge of the Pannonian plain in an area knom as Criganovo (Dumitrescu 1983). 

The Star&vo-CrQ culture represents the remains of one of the eariiest food 

producing communities (domesticated plants and animals) in a temperate climatic zone. 

The Bulgarian Kanuiovo culture is also found in a temperate climatic zone, but it appears 

to be cuitutally more closely associated with UH earlier cultures h m  the 

culture is cut off h m  Starkvo and Crig cuitures by the Rhodope and Balkan mountah 

ranges, and more accessible to the south and east towatds Anatolia (in modem day 

Turkey). 



The rest of this chapter wïli nmMarize the information relating to chnology, 

environmen& and regional and local dernent podtcms of Star&v&r& sites. Material 

culture (ceramics, figurines, and Stone mis) is not discussed in this the& because the 

emphasis is on architecturai patterns. Architecture WU k discussed at length in the next 

chapter. 

Introduction 

The StarEevo-Ce culture is now univedy  recognized as belonging to the Eariy 

Neolithic, although this was debated by Bailtan prehistorians until the introduction of 

radiocarbon dahg (e.g. Vasid 1906). With the passing of the older generation of Balkan 

prehistonam (Le. death of Vasid) and the advent of docarbon  âating, the Starfevo-C* 

culture was clearly placed within the Early Neolithic (GaraSanin 1973; Ehrich 1965). The 

decades-old "Danubian" sequence of Childe is so broad and out of &te that it no longer 

fïiis the role of a peri&tion for the Neolithic (Bogucki 1988: 12). 

The intemal chmnology of the cultures is di very problematic (cf. Ehrich and 

Sankoff 1990; Maiwn 1990,1995; TasiC1992). The most fkquently utilized method for 

chronologidy sequencing most material and sites is through traditionai cross-dating and 

the comparative analysis of associateci material culture (Le. figurines and ceramics). Most 

chronological analyses rely on seriation and stratipphic pupaposition of deposits and 

assemblages within a site to o r g h  the Star&vo-Cr& ceramic inventory- However, 

most such studies are without my reference to absolute dates, and often their sequences 

contradict tadiocarbon dates for the levels of individual sites (e.g. MilojEiC 1949; 
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Amndjelovi6-C- 1954; SrrjoviE 1988: 7; Dimîtrijevie 1974). 

The chronology of the Star&vo-Cz@ culture is l e s  well estabiished than in the 

neighbouring Karauovo and Ariza cultures because of the la& of Star&vo-Crig stratifieci 

sites (Chapman 1989). It is extremely difficult to establish an accurate chronology ifthere 

is no continuity at a site. The stratification of cultural horizons is the key to understanding 

the dZ5erent time periods associated with a particuiar culture. The Strdevo-Cr@ sites 

unfortunately are either disturbed (a d t  of being close to the d a c e  and damaged 

easily) or impropex excavation techniques in the psst have destroyed the original 

conte-. The biggest difference between the StarCSevo-Crîg group and those of Kanuiovo 

or Aaza is the lack of teil sites. The tell sites of the cultures that exist to the south and east 

of the Star&vo-Crig distribution are extremely well presewd The stratigraphie sequence 

of occupation dows the establishment of an accmte chronological sequence. 

Unfortunately, the lack of telis and stratifieci sites make it ditlicult to create a 

chronologicd sequence for StarEevo-Crig. 

Site-based chrowlogies abound in the literature (e.g. Arandjelov%-Gar&min 

1954; SrejoviC 1972,1988). In the absence of large numbers of radiocarbon dates fiom 

many sites, it is ofkn dmcult to link together these seriateci site-based chronologies. 

'ïhere is no single stratifïed Star&vo site to fom the "yardstick" chronology to which 

local sequences can be tied - contra Karanovo, Atm, and Obre (Boyadziev 1995; 

Gimbutas 1 974, 1 W6), which are well stratifIed. 

Relative Chronologid Systems for the StuEevoLCrig CPlturc 

Several competing chronologicai f'rameworks have been proposed for the 
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Star&vo-Cr& cuiture. Each wili be discussed in tum (fig. 6). 

One of the first attempts to devise a chrono10gicai sequence of pottery types for 

the Starkvo culture was by Vladimir MilojEi6 (1950: 108-1 18). By cornparing (cross- 

dating) pottery and other d c  artifacts h m  various StarEevo sites, he estabfished a 

four-part ceramic chrwology. The phases were termed StarEwo 1 through N. This 

system is still widely used, particuiarly in Romaria (cf. Lamovici 1979; Paul 1981: 

232). 

The next major attempt to work out a Startevo cbronology was by Draga 

AmndjeloviE-OaraSanin (1954). Arandjelovi6-GaraSanin aiso based her sequence on the 

cross-dating of cemmics of the approximately 50,000 sherds ipcovered h m  the early 

excavations at StarEevo-Grad by Fewkes (Fewkes et al. 1933). Her sequence closely 

follows that of MilojEiC, but recognizes closer similarities between his middle periods (II 

and III). As a result, her stages are labelied StarEcvo 1, Da, ILb, and III. They correspond 

relatively closely to MilojEi6's Starkvo 1, II, III, and IV, respectively (Ehrich 1977: 66; 

Manson 1990: 129-1 30). The ArandjeloviC-GaraSaain typology is generally considered to 

be the most accurate and widely accepted phasing of materials chronology in ex- 

Yugodavia (Manson 1990: 130). 

Local variations on these StarEcvo sequences have also km proposed by Benac 

for Bosnia (1 979), Viassa for Transylvania (1976), Lazamvici for the Banat (1979), 

Dimitrijevic (1974) for the VojvodUla, and others. In general, they follow the basic 4 

phase system, with slight diinerences in the aibphasing based upon differing artifact 

fiequencies h m  sites in their respective areas. 
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Despite the common acceptance of a four phase system for Straçevo, Ehrich 

(1977: 66; Ebrich and Bankoff 1990: 380) pmposed an alternative phasing for the culture. 

He suggestod, based upon the excavation at StatEevo-Grad, that the Star&vo culture be 

considered as having only two major phases, an eady and a late one. Unfortunately, he 

never defines the characteristics of each phase and the stratigraphic or material cuitme 

basis for his proposal. He places the type site, Starho-Grad, entirely into the late phase. 

Ehrich argued that Draga GaraSanin'ArandjeloviC) made mistakes during her original 

stratigraphic analysis of the original excavations at Starkvo-Grad conducted by Fewkes 

et al. (1933). Ehrich had been a graduate -dent on that excavation and had unpublished 

information which led h h  to this conclusion. This was also based upon his experience 

codirecting the renewed excavation at Starkvo-Grad with GaraSanin-Arandjelovif in the 

1960's. Unfortunately, the resuits of this excavation have never been published due to 

stratigraphic and other disagreements between the two directors @hrich 1977). 

The Iast of the major traditional chronologies was pmposed by Stojan Dirnitrijevib 

(1974,1979). His classification system is aiso based on the stylistic Merences between 

StarEevo pottery decoratioa He uses namcs for his phases, rather than subjective 

numbers. His f k t  two stages represent a "preclassic" Starfevo period, characterised by 

the absence of barbotine cezamics. The fht part of the preclassic is denwd as the 

Monochrome phase; the second as the White Linear (or Linear A) phase (Manson 1990: 

132). The next phase is refared to as "classic" StarCevo. It also encompasses two phases - 
- the Dark Linear (or Linear B) phase and the Gatlandoid phase. Two phases ai= make 

up Dimitrijevic's "late classicn Starkvo period - Spidoid A and Spiraloid B (Manson 
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1990: 132-133). A "Mm Starkvo @od was also pposed by Dimimjevic. This 

period is restricted to piphetal sites and the majority of the pottery appears more similar 

to many Kdrds fomis than to Starkvo ones. DimitnjeviC (1979: 253) suggests that his 

lqnaall' p&od was "a substratum for the mots of the linear bandecl pottery culturevg of 

centrai Europe @làuson 1990: 133). 

Absolute Chronolo@d Systems 

By the late 19SOgs and early l96û's, the validity of the trdtionaiiy-seriated 

relative chronologies was beginning to be questioned with the advent of the initial results 

of radiocarban dating of deposits (e.g. Ehrich 1965). The global position of StarEevo was 

reevaluated relative to the odiei regional cultures (ir. Star&vo was dated later than the 

earliest Greek sites). The various systems of in ted  phasing were also scNtiriized. 

Milutin GaraSanin (1973,1983) assigneci radiocarbon dates to Arandjelovi6--s 

broadly periodized Starfevo sequence in order to obtain a more accurate pictue of the 

internai phases of StarEevo. His resuits generaiiy supporteci ArandjeloviC--s 

relative dating sequene for StaiEevo. However, M. Garasania does not provide the dates 

upon which he based his conclusions. 

SrejoviC (1972; 1988) initiaily based his chronology on the stratigraphie sequence 

at Lepenski Vu. He argued that the materiai fiom the h n  Gaies site of Lepenski Vu 

(ievel ma), origindy thought to k Early Neolithic, had s e v d  Mesolithic 

characteristics. He believed that the earliest Eady Neolithic levels were transitionai fhn 

a Mesolithic substratum because the material remains bad traits h m  the preceding and 

succeeding periods. This has yet to be conclusively dernomtmteâ based on the lack of 
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pubikhed Starkvo adtirte data h m  this site. Sqtov% (1972) proceeded to argue that the 

origins of the StatEevo culture are found in the Centrai Ballrans (is. Serbia). He assumed 

that the culture spread through trading and migration to the south Balkans (ie T h d y ,  

Macedonia) occiurod, but thaî the StarEevo culture did not originaîe h m  there (Srejovic5 

1988: 15). Based on this assumption, Srejo~i6 mterpteted Starkvo material found on 

southern Balkan sites as either a result of traie or migration h m  the north* The names of 

his Starfevo phase secpence were directiy influenceci by his theory. With the aid of 

radiocarbon dates h m  bis Iron Gates site, Lepenski Vu, SrejoviE divided the Starfevo 

material h m  his sites into proto-Star&vo and StarEevo phases (SrejoviC 1963, 1988). He 

then M e r  divided the proto-Stadevo culture sequence into 3 phases: Proto-Starfevo 1, 

II,& The Starfevo phase foilowed. He considerrd the Proto-S-vo phases to be Early 

Neolithic, whüe the StarEevo phase was considered to be Middle Neolithic. Others, 

however, argue that his proto-Star&vo sequence is Iittle more than what ArandjeloviE- 

Gdanin  and MilojEi6 cded Stadevo 1, and that Srejovi6's StarEevo was nothhg more 

than a lumphg of Arandjelovi6-- and MilojEid's StarEevo II and III (Manson 

1990: 129). 

Girnbutas (1974; 1976) in her excavations at Obre and Anza, also tried to 

reconcile the traditiod StarEevo chronology with radiocarbon dating. By and large, she 

found that the i n t d  phasing as propounded by ArandjeloviC-Gadbh and others did 

not hold up. However, M. GaraSanin (1983) and othas (cf. Maason 1990) have largely 

rejected h a  assertions by maintaining that h a  sites Lie on the periphey (or even beyond) 

of the Statkvo culture and hence are not applicable to their phasiag. They argue, instead, 
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that the GaraSanin's system of dating are more valid because they corne h m  the culturets 

geographic core. 

Manson (1990) correlates several regional Senateci sequences of ceramics with 

radiocarbon and archaeomagnetic dates to simpliry the interna1 chronology of the 

StarEevo culture. She concludes that the Amndjelovi6-Gambnh phasing holds up best 

under the scndiny of absolute da- and hence is the most accurate. Manson's 

chronologid study of the StarEevo phases is the most up to date and accutate. It 

demonstrates the essential validity of the 3-4 phase sequence (cf. ArandjeloviC- 

GaraSanin), regardles of the names atûibuted to phases and sub-phases. ArandjeloviC- 

GaraSanin's system is the most widely accepted relative chronologicd sequence among 

prehistoric archaeologists working in the region. The dates for each of the phases are as 

f0Uows: 

W e v o  1: at least 5300 to ca. 5100 b.c. (61004950 BC., calibrated); 

W e v o  iTa: ca. 5100 to 4850 b.c. (ca. 5950-5650 B.C., calibrateci) 

W k v o  ca 4850 to 4500 b.c. (ca. 56504400 B.C., calibrated) 

w e v o  ca. 45004200 b.c. (5400-5100 0-C., calibrated) (Manson 1990). 

On the basis of radiocarbon dating, Ehnch and Bankoff q u e d  that the Star&vo 

culture is divided into two phases: early and late. They use the Anni seqwnce as their 

anchor to the cultures of the south. The Anm 1 phase is associateci with the southem 

Balkaa or Proto-Seskio culture, not Statkvo 1 as is g a i d y  thought. Starfevo levels 

occui at stratifieci sites appearing as Anzabegovo II and III, VrSnik II and ïII, Obre I 

(levels II-III), Gomja Tuzla and also synchmnous with Karanovo II and III (Ehnch and 
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Bankoff 1990: 380). They argue that Star&vo 1 b contemporary with the Anzabegovo II 

phase. This division is disputed by the absolute dating conducted by Manson (1990: 132). 

Greenfield (nd b) has recently fond that the radiocarbon dates h m  Foeni-Salq, 

a stylistically StarEevo Ha site, do not correspond with the dates proposed by Maiison 

(1990). As a result, it is apparent that the entire S-O chronologid system must one 

day be revised from top to bottom. 

Envimamentai Context 

The Star&vo-Cr& complex is spread over several different geographical regions - 
Pannonia, Serbia, Traiisylvania, and the Itoa Gates. 1 WU briefly describe the regional 

geography and the enviroments of each. What is d e d  the Cr& variant of the culture 

extends ea~twatds beyond Transylvania into the Dacian Plain of Oltenia and Wailachia, 

and is called the Circea-Gura Baciului culture group. This region is not discussed in this 

thesis since the Circea-Gura Baciului group are considered to be a separate culture group 

(- Dumitrescu 1983: 20,27). 

P annonia 

Pannonia (also hown as the Carpathian Basin or Great Hungarian Plain) is the 

term used to describe the flat Iowland plains within the arc of the Carpathian, Alpine and 

Dinaric mountains. It is a complex of intercomected lowlands in and aromd Hungary, 

approxhately 400 km in diameter* It is su~zounded on ali sides by mountains (Bohemian 

Mountains, Moravian Heights, Chqathians, Serbian uplands, Dinaric Alps, and Aips). It 

is preferable to use the politicaily neutral ancient Roman tenn for this region since it 

avoiàs the more ethnicaliy-possessive ternis, such as the Great Hungarian Plain. This 
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term is widely accepted among prehistoriaus in the region. 

Pannonia is bordered to the east by the Transy1vaniaa plateau, to the noah by the 

Bakk mountains in nordiem Hungary, to the west by the Austrian/Slovenian Aips, and to 

the south by the Danube (at Belgrade) and Saw rivers in Serbia and Ctoatia, 

This region is dso hown as the Middle Danube Drainage Basin which is a 

reflection of the importance of the Danube (Greenfield 1986: 42). The river systems are 

the most dynamic fea- of the landscape. Severai rivers nm through the plain, ali of 

which drain into the Danube, such as the Sava, Drava, Tisza, KBrbs, Mures, and TirniS. 

Pamonia was of the bash fomied by the former Pannonian Sea. This sea, 

deposited sediments of sand, clay and mud over the lowlands forming the presentday 

Carpathian and Pannonian Basins tbroughout the Miocene. Today loess platfoms, ofien 

marshy, abound, and are interspersed with tracts of alluvim. The entire region is a vast 

sedimentary basin (Grubib cited in Greenfield 1986: 41). During the Pleistocene, the 

region developed its cunent cbaractenstic basal soi1 cover - loess. Above the loess 

deposits aie ofken found a wide variety of l a c d e  and nverine deposits. Some of the 

largest inland sand dunes in Europe occur in Pamonia They are the d t  of the high 

loess and sand component, and strong winds in the elevated non-marsh areas. 

The southeastern part of Pannonia is divided into severai subunits that cross-cut 

the modem bordea of Romania, Hungary and Yugoslavia. The Yugoslavian part of 

Pannonia Mown coliectively as the Vojvodina) is divided into three sections - Srem 

(west of the Danube, south of the FniSka Gora), Ba& (west of the Danube, no& of the 

F d k a  Gora), and Banat (east of the Danube). The Banat aîso extends into southwestern 
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Romania. The other regions of Pannonia in Hungary and Croatia fkii outside the 

geographicai limits of this thesis because the Star&vo-C& culture did not spread into 

these areas, and WU wt be discussed 

The area is chatacteiized by extensive p e m e n t  and seasonal marshes because of 

the low relief and meandering river channels. Large areas on the plain wen seasonaiiy or 

pemauently unpasable due to floodjtlg and unusable for agricuitural activities until the 

large scale drainage activities of the AUSftOIHmgarian govemment in 19th century. The 

Pannonian basin had other considerable limiting &ors for Neolithic agriculture. Most of 

the area is classified as moistrne deficient for agriculture relative to the better-watered 

and deciduous forest zone in the highiands around the basin (Barker 1985: 100). 

The Banat is a subregion of Pannonia It comprises that portion of the middle 

Danube drainage bordered on the north by the M a q ,  on the south by the Danube, on the 

West  by the Tisa and on the east by the fkst spurs of the Western Carpathiaas. A unique 

characteristic of the Banat, in the southeastem Banat between the Danube and VrSac, is 

the formation of dunes h m  the loess and sandy sediments. They have created a rather 

roWg landscape (Bankoff 1974). 

Serbia (south of the Danube and north of Macedonia) 

The distinctive feature of Serbia is the extensive system of mountains and valleys. 

Serbia is a topographically cornplex geopphical unit. Topographically, Serbia is 

cbaracterized by an area with low rolling hills and broad plateaus in the north and 

northwesf and high mountains in the south, easf northeast, and west that cut it off nom 

the su~ounding regions. Two major rnountain systems exist: a) The Dinarics which nse 
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nom the Adriatic coastline and decrase in altitude mtil the fwttiills merge with the Iow 

terraces of the Pannonian Plain; and b) the momtains of east Serbia The latter are a 

section of the Carpatho-Ballrano system which arcs d o m  into Yugoslavia and is known 

locaiiy as the Balkan Mountains (Stara Planina in the south or Homolske Planina in the 

north) (Oranfield 1986: 38-43). The center of Serbia is known as Sumadija, which is a 

large eroded plateau and mountain-vdey system. 

The mountain systems are dissected by a plethora of large and srnail rivers and 

their tributaries. Severai major river systems cut h u g h  the region - the Morava, 

Kolubara, Ljig, etc. 'The Morava river is the last southem triiutary of the Danube before it 

enters the Iron Gates. OAen the rivers form ~ümow valieys and gorges (e.g. upper 

Kolubara and Ljig), but also wide alluvial flood-plains (Western and Lower Morava). 

Iron Gates 

To the east of Pannonia, the Danube flows through the Carpathians to fom a 

series of gorges, defiles and s m d  bas& that comect the Pannonian and Daciah bains. 

The Danube river gorge (bon Gates or Djerdp) splits the Carpatho-Balkano mountains 

into two parts - the Carpathiians to the north and the Balkan or East Serbian mountains to 

the south. Within the gorge, there are small basins, where the river widens and the baaks 

slope less severely, altemating with gorges and rapids (Greenfield 1986: 44). The gorge is 

sunoundeci on both banks by high mountsiins, hit ing vdcal  movemnit out of the Iron 

Gates. Movement traditionally has been limited to dong the river bank or on the river. 

Transybania 

Tmsy1vania is Rornania's largest and most vaned region. This region is near the 
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Hungarian border in the noah-west and exttnds thughout centrai and northwwstern 

Romania, This region includes most of the country's mountains, the Trsnsylvanian 

Plateau, and the noahwestern plains. It covas about 39,000 square miles (101,000 square 

kiiometres). The suttounding mo~taiDs are c o v d  with beech and oak tms, similar to 

the Iron Gates. Trsl~lsyIvanh's high plains make good grazing grounds for cattle and sheep 

and the plateau and plains have good soi1 for farmiag (World Book Encyclopedia: vol. 

R, p. 401). 

Sealement Patterns 

In this section, 1 di summarize the evidence for the intra-settiement and regional 

(or inter-) settiement patterns for the Starbo-KBr6s-Crig culture complex. 1 am adding 

the data fiom the related Koros cuitute to the discussion because there is more extensive 

idormation on the KBds materiai than for either the Starfevo or Crig cultures. The better 

known settlement patterns of the KMs culture will be usai to highlight those nom 

StarEevo and Cr@ cultures. The Hungarian sections of the plain with Early Neolithic 

KBtos remahs are limited to SE Hungary (bordering on Romania and Yugoslavia) in the 

Tisza and KWs river regions. 

Location 

Environmental &tors (such as climate, soils, and forest cover) detemhed whete 

people initidy settled and bega. fanning in Europe (Barker 1975,1985: 95; McPherron 

and Srejovid 1988). However, conditions vary quite widely thmughout the region under 

considnation (see environment.description above). Early Neolitbic satlement is limited, 

however, to a relatively aanow range of locations. It uui be generally found in clusters 
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dispased a h g  the edges of rivers and strrams (Whittle 1986: 13-1 51). 

The location of Starkvo sites in Serbia fBu into two basic groups: those in the 

main river vaileys @.mm, Westem and Souttiem Morava) and those in the adjacent hiIl 

country. AU the Starkvo settlemcnts in the fh t  gmup occupy positions on the edge of 

the Morava flood basin, at the junction between the forest soils and what are lmown as 

alluvial smonitsas (Barka 1985: 96). The second group ofstarkvo settlements are found 

disperseci abow streams in the low hill region (e.g. TeEiC, Blagotin and Divostin) (Barker 

1985: 96; Chapman 1990). Aimost aU of these sites appear to be situated near less 

cohesive soiis which are easily tillable (with a diggîng stick). None are mounded by 

heavier alluvium (Sherratt 1980a,b). Thete is no occupation in the more momtainous 

zone. 

in Pannonia (Vojvodina, Romanian Banat and Hungarian Tisza-Koros region), 

Early Neolithic sites also appear to follow the distribution of river and stream channels. 

Most of the sites cluster near functioning water-sources or near former channels. The sites 

usually appear on natural nses aiongside the rivers, such as levees. These are areas that 

would either drain quickly or remain dry, even when the rivers annuaily flwded the 

surrounding lowlands (e.g. Foeni-Salag) (Shmatt 1983; Barker 1985: 99; H. ûreeafield 

pers. comm.; Kosse 1979). The mils on the levees are also light and more easily tillable 

than those in the surroundhg lower elevations. In most areas, these dry islands are ofken 

ody a few hundred meters actoss; the 5 km territories and even the land within 1 lan of 

the settlements usually encompass areas which wouid have been liable to seasonal 

inundation (Barker 1985: 100)* This pattern extends 6rom the Danube near Belgrade 

78 



northwards h u g h  the Tisza, Kortis, and Maros (Mures) riva regions into Transylvanïa. 

Seventy percent of the Settlements are located on the flood-plain ofrivers, and on islands 

in the flood-plains m c h  1965: 413; H m t h  1989: 85). Where the flood plain is 

n m w ,  the sites show a linear anangement on bl& ovedoolring the valley; where the 

flood-plain is broader they occur on the srnail islands of higher ground withui it (Shetratt 

1982: 303). 

Spacing 

Settlements in the northern Balkans are spaced fÛrther apart than the tell 

settiements of the southem Baikans mark= 1985; 1975; McPhmn and SrejoviC 1988; 

Barker 1985: 95). For example, Starfevo sites in the Morava and Sava river vaileys are 

commoniy spaced 7 to 10 bn apart (Whittle 1986: 49). 'This pattern appears to extend to 

sites in the hi11 country of Serbia (cf Bankoff and Wmters 1982; Chapman 1990). 

Unfortuoately, the= is a dearth of information of this type for the Pannonia area. 

Size 

There is a wide range of site sizes between and within regions Some sites are 

quite small, while others are very large. There is liale systematic data on site sizes nom 

the Cr& culture. 

[a the KMs culture, near Szeged, the site of Endrod-ûregsmlok was 70-75 

metres long and 40-50 metres wide, while Rehelyi Dulo (based on d a c e  scatters) 

stretched in a narrow strip for ova  a kilometre dong the river bank. In the Upper Tisza 

region, the size of the Settlements varies fiom 150400 x 20-30 m to 300-400 x 30-40 m. 

In two cases (Devavanya-Katodoldek and Szohot-Szatlda) the size of the settiement is 
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much larger, 880-0-1 00 meters and 600 x 100 metres rrspectively (Homath 1989: 85). In 

the south-western region, the great Hmgarian section of Pannonia some sites are known 

to be 2 km in length (Sharatt 1982,1983), but are rnuitipIe overlapping occupations. 

Size data from 1 1 diffèrent early Neolithic Star&vo sites in the region amund 

Smederevska Palanka (Serbia) show a range h m  0.2 hestares (Golobok-Rimski%unat) to 

12 hectares (Kmsevo-Celopk). Star&vo stream-side sites vary in size h m  0 2  to 8.8 ha 

and hillslope sites h m  1.5 to 10 ha (Chapmao 1990: 28). A cornpaison of site sizes of 

StarEevo sites in Sumadija and singie-perîod Hungariaa K8tBs sites suggests that the 

strong linear coliStraiLIts of smam-side K8&s sites did not apply with such force to the 

Sumadija sites with their more varied topopphical conditions. Stdevo inhabitants were 

able to spread out more than K6r6s sites. 

Smtigtaphy - Tbickness of deposit 

The thickness of deposit has an important effect upon site size. A characteristic of 

the Starkvo culture is the paucity of stratified sites. The majority show occupation of a 

single period only. The levels tend to be thin and often disturbed. On average the horizon 

is 1 metre or less in depth, except for pit houses or structures which can range fiom 1-3 

metres in de@. However, as a d e  Starçevo-CrQ sites have a single thin culturai layer 

(SrejoviC 1988: 5). 

Many Star&vo-C* and K6rds sites have laterally displaced stratigraphy. They 

have thin scatters of occupationai debris that may extend for distances up to 1- 2 km. The 

great length of some of these sites is pmbably the redt  of paiodic occupation of srnail 

areas by srnail groups whose successive Settlements only pady overlapped (McPherron 
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and SrejoviC 1988: 465). V i i  mil was o h  found at a depth of 60-100 cm where there 

is no later &on (e-g. Endrod-Oregszolok, Fod-Saiag) (Makkay 1992: 121; 

Greenfield and m o v e a n  1994). However, excavations at m e  sites have yielded 

evidence for superimposed Starkvo stratigraphy. These are d y  tell sites, which have 

some constraints upon sealement spread For example, Drenovac on a low rise in the 

alluvial flood-plain of the Lower Morava river mealeci a 3 4  m Starkvo deposit 

(Chaprnan 198 1; Badcer 1985: 96). To move off the mound, meant living in seasonally 

flooded areas. 

House spacing 

There is Iittle information on the spatial distribution of features within StarEevo- 

Koros-Ce sites due to the Iack of large-de horizontal excavations (Horvath 1989: 85). 

A few sites, however, have been spatiaüy excavated These enable us to better understand 

the intemal structure of these sites and to inteipret areas of activities. At each of these 

sites, aimost dl of the structures excavated were semisubtefianean* At Rehelyi M o  in 

Hungary, an area of hut clusters was spatiaiiy excavated. Between the clusters, a 

concentration offlaiceci and ground stone was found, probably indicating a working area 

between the houses. Storage pits with carbonid seeds of cereal grains were also found 

(some of the earliest in Hungary). At Divostin, the architectural =mains are widely 

separated. Six semi-subterranean huts or earth csbins were found spread over a large area 

However, the areas in between were not excavated, so the overd disûibution is 

unknown. However, at 0 t h  Stsrfevo sites, the generai intrasite patterning is that of a 

larger central building surrounded by several smaller houses. The structures are arranged 

81 



as clusters, in a semi- or fidi chle  smouuding the central building. This type of 

patternhg is found at Blagotin and Fd-Salas,  where wide areas of the site wen 

excavated (Greenfield, pers. comm). Linear anangements of structures do not appear 

util the end of the Eaily Neolithic in StarCSevo-Cr& sites. 

Presently there are only two sites h m  which the number of contempomeous 

houses is known. Both of these sites have been almost completeiy excavated (Le. Foeni- 

Salq, Lepertski Vir). At the former, only 5 smail structures were found. They were 

distnbuted in a semicircle around a larger structure. The distance between each of the 

srnail structures was more or l e s  the same. The pattern at Lepenski Vu was very 

different. A large number of houses were crowded in rows dong the river's terraces, and 

have been hypothesized to be contemporary (N=>35; S~jovi6  1972). Srnailer K&r& 

settiements are thought to have consisted of 5 to 10 houses and iarger ones may have 50 

or more houses (Horvath 1989: 85). However, there is little excavated data to support the 

contention that all of these KBrOs structures were contemporaneous. Hence the population 

estimates for KMs may be exaggenited. 

Conclusions 

In this thesis, the ArandjeloviC-GaraSanin's system of phasing wili be used since it 

has been recently found to have the p t e s t  radiocarbon vaüdity. This is the most widely 

w d  chronological system for the Central Balkans (cf. Manson 1990). However, there are 

enough probiems with this system to warrant caution. The regional chnology needs to 

be reevaluated h m  the bottom up. 



CEAPTER6= EARLY NEOLITHIC ARCHITECTURE 

Introduction 

This chapter will discuss some ofthe chenrteristc elements of Early Neolithic 

architecture h m  temperate southeast Europe. There does not appear to be any single 

type of architecture for the enth Star&vo-CrQ-Ws-Karanovo-Kremkovici cornplex. 

Each of the cuitures has its own local architecturai traditions (Whittle 1986: 13 1-51). 

There are some architectural elements that they al i  share (Le- the use of wattle and daub). 

Two types of houses are present across the ~ g i o n  - d a c e  houses and semi-subterranean 

pit houses. Unfortunately, th= is little agreement on whieh one typidy represents the 

southeast temperate European Early Neolithic dwelling. Below is a brief review of this 

problem. 

Evolution of Eariy Neolithic house types 

A great deai of ink has been consumed in the literature conceming the nature of 

hows durhg the Early Neolithic of the northem Balkans. The literature has divided 

houses into two basic categories: SUTface and semisubterraaean @ogdanov% 1988; 

GaraSaain 1983; McPhemn and Christopher 1988; T ~ g h a m  1971). Part of the problem 

is that there are few sites b m  the larger region with weU pieserveci in situ and published 

architectural rrmains (Le. En- Tiijeno, Szolnok-Szanda, and H6dmeZOvasahely- 

Kotacpart in Hungary; Blagotin, Divosth, and Lepenski Vir in Serbia; and Foeni-Salq, 

Gura-Baciului, and Circea in R o d a ) .  The houses appear to be made of wattle and 

daub. Uafortunately, this region is a temperate zone, where the wood quickly rots away to 

leave thin strata and little archaeological evidence (Ehrich 1965: 409). 
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Seved scholars have suggested th& there was an evolution h m  

semisubterranean to surfàce dweiiings, on the basis of architectural sequences h m  

stratifieci sites (eg. Bogdanovi6 1988: 36; GaraSanin 1983; Gunbutas 1991). Ln these sites, 

oniy pits (interpreted as pit-houses) were f o d  in the lowest occupation horizon. The 

upper horizons, in contrast, contained only siÿf8ce dwellings. ûther scholars (eg. Ehrich 

1977; Manson 1990; Tringham 1971) disagree. W h  pit and surface houses occut at 

sites with intact stratigraphy, pit houses are generally found undemath surfiace houses 

and are earlier than d a c e  houses. This is the traditional model of the evolution of 

architecture (and house types) used by local southeastem European prehistorians, and is 

substantiated by the data fiom Divostin (i.e., Bogdanovib 1988; G a m b h  1983). Fincihg 

pit houses in both ends of the phase would invalidate this model. An alternative 

explanation for the presence of pit houses in both eariier and later sites and the apparent 

evolution of d a c e  houses in some later sites may be as foiiows: where d a c e  houses 

appear, this is a refiection of  setuement stability and intensification of occupation (cf. 

Kent 1991). The earlier sites would be l e s  stable and, as a redt, less intensively 

occupied. As t h e  passes, the sites are eithei abandoned or contindy occupied, which 

might require a more permanent structure (Le. a nrrface house). Any late StarEevo sites 

that have only pit houses might imply that the site is a seasonai site without any, or little 

intensification of the area StarCSevoJCri9 sites are not marked by elaborste and labour- 

costly features such as palisades, weli-constructed storage facilities, multiple chambers, 

etc. These feahues appear in the later Neolithic and rrflect a more long term strategy of 

settlement (Kaiser 1979: 15; Kaiser and Voytek 1983). 
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Sites with architectural stratigraphy (Le. Divostin) rnight r d e c t  an initial short 

term occupation with pits and then a switch to long term occupation Surface houses 

wouid be expected to appear o d y  in the later periods. In these cases? mobile or less 

permanent settlements, whether eariy or late, can and do have evidence of pit houses (ct 

Rocek 1995: 218). This does not invalidate a pit house to sudiace house evoIuti011, But, 

the goveniing variable for when surface houses appear is settiement stability and 

mobility- Evolution in house type is not unidirectional. One cannot assume that Sltrface 

houses are the end result of the evolution of Early Neolithic society as proposed by the 

traditionai model. However, some prehistorians wouid disagree with the basic premise of 

pit house evolution. Ehrich (1977) and Tringham (1971: 19) argue that there is no 

evidence of pit houses in the Early Neolithic of the Centrai Baikans, and that only surface 

houses existed during this time. Shce there is such evident controversy in the iiterature 

conceming the basic nature of h o w s  during the Neolithic, below is a brief description of 

the evidence for each house type- 

Pit hopses (semisubterranean dwelliiigs) 

Sites with semisubterranean structures are characterized by a near absence of 

durable daub architecture (e.g. Foeni-Saiap in the RomaniaD Banat and Blagotin in central 

Serbia). The occupants of these sites hvested very little energy in rndifjhg and 

improving their living arra Simple semi-subterranean huts were constructeci and 

occupied for a short period of tirne- Floors were not specially constmcted or plastered- 

Instead, they were simply the bottom of the pit, which was dug into the weildrained 

Pleistocene loess deposits. Pits oAen designated as dweliings are g e n d y  large and 
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Ureguiar in shape (the size of pit houses vary h m  10 x 4 5  m m the Imn Gates (Lepenski 

Vir) to ca. 8 x 5 or 6 m in ami  in the Vojvodina (Vtakovic-Trzbnica) (Srejovi6 1988). 

Shape can also vary £hm oval (Lepinski Vii) to trapeu,idal (Paciina). They are usually 

without internal structural fea- or postboles (Star&vo-Grad, Pedezh-Batka, Aiadac- 

Leje, Bashtina-ObreZh, ûolukut, lowest levels of  Vincha, Cmolachka Bara, Lepenski Vu 

ma, Padina, Vinkovci-Trzbnica, Divostin 1, Peshterica). Many pit houses have an 

entrance ramp on one side of the pit (Le. Foeni-Sdag). It is also cornmon for the backs of 

pit houses to be cut into the loess plateau, mound or hi11 to make for a more stable 

structure with better insulati011, The mfk were probably simply wooden affairs 

(BogdanovZl988). Various pit houses as weli as storage pits had surroundhg postholes, 

bumt soils horizons, similarly shaped walls and floors, etc. 

The Star&vo-K6r6~-Crig cornpiex is most chanicteristically defined by the 

presence of semisubterranean structures. These semisubterranean structures are found 

fmm one end of the cornplex's distribution to the other - h m  southem Serbia to the 

KGrOs-Tism region. in the northeastem regions flramylvania, CnJanovo), sites with 

semi-subtetraaean structures are found at G m  Bacului (Vlassa 1976); in the no& and 

noahwestern regions (Vojvodina, Banat, Pannonia), Donja Branjevina, Golukut, Foeni 

and Margareci Mlin-Apatin have pit houses (Greenfield and Dmpvean 1994; SrejoviC 

1988); in the eastern part of tbis cornplex (the Iron Gates) Lepinski Vir ma and Padina 

have pit house structures present (SrejoviC 1972; BogdanoM61988); in centrai Serbia, 

severai sites baw pit houses, such as Blagotin, Divostin 1, Starfevo-Grad, Perlezh-Batka, 

Aradac-Leje, Bashtina-ûbrezb, lowest leveis of Vincùa, Cmoiachka Bara, Padina, 
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Vinkovci-Tcrbnca, Pesbterica (Bogdanovi61988; Stankovi6 and Greenfield 1992). Pit 

houses an found as far northwest as Transdanubia (Hungary), which is the maximum 

northwestem iimit of the S ~ O I K O ~ O S - C ~  complex (Makkay 1978). The only region 

where t h e  is almost no evidence of pit houses dPring the Early Neolithic is in southeni 

Serbia (GlisiC 1967). It appears tbat the majority of sites with pit houses is in the heart of 

the Starfevo complex (central Serbia), with a lessa deiisity sites wîth pit houses in the 

surrounding regions. 

Pit houses are present in both early and late StarEevo settiements, and ofken in 

sites with some d a c e  architecture. They disappear at the end of the Early Neolithic, but 

reappear during the Eneolithic (ca 3300 B.C.). The later StarEevo pit houses appear to be 

more stnrcturally developed and are quickly followed by the appearaace of surface 

houses. For example, at Divostin, (central Serbia), there is evidence for both pit houses 

and d a c e  structures. The pit houses are earlier (BogdanoviC1988). The earliest 

semisubterranean stnrctwes g e n d y  have a circula or elliptical plan. They probably 

had simple wwden superstnictures based upon sutroundhg postholes (2.2-6.8 m length; 

1.50-4.80 m; depth 0.1 5-0.80 cm) and a concave floor (fig. 7). Semisubterranean 

structures h m  the middle StatCevo phase were trapezoidal or rectanguiar and Iarger in 

s k .  Evidence of waii and roof construction is poor, and traces of postholes are rare. The 

fioors were a mixture of concave and flaî. W d s  in both pit house phases were slanted 

inwards. The latest StarEevo phase at Divostin were all d a c e  h o w s  (Bogdanovi61988: 

35-3 8). 



Sdace  Strpctarw 

The architecture of the Starkvo surface dweilings is chanieteiued by timber 

fhme dweilings with wattle-and-daub waüs end day plastered floors worvath 1989: 85- 

86; Gimbutas 1991). Siirnice houses are generally d in size, but they are stiU larger 

than semisubterranean houses (Makkay 1992: 121-125). Most sudace hows  are single 

story. However, some structures (usuaiiy those found in the KBr6s regions) appear to 

have two floors (Whittle 1986: 13 1-151). The second floor may not have been a fidi 

storey, but may have been used as a loft or granary. 

Single storey houses are characteristicaiiy d, one-mm structures without any 

evidence for internai divisions, and can range in size h m  a maximum length of 6-7 m 

(i.e. in the Yugoslav part of the B a h  (Vovojdllra) at Bisema Obala) to 10-12 m long. 

The average size app«us to be 7-10 m long and 4-6 m wide (Le. Anza, Zelenikovo, 

GraEanica, VrSnik - Bogdanovi6 1988: 36; Gimbutas 1976; Renfkw 1969: 9; Trïngharn 

1971 : 86; Makkay 1992: 121-125). 

In general, the shape of d a c e  houses is rectanguiar or square in shape (fig. 8). 

However there does agpear to be chanicteristic shapes for different regions. AU surface 

houses have post holes in and amund the floors to support the wattie and &ub walls 

(McPherron and SrejoviC 1988: 36-41). The roofs were either thatch (usually found in the 

StarEevo regions) or gableâ The latter was more characteristic of the K6tgs Culture than 

Star&vo or C e  (e-g. at Hodme28vasahely near Subotica - Makkay 1992: 121-125; 
Horvath 1989: 85-86). The charactenstic shape of the K&rds cuiture house (Tisza and 

Tisza regiom) was a single-rom rectanguiar or oblong structure (Le., Endrsd-Oregszolok 

88 



- Horvath 1989: 85-86). la the Star&vo regions, the chenrtaistic shape of buildings is 

quadrangdar (ir. StarEevo type site). Traces of surfàce houses with rectanguiar bases and 

footings of stone were found in the southem and eastem most regions of the Starkvo 

culture (Le. 0- TeM, CmokaMka Bara, and LudoS-Bud3;rit - Bogdanovi6 1988: 88). 

In the later phases of the Early NmIithic Startevo-Crig culture, surfàœ houses are 

defbitely present. These cart be found at many sites in the southem and eastem part of 

Serbia, such as Obre 1, Divostin 1, Aaza II-III, Lepenski Vir W, etc. (Benac 1974; 

Gimbutas 1991; Bogdanovi6 1988; Srejovib 1972). Six srnnice houses were also found in 

iate Starkvo deposits at Divostin (centrai Sabia). Ia the Yugoslav part of the BaEka 

(Vojvoduia), d a c e  level buildings were found at Bisema Obala near Nosa 

An interesthg temporal pattern is recognizable in the distribution of surfiace 

structures. In Serbia, they are limited to late Starfevo contexts. The K6rBs d a c e  houses 

also appears to be siightly later than the early StarEevo to the south. The ciifferhg house 

type pattern of the KOrOs-Tism region is a reflection of the fact that this is the transition 

to the more central Empean Linear Bandkeramik long house pattern. The origin of the 

Linear Bandkeramik pattnn has been traceci to this region and culture (Bogucki 1988: 

1 19). Surface houses might then be considerd a later phenornenon. The exception 

appears to corne h m  sites within the h n  Gates, such as at Lepenski Vi and HajduEka 

Vodenica in Yugoslavia and Schela Cladovei in Romania. They consist of villages with 

srnail (5.5 to 9.5 sq. m) trapezoidal sinnice houses on Stone-built and clay foundations 

(SrejoviC 1972: 64; Bogdanovie 1988; Milisauskas 1978: 96). These are about the s k  of 

most of the sernisubterraaean dwellings in other sites. However, the origins of this 
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architecturai fonn found in each of the Iron Gates sites lies in the Mesolithic. This is not 

surprising given the evidence for population continuity h m  the MesoLithic into the 

Neolithic in the Iron Ga- ( P r h  1987). 

Popalation reconstruction 

Usually the size of the site cm be indicative of the n u m k  of inhabitants. 

However, the entire site has to k excavateci (or systematidy sampled) in order to 

obtain an estimate of the potential numbet of dwelhgs. Uafortunately, there are ody two 

more or less completely excavateci Early Neolithic sites h m  our region, Foeni-Saiq and 

Lepenski Vir. They yield very dinerent types of estimates baseci upon the number and 

size of dwellings. If we assume thaï a nuclear f d y  (m. 5 people) inhabited each of the 

dwellings, since each are relatively small, then Foeni may have been occupied by las 

than 50 people and Lepenski Vi by almost 150 (H. Greenfielci, pers. comm.). 

Distingaishing pit bouses h m  other pits 

During the earliest phases of the M y  Neolithic, there is confusion over the form 

and nature of house types and pits types. There is no literature that defines the 

distinguishing characteristics for suiface houses, pit houses and refiise pits. There are a 

larger number of unstratifled sites that show only evidence for pi&, unassociated with any 

d a c e  dwellings. As a result of the la& of d a c e  evidence, the larger of the pits have 

been interpreted to represent semi-subtemean dwellings (eg. Bogdanovi6 1988; 

Garasanin 1983; Gimbutas 199 1 ; Srejovif 1972). Consquently, the fuadamental problem 

is to be able to decipher the function of the various pit featims on sites. There are several 

reasons for this lack of definition: a) there is poor evidence for d a c e  structures durhg 
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these phases; b) there is an abundance of pits in ahost ail sites; c) the rnajority of pits are 

fiiied with culturai detrris. This fill makes it f i c u l t  to interpret the initiai fiuiction of the 

pit For example, the fiinction of pits is comrnoniy assumed to k 1) for habitation (eg. 

Bogdanovi6 1988; SrjoviC 1972); 2) as b o m  pits for daob &on to m a n u f h m  

d a c e  dwelluigs (eg. Ehrich 1977; -butas, Wm and Shimbaku 1989); or 3) ref'irse 

disposal (eg. Gimbutas 1991 : 15). However, then are no systematic studies of the 

hction of pits in the StarCevo-C&-KOrOs culture area As a dt, there is codbsion as 

to whether the pits were for habitation, refûse, or daub manufacture. This confusion has 

interfered in the reconstruction of Early Neolithic houses, settlement structure and the 

interpretation of Early Neolithic community orgarhtion. 

Manson concludes that "in spite of the lack of good vert id stratigraphy at most 

sites, pit houses are often classified as earlier than the d g c e  structures" based upon their 

presumed relative chronological position (Manson 1990: 86). Tringham (1971: 86) 

argued that the pits were not dwehgs. There was "an absence of any traces of a 

superstructure over the pits or habitation flwr within themn. As a result, it would seem 

that it is "unlikely that any of the pits were lived in. The absence of any traces of d a c e  

habitations on a site may be explainecl either by poor local conditions of preservation, the 

fact that in most cases, ifthe houses w n  not accidentaliy fïred, the clay comprising the 

walls would not be preserved, or lack of recognition of the tracesn (Tringham 1971: 86). 

Ehrich (1977: 62), in his criticism of the interpretation of pits at the type site of StarEevo, 

disagreed with his codhctot's (D. Arandjelovid-GaraSanin) interpretation of the 

bction of the larger pits as pit-houses. While AtaadjelovidlGaraSanin continwd to 
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maiatain that they were the remaîns of semisubterranean dwellings (eg. M. Gadanh 

1983). -ch argwd that aU the pits at the type-site were in fa t  refiise or daub pits. 

"The function of the pits as house foundations, although a usual interpretation, 

now seems to me to be very doubtful. They are ofno consistent shape. Some of 

them are roughly circuiar, while otha are long, W o w ,  wanderinp and irreguiar. 

Since no postholes can be attri%uted to than and, skice in none of hem was a tme 

hearth found, 1 am now inclinai to view them as probably bomw pits for earth or 

loess, to construd daub houses elsewhere, or to supply materid for pottery 

making .... The shapes of the pits, are quite different h m  the quadrilatd and 

trapezoidd h o w  fonns found at some other Star&vo and Kôr6s sites. It seems 

more than likeIy that any possible traces of actuai houses, either as postholes or as 

mud or brick construction, had completely disapp«ued" (Ehrich 1977: 65). 

Tringham (1971) and Ehrich (1 977) epitomize the attitude that the pits in Early Neolithic 

sites, whether in the basai or subsequent horiU,ns, were not occupatio~ml dwellings. 

Ehrich's coafession is simply one example of how difficuit it has been to properly 

interpret these pit features. 

It was assumed that the d e r  pits on the order of  2-3 m in diameter and 1-1.5 m 

deep were considered to be nxbbish or storage pits, or possibly seasonai habitations. 

Conversely, the larger, shallow wmewhat irregular pits were designatecl communai living 

activity areas (cf. Manson 1990: 86-87). BogdanoviC (1988: 42) distinguishes between pit 

houses and storage pits in Divostin 1. However, he does not provide any distinguishing 

criteria by which he separateci them. The problem of distinguishing between pits and pit 
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houses has been an issue of contention for at least the past 30 y a i ~ .  

Site reports from this region (Le. eastem Yugoslavia and southern Romania) show 

Iittle evidence for preserved remamS of suface houses. The Star&vo-K8rOs-Crîg complex 

is most chanictetjstically defined by the presence of semisubtenanean structures. It 

remains controversiai as to whether these were dwellings or sknply pits for wall ùaub for 

surface structures, *ch were Iater fUed with domestic refuse. Most of the featwes that 

have been identifid as houses are o h  assumeci to be of a semi-subterraneau nature. 

However, most of these pit features do not show architectural evidence that they were 

dwehgs. The major evidence used for the presence of a structure has been the 

distribution of pst  holes for both pits and d a c e  ho-. Unfortunately it is cificuit to 

detemine what many of these were since there is poor preservation of architecturai 

remains in most of the sites. This makes it difficuit to reconstruct structures. Furthenno~e, 

few sites bave been excavated sutncientîy weil to determine the presence of postholes. 

There is also difficulty in identifying specifïc characteristics associated with pit houses 

(i.e. hearths, tloors, etc.). As a result, most mhaeologists h m  the region prefer to 

interpret any pit feature as the remah of pitdwellings (e-g. Bogdanovi6 1988; Garaliania 

1 983). This presents a major problem when trying to ncol l~t~ct ,  not only houses, but 

also spatial pattems within a village. 

In KWs sites, both pits and d a c e  houses are present. It is hypothesized that the 

d a c e  houses were two storey h o w s  with the second storey &ely to have been used as 

a loft or granary. Such structures are common throughout the region today. It is 

hypothesized that the clay for the walls and mfs of such structures was deriveà fiom pits 
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alongside or nearby the houses, which were aRerwards used as middens or burials (eg. 

Gimbutas 1991: 15; T ~ g h a m  1971: 86). In these sites, it is easy to distinguish 

midden/borrow pits fimm d a c e  stnrtures because of their close proximity. I& sites 

without evidence of surfkce structures, the situation is more difEcuit to nsolve. 

Many of the features identifid as pit houses appeat in the ôasai honPms of 

stratifiai Early Neolithic sites. If the pits are not excavated stratigraphidy, the features 

are at risk of king destroyed or mixeci. However, most of these pit features do not show 

architectural evidence that they were, in facf dwellings. The major evidence used for the 

presence of a pit-dwelling (instead of refise pit) structure has been the presence of 

exterior andlor interior pst  holes, a bumt area or hearth, a d o r  bumt daub remains of 

flooa or walls (SrejoviC 1972; Bogdanovid 1988). Many excavators use the presence of 

various postholes, hearths, daub floor hgments to distinguish between pit houses and 

refuse pits. 

Another major reason that this problem still remains today is because of the 

method in which pits have been excavated. The cornmon method of "pt  feature" 

excavation has been to excavate them using Mnahaal horiu,ntai cuts (10-30 cm in 

depth). Because of the uncertabty of the pits hction, many archaeologists tend to 

believe there is no intemal stratigraphy to a pit. This creates a problem because internai 

stratigraphy is u W y  p-t within these pits and it tends to get mixed with this type of 

excavating. Furthemiore, much of the confuson cornes about ifthere has been secondary 

use of the pit (is. occupied, abandonad, and then used as a refuse pit). In such cases, 

many archaeologists in the past have simply dug straight through the "garbage/ref'use" 
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deposits to d e  s o l  This results in the mixing of the basal and fill horizons. If the is 

an occupation horizon on the bcisaI level of the pit, it is usually mis& andior mixed. 

Ail of these bave co~l~e~uences for the pb1em of not bekg able to decipher the 

hct ion of the various pit fatures on sites. The division between the two schools of 

thought is presently wide and seemingly unbridgeable. Neitha side has systematically 

examhed this question using alternative methods ofanaiysis or independent data. 

Uafortunately, most continue to d e  assumptions on pit fiinction without p p e r  data to 

back up their statements. As a dt, 1 wiU propose a new method of analysis in chapter 8 

to more adequately solve the problem of where the pit houses were located on a site and 

what their origirial fiinction was (ie. bonow pit or dwelling). 

A final problem affecthg the controversy is that the preservation of architectural 

remaias varies widely h m  region to region. surface remah aie very weu presemed at 

KorGs culture sites. They are less fiequently preserved at Star&vo-Cr4 sites. Sites in 

Romania and Serbia tend to be shallow and the Star&voCa cultural horizon is close to 

the sudiace. As a result, StarEevo-Cr& horizons are fimluently destroyed by agriculturai 

activities- 

Iattri-structurai architectural features 

The density of features within stnictures in StarEPvo-Crig sites appeais to have 

been low. Severai types of fatures have been identifieci in structures: ovens, storage pits, 

and postholes. The evidence for each will be discussed in tum. 

Ovens and hearths 

There is evidence of immoveable ovens and hearths found both inside and outside 
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surface and pit house stnicnues. Most neqUeatly, th- is ewidence fot a single hearth or 

oven. In KBibs culture sites (TiszajenO, Szolnok-Samda and Hbdmez6vaisaheiy- 

Kotacpart), hearths or fireplaces wm found Mde houses, but outdoor fite-places were 

more cornmon (Homath 1989: 85-86). At Tiszajen6, an open h d  messuring 120 x 145 

cm was excavateci. It was slightly lowered into the floor and coated with daub 

(Bogdanovi6 1988: 88). At Endrsd, only exterior ovens (IL=$) were found (Makkay 1992: 

134). in the most northwesteai of KOr6sdated culture, in the area where they are 

evolving into Linear Bandkeramik, sites such as sites Bicske have clear evidence of 

probably domed ovens were found in pit houses (Makkay 1978). At S-vo sites in 

Pannonia (Le. Foeni-Salq), small cenoal hearths were occasionally found inside houses. 

There is little evidence for exterior heaabs. Domed ovens are also occasionally found 

inside of the houses, at. Foeni-Salq (Greeafield ad. b) and several Crig sites (Luca 

1993). At Divosth, there is evidence for hearths found directly beside SWevo 

structures. Hearths are characteristicaiiy identined by their round base, the slightly raised 

centre, a densely packed broken stone and shard horizon (a. 6 cm. thick), and a thin clay- 

sand-limestone horizon covering the enth hearth (Bogdanovi6 1988: 48). Stone-hed 

hearths are found in the centre of the Lepenski Vu-type trapemidal d a c e  structures in 

the Iron Gates (SrejoviC 1972; Bogdanovi6 1988; Milisauskas 1978: 96). The pesence of 

ovens and hearths inside ofpits would indicaîe that these were habitation structures 

where activities took place (Le. sleeping, cooking). At Endrod, the ovens were poorly 

preserved. They resembled round surnices dug into the d e  soi1 or the actual floor 

level. Bumt and weii-fïred lumps of clay were scattaod over them (Makkay 1992: 134). 
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Most fresuently, however, nMter ovens nor tireplaces were fomd within s b ~ c a m ~  

during the excavation of S ~ o - C ~ - K O r O s  culture sites. 

Storage pits 

Plasteml storage pits and storage vessels were occasionaiiy found dug into the 

ground both b i d e  and outside houses in KOr6s-Starkvo cultures (ir. En- Divostin) 

(Bogdanovif 1988: 4244; Makkay 1992). There is evidence of at least 30 storage pits at 

Divostin, without any apparent spatial patterning to the distribution across the site. There 

is a littie evidence for storage pits h m  Foeoi-Sakq (H. Greenfield, pers. comm.). Refuse 

pits may be sballow (el m) or as deep as 220-300 cm (Foeni-Sa18 - Greenfield md. b; 

Endcsd - Makkay 1992). Their fiil may be as much as 2 metres deep. The majority of pits 

were Wed with a loose and ashy soil, with a high organic content (Makkay 1992: 12 1 - 
125), and occasiody have a large pithos type c e d c  at their base (Foeni-Saiag, locus 

25 - Greenfield n.d. b). 

Posf holes 

Postholes are found with increasing hquency in and around Early NeoIithic pit 

and surface house structures. Since the floor of the buildings were only beaten earth, only 

the post-holes indicated the structure's ground plans. It makes it very difEcuit to 

accurately reconsûuct the shape of the house. Unfortunately, this is an ail too wmmon 

problem in defining Early Neolithic architecture. 

In the K6rbs culture, a rrctanguiar house (8 x 4.2 m), found at Tisrajen6, 

preserved a wmplete system of postholes (Bogdanovid 1988: 88). Excavations at E n W -  

Oregszolok (southeasteni Hungary) mvealed that only one of the houses showed evidence 
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of postholes. ïhese postholes did not follow a definite outline. Plasta andlor bumed 

floors were not apparent either. Thus, the floor level of these buiidings couid only be 

defined on the basis of the artif8cts' position (Maldray 1992: 122). In the most 

noahwestmi of KBribrelated culture, in the area where they are evolving into Linear 

Bandkeramilt, sites such as sites Bicdce have clear evidence of post holes in pit houses 

(Makkay 1978). 

In the Yugoslav part of the Ba& (Vovojdim), d a c e  level buildings were found 

at Bisema Obda near Nosa They were small rectanguiar structures. They haâ levelled 

and mudcoated fiwrs, daub d s  with supporthg posts (as evidenced by postholes), and 

ovens of fired-earth (BogdanoviC 1988: 88). 

Interna1 divisions 

Internai division are visible at a few sites. For example, at CrnokalaEka Bara, a 

pit-house with tbree differentiated moms was found (BogdanoviS. 1988). At Blagotin, pit 

house number 10 had two rooms (Greenfield and Staakovi6 ad.). However, the nom 

appears to be a lack of any discernible internal divisions within pit house structures. 

Conclusions 

Since no remains of surfëce houses wcn found at most Stat&vo-Crig sites, large 

pits are usually classinecl as pit houses. However, the identification of these features as 

pit houses has been treated with scepticism (Milisauskas 1978: 94; McPhemn and 

Cbristopher 1988: 469). In contrast, Srejovi6 and other local prehistorians feel that most 

Starbvo Settlements had lean-ta huts sunk into the gromd (SnzjoviC 1972,1988: 5). 

There are many reasons why it has been difflcult to distinguish pits h m  pit 
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houses in sites ficm the cent& B a b  Early Neoiithic, despite the importance of the 

thne and region to European prehistory- Fond, most accavations cartied out in the region 

were not systematic. Second, the f ~ e u s  was not on excavation strategies which wouid 

yield detailed information on the fuaction of stnicturrs. Third, excavation has typ idy  

k n  of a limited spatial nature, so that there is a poor perception of the distri'bution of 

features across a site (which tequires excavation over a large horizontal area). Fourth, 

there has been a focus upon chronology (with limited excavations to recover vertidy 

superimposed sequmces), instead of wide spatid exposures (outside of the Iron Oates). 

Fi& few sites have been excavateci dciently weil to d e t e d e  the presence of 

postholes. There is aiso difficuity in identifying specific characteristics associated with 

such houses (Le. hearths, floors, etc.). This presents a major problem when trying to 

reconstruct, not only houses, but also spatial patterns within a village. Sixth, there is no 

literature that defines the distinguishing characteristics for refiise pits and pit houses. 

Seventh, none of the excavations have iecovered in sutncient detail the spatiai 

distribution of artifactual remains associated with pits. These would be crucial to 

unraveiiing the fiinctiom of various pits on a site. 



CHAPTER 7: FOEM-SAI,A$ 

Introduction 

Foeni-Salag is an Early NeoIithic site in the southwestern part of the Romanian 

Banat (fig. 2). It is approximately 7500 years old (a. 5500 B.C. calibratecl). The site 

appears to have been occupied for a short period of thne (ca 100 years) during the 

Star&vo-Ce cultwe, and then abandoneci for about 4,000 years uatil the Early Iron Age, 

&er which it was abaadoned once again until the eatly Medieval period (405th century 

AD.). The later periods at the site are heavily distubeci, but the Early Neolithic is more 

or less intan It was not subjeaed to emsion. The site is situated on top of a low mound 

sunounded by agriculttual fields. 

The site has a single and very thin occupation level which allowed the excavators 

to open a large area of the site in only three summers of field work. Excavations at the 

site were undertaken in order to acquire a better understanding of the socio-economic and 

spatial organization of an Early Neolithic comrnwiity. Foeni-Salq is an excellent and rare 

example of a single phase Eady Neolithic agricultwal site in the Balkans. The importance 

of this site lies alsa in its e p h e m d  nature. The site was occupied for a very short tirne. 

Such sites are particularly useful for increasing our understanding of the nature of spatial 

aspects of the Early Neolithic social-economic organization in this area 

The excavations at Foeni Salq have demonstrateci the presence of a new 

StarEevo-Cr@ II settlement in the Romanian Banat. The site appears to be one of the 

earliest StarEevo-Crig settiements in the area. The only other hown StarEevo-Ce 

settiements in the immediate vicinity are found in or near the modem villages of Guïivaz, 
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Pa* and Unip. AU of these sites appear to be h m  later phases of the Staravo-Crig 

culture (iE3 or IIi). Therefore, Fd-Salag is the eariiest Star&vo-Crig site known nom 

the Romanian side of the Banat 

History of research 

A coilaborative res~a~ch pmgtam of sumy and excavation of the settlement at 

FoeniSalq was camed out by the University of Manitoba (Wïïpeg, Canada) and 

Museum of the Banat (Tïïoara, Romania) during three field seasons ( M y  22-August 

25,1992; Juiy 1 -Aug. 25,1993; May 1-Aug. 6,1994). The two directors of the pmject 

were Drs. Haskel Greenfield (University of Manitoba) and Dr. Florin Dqovean 

(Museum of the Banat). Students nom the University of Manitoba, Belgrade, Harvard, 

Illuiois and other institutions participated in the excavation and analysis of most of the 

material from Foeni-Salq during each of the three field seasons. While assistance was 

provided by the Romanians in the way of permïts, logistics and occasional student 

volunteers, the majority of the excavation and analysis was carried out by the Canadian- 

directed team. AU of the botanid, faunal, Stone, spatiai, and daub analyses were 

undertaken by either d e n t s  or other specialists of the Canadian-directed team. The 

ceramics inventory wili be analysed by the Romaniam (Dr. Dqovean and his -dents), 

but their contribution is s t i i l  in preparation. 

The site: phyricai gcograpby and surroiuidh~ 

Site location 

The prehiJtonc settlement at Foeni Salag is 3 km noah of the modem village of 

Foeni, in the county of Ti, province of the Banat, Romania. The village of Foeni is 



approximately 45 km SW of the city of Tirnigoara (capital of the Banat). The site is 

situated aiongside the asphait road between the villages of Foeni and Ionel, and is 

approximately 3 km h m  the Yugoslavian border. The coordhates of the site are 

approxïmately 20 degrees, 52 minutes and 30 seconds longitude and 45 degrees and 3 1 

minutes latitude (Greenfield and Drsgovean 1994). 

Physicai description of the site 

The site at F o e n i S m  is on a natural hül, rising appmximately 5 m above the 

surrounding flood plain (fig. 9). It is located in the southwest haif of the low rise 

(extendhg S W-NE) and is part of a remnant of a large-scale loess tenace that forms the 

edge of the Timipt flood-plain. The Ti-t is a tributary stream of the Timiq river which 

flows past the site (Greenfield and Drapvean 1994). 

The hill and suctounding area has been under cultivation by the local cooperative 

and landowwr at Ieast since the area was drained in the 19th century. The soil is normaily 

plowed with a relatively shallow plow, wbich nims soil to depths of about 30 cm. 

Approximately 25 years ago, the local cooperative embarked upon an ambitious plan to 

increase productivity by deep ploughing (dom to 50 cm). The results of the deep 

plowing were apparent during the excavations (there were several plow disturbances 

found in the Early Neolithic featutes) ((Greenfield n.d. b: 3). 

The site in its entirety is relatively small (ca halfa hectare). The Early Neolithic 

part of the site is even d e r  (ca. 2000 sq m). The Early Neolithic settlement was 

oriented towaid the south, facing the old palaeochannel or oxbow on the T i t .  In the 

past, this channel wrapped around the southem and easteni sides of the site. Today, the 
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Timigat has been straightened and channeiied and lies about 100 m east of the site. The 

site slopes steeply on the east and south, and gently towards the west and north d o m  to 

the modem day cultivateci fields. 

Soü and vegetation 

The oniy vegetaîion on the site today is the modem crops the villagers grow. The 

most comrnon type of vegetation grown is corn. Tbm are dso d patches of a l f i a  

that grow alongside the corn fields. 

The soi1 is a mixture of clay and silt with a ss~dy substrate. The soi1 on the site 

drains rapidly because of the presence of the underlying sand However, when exposed to 

the sun for a short periad of the, the Holocene soiis become extremely hard baked, due 

to the high clay content. 

Surrounding enviionment 

The site is found in the midst of the fiat alluvial plain between the Timig and Bega 

rivers in the Banat. The Banat, is the SE-most area of the region hown as Pannonia - a 
politicaUy-neutrd name for the great plain within the arc of the Carpathian, Alpine, and 

Dinaric mountain ranges. 

The Foeni region belongs to the Banat plain. The plain is organized into several 

areas depending upon altinide and relief Foeni is located in the T i  plain, WU 

includes the flood plain of the Ti*, Bega, Moravisa and Bnava rivers (Zavoinanu 

1979: 23-28). The average altitude of the T i  plain is ca. 80 m as1 (Greenfield and 

Dqovean 1994). 

In the 19th century, the T o i t  stream, aad the Bega and T i  rivers were 
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channelied and large areas of the plain were draineci. What was formerly swamp and 

marsh, is today nch agriculturai Imd. 

Modem climate 

The site is in the midst of an area with a central Euopean type climate. The 

summers are wet and hot and the winters are moist and cold. The winch corne h m  the 

Russian steppes and travel over the mountains to the plains. Although moisture Ievels for 

this region are relatively high, the Banat receives less moistine than the westem and 

northem areas of the plah It is affected by the rain shadow effet of the Carpathians, 

which block moisture coming h m  the east Precipitation occins year-round, but is 

highest in July, declines in August and Septemk, and rises again in October and 

November (Zavoianu 1979: 38). There are between 120-130 rainy days and 15-20 snowy 

days (Zavoianu 1979: 41). 

Relative chronology 

The Early Neolithic occupation of Foeni-Salq is tentatively dated to the second 

phase of the Starkvo-Crig culture (IIA and IIB), on the basis of the relative fkquency 

and presence and absence of stylistic elements found during the preliminary analysis of 

the ceramics (Greenfield and l hpvean  1994; Greenfield n.d b: 20-21). The site is 

stylisticaily co~ected with severai other Star&v&r& sites h m  the area (i.e. 

Ti.m@oara-Fratelia, Cuina Turcului 1, Gura Baciului II, Ocna-Sibiu II, and Lepenski Vit 

mA - cf. Laum>vici 1984: 62; Pamescu 1979; Vlassa 1980; Srejovie 1972). It is one of 

the earliest settlements in the Banat (Romanian and Yugoslavian) (ûreenfield ad. b: 2 1). 



Absolute chmnology 

Five of the animal bones h m  Early Neolithic features were radiocarbon dated, 

but o d y  three were considerd accurate. On the basis of these three dates, the site appears 

to have been occupied for a relatively short period of time diniag the second haif of the 

5th miiiennium BC (5600-5300 BC). The other two dates w m  mjected b u s e  they feu 

outside the range of the StarEevo-Cripdture in the Banat (Greenfield n.d b: 2 1). 

Excavation stiritegy and methodology 

Excavation strategy 

The objective of the excavation was to recoIlStNct the intemai social and 

economic organhtion of a single settlement of an Early Neolithic site. It was therefore 

necessary to map the spatial distribution of in s i .  features and artifacts in a systematic 

way in order to understand the relationship between different types of features and 

wociated artifacts. Previous excavations of StarEevo-Crig settiements have not recorded 

a d o r  published the exact distribution of excavated materiais in a manner whic'h wouid 

aiiow systematic intra-settiement spatial anaiysis and reconstruction of Early Neolithic 

social and economic organhtion (Greenfield a d  b: 1). 

Excavation and recovery methodology 

Initialiy the site was gridded into a system that covered the entire mound (fig. 10). 

The reason for the gridding system was to facilitate the rapid and easy location of any 

feature or deposit for eventual incorporation into a GIS-baseà d y t i c a i  system. Each 

rnacro-block was 20 x 20 m, each of whicb were divided into 5 x 5 rn trench aieas, which 

were m e r  subdivided into 1 x 1 m quads. It was within each of these qua& that 



material was separatdy d e m i  bagged and labelled for M e r  d y s i s .  

Excavation wes by a combuiation of n d  and &cial stratigraphic units, 

depending upon the nature, context and visi'bility of each stratum. The plow zone for each 

excavation area was removed as a 30 cm unit (occasiody subdividea) with picks and 

shovels. Once this top soi1 was removed, each subsequent horizon was removed with 

trowels and small handpicks. Spades and shovels were useâ ifthe horizon was cuituraily 

stede. Undemeath the plow zone, the levels were excavateâ in arbitrary horizontal 10 cm 

thick layers, unless there were noticeable changes in soi1 colour or texture. Small tools 

were used for more delicate wodr such as cleaning concentrations (e.g. trowels, spatulas, 

bmhes, brooms, dustpans, dental picks, and spooas). Excavations continued until 

cuituraiiy sterile soi1 was reached - either the Pleistocene loess (locus 12) or the 

immediate pst-Pleistocene humus above the loess (locus 5). Shovels were used to shave 

undifferentiated cultural horizons fîat for dtawing and photography. When artifact 

concentratious were noticed, al i  large remains were drawn to d e  on trench plans and 

elevations were taken of the bottom of that level or cut (Greeniïeld a d  b: 8). 

Each major stmtigraphic lmit is d e d  a locus. Every stratigraphic unit was 

assigneci its own locus number, and specific descriptions of the horizon were noted. 

When diSeraices in soil types, both inside and outside of futures, and inside and outside 

of artifact concentrations were noted, each unit was separately excavated and designated 

as a locus. Some loci may extend a m s s  the enth site, while othm may be more discrete 

(Greenfield ad. b: 7). With the locus system, it was possible to comect similar 

stratigraphic uni& across the site whiie in the field. 
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AU of the soii h m  the culturai horizons were sieved with 1 cm mesh. Soii h m  

c u l t d y  important deposits (Le. pi&? fbplaces) was colleded, sieved, and a sample was 

taken for flotation. Areas that had traces of charcoal or bumt soil were also collected for 

flotation and tadiocai.bon analysis. 

Taphonoaie pmblems 

The most important taphonomic agents at the site are rdents. Rodent activity was 

and is intense at Foeni-Salas. Modem rodents destroyed new and old areas of the trenches 

each night. Rodent tunnels riddie the entire site and a l l  strata, often blurring stratigraphie 

distinctio~1~ and moving artifacts down as much as 50 cm. Efforts were made to separate 

rodent-smed material as much as possible. Rodents seem to prefer deposits with high 

organic content. They intensely nddled the edges of the Starfevo-Crig pit complexes, 

destroying the walls and floors so as to make them indistinguishable from the 

sunoundiag strata. Many pst holes appear to have been incorporated into or eradicated 

by rodent bunows (Greenfield and -ovean 1994). 

Plowing is another important taphonomic agent. There appears to be two periods 

of plowing stratigraphidy ptese~ed at the site - modem and ancient. Ancient plowing 

is possibly reflected in locus 4. This locus is relatively constant across the site (Greenfield 

and Dqovean 1994). Modem plowing has created a distinct two level modem plow zone 

to a depth of 30 cm beneath the surf". The site has b a n  subject to disturbance by two 

types of modem plowing. At least twice each year, the site is ploughed with a relatively 

shallow plow (20-30 cm deep). which b ~ g s  artifacts ~11~11uaîiy to the d a c e .  Modem 

plows are of two types in the area. One is a sWow plow that tums over the soil to a 
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depth of 30-40 cm. The second is a deep shovel-like plow that extends to 50-60 cm. The 

e f f i  of cach can be clearly seen wtiere cultural horizons corne close to the modem 

plow zone (Greenfield and Dqovean 1994). 

Cbaracteristica of major deposits 

In this section, the c-CS of each of the major loci WU be discussed 

according to their temporal position. 

Pan-site horizons 

There are five nahual and cultural horizons that extend across the entire site. Each 

of these is easily distinguishable h m  other strata. These five horizons express the history 

of the site from Pleistocene times to modem day. Each is expiained below, be-g 

with the eariiest and ending with the most recent (fig. 11). 

Locus 12 - This horizon represents a thick deposit of Pleistocene loess deposited over the 

area. 

LOC-us 5 - At the end of the Pleistocene, the upper loess horizon is colonized by 

vegetation. The resuiting soi1 modincation caused by the vegetative growth and the 

accumulation of debitus caused the formation of locus 5. This horizon probably 

represents the nrst pst-Pleistocene humus at the site. 

L o c d  - When the fht  occupants (StarkvoCr~) anived on the site, the sudiace of the 

site was s t d e  of any culhiral materiai. They settled on top of the pst-Pleistocene locus 

5 horizon to fom the locus 2 (Star&vo-Cr&) cultural horizon. Locus 2 is the pan-site 

Starikvo-Cr* exterior living horizon culture. It stratigraphidy seals aii of the earlier 

loci and comects to aU of the semi-subtetranean structures. The occupants dug through 



locus 5 and locus 12 to build theu structures. Mer the Star&vo-C* occupation, the site 

is abandoneci for more than 2000 years. 

Locus 4 - The next major phase of occupation appeers during the Early Iron Age. This 

phase is characterized by ceramics h m  the Halstatt B K  "culture" - ca 1000-800 BC. 

The ceramics k m  this cuitme are mody formd in locus 4. Most structures associated 

with this locus were desttoyed by prrhistoric plowing or erosion. 

W L  - This is the modern plow zone. AAer the Early IroD Age, the site is abaudoned 

for almost 1000 years. It is reoccupied in the late Roman period (34th centiiry AD). In 

the plow zone, a number of late Roman locally-produced ceramics were found, 

representing the nnal phase of occupation at the site. 

Periods of occupation 

Below is a complete lia of aU the loci at FUeni-Salq organized by t h e  period. 

Specifïc characteristics of each locus are described including soil colour, texture, material 

found, and possible fiiaction of the deposit. AU of the loci have been divided up into their 

respective periods of occupation (earliest to Iatest). For a fidl loci Est ananged by number 

see appendix 1. 

Locus 12 - Pleistocene loess underlying locus. 

Locus 5 - Post-Pleistocene humus. It has a low fkquency of StarEevo-Cris 

ceramics that filtered down into the deposit by rodent activity and other natural processes. 

It is found stratigraphidy beneath locus 2. 
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su&YQ (fige 12a) 

Locus 2 - This is the StatC)evo-CLig cultural horizon outside of structures and pi&. 

It is the fint cuiturai b h n  on the site. The Starbo-C* occupants of the site changed 

the colour and texture of locus 5 to fom locus 2. 

Locus 7 - This is the deSignation for the entire Star&vo-C& pit feature complex 

in trench 13 1/F. This locus seems to be a combination ofthree stratigraphïcally 

differentiable sub-loci - 14,16 and 17, each of which is discussed below. 

Stratigraphically, it is possible to reconstruct the foilowing sequence within locus 7. 

Locus 17 represents the initial basal occupation. Then the pit is abandoned and Wed with 

locus 16 refbe. Locus 14 probably represents the final silting in of the pit, with washed 

in cultural residue, after site abandonment. 

Locus 10 - This locus represents the second Starkvo-Crig pit complex. It is a 

trapezoidal shaped pit fouad in trenches 149L and 1501. There is no perceptible micro- 

stratigraphy in locus 10. The locus is stratigraphicaiiy below locus 4 and cut into locus 5. 

Locus 14 - This locus is the upper fill of Star&vo-Ce locus 7 pit complex in 

trench 13 1F. Stratigraphically it connects to locus 2 and is k a t h  locus 4. Sub-locus 14 

represents the upper fill of the locus 7 pit complex It begins at an average depth of 79.88 

m as1 and is found largely within the centre of the depression. The density of remains in 

this level may represent the natural erosion of the edges of locus 16 and 17 material 

toward open depression after final abandonment and the disposal of new material into the 

stillspen depression. 

Locus 16 - This locus is the middle fill of Star&vo-C* pit house locus 7 in 



trench 13 IF. It is a garbage fili IeveI domiilatod by mail shek. It is the sub-locus that 

represents the middle level of the locus 7 pit complex It is found stratipphidy below 

locus 14 and above locus 17. It is a kidney beau-shaped midden deposit distinguishable 

by its unique fiii - a hi& quantity of saail shells (almost 10,000), mixed with a srnalier 

percentages of mussel sheiis, Star&vo-Crig cemnics and mnmmai bones. in this locus, 

the locus underlying pit-house depression is abandoned as a living structure and begins to 

rapidly fïll with garbage. 

Locus 17 - This locus is the basai fili of Startevo-CrQ pit house locus 7 in trench 

13 1F. It tepresents the basai level and living horizon of the locus 7 pit-house complex. It 

is a semi-subtenanean StarCevo-Crig structure. The structure appears to enclose a 

trapezoidal area about 5x4 m (as: e-w). 

Locus 23 - This is the third and largest StarEevo-C* pithouse complex on the 

site. It is found in trenches 129C (QS, 10.1 S,2O,Z), 129D (41-25), l29H (Q M), 13 OA 

(Q 1,2,6,7,11,12,16,17,2 1,22),149P (416-25), 1 SOM (Q l6,17,2 122). It is a large circular 

structure, with several superimposeci i n t d  strata. The basal horizon had a large dome- 

shaped oven and a large central fke pit. The locus was disturbed by a later prehistonc pit 

(caiied the hearth) and a Medieval fortification ditch (locus 8). 

Locus 24 - This is the fourth Star&v+Crig pit house complex on the site. It was 

also trapezoidal in shape, with a fire pit at the southem end. The pit house was found in 

trenches 130D (41-3.6-8). 15OP (QI-25), 1500 (QlO, 1 S3O,Z), 1 SOL (421-24). During 

the 1993 excavations in trench 130D. it was partially mixeci and disturki by locus 30 

(Halstatt) and a possible Eneolithic pit (41-2). 
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Locus 25 - This locus is a small StarCevo-C* storage pit. A concentration of 

StarEevo ceramic storage cetamics were found in a d depression on the border of 

trenches l3OA (QS) and 130B (QI). The pit is stratigmphidy connected to locus 2, but 

extends slightiy beneath i t  

Locus 41 - This is the fifth Starbo-CrQ pit house cornplex at the site. It was 

badly distiirbed by the EIA pits in this area. A few postholes were noticed and the 

presence of a central fire pit was noted. It is Iocated in trenches 129E (Ql4,lS, l8-2OJ3- 

25), 129F (QI 1,16,21), 1291 (43.3, and 129J (Q1,2). This is the only one of the 

Starfevo-Crig pit houses not to be filied completely with debris. 

Locus 50 - This is the remains of a s i a h  Starfevo-Cr& pit house. It was not 

excavated because it was found on the last &y of the final field saison during auguring of 

the area between loci 10 and 41. Its shape (trapemidai), depth (2 m), date (Starfevo-Cr@), 

and contents (snail shells, aaMal bones, and Starho-C* ceramics) were determined 

through remaias and sediments ncovered in the auger. 

Locus 51 - This is the remaiils of a large circuiar-shaped StarEevo-Crig 

concentration of ceramics and bones in the eastern balfof trench 130B. It is a Surface 

deposit. A number of possible pst  holes were also identified with it. It was not given a 

separate locus at the time, but is recognized as the remaias ofpossibly a later Star&vo- 

Crig structure on the site. 

Locus 52 - The rrmaias of a possible corral in 130E. It was identified on the basis 

of the perimeter of post hotes, and uneven s-, extreme compaction and light color of 

the soil. 



Locus 53 - This is a sinface concentration of daub without any associated 

architectural features or other artifkt concentrations. It is centereci ui 130F, extendhg 

east and west into 130E and 130G. It is thought that it may represent the remains of a 

d â c e  or above-ground srnall daub structure, such as a storage structure. 

Eneolithic 

Whiie scattered remaîns ofthe EneoIithic were found in the deposits (mostiy 

locus 1 and 4), no fatwes were found or excavated. 

iddie b e  (fig. 12b) 

Locus 15 - Locus 15 represents the remains of a small Middle Bronze Age Vatin 

culture pit in trench 13 IF (Q7,8). 'Ihe locus cutç into and diaurbs the noahem edge of 

locus 7. This pit was dug through loci 2,7,5, and 12 (in order). The top level of the 

ceramic concentration in the lower levels of the pit is at 80.81 m as1 and is associated 

with a layer of white, ashy clay at the edge of the pit. The soi1 amund the ash at this level 

was N1 of carbonised remains. The pit was used for heating something to a hi& 

tempe- (hence the white ashy clay and other carbonised remains in one part of the 

pit). There is no 0 t h  evidence of other Bronze Age occupation at the site, although there 

is a large contemporary settlement only 500 m to the no& 

Earlv (figo lm 
Locus 4 - This is the remaias of the Early Iron Age occupational stratum, 

destroyed by medieval plowing. 

Locus 1 1 - This is a mail Halstatt storage pit that was cut down h m  locus 4 

through locus 2 and into locus 5 in trench 1501, quad 18. The remaias of a large storage 
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ceramic vesse1 was found in the bottom. 5. It d h h x i  the east edge of the StatEevo pit 

bouse in locus 10. 

Locus 18 - This locus is a Balstatt pit @ossible pit house) in trench 1304 

(Q4,5,9,10,14, 15). The floor appears to have been divided into two mm. 

Locus 22 - This is the remains of a Halstatt pit in trench 150Ey 416. Little is 

known about its fiuictior~ 

Locus 28 - The bottom of a smali circuiar storage Halstatt (probable) pit in trench 

l3OH (Q l,2,6,7), with postholes surrounding it pbably for a d superstnicture. It cut 

into locus 2, down h m  locus 4, and has a very low density of ceramic remains. 

Locus 30 - This is a large Halstatt r e f k  pit that cut into and disturbed the centre 

of the Starkvo-Ce pit house in locus 24 in trench 150P. It has a high density of temains. 

Locus 3 1 - This is a small ckdar and beU-shaped Halstatt storage pit in trench 

l3OG (443). It was Ned with carbonised remains (med with a black soil darker than 

locus 8 soil) and had a low density of other remains. It was pmbably for grain storage. 

The top edge of the northem border appears to be cut by locus 8, which implies that locus 

8 postdates locus 3 1. 

Locus 32 - This is a small eiiipticai Halstatt storage pit in trench 149P (Q 12). It 

has a low density of remains. It was filied with a &es of micro-strata of blackened soil, 

probably indicating the presence of bumt grain. 

Locus 33 - This is a Hdstatt storage pit for a large pithos on the border of trenches 

130H (424-25) and 130L (44-5). Only the base of the storage pit was preserved since the 

plow zone disturbed this area to a great depth. 
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Locus 36 - This is a d and shaiîow Halstatt pit in trench 150G ( 4 2 2 3 )  A low 

density of remains was found in the pit It is possiily the edge ofa pit structure, but more 

likefy a garbage piî. 

Locus 37 - This is another d HaIstatt pit in trench 150H (42122) with a low 

density of reruains. It is also probgbly a garbage p h  

Locus 39 - This locus is the remains of another smali circular Halstatt pit in trench 

150H, Q1. It also is probably the remains of a garbage pit 

Locus 40 - This locus is the remains of a large Halstatt pit (pit-house?) complex in 

trenches 129B (Q5,10, lS,20y25), 129C (43-5,8-IOy 13-lS,l8-îO,Z-ZS), and l29F (Q5). 

There are associateci posdioles and a fden daub walVfîoor stratum. It is filied with a dadc 

grey soii with a hi& clay content. The locus is cut by the Medieval trench (locus 8). It 

contains mostly Halstatt mnainsy but with a substantiai quacltity of StarEevo since it 

disturbed the western edge of locus 23. 

Locus 40.1 - This sub-loci is the upper stratum in locus 40. This stratum is 

light in colorir (light grey). 

Locus 40.2 - This sub-loci is the lower stratum and basal fill of feature 

locus 40. The two loci are qarated by a daub floor stratum at the base of 

cut 7. It is darker in colour than in the prrceding stratum - Light yellowish 

brown, with orange flecks (pmbably daub). 

Locus 44 - This is another large Halstatt pit house complex. It is found in tnnches 

129E (43-5,8-10) md 129F (QSylO). Both sets o f i n t d  mata are composed of a loose 

siity loam and contain mostly Halstatt material. Some StarEevo remains are also present, 



but probably as a d t  of distubhg the StatCevo deposit in locus 41. 

44.1 -Theupperstratumoflocus 44. Itcuts loci6 and7. 

44.2 - The lower stratum and basai fU ofpit 44. The two loci are separated by a 

fallen daub 4 stratm (cut 07). This stratum i s  darker than 44.1. This is the 

basal fU of the pit 

Locus 45 - This is a small Halstatt pit in trench 129C (43 and 8). cutting into 

locus 40. It has a low density of remains. It is probably a storage pit. 

Locus 47 - This is a small Halstatt garbage pit in trench 130L (Q15,20), sealed by 

Medievd floor. It has a high density of c e d c s  and musse1 shells. 

Locus 48 - This is a smali Halstaît pit in irencb 129C. Q18. It was found beneath 

the fïll of the Halstatt pit house material in locus 40, and possibly dates to the same 

period of use of the overlying pit house. 

Feature 3 - This is a srnail Halstatt pit containing the base of a large pithos. It is 

found in 130D, quad 3. It is associated with the Halstatt pit house feature to its immediate 

east (LOCUS 18). 

d Medieval (fig. 12c) 

Locus 4 - Locus 4 was probably created through Medieval plowuig. It contains a 

mixture of dl the pst-Neohthic deposits on the site. It contains mostly Halstatt material, 

but also some Eneolithic, Bronze Age, and Medieval materials. AU of the features in it 

were destroyed and the artifacts appear to not be in primary context. Medieval plowing of 

the area destroyed the EneoIithic, Bnmze Age, Halstatt and Medievd horizons above the 

Early Neolithic. Only the later deposits cutting into the Early Neolithic horizons were 



presetved The colour of the soi1 is a Grry (IOYR, 5/I), and is widtsprrad through site. 

The colour semis to be caused by the mjxture of whitish ash and black soot, probably the 

result of fieId b-. L a w  4 contains a mixture of StarCevo-C& (disturbed by h n  

Age and Medieval activities), Eneoiïthic, Halstatt, and Medieval d c s .  Halstatt 

ceramics dominate the assemblage implying that this was rnostly a former Halstatt 

cuinuai hotuon destroyed by later plowing activities. 

Locus 4.1 - This locus stratigrapbicaliy connects with locus 8.1 in 13 IF. It is the 

upper locus 4 in 129C. 

Locus 4.2 - This locus stratigraphidy connects with locus 8.2 in 13 IF. It is the 

lower locus 4 in 129C 

Locus 8 - This is a Medieval fortification ditch. It appears to stratigtaphicaiiy 

comected to locus 4 (13 IF) and sealed by locus 4 (129D, 130H). It cuts through locus 2 

and 5 and sometimes extends into locus 12 (13 IF). Locus 8 represent a deep ditch tbat 

extends in an east-west orientation across the site and eventuaiiy tums southwkd at 

trench. It cuts all underlying deposits in trenches 131E,F, 130C,D,E&G,H, and 

129C,D,E,I,M. A relatively low fiquency of ceramics are included in the soil, which are 

a mixture of all periods on the site implying that the ditch was dug during the nnal 

occupation of the site. The ditch was created as part of a large woodm palisade, the posts 

of which were placed upright in the ditch, which was then filleci. Many of the post biimt 

down, leaving carbonised remaizis of their form. 

Locus 8.1 - This sub-locus is the upper fili of locus 8. It is very thick, and greyish 

brown (IO= 5.2) in colour. 



Locus 8.2 - This sub-locus is the lower or basai fili of locus 8. It is very thin, and 

brown (IO= 53) in coloia. 

Locus 13 - This is a sedimentary lens above locus 8 and below locus 1. No 

ceramics have yet ken d y s e d  that are associated with this locus. 

Locus 21 - This is the remains of a Medieval pit house stnrane in trenches 149L 

(Q4,5,9, M), 1491 (Q4,5,9,14, Ig), 150E (42 1) and 150I(Q6). A row of associated 

postholes were found dong its side with a low density of Medievai remains. 

Locus 27 - This is a Medievai pit structure with postholes and fired clay floor in 

trenches 130G (Q22-24,17-19). It is cut h m  locus 4 into locus 2. A low density of 

remains were associated with this locus. 

29 - This locus is a Medieval storage pit in trench 130F (Q 17). It cut into locus 2 

and 5 fiom locus 4. It can be seen in the middle of locus 4. No associated ceramics. 

Possibly upper £iil of locus 35. 

Locus 35 - A deep circular heu-shaped Medieval storage pit in trench 130F 

(QlZ13). 

38 - A srnall square Medieval pit house, with a fk clay floor, suzou1ding 

postholes, and a dome-shaped oven in the south end. It is located in trenches 170K 

(Q 1 9,20,24,25). l7OL (41 5,17$1,22), 1700 (Q4,S. 10). and 1 TOP (Ql,2,6). There was a 

low density of remains (Uicluding ceramics. bone, carboniseci wood, and metal). 

Locus 42 - This locus belongs to another Medieval pit house complex in trenches 

130L (QI 5,2035) and 130P (QSylO). ïts shape was mt determinable since it was only 

transected. Postholes and a fired clay floor were found. 



43 - A Small Medieval pit cut dom fhn the centre of the Medieval pit house 

(iocus 42) in trenches 130L (Q25) and 130P (Q5). It was possibly used fot storage 

initiallyy but was filleci with mbbish a f k  abandomnent 

Locus 46 - A deep Medievai beii-shaped storage pit in trench 129E (Q8,13,18), 

cutting tbrough loci 41 and 44. It contained a low density ofrrmains, and carbonised soi1 

at the bottom. 

Feature 4 - This is a beM-shaped storage pit in 1304 quad 7. It is cut by feature 5. 

Feature 5 - This is a bell-shaped storage pit in 130& quad 3 and 7 that cuts into 

feature 4. 

Feature 6 - This is a beli-shaped storage pit in 130& quad 15. It had an iafant 

burial in the middle of the fiil. It was cut by locus 8 (the fortification ditch). 

MQ&m 

Locus O - This locus was reserved for the d a c e  coilection above the trenches. It 

has mixed temporal affiliation. 

Locus 1 - This locus is the modern plow wne. It is 30 cm thick, with dark brown 

soi1 (1 OYR, 313). 

Temporal distribution of activitim 

While the site is relatively srnail, the= is spatial dBeretltiation in activity areas 

(as defined by the above loci). Stnichires were found in only three @ods. 

Medievai - This occupation is spread over the largest area of the site. It includes both 

smface houses (iocus 38), semi-subterranean structures (loci 21,27,42), storage pits (29, 

35.43, and 46), anci fortification trench (locus 8), and two graves (graves 2 and 3). In 



addition, there is the large pit flocus 30, whose hct ion is uncertain). The majority of 

these features appear to be concentrated in the most southem part of the site, probably as 

a result of aosion, which mis grratest in the northern haifof the mound. Structures do 

not appeat to be preferentiaily iaside or outside the fortification ditch. Medieval features 

appear both inside and outside of the ditch. No apparent organization in the distribution 

of Medieval features is apparent, except that ai.i of the graves are outside the fortification. 

Iron Age - ïron Age feahirrs appear to be concentrated in the soutbem M o f  the site. 

They include thtee large pits whose fimction is uncertain (ioci 3 9  40, and 44). It is 

possible that they are pit houses since no remains of Early h n  Age d a c e  houses were 

found. There is one definite pit house (locus 18). There are several recognizable beli- 

shaped storage pits (loci 11,3 1.32,33,36, and 37, and the large pithos feature - feahrre 

3). There are several pits which may have begun as storage pits, but whose final hct ion 

was for rubbish disposal (loci 22,28,39,45,47, and 48). There does not appear to be any 

spatial patterning of the features amss the site. 

S t a r b o  - Ai of the StarEevo features appear to f= the southem part of the site and are. 

concentrated to the southem hdf of the entire site. There does not appear to be any 

StarÈSevo features that are on the northem side of the site. The features were constructed 

to face the old river channe1 which ran dong the south and eastnn sides of the site. Six 

pit houses were identifiecl. Five of the pit houses are small and are amuiged in a 

semicircie amund the perimeter of the site (loci 7,10,24,41, and 50). in the centre of the 

arc of pit houses, the= is a large open space, a large central pit house (locus 23). a 

possible corral (locus 52). and a large d a c e  concentration of bone and cerarnics (locus 



51). The largest stnidurr found so on the site was locus 23. AU of the 0th- featurrs 

appear to be arrangeci in a semi-circle around this feature, aud are neady equidistant h m  

the centre of the open space. A smaU storage pit (iocus 25) was also found in the centre of 

the arc. 

Conclusions 

The earliest cultural fea- on the site are the Sterfevo-Crig pit complexes. The 

importance of this site is the short-iïved nature of the Sta&wo-Ca occupation. The 

ceramics appear to be largely fbm the Starho-C& IIA phase. The site has a single and 

very thin occupation level. There is no evidence of later Star&vo-Cr& structures cutting 

into eariier ones. There is a near absence of intact Early Nedithic daub architecture or the 

construction of other durable structural fonns. It has been hypothesized by the excavators 

(Greenfield n.d. b; Greenfield and Dqovean 1994) that the occupants of the site invested 

very Little energy in moâifjhg and improving their living area. They argue on the basis 

of the lack of evidence for surfie houses, that simple semi-subterranean huts were 

constnicted and occupied for a short perïod of tirne. Floors were not specially constnicted 

or plastered. Instead, they were simply the bottom of the pif which was dug into the weli- 

drained Pleistocene loess deposits. The dwellings seem to have been abandoned relatively 

soon after construction because: 1) there is no evidence of stratigraphie accumulation of 

occupation debris and habitation levels above the basal level; 2) there is a lack of well- 

constructed hearths for warming the interior during the colder seasons, and a lack of 

immovable storage failities (such as clay ovens and large storage pots); etc. Ali of these 

are characteristic of more sedentary societies. Mer the pit dwelhgs were abandoneà, 



they may have been filied with midden materials h m  neighbouring structures. But they 

were not subsequently reoccupied or dug into i n d i h g  that the pits were probably stül 

open during the rat of the occupation (hence garbage fiii - Greenfield ad, b). However, 

the identification of these features as pit houses remains tentative. 11 t not be until the 

typological and disrri'bution analysis of the daub architecturai remains is complete that the 

original fiinction of these large pit complexes can bc ascertaineci. 



CHAPTER 8: DISTINGWSIlING PITS FROM PIT HOUSES TEROUGH DAUB 

ANALYSIS 

Introduction - using daub maïysW to loute and idenafy houses 

Daub is the remaias of baked clay used during the construction of wak, floors, 

ovens and hearths. Such clay is often mixecl with an organic temper and placed over a 

wooden lattice bmewodc The latter is known as wattle-and-daub, and can be used for 

walls, roofs, fences, etc. (fig. 13). Wattle and daub structures completely disintegrate over 

time, if le& u d h d ,  and wii i  eventuauy become archaeologicaily invisible (McIntosh 

1974: 167). Daub structures in prehistory are not n o d y  fïred, except when bumt in a 

£ire. Houses can bumt down purposely to destroy the structure (eg. to nd the area of 

vermin or spirits - cf. T~gharn  1988) or accidentally (as a result of  cooking or heating 

activities within or nearby the structure). When the structure burns, the daub in the wall is 

fired, becomes hani, and preserves (Bankaff and Wuiter 1979). Baked daub remains are 

commoniy recovered in Early Neolithic sites implying that structures fkquentljr bumt 

down. 

Theoreticaüyy mrmy dinerent types of architecturai daub - eg. house, floor, w d ,  

roofkeiling, oven, granary, etc. cm exist as a by-product of the construction of an Early 

Neolithic structure. It is possible to rrcoiishuct the different types of architectural daub by 

analysing the attributes of the r e c o v d  daub. For example, it is possible to distinguish 

between the daub remains of fden waiis and floors by looking at special attributes 

unique to each of these types. This method of analysis can ais0 be used to determine pit 

hction. Through daub analysis. it is possible to distinguish between habitation pits 
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(those associated with superstructines such as daub waiis and floors), and those pits with 

other f'unctions. When trying to locate hows on a site, it is necessary to isolate pit 

houses b m  other pit types. Therefore, it is essential that daub analysis shodd becorne 

the fht step in trying to locate houses on sites, especiaiiy where there is v a y  Little 

obvious architecturai evidence. 

The spatial distriiution of daub remains can be used to interpret the spatial 

organization of a site. Distribution studies of daub have been previously used to identify 

houses. Ammerman et al. (1988) examinecl the distniution of daub remains across an 

Early Neolithic site in Italy to demonstrate that concentrations of daub remains on the site 

were nonrandom, and hence represented daub houses. Greenfield (ad. a) has used the 

distribution ofdaub remains fiom the d a c t  of the StarEwo site at Blagotin (Serbia) to 

target the location of structures for excavation. However, neither of these studies have 

directly addressed the issue of identwg pits as houses through the analysis of àaub 

remains. 

In the absence of adequate excavation techniques to recover detailed data on 

posthole, hearth, artifact, and other distributions, it is necessary to determine the fiinction 

of Early Neolithic pit features by means of au alternative method of analysis. In this 

chapter, 1 will outline the theoretical h e w o r k  for the identification of habitation pits 

from non-habitation pits in Early Neolithic sites. This will be done through the 

examination of the nature and distribution of construction &ub fkom sites, in particuiar, 

the Early Neolithic Starkvo site at Foeni-Sale in Romda, 



ArchitcttPrrl daab size, fingmtntation, and spathi distn'bution mode1 

There are many possiie intaprrtatious h t  can be made about a pifs hmction. 

When daub W e n t s  are assaciated 6th a pit or mchaeologicai f w ,  there are certain 

assumptions that can be made on the fimaion of the feature. The feahrre am be assumeci 

to be a house, storage pif or a refuse pit, as opposed to rubbish (which would not require 

a daub wall or fioor). It is therefore neeessary to k able to outiine specific characteristics 

for each pit type that are specific only to that pmticular feature pit type. For example, it is 

necessary to determine the size, qyantity and diagnostic qualities it possesses for each 

daub deposit founâ. This type of idionnation can help us to make an informed decision 

on the pifs fùnction. Below are some assumptions that can be made when daub is found 

in specifk locations across a site, and how these assumptions can help in the location and 

identification of houses. 

Assumptions underiying architecturai daub distributions 

In this section, 1 outline several of the general assumptions that can be made about 

daub, its distributions across a site, and the implications of each type of daub found in a 

particular location on a site. On the basis of these assumptions, it becornes possible to 

construct hypotheses for determinhg pit hct ion  through daub analysis. 

1. It is possible to rrcognize merent types of architechual daub on an 

archaeologicai site. 

2. The spatiaî distribution of architectural daub concentrations can be useci to 

isolate structural remaùis and to help distiaguish between the presence of pit- 

houses andlor surfke houses on a site. 



3. The location of daub within a pit and identification of what the deub was used 

for can be indicative of a pifs fùnction. 

4. Differences in size, quaiïty, and quantity of daub can detemine the functionof 

the pit and its fïli (eg. as a garbage deposit, secondary deposition, or as a dwelling 

floor deposit). 

5. The location of pits in a site is indicative of its Mction and the nature of its fïii. 

Some hypotheses about daub distribution and interpretatioa 

of deposit f ~ c t i o n  or origin 

It is possible to predict the location or hc t ion  of a pit based on the distributions 

and characteristics of daub found across a site. For example, if construction daub is found 

in only certain areas amss the site, it is iikely that thes will be either remains of d a c e  

or pit houses in this are& Once patterns of daub distribution can be seen, it is possible to 

predict the origin of the distribution. In this section, 1 WU present some predictions 

conceming daub distributions and explanatiom of deposit origin and fùnction (fig. 14). 

Once a daub concentration is discoveied. it is necessary to analyse the 

concentration to detmMe its characteristics. Size of daub kgmen&, quantity of daub 

hgments, and diagnostic quality of daub were chosen to heQ predict specific types of 

daub deposits according to its distriaution pattern (Le. is the daub characteristidy 

distributed like a SUIface house, pit house or refhe pit). EBch of these categories can be 

helpful in reveabg information on deposit hction and ongin. 

Daub size 

The first question to be asked when analysing daub and forming predictions of its 



function is: are the ftagments large or d? Larger pieces of daub tend to be diagnostic, 

while d e r  pieces ofdaub tend to be nondiagnostic and d e &  BeIow are some 

predictiom of pit fiuiction based on the size of daub. 

A. Large-sized fragments: If the size of the daub fidgments is large, and if the= is a large 

quatltity of fragments, and ifthe daub is fond in situ, the deposit probably npresents a 

house. 

B. Small-sized Sragments: 

a Ifthe sïze of the daub hgments is small and eroded, and there is a large 

quantity of hgments, then the deposit possibly fepresents the remains of a 

disturbed house that was not rapidly bUned and preserved. 

b. If the daub pieces are small, not eroded, and there is a small quantity of daub, 

then either the house is d e r  than the house mentioned above or, it is some 

other type of structure (ir. refuse pit) that was poorly preserved. 

Quantity of daub 

Two quantity categories have been initiaiiy utilised - large and small quantities. 

A. Large quantity of fkagments: Ifthere is a large numba of daub fhgments and they are 

large in size, then it is probabiy the remains of an in situ house. 

B. Smaii quantity of hgments: 

a If there is a srnail quantity of daub, but they are large in size, then perhaps this 

was a secondary deposit. Possibly, the fuinue was used as a refw pit &er 

abandonment. 

b. If there is a small amount of eroded &ub aud the pieces are s m d i  in size, this 
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possibly represents a sffondary deposit @ossïïly a refw dumping area). 

Based upon the above assumptions (size and quantity of daub), it is possible to 

formulate the following three hypotheses: 

1. A daub deposit that has large-sized pieces and a high quantity of material is probably a 

house. 

2. A daub deposit that has d - s i zed  pieces and a small quantity of material is probably 

a refuse pit. 

3. If wall, floor, or ovenheazth daub are found in large quantities within a pit, it is a 

dwelling. These are however compiicaîed by the presencdabsence of diagnostic daub. 

Architectudy diagnostic daab 

The third category is concemed with the presencdabsence of &ub that is 

architectudy diagnostic. It is important to the daub anaiyses to detennine wbether the 

daub has any diagnostic features. Three major types of diagnostic daub were recognized 

in the analysis of the material h m  Foeni-Saiag. Construction daub is used for those 

hgments that denve from a wd, floor, ceiling, or roof. It usually indicates the presence 

of a structure. Formed daub is used to describe daub hgrnents that were parts of 

figuriness weights, fiuaiture, etc. The term nondiagnostic daub is w d  for hgments that 

could not be assigned to any of the previous categories. It is diff?cuit, if not impossible to 

assign a fimction to nonaiagnostic daub (except as part of a refirse pit or secondary 

deposit if found in large quantities). Since tbis thesis is concemed with Early Neoiithic 

architecture, 1 wili ody be investigating the construction âaub. 

The following modifications of the above hypotheses can be offered on the basis 
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of the presencelabsence ofcoastniaion daub* Ifconsüuction daub is present in a deposit, 

the size and quantity of Uie fragments must be considered. 

A. Large-sized fragments: 

a. Ifthe daub is architecnirauy diagnostic, with large-sized hgments and a hi& 

quantiîy, and found in situ, it is probably the remains ofa house that was rapidly 

buried* 

b. Ifthe mhitechually diagnostic daub is large-sized but there is oniy a smali 

quantity of remains, this is possibly the mains of a secondary deposit. 

B. Srnail-sized fhgments: 

a If the daub m e n &  are architechually diagnostic, d - s i z e d ,  and occur in a 

large quantity, the deposit was possibly a disturbed house that was left open to the 

elements for a long the.  

b. If the daub is architecturaly diagnostic, and if oniy a smali amount is present, it 

is likely that the deposit was used as a r e k  pit. 

Non-diagnostic daub 

Nondiagnostic pieces of daub occur where the remains have hgmented to such 

an extent that they canaot be identified as more than daub. Daub easily breaks d o m  and 

erodes into mail unidentinable (in tenns of hction) firagments. Daub exposed to the 

elements, including that lying in an occupationai zone, is subject to erosion, 

hgmentation, and spatiai dispIacernent on a daily basis due to a variety of forces, such as 

min, stepping, sweeping, and cleaning. These forces tend to displace daub fiom their 

primary context and destroy any diagaostic fatures on its d a c e .  
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In this anaiysis, such n o n ~ o s t i c  daub wiii be m e r  divided into two size 

categories: smaii and large. These categories are fbrther subdivided by the qwntity of 

d a t h  

A. Large-sized fkgmaits: large-ski daub fragments would be buried rapidly and found 

oky a short distance away from the structure h which they derive: 

a Ifthe architectural daub fiagments are large in size, but found in smaii 

quantities, with no signs of erosion, it is probable that the deposit was buried 

rapidly, but was not irnmediattly next to the daub structure. If the pit was very far 

h m  the house, the daub would have had to move a greater distance and been 

abject to incming fhgmentation. A pit is probably a r e f k  or borrow pit if it 

lies close to a d a c e  or pit house. 

b. If the daub firagments are large in size and the qyantity of remains is also large, 

then the deposit was probably burïed rapidy and very close to a house. It 

probably was the result of a mass clearance or reconstruction of the area. 

Smaü-sized fragments: characteristically, small-sued daub lkagments would be buried 

slowly and found spread out over a substantial distance away h m  the structure from 

which they derive. Small piews as opposed to large pieces of daub can be swept or 

moved a greater distance by naturai or human processes (such as keeping the house area 

clean, trampling, kicking, erosion, etc.). 

a If the deposit has smali-sizeâ pieces of daub, and a small qmtity of daub 

fkagments, it is probably a refirse pit found farther away fiom the structure. 

b. If the deposit has smali-sized pieces of &ub, but a large quantity of hgments, 
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it is pmbably a r e h  pit found nearer to where the structure destruction took 

place. The key difference between this hypothesis and the precexhg is that larger 

quantities of daub are found. The other possible ntplanation is that the pit was 

open to elements for a long the. 

Daob distribution hypotheses for habitation pits and dweüings 

Once the basic mode1 of daub distribution, fundon, and ongin has been 

established, it is possible to make M e r  predictions of the reiationship between daub 

distribution and structures. The hypotheses in this section assume that daub is 

architectural. 

1. If house wall daub concentrations are found only above pits in a site, with other 

evidence of dweilings in the pits, then this was the location of the structure and 

there was a superstructure above the pit 

2. If daub concentrations are found only in areas between pits, then it can be 

assumed that the houses were d a c e  houses and the pits were used as borrow pits 

or for refùse. 

3. if daub concentrations are found randornly between pits and in pits, the 

situation becornes more compticated. It is more difficult to determine whether or 

not the pits were used as houses. 

4. If daub is found in ceriain locations w i k  a pit (Le. upper, as well as basal 

levels), it is necessary to separately aaalyse the Metent daub levels to establish 

the pit's changing hct ion  (eg. basai level is for dweiiing; middle level for refuse 

a f k  abandonment). 
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5. Ifdaub is found ody on the basal Ievel of a pit, the pit was pmbably used 

initiaiiy as a dweiling. 

6. Pits with nonaiagnodic daub in large quantities are refuse pits. 

7. Pits with large qyantities of diagnostic daub are! assumed to be houses. 

8. Ifthere are d e r  pits beside larger pits that contain architectural daub, the 

d e r  pits can be assumed to be garbage pits or pits of fbnctions other than 

occupation. 

Relationship between pit hc t ion  and daub types 

Theoretically, there should be a dinerence in type, quality, quantity, and size of 

daub remains between habitation pits and pits used for other firnctions. However, even 

after the analyses are completed, it is necessary to understaad the assumptions and 

expectations of daub found in habitation pits in order to properly identify them as such. 

Below is a brief discussion of the f'unction of habitation pits, and the expectations of daub 

remains fond  inside of this specinc pit type. 

It is expected that substantial quantities of relatively in si& bumt daub remains 

would be found within pits if the pit was used as a dwehg  (or for storage). Part of the 

architecture would be composed of an overlying superstructure, pmbably of thatch and 

mud. The superstructure, when burnf wiil fk, harden, and nnally wilapse into and fiIl 

the pit. It is expected to Iargely fall into the pit, rather than to the side as in suface 

houses, if the sutrounding terrain is fiat Pits that were not used as dwebgs are not 

expected to have high quantities of diagnostic daub remains (see above). Therefore, there 

shouid be higher concentrations of daub inside pits that were used as dwelhgs, with a 
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rapid decrease in density of daub outside of the pit 

Ifthe structure does not bum d o m  there would be littie evidence of the 

superstructure, making the interpretation of the pifs hct ion more difficuit, When there 

is no evidence ofcomtmction daub Li a pit, it is possible that the pit was used d e l y  for 

refbse or the supetstnicture did not bum do- The advantage of this paspective is that it 

focuses upon those pit houses that bumt down and therefort are a~~haeologically most 

visible. Once this pit type is separated from the rest, other aiteria that aUow them to be 

m e r  identîfied as residences can be isolated (eg. postholes, hearths, artifactual 

distributions, etc.). In association with excavation techniques that d o w  sepration of the 

various internai horizons withui pits, it is possible to dixriminate between pit houses that 

were later used as refuse pits. Howevn, the first step must be to establish what consthtes 

a habitation pit Once the characteristics and fiinction of a habitation pit are established, it 

is possible to then determine whether the pit had a secondary fhction (eg. as a post- 

occupation refuse pit). Ne* the= will be a brief discussion of the various architectural 

elements that me usuaiiy found ethnographidy associated with habitation pits. These 

cm sometimes help in the detemination of pit function when daub remains are scarce. 

Relationship of daab to other architectural elements 

If the structure does not bum down, it is st i l l  possible, though difficdt, to find 

remnants of other architecturai elements. Such elements could suggest the presence of 

structures now invisible, b u s e  there is no burnt daub associated with them. Below are 

some indicators of other architecture elements, and the hypotheses and expectation that 

can be developed fiom these indicators. 
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wide). Oniy the larger holes were associateci wÏth compact or baked soii. This baked soii 

is probably the remains of a dense clayey soi1 that is presseci amund the base of the pole 

to make sure it rrmains in place. Ifthe pole eventualiy bums, the mil bakes (Greenfield 

and -ovean 1994). AU of the holes that met these criteria were relatively 

perpendicular to the ground. 

If certain characteristics can be associated with the presence of pst holes, the uisk 

of locating structures becomes easier for the archaeologist especialiy ifthere is no other 

indication of a structure. Some hypothexs that can be offkred are: 

1. pits with evidence of pst  holes are habitation pits first and then possiily used for a 

secondary bct ion  (i.e. rebe). 

2. If pst  holes have a discrete bottom, they are probably remains of the superstructure of 

a pit and not a rodent hole. 

Ovenshearths 

Evidence of ovens and hearuis is usually the best indicator that food production 

and consurnption are occmhg on that spot. The remaias of ovens and hearths inside of a 

pit are excellent indicators that the pit was used for habitation. If the oven or hearth is not 

found directly innde the pit it, but just outside it, this is still a good indicator that the pit - 
if large enough - was used for habitation. Ovens and heazfhS are usually made of daub 

mixed with either sand, silt or another fine soi1 ma&. The walls and floors of hearths or 

ovens are in constant contact with fire. Once nrod, they becorne extremely hard and 

durable and therefore d v e  fairly weli in the archaeologicai record. 

Evidence of ovens and heaiths is commonly found in the centre of a dwehg,  but 
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caa be to one side or outside. The remains of oven daub are usuaiiy bright red in wlour. 

They GUI be rounded on one side ifit is part of the dome, or ifit is part of the oven base, 

one tide wiU be very hard baked (the bakïng &ace) whüe the ottser side wiii not bc 

fomed, but rather mottled. The daub h m  hearths are much less fomed. The hearth is 

usuaiiy a simple unenclosed ring ofdaub that would contain a nte used for cooking. nie 

daub wodd be less h d  because the intensity and exposure to fke is l e s  intense than that 

of an oven. As a result the remains of hearths are h d e r  to h d  in the archaeological 

record. However, stains in aie shapes of circles h m  the hearth cm usually be found in 

the soi1 strata and can help to identifL the presence of a hearth even if no daub has 

swived Many archaeologists assume that once the hearth or oven has ken identifïed 

the house is nearby. For example, stains fkom fïres (ii hearths, ovens) identify former 

w d s  and occupation layes very nicely because the daub has usually been baked to a 

mddish colour and easily identifiable in the soil (Mchtosh 1974: 166-1 67). Below are 

some hypotheses that can be fomed fiom relationship between ovedheartbs and 

habitation pits. 

1. remains of either an oven or hearth inside a pit indicate that the pit was used for 

habitation. 

2. remains of ovens are an indicator that food processing occurred at this site. 

3. remains of a deep red stain in the shape of a circle found in the basal soil of the pit is a 

good indicator that fire and ovellsmearths were used innde a pit (eg. the pit was used for 

habitation). 

4. ifovens or hearths are found nearby pits and if the pits weie large enough, they were 
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pmbably used for habitation. 

w* 

BeLd daub are the remab of d s  that were part of the d e  and daub 

superstructure over a pit or surface house. When a house bums down, the clay bakes and 

becomes daub. As the house walis collapses, they wiil foim a low moud usuaiiy in the 

sme rough shape as the former structure outline. When rrmaiiis of walls are found inside 

or around a pit, it is usually a good indication that the pit was used for habitation. If there 

is no evidence ofwaii daub, then the pit is usuaiiy assumeci to be used for a ciiffiirent 

bction. Sianre houses wilI also have wall daub. Sucface houses shouid be easîiy 

distinguishable h m  pit houses by the lack of an associateci pit Finding baked remains of 

w d  daub, whether sun baked or is the optimal situation to deteminhg pit function. 

Baked daub m m h  often have good diagnostic indiCators of their architectural 

nature, such as stick impressions where the wattling was present before it burnt. The 

impressions on the daub h m  the sticks will Vary in thickness depending on the size of 

the structure and thek location within the wail. For example, a large house would require 

substantial upright pieces of wood to hold up the wails and roof and therefore such stick 

impressions wouid be iarger thaa those for a small house. The size of impressions wili 

also vary depending upon their location withh a structure. The horizontal wattling 

intermediaie between upright posts will be smaller than the Upnghts. 

If the structure did not bum down, the identification of W s  will be extremely 

dif3icuit. It may be possible to see the outline of walis during a horizontal excavation of 

the lower soi1 horizons or e x p o m  in the vertical soil profile (McIntosh 1974: 165). Skiil 
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and patience are rrquired during the excavation of mounds to identify such walls, since 

the unbaked waii nmains ma, be of the colour and texture of the su~founding soil. The 

use of locel soiis coiicded in shallow pits nearby meam that the mataial in the d s  and 

in the sunounding soil wil l  be Whially indistinguishable. One indication of waiis is that 

the mud that feii h m  the upper parts of the d will characteristicaiiy form an alrnost 

solid maa which is generaily flush with the waii stump. Ifundercutting has not 

obliterated this featme it should be possible to identify this anomdy (McIntosh 1974: 

165). If waUs have fden around the outside ofa pit and have not bumt down, or the daub 

has disintegrated, the= should be evidence of low moimds of unbaked daub around the 

perimeter of the pit. A difference in the soi1 colour and intrusions of daub flakes would be 

evident around the pit's perimeter in the case of the disintegrated daub. 

Wattle and daub waiis decay readily and this ptocess continues until the wall 

remains are covered by mbsequent deposits. The persistent humidity and acidity of some 

local soil tends to break down buried wall material firrther. If the area is N1 of biinowing 

animals, and intense mot action, the problem of identifjing former mud walls becomes 

even more difEcult due to the high level of disturbance (McIntosh 1974: 165). A structure 

may be pdaUy rebuilt, s e v d  times over or alteniatively the structure may be dowed 

to decay completely at which time the coiiapsed material h m  the d s  may be used by 

later buiiders. This, however, generally occurs &et several "generationsn of construction 

and repair to parts, whiie the compound as a whole rrmains a viable entity. At coilapse, a 

~bstantiai low wall-stump can k preserved by the sumunding mud (McIntosh 1976: 
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Mchtosh (1976) also has proposeci a "rrpaK state typology" for wattle-and-daub 

stnictures: 

A. Pole hmework construction - wet clay is pounded on to the fhmewotlt 

B. New wall - beginning of the etcbing of a rain gully; wall shows decidedly inwards 

slant; tiny web-Like cracks fom as the earth dries. 

C. Undercutting and advanced cracking - deep rain guilies; light material was spreaci 

widely h m  the waii base; heavy material lies immediately at the base of the wall; 

exposure of a good deal of interior Eramework; waiI soon to be pded down and most of 

the wood recovered. ( g d  for daub distribution) 

Based on the association between wail daub and habitation dwellings, it is 

possible to form the foiiowing hypotheses: 

1. baked daub with stick impressions is an indication of a W. 

2. fhding large amounts of wall daub within or around a pit usuaiiy indicates that the pit 

was used for habitation. If the pit is very small, but nill had evidence of waU remains, the 

pit was possibly used for storage, such as a granary. 

3. low mouds of soUdaub, either baked or not, in the shape of a structure is usually a 

good indication of a house structure 

4. low mounds of soi1 found mmd the perimeter of  a pit might indicate the presence of 

coiiapsed walis that did not burn d o m  or have disintegrated. 

S. a cluster of baked wall daub not in association with a pit could be an indication of a 

d a c e  house. 



Storage pits (belm ground)@amries (above goand) 

Other types of pits are not used for habitation (i.e. b m w  pits, storage pits, and 

r e h  pits). AU of these can be associateci with archaeologicai sites and are usuaily fond 

in and amund the area of habitation pits and houses. Storage pits are generally d e r  

than habitation pits and usually do not have any diagnostic daub associaied with their 

construction. However, it is possie to distinguish between them depending on their sïze 

and contents. Storage pits are similar to refw pits in that there umally wili not be 

remains of architectural daub within these pits. These pits are used d y  for food 

storage, so the presence of charred gain remaias is most cornmon. The depth of storage 

pits will Vary, but they tend to be relatively deep (Le. 1-3 m ) in order to keep the food 

from spoiiing h m  heat and exposufe. Quite often the pits wil l  be lined with rocks, 

manure or clay to prevent any intrusion h m  rodents. Usually storage pits are found in 

close proximity to a habitation pit or d a c e  house. These pits are somehes have a 

secondary fiuiction as refiise pi&. According to Mclntosh (1974: 166), shallow pits tend 

to be borrow pits, subsequently used for rubbish disposal. The wails constmcted of this 

earth shouid be quite near. 

Abow-ground g r d e s ,  similar to houses, are often made of wattle and daub. 

The presence of above-ground granaries is usuaily difiicult to determine unless the 

structure has burnt down or the daub has been sun-baked for a long pend of tirne. Such 

granaries tend to be made of a wooden or clay base with an over-lying superstructure 

made of either thatch or wattie and daub. If the structure is made of thatch, the only 

indication of a gnuiary wouid be h m  the bases of the poles in the soi1 (see post holes for 
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M e r  discussion). However, Z&e granary had clay that baked into daub, the same stick 

impressions wouid be found on the daub as in most wail daub. There would not be any 

evidence of a pit associateci with an above gromd granary. The only indication that the 

structure was a granary as opposed to a house would k in the quantity, size and thickness 

of the daub and stick impressions. Daub remab nwi a disintegrated or collapsed above 

ground gr- wouid be concentrated in a small area on the mrface and not in a pit If 

the daub did not bake, there might be evidence of a mai1 moud of soi1 that is different 

in colorn and texture h m  its munding  ma* possibly with evidence of some 

disintegrated daub in it. The pst holes associated with this structure might help to 

determine its fiinction as weU. 

Below, 1 present some hypotheses concerned with the relationship between 

distinguishing storage from habitation features through daub analysis. 

1. deep pits (regardless of their s k )  with or without aichitechiral daub are usuaüy 

assumed to be storage pits. 

2. shallow pits, even iffilled with refbse, are usually bomw pits. 

3. I f  baked wall daub is found in association with a smail deep pit, the pit is probably a 

below ground storage area ( g r a ~ ~ ~ ) .  

4. If baked waii daub is not found in association with any type of pit, the daub is clustered 

within a small area, and any associateci stick impressions are small in size, the daub is 

probably h m  an above ground granaty. This is especially tnie if there is evidence of post 

holes amund the base of the gniaary. 



Borders 

House structures are offen delineated by boniers d e  of various materiah, such 

as rock or earth. When one of these botders or rings are found, it is a good indication that 

some type of architecture existed withk the border. 

M e n  humps are tkquentiy found aromd the edges of pit houses. These are the 

result of the piling of the earth k m  the pit amund the edge of the pit to prevent water 

from fiowing in and to weigh down the edge of the superstnrcture (McIntosh 1974). 

Earthen humps d v e  leu weli and are more difficuit to recognize during excavation. 

Yet through carefüi excavation, they can be recognized. 

Ethnographidy, stone borders are also quite common. Rock borders srwive 

relatively weli in the archaeological record. For example, the Northem Paiute and 

Shoshone traditional dwellings were conical thatched or mat-coveied structures. Rings of 

rocks around the perimeter weighed d o m  the super-structure (Hackenberger et al. 1989: 

135). The rings of rock would be left in place &er the structure had been abandoned or 

destroyed. Usually the rocks wodd be of a substantial size and be fouad direcdy beside 

one another. If there is evidence of this sort of architecture, it is usuaiiy a good indication 

that some sort of habitation took place. The ring of stones must be large enough to 

circumvent a structure, and large enough weigh down or deheate the edge of a dweiiing. 

They should not be confused with the stone h t  are n o d y  used as a ring around a 

hearth. If the ring of stones is relatively small, it is possible that the stones demarcated a 

hearth. In either case, a stone border is an indicator of architecture. 

E d e n  or rock borders may be used to reconstruct the interna1 division within a 
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structure. For example, if a house was made of stone and daub, there might be i n t d  

waüs within the structure. After abandoment, the structure would eventuaiîy comse. 

The evidence of these walls wouid be found in low piles of stone and dirt, di 

concentrated in n>ws within the iarger rock structure (McIntosh 1974: 167). In pit houses, 

subdivisions an of€m created thugh  the use of currains or a light wattle hmework. 

Earth wially accumulates dong this border or a hump of soi1 will be Iefi to divide the 

two moms (Lipe and Hegmon 1989; Fladmadc 1986). 

Some hypotheses conceming the relationship between borders and structures are: 

1. rock or earaien borders will usually indiate! that some sort of structure existed on that 

spot - whether SUTface or pit house. The major exception may be with areas that are used 

for some outdoor ceremony (religious, social or poiiticai). Tbese may have no structurai 

association. 

2. a smaii ring of rocks or earth may be used to surround a heaah. 

3. lines humps of soil and rocks are good indicators of intemal house walls especiaiiy if 

they are foud in the general shape of the assumed structure. 

Finished floors 

Evidence of finished floors, made of rock, smeared and baked manure, bumt soii, 

clay, etc., are exceîlent indicators of not only the house itseifbut also the size and shape 

of the structure. Finished floars can be found in storage arees as weii. Only the size and 

shape of the noor can help distinguish between the two. Pit houses, because of their more 

ephemerai nature, tend not to have M e d  fioors. As a resuit, finished f l o o ~ g  m o t  be 

used as an indicator of pit dweliings, nor to distinguish pit dwebgs h m  other types of 
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pits. 

Size and shape of pit 

The size of  a pit is one of the biggest indiCators as to the pit's finiction. For 

example, if the pit is very deep, circular in shape and small in diameter, it is probably a 

storage pit. If the pit's shap is irreguiar or trapezoidal in shape, the diameter is Iarger 

than a storage pit, and it is not very deep (circa 2 m in depth), it is probable that the pit 

was initialiy for habitation. 

secondary pit hctions 

Refuse pits are expected to not have substantial quantities of construction daub 

w i t h  them. The size of the daub fÏagments wili also diffkr. There is littie m o n  to 

expect that refbse pits should have any kind of construction daub associated with them, 

except for smd hgments that may be swept into them with the general refuse. The 

dominance of smaii fragments in the pits would indicate that the daub is not in situ, and 

has been moved around quite a bit causing extreme hgmentation. Daub is expected to be 

found in refbe pi&. However, it wouid be composed of smaii and oAen eroded 

hgments, in a secondary position. 

Refbse p L  and daub distributions 

Refuse deposits represent only select aspects of the social and economic systems 

of households. As a result, the processes which led to their f o d o n  must be understood 

before undertaking wider behavioural reconstructions. As a first step in the process, it is 

necessary to develop criteria for the identification ofdepositr that resulted h m  cleaniag 

and dumping (Kuijt 1989: 21 1). O'Comeil(1987) argues that small objects (Le. small 
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pieces of undiagnostic daub) have a grratn chance of king disposeci of n e .  their place 

of use as primary refûse. Whereas larger, heavier, aad more obstructive objects (i-e. larger 

pieces of waii/floor daub, ovens, and hearths) are usually removed h m  an activity area 

and disposeci of as secondary refuse. Otha studies note thet Iarger and heavier items are 

often removed during the cieaning and maintenance of bigh-use am, such as he& 

(Binford 1978; Hayden and Cannon 1983; SchBer 1983). 

These studies c m  be used to generate a n u m k  of tentative propositions 

concerning the disposai of refbse - including daub (cf. Kuijt 1989): 

1. The quatltity of refuse deposits tends to be -ter in low-use areas, such as sub-floor 

featuies or next to walls, than in hi&-use areas; 

2. The size and weight of individual items dong floor wnes is iilcely to be greater in Iow- 

use and discard areas, and less in anticipateci high use areas such as major ttaffic 

comdors; 

3. High use areas of food preparation, recreation and foot t r a c  tend to occur around 

hearths, in shaây locations and near storage and habitation buildings. 

The degree to which these statements are applicable to the identification of rehe  

deposits and activity areas around specifk dwellings is uncertain. It may be argued, 

however, that the human goals of refuse behaviour and Site maintenance are universal, 

even though the specinc characteristics of sweeping and dumping activities may vary 

(Kuijt 1989; 212). 

Two exceptions to these observations are de facto refbse disposal and provisional 

discard. Defacto reuse disposal, in which large objects are left at the location of use, is 
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conditioneci by Wors such as laigth of occupation, rituals, household composition and 

the nature of activities o c d g  on the site (Hayden and Cannon 1983; Schiffer 1983). 

The intentional storage of items for future use, or provisional discard, can remit in the 

clustering of larger, heavier objects near waiis or in pits and abandoned structures (Deal 

1985; Hayden and Cannon 1983). 

When the entire site or compouud is abandoned in haste and is the terminal 

occupation of the area, it is iïkely that the pits will not be fUed with r e k .  At Foeni- 

Sa@, there are nwnerous examples of Medieval stomge pits that were vimially empty of 

their contents. This situation differs radidy h m  the Early Neolithic pi&, which were 

filled with a r t i f i  and food debris. Pits are abandoned and used for secondary purposes, 

such as refuse disposal, when they are no longer suitable for their originai hction 

(storage or dweiiing). A storage pit will be abandoned also if there is nothing left to store 

in it. New pits are oAen dug for storage or occupation when it is felt that the effort for the 

upkeep of old pits is greater than that required for new construction (cf. Mchtosh 1974: 

165). Sometinies, storage pits wiil be Wed with artifactual (not midden) debris following 

the death of the owner (Greenfield, van Sc&alkwyk and Jongsma 1996). 

Conclusions 

There are many characteristics that aiiow the Mixent types of pits to be 

identified as to their fûnction, and to distinguish pit houses nOm surface houses. It is 

important to mderstand the defining chuacteristics of diffkrent types of pits before 

excavation so that they may be recogaipd in the field It is almost impossible to 

reconstnict such data aAer the field work has been completed and only fiom field notes. 
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Some sites have no more than two or three indicators of architecture that are baseâ on 

some sort of evidence that couid be seen in pmfüe or section. In spite of these difaculties, 

McIntosh (1974: 167) argues Uiat it is clearly usew for the archaeologist to k familia 

with the nature of deteriord architectud eIementsC This knowledge may be obtained 

dirough complementary ethnographie and taphonomic observation. It is necessaty to 

understand and observe paenis in the detenoration of these 4 s  in order to identifjr 

them in the soil. 



Chapter 9: METfiODOLOGY - DA- CLASSIFICATION AND mPOLOGY 

"CIassification cornes most pperly More analysis and interprrtation. The 
reason should k obvious - we cannot d y s e  or inte- untii we know what bits 
of idionnation we bave to work with! Since the items we recover are direct 
representations of LnowIedge Ge. they 'contaid the kiferences we wiil discover), 
it stands to reason that they should first k grouped or ordered in such a way as to 
make the infoimation they contain more obvious". (Hill and Evans 1972: 234) 

In this chapter, 1 will discuos the theories and methods of ~Iassification and 

typology considered in the anaiysis of the daub data h m  Foeni-Saiag. Most systems of 

classification and typology were eventuaIiy rejected as unsuitable for this analysis (see 

below). Nonetheless, it is important to discuss each of them in order to understaud the 

Iogic behiad the choice of classincation system d e t e h e d  to be best suited for the 

Foeni-Salag data 

It is much easier to organize data after a typologid classifîcation system is 

developed. Once the data are organizeà, it becornes possible to recognize pattems wiürin 

a data set. It was irnmediately apparent at the outset of the analysis that a new 

classification system had to be developed since this kind of analysis had never been 

perfonned before for this area and period. A polythetic classincation system using 

multiple variables to describe the many features relating to daub was ultimately chosen. 

The reasons for this choice will becorne clear within the chapter. 

Inductive venus deàuctive cbsificatioa schemes 

Then are two basic starting points for the creation of cIassifIcation schemes - 
induction and deducfion, Each wili be discussed below. 



Inductive classification schemes are relatively uncornmon. They foilow h m  the 

school of thought that any classification scheme must be objectively cceated wiîh respect 

to a @cuIar set of questions, without bias on the part of the observer, and then app1ied 

to data sets. The classincation is not governeci or limited by the range of variation within 

a paaicdar data set. In odia wotds, the classincation scheme is not based upon what one 

sees in the data, but rather it is based upon preconceived ideas as to the range of ali  

possible patterns. The scheme is created priot to analysis and should be flexible enough 

to grow as the analyst encounters new classes of data Uany of the common faunal 

classification schemes (e.g. Meadow 1978; Greenfield 1986) are based upon this idea 

since they were designecl to coilect aii of the data necessary to do any analysis. However, 

as time progresses and questions to be answered change, these classification systems have 

to be changed or even abandoned if they cannot be adapted to the new types of data. 

Induction is a theoretidy attractive way in which to do classincation, but is not 

necessarily useful when trying to classi& a particdar category of data for the tirst tirne. 

The range of variation is unknown and even the parameters are stil l  uncertain. These 

problems are taken into account in deductive classification. 

Most traditionai classincation schemes are based upon deductive thought 

processes. Information or inferences, such as classification, an derived h m  the data 

(Roue 1972: 86-87). Data are gathereâ first and inferences deriveci afterwards h m  

perceived patterns in the data (Rouse 1972; WMey and Phillips 1958: 1-7). 

For the classification of the Foeni daub materiai, I began to mate the 

classification system based upon m e  deductive inferences since there was no existing 



classification system. Deduction obmtion helped to cecognize that diffint types of 

daub existed, and that the patteming in îhe data may be relateci to different architectural 

uses. For example, I recognized that tbae existed waU, floor, and other types of 

architecturai daub in the data However, in order for the d y s i s  to progres, a 

comprehensive classification system haù to be created that would not be lirnited to any 

preconceived notion as to the range of architectural variation that may be encountered. 

This was especidy important considering that daub architecturai elements h m  many 

penods (Early Neolithic-Medieval) may be enwuntered during the analysis. As a result, 

induction was used in the creation of a comprehensive classification system. The 

classification system was based upon a study of ethnographie situations involvlig 

architechiral daub. The Foeni-Salq data could then be analyseci with this system, and 

compared to data h m  other sites. 

Classification versus typology 

Before proceeding with a discussion of the classification scheme used in this 

thesis, it is necessary to dehe the terms classification (class) and typology (type). 

"Classifîcation is the process of putting objects, events, and so forth, into classes by 

Wtue of pmperties which they possess in eommon" (Benjamin, 1965: 62). The term 

"class" is a generic t e m  n f d g  to any division of materials or events into groupings 

based on similarities and clifferences. Any such group is calleci a "class". Classification is 

simply an extension of the recognition of differences and similarities among phenornena. 

Those materiais, events or processes that are more similar than different, accordhg to the 

classifier, are! placed together into classes. Classincation is a tool of analysis. It is carried 



out for the purpose of bringhg order to a set of observations (Clarke 1972: 232). 

Typology is the process invoived in the mation of types. A "typen is a gtoup that 

has ken f o d  on the basis of a consistent patteming of attributes and is disthguished 

h m  othcr types, which possess diffeff~lt pattenu of amibutes (Kneger 1944,1960: 143; 

Spauiding 1953; Sackett 1966). Typology differs h m  classincation in that it is more 

specinc and looks for ciifferences between groups. A "type" is a specinc wclassw of 

phenornena, which is chamterid by a non-=dom c1uStet of attributes. They are 

distinct groupings. Groupings based on a sorthg of a single attribute dimension, however, 

are not types. For example, a sorting of pottexy vessels would not produce diffèrent types 

of pots. Lf, however, the pottery vessels were simuhaneously sorted for the attribute 

dimension of &&ce colour and some other attribute dimension (such as technique of 

decoration), the resulting groups codd be considered as types if the groupings are distinct 

(Hill and Evans 1972: 233; Sackett 1966; Spauiding 1953). Types are deked on the 

basis of shared attributes in technique of production, fom, and decoration. Theoretidy 

they are cteated as a result of the interaction of individu& and small groups within a 

society. Sharing of accepted social values defines appropriate style. Types therefore are 

material representations of regularities in human beiiaviour (Mord 1 960: 126-1 36). A 

class may group severai types together into a larger category of d y s i s .  Hence, typology 

and classification are complementary, and should exist within any typological 

classificatory scheme. The Foeni-Salq daub analysis is essentially based upon a 

~Iassification of (daub) types. 

M o r d  (1960) used artifact types as indicators of social behaviour. He created 
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artifâct types and organized archaeologicai materiai (through classification) using the 

'type-variety' methoci. Panans and regulanties are noticeable within assemblages, and 

this accotding to Giffard, lead to the creation oftypes. Types' include 'varietyt as a iïner 

level of the variation category ( W o d  1960: 126-136). A type may include several 

varieties. A variety is a slight shiff in the consteliation of diagnostic attributes that 

compose the type. A variety is an expression of the individuai who made the object, 

above and beyond the general pattem derived h m  idea of their society. Variation within 

types can be thought of as a product of the individuai or srnail social groups. Based on 

this behavioural foundation, the type-variety method is an important tool for culturai 

interpretation, and is one muon that 1 have chosen to use it for my analysis. It is 

concemed with the organîmtion and anaiysis of non-biological cultural products. Giffard 

argues that types and varieties are inherent in aii  data (Mord 1960: 126-136). 

Normative versus non-normative classification scbemes 

Normative classification systems are also known as the 'met typological method - 
types are taken to reptesent specifk groupings of materials. It focuses upon the nom, not 

the normai range of variation. The determinhg criteria are not constant, but are 

cont indy diswvered as the material is analysed. Each recognized 'type1 is defined by a 

specinc and cohesive combination of fatum (i.e. temper, decoration, etc.), including 

individuai variation within an observed pattem. The distribution of each type is limited in 

t h e  and space, and in its association with other culturai materiai. According to Krieger, 

the production technique, form a .  decoration of each type should appmximate a definite 

pattern. This pattem reprrsents the shand ideas of the makers of the objects. The number 



of distinguishing critena c m  vary with dinint  types. Even small Merences b e e n  

specimens are important to recognize and classifu into distiact categories, ifthey have the 

same cultural associations. Each type must hold its fomi consistently over time and space. 

The framewodc is flexible enough to d o w  for mbtractjons or additions in gtoups, when 

or if needed without disturbing the type category. A type mut  be nameci and described, 

and canwt have ethmc or cuitinal labels (Krieger 1944: 271-287). 

Non-notmative classification systems shouid be designed to solve particuiar 

problems anci, therefore, the attributes selected for measurement must be sensitive to 

meanin- variations in the assemblage (Redmaa 1973: 10). Classification systems that 

are sensitive to variation are non-normative. They are essmtiaily statistical in their 

foundation, using the measurement of range of variation of fonn to define types. It 

focuses upon the range of variation, including the exceptions. Nomnormative are 

essentially polythetic in form (cf Williams et al. 1973). They involve the explicit 

definition and recording of each variable's (ir. artifact's) morpholopical attributes. The 

selection of these dimensions, such as weight, size, edge angles, etc. is a complex process 

in which the archaeologist determines the attributes relevant to the particuiar hypotheses 

being tested fkom the numemus possibilities. Once attributes are selected and recorded, 

their covariance with other attribute values is caicdated. Mer determining which 

attributes do, in facf Vary together in a nomaradom man.net, the observed attribute values 

are statistically clustered into types that are empiridy testable (Spaulding 1953; Sackett 

1966; Redman 1973: 9; W o n  1971,1972). This method is necessary if any 

quantifiable or statisticai manipuiations of the data are required. It is &O possible to 
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v i d y  show the range of variation betw#n types cleady with the use of graphs and 

charts when using this method because the method deais with numbers and not words. 

Redman (1973: 10) argues that although he recomends this procedure for artifact 

analysis, there is not a %est' anaiyticai scheme. 

The non-nomative method is dinkrent than the normative classification method 

in that the former is flexible and cm be adjusted to the materii and questions at hand. 

The nomative method is valuable whea descriptions of types are necessary in a non 

quantifiable way. While it is not possible to use any charts or statistical manipulations 

with this method, this method wiU show patterns in the material quite clearly. But 

absolute consistency is not possible nor necessary for classincatory d y s i s .  This is the 

strength of non-normative methods. Both of these methods appear to be the most flexible 

and d o w  for a wide range of variety beîween types and individual specimens. Both of 

these methods d o w  for the d y s t  to add extra variables to the system and not affect the 

overail analysis. There is no limit to the amount of variables added. As well, these 

methods are not designed to pertain to a specific data set (i-e. stone tools, ceramics), they 

are general enough that the daub assemblage can be fit easily to the requirements of each 

classification system. 

I chose not to w many other classification schemes (i.e. Redmans' 1973 

fhctional classification system; Spauldiog 1953) because they were not flexible enough 

for the type of d y s i s  1 was doing. I needed a system that not only let me look at the 

morphological patterns within the daub assemblage, but also the system had to be flexible 

to continuously add new types to the system when they were discovered Using the 



combination of both meulods 1 was able to wnstantly add in new variables and types of 

daub that emerged h m  the data set. 1 was able to see patterns both statktidy and 

descriptively in my daub categories and in- these patüms quite easily due to the 

Wise choice of classifications systems used. An in-depth discussion ofhow my 

classification typology was developed and the method that 1 used to analyse the 

individual pieces of daub will be discussed shortly. Howeva, the diffeff~lces between 

classification and typology are discussed briefly below in order to propedy understand 

how these two concepts are linked within a larger classification system. It is necessary to 

understand the differences before commencing with a new classification system. 

The Foeni-Srilrrg daub clwincation system 

The system of classification used in this thesis is a combination of both normative 

and non-normative systems. Some variables are examined in a normative sense, while 

others in a more non-normative way, dependhg upon their qualities. The formation of 

daub types, however, is based upon the polythetic methd This type of analysis was 

necessary because daub architecturai daub types have so many dinerent and often 

overlapping characteristics that it is difficuit to create muhially exclusive categories 

(types) based upon the presencelabsence of one or a few chamc@&ics. The basis for 

each of the daub types and the overail classification scheme wiil be desctibed in this 

section of the thesis. 

Major daub ciltegories anaiysed at FoeniSaiq 

Before each variable and attribute is discussed, it is necessary to explah the major 

categories ofdaub found and analyseâ h m  the Foeni-Sw assemblage. AU of the daub 
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excavated h m  the three seasons at Foeni-Salq were anaiysed. Each piece was separately 

anaiysed, qresznting a single liae on an Excel spmdsheet. The prmnience data (locus, 

level, threedimensional m m ,  and any special Ulfonmition about when the piece 

came hm) were recordai with the 0 t h  data 

There were tliree grossly d i n i t  categories of daub rmialis. This was based 

upon an initial examination of the shape of the piece. ûn the basis, the daub W e n t s  

were categorized into three major daub types. The fitst two daub types are not as relevant 

for this thesis, but are mentioncd oniy because they share some of the physical properties 

of architecturai daub. The third category was architectural data whkh are discussed in 

detail in this thesis. Below is a brief description of each of the main categones of daub 

found at Foeni-Sakq. 

1. Fonned (itifactuaI) daub - this was anything that was formed into a specific ariifact 

(Le. bollas, fish weights, loorn weights). Morphology, nring quality, temper type, colour, 

and degree of oxidation and reduction amibutes were recorded. However, there were no 

measurements of any of this type of daub. Each more or less preserved piece was 

photographeci and drawn. 

2. Miscellaneouî (unfdentijiable) a h 6  - this category received the most basic type of 

analysis. It =fers to any type of âaub that could not be identified as either formed or 

construction daub. Ln general these pieces were very small (ca. 2-5 cm in diameter), not 

morphologidy distinguishable to a particuiar type, or severely misshapen by msional 

processes. Relatively Little data couid be derived h m  this class of daub. Fom was one 

major variable exaniiaed for each piece of miscellaneous daub (i.e. shape. dimensions). 



T h e  wm 5 sepinate sub-categories for the d i f f i t  fom of misceiianeous daub; one- 

side fomed, two-sides formed, thrre-sides formed, no-sides fonned, and a misceiianeous 

perforated daub category - any daub that is fomied but it is not clear what the piece 

represents. Frrquency, size, and weight were also recordd4 

3. Consfruction rhub - Four diffei.ent types of construction daub were chosen before the 

classincation began; wall daub, fiwr daub, kiln daub and oven daub. This category is the 

focus for this thesis and was analyd in the greatest detail. Below is a detailed 

exp1;ination of the classincation and analysis of consüuction daub. 

Classification of daub architectural remains at Foeni-Sairg 

Using the principle of recording of morphologid attiliutes (Redman 1973), di 

of the variables and attributes descriiing the daub's morphological characteristics were 

inputted into an Excel spreaâsheet, Mormation on each individuai piece of daub was 

recorded on a separate h e .  Each piece of daub was examined for the presencdabsence or 

quality of various attributes that would aiiow it to be associated with a particular type of 

construction daub. Each typoIogid category was cornposecl of several discrete attributes 

(see below). For an individuai piece of &ub to be attributed to a type, it had to possess 

several of the attributes characteristic of the type (cf. Krieger 1944). This mode1 ailowed 

for many variables to be expressxi on the spread sheet without presupposing the overail 

patterning of the types. As well, when a new variable was discovered, it was easy to add 

4Preliminary analysb of the daub at the end of the 1992 field scsson only dktinguished between 
obvious artifâcts (i.e. whole loom weight or fish weight) and nomtifh*ual daub. As a result ofthis, a 
signifiant amount of the 1992 daub was not propcrly analysed (for more information and its effects on 
this anaiysis see chapter 10). 



it to the classification system without disniptioa 

The foilowïng variables were analysed during classification of the material: size, 

ikquency, weight, manufacturing attributes such as the quality of firing 

(oxidation/reduction), temper inclusions, colour, and the size and number of wattling 

impressions (for wall daub). While the cuwature of fkagments and bardness of each piece 

of daub were not recordeci, they were taken hto acwunt during analysis and are also 

discussed. Each of these variables are discussed in detail below as weli as why this 

specinc attri'bute was chosea for this analysis. 

Variables and attributes 

For each individuai piece of daub the following variables were separately 

recorded for each hgment. 

1. Frequency - Each piece of daub was couated as one individual piece unless it was 

possible to piece two or more fragments within the same excavation unit as part of the 

same fiagrnent The reason for this was to minimize double counting of hgments for 

each level, locus etc. In most cases, it was rare to find several pieces of daub that fit 

together. If several pieces of &ub did fit together, they were counted as one. This 

variable will aliow for anaiysis of the distribution of daub fragment fkquencies across the 

site. It will also d o w  for the testing of the hypothesis that pits will have a higher 

fiequency of daub bgments in them than across the suface of the site. 

2. Weight - Each piece or group of daub wap anaiysed by initially weighing it. Each piece 

of daub w i t b  an excavation unit was weighed separately. This will enable aaalysis of 

the density and fkequency distribution of daub weight across the site, independent of 
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number of hgments. It can be iised in conjuacton with nrqUencies to correct for 

exireme fragmentation caused by diffetentid presmation. Another potential sipaincance 

of this attiibuîe is to test the hypotheses that archkcturd elements higher up in a 

structure (waUs and roofs, depending on the level of orcidatiodducfion ) tend to be 

lightet in weight than those below (floors); 

3. Firing - Each piece of daub was analysed for the type of nring atmosphen (oxidation 

and reduction). Each piece of collSfNction daub was amlyseci to determine the colour of 

the inside and outside of the m e n t  Two basic colour atûibutes were used when 

detemiining type of firing. Red colour g e n d y  means the daub was fimi in an oxidized 

environment (exposed to oxygen when fïred) and black meam the daub was fked in an 

reduced envimunent (lack of oxygen during h g )  (cf. Shepard 1957). Any 

combinations of these two attributes is possible. Below is a description of the four major 

variations of nring recorded ftom the Foeni-Salq daub and some of their implications. 

a Fuiiy oxidized - Red colour is found inside and outside, often with sniall areas 

of black colour (coded as 1). This is considered evidence of an oxygen rich firing 

envîmnment, and can be indicative of the firing in the open-air (bUtlliL1g walls and 

roofs of houses and ovens). 

b. Poorly reduced/rnostly oxidized - The colour of the majority of the exterior and 

interior would be red with a thin black line in the very interior (codai as 4). This 

could be an indication that the Qub was fired in an oxygen nch environment but 

was either not exposed to heaî for very long, or the intensity of the heat was low. 

This type of daub is a refiection of wall daub that bumt d o m  and was only 
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exposed to the fke for a short period of tirne. 

c. Poorly oxidizedlmostly r e d d  - This type of daub would have a black colour, 

with a thui red exterior (coded as 2). niis is considered evidence of an oxygen- 

poor firing environment, where the nring area had a poor air flow (eg. bottom of 

flwrs, interior of ove@ 

d. Fuiiy reduced - This type is found where the colour is both black inside and 

outside (coded as 3). 

e. Kiln - Another category of firing was noted towarâs the end of the anaiysis 

when we began fincihg Sagments that did not fit into the above categories. Kiln 

daub has a very characteristic pattern. The fragments have a whitish colour on 

both the interior and exterior, and are extremely hard. It is an indication that the 

fragments were exposed to a very intense heat, while stül in an oxidized 

environment. This type of firing is considered to be the highest quaiity of nring 

found at Foeni-Salag, and is considered to be a refiection of the use of kiLis at this 

site. 

4. Temper - Seven separate temper categories were observeci, occurring either 

independently or in conjunction with one another, depending ou the individual piece of 

daub. Eafh category was mixed with a base of clay. If more tban one type of temper was 

present, the relative dominance of each was noted. The attributes were are as foliows: 

a Small-sked sand granules (size 4 mm); 

b. Large-sized sand granules (size >1 mm); 

c. Mud (was evennially omitted in favour of silt and the two categories were 

160 



combined); 

6 Silt; 

e. Shell; 

E Chaff; 

g. Small-sized sand grandes mixed with silt. 

5. Colour - The wlour of the exterior surface of each piece of daub was recordeù with the 

help of a M w I i  Colour chart. men more than one colour was noted, and their relative 

domjnance noteci. 

6. Wanling impressions - Each piece of daub was examined for impressions created by 

construction techniques, such as stick impressions. For every stick impression, the width, 

length, and height of each impression was also recorded. 

7. Shape - Shape was not remrded separately for each piece of daub. It was used as the 

basis for initiaily assigning hgments to a particular class of daub types (i.e. formed, 

miscellaneous or construction). Once this basic categorization took place, the daub was 

then analysed according to its appropriate type. 

There were also a few variables that were not recorded separately for each 

fiagrnent at the t h e  of data me. However, these variables were recognlled and taken 

into account at the t h e  of analysis. They were implicit in the assipunent of âaub 

hgments to the various classes within the construction daub category. One example is 

curvature. If a piece of daub was found with a cuvahue, and it possessed aü of the 

variables chamteristic of an oven, it was considemi to be the do& part of an oven. 

Another example is the hardness ofthe daub. It can be useâ as an iadicator ofthe type of 
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daub (Le. h d  daub is much less fkd and compact than kiln daub). Below are the 

variables not recorded separately. Interpretations of each variable are outlined following 

the discussion of the characteristics of each of the non recorded variables, 

1. Degree of mature  of *ents: 

a curved (iwards and out), with a snwth or mugh interior or exterior. This type 

of daub is characteristic for d s  or domes of ovens and hearth walls; 

b. one side with a prepared flat d a c e  with a second Jide that was unnnished and 

mottied. The reason for the rnonling is because it was placed directly in a dia or 

sand substrate. If found, this couid tenect floors of stnictmts or küns, when there 

is no evidence of stick impressions; 

c. two flat surfaces. This is expected to be part of the fioor of a k h  where there is 

a firing chamber beneath the floor; 

d. one flat surfie and one d a c e  with wattling impressions for walls of 

structures; 

e. two pieces of daub that meet at a corner joint. Both sides of the daub should be 

smooth. One side couid be smoother than the other (teflecting the interior waU 

side). This could reflect the corner of a wali, especiaily ifthere is evidence of stick 

impressions. ûr it could represent the joint between the bottom of a wall and the 

floor (in which case one side wouid have evidence of moling), or the top of the 

wall and the roof. This particular attribute was not found for joints between floors 

and walls and roofs. Each ftagment appeared to represent a dimete part of a floor, 

Wall, or roof 
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t a smooth mdce  of daub that bas a lip on one or two sides, and a rough or 

mottied underside- This wouid reflet3 a floor that bas been cmed and raised on 

the sides to meet the walls. 

2. Degree of cornpactaess of fhgments: 

a. low - flaky or crumbly texture. This attribute was usuaily re~ecved for hearth 

because characteristidy hearths are not nied as well as Lün. They are usualiy 

made of ch& and other types of intrusions (i.e. snall rocks, shell, etc.) and are 

not compacted or formed very weli. The t h e  investment in making a hearth is 

minimal and the daub is not as compact and fomed as an oven. Hearth daub is 

also less fired than an aven or kiJn and dierefore c m  break d y ;  

b. meâium - tends to break into large pieces, not f la lq  or cnmibly. This type of 

compactness is d y  resecved to wail daub. Wali daub is usuaiiy made up of 

clay and some kind of chafE One reason that c M i s  used in wail daub is because 

it makes the clay stick together weli and is Iighter than using sand or siit as the 

dominant temper inclusion. It is meant to be light weight in order to stick to the 

wood As a result, the wall daub can m e n t  easier than floor made of daub; 

c. high - compact on one side with decreasing compactness towards the other. 

This attribute Üsually reflects floor daub. nie upper surnice is very compact as a 

resuit of the constant pressure and walking on the d a c e .  It does not f d  apart 

very easily. The daub is usually made of sand, dt and clay and does not have any 

chaffin it to make it susceptible to breakage. The undaside of the floor wouid be 

l e s  compact and f o d  since it is usuaiiy placed ont0 the mil -ta and is not 



very well fonned or compact - due to a lessenhg of the pressme h m  above; 

d. very high - compact or cement-like throughout, almost vitrifieci. Tais attribute 

is indicative of the k i h  daub found at Foeni-SaLap. Kün daub is made on pure clay 

and does not have any sort ofchan. Küas are subjected to atreme heat for long 

pends of tirne. It is very diff?cuIt to break apart a piece of kiln daub. 

3. Evidence for joints between walls, floors and mfs: 

a the presence of wall and floor joints would be indicative of the structure 

possessing definite wails and fioors. 

b. to find a joint between the wall and the roof would be rare especiaily at an 

Early Neolithic pit house site. The ptesence of this joint would show that the 

houses haà some sort of roof superstructure present- 

c. absence of wall, floor or roof joints - this would imply only that the fhgment 

was not part of the joint. The absence of any joints would imply that there was a 

relatively smooth transition between waii and roof, and absence of rectilinear type 

structure with weildefïned joins. 

Construction daub typoIogy 

In order to constnict the daub architectural typology, the attributes characteristic 

of each type must be defineci. Once aü the characteristics for each type were defined, it 

was possible to assign each Sagrnent of construction daub into its appropriate type. 

Most analysts recognize that then are two major (and several subtypes) of 

construction daub: structure daub (Wells, fioors, and zoo& of dwebgs, storage, and other 

large-scale activity areas) and feature daub (waiis, fiwrs, and rwfi of kiln, oven, and 



hearth daub) based upon expectation d r a .  h m  the literature (Bogdanovi61988; $Mer 

1983; Tringham and Stehovi6 1990) and personai ethnographie observatioa It is 

possiblc to assign daub into a construction daub category if the piece of daub possess the 

majority of the charactenCstics tbat type possesses. Each type and subtype bas its own 

denning characteristics wbich make it possible to distinguish between the types (fig. 15). 

Structure waU daab - The diagnostic characteristics of wall daub h m  structures (eg. 

dwelling, storage, etc. structures) are the foliowing: 

- one or two sides f o n d  (smoothed, but not n d y  fiat). 

- overaii shape of sinthce is slightly itregular (not perféctiy fiat ssine it is not a 

walking dace);  

- wattle stick impressions; 

- chagas the dominant temper inclusion. Srnall amounts of sana silt, and other 

inclusions can be present; 

- a mostiy reduced quality of firing; 

- a medium level of compactness; 

- should be iight in weight relative to size; and 

- do not have a characteristic or standard thickness. 

The reason that Wall daub is chamcteristicaliy light in weight is because it must 

adhere easiiy to the w d  or stick intemal structure. Ifthe daub was too heavy, it would 

fd away h m  the wattling. WaUs are a varieîy of thicknesses because many hows  will 

have several dinmnt types (and thicknesses) of waiîs, depending upon the type of Wall 

(iiterior or exterior walls) and part of the wall (lower tends to be thicker than upper). 
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Some walls are rrquirrd to be very thick while others do not As a general de, wwaiis that 

are very thick WU use larger sticks. The wider the sticks, the tbiclcer wüi be the daub. 

Wïde impressions tend to imply that the daub was k m  enas with large pieces of wood, 

which are generdiy used in support 4 s .  Support walls tend to leave wider stick 

impressions than thinner d s  using d e r ,  more m w  sticks. 

Structure fioor daab - The diagnostic characteristics of fioor daub h m  stnictures 

shouid have the foilowing features: 

- There must be one hardkompact baked flat surfixe. The underside side should 

be highly irrepuiar and less compact and baked. 

- The uppa d a c e  may be burnt, wide the lower d a c e  is not; 

- stick impressions should not be present; 

- The degree of oxidation should be more complete than in walls because of the 

higher temperatures that floors will be nibjected to. Floors may also be 

periodically fired to clean them; 

- There is a much more limited range of firagment thickness. The optimal 

thickness of fioors appeats to be ca 3-4 cm because floors do not have to be very 

thick (in order to provide support for walls and roofs) or too thin. Othemise, they 

will crumble under the impact of waling; 

- There should be dinetential degree of oxidation/reduction present on each piece 

of floor daub. More oxidation is expected to occur on the upper flat d a c e  

(because it i s  more exposed to oxygen) than on the Iowa d h c e  (because of less 

exposute to oxygen). 
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- Each piece shouid k heavier in weight than wall daub; and 

- Tempers are a<pected to k dominated by sand andlor siit, d e r  than c m .  This 

wiii provide greater durab-. 

Grrater dinerential de- of oxkiatiodreduction are expected on fîoor t h  wail 

daub because the underside of the f h r  will have less oxygen circuiation. W k n  there is 

no oxygen, the daub will be duced and become black in colout. Floors are different tban 

wall daub because the latter are genetauy fked in a more oxidized environment Waii 

daub has a more evm exposure to oxygen over its entire d a c e .  Floor daub is meant to 

be waiked on and therefore must bc more compact and heavier than waii daub. The 

inclusions of sand and siit aiiow for the floor to stay intact under pressure thaD if CM 

inclusions were used. Then is a generai floor thiclmess that is expected among structures 

of similar îùnction. Some variability in floor thickness should occur depending on the 

function of the structure. FIoor daub should be heaviet in weight (relative to size) than 

wall daub because of the presence of more silt and sand inclusions. 

Kiin daub - Thete are two separate types of kiln daub: kiln wall and kila floor &ub. 

They share several characteristics: 

- Both types are highly nnd There is very little or no reduction present; 

- The temper is very compact and the weight is higher than any 0 t h  type of 

daub; 

- Silt and sand are the dominant temper inclusions; 

- The intensity of firing is extremety high. They are exposeci to extreme degrees of 

heat for long and constant periods of tirne; and 
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- The colour of kiln daub is an exneme pale yeiiow or white, which is unique to 

only this type of da&. These colours are a reflection of exposute to extreme heat 

There are some important differences, between k i h  wail and floor daub, which 

help to distinguish between them. 

KilnJhw &ub: 

- Only one side is formed (smwth and flat). The other side is imgular unless a 

lower chamber is present; 

- it is generally very thick but not as thick as standard stnrctured daub fioors; 

- it is completely o x i M ;  

- it is more compact than wali kün daub with only silt, sand and clay inclusions 

(there is no evidence of ch*; and 

- there is a standard thickness that is expected. 

Kiln wall &b: 

- Genedy it has two fomed (slightly curved) surfàces; 

- Siit and sand are the dominant inclusions, but chaEtemper occasionaliy occurs 

(which does not occur in kiln floot daub); 

- It has a more variable thickness than kiln fioor daub; 

- It is extremely compact, but less so than kiln flcmr daub; 

- generally the inside of the wall will k less oxidized than the outer-side of the 

Wall. 

These two kiln daub types are the heaviest and most compact types of daub. This 

is because the dominant inclusion is sand or silt which is initiaiiy very heavy and 
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becomes cement-like when continually exposed to intense and hi& heat. T&e high 

amount of sand helps the clay withstand high and intense ternpaahrra. Because of the 

constant firing, the colour of the &ub changes to an ahost white. The walls of the kiln 

may have a lighter weight inclusion (Le. chaff) than the fioor in order to maintain its 

dome-like superstnicture and not collapse inwatds. The walis are m e d  in order to form 

a dome over the fire and cerarnics. Kiln daub is the most easily recognUabIe type of daub. 

in the Foeni-Salq anaiysis, all fragments meeting the above criteria for kiln daub 

were labeled as such. However, the fiindon of this type of daub remains ambiguous. It 

was clearly designed for heating materials at bigher temperatures than oven-type &ub, no 

features of kiln were found intact even though they were in situ. 

Ovedhearth daub - This was the least common and most difficult category of 

construction daub to recopnize- The critena are very simila., largely with the Merence 

that ovens would be more enclosed than a hearth. An oven will be roofed or domed, while 

a heartb is open. The hearth may have a ring of clay around its edges to prevent the f i e  

fiom spreading. The most common characteristics would be: 

- Flwr and wall pieces may be süghtly curved in shape; 

- He& wili not have any evidence of formed (completely smoothed) A s ,  

whereas ovens will have variable degrees of smoothing on both sides of waiis and 

dome and one side on the fioor (ifhm is no separate heating chamber); 

- There is an exheme variability in thiclcness, depending upon where in the domed 

wall or oAen slophg waU the daub came from; 

- Most of the daub is incompletely oxiàized or reàuced because temperatures do 
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not reach the intmsity and degree of kilns, When daub is fired widi constant 

oxygen present, such as in an open hearth, the colour of the ring of daub amund 

its edge wil l  be very rrd; 

- Oven floors WU be reIatively flat (since cooking takes place on km), whiie 

hearth fioors wül be uneven (since wooà is laid on thcm for heating an open am); 

- Hearth daub will have a low level of compactness, and will cnnnble very eady 

since Little effort is often piaced on its finish. Oven daub wiIi probably have a 

medium level of compactness; and 

- Hearth and oven &ub are often bumt (and baked), as opposed to kiln daub that 

is always baked They often wii l  show evidence of catbonised remains on their 

d a c e .  This is because hearths and ovens experience direct contact with the 

flame, while kilns are usually heated indirectly via a separate fire chamber. 

An oven or hearth wouid have been less time-consimiing to coilstnict than a kiln 

because there is less finishing and the materiais used for construction are lighter weight 

and require less preparation. Lighter weight materials CM be used because it is not be 

subjected to the extrema of temperatma that kilas are expected to endure. Therefore 

ovens and hearths would not endute as long as W. The inclusions in hearth daub, such 

as chan, do ont aliow for a hard compact construction- Curved walls (horizontal and 

vertical) are found in ovens when they are part of the dome. A hearth is not domed or 

enclosed. As a result, temperatures will be lower than in an oven or kiln. Therefore, the 

daub fiom the hearth would not k as h i a y  fimi or oxidized as in ovens and b. 



Conclusions 

1 began this analysis with the with the foliowing generai question - what is the 

nature and location of the houses et FoeniSw? 1 decided that the best way to m e r  

this question was by looking at the nature and distn'bution of daub found on the site. But 

in order to undentaad the nature of daub distributions, 1 was f o d  to classify the daub 

data into a variety of specific types based upon a list of the potential aîtri'butes that would 

be helpfûl in my quest. I then constmcted an initial c l d c a t i o n  scheme designed to help 

answer my question of house location based on daub distribution. The fiaal step was to 

complete the daub in temis o f  typoIopical attributes. 

There are several basic methods of atttliute recognition and artSact classification 

that are currently behg used to improve the reliability of artifact analysis. Since there was 

no preexisting daub classification system that wdd be referenced beforehand, it was 

necessary to look at the data, see some patterns (i.e. shape, size, morphology etc.), and 

begin the initial typology based on these types and varieties of da&. Therefore; the first 

step was to look at similar attributes in daub pieces in order to understand characteristics 

of daub nom tùis site. Since we knew that there were several different types of daub 

coming fiom the site, it was necessary to design a suitable classification scheme. It would 

be necessary to add several daub types and varieties to our system as the c l d c a t i o n  

progresseci. 

I did not only use one standard classification method but rather a combination of 

Merent methods that wouid yield the most accurate ~ s u i t s  for the questions to be 

answered. It was necessary to have two different methods of andysis. For example, 1 used 
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one method for the quntif?abIe data - sufh as statistics, in order to see patterns of 

variation within out daub types. It was necessary to use a non . t i fbb1e  method, using 

normative variables, in order to explah pattems and differences in the daub. This method 

did not involve anaiysis of the range of variatioa 

In the next chapter, the spatial distriion of construction daub ~maiiis is 

examined in relation to pit features on the site of Foeni-S-. It is rny hypothesis that the 

pits with high concentrations of construction daub fomd within the Early Neolithic level, 

especiaiiy in the basai levels, are associateci with pits whose hction was a dweliing. The 

ciifferences should becorne apparent between pits d s e d  for habitation as opposed to 

refuse, on the bais of the daub associations. This wiU highlight whether or not Early 

Neoiithic occupants at Foeni-Salq iived in pit houses. Ifwe find no evidence for pit 

houses, it can be ptesumed that only d a c e  stnictwes existeci at this location during this 

period. 



Chapter 14k QUANTITATIVE AND SPATIAL ANALYSIS 

Introduction 

In this chapter 1 wili descrik the d t s  of the spatial analysis of the daub 

remains h m  Fd-Salas. S e v d  diffèrent types of anaiysis were used to analyse the 

remaim. Each wili be describeci separately. 

The first part ofthe chapter wiii be a statisticai d y &  of daub types to show that 

the daub types chosen for the classification m m  have statistical validity. The second 

part of the chapter will be an examination of the spatial distribution of daub type in order 

to determine the location of Early Neoiithic architectural features. 

This analysis will not include the mixe4 sterile, Eneolithic, Medieval, and Early 

NeolithicEarly Iron Age and Early h n  Age/Medieval deposits fiom the site, unless 

specificdy discussed. The daub found in these deposits m o t  be assignecl to a 

individual temporal phase and wül not be reptesentative of the daub fiom a single period. 

Each of tbese deposits Uitruded into features with daub architectural remains and mixed 

the daub nom two or more temporal phases within it 

The 1992 daub was not d y s e d  wrnpletely and most was simply categorised as 

misceilaneous. This has a huge effect on the spatial analysis of the site. There is a large 

amount of misceiianeous daub in trench 13 IF and rilmost no remains of coIlStNction 

daub. 

In this analysis, only the percentages of daub weights WU be useû as the measure 

of frequency rather than numk of fhgments. The nason is that the number of daub 

fragments is highly affected by the degree of p-ation of âaub remains. In some 
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deposits the daub has been highiy fiapenteci into many tiny pieces, while in othas ody 

a few pieces may be p-t. However, the weight of the two deposits may be epual. In 

other deposits, the percentage offhgments is higher than the weight. These deposits are 

genrraly those that have been subjected to -ter fhgmentation. As a redt, they over- 

emphasize the hgment frrsuency. I féel that daub weights, therefore, wili be a more 

consistent masure of the quantity of daub remaias fiom any singie deposit. This is a 

common pmblem in ceramic anaiysis, and also occw with daub. Daub weights, 

however, are sometimes ciifficuit to compare between periods siace it appears that the 

same volume ofdaub weighs different amounts in different pxiods. The reason appears 

to be the use of different tempers over time. 

The raw material used in the temper affects fhgmentatioa Temper 4 (silt), when 

used alone appears to fizigment into many very mali fragments. On the other hanci, daub 

weight as a measure of fkquency seriously under-represents temper 6 (chai?). It is very 

light in weight. Its frequencies tend to decrease when weight is used (instead of quantity). 

Temporal patterns in architecturai types (table 1) 

Each daub type is present in the Early Neolithic deposits. As wiU be shown 

below, it has Mixent characteristics h m  the daub h m  the othet periods. Each period 

was assigned its own acronym in this discussion (i.e., Eariy Neolithic (EN), Medieval 

(ME), Early Iron Age (EIA), Dacian @A). It is usefd to view the data when divided by 

period to demonstrate the p w n c e  of architectural &ub in the Eariy Neolithic. Some 

authors (e.g. T ~ g h a m  1971) have argued that some types of daub (eg. oven) do not exkt 

in the Early Neolithic. The data h m  Foeni-Salq demonstrates otherwise (see below). 
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Floor daub 

The highest quantity of floor daub dedm h m  the EN deposits (47%)- This is 

foilowed by UA/ME (43%), and DAME (7%)). The other deposits had only insignifiant 

fkequencies. Further analysis must be done on the EIA/ME deposits to sepanite out the 

secure EIA pits h m  the temporally mixed larger pan-site horizon, such as locus 4. 

Waii daub 

The highest quantity of wall daub derives h m  the EWME deposits (56%). EN 

deposits are much lower (28%). This is foliowed by ME (8%) and DA/ME (4%)). 

Kiln daub 

The highest quantity of kiln daub denves fiom the EN deposits (52%)). This is 

followed by EIA/ME (43%) and DAME (2%). It is interesthg to note the presence of 

kiln daub in Early Neolithic contexts. By and large, the iiterature does not present any 

evidence of Early Neolithic k i h .  Most authors suggest that Early Neolithic cerarnics 

would have been fired in hearths, pits, or bread ovem. But âagments of kiln daub were 

dennitely found in in situ depositionai contexts at Foeni-Salag. 

Oven daub 

There is no oven daub in any of the pexiods, except for the EN (100%). This codd 

be a hction of sample size, shce this is the category with the smaUest sarnple (n=7). 

Temporai patterns of attributes 

The major question that ariscs duhg this d y s i s  is what is the validity of the 

daub types that have been selected for anaiysis. First, the ethnographie b i s  for 
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identaying major daub types was psenfed in an earlier chapter 8. Second, the various 

daub types WU be show to have anaiyticai vaiidity by showing they are associated with 

a ciiffirent constellation of attributes. For example, kün daub easily distinguished from 

the others because it bas recognizable M i n c e s  in firing @ty9 temper and colour. 

These attriibutes weie used to help define the various daub types. In the f h t  section of 

this chapter, the attnaute patteming associated with the various daub types will be 

discussed. 

The discussion of the a t t n i  analysis will be largely limited to the Eariy 

Neolithic and DaciadMedieval deposits. The rwison is that these are the only two sets of 

temporally homogeneous deposits on the site. Most of the Early Iron Age deposits are 

disturbed by later Dacian and Medieval digging and ploughing activities, or erosion. The 

Early Iron Age deposits are also mixed with substantiai amounts of Early Neolithic 

matenal since they often dug into the underIying deposits and incorporated ceramics and 

daub into them. This is iliustrated by Locus 4, the pan-site horizon that underlies the plow 

zone. Locus 4 is temporally assignable to the EIA/ME period. This horizon represents a 

mixture of the whole temporal span between th- two penods due to erosion, ploughing9 

bioturbation and othei mUriog -ors. As a result, daub fomd within this horizon could 

not be assigned to ariy single period. Hence any distribution analysis of this horizon 

wouid be invalid. The Dacidedieval deposits chosen for analysis represent discrete 

features and by and large did not disturb the Early Neolithic deposits. 

Temper 

The four different architecturai daub types are separately analysed. Each is 
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subdivided by @od, and discusxd sepamtely. Seven dinennt temper types were 

recognized in the d y s i s  (see Chapter 9). Not all were e q d y  present in ali periods. 

Roor Daub (table 2) 

In the Early Neolithic, Sor temper types are present within floor daub. Some times 

they are found alone, and other times in association with each other). Types 1 (ssnd with 

s m d  grandes), 4 (siit), 5 (&eu), and 7 (small saud and silt) are found aione. Types 1,2 

(sand with large grandes), 4,5,6 (chaff), and 7 are found in association with each other. 

The two most common tempers are found alone - types 7 (38%) and 4 (33%). The 

fiequency of type seven temper is acaially greater since it is also found in association 

with other tempers (types 2,5 ,  and 6 - 1 1%). As a result, type seven &es up 

approximately 50% of the assemblage. Type 4 is aiso found in association with other 

types (1 and 6 - 7%). Types 4 and 7 never occur together. Type 4 is only associated with 

type 1, while type seven is associated with only types 2 and 5. Only type 6 is s h e d  by 

both types 4 and 7. The constellation of types 4 and 7 and theV associated types constitute 

90% of the Eariy Neoiithic temper distribution 

In the Early Iron AgeMedieval flwr daub assemblage, all six temper types are 

present. Some times they are fomd alone, and other times in association with each other. 

Only types 4 and 7 are found doue). However, thae is a drastic merence between the 

percentages of the two types - temper 7 (73%, and in association with other types is 87%) 

and 4 (2%, and in association with other types is 4%). Ali of the other types are present in 

relatively insignifiant frosuencies (<10%), with the exception of the combination of 

types 6 and 7 (1 1%)). The characteristic temper of this largely mixed set of deposits is 



temper 7. The 0th- tempers have little impact on the assemblage. These deposits indude 

substaotiai fkqyencies of Early Neolithic remah which account for the high kquencies 

of temper 7. This temper type is not p~sent  in the Dacian/Medieval deposits. 

ûniy four temper types are fond in the Dacïan/Medieval floor daub materiai. 

Tempers 4 (6%) aud 7 (7%) are found alone, while tempers 1 and 6 (62%), and 6 and 7 

(24%) are found in association with each The diagnostic temper for this period appears 

to be temper 6 (ch&). Temper 6, when found in association with the other tempers. 

represents 87% of the total sample h m  the @od. 

nK Dacian/Medieval pattem is the opposite of the Early Neolithic, where temper 

6 was a much more mieor constituent, But the biggest difference is in the frequency of 

tempers 4 and 7, which were the dominant types for the E d y  Neolithic (and for dl other 

deposits in the site). 

Wu11 Daub (table 3) 

AU six temper types are present within Early Neoiithic deposits. Tempers 1,4,5, 

6 and 7 are found alone, and in combination with each other. The highest fkequency is the 

combination of tempers 6 and 7 (44%). The second highest is temper 7 (22%), foiiowed 

by temper 4 (17%). AU the rest are les  tban 5%. 

ûniy five temper types are present in the DaciadMedieval waii daub materiai. 

Temper type 2 is not present at aii. The highest fkquency is a combination of tempers 6 

and 7 (61%), foiiowed by a combination of 5 and 7 (15%). and temper 4 (12%). AU the 

rest are less than 7%. A similar pattern is observable in the Medieval deposits. The 

combination of tempers 6 and 7 dominate (62%)). foliowed by the combination of tempers 



4,5, and 6 (34%)). 

The major observabie pattern for waiI daub is the prevalence of tempers 6 aad 7. 

It is the dominant temper type for both perïods (and for ai l  the other deposïts in the site). 

It makes seme that chaff is so prevdent for wall daub because the nature of waU daub is 

to be iight weight. To do this, it is necessary to use a light weight temper such as chaff(ii 

contrast to the other daub types). 

Kirn Daub (table 4) 

Only four temper types are present within the Early Neolithic deposits. Tempers 

1,4 and 7 are found aione. Temper 6 is found in combination with temper 7 and tempers 

1 and 4 are found in association with each other. The highest fkquency is h m  temper 7 

(61 %). The second highest fkequency is for temper 4 (32%). The rest of the temper types 

have a fiequency of under 6%. Temper 7, both alone and in association with other 

ternpen dominate with a fiequency of 66% for the entire assemblage. 

The DaciadMedieval deposit has five différent temper types. Only tempers 4 and 

7 are found aione, and tempers 2 and 5 plus 6 and 7 are found in association with one 

another. The highest kquency is h m  temper 7 (44%)). The second highest fkquency 

comes nom temper 4 (42%) which has a percentage very close to temper 7. Once again 

the dominant temper for this period is 7 which has a total of 54% or just over haif of the 

entire data set. It appears that the pattem for this &ta set is that the most widely used 

temper for kilns is temper 7 (mail sand granules and silt), foiiowed by the use of temper 

4 (siit). Nowhere in either period does the combination of 4 and 7 appear. me 

combination of 6 and 7 does appear to be the third highest fiequency for both periods. 
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&en Daub (table 5) 

ûven daub is present only d d g  the Eady Neoiithic p e r ï d  nirpe ciiffirent 

temper types are found in the deposit (43 and 7). None o f  the taper types are found 

aime. The highest fkquency cornes h m  a combination of tempas 5 and 7 (53%)). The 

second bighest fkquency cornes fiom the combination of tempers 4 and 7 (46%). Temper 

7 is present in both of these combinations which when combinod has a kquency of 99% 

of the assemblage. The oven daub pattern is Mnliable to the s m d  sarnple s k  (11~7). 

In sum, Temper 7 appears to be the dominant temper type for al1 of the 

architechval daub categones. The second highest neqUency of temper type is 4. This 

patterns appears to extend to ai i  of the architectural daub types fomd in the Early 

Neolitbic. This pattern does not appear for the DaciadMedieval period where the 

dominant temper types are generally a combination of tempers 6 and 7. 

Firing 

There are four different types of firing categories ranging h m  1 @or or low 

quaiity) to 4 (very high quality - kiln-like). The first three types of firing (1-3) are used in 

each analysis of architecturai daub type with the exception of oven daub. The types are 

only found individuaily and not in combination with each other. The fourth type of firing 

is found only in a few situations, of which wiii be discussed below. 

ROO~ Daub (table 6) 

AU four of the firing types are represented in this period. The bighest frequency of 

nring quality is fiom type 2 (55%). It represents just over half of the entire assemblage. 

The second highest percentage is h m  type 3 (27%). Type one had 17% and types 4 had 



a percentage of less than 1% (O% shows on the table because the n u m k  is so statistiicaly 

insigaincant). 

There are only three nring types rqresented in the Dacian/Medieval period (13, 

and 3). The pattern is very Metent than the Early Neolithic floor daub. The highest 

fkquency of firing type is h m  type 3 (61%), the second is type 2 (32%), and then type 1 

(7%). 

There is no similarity at al l  between the types of fjring ptacficed in the Early 

Neolithic and Dacian/Medieval periods. However, types 2 and 3 together dominate in 

both penods. This &es sense if the Doot is to be relatively impermeab1e. 

Wall Da& (table 7) 

For the Early Neolithic deposit only the fkt  thm types of nring are represented. 

The dominant type of firing is type 1 (53%). The second highest frequency is fiom type 2 

(27%), and finally fiom type 3 (20%). Note the difference in the quantity and its 

percentages versus the weight percentages and totals. Type 1 (the dominant type) is the 

poor quality nring which maLes sense for the Early NeoIithic since nring techniques may 

not have been as weil developed as later periods (i.e. Dacian/Medievai). 

There are t h  different firing types represented in the DaciadMedieval period 

(types 1,2, and 3). The most dominant type of firing is type 3 (54%) or just over M o i  

the entire assemblage. The second most reprrsented type during this perioà is type 2 

(24%) and, then type 1 (2 1 %). Thete is very üttle similarity with Early Neolithic firing 

patterns. The only firing type that is similm is type 2 which has the second highest 

fkquency for both time @ods. Type 3, is the highest q d t y  of firing type (other than 
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kiln) and it appears to be cbaracteristic of this perîod for both flwr and wall daub. 

Kirn Doub (table 8) 

Then are thne firing types p-t for the Eerly Neolithic (types 12 and 3). The 

highesî fkquency is type 3 (71%), the second highest is type 2 (24%) and the third is type 

1 (5%). 

The Dacian/Medieval period has types 1,2 and 3 present The hquency pattern is 

simiiar to the Early NeolithicY with type 3 dominsrting (80%), foiiowed by type 2 (1 1%), 

aad nnally type 1 (9%). 

This pattern makes sense since kiln daub wouid be expected to have high qualities 

o f  nring most of the time. Kilns are subjected to the very high m g  temperatures. 

Oven dolrb (table 9) 

Only two types of firing were present in the Early Neolithic sample - 1 and 3. The 

highest fkquency was type 1 (53%), foiiowed by type 3 (46%). This &hg pattem is 

Merent than in the Early Neolithic kiln sample, where type 3 dominates (71%). This 

pattem is probably not very representative due to the extremely small sample size (n=7). 

Oven daub was not identified in the remains h m  other temporal wntexts. 

In surn, firing levels 2 and 3 are characteristic of flmr daub, type 3 dominates 

kiln, and type 1 for oven. There is no obvious patternhg in the firing of Wall daub. 

Daub colour 

The common names for colours are used in the table. Each letter represents a 

specific colour (B=brown; O=orange; R = e  Y=yeUow; WEwhite; W*=extremely white, 

aimost ~itrified)~ and the number represents a gradation of tone h m  light (1) to 3 (dark). 
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For example, R3 is a very dark mi. Coloms were also found in combination with one 

another, such as BO which is brownish orange. The nrst colour aiways represented the 

dominant colour. The identifieci colour always came h m  the extemal d a c e .  Each are 

discussed beIow). 

Hoor Dmrb (table 10) 

There is a wide variety of colour and tones in the Early Neolithic remains. No 

single type dominates and no type exceeds 15% of the fiepuency. The highest fkquency 

is found with BO2 (13%), foiiowed by R03 (12%), Y2 (Y?), and R02 (8%). AU the rest 

are less than 6%. It would appear that the reddish coloin range dominates (3 1.28%). 

The DaciadMedieval sample also has a wide range of colours. The highest 

percentage is Y02 (57%), followed by BO2 (21%)). AU the rest are under 5%. 

The DaciadMedieval pattern stands in strong conûast to the Early Neolithic, 

whete Y02 is insigaificant (3%)). BO2 is in second place in both periods, however. 

Wall Daub (table 11) 

There are numemus colour types in the Early Neolithic (n=39). The highest 

fiequency, by ffar, is 02  (21%), followed by R02 (10%)). and B1 (9%)). AU the rest are 

less than 7.5%- 

In the DacianMedieval sample, there is much less variety of colour types (n=21). 

Four colour types dominate - B 1 (23%), RB2 (19%), R02 (1 5%), and OB 1 (10.7%). AU 

the rest have less than 7%. 

The dominant colour types appear to k simiiar in both periods - B 1 and R02. 

Colour is afZected by a combination of clay, temper, and heat Since the former two vary 

183 



between the two periods, it is likely that the SimiIarities in colour are due to heaî. In 

effect, the conditions for briniing down a wattie-and-daub structure would be the same - 
low heat, acposure to an oxidized £%hg environment - creating the characteristic red and 

brownish colours for wali Qub. 

Kiln Daub (table 12) 

The Early Neolithic sample has an extremely large variety of colour types (n40), 

similar to the floor daub. The highest fnquencies are white* (*almost bleached of any 

colour - 26%), followed by B2W* (10.8%), and 02 (9.6%)). AU the mst are below 7.8%. 

The Dacian+Medieval sample has a much smaller range (n=10) of colour types. 

The highest fiequency is W (32%), folIowed by B2 (25%), and BY2 (18%)). AU the rest 

are less than 4%. 

White is clearly the dominant colour in both phases, and is characteristic of kiln. 

This is a ~ s u l t  of the high constant heats that cause a near-vitrification of the clay and 

tempers, and bleaching of colours. 

Oven Da& (table 13) 

Ody two colour types were found in the Early Neolithic sample. The most 

common was RB2 (53%) and R03+W (46%). This may be due to the smaii sample sin, 

since only 7 hgments were found. No oven daub was found in other temporal contexts. 

The characteristic colours of oven daub are reds and brawns, with a mixture of white. 

This is a ~flection of the higher temperatures found in ovens, than in walls or floor daub. 

In mrn, the characteristic colours of d daub are reds and b m w ,  of kiin daub is 

white, and oven daub is red and brom mUred with white. There is no characteristic 
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colour for flwr daub. This appeais to vaiidate the classes of daub (types and 

associated charactetistics) within the cbsification system presented in this thesis. 

F h g  atmosphere (oxidationlredudion) 

Four categories of firing atmosphere (oxïdation and reduction) were used in the 

anaiysis (see chapter 9). The distribution of each type is discussed below. 

F'loor Daub (table 14) 

In the Eariy Neolithic sample, ali four firing atmospheres were found. Type 3 is 

the highest fkquency (32%). foilowed by type 1 (30%), type 4 (24%), and type 2 (14%). 

In the DaciadMedieval sample, only three of the firing atmospheres were found. 

Type 1 dominates (78%)). followed by type 2 (14%), and type 4 (8%). 

Aii the types were found comrnonly thughout the sample, except for type 3 

which was found only in the Early Neolithic. This makes sense in terms of evolution of 

control over W g  atmospheres. The Dacian is dominated by fully oxidized material, 

implying that there is tremendous control over the flow of oxygen. In the Early Neolithic, 

the lack of a dominarit type Unplies poor control over the flow of oxygen. This is similar 

to the range in variability existiag in Early Neolithic ceramics, in cornparison to the hi& 

quality of Dacian wares. 

Wall Daub (table 15) 

In the Early Neoiithic, alî four firing atmospheres were found. Type 2 is the 

highest (54%), followed by type 1 (33%), type 4 (8%), and type 3 (5%). 

In the DaciadMedieval sample, aii four f i g  atmospheres were also found. Type 

2 dominates with the highest kquency (47%), foliowed by type 1 (24%). type 4 (23%), 
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and type 3 (5%). 

The pattem of wall daub fiang atmosphere appears to be sirnïiar in both periods. 

This makes seme since wall &ub wouid not be purposeMy fired for use afterwaràs as a 

habitation or storage structure. It is the d t  of accidentai firing or pinposefùi 

destruction of a structure. nierefore, the firing conditions are expected to be constant 

across time. 

Kirn Da& (table 16) 

In the Early Neolithic, all four firing atmospheres were f o d  Type 1 clearly 

dominates (72%), foiiowed by type 2 (23%). type 3 (3%), and type 4 (2%). 

Io the Dacidedieval  sample, the pattem is very similar. Ail four firing 

atmospheres were found Type 1 is the highest (73%), foiiowed by type 2 (20%), type 3 

(4%), and type 4 (4%). 

The similarity in kiln daub baween the two penods, where type 1 is the highest in 

both and dominates the sample with over 72%. is probably indicative of the nature of the 

firing proces. 

&en Drncb (table 17) 

In the Early Neolithic, only type 2 was found (100%). This is probably a 

reflection of the d oven daub sample size (n=7) 

In sum, the dominant type in the waii and oven daub is type 2, implying that oven 

and house walls were similady constructeci (light weight) and similarly exposed to the 

air. This stands in strong contrast to kiin daub. where type 1 dominates. There is no 

obvious patteming in the floor &ub. 



Archaeologists concede that quantitative, intra-site spatial studies often have 

produced thin resuits (Ammeman et al. 1987: 21 1; Whallon 1984: 242). A kdamentai 

problem concems the dichotomy betweea identifying spatial patterns and interpreting 

them. Quantitative techniques c m  do the former, but quantitative techniques done 

cannot, no matter how sophisticated, deliver interpretatiom. Derivhg interpretations and 

inferences fiPm pattern muires a guiding set of theory, principles, and assumptions. 

The ment of a quantitative study rest to no srnail degree on the caiibre of these 

underpinnings. In recent years, archaeologists have recognised that the abyss sepatating 

pattern recognition h m  interpretation or inference can be bndged using middie-range 

theory (Binford 198 1; 1983; Fisher and Stnckland 1991 : 21 5). 

In the past 10 years, major advances have been made in the analysis and 

behavioral interpretation of spatial patteming within archaeological sites. A number of 

quantitative methods that ailow the discovery of spatial patterning among entities have 

been introduced into archaeology, permithg more sophisticated analysis of the 

arrangement of artifacts withh sites and more precise dennition of tool kits and activity 

areas ( C m  1984: 103). We can now move beyond the simple observations of McIntosh: 

"Outside each house compowid in the Afncan site of Hani, lies a large concenhic 

zone of bonow pits b m  wfüch eaab for constmction was coilected. These 

contain may artifacts, for the pits served as convenient rubbish dumps" (McIntosh 

1976: 98). 



Spatial distribution of Early Neoüthic daab: quantitative usessrnent 

The distribution of Early Neolithic daub types is aaalysed here by locus to assess 

any evidence for dinkrentid association 6th particular loci (table 18). The basic goal is 

to detennine ifthe quatltity of daub (for each type) diffiers between loci. This is necessary 

for determining whether particular loci are fUed with types of architectural daub venus 

unidentifiable daub. For example, ifa pit is filleci with substantial quantities of 

unidentifiable daub (and little else), the ratson for the presence of the &ub (according to 

the mode1 presented in chapter 8) may be either as a very disturbed dwelling pit or as a 

secondary deposit Ka pit c o n t .  substantid quantities of architectural daub, then it 

may be interpted as a dwehg.  Weight will be the unit of measure since it is less 

subject to the forces of fragmentation. 

L o m  2 - This locus is the pan& Early Neoüthic locus. The vast majority of remains 

are unidentifiable (85%), followed by w d  (6.3%), floor (5%), and kiln daub (2.96%). 

Oven was not present at aü. This locus represents the open area between Early Neolithic 

features. It is extrernely interesting to observe that most of the remains were 

unidentifiable and that it had the highest percentage of unidentifiable remaiils (excludhg 

loci 7 and 10). This makes seme ifthis area was an open walking/gathering space where 

hgments wouid have been severely exposecl to the forces of erosion. 

Overall, 42% of the total &ub remains corne h m  this locus. However, locus 2 

incorporates material h m  tlvee other loci (50-52). The daub nom these loci were not 

separately analysed h m  the rest of locus 2 because these loci were defined ody after the 

excavations were completed. The data were lumped with the locus 2 data duting the 



laboratory analysis for this thesis. As a dt, theù data must stül be separatecl h m  the 

rest of locus 2. It was not possible to do this for this thesis since the d y s i s  of theu 

spatial extent st i l l  remains poorly defineci. 

Locus 7 - Almost ai i  of the daub in this locus is identified as  miscelianeous (99.54%). 

Ody a miall pemtage of waii (0.38%) and kiln (0.08%) were identifid These 

percentages are a bction of the na- of the aaalysis conducted during the 1992 field 

season (where most of the architectural daub was not classifïed to an architectural type). 

Only counts and weights were recorded As a result, it is not a comparable distribution 

with the rest of the sample (with the exception of locus 10, which has similar problems). 

This problem plagues all of the 1992 excavated features. The few identïfïed architectural 

remains came fkom peripheral deposits excavated in 1993. As a resuit of the mamet in 

which the daub was analysed, it is not possible to reconstnict the firaction of this pit locus 

based upon daub distributions. m e r  architectural indications (such as post holes, oven, 

possible hearth area), however, are present to indicate that this was a dwelhg feature. 

Locus I O  - Most of the remaias in locus 10 are unidentifiable (98.7%). There is very Little 

of anything else (waii - 1.3%). The others are absent. It presents exûemely high numbers 

of unidentinable daub. At the same the ,  the o v e d  quantity of daub in this locus is 

extremely low when compared to otha Early Neolithic loci. It is only 1.98% of the total 

Early Neolithic sample (n=1864). This locus is aiso piagued by similar analytical 

problems as locus 7. Most ofit was excavated in 1992. As will be shown below, the 

spatial distribution of daub in this locus is very iwtncted and largely limited to the 1992 

excavation area The 1993-4 excavations largely excavated the area around the locus. As 
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a result of the manner in which the daub was analyseci, it is not possible to reconstruct the 

bction of this pit locus based upon daub distn'butions. m e r  mhitecnnal indications 

(such as post holes), however, are present to indicate that this was a dweiiïng feaîure. 

It is for the analytid raisons discussecl above that both loci 7 and 10 wiii not 

appear in the analysis ofthe spatial distribution of archhxtmd daub types. 

Locus 23 - This locus has the second highest fkquency of aii daub remains (34.49%) and 

highest found in any ofthe pit features. It aiso has the highest fkequency of identified 

architectural types (66.13%). 

The vast majority of Early Neoüthic architectural daub types derive h m  locus 23 

- floor (73.98%), waU (46%)). oven (100%), and kün (71.57%)). This is partially a 

byproduct of its larger t h  usual size. 1t is at le& twice to three times the size of any of 

the other pit features). This merence in spatial sîze is p d e U e d  by the weight of daub. 

Within the locus, most of the remairrs were unidentifiable (50%). The other types 

are found in d e r ,  but st i l l  signincant quantities - floor (20.29%), wall (IO%), oven 

(2.79%), kiln (16.8%). The presence of ai i  four architectural daub types in sigaificant 

percentages (ca haifthe daub mains) would lead one to believe that the fiuiction of this 

large pit was as a dwelling. This is substantiated by the presence of other architectural 

features, such as post holes aad central h d  

Locus 24 - This locus contairis a relatively s m d  qyantity of daub ranains when 

compared to the other Early Neolithic loci (6.42%). Part of this may be a hction of the 

disturbance of most of this feature by a Early Iron Age pit (locus 30). 

Most of the daub rrmaiils in this locus were unidentifiable (71.39%). The 
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distni'bution of types is as foiiows - fIoor ( . W !  waU ((13.45%). oven (O.OO/o kiin 

(14.16%). This distn'buton is vety different dian that fond in locus 23, and probably is a 

reflection that a substantial area of the featme was disturbed Only the deeper area of the 

pit featurr was preserved intact. On the basis of the -ce of fioor, Wall and kiin daub, 

and 0th- architecturai faîures (post holes and hearth), the original fùnction of ihis pit 

would appear to be as a nsidence. The high kquencies of unidentifiable are probably an 

indication of the destruction of the upper deposits of the pit and mise of the entire area of 

the pit as a midden. 

Very s m d  quantities of architectural daub types are found in locus 24 - floor 

(0.67%). wall(11.52%), oven (O.O%), and kiln (1 1.23%). These frequencies are very 

similar  to those in locus 41, but very dinerent than in locus 23. This may be partiaily a 

byproduct of the smaller size of loci 24 and 41. 

Locus 25 - This locus has a very small quantity of daub (0.04%) when compared to ai i  

other loci. This is a function of the small-size of the feature (1 m diameter) and fitaction 

(storage pit). 

Most of the remah within the locus are unidentifiable (72.22%; n=9, 1 1 gm), 

foiiowed by floor (27.78%; n=l). No wall, k i h  or oven remains were identîfied. The 

s m d  quantities of unidentifiable and floor daub are interpreted as the resuit of downward 

filtering of remains or part of the pst-abandonment fill of the feature, and not 

contemporafleous with the use of the feature as a storage pit. This conclusion is in 

accordance with the expectation of daub distribution in the model. 

Locus 41 - Very few daub remaios were found in üiis locus (1.5% of Early Neolithic 
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total; n=1419 gm). This smail quantity is somewhat affected by the f a  that only haIf of 

this featwe was M y  excavateci. As a resuit, we may be able to assume that the 

tkquencies wodd probably be much higher (mayk double!). 

ûver halfofthe daub material h m  this locus is unidentifiable (63.78%; n=306). 

This kpency  half-way between those loci with high midentinable frrquencies (locus 

24 - 71%; locus 25 - 72%); and those with low fkpencies (Iocus 23 - 50%). The other 

daub types are wall(27.84%; n=9) and kiln (8.39%; n4) .  No fïwr or oven daub were 

found. 

This pit is diffetent than the other Early Neolithic pits. By and large, it contained 

relatively few aaifacts. It also mis distinguished by an aimost complete absence of mail 

shells, which are endemic to the other large Early NeoIithic pit features. Cases such as 

this where there are very low hquencies of daub, in general, would indicate that the 

superstructure may not have bumt down creating daub. However, the dearth of overall 

artifacts and organic remaias would indicate that this pit was dug and not used or 

abandoned quickly afterwards. As a ~sul t ,  there would be linle accumulation of 

aaifactual (inctuâing daub) or organic remains in the pit The relatively low quantity of 

unidentinable firagments support this hypothesis. If it had remained open for a long the  

and reused as a rnidden (eg. Locus 24). its is expected that there would be larger 

quantities of unidentifiable daub. Little evidence for other archite!cniral feahues were 

found during the excavation of this pit possibly because jwt had been damaged by later 

features (iocus 44) and that it was not completely excavateci (only the southeast part). A 

large heazth-like pit fïlled with dark soi1 was found in the center. 



Suder: a contouring and 3-D sarhce mapping program 

Surfer is a grid-based contourhg and 3 dimensional d a c e  plottulg program. 

Surfer interpolates ineguiarly spaced &y& data onto a regdar1y spaced grid to pmduce 

isoline maps and d a c e  plots. The wntml Surfer provides ailows the production of the 

type of contour map or d a c e  plot that best represents the data Since most x,y,z &ta file 

sets are not colIected in a regular grid, Surfér takes the ïrregular1y spaced existing data 

and interpolates it to fiIl in the holes. 'The term imgularly spaced means that the data 

follow no particular pattern over the extent of the map so there are many holes where data 

are missing. Gridding fiils in these holes by extraplathg or interpolating z values at 

those locations where no &ta exists. ... A grid is a rectangular region comprised of evenly 

spaced rows and columns. The intersection of row and column is cded a grid node" 

(Keckler 1995: 1-1). 

This program is very suited for the adysis of the Foeni-Sdq data AU the data 

nom this site were coliected with reference to a 3-dimensional grid coordinate system. 

The provenience of each hgment of daub is known within a 1 m quadrat. The 1 m 

gridded collection unit is easily traasfonnable to a Surfer grid format. Surfer will fil1 in 

the blanks between excavation d t s  allowing broad spatiai patterns to be recognised. 

Three types of maps are used in this anaiysis that are pcoduced with Surfer: 

contour, orthographie and, posting. Each of these map types are be wful for examining 

fiequency distribution across space. 

A. A contour map is a two dimensional representation of 3 dimensionai data (x,y,z)). 

Contours define lines of equai z values m a  the extent of the map. The shapc of the z 
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distn'bution (be it elevation, artifact mencies, etc) is shown by the contour hues 

(Swfer 14). 

B. An orthographie map is a 3 dimensionai representation of 3 dimensional &ta..nie 

third dimension is the z values. Z values are represented by relative height above the base 

map. At each x,y intersection the height of the d a c e  is proportional to the z value 

assigned ?O that node. In an orthographic projection liws plotted in the same direction 

remain parallel this is dinerent tban a prospective projection where h e s  appear to 

converge as they become more distant nom the viewer (Surfer 1-5,701). 

C. Post maps show data point locations and values on a 2 dimensional surface (map) 

(Surfer 1-5). Posting data points on a map can be usefûi for detemiining the distribution 

and density of data points (Surfer 8-l).. Often, during Surfers's interpolation process, data 

micro-variations are masked. As a result a less sensitive data picture is produced of the 

data variations. This is particularly important when single data points with high z values 

are surrounded by nodes with O z values. The high data point is often masked in the 

contour. It usually takes two neighbouriag data points with non-zero z values to be 

recognised by Surfer and a contour line generated. As a result posting is done to check on 

the validity of any contour. 

A mesh or gird of Foeni Salq and the excavated anas is siiperimposed over each 

map to provide a constant visual orientation. The cardinal orientations do not refiect tnie 

or magnetic orientation but d e r  those used on the site. The numbers dong the maps 

axes represent metres meesUrcd h m  the off-site base dahnn in the south-east corner. 



Spatinl anrlysb of individuai architectarol types 

In this section, the spatial distributions of each architectural daub type WU be 

separateiy analysed. Daub weight wiil be the analyticai measure employed for the 

detemination àaub concentrations. Generally, the maps were generated with a 50 gm 

contour minimal interval. Less than 50 grn weight was considerrd to be background noise 

and was considemi not to be usenil for display. ûniy the data h m  the Earfy Neolithic 

deposits are describecl in this section. 

It is these concentrations of architectural daub that WU help in the analysis of pit 

fiiaction. The distribution ofdaub concentrations wil l  be compared with known feature 

distribution (based on excavation ) h m  the site. The concentrations of daub will help 

determine the hction of the features (Le. pit house, storage pif surface house, etc.). The 

anaiysis is designed to test the foiiowing two hypotheses: 

1. Stareevo bouses were surface wattle and daub houses. 

Test implication of this hyputhesis would be the lack of association between architectural 

daub concentrations and large Starfevo pits. 

2. Star&vo houses were semi-subtenanean d w e h g s  @it house). 

Test implications of this hypothesis would be the association between large quantities of 

architectural daub and large StarEevo pits. 

Wall daub 

Four concentrations of Wall daub are endent in the contour map of this daub type 

(fig. 16). In the posting map (fig. 17), it is evident that three of the concentrations have 

leu than 225 gmms in a single quacirat, while the fourth is much larget (n=383). The 
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concentrations found in enches 129E/F (locus 40) and 130F (locus 2) are extremely 

mail in size and spatidy discrete (O m). The O& two concentrations (in loci 23 and 

24) are much larget in s ù e  (8-9 m). Wall daub was found in insignifiant ~uaatities (< 59 

gm) in the folIowïng Star(Sevo-C& pit house Loci (7,lO and 41), stotage pit  OCU US 25) 

and suffie feature/concenttations (loci 51 and 52). Wherever an Eariy Neoüthic future 

was found, some waU daub was also found. 'Ihe merence is one of the sale of daub 

quanti@. 

Floor daub 

Floor daub was found in much more restricted contexts during the Early Neolithic 

than wall daub (fig. 18). The highest concentration of fioor daub was found in locus 2 in 

trench 130E/F (1880 gm in a single puad - fig. 19). This was a long and narrow 

concentration (5x1 m), and was not associated with any recognizable Early Neoiithic 

feature. The largest spatial concentration of floor daub was found in locus 23 (7x6 m). 

The maximum in a single quad was 1 156 gm. No other substantial spatial concentration 

of floor daub was found. A number of isolated individuai quads had medium amounts of 

daub weight (325-1 34 gm). For the most part, those feahues with low or no quantities of 

floor daub also lacked or bad miaimal quantities of wall daub. The major exceptions are 

the pit houses in loci 24 and 41. 

Kiln daub 

Kiln daub was scatteteci over a large area of the site (fig. 20). Only two large 

spatial concentrations7 however, were found (loci 23 and 24). These were not only the 

largest spatially7 but several quads containeci high quantities of kiln daub (>400 gm - fig. 
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21). At least five other very small clusters 6 t h  low fipciuencies per quad ( 4 0 0  grn) are 

also observable. Two of these correspond to Early Neolithic pit house loci (7 and 41). 

However, they are in such small quantities as to be considereâ statisticaliy insignifiaiut. 

The other srnall clusters are in the large open space in the centre of the site. It is 

interesting that the same pit house loci that did not have hi& quantities of waiI and floor 

daub, also have Iow or no qymtities of kiln daub (loci 7, 10,41). This is true for the Early 

Neolithic storage pit (locus 25) and sinfie feahires (loci 51 and 52), as well. 

&en daub 

Early Neolithic oven daub was found in the most restrïcted spatial distribution 

(fig. 22). Most of the oven daub was found in locus 23. Inside of this locus, the oven daub 

was found in quads at opposite ends of the pit house. A second oven-like daub 

concentration was found in locus 7 (quad 11). However, it was found at the outset of the 

first season and was not collected for later anaiysis. It is welidocumented in the notes 

and its presence is clearly visible in the plan drawiogs of the pit house. In the southwea 

corner of locus 23, the highest quantity in a single quad of oven daub was 704 gram, 

while in the northeast corner it was 100 gm (fig. 23). The quantity ofoven daub in the 

southwest corner of locus 23 is somewhat under-represented in this analysis because the 

oven feature was largely (and accidentally) left in siiu. It is estimated that only 10% of 

the oven was collected A similar occurrence happened with the Medieval oven in locus 

38. 

Combined identijied mchitectwal dmb 

In this section, ai i  types of identifieci architectural daub have been combined in 
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order to see ifthac is a iarger spatial pimem of daub distribution. This analysis confkms 

much of the above observations. Based upon the distriiution of remaias with weight 

vaiues greater than 50 grams, a number of wncentrations can be defineci (fig. 24). For 

example, the two largest spatid concentrations of daub are the pit feature in loci 23 and 

24. A Smailer daub distri'bution is found in a third pit future, locus 41. The other two 

large pit féahms found on the site, loci 7 and 10, are poorly identifteci on the basis of 

daub distributions. They both contain extremely Iow qmtities of daub - <50 gm (fig. 
25). Consistent with the eariier observations, a linear concentration of daub remains is 

found in the open centrai area of the arc of Early Nedithic pit features in 130E,F,G (locus 

53). 

Unidennsed Darb 

The absence of concentrations of identified architecturai daub in loci 7 and 10 are 

a function of the way in which the 1992 daub matenal was analysed (see above). In order 

to determine if these loci contain concentrations of daub that were misidentiiïed as 

unidentified, it is necessary to spatially plot the distribution of unidentified daub. In 

figure 26 (100 gm interval), both loci 7 and 10 appear, as weIl as loci 23,24,41, and 53. 

Locus 7 appears as a dtamatidy intense concentration of mateaial. It has the highest 

fiequencies (fig. 27). It is foiiowed by loci 23,24, 10,41 in descendhg order (table 19). 

It is apparent h m  figure 27 that loci 10 and 41 have very similar levels of daub remains, 

which was seen in the similarïties in the percemges of total daub weight for the Early 

Neolithic. The other three Early Neolithic pit house loci have dramatidy greater 

fiequencies of unidentified daub. 
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Conclusions 

Why are there no concentrations of materkïl in pit house loci 7,10 and 41? The 

reason may be tbat they did not bum down, or were not used for occupation (locus 41 - it 

lacked most of the other accoutrements of dweuiags - ceramics, bone and sheli 

concentrations). 

The presence of spatially discrete concentrations of oven daub is our best 

indication for the existence of a dwehg. It is frustrating not to find concentrations of 

such daub in each of the pit houses. This couid imply that ai i  of the pits were not 

occupied as dwellings, but were useù for 0th fhctiom. However, the= is an abundance 

of other indications that these other pit houses were dso used for habitation (e.g. hearths, 

post holes, wall, floor, and kiin daub). 

There are two possible expIanations for the limited spatial distribution of oven 

daub. First, the differential distribution of oven daub may be an indication of dinerentid 

distribution of activity areas. Certain types of food preparations (baking) may have been 

located in only one or two of the pit houses. Second, kiln daub is found within each of the 

identined pit houses (7,23,24 and 41). The identification of kiln &ub at Foeni-Sale is 

in contradiction to the tesults h m  other Early Neolithic sites in the region. Kilns have 

not been located on any other site in the region during this period. This could be the remît 

of the identification of kiln features as ovem. Ovens are commody identified, However, 

there has never been such a systematic analysis of Early Neolithic daub remaias that 

would have distinguished the two types of daub on the b i s  of temper, firing quaiity, 

colour, and firing atmosphere. It is because ofthe systematic analysis of architectural 
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daub at Foeni-Sa@ t h  is certain that these two types ofdaub exist. However, none of 

the structures with kiln daub were preserved intact. As a dt, it is diacuit to 

reconstruct their fom 1s it possible to definitively identirjr these as ceramic kilas, as a 

resuit? At this the, it is only possiile to say that they are characteristicaiiy ciiffiirent in 

every way h m  the ttaditiod dome-shaped ovens found at the site. Their fimction mut 

have been W i t  h m  that of the braditiod ovens because they were used at higher 

temperatUres. 

Another reason why locus 10 and 41 may have linle or no daub is that they were 

not used in winter tirne, not bumt down, or that they were garbage pits. Locus 41 does not 

make sense as a garbage pit because of la& ofmaterial found within it. Locus 10 does 

not make sense because of the presence of centrai post holes, whole pot. 



Chapter 11: CONCLUSIONS 

Iatioduction 

The problem investigated in this tùesis has been to detamine the nature and 

location of houses on Early Neolithic sites in the Centrai Balkans. This is essential before 

the study of community patieming can kgia This is the rrason that few commmity 

pattern studies exkt for southeastem Euopean Early NeoIithic cultures. Most research is 

still essentially of a cultural historical nature, with a focus on the-space systematics (e.g. 

GataSania 1983). 

There are two major types of studies of Early Neoüthic community patteniing: 

regionai and local. Sherratt (1983) and Kosse (1979) examine commuaities at the 

regional level. Both conclude that the Early NeoLithic settlement in the flat plains of 

Hungary is distributed in a linear faShion dong rivers and streams. At a more local level 

is the study by Chapman (1989), who explores various attributes of sites (e.g. form, size, 

building s k ,  distance between buildings) to recoustruct behaviod implications of 

different community settlement fom. He concludes that there is gmat variability in 

settlernent fom. However, he does not link his conclusions concerning senlement form 

with behaviour. Also, he largely ignores the data h m  the Star&vo-Cr& Settlements 

(because of the dearth of spatiai information), instead focussing upon that of the 

surrounding cultures with d a c e  houses. 

There are t h  major rrasons why community studies have not been more widely 

undertaken for the Early Neolithic of the Central Balkans, despite the importance of the 

region to Euopean prehistory. First, most excavations Camed out in the region were not 
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systematic. Second, the focuo was not on community pamming (which requires 

excavation over a large horizontal ana.)? but tather upon chronology (with limited 

excavations to recover vertically superimposeci seqpences). As a dt, it is very difficult 

to understand the spatial orgauization of a setdement or comunity. Third, there has been 

a controversy over what constitutes a house during this @od It is not possible to 

investigate household clusters, activity areao or community patterns until the essential 

unit of analysis (the house) is deiined. This lack of definition can be seen in the 

interpretation of the various "pit featuresl' on sites. It is h m  the understanding of the 

house feature, that makes it possible to investigate the household cluster and associated 

activity areas. Unfotninately, in eastern Europe? the initial step of defining the houe has 

not k e n  accomplished. 

It is impossible and inaccurate to begin community patterns (including activity 

areas and household clusters) until it is understood what an Early Neolithic houe is 

comprised of. There has been a long-standing discussion among southest Euopean 

prehistorians as to the natm of Early Neolithic houses. Are! houses d a c e  structures 

made of wattle and daub waiis or semi-subtemneaa pit dwelbgs? Or are the pits 

commody found on Early Neolithic sites simply bomw pits andlor refbse dumps? The 

g e n d  opinion until now has been not to discuss these issues in too much detail because 

of the uncertainty of the hction of these pits. However, until these questions are 

answered it is impgssibie to accurately recoI1StNct the community organization on a 

socio-politicai or ecommic level. 



Architectud daub spatiai àistribuüoa model 

The spatial distribution model is based upon daub. Daub is the baked remaius of 

clay walis, floors, ovens and hearths. Wattle and daub wall structures are difEcult to 

idente in sites unless they have been b m t  d o m  and the clay was W. Wattle and 

daub completely disintegrates over tune if left Mfirrd and wiU become archaeoIogically 

invisible (McIntosh 1974: 167). Baked daub rem air^^ are commonly recovered in Early 

Neolithic sites implying that stmctures fkpently bumt d o m  For example, Ammerman 

et al. (1988) examined the distriiution ofdaub remaias m o u  an Early Neolitbic site in 

Italy to demonstrate that the concentrations of daub remains in the site were nontandom, 

and hence represented daub houses. However, no one has looked at the relationship 

between daub concentrations and pits. The reason we may find bumt daub within a pit is 

either because the pit was part of a structure with an overlying superstructure or it eroded 

into the pit. High concentrations of daub inside of pits with a rapid decrease in density of 

daub outside of the pits is an indication that they were dwellings. If the structure does not 

burn down, there is little evidence of the superstructure, rnakllrg the interpretation of the 

pifs hction more difficuit. 

If  there is no evidence of construction àaub in a pit (except for tiny hgments), it 

is possible, that the pit was used solely for refuse. Daub is commoniy found in refuse pits, 

however, it is composed of small and often d e d  ffagments in a secondary position. 

By analysing the construction àaub h m  pit features, it is possible to determine if 

fioors, walls and other dwelIing featuns (eg. ovens) wete fond in al i  or some pits on the 

site. Theoretidy, there should be a di&nnce in quantity and size of daub m a i n s  
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between r e b  and dweiiing pits. 

In order to determine the nature and location of Early Neolithic houses (and 

differentiate surface h m  pit houses, and pit house fbm borrow/refbse pit), 1 dweloped a 

mode1 based upon the classincation and the spatid analysis of construction daub. This 

mode1 has been applied to a data set h m  the Eady Neolithic site of Foeni-Salag in 

southwestem Rornania The classification system aliowed for a more systematic 

detennination of architectural daub types and the nature of constniction technique. The 

spatial analysis enabled the detennination of house location. 

FoeniSaiq: Resdts 

The Early Neolithic features at Foeni-Salq are arranged so that they do not cut 

into each other, and seem to have been abandoaed relatively soon &et construction (after 

the pits were U e d  with occupational debris). There is no evidence of the rebuilding of 

dweilings in the same Location. The artifact typologid analysis also imply that it was 

occupied for a short period during the StarEevo-Crig culture (Greenfield and Drqovean 

1994). This distribution of featwes and the thin depositional horizon imply that the site 

had a short-tem occupation. This short occupation makes the site suitable for this 

analysis. As a result of the short thne span, the Starkvo-Cr@ horizon of the site is less 

disturbed (than most others) by Later cultures. Many of the Starçevo-Crig features are 

intact and undisturbed across the entire site. As a result, tirne is less of a concem* As a 

remit of the intact Starho-Crig horizon it was possible to systematicdy excavate and 

coliect all of the artifbcts across the horizon, with low pbablity of intrusions by later 

p e r d s .  The combination of good temporal placement and an intact Starkvo horizon 
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makes Foeni-Salag an appropriate site for investigating @al paaerniDg in a single sub- 

phase of this Early Neolithic culture. 

E a i k  in this thesis, a mode1 for the spathai distribution of daub rrmains was 

inttoduced. The fimction of the model was to aid in the discrimiriation of suface houses, 

pit houses, and pits used for fimctiom othcr than dwehg. The model was very 

çuccessful in rraching this goal. By plotting the spatial distribution of daub remains, it 

was possible to determine daub concentrations. These concentrations couid then be 

compared with predictions h m  the daub distribution model to propose fiuiction for these 

deposits. The distribution of daub concentrations was compared to excavated features to 

determine the location of Early Neolithic dwellings. It is the combination of daub 

distributions and associated excavated features that enables the identification of dwelling 

areas. 

Pit houses 

Based on excavation, five pit features were considered to be dwellings (loci 7, 10, 

23,24, and 41) in the Early Neolithie horizon (a sixth was fomd during coring at the end 

of the last season - locus 50). ïhe  major ariifact concentrations h m  the Early Neolithic 

were found within these pi@. Few artifacts were found spread in the intervening s p e  

across the site. ûnly one pit fuiture was nconsûucted to be a storage pit (locus 25). 

Accordhg to the daub distribution moéel, the size of fragment, quantity of deposit 

(weight), and diagnostic features are the main variables that were found to be useful in 

determining pit/feature funfunn. Based on the daub analysis and cornparison of its results 

with the daub distribution model, loci 23,24, and 41 are intqmteà to be pit houses. This 



conclusion was baseci on the numbers ofunidentified daub weights versus identifieci daub 

weights within each of their deposh. Tbis is disnissed next. 

in locus 23, only 50.1 1% of the entire deposit was UtLidentifid, 49.88% was 

diagnostic constnictio~~ &ub (table 19). Identifieci and unidentified daub wae nearly 

e q d  within the deposit. According to the distriaution ofdaub model, the high percentage 

of construction daub is a good indicator that the pit was used as a dweltiag. If there is a 

high percentage (quantity) of di diagnostic daub found within a pit, and there is a low 

quaatity of unidentifiecl daub, the fimction of the pit is for a dwelling. The low percentage 

of rniscellaneous daub reflects that the pit house would not have been w d  d e r  

abandonment as a midden or garbage pit Possibly the house was covered quickly. Hence, 

the construction daub was not exposed to the environment for a long period of the and a 

large proportion remained identifiable. 

In locus 24,71.38% of the daub was unidentifiable. Identifid or diagnostic 

construction daub was much smaller - 28.60% of the deposit. While these numbers are 

not as large as locus 23, they are still a good hdicator that this deposit represented a pit 

house. Accordhg to the model, a high percentage of construction daub is indicative of a 

pit used for a dwelling. Nevcrtheless, the percentage of identifieci daub is twice as high in 

locus 24 than in the su~ounding open-air deposits (locus 2 - 1491:85.08% 

identified:Midentified). The high percentage of unidentifieci daub in locus 24 could 

indicate that the pit either was used secondady as a refbe midden or was left open to 

exposure for a long period of time emding a substantial proportion of the identifiable 

construction daub. 



Locus 41 had over one third of the &ub anaIyseà as identifiable c o ~ l ~ t ~ c t i o n  

daub (36.21 %). The sample size (in weight) is not as large as either loci 23 or 24, but it 

has a relatively large percentage of diagnostic daub in dation to sample size @=Ml 9 

gm). Accordhg to the model, such a high percentage of construction daub is indicative of 

a pit used for a dwelling that was rapidly filied-in. The high percentages of unidentifïed 

daub, however, oould indicate that the pit either was used secondarily as a refuse midden 

or that the pit was leît open to exposure for a relatively Iengthy period of time eroding 

most of the identifiable construction daub. The former appears to be rmlücely considering 

the dearth of r e h e  fomd within the Early Neolithic leveis of the pit A iikely reason why 

locus 41 may have had relatively Iow qmtities of daub is that it did not bumt dom. 

The presence of spatidy discrete concentrations of oven daub is our best 

indication for the existence of a dwelling. It is only foumd in locus 23. It is fÎustrating not 

to find concentrations of such daub in each of the pit houses. This normdy would imply 

that al1 of the pits were mt occupied as dwellings, but were used for other fhctions. 

However, there are an abundance of other indications that these other pit houses were also 

used for habitation (e.g. hearths, pst holes, wall, floor, and kila daub). 

It was not possible to do this type of andysis with loci 7 and 10. They both 

contained extremely high muencies of unidentified daub (98.99% - table 19) as a result 

of the nature of the 1992 field analysis of daub (which did not distinguish identified fiom 

unidentined mbitectutal daub types). They were identifiable as pit houses also on the 

bais of associated feahirrs ( p s t  holes, ovens, hearths, etc. - figs. 28 and 29). 



Storage pits 

in locus 25, the results of the analysis are very different. It had a similar 

percentage of identifiable daub (71.83%), but the overall sample size was very and 

(n=36 gm). It is necessary to look at the overd size of the feature when detnmining 

hction. It was documentecl in the field notes that this pit was extremely small and very 

deep. The small-size and fact that thete is only one piece of identifiable constmction daub 

found within this deposit leads to the obvious conclusion that this pit was not used for 

habitation. It is also possible to state that it was not used as a midden deposit due to the 

relatively low percentage of unidenaable daub present. According to the distribution 

mode1 our conclusions on the hct ion of the pit appear to be correct. If there is a pit 

feature with a d quantity of diagnostic daub, and a s m d  quantity of miscelianeous 

daub the pit will not be a dweiiing or refuse midden, but rather a storage pit that was 

abandoned after use. 

Surface houses 

It is important to note that there is no evidence of Eariy Neolithic d a c e  houses 

at Foeni-Salsg, based upon excavation or daub spatial aaalysis. A few d a c e  deposits, 

loci 5 1-52, were recognized during excavation as loci of activity on the surface, but not as 

features or distinct deposits h m  the surroundhg open area. As a nsult, their material 

was not separated dimng excavation h m  the rest of locus 2. ûniy locus 53 was not 

recognized d d g  excavation, but appeared during the pst-season d y s i s  of the daub 

remains. This is pdcularly surpriskg since the concentration of ceramic and bone in 

locus 52 was originally thought to pssibly represent a d a c e  structure. The complete 
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absence of daub in this area undermines the validity of this hypothesis. 

Why pit houses and not soiface boisa? 

House form is not simply the resuit of physicai forces or any single causai faor, 

but is the conscquence of a whole range of socioculturai m o r s  seen in theu broadest 

terms. Fonn is in him modified by c W c  conditions (the physicai environment which 

makes some things impossiible and encourages others) and by methods of construction, 

materials available, and the technology (the tools for achieving the desired environment). 

Rapport considers the socio-cuiturai forces prhnary, and the otiiers secondary or 

rnodmg (1969: 47). 

AU of the Early Neolithic cultures of Htmgary, Bulgaria, Bosnia, northern 

Macedonia, and Greece have d a c e  houses. As of yet, no complete villages have been 

excavated. in Macedonia and Hungary, Renfkw (1969: 9) irnagined villages to be 

composed of 10 to 20 houses, with each house square or rectanguiar and about 7 to 10 

metres long. The postholes and foundations at Ami, Zelenikovo, Gra&nica, VrSnik and 

other sites show t h  these were timber-fhme houses, with walls simply of plastered mud 

(Gimbutas 1976; Renfkw 1969: 9). The characteristic Early Neolithic surface house type 

of the Hungarian Tisza region was a single-room rectangular structure with gable roof 

and wattle a d  daub or reed walls. Thm is archaeological evidence that suggests that 

some buildings were constructed without plastered floors. Only postholes indicated the 

structures growd plans (Korvath 1989: 85-86). 

The agpearance of pit houses in the StarCevo-C& culture ana obviously is not 

related to the particulars of the environment of this culture, because the environment is 
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essentially similar to that of the neighbouring cultures. The essential reason that pit 

houses wouid have been the common architecturai form for the Staravo-C~ culture is 

the nature of occupatioa Short occupation spans seem to g e n d y  be the d e  based on 

the thickness of deposits (characteristically thin hoRu,m), the lack of overlapping 

deposits, and lower hquencies of features (i-e. ovens, hearths, etc.) (cf. Greenfield and 

Dnqovean 1994; Kaiser 1979: 14). This is in oontrast to K&& Settlements which 

generally have thick deposits with more evidence of storage pits, ovny hearths and 

d a c e  houses (cf. Horvath 1989). Pit houses are also found in the Kart% (and 

sunounding) culture region (eg. -y 1978,1992). Unfortunately, there has not been a 

systematic analysis of the relative chronology of d a c e  and pit houses in this culture. As 

a result, it is mclear w h e e r  pit houses evolve into or coexist with d a c e  hows  in this 

region. 

Eariy Neoiithic households 

Now that the nature of Early Neolithic houses has been defined, it is possible to 

move on to the larger behavioural issue of what constitute an Early Neolithic household 

and community. B a d  upm our snalysis, it appean that Foeni-Salag is characterized by a 

cluster of smaU pit houses (n=5 - loci 7,10,24,41, and 50), m g e d  in a semi-circle 

around a larger pit house (locus 23). Oven and kilns are found in association with several 

of the smaiier and 6th the larger pit house. This couid be interpreted to mean that each of 

the pit houses was economically independent and therefore represented a single 

household (or household cluster). The presence of a possible c o d  in the centre of the arc 

of srnalier pit houses (locus 52) may be an indication that certain activities may have ken 



of a more communal nature, such as stock keeping. The presence of a large centraily- 

placed pit houses (Iarger than the rest) ma. also be indicative of some integrating wcial 

fiindon in the cornrnunity (communal). Its nature at this point is indeterminate mtii 

M e r  analysis of the other art&cts h m  the site can be completect Households, of 

coursey do not usually stand in total social isolation, and they are usualiy grouped into 

larger communities. The community can be presumed to be generaily congruent with 

individual senlement sites, aIthough outlying sites may also have been attached. This 

spatial pattern is very different than that seen in villages in the m u n d i n g  cultures (eg. 

central Europe - Bogucki 1988; Chapman 1989). 

Conclusioas 

The definition of the household clustery as dehed  by Flannery (1976), has not 

been applied to the investigation of commmity studies for the Early Neolithic of the 

Central Balkans. Flannerfs approach to community d e s  has been to focus on the 

household and its concomitant archaeological features whieh form the household cluster. 

The problem for the Early Neolithic of the Central Balkans is that it has been difficult to 

clearly identify the nature and location of houses, without which the household clusters 

cannot be investigated. The house is the fiindamental unit of anaiysis, but m u t  nrSt be 

defhed. As of yet, very littie has been done in the way of recomtructing comrnUtlj:ty 

pattern for Early Neolithic sites of this region. 

The problem then becornes to detennine the nature and location of houses on 

archaeologid sites in the Central Balkans during the Early Neolithic. In this thesis, 1 

have developed a mode1 for detennining the nature and location of Early Neolithic houses 



based on the classincation of cofl~t~ction daub h m  an Early Neolîtbic site in 

southwestern Romania. Based upon the results presented in this thesis, the daub 

classification and distribution model appears to be valid. It has pmven to be a usefid 

analytic tool for investigating the spatiai distrriution and nature of consmiction of Early 

Neolithic structures. 

What is fotmd in Early Neolithic Starçevo-C* sites is usuaily a series of pits 

containhg very high densities of artifacts and oganic debris. Dramaticaiiy lower 

densities of material remauis are found beyond the pit edges indicating nothing more than 

open space. There is very little evidence for associated feahnes in the neighbowhood 

(such as storage pits or graves). The distribution analysis of arcbitecîural daub to 

dinerentiate between habitational structure areas and open areas of a site, even when the 

structures are severely eroded. The daub d y s i s  conducted in this thesis demonstrated 

that the concentrations of daub occumd in the large Early Neolithic pits. This, in 

combination with the dearth of daub in the interverhg spaces, indicates these pits were in 

fact residential features. Activity areas are visible ofkm within pits (ovens, hearths, etc.). 

Even though the model has been very usehl in determinhg the location and 

nahue of Early Neoiithic houses (e.g. distinguishing surhe h m  pit bouses). it is not 

without its problems. One major pmblem is that it should not be used in isolation in 

determining feature fùnction or house location. It is necessary to look at all of the 

archaeological indicators (eg. pst holes, hearths, borders, etc.). It is extremely useful in 

disturbed sites where such indicators may not be preservd By plottiag out the spatial 

distribution of daub rem&, clusters of daub can be used to identify the location of 
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structures. Any fbture analyses of daub should include accurate size measurrments of 

each m e n t ,  and develop a sensitive single measure that inc1udes both quaatity of 

fhgments and weight of fragments? 

This andysis could not due*ly cmploy the part o f  the mode[ celaihg to the si= of &ub fragments because 
such data were not collectd A pmxy meastue (the weight of identifid architecturai vcrsus unidentifid daub) was 
used instead, B a d  upon a cornparison of  this ratio h m  pit feaîurcs thougùt to be pit houses vernis the open air 
surface b c e n  pits, those deposits with very high m t a g c s  of unidcntüicâ daub werc open-air surfiices. Each of 
the supposed dwelling pit fhturcs had fk lowet percentages. 
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Figure 1 



Figwe 2: Map of the Banat 



Figure 3: Early Neolithic Culture Groups of Southeasteni Europe 



Figure 4. Map showing climatic divide 
beheen mediterranean and temperate 
central Europe (Pounds 1969). 



Figure 5: Chronological chart of the Early 
Neoiithic culture complexes of Southeastem 

Europe. 
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Figure 7. Hypothesized recmct ion of 
DivoBtm Early Ncolithic pit house 

superWuchne -cf Bogdanovie 1988: fig. 524. 



Figure 8: Hypotûesized noonstniotion of the relationship 
between sudb &ub houses and daub bonow pits at 

Achilleion 2 (Gimbutas 199 1 : fig. 2-33. 



Figure 9. Map of topography and grid at Foeni-Salq, 
showing maximum extent of occupation. Contours lines 
are meters above sea level; grid uni& are 20 m intervals. 
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Figure 12a Map of Startevo-CM loci at 
Foeni-Salay . 



Figure 12b. Map of Broiize and Eaily Iron Age 
loci t FoeniSalsp. 



Figure 12c. Map of Dacian and Medieval 
loci at Foeni-Sale. 



Figure 13. Hypothesized reconstruction of Divostin Ilb (a) diwb 
fioor, @) domed oven, and (c) waii (Bogdanovid 1988: fig. 5.25). 



Figure 14- Theordical flow chart of the daub spatial 
distribution mdeL 
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F i i  17 
FwnLSalas: Distribulion of wall drub (gnm niibignt) 

(File: Daub wll EN weight-pas9 



Figurs 18 
FwnCSalas: Distriôution of Iloor drub (gram wights) 

Sû fiagmts p r  interval, 50 fiagmsnt minimum i n t e ~ l  
(Rie: Daub Flow EN Wight) 
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FiQlJre 20 
FoeniSolrs: Distn'bub'on of Min daub (gmm weight 
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(Fie: Daub Kiln EN Wight) 
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Figure 22 
Foeni-Salir: Disûibuüon of own daub (gram w&@t) 

50 grams p r  contour, 50 gram nSnimum conbut 
(Füe: Oaub oven EN wight) 
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Fgun 23 
FoeniSilas: Distrikition dovm diub (gram wiw) 

(Fis: Daub own EN wightpost) 



uehitecû~ral ûaub (lïoor, Mn, O* and wal) 
50 gnm vmioht contwr interval, 50 gnm wmight minimum i n t e ~ l  

(File: Daub fioor kiln ovmn wlî.sn) 





Figum 26 
Foeni-SIIai: Distrikilim of misœlîatteous daub (gram *ht) 

200 Oram intenral, minimum intaval of 200 gnms 
(fik Doub EN mbc weight 2W.sri) 



South 

FQum 27 
FwnFSPlas: Distribution of misceliamous daub (gram woïght) 

(Fik: Daub EN mbc wbwt portsn) 
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Tabk 1 : Daub type by pariod from FoenLSaIas 
1 I I 

F h r  drub 

Walldr~b 

Min 

Ovsn 

fnnmnt 

WIUM 

fnnmnt 

weight 

fm~mant 

woimhî 

fnamnt 

?er)od 
No. 
% 
No* 
% 
Mo. 
% 
No. 
% 
Mm. 
% 
No, 
% 
No. 

' %  

DAME 
23 

8.04% 
1382 

7.21% 
71 

9.3Q% 
970 

3.95% 
14 

4.53% 
2W 

1.88% 

wdmM 907 
1 

No. 
% 

EIA:ME 
128 

33.60% 
8386 

43.44% 
295 

39.02% 
11006.5 
58.47% 

48 
15.53% 
8395.5 

49.34% 

807 
1100.00% 

EN 
213 

55.81% 
8058 

40.82% 
321 

42.48% 
7074.5 

28.52% 
231 

74.76% 
7710 

52.25% 
7 

100.00% 

EMEIA 

3 
0.13% 

23 
0.00% 

ENEO 

3 
0.40% 

22 
0.00% 

ME 

11 
1.40%: 

1966 
7.93% 

3 
0.97% 

83 
0.56% 

T-l~ 
301 

Wû.ûû9b 
183û8 

ltûû,ûû9b 
758 

100.00n 
24805 

100.00% 
300 

100.0036, 
1475S.S 
100.00% 

7 
100.00% 

M I K ~ '  
10, 

2.82% 
320 

1.66% 
28 

3.70% 
308 

1.58% 
7 

2.27% 
200 

1.38% 

S@Mk 
7 

3.84%. 
149 

0.77% 
20 

3.44% 
348 

1.38% 
8 

1.04% 
117 

0.79% 





,TaMe 3: Temper analysÏs of waH daub by wnod fmm FoeniSalas. 
I 1 1 

Total 295 100.00%1 14008.51 lW.ûû% 

L 

Pend 
.DAME 
DANE 
,DA:ME .~ 

,DAME 
pkME 

% 
1.41%-- 

11.27%.. 
1.41%-- 

15.409t~ 
1 -41 % 

EIA:ME 6.4 

DAME , 

I 1 

Temm eiualiii quant& 
1 1 i 

33 
58 
52 

EMME 
EIA:ME 

L 

&EN:ElA 

r 

weiphtl %, 

4 
6 
7 

4.6 

. 6,7 
3 

10 
115 

4 
63 
22 

8 
t 

1 
1 

13.58% 
23.87% 

7 
Total 

1 -02% 
11.75%. 
0.41 % , 
6.44%, 
2.25%. 

5,7 1 121 1 6 . W  

794 
s t n  
1131 

14.71%. 
23 

598 
DAME -~ 

DAME 

6.1 7% 
71.27%~ 

1ûû.W%, 
100.00%~ 

1 
1 

2.35%- 
61.08%, 

6,4 
6.7 

31 4.23% 

9791 lW.ûû%, 
I 

1 Total 
34. 
71 

100.00% 
100.0096 

47.8Q96 
100.00% 

23 
23 



Total 3 100.00% 221 lOo.a0)6. 

M i i  
M i i  
M i d  
Mixed 
Mixed 
M i i  

1 
4 
7 

5,6,7 
6 4  
6,7 

Total 

STERILE 1 41 6 

1 
4 

11 
1 
1 

10 
28 

21.68%, 
54.05% 
0.87% 

93.01% 
10.40%, 

IW.W% 

14 
1 
2 
3 

26 

SERILE 1 7 
2 3 - a  75 
53.85%1 187 

1 

STERliE 
STERllE 
STERNE 

3,85% 
7.69% 

11.!54% 
100.00% 

I 

3.57% 
14.2996 

S,7 
6.4 
6,7 

Total 

3 
45 
36 
346 

2 
64 

0.5% 
16.49% 
23.71%. 
7.73% 

38.29%1 92 
3.51% 1 30 
3.5796 

3571%-. 
100.00% 

151 3.8;196. 
185] 47.00%, 
3881 100.0046 



:fable 4: Temwr analysir of kiln daub by miiod fiom Foeni-salas. 
1 1 I I I 

Period 
DAME 

, DAME 
DAME 
.DAME 

-EN 
, EN 
EN 
EN 
-EN 

Temper quaiïty 
4 
7 

2.5 
6.7 

Tot&. 

, ME 
,ME 

1 
4 
7 

1,4 
6,7 

~uanüty 

7 
4 

Total 
1 

M M  1 4 

1 
67 

153 
1 
7 

EN 

4 
1 Mixed 

% 

2. 3 

I I 4 

7 

63 
Total 1 231 

0.44% 
29.20% 
66.81% 
0.44% 
3.08%._ 

, M M  
. Mixed 

3 
wei~ht 

49.40% 
50.80%# 

- lûû.Oû% 

30.50% 
11.50% 

I 

21.43% 
-%- 

105 
111 

I I t I I I I 
100.00% 

I 

41 
42 
83 

1 
2 
3 

32.50% 
25.5096, 

100-00% 

57,14% 
14.29% 
1429% 
14.29% 

100,06% 

2,6 1 1 

81 57.14% 
42.00%, 
U*40% 

I O  
2300 
4289 

10 
375 

33.33% 
66.67%. 

106.00% 

61 
23 
65 
S i  

200 
S,6 

Total 

3.60%, 
10*00% 

100.W%m 

0.1 4% 
32.84% 
6142% 
0.14% 
5.37% 

7017 

I 

1 
7 

9 
25 
250 

11 7-I4% 

9947% 

2 
14 

1428% 
100.0096 



Table 5: Temper anafysis of aven daub by period from Faeni-Salas. 

bthere is M) aven daub in th otlwr parlods. 
I 1 I 1 

i I I 



TaMe 6: Firing quality of floor daub by perfod fmm Foeni-Salas. 

I 
1 STERllE 
-SERILE 
. STERILE 

3 
3 
1 
7 

2 
3 
3 

Total 

I 

1 

8.63% 
91.37% 

1W,W% 

1 
50,06% 
50.00% 

100.60% 

12 
. 127 

10 
149 



-TaMe 7: Firing qualm of wall âaub by mriod ftom FoenkSalas. 

EIA:ME 
EIA:ME 
EWME 

1 

1 
2 
3 

. €NE0 
ENEO 

EN 
r 

1 
EN 2 
EN 3 
EN 1 3 

I 

173 
81 
W. 

EIA:ME 

88 
134 
81 
8 

3 ? 

52.88%- 
26.63%~ 
20.40%. 

31.31%. 
42.81% 
25.88% 

90.91%- 
9.0996 

1 1 1 

Total 

_MDced 
, Mixed 
, Mixed 

1i24. 
Total 1 295~100.00% 

5925% 
27.74%-. 
13.01% 

100.00%~ 1 Total 

3626 
18225 

t388 
230 

46&% 
3929% 
14.2996 

1 W-ûû96 

20 
2 

3 

- F - -  

1 1  la- 
21 11 

T I 
11008.5 

81U.S 
4259 
479 

66.67% 
3333% 

1 
2 

124 
175 
89 3' 

Total 

100.00% 

ô3.2296, 
33.0696, 
3.72% 

7074.5 
f I 

321 

2 
1 

100,00% 

31.96%~ 
45.1096 
22.04% 

100-00% 
4 

28 

1 
1ûû.ûû96 

I 

22 tW.W%~ 



Me 8: Finng quanty anaiysis of kiln daub by period from Foeni-Sa, 
I 

I 1 
. EN 1 81 3.48% 389 5%. 

2 321 13.85% 1881 24%, 
3 181 82.68% 5460 71% 

1 ratai 231 100.00% 7710 100% 

L 

.EIAIEIA:~~ 1 
2 
3 

Total 
I 1 1 I 

4 
17 
27 
48llW.0096 6395.5 10096, 

8.33%f 1641 3%- 
3 5 . 4 ~ 1  Z2w 35%, 
5625% 1023.5 63%. 



,* there is no oven daub in the other perioâs. 



Period / ~oufot 
DAME 163 

quanlity 
1 
3 
2. 
2 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
3 
5 

.M:ME 
DAME 
.DAME 
DAME 
,DAME 
DA:ME 
lDA:ME 
DAME 
,DAME 
DAME 

802 
G3 
02 

0 3  
ûB2 
RBZ 
R02 
Y2 
Y3 
Y02 

1 I 1 

IW.ûû96. 

1.17%. EIA:ME 

96.: 
2.16% 

20.69% 

961 wehM 
4.35%' 30 

, 

Total 

82 

13.0496 288 
8.7096 
8.70% 
8.70% 

, EIA 
EIA 
EIA 
EIA:ME 
EIA 
,EIA:ME 
EIAME 
.EIA 
, EIA 
-EIA 
.EIA 
, EIA 
EIA 
.EIA:ME 
. EIA 
-€[AM€ 
E l  
EIAME 
.EIA 
-EIA 
EIAME 
.EIA 
, EIA 1 

23 

5 

601 4.31% 

83 
8 0 1  
BO2 
803 
BY2 

100.0096 

3.91%- 

100.00% 

1.55%, 
1.4û96, 
0.13%. 
O.SS%, 
3.68% 
4.37% 

13.31%, 
0.81%. 
0.76%- 

44 
15 

1392 

87, 

-EN 
-EN 
, EN 
.EN 
EN 
EN 
EN . 

EN 

3d6% 
323% 
2- 
223%, 
1-8096- 
0.0796- 
3.23%- 

56.82% 

4.35% 
8.7096. 
4.35% 
4.35% 

13.01%~ 

1 
12 

S 
1 
1 

0.24%. 

Total 

2 
7 

BO2 
B2 
83 
8 0 1  
BO2 
BO3 

128 

32 
31 
25. 
1-. 

45 

20 
90- 

EN 

21.74%] 791 

0.7996l 381 0.43%. 

G2 1 1 

1.5796 

BY1 1 1 1 0.57%1 30 

100.00% 

9.15% 
3.84% 
0.79% 
0.79% 
0.7996 
0.79% 
2,3896 
1.5796, 

01 
02 

.O3 
OB2 
OR3 

._OYt 
OY2 

2 
t -  

EIA 1 Y02 

8296 

1 
3 
2 

10 
4 
1 
1 

RB1 
RB2 
RB3 
RB02 
ROI 
R02 
R03 

EIA:ME 

61 
55 
5 

23 
1 
172 
524 

1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
3 

15. 

598 
263 
3 4  

1780 
40 
25 
76 
68, 

3 

0.57% 
0.57% 
0.57% 
1.14% 

. 1.14% 
1.70%- 
832% 

721% 
3.17% 
0.41%~ 

21.46%- 
0.4896, 
0.30% 
032%, 
0.82%- 

2 

4.02%, 
2.17%- 
0.30%- 
0.05% 
3.88%. 
3.?7% 
0.42%- 
1.11%. 
0.33S4 
3.81%. 

40.56%. 

7.87% 
3.15% 
0.79%.- 
0.79% 

1.14961 24 

0.9096, 
0.48%. 
0.69%- 

408 
1ûû 
25. 
4 

320 
313 
35 
92 
27 

316.- 
3385 

5T 
3 
1 
2 
2 
6 .  

50 
75 
JO 
57 

3.94% 
2.3696 
0.79% 
1.57% 
1.57% 
4.72% 

38.37% 
238% 
2.38% 
1 -57% 

Y2 1 3 
Y3 
Y01 

3 
2 



, EN 
EN 
EN 

YB2 
Y02 
3 
Tata1 

1 
5 

37 
213 

0.57% 
2.84% 

100.00% 

32 
132 

5123 
9059 

0.81% 
3.3596, 

100.00% 



DAME 
DAME 
.DAME 
DAME 

Y2 
YBû2 
Y02 
Y03 
Total 

1 
1 
3 
1 

71 
1 

1.41% 
1.41% 
4.23% 
1.41% 

fbO.bO% 

13 
22 
17 
5 

979 

1 .33%, 
225% 
1 -74%) 
0.51% 

100.00% 



,Table 11 : C W r  analysis of wall daub by period ftom Faerii-Sala 
I l 



Ta& 11 : Colour analys& of ml daub bv wnod fiom Faeni-Saw 
I 1 

[ ~ ~ o d  Cdour 

.EN:EiA 

Mixed 0 1  1 
,Mixed 02 1 
,M'ùced 0 3  6 
Mixed 1062 3 
M i i  OY1 1 
M i i  RB2 1 

, EN 
,EN 

Jked RO2 1 11 
Mixed R03 2 

4 

%- 
r -71 %- 

% 
0.06% 

02  
Total 

ENEO /O3 

weï~ht  
117 
210 

y02 
? 

2 
i 
3 

~ E O  

f 

100.00% 

- 
auanüty 

3 
9 

11 100.0096 
11 100.00%. 
I 

~2 
Total 

7072.51 100.00% 
b 

Total ! 321 

86.67%1 11 
as.s%i 11 
1OO.oasS~ 22 

L 

23 
23 

50.0096. 
50.00%~ 

100.00%, 

100.00%~ 
100.00%. 
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Taôie 12: Colour analyois of kiln daub by parid fiom Foenï-SaIas. 1 
I I 

EIA:ME 
EkME 

%~ 
25.20% 
2.80% 
2.1096, 

18.00% 
4.00% 
4.00%. 

G3 1 2 

%I Weipht Period 

4.17% 
2.08% GY1 
8.33% 

1 
4 
4 
3 
f 

.EkME 101 

DAME 
iDkME 
1DA:ME 

Colout 

DAME 

55 
80 

EIkME 
EIA:ME 
EkME 

Quantitv 

1 
1 

R03 

0.31 % , 
8.83% 
0.08%- 
O.(%%, 
0.47%. 
1 -89%. 
0.50%- 

1ûû.OW 

0.86% 
1.25% 

1214 
02 
0 3  
062 

82 
83 
6û2 

18.98%- 

EIkME 

,EIA:ME 
EWME . 

EkME 
EIAME 
.EIA:ME 

7.14% 
7.14% 

DAME 
DkME 

DAME 

2.01 % , 
O.Q7% 
0.63%. 

R2 
E I A : M E G  

R02 
R03 
RY2 
W 
Y1 
Total 

8.33% 
6.25% 
2.08%~ 

5 
1 
1 

7.14% 

DAME rBY2 

W 

128.5.. 
62 
40 
20 

565 
S .  
4 

30 
121 
32 

6395.5 

lT 
7 
1 
1.. 
1 
5 
1 

48 

1 
1 
1 

DA:ME 
DAME 

5 1 2.00%, 

Y2 
Y82 

2.08% 
14.58%. 
2.08% 
208% 
2.08% 

10.42% 
2.08% 

1ûû.ûû96 

35.71% 
7.14% 
7.14% 

GZ,W 
0Y3 

80 
15 1 

1 
1 Tata1 

63 
7 
6 

7.14% 
7.14% 
7.14% 

3200% 
6.00% 

14 

45 
10 
10 

3.60% 7.14% 
1ûû,ûû% 

Q 



.Table 12: Colour analysis of kiln daub by pe fmmFoenbSalas. , 

1 t 
1 

Period 
EN 

EN IYBI 

Colour 
G2 

Quarititv 
3 
1 
1 
2 
3 

t 

1 
1 
1 
1. 
2 
2 

EN 
. EN 
EN 

L I 1 

.SfERtLE 
STERllE 

% 
1.31% 
0.44% 
0.44% 
0.6796 
1.31% 

I J 

.EN 
, EN 
EN 
.EN 

YB2 
YB02 
Y01 

65 
51 
31 
33 

200 

1[ 0.44% 

W e W  
!i4 
50 
71 
18 

EN k 3  
EN 1 G3.W 

, EN f GB2 

725 
21 3 
76 
3S 

0.44% 
0.44% 
0.44% 
0.44% 
0.87% 
0.87% 

32.50% 
25.50% 
15.50% 
16.50% 

100.00%~ 

14.29% 
14.2Q%. 

63 
03 

% 
0.72%. 
0.6896, 
0.94%. 
0.24%- 

EN 
EN 

, EN 
.EN 
EN 

9-61 % 
282% 
1.01% 
O,*% 

EN 
EN 
EN 
EN - -  

1 
1 

,Mixcd )OB3 

01  
01 ,W 

524% 
3.93% 
0.44% 
0.87% 

02 
03  
OR2 
OY1 

2 
10 
20 

131 
42 
30 

Y02 
Y03 
W 
? 
Tala1 

1 
2 

231 

Mixed 

1 
3.. 

, SERILE ( OY1 

176i 233%. 

12 
9 
1 
2 

0.03%. 
0-1 3% 
0.27% 
1.74%. 
0.56% 
0.40% 

8 
173 

7547 

0.44% 

100.00% 

OR3 
M ' i  
M W  
Mixed 

1 
STERILE 

80 

0.91% 
0,6096. 
233%- 

0.11% 

100.00%_ 

t 

RB3 
W 
Y3 
Total 

1 
2 
2 
7 

1 , 

Y02 
Total 

1 .Q6%, 

2.35% 
1.87% 

Rt 
RB 2 
RB1 

14.29% 
28.57% 
28.57% 

100.06% 

1 
1 
4 

EN 1 RB2 
. EN 1 ROl 

0.44%! 69 

4.27%> 
42.74%~ 
35.90% 

16.67%7 
50.00% 
16.6796 

1 
2 

0.44% 
1.75% 
0.44% 
0.8% 

17.09%, 
100.00% 

5 
50 
42 

4S 
221 
ln 
141 

20 
117 

1 
6 

10 
1 

107 

4.37% 
0.11% 

4.72% 
2.62% 

EN 
EN 
EN 

16.67% 
100.0096 

R02 
R02.W" 
.W 

525 
41 

1961 
275 EN 

EN . 

EN 

6.06% 
O.SI% 

25.98% 
3B4% 

O.U%l 41 
2.62961 1 79 

O.SI%, 
2.37% 

Y1 
Y1 ,W 
Y2 

6 
1 
6 



['there is no oven daub in the mer 1 

LPen'od 
-EN 
EN 
EN 

Colour 
R03 + W 
RBZ 
3 
Total 

Quanüty 
1 

% 

53.53%- 

100.00% 

3, 

WeipM 

7~.ûû%l 432 

% .  
46.4%, 25.00% 375 

3 
7 100.00% 

100 
907 



TaMe 14: Firfng atmosphere analysis of floor daub by period fiom FoenbSalas. 
I I I I I I 

Period 
DAME 
DAME 
DA:ME 

Fiting atmosphere 

1 
2 

t f 

. Mixed 
Mixed 

_Mimi 

I t 

. Mixed 1 ? 
Total 

1 

Quanüty 
4 

16. 

29.51%4 
14.58% 
3f -97%. 
23.93% 

100.00%1 

1 I t 

23 
133 

5 
14 
38 

213 

EN 1 1 
EN 2 

1 
2 
4 

40.00% 

.STER t LE ? 2 

1 1 îveight divided by quantity 
1 1 I 1 

I i I I i I t 

EN 
EN 
,EN 

1 
10 

I I 

Grand total 1 381 1 

% 
17.39% 
69S7% 

4 - - -- - - 

36.74 
18.15 
39.80 
29.79 

124.4 

3 
4 
? 

Total 

102 
12 
35 

13.01% 
. 3 

21.81% 
62.30% 

13.14% 
76.- 

I 
21 22.229b 

100.00% 

I 

19306l 

W-M 
TI1 

845 
2414 

U 
150 
76 

4 
3 

89.47% 
-1 

Total 7 100.00%1 149 
1 

1 

Total 

286% 
8.0096 

U.U% 
33.33% 

I 

50 
320 

55.00 100.00% 

% 
SS.(M% 

56 

199f 5.14% 
4171 10.76% 

16.30% 
55.56% 
28.15% 

100.00% 

51.00 
4-00 

I 

18.67 4.02% 
1392 23 

100.00% 

92.73% 
7.27%. 

1 

7.55% 
247a 

WeiptWUua- 
193-Sû 

100.00% 

582 

1ûû.ûû96 

.. 

L 

100.ob% 

%. 
78.25% 

35.13 40.3796 

5184 

22.M) 

84.83 

1420% 

25.93% 

100.00% 

1W.ûû96, 9059 

37.50 44.21%* 
25.33 1 29.ûô%, 

fW.W% 



t I I I J 

,ENEO 
ENEO 

. ENEO 

Mimd 
Mixed 
M i i  

Grand Total 

1 
2 
4 

1 

l Total 

11 71 25.00% 

756 

11s 
1 
125 
388 

24805 

9.09% 
40.91% 
50.06% 

11 33.33961 2 

30.67%- 
37.11% 
32.2296, 

100.00% 

3929% 
35.71% 

100.00% 

21 11 

100-6656 

1 
1 
3 

4 
Tatcd 

10 
28 

33.33% 
33.33% 

1M),OO% 

9 
11 
22 



I 

TaMe 16: F~fing atrnosphere anaimis of kiln daub by period from FoenicSal 
I 1 t I 

1 

ME 2 2 68.87%) 
ME 1 1 33.33%! 

Total 3 . 100,00% 83 1 0 0 . 0 ~  

- 
_EIA:ME 
EIA:ME 
-EIA:ME 
EIA:ME 

IEN 
EN 
EN 

, EN 

L 

STERIE 1 4 66.67% 92 78.63% 
STERIE 2 1 16.67% 
SIERILE 3 1 16.67%1 5 4.27% 

Total 117 1ûû_ûû% 

- - - - - - 

1w7.s 
- - -- - - 

25.1 3%. 
- - - - - - - - lr 21 r- 4%75)~ 

1 
2 
3 
4 

3542% 
6.25%. 
14.S0% 

f 00.00% 

2 
3 
4 

Total 

3942 61.64%, 

180 
33 
7 
5 

EN 

17 
3 
7 

48 

281 
565 

6395.5 

6 ? 

4.39%- 
8.83%, 

t 0 0 . m  

124 
Total f 231 

80.00% 
14.67% 
3.11% 
2.2296 

100.00% 

I 1 

5431 
1783 
216~ 

, 71.63% 
23.50% 
2.85% 

7710 1ûû.ûû960% 

153 2.02%- 



.TaMe t 7: Firinp atm- analysis of oven daub by riod fiom Foeni-Salas. 
I I 

[* them is no oven daub in the other periods* 1 1 1 





Tabk 19: Compriron of idanWicd and unidenofkd daub in Eady Neoithic lm* Rom 

1993-94 loci th8t sepamad iôenWW urd un- &ub 
2 34097 85.08% SQ76S 14.91% 10073.5 
23 i6307 50.11% 18232 49.88% 32538.0 
24 4325 71.38% 1733 28.6096 6056.0 
25 26 70.03% 10 27.24% 36.0 
41 805 63.75% 514 36.21% 14iQ.O 

1992 loci that m m  €dentMM uid unidentifiibk drub 
7 12308 99.53% 57 0.46% 12386.0 
10 1840 98.86% 24 1.28% 1864.0 
14 7232 99.89% 7 0.10% 7238.0 
16 1820 98.33% 30 1.62% 1850.0 
II 1317 98.43% 20 1.40% 1337.0 

t4,16,1? 
(mixed) 1040 99.95% 1940.0 




