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ARTICLES

DAILY PRACTICE AND SOCIAL MEMORY AT CATALHOYUK

Ian Hodder and Craig Cessford

This article is concerned with the social processes involved in the formation of large agglomerated villages in the Neolithic
of the Near East and Anatolia, with particular reference to Catalhoyiik in central Turkey. The article aims to show that prac-
tice theories (dealing with how social rules are learned in daily practice within the house) can be used to interpret the pat-
terning of recurrent construction and use activities within domestic space at Catalhéyiik. The regulation of social practices
in the house created village-wide social rules, but it is argued that the habituated behavior was also commemorative and
involved in the construction of social memory. Sitewide and house-based specific memories are documented at Catalhdyiik.
The evidence for habituated practice and social memory at other sites is briefly discussed, and is argued to be relevant for
the formation of settled agricultural societies.

Este articulo se refiere a los procesos sociales implicados en la formacion de grandes aglomeraciones aldeanas en el neolitico
del Cercano Oriente y de Anatolia, con particular referencia a Catalhoyuk en Turquia central. Se pretende mostrar que la
teoria de la accion prdctica (relacionada a la forma en que las reglas sociales pueden ser aprendidas en la prdctica diaria
dentro de las residencias) puede ser utilizada para interpretar patrones recurrentes de construccion y actividades de uso den-
tro de los espacios domésticos en Catalhoyuk. La regulacion de prdcticas sociales en espacios domésticos cred reglas sociales
que funcionaban a nivel aldeano pero, se arguye, este comportamiento habituado era también conmemorativo e implicaba la
construccion de la memoria social. Expresiones especificas de memoria son documentadas en las viviendas de Catalhoyuk y
a nivel de sitio. Se discute brevemente la evidencia de prdcticas habituales y memoria social en otros sitios y se argumenta
sobre su relevancia en la formacion de sociedades sedentarias y agricolas.

t is often argued that some form of sedentism ation of sedentary settlement is associated with

emerges during the Natufian of the Near East conflicts that need regulation by centralizing or

(e.g., Belfer-Cohen and Bar-Yosef 2000). Some  coordinating functions such as ranking, rituals,
of the following Pre-Pottery Neolithic A (PPNA, symbolism, and public space (e.g., Byrd 1994;
approximately 9300 to 8300 B.C.) and Pre-Pottery ~ Flannery 1972, 1993; Hole 2000; Wright 1984). For
Neolithic (PPNB, 8300 to 6800 cal B.C.) pre-agri- example, Rosenberg and Redding (2000) argue that
cultural and early agricultural sites in the Near East ~ as storage, sedentism, and group size increase,
and equivalent sites in Anatolia are large and/or  sociopolitical structures are needed that can resolve
densely occupied. By the time of the PPNB there  conflicts—these structures include increased hier-
are sites as large as Abu Hureyra (11.5 ha, but pos-  archy, feasting, public rituals, common symbols,
sibly as large as 16 ha—Moore et al. etc. Or in the PPNB (the major phase of village
2000:269-270), ‘Ain Ghazal (12 to 13 ha—Rollef- agglomeration) in the Near East, “‘the emergence
sonetal.1992:444), Agikli Hoyiik (4 ha—Esinand  of incipient social hierarchies and ritual ideologies
Harmanakaya 1999:118), and Catalhdyiik (13ha—  were necessary to regulate and codify increasingly
Hodder 1996). For several decades, archaeologists ~ complex interpersonal, intragroup, and intergroup
working on the early prehistoric villages of the relationships” (Goring-Morris 2000:106).
Near East have referred to the idea that agglomer- Certainly there is much evidence that in general
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terms the emergence of large settled villages in the
period between the eleventh and seventh millennia
B.C.isassociated with these centralizing and coor-
dinating functions. Early sites such as Hallan Cemi
in eastern Anatolia have public open space and per-
haps feasting in the late tenth millennium cal B.C.
(Rosenberg and Redding 2000), and there are pub-
lic structures from the PPNA and PPNB such as
the tower and wall at Jericho, the skull house at
Cayonii, and the “temples” at Gobekli Tepe and
Nevali Cori (Bar-Yosef 1986; Hauptmann 2002;
Ozdogan and Ozdogan 1998; Schmidt 2001). The
general increase in symbolism has been docu-
mented by Cauvin (1994). The evidence for rank-
ing is more debated. Wright (1978) saw social
stratification in Natufian burials in E1-Wad, but this
was questioned by Belfer-Cohen (1995) and Byrd
and Monahan (1995; see also Weinstein-Evron
1998). For PPNA and PPNB, there is perhaps wider
acceptance of some degree of ranking in the Near
East (though see below for a different regional argu-
ment for central Anatolia), if often cross-cut by
strong leveling or egalitarian processes (see Kuijt
2000 for a full review of the debate).

Such arguments appear to imply that power or
centralization came about in order to deal with the
need for regulation or coordination. These types of
arguments have been widely critiqued in the social
sciences and the debate in archaeology has also
been well developed (McGuire 1992; Miller et al.
1989; Miller and Tilley 1984). At a theoretical level,
one problem with such arguments is that they do
not explain how power is accepted—how it is
understood, made sense of, legitimated within non-
elite groups, or in society as a whole. An alterna-
tive view argues that power is always embedded
within meaning, knowledge, or discourse (Fou-
cault 1977; Miller and Tilley 1984). According to
this approach, focus switches to the ways in which
increased power and centralized coordinating func-
tions are produced or made possible within dis-
course (modes of communication and
understanding).

More recent debate in archaeology and the social
sciences has tended to move still further from
power/knowledge wielded by dominant groups
toward a consideration of daily practices (Barrett
1994; Bourdieu 1977; De Certeau 1984; Giddens
1984). Rather than focusing on discursive mean-
ings constructed in relation to power, the empha-
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sis is placed on the way that social rules, meanings,
and relations of power are in tune with, or are
embedded within, the mundane practices of daily
life. So, rather than ask why centralized coordi-
nating functions emerge, the concern is to explore
how changes in the social practices of everyday life
make centralized coordinating functions possible.
Recent work on the household as the fundamental
economic and social unit in society in the PPNA
and PPNB of the Levant has done much to focus
attention on the daily practices of life and how they
relate to the centralization of power (Byrd 1994;
Goring-Morris 2000; Kuijt 2000).

As one of the main champions of practice the-
ories, Bourdieu (1977, 1990, 1991) has shown how
daily routines in eating, sitting, sleeping, and mov-
ing in domestic space can be the mechanisms by
which people are socialized into particular rules and
orientations. As people go about their daily tasks,
they may learn rules and constraints through the
movements of the body. The rules become “‘embod-
ied.” By this term we refer to the idea that social
rules and dispositions become embedded within
mundane bodily practices, often nondiscursively.
As a child grows up within routinized domestic
space, it learns that particular practices, move-
ments, ways of holding oneself, deferential ges-
tures, and so on are positively valued while others
are not. The child learns social rules in the prac-
tices of daily life within the house. In this way daily
practices become social practices—they have a
dimension that relates to social structuring and
restructuring. Archaeologists have taken from this
the notion that by exploring how bodies would have
moved around spaces within houses, as well as
within monuments and landscapes, we can exam-
ine changing ways in which daily practices are
linked to particular forms of relationship between
people, and to particular forms of power (Barrett
1994; Thomas 1996; Tilley 1994).

So far we have referred to studies of social prac-
tice that have a spatial focus. But another compo-
nent of the experience of daily life is temporality,
and rhythm. An important dimension of social prac-
tices is relationships with the past, and the extent
to which practices repeat earlier practices as a form
of memory of them. There has recently been an
increased engagement with time and memory in
archaeology (e.g., Alcock et al. 2003; Bradley 2002;
Hamann 2002), often responding to related debates
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Figure 1. Radiocarbon dates for the levels at Catalhdyiik (Cessford 2004b).

in the social sciences (Connerton 1989; Le Goff
1992). The key themes of the Neolithic of the Near
East, such as sedentism, agglomeration, and
domestication, as well as more specific themes such
as the treatment of the dead and the veneration of
ancestors, all involve changes in temporality, mem-
ory, and relationships with the past. It is often
argued (e.g., Bradley 2002; Byrd and Monahan
1995; Goring-Morris 2000; Kuijt 2001; Shanks and
Tilley 1982; Tringham 2000; Whittle 1996) that
early forms of power in the Neolithic of the Near
East and Europe were linked to delayed return sys-
tems, links to ancestors, repetitive practices at mon-
uments to the dead, and the construction of greater
temporal depth to activities (as in the construction
of lineages). To understand the daily social prac-
tices of the Neolithic we need to examine both their
spatial and temporal dimensions.

The purpose of this paper is to stimulate a dis-
cussion of changing daily social practices and
embodiment associated with the formation of set-
tled villages in Anatolia and the Near East. We do
not intend to conduct a summary of the relation-
ship between sedentism, aggregation, centralized
and coordinating functions, and mundane daily
social practices as in our view such a summary
would be premature given a lack of widely avail-
able relevant data. Rather, our aim is to use the

example at Catalhoyiik to explore some of the ways
in which daily practices might be studied, in both
the spatial and temporal dimensions. Only then will
itbe possible to examine whether long-term change
in social practices is part of, or even the precondi-
tion for, centralization, sedentism, agglomeration,
and domestication.

In turning to the particular case of Catalhdyiik
in central Anatolia, it is important to recognize that
the site is the product of a long period of domesti-
cation and settlement agglomeration. Dated from
7400 to 6200 cal B.C., it occurs at the end of the
Aceramic Neolithic (PPNB in the Near East), and
the four earliest (Pre-XII) levels at Catalhoyiik
appear to be without pottery. But most of the
sequence (Level XII upwards) is in the Ceramic
Neolithic (for dated sequence see Figure 1).
Throughout the sequence, cereals and sheep and
goat are domesticated, but there is some depen-
dence on wild resources, and cattle and pig appear
not to be domesticated (Fairbairn et al. 2004; Rus-
sell and Martin 2004). Within Anatolia, and par-
ticularly within central Anatolia, there are local
sequences that lead up to and prefigure Catalhoyiik.
In southeast Turkey, the villages of Caydnii
(dzdogan and Ozdogan 1990) and Gobekli Tepe
(Schmidt 2001) already show substantial agglom-
eration and elaborate symbolism in Aceramic
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Neolithic contexts (Bigakg¢t 1998). In central Ana-
tolia (for a definition of the Aceramic Neolithic
here see Gérard and Thissen 2002), Asikli Hoyiik
has dense-packed housing in a4-ha site in Aceramic
levels dated from 8400 to 7400 cal B.C. (Esin and
Harmanakaya 1999). There are many other sites
contemporary, or partly contemporary, with Catal-
hoyiik that are known in central Anatolia and the
adjacent Burdur-Lakes region (Duru 1999; French
1972; Gérard and Thissen 2002).

The central Anatolian region in which Catal-
hoyiik is located has a number of distinct charac-
teristics. In a recent review comparing the “origins
of farming” sequences in the Levant, eastern Ana-
tolia and the upper Euphrates, and central Anato-
lia, Ozdogan (2002) has pointed to several social
differences between central Anatolia and sites to
the east in Upper Mesopotamia. One of the clear
differences is that in central Anatolia there is less
craft specialization and little in the way of special-
ized ritual. In addition, the degree of packing of
houses (at Asikli Hoyiik, Catalhdyiik, and Can
Hasan) is often rather greater than is found to the
east. There are few streets and at Catalhoyiik access
to houses and animal pens was over roofs of houses.
The rules and constraints regulating the lives of the
inhabitants in such dense agglomerations may have
been particularly marked. These rules dealing with
access to resources, the build-up of refuse, sanita-
tion, social relations, ritual practices, and so on
might have been particularly complex in such
densely packed settlements. Such sites are at least
partly dependent on delayed agricultural systems
(as defined by Woodburn 1980), and all houses
have some storage. There was thus the potential for
conflict. But the conflict must have been well reg-
ulated in some way since these central Anatolian
settlements were occupied over long periods of
time, and there is remarkable continuity in their
organization. At Asikli Hoyiik the dated deep-
sounding sequence, which is over six meters deep,
covers 250-530 years (68 percent probability) or
180-600 years (95 percent probability), excluding
level 3, which is undated. (Analysis of dating was
undertaken using BCal [Buck et al. 1999].)
Through this time period there are six rebuildings
of a house in exactly the same location and with
the same location of hearths and midden (Esin and
Harmanakaya 1999:Figure 9). At Catalhyiik there
is evidence of repetition of buildings, and a repe-
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tition of internal arrangements of buildings (hearth,
platform location, for example) over 500-1000-
year time spans. This evidence suggests practices
(cf. Sommer 2001) that were particularly rule-
bound in central Anatolia. We wish to argue that
people were socialized into social roles and rules
in central Anatolia and Catalhdyiik by two primary
mechanisms: first through the bodily repetition of
practices and routines in the house, and second
through the construction of memories in which the
bodily practices were embedded. The evidence
from Catalhdyiik may also be relevant to the study
of the long-term process of settlement agglomera-
tion and village formation that precedes it through-
out Anatolia and the Near East, although
confirmation of such a claim will have to await fur-
ther studies.

Daily Repetition of Practices within the
Catalhdyiik House

In terms of the question of how people were social-
ized or routinized into social roles, Hodder (1990,
1998) elsewhere emphasized the importance of the
house in the Neolithic of the Near East and
Europe—as metaphor and mechanism, linking the
domestication of plants and animals with the
domestication of people. He argued that the house
acted as a symbolic focus that domesticated peo-
ple through the domus—that is the idea and prac-
tice of domesticating the wild (the agrios). That
argument was based in part on a reconsideration of
Catalhoyiik. We wish in this paper to consider again
the importance of the house at Catalhdyiik, but to
accept the criticism (Parker Pearson and Richards
1994) that the importance of the house or domus
does not need to be based on an opposition with
the wild. In this paper we will discuss two aspects
of socialization in the house—repetitive daily prac-
tices and social memory.

Catalhoyiik was first excavated by James Mel-
laart from 1961-1965 (Mellaart 1967), and
renewed fieldwork began in 1993 (Hodder 1996,
2000). The mound is 21 m high (Figure 2) and con-
tains probably 18 levels of occupation with well-
preserved mud-brick houses densely packed
together. The dates of the levels are shown in Fig-
ure 1. The number of houses varies by level (e.g.,
59 in Level VI.B), depending on the area of the
mound excavated by Mellaart at each level. There
are few or no streets, and entry to the house is
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Figure 2. Excavated areas at Catalhdyiik and the locations of the buildings most referred to in the text. The buildings
identified as “shrines” 1,7, 8, 10, and 31 in Level VII are indicated. Buildings 6 and 17 occur in Levels VIII and IX respec-
tively beneath ‘‘shrine” 10. Buildings 18 and 23 occur in Level X below “shrines” 8 and 1 respectively. Building 5 lies

directly below Building 1.

through the roof. At the height of its occupation per-
haps 3,500-8,000 people lived at the site, based
upon extrapolations from the four percent of the
site that has been excavated, and various forms of
surface sampling (including geophysical tech-
niques) in order to assess building density over the
site as a whole (Cessford 2004a; R. Matthews
1996). During the Ceramic Neolithic occupation
of Catalhoyiik (Level X1II and above), regional sur-
vey has shown that there were no other large sites
on the same alluvial fan in the Konya plain and that
even small sites are probably rare (Baird 2002).
The importance of the house as an economic,
social, and ritual unit has been amply demonstrated
in the recent work at the site. Mellaart

(1967:77-130) had distinguished “‘shrines” from
“houses.” But the more recent work has included
systematic micromorphological analysis of the
deposits on floors (W. Matthews 1996), and there
is clear evidence that even the most elaborate of
“shrines” contained a wide range of activities asso-
ciated with food preparation, consumption, obsid-
ian working, bone tool production, etc. All
buildings acted as domestic houses with varying
degrees of symbolic elaboration, and production,
exchange, and consumption at Catalhdyiik seem to
be largely organized at the domestic scale. For
example, there is evidence for in situ obsidian work-
ing within houses (Carter et al. 2004), and most
houses have their own cache of obsidian (Conolly
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2003) traded from Cappodocia (Carter et al. 2004).
Brick composition shows remarkable degrees of
variation between houses, suggesting that clay and
temper acquisition were organized at the house
level (W. Matthews 1996; Tunc 2004). Every house
has its own storage capacity in the form of small
clay bins and baskets. Each house has its own oven,
hearths and basins for food preparation.

A primarily domestic mode of production and
consumption (Sahlins 1974) operated at Catal-
hoyiik, although there is some evidence of more
specialized production of obsidian and figurines
in some houses (Conolly 1996; Hamilton 1996).
But the house was also an important social unit.
Many houses contain the burials of arange of indi-
viduals (often up to six, but sometimes as many as
60). The broad representation of ages and sexes of
these individuals placed below the platforms of the
house during its use suggests a possible relation-
ship between those buried beneath the floors and
those occupying the building (or a group of related
buildings). The houses are also foci of art and rit-
ual (Last 1998), although some burial activity took
place off site and there may have been bucrania
(plastered cattle skulls) on house roofs (Stevanovic
and Tringham 1999). All houses have some evi-
dence of art or ritual. Even the least-elaborate
houses contain some paintings, as in the case of
the geometric paintings found in the small and
simple house, Building 2 (Farid 2004). The amount
of variation in the symbolism between houses sug-
gests the possibility of house-based production and
reproduction.

So the house is an important social, productive,
and symbolic unit at Catalhdyiik, and we now want
to argue that it was also the main mechanism for
creating social rules. We have already noted a
degree of centralization of power in Neolithic soci-
eties in Anatolia and the Near East, but nowhere is
the degree of centralization of power well devel-
oped. Indeed, there is little evidence of large-scale
public gatherings or rituals. Apart from Jericho,
where the massive tower and walls may have had
some public ritual or symbolic function, ritual
buildings at Gobekli Tepe, Nevali Cori, Cayonii
(6zdogan and 6zdogan 1998), ‘Ain Ghazal, and
elsewhere are too small to accommodate gather-
ings of more than 20 to 30 people. Apart from the
plaza at Cayonii there is little evidence of public
space other than these ritual buildings.

[Vol. 69, No. 1, 2004

Instead of social rules being imposed by cen-
tralized authorities manipulating public rituals, we
argue that at Catalhdyiik the reproduction of dom-
inant groups (elders or lineage heads) was inti-
mately tied to the construction of bodily routines
that were repeated in daily house practices over
days, months, years, decades, centuries, and even
millennia. Since these practices involved produc-
tive, consumptive, social, and ritual spheres of life
they constituted a habitus (Bourdieu 1977) and a
set of social codes. There is much evidence for
repetitive practice throughout the Ceramic
Neolithic levels at Catalhoyiik (no buildings have
so far been excavated in the Aceramic levels; only
midden deposits have so far been encountered in
these levels). For example, all central rooms in
Catalhoyiik houses in all Ceramic Neolithic levels
show repetitive replastering of walls, floors and
platforms. Most buildings are used for 50 to 100
years before being rebuilt. In recent work,
Matthews (2004) has used micromorphology to
identify up to 700 “washes” and replasterings on
one wall, over a period of 70 years. Annual replas-
terings made up of foundation and surface coatings
occur routinely up to 50 to 100 times (Mellaart
1964:116-117, 1967:50). Certainly there are
changes in oven and bin locations in houses through
time, and sometimes wall plasters are painted. But
the degree of repetition of plastering practices is
remarkable. Platform and burial locations are
remarkably constant through the replastering of
buildings and their rebuilding. Ovens and hearths
are usually in the south part of buildings, with art
and burials to the north. The ladder is usually near
the oven and major bucrania are usually placed on
west walls. Obsidian caches always occur near
hearths and ovens; pottery is never placed in graves.
The burial platforms use different types of plaster
and are whiter than other platforms and floor areas.
All these spatial distinctions are experienced in the
bodily practices of frequent repetitive replastering
(as well as in other activities such as sweeping
floors).

Movement around the houses at Catalhoyiik
must always have involved care and restriction.
The main rooms are rarely more than 5-x-5 m, and
yet they are always divided by platforms, raised
edges, and changes in height into 1.0-1.5-m squares
(Figure 3). All these differences in floors restrict
ease of movement. And the different areas also
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Figure 3. Phases of occupation of Building 5 (Figure 3a) and the house immediately above it, Building 1 (Figure 3b) at

Catalhoyiik.

have different social meanings. There is a tendency
for different categories of people to be buried under
different platforms. For example, in Building 1
there are more young people buried beneath the

northwest platform F. 13 and more older individu-
als under the central east platform F. 37 (Cessford
2004b). The distribution of “art” and symbolism in
the house also respects spatial divisions. Painting
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and sculpture are rarely found in the southern area
of the house, and large relief sculptures are espe-
cially common on west walls of main rooms. In
Building 1 there is a possible spatial and temporal
link between geometric art and burial, especially
of younger people and children. In these socially
and symbolically divided spaces, one activity that
was carefully regulated was discard. In general
terms, the floors at CatalhOyiik are remarkably
clean. Apart from the last floor on which artifacts
may be deposited during abandonment, it is rare to
find artifacts of any size at all. On the other hand,
the midden areas between houses, and within aban-
doned houses, contain the small sweepings and
rake-out from houses and are artifact rich (W.
Matthews 1996).

Given that the floors are kept so scrupulously
clean, can variation in activities across floors be
identified? Do the actual patterns of activity seem
constrained by the highly segregated and com-
partmentalized space? In answering these ques-
tions, attention was focused on microartifacts that
might have been trampled into soft plaster floors,
so escaping sweeping activities. There is also much
evidence from impressions and phytoliths of woven
reed mats on at least some of the platforms and
floors. These would have restricted the incorpora-
tion of all but the smallest artifacts into floor plas-
ters. Studies of microartifact patterning are often
based on the premise that microartifacts are more
likely to represent traces of in situ activity than
larger artifacts (Dunnell and Stein 1989; Fladmark
1982; Goldberg et al. 1993; Rainville 2000; Schif-
fer 1987). It is postulated that “depositional sets”
are more directly related to “activity sets and areas”
(Carr 1984:114) at the micro level than the macro
level. Largely because of different conditions at
different sites, there is no agreed methodology with
regard to appropriate sample sizes, what sizes con-
stitute upper and lower ranges of microartifacts, and
which material types to consider (Dunnell and Stein
1989; LaMotta and Schiffer 1999).

The premise that microartifacts in and on floors
relate to activities that took place on those surfaces
needs to be rigorously investigated and critiqued
on a site-by-site basis, rather than simply assumed
(for a fuller discussion see Cessford 2003). At
Catalhgyiik, all deposits excavated are sampled for
wet screening/flotation, usually with a single 30-
liter sample, although floors are often sampled more
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extensively to look for evidence of spatial pattern-
ing. The heavy fraction or “heavy residue” (the
material that does not float) from this process is then
separated into four size ranges: greater than 4 mm
(henceforth 4 mm), less than 4 mm and greater
than 2 mm (henceforth 2 mm), less than 2 mm and
greater than 1 mm (henceforth 1 mm) and less than
1 mm. The three larger fraction sizes are then sorted
by hand and various types of material culture col-
lected, mainly chipped stone (obsidian and flint),
bone and charred plant material. These are then
weighed to provide density figures expressed as
grams per liter.

Because all deposits are sampled in this way, it
is possible to contextualize the patterning on floors
by comparing with densities in other types of
deposit. The white plaster floors found at Catal-
hoyiik are visually similar to white plasters found
on walls, and micromorphological examination
indicates that both are made of similar white cal-
careous clay sediments (W. Matthews 1996:304).
Given that microartifacts in wall plasters are
unlikely to relate to in situ activities taking place
on vertical surfaces, a comparison of these two
deposit types should prove useful. Results from
two excavation areas, North and South, are shown
in Table 1, indicating the median densities (grams
per liter) of chipped stone and bone at the three dif-
ferent fraction sizes. The wall plasters contain den-
sities of material often similar to or even higher than
those found in the white clay floors. This shows that
at the very least a substantial percentage of such
materials in floors are unlikely to relate to in situ
activities.

Further information concerning this patterning
can be obtained from a consideration of the mate-
rial found in the wall and floor plasters. Detailed
analysis of the faunal material in the wall plasters
indicates in general low densities and small frag-
ments, usually not exceeding 2 cm although some-
times as large as 5 cm. Beyond this general pattern
there is much variation, with some wall plasters
having digested bone indicative of dog feces. Some
have very fresh bone while others have worn pel-
lets. The profiles of the different wall plasters var-
iously resemble assemblages from ‘“‘clean” floors,
“dirty” floors, “low traffic” floors, and “empty”
fills, as well as other constructional material such
as mudbrick, mortar, and packing. The general con-
clusion is that much of the material in the “floor
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Table 1. Density (grams per liter) of Bone and Chipped Stone in White Clay Floors and Wall Plaster
in the North and South Areas at Catalhoyiik.

North Area North Area South Area South Area

white clay floor wall plaster white clay floor wall plaster

(48 Samples) (12 Samples) (34 samples) (40 samples)
Bone 4 mm 210 262 329 138
Chipped Stone 4 mm .001 .000 .005 .000
Bone 2 mm .026 .038 .018 .020
Chipped Stone 2 mm .002 .003 .002 .001
Bone 1 mm 017 .011 .004 .015
Chipped Stone 1 mm .000 .000 .001 .000

assemblages” derives from the floor construction
material. In other words, it is “background noise”
that gets into most construction material and has
little to do with activities taking place on floors.
The relationship between microartifacts in floor
deposits at Catalhodyiik and in situ activities is thus
a problematic one. It could be argued that in exca-
vation the microartifacts on floors should be sepa-
rated from those in floors. The floors at Catalhdyiik
are generally about 2-10-mm thick and within 5
cm of floor thickness there may be 10 to 20 floors—
these are the replasterings referred to earlier. Under
the microscope it may be possible to discern
microartifacts lying on, rather than in, floors, and
micromorphology has been used extensively to
explore such patterning. W. Matthews (1996) used
micromorphology to discern two types of floors in
buildings based on the presence or absence of fin-
ishing coats of white plaster on the floors. Where
such finishing coats occur, overlying occupation

deposits are very thin or absent. Where there are
no laid white plaster layers on the floors, the over-
lying occupation deposits, while still only a few
millimeters thick, are generally thicker and include
awider range of material such as burnt and unburnt
organic and inorganic aggregates, small fragments
of bone, charred cereal grain fragments, silicified
plant remains, melted silica, charred wood, and cal-
citic ashes. But given the thinness and multiplicity
of floors noted above, it is often impossible during
excavation to separate individual floors from over-
lying lenses of occupation material. Thus the
archaeological category “floor” includes clean plas-
tered floors that may or may not have some use
residues trampled into them, and floors without
white plaster finishes that contain make-up and per-
haps trample, but that also include thin occupation
lenses above the floors. As a result, if we compare
in Figure 4 the overall densities of lithic and fau-
nal material (and the same is found with botanical
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Figure 4. The densities of lithic and faunal material in relation to different types of floor at Catalhoyiik (Cross 2004).
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Figure 5. Median densities of bone and chipped stone in different types of floor in the North Area at Catalhoyiik.

material) in the laid white plastered floors and in
the “occupation” floors without white plaster fin-
ishes, clear differences in density are observed
(Cross 2004).

The densities in Figure 4 derive from all arti-
facts found in the excavation trench and in dry
screening, as well as the >4-mm artifacts from the
wet screen. By studying only the heavy residue
data from the wet screen, we can explore further
differences between categories of floor among the
microartifacts. Figure 5 and Table 2 make the same
distinction between white laid floors and occupa-
tion floors but add laid plastered floors without
white plaster finishes. The differences in microar-
tifact density between the laid floor categories prob-
ably result from both construction and use
activities, and micromorphology is less frequently
able to distinguish lenses of occupation on such
floors. Differences in microartifact density are also

shown for other categories of floors in Table 3 and
Figure 6.

There are very marked differences between the
surfaces of the different platforms and floors in any
one building. Near the ovens the floors (“occupa-
tion” floors) are rich in charcoal and a wide range
of residues from obsidian knapping debris to ani-
mal bone scatter to potsherds and charred wood and
basketry. Away from the hearths and ovens there
are various types of laid, whiter, higher, and cleaner
floors. It is probable that a large part of this varia-
tion derives from the use of different forms of con-
struction material (containing different amounts
and types of microartifact), although at least in the
case of the denser “occupation” floors the on-floor
material is sometimes thick enough to be distin-
guishable, at least under the microscope. As an
example, in Figure 7 the “dirtier” occupation
deposits could be distinguished in two areas asso-

Table 2. The Densities of Heavy Residue Material in Floors of Different Type in the North Area at Catalhdyiik.

White Clay Non-White Occupation
Floors Laid Floors Floors All Floors

(48 Samples) (20 Samples) (42 Samples) (176 Samples)
Bone 4 mm 210 73 241 .84 653 2.28 287 1.00
Chipped Stone 4 mm .001 24 .006 1.38 004  1.02 .005 1.00
Bone 2 mm .026 .65 059  1.50 053 1.32 .040 1.00
Chipped Stone 2 mm .002 .65 .008  2.60 .005 1.63 .003 1.00
Bone 1 mm 016 1.00 .013 .82 020  1.20 .0l6 1.00
Chipped Stone | mm .000 N/A .000 N/A .001 NV/A 000 NV/A

Note: All densities are expressed in grams per liter. For ease of comparison, the overall median density value for all units can
be expressed as a nominal value of 1.00 and the median values for specific types of units can be expressed as a second figure.
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Table 3. Density of Bone and Chipped Stone in General Floors of Different Material Types in the South Area.

White Clay Non-White Occupation

Baked Floor Floor Laid Floor Floor Mixed Floor All Floors

(71 samples) (34 samples) (97 samples) (188 samples) (85 samples) (576 samples)
Bone 4mm 186 .33 261 46 500 .88 1.062 1.86 415 .73 570 1.00
Chipped Stone 4mm .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 035 5.84 025 4.09 .006  1.00
Bone 2mm .040 .30 .038 .29 193 146 290 2.19 .080 .60 132 1.00
Chipped Stone 2mm .00 .00 .003 .46 .002 .29 .020 2.89 .010 1.39 .007 1.00
Bone 1lmm .01l .19 010 .18 070 1.17 140 2.33 040 .67 .060  1.00
Chipped Stone Imm .00 .00 .000 .19 .002 .80 .005  2.08 .005 2.00 .002  1.00

ciated with ovens (in the normal southern location
and in an unusual northern location). The material
in these dense and thicker occupation deposits on
some floor areas allows us to argue that a wide
range of activities from obsidian knapping to bone
tool production, cooking, and food preparation took
place in the house. But it remains prudent to argue
that for microartifacts in other floors, the clear over-
all spatial differences found within buildings may
relate primarily to construction and secondarily to
use.

The argument can be clarified by examining
specific density variation in houses in relation to
features such as hearths, ovens, and burials. As an
example, patterning of microartifacts from heavy
residues from individual buildings is shown for
Building 1 (Subphase B1.2C) in Figure 8. The
higher densities of small bone in food preparation
and storage areas such as the western room and the

neral Height Floors

south of the main room around a grinding installa-
tion and storage bin contrast with the lower densi-
ties in other parts of the main room including the
platforms used for burial. The platforms and floor
segments associated with art (the western and
northwestern) and burial (the northwestern, north
central, and central east) all have low densities of
small bone. Even if the patterning of heavy residues
is partly the result of the use of different flooring
materials, the distinctions in construction or use
have a clear social significance. If we cannot talk
with surety of repetitive social practices in terms
of discard-producing activities for all floor types,
we can talk of repetitive replastering activities with
particular types of plaster chosen for different parts
of floors, and we can talk of repetitive practices
involving burial and the location of art, and we can
certainly talk of repetitive sweeping practices.
Inductively coupled plasma atomic emission
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Figure 6. Densities of bone and chipped stone in general and raised height floors in the North Area at Catalhdyiik.
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Figure 7. Two areas with ‘‘dirty”” occupation floors in Building 17 at Catalhéyiik. These areas. are well bounded and there

is little “scuffing” onto adjacent floors (Farid 2004).

spectrometer analysis (ICPAES) of the elemental
composition of floor deposits (Akyol and Demirci
2004; Middleton et al. 2004) shows clear differ-
ences between different floor areas (e.g., Figure 9).
A multi-elemental characterization of floor sedi-
ments was undertaken, for example in Building 5.
Multivariate numerical classification yielded spa-
tially coherent groups. In particular, the northwest
platform in the central room of Building 5 was dis-
tinctive, probably as the result of both the use of
different floor materials in the construction of dif-

0 1 2 Meters
I —

ferent areas, and as a result of differential use of
different parts of the floor.

There is some evidence that these practices
extended into the wider world. Fragments of roof
in the fill of Building 5, probably derived from the
structure itself, revealed mixed floor types, similar
to those found inside buildings, and water-laid crusts
indicate at least partial exposure to the elements.
Charred plant remains and organic staining proba-
bly relate to domestic activities and fragments of
oven plaster imply the presence of fire installations.

Figure 8. An example of heavy residue plots for microartifacts in and on floors in Building 1
(Subphase B1.2C, 2-mm bone) at Catalhdyiik.
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Figure 9. Example of plot of ICP AES analyses of the elemental composition of floor deposits from Building 5 (Middleton

et al. 2004).

A more complete roof discovered collapsed into
Building 3 in the BACH Area showed clear evidence
of spatial distinctions between cleaner and more
residue-rich areas, rather like the floors within the
houses (Stevanovic and Tringham 1999).

But there are also contrasts as we move away
from the house. The midden areas between houses
and the middens in abandoned houses show a dense
build up of a variety of materials including a wide
range of macro and microartifacts, ash and char-
coal. Traces of wall plaster and the overall nature
of many of the small concentrations of discarded
material suggest that some of this may be hearth
sweepings and other sweepings from the house.
Analysis of the bile acids of dung in the midden
revealed a suite of fecal biomarkers indicative of a
human origin (Bull et al. 2004). The midden is thus
the end-product of the very careful regulation of
daily practices inside the house, and it appears as
its inverse—dense, artifact rich, and spatially
unsegregated. There is sometimes evidence in the
middens for spatially defined activities in the form
of fire spots and rare burials, but these are not

repeated in the same place over time. There are
other areas outside the house that also suggest less-
disciplined behavior. Some of the art shows ritual
baiting and hunting scenes in which human figures
are shown jumping, leaping, beneath and over bulls
and stags, their arms raised and their bodies active.
Some of these scenes show rows of people, but
others show little order. If these paintings depict
actual activities, they must have taken place out-
side the settlement as they involve large animals
and many people in open spaces. If we take “shrine”
F. V.1 as an example we see cattle, deer, wild asses,
boar, bears, wolf and lion, often associated with
groups of 20 to 40 people (Mellaart 1966:184-91).
The regulated practices in the house are very dif-
ferent from these glimpses of non-house activities.

We have identified repetitive patterning in the
construction and use of buildings at Catalhdyiik.
Our best evidence comes from Buildings 1 and 5,
but we have referred to sitewide patterns in the 15
buildings in which floors have been excavated by
the present project. Repetitive patterning in, for
example, the location of art, burials, obsidian
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hoards, ovens, and ladder-entries was identified in
the over 200 houses excavated by Mellaart in the
1960s, but data were not collected at that time which
would allow the study of artifact patterning on
floors. Taking the past and present excavations
together, there is evidence to suggest that as a child
grew up in a house at Catalhdyiik, it would have
learned that difterent types of people were buried
beneath certain platforms, that different plasters
were used for different platforms, and that refuse
was swept up more carefully from some areas. Dif-
ferent symbols are often placed in different parts
of the house. Because of the burial associations
between different types of people and different
parts of the house, it seems reasonable to assume
that different people may have sat, eaten, and slept
in different parts of the house. Social rules would
have been learned through daily practice involving
the movements of the body in the house. This is
one way in which each individual would have
learned and incorporated social rules.

Of course, all societies have rules to deal with
the organization of space and discard, and it could
be argued that the inhabitants of Catalhdyiik sim-
ply cleaned out their houses in order to prevent
build-ups of refuse. Indeed, it is partly the arrange-
ment of daily living practices at the site, with long-
term reuse of buildings in the same location, and a
high density of such buildings, that necessitates
repeated cleaning-out practices. The social regula-
tion is already there in the practical need to clean
out houses so thoroughly and consistently. But at
Catalhoyiik, there is more than just the regular
dumping out of refuse. As with other activities in
the house, refuse sweeping took place within a
highly divided social space, marked and frag-
mented by platform edges, pillars, ledges, and so
on. The body moved around this space cleaning up,
but also replastering floors, burying the dead, paint-
ing the walls, moving up and down from platform
to platform, preparing and cooking food, knapping
obsidian, eating, and sleeping. All these movements
of the body were constrained by platforms, edges,
delicate ledges and pillars and relief sculptures
sticking out from walls. All societies have rules
about movement and discard in space and in houses,
but at Catalhdyiik there is a particular emphasis on
segmenting space in the house and regulating
movement around that space. Catalhdyiik sees a
particular emphasis on repetition, with layer upon
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layer of replastering using similar divisions of
space. The tidy ordering of domestic space and
movements within that space are repeated over
decades and centuries. Buildings 5 and 1 were
together occupied for over a century; both Mel-
laart’s ““shrines” 10 and 31 continued in use from
Level IX to Level VIA, which is a period of about
400 years. Mellaart did not excavate all levels in
the same part of the mound and so only future exca-
vation will be able to show whether some build-
ings at Catalhdyiik were rebuilt for large parts of
the 1,200 years of occupation at the site.

But whose interests do these repetitive bodily
practices serve? There is very little evidence of
gender differentiation in the location and associa-
tions of burial, in diet as suggested by isotopic
analysis of human bone and wear analysis of teeth
(Andrews et al. 2004; Richards and Pearson 2004),
and there is little evidence of status differentiation
among burials. On the other hand, some houses
seem more elaborate than others. These more elab-
orate houses were termed “shrines” by Mellaart
(1967). More recently Ritchey (1996) and Diiring
(2001) have quantified the degree of elaboration
of buildings in each level based on numbers of
internal spaces, moldings, basins, pillars, posts,
benches, and platforms. Gradual clines of varia-
tion from less to more elaborate buildings can be
seen at all levels, and the more elaborate buildings
are interspersed spatially among less elaborate
buildings. Despite the fact that all buildings are
houses with a full range of domestic activity, stor-
age, and domestic production, there is some indi-
cation that fine bifacially flaked obsidian points are
concentrated in the more elaborate buildings
(Conolly 1996). The fact that obsidian cores also
concentrate in the more elaborate buildings sug-
gests some preferential access to or involvement
in obsidian. The largest numbers of figurines come
from very elaborate buildings (Hamilton 1996).
But the notion that the more elaborate buildings
were in some sense “dominant” is best supported
by the evidence of burial. In the case of Building
1, around 60 individuals were interred in the struc-
ture during its construction and occupation. Of
these at least 30 individuals must have been alive
at the same point in time. This is too many to have
actually lived in the building on a day-to-day basis,
as it is unlikely that this exceeded 10 individuals
based on the size of the building and probable
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sleeping arrangements. This suggests that Build-
ing 1 acted as a focus for burial for a number of
buildings. Building 1 could be defined as elabo-
rate in terms of its bucrania, paintings, posts, num-
bers of platforms, and moldings. Some elaborate
buildings excavated by Mellaart in the 1960s also
contained large numbers of burials, although the
records are imprecise (Hamilton 1996). The two
buildings with most burials from the 1960s are
“shrine” 10 which had 32 skeletons in Level VI,
and “shrine” 31 which had 58 skeletons in Level
VII. “Shrine” 10 occurs second in terms of
Ritchey’s (1996) ranking of 59 buildings in Level
VIB. “Shrine” 31 is the second-most elaborate
building in his ranking of the 45 buildings in Level
VII. At the other end of the scale, there are non-
elaborate buildings such as Building 2 that have
no burials. Overall it seems probable that certain
buildings became preferential sites for burial. In
this way they had a “dominance” in relation to
access to previous lineage members.

There is some evidence that the dominant houses
were more invested in the regulation of repetitive
bodily practices. The more elaborate buildings such
as Building 17 (this is a renumbering of Mellaart’s
“shrine” 10 in Level IX, the first full level that could
be excavated in this building by the present pro-
ject) placed more emphasis on the maintenance of
the internal floor scheme identified in this paper
(Farid 2004). The distinctiveness of platforms and
the degree of separation between floors with cleaner
plasters and those with high densities of charcoal
and hearth sweepings seem stronger in more elab-
orate buildings with burials, such as Buildings 1,
3, and 17 (see Figure 7) than in smaller buildings
without burials such as Building 2 (and perhaps 18,
23, and 5). In Building 2, the ridges between the
area near the oven and the more northerly whiter
floors are ill-defined and there is overspill of char-
coal-rich deposits across the ridges. This type of
“scuffing” is less common in the more elaborate
houses.

But the degree of dominance is slight and could
even be reversed if one considered alternate crite-
ria. Building 2, for instance, had two caches of
chipped stone deposited in its foundations, total-
ing over 50 pieces. As already noted, Ozdogan
(2002) sees much more evidence for social differ-
entiation in eastern as opposed to central Anatolia.
It is difficult to explain the overall emphasis on
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repetitive practices in central Anatolia solely by
referring to centralized power or the use of force.
The overall repetition of practices must have been
embedded in a wider discourse for it to have been
so pervasive. People accepted the regulated and
repetitive practices, presumably because they
enabled social life. The rules would have enabled
practical living in confined spaces and the carry-
ing out of a multiplicity of tasks in those spaces.
The practices created rules and a habitus (such as
deference to elders) that could have helped in the
negotiation of disputes over movement, access, and
rights in the settlement as a whole. The regulation
and the habituation would have allowed the growth
of the long-term dependencies that are necessary
for delayed-return economic systems (Woodburn
1980).

Social Memory

What was the social context in which the repeti-
tion of practices was made possible at Catalhoytik,
and what role did the more elaborate houses play?
While it might be suggested that daily practice and
social memory are distinct topics, we would argue
that in this context they are inseparable in that reg-
ulation is not simply imposed at Catalhdyiik but is
constructed through the habituation of practices. In
societies without any form of writing, an impor-
tant mechanism of social reproduction is through
the construction of social memory. We use the term
“memory” to take the discussion away from “tra-
dition” and toward an active process of memoriz-
ing that is socially embedded. We do not just
remember biologically (Ebron 1998). What we
remember is selective and can thus be socially con-
structed and contested (Connerton 1989). So how
were memories constructed at Catalhdyiik and how
were they used in the interests of social regulation?
We will argue that one important mechanism was
again the house.

The notion that the house can act as a site for
social memory has been widely recognized ethno-
graphically and archaeologically (Carsten and
Hugh-Jones 1995; Joyce and Gillespie 2000). In
Levi-Strauss’s (1982:174) definition of “house
societies” we see a move away from kinship clas-
sificatory models toward the “house” as a corpo-
rate body holding an estate that reproduces itself
through the transmission of its name, goods, and
titles. Particularly in more recent research (Carsten
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and Hugh-Jones 1995; Joyce and Gillespie 2000),
the materiality of the house, its practices and heir-
looms are foregrounded. The transmission of
houses, and of objects kept in houses, forges social
memory and constitutes social units (Joyce 2000).
In Polynesia, for example, an important component
of the reproduction of the corporate group is the
burial of ancestors and the transformation of houses
into ritual temples (Kirch 2000).

The continuity in the layout of houses through
time in the Neolithic tells of the Levant and south-
eastern Anatolia has been identified as relevant to
the discussion of social memory by Kuijt (2001;
see also Banning and Byrd 1987; Kirkbride
1968:94). The construction of social memory has
also been related to the widespread Near Eastern
practice of removing and circulating skulls, includ-
ing the plastering of facial features (Cauvin 1994,
Garfinkel 1994; Goring-Morris 2000; Kuijt 2000;
Stordeur et al. 1977). The specific social context of
this activity seems to vary between individualized
and collective memory construction (Kuijt 2001).
Clearly not all mortuary ritual is about ancestral
cults (Morris 1991), but equally, ancestral rituals
may refer to both generic and specific ancestors
(Whitley 2002).

We can see the importance of creating social
memories at Catalhdyiik in that burial in houses is
more prevalent here than in other sites in Anatolia
and the Near East. But are we dealing here with
specific or general ancestors (see also Parker-Pear-
son 1999:164)? We need to be able to demonstrate
specific links to argue that particular house-based
corporate groups are being constructed. We also
have to distinguish habituated behavior, involving
the repetition of acts, from commemorative events
involving specific social memories (Connerton
1989). In the former case, ritual and other acts may
become routinized and codified but there is no spe-
cific memory of events and histories, while in the
latter case a link is remembered to a specific event
or person. There may also be community-wide
memories embedded in daily practices and rules
(everyone knows that the hearth is in the south of
the house) without there being any specific mem-
ory of an individual house in which the hearth was
in the south. So the onus is on us to demonstrate
specificity of memory construction if we wish to
argue that memory was used to reproduce regula-
tory codes through the practices in the house.
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We have already described how the continuity
of houses is seen in the exact building of one house
on the walls of the preceding house. We have also
noted the remarkable degree of continuity of plat-
forms and floor divisions through successive replas-
terings and rebuildings. Change does occur in the
location of ovens, hearths, etc., and in terms of the
overall cultural assemblage, but it is gradual and
incremental. Earlier in this paper we described the
sequences at Asikli Hoyiik and Catalhdyiik show-
ing the repetition of house, platform, hearth, and
midden location over hundreds of years. But all this
evidence could be produced by habituated practices
at the level of the site as a whole. What is the evi-
dence of house-based memory construction?

All 15 houses excavated by the current project
at Catalhoyiik show some form of founding or
abandonment practices and rituals. An enormous
empbhasis is placed at abandonment on scouring out
bins, filling in ovens, cleaning floors, dismantling
timbers, and filling in rooms. It is important to rec-
ognize that these abandonment processes may have
been set within a thoroughly practical logic. Struc-
tural timbers were probably removed so that they
could be reused in a later house. Dendrochronol-
ogy appears to support the idea that some posts
were reused (Newton and Kuniholm 1999). Scour-
ing of bin floors, house floors, and moldings may
have occurred so that the fine plaster could be
reused in later houses, especially if some forms of
lime-rich muds and clays were difficult to obtain.
The packing of ovens with clean soil and the fill-
ing in of rooms may also reflect a concern with
attempting to provide as stable a base as possible
for the next structure to be constructed. While this
is true, the degree of “cleaning up” that occurs is
remarkable, and the deliberate placing of artifacts
(such as the upturned grinding stone placed on the
floor in one phase of Building 1’s abandonment,
and the cattle scapulae placed on top of or near
hearths in the final Building 1 abandonment and in
Buildings 23 and 17) are less easy to explain fully
in this way. In a number of cases foundation
deposits have been found, such as the burial of
three individual neonates, an adult woman with
neonate and an old man in Building 1. Evidence of
possible feasting (concentrations of large animal
bones from large animals) has been found beneath
some walls. In Building 17 in the southeast corner
of the main room, a hearth was found that had been
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rebuilt several times. In the sealing deposit of one
of the hearths a broken figurine was placed with
both head and torso present, but separate. The delib-
erateness of this act is reinforced by the faunal
remains from the same context (locus) that suggests
a single-event consumption of a young sheep. Two
subphases of hearth reconstruction later, a broken
figurine head was again deposited—directly over
the earlier example. This head was very similar in
appearance and size to the earlier one, and both
were quite different from other figurines found at
the site. This evidence of closure and re-enactment
strongly suggests specific house-based memories.

One place where we have moderately good evi-
dence for replacement of one house by another at
Catalhoyiik is Building 1 and the house immedi-
ately beneath it, Building 5, although we did not
excavate beyond the latest phase in Building 5 (Fig-
ure 3). In general terms the similarities between the
successive buildings are striking and exceed what
might be anticipated simply from general similar-
ities between buildings at a sitewide level. It was
immediately clear as we dug through below the
floors in Building 1 that the main walls of the build-
ing continued down and were more or less contin-
uous with the building below. In fact, it was often
difficult to determine a boundary between the two
buildings in time; they formed part of a continuous
process of replacement.

The overall plan of Building 1, especially in its
earliest phases, follows very much that of the ear-
lier Building 5. The placing of the western rooms,
and the entrance into them in the south, are the
same. The oven is in much the same place in Build-
ing 1 Subphase B1.2B. The ladder emplacement is
the same as before. Of course, some of these con-
tinuities result from the technical preference for
locating later walls on the solid foundations of ear-
lier walls rather than on softer fill. Other continu-
ities (such as the oven and ladder locations) are part
of a sitewide pattern. But there are also acts too spe-
cific to be explained in this way, as in the Building
17 example just provided.

An example of specific commemorative mem-
ory in the Building 5 to 1 sequence may be repre-
sented by the retrieval pits against the walls in the
western parts of the main rooms. In Building 5,
F.240 is a retrieval pit dug to remove a post from
the eastern face of the west wall in Space 154. The
retrieval pit contains two bone points and an obsid-
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ian projectile point. This is one of only two Build-
ing 5 retrieval pits with substantial artifacts. F.240
is directly beneath Building 1 retrieval pit F.17.
The latter was dug to remove or retrieve relief sculp-
ture (only traces of which remained on the wall)
from the east face of the west wall in the main
room. This again contained “offerings” of three
bone points, a bird bone and eight assorted pieces
of obsidian and flint placed in a group in its fill. So
there is perhaps a specific repetition of retrieval and
closure acts involving bone and obsidian objects.
The retrieval pit just described in Building 1 (F.
17) provides an example of commemorative mem-
ory maintained at both house and larger scales. The
pitis dug down from the filled-in building, subphase
B1.5B. And yet, whatever was on the west wall of
this room had already been disturbed or even par-
tially destroyed in phases B1.3 and B1.4 by the con-
struction of wall F.18. Indeed, the sculpture on the
west wall could only have been an integrated part
of the room in Building 1 back in subphase B1.2C.
Phases B1.3 to B1.5B probably lasted decades,
based on the relative criteria of numbers of floors
and oven bases. And so the retrieval pit implies a
memory going back for some time. It might be seen
to imply a precise social memory. However, there
are difficulties beyond the uncertainty about the
lengths of phases. We do not know what the relief
sculpture was on the west wall of the main room
in Building 1, and we do not know how the wall
F.18 affected the sculpture although it is likely that
it did damage it in some way. Both the relief sculp-
ture and its relation to wall F.18 were destroyed by
the retrieval pit itself. All we can say with certainty
is that retrieval pit F.17 was dug down very care-
fully against the correct wall, in exactly the place
where the sculpture was located. Given the large
amount of erosion off the top of the mound that
occurred in the millennia after the Neolithic occu-
pation, we cannot know how deep these Neolithic
“archaeologists” had to dig, but it was at least .7 m
and probably substantially more. We do know that
Building 1 had been filled and that any digging
down implies a precise historical memory even if
embedded within wider knowledge about where
important sculptures were generally placed. Not all
houses have major relief sculptures on the west
walls of main rooms. Specific memory is also
implied by certain burials in Building 1. While in
some instances it was clearly permissible for later
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Figure 10. Life-spans of individuals buried in Building 1 in relation to selected absolute dates of phases of Buildings 1

and 5 (to two standard deviations) (Cessford 2004a).

interments to disturb earlier bodies, there are clear
indications that the precise locations and nature of
earlier burials were remembered years or even
decades later.

Can we estimate how much overlap in popula-
tion there could have been between Buildings 5 and
1?7 Were any of the nearly 60 people buried in Build-
ing 1 alive during the time of Building 5? Detailed
AMS dating of these buildings based on 40 dates
has allowed precise evaluation of the duration of
occupation phases and dates of burials (Cessford
2004c, and Figure 10). Assessing phasing has also
been helped by the apparent yearly replastering of
main walls (corroborated in general terms against
AMS and dendrochronology; see Newton and

Kuniholm 1999). Among some of the earliest buri-
als in Building 1 were several old individuals who
must have been alive for most of the lifespan of
Building 5. An old man (F.209) buried during the
construction of Building 1 was at least 50 years old
and an elderly woman (F.200) buried during the ear-
liest occupational subphase was around 60 years
old. Although we cannot be certain how long Build-
ing 5 was occupied, wall plaster suggests that it may
be around 70 years, which is broadly compatible
with the overall site-dating sequence. This suggests
that individuals F.209 and F200 were alive for most
if not all of the occupation of Building 5. A simi-
lar phenomenon can be observed for Building 1,
where two males F.28 and F.29 buried toward the
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end of the building’s occupation were at least nearly
as old as the structure itself.

The fact that the relief sculpture in Building 1
was not removed immediately, but after the house
had been filled in, may suggest that time had to pass
before it could be removed. This memory across
several phases is seen in other examples. For exam-
ple, Mellaart (1964:70) discussed the depiction of
a bull in his “shrine” 8 in Level IX. “Once again
the presence of a bull on the north wall of ‘shrines’
in this position should be noted, for this is the third
in succession (‘shrines’ VIL.8, VIL8, and IX.8).”
Bulls are found elsewhere on northern walls, as in
VI.10, but not on the eastern part of the north wall
as in the “shrine” 8 sequence. What is also remark-
able is that this specific memory in “shrine” § was
retained across phases in which a totally different
form of wall art was used. Despite a period in Lev-
els VIII and part of VII with vulture paintings, the
distinctive bull motif was returned to in Levels VII
and VI. Memory of an earlier arrangement of the
house was retained and returned to.

There is much evidence that not only the heads
of wild animals, but also of people were used as
part of the construction of specific social memo-
ries. In Building 2, there is evidence of removal of
something large from the west wall of the main
room, possibly linked to a large wild cattle horn
found on the floor nearby. We have already noted
the removal of sculpture from the west wall in the
main room in Building 1, where remnants of its
mudbrick core and a separate cattle horn had been
left in the wall. Mellaart (1967:Figure 16) records
a frequent pattern of the destruction of the west
walls of main rooms in order to remove sculpture.
We do not know what exactly the bucrania repre-
sented, but in the art the baiting of bulls and other
wild animals is linked to group activities and prob-
ably represents initiation or other rituals. A possi-
bly similar instance may be the placement of at least
13 wild goat horns from a minimum of eight ani-
mals in a group in Building 1. Such groups of wild
animal skeletal elements are paralleled from the
excavations by Mellaart in the 1960s. For exam-
ple, 13 lower boar’s jaws were mounted in VIA.8
(Mellaart 1967:69) and must either represent
curated assemblages or material specifically
obtained by a reasonably sized group at some dis-
tance from the site. It is possible to suggest that the
heads and other cranial elements of such animals
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when placed in houses created memories of sig-
nificant events in the life cycles of the houses or
the people in them.

In the same way that a pit was dug down to
retrieve sculptures in Building 1 and other build-
ings (see above), so pits were also dug to retrieve
the heads of selected humans. In both Building 1
and Building 6 a skeleton was found buried beneath
the house floors with its head removed and with
traces of cut marks on the upper vertebrae. Andrews
et al. (2004) suggest, on the basis of the complete-
ness of the skeletons and the condition of the bones,
that the bodies were buried with their flesh on, and
that the head was cut off after a period of decay.
Headless human corpses are frequently shown in
the wall art, but so far only two headless skeletons
have been excavated by the current project. Most
skeletons were found with heads intact. It is possi-
ble that some special status was associated with the
headless burials as the skeletons have been treated
in distinctive ways (in Building 6 an unusual lay-
out of the body and the placing of a cloth and plank
over the torso). How were these heads reused? In
the recent excavations, detached human skulls were
found in foundation deposits, in a post-retrieval pit
in Building 17, and in structured abandonment
deposits in Building 3 (Stevanovic and Tringham
1999). The removal and reuse of human heads sug-
gests some attempt to construct links between social
groups and specific ancestors, since heads were
(perhaps a year) later removed from individuals
who had been treated in special ways at death. Itis
the heads of these particular individuals that were
chosen for head removal. It is these particular loca-
tions that were remembered.

The plastered skulls from Kosk Hoytik (Silistreli
1991) are broadly contemporary with the later lev-
els at Catalhoyiik and indicate a related but prob-
ably rather different phenomenon in central
Anatolia. As in the Levant the plastering of features
on skulls may reinforce the idea of specific mem-
ories. There is abundant evidence from Catalhdyiik
of the construction of social memories, although
many of these may be general and sitewide and be
embedded in practices and routines rather than
being conscious, specific, and commemorative. But
there is some evidence that the politics of memory
were at least partly based in the house at Catalhdyiik
and that the house was central to the construction
of social memory.
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What was the role of the dominant, more elab-
orate houses in the politics of memory? There is
some evidence that these dominant houses were
particular guardians of the archive of memories,
alongside their particular investment in the regula-
tion of daily practices that we saw earlier. We have
already seen that they have concentrations of buri-
als, suggesting that the archive of lineal and/or affi-
nal relations was constructed preferentially in the
dominant house. There is also a clear link between
houses with large numbers of burials and houses
that are replaced through many levels. The current
project has so far only excavated one building
(Building 5) below Building 1 which has 62 buri-
als, but deeper sequences were excavated by Mel-
laart. From his data, the two buildings with most
burials (“shrines” 10 and 31, see above) in Levels
VI and VII, were both rebuilt through five levels
(IX to VIA). Other buildings with many burials
(“shrines” 1, 7, 8 in Level VI) also continued across
three to five levels. Adjacent less-elaborate build-
ings with few or no burials (such as Building 2 by
“shrine” 10) are not replaced from level to level.
The floors of “shrine” 10 (Buildings 17 and 6) in
Levels VIII and IX are lower than surrounding
buildings, suggesting that this more elaborate build-
ing may have been modified and rebuilt at a slower
rate than surrounding buildings. Thus domestic
houses used for large numbers of burials, and those
houses which are more elaborate, may have been
more closely tied to continuity and the preserva-
tion of a collective memory.

All this indicates that the politics of memory at
Catalhoyiik were house based, and perhaps that
dominant houses invested particularly in the con-
struction and control of social memory. The con-
struction of longer-term memories, both specific
and general, would have been the basis for the
social, ritual, and economic practices involved in
delayed-return societies. The social memories
helped create the repetition in which daily practices
were embedded.

Conclusions

We have argued that at Catalhoyiik the house was
an important mechanism for regulating daily prac-
tice, the embodiment of social rules, and the con-
struction of social memory. We do not argue that
the processes discussed here need be found outside
the areas considered. Indeed, we have seen differ-
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ences even between central and eastern Anatolia.
For example, Ozdogan (2002:254) notes that archi-
tectural change in eastern Anatolia and Upper
Mesopotamia is much faster (at sites like Hallan
Cemi and Cay0nii) than in central Anatolia (Agikli
Hoyiik and Catalhoyiik), although these compar-
isons are made across large distances and expanses
of time. Architectural change is also apparently
more pronounced at sites to the west of Catalhdyiik
in the Lake District (Duru 1999), on the Mediter-
ranean coast and in Northwest Anatolia (Matthews
2002:96-97). Certainly there are a number of sites
in central Anatolia that show long-term occupation
with little change (e.g., Asikli Hoyiik 8400-7400
B.C., Can Hasan III 7650-6600 B.C.). This sug-
gests that central Anatolia was particularly dis-
tinctive in terms of the maintenance of regulatory
codes through daily practice and house-based mem-
ory. There may thus be a link between the great
emphasis on internal divisions of space, the dense
packing of houses, and the great continuity of
house-based practices in central Anatolia, although
more work is needed to see how internal activities
were organized at sites other than Catalhoyiik.

The general themes of repetitive practices and
social memory may be discussed as relevant to
many delayed-return, early agricultural societies.
In the central Anatolian Neolithic, the socialization
and regulation allowed people to deal with the eco-
nomic, social, sanitation, crowding, and access
problems associated with living in particularly
tightly packed agglomerations with limited cen-
tralization of power. The practices were productive,
providing mechanisms to deal with these problems
and to create longer-term social relationships and
memories, and delayed return economic systems.
But they also served the interests of dominant
groups and the structures that supported them. Even
if further work at Catalhoyiik discovers larger-scale
centralization than so far identified, the question of
how that power was embedded within daily prac-
tice will remain.
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