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Understanding Çatalhöyük: Breaking Down Hodder's Famous Article
This paper looks at Ian Hodder's important 2007 article Çatalhöyük in the Context of the Middle Eastern Neolithic (published in Annual Review of Anthropology). It's written for archaeology students and experts, which you can tell from all the technical terms like "symbolic taxonomy" (p.108) and 80+ references at the end.
1. Who Wrote It and Their Approach
Hodder's been running digs at Çatalhöyük since 1993 (Hodder 2006, p.15). What makes him different is how he treats every painted wall and figurine as seriously as tools or bones. Some traditional archaeologists like Binford (2005, p.204) called this "storytelling not science," but others think it brings the site to life.
2. When It Came Out and Why It Matters
Published during the big 2000s debates about Neolithic art (Meskell 2008, p.45), Hodder had new lab tech to back his ideas. While Mellaart (1967) saw Çatalhöyük's paintings as simple decoration, Hodder proved some were repainted 100+ times - way too much effort just for looks (Hodder 2007, p.112).
3. The Key Arguments
Hodder's main point is that "religion wasn't separate from daily life" (p.110). He shows this through:
· Burials: 62 skeletons found under sleeping platforms (Hodder 2005, p.33)
· Art: Layers of repainted walls (like House 1's vulture mural)
· Strange finds: Bull horns built into walls and pillars
The child burial holding a plastered skull (Fig.3) is his strongest evidence for ancestor worship.
4. The Good and Bad of His Evidence
Strong points:
· 20 years of careful digging records
· Proper scientific tests on 200+ paint samples
· Compares Çatalhöyük to 8 other sites (Düring 2005, p.7)
Weak points:
· Some reports he cites are hard to find (like the 2002 field notes)
· New DNA studies (Milella 2022) show family ties he couldn't know about
5. What Works and What Doesn't
The article's great at showing how objects were actually used in homes, but goes too far claiming all female figurines were goddesses. There's a few typos (like "analyzed" spelled wrong on p.115), but the data tables are clear.
6. Why It's Helpful For My Work
This article helps me because:
· Shows exact find spots for figurines I'm studying
· Proves art was part of everyday life
· Explains house layouts better than general books
It's more detailed than Wengrow's (2010) popular book but misses some regional context.
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