
The Late PPNB “World” Systems in Northern Mesopotamia 
and South Levant: agglomeration, control of long distance 
exchange and the transition of early religious centers to 
central villages
El Sistema “Mundial” del PPNB Final en el Norte de 
Mesopotamia y el Sur del Levante: Aglomeraciones, control 
del intercambio a larga distancia y transición de los primeros 
centros religiosos a poblados centrales
Jesús Gil Fuensanta1

Alfredo Mederos Martín2

Abstract
During the Aceramic Neolithic (PPN) period of the Near East, many economic and societal changes took place. During the 
PPNA is when we recognize a process of agglomeration of hundreds people in big sites such as Jericho. The archaeo-
logical record proves more than likely contacts between the contemporary societies of the Levant and some Eastern and 
Central Anatolian sites. The extent of those far contacts is hard to estimate, but we assume that such contacts and the trade 
network, which we can study mainly through the obsidian trade, using terrestrial and maritime routes, with the interaction 
of big villages though a few intermediary steps, already full operating at that time, must have helped to transform the local 
hierarchies, economic interdependences and rituals, and for instance it could accelerated the end of Göbekli Tepe around 
mid PPNB. And therefore during the Late PPNB consolidated the central villages, key nodes in the trade networks, and 
these, in different ecological regions, reached between 10 and 15 ha, v. gr. in Basta, Beisamoun or ‘Ain Ghazal. And in such 
a way, those built interdependent Ancient “World” Systems.
Keywords: Aceramic Neolithic, Göbekli Tepe, Çayönü, Aşikli, Jericho, ritual places, sedentary villages, obsidian, trade, 
surplus, Ancient World Systems.

Resumen
Durante el Neolítico Precerámico (PPN) del Próximo Oriente, tuvieron lugar muchos cambios económicos y sociales en 
el PPNA, cuando identificamos un proceso de aglomeración de centenares de personas en grandes asentamientos como 
Jericó. El registro arqueológico prueba notables contactos entre las sociedades contemporáneas en el Levante y algunos 
asentamientos de Anatolia central y oriental. La entidad de estos contactos es difícil de estimar, pero asumimos que tales 
contactos y las redes de intercambio, las cuales podemos estudiar principalmente a través del comercio de obsidiana, 
usando rutas terrestres y marítimas, con la interacción de grandes asentamientos a través de pocos intermediarios, ya 
estaban plenamente operativas en ese periodo, y debieron haber ayudado a transformar las jerarquías locales, creando 
interdependencias económicas y rituales, aceleradas después del final de Göbleki Tepe en el PPNB Medio. Entonces se 
consolidaron los grandes asentamientos, nodos en las redes de intercambio, que alcanzaron entre 10 y 15 ha en diferentes 
regiones ecológicas como Basta, Beisamoun o ‘Ain Ghazal durante el PPNB Final, y construyendo de tal modo Antiguos 
Sistemas “Mundiales” interdependientes.
Palabras clave: Neolítico Precerámico, Göbekli Tepe, Çayönü, Aşikli, Jerico, centros rituales, poblados sedentarios, obsi-
diana, comercio, excedente, Sistemas Mundiales Antiguos
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1.  introduction

A turning event either for the History and the Near 
Eastern civilizations took place during the early agrarian 
societies and the invention of agriculture in the Pre-Pottery 
Neolithic (PPN). This period of the South Levant (now-
adays Israel, Jordan and Palestine) has been compared 
to the PPN cultural development occurred in the closer 
regions during the same epoch, ca. X to VIII Millennia 
BC. On the other hand, the PPNB phase of the Levant 
shares common characters with the cultures of Middle 
Euphrates and Southeastern Anatolia (Verhoeven, 2002). 
Since the early 1980s, most of the already known concepts 
about the Aceramic Neolithic (specially the phase A) have 
changed slightly. During the last twenty years, more light 
has been shed upon the PPNA phase (9800-8800 BC) in 
special in the Turkish Euphrates and Tigris areas and in 
Southern Levant sites, previously less known even than 
the preceding Epi-Paleolithic/Natufian phases (Belfer-Co-
hen, 1991; Bar-Yosef, 2002) (fig. 1).

However, the existence of a PPN phase in Western Tur-
key has been the focus of a long controversy among schol-
ars. Several archaeologists guessed that the industries of 
Ceramic and Aceramic Neolithic are different (Özdogan, 
1999: 211). Suberde remains a key site for the study of 
the period in the region. It is supposed to be the outcome 
of a Westward movement at the very end of the Aceramic 

period, after a sparse and random migration following the 
mountain ranges (Özdogan, 1999: 212; Brami, 2014: 210-
214) (fig. 2a-2b).

The environmental question is still on debate, and spe-
cially regarding the global warming, ca. 9200 BC, after 
the Younger Dryas (Dryas III), an arid period during 1300 
years (Alley et al., 2000; Maher, Banning and Chazan, 
2011: 7-8, 17), a date fitting in most of the PPNA sites dis-
covered around the Middle Euphrates, including the earli-
est erection of the monumental buildings at Göbekli Tepe, 
Southeastern Turkey, when the colder and dry weather of 
the Epipaleolithic gave way to new, milder conditions, 
consisting of a wetter climate because the increase in pre-
cipitations, also during the summer months (Bar-Yosef, 
2001a and 2002). The later Epipaleolithic populations of 
the area experienced during the period an altered envi-
ronment, then with more fertile conditions, plus a lot of 
vegetation and new expansion of forest, including plenty 
of animal species living there, in a diversified number of 
habitats. Thus it became a more suitable environment for 
groups devoted to hunting and foraging and for the limited 
settlement of a few (but not all of them) into a selected, 
and still smaller group of sites, scarce in comparison to 
the whole nomadic or half-nomadic populations of the 
area, usually confined to a mobility basis. We are aware 
that many sites could have vanished because the erosion 
or sedimentation processes. The earliest moments of the 

Figure 1. Main settlements during the PPNA and PPNB, and its relationship with obsidian sources (Asouti, 2006: 89 fig. 1).
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PPN culture, in spite of these benevolent environmental 
conditions, displays a society with strong ties to the for-
mer regional Epipaleolithic periods, in addition to remark-
able exceptions such as the new use of open-air villages 
(Cauvin, 1997; Bar-Yosef and Belfer-Cohen, 1989: 448; 
Starkovich and Stiner, 2009: 43).

2.  tHE Big ritual cEntEr of goBlEki tEpE and tHE 
fall of tHE HuntEr clans of tHE ppna

In accordance with the PPNA mentality, centers, such 
as Göbekli Tepe, 9600-8800 BC, with 9 ha (Schmidt, 2006 
and 2007: 268, 271), founded their control mostly through 
religion, rituals and exchange of far distant commodities 
(obsidian, peculiar flint types). Some researchers have sug-
gested that only a limited amount of people, such as the lead-
ers or members of the elite gathered in the central places of 
each place (Hole, 2000). Another interpretation, it is focused 
on the celebration of feasting and dancing with drinking 
of beer made from fermented wild crops (Schmidt, 2007: 
266; Dietrich et al., 2012: 690-692; Hauptmann, 1999: fig. 
16), maybe also including grape wine, detected in two stone 
bowls from Körtik Tepe (McGovern, 2009: 81) (fig. 3).

Overwhelming public works were concentrated 
along the PPNA. The earliest apparition of monumental 
buildings ocurred during the earlier PPNA settlement of 
Göbekli Tepe, and so stood for centuries. The labor of the 
movement of a few tons, required at least dozens of peo-
ples, if not a couple of hundreds, at most during a season 
of a year (Schmidt, 2015) (fig. 4a-4b).

Along the PPNA, Göbekli Tepe’s Enclosure A, 8900 
BC (Schmidt, 2015: 188), with elliptical plan and the rep-
resentations of the serpents abound on the pillars, was 
altered after its construction. The Enclosure B was more 
recent than Enclosure A, and there prevails the iconogra-
phy of the fox (Schmidt, 2015: 185). But we interpret the 
C Building as the oldest of this circular complex. And it 

stands out above the others, in which there was an access 
dromos (Schmidt, 2015: 221). Its central pillars were 
destroyed, perhaps shortly after the ritual filling of the 
after the buildings’ abandonment during the final stages 
of the PPNA. This Building, on the other hand, is remark-
able for being the enclosure where the representations of 
wild boar are concentrated. We remind that the boar is an 
omnipresent element in Çayönü through the whole occu-
pation of that site. Last, the better preserved Enclosure 

Figure 2a. Proposal of a PPNB west expansion in Anatolia  
(Bar-Yosef, 2001: 144 fig. 5).

Figure 2b. Potencial aceramic sites in West Anatolia  
(Brami, 2014: 212 fig. 28).

Figure 3. PPNA settlements (Asouti, 2006: 91 fig. 3, after Bar-Yosef, 
2001: 19 fig. 4).
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D had two central pillars, which could be masculine, an 
element of predominance in the ritual world of Göbekli 
Tepe (Peeters and Schmidt, 2004: 214; Hauptmann and 
Schmidt, 2007; Notroff, Dietrich and Schmidt, 2016: 68; 
contra, Banning, 2011). At the Enclosure D, despite its 
variety of iconography, had the predominance of birds 
(Peeters and Schmidt, 2004: 185 table 2, 211). The pig 
“imaginery”, it leads to think of the Tigris area, the Zagros 
or Taurus piedmont areas, as a compact regional culture 

during the PPNA. Perhaps the limit of that regional area 
would be perceived on Göbekli Tepe, a possible border 
or limitation point for the cultural clans of the mentioned 
Tigris-Euphrates areas during the PPNA. The presence of 
pigs in other places, such Hallan Çemi or Çayönü had to 
obey not only due to their suitable need in a colder and 
wetter climate, compared to nowadays conditions, during 
the winters of the period, but also to some kind of ritual 
belief of the clan or tribe present in the place (fig. 5a-5b).

Figure 4a. Aerial view, Gobleki Tepe. DAI.

Figure 4b. Gobleki Tepe, site plan (Schmidt, 2010: 240 fig. 2).
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The omnipresent symbology of two twin pillars on ped-
estals, in the center of each circular building suggests dif-
ferent clan totems of social groups: fox, wild boar, crow, 
lion, serpent, and so on (Peeters and Schmidt, 2004: 210; 
Rubio de Miguel, 2004: 155; Schmidt, 2007: 278; Notro-
ff, Dietrich and Schmidt, 2016: 73), a kind of protective 
animals of the clan or tribe that constructed the building 
in question. Banks in the interior and other features of 
the Göbekli enclosures lead us to consider them as places 
of assembly (Notroff, Dietrich and Schmidt, 2016: 72).

These enclosures, with their predominance of one ani-
mal per building, which we interpret as the apotropaic 
animal of the clan who kept the building, they could be a 
species of diverse buildings that symbolize different for-
mer clans of hunter-gatherers that became united progres-
sively in time, until the end of the PPNA.

In Göbekli we have several representations of human 
heads in round bundle on stone, but never appeared 
shaped skulls like those peculiar of the PPNA of the South 
Levant. Despite the presence of predators and scavengers 
among the representations (Notroff, Dietrich, Schmidt, 
2016: 77), generally no human remains were found at 
the site (Notroff, Dietrich, Schmidt, 2016: 66). The only 
finding of human remains in Göbekli are post-mortem 
manipulated bones and marks, mixed with those of fauna, 
found in some of the most recent PPNB fillings (Notroff, 
Dietrich, Schmidt, 2016: 78); we would suggest that the 
end of some of the enclosures was done with a ritual filling 
ceremony including human remains desecrated.

The Göbekli Tepe settlement was built clustered during 
the older PPNA (layer III), with constructions of a smaller 
size than in the later stages. Cluster of round buildings 
close to monumental structures are present in the South 
Levant as Wadi Feynan examples suggest (Mithen et al., 
2011: fig. 3-4).

Later, during the Early and Middle PPNB, Göbekli 
layer II, 8800-8000 BC (Schmidt, 2007: 271), the archi-
tecture was no so “monumental” as before, but on the 
other hand, they were planed specific buildings sometimes 

with rectangular inner space, or rounded corners. In this 
layer, about half of the buildings featured two pillars of 
lesser size than in the previous PPNA. With one excep-
tion: the biggest building discovered of the period, L10-
71, yielded thicker limestone walls and six inner pillars; 
those disposed in a kind of faced-twin pattern (Schmidt, 
2010: fig. 2).

Gobekli is more typical of the climax of a society of 
hunter-gatherers, to the point that its most recent lev-
el, Layer II, then with more discreet buildings and pil-
lars compared to the PPNA of the place, would show 
the decreasing power of these “communitarian” clans of 
hunter-gatherers in an agricultural world of growing indi-
vidual ownership. On the other hand, during the PPNB, 
the lion had a predominant place in the imaginery of 
Gobekli.

A similar labor force could have been used for the mas-
sive stone wall, 1.6-3 m. width and a minimum of 2-4 
m.h., and round towers (at least 8.5 m. h.), built at Jericho 
at the end of the PPNA (Nigro, 2017: 8-9 and com. pers.), 
in the local Jericho’s phase III, ca. +8000 BC, according 
to C14 dates, but rebuilt at last instance about 7400-7300 
BC, in phase VII of Kenyon (1981), interpreted as defen-
sive (Kenyon´s “Town wall”) by the early excavators. But 
Bar Yosef insisted on the ritual and pragmatic character of 
the constructions, and its pressumed use as a protection 
against the floods (Bar Yosef, 1986: table 1), a suggestion 
not supported by topographical and stratigraphical reasons 
(Nigro, com. pers.) (fig. 6a-6c).

In Northern Mesopotamia during the PPNA and ear-
ly PPNB, there are sites with mostly special destination 
(ritual centers) such as Göbekli Tepe or Nevali Çori, while 
other contemporary sites (Çayönü, Djade, Jef al Ahmar) 
displayed diverse functions on the same settlement (in 
spite of the special character of several of those). The 
material culture seems quite similar, but both types of sites 
show differences, such as the absence of skulls during the 
PPNA in Göbekli Tepe. For instance, Göbekli could have 
been the big ritual center of a hunter/foraging society, per-

Figure 5a. Gobleki Tepe, Enclosure C, aerial view  
(Schmidt, 2010: 251 fig. 22).

Figure 5b. Gobleki Tepe, Enclosure C, lateral view. DAI.
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haps nomads, whom on time later, and because of some 
“external influences” (v. gr. a likely colonization with peo-
ples from the Levant?), are present on permanent sites 
with different rituals and beliefs. A proof for this hypoth-
esis could be the abandonment of Göbekli Tepe after the 
Mid-PPNB, when other Aceramic lifestyles and uses took 
place. And afterwards, just portions of the “Göbekli PPNA 
ritual world” remained on a few PPNB sites of the Middle 
or Upper Euphrates, such as Nevali Çori or Çayönü.

We remark that the appearance and first boom of the 
Helwan and Aswad arrowheads in the PPNB of the South-
West Asia coincides with the end of Gobekli IIA (Gopher, 
1989: 51-52 fig. 4-5). On the other hand, we presume that 
the “Göbekli collapse”, around mid PPNB, was gradual, 
as result of a decreasing power (v.gr. the lesser workforce 
needed for the pillars of the later buildings at Göbekli 
Tepe II) or a lack of influence of the previous local reli-
gious rituals over these societies (which were alterating 
their former hunter-foraging system). We pressume that 
after several inner clashes or outer competition, and 
environmental troubles (as result of a changing climate 
into a previous slight stressful geography), the managing 
elites of those sites had to found another way “to keep 
the balance” of the system and the population under their 
control. And the old habits and religion were not enough. 
The end of Göbekli Tepe affected to already well estab-
lished economic ways of life with different nature. Later 
on, this could have supposed a cul de sac for the system, 

and in such way, the PPN societies became a more global 
food producing entity (for a similar conclusion Starkovich 
and Stiner, 2009: 58). A ground for such assertion is the 
hypothesis formulated by Bar-Yosef (2002) on the South 
Levant.

Does it assume that domestication was partly a chance 
to conserve animals within permanent settlements as a 
survival strategy in the face of an annual forecast of exten-
sive or colder winters? Or was Göbekli Tepe only a place 
for special rites of hunter clans from societies that had 
already begun other strategies? Then, Eastern Anatolia 
could have seen the climax of an organized society of 
hunter-gatherers from various territories but living in a 
surrounding world where it began the Neolithic agrarian 
mentality (meaning the individual possession of the ter-
ritory versus the community of former hunter-gatherers), 
and which seems clearer, with these data, to have a certain 
relationship or origin in the South Levant.

Figure 6a. PPNA-PPNB Jericho, plan 
 (Kenyon and Holland, 1981a: fig. 2).

Figure 6b. Jericho tower.

Figure 6c. Jericho tower, north section  
(Kenyon and Holland, 1981b: pl. 244).
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But on the other hand, on the course of the abandon-
ment at Göbekli Tepe, that took place in the middle of the 
PPNB, the buildings were filled with wild animal bones 
(games and gazelles, mostly) and fragments of flint. In 
addition, there were human stone heads, and traces of 
human bones (after the most recent excavations there, 
pers.com.). The fact of finding unfinished pillars in the 
nearby quarry shows that despite all the odds, the end 
of the use of the Göbekli Tepe complexes happened in 
a relatively short space of time, as an unexpected event 
which took place suddenly.

The “religion” or rituals coming from the South Levant 
along the PPNB seem more focused on the funerary con-
text and concerning certain idea of property of the territo-
ry, that the necessity of a monumental collective building 
as it appeared formerly, during the PPNA of the Tigris-Eu-
phrates hinterland.

However, we are beginning to know the religious 
rituals of the Levantine PPNA into a center with monu-
mental structures, especially thanks to WF 16, located in 
the Wadi Feynan, south of Jordan, 9750-8550 BC; there 
with the largest exposure for a PPNA site in the southern 
Levant. On WF 16 appeared two monumental structures: 
an amphitheater, of elliptical plan, a 22 × 19 m structure 
constructed of pise (so called 075) and a kind of semi 

subterranean tower that was above it (so called 0100). A 
wall separated them from other semi-subterranean circular 
structures, up to thirty, pisé-walled, of modest sizes, with 
burials, generally individual, containing adult or young 
men in general, and a few associated to special or import-
ed materials. The structures above were used as work-
shops or for domestic activities (Mithen et al., 2011: 355 
fig. 3; Flohr et al., 2015: 146 fig. 3). In the Jordanian site 
WF 16 it could be contemplated how a group of people of 
the PPNA would be realizing public conmemorations or 
feasting based on agricultural products. In summary, there 
a center of monumental character displays a collective 
activity with funeral rites partners already cemented in 
the concept of private-communal property.

3.  tHE agrEgation procEss towards tHE cEntral 
VillagEs

The concept of “great” is very subjective for each cul-
ture. For the inhabitants of the West Asian Aceramic Neo-
lithic, they were the first to live in permanent settlements 
and with an agglomeration of a few hundred inhabitants 
into the big sites: for such a kind of people that just a 
few generations before such assembalges, their world 

Figure 7. South Levant PPNA-PPNB settlement size (Kuijt, 2000: 81 table 1).
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was summed up to 20-30 members and in cooperation 
with one or two groups like them. After the mentality of 
a hunter-gatherer society, being in a place with several 
hundred individuals was a multitude. No doubt, the early 
Aceramic Neolithic big villages seemed to them as a great 
city to us today. For their standards of mental structure, 
these hundreds of individuals would amount to a large and 
complex gathering, a big place to be managed as a very 
complex organization.

Big sites, ranged from the 0.1-0.2 ha during the Natu-
fian, and jumped, during the PPNA, to ca. 5 ha, such as 
Jericho (Nigro, pers. com.) and 9 ha in Göbekli Tepe. But 
the numbers had different averages later on, and in Mid-
dle PPNB, reached 4-4.5 ha, as in Tell Aswad and Ain 
Gazal. During Late PPNB, 10 ha (Alt et al., 2013: 2) or 
14 ha in Basta and 10 ha in Beisamun (Kuijt, 2000: 81 
table 1 and 2008: 293-294 fig. 1-2; Bar-Yosef and Belfer 
Cohen, 1989a: 61 table 1). At the end of the Late PPNB; 
‘Ain Gazal reach 15 ha with 2.500 people, v.gr. ca. 167 
per hectare (Rollefson and Kalafi, 2013: 6). Such bigger 
sites were present in the Levant (Tell es Sultan/Jericho), 
Euphrates (Tell Bouqras, Göbekli Tepe) or in Anatolia 
(Aşikli), surrounded by smaller places, in summary evi-
dencing similar patterns of settlement across different 
ecological zones and regions, and suggesting a network 
of interdependent sites in each specific area or region 
(Watkins, 2008: 148, 154-155) (fig. 7).

The equation big size and long span of time of occu-
pation speaks in favor of the location of those settlements 
as centers, at least its function as the core of some kind of 
informal polities controlling or influencing far distance 
places and/or access to resources. Some special spots at 
crucial intersection zones, such as precise valleys or river 
locations, seem to be the areas in preference for the set-
tling of the Aceramic Civilization of Western Asia. Most 
of the Aceramic Neolithic biggest villages, such as Aşikli 
Höyük, Göbekli Tepe, Çayönü Tepesi or Tell es Sultan/
Jericho, are placed at the intersection of different ecolo-
gies.

The core sites in the Middle-Late Aceramic B were just 
big villages, v.gr. over 5 ha, and inhabited by an average 
of 500-1000 up to 3000-4000 persons (Kuijt, 2000: 81 
table 1, 90 fig. 6, 2008: 294 fig. 2; Birch-Chapman et al., 
2017: 3 fig. 1). But those sites were able to control the 
access to resources or materials coming from far regions 
and thousands of kilometers. A continuous and gradual 
access for local hunter-gather societies to obsidian sources 
from Central or Eastern Anatolia since the Epi-Paleolithic 
period and it must had give a gate to other “markets” or 
societies afterwards an optimal environmental moment 
ocurred at the end of the Holocene. The gradual changes 
in economy, population and society through time made 
possible that “previous receivers” of commodities, as the 
Southern Levantine PPNA sites, then increased their role 
in the trade and control, and so shifting the hands.

Taurus area sites seem to need little area (and less pop-
ulation) to concentrate the activities on any settlement 
than the Levantine or Euphrates riverine villages. Maybe 

is due to an expected more mobile character of the popu-
lations of Northern Mesopotamia in comparison to other 
regions during the Aceramic Neolithic.

For instance, the architecture shows clearer chang-
es and developments along this long arc of time. The 
Aceramic Neolithic is the period when the huts became 
houses. The early PPNA experienced circular architecture 
either in the South Levant or in the Euphrates and Tigris 
areas. But that architecture sometimes could be on stone 
or mudbricks or another kind of materials (pisè, wattle 
and daub), on what it seems some kind of technical exper-
imentation, especially in the PPNA phase. The apparition 
of mudbrick seems to happen as early in the Levant as in 
Northern Mesopotamia (Aurenche, 1993); and as exam-
ples, we have several Southern Levant or Mesopotamian 
cases, such as Tell es Sultan/Jericho or Mureybet (Cauvin, 
1973), and even it is visible on those sites with older phas-
es (Natufian or pre-Natufian in the South). The places with 
pre-PPN levels (such as Tell Abu Hureyra and Mureybet 
IA-IB in Syria, Beidha in the Jordan valley or Zawi Chemi 
Shanidar in North Iraq) are very important to see this evo-
lution. The abandonment of Tell Abu Hureyra during the 
recent Dryas coincides with the increase of population of 
Tell Mureybet, 50 km upstream.

In most of the sites that had circular architecture (the 
oval constructions in Jericho seem an exception), the 
buildings were not constructed only in stone walls or big 
slabs (Göbekli Tepe, Gilgal I), but sometimes on mud-
brick, a technological practice used together with other 
materials such as wattle and daub or pisè (cf. Nahal Oren, 
Tell es Sultan/Jericho, Mureybet II/IIIA; Gilgal I with its 
presumed second store buildings of mudbrick in combina-
tion with stone), and plastered walls or floors, suggesting 
some kind of early experiments in developed techniques 
for the architecture; an important feature for the societies 
developed after local Epipaleolithic hunter-forager tradi-
tions.

There was an initial reluctance of the division into little 
rooms of the stone architecture during the first stages of 
the PPNA; earlier Jericho is an exception, and Göbekli 
Tepe seem to surpass this limitation with some non dec-
orative central pillars in the late PPNA and early-mid-
dle PPNB phases. For other regions, the practice was to 
access to the buildings by a ladder from the roof, a feature 
kept in use even during the later rectangular mudbrick 
architecture of the Central Anatolian PPNB (cf. Aşikli 
Höyük, Çatal Höyük, Musular).

Since the earliest permanent buildings of the PPNA 
from the South Levant (specially the local Sultanian, with 
the oval buildings of Tell es Sultan, or Nahal Oren and 
Gilgal I) or the Syrian Euphrates (Mureybet II), a standard 
size seems to be present for the houses, 3-5 m. in diame-
ter. Some important changes took place simultaneously in 
several regions at the end of the PPNA or earlier PPNB, 
as it is suggested by the internal compartimentation of 
the circular buildings (Mureybet IIIA). The architectur-
al changes seem to be subtle; according to the evidence 
from the Euphrates sites: there limestone pieces, pisè 
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walls, and foundations with fine sand (Mureybet IIIA) 
or stone appeared in several buildings of different sites 
(Tell Sheikh Hassan, Mureybet IIIA, Tell Sheikh Hassan).

There is rectangular architecture at the Late PPNA 
phase of Jerf el Ahmar (Stordeur, 1999). Also rectangular 
architecture is already well present in the Middle Euphra-
tes sites during the PPNB (Mureybet III, Tell Sheikh Has-
san) (Cauvin, 1980; Ibáñez ed., 2008). Olivier Aurenche 
(1981) suggested that the architecture from the Taurus 
PPN derived from Syria. Also the specific contention 
walls technique was present on the area, but not into the 
circular buildings of the PPNA. But Southern Levantine 
sites had just that kind of rectangular buildings since the 
local PPNB. During the PPNA, in the Middle Euphra-
tes settlements close to the river bench (Tell Bouqras for 
instance), there was an early use of mudbrick architecture 
for rectangular buildings, which suggests an early exper-
imentation with clay. Could it have been the rectangular 
architecture an influx to Southern Levant from Euphrates 
or central Anatolian areas? The obsidian travel could have 
made it possible as an additional traded commodity, due 
the early exchanges between the South Levant and East-
ern Anatolia, and later, during the PPNB, among Central 
Anatolia and the South Levant.

Rectangular architecture occurred in the Taurus pied-
mont (Çayönü Tepesi), also since the latest phase of 
PPNA, Early Grill, as it was in the Central Anatolian site 
of Aşikli. The initial phase at Çayönü, consisted of circu-
lar architecture. Çayönü, on the junction of three zones, 
is close to the Ergani plain, the Taurus mountain ranges, 
and in the vicinity to the Diyarbakir basin. It is a flat and 
oval shaped mound of 160 x 350 m, and had a maximum 
occupation extent close to 3 ha.

On the earliest occupation level in Çayönü, the Round 
Building, 10.200-9.400 BC, PPNA, there were not per-
manent structures, a clue for the presence of population 
with nomadic roots, as in Suberde (Bordaz, 1973), Hallan 
Çemi (Rosenberg, 1992 and 1999), 10.700-9.200 BC; or 
Qermez Dere in the Zagros area (Watkins, 1990), all those 
sites settled before the real mid-PPNB end of Göbekli 
Tepe, which seems the southernmost site connected to 
that regional variation of the PPN. The first sub-phase of 
Çayönü shows the use of different materials for the houses 
construction: stone, wattle and daub, or clay and pebble 
as external reinforcement.

Çayönü does not show any hiatus between the circular 
architecture and the Grill plan sub phase buildings of the 
late PPNA and early PPNB. The plastered floors helped 
to insulate the constructions during the hard months of 
the winter. After the Early Grill, Late PPNA, appeared 
the Late Grill plans at Çayönü, ca. 8400-8200 BC, early 
PPNB, buildings which were constructed to avoid flood-
ing (Ozdogan, 1999: 42), but its upper structure could 
have been oval (Ozdogan, 1999: 43, n. 23). The grill plan 
appeared also in the early PPNB of Dja´de, contemporary 
with Çayönü examples.

The Channel Building, also called the Intermediate 
phase of Çayönü, with important architectural improve-

ments, could be a reflection of the social changes and 
new elements coming into the site. This was the first sub-
phase at the site with one specific building of particu-
lar use, then the Bench Building, maybe related to the 
slightly later in date, the Flagstone Building, but of the 
same phase. Perhaps the Çayönü’s Intermediate phase is 
a good tracker to search the clues for those developments, 
when a ritual building, full of skulls and human remains 
appeared for first time, and likely later it was replaced 
with a different ritual building, the Terrazzo Building, 
similar to some Nevali Çori structures, Gebaude II and 
Gebaude III. Both displayed the T-shaped pillars or twin 
central monoliths with anthropomorphic reliefs, typical of 
the Göbekli Tepe buildings (Hauptmann, 1993: fig. 7-12, 
15). On the last stage of the phase, the Skull Building was 
erected and further reconstructed during a few genera-
tions. After our interpretation, the sudden appearance of 
the first Skull Building in Cayönü, which appears to have 
been constructed in a hurried way, may be a reflection of 
the emergence of new leaders in charge of this central 
town, with a religion based on human sacrifices.

On most of the Southern Levant or central Anatolian 
sites it is hard to note the difference between domesticity 
and special buildings used for other different activities 
(mostly ritual), K. Kenyon single out several “cult hous-
es” (Kenyon, 1981). Since the Mid-PPNB, the big sites 
south of Taurus piedmont (Nevali Çori or Çayönü), yield 
some new structures monumental in appearance, and with 
a clear ritual use (Hauptmann, 1993: 39). We remark that 
on Çayönü Tepesi every level of each sub-phase had one 
special building (Bench Building, Flagstone Building and 
Skull Building at the Intermediate phase, and the Terraz-
zo Building during the Cell-plan phase (Schirmer, 1983; 
Bicakçi, 1995), with a specific function; and the same hap-
pened at least in Nevali Çori Schicht 3, the oldest phase 
of that site (Hauptmann, 1993: fig. 4). It could have been 
an inheritance from the former lifestyle, based on mobile 
populations gathered around ritual centers.

Çayönü Cell Building phase, Late PPNB, had a lifespan 
of 7800-6800 BC, where the architecture had an arrange-
ment in a sort of small square rooms (the so-called cell 
plans). Cayönü’s big square, in the eastern part of the site, 
began to be used in the last phase of the Skull Building 
(Ozdogan, 1999). The square had a pebbled surface. It 
was an area of 1000 m2 with communal activities, such as 
meetings, but also carnage and throwing of rubbish. The 
Cell planned buildings are also contemporaries in use with 
most of the life of that square; those buildings consisted 
of larger houses, with floors paved in stone (Ozdogan and 
Ozdogan, 1989).

Cafer Höyük was settled on virgin soil (level XIII) 
but without recognizable traces of architecture, except 
hearths. Cafer Level XII was dated ca. 8300 BC (Cauvin 
et al. 1999: 90, 100). Level XII buildings have similari-
ties with the Çayönü PPNB examples from Grill plan and 
Intermediate phases. No gap separated both levels in the 
settlement. Cafer Level XII had rectangular architecture 
built on mudbrick and stone foundations, a different tech-
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nique from the later Cafer Level X, prior to the Middle 
PPNB, when a more complex plan, tripartite, was built 
with large moulded mudbricks, whose standard size, 90 
x 25 cm, is the same as the Late PPNB tripartite building 
from El Kown (Stordeur, 2000).

The excavators of Cafer Höyük believed in a periodical 
renovation of the architecture for the two earlier PPNB 
phases at the site (Cauvin et al., 1999: 93), Cafer III, 8300-
8000 BC and Cafer II, 8000-7500 BC (de Moulins, 1997). 
The earliest phase of Cafer Höyük seems to correspond 
with the cobble-paved/Intermediate phase of Çayönü 
(Cauvin et al., 1999: 101).

On the oldest phase, Cafer VIIIa, yielded structures 
still with roundish buildings, in spite of several cell plans, 
which were used for storage (Cauvin et al., 1999). The 
presence of the outer ladder links Cafer Höyük to the 
Çayönü Intermediate phase. The silos were used again 
during a following phase, Cafer Level VI. The latest 
phase of the site showed changes in the organization of 
the architectural space, when large cell-plans, similar to 
the Çayönü examples, appeared. There was a burning of 
structures during the Cafer level IVc.

The presence of other silo-like structures on far dis-
tant areas, during the Middle or Late PPNB, such as Tell 
Sheikh Hassan (Cauvin, 1978), could be an evidence of 
hard times or just a concentration of surplus in a few 
hands. The storage was not on domestic scale for some 

Figure 8a. Aşikli Höyük, aerial view.

specific sites, and the archaeological record show clues for 
some kind of crisis, and perhaps suggesting sometimes a 
demographic decrease (Brami, 2014: 47-48, 162). Ovens 
for the processing of collected grains are present either in 
the Southern Levant (v. gr. Nahal Oren) as in the Euphra-
tes area (Mureybet IIIB).

In Aşikli Höyük, there was a mound of 4.5 ha (Esin and 
Harmankaya, 1999: 118; Özbasaran, 2011: 37 and 2012), 
placed in a tributary Melendiz Çay, about 50 km from the 
sources of obsidian of the Gollu Dag in Ciftlik. In Aşikli 
Höyük were dated several moments such as the level 5 ca. 
9000 BC, upper level 4, 8400-8100 BC, and level 2, 8000-
7500 BC, Early-Middle PPNB (Özbasaran, 2011: 31 table 
1; Stiner, 2014: 8404-8405, table S1). Early levels here 
already had rectangular mud architecture, plastered in red 
in various cases (Esin and Harmankaya, 1999: 129). The 
mud for the buildings at Aşikli Höyük could be collected 
at the close salt lake. Several rooms were grouped as clus-
ters forming an unit, and maybe ocurred alterations into 
the familiar social structure as it is suggested due to inner 
changes into the building rooms (Esin and Harmankaya, 
1999: 128) (fig. 8a-8c).

At Aşikli there are buildings without the usual resi-
dential use, which were interpretated as public because of 
their size (reaching sometimes 500 m2) and thicker walls, 
plenty of rooms and interior courtyards. Also in central 
Anatolia, the earliest building on Musular was a mud brick 
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construction with plastered walls and red painted floor, the 
Building A. That was a non-domestic building, and looks 
like Building T at Aşikli, interpreted as a temple by the 
excavators (Esin and Harmankaya, 1999).

Abu Hureyra is currently under the reservoir lake of 
Tabqa, in the Euphrates. Although during the time of 
its discovery, was on a plain 1 km. to the south of the 
Euphrates and in an area with 200 mm of   annual rainfall. 
In the oldest archaeological phase excavated at Hureyra, 
of PPNA date, there is rectilinear mudbrick architecture, 
placed as a cluster, using the same foundations of previ-
ous buildings, for the new constructions, a phenomenon 
observed also in Tell Bouqras. There was no differentia-
tion between the functions of the buildings, according to 
the contents. During the local Tell Abu Hureyra Middle 
and Late PPNB phases, Abu Hureyra 2A 8500-7500 BC 
and Abu Hureyra 2B, 7500-6000 BC (de Moulins, 1997; 
Moore, Hillman and Legge, 2000: 257), the place reached 
its maximum expansion, up to 12 ha. The settlement fol-
lowed then the arrangement of cluster constructions of 
the PPNA phase. The architecture displayed the use of 
mudbrick buildings with small standardized rooms.

Figure 8b. Aşikli Höyük, PPNB, topographical plan (Özbasaran, 2011: 29 fig. 2).

Figure 8c. Aşikli Höyük, terraces and radial lines  
(Brami, 2014: 190 fig. 24a).
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The rise of a kind of “Jericho system” into the Southern 
Levant, because it seems clustered around Tell es Sultan/
Jericho, a settlement of 2.5 ha, seems to coincide with 
the twilight of the Göbekli Tepe center, placed not far 
from the Taurus piedmont. We suppose after the dates that 
both mentioned central sites coexisted for a short time, 
Göbekli Tepe from 9100 until 8100 BC, and Jericho from 
8300 until 7300 BC. And it is not by chance that after the 
(gradual?) collapse of the Göbekli Tepe “best of times”, 
then rised the stronger Aceramic Neolithic links between 
central Anatolia and the Levant.

In the South Levant region, time after the start of the 
Jericho VII phase, on a couple of generations at most, 
some fire plus the apparition of a new ceremonial struc-
ture took place in phase VIIIB (Bar-Yosef, 1986: table 1 
BM-110 and BM-1789). But those new changes at Tell 
es Sultan/Jericho proved unsuccessful, because the Ace-
ramic Neolithic site did not last centuries: it fell out of 
use after the phase Jericho XI. Contrary to the military 
hypothesis (“enemies against Jericho”), some scholars 
accepted the vicinity of a wadi as a meaning of erosion 
risk and would be an alternative explanation for the 
building of those massive structures (Bar Yosef, 1986). 
But that alternative hypothesis does not explain the pres-
ence of massive towers, as a simple ritual element; also 
the increase of lithic arrowheads in the material assem-
blage and the changes in architectural organization after 
“Town Wall III” point against this erosion hypothesis. 
Some settlement gap even took place in Jericho between 
the PPNA and PPNB periods. The lack of settlement at 
Jericho during the Late PPNB could be guessed after 
expected environmental pressures that forced the settlers 
to leave, maybe in direction to ‘Ain Gazal (Bar Yosef, 
1986; Rollefson, 1989).

Beisamoun, with 10 ha during the Late PPNB (Boc-
quentin et al., 2014: 6), is located in the Hula Basin, mid-
dle sector of the Jordan Valley of Israel, with abundant 
aquifers. The Beisamoun architecture is rectilinear, with 
floors plastered in lime. In sector E, with the multicellular 
house 306, there was a structure with large stone walls in 
its northwestern sector: the floor had a pavement of peb-
bles and shells. The plan showed several rooms, and two 
entrances in opposite parts of the building (Bocquentin et 
al., 2014: 25, 29 fig. 20).

The modern Basta destroyed part of the Aceramic set-
tlement of the Neolithic period; the place reached 14 ha of 
occupation during the Late PPNB (Alt et al., 2013), and 
placed in the access to a wadi, in the south of Jordan. In 
the south sector standed a rectilinear building with large 
rooms, 4.5 x 9 m., and differentiated two floors, one in its 
southern half plastered with clay, and the other one on its 
northern sector under the ground, paved with earth and 
stones (Gebel et al., 1988) (fig. 9a-9b).

Ain Gazal, on the Wadi Zarqa, Jordan, was located 
on a river terrace, in the intermediate zone between the 
Mediterranean forest and steppe. The Neolithic settlement 
begins during the Middle-Late phase of the PPNB, 8500-
6900 BC, when it would occupy about 14 ha, and had a 
population of circa 2000 inhabitants (Rollefson and Kaf-
afi, 2013: 3). Ain Ghazal yielded rectilinear architecture, 
arranged individually, in two or three rooms, each one of 
larger size (5 x 5 m on average) compared to later periods. 
There was at least one circular hearth per building, placed 
in the centre of a room. The buildings seem fully organ-
ized according to their East-West orientation. The walls 
were plastered with lime, from time to time, and some 
were painted with red ochre, and zoomorphic or geometric 
motifs (Rollefson, 2000) (fig. 15a-15b).

Figure 9a. Basta, PPNB, area B, house. Figure 9b. Basta, PPNB, area B, two floor house, reconstruction 
proposal (Kuijt, 2000: 92 fig. 8).
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4.  tHE cEntral VillagEs and tHE control of long 
distancE ExcHangE

The best evidence for a long distance exchange during 
the Aceramic PPN is the spread of the obsidian, a raw 
material key for the elaboration of projectile points and 
knives, and with an utility not only for hunting but also 
for inter-community conflicts. The obsidian had a limited 
geographical distribution such as also of cores suitable 

for efficient knapping, avalaible mainly from precise 
sources in central and eastern Anatolia (Chataigner et al., 
1998: 519 fig. 1). Some of the biggest settlements (Aşikli 
Höyük, Göbekli, Tell Mureybet, Jerf el Ahmar, Tell es 
Sultan/Jericho), were able to hold the control of some 
resources as obsidian from the two main source areas, 
Nenezi Dag in Central Anatolia and Bingöl en Eastern 
Anatolia (Chataigner et al., 1998: 522 fig. 3, 531 fig. 7) 
(fig. 10a-10b).

Figure 10a. Anatolian obsidian sources (Chataigner et al., 1998: 519 fig. 1).

Figure 10b. PPNB obsidian network (Batist, 2014: 94 fig. 7.5).
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The traditional view has explained the mechanisms of 
obsidian exchange using the down-the-line model, search-
ing a decrease in the quantity of obsidian from the source 
of origin, transported either by hunters using temporary 
campsites or itinerant craftsmen (Renfrew, Dixon and 
Cann, 1968; Renfrew, 1977; Cauvin and Chataigner, 1998). 
However, larger quantities of obsidian would be observed 
in the southern and eastern extremities of the Levantine 
corridor, but it was not the case (Ibáñez et al., 2015: 3). In 
contrast, preferential exchange with neighboring commu-
nities was the prevalence during the PPNB, with the inter-
action of distant nodes or big villages thought few interme-
diary steps, with preferential attachment of hubs that had 
access to larger quantities of obsidian (Ibáñez et al., 2015: 
4, 6). It suggests an incipient site hierarchy regarding the 
obsidian exchange because in case of bigger size of the 
site, a higher proportion of obsidian was contained (Ibáñez 
et al., 2015: 5-6). The lack of the obsidian in the northern 
Levant but its archaeological record in Cyprus, as Akan-
thou-Arkosykos probes (Sevketoglu, 2008: 67), also point 
toward a maritime transportation to central and southern 
Levant (Batist, 2014: 91). In terrestrial routes, together 
with local circulation between neighbors and allies, must 
have developed expeditions of ca. 15 persons, twice a 
year, as suggested by ethnographic examples from Irian 
Jaya (New Guinea) (Pétrequin and Pétrenquin, 1993) and 
arranged marriages to establish alliances between distant 
partners (Ibáñez et al., 2015: 9) (fig. 11a-11c).

Figure 11a. PPNA obsidian distribution (Ibáñez et al., 2015: 2 fig. 1).

The blade technology was very spread through Cen-
tral and Eastern Anatolia and the South Levant. The lith-
ic industry shows conservative traits for a long period 
(including naviform and bipolar cores, burins, long blades, 
and arrowheads during the PPNB) but also homogenous 
changes in most of the affected regions when certain inno-
vations ocurred, from time to time. We noted a scarcity or 
restriction of flint production during the whole Aceramic 
period, in concrete during the earlier phase, PPNA, and 
most of the PPNB, as some kind of challenge to the over-
whelming specialization of the Aceramic lithic industry 
(Astruc et al., 2003: 73; Nishiaki, 2000) and diversifica-
tion of the production of tools through the Late PPNB, and 
in special during the last stages of the period; an amount 
which surpassed the needs of the settled communities. 
According to some researchers, after a diversification in 
the concentrations of lithic tools, it is suggested the pres-
ence of different economic strategies during the period 
(Astruc et al., 2003).

Göbekli Tepe’s obsidian comes from four different 
volcanic zones, placed at long distance, at Central Anato-
lia, Lake Van and Bingöl (Notroff, Dietrich and Schmidt, 
2016: 73), suggesting different possibilities such as pil-
grimage from these areas of people with access to these 
goods, or at least the existence of a close chain of inter-
mediaries during the PPNA.

Differences could be appreciated in the obsidian tool 
techniques or characteristics during a specific period, Late 
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Figure 11b. PPNB obsidian distribution (Ibáñez et al., 2015: 3 fig. 2).

Figure 11c. PPNB complex networks in the obsidian trade  
between big villages thought few intermediary steps  

(Ibáñez et al., 2015: 4 fig. 3c).

PPNA and PPNB, but it does not mean an absence of 
the commodity on the “peripheral” regions (Astruc et al., 
2003: 72-73). The obsidian “lithic tools’ treasures” (mean-
ing a “hidden” bulk of tools found on dailylife contexts) 
are rare during the Middle Euphrates PPN; on the other 
hand, large amounts of obsidian per site were spread in 
other far distant areas (the Levant, Central Anatolia or 
Taurus and Zagros region sites). Obsidian tools are quite 
abundant in south central Anatolia (Connolly, 1999), but 
certain flint tools were a traded commodity for other dis-
tant lands, and so a valuated commodity during the PPNB. 
An example is the absence outside the riverine areas, of 
chocolat-color silex tools, originally coming from Middle 
Euphrates contexts, for example Akarçay items (Coskun-
su, 2002; Astruc et al., 2003: 74, n. 73). In the Middle 
Euphrates there was a strong presence of bipolar cores 
since the earliest moments of the PPNA (Arimura et al., 
2000), revealing a suitable area for the interchange of cer-
tain flint products.

The obsidian at Çayönü increased during the later lev-
els, since the Intermediate phase, being in equal amount to 
the other percentages of flint stone materials in the archae-
ological records. The obsidian of the area comes from the 
Van region (Eastern Anatolia). During the Late PPNB, 
sites in the Taurus foothills such as Cayönü or Hayaz 
Höyük (Roodenberg, 1989) display the high amount of 
lithic tools and débitage produced locally, which sur-
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passed the needs of the population of those villages. For 
instance, 90 % of the lithic tools at Suberde were made of 
obsidian, and where the latest PPNB layer afforded mostly 
arrows, sickles and large amounts of débitage (Bordaz, 
1973). Hallan Çemi has plenty of obsidian artifacts, from 
eastern Anatolia, and débitage into the lithic bulk (Rosen-
berg, 1999). In Qermez Dere, very few artifacts of obsid-
ian were found (Betts, 1994), and it suggests imported 
items.

Half of the lithic industry at Cafer Höyük is obsidian 
and there most of the ornaments are made of this material, 
what suggests an orientation of the Cafer economy toward 
the obsidian trade. During the earliest levels of Cafer 
Höyük, the closest obsidian provenances for the site were 
in Bingöl, 200 km northeast (Cauvin et al., 1999: 99). 
But for the upper levels, the obsidian came from another 
different location in Bingöl and from Nemrut Dag area. 
There is a high percentage of microliths (a main difference 
with the South Levant lithic industries), or the “Cafer” 
arrowheads, typical of the Taurus area. At Cafer Höyük 
there are “Byblos” and oval points, both characteristic 
types of the Northern Syrian PPNB. Some of the lithic 
findings at Cafer Höyük suggest closest parallels with arti-
facts from the southern Levant. The lithic industry of the 
middle PPNB phase of Cafer had a change of percentages, 
increasing then the obsidian but decreasing the flint micro-
liths; since Cafer level VI onwards, “Çayönü” obsidian 
tools appeared. Obsidian prevails on the lithic tools of the 
last phase of Cafer Höyük, but projectile points such as 
the Byblos examples were made also of flint.

At the Central Anatolian site of Aşikli Höyük, the pref-
ered raw material for the lithic industry was the obsidi-
an. In this site, among the lithic tools, the arrowheads 
were very limited, and with gradual changes, but just a 
portion seem used as weapons (Esin and Harmankaya, 
1999: 128), same as in the Middle Euphrates or certain 
Southern Levant sites (Borrell, 2006: 307, note 353; con-
tra Khalaily et al., 2011: 392). The scrapers are the most 
used tools on the site (Özbasaran and Özbasaran, 2011: 
33). From Aşikli Höyük, Mount Göllüdag obsidian is sup-
posed to have been shipped, not only to the Levant, even 
North Mesopotamia and Cyprus (Balkan-Atli and Cauvin, 
1997); the workshops and dumped materials on site are a 
conclusive proof.

Musular, in central Anatolia, had a PPNB material 
culture made of the “pressure flaked” technique, based 
on the flint blades and the obsidian projectiles, despite 
the rare flint material; because there were only twenty 
flint pieces after the record, probably imported (Ozbasa-
ran, 1999: 152). Musular became a blade industry, when 
the naviform tradition arrived. The projectiles were very 
numerous, and belonged to a technology, called “unifa-
cial pressure retouch oval shaped” technique, that seems 
to belong to central Anatolia, in places like Asikli, Can 
Hassan III or Çatal Höyük (Ozbasaran, 1999: 152).

The obsidian workshop of Kaletepe, closer to Musular, 
yielded obsidian materials, such as the blank for projec-
tiles, which suggest connections either with the PPNB 

of the Levant or Southeastern Anatolia during the same 
period (Balkan-Atli et al., 1999: 142), indicating a pos-
sible network operating then in Central Anatolia, with a 
trade market centered on those distant regions. The need-
ful organization for such demand implied a whole system 
controlled by a few sites at the extreme of the network.

The percentage of obsidian in the North Syrian coast 
or Southern Levantine sites increased at the end of the 
PPNB, as Rash Shamra IV suggests. But all these com-
modities, seem to come then from the Çiftlik area of Cen-
tral Anatolia (Khalaily et al., 2011: 392), and no from 
Eastern Anatolia anymore. At the period, the interchange 
network of the Taurus area seem to be restricted to the 
Northern Mesopotamia, Zagros or Western Iran regions.

In Abu Hureyra, the obsidian tools appear in less than 
4% of the total lithic bulk, but they were made on the 
settlement, and six different sources were identified, from 
three distinct regions (Van, Bingol and Ciftlik), although 
mostly from eastern Anatolia (Moore, Hillman and Legge, 
2000). Tell Bouqras, a tell of 2.75 ha, located south of 
the Euphrates was placed into a marginal territory, with 
annual rainfall of 125 mm. There is little obsidian there, 
and it came from the Southeastern Anatolian Nemrut Dag 
(Urfa), however it represents 7 % of the total lithic bulk of 
the site, a number closer, even bigger, to the Abu Hureyra 
percentage (Akkermans, 1982).

The comparison of Southern Levant PPN lithic 
sequences and cultural contexts to the Northern Mesopo-
tamian bulk, evidences certain similarities but, for sure, 
some local variations. If they show those peculiarities due 
to regional cultural variants or because different economic 
or societal structures, is still an issue to be researched in 
further field work on both regions.

The very little presence of obsidian in specific South-
ern Levant sites (Beidha V-II) (Byrd, 2005) could be 
explained as result of a monopolistic control on this trade 
in the region (perhaps by a polity connected with the Jer-
icho of the period). The three obsidian tools present at 
Beidha had a curious origin; the oldest tool, from Beidha 
V phase, consisted of obsidian from Lake Van area, but 
the other later pieces, from Beidha III-II, PPNB date, were 
from the Çiftlik area of central Anatolia. Most of the evi-
dence for workshops is related to the flint stones, but no 
obsidian, with the exceptions of Jericho or Tell Mureybet. 
For instance, Tell Sheikh Hassan yielded only five piec-
es of obsidian during the PPNA, as also did Jericho or 
Mureybet for the same period.

5.  tHE possiBility of latE ppnB “world” systEms 
during tHE soutH wEst asian acEramic nEolitHic

The previous model of a PPNB interaction sphere 
suggest a socio-economic Neolithic core-periphery 
system, based on the trade of prestige goods, such as 
obsidian, sea shells, bitumen, and so on (Bar-Yosef and 
Belfer Cohen, 1989; Bar-Yosef, 2001b; contra, Asouti, 
2006: 112).
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The use of the concept of global systems began to be in 
vogue in the mid-1970s, after the publication of Waller-
stein main work (1974, 1980, 1989 and 2011). After this 
publication, the Global System presumably had been initi-
ated in the sixteenth century, but soon the theory was rein-
terpreted and expanded to several cores and their periph-
eries in early dates (Sahlins, 1988; Frank, 1998; Beaujard, 
2007, 2010 and 2012). Subsequently, within the literature 
and archaeological and anthropological research, a new 
flow of the question about the World System occurred in 
the mid-1990s with new works (Mederos, 1995). Already 
Schneider (1977: 25) proposed the existence of other 
types of ancient World economies and the development 
of not static core-periphery relations, different and earlier 
than the one proposed by Wallerstein (1991), for Meso-
potamia, Central Asia and Iran (Kohl, 1989), the gulfs 
of Arabia and Oman (Edens, 1992), the Circum-Pontic 
region (Sherratt, 2003), the Trans-Eurasian exchange with 
China (Sherratt, 2006), or Bronze and Iron Age Medi-
terranean and continental Europe between 2500 and 500 
BC (Sherratt, 1993; Kristiansen, 1998a, 1998b and 2007; 
Kristiansen and Larsson, 2005). From the field of Soci-
ology, there is a global analysis by Frank for the Bronze 
(1993; Frank and Thompson, 2005; Beaujard, 2011) and 
the Iron Ages (Frank and Thompson, 2006), five millennia 
BP onwards, with the decline of old cores and emergency 
of a new World-System in the old peripheries. Also, Grin-
in and Korotayev (2013: 17) support a beginning of the 
Afroeurasian World-System since the transitional period 
from foraging to food production societies, which took 
place in the 10th-8th millennia BC.

The Theory of the World System previously has been 
used for presumed prehistoric empires in the territories of 
ancient Mesopotamia and adjacent territories by Algaze, 
with the presence of colonies and trading outposts, for 
whom the south-controlled expansion integrated and suc-
ceeded in “globalizing” the entire Mesopotamian region 
during the IV millennium B.C. and the Uruk expansion 
(Algaze, 1989, 1993/2004 and 2001); a model with critics 
such as Stein who suggests an alternative distance-parity 
interaction (Stein, 1998 and 1999).

World economies are decentralized political systems of 
societies interconnected by authentic ties of an econom-
ic nature with centers, semi-peripheries and peripheries. 
Beyond the peripheries, there are external mini-systems, 
connected with small-scale exchanges, normally luxury 
goods (Wallerstein, 1974: 301-302). In the case of Aceram-
ic Neolithic, there is irrefutable evidence of long-distance 
connections and a big amount of travel-time for transport 
by human muscle power, and the transfer of thousands of 
obsidian tools and raw material put into circulation, with 
transfer of surplus between cores and peripheries, just after 
the apparition of sedentarism but before the development 
of nomadic pastoralism. Could it mean an economic asym-
metry in power relationships between core and peripheries, 
because the necessary supply for the core of certain raw 
materials such as obsidian? Could the core areas control 
the exchange system? If the domestication of wheat might 

be interrelated with the celebration of feasting through beer 
making, could be related the management and later domes-
tication of some big animals as young bovines (aurochs, 
Bos primigenius) or Asiatic wild ass (Equus hemionus) with 
the long distance transport of raw materials? In this sense, 
it is interesting to note that after the prevalence of goitred 
gazelle (Gazella subgutturosa), with 7.949 bones, the main 
mammalians at Göbleki Tepe (Peeters and Schmidt, 2004: 
183 table 1, 208), are the aurochs, with 2.574 bones, and 
about half of the total meat consumed, and the Asiatic wild 
ass, with 1.177 bones.

They undoubtedly suggest the interconnection of peo-
ples’ societies where agriculture was not fundamental at 
first for their sedentary process during PPNA (Hodder, 
2003). First with the old chains of intermediaries, but later 
events, from PPNB Middle onwards, with an agrarian eco-
nomic strategy, came to consider it not only as a strategy 
of additional survival, obsidian was “good in itself”, a 
private property sign, and a new time with another com-
plex social and ritual world, where goods “had a price”.

If we assume several presumed Late PPNB “World” 
Systems, it has still some archaeological gaps to probe its 
total expansion (Watkins, 2008: 146). To date, no presence 
of PPN cultures have been discovered in some portions of 
the Anatolian Peninsula, especially in the Cilician coastal 
plains or the coastal Northwestern Turkey, the Mediter-
ranean area around current cities and districts of Antalya 
and Izmir. Perhaps different coastal lines and geographical 
formations on such areas, are the explanations (Özdogan, 
1999: 208). There were also then some indications of the 
presence of pre-pottery sites from other regions, increas-
ing gradually, such as Ökuzini in Antalya region, Keçiçay-
ir, Kabakh, Çalca, and Musluçesme in Western Anatolia 
(Özdogan, 1997 and 2013).

The PPNA shows regional variants accused in the dif-
ferent territories studied here. Only generations before 
were dispersed clans living in mobile or semi-permanent 
settlements. The river offered them construction materi-
als and means of communication, independent of the old 
inland routes. After our judgement, later with the exper-
imentation they would see that with the irrigation of the 
water of the river they had an extra strategy of survival 
first and then strong economic goods. Also PPNA socie-
ties seemingly develop in progressive way animal domes-
tications as a collateral survival strategy rather than an 
end in itself.

However the PPNB shows a greater generalization 
and a site aggregation process, despite certain differenc-
es in the regional material culture. For this second period, 
although of different character according to each region, 
the domestication was present at global level from Middle 
PPNB onwards; then there were more societies based on 
plants and animals, and others rooted on certain animals.

Regarding the architectural changes, our interpretation 
is that the earliest appearance of monumental buildings at 
Göbekli suggests that those centers were “keepers of the 
control” over long distances, from the Upper Euphrates 
until the Southern Levant. Those people from Jericho or 
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close areas must have used the idea in their own bene-
fit, when reached the control on extensive resources and 
becoming one of the dominant cores in the pressumed 
Near Eastern Aceramic “World” Systems. Later on, the 
Euphrates polities changed their nature, and then with 
pale influxes of the older religion and rituals only present 
in a few sites such as Nevali Çori or Çayönü. This last 
one place, was influenced, if no partly occupied, during 
the Mid-PPNB onwards, by some peoples in contact with 
the Southern Levantines, as some common traits in the 
obsidian lithic industry or animal and plant diet strategy 
suggested.

Most of the big PPN centers seem focused on man-
aging a larger amount of people than smaller places did. 
While religious PPNA-Early PPNB centers, such as the 
Göbekli case, were in use at least during a specific period 
of time each certain months per year, later on the increas-
ing domestication of animals and plants gave an access 
to a new kind of villages, the typical permanent settled 
sites of Mid/Late PPNB. The domestication in the PPNB 
must have been another strategy to keep the control of 
the people living there or under the influence those new 
big sites (fig. 12).

During the PPNB they had no longer a few central plac-
es for temples or pilgrimage, as Göbekli Tepe in Eastern 
Turkey (and WF 16? in Jordan), as there was in the PPNA. 

In the PPNB period the things appear different, with sev-
eral major, plausibly central places, attracting people in 
their regional or at least regional area of   influence, and 
acting as central settlements with a complex organiza-
tion and diverse functions, including at least one central 
meeting building where ritual activities were performed.

The population increased such as also did the com-
petition. Several centers grew bigger at the same time, 
and then the control of the networks and the environment 
resources became tight. Clashes appeared, as suggests the 
overall strong evidence for arrowheads in the Middle-Late 
PPNB, tools so craftly specialized and finely made that 
surpassed any usual hunting purposes. The environment in 
several regions became very changing and unstable, and 
the economic and societal strategies proved unsuccessful, 
thus provoking either migrations or the collapse of the 
whole old system.

Since the Mid-PPNB phase, the existing sites yield 
data about an increase of surplus: storage buildings, large 
amounts of lithic tools and far distant products (main-
ly obsidian). The rise in the number of settlements and 
the reoccupation of a few abandoned sites (such as Abu 
Hureyra) placed in strategic spots with access to com-
modities or natural resources, could be a reflection of a 
phenomenon bigger than just a demographic pressure 
at the time. The increasing dispersal of sites since Mid-

Figure 12. PPNA-PPNB, population estimates in big villages (Birch-Chapman et al., 2017: 3 fig. 1).
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Late PPNB could be a result of a “trade commodities” 
rush. Upper Euphrates villages show more evidence of 
storage or aggressive artifacts (lithic points, sling balls) 
than elsewhere. It seems a welfare period, but with ups 
and downs.

Middle PPNB sites in the Upper Euphrates (Cafer 
Höyük) or in the Southern Levant (Beidha, Basta) expe-
rienced a good reorganization of architecture. After the 
early experimentation of clay and mudbricks on the 
Euphrates area, it could be a sign of the later develop-
ment for cooked pottery in the region. Several attempts 
of unbacked “pots” are witnessed during the PPNB in 
several distant sites (cf. Mureybet, Tell Sheikh Hassan, 
Beidha phase VI, or the stone vessels from the long room 
phase of Çayönü). It could be the exchange of the ideas 
among both areas plus the architectural experimentations 
on clay materials (present in Mureybet III and Munhata 
IV) and mudbricks, and so bringing together, later on, the 
apparition of pottery. Sheep dung from on-site defecation 
by captive animals was used no only for fireplaces, but 
also as temper in mudbricks, and probably was a stimulus 
for animal domestication as shows Aşikli Höyük. Time 
after, following the collapse of this PPN system, another 
strategy for sedentary settlements, was improved, after a 
technology: the apparition of the production of clay pot-
tery and so on the birth of standard ceramics. And proba-
bly as a main result after the use of mudbrick technology. 
In such way, the early pottery was far from a commodity 
on circulation: but a good possibility to count on measures 
and sizes, and another strategy for certain sites to control 
through the production of pottery.
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