MULTI-ELEMENT SOIL ANALYSIS
AT BURGAZ-DATCA (PALAIA KNIDOS):
A STUDY IN SETTLEMENT ARCHAEOLOGY

A THESIS SUBMITTED TO
THE GRADUATE SCHOOL OF SOCIAL SCIENCES
OF
MIDDLE EAST TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY

BY

MINA EROGLU

IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR
THE DEGREE OF DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
IN
THE DEPARTMENT OF SETTLEMENT ARCHAEOLOGY

SEPTEMBER 2021






Approval of the thesis:

MULTI-ELEMENT SOIL ANALYSIS AT BURGAZ-DATCA (PALAIA
KNIDOS): ASTUDY IN SETTLEMENT ARCHAEOLOGY

submitted by MINA EROGLU in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the
degree of Doctor of Philosophy in Settlement Archeology, the Graduate School
of Social Sciences of Middle East Technical University by,

Prof. Dr. Yasar KONDAKCI
Dean
Graduate School of Social Sciences

Prof. Dr. Burcu ERCIYAS
Head of Department
Department of Settlement Archaeology

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Evangelia PISKIN
Supervisor
Department of Settlement Archaeology

Examining Committee Members:

Prof. Dr. Burcu ERCIYAS (Head of the Examining Committee)
Middle East Technical University
Department of Settlement Archaeology

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Evangelia PISKIN (Supervisor)
Middle East Technical University
Department of Settlement Archaeology

Assist. Prof. Dr. Tayyar GURDAL
Biilent Ecevit University
Department of Archaeology

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Lale OZGENEL
Middle East Technical University
Department of Architecture

Prof. Dr. Jan-K. BERTRAM
Ahi Evran University
Department of Archaeology







| hereby declare that all information in this document has been obtained and
presented in accordance with academic rules and ethical conduct. I also declare that,
as required by these rules and conduct, I have fully cited and referenced all material
and results that are not original to this work.

Name, Last Name: Mina EROGLU

Signature:



ABSTRACT

MULTI-ELEMENT SOIL ANALYSIS AT BURGAZ-DATCA (PALAIA
KNIDOS): A STUDY IN SETTLEMENT ARCHAEOLOGY

EROGLU, Mina
Ph.D., The Department of Settlement Archeology
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Evangelia PISKIN

September 2021, 238 pages

Human activities such as food preparation, cooking, garbage disposal, tool
production leave their traces on surfaces by producing residues; some are physically
collectible, while some residues get deposited within the soil, only to be identified
through chemical analysis. The main purpose of this study is to generate additional,
high-resolution data by combining geochemical and analytical analyses with
archaeological evidence in order to interpret spatial organization documented

through many years of excavation at the site of Burgaz, Datca.

Soil samples collected during excavations at Burgaz were subject to elemental
analysis by using ICP-AES and other analytical methods; the results are interpreted

with respect to human use of spaces and artefact distribution at the site.

Keywords: Activity areas, Multi-element Analysis, Classical households, Burgaz-

Turkey
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BURGAZ-DATCA’DA (PALAIA KNIDOS) COKLU-ELEMENT TOPRAK
ANALIZI: BIR YERLESIM ARKEOLOJISI CALISMASI

EROGLU, Mina
Doktora, Yerlesim Arkeolojisi Bolimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Evangelia PISKIN

Eyliil 2021, 238 sayfa

Yemek hazirlamak, pisirmek, ¢op ¢ikarmak, alet yapmak gibi faaliyetler mekan
tabanlar1 iizerindekalintilar birakir; bu kalintilarin bir kismu fiziksel olarak
goriilebilir, bazilar1 ise sedimanlarda birikir ve ancak detayli analizle tespit
edilebilir. Bu calismanin ana amaci, Datca-Burgaz arkeolojik kazilarinda uzun
yillardir belgelenmis olan mekansal organizasyonu yorumlayabilmek adina
jeokimyasal ve analitik toprak analizlerini arkeolojik bulgularla birlestirmek ve

yiiksek ¢oziintirliiklii verilere ulagmaktir.

Burgaz’da kazilar sirasinda toplanan toprak 6rneklerindeki element birikimleri ICP-
AES ve diger analitik yontemlerle analiz edilmistir; sonuclar mekanlarin insanlar
tarafindan kullanimi ve yerlesimdeki buluntu dagilimi g6z Oniine alinarak

yorumlanmustir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Aktivite alanlari, Coklu-element Analizi, Klasik donem

hanehalki, Burgaz-Tiirkiye
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

Human interaction with the environment mainly tends to change it; from very early
times people have started shaping landscapes, building shelters, transforming their
surroundings. What they leave behind are remains of past lives; built spaces,
artefacts and burials, mostly visible to the naked eye. When people abandon a
settlement or a way of life, nature does its job and covers the remaining traces in

time.

Archaeology, as a discipline, basically aims to reconstruct these past lives by using
whatever material that is left behind and available. During the past couple of
decades theoretical thinking has left its mark on archaeology, as it did on any
discipline within the social sciences; this intellectual process encouraged scholars to
look behind the tangible evidence.

From the early years on, archaeological and public interest was on monuments,
palaces; the mighty and the beautiful. Archaeology traditionally seeks the grand
narratives. Synchronized with modern social movements and new trends in socio-
economic theory in early 60s, this trend has started to shift towards the daily lives of
the past common people, “What were they eating, where were they sleeping, what

were their daily struggles like?”, as well as towards the nature of interrelations of
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past social groups, “What were the settlements like, were they selling goods to each
other, were some rich and some poor?” The answers to these questions needed a

framework and a platform to be built on.

Excavation is archaeology’s main tool, but from very early on archaeology has been
a discipline so flexible that it easily adopts techniques from other disciplines and
makes them its own. As the need for answers grows, the need for research tools

grows as well.

Geology and soil studies have always been an inseparable part of archaeology.
Spatial analysis was primarily developed by geographers; its adaptation to
archaeology did not happen until the mid-70s, which finally led to the widespread
use of GIS in field archaeology. On the other hand, the interest in reconstructing
past lives in detail pushed the researchers to look closely into soil and gradually

paved the way to micro-artefact studies and soil analyses.

Early research on soil was usually based on analysis of one or two particular
elements or minerals; during the last decade ICP-AES (ICP-OES), ICP-MS and
XRF technigues proved significant results in terms of the use of soil and therefore
past spaces and have been used as a standard form of analytical analysis, paving the

way to “multi-element soil analysis for archaeology™.

In this first chapter, the scope of the study and its contribution to the field will be
clarified, ways of studying the space and the contribution of ethnoarchaeology will
be deliberated, the history of household archaeology and related research will be
explained, houses and households will be defined with regard to social dynamics
and material culture, feminism and politics of households will be discussed and

practical issues of practising household archaeology will be mentioned.
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In Chapter 2, Classical household will be examined with reference to the history of
research, oikos as a physical and social concept, spatial organization of Greek
households with case studies followed by a discussion.

Chapter 3 is dedicated to Burgaz and includes an introduction to the site, its
historical background, settlement and household organization.

Chapter 4 explains the methodology used in this study, including a history of soil
studies in archaeology, the history and principles of studying floors both in
archaeological and ethnoarchaeological contexts, the contribution of phosphate
analysis to archaeology, multi-element soil analysis as a technique for activity area
research, case studies and elemental signatures pointing at human activities, and

finally the sampling process at Burgaz.

In Chapter 5, chemical analysis results and applied statistical analysis results are
presented followed by a discussion regarding use of space at Burgaz. A table with
suggested elemental signatures for human activities at Burgaz is included in this
chapter, followed by a summary of chemical elements as indicators of use of space

in the site.

Final chapter is a discussion and conclusion pertaining to spatial use, daily activities
and activity area research in Classical households with recommendations for future

studies.

In this study, the term house refers to the physical, built structure while household
embodies a web of activities in and outside the house and also a set of relationships

with people as influencers and decision makers.

3



1.2 Scope of the Study

Human activities such as food preparation, cooking, garbage disposal, artefact
production leave their traces on archaeological surfaces in multiple ways; some are
visible to the naked eye and physically collectible, while some residues get
deposited within the sediments, only to be identified through special analysis.
These daily activities not only serve the purpose of survival and maintenance, but
they also reflect patterns of social and economic interactions of people both as parts
and influencers within the wider concept of social reproduction; they are records of

human behaviour of all age, gender and social status.

Chemical analysis and chemical characterization of anthropogenic soils make it
possible to identify certain activities through the chemical signatures they leave on
floors. This study aims to classify these activities and accordingly reconstruct social
and economic behaviours of Burgaz households through using data generated by
geochemical analysis of lived-in soils. We will also attempt to combine and
compare these chemically supported patterns with the previously produced analyses
of architecture and other material evidence in an effort to provide insights into the
diversity or homogeneity between households with an undercurrent of discussing
traditional attributions and divisions of public/private and gendered space. By
focusing on households in particular, we intend to explore a bottom-up approach
towards society’s smallest socioeconomic unit, to try to reconstruct past
communities from the perspectives of the ordinary people. As a result, we hope to
contribute to our understanding and interpretations of the multidimensional
experiences of Burgaz people within their social context and in connection with the

wider social world, namely the Greek world.

The research approach we lean towards consists of essentials as economic patterns

of production and consumption, activity areas, food-related behaviour, architectural

4



evidence and spatial analyses. The findings of this research, supplemented with
information produced at other classical sites with similar household analyses, will
be examined within a theoretical framework of discussions revolving around place

making and socioeconomic organization at different levels within communities.t

Understanding past organization of households in terms of space and the activity
type usually depends on analysis of physical artefactual distributions; in some cases
those distributions do not necessarily correspond with in situ locations of past
activities. The reason for that includes biological processes of nature or erosion
causing poor preservation of artefacts and architecture, disturbance by people both
ancient and modern, disturbance by the settlers of the site while abandonment, or
the speed and nature of abandonment. Sites which were abandoned rapidly have
better preserved assemblages in their original locations of use, whereas planned and
organized abandonments leave merely the “unwanted” artefacts behind. In this case
the chemical elements deposited within the soil provide great aid to understand past

activity areas.

Phosphate has been considered to be a substantial marker of anthropogenic
sediments. Phosphate analysis has been tried at Burgaz before, the results generated
three main activity areas at the site; little-to-none cultural activity, middle range,
and main cultural levels; elevated levels of organic phosphorus pointed at ancient
disturbance levels, floors/pathways and iron slag deposits as wells as three spaces:
necropolis, ancient refuse area and the Hellenistic winery.? However, a wide range
of elements have not been tried and the analysis results have not been interpreted
with relation to function of particular spaces, especially domestic spaces; it is
possible to widen the elemental collection with more elements that are sensitive to
human activities and provide a broader and more accurate interpretation.

Additional analysis will help to derive a synthesis for the combination of analysis of

1 Chesson 2012, 46
2 Akyol, Demirci and Akoglu 2006, 163-4



multiple elements deposited in soil and human use of these spaces; this study is
based on the hypothesis that different activity areas have different chemical
signatures and therefore recognizable via analysis.

Burgaz house units are usually multi-functional in character according to artefact
distributions and densities, most spaces have been used for a set of different
activities; therefore, the element readings should be evidently high and point to the
most active areas within the houses. The samples from street context and peristasis
deposits will be interpreted in comparison to domestic space results of Burgaz and
results from other sites with same open air/public context that were subject to

geochemical analysis.

Spatial analyses, both in terms of artefact distribution and function of used spaces
have been intensively studied at Burgaz®; the contribution of soil analysis is

expected to aid help in three different levels:

To introduce fine resolution data that can specify what activities took place and
where in the site. This is particularly important for Burgaz since the settlement was
slowly abandoned and therefore the assemblages of artefacts left within the houses
may not represent sufficiently the use of space. Additionally, Burgaz domestic units
appear to be multifunctional and as such artefact analysis alone may not be

sufficient to elucidate the use of space.

3 See; Sakarya I. 2003, Defining Spatial Distribution of Storage Vessels in Ancient Burgaz at the
Fourth Century B.C., Unpublished MSc. Thesis, METU; Atict N. 2003, Defining Cooking Activity
Areas of Burgaz Domestic Units in the 4th Century B.C., Unpublished MSc. Thesis, METU,;
Gokdemir O. 2006, The Classical Period Houses in Burgaz: An Archaeological and Architectural
Overview, Unpublished MSc. Thesis, METU; Atic1 N. 2013, Household Organization in Classical
Burgaz (Palaia Knidos): Domestic Assemblages, Space and Function, Unpublished PhD. Thesis,
METU; loannidou E. And Baykara D. 2012, Zooarchaeological Studies at Burgaz: A Preliminary
Report, 27. Arkeometri Sonuglar1 Toplantisi.
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To see how adaptable this new set of data is to what has already been documented

through excavation and spatial analyses at the site.

To raise new questions related with spatial use and function of house units and

explore further applications of soil analysis at Burgaz.

1.3 Spatial Studies: Ethnoarchaeological Perspectives

Archaeological knowledge is mainly being produced through archaeological
interpretation of remains. Answering questions, raising new ones and consequently
aiming to reconstruct past living systems are possible by inferring from what we
already know through previous archaeological data sets; by seeking out similarities
and differences, then by using these arguments to develop models that would
expectantly stand testing against the new data. This sort of an engagement requires
a body of theory that will lead to the dynamics of living systems that were in fact
alive one time and at the same time depends on the use of analogies.* However, our
capacity for creating analogies concerning long-gone people and their cultures is
often limited to our experience, to our cultural biases. Ethnoarchaeology, the study
of living cultures from archaeological perspectives, started off as a research strategy

to meet the need for ethnographic material to form a base for further analogies.®

Both archaeology and ethnoarchaeology work with material objects, by observing
the ways these connect to the surrounding natural and social environments. The
common aim here could be summarized as to analyse archaeological/ethnological
units while referring to their provenance and representation -both culturally and

physically-, since otherwise the results would move away from forming analogies

4 David and Kramer 2001, 113
5 David and Kramer 2001, 2



and get closer to simply producing assumptions with no respect to accuracy.® The
emphasis is mainly on archaeological contexts as representatives of systematic and
repetitive behaviour patterns and how these patterns were transformed time and
again; searching for processes of production, use and maintenance, discard,

abandonment, as well as deposit formation of archaeological remains.

Ethnoarchaeologists, along with geoarchaeologists, have argued that all component
materials in depositional sequences, including sediments, are potentially
informative about cultural behaviour and settlement history. In particular, during
ethnoarchaeological research in Iran in late 1970’s, Carol Kramer observed: “the
floor of each area within a house compound is peculiar to that kind of area and
therefore diagnostic of primary function...” and further added that it is quite
possible for an archaeologist to distinguish between roofed and open spaces, and
identify the different functions of the rooms by studying and formulating changes in
floors.” Butzer agrees with this prediction by underlining that the type of material
and to what extent this material accumulates in a particular floor varies according to
the nature and use of that floor and therefore it is a key to define function.® These
observations are the key concepts on which spatial analysis is based for
reconstructing ancient households. Both, “household research” and ‘“spatial
analysis” have a long and fruitful history in archaeological practise while at the

same time they have been the subjects of hot debate.

With the contribution of ethnographic analogies/ethnoarchaeology and the rising
interest in social organization of past human groups, archaeological research in
Europe and especially in Mesoamerica by North American scholars during late
1960s and 1970s has started to ask a new set of questions. Even though social and
economic structure of the Ancient Maya had changed dramatically after the Spanish

colonization during the 16™ and 17" centuries AD, it still functioned as a living

6 David and Kramer 2001, 91
7 Kramer 1979, 148-9
8 Butzer 1986, Xiii



laboratory for ethnohistoric research. Maya people basically are still living in the
region, under quite different circumstances but still as households of varying
shapes, sizes and complexity. Moreover, the Spanish colonial period is well
documented; those documentations have been widely used in ethnohistoric,
ethnoarchaeological and archaeological research to provide more ground for further
analogies. Explaining the origins of research interest in Mesoamerica, Joyce argues
that it is not only a geographic definition of a region but also a cultural and
linguistic concept that was shared by past social groups living there, that
Mesoamerica as a term is quite similar to what we mean by “Western civilization”.®
Mesoamerican people had limited interaction with their northern and southern
neighbouring societies, they shared and developed distinct characteristics within
this contained geography including a basic, mostly agricultural economy, a belief
system and material indications of a stratified society; all providing a useful work

platform for research that is also easy to build on.°

Maya archaeology went through the same stages as any other region in the world
did in terms of what the research interest was and how the material remains were
interpreted. The lack of urban residential areas led scholars to argue that Maya
centres could not be classified as “cities” until late 19" century, that is when
Thompson figured out that the mounds around the Yucatecan centres were in fact
ancient Maya houses.!' For the impressive ancient centres of Mesoamerica,
especially the Maya centers, being at the spotlight of archaeological attention did
not necessarily mean that they were comprehended fully. Apart from being
categorized as non-residential, they were labelled “empty”; empty of people maybe
except for priests and a certain elite class, which caused the disappearing of the
majority of ancient Maya people from the archaeological record and consequently
from the cultural heritage as well.1?

9 Joyce 2004, 1-3

10 Joyce 2004, 3-4

11 Robin 2003, 309

12 Ashmore and Wilk 1988, 8; Hendon 2001, 4



Even after it was recognized that there were indeed residential areas where the
ancient working, producing common people had lived, the research interest -both
for Maya and Aztec- did not immediately focus on them. In late 1980s, it was
argued that Mesoamerican archaeology traditionally ignored households of the
commoners and was drawn to the fascination of large economic, political and ritual
centres; also the rich pool of ethnohistoric information had such an effect on
archaeological research that excavating rural settlements/houses was considered
unnecessary and consequently there was very little new data to work on regarding

how “humble Maya people” had lived.®

Some archaeological work focusing intensively on social organization of Maya on
the other hand, can be traced back to late 1950s and 1960s. Gordon Willey’s
systematic survey of the Upper Belize Valley particularly is responsible for the
changing direction of archaeological emphasis in Mesoamerica and for further
influencing future projects. Belize Valley project was revolutionary in its own way
by concentrating on a region rather than on a single site, taking all these sites as
operating parts of a larger economic and social system while focusing on cultural
ecology.'* This approach towards settlement patterns in the region inspired others to
discuss diversity of past societies and the complexity of human adaptation which
inevitably resulted in the identification of the household, the smallest units that
form the settlement by echoing themselves, as fundamental to understand the social

structure.

Two decades later, a group of archaeologists working in the same region were
approving the questions asked back then but strongly criticizing that the answer was
being sought in kinship systems and residence rules, that there was more than a fair
amount of generalizations and that through this sort of interpretation the past people

were reflected as mere products of kinship principles and other social rules instead

13 Webster and Gonlin 1988, 169
14 Joyce 2004, 35
10



of archaeological interpretation reflecting on patterns of past human behaviour.*®
This same group of archaeologists including Wilk, Ashmore, Rathje, although
having mainly worked in East Africa and Switzerland Robert Netting as well, were
among the scholars who had lead the discussions during 1980s and 1990s about
what household research as an archaeological practice needed to be transformed

into.

The Early Mesoamerican Village edited by Flannery, is a significant example of
this transformation of approach. It is a thorough compilation of systematic research
dealing with both household level and community/settlement level activity area
analyses, settlement systems and sizes, social/religious interactions and exchange of
goods within and between settlements.'® This volume and the research attention it
includes could also be regarded as a fine representation of what settlement
archaeology wanted to achieve; to study the distribution of past human activities
across the landscape, to include cultural ecology, to consider individual settlements
as well as multiple settlements acting as networks and the workings of such
networks. Settlement archaeology is argued to have provided a nest for household
archaeology to grow in, through a wide range of research of cultural/ecological
anthropology in Mesoamerica and environmental/landscape archaeology in

Europe.’

The widely embraced notion of “householding as a verb” proposed by Netting in
1993 is praised based on two reasons; it distances households from kinship and
residence rules and connects it to ecology and political economy, hence it gives
archaeologists an effective work zone with material implications which enables
studying households.® In other words, it encourages looking for the complex

human behaviour by using material remains of a settlement rather than normative,

15 \Wilk 1988, 135; 147
16 Flannery 1976
17 Ashmore and Wilk 1988, 7
18 Alexander 1999, 79
11



formal settlement studies.!® The discussion revolved around household being an
“activity group” in which different sets of activities overlap; the common aim has to
be to refine and preserve a cross-culturally and historically useful working
definition of this activity group instead of labelling one or another form of it as

“universal” and ignoring all other forms as trivial.?

The turn Mesoamerican and particularly Maya household studies took included
three distinctive trends; to focus on ordinary people, to recognize diversity between

households, to understand households in connection with the wider social world.?

Thomas Killion’s “house lot” model for ancient Mesoamerican households had a
significant impact on how archaeologists define the physical borders of common
households. While focusing on agricultural land use and economic production,
Killion argued that for the most Maya people, besides the house structure itself,
their household also included open yards, patios, terraces, gardens and agricultural
fields where daily activities were practiced, daily work was done.?? In a humid
tropic region as Mesoamerica, Killion observed four spatial areas of farmstead
households; structural core as a shelter for the household members and storage for
their property, a clear area surrounding this shelter where most of the daily
production takes place and leaves material evidence, an intermediate area of
discard, and finally a garden area where household produce is grown that leaves
artefact scatters and high phosphate levels in the soil.?®

Killion’s house lot approach, adding flexibility to the definition of activity areas and
giving credit to multifunctional spaces, has also led to criticism of how we divide

these  spaces into two  arbitrary  categories: inside  (implying
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domestic/female/passive) and outside (implying public/male/politics/production).
Research in late 1990s to early 2000s in Classic Maya settlements revealed that for
both the humble households and the elite, it was not always possible to separate
“domestic” from the “public” since public ritual activities and political meetings
took place in houses as well; moreover, people were producing goods at these
domestic contexts.?* Additionally, since the inside, the structural core of the
households and the production areas were regularly swiped clean by people, it was
urged by many scholars that the extent of household analysis should not cover
single structures only but entire architectural complexes, clear areas and especially
refuse deposits as well, pointing to the need of large scale horizontal exposure of

settlements and their immediate surroundings.?®

This progress in methodology and approach, particularly including outside activity
spaces into households, led to a re-classification of numerous Maya households as
farmsteads and various cities as garden cities in late 1990s, giving the social and
economic life of Mayas a brand-new perspective. These all-encompassing efforts to
“people” the past Maya households found a much-needed push in the research
techniques as well, new developments in scientific analyses such as soil and bone
chemistry, palaeobotany helped to redefine both the already existing archaeological
data and to create new datasets, as well as to start further discussions regarding the

diversity of activities, division of labour, human agency, gender issues and so on.?

1.4 Household Archaeology as a Framework for Spatial Studies

Studying material culture by dividing it into units such as floors, rooms, streets,
refuse areas and so on paved the way for new disciplines within archaeology.

Household archaeology, also called domestic archaeology, when it took off in
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1980s formed a great base for studies of individual material culture features.
Household by itself is regarded as a social unit that includes human activities
related to function, where socialization principally starts. Main concern of the
approach lies on the fact that based on the material evidence; it is possible to
reconstruct the interaction between people and their environment. Tringham defines
household archaeology as creating a context for a humanized reconstruction of the
past, by exploring intra-settlement relations.?” Household archaeology is also a
platform to study social inequalities within domestic units and within a particular

society.

Wilk and Rathje particularly have been accounted for introducing the phrase
“household archaeology” in 1982 by implying that archaeological focus has to
move towards specificity in order to fill the mid-level theory gap between theory
and practice, towards the household unit specifically.?® If the aim is to follow
adaptation through economic and ecological processes, households provide a
context to study on as the most common, basic social group of subsistence. Wilk
and Rathje break down the household into three elements: social, material and
behavioural. It is a demographic unit consisting of individuals and their
relationships; it occupies space, creates activity areas and possessions; it is a web of
activities. A household is a product of domestic planning and design that foresees
production, distribution and reproduction according to the needs of the people living

in it.%°

Before becoming a research field by itself, scholarly interest in household initiated
with a fundamental question: Why do households exist? Apart from the existential
curiosity, this answer was also sought out in order to define the universality of the
family as a social unit and/or the universality of residence rules. It has been

assumed that household formations were the outcome of systems of marriage and
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residence rules, instead of being a result of behavioural patterns. A following
criticism, by using a concept that goes back to 1950s and compares household
forms of domestic groups to the growth cycle of living organisms, pointed out to the
activeness of the household as an entity and that its structure gets affected by
various interacting factors.® This critical point of view received further criticism as
well, due to its limited applicability since it handled household with efforts towards
uniformity and generalizations, as well as its view of household as merely a kin-
based family structure.3! The fundamental question regarding the existence of
households got altered, if kinship rules do not bring people together within a

household, then what does?%?

With the application of the pattern analyses and quantitative techniques, tools
promoted by Processual archaeology in 1970s, research designs were adjusted
accordingly and the general focus was moved onto subjects as how societies have
worked, the variations within and between households, internal and external
processes affecting domestic groups, intra-settlement relations. Material culture has
started to be approached as evidence of past human behaviour, widely through

ethnographic analogies like Kramer’s work as mentioned earlier.

Souvatzi brings out an interesting criticism by arguing that the opposition of
Processual archaeology’s functionalist approach to Post-processual symbolic and
structuralist approach dominated the 1990s and it was artificial.®® Tringham
explains that in late 1970s-early 1980s, the development of household archaeology
was tightly connected to the growing interest in developing Middle Range theory, to
the need of testing social evolutionary theories through hypotheses that resulted
straight from archaeological data.®* However, household archaeology did not

become a vital part of Processual archaeology but of Marxist and Neo-Marxist
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approach, with their shared interest in models of production and social inequality;
household studies have become a focus point in 1980s.>> Neo-Marxist archaeology
underlines the significance of the function of households since they are the
organizers of social reproduction including cooperative labour, production-
consumption, passing of property and rights, forming and keeping alliances with
other social units through all forms of exchange; yet this approach lacks input
regarding the social questions about households such as who the people are within a
household and how related they are to each other, this shortage was made up by

social anthropologists and historians who study households.*

Tringham praises Post-processual/Interpretive archaeology, especially feminist
anthropology and those studying social practice for sustaining the interest in
household archaeology and pushing it towards the center of the discipline from the
margins. These diverse set of theories helped households to go beyond the universal
generalizations based on kinship and be recognized as social contexts that involve
events and jobs with movement and embodiment “by people with faces”, that host
negotiations to create, maintain and transform ideologies concerning gender, status,

labour, production and identity.>’

Household archaeology today relies mainly on the principle that households can
link theories of social change and material culture. Households are not uniform and
static; on the contrary, they are dynamic in terms of function, form and activities on
a diverse set of geographical and temporal contexts. There is a variety of

approaches that include:

-Economic models of domestic production,

-Marxist ideas of social inequality, ideology and power,
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-Post-processual or interpretive archaeologies; exploring the household social
practice and embodied spaces,
-Feminist anthropology, gendered places.*®

This small list of approaches is somewhat chronological as well, displaying how the
archaeological interest has evolved in time. Recent scientific attention tends to
involve all sex, gender and age groups in order to explain how household signifies
social relations and identities rather than focusing on domestic production only or
on women’s role only. Fundamental questions are still part of the theoretical debate
revolving around household archaeology, such as how to define what a
house/household is. According to results discussed recently at the “Household
Archaeology in the Middle East and Beyond: Theory, Method, and Practice”
conference organized in Utah Middle East Center at University of Utah Salt Lake
City, it has been suggested that a house is a multifunctional physical structure that
provides shelter, space for daily activities, a separation of what is public and what is
private, a central place for family life; houses are dynamic extensions of people who
build and use them, people who share common life cycles.®® House forms also
differ according to the topography, climate, the type of building materials available,
the preferences and means of the owner. With a similar perspective, households are
diverse bodies of not just people who live as distinctive social units, but also of the
web of relationships among and between these groups of people. These
relationships might be kinship-based as well as economic, ritual or based on any
other type of human-related organization; they can be permanent or temporary,
long-term or short-term. What defines a household is not co-residence, kinship or
the physical structure itself, it is the shared practices of production, consumption,

distribution and social reproduction.*
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Defining a house is also another current, ongoing matter of debate. Chesson argues
in favour of closing the theoretical gap between archaeological houses (physical
structures with material assemblages) and homes (hosts of sensual and lived
experiences, social memory, safety, individual identity and belonging) by merging
house and household into the idea of “home” as a concept of physical and social
landscapes; suggesting that along with material objects and possessions, a home
hosts hopes and dreams of people too. It can be a built structure, a tent, a river, a
forest, a group of people; it is mostly about what holds people together, what forms
their common culture and history.** While reconstructing hopes and dreams based
on material evidence sets up a challenge for archaeology, the relationship between
people and their natural environment is often overlooked apart from how landscapes
were exploited by people. “Deep ecology” is a holistic view of the world that does
not separate humans from their natural surroundings, it is not human-centered;
everything including humans, flora, fauna, seasons, landscapes, etc. is
interconnected and interdependent.* Human behaviour, both past and present, is
not just a collection of objects, it functions within a network; it changes and evolves

as the natural environment changes.

If we return to the roots of houses as lived-in architectural structures, Trevor
Watkins draws together a number of archaeological, anthropological and
ethnographical studies and discusses the changes to human experience with the
transition from a mobile lifestyle to sedentism. Living in a village, in houses,
brought new possibilities as well as challenges; architecture, since it materializes
structure, becomes a permanent life feature and therefore introduces spatial
organization into the lives of people. Consequently, people perceived the analogy
between permanent houses and community relations, between houses and
households. It is also no surprise that some early sedentary societies developed
models explaining the organization of the cosmos based on the organization of their

built environment.*® Houses as architectural constructions are believed to represent
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people’s ideas about how the world is structured. Moreover, architectural forms and
the ways they were used by people are not primarily related to the need of shelter
and available building materials; the reason for architectural variety needs to be
sought in statements of social and cultural values first, then in physical
circumstances and limitations, Rapoport argues.* Watkins concludes that ever since
the beginning, architecture is symbolically powerful since it establishes the way we
live, it consolidates social institutions and creates a border for our perceptions; the

built environment is the arena for social and other relations to be performed.*®

Household, on the other hand, is a term that points to an economic and social
cooperative according to Chesson; whether co-inhabiting or not, it is a group of
people, their abilities and their resources.*® A household consists of a shared
identity and/or common plans, aims, behaviour. In her work at Early Bronze Age
Numeira in Jordan, she groups “wealth” into two categories: material and
immaterial. Material wealth includes possessions and resources such as houses,
livestock, surplus, lands to cultivate, water sources, objects, goods both local and
imported, even burials/human remains. Whereas immaterial resources are listed as:
skills of household members, future productive and reproductive abilities of
household members, specialization in rituals, rights to use the land and water
sources, organizing projects to the entire community’s benefit such as fortification,
public structures and so on.*” Households or homes comprise of privileges,

responsibilities and commitments as well as material culture.

The term “diverse” is strongly emphasized when conceptualizing past houses and
households; the idea is that households change according to time, geography and
context; there is no uniformity. Human individuality in relation to small data groups

is another matter that has been stressed, small elements and small “stories” are the
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parts that make the big systems operate. Daily activities and routines are not just
meaningful by themselves; they also hold information about larger social processes.
Archaeological research sometimes leans towards the known paths of interpreting
the data rather than experimenting and trying approaches that have not been tried
before or avoiding approaches that have not yielded expected results.*® Besides,
while reconstructing past lives, we use what is visibly left of them; less-materialized
human behaviour mostly lacks from the whole picture. This is not necessarily a
negative effect; on the contrary, it can be very much liberating to be able to discuss
human individuality without trying to squeeze this “small” data into the mainstream

narratives of archaeological interpretation.

Similarly, about how data is being processed, Souvatzi points out to a reoccurring
flaw where questions regarding methodology are perceived as “theoretical”; instead
of thinking about the validity of household models that we are producing, we
usually question if our data is applicable to a certain household analysis.*® She then
criticizes how we tend to conceptualize household as a static and stable institution
with emphasis on the physical structure, the land it occupies, and the material
possessions. This eventually results in static and inflexible social relations, a
stereotype of the household and leaves us with generalized models.

Another theoretical inclination Souvatzi objects to is the idea of societal progress
from simple to complex, claiming it has its roots in social evolutionism; it is
limiting, it ignores historical context, has a one dimensional approach to change,
and generalizes the complexity of both everyday life and households.>! In addition,
this complexity is often combined with hierarchy, centralised power and social
stratification; social behaviour is defined mainly based on economic conditions,

social diversity is explained through a basic division of simple/complex or equal/
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unequal with no room for bottom-up societal change, variability, agency, and social
dynamics.®? In other words, such vital processes seem to happen somewhere outside
the society, then brought to people and they simply react to these changes.
Similarly, Ozbal argues that Near Eastern and Anatolian research is still being
dominated by generalizations as starting points to study these cultures, but bottom-
up perspectives have started to penetrate; instead of projecting these societies as
passing episodes of the grand historical narrative, household archaeology focuses
on social and cultural changes, looks at daily lives from the same level which past

people, households and communities used to stand.>®

In terms of theoretical framework regarding the material culture and how social
units are archaeologically reconstructed, Chesson suggests a toolkit that includes
landscape and place-making, structured agency, embodiment and lived experience,
and social memory.>* As for research design, she designates the essentials of
household studies as follows; economic patterns of production and consumption,
activity analysis, food preparation, storage, subsistence, recording architectural
phases, spatial analyses; all the while keeping in mind that all these data are also

records of human behaviour of all age groups, genders and status.*

1.5 Social Dynamics and Material Culture in Households

In her cross-cultural, ethnographic/archaeological work, Hendon argues that mutual
knowledge is both the reason and the outcome of social interaction since there is a
dynamic interaction between knowledge and action; based on this argument, she
explores storage spaces as elements of mutual knowledge to understand the

interaction between material culture and built space, as well as social interaction
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and moral authority.®® In ancient Mesoamerica, different ways of storing belongings
were recorded by archaeologists; whether pits dug into the ground around their
houses, side rooms attached to houses or storage inside the houses, these storage
practices imply an ethic of storage and reflect social status (from pits dug by lower
status to inside storage by higher status) and this knowledge of how and how much
somebody has stored would affect the social interactions of people.®” According to a
16™ century ethnographic research by Spanish friar Sahagin, a good father is
someone who would store for himself and for others, who cares for his assets and
saves for others, who saves for the future; a good farmer father fills the maize bin
whereas women'’s role is seen as the managers, the wise users of stored goods and
especially food since it was accepted as the sacred source of life.®® Therefore
storage is preserved household labour, future labour embodied and diverse
contributions of men and women represented in a part of social landscape which

also symbolizes the consistency and identity of a household.

Cevik carried out a similar research during 1990s in two contemporary villages in
Kahramanmaras Turkey, both part of Turkish peasant society. She defines a typical
village house as living quarters and other elements like cellars, ovens, graves,
stables, orchards; all together forming a household cluster which is dependent on
the social and economic situation but also on the chronological context, household
clusters vary over time.*® Cevik noticed some household clusters missing a fireplace
or a stable and therefore reliant on other clusters for baking bread or housing their
sheep and goats; these households are usually newlyweds, trying to fulfil their
independence from the groom’s family by setting up a complete cluster.®® She also
demonstrates the role household clusters and material culture play in social
interactions as weddings, guest hosting or running for mayor, the more extensive
the cluster - the higher the social status, underlining that household clusters not

only reflect spatial and social organization but they are also means to communicate
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with the village community; they contribute to the production and maintenance of
social relations, thus having a dynamic role regarding the interaction between the

people and their environment.®*

As for the role of individuals within societal context, current discussions revolve
around agency. Agency is a theory of social reproduction; in other words, a theory
of reoccurring social processes, structures and activities passed on from one
generation to the other, according to Marxist sociology. Instead of tying human
actions to human nature like it was commonly practiced before them, Marx and
Engels examined human action/consciousness associated with social context and
consequently expanded the role people played as agents within the network of
social and economic interactions.®? In archaeology, it is used for understanding the
links between material culture and daily social actions, between material culture and
cultural changes. Agency reproduces and changes society in a system of material,
symbolic and social engagements. So, social reproduction and changes in culture
are automatically linked to the junction point of agency and materiality; material
things facilitate and establish the context of relationships between individuals and

people establish relations with material things.%

Archaeological interpretations by tradition tend to isolate people from their actions,
environmental and social settings or context. Yet it has been argued that agency is
characteristically contextual and situated; agency therefore is not a representative of
individuals but of actions within relationships.®* In order to approach such a subject
and especially to study particular aspects of agency including technology or
embodied human experience, middle range interpretive methodologies are proposed
to be useful.® Methodologies such as chaine opératoire, the life-history approach

and phenomenology along with others could be valuable in terms of intertwining

61 Cevik 1995, 47-9
62 Robb 2010, 494
63 Robb 2010, 494
64 Robb 2010, 494
5 Dobres and Robb 2005, 162-4
23



theory, method and data in a nonlinear fashion, all the while fixing the missing

piece in human actions: meanings.

What it means archaeologically and how scholars are interpreting agency within
archaeological context are criticized as being too vague of a concept. The popular
motto regarding agency, “putting people back in the past” or re-peopling the past -
surfaced with the processual approach-, is seen as mudslinging instead of creating a

solid body of theory since any envision of the past does involve human agents.

Dobres and Robb suggest that questions as how to continue connecting material
patterning to the agency of past social reproduction and how to recognize the role of
material culture in a process as dynamic as this, remain under-explored and under-
theorized in archaeology.®” This is mainly due to agency being too large of a
concept when not applied to specific parts of human practice with definitive
material indications; the methodologies for exploring human conditions using
agency as a philosophical foundation, are analytic research methods intended to
cover an earlier group of archaeological questions, therefore not compatible with
this new set of enquiries.®® Elsewhere, Robb argues that the concept of agency in
archaeology lacks analysis and needs to be developed into a functioning concept; if
not, agency would end up being the newest fashion that everybody wants to talk

about but in fact does nothing useful to answer questions.®®

The true extent of application of these approaches to archaeological cases could be
the subject of another debate. In real life, even excavating is limited with a variety
of obstacles, some not dependent on the archaeologist; being able to fully explain

social reproduction in relation with human agency seems to require a widely
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exposed area of households where one can follow a number of lived-in building
levels, renovations, expansions of houses to prove generational evidence, if social
production is a matter of transferring social structure to next generations. Leaving
aside the odds of following lives of several generations through archaeological
context, how the preservation states of material remains and/or their abandonment
conditions affect our capability of interpreting social activities are all issues in need
of further discussion.

1.6 Politics of Households: Feminist Approach and Gender Archaeology

Ruth Tringham gifted archaeology with the phrase “a lot of faceless blobs”. During
a conversation she was having with another colleague at a conference, she was
asked about how she imagines the people in the prehistoric southeast European
households she was studying, it was her answer which later made her think about
envisaging gender in prehistory, to imagine past people as human beings with
social, ideological, political and economic lives.”® Tringham quotes some early
work discussing the role of women in prehistory, especially by Marija Gimbutas
during 1970s and 1980s, regarding the “Civilization of Old Europe” and how this
early group of scholars interpreted past European societies as matrilineal,
equalitarian, peaceful, art loving people but fail to satisfy the archaeology
community due to their unscientific reasoning and their lack of supportive
archaeological data.” This fail also caused archaeological gender studies to be not
taken seriously for a long period of time but Gimbutas earned herself a devout

group of New Age Mother Goddess worshipping followers.

Feminist and gender archaeology started off in 1970s as a reaction to gender

stereotypes and preconception in archaeology; how men are envisaged as active and
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dominant while women are passive and dependant, how there is a static division of
labour based on gender, how some human activities are always attributed to men
but at the same time activities as food processing or parenting, traditionally attached
to females, are ignored from archaeological interpretations of past societies.”? These
approaches were rightfully criticized for possibly creating incompetent
reconstructions of past societies in terms of gender relations, based on the
perception of modern day gender stereotypes. In 1980s several major contributions
were published in the United States and in Norway, also in North America and
South Africa, all containing fundamentally feminist approaches to archaeological
theory and practice; first questioning the lack of women as active agents in the past
and then the lack of diversity such as race, class, ethnicity, age —children in

particular- in the past societies.”

Archaeologist with a feminist and gender perspective have been studying a large
variety of subjects including female gatherers and toolmakers in early prehistory,
female figures in history with roles that would not fit the modern stereotypes, all to
be able to discuss that gender roles are not related to biology but they are socially
constructed; also women’s roles in food production and household economies; the
extent of how life experiences vary based on gender within a society and how these
engendered experiences differ from each other in relation to social classes and/or

age; and how gender is constructed and further maintained.”

Binary gender systems with no room for flexibility are partly responsible for
creating the division between male and female spaces, often with very strict
uniformity such as the public spaces for men where lively economic and political
organization was in motion and domestic life/production inside the house with little
to no change throughout generations. This rock solid division started to shake when

household archaeology began to focus on material evidence for activities, activity

2 Brumfield and Robin 2008, 1-2
3 Engelstad 2007, 217-8
4 Brumfield and Robin 2008, 2
26



areas and how labour was organized to mostly conclude that public and domestic
spaces are interconnected and interdependent; changes that occur in public spaces
effect the households dramatically and at the same time households can modify the
outside sphere, both are responsive to each other in a dynamic and reflexive
system.” Where we are now regarding the wider perception of gender and how it is
archaeologically explained, the passive female domestic sphere is not passive nor
entirely female anymore and similarly the active male public domain is not the sole

decision maker within a society.

Engelstad points to a practical issue among the scholars focusing on gender
archaeology by arguing that even though gender-related critical questioning had
developed from and usually influenced by feminism, that gender concerns are also
feminist concerns, many gender archaeologists have distanced themselves from
feminism and are avoiding any relations to feminism because it is considered as
“political engagement”.”® Like all social sciences, archaeology is political action
too. Some of the politics originate from the researcher, from the ideological
conjectures behind the research designs and models; some are formed by
manipulations according to the interests of secondary people, like the well-known
example of Nazi Third Reich. As Castafieda explains it, once the archaeological
interpretation of the past is produced, that piece of knowledge has a political life of

its own.””

McGuire argues about three possible dangers if archaeology would continue being
pushed into safer waters of politically unbiased interpretation. First of these is
triviality, as in German archaeology after World War IlI, when archaeologists
alienated themselves from theory and interpretations and focused on describing and
classifying details as a reaction to Nazi regime manipulation of European

prehistory; then the danger of complicity which could originate from one’s effort of
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being objective without comprehending the political context they produce
archaeological knowledge in, for example how some scholars supported the U.S.
troops in lraq in 2003, how the Western world took interest in and widely
condemned the 2003 looting of the Baghdad Museum but ignored the lootings and
burnings of other Iraqi libraries and archives such as the Koranic Library since
these were not associated with Mesopotamian early cultures, therefore not
associated with the foundations of Western civilization; the final danger is
unexamined prejudice, producing knowledge without critically exploring the
political nature of this knowledge would keep archaeological interpretations stuck

in static ideologies.”

McGuire points to feminist archaeology as an example for critical examination of
archaeological knowledge production, as long as gender is ignored in research, the
assumption leads to men as social agents; and feminist archaeologist accomplished
in gendering the past not by removing bias but, instead, by exploring the politics of
gender in archaeological interpretation.”® Regarding contemporary research,
Engelstad argues that feminism is continuously being pushed away further from
gender archaeology, feminist critique has turned into a cosmetic touch to traditional
archaeology as yet another sub-discipline, a constricted field of study; decades after
the first feminist inputs into archaeological interpretations and the start of a much
needed progress, it is today still a process of adding women and in some cases
children to our envision of past societies without the theoretical momentum it had at
the beginning and the reason might lie in the fact that archaeology as an institution,

still rewards androcentrism in many ways.°

As Conkey and Gero put it, one needs to “look™ for women in order to find them in
archaeological contexts and when done so, women appear in a very wide range of

past human activities such as cave art, animal husbandry, organizing quarrying and
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tool making, practicing burial rituals, and even being buried in high elite graves
themselves.8! Adding human faces to past households and imagining the hopes,
fears, wishes, the age behind those faces, could be possible through archaeological
modelling and gathering information on gender relations within the households,
Tringham suggests; pointing to anthropological, ethnographic and historical
literature while hinting at their rich content of varying gender relations, domestic
labour in household production and the social and political power women and
families have besides the physical reproduction.®? Studying domestic architecture
and household organization with a feminist perspective, as a base for microscale
archaeology of social relations and production could be the key to engender the past

and reflect on human transformation.®

1.7 Household archaeology as Applied Research

Before pointing out to limitations to applied research, Rainville starts with building
her work on two hypotheses; firstly, individuals of all classes and their daily lives
are essential to understand larger social, economic and political processes, and
secondly built spaces are both hosts and contributors regarding the construction and
transportation of culture and ideas.®* She then moves on to listing practical, on-site
obstacles that prevent researchers from entirely exploring domestic contexts,
starting with the basics; domestic spaces can be difficult to pinpoint since we are
looking for particular artefacts like cooking ware and hearths to define such spaces
and the remains of domestic activities are often disturbed and/or disposed away
from the actual activity location, it is expensive to fully uncover structures on large
scales, it is also more difficult than it is thought to explain material and behavioural
analyses of domestic spaces.® Ozbal claims that there is still a gap between theory

and practice when studying households; there is great potential and a range of
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possibilities however in practice, households are not easy to identify, isolate and
analyse scientifically due to their flexibility of both structural and spatial

organization.®®

Matthews contributes to this list by pointing out to the need to recognize the
presence of an upper story and/or a flat roof and thus the possibility of some activity
traces being stuck in collapsed debris, the modifications structures go through
within their life span, identification of individual spaces/rooms/divisions and the
poor preservation of some building materials such as wood and reed.®” Ozbal adds
some more limitations that are specific to Near Eastern and Anatolian archaeology
by arguing that especially prehistoric societies in these regions frequently lack
public structures such as temples, palaces and this does not necessarily mean that
domestic quarters are being exposed in large scales and she also indicates the
overall difficulty of identifying individual households in these regions since
residential structures are usually packed together and settlements tend to grow

organically.®®

Besides being lived in, houses are also maintained; swept, cleaned, rebuilt,
renovated, modified; domestic spaces can be multifunctional and used for a set of
different activities during the day and/or depending on the season, during lifetimes;
domestic activities can be performed both indoors and outdoors, even on streets and
roofs. While some activities leave tangible traces behind such as tool making and
butchering, others like washing, sewing, the actual cooking do not. Rainville
stresses the importance of widening the field of household archaeology with
relevant research strategies to involve this multidimensional nature of the human

experiences in households, giving the example of our assumed division between
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public and private spaces and how public is linked to men and domestic/private to

women after years of feminist input to archaeology.®®

What Rainville suggests as a broader strategy to explore houses is a combination of
architectural approach, activity area analysis supported with ethnoarchaeology,
ethnohistory if applicable, and microarchaeological techniques but she also
underlines that ethnoarchaeology works better if it is used to explore life cycles and
abandonment of buildings and settlements and technologies still in use; textual
evidence can misrepresent or represent only a certain class of the society; and
regarding architectural/spatial analyses, very few features were permanent in
domestic spaces, even fewer are found in situ, a very small number of activities are
performed in restricted areas.®® Matthews draws attention to spatial distribution and
deposition of artefacts as well by emphasizing that those very few in situ objects are
often associated with isolated events, clutter refuse or with the time of
abandonment/post-abandonment. !

Besides these above-mentioned limitations to practical approach to household
studies, Burgaz presents a challenging case for use of space studies considering the
overall cleanliness of the settlement in terms of organic and inorganic refuse; the
partial slow abandonment and the following partial use of the settlement makes it
difficult to explore the social reproduction, architectural trends and the extent of
individual households. The nature of Burgaz households seem to be flexible at best,
both structurally and spatially, as the physical spaces often lack permanent and/or in
situ features, this state of material evidence complicates the identification of activity
spaces as well. To be able to isolate and analyse households as units of economic
and social production depends on the level of preservation, the nature of
abandonment of the settlement, as well as how the structures were re-organized and

re-used during the settlement’s lifetime.

8 Rainville 2012, 142
9 Rainville 2012, 143-5
91 Matthews W. 2012, 184
31



Even in cases that are not as extremely clean as Burgaz, research design aiming at
household analysis is supposed to cover entire architectural complexes including
refuse deposit areas and seemingly clean areas too. When special studies such as
microartefact analysis or chemical analysis of the soils are not part of the main
excavation research design but rather embedded to it later on as side projects, those
studies focusing on particular issues usually are dependent on the main excavation
plan and do not have much say on it. In these cases of embedded research, it could
also be quite problematic to apply analysis to older data. The wide horizontal
exposure of domestic levels, the amount of the excavated areas, whether those areas
were excavated fully or not are all factors relying on the budget, schedule and

research design of the excavation project.
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CHAPTER 2

CLASSICAL HOUSEHOLDS

2.1. History of Greek Household Research

“Left to his own resources man always begins again in the Greek way —a few goats
or sheep, a rude hut, a patch of crops, a clump of olive trees, a running stream, a
flute.” Henry Miller; The Colossus of Maroussi, London, 1945, 164.

The research focus in Classical archaeology from the early years on has been on
public structures and funerary sites, as well as revealing architectural layouts of
cities through extensive excavation and providing detailed descriptions of
architecture but not exactly on reconstructing contexts or interpreting what daily life
might have been like in those cities. Classical archaeologists are often criticized for
neglecting to include the entirety of artefact assemblages into their interpretations
when it comes to publishing excavation results. This is even more so regarding
domestic contexts; domestic architecture and artefact assemblages from those
structures, if they were studied at all, were kept as isolated units and studied solely
for categorical and typological purposes. The reconstruction of daily lives was left
for scholars working with textual material which in fact represents a limited portion
of these past lives and provides a very narrow perspective without the actual

archaeological evidence.
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It was not until Processual archaeology emerged with its discussions towards
exploring social and economic nature of past societies that Classical archaeologists
too started to realize the data and the material evidence they have in their hands can
be used to generate a wider range of questions, to look into social and economic
relations of the ancient world, compare geographical regions and evaluate long-term
change in these societies. At the same time, this enlightenment highlighted the long-
time neglect of domestic contexts in Classical archaeology.®? As Allison argues, to
study architectural remains alone may lead to an understanding of cultural patterns
of space but it does not necessarily provide an understanding of the experience of

people who built the structures or the behaviour of those who lived in them.%

Architectural descriptions in these cases usually consists of floor plans, windows,
building materials, decorations only. It is quite a two-dimensional perception of
lived-in spaces. Moreover, accepting architecture as the sole factor determining
household behaviour seriously weakens the inhabitants and their activities as actors
in structuring these buildings as social spaces. Reconstructing households should
not be limited to the architecture or archaeology of individual structures since
multiple households could occupy one structure or one household could spread their
daily lives on multiple structures; household is more than often not an
architecturally dominated phenomenon. In addition, a household and a family are
not necessarily the same thing in every case, who lives under one roof might change

over time and according to that particular house’s social and economic context.®

The lack of detailed artefactual evidence from domestic contexts was pointed out
often in late 1990s and early 2000s, along with the criticism that there were no
models for artefact deposition processes.*® Ceramics, for instance, are traditionally a

widely studied find group in Classical archaeology, however information about
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their consumption and discard is very scarce. How they were treated and used in
households in terms of use-life, recycling, composition of assemblages, form and
function comes mostly from ethnographic studies, not archaeological. Assemblages
including ceramics, when they got the chance to be published in detail, were still
mostly used for dating and phasing architecture or occupation. They lacked
contextual information, making reconstruction of patterns of use within households
impossible. Ault and Nevett give several examples where architecture and
assemblages were recorded as isolated, studied only in terms of form and dating

purposes, Delos and Athenian Agora excavations being two of these examples.®®

Excavations at Delos have started in late 19" century with the main focus on
architecture, a large number of well-preserved houses have been recovered, some of
those were among the first Greek houses to have been excavated. However, the
findings from these houses were not fully published since the excavators had little
interest in reconstructing daily life and the nature of the city using these houses with
their artefact assemblages. Publications of 1970s-1980s excavations at Agora in
Athens are in a similar fashion. From the several dozen houses that have been found
in and around the city center, architectural details of very few were published.
Large numbers of everyday use pottery lack contextual information, assemblages of
more than a hundred wells dating from the Classical period to the 4" century were
not published, even though many of them are associated with domestic structures.
Ault and Nevett argue that there was no platform created to ask and answer
questions related to social structure and relationships, no space for interpretations,

these houses are now “empty shells”.%’

A way to tackle this problem might be slow paced excavation with gradual
publication, as it is the case at Halos and Thorikos, both with small number of
excavated houses but detailed artefact assemblage publications. A pitfall of this
could emerge as the difficulty to generate patterns of household organization and

9% Ault and Nevett 1999, 44-46
97 Ault and Nevett 1999, 44, 46
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behaviour since the number of excavated houses are not that large. Halieis, a small
Archaic to early Hellenistic polis excavated in 1960s and 1970s is shown as an
example and a solution with its well documented domestic assemblages.®® However,
it needs to be noted here that the total number of excavated houses at Halieis are 11,
only two of them are completely excavated and studied in detail with the entire

assemblages regarding spatial use and activity areas.

Nevett underlines the benefits of using texts and inscriptions together with the
whole archaeological domestic package in terms of understanding relationships
between family members, however she states textual studies hardly ever overlap
with archaeological evidence and these texts were usually written by elite, male
members of the society reflecting their restricted perspective.®® Allison includes
pictorial and ethnographic material along with textual material and claims that these
have the tendency to manifest the world view of their creators, not entirely
representing the world views of those being depicted.*® However, as she accurately
states that archaeologists do not excavate households but material remains of houses
and that household is actually an ethnographic aspect, ethnography is fundamental
to the study of past households; as long as it is used as a signifier of complex,
diverse and changing household behaviour rather than a prescriber of domestic life

loaded with one’s own domestic experience and bias.1%!

Cahill discusses textual sources in connection with household organization, using
the part in Xenophon’s Economics where the “ideal gentlemen” Ischomachos
describes his house.'® In this idealized house, facing south for winter sun and
summer shade, spaces are assigned functions according to their physical qualities
such as how secure, dry, warm and/or well-lit they are; the bedroom is the safest

place, therefore accommodates the most valuable bedding and furniture while dry
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rooms are for grain storage, cool rooms were for wine, bright rooms are to store
products and utensils that need light. Another division is between male and female
spaces, Ischomachos gives two reasons for this gendered division; one is that
nothing would be removed from these spaces that should not be removed and the
second reason is to keep slaves from breeding without permission since when bad
slaves breed, they become more problematic. Then the contents of the rooms are
sorted out according to the gender of the user, what purpose it will be used for and
on what occasion; things used for sacrifices, male and female clothing for different
occasions, beddings for male and female quarters, weapons, tools for spinning, tools
for bread making, tools for other food making, kneading utensils, dining utensils
and bathing utensils get arranged within the rooms. Finally, all are divided into two
sets, the ones for daily use and the ones to be used only for feasts; things that would
be consumed in a month are set aside, things that would last a year are stored
separately. Everyday use tools for baking, cooking, spinning are handed over to
slaves. However, in practice, ancient Greek houses were not this meticulously
organized, spaces did not have a single function, most of the times one space was

used for multiple purposes.

Roman author and architect Vitruvius is a valuable source regarding the interior
organization of Greek houses, he also gifted Classical archaeology with the four
type-houses of ancient Greek world that are still widely referred to by researchers
while also widely criticized as being too limiting and exclusive. Baring in mind that
Vitruvius had lived and produced work about 300 years later than the Greek houses
were lived in and his “Greek house” appears as one belonging to upper classes, he
describes a narrow front door into the house, stables on one side and the
doorkeepers’ room on the other, the entrance then leads to the colonnaded
peristyle.2% (Figure 1) On the south facing side of the peristyle courtyard there are
two antae carrying an architrave, the space between the antae is called ether pastas
or prostas Vitruvius cites from authors before him. The bedroom, thalamos, is to

the right or left of the prostas, the inner sides of the house are female quarters called

103 Vitruvius 1914, 186
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gynaikonitis where women sit and spin wool; in this part of the house, around the
colonnaded courtyard there are everyday dining rooms, chambers and rooms for the
slaves. Vitruvius then describes more luxurious houses with multiple peristyle
courtyards in which the large, square, southern rooms are for men’s dinner parties;

four sets of dining couches can be placed in these rooms, the andronitis, women of

the house are not present for the parties.%
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Figure 1: Vitruvius’ Greek house. (Vitruvius 1914, 186; translated by M.H.
Morgan)

Nevett explains that Greek and Roman household research has been mostly
focusing on the organization, use and social dynamics of households while
archaeological studies have aimed to define the physical layout and decorations of
houses as architectural structures.’®® She argues that in cases when a house is

studied as a lived-in space, the emphasis and the related archaeological debate have
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been on explaining how the arrangement of rooms, the distribution of artefacts and
decoration may have been originally planned to support certain kinds of social
relationships, such as female space being separated from male gaze in Classical

Greek domestic contexts.

Hoepfner and Schwandner’s Haus und Stadt im klassischen Griechenland, first
published in 1986, is seen as one of the most important contributions to ancient
Greek urban studies. Their theory of isonomia as the primary principle in polis
organization and the strict four type-houses they defined for the entire Greek world
influenced by Vitruvius have since been criticized by others, however the detailed
documentation of several sites together in one volume makes the book a valuable
source. The type-houses in relation with case studies from the ancient Greek world

will be further discussed in this chapter.

2.2. What Makes an Oikos?

Oikos is a Greek term defining the physical structure as well as the household
members occupying it; a typical Classical period oikos consists of one nuclear
family with children and possibly slaves, living in a distinct hierarchy regarding
gender, status and residency. Though it has been recently discussed whether oikos
could be a more complex unit that contained larger families with grandparents,
aunts/uncles and so on, as well as non-family members and was perhaps stretched

out beyond one single house structure.®

Besides nuclear families and extended families, what other types of residential
compositions one can expect from households in Classical Antiquity? With new

research, the answer might be more diverse than it used to be; since housefuls
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(individuals not necessarily related to each other such as friends, servants, etc.)
during Imperial Rome, house compounds and long-house communities (a village
community living in one long-house) during Early Iron Age Greece have been
proposed by scholars, there is possibility that at least some Greek households could

have been more diverse than we acknowledge them to be.1%’

Cultural factors mainly determine the way domestic activities are organized and
how and to what extent every individual household member would participate in
these activities, as well as shaping the nature of how certain social groups based on
gender, age and social status should interact; in other words, daily life in households
with its entire monotony in fact designs relationships, social structure and
customs.'% Accordingly, households reflect the broader social and cultural settings
they are embedded into; how societies identify themselves and how they change
through time, what brings people together and what sets them apart in terms of

politics, social norms and economic dynamics.

In this regard, it might be useful start with the broader settings by discussing Greek
cities and society in chronological context briefly. In Iron Age Greece, two types of
settlements are recognized; disorganized village plan with dispersed single room
family houses, in some cases a faintly more complex chieftain house is present as
well and a more townlike layout where unplanned hamlets were closely clustered
with their own cemeteries and chiefs, indicating a chieftain-centered competitive
oligarchy.'® The period between 800-500 BC was marked by the explosion of city-
states in the Aegean. A typical polis was inhabited by 2000 to 4000 citizens, they
were core collective communities as urban hubs, surrounded by dependent villages

and farmsteads spread out to small territories.*
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Archaic period witnessed a decrease in the power of the aristocratic ruling class in
favour of the middle class, even in favour of the free peasant class in a lesser extent;
by Classical period, possibly half of the poleis had been living in a ‘moderate
democracy’.*! These socio-political changes can be traced in domestic architecture
and town planning of these poleis; starting with late Geometric-Early Archaic, there
is an increase of room numbers, outside working areas are enclosed, an overall
elaboration and focus pointing out to more private family residences as multi-
roomed complexes around a courtyard with a certain importance attached to

them. 112

In Classical period, towns had two alternatives to grow; first was to evolve
organically from their old core and/or fill the gaps in their clusters like Athens did -
excluding its public spaces because those were planned- or like Olynthos, they were
planned from scratch. For the organically grown old towns, there is little evidence
for domestic houses, most of what we know are derived from textual sources which
suggest a possible decline of large elite houses and a simplification of external and
internal house displays. The limited number of houses that were excavated include
smaller and larger versions of the typical 200-300 m? multi-roomed courtyard
house, possibly reflecting the wealth of their inhabitants. These are suggested to
have been designed for a nuclear family with their one or two slaves, providing
privacy when the front door is shut, access to the multiple rooms is from the closed
courtyard where work and socialization take place. Olynthus is the widest known
example of newly planned settlements with its symmetrical, uniform house blocks

which are interpreted as reflecting isonomia. 13

However, according to inscriptions and texts, house values in Olynthos varied based
on their location and even though secluded within the houses, luxury furnishings,

wall paintings and metal tableware allowed Classical families to flaunt and add
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value to their estate; besides, different economies were dominant at houses with
very similar plans according to artefact assemblage studies. Cahill agrees that there
is in fact no “type-house” at Olynthos, although the houses do have common
features and some houses maintain the standard plan, other houses were remodelled,
modified and rebuilt, sometimes extensively. Even the houses that kept the standard
plan, there is substantial variation in the number and size of the rooms, features and

installations, wall and floor decorations.'*

By the end of the Classical period, with community politics losing its impact,
wealthy citizens in cities were back at building elaborate, prestigious houses.
Following Hellenistic period brought the decline of autonomous city-states and
citizen equality which manifested itself in urban public and private spaces as well,
in the shape of absolute power displays of the rich and elite. Agora was full of new
monuments, political activity slowly but steadily moved to large palace complexes
with series of enormous reception rooms providing space for power display and
negotiation, private houses -now slightly more public in form- were inspired by
these elite palaces in size, plan and decoration. Hellenistic period was a time for
middle and upper class to network with the new powerful elite class, to improve
familial status socially and as well as economically; as a result, the traditionally
private courtyard was reinvented as a display court with usually decorated reception
rooms, peristyles complemented by fountains and statues, all these to be much
easier accessed after one has entered the house from the street. 11°

In this sense, our perception of what was public and what was private in ancient
Greece has lately become a widely discussed topic. This spatial distinction mostly
stems from our modern, quite recent and mostly western definition; besides its
problematic and rather static application to ancient societies, the concept of privacy
is not a universal one. Nevett suggests exploring domestic contexts as single

systems in which a set of activities are appropriate at that particular time and place;
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not every activity that took place in an ancient household would also take place in a
modern house today, for instance the common practices of spinning and weaving at
Greek and Roman households will not really fit into what we perceive today as the
private house context, neither will storing crops and producing olive oil, wine, flour
or small scale manufacturing of pottery. The boundaries of living together as a
community shifts and changes through time too, Nevett points out to the noise and
smells these types of production and manufacturing can cause and how it would be

unacceptable in a modern western neighbourhood.*®

As for social identities in a household, the roles and the importance appointed to
them seem to be changing through time periods, and dependent on the geography,
as well as the socio-economic status of a particular household. Gender relations and
separation between the guests and the household members appear as a main design

concern in Classical Greece.'’

If we return to textual sources, as many scholars did to discuss gendered spaces in
Classical households, we find ourselves again in a highly idealized place where
women were strictly placed in female quarters, gynaikonitis, and kept secluded from
the outside world. Cahill pulls out incidents that ended up in courts involving
women, where the male defendants describe their living conditions in order to
explain themselves. A speech by Lysias from early 4™ century, tells about a citizen
man breaking into women’s rooms at another citizen’s house to abduct a slave,
highlighting how the privacy of home was breached by an uninvited stranger at
night and how the women of the house are so modest that they are even ashamed to

be seen by their male relatives not to mention a stranger.1!8
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Another speech of Lysias, On the Murder of Eratosthenes, involves an alleged
adultery, a wife cheating on her husband. The husband who has killed the man his
wife was having an affair with, starts defending himself by describing his house; it
is a two-storey house, both equal in size, the upper storey is occupied by female
household members while the ground storey is the men’s quarters. However, after
the couple had a baby, to be able to wash the baby regularly and to avoid the stairs
each time she wants to do so, the wife together with the entire female squad, moved

downstairs. Men’s quarters were moved to the upper storey.!°

Cahill argues that these accounts at least point to the fact that seclusion of women
was publicly recognized but also that andrones and gynaikonitis were not strictly
located within the house, their locations could be switched to fit the needs of the
household members. Even though it does not prove that andrones and gynaikonitis
were used by men and women respectively, there are also records showing these
two spaces could be rented out separately, implying that these might not have been
used to define use or function but used as terms for specific parts of the house.*?® To
identify gynaikonitis architecturally has been a long-time effort, suggestions for its
location includes kitchen and surrounding rooms —“the kitchen-complex” that
Cahill proposes for Olynthos-, the far back rooms or the larger living rooms.
However, an opposing opinion is shared by many scholars; keeping the possibility
of upper storeys as candidates for gynaikonitis -an assumption almost solely based
on the adultery case mentioned above- and architecturally as well as assemblage-
wise identifiable andrones aside, Greek houses do not reflect a strict division
according to gender, neither archaeologically nor if the assemblages are

considered.'?!

It has been debated that the women being secluded from outside world and spatially

restricted in their homes in Classical period was something only the wealthy elite
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could afford; without the means to own slaves, the poor would need all the
productive members to be active to support the household. Triimper argues that men
still must have had firm control over women which affected the domestic space
organization considerably resulting in shaping the Greek society as well, based on
the contrasts between female and male, inside and outside, private and public.*??
Cahill on the other hand, while acknowledging the general tendency of pairing
seclusion of women with upper classes, points out to the evidence from Olynthos,
where more elaborately built houses have open plans but the more modest houses
have rooms with restricted access.!?®> More recent perspectives about gendered
domestic spaces discuss the possibility that to restrict contact with outsiders,
domestic activities could have been scheduled within the house, rather than strictly
enforced.'?* During Hellenistic period, although nuclear families were still more
common, oikoi saw modifications in terms of structure and there were alternative
household organizations; displays of social status became essential and women
entered the public sphere as benefactors and property owners.!? This significant
social transformation affected how domestic spaces and daily life were organized as

well.

2.3. Spatial Organization of Greek Households

Plotting domestic behaviour patterns spatially is a rather difficult task considering
these ancient houses are mostly empty and partly preserved today, as well as
lacking the structural separations according to function that we are accustomed to in
our daily lives. It seems that even in one-room houses, the interior —quite possibly
the surrounding open spaces too- is divided into activity areas, meaning particular
domestic activities were carried out in particular and designated places regardless of

the presence of dividing walls. Separate rooms for activities like eating, sleeping,
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caring for a baby, studying and so on are again related with modern western living,
therefore it is only natural that ancient lived-in spaces were organized alternatively

just like how some non-western modern societies organize their living spaces.?

Another aspect affecting ancient spatial organization is environmental factors.
When modern technological means are not available, design and organization have
to be adjusted to make use of the sun for lighting and heating/cooling purposes.
There are Greek and Roman texts mentioning living spaces of a house facing south
to get the warmth of winter sun, as well as spaces being flexible in terms of function
which probably was also a climatic outcome.'?” While it was more comfortable to,
for example, spin and weave in a closed space by the fire during winter, during
summer months outside spaces or an open courtyard would have provided a cooler

working environment.

The pastas type house design with rooms located around a usually open courtyard,
iIs a common preference in Classical Greece; varieties of pastas houses are also
widespread in the ancient Mediterranean. The difference between a pastas house
and a prostas house could be considered trivial regarding spatial use and function,
in both cases the mentioned space is a portico, usually with columns, acting as a
separator between the courtyard and the rooms behind. (Figures 2 and 4) A peristyle
house on the other hand, has a distinctively large and mostly central continuous
courtyard formed by a colonnade. (Figure 5) Herdraumhaus plan had been
commonly practiced in northwestern Greece and varieties of it can be found in
Crete too; instead of a portico, this plan is characterized by a large internal space
with usually a central hearth. (Figure 3)

It needs to be quickly mentioned here once more that there has been comments
regarding the architectural typology of Greek houses, claiming the four type-houses

126 Nevett 2010, 18
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(prostas, pastas, peristyle, Herdraumhaus) are mostly drawn according to the
descriptions of the Roman architect Vitruvius who has lived about 300 years after
the Greek houses were constructed and lived in, a particular type-house could be the
dominant type found during excavations but it would be not exactly a representative
of the entire site or of every single house found anywhere falling into that type;

sticking to this terminology strictly could be misleading and limiting.?®
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Figure 2: House A vii 4 in Olynthos, 4" century BC pastas plan. (Cahill 2002, 76)
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Figure 3: House 1 in Ammotopos, northwestern Greece; 4" century Herdraum plan.
(Nevett 1999, 25)
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Figure 5: Maison de la colline in Delos, peristyle plan. (Nevett 1999, 24)

With that criticism in mind, lets discuss daily tasks and spatial organization of
ancient Greek domestic spaces. According to texts, men were usually not at home
but important male activities such as reception, symposium and entertaining guests
were taking place at home; other daily domestic activities that could be traced in
texts revolve around washing, storing, processing/producing, consuming of food
and textiles, nurturing children and practising domestic cult.!?® Nevertheless, it
should be kept in mind that these texts do not involve the fringes of Greek societies,

neither socially nor geographically.
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Andron, the male space of the house, is often used to describe living quarters of the
men of the household, as well as the space where the symposium was held.
Symposium is a formal yet intimate dining event with friends, acquaintances invited
in for food, drinks, socializing and sometimes with the less familiar, lower-class
men and women to provide the entertainment such as flute girls, prostitutes; perhaps
it was also a setting for the host to display his taste and wealth. Symposium could be
considered as a slightly public event too, since they were known to not be tame and
quiet occasions, some andrones have windows opening to the street allowing
perhaps the neighbours, by passers and any curious parties outside the house catch a

glimpse.!3°

Andrones are usually easier to identify based on architectural features; a square
plan, cement or mosaic floors with raised borders around the edge of the room for
dining couches, painted walls, drains leading out towards the street. Naturally, not
each and every andron fits this ideal description fully, however the artefact
assemblages most of the time consists of particular drinking and serving wares;
especially characteristic are kraters to mix drinks, then cups, jugs, ladles for serving
and drinking, lamps, eating utensils, as well as special occasion wares like black-
figure and red-figure pottery. There are of course houses without andrones but with
assemblages including the above-mentioned symposium-special vessels or andrones

that were completely empty of any artefacts when excavated.

Courtyards serve as navigation features for the surrounding rooms as well as
providing light for the closed off rooms of the Classical houses and providing a
well-lit workplace for daily household activities likewise since most houses have
either no windows facing outside or very small ones high up towards the ceiling.
Almost all courtyards in ancient Greek houses bare evidence of intensive daily
work. Households usually produced their own cloths for their own use and weaving

is traditionally a task attached to women, free women of the house and female
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slaves as well. Unlike most of the food processing equipment, weaving tools, a
vertical loom and terracotta loomweights, once set up are not easy to move around
in the house. Ancient texts mention different rooms assigned for this activity
including an upper chamber, the innermost room and an open room on the ground

floor.

Evidence for food preparation, especially processing raw grain since cereals were
widely consumed by ancient Greeks, includes grindstones, mortars, kneading
utensils. Being heavy and not easy to move around, stone utensils are usually found
in situ where they had been used; less expensive versions of the same food
preparation equipment were made of wood and terracotta, moved around as the
work spaces rotated within the houses. These were possibly stored like the other
mobile household utensils, in most archaeological cases, food related objects
including cooking equipment were not permanently fixed to their places. In this
sense, kitchens are difficult to locate; like other daily work activities, food
preparation and cooking also seem to have carried out in multiple locations, in
rotation. As for storing food supplies, in theory according to texts, a Greek
household would plan to store a year’s supply, however in practice many
households do not seem to have that kind of set up.®*! These daily activities and
corresponding spaces are designated as female spaces, gynaikonitis, however
archaeologically the gendered division is not evident in any of the excavated houses
since most spaces in houses appear as functioned for multiple purposes.

Oikos, the primary living room, is often assigned to the largest room of the house
where household members are thought to come together, do some work and spend
time together. Archaeological evidence shows that the oikos is not always the
largest room and was very likely a more busy and untidy space with in situ fires in
some cases and usually with large artefact assemblages pointing at activities

ranging from food preparation/cooking to small scale tool production.
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Similar to work spaces, wet spaces do not have a fixed location in houses and not
easy to pinpoint unless there is fixed equipment as stone basins and/or water
resistant mortar floors. Thalamos, sleeping space, is another challenge since it is
difficult to track down based on material evidence, any “empty” room could have
been a sleeping space. Domestic cult on the other hand, can be proved with regard
to altars and figurines usually recovered in courtyards and sometimes in separate
rooms. However, not every site and not every house has evidence for practising

religion.

Olynthos is proper example to further discuss spatial organization and daily
activities in Classical households since it is one of the few sites that is excavated
relatively in extensive fashion and published regarding spatial organization of its
households and with attached discussions of social and economic aspects of life in
the city; additionally, Olynthian houses with their plan, design, chronology and
level of preservation make them stand out as comparison material for not so well

preserved but mostly contemporary Burgaz houses.

A typical Olynthos house plot is more or less square, the house is divided into two
almost equal parts in an east-west axis, then the northern part further into two
sections with a second axis. The courtyard is frequently in the southern half, pastas
and the main rooms in the northern half of the house, a design choice that Cahill
discusses with reference to Xenophon’s explanation of pleasant living arrangements
where he argues that a south aspect to house could provide coolness in summer and
warmth in winter; in addition, this south orientation could also be proceeding from
administrative decisions of locating cities towards the cleansing winds of the

south.®?
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A long pastas with pillars to support its roof that runs alongside the above
mentioned east-west axis, together with the courtyard act as two main elements
linking the rooms to each other, moderating daily activities and social life within the
household. The rooms, located around the courtyard and pastas, seem to have no
hierarchy; there are very few rooms on the ground floor with relatively restricted

access.'®

Regarding use of space, Olynthians, probably like other ancient households, appear
to go beyond what was architecturally defined and use their spaces in a flexible
fashion; according to artefact assemblages recovered from rooms and their
distributions, cooking was not always limited to the kitchen space, courtyard and
pastas was used for several different activities. Seasons and weather conditions

were probably another factor affecting this flexible use of space.*®*

Cahill defines the kitchen space and a group of adjacent rooms as “the Kitchen-
complex”. Roughly the same arrangement, one large room with a fire installation
and smaller adjacent rooms, is called “Dreiraumgruppe” or an oikos by other
scholars, whereas Cahill argues that this kitchen organization is peculiar to
Olynthos since the pillar partition or the evidence of cooking in the flue are yet to
be recovered at other Greek sites. Kitchen-complexes were located in 44 houses at
Olynthos, they differ in size and are not always consist of the same features such as
the pillar partition that separates the flue from the main kitchen space or an adjacent
bathroom but almost all are modest spaces regarding decoration.3® There is a great
variation in terms of artefact assemblages recovered in these kitchen-complexes,
however, it is suggested that there are still patterns to aid defining use of space.
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16 of the above mentioned 44 kitchen-complexes have evidence of fire in their
flues, sometimes accompanied by cooking utensils, bones or other food remains;
flues, where the fire was possibly built immediately on the floor, are interpreted as
primary cooking locations in some houses. Table wares or amphorae found in some
of the flues might point to a possibility that these were stored here to use while
cooking. The main room of the kitchen-complex has a built-in hearth in some cases,
these hearths bare no evidence for cooking but contain pure ash, only one house had
cooking utensils in the main kitchen room. It is suggested that these hearts were

used for heating purposes.*3®

The main kitchen room is usually one of the largest rooms of the house, except for a
few kitchens excavated at Olynthos that had a stone mortar or some cupboards,
these spaces had no permanent features nor bare decoration characteristics of a
dining/reception room. As food-related activities are associated with the women of
the house and female slaves, the expectation is to find other artefacts hinting at
female tasks such as loomweights for weaving and grinding tools for food
preparation, however this is not the case in Olynthos kitchens either; out of the 44
kitchen-complexes, only one has evidence for weaving and one other has
grindstones, suggesting that the female workspace had to be located elsewhere in

the houses.t?’

Despite the main kitchen rooms’ lack of corresponding artefact assemblages and
their overall “emptiness”, with referral to the evidence of fire and cooking in the
adjacent rooms/spaces, Cahill defines the kitchen-complex as the primary female
activity space.’®® He further explains that out of the 44 excavated Kitchen-
complexes, 32 of them were located on the side of the house which did not face the
street; even though there is no evidence for locks, fixed doors or any architectural

restrictions, the location of the kitchen-complex far from the entrance of the house
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should be a deliberate design aiming at privacy.™® Canhill justifies the artefactual
issues with seasonality. Since the city was destroyed by Philip in late summer, the
artefact distribution that does not fit with the architectural definitions and the
“empty” kitchens must be reflecting the summer settings in Olynthos houses;
instead of the kitchens with the cooking fire burning in nearby flues, the pastas and
the courtyard would have provide more air and better light to do daily household
tasks in warm summer days, a theory that correlates with the denser artefact
accumulations in these open areas as well as the fact that the flue as a cooking space
being easily accessed from the courtyard or pastas but not necessarily from the
kitchen,140

Grindstones at Olynthos are recovered mostly in open spaces and in some cases in
rooms adjacent to the courtyard, it is difficult to tell for certain whether they were
just stored in these rooms or they were also used there. Grindstones were usually
found together with other artefacts implying tasks as weaving, dough kneading,
making it possible to identify these spaces as working spaces. Stone mortars and
stone kneading troughs are very rare in houses except from one house that appears
to have a bakery, most likely because these were expensive objects, their wooden or
terracotta versions were found mostly in architecturally unspecialized rooms and
never in association with grindstones. Louters were recovered together with
grinding tools in a number of houses, usually in open or semi-open spaces; louters
are multi-purpose objects, the range of activities that could be attached to them
includes washing, ritual use if found in context with ritual objects like portable

altars, kneading dough or other kinds of food processing.4!

In any site, archaeological evidence for weaving almost fully consists of terracotta
loomweights since the wooden looms do not survive, with careful consideration of

how many loomweights as a group and in which setting could be representative of
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an actual loom in situ, it seems any space that is not an andron, a flue, a bathroom
or an entrance was used as the weaving space in Olynthos houses. 25% of these
spaces are open spaces, the rest are closed or semi-closed spaces adjacent to a light
source or the courtyard/pastas. Cahill explains this spatial preference arguing that
closed spaces might have been safer to protect unfinished work and more
predictable regarding weather conditions, cooler in summer and easier to heat in
winter. Furthermore, he adds that these weaving spaces does not seem to be
organized with privacy or seclusion in mind, some are quite close to the entrances

of the houses.*?

Andrones were completely empty of any artefacts when excavated at Olynthos, very
possibly a result of how the city was abandoned or as Cahill claims, symposium
ware at Olynthos was made of metal and everything was either taken away by the

fleeing Olynthians or looted by Philip’s army.*

Olynthos is subject to a recent archaeological pilot project with the aim of trying to
reconstruct patterns of household activities by using new methods and techniques
accompanying the traditional study of architecture and artefact distribution analysis.
As part of this aim, House B ix 6 on the North Hill of Olynthos has been selected as
a representative of a typical Olynthian house with its features detected in

geophysical survey and fully excavated.

Architectural evidence revealed that the house was organized around a cobble-
paved courtyard, a pastas in the northern side and a series of rooms behind, a room
on the left side of the entrance fits the previous descriptions of andron location and
dimension-wise even though it does not have a cement or mosaic floor but does
have ashlar walls facing the street, an L-shaped space was revealed on the right side
of the entrance which might have had a roof but was not separated from the
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courtyard by walls. This L-shaped space, although not preserved as well as the rest
of the house, contained 51 loom weights. The large space on the far north of the
house, on the left corner, is considered first to be a kitchen, then the main living
space since the small structure made of terracotta panels at the centre of this space
had no traces of burning, no ash or charcoal was visible that could be linked to it.
Multi-element soil analysis of this structure is undergoing, to be able to discuss its

function.1

According to preliminary observations regarding artefact distributions, pottery is the
largest group found in House B ix 6, followed by loom weights, iron and bronze
nails, and coins. The terracotta structure in the proposed main living space, even if
it was not used for heating/cooking purposes, still could have had a similar function
since a range of food-related ceramics were found around it. Another group of
ceramics are red figure lekanis lids that were found together with bowl fragments,
distributed across four different rooms on the northern part of the house, possibly

fallen from the upper storey rooms.#

26 soil samples collected from a part of the pastas and from the corner of a room
with direct access to pastas were subject to phytolith and starch extraction,
geochemical multi-element analysis and spot tests. Starch was present in five of the
26 samples, almost all from the room whereas phytolith preservation was extremely
poor, no morphotypes were identified. Geochemical analyses resulted in minimal
differences between the room and the pastas; sodium was below detection limit in
almost all samples; however, strontium concentration was higher in the room than it
was in the pastas, suggesting preparation of foods rich in strontium such as dairy
products, leafy greens but excluding legumes and sea salt since these two are rich in
sodium as well. The team argues that spot tests might indicate different activity
areas considering there is variety in the results, samples from the pastas are richer

in fatty acids, protein residues or phosphates, however the sampled area is too small
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to generate activity distributions at household level.**® A preliminary observation
based on micro-debris studies and faunal analysis suggests that pastas and flue were
mostly used for food preparation, a range of meat was processed and consumed at

the house.4’

As for archaeobotanical evidence, the team selected a representative assemblage
from trench TT23 to discuss environmental conditions and subsistence economies.
The assemblage roughly consists of three groups; crops as cereals and pulses, fruits
dominated by olive stones but also figs and grapes, and wild or weed taxa as small
grasses and small legumes probably as parts of dung fuel. While some of these wild
species indicate dry environments, some represent moister territory. The olive
stones are found associated with pine nuts and sesame seeds, the latter two have not

been recovered anywhere else at Olynthos so far.4

This new and integrated framework that approaches the city of Olynthos as a
complex urban space and Olynthian households as active participants in social and
economic production will surely provide new perspectives and create new platforms

for further questions and interpretations which we will discuss in the following part.

Although most sites are poorly published, Crete provides a valuable perspective
regarding housing in the fringes of the Greek world. In general, the mountainous
landscape appears as the primary factor shaping the city planning and spatial
organization, as seen in the linear architecture throughout the island. (See Figure 6
for house plans in Lato, Crete.)
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Trypitos in East Crete was occupied between the second half of the 3 century to
the first half of the 2", excavations revealed a number of building clusters each
with two-three structures, set on a coarse grid settlement plan since the topography
here is relatively flat and permitting.1*® Houses are smaller than the ones in
mainland Greece and do not have interior courtyards; the ground floors are divided
into two, living quarters and side rooms, some houses have evidence of stairways

leading to an upper floor.

ROAD

Figure 6: Two adjacent houses with central hearths in Lato, Crete. (Westgate
2007:431)
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Living quarters consist of two interacting rooms with one of them as the main room
usually with a hearth, side rooms are located at either end of the house; access to the
living quarters is usually -though not always- either through an anteroom or a long
narrow and sometimes angled corridor, suggesting an attempt at blocking direct

access in some houses. However, there is no evidence for any gendered spaces.**

As for spatial organization, one cluster with three buildings hints at a small
commercial quarter within what looks like a residential neighbourhood. All three
buildings, one of them a single-roomed building, have direct access from the street;
artefact assemblages include transport amphorae, large pithoi, loomweights, a stone
grain mill. (Figure 7) Two rooms from two separate buildings have features which
could be functioned as tables, one of these rooms also has benches along its east and

west walls. 15!

A building within the neighbouring cluster has a stone paved area in front of it, an
elaborately constructed doorway leads inside to the three rooms, the largest room
with the highest tableware concentration of the site. Combined with the lack of
storage ware in the largest room, the discussion about this house and especially the
largest room questions whether this was an andron, whether this house was owned
by a well-off person. Textual sources mention the communal dining traditions of the
Cretans but there is not enough archaeological evidence to support it, this building
at Trypitos might suggest a re-evaluation of social life backed up with further

research.%2

At Leukas, established as a Corinthian colony in 7" century BC in northwestern
Greece and possibly slowly abandoned during the 1% century, several houses were

excavated during the past couple decades and studied in detail in connection with
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spatial use. The Hellenistic House All.6, located near the center of the town, was
built in late 3-early 2" century with a two-part courtyard and seven rooms
positioned east and west of it; the house later went through a modification in the 1%
century when three rooms were added to its eastern side from the adjacent

property. >3
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Figure 7: A building cluster in Trypitos Crete, with artefact distributions.
(Voigekoff-Brogan 2011, 415)
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The study is based on architectural analysis, statistical analyses of artefact
distribution room by room and artefact densities across the house. Pottery recovered
from the house is divided into two groups; fine ware, cooking ware/plain ware,

which is then used in determining the function of rooms.
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Figure 8: House All6 in Leukas. (Fiedler 2005, 105)
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The largest room is identified as the oikos of the house. It contains a heart, a wide
doorway, a large window facing the street, walls that are painted with coloured
plaster and a series of artefacts hinting at possible daily activities. Loomweights,
spindle whorls, bronze needles are associated with textile production; millstones, a
finger-pestle, two mortaria, cooking vessels, all essential to food preparation;
amphorae, jars, plain ware pots for storage; the highest percentage of fine wares in
the house recovered in this room points at the room being used as a dining room;
fishhooks, chisels, an axe and flint tools suggesting a space to store outside work

tools.1>*

The study further identifies a bathroom since the room has a water resistant mortar
floor, even though a basin is absent; the kitchen with a hearth in a corner and ashes
mixed in its earthen floor, where cooking ware constitutes the highest percentage of
recovered pottery followed by plain bowls, plain ware jars, flasks and amphorae but
very few fine wares; a storage room at the back of the house, accessed through the
kitchen, with a pithos and a high percentage of plain and cooking wares; a
washroom with its entrance close to the well and a basin that is connected to the
main drain; a second living room or a possible thalamos, a remote and very dark
room with no access to daylight or fresh air, with painted plaster walls, bronze tool
fragments, bronze vessels, fine wares such as small bowls and small jars as well as
plain wares; the andron is identified solely based on the architecture since its
assemblage classifies as post-abandonment, it is located near the street entrance,
with red and white plaster walls, a double winged door and a stone threshold; the
courtyard has a stone bench, a well, very few pottery but a high concentration of
spindle whorls as well as bronze needles, loomweights and a few millstone

fragments, suggested as an alternative work space in nicer weather.**®

The rest of the rooms remain with no definite function attributed to them, mostly
because they were found empty of artefacts or the distribution of very few artefacts
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would not suffice for a definition. Lack of artefactual data, if the room has also no
particular architectural feature that would aid the functional interpretation, creates

“ghost rooms” in the houses.

Similar to mainland Greece, archaeological research focusing on 5%-4" century
domestic contexts is very limited in western Anatolia. Very few sites have their
residential quarters excavated, houses published with their entire assemblages are
fewer, detailed spatial analysis of households is a rarity. 57-4™ centuries were a
period of moving of the cities, rebuilding and reorganization. Persians captured
Sardis in 546 BC, changing the dynamics in Western Anatolia dramatically. The
reaction came as the lonian Revolt between 499-494 which the Persians brutally
quashed. Some cities shrunk and survived but some were heavily damaged
throughout the Persian invasion in the 5" century; some lonians abandoned their
homes and resettled in different locations, some of the old cities were never
reoccupied.’®® At the same time, lonian cities in the Menderes Valley had to deal
with massive alluvial accumulations and severe silting up. Some cities were
affected significantly by neither but still moved their cities to a new location or
reorganized their old cities following new grid plans, possibly due to new socio-

economic developments.

Priene in the Menderes Valley is founded in mid-4" century BC with a grid plan
and equal plots for north-south oriented prostas style houses. (Figure 8) There are
recent debates about equal insulae not necessarily meaning identical houses; the
initial phases might be identical, but Priene houses surely went through alterations
later towards the end of Hellenistic period; neighbouring plots were added to
houses, peristyle courtyards started to appear, at the same time some houses got
smaller. A typical 4™ century long and narrow Priene house has a central open
courtyard bordered by a total of three to four rooms on its northern and southern
sides, the south facing oikos is on the northern end of the house entered through a

1%6 Ersoy and Koparal 2012, 27
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prostas, a square plan andron is usually on the northern side as well with access
through the prostas. On the southern side of the house one or two rooms are
located, larger room is defined as a shop. Some houses have evidence for stairs, the
second storey is thought to be placed above the oikos and andron, these two or three
extra rooms upstairs were used as a thalamus and gynaikonitis as suggested by

Hoepfner and Schwandner.®’

Figure 9: Reconstruction of an insula in Priene. (Hoepfner and Schwandner 1994,
176)
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Priene’s neighbour about 25 km south is Miletos, rebuilt after Persian destruction in
494 BC following a grid plan. As Greaves argues, the lack of modern excavations
of domestic housing insulae causes a blackout regarding social and economic
activities of households of post-Archaic period; there is very little data from any
phase earlier then Hellenistic period.’>® Magnesia am Maeander is located 24 km
northeast of Miletos, in lonia as well, without belonging in the lonian League. Both
the 19" century excavations and the Ankara University excavations since 1984 have

focused on non-domestic monumental buildings.

Latmos is a pre-Hellenistic Carian city, moved to a nearby location in 4™ century,
rebuilt and renamed as Herakleia. Both cities were extensively documented during a
regional survey, not excavated. Buildings at Latmos are not well-preserved, the
building materials were removed and reused at building Herakleia. The houses at
Latmos are built in and on the rocks, the rocky environment was intensively
incorporated in construction.'®® More than 100 houses are observed during the two-
decade survey, all have rectangular plans with few exceptions, all have courtyards;
there are single room and multi-room houses, as well as house complexes consisting
of multiple houses. Most are single storey, some have second storeys; excluding the
courtyard, the dimensions of the houses vary between 20 to 100 m2.1%° The most
striking contribution Latmos makes to what we know of late Archaic and Classical
period housing are the “rock houses”. Single room or multi-roomed with enclosed
courtyard, these houses are built in between large rocks; rock fagades are used as

walls, conveniently involving the landscape into architecture.?

Ephesus was moved to its new location early 3" century BC, older phases of the
city are covered by thick alluvial deposits, below the modern water level or

disturbed by later structures. New research has started to explore pre-Hellenistic

158 Greaves 2005, 131-2
159 peschlow-Bindokat 2014, 99-102
160 peschlow-Bindokat 2014, 109-10
161 peschlow-Bindokat 2014, 111-16
66



Ephesus, including residential quarters, however no conclusive data is available
yet.162

@ 5 1 110

Figure 10: Latmos rock house plan and reconstruction. (Goniil 2008,138)

Kolophon, situated just north of Ephesus, was excavated in 1920s and published in
1940s; the main focus of this campaign was the acropolis, a portion of the
residential quarters were excavated too revealing courtyard houses and paved
regular streets.'®® Kolophon too was reorganized in late 4™ century BC, houses were
altered into prostas style, a grid system was explored while keeping the Archaic
house plots, although the transformation seems to have left unfinished.'®* The few

houses excavated 100 years ago are similar to other late Classical-early Hellenistic
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houses of Priene; three-four rooms accessed from a central courtyard, a decorated
andron, a second storey in some houses where gynaikonitis and thalamus is thought
to be located.'®® Holland describes features made of clay bricks on the floor of
prostas spaces in his 1944 article and suggests these were used as hearths or
ovens.'®® Olynthos and Halieis too have evidence of cooking in their pastas and/or
flues.’®” A survey project conducted between 2011-2014 at Kolophon mentions
street grids with insulae, with houses possibly dating to late Classical-early
Hellenistic considering the spatial organization of individual houses, although the

overall organization of the quarter remains unclear.'6®

Old Smyrna (Bayrakli) has been continuously occupied from 11" century BC to 4"
century BC and is being systematically excavated since 1948, except for a break
between 1951-1966. The older periods are represented by curvilinear planned
buildings, by late 7"-early 6" century square/rectangular planned buildings started
to appear.'®® Akurgal mentions a large number of artefacts dating to 5" century but
no structures/type-houses; dense occupation during the 4™ century to be published
in a following volume.'’® That volume was never published, the published material
does not have artefactual information; 5"-4" century domestic housing does not
seem to be of primary interest ever since, some architectural phases might have
been excavated and removed to reach older levels. Even post-2015 studies still refer
to Akurgal’s very brief description of 5M-4™ century Old Smyrna; the settlement has
a grid plan, 7" century megarons have evolved to two-three roomed houses, one of

these houses has a possible courtyard.!’*
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Figure 11: Kolophon residential quarter with paved street running along. (Holland
1944,175)

Klazomenai was also occupied continuously since the 11™ century BC, its late 5%-
4™ century north-south oriented houses are of two types according to Ozbay; type 1
is a rectangular plan prostas house with its almost equal sized oikos and plastered
walled andron side by side on the north, a prostas separating oikos from the large
central courtyard, a fore room providing entrance to the andron, workshops/storage
rooms on the southern side. There is a well in the courtyard and the entrance to the
house is a door located on the street facing wall of the courtyard. Klazomenai type 1
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house are among the largest prostas houses with its 340 m? size.>’?> Type 2 house is
very similar in plan to type 1, a main difference is oikos being larger than andron,
yet these two spaces are again side by side on the northern side of the house. Instead
of a fore room before the andron, there is now a service room in this location, a
large buried pithos in this service room is interpreted as the space being used as

storage on usual days when there are no guests to entertain.'’
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Figure 12: Klazomenai type 2 house plan. (Ozbay 2018, 124)
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Larisa (Buruncuk) was briefly excavated in 1902, then for three seasons in 1930s
with a focus on the city’s acropolis. Larisa has a long history of occupation dating
back to Neolithic period, however in terms of built structures, the only evidence is
the partially excavated building complex inside the acropolis, city walls and the
Temple of Athena. Started as a detached megaron in late 6 century, the structure
was altered with additions during the 5™ century into a large building with several
rooms surrounding a peristyle central court.}’* The residential quarters are believed
to be located south of the acropolis, an ITU architectural survey since 2010 aims to

explore and document the 6" to 4™ century urban organization of Larisa.

Diizen Tepe, mainly occupied between 5 to 2" century BC, is located 1,8 km from
late Hellenistic-early Byzantine Sagalassos. The settlement appears to have a rural
economy and does not seem to have a regular city plan, there are building clusters
connected with a network of roads; the northeast-southeast orientation of buildings
could be related to climate, not necessarily to city planning.”® Three types of
buildings are documented so far; single-room buildings and long buildings with
several rooms in a row at the edges of the settlement, multi-room buildings in the
center, the reason for this layout yet unclear.

A Classical-Hellenistic courtyard building at Diizen Tepe was excavated after an
intensive survey of the settlement and studied in detail. The geochemical study
results will be discussed in Chapter I1l. The courtyard building consists of 9 rooms
surrounding an L shaped open courtyard, possibly nine single-room buildings from
an earlier phase transformed into a courtyard complex. Almost every large room has
a hearth in one corner, there is evidence of fire in the eastern part of the courtyard
and in the southern open space; the position of fires within the spaces and
carbonized grains found in some of them suggest inside and outside cooking
activities. Two refuse pits, one in the courtyard and another one just outside of a
western room, are interpreted as primary deposition places for butchering/food

174 Goniil 2018, 60-1
175 Vyncke and Waelkens 2015, 162-3
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preparation since the pits contained large animal bone fragments and other
fragmentary faunal remains. One room, Room K, has three holes cut into the
bedrock, possibly for storage vessels; the rest of the rooms all bore artefactual
evidence for all daily household activities as cooking, weaving, playing. The
courtyard and the southern open space just outside the house should have been used

as open-air workspaces.1’

H hearth In situ C
¢ fire remains/ashes
R refuse piheap \

pithos hole K
W wall plaster in situ
B bench and pithos L /
I cremation um

f dooropening

Figure 13: Diizen Tepe courtyard building with feature locations. (Vyncke and
Waelkens 2015, 165)
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Considering the results of the geochemical analysis applied to Room F, as well as
the general state of findings pointing to no functional division between the rooms
except one storage room, Vyncke and Waelkens suggest that the courtyard building
was not a single household, but a complex of several housing units and the

courtyard served as a common space.’’

While house designs are affected by a set of factors both physical and socio-
cultural, social and cultural customs too determine a great deal about domestic
architecture. Architectural design and elements, decorations, fixed/mobile furniture
and findings reflect practical requirements, cultural values and behaviour, as well as
functional use of particular spaces as work rooms, bathrooms, storage and
andrones. Kitchens on the other hand, are usually difficult to pinpoint based on
architectural features only.1”® What we achieve by architectural study of houses is a
hierarchy of rooms relying on their size, location, decoration, accessibility and an
evaluation of how the rooms are organized; are they placed around a courtyard,
around two courtyards or are the rooms placed in groups? Studying artefacts and
their distribution in spaces offer a significant comprehension regarding use of space
although they are not really archives of domestic behaviour and they are affected by
site formation and abandonment processes. Another aspect is the multifunctionality
of objects; it is a challenging task to assign an object to a particular activity or

user.1”®

2.4. Discussion

Although the roots of archaeological interest all over the world are to be found more
or less in the same places: public buildings, palaces, temples, beautiful objects and

grand narratives, compared to other fields in archaeology such as Mesoamerican

17 \fyncke and Waelkens 2015, 167-8
178 Triimper 2011, 35
179 Triimper 2011, 35
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studies or prehistoric research in Mesopotamia and Anatolia, Classical archaeology
seems to be only recently picking up the pace regarding the application of new
methods and techniques in combination with traditional methodology in order to
answer social and economic questions, to search for the common people and their
daily lives, as well as to widen the set of questions towards the reconstruction of
past living spaces in their full vividness. Applying new methodology aside, many
old and newer projects has ignored to properly excavate, record and publish

domestic artefact assemblages in their entirety.

Instead of separations, strict divisions and bold oppositions regarding spaces, recent
research of domestic architecture in Classical Greece tends to focus on the unity of
the house, how the spaces were arranged and how those spaces were interacting
with each other, as well as on the social use of space. The existence of a male space
does not necessarily mean that there is a corresponding female space as an opposite,
women seem to have used the rest of the house for daily activities, the separation
probably was designed for male visitors preventing them from access past the
andron. A similar re-thinking could be applied to kitchen spaces; it is possible that
looking for kitchens based on what we perceive a kitchen is with our modern-day

perspective might be misleading.

The lack of permanent, easily architecturally defined and uniform kitchens is a
common phenomenon in ancient Greek houses. It appears that different rooms and
spaces were used for cooking activities, probably according to weather conditions
and depending on what type of dining it was going to be, a family lunch or a formal
dinner with guests for instance.'® This spatial flexibility dramatically decreases
archaeological identification of cooking spaces/kitchens. Another feature that adds
even more mobility to cooking is braziers or any other mobile fire installations

which could be used for heating purposes too.

180 Cahill 2002, 162
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A comparison between approximately contemporary houses dating to early 5™
century BC from Olynthos, Athens and Halieis suggest that while they are all
structured to support the same social principles, they do it in different ways, even
within the same city. Athens, keeping in mind that only a few houses near Agora
have been entirely excavated, does not have andrones and bathrooms as frequently
as at Olynthos but has a large variety of house sizes and plot shapes unlike
Olynthos. Five published houses of Halieis are each of different sizes, two of these
houses when excavated fully displayed different interior layouts but have very
similar andrones and food processing features.'® This diversity could be a result of
socio-economic differences between households, the number of household members
under one roof, whether the city was grown organically on old plots or built from
scratch; however at Olynthos, a freshly built city, despite the very evident
uniformity in grid planning and house plots, there is still a diversity, maybe not as
apparent since the city had a rather short life, occupied only for two or three
generations before it was destroyed. It is also argued that the uniform city planning
seen in the newly built cities might be related to the building of a large number of
houses in a short time period because of anoikismos instead of isonomia, at least in

case of Olynthos.*®?

Regional and environmental factors also result in architectural and design related
variation. Houses in western Greek mainland have a larger room with a hearth and
an exterior courtyard, a design choice quite possibly due to the colder climate,
higher elevation and heavier rainfall peculiar to this region. Courtyard houses are
very rare in Crete too, hearth rooms are more commonly seen; house plans display a
linear character, there is limited partition and a large main room usually with a
permanent central hearth dominates the house. It is argued that the difference in
house organization may imply a different way of life; with the absence of a
courtyard, the hearth room providing heath and light possibly was the busiest room

where the household did most of their daily work and spend their time. There is also

181 Nevett 2015, 143-5
182 Nevett 2015, 146
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some evidence of female-related domestic work such as stone mortars for grinding
found in front parts of the houses and sometimes even outside the houses. Guests
were probably entertained in this hearth room as well, in most houses one has to
pass through a number of rooms to reach the hearth room, in some houses the
entrance directly opens to the main room; all suggesting that privacy and the social
norms regarding women probably was perceived differently than it was in the
courtyard houses of the same period. The linear organization of a small number of
rooms and the lack of partitions could also imply the absence of slaves, or again the
relationship with slaves was different. However, the modesty of Cretan houses and
their plainness in terms of decoration possibly points out to economic conditions as

well 183

A recent architectural study focusing on Olynthos and Priene houses argues that
these houses were designed with consideration of local climates following
principles of what is known today as passive solar architecture and the main source
for heating at ancient Greek houses was the sun.*®* The houses are south facing at
both cities; at Olynthos the southern side of the house is single-storey as opposed to
the two-storey northern part whereas at Priene the northern part of the house, the
main room is elevated, both design choices let the winter sun warm up the courtyard
and the facade of the rooms. The pastas at Olynthos and prostas at Priene, the
colonnaded semi-open spaces between the courtyard and the rooms act as climate
control elements providing shade during warm months for daily work as well as
preventing the sun from directly heating the rooms in summer when the sun rays hit
with a steep angle but allowing winter sun with a shallow angle to heat the fagade of

the rooms.18°

Research shows that at Priene the temperature usually does not drop under 3-4°C,

the city is up to 5°C warmer all year than Olynthos; Sinou further argues that this

183 Westgate 2007, 446-8
184 Sinou 2011, 49
185 Sinou 2011, 53-9
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climatic difference resulted in subtle variations in architecture in these cities.
Olynthos house plans are usually wider compared to deep and narrow Priene house
plans, possibly because the hotter climate at Priene made the need for cooling
during summer months a priority while Olynthos houses benefitted from their wide
south facades during cold winter months. The building material reflects climatic
conditions too; sun dried bricks at Olynthos would provide better insulation and

thermal conductivity in winter than the stone walls at Priene.8®

Old Smyrna still stands as a benchmark for discussions of evolution of domestic
structures in western Anatolia, a pretty much linear progress from single-roomed
curvilinear houses to rectangular, multi-roomed courtyard houses, parallel to social
changes in the Greek world. However, pointing to Klazomenai as an example,
Ersoy argues that this architectural transition did not happen simultaneously
throughout the entire region, the single-roomed apsidal houses built in the Late
Archaic at Klazomenai hints at a variety of processes at different sites, possibly a
result of local traditions and conditions.*®” The suggestion Ersoy brings up is clear;
instead of the linear model of development and the all-inclusive perspective towards
these houses, a pluralistic approach with careful consideration of individuality is

needed.8

Multiroomed houses with a courtyard appears as a frequently applied house plan in
ancient Greek world but a more common aspect of these houses is how they were
built to benefit from the climate and to adapt to their environment. Not all Burgaz
houses have courtyards, some are smaller, linear houses with what looks like spatial
divisions instead of enclosed rooms; settlements as Latmos and Diizen Tepe are
examples for different housing strategies, alternative lifestyles. Another common
aspect regardless of city layout and house plan seems to be how multifunctional

these domestic spaces were throughout the Greek world; most rooms were used for

18 Sinou 2011, 62-3
187 Ersoy 2004, 59
188 Ersoy 2004, 60
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more than one purpose, mobile fire installations are almost present at every site as
well as non-fixed domestic work appliances like grinders, basins. Ancient Greek

domestic spaces appear as very busy, always rotating, not very tidy living contexts.

Another aspect that is traceable in most sites is the changes in houses towards
assumingly a more public usage, from Classical period towards Hellenistic. The
ancient Greek house, not immune to social status and social changes but a display
case of them, seems to be a product of traditions, adaptation to topography and
climate, individuality and choices. Type-houses and architectural categorization
would perhaps be more useful if constructed as platforms to stimulate further
discussion with plenty of space for variation. Or, as Ault has suggested, we need to
separate type-houses from house types; type-houses are site-specific whereas house

types are a broad occurrence.*8®

The conditions surrounding a city’s abandonment plays a significant role on artefact
distributions, ultimately affecting spatial studies of domestic spaces. Burgaz, as
mentioned before, was abandoned gradually and slowly unlike Olynthos where the
city went through a siege and then was sacked and consequently looted by soldiers
and possibly later by survivors and neighbours as well. Cahill discusses the before
and after of the sacking of Olynthos in detail related to the changes in house
contents.®® Some inhabitants foresaw the threat, sold their houses and moved away
while some houses must have been abandoned in a rush just before the siege, very
possibly turning into dumping areas and mixed contexts archaeologically. For the
Olynthians who remained in the city during the siege, life must have been altered to
fit the new conditions, some could have brought relatives, slaves and belongings
from their countryside houses thus crowding the households. Food storage was
highly likely the main concern. Immediate looting after the city’s fall caused
valuables as metal objects and coins to disappear from the archaeological context,
food was possibly looted by the soldiers too, leaving most pithoi empty. In the

189 Ault 2000, 484
190 Cahill 2002, 48-9
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meantime, some Olynthians were hiding their valuables in one last attempt, putting
them in unusual contexts where these items would not be stored normally. Later
lootings and salvage attempts involved moving of larger and sometimes permanent
features from their original locations, grinding stones, pithoi, bathtubs and worked

stone blocks were taken to be re-used elsewhere, leaving behind empty slots.

On a final note, even though their results are yet preliminary, and it is described as a
pilot study, the new Olynthos project is a fine example of what Classical
archaeology can aim for when equipped with up-to-date techniques and strategy.
The questions raised by the project, concerning both the city with its entirety and
individual households, propose an integrated framework. A long time and widely
excavated city as Olynthos still possessing potential to answer questions is in fact
very promising for other ancient Greek cities, old and new archaeological projects.
The new project takes the city as a dynamic space and by using intra-site field
surveys and geophysical surveys tries to explore flow of population, variations in
the use of space of its different parts within its borders, city layout and function of
larger areas, urban economy through markets and agora, social implications of
spatial compositions from large scale city planning down to domestic structures,
city boundaries, to what extent Olynthos river was controlled and exploited, a
possible countryside and how densely populated it was if it existed, and finally the

circumstances surrounding Olynthos’ destruction.!®!

On the household scale, the questions revolve around subsistence practices,
selection of consumer goods including their variety and origins, economic strategies
by range and scale of production, patterns of activity in and around the houses and
changes to these patterns through time. Houses are also being investigated in terms
of their level of representation of their respective neighbourhoods and their ease of
access to public facilities, communal spaces, religious buildings. The methodology

for household research includes finds processing and analysis, faunal analysis, thin

191 For project framework, see Nevett et al. 2017.
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section soil micromorphology, ICP-AES multi-element soil analysis, floatation and
micro-debris analysis. This archaeological tool kit could allow locating spaces of
domestic activities and further investigating the possibility of matching particular
activities with particular groups gender- and age-wise, along with exploring the use

of space in upper storeys.
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CHAPTER 3

BURGAZ

3.1 Introduction to the Site

Burgaz is located 2 km northeast of modern Datga Iskele, in the Cnidian Peninsula.
(Figure 14) The site is 12 m above the sea level and extends towards the plateau
between the hills, opposite direction of the promontory. The promontory is about

400 m long, bordered by fortification walls dating to the 1% quarter of 4" century
BC according to the masonry.%?
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Figure 14: Map of Datga Peninsula. (Burgaz excavation archive)
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Burgaz is located on a conglomerated formation that runs parallel to the sea and the
surrounding hills are of calcareous formation. The Archaic necropolis is discovered
on these hills, near Burgaz, however it was heavily disturbed by illegal digging. The
Late Classical necropolis, situated on lower parts of the hills towards modern Datca,

shared the same destiny and was destroyed by urban expansion in late 1980s.
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Figure 15: Site plan of Burgaz. (http://burgaz.metu.edu.tr)
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After the survey G.E. Bean and J.M. Cook conducted in 1950s, N. Tuna carried out
an archaeological survey in 1980s which ended up discovering dense pottery

scatters from Archaic and Classical Periods.1%

Excavations at Burgaz have been led by N. Tuna and his team since 1993 with
support of the Centre for Research and Assessment of the Historic Environment
(TACDAM)!®* and Middle Eastern Technical University (METU). The research has
mainly been focused on the extent and chronology of occupation. As a result of 20
years of excavation a total arca of 10975 m? has been exposed, 20 ha were
investigated by geophysical survey. (Figures 15 and 16) Fieldwork is divided into
four main sectors; Southeast Sector (SE), Northeast Sector (NE), acropolis and the
area by the port L1 (B11). Excavations revealed occupational spaces connected
through stone paved streets, courtyards, public structures and a fortification wall
dating to about 400 BC.

Earliest remains from the site date to 8" century BC, archaeological evidence
proves that the site was initially settled in 6™ century BC. Until 4" century BC, the
site went through changes and alterations in terms of city planning and architecture;
streets added, walls torn down, walls erected, domestic spaces turned into
workshops, all of which ended by the end of 4" century BC, when Burgaz was
abandoned.!® The site was used for sporadic habitation, agricultural activities and
storage purposes in Hellenistic and Roman Periods.® The widely exposed sectors
NE and SE yielded information about the residential areas of Burgaz with buildings

dating to 5" and 4™ centuries BC. Settlement layout is thought to be of an

193 Tuna 1982, 358
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195 Atic1 2003, 7
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orthogonal plan starting from early 6™ century BC since the Classical period houses

align with the Archaic walls.'%’

Figure 16: Aerial photo showing excavated areas and port locations.
(http://burgaz.metu.edu.tr/burgaz)

SE Sector so far, consists of two insulae, the western one hosts 12 houses and two
possible public buildings on an area of 3.2 ha. West insula is closed by a 6 m wide

stone paved street with northeast-southwest axis that connects to narrower streets

197 Tuna et al. 2009b, 523
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within the insula. (Figure 17) Northern and southern streets also tie two ports, L1
and L2 to each other. Eastern insula covers an area of 1.5 ha and gets narrower
towards east. Six houses were excavated in this area, all with different shapes and

sizes and mostly disturbed during the late 4™ century by getting re-shaped and re-
198

used for workshop purposes.

Figure 17: Stone paved main street of SE Sector. (Burgaz excavation archives)

NE Sector is defined by one single insula, surrounded by three streets. Even though
the excavated area here is smaller than it is in SE Sector, the layout appears to be
more regular (Figure 18). From a total of four fully excavated houses, two are
located on the southern half with a northeast-southwest axis, the other two on the
east of the insula are located on a northwest-southeast axis.'%

198 Atic1 2013, 32-3
199 At1c12013, 33
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Figure 18: House walls at NE Sector. (Burgaz excavation archives)

Considering that it is an abandoned site, and not rapidly but as a slow process,
Burgaz is a proper candidate to benefit from micro-scale studies and multi-element
analysis in order to contribute to what we know about daily activities, economy,
habits, functions of already defined spaces. Whether spaces/rooms were
multifunctional or designed to serve one single purpose only, were they kept clean
or not, how intensively were they used are other problems which could be addressed
as well.
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3.2. Historical Background

Prehistory of Knidos remains rather untouched except for two incidents; earliest
information points out to evidence from 2" millenium BC within the context of
Cycladic Culture, whereas the name “Ki-ni-di-ja” first appears around Late 13"
century BC on food distribution lists for slaves as an ethnic identity; which
practically puts the Knidians on the peninsula before the Dorian Colonization in
Late 12" Century BC.2%

Knidian territory is known to lack arable land; Kbnidians lived on overseas
transportation and unspecialized trade covering an area that reaches Western
Mediterranean coasts, during 6™ and 5" century BC Knidians were not trading olive

oil and wine yet.?%

Archaic Period was a time of population increase, colonization and trade networks.
Knidians are known to have participated in colonization movements, settled cities in
Sicily and Southern Italy during 6™ century BC; mid-6" century BC, the erection of
a treasury in Delphi, one of the earliest marble structures, clearly underlines the

status of Knidians in the Aegean world.?%

In the Late Archaic Period, when Persians took control of the Western Anatolian
shoreline, Knidians surrendered without a fight and remained independent in terms
of sea trade. In 411 BC, they allied with Spartans; after 412 BC, Knidia served as an
important base for Sparta and stayed under Spartan protection until 390s BC
according to literary evidence. After 360s BC, Knidians attempted to build a new

settlement on the western point of Dat¢a Peninsula, around Tekir, to be able to

200 Tyna 2012, 10-1
201 Tyna 2012, 12
202 Atie1 2013, 27
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control transit sea trade. This development movement is considered to be in
accordance with the urbanization projects seen both in Karia and in the heart of
lonia during the second quarter of the 4™ century BC.2%®

The beginning of Hellenistic Period brought Macedonian and Seleucid influence on
Knidia. Like many others, Knidia remained a polis first under the Ptolomian and
then Rhodian rule. The Serapis-Isis cult in Knidia proves this Ptolomian existence;
however, Ptolomies are known to treat their territories as allies, not as their
dependent states. In 188 BC, Rome gave Rhodians the control of Karia and Lykia
south of the River Meander, as a reward for the support they gave to Rome during
the battles with Antiokhos. In the meantime, Knidia was also given its freedom in
return for the collaboration during the battle. However, until 167 BC, Rhodian
monopoly on wine production lasted on important wine producing free poleis such
as Knidos and Kos. Knidian amphorae are to be found in open market Delos both
during the Rhodian monopoly and after.2%

Knidians appear to have stopped exporting wine in 88 BC, when Mithridates the
Great was disturbing Greece and Anatolia by wars, Knidian amphorae suddenly
disappears from archaeological contexts in Athens, Delos and Korinthos. They
reappear in 85 BC with a different sealing method; names of two probably Roman
officers were added to the Knidian Eponym. This period in general saw a decline in
export. In 45 BC, Knidos joined Pax Romana, autonomous in its internal affairs.
Following the establishment of the new Knidos in Tekir, a decline in overseas
relations and export economy can be observed according to the circulation of

Knidian coins. During Roman times Knidian coins became a rarity.?%

203 Tyna 2012, 14-6
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Because of its advantageous location on the southeast entrance of the Aegean Sea,
Knidos remained active in terms of maritime trade and piracy during Late Roman
Period and after. The existence of Late Roman churches and public buildings are
documented through excavations and surveys at Tekir and the rest of the Datca
peninsula. In 71" century AD, Islamic army forces reached and destroyed Knidos
among with many other cities in Eastern Mediterranean; after that destruction
Knidos could not gain its glory back, life at the peninsula continues as small scale

rural settlements.2%

3.3. Settlement Organization

The stratigraphy of Burgaz has been investigated with test trenches and soundings
intensively; the results pointed out to a 25 ha wide Geometric Period occupation
which grew into 40 ha in later periods. Pre-Classical Period findings are not very
common at the site; the earliest materials are dated to Geometric Period as

mentioned in the previous chapter.?’

Settlement pattern at Burgaz displays an irregular character within a non-modular
system. Insulae dimensions do not have a standard, Tuna suggests that public

authorities were to decide on that matter.?%®

Classical period planning traced the layout of the Archaic period settlement and
resulted in an orthogonal plan. The structural remains of 6™ century BC at the SE
Sector were heavily destroyed by the building activities of Classical period;

according to the information gathered from test trenches, Archaic occupation units

206 Tyna 2012, 21-2
207 Atic12013, 34
208 Tyna 2012, 63
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were filled while levelling the surface for Classical period construction work.2%
Same phenomena applies to NE Sector as well, however the damage done by
Classical construction is somewhat less dramatic here and the plan seems relatively

less irregular compared to SE.

NE and SE sectors mainly consist of residential spaces, connected to each other and
other parts of the settlement with a network of streets of different sizes; to this date,
three insulae have been excavated, all with changing dimensions. The larger insula
in SE is enclosed by a 6 m wide stone paved street that lies on a northeast-southwest
axis. This street connects to a narrower, 1.8 m wide stone paved street on the
northeast of the insula and form a junction. Both the northern and southern streets
are well preserved, wide avenues linking port areas L1 and L2 together. The west of

the insula is defined by a cobblestone paved street.

In NE Sector, one of the streets framing the large insula has been excavated and
revealed a 6 m wide beaten floor filled with pebbles and sand which was levelled up

in relation to the occupation layers as a standard practice at Burgaz.?%

Burgaz houses are usually of courtyard-type, could be defined as “pastas-like” too,
the interior spaces can be both closed and semi-closed with a roof construction and
are frequently organized around a courtyard which opens to the street by a corridor.
Storage spaces and andron are usually located on the sides of this corridor. Access
to the rooms is usually provided from the courtyard, although there are exceptions
in which some rooms can only be accessed from the adjacent room or from the
courtyard but through an additional corridor. Some of the courtyards include a well

as well .21
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House construction appears to be standardized practice at Burgaz. 20 to 25 cm thick
foundation walls built of local limestone blocks were set into levelled and stabilized
ground. Limestone blocks were either dry set or mounted with mud mortar; their
irregular shapes were preserved and not rearranged. The upper structure consists of
mudbricks set on a 40 cm high socle of limestone blocks, depending on the
mudbrick wall found in situ in trench NE.6.8.B. Walls were finished with mud
plaster, in some cases with lime plaster; there is no indication of painted decorations
except for one space, the andron at the House 1 of SE Sector, where the walls were
plastered in red. Floor surfaces are of compacted earth, there are very few cases of
lime plaster use. The interior spaces were covered with terracotta roof tiles; so far
there has been no indication of the presence of an upper floor that can be supported

with archaeological evidence.?'?

The courtyard-houses vary in their dimensions, although the average size of each
parcel can be calculated as 10 m — 15 m; the entrance from the street to the house is
always on the narrow side of the building which has been applied as a strict rule all

the time.?13

Individual houses are separated from each other by peristases; about 80 cm wide
gaps left intentionally between neighbouring houses to provide drainage, isolation
and perhaps to make better use of daylight as well. Peristases are also areas that
theoretically where the most of waste was actively deposited during daily life and
not getting thoroughly cleaned since they are not entirely visible to the eye of the

by-passers.

Some areas, especially domestic units, in both sectors underwent intensive

reorganization of interior spaces during the 5™ and 4™ centuries BC. At the end of

212 At1c12013, 42-3
213 Tuna 2012, 66
91



the 4" century BC, some of these spaces were turned into workshops for wine/olive
oil, textile and metal production until the settlement was completely abandoned.?**
Public buildings can be identified from domestic spaces by their layout and building
materials. The largest insula of the SE Sector has an open area with two wells,
located in the center of the residential area. To the southwest and southeast of this
public open space, two structures are identified as public buildings, dating to Late
Archaic-Early Classical period. The foundation of the public building on southwest
is constructed by using soft limestone blocks, a material uncommon for houses at
Burgaz. Public building on the southeast was built following a basic plan; it has two

main spaces, the open entrance is located on the southwest of the building.?*

3.4. Household at Burgaz

The spatial distribution of artefacts within the houses at Burgaz has been studied in
detail for the past decade.?!® The results indicated that there was indeed a
differentiation between rooms related to the set of activities that took place there
and how the rooms had functioned. However, different rooms were used for
different sets of activities in each and every house, so there is not a way to appoint a
particular room to a particular function. Spatial organization of interior spaces at

Burgaz needs to be studied in the basis of individual houses.

The number of rooms around the courtyard differs from house to house and is not
relevant to the size of the house, that is, there is no correlation between the size of

the building and interior divisions. Atici suggests that the decision of how many

214 Atic1 2013, 35-6

215 Atic1 2013, 38-9

216 See; Sakarya I. 2003, Defining Spatial Distribution of Storage Vessels in Ancient Burgaz at the
Fourth Century B.C., Unpublished MSc. Thesis, METU; Atict N. 2003, Defining Cooking Activity
Areas of Burgaz Domestic Units in the 4th Century B.C., Unpublished MSc. Thesis, METU,;
Gokdemir O. 2006, The Classical Period Houses in Burgaz: An Archaeological and Architectural
Overview, Unpublished MSc. Thesis, METU; Atic1 N. 2013, Household Organization in Classical
Burgaz (Palaia Knidos): Domestic Assemblages, Space and Function, Unpublished PhD. Thesis,
METU
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rooms to have, should be associated with the needs of a particular household and
perhaps with the availability of land based on the location of the house within the

insula.?’

According to artifact distributions, larger rooms and the courtyard revealed
themselves as multi-functional areas; the rest of the rooms were also used for
activities such as food preparation, cooking, storage, processing wine and olive oil

and textile production.?!8

Courtyards are widely applied elements of Classical Greek houses and not
surprisingly of Burgaz houses as well. It served as a main living space and the
center for household activities; also provided a discreet and private space for the
household members, offering more daylight and ventilation than the other rooms do
and a nicer climate then it is at the outside, surrounded by high walls to keep the

gaze of strangers away.

The size, positioning and orientation of courtyards at Burgaz are not uniform; the
sizes vary from 10 m? to 95 m? They are mostly unroofed; however, the larger
courtyards tend to have a partial roof. Similarly, courtyards without a roof have
pebble floors or horasan floors with pebble inclusions, courtyards with partial
roofing only have horasan floors. 2%°

In addition to domestic activities like food preparation, cooking, storage and
weaving, pottery sherd distributions pointed out to eating and drinking at courtyards

as well. Other features associated with domestic activities within the household
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besides pottery are wells, ashy areas, basins and grinding stones. These features are

not regularly found at every courtyard at Burgaz.?%

Zooarchaeological research has revealed aspects regarding the fauna and the diet of
Burgaz people, especially during Classical period; with cattle being the most
abundant of the group, sheep/goat, pig (all domestic) and a small number of wild

animals form the faunal set at Burgaz.??

Weaving is one of the activities that is traditionally associated with women,
terracotta loom weights are usually recovered either in courtyards or in oikos spaces
in larger quantities, however one or two loom weights each have been recovered
from other rooms regardless of the room’s suggested function overall at Burgaz.

Gender-based organization of spaces is not very evident at Burgaz.

Cooking spaces can be identified by tracing ashy areas, ovens and hearths; the lack
of ovens and hearths at Burgaz is explained by the fact that such cooking appliances
were portable (braziers, grills), and since the site was gradually abandoned, people
took their appliances with them when they were leaving. That leaves us with ashy
areas, traces of fire and cooking ware distributions to decide on the location of
cooking spaces. Another theory on kitchen areas is that their location was changed
within the house according to the weather conditions and therefore hard to track

down archaeologically.???

House NE-2 of the NE Sector might be a better example to focus further on, since a
set of soil samples were collected from this house for multi-element analysis. The

contexts from where the samples were taken will be discussed later in detail. Here,
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the spatial organization of NE-2 will be defined as an example in order to discuss

how spaces were used at Burgaz houses.
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Figure 19: Plan of House NE-2 of NE Sector. (1. Andron, 2. Courtyard, 2b. Small
courtyard room, 3. Large room, 5. Oikos) (Atic1 2013, 100)

95



NE-2 is situated in the middle of the excavated area at NE Sector, to the sou