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Foreword

The study of the materials recovered from Tepe Yahya has been published in dozens of articles and
five monographs (Lamberg-Karlovsky 1970; Lamberg-Karlovsky and Beale 1986; Damerow and
Englund 1989; Lamberg-Karlovsky and Potts 2001; and, Lamberg-Karlovsky and Magee 2004). In
this monograph, we return to a more deliberate review of Period IVC, the Proto-Elamite Period at
Tepe Yahya. Prior study of Period IVC was undertaken by Daniel Potts in a volume considering the
entirety of the third millennium. His participation in the excavations at Tepe Yahya in 1973 led to
the writing of his undergraduate thesis (A.B.), his doctoral dissertation (1980), and, finally, the pub-
lished monograph detailing the third millennium in 2001. The later volume was what many may
regard, within the archaeological context of publication, a ‘final’ report on the third millennium at
Yahya. It becomes obvious, however, that a ‘final’ report is always a careful selection from the full cor-
pus recovered - frequently a carefully undertaken selection to support specific issues and interpre-
tations - and restricted by the information and interpretations available at the time of publication.

The present treatment of Period IVC examines 100% of the collections of that period stored in
the Peabody Museum, including a review of the entire photographic archive, all relevant field notes
and stratigraphic sections, and a thorough review of the published literature detailing materials
recovered from Period IVC. It is the most comprehensive study of the materials from Yahya IVC, par-
ticularly with reference to its ceramic corpus, chronological concerns, and stratigraphic issues. As
will become readily apparent, Ben Mutin’s wide-ranging familiarity with the ceramics of Pakistan,
Baluchistan, and Central Asia brings an entirely new perspective to the study of the Yahya corpus.
Prior studies never looked to the east, and minimally to the north, for parallels in the Yahya materi-
al inventory. Ben brings forth evidence of a significant cultural interaction with Pakistan, and
Baluchistan, and, in doing so, offers new chronological and cultural insight as to the nature of that
interaction which was unavailable in earlier studies. Ben’s wide-ranging archaeological fieldwork has
brought him into close contact with widely distant, but interconnected archaeological worlds: in
Pakistan, he undertook archaeological surveys in the Kech-Makran area; in Baluchistan he excavat-
ed the site of Shah-Tump; in Iran, he participated in the excavations of Shahr-I Sokhta; in Tajikistan,
he participated in the excavations of Sarazm; and, in Oman, he excavated at Ras al-Jinz. His direct
experience in archaeological surveys and excavations in distant places Ben in an ideal position to
examine the broad ceramic parallels that he discusses in this monograph.

This study revisits older issues of chronology, problems pertaining to periodization, the nature and
extent of cultural interactions, while publishing the most comprehensive collection of materials recov-
ered from the Proto-Elamite community at Tepe Yahya. It will be noted that new resolutions are sug-
gested for older problems regarding the chronology and the periodization of Yahya IVC. New resolu-
tions and hypotheses are derived from the availability of new information attained from new excava-
tions and significantly by Ben’s comprehensive re-study of the archives and materials recovered from
Tepe Yahya. Like our earlier ‘final’ reports we hope that this ‘final’ report will be superceded in time
by yet another report documenting our ever-increasing knowledge, of an ever-increasing cultural
interaction, that brought distant communities from Anatolia to the Indus and from Central Asia to

Arabia into first contact in the late fourth and early third millennium.
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Lastly, I must acknowledge my thanks, pleasure, and high regard for the learning experience 1
shared with Ben in the production of this volume. The volume revisits old debates, offers new per-
spectives, and, importantly, puts forth a new body of information that enriches our understanding of
the Proto-Elamite community and its extensive interaction with both near and distant neighbors.

Finally, I wish to acknowledge all those who directed the excavations of Yahya IVC. All share a
degree of co-authorship of this, and other texts, pertaining to Yahya IVC: Martha Prickett, Phil Kohl,
Dan Potts, and Tom Beale. We are all grateful to Ben for enriching our understanding of what we dug
up over 35 years ago.

- C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky
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Preface

This essay is based on the study of artifacts recovered from Tepe Yahya, an archaeological site located in
southeastern Iran in the southern half of the Kerman province (Figure 0.1). The artifacts are ceramics
and small finds found in the Proto-Elamite occupation of the site: Period IVC (Phases IVC2-IVB6). The
Proto-Elamite is a cultural “phenomenon,” also defined as a “period,” a “horizon,” a “world,” and a “civi-
lization” that concerned essentially the western half of Iran, with elements on the Southeastern Iranian
Plateau, in the late fourth and the early third millennia BC. The Proto-Elamite settlements share simi-
larities in the layouts of their buildings and their material assemblages, including, as an important ele-
ment of the definition of the Proto-Elamite phenomenon, a new administrative tool kit that includes a
writing system on clay tablets, the earliest one found so far in Iran, and cylinder seals. Although the def-
inition of the Proto-Elamite remains incomplete, available data tends to indicate that this phenomenon
reflects an important influence, control, or domination by some people over a large part of Iran in the
period around 3000 BC.

Tepe Yahya is located in the Soghun Valley. It was discovered in 1967 by the team of Harvard
University directed by C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky (see Lamberg-Karlovsky and Beale 1986:1-10;
Lamberg-Karlovsky 2001a:xix-xli; Magee 2004:introduction; Damerow and Englund 1989:v-xiv).
The excavations and surveys conducted by this team at Tepe Yahya and in southeastern Iran from
1967 to 1975 have filled an important lack of data for the archaeology of the Southeastern Iranian
Plateau, not only with regard to the Proto-Elamite period, but for a chronological sequence that
encompasses the sixth millennium BC (Period VII at Tepe Yahya) to the beginning of our era (Period
I). These works have offered much information about the human communities that were settled in
southeastern Iran, from a time that corresponds to the earliest farming villages in the Neolithic peri-
od to the Parthian and Sasanian empires. Tepe Yahya remains one of the very few sites that have
enabled reconstructing proto- and early History of southeastern Iran while greatly complementing
our understanding of Middle Asia as a whole. It is also the only site in southeastern Iran where a Proto-
Elamite settlement was found and excavated.

In the late 1960s and 1970s, while Tepe Yahya was being excavated, other archaeological field-
works were also being conducted in other regions of Middle Asia and the Persian Gulf. Among the sig-
nificant sites of southeastern Iran that were investigated at that time is Shahr-i Sokhta in Seistan
province. This site was found first by Sir M. A. Stein (1928), visited by W. A. Fairservis (1961) and
studied again from 1967 to 1978 by M. Tosi and his team (Tosi 1983; Salvatori and Tosi 2005).
Previously, in 1964 and 1966, J. Caldwell (1967, 1968) excavated the site of Tal-i Iblis located in the
Bardsir Plain in Kerman province, while in 1966 B. De Cardi (1970) conducted soundings at the site
of Tepe Bampur in the Bampur Valley in the Iranian Balochistan province. Both these two sites were
also previously discovered by Sir M. A. Stein (1937). The Chalcolithic and Bronze Age periods of
southern Afghanistan began to be more documented as well at the time thanks to the expeditions con-
ducted by J.-M. Casal (1961) at Mundigak, L. Dupree (1963) at Deh Morasi Ghundai, J. Shaffer (1971,
1978) at Said Qala Tepe, and G. Dales (1972) in Afghan Seistan. In Pakistan, B. De Cardi (1965,
1983) conducted excavations at the sites of Anjira and Siah Damb and surveys in eastern Balochistan;

J.-M. Casal (1964) excavated the site of Amri in the province of Sind, while important discoveries were
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made by J.-F. Jarrige and his team at Mehrgarh, Nausharo, and Pirak in the Kachi Plain (Balochistan)
in the seventies and eighties (C. Jarrige et al. 1995; Jarrige et al. 1979). Several additional works were
conducted in Pakistan such as those by G. Dales in southern Pakistani Balochistan at Balakot,
Sutkagen-Dor, and Sotka Koh (Dales 1962a, 1962b, 1974; Dales and Lipo 1992). These projects on
the Southeastern Iranian Plateau and in the Indo-Iranian Borderlands followed the tracks paved
before by several influential scholars such as Sir M. A. Stein (1928, 1931, 1937), S. Piggott (1950),
and W. A. Fairservis (1956, 1959, 1961). More was also being known about the ancient communities
of the Persian Gulf starting essentially in the seventies and in the eighties (see Tosi 1986). Since then,
numerous expeditions have provided our knowledge of ancient Middle Asia with a lot of new data
while new approaches and methods have been developed and employed. Yet, the field-work con-
ducted from the late sixties and seventies radically changed our vision of this area in ancient times; it
has established new research agendas and approaches that still constitute fundamentals of Middle-
Eastern archaeology nowadays. This observation applies to the excavations and studies conducted on
Period IVC at Tepe Yahya.

Broadly speaking, the occupations of Tepe Yahya Period IV chronologically encompass the end of
the Chalcolithic period and the Proto-Elamite phenomenon in Iran in the late fourth and the early
third millennia BC (Period IVC) as well as the later major urban civilizations that emerged during the
third and the early second millennia BC (Periods IVB-IVA) in Pakistan and northwestern India (Indus
Civilization and Kulli Culture), in Iran (Elamite dynasties), in Central Asia (Oxus Civilization or
Bactria-Margiana Archaeological Complex), and in Mesopotamia (Early Dynastic, Akkadian Empire,
Ur III Dynasty, and Isin-Larsa Dynasties). These areas and the related cultural dynamics, and the eco-
nomic and political developments that characterized Middle Asia, from around the mid-third millen-
nium BC are frequently termed the Middle Asian Interaction Sphere (MAIS) (Possehl 2002, 2007).
Many aspects of Tepe Yahya Period IV, particularly Periods IVC and IVB, were presented and dis-
cussed in several publications (see Lamberg-Karlovsky, Potts, Kohl, Prickett, and Damerow and
Englund in the references). A detailed description and presentation of the archaeological contexts and
related artifacts were brought together and published by D. T. Potts (Lamberg-Karlovsky and Potts
2001:1-193). This recent monograph contained a contribution by P. Kohl (2001:209-230) concerning
the production of chlorite and that of H. Pittman (2001:231-268) on the glyptic art of Period IV.
Syntheses and conclusions concerning the results of those studies in the broader chronological and
cultural context of southwestern Asia, from the late fourth to the third millennia BC, were also dis-
cussed. Among other considerations, an important issue - the dating of Period IVB - was discussed
again aided with new radiocarbon determinations (Potts 2001:195-207; Lamberg-Karlovsky 2001a:
269-280; Kohl 2001). Obviously, many publications related to Tepe Yahya and its status in the archae-
ological context of the MAIS (a term that can be used also to discuss the periods anterior to the mid-
third millennium BC) have been provided, so that one may wonder why we revisit the occupations and
materials excavated at this site. More specifically why revisit Period IVC and some of the related cat-
egories of ceramic productions and small finds?

It is perhaps necessary to indicate first several reasons and circumstances that led me to look
closer at the collection of Tepe Yahya Period IVC. If anything, at a minimum this would give the read-

er more keys to evaluate and review the approach envisaged here. First, after completing my Ph.D.
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dissertation in December 2007 in Paris, which was dedicated to the fourth and early third millennia
BC occupations and ceramic productions from Kech-Makran in southwestern Pakistan (Mutin 2007),
it seemed particularly relevant to look more closely at the assemblages dating to these millennia recov-
ered “immediately” to the west in southeastern Iran. One of the objectives was to look in detail at pub-
lished ceramics that appeared to be similar to the products defined recently in Kech-Makran, and to
look at unpublished assemblages that had the potential to include comparative materials. In sum, the
starting point was to get more information about the geographical distribution of some ceramic types
and, more generally speaking, about cultural relationships on the Southeastern Iranian Plateau dur-
ing the Chalcolithic and Early Bronze Age periods. In January 2009, I had the great chance to obtain
an affiliation as a post-doctoral fellow at Harvard University and to benefit from the supervision of
Prof. C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky and Dr. R. Meadow during my stay. The program envisaged at Harvard
included the study of the collection held by the Peabody Museum of Archaeology and Ethnology
(PMAE hereafter) related to the Chalcolithic and Early Bronze Age periods of Pakistan and south-
eastern Iran. The program began with the study of materials collected by Sir M.A. Stein in southeast-
ern Iran (Stein 1937; Lamberg-Karlovsky and Schmandt-Besserat 1977; Mutin 2013). The ceramics
from Tepe Yahya were obviously among the assemblages that I wished to look at during my stay at
Harvard. One of the reasons for this was that some ceramics closely similar to certain products found
more than 550 km to the southeast in Kech-Makran were observed within the published materials of
Periods IVC-IVB (Potts 2001:fig. 1.12). Tepe Yahya finally became a prominent part of the program
envisaged at Harvard thanks to the impetus of C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky who suggested to me not only
to look at the ceramics, but also to publish the small finds dating to Period IVC. This was made possi-
ble thanks to Karl’s support, the kind authorization of the PMAE to visit and study the collections, and
the generosity of the Shelby White-Leon Levy Program for Archaeological Publications and the
American School of Prehistoric Research which supported my work and stay in Cambridge.

The publication project slightly changed as the work progressed. D. T. Potts concluded the publi-
cation of Tepe Yahya “The Third Millennium” by writing that the materials from Periods IVC and IVB
at Tepe Yahya tell us numerous stories (Potts 2001:206). In other words, these materials give us evi-
dence for numerous local, regional, interregional, and long-range dynamics with various cultural,
political, and economic implications. Our approach was primarily conceived to complete one of the
stories of Tepe Yahya: that of the ceramic relations between southeastern Iran and southwestern
Pakistan in the late fourth and the early third millennia BC. However, it rapidly became evident that
any attempt to understand the context of the southwestern Pakistani-related ceramics found at Tepe
Yahya required one to consider at least several other major cultural dynamics observed at this site in
the mid-late fourth and third millennia BC. The significant Banesh/Proto-Elamite component well-
attested in Period IVC that connects Tepe Yahya to western Iran and the Proto-Elamite phenomenon,
for example, can hardly be ignored in discussions about Tepe Yahya Period IVC. At the same time, it
appeared that the dating and cultural definition of some deposits and several categories of materials
related to other cultural dynamics observed at Tepe Yahya Periods IVC-IVB were still controversial.
Important discussions regard the dates of Period IVB (Phases IVB5-IVB1), of its transition with
Period IVC, and of Phases IVC1-IVB6 placed between Phases IVC2 and IVB5. Another issue is the
definition of the local material culture of Period IVC which had not been approached in detail. Thus,
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in addition to other problems discussed below, our primary approach, focused only on relationships
toward the east (southwestern Pakistan), seemed pretty limited and somewhat frustrating. This led us
to include other categories of ceramic products that were selected for their significance in chronolo-
gy and cultural relationships in Period IVC. Meanwhile, it also became necessary to consider several
aspects of Period IVB, with regard to its transition with Period IVC. Also, while previous publications
gave details concerning the ceramics in their archaeological contexts, I wished to provide more infor-
mation (forms and decorations) about the ceramic production assigned to Period IVC, as well as about
the small finds related to Period IVC. D. T. Potts’s Ph.D. dissertation (1980) offered a valuable typolo-
gy of the ceramics of Tepe Yahya Period IV which is unfortunately unpublished. Furthermore, the
approach envisaged here is different and is considered as a complement to the work done before.
Additionally, thirty-two years after Potts’ Ph.D. dissertation and the subsequent publication of Tepe
Yahya “The Third Millennium” (2001), I believe that recent excavations, comparative materials, and
publications will help supplement the definition and interpretation of some types of materials recov-
ered from this site.

Dealing with Tepe Yahya IVC and including more aspects of this period in our study, inevitably led
to several critical archaeological research questions that concern not only this site but also the recon-
struction of Middle Asian and the Persian Gulf interaction in the fourth and third millennia BC. The
deposits assigned to Period IVC at Tepe Yahya are well-known for the numerous objects related to the
Proto-Elamite phenomenon such as certain types of ceramics, inscribed tablets, and glyptic art. Yet, sev-
eral aspects of the Proto-Elamite still remain unclear and largely discussed, starting with its name and
definition. Period IVB at Tepe Yahya is famous for the production of chlorite artifacts and the long-dis-
tance connections exhibited by the “Intercultural Style” attested at Tarut Island in the Persian Gulf and
in Mesopotamia. Recent discoveries in the Halil Rud Valley indicate that Tepe Yahya in Period IVB was
connected to a previously unknown civilization with impressive remains. While the dating of Period
IVB is discussed, there is a debate regarding the location of Marhashi, believed to be the Mesopotamian
geographical term for this area of southeastern Iran or for an area located in Central Asia (see
Steinkeller 1982; Francfort and Tremblay 2010). The dates proposed for the beginning of Period IVB,
situated around the middle or the end of the third millennium BC and still the topic of disagreements
(see below), have an impact on the reconstruction of the archaeological polities and interregional rela-
tionships in Middle Asia during the third millennium BC, a time when, as indicated above, major civi-
lizations and dynasties emerged from the Indus to Mesopotamia. In Iran this period is that of the king-
doms of Elam, Awan, Shimashki, and Marhashi as referred to in Mesopotamian texts of the second half
of the third millennium BC. Because of its location and material culture, Tepe Yahya remains a critical
site to answer questions of eastern and western developments and their relationships, as well as more
specific regional problems concerning the Southeastern Iranian Plateau during the mid-late fourth and
third millennia BC. Any attempt to approach Period IVC demands effort to delineate a larger picture
of this period, within the context of Mesopotamia, the Iranian Plateau, the Indo-Iranian Borderlands,
Central Asia, and the Persian Gulf. This requires us to provide descriptions and discussions about areas
and sites located west, east, south, and north of Tepe Yahya.

Beginning with evidence from Tepe Yahya, an attempt is made in the present publication to dis-

cuss the topic of the Proto-Elamite “Civilization” in combination with the contemporary cultures of
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the above areas, in other words, to connect in the same essay “traditionally” distinguished “worlds”. As
a result, in addition to conclusions provided about Tepe Yahya in Period IVC and its place in the
broader context of the Southeastern Iranian Plateau, an attempt is made to delineate the main
archaeological entities of southern Middle Asia and to discuss aspects of their relationships. What
these entities represented politically in the late fourth into the early third millennia BC remains an
open question but it is hoped that this attempt contributes to a general understanding of this time-
period while providing a background of the interaction that characterized Middle Asia during the
third millennium BC.

The book is organized in eight chapters. The first chapter details the setting of Tepe Yahya and
Proto-Elamite times in Middle Asia, with a brief summary of the previous periods as well as current
questions related to the approach followed here. The second chapter provides an account of the
archaeological contexts of Tepe Yahya in Periods IVC and IVB. The third and fourth chapters are ded-
icated to the description of the ceramics and small finds. The fifth chapter is a synthesis of the works
done by C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky, H. Pittman, P. Damerow, and R. K. Englund (1989) on the tablets
and glyptic art recovered from Tepe Yahya. The sixth chapter is a recap and discussion that concern
the available radiocarbon dates from Tepe Yahya in Periods IVC and IVB. The seventh chapter dis-
cusses the distribution on the Southeastern Iranian Plateau in the late fourth and early third millen-
nia BC of the main ceramic types found at Tepe Yahya in Period IVC. It is followed by conclusions and
interpretations, which are provided in the eighth chapter.



1 Geographical and Chrono-cultural
Contexts, Problematic, and Approach

1.1 Geographical and environmental setting
Tepe Yahya is located in the southwestern corner of the Soghun Valley, immediately north of the mod-
ern town of Baqan (Figure 1.1). The site is a mound measuring 187 m in diameter and 19.8 m in height.
It is associated with a 1 km wide surrounding scatter of pottery sherds (Lamberg-Karlovsky and Beale
1986:11). The geographical and paleoenvironmental setting of the Soghun Plain were provided by R.
Meadow (1986:21-38); a few elements are reviewed below.

The Soghun Valley measures a little bit more than 12 km from north to south and almost 7.5 km from
west to east to the maximum (Figure 1.2). Its altitude is on average about 1,560 to 1,515 m above the sea
level from north to south. The valley appears as a quite isolated flat area surrounded by mountains top-
ping at more than 2,000 and 3,000 m high to the north, east, south, and northwest. The valley is, how-
ever, opened in its southwestern corner and is connected to the Daulatabad Plain located at 20 to 25 km
to the west, through a west-east pass whose altitude gradually declines from east to west. The altitude of
the Daulatabad Plain is below 1,100 m. Another pass (that cuts through the modern Abshouieh village)
is located approximately 4 to 5 km east of the eastern edge of the Soghun Valley and 11 to 13 km distant
from Tepe Yahya, beyond a narrow north-south chain of mountains with an altitude of 1,600 to 1,800
m. This pass descends from the north at an altitude of ca. 1,800 m at the same latitude as the northern
edge of the Soghun Valley. It is about 1,500 m high at the same latitude as Tepe Yahya. It then goes south-
eastward through mountains and reaches a large plain located less than 45 km from Tepe Yahya at an
altitude of about 650 m. From this point, the plain stretches to the east over almost 30 km and is then
connected to the north-south Halil Rud Valley through another pass that goes to the northeast (Figure
1.1). The two sites of Konar Sandal (A and B), located in the Halil Rud Valley, south of the city of Jiroft,
are about 45 km apart from this plain and 90 km, as the crow flies, distant from Tepe Yahya. The Halil
Rud ends to the southeast in the Bampur Basin, around 70 km away from the Konar Sandal sites. Tepe
Yahya is about 470 km away from Tal-i Malyan in Fars; more than 900 km from Susa in Khuzistan; more
than 770 km from Tepe Arisman in Isfahan; around 900 km from Tepe Hissar in Semnan; around 500
km from Shahr-i Sokhta in Seistan; around 650 km from Miri Qalat in Pakistani Kech-Makran; and,
around 130 km from the Straits of Hormuz in the Persian Gulf (Figure 0.1).

R. Meadow noted that the climate of the Soghun Valley is semiarid, with ca. 250 mm in annual rain-
fall and temperatures probably situated between 35° to 18°C in July and 13° to -1°C in January. The
pollen and macrobotanical remains from Period IVC contexts at Tepe Yahya indicate presence of
gramineae (grass, goat-face grass, domesticated barley, and domesticated wheat), leguminosae (milk
vetch), polygonaceae (knotweed), prunus (almond), ulmaceae (hackberry), and vitis (grape) (Meadow
1986:Table 3.2). R. Meadow (1986:30) underscores the “proliferation of wheats” in Period IVC, includ-
ing several forms. The faunal remains of this period include a majority of domesticated animals. They are
sheep, goats, cattle (bos), and dogs. Goats comprise about 75% of the bone counts; sheep are represented
by about 20%; and cattle represent about 5%. The wild fauna includes brown or black bear, fox, mongoose,
lion, tortoise, and several species of birds (Meadow 1986:fig. 3.3, Table 3.4).
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1.2 Chrono-cultural context of Tepe Yahya Period IVC

Seven main chronological periods were defined at Tepe Yahya, on the basis of the excavations conduct-
ed at this site and additional work in the Daulatabad Plain (Table 1.1). The occupation of Tepe Yahya
commenced in the six millennium BC Neolithic period (Period VII). It continued into the Chalcolithic
period in the fifth and early fourth millennia BC (Periods VI and V), in the Bronze Age from the late
fourth into the second millennia BC (Period IV), and then during the first millennium BC Iron Age and
Achaemenian/Hellenistic periods (Periods III-II). It ended with the Partho-Sasanian period around the
beginning of our era (Period I) (Lamberg-Karlovsky and Beale 1986:11-12).

In detail, the chronology of Period IV, the Bronze Age period, is still partly debated, and the chrono-
logical brackets proposed for this period range from the second half of the fourth and the early third mil-
lennia BC to the end of the third and the early-mid second millennia BC. Period IV was originally divid-
ed into three main sub-periods: Periods IVC, IVB, and IVAl (Lamberg-Karlovsky 1970). Period IVC
includes two phases, Phases IVC2 and IVC1, and Period IVB was divided into six phases, Phases IVB6
to IVB1 (Lamberg-Karlovsky 1989; Lamberg-Karlovsky and Potts 2001). As detailed below, the dating of
Phases IVC1 and IVB6 remains a controversial topic. It was clearly demonstrated that Phase IVC2 cor-
responds to a Proto-Elamite settlement dated to around 3000 BC. On the other hand, the definition of
Phase IVC1 changed, while the dating of this phase and that of the following Phase IVB6 are still the
topic of ongoing discussion. There is even a disagreement concerning the existence of Phase IVB6, a
phase that was added by D. T. Potts to the chronological sequence long after the excavations. In summa-
ry, while there are elements that may indicate that Phases IVC1 and IVB6 as defined by D.T. Potts
(2001) belong to a period posterior to the Proto-Elamite period, and even situated within the mid-late
third millennium BC according to him, there is evidence that indicates that the Proto-Elamite occupa-
tion at Tepe Yahya expands upon those phases. In spite of this controversy which is discussed again in the
present publication, and in order not to create more confusion, Period IVC is used here, as it was origi-

nally designed, to designate the Proto-Elamite occupation(s) of Tepe Yahya.

1.2.1 The predecessors in southeastern Iran

1.2.11 Tepe Yahya

The freshest date proposed for Tepe Yahya Period IVC, the Proto-Elamite settlement, is 3100-2800 BC
(Lamberg-Karlovsky 2001a:270). Period IVC followed a chronological hiatus that occurred in the
sequence of Tepe Yahya after the Chalcolithic Periods VI and V, which are situated within the second half
of the fifth and the first half of the fourth millennia BC (Table 1.2). The remains of Period VA, which is
the sub-period immediately prior to the hiatus, mostly consist of a series of surfaces interpreted as an
open courtyard, a kiln probably used to fire pottery, and small constructions (Lamberg-Karlovsky and
Beale 1986:150-152). Period VA is characterized by a fine, painted ceramic named Black-on-red ware;
a chaff-tempered ceramic production; and a red burnished type of vessel named Lapui ware. Black-on-
red ware has relationships to the preceding Black-on-buff ware, which appeared in Period VC and then
became common mostly in Period VB. Black-on-buff ware was then progressively replaced by Black-on-
red ware during Period VA. In addition to Tepe Yahya, Black-on-red ware was found in the Daulatabad
Plain, 20 to 25 km west of the Soghun Valley; near the coast of the Persian Gulf to the south; and up to
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Chah Husaini, at approximately 370 km to the southeast in the Bampur Valley. It is also reported from
central-northern Kerman at Tal-i Iblis (Iblis Painted ware in Period II) and Shahdad (surface), ca. 160
km north and 245 km northeast of Tepe Yahya, respectively (Caldwell, 1968:179; Salvatori and Vidale
1982; Lamberg-Karlovsky and Beale 1986:85-86, 266; Hakemi 1997:pl. Xa-3d; Prickett 1986a). No evi-
dence for Black-on-red ware has been found beyond this large area measuring ca. 160,000 km?. This
ceramic thus appears to be rooted, in its distribution and cultural affiliation, mostly in Kerman and the
Bampur Valley. Besides the relationship between Black-on-buff ware and Black-on-red ware, the contin-
uation of the local ceramic tradition into Period VA at Tepe Yahya is illustrated by chaff-tempered coarse
ware. The chaff-tempered types of ceramics found in Period VA were indeed already produced from
Period VI, and vegetal-tempered vessels in general were present at Tepe Yahya since the Neolithic Period
VII (Lamberg-Karlovsky and Beale 1986:43). As for Lapui ware, it is well-attested from Period VC to
Period VA (and present in small quantiites in Period VI). It was also found at Tal-i Iblis in Periods I and
II where it is named Bardsir Red slipped ware (or Bardsir Red Filmed) (Lamberg-Karlovsky and Beale
1986:43, 86; Caldwell 1967:173, 176; 1968:179). Lapui ware indicates clear relationships to south-
western Iran, more specifically to Fars province and Susa (Period I) in Khuzistan. It is attested in Fars
from the early fourth or the very late fifth millennia BC, after the fifth millennium BC Bakun period and
before the Banesh period which encompassed the second half of the fourth and the early third millen-
nia BC (Sumner 2003:51-52). Transitional material between this ware and the following assemblage of
the Banesh/Proto-Elamite period is identified from around 3500 BC.2 In Kerman, it is suggested that
Lapui ware appeared and disappeared first. Recent recalibration of radiocarbon dates from Tepe Yahya
Period VA provides a date situated around 3700/3600 for the end of this period and Lapui ware in this
area (Mutin 2013).3 In any case, one can note that, contrary to Black-on-red ware, which is mostly found
in southeastern Iran, Lapui ware is not observed east of Kerman. On the other hand, this ware is indica-
tive of cultural relationships between Kerman and western Iran well before that the Proto-Elamite phe-
nomenon emerged in, and connected, both those two areas. Additional relationships between Fars and
Kerman before the Proto-Elamite period are illustrated by the similarities between the early Black-on-
buff ware Tepe Yahya and the Bakun black-on-buff ware from Fars, by the few Ubaid-related sherds
found in Tepe Yahya in Period VI# in the fifth millennium BC, and by the parallels between the vegetal-
tempered wares from Tepe Yahya and Fars in the Neolithic period (Lamberg-Karlovsky and Beale
1986:39, 86-89, 265-266).

The pottery from Period VA indicates that Tepe Yahya was integrated at a minimum within two larg-
er southern Iranian ceramic polities: Lapui ware and Black-on-red ware. Other finds show that, contrary
to the previous periods, Period VA (and Period VB) illustrates larger imports of raw materials (copper and
turquoise), new ones from Oman (limestone)> and Afghanistan (lapis lazuli), and a new technology for
the production of copper objects shared across the Iranian Plateau (Lamberg-Karlovsky and Beale
1986:266-267). C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky (Lamberg-Karlovsky and Beale 1986:263) noted concerning
Period VA: “(...) the appearance in VB and VA (particularly in VA) of a greater variety of artifacts and of
larger numbers of labor-intensive products (...) and technology intensive ornaments (...) implies a gener-
ally higher level of material wealth and prosperity and a greater accumulation of objects that might be
considered ‘status’ items or portable forms of wealth. (...) there would have been a need and a rationale

for instituting the larger-scale, centralized, local production of such items apparent by Period VA.”
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1.2.1.2 Tal-i Iblis

At Tal-i Iblis, Black-on-red ware (Iblis Painted ware) and Lapui ware (Bardsir Red slipped ware) of Period
II (equivalent to Tepe Yahya Period VA) indicate that this site was integrated within the same two ceram-
ic polities as Tepe Yahya was. Most of the information regarding Period II at Tal-i Iblis comes from the
pottery and metallurgy. When he described this site and this period J. Caldwell introduced a discussion
about the concept of town and city. He also pointed out the metallurgical copper activities whose remains
indicate that the production exceeded the local needs (Caldwell 1967:33-36).

Important chronological information lacking at Tepe Yahya was observed at Tal-i Iblis. Indeed, the
ceramic assemblage of Tal-i Iblis in Period II is followed by Dashkar ware and Aliabad ware in Periods
III and IV. The equivalents of Lapui ware and Black-on-red ware were no longer produced in Periods
III-1V, while Uruk/Proto-Elamite ceramics appeared in Periods IV to VI, with Uruk material found from
Period IV and Proto-Elamite material probably associated with Period VI (see hereafter)® As seen below,
after Lapui ware and Black-on-red ware of Period VA, Dashkar ware and Aliabad ware have not, or very
rarely for the latter, been attested at Tepe Yahya, while Proto-Elamite materials appeared in the follow-
ing Period IVC. Thus, the episode represented by Dashkar ware and Aliabad ware and related deposits
at Tal-i Iblis likely correspond to the chronological hiatus between Periods VA and IVC at Tepe Yahya. It
seems that Uruk-related materials first appear in Kerman during this hiatus. The Dashkar-Aliabad peri-
od is unfortunately poorly known; it is mostly documented by a distinctive type of ceramic, while very
few archaeological contexts have been excavated (elements of this period at Tal-i Iblis and Mahtoutabad
are discussed below). Surveyed data indicates that the ceramic characteristic of this period, especially
Aliabad ware, better demarcated than Dashkar ware, is reported from many sites in Kerman, including
sites located in the Bardsir Plain and the Daulatabad Plain, while it is also attested in the Halil Rud Valley
(at Mahtoutabad). This ware is best documented in Kerman, yet evidence for it, or material with similar
aspects is also present in Iranian Balochistan extending to southwestern Pakistan in Kech-Makran, more
than 550 km apart from the Halil Rud Valley (see Chapter 7). Thus, while Aliabad ware is substantial in
Kerman, this ware seems to represent a larger cultural phenomenon than its presence in this province,
spread over the Southeastern Iranian Plateau, in a chronological context following Tepe Yahya Period VA
but before the Proto-Elamite occupation of Period IVC. Survey data from Kerman indicates that this peri-
od was marked by a drop in population, visible in the number of sites and area occupied both in the
Daulatabad Plain and the Soghun Valley. The settlements appear smaller than before and the sites less
permanent. These traits have been interpreted as indicative of the “development of, or reversion to, a
more nomadic lifestyle.” (Lamberg-Karlovsky and Beale 1986:267). Aliabad ware has not been observed
west of Kerman. However, the Uruk-related materials identified at Tal-i Iblis and Mahtoutabad illustrate
connections to the western half of Iran (at Susa II, Tepe Sialk III and in Fars) and Mesopotamia, during
the Aliabad-related period (according to Tal-i Iblis), or immediately after this period (as seen at
Mahtoutabad), but before the Proto-Elamite period.

1.2.2 The Proto-Elamite Entity

The archaeological story of the Proto-Elamite began in Khuzistan in the late nineteenth and early twen-
tieth centuries, when many clay tablets bearing incised ideographic signs were found at Susa. The tablets
were termed Proto-Elamite by V. Scheil (1905, 1923) “as they were believed to pre-date, and indeed pre-
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cipitate, an indigenous Elamite writing system, coding a language then hypothetically termed Anshanite.
(...) Although no Elamite writing system has been found, and although today the same name is given to
the language of later cuneiform texts, proto-Elamite, for want a better term, has remained the conven-
tional name for the earliest indigenous Iranian texts.” (Dahl 2009:24). The context of most of the Proto-
Elamite tablets found more than a century ago is lost, but similar tablets were discovered during recent
excavations conducted at Susa, at the Acropole I and the Ville Royale I, in the late 1960s and 1970s (Le
Brun 1971, 1978; Carter 1978, 1979). The Proto-Elamite tablets of Acropole I are assigned to Susa
Period III in the chronological sequence of the site and are dated to the late fourth and the early third
millennia BC (see below). At the Acropole I, starting with Level 16, they replaced the bullae and numer-
ical tablets of the Uruk-related Susa Period II found in Levels 18-17 and were recovered up to Level 14B
(Le Brun 1978:181, 183, 190). These tablets, the signs inscribed on them and the iconography repre-
sented by cylinder-seal impressions on many of them appear different from the numerical tablets found
at Susa in the previous Period II. These earlier Uruk IV (Late Uruk) and those of Uruk III type (Jemdet-
Nasr) Proto-cuneiform tablets identified on southern Mesopotamia sites date to the mid to late fourth
millennium BC. The tablets reported from the Jemdet-Nasr period (Uruk III) in Mesopotamia are of a
distinct character, but both the Proto-Elamite and the Uruk III tablets appear to have roots in the previ-
ous Late Uruk (Uruk IV) early writing system. The distribution of the Mesopotamian Uruk III style lays
outside of that of the Proto-Elamite style; it has been identified in southern and central Mesopotamia
from Uruk to Khafadjeh including Jemdet-Nasr and Tell Uqair (see Woods 2010:35-37), while the lat-
ter is located in Iran.

In addition to a change observed in the later Proto-Elamite tablets of Susa, the ceramic assemblage
from Level 16 to 14B illustrates modifications to the Uruk-related ceramics of Susa Period II. This break
in the sequence of Susa, Acropole I suggests an important switch in cultural influence at Susa and
Khuzistan from “Mesopotamian” in the Uruk-related Susa Period II to “Iranian” in the Proto-Elamite
Susa Period III (in the late fourth millennium BC). Indeed, in spite of important links to Mesopotamia
and the Uruk period, the analysis of increasing evidence found in Iran allows for defining the Proto-
Elamite as a mostly “Iranian” cultural phenomenon, not limited to a writing system, with defined bound-
aries, chronology, material culture, administration (writing and sealing systems, with important improve-
ments toward decipherment of the texts), settlement organization, social structure, economy, burial prac-
tices, iconography, and cultural interaction. Although important improvements are made in the study
and understanding of the Proto-Elamite, many questions remain regarding the above aspects as well as
the origin of this phenomenon and its relationship to the previous Uruk. The term “Proto-Elamite” and
its relationship to the mid-third millennium Elamite language (written using cuneiform signs) and Linear
Elamite signs of the late third millennium BC as argued by certain scholars is contested (see Potts
1999:71-79; Damerow and Englund 1989; Englund 1998a; Dahl 2009). According to D. T. Potts, there
is no reason to continue to use the term Proto-Elamite to label the tablets found at Susa in Period III and
those of the same type recovered at several sites on the Iranian Plateau. As stressed by him, Elam “may
be mentioned as early as 3000 BC in the so-called Archaic texts from Uruk in southern Mesopotamia,”
but “it is not attested unambiguously in the historical record until the middle of the third millennium BC
when it appears, in the Sumerian King List [Enmebaragesi|, as an adversary of the Sumerian city-state of
Kish” (Potts 1999:85).7 He proposes naming the tablets as “Susa III texts” (Potts 1999:71, 74). While tak-
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ing this into account, for the purpose of the present essay, the term Proto-Elamite is maintained here. Any
attempt to offer another terminology would require an exhaustive justification, which is not the purpose
of the present publication. Secondly, it is still a convenient cultural concept to approach similar artifacts,
not limited to the tablets, found over considerable distances. In addition, one can argue that Proto-
Elamite tablets were not found only at Susa and that the term “Susa III texts” gives the erroneous impres-
sion that this cultural phenomenon (and its origin) is confined to a specific site and region.

Many aspects of the Proto-Elamite remain elusive so that it is often defined as a “phenomenon,”
“horizon,” “period,” even “civilization” which makes clear the importance of this phenomenon to certain
authors (see Sumner 2003; Petrie 2013a). On the other hand, other scholars envisage it as an archaeo-
logical construction disconnected from any archaeological reality. In spite of several uncertainties, a pic-
ture of the Proto-Elamite culture may be sketched thanks to the aggregate of new discoveries made since
the first Proto-Elamite tablets were found at Susa. At a minimum, one can note a degree of consistency
in the distribution of several similar aspects of material culture and architecture in the western half of
Iran and Kerman around 3000 BC.

1.2.2.1 Geographical expanse of the Proto-Elamite

As the material inventory of the Proto-Elamite has become better characterized and documented, attrib-
utes of it are found over a wide crescent that stretches from the Semnan province to southeastern Iran
and southwestern Pakistan, including Tehran, Isfahan, Khuzistan, and Fars provinces. This crescent cov-
ers more than 1,600 km from northwest to southeast and ca. 500 to 700 km from southwest to north-
east (Figure 1.3). Nevertheless, the characteristic features defined as Proto-Elamite reported from this
large area are not always the same in each region. The “core” of the Proto-Elamite entity or sphere of sim-
ilarities, as known today, appears essentially restricted to areas of the western half of Iran and Kerman.
This is especially so if one considers primarily the distribution of ceramics, tablets, seals and sealings, and
the location of the principal Proto-Elamite buildings known or documented. The main Proto-Elamite
occupations are known from Susa and Tal-i Ghazir in Khuzistan, Tal-i Malyan in Fars, Tepe Sialk and Tepe
Arisman in Isfahan, and Tepe Yahya in Kerman. At Tepe Ozbaki a Proto-Elamite tablet and beveled-rim
bowls were identified (Madjidzadeh 2001) and at Tepe Sofalin over a hundred Proto-Elamite tablets
were recently recovered (Dahl et al. 2013; Hessari 2011; Lamberg-Karlovsky, pers. comm.), which
extends the Proto-Elamite distribution to the regions south of the Caspian Sea. In addition, Proto-Elamite
settlements are reported from the Izeh Plain in Khuzistan, the Mamasani district and the Kur River Basin
in Fars, and Tal-i Iblis in Kerman (see below). As discussed below, Godin Tepe in Kermanshah is consid-
ered a Late Uruk occupation. The tablets found at this site do not seem to be Proto-Elamite, but seem-
ingly more related to Uruk Proto-cuneiform, while the date of some deposits and certain elements of the
material culture and architecture may suggest that it was occupied during Proto-Elamite times. Evidence
for the Proto-Elamite is rarer east of Kerman and may not be considered Proto-Elamite settlements. As
detailed below, the Proto-Elamite is represented by a tablet’s fragment and glyptic at Shahr-i Sokhta
(Period I) in Seistan and five beveled-rim bowl fragments at Miri Qalat (Late Period Illa) in southwest-
ern Pakistan (Kech-Makran). Furthermore, the cultural contexts of those finds, as seen from the ceramic
assemblages from both Seistan and Kech-Makran, are totally different from that of the Proto-Elamite

sites. Additionally, Tepe Hissar in Semnan provided several objects similar to those reported from Proto-
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Elamite settlements, including Susa, Tepe Sialk, Tepe Arisman, and Tepe Yahya (see Dyson 1987; Voigt
and Dyson 1992:171; Helwing 2006). However, as discussed below, this site is closer in material culture
and more connected to sites located farther to the east. To the west, Mesopotamia forms part of a sepa-
rate cultural sphere, although aspects of the Proto-Elamite are shared with Mesopotamian sites (such as
lugged jars, beveled-rim bowls, low-sided trays, some types of glyptic, copper objects traded from Tepe
Arisman to northern Mesopotamia, and others). Bearing in mind the problem of the dating of the Late
Uruk sites vis-a-vis the Proto-Elamite period (discussed below), the current scenario is that, while the
Late Uruk sites on the Euphrates were abandoned, two distinct cultures developed in Mesopotamia start-
ing with the late fourth millennium BC: the Ninevite 5 culture developed on the Tigris River in northern
Mesopotamia, while southern Mesopotamia was embedded within the Jemdet-Nasr culture (Schwartz
1985, 1987; Matthews 1992a; see Pittman 1994).

1.2.2.2 Chronology
Overall, the occupations and material inventory regarded as Proto-Elamite are dated to the second half
of the fourth to the early third millennia BC. Their date ranges from ca. 3300 BC to no later than ca.
2600 BC, if one follows the chronology of the Middle and Late Banesh periods in Fars (Sumner 2003;
Alden 1982a:613). J. Alden placed its end at 2800 BC (Alden 1982a:613). E Vallat envisages the end
before 2600 BC and places the beginning at 3100 BC (Vallat 2003:90), while D. T. Potts proposed ca.
3100-2900 BC for the date of the tablets (Potts 1999:75). A date for the beginning of the Proto-Elamite
situated between 3300 BC and 3100 BC agrees with the radiocarbon determinations and stratigraphic
sequence established recently at Tepe Arisman in the Isfahan province (Helwing 2011a:219) and at the
sites excavated in the Mamasani district in Fars (Potts and Roustaei 2006:68-70, 124). As for the end, a
date placed in the early third millennium BC is also in agreement with the sequence from Tepe Arisman.
This site includes several Proto-Elamite phases dated to the late fourth millennium BC. An additional
phase thought to be stratigraphically later than the fourth millennium BC (Area C, phase 3, burial pot-
tery) lacks an absolute date (Helwing 2011a:219). A dating for the Proto-Elamite period situated within
a chronological bracket centered on 3000 BC and of approximately four centuries seems corroborated
by the sequences and radiocarbon determinations of several settlements as those excavated at Tepe
Hissar (Semnan province), Shahr-i Sokhta (Seistan province) and Miri Qalat (Kech-Makran, Pakistan). In
Mesopotamian terms, these dates imply that the Proto-Elamite was contemporary with the Jemdet-Nasr
(starting around 3100 BC or around 3200 according to R. J. Matthews; Matthews 1992b:196) and the
Early Dynastic I periods, as well as the Late Uruk Period. Indeed, if one follows H. Nissen (1987:613),
“a date of 3300/3200 BC for the Late Uruk period is generally accepted”, while recent reappraisal and
recalibration of radiocarbon determinations from Uruk sites and contemporary occupations by H. T.
Wright and E. S. A. Rupley (2001) provided ca. 3800-3100 BC for the chronological bracket of Middle
and Late Uruk periods. An important issue that needs resolution is the existence of a large plateau in the
calibration curve for the period between 3300-2900 cal. BC (Dahl et al. 2013; Helwing 2011a:219;
Petrie 2013b). This directly affects the critical dating of, and the transition between, the Late Uruk,
Jemdet-Nasr, and Proto-Elamite periods.

Attempts have been made to refine the internal chronology of the Proto-Elamite period. One was
offered by R. Dittman (1986b:346, Table 1) on the basis of data from Susa, Acropole 1. His chronology
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includes three main sub-periods (Proto-Elamite 1, 2a, and 2b), with the last one (2b) situated in the early
third millennium BC and an additional later one, Proto-Elamite 3. H. Pittman’s analysis of the glazed
steatite style of seals and seal impressions tends to agree with R. Dittman’s chronology (Pittman
1994:217-218). In detail, R. Dittman and H. Pittman consider Acropole I Levels 16-15B and Levels
15A-14B as two architecturally and ceramically separate units (Pittman 1994:89-90). The former
includes Levels 16 and 15B in Proto-Elamite Period 1; Levels 15A and 14B in Proto-Elamite Period 2a;
and Levels 14A and 13 in Proto-Elamite Period 2b (Dittman 1986b:346, Table 1). R.H. Dyson
(1987:648-650; Voigt 1987:fig. 2) followed and adapted R. Dittman’s chronology. He suggests the pos-
sibility of a hiatus between Level 17A (the last level of Susa Period II) and Level 16 at Susa, Acropole 1.
This hiatus was suggested by A. Le Brun, termed Level “17X” and thought to have been a time in which
the Proto-Elamite writing developed as well as the types of ceramic and glyptic observed in Level 16. R.
H. Dyson’s chronological reconstruction is as follows: 1) Susa “17X” corresponds to the so-called Proto-
Elamite Transitional period dated to between 3350 and 3140 cal. BC on the basis of radiocarbon dates
from Godin Tepe; 2) Susa, Acropole I Levels 16-14B (Susa IIIA) is included in the Proto-Elamite 1, with
dates from 3310 to 2910 cal. BC on the basis of radiocarbon determinations from Tepe Hissar, Tal-i
Malyan and Godin Tepe; and 3) Susa, Acropole I Levels 14A-13 (Susa IIIB) corresponds to the Proto-
Elamite 2 and is dated between 3040 and 2620 cal. BC on the basis of radiocarbon dates from Tepe
Hissar, Tal-i Malyan, Tepe Yahya, and Shahr-i Sokhta.

The Proto-Elamite Transitional period includes the occupations of Godin Tepe Periods VI/V; Tepe
Sialk Period IV.1; Tepe Hissar Middle Period II; and the hypothetical Susa “17X.” Proto-Elamite 1
includes the end of Godin Tepe Periods VI/V; Tepe Sialk Period IV.2; Tepe Hissar Late Period II; Susa
Period IIIA; and Tal-i Malyan Middle Banesh period. Proto-Elamite 2 includes Tepe Hissar Early Period
III; Susa Period IIIB; Tal-i Malyan Late Banesh period; and Shahr-i Sokhta Period I (Phases 10-8). Tepe
Yahya Period IVC is divided between Phase IVC2 assigned to Proto-Elamite 1 and Phase IVC1 assigned
to Proto-Elamite 2 (Dyson 1987:650). Also, using R. H. Dyson’s chronology, B. Helwing included Tepe
Arisman’s Area C phases 6-4 and slag heap D in Proto-Elamite Transitional; Area C erosion phase, sec-
ondary workshops and slag heap A in Proto-Elamite 1; and Area C phase 3 (graves) and slag heap E in
Proto-Elamite 2 (Helwing 2006:Table 1). However, as noted by J. Dahl et al. (2013), it is important to rec-
ognize that R. Dittman’s internal chronology of the Proto-Elamite period, and therefore that of R. H.
Dyson, as were other chronological proposals (such as that of Carter 1984; see Dyson 1987:649), may
be questioned as they were built upon a selective database.

Overall, there is a general agreement that prior to the contexts containing Proto-Elamite tablets
(before Susa, Acropole I Level 16 and Middle Banesh period in Fars), there was a period in Iran defined
as either, 1) Late Uruk-related, or 2) Early Proto-Elamite (as termed at Tal-i Ghazir:Voigt and Dyson
1992:130) or Transitional Proto-Elamite (as suggested by R. H. Dyson 1987:648-650.) horizon which
was identified at Godin Tepe V/VI, Tepe Sialk IV.1, Tal-i Ghazir, and Tepe Hissar Middle Period II. This
horizon is either connected to Susa Uruk-related Period II (Level 17) (Voigt and Dyson 1992:133),
or/and to the hypothetical Susa, Acropole I Level “17X” (Dyson 1987:650; Voigt 1987:fig. 2). The corre-
sponding occupations at Godin Tepe and Tepe Sialk, included in the Transitional Proto-Elamite by
R. H. Dyson, are envisaged as the very end of the Uruk period as defined by G. Algaze (2005:111, fig.
46D). As this terminology illustrates, a difficulty arises when it comes to defining the Uruk in Iran and
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the beginning of; or the period immediately prior to, the Proto-Elamite. Uruk materials are reported over
the western half of Iran, from the southeastern area of the Caspian Sea (Tepe Ghabrestan: Madjidzadeh
1981) to Kerman in southeastern Iran (Tal-i Iblis and Mahtoutabad) (see Algaze 2005:63-72, fig. 35). In
several cases, it is not clear whether Uruk-like evidence is connected to the beginning, the middle, or the
end of the Uruk period, or to the transition with the Proto-Elamite period. Early Uruk levels were appar-
ently in Khuzistan (Voigt 1987:628). A date situated toward the middle of the fourth millennium BC for
the earliest Uruk materials found at Tepe Sialk and Tepe Arisman (Sialk Period 1116-7) and in Fars for
the Terminal Lapui, and Initial and Early Banesh phases (Alden 1979; Sumner 1986), overlapping with
Susa Period II and Middle-Late Uruk periods, seems consistent and generally accepted (Voigt 1987:628,
fig. 2; Voigt and Dyson 1992:140-41; Boroffka and Parzinger 2011; Alden 2013; see Algaze 2005:65).
Chogha Mish in Khuzistan is also thought to have been occupied during the Late Uruk period and not
in the Proto-Elamite period (Delougaz and Kantor 1996:101-102; Alden 1982a:618). Uruk-related evi-
dence present at Tal-i blis in Kerman from Period IV is probably also related to this horizon (Voigt
1987:628, fig. 2; Voigt and Dyson 1992:146; Boroftka and Parzinger 2011:140), while that of Tal-i Iblis
Periods V-VI is thought to be more specifically connected to the Late Uruk period (Boroftka and
Parzinger 2011:141), although elements of Period VI may belong to the Proto-Elamite period as well
(this is discussed below).

Beyond those general chronological considerations, the situation is more complicated in detail. The
break noticed in the stratigraphy and several aspects of the material culture between Uruk-related Level
17 and Proto-Elamite Level 16 at Susa, Acropole I (see Voigt and Dyson 1992:133) cannot be refuted. In
addition to the overlapping absolute dates obtained for Late Uruk and certain Proto-Elamite settlements,
and the existence of a plateau in the calibration curve, which is perhaps responsible for this, the situation
is further complicated by the fact that there are connections between the Uruk and Proto-Elamite mate-
rial cultures. In other words, whether the beginning of the Proto-Elamite followed or was partly contem-
porary with the end of the Uruk, the material culture of the former has clear connections to that of the
latter. This is illustrated by certain types of ceramics such as beveled-rim bowls, low-sided trays, lugged-
jars, and spouted vessels. Beveled-rim bowls were a major component of the Uruk-related assemblages,
and, although it is thought that their quantities decreased after the Uruk, they are attested during the
Jemdet-Nasr period in Mesopotamia and in Proto-Elamite occupations. Low-sided trays are absent from
the Uruk-related Susa II but present in the Proto-Elamite Susa III. They are also present in the deposits
defined as Late Uruk-related of Godin Tepe (Level V), at Tepe Sialk (Period 111.7), and at Uruk-related
sites in Mesopotamia (see Algaze 2005:figs 26-27). The incised lugged-jars of the Uruk period cannot be
strictly equated to the slipped and painted so-called Jemdet-Nasr jars (and to the Proto-Elamite ones), but
the similarities that are observed between thesese jars (Proto-Elamite, Jemdet-Nasr, and Uruk) discussed
in Chapter 3 can hardly be dismissed. One may also recall that the Proto-Elamite building complex at
Tepe Yahya was laid out using architectural standards comparable to those identified at Habuba Kabira
in Syria in the Late Uruk period (Beale and Carter 1983). H. Pittman compared the layout of Proto-
Elamite Susa, Acropole I Levels 16-15B to that of the building found at Godin Tepe Period V which is
considered to be Uruk-related (see below) and to Room 2 of Building Level III at Tal-i Malyan (Pittman
1994:90 note 51). Furthermore, “many of the features of the administrative system typical of the proto-
Elamite period were first found in Level 17” at Susa, Acropole 1, a level defined as Uruk-related (Pittman
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1994:85). In addition, it is generally thought that the Proto-Elamite writing system developed after the
earliest Proto-cuneiform texts of Mesopotamia, in a period contemporary with the post-Uruk Jemdet-
Nasr period.3 Yet, R. K. Englund (2004:123-24, 139-40) has noted several correspondences between
the Proto-Elamite and Proto-cuneiform writing, not in the later Uruk III (Jemdet-Nasr) phase, but already
in the initial Uruk IV (Late Uruk) phase. J. Dahl notes that the Proto-Elamite writing system developed
“rapidly” or “slightly” after the Mesopotamian Proto-cuneiform (Dahl 2002:1 note 1; Dahl 2005a:1).

Whether or not the Proto-Elamite was partially contemporary with the end of the Uruk, many
aspects indicate a close, albeit not exclusive, relationship between the two phenomena. While the Late
Uruk and the beginning of the Proto-Elamite appear somewhat “permeable,” both chronologically and
culturally, a chronological consensus is marked by the presence of the Proto-Elamite tablets. Within a
bracket of ca. 400/500 years defining the Proto-Elamite period, J. Dahl et al. (2013) argue that the devel-
opment and evolution of the Proto-Elamite writing system, as well as the deposits where they have been
found, existed within a short span of a few decades rather than within a protracted period. The radio-
carbon determinations from Tal-i Malyan Middle Banesh contexts (Sumner 2003:Table 13), which rep-
resent the most documented and reliable ones, situate the “tablets’ episode” between 3300 and 3000 BC
or 2900 BC (see also Dahl 2009:24, 26). Using R. H. Dyson’s chronological terms, this would correspond
to Proto-Elamite 1 (including the tablets from Tal-i Malyan, Susa IIIA, Tepe Sialk IV.2, and Tepe Yahya
IVC - the building complex) and elements assigned to Proto-Elamite 2 (including the tablets from Susa
IIIB - Ville Royale I and Shahr-i Sokhta I). Refinement of the chronology will perhaps be augmented
thanks to the study of the tablets. Indeed, J. Dahl (2005b:116-117, fig. 23) already distinguished certain
variations in the treatment of the signs, with “early” and “late” peculiarities.

The Proto-Elamite tablets came to an end mostly around 3000 BC or in the very beginning of the
third millennium BC, but materials that developed in the Proto-Elamite period endured into the early
third millennium BC (see Voigt and Dyson 1992:133-34, 141-42). As indicated above, the end of the
Proto-Elamite period is currently situated around 2800 BC and probably coincided with the end of Susa
IIIB and the Late Banesh in Fars. In Fars, it has long been thought that an important chronological hia-
tus followed the Proto-Elamite period, a hiatus that lasted late into the third millennium BC (ca. 2200
BC) until the Kaftari period. However, a recent reappraisal of the chronological sequence and materials
found at Tal-i Malyan suggests continuity between the Late Banesh ceramics and the early Kaftari vessels
known at the end of the third millennium BC. In other words, this suggests that Tal-i Malyan and the Kur
River Basin continued to be occupied throughout the third millennium BC (Miller and Sumner 2004;
Alden et al. 2005; see also Petrie et al. 2005). This time-period encompasses Susa IIIB to IVA and Godin
Tepe Period II16-5 and includes the first half of the third millennium BC. There is no occupation poste-
rior to the last Proto-Elamite phase of Tepe Arisman. At Tepe Yahya, as indicated before, there is a dis-
agreement regarding the end of the Proto-Elamite period and its transition with the following Period IVB.

This is discussed below.

1.2.2.3 Settlement organization
An aspect that appears characteristic of the Proto-Elamite period is an apparent drop in occupations in
several areas of the geographical expanse considered. Perhaps, with more research, the number of Proto-

Elamite sites will be augmented in the future.? At present, several of the main Proto-Elamite sites are iso-
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lated in their regions and are characterized by a lack of settlements in their vicinity. This is noted in
Khuzistan, in Susiana, when Susa was a Proto-Elamite occupation (Alden 1982a:617-618; H. T. Wright
1987:145), although a contrary case may exist in the Izeh Plain, located ca. 160 km southeast of Susa
(Alden 1982a:619-620; see below). In Fars, when Tal-i Malyan became a city of 40/50 ha in the Middle
Banesh period, there was apparently no settlement up to 10 km from this site, and only a few villages
have been identified in the Kur River Basin. The same pattern is observed in the Late Banesh period,
when the site was enclosed within a wall (Alden 2013). B. Helwing also emphasizes this regarding Tepe
Sialk and Tepe Arisman, which are located approximately 50 km apart from each other and are the only
sites of their respective regions during the Proto-Elamite period (Helwing 2013; Danti 2006). Tepe
Yahya in Kerman appears as an isolated Proto-Elamite settlement after the Aliabad period (Lamberg-
Karlovsky 1989:viii-ix). Although, one may expect more discoveries related to the Proto-Elamite in the
Halil Rud Valley, located ca. 90 km to the east, and from Tal-i Iblis, located more than 160 km to the
north. Nevertheless, in some areas like the Sialk-Arisman area and the Malyan region, the Proto-Elamite
occupations appear as isolated centers, taken as a whole, the example of southwestern Iran indicates a
certain consistency in the Proto-Elamite settlement pattern. Between Susa and Tal-i Malyan, Proto-
Elamite vestiges are in the Izeh Plain in Khuzistan, ca. 160 km southeast of Susa; at Tal-i Ghazir, ca. 140
km southeast of Susa and ca. 70 km southwest of the Izeh Plain; in the Mamasani region, ca. 230 km
southeast of Tal-i Ghazir; and Tal-i Malyan, ca. 90 km east of the Mamasani region, with some sites hav-
ing the potential of being important settlements. It, thus, appears that besides the important cores of the
Proto-Elamite known so far, with more investigation, one may expect a denser Proto-Elamite occupation
of the territory.

Several of the Proto-Elamite settlements demonstrate aspects that have led to define them as urban
centers. It is evident at Tepe Arisman. In Area C, domestic houses are densely settled within regular lots
along an alleyway, limited by “narrow alleys or drainage channels” and accompanied by “sanitary instal-
lations and gutters” (Chegini et al. 2011:63; Helwing 2013). B. Helwing also noticed similar aspects
between the Proto-Elamite occupation of Tepe Arisman and those of Tal-i Malyan and Tepe Yahya IVC2,
including standardized mudbricks and layout (Helwing 2006:39) while H. Pittman compared the layout
of Susa, Acropole I Levels 16-15B to Godin Tepe Period V and Room 2 (Building Level III) at Tal-i
Malyan (Pittman 1994:90 note 51). The Proto-Elamite building complex of Tepe Yahya was excavated
over ca. 500 m? and architectural structures identified on other areas of the mound may indicate that
the site was covered by similar constructions in this period (Lamberg-Karlovsky 2001a:270). As seen
hereafter, although the exposure of the Proto-Elamite occupation at Tepe Yahya is relatively limited, its
map indicates a rigorous architectural layout, including the systematic use of the same measure unit in
the layout of the rooms of the building complex, standardized mudbricks, and the installation of a
drainage system. D. T. Potts compared Rooms 1, 5, and 6 at Tepe Yahya IVC to Rooms 903, 876, and 892
of Susa, Acropole I Level 18 (Potts 2001:10; Le Brun and Vallat 1978:fig. 2). In Fars, Tal-i Malyan start-
ing with the Middle Banesh period has often been considered a city. It supposedly sheltered 4,000 to
16,000 individuals and increased to 40/50 ha in this period. The excavations conducted at Tal-i Malyan
provided the remains of monumental and elaborate architectures in Operation ABC which is interpret-
ed as an elite area including subsistence and craft production as well as administrative activities. Remains

of a “domestic and craft production center” were found in Operation TUV (Sumner 2003:2-3, 112-17;
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Nicholas 1990). The site was enclosed within a ca. 5 km long wall in the Late Banesh period, dated to
the early third millennium BC (Sumner 1985). In contrast, Susa appears as a relatively small settlement
thought to have diminished in size at the beginning of Period III, being 11 ha in Early Susa III (Alden
1982a:617-618), but probably extended on the Ville Royale I in late Period III (Steve and Gasche
1990:27).

One may consider that important and distinctive changes toward urbanism occurred in the Proto-
Elamite period in several areas of Iran in their settlement pattern and organization. One should, howev-
er, not forget the previous Uruk period and the example of Chogha Mish, located in Khuzistan, which is
considered to be a city in the Uruk period and later abandoned (see below). With the exception of Tal-i
Malyan, although the Proto-Elamite settlements illustrate “urban-like” layouts and features, their sizes are
not imposing and certainly not of the same scale as the city-states of Mesopotamia in the Uruk period.
The Proto-Elamite settlements are defined as towns or villages according to R. C. Henrickson (1997). As
discussed below, W. Sumner (1986) and J. Alden (2013) demonstrated that at the Kur River Basin in
Fars settlements were included within a complex system involving the presence and movements of
mobile pastoralist nomads. J. Alden (2013) notes that Tal-i Malyan in Middle Banesh period consisted of
a “structure of neighboring but separate occupations,” with evidence for fortifications enclosing each of
the excavated areas. In the Late Banesh period, the wall that enclosed the site enclosed the Middle
Banesh occupations as well as a large unoccupied area of ca. 100 ha. Based on this, it is suggested that
this area “served as protected space for nomadic groups and their herds to gather and camp during the
spring or autumn”.

1.2.2.4 Material culture

Since the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries’ discoveries at Susa, Proto-Elamite tablets and
fragments of tablets have been recovered in Iran far beyond this site at eight sites in total such as at Tal-i
Malyan in Fars, Tepe Sialk in Isfahan, Tepe Ozbaki in Qazvin, Tepe Yahya in Kerman, and Shahr-i Sokhta
in Seistan (see Dahl et al. 2013 for an updated analysis and synthesis of the tablets, including their loca-
tion). In addition to the tablets, the definition of the Proto-Elamite has been supplemented by other cat-
egories of objects such as a distinct type of ceramic assemblage, certain categories of which have rela-
tionships to the Uruk and Mesopotamia. The ceramic assemblage includes, as most popular markers,
beveled-rim bowls, low-sided trays, spouted vessels, and painted jars often termed “Jemdet-Nasr”-related
as well as some other categories of plain, painted, and slipped ceramics. Materials related to this assem-
blage are reported from areas south of the Caspian Sea to Kerman, including Khuzistan and Fars in the
west. This ceramic assemblage is today best represented by the aggregate of vessels recovered from Tepe
Arisman, Tepe Sialk, Tal-i Malyan, Tal-i Ghazir, Susa, and Tepe Yahya. Although parallels are observed
between Proto-Elamite sites, local/regional differences are noted in the forms, quantities, and styles of
vessels represented. Local manufacture of ceramics is demonstrated in Fars, in the Kur River Basin,
where J. Alden reports the presence of considerable fabrication of chaff-tempered ware (goblets and
trays) at Tal-e Qarib in the Early Banesh period (Alden 2013, 1979:105, 1982b:91-99). He suggests that
chaff‘tempered material was probably produced at Tal-i Malyan in the Middle Banesh period (Alden
2013). W. Sumner tends to agree with this proposal, while suggesting that Tal-e Qarib remained a pro-

duction center of chaff-tempered vessels in the Middle Banesh period. He also mentions other villages
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involved in the production of grit-tempered vessels (Sumner 2003:115). Local manufacture of ceramics
is also demonstrated at Tepe Arisman, where tempering materials identified in the ceramics compare
with raw materials observed in the vicinity of the site (Helwing 2011a:214). There is, however, no evi-
dence for pottery production on the site such as is evident with the pottery kilns identified in the earlier
Sialk III-related period (see Boroftka et al. 2011). Aside from local/regional production center(s) and dis-
tribution networks, specific ceramic types also circulated from one region to another. This is demon-
strated by recent Instrumental Neutron Activation Analysis (INAA hereafter) conducted on ceramics
from Tal-i Malyan dated to the Late Banesh period. Analysis has shown that the ceramics came from the
area of Tal-i Ghazir or its surrounding. Tal-i Ghazir is situated ca. 370 km apart from Tal-i Malyan (Alden
2013).

Production of metal objects is particularly well-attested at Tepe Arisman where workshops and evi-
dence for copper furnace smelting were identified10 (Helwing 2006:40-41). At Tal-i Malyan, W. Sumner
mentions evidence for copper metallurgy at ABC and TUV Operations. He also indicates that the cop-
per used at this site probably came from the deposits located near Tepe Arisman and Tepe Sialk in the
Isfahan province (Sumner 2003:114). The Proto-Elamite metal objects include copper axes, pins, spirals,
blades, and bracelets, silver and gold ornaments as well as lead items, with similar objects recovered from
sites in Isfahan, Khuzistan, Fars, and Kerman provinces (Helwing 2006:40-43; Helwing 201 1b; Sumner
2003:114; Le Brun 1971:ig. 67). B. Helwing notes that “the technique of combining silver with other
materials such as stone [as observed at Tepe Arisman]|, gold or shell is also attested on other Proto-
Elamite sites, for example at Sialk and Susa (...)” (Helwing 2006:42). Copper spirals similar to those
reported from Tepe Arisman are present in a distinctive cultural context at Tepe Hissar (Helwing, op. cit.).
B. Helwing notes that copper objects produced on a large scale at Tepe Arisman were likely traded to
sites located in the Hamrin Basin and northern Mesopotamia (Helwing 2011d:529-531). The produc-
tion of objects in silver and gold as well as stone is well-illustrated by statuary traditionally defined as
Proto-Elamite art (see below). Production of stone and plaster vessels, in the Early Banesh period and
probably in the Middle Banesh period, is attested in Fars, with evidence of manufacture, or redistribu-
tion, at Tal-e Qarib (Sumner 2003:111, 115). Tal-i Malyan in the Middle Banesh period informs us of the
production of a variety of objects and tools using local, regional, and more distant sources: from
Afghanistan came lapis-lazuli, obsidian from Anatolia and Caucasia, and shells from the Persian Gulf.
The presence of those materials at this site implies that they traversed non-Proto-Elamite areas (Turkey
and Afghanistan) and were likely carried to the site via the Proto-Elamite networks located to the west
(Khuzistan), the north (Isfahan), and the east (Kerman). In addition to these materials, objects, fragments,
and/or wastes of turquoise, carnelian, agate, jasper, steatite, flint, and bitumen, were found at Tal-i Malyan
(see Sumner 2003:114-15). The glyptic art reported from Proto-Elamite sites (see below) further demon-
strates the use of steatite, heated and glazed, for the fabrication of cylinder-seals (Pittman 1994). Beads
in steatite (?) are also reported from Tepe Arisman (Helwing 2011b:274, fig. 54).

In sum, the Proto-Elamite settlements illustrate a technological context of increasing resource pro-
curement and production, including the development of pyrotechnologies, with resources derived from
both local and regional proveniences as well as of long-distance origin. Evidence from Fars and Isfahan
tend to indicate that the manufacture and distribution of several categories of objects took place at (a)

local production center(s) and were distributed along regional distribution networks, while evidence
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from Tepe Arisman indicates extraregional distribution networks. The search for raw materials encom-
passed several regions of the Proto-Elamite sphere (such as the copper from Isfahan province manufac-
tured at Tal-i Malyan as suggested by W. Sumner) and extended to territories located far distant. One
should nevertheless moderate the importance of long-distance exchange. The materials considered as
“exotic” are in some cases relatively few (such as at Tepe Yahya IVC).

There is a consistency in the material culture recovered from sites in Fars, Khuzistan, and Isfahan
provinces (including ceramic production, metal objects, and other categories discussed below) in the
Proto-Elamite period. Nevertheless, one should note again that there are differences between the Proto-
Elamite material inventories of these sites. Tepe Yahya Period IVC contains clear Proto-Elamite features,
but it also incorporates materials related to other cultural spheres (Lamberg-Karlovsky 2001a:270). East
of Tepe Yahya, the Proto-Elamite tablet fragment and glyptic at Shahr-i Sokhta in Seistan and five
beveled-rim bowl fragments at Miri Qalat in southwestern Pakistan are associated with distinctive ceram-
ics. The same situation is noted at Tepe Hissar in Semnan. To the west, in spite of cultural differences,
there are important parallels (such as glyptic elements and types of ceramics) between Mesopotamia in
the Late Uruk and Jemdet-Nasr periods and the Proto-Elamite sphere.

1.2.2.5 Administrative tools: The tablets and seals

The Proto-Elamite tablets are not fully deciphered so their meaning remains only partially known. The
current corpus consists of more than 1,600 tablets recovered from eight sites: Susa and Tal-i Ghazir in
Khuzistan, Tal-i Malyan in Fars, Tepe Sialk in Isfahan, Tepe Ozbaki in Qazvin, Tepe Sofalin in Tehran,
Tepe Yahya in Kerman, and Shahr-i Sokhta in Seistan (see Dahl et al. 2013). This distribution covers a
large part of Iran, however, the tablets are not found in every region and their number varies from one
site to another. For instance, while more than 1,500 tablets have been estimated for the corpus from Susa
(see below), 27 were found at Tepe Yahya, 32 at Tal-i Malyan and one fragment at Shahr-i Sokhta.

The tablets are made of unbaked clay and bear incised numerical and ideographic signs. There is no
agreement as to whether the texts reflect a specific language. P. Damerow (2006) notes that, in this stage
of proto-writing, the tablets have “weak connections to oral language.” Whereas, according to
R. K. Englund (2004:127), “the texts are (...) more likely to contain language-based syntactical informa-
tion than the very cursory notations in Proto-cuneiform documents. Statistical analysis of text transliter-
ations should point toward meaningful sign combinations of a fixed sign sequence which could reflect
speech,” and (2004:140-141) “given later linguistic evidence, it is likely that an indigenous, Elamite-
speaking population was living there in the latter half of the fourth millennium.” (see also Dahl
2005b:120). In any case, the presence of Proto-Elamite tablets on numerous sites indicates that the
Proto-Elamite writing system was understood by people settled over a thousand of kilometers.

The relationship between the Proto-Elamite texts and the Mesopotamian Proto-cuneiform has been
clearly demonstrated while the two types are believed to have “common ancestry” (Dahl 2005b:85). As
indicated above, relationships to the Mesopotamian Uruk IV Proto-cuneiform can be demonstrated in
the initial stages of development of the Proto-Elamite writing (R. K. Englund 2004:123-24, 139-40).
There is general agreement that the Proto-Elamite script developed slightly after the Proto-cuneiform
(Dahl 2002:1 note 1; Dahl 2005a:1). The Proto-Elamite texts, nevertheless, exhibit important differences
(see Damerow and Englund 1989; see Potts 1999:71-79; Englund 2004; Dahl 2005a).
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Current knowledge indicates that the tablets served to record quantities and transactions of agricul-
tural products (grain and rations), animals (sheep and goats), their by-products (such as dairy products,
oil, beer, bread, and wool/textiles?), and objects such as tools, stone objects, and containers related to
houses, individuals, and/or institutions.! The texts also mention slaves or laborers and plowed or sowed
lands (see Damerow and Englund 1989; Englund 1998a, 2004; Dahl 2005b, 2009). With the exception
of the sign interpreted as “sheep” or “animal” (sign M346: see Damerow and Englund 1989:53-55; see
Dahl 2005b:Appendix B) and the one interpreted as “household” (sign M157:see Dahl 2005b:Appendix
B), J. Dahl (2002:3) reports that the most common signs are “signs of either grain products, containers,
or persons.” He further writes (Dahl 2005a:14): “It is my working hypothesis, in agreement with the sug-
gestions of Meriggi and others (...) that hidden in the extensive proto-Elamite repertoire of signs, mainly
consisting of pictograms, is a small group of signs used only to write proper nouns—personal and profes-
sional designations, toponyms and so on.” Most interestingly, the author suggests that the signs tradition-
ally related to owners or households may represent lineages, while the infixes may represent personal
names (Dahl 2005a:11; 2005b). Important differences are noted between the quantities deciphered on
the tablets, with, for example, indications of local small scale activities at Tepe Yahya and Tal-i Malyan
(Damerow and Englund 1989:62; Sumner 2003:116) and the much larger scale records of animals and
grain measures from Susa comparable to the Proto-cuneiform texts of Mesopotamia (Damerow and
Englund 1989:63, note 171).

The administrative tool kit of the Proto-Elamites includes cylinder-seals used on the tablets, door
stoppers, jars, and other types of containers (baskets and bags) (Pittman 2001:234) to control access to
stored and shipped goods. The seals and seal impressions found on the Proto-Elamite sites include a dis-
tinctive Proto-Elamite style (Pittman 1994:61-64), while the glazing of steatite seals and wheelcut man-
ufacture were shared on Mesopotamian and Iranian sites (Pittman 1994:42, 65-66, 241, 248-249). In
the eastern fringe of the Proto-Elamite geographical expanse, a single seal from Tepe Hissar is similar to
those found at Susa, Godin Tepe, Tal-i Malyan, and Tepe Yahya IVC (Dyson 1987:657-658) while com-
parable glyptic was recovered from Shahr-i Sokhta (Amiet and Tosi 1978).

1.2.2.6 Images and iconography

Sharing an administrative role in the control of goods and transactions, the glyptic representations also
express symbolic/mythological scenes of unknown religious/political content. Representations attested
on Proto-Elamite sites are found in Mesopotamia in the west to Shahr-i Sokhta in the east (see Amiet
1980; Pittman 1994, 2001; Parpola 2011). The Proto-Elamite glyptic contains rare representations of
humans. More typically scenes consist of animals, including lions, bulls, goats, and imaginary winged-
animals, within natural contexts (stylized representations of mounds and plants) and associated with
signs. H. Pittman (1994:figs 28-29) compares these signs to the Proto-Elamite writing. P Amiet
(1980:41-42) identifies scenes including animals imitating humans farming, on boats, and holding
objects and tools, etc.; some humorous scenes as pointed out by D. Hansen (1970:14). In certain scenes
there is a prevalence of lions supporting what seems to represent the earth (mound and vegetation) and
of bulls (seated and on friezes), and scenes of bulls and lions in opposition (Amiet 1980:pls. 37-38). One
image from Susa (Amiet 1980:pl. 38, n°585; Figure 1.4) depicts a bull dominating two lions placed

alongside a lion dominating two bulls. E. Porada suggested that bulls and lions represent “balance of
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power,” while P Amiet proposed that they represent the “personification of cosmic forces” (see Hansen
1970:12-13; Amiet 1980:109; Porada 1950:225). What the animals represent cannot be determined,
yet a Proto-Elamite sign of individual, house, or institution accompanies the lion on this image. This sign,
the so-called “hairy triangle,” appears to represent “a leading institution or possibly kin group” (Englund
1998a), as first noted by C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky (1986), or, as noted above, lineage, while the infix may
represent a personal name (Dahl 2005a:11; 2005b). If the lineage-related interpretation of this sign
proves to be correct, its association with the lion may indicate a more human/dynastic-related meaning.

The meaning of the representations of bulls, lions, goats, sheep et al. on the seals and sealing impres-
sions remains obscure, but an additional series of objects, often categorized as Proto-Elamite art, tend to
corroborate aspects of Proto-Elamite imagery such as observed on seal impressions. This should, howev-
er, be taken with reservation because the provenience of these objects is not known. This series includes
a silver figurine depicting a bull, kneeling in a human worshiper attitude and holding a spouted-vessel
(Hansen 1970). This figurine further illustrates the importance of animals imitating humans in Proto-
Elamite art as well as the importance of libation. As indicated by D. Hansen, this sculpture is reminiscent
of stone figurines found at Susa in contexts assigned by L. Le Breton to the Jemdet-Nasr period (Susa
Period III), which represent female worshipers, a male worshiper holding a jar, and animals including
monkeys and a bear(?) drinking (Hansen 1970:8-9).12

1.2.2.7 Funerary practices

Little is known of the burial practices in the Proto-Elamite sphere. In the last Proto-Elamite phase at Tepe
Arisman (Area C, phase 3), several children and one adult were buried in jars (see Chegini et al. 2011).
The burial of children in jars is also attested at Tal-i Malyan TUV Operation (Alden 1982a:616) and Tepe
Sialk (Ghirshman 1935:236; 1938:59-61).

1.2.2.8 Animal and vegetal production
In the Kur River Basin, Early Banesh villages based their subsistence on agricultural production and ani-
mal husbandry, while pastoral nomadism is also abundantly evident (Sumner 2003:110). The faunal
remains from Tal-i Malyan (ABC and TUV Operations), of the Middle Banesh period, are dominated by
sheep and goat. Cattle and domestic ass were found in low quantities and gazelle (at ABC) and pigs (at
TUV) are also noted. Wheat and barley were cultivated as indicated by carbonized seeds (Sumner
2003:113). Records from Tepe Arisman indicate that the great majority of faunal remains recovered from
the Proto-Elamite occupation consists of domesticated sheep/goat exploited for meat, milk, and possibly
wool. Cattle are present in very low quantities and also exploited for meat and perhaps milk, while
domesticated ass, certainly used for transport, are also present. In addition, domestic dog and several
wild species of animals, including wild hermione, were identified in very small numbers (Benecke
2011). At Tepe Yahya Period IVC, sheep and goat represent 95%, while the rest of the faunal remains con-
sist of cattle, domestic dog, and wild animals, i.e. bear (Meadow 1986:fig. 3.3, Table 3.4). Barley and
wheat were cultivated and a proliferation of wheats is observed in this period (Meadow 1986:Table 3.2,
30).

The importance of husbandry, especially sheep/goat, on Proto-Elamite settlements is illustrated by
the tablets. J. Dahl, on the basis of tablets from Susa, notes (Dahl 2005b:119): “(...) it is not surprising to
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find that the people of Iran herded sheep and goats even in the proto-Elamite period. What is surprising
(..) is the degree of control exercised by the central administration in keeping detailed records of this
activity. (...) The Susa bookkeeping procedures are surprisingly sophisticated, suggesting an extensive
administrative apparatus. The static nature of the deliveries in the two production records is suggestive
of a highly developed administrative system of requirements. Systems with fixed delivery or production
rates often operate based on delivery norms, resembling a planned economy of sorts.” This remark agrees
well with W. Sumner’s and J. Alden’s opinion (2013) that envisions pastoral nomadism as a fundamen-
tal component of the economic structure of Tal-i Malyan in the Proto-Elamite period.

1.2.2.9 Structure

Given the ca. 400 years duration of the Proto-Elamite period it is not possible to characterize all settle-
ments as contemporaneous. Distinctive Proto-Elamite phases are defined at some sites, while in other
cases they are regarded as contemporaneous. In spite of the uncertainties concerning chronological rela-
tionships of Proto-Elamite deposits, it is apparent that some areas, located in the western half of Iran and
in Kerman, shared similar cultural traits. The ceramic assemblages indicate at a minimum that, in addi-
tion to the style, certain technological aspects and activities were shared over a large area. The tools of
administrative control, the tablets, glyptic art, and specific ceramic types, imply the spread of new forms
of political structures, social organization, and perhaps a language across Iran. According to P. Amiet and
M. Tosi, the tablets and the seals “appeared as complementary devices for registration and control in the
transactions and redistribution of goods and services at the end of the fourth millennium B.C. At this
time they must have been regarded as a handy means for a safer administration of economical output by
all the emerging state societies.” (Amiet and Tosi 1978:24).

The Proto-Elamite evidence indicates an administration of both a local and a regional collective sys-
tem with strong supraregional ties. Administration of local/regional collective system is exemplified by
architectural works,13 in the production of subsistence resources (plants and animals, as well as their by-
products) and the organization of gangs of laborers or slaves recorded in the tablets, as well as the pro-
duction and distribution of objects and tools of metal, stone and ceramic. At the local/regional level,
W. Sumner (1985:160) noted that the “Proto-Elamite civilization in Fars did not have the differentiated
hierarchical administrative structure of an archaic state. Rather, the political structure was that of a chief-
dom ruled by a tribal khan whose power base lay with a large pastoral nomadic population.”
The structure had, however, to coordinate a relatively complex society including part-time specialists in
the production and distribution of agriculture and objects (see Sumner 2003:116). Regarding the
supraregional level, different hypotheses were proposed. As synthesized by C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky
(2001a:271), the Proto-Elamite is envisaged as 1) a system with a center located at one site, Susa or
Malyan; 2) a system including “a series of regionally-based centers” such as Susa, Malyan, Shahdad, and
Shahr-i Sokhta; and, 3) as the sum of “numerous, loosely structured, decentralized, tribal configurations.”
Whether the homeland and/or “capital” of the Proto-Elamites, if there was one, was located at Susa or at
Tal-i Malyan, or at both sites, remains under discussion. In some scenarios, following the model proposed
by G. Algaze (2005) for the Uruk expansion, some sites, such as Tepe Yahya, Godin Tepe, and Tepe Sialk
in the Late Uruk period, are considered colonies settled by people who came from Susa or the Iranian
highlands (see Sumner 2003:113; Lamberg-Karlovsky 1996:112-113; Alden 1982a:621). The social
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structure of the Proto-Elamites remains difficult to ascertain, and with the increasing evidence for Proto-
Elamite settlements the traditional two cores, Susa and Tal-i Malyan, are being supplemented by a series
of significant recent discoveries.

Shared aspects of material culture attested within the Proto-Elamite settlements imply forms of com-
munication that may reflect linguistic, religious, and ethnic ties (Alden 1982a:613). Although linguistic
uniformity cannot be proven, it is noted that the texts may “contain language-based syntactical informa-
tion” (Englund 2004:127) and “it is likely that an indigenous, Elamite-speaking population was living
there [in Iran] in the latter half of the fourth millennium.” (Englund 2004:140-41). J. Dahl (2005b:120)
notes that “it is unlikely that the [writing] system encoded much if any linguistic information” in the early
texts of Susa, but that “it is possible that later texts (...) may hold some speech coding.” As indicated above,
ethnic ties, more specifically lineage ties, tend to find a solid argument in the recent studies of the texts,
in particular in J. Dahl’s proposal that sees the signs traditionally related to owners or households as rep-
resentations of lineages while infixes may represent personal names (Dahl 2005a:11). J. Dahl (2005b:82)
also notes that: “The use of some of the same signs, or sign-groups for ‘owners’ (...) throughout the region
[i.e. the Proto-Elamite sphere| suggests a more intricate geo-political system than a superficial take-over
of a Susa invention by local elites.” J. Dahl (2005a:11) proposes that this “could explain why the same
‘owner/household’ signs would be found on tablets from different sites and of different ages.” J. Alden
(2013) convincingly demonstrates the importance of the role of pastoral nomadism in Fars in the Proto-
Elamite period and envisions that “the Kur River Basin and Susiana regions were inhabited by members
of a single extended cultural community with a subsistence economy based on full-time seasonally tran-
shumant nomadic pastoralism”. If one add W. Sumner’s (1985:160) hypothesis of a local khan in Fars to
J. Dahl’s and J. Alden’s proposals, one may tentatively suggest that the structure of the Proto-Elamite enti-
ty was composed of, or rather governed by, a tribal kin-based diaspora. Other questions need to be clari-
fied, such as the origin of the Proto-Elamite (and its relation to the Uruk) and the motives and mecha-
nisms of its development and spread.

Although the Proto-Elamite appears as an Iranian phenomenon its strong ties to the Uruk and
Jemdet-Nasr in Mesopotamia cannot be ruled out. The fact that several aspects of the Proto-Elamite are
observed in the Uruk indicates a rather protracted developmental process and a relatively continuous
transition between the Uruk and the Proto-Elamite. Such a transition would include a phase absent at
Susa (Acropole I Level “17X”). Additionally, an Uruk presence is attested in the provinces where the
Proto-Elamite later developed (Khuzistan, Fars, Isfahan, and Kerman). If one wants to find the roots of
the Proto-Elamite, the component provided by the preceding Uruk-related occupations of the Iranian
Plateau cannot be ignored. The motives for the development of the Proto-Elamite phenomenon and its
spread has led to several hypotheses including state expansion, trade, the direct control of resources, and
the search of agricultural lands, or a combination of any of the above. All of the above models suggest
movements of populations. Economic relationships with Mesopotamia are suggested for Susa which is
thought to be a “port-of-trade” given the large quantities of animals and/or their by-products reported on
the tablets (Alden 1982a:624). Economic relationships with Mesopotamia are suggested at Tepe
Arisman where the production of copper objects is thought to have been exported to the Hamrin Basin
and northern Mesopotamia. East of the Proto-Elamite sphere, as indicated above, Proto-Elamite evidence
appears in distinct cultural assemblages at Tepe Hissar, Shahr-i Sokhta and Miri Qalat. Economic fac-
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tors - the search for access to resources and trade - may be favored in the case of the Proto-Elamite “pres-
ence” at Shahr-i Sokhta which is located en route to the minerals of Afghanistan and Tajikistan and con-
sidered as a “gateway to Turkmenia, Bactria and beyond” (pers. comm.; Alden 1982a:621), but with a
minimal “impact on the material culture of the site” (Alden 1982a:621). A minimum impact of the
Proto-Elamite is also observed in the material cultural of Tepe Hissar. Southeast of Kerman, the only
Proto-Elamite evidence consists of beveled-rim bowls at Miri Qalat.

J. Alden noted (1982a:628) when discussing trade, politics and the relationships between
Mesopotamia and Iran in the Proto-Elamite times: “(...) questions about the social, religious, and ethnic
relationships between highlands and lowlands remain. The range and importance of these shared inter-
ests is clearly suggested by Sumerian epic literature and these commonalities must be considered in
complete models of societal evolution along with the political and economic patterns (...).” These
remarks can be extended to the rest of the Iranian Plateau and suggest that besides the tablets, the mate-
rial culture related to the Proto-Elamite illustrates various functions, separate spheres of activities, and
separate spheres of diffusion. The Proto-Elamite features are not equally distributed within this large
area. Tablets were found at a limited number of sites (eight). While some sites bear considerable Proto-
Elamite evidence, in another extreme it is attested by a limited number of items such as the beveled-rim
bowl fragments found at Miri Qalat in southwestern Pakistan, the tablet fragment and glyptic from
Shahr-i Sokhta, and the Proto-Elamite-related objects at Tepe Hissar. It is not always clear whether the
spread of Proto-Elamite features resulted from imports, migrations, colonization, or a combination of all
of them. If evidence such as that reported from Tepe Arisman agrees well with a model based on trade,
alongside possible motives, the diffusion of the Proto-Elamite culture may have resulted from multiple
processes, including imitation/adoption, the emulation of Proto-Elamite culture by their neighbors,
through matrimonial exchanges, political alliances, warfare, and others.

In sum, one may envision the Proto-Elamite as a sphere: 1) of shared material culture with strong
links, albeit differences, to Late Uruk and Jemdet-Nasr in Mesopotamia. The Uruk-related evidence
found in Kerman, Isfahan, Fars, and Khuzistan indicates that these links were not entirely new in these
regions; 2) with several main concentrations of sites (Fars, Khuzistan, Isfahan, and Kerman) organized
upon local and regional systems and distinct extraregional connections, while maintaining long-distance
ties within the Proto-Elamite sphere. The problem is in determining to what extent, and by whom, these
interregional and extraregional connections (such as the copper objects exchanged between Tepe
Arisman and north Mesopotamia) were centralized, integrated, and beneficial for a larger system that
would include the totality of the Proto-Elamite phenomenon.

1.2.3 Main Proto-Elamite sites and evidence
This section presents materials of the main Proto-Elamite sites as well as certain occupations considered
Uruk-related.

1.2.3.1 Khuzistan

Susa (Susiana)

Susa owns the great majority of Proto-Elamite texts known so far, with approximately 1,450 tablets and
fragments (Damerow and Englund 1989:2), or 1,557 according to Dahl et al. (2013). Unfortunately, lit-
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tle information regarding the context of most of them, excavated in the late nineteenth and early twenti-
eth centuries, was recorded. Susa was re-excavated in the late 1960s and 1970s on the Acropole I and
Ville Royale I. At Acropole I, tablets with Proto-Elamite signs appeared in Level 16 and were found until
Level 14B. Level 16 marks the beginning of Period III, the Proto-Elamite period, and follows the previ-
ous Level 17 assigned to Period II, a period when Susa was under the cultural influence of the southern
Mesopotamian Uruk culture (Le Brun 1971:fig. 58; 1978:190-192). Period Il is considered by D. T. Potts
(1999:52-69) contemporary to Early, Middle, and Late Uruk in Mesopotamia, although G. Algaze
(2005:13-18) notes a time lag between the emergence of the Uruk at Susa (in the Middle Uruk) and its
beginning in Mesopotamia. A. Le Brun identifies major changes in ceramics between Levels 17 and 16
of Acropole I (Le Brun 1978:183, 190). The shapes and decorations found in Level 17 disappear, while
new types of vessels including new fabrics appear in Level 16. The beveled-rim bowls, tall goblets, jars,
bottles, and lugged jars characteristic of the Uruk period in Mesopotamia and Susa Period II are no
longer attested in Level 16. Beveled-rim bowls appeared at Susa in Level 22 and are present throughout
Levels 21 to 17 (Le Brun 1978:183, 190). On the other hand, vegetal-tempered low-sided trays and flat-
rim bowls make their appearance in Level 16. The break in terms of material culture between Level 16
and the previous occupations at Acropole I is corroborated by traces of levelling prior to the construction
of Level 16 (Le Brun 1978; Vallat 1986:338; Dyson 1987:648). Nevertheless, “many of the features of
the administrative system typical of the proto-Elamite period were first found in Level 17” (Pittman
1994:85), such as the glazed steatite glyptic style, although the Proto-Elamite script and the classic glyp-
tic style are absent in this level (Pittman 1994:81-86). As indicated above, an intermediate phase
between Levels 17 and 16 (Level “17X”) which is thought to correspond to the development of certain
Proto-Elamite features (including Proto-Elamite writing) has been proposed. This phase is absent from
the sequence of the Acropole I, but, according to R. H. Dyson who included it within the Proto-Elamite
Transitional phase (Dyson 1987:650), it may be represented at Godin Tepe, Tepe Sialk and Tepe Hissar
(Dyson 1987; see also Algaze 2005:57). After this hypothetical phase, the ceramic materials and the
architectures of Level 16 to 14B tend to indicate a continuous occupation forming Period IIIA (Le Brun
1978:190, 192), while a break is observed between Levels 14B and 14A which is included in Period IIIB.
H. Pittman and R. Dittman considered Levels 16 and 15B and Levels 15A and 14B as two architectural
and ceramic units (Pittman 1994:89-90). R. Dittman (1986b:346) proposed including Levels 16 and
15B in Proto-Elamite Period 1, Levels 15A and 14B in Proto-Elamite Period 2a, and Levels 14A and 13
in Proto-Elamite Period 2b. H. Pittman found the layout of Levels 16-15B similar to that of the building
found at Godin Tepe Period V (see below) and to Room 2 of Building Level III at Tal-i Malyan (Pittman
1994:90 note 51).

The sequence of Period III and the Proto-Elamite sequence of Acropole I is complemented at Ville
Royale I, where the earliest levels (18-13) have been assigned to Susa Periods IIIB-C (?) (Carter
1978:202). E. Carter equated Ville Royale Levels 18-17 to Acropole I Levels 14B-13 (Carter 1980:12),
while R. Dittman dates them to Acropole I Levels 15B-14A (Dittman 1986a:173-175). The ceramic
assemblage of these levels of Ville Royale I is characterized by a buff ware with a red or red-brown wash
or slip. The forms include bowls, basins, and jars; and the decorations and specific attributes are finger-
impressed plastic bands, incised rims, nose-lug, handles, and rare painted decorations. Beveled-rim

bowls are common in Levels 18-16. A single Proto-Elamite tablet was found in Level 18 (Carter
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1980:67). Most of these ceramics continued into Period ITIC. The difference between Period ITIC and
the previous periods is that some types of ceramics appear to be more frequent in Levels 15-13 (Carter
1978:205). E. Carter paralleled the ceramics from Ville Royale I Levels 18-16 to assemblages from
Acropole I Levels 14B-13; Nippur, Inanna XII-X; and Uruk, Early Dynastic, and those of Level 18 to the
Banesh assemblage at Tal-i Malyan and to that of Tepe Yahya Periods IVC-IVB. In her opinion, this dates
Susa Period IIIB-C to ca. 3000-2700 BC (Carter 1979:452-453). The following Period IV, excavated in
Levels 12-7, includes one phase, Phase IVA, characterized by painted buff ceramics (that replace the
washed or slipped materials), plain carinated bowls, and jars and pots with finger-impressed bands. The
IVA assemblage has parallels at Godin Tepe Period III. The painted buff ware diminished in the later
phase, while parallels for the assemblage point toward Mesopotamia in the late Early Dynastic III to the
Akkadian periods. The chronological bracket proposed for Period 1V is ca. 2600-2200 BC (Carter
1978:207-209; Carter 1979:452-453).

The settlement of Susa is believed to have diminished in size at the beginning of Period III. Susa cov-
ered 25 ha in the Uruk-related Period II (Wright and Johnson 1985:27) and 11 ha in the Proto-Elamite
early Susa III (Alden 1982a:617-618), and extended on the Ville Royale I in late Period III (Steve and
Gasche 1990:27). At Acropole I, Level 16 consists of one house with massive architecture excavated over
more than 50 m”. It was settled on a terrace paved with bricks. Its orientation is different from that of
Level 17 and includes three phases (Le Brun 1978:fig. 35, 179, 183). At Ville Royale I, the maps of the
best preserved Period III levels (Levels 18-13) are those of Levels 18 and 14. The phases of Level 18,
excavated over 180 m?, provided two buildings and kilns, while those of Level 14 correspond to a build-
ing and a kiln complex. The architectures of Levels 18 to 13 have about the same orientation (Carter
1978:fig. 39, 197-198). The vestiges of Period III unearthed at Susa are not as impressive as those found
at Tal-i Malyan, a city roughly of the same time. The tablets of Susa indicate that the quantities of animals
and grain dealt with account of materials, chiefly sheep/goat, numbered in the thousands. The quantities
mentioned on these tablets are of the same scale as those of the Mesopotamian cities (Damerow and
Englund 1989:63 note 171; see Potts 1999:83) and far exceed the numbers recorded at Tal-i Malyan and
Tepe Yahya.

It has been estimated that 31 sites were occupied in Susiana during the Proto-Elamite times, out of
which half were entirely new settlements. Nonetheless, only three sites, including Susa, have provided
clear diagnostics and can be surely assigned to the Proto-Elamite period. It, thus, appears that in Period
111, Susa diminished in size, while population dropped in the Susiana Plain (Alden 1982a:617-618).
Izeh Plain
Some 160 km southeast of Susa, the Izeh Plain appears as a dense region of Iran in the Proto-Elamite
period (12 sites), including a site as large as Susa. This, however, may result from the fact that occupa-
tions that were not necessarily contemporaneous were counted together. As the Izeh Plain seems to have
been abandoned in the Late Uruk period, population growth in Proto-Elamite times was interpreted as
the result of immigration (Alden 1982a:619-620).

Chogha Mish
East of Susa, significant architectural remains dated to the Uruk period were excavated at Chogha Mish

(Delougaz and Kantor 1996). The occupation has been interpreted as a town, with a lower and an upper
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one, including public constructions (“temples” and platforms), private houses, and narrow streets or
lanes (Delougaz and Kantor 1996:27-35). The finds from Chogha Mish include huge quantities of
ceramics (beveled-rim bowls, low-sided trays, jars, and others), numerical tablets and bullae. The Iranian
parallels identified for this occupation point toward Susa, particularly Level 17 of Acropole I. Chogha
Mish is thought to have been occupied during the Late Uruk period and not during the Proto-Elamite
period (Algaze 2005:13; Delougaz and Kantor 1996:101-102; Alden 1982a:618). One can, however,
note that, among the ceramic parallels for this site, certain (not the majority) point to Fars in the Banesh
period and Tepe Yahya IVC (Delougaz and Kantor 1996:Tables 1-8; low-sided trays and beveled-rim
bowls, and, as discussed in Chapter 3, some decorated jars from Tepe Yahya also have some forms of

analogies with some jars from Chogha Mish).

Tal-i Ghazir (Ram Hormuz Plain)

Approximately 65 km southwest of the Izeh plain and 145 km southeast of Susa, in the Ram Hormuz
Plain, is the Proto-Elamite occupation of Tal-i Ghazir (Whitcomb 1971; Alden 1982a:616). The main
mound of Tal-i Ghazir was occupied from the Ubaid/Bakun period to the Late Uruk and Proto-Elamite
periods. The Proto-Elamite period of Tal-i Ghazir, as defined by D. S. Whitcomb, was excavated over 75
m? in the Stake Trench and 225 m? in the Step Trench, as well as in previous trenches dug by
D. E. McCown (Trenches 1 and 2) (Whitcomb 1971:11-13; see also Alizadeh 2006:48-49). It is tradi-
tionally thought that the deposits of the Step Trench corresponded to an “Early Proto-Elamite”/Uruk peri-
od, contemporary with Susa Period II, while the Stake Trench 10 rooms belonged to the Proto-Elamite
period, contemporary with Susa Period III (Voigt and Dyson 1992:130-32). The most impressive dis-
covery for this period is a building complex in Stake Trench that includes a storeroom containing poly-
chrome jars (Whitcomb 1971:18-19). The fragment of one tablet with numerical signs was found in
Trench 1. Unfortunately, the fragment is small and it is unclear whether this tablet bore ideographic signs
on the missing part (Whitcomb 1971:31, 37, pl. IX A). The most characteristic ceramics of the Proto-
Elamite occupation are plain red-slipped and white painted red-slipped vessels. The forms include four-
lugged jars, goblets, carinated bowls, and tall jars. Spouted vessels were also found at Tal-i Ghazir and D.
S. Whitcomb notes that beveled-rim bowls were more common in the levels prior to the Proto-Elamite
occupation. He also mentions low-sided trays (Whitcomb 1971:23-31, 54-55). The material culture
from Tal-i Ghazir was compared to that of Susa Bd (Middle-Late Uruk in Susa Period II) and more specif-
ically to Susa Cb-Cc (Susa Period III) and to Uruk Eanna VI (Whitcomb 1971:17). D. S. Whitcomb noted
that the “earlier levels at Ghazir show more numerous shared traits with the Uruk material” and that “the
pottery of the Proto-Elamite period at Ghazir seems based on a continuity of Early and Middle Uruk
forms” (Whitcomb 1971:39). He also observed parallels and differences between the Proto-Elamite
material from Tal-i Ghazir and the ceramic assemblage found at the site of Jemdet-Nasr. This led him to
suggest that Jemdet-Nasr was later but that it perhaps overlapped with the Proto-Elamite occupation at
Tal-i Ghazir (Whitcomb 1971:42). He estimated the duration of this occupation at two hundred years
and dated it to between 3200 and 3000 BC (Whitcomb 1971:43-44). Other important parallels men-
tioned by him connect the site in the Proto-Elamite period to Tepe Sialk IV, Godin Tepe V, and Kerman
(Whitcomb 1971:46-47). Several parallels for the architecture from Tal-i Ghazir also are noted at Tal-i
Malyan in Fars (Alden 1982a:616) while recent INAA has demonstrated that ceramics found at Tal-i
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Malyan in Fars, ca. 370 km to the southeast, came from the area of Tal-i Ghazir or its surrounds (Alden
2013).

1.2.3.2 Fars

The Proto-Elamite in Fars is included within the Banesh period. This period roughly encompasses the
mid-late fourth and the early third millennia BC and follows a period of occupation characterized by
Lapui ware in the first half of the fourth millennium BC. As indicated above, Lapui ware was found at
Tepe Yahya and Tal-i Iblis. It is possible that this ware emerged first in Kerman before its spread to Fars.
Lapui ware disappears in Kerman with the appearance of Aliabad ware, around the second quarter to the
middle of the fourth millennium BC. Lapui ware has parallels at Susa in Period I and is no longer attest-
ed in the Uruk-related Period II. On the other hand, Lapui ware coexisted in Fars with Uruk-related
ceramics at the end of the Lapui period, around the mid-fourth millennium BC. It remains difficult to
address aspects related to the political, economic and social organization of the Lapui bearers of the first
half of the fourth millennium BC (see Alden 2013). It is thought that the Lapui period corresponded to
a time of small village-based settlement in the Kur River Basin, marked by a drop in sedentary popula-
tion throughout the period. This has been interpreted as a shift toward mobile pastoralism (Sumner
1986; 2003:109-110; see Potts 1999:51-52).

Tal-i Malyan and the Kur River Basin

The Banesh period is situated between ca. 3400 and no later than 2600 BC (Sumner 2003:52, 57).
J. Alden (1979) defined two first phases, Initial and Early Banesh, equivalent to W. Sumner’s (1986)
Early Banesh (which also includes J. Alden’s Terminal Lapui phase) and dated both phases to from 3400
to 3200 BC (Alden 1982a:620). The Initial phase corresponds to the arrival of new people in the Kur
River Basin. The previous Lapui ware and new types of ceramics were both used in this initial phase. J.
Alden also identifies a ware bearing both Lapui and Banesh attributes, which he considers transitional
between the two periods (Alden 1982a:620; Alden 1979:152-153; 2003:196-198; Potts and Roustaei
2006:9). The Early Banesh phase consists of 36 sites in the Kur River Basin. This phase shows evidence
for centralized production and the distribution of ceramics and stone and plaster vessels (from Tal-i
Qarib) (Alden 1982a:620; Sumner 2003:110-111). In addition to sedentary farming-based villages, it is
suggested that nomadic populations occupied the region at the time. In W. Sumner’s opinion, evidence
for centralized distribution of craft products implies a certain degree of economic interdependence and
requires the region to be politically integrated. Also, a sustaining political structure would have been nec-
essary if nomadic and sedentary populations shared the same territory (Sumner 2003:112). Initial and
Early Banesh phases already incorporate types of ceramics characteristic of the following Middle
Banesh/Proto-Elamite-related phase (such as beveled-rim bowls, but there are no low-sided trays), while
the earliest Proto-Elamite tablets appeared only in the Middle Banesh phase, dated to between ca. 3300
BC (Sumner 2003:52) or 3200 BC (Alden 1982a:620) and 2900 BC. The Early and Late Middle Banesh
phases are identified at Tal-i Malyan and 27 sites in the Kur River Basin. The Middle Banesh phase cor-
responds to a time of population growth in the Kur River Basin. Tal-i Malyan was founded in the Early
Middle Banesh and becomes a large urban center spreading over 45 ha. in the Late Middle Banesh.

Three main hypotheses were offered to explain this urbanization: local growth, sedentarization of
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nomadic populations, and immigration from outside into the basin at Tal-i Malyan, or a combination of
the three hypotheses (see Sumner 2003:112-113; Alden 1982a:620). Those who favor immigration cor-
relate a decrease in the population at Susa and in Susiana with a parallel increase at Tal-i Malyan and in
Fars considering that Susa and Susiana are the origin of the population that migrated into Fars during the
Banesh period. Susiana is also often considered the origin of the entire Proto-Elamite diffusion (see
Alden 1982a:620; Lamberg-Karlovsky and Beale 1986:197). However, this view is not accepted by
everyone. W. Sumner disputed this hypothesis, viewing Tal-i Malyan as the center and cultural origin of
the Proto-Elamites (Sumner 2003:113).

Most of the Banesh remains from Fars were recovered from Tal-i Malyan in Operations ABC and TUV.
They were excavated over less than 2,000 m?. They include buildings containing domestic occupations
and evidence for craft activities; a warehouse; and a more elaborate building with monumental archi-
tecture (Sumner 2003:116; Nicholas 1990; see Potts 1999:81; Potts and Roustaei 2006:9). The assem-
blage includes 32 Proto-Elamite tablets as well as seals and sealing impressions found in Late Middle
Banesh contexts and similar to those from Susa, Acropole I Levels 16-14 (Period III) (Alden 1982a:620;
Potts 1999:81; Sumner 2003:115-116). The tablets were found at ABC Operation Building Level III,
and at TUV Operation. The ceramic assemblage is composed of a coarse straw-tempered buff production
and a grit-tempered production. The first group includes beveled-rim bowls, low-sided trays, tall goblets,
and flaring bowls with pierced bases, as well as rarer forms such as spouted vessels. The grit-tempered
group includes several categories of open bowls including carinated ones and closed shapes ranging from
small-necked pots to large storage jars. Nose lugs and open and closed spouts are common on these
shapes. These ceramics are sometimes slipped and painted maroon, brown, or black above the carina-
tions on bowls and above the shoulders on pots and jars. In addition, other rare types of vessels, such as
mica-tempered and burnished red plates, huge painted storage jars, and fine relief-decorated barrel-
shaped vessels were recovered only from Tal-i Malyan (Sumner 2003:44-50; 2010). The carinated paint-
ed jars found in the Banesh assemblage, and beyond in the Proto-Elamite assemblages of the Iranian
Plateau, are often termed Jemdet-Nasr-like (see below). The Early Banesh ceramic assemblage has sty-
listic parallels in Susa II, Acropole I Level 17. Parallels for the following Early and Late Middle Banesh
phases are still in Susa II, Acropole I Level 17, but strong ones are in Susa IIIA-B, Acropole I Levels 16-13
and in Ville Royale I Levels 18-13 (Sumner 2003:50, 53; 2010). As seen below, similar ceramic types
are at Tepe Arisman in Isfahan province. Evidence for the Middle Banesh phase from Tal-i Malyan was
summarized by W. Sumner (2003:116) as follows: “Malyan was a small city inhabited by craftsmen,
many of whom may have been part-time farmers or herdsmen. The storage and distribution of agricul-
tural products, raw materials, and craft products was controlled and recorded using seals and Proto-
Elamite tablets. Trade and craft production may have occurred in either household or more formal insti-
tutional contexts, possibly both, and the administrative control mentioned above would have been in the
hands of representatives of kin based units or institutions organized on other principles, temples for
example. Production involved materials imported from both distant and regional sources and products
were probably distributed (marketed?) at Malyan and Qarib.”

The Late Banesh period started around 2900 BC and ended before 2600 BC. According to J. Alden
(1982a:620), the size of Tal-i Malyan and the population of the Kur River Basin decreased. It is, howev-
er, at that time that a large, ca. 5 km long enclosing wall was constructed (Sumner 2003:117; Potts
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1999:81; Sumner 1985). This period is characterized by vegetal-tempered ceramics similar to those of
the Middle Banesh phase with increasing numbers of grit-tempered carinated bowls and pots with paint-
ed decoration over a white wash. Counterparts for the Late Banesh assemblage are at Susa IIIA-C (Ville
Royale I Levels 18-13 and Acropole I Levels 15-13) and IVA (Ville Royale I Levels 12-9), however the
styles of the ceramics are mostly limited to the region of the Kur River Basin (Sumner 2003:53; Alden
1982a:620).

Mamasani region

Deposits of Initial to Late Banesh phases have been recovered from the Mamasani district at Tol-e
Nurabab and Tol-e Spid (Potts and Roustaei 2006:72, 95). These sites lay respectively some 85 km and
95 km west and northwest of Tal-i Malyan. Parallels for the Banesh materials from the Mamasani region
are at Susa in Periods II and III as well as in the Kur River Basin. However, the excavators noted several
differences envisaged as local particularities. As observed in the Kur River Basin, beveled-rim bowl
appears early in the sequence, while a transitional phase between Lapui and Banesh periods was
defined. Radiocarbon determinations from Tol-e Spid confirm that the transitional Lapui/Banesh phase
dates to the mid-fourth millennium BC, while levels assigned on the same horizon as (Middle) Banesh
period and Susa Period III (Proto-Elamite) provide dates situated in the last third of the fourth millenni-
um BC (Potts and Roustaei 2006:124-125). The same chronological brackets are obtained from Tol-e
Nurabad and are supported by material comparisons (Potts and Roustaei 2006:68-70). Research in the
Mamasani region also provides additional radiocarbon dates for the Late Banesh phase (Tol-e Nurabad),
between 2900 and 2600 BC (Potts and Roustaei 2006:70). In addition to Tol-e Nurabab and Tol-e Spid,
eight other sites bearing Banesh material were identified in the Mamasani district (Potts and Roustaei
2006:105, 175-176).

1.2.3.3 Kermanshah

Godin Tepe is located in Kermanshah province, ca. 260 km north of Susa. The occupations that relate to
the chronological bracket considered here are those of Periods V and IV. Godin V is characterized by an
impressive oval architectural complex built on the top of the main mound and a lower settlement, whih
was formerly assigned to Period VI and is now considered as contemporary with the oval building. The
periodization of Godin Tepe in the fourth millennium BC has changed several times. The most recent
one is provided by Rothman and Badler 2011. As indicated by V. Badler (2002:79), the areas excavated
at Godin Tepe are relatively small compared to the size of the site. The oval complex uncovered over 550
m? and the exposure of the domestic occupations in the lower settlement recovered about 190 m? of set-
tlement.

From Period VI Godin Tepe (see Badler 2002:79, 81-83) gives evidence for relations with the Uruk
sphere, although the assemblage of this period is mostly characterized by Tepe Sialk III pottery (Helwing
2011a:216; Boroftka and Parzinger 2011:137-138). The beveled-rim bowls (5), other Uruk types of pot-
tery, and tokens found in Period VI relate mostly to the Middle Uruk period in Mesopotamia. Uruk con-
nections increased throughout Early Period V and reached their apex in Middle Period V, which corre-
sponds to the construction of the oval complex. Tablets, seals and sealings, and pottery of Late Uruk type

were recovered from this complex, which probably had an administrative function. The rest of the assem-
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blage at Godin Tepe is of a local tradition (related to Tepe Sialk III: Helwing 2011a:216) present in
Periods VI and V. In Early Period V, several diagnostic vessels appeared such as low-sided trays and unfin-
ished string cut bases, while beveled-rim bowls increased in quantities. V. Badler has linked them to the
beginning of the Late Uruk period in Mesopotamia (Badler 2002:82). These ceramics have parallels in
the Banesh period in Fars, at Susa II and III, and Tepe Yahya IVC. In Middle Period V, the oval building
complex was constructed. The material assemblage found indicates stronger connections to the Late
Uruk period, not only in regard to ceramics, but also in the tablets, cylinder sealings, and objects in metal
and stone. The types of ceramics previously mentioned continue, while new types appear such as lugged
and spouted jars. J. Alden notes that the tablets found in the oval complex are mostly numerical, while
only one of them bears a sign that could be either Proto-Elamite or Proto-Sumerian (Alden 1982a:615;
Weiss and Young 1975:8; see Damerow and Englund 1989:2, note 8). G. Algaze (2005:57) links the
tablets from Godin Tepe to the so-called Level “17X” at Susa, Acropole 1. This would connect them to a
time between Susa Periods II and III and thus before the appearance of the Proto-Elamite tablets at Susa.
Radiocarbon dates from Godin Tepe would place this period around 3350 BC. In Late Period V, the last
occupations of the oval complex, important architectural changes were made, while craft activities and
wine production were added to the administrative function of the area. A lugged jar from this part of
Period V, painted red over a cream slip applied on the shoulder, differs from the types of Middle Period
V (Badler 2002:83). This type of ceramic is consistent with materials found at Tepe Yahya IVC. An
important change in Late Period V is the appearance of pottery with connections to assemblages of a
Transcaucasian origin, referred to as the Kura-Araxes culture. Kura-Araxes pottery became the main com-
ponent of Period IV. Late Period V is radiocarbon dated to 3100-2900 BC and agrees with the dates pre-
viously expressed by T. C. Young who dated Period V to between 3400 and 2900 BC (Young 1969:8).
New radiocarbon determinations for Godin Tepe Period V range from 3490 to 3050 BC (Wright and
Rupley 2001:94 ff).

The scenario envisaged for Godin Tepe Period V is that of an Uruk-related population settling at this
site and coexisting with the local population. Administrative tools were found only in the oval complex,
and the excavators suggest that the incomers were merchant-traders from Susa (Weiss and Young
1975:2-3; Alden 1982a:615). Additionally, it is proposed that the oval complex served as “a fort with
food rations and weapons (sling balls) being distributed (...) to village recruits queued up in the court-
yard” (Badler 2002:83). It is further proposed that the local and foreign populations coexisted in peace-
ful terms as indicated by the architectural structures which likely required the use of local labor for their
construction and include both local practices and outside innovation (such as a drainage system). Godin
Tepe appears as the only site bearing Period V materials in the region appeared (Alden 1982a:615;
Young 1975:192).

1.2.3.4 Qazvin and Tehran

Tepe Ozbaki is located in the Qazvin province, approximately 280 km northeast of Godin Tepe and 85
km northwest of Tehran. This site provided beveled-rim bowls and a Proto-Elamite tablet that was uncov-
ered from a large platform (Madjidzadeh 2001:144-145, fig. 6). Approximately 50 km southeast of Tepe
Ozbaki, Proto-Elamite ceramics, glyptic and over a hundred tablets were found at Tepe Sofalin (Dahl et
al. 2013; Hessari 2011).
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1.2.3.5 Isfahan

Tepe Sialk

The Proto-Elamite vestiges at Tepe Sialk were found in the so-called “Couche 2” and assigned to Sialk
Period IV. The layers immediately underlying Period IV and on the top of Period III (*Couche 1”) were
burnt and contained burials. This fact and the radical change in the material culture observed between
Couche 1 and 2 led the excavator to suggest that Tepe Sialk was invaded by people from Susa
(Ghirshman 1935; 1938:58, 66, 84). However, since then, this interpretation has been refuted (see Potts
1999; Caldwell 1968:182). Period IV (Couche 2) includes an architectural complex containing new
types of ceramics in grey and red wares that were sometimes painted, spouted beakers, nose-lug jars,
beveled-rim bowls, low-sided trays, and polychrome vessels. From Period IV a tablet with Proto-Elamite
scripts and cylinder-seals (Ghirshman 1935:235-237, fig. 7) were recovered that are readily paralleled
at Susa, Tal-i Ghazir, and Godin Tepe in Uruk/Proto-Elamite contexts (see Whitcomb 1971:46; Alden
1982a:615-616). J. Alden (1982a:616) notes that the architectural complex was located on the highest
part of the mound as observed at Godin Tepe. He also compares the architecture from this period to that
of Susa, Tal-i Malyan, and Godin Tepe and considers the infant burials in jars recovered from Tepe Sialk
(Ghirshman 1935:236; Ghirshman 1938:59-61) similar to examples from Tal-i Malyan (Alden
1982a:616). Tepe Sialk Period III6-7 is chronologically connected to the Uruk period, while Period IV
is assigned to R. H. Dyson’s Proto-Elamite Transitional and Proto-Elamite phases.

Tepe Arisman

Tepe Arisman is located approximately 50 km of Tepe Sialk. The recently conducted excavations of this
site provide valuable information regarding the chronology and cultural developments on the western
Central Iranian Plateau. The main occupation of Tepe Arisman can be paralleled to that of Tepe Sialk III
and IV. The Sialk III occupation dates to the mid-fourth millennium BC. It includes a pottery workshop,
a domestic quarter, and metal workshops. This occupation was followed by domestic areas and a work-
shop with considerable evidence for the production of copper in the late fourth millennium BC. These
remains date to Sialk IV (Helwing 2005; Vatandoust et al. 2011). The ceramic assemblage has parallels
at Tepe Sialk Period IV/1, Susa in the Late Uruk and Proto-Elamite periods, Tal-i Ghazir, Tal-i Malyan in
Early and Middle Banesh phases, and Tepe Yahya IVC (Helwing 2005:175-176; Helwing 2011a). No
tablets were reported from Tepe Arisman, however two seals indicate connections with Sialk IV and the
Proto-Elamite and Jemdet-Nasr periods (Helwing 2011b:274-276). It is suggested that, in the late fourth
millennium BC, the extensive copper production of Tepe Arisman was part of a broader trade or
exchange network directed toward Mesopotamia. The radiocarbon dates provided for the Sialk IV
deposits from Tepe Arisman (Area C, Phases 7-4) are situated between 3300-3100 BC (Helwing
2011a:219). There is, however, a later phase (Phase 3), which corresponds to jar-burials and for which
no radiocarbon determinations are available (Helwing 2011a:219). This phase was, however, probably
not much later than the late fourth millennium BC, as it is noted that these “burials (...) were interred at
a time not very distant from the final usage phases, 4A1 and 4A2,” of the settlement (Chegini et al.
2011:44).
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1.2.3.6 Semnan

Period II at Tepe Hissar is dated to the late fourth millennium BC (3365-3030 cal. BC) (Voigt and Dyson
1992:173-174; Dyson 2009; see also Dyson 1987:655), contemporary with the period of interest here.
Hissar Period II followed a gap succeeding Period I, which started in the fifth millennium and ended in
the early fourth millennium. Hissar Period II has buttressed buildings (Dyson and Remsen 1989:84-89,
figs 9, 12) and is defined as a “prosperous trading town filled with craftsmen smelting copper and work-
ing exotic materials ((...) lapis lazuli, carnelian, turquoise, alabaster, etc.)” (Dyson 1987:655). The mate-
rial assemblage includes a single tablet with inscribed signs and nine blank tablets (Tosi and Bulgarelli
1989:38, 40, figs 6, 8) while additional tablets!# were reported from recent excavations (Dyson 2009).
The single tablet published is, however, not Proto-Elamite (Damerow and Englund 1989:2 note 8). Seals
and seal impressions were recovered, with one having decorations similar to examples found at Susa,
Godin Tepe, Tal-i Malyan, and Tepe Yahya IVC (Dyson 1987:657-658). Local burnished grey ceramics
dominate the ceramic assemblage in this period and are associated with plain grey and painted vessels.
One of the most extraordinary shapes is represented by burnished bowls on high conical pedestal stands
(Dyson and Remsen 1989:figs 1, 3, 16, 27, 30-34; Dyson 2009). Contemporary burnished grey ceram-
ics are also found at Shah Tepe, Yarim Tepe, and Tureng Tepe (see Cleuziou 1986; Arne 1945). Copper
objects from Hissar II include ornaments, luxury items, tools and weapons, while lead, silver and gold
objects were also first produced (Dyson 2009). Tepe Hissar in Period II has parallels with Proto-Elamite
sites, but appears more connected to the sites of the Gorgan Plain and manifests an important trade rela-
tion with Turkmenistan (Thornton 2009:100; Helwing 2006:44-46).

1.2.3.7 Kerman

Tal-i Iblis

In Kerman, at Tal-i Iblis, Lapui ware and Black-on-red ware of Period II were followed by Dashkar ware
and Aliabad ware in Periods III-IV dated to the first half of the fourth millennium BC. Uruk/Proto-
Elamite ceramics appear in Periods IV to VI. Remains of Period III include a gypsum furnace, while
those of Period IV consist of a dumping area and badly-preserved architecture. Evidence for metal work
is not evident in Period III, but is well-attested again in Period IV. Period III marked a break from
Period II. Dashkar ware from Period III differs from Period II material and shows continuity with Period
IV and the related Aliabad ware (Caldwell 1967:36-37, 177, 180, 182, 184). It is from Period IV that
beveled-rim bowls, flower pots, and shoulder spouts are first reported. J. Caldwell relates these ceramic
types to the Middle Uruk in Mesopotamia and Protoliterate levels at Chogha Mish. J. Caldwell also notes
the first appearance of flat trays in Period IV (Caldwell 1967:184). The following Period V is not known
from excavation and was defined on the basis of a type of ceramic, Mashiz ware, which has similarities to
the previous Aliabad ware, while Aliabad ware continues into Period V. Period V represents the largest
occupation of Tal-i Iblis (Caldwell 1967:37, 188). Period VI is known from the top of a 5 x 5 m excava-
tion conducted off the mound. The ceramic assemblage found in this sounding includes Iblis Period I
materials at the bottom (Level 8); Aliabad/Iblis IV pottery in Levels 6 to 4; 38 beveled-rim bowls and one
sherd that J. Caldwell paralleled to Sialk IV in Levels 4-3; and 61 beveled-rim bowl sherds, four trough
spouts and materials connected to Sialk IV in Level 1. In another area, the so-called “Standing brick

ruin,” a fragment of nose-lug jar, Aliabad ware and two beveled-rim bowl fragments were recovered.



Geographical and Chrono-cultural Contexts 29

J. Caldwell connected these materials to Sialk IV and Late Uruk and Jemdet-Nasr periods in
Mesopotamia (Caldwell 1967:38-39, 188, 197-199, figs 40, 42, 45; Caldwell 1968:179-180, 182). He
suggested that Period IV dates from 3600 BC to 3000 BC. Radiocarbon dates from Period III and an
early Period IV context, of 3792 +/- 60 BC and 3643 +/- 59 BC, respectively, are consistent with the cul-
tural parallels and the date of the emergence of Uruk-related components at Tal-i Iblis and in Iran in gen-
eral such as at Tepe Sialk and Tepe Arisman. Although the distinction between, and the presence of;
Uruk-related and Proto-Elamite materials cannot be precisely located in the sequence established at Tal-
iIblis, at least two ceramic types associated with Period VI illustrated by J. Caldwell (1967:fig. 40 no. 3-4)
allow us to link this period to the Proto-Elamite period and to suggest that it was certainly not later than
the early third millennium BC. Another radiocarbon date from Period IV at Tal-i Iblis does not seem
coherent with this; it is 2869 +/- 57 BC (see Caldwell 1967:36; 1968:179-180). S. M. S. Sajjadi later sit-
uated Aliabad (Iblis IV), Mashiz (Iblis V), and Najefarabad (Iblis VI) periods respectively between
3600-3400 BC, 3400-3200 BC, and 3200-2800 BC (Sajjadi 1987:fig. 12).

Mahtoutabad

A sequence partially comparable has recently been observed at Mahtoutabad, a site located in the Halil
Rud Valley some 90 km east of Tepe Yahya (Cortesi et al. 2008:8-9; Vidale and Desset 2013). In
Mahtoutabad Period II, several layers without architectural remains have provided Aliabad ware. This
period is dated by the excavators to the mid-fourth millennium BC. Above these remains Period III con-
tained material defined as Late Uruk and connected to Khuzistan and Mesopotamia. They include hun-
dreds of beveled-rim bowls, flower pots, and nose-lug jars. Mahtoutabad Period III is dated to the late
fourth millennium BC (Vidale 2011:9). Thus, contrary to what was observed at Tal-i Iblis, Uruk-related
materials seem to have appeared after Aliabad ware at Mahtoutabad.

Tepe Yahya

The episode represented by Dashkar ware and Aliabad ware and related deposits identified at Tal-i Iblis
(Periods III-V) correspond to a chronological hiatus between Periods VA and IVC at Tepe Yahya. The
early appearance of Uruk-related materials in Kerman, attested at Tal-i Iblis and Mahtoutabad, is to be
included within this hiatus. This gap is explained by the fact that Dashkar ware and Aliabad ware are all
absent at Tepe Yahya. Aliabad ware makes it appearance at Tepe Yahya in the presence of only two sherds
related to this ware collected in contexts between Period VA and the architectural complex of Period IVC
(see Lamberg-Karlovsky and Potts 2001:198).

Tepe Yahya Period IVC rests between 3100 BC and 2800 BC and the architectural complex assigned
to this period is thought to have lasted no more than 150 years according to C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky
(2001a:270; Potts 2001:195-198). The occupation of Period IVC at Tepe Yahya will be presented later
in detail. In summary, it consists of a large mudbrick building and concomitant constructions excavated
over 500 m The occupation included several rooms with preserved floors, two storerooms, and several
other structures, including kiln structures and remains of a draining system. Twenty-seven tablets, two
seals, and 43 glyptic images preserved as impressions on locking devices or on the tablets were recov-
ered. The assemblage includes a variety of Proto-Elamite ceramics such as beveled-rim bowls, low-sided

trays, and slipped painted nose-lug jars. It also includes a group of vessels that correspond to a



30 The Proto-Elamite Settlement and Its Neighbors

local/regional Kerman-related tradition, a series of sherds connected to a tradition of the Southeastern
Iranian Plateau termed here the Western Balochistan Ceramic Complex, and burnished vessels that can

be compared to ceramics from northern Iran and Shahr-i Sokhta.

Other sites in Kerman

Besides Tepe Yahya, Tal-i Iblis, and Mahtoutabab, other evidence for Uruk/Proto-Elamite presence is at
Tepe Langar, a site located ca. 30 km southeast of the city of Kerman (Lamberg-Karlovsky 1968:167); and
on a site near the coast of the Persian Gulf, south of the Kerman province (M. Prickett 1986a, 1986b; see
Chapter 7).

1.2.3.8 Seistan

A Proto-Elamite presence in Seistan is recorded at Shahr-i Sokhta. It consists of a tablet, about 20 seal-
ings, and a few seals found in the earliest occupation identified at the site, in Period I, Phase 10. Shahr-
i Sokhta became an urban center during the following Periods II-III in the third millennium BC. This
site extends over about 2.5 km from north to south and more than 800 m from east to west. Phase 10
and Period I (that includes Phases 10 to 8) were not extensively excavated and the size of the site in
Period I was far from that attested in the later third millennium BC (Salvatori and Tosi 2005:fig. 12). The
Proto-Elamite materials discovered at the site have long represented the single easternmost remains of
Proto-Elamite presence or influence (Amiet and Tosi 1978; Biscione et al. 1977; Amiet 1983). The tablets
and glyptic are readily compared to those of Susa, Acropole I Levels 16-13. A radiocarbon determination
of 3222+/- 95 BC situates the Proto-Elamite objects recovered in Phase 10 to the last quarter of the
fourth millennium BC (Amiet and Tosi 1978:10). This date was further corroborated by a recent reap-
praisal of the chronology of the site (Salvatori and Tosi 2005:284, 289 fig. 12).

On the other hand, none of the ceramics that characterize the Proto-Elamite assemblages identified
further west have been found at Shahr-i Sokhta. The assemblage of Shahr-i Sokhta Period I is mostly
composed of ceramic types that relate to south Turkmenian productions (Geoksyur, Namazga III); types
that have parallels to Quetta ware in northern Pakistani Balochistan; a small group of sherds (originally
compared to Nal ware) that have parallels at Tepe Yahya IVC and in southern Pakistan (Amiet and Tosi
1978:21-23); and types that are connected to Kech-Makran (Late Period IIla), the Bampur Valley, and
Tepe Yahya IVC termed here the Western Balochistan Ceramic Complex. This ceramic complex is well-
attested in burials excavated at Shahr-i Sokhta (see below). In addition, some Burnished ceramics were
found at the site (Period I, Phase 10:Amiet and Tosi 1978:22, fig. 3) that find parallels at Tepe Yahya and
in the Gorgan Plain.

1.2.3.9 Pakistani Kech-Makran: Miri Qalat

Five beveled-rim bowl fragments were recovered from the site of Miri Qalat in the Kech-Valley (south-
western Pakistan) (Besenval 1997a, 1997b; 2005:5). The context of these sherds is unfortunately
unclear, because they come from levels that were partially washed away. A series of ceramics found in
the same levels - the Western Balochistan Ceramic Complex - connect these levels to Tepe Yahya in
Period IVC and Shahr-i Sokhta in Period I. These levels, defined as Kech-Makran Late Period IlIa, are
consistent with a date placed in the late fourth millennium BC (see Chapter 6). With the exception of
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the small group of beveled-rim bowls, the ceramics of Kech-Makran have nothing to do with the ceram-
ic production characteristic of western Iran. The majority of them reflect a specific ceramic tradition and
cultural complex, while other ceramic types show connections to eastern Pakistani Balochistan (Besenval
2005:5-6; Mutin 2007, 2013; see below).

1.2.3.10 Other evidence

In addition to the sites indicated above, which are the main ones that allow chronological and cultural
discussion, J. Alden (1982a:617) reports Proto-Elamite/Uruk evidence in northern Iran at Cheshme Alj,
Tepe Ghabrestan, and Deshawar; in Luristan (surveys of the Mahidasht, Hulilan and
Tarhan/Rumishan/Kuh-i Dasht Plains); in Fars in the Khana Mirza Plain and at Mung, a site visited by
Sir MA. Stein; and perhaps in the Bushire province. In a more recent paper, D. T. Potts (2009) reports
beveled-rim bowls at more than a hundred sites in Iran. However, they could be either Uruk-related or

Proto-Elamite-related.

1.2.4 The Southeastern Iranian Plateau and the Indo-Iranian Borderlands

Tepe Yahya, Shahr-i Sokhta and Miri Qalat in Proto-Elamite times were part of several distinctive cultur-
al dynamics that traversed the Southeastern Iranian Plateau and the Indo-Iranian Borderlands. These
dynamics, well-illustrated by ceramic styles and their distribution, are mostly outside of the Proto-
Elamite sphere. C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky noted that the ceramics “of local indigenous type” found at
Tepe Yahya IVC represented over 85% (Lamberg-Karlovsky 1977:37; 2001a:270). In addition to the
Proto-Elamite ceramic inventory, the assemblage from Tepe Yahya Period IVC is characterized by a series
of ceramics that represent: 1) a Kerman-related tradition termed here Southeastern Iranian Plateau
(SEIP hereafter) Groups B-D; 2) a Western Balochistan Ceramic Complex (SEIP Group A) similar to
materials found in the Bampur Valley, Kech-Makran (Late Period IIla), and at Shahr-i Sokhta Period I; 3)
and a group represented by Burnished ceramics with connections to northern Iran and Shahr-i Sokhta
Period I. These materials represent only a portion of the traditions that existed and were shared over long
distances on the Southeastern Iranian Plateau and in the Indo-Iranian Borderlands during the mid-late
fourth and the early third millennia BC. Turkmen-related ceramic types as well as other styles from
Pakistan and Afghanistan inform us of the complex connectivity, with relations to the west, east, north
and south, that characterized these areas at the time.

1.2.41 Kech-Makran

The Western Balochistan Ceramic Complex is characterized by very fine, painted, grey, red and buff
ceramics, whose origin can be traced to Kech-Makran (southwestern Pakistan) and in Iranian
Balochistan. Excavations conducted at Miri Qalat and Shahi-Tump in the Kech Valley revealed an origi-
nal fine, painted ceramic tradition, termed Miri ware, in the Kech-Makran Period II dated to the first half
of the fourth millennium BC and continuing with changes into the mid-fourth millennium BC Period
IIIa (Shahi-Tump ware). Period IlIa is also named the Shahi-Tump Cemetery Culture. It was essentially
defined on the basis of burials and their deposits excavated at Shahi-Tump and Miri Qalat (see Besenval
1997a, 1997b, 2005). Two phases of Period IIla, Early and Late, are distinguished. The early phase of
Period I1Ia appears to be chronologically connected to Tal-i Iblis Period IV (Aliabad ware), while the later
phase of Period IIla seems contemporary with the Proto-Elamite period in Iran and Tepe Yahya IVC
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(Besenval 1997a, 1997b, 2005; Mutin 2007, 2012a, 2013).

Kech-Makran Early Period Illa

The main component of the funerary assemblage of Early Period IIIa is composed of a very fine, paint-
ed ceramic production, termed Shahi-Tump ware, associated with vessels reminiscent of Aliabad ware.
Aliabad ware, well-documented in Kerman, with evidence from also Kech-Makran and Iranian
Balochistan, indicates that this type of production (or related styles) was shared over a large area from
Kerman in the west to Kech-Makran in the east. On the other hand, the very fine, painted Shahi-Tump
ware of Early Period Illa seems restricted to Kech-Makran and Iranian Balochistan in the west, where
related sherds have been identified in the Bampur Valley (Mutin 2013). The funerary deposits of Early
Period IIla from Kech-Makran provide also a few ceramics that can be connected to traditions distrib-
uted in eastern Pakistani Balochistan such as Togau ware found at Mehrgarh late Period III and Anjira
Period III (see below). These parallels together with radiocarbon determinations from Kech-Makran
(Besenval 1997b:35, note 50) indicate a chronological bracket beginning in the mid-fourth millennium
BC. This dating is further corroborated by analogies between Aliabad ware and Kechi-Beg ware, a type
of ceramic that appeared in eastern Pakistani Balochistan by the mid-fourth millennium BC and attest-
ed at Mehrgarh from Period IV (see below). The parallel between Aliabad ware and Kechi-Beg ware is
demonstrated by similar shapes (conical goblets) and the use of polychrome decoration. Although these
two ceramic types have separate styles, they show that it was roughly at the same time, from the mid-
fourth millennium BC, that distinctive polychrome decorations developed on the Southeastern Iranian
Plateau and in the Indo-Iranian Borderlands (Mutin 2007, 2012a, 2013).

The rest of the material culture of Early Period IIIa, as shown in the burials of Miri Qalat and Shahi-
Tump, includes copper objects and ornaments made of shell (bangles and beads), steatite, carnelian, cit-
rine, lapis-lazuli, and gold (beads). The copper objects, among which are an impressive and unique
weight decorated with shells and some compartmented “seals” or disks, illustrate a sophisticated metal-
lurgical technology (Besenval 2005; Mille et al. 2004). The funerary items also indicate relationships
and/or displacements to the coast (shells), located ca. 90 km to the south, and probable distant connec-
tions to the north (semi-precious stones and copper). The very long-distance relationship between the
coast (and perhaps Kech-Makran which has, so far, provided the only evidence for production of shell
object on the coast of Pakistan) and Sarazm in Tajikistan, evidenced by the presence of shell bangles in
the tomb of the “Lady of Sarazm” at the latter, deserves to be mentioned (Besenval and Isakov 1989;
Besenval 2005:4-6).

Kech-Makran Late Period Illa: Western Balochistan Ceramic Complex

At Miri Qalat, the burials of Early Period Illa were recovered in Trench IX Levels VII and VI (Level VIII
is dated to Period II; see Besenval 1997a, 1997b, 2005). Materials from Levels V to III share certain
aspects with the very fine, painted production found in the underlying burials. Different motifs and
shapes however differentiate them from the older vessels. The funerary ceramics from Miri Qalat Trench
IX Levels VII-VI have clear connections with the funerary assemblage unearthed by R. Besenval and his
team at Shahi-Tump in Trench II. The vessels from the upper Levels V to III are, on the other hand, most-
ly connected to the burial deposits excavated by Sir M. A. Stein in the southeastern part of Shahi-Tump
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(in Trench I), and to rare sherds found in the uppermost layers at the top of the site (in Trench II). One of
the main markers of Miri Qalat Trench IX Levels V-III that compare to Sir M. A. Stein’s ceramics from
Shahi-Tump is the swastika-like or S-shaped motif painted on the inside surface of bowls. This type of
decoration is observed at Shahr-i Sokhta Period I and Tepe Yahya Period IVC. At these sites, it is associ-
ated with vessels with other types of forms and decorations but made in the same ware, a ware which we
propose to name Western Balochistan Ceramic Complex. This complex is posterior to Iblis Period IV and
the Aliabad phenomenon. As noted above, Tepe Yahya IVC is more recent than the Aliabad horizon in
southeastern Iran. Additionally, while the Early Period Illa burials from Miri Qalat, Trench IX Levels
VII-VI and those from Shahi-Tump Trench II contain vessels related to Aliabad ware from Tal-i Iblis
Period IV, these vessels do not seem to be present in the overlying levels in Trench IX of Miri Qalat and
do not seem to be associated with ceramics with swastika-like motif in the burials from Shahi-Tump.15
The ceramic inventory of Kech-Makran in Late Period Illa also includes beveled-rim bowl fragments.
They were recovered from Miri Qalat Trench IX in architectural Levels V and IIL Besides these and the
painted materials of the Western Balochistan Ceramic Complex, large quantities of ceramics related to
styles characteristic of eastern Pakistani Balochistan (Togau C-D) are also reported from Miri Qalat
Trench IX, especially from Level VI (see below). As noted above, materials stylistically connected to east-
ern Pakistani Balochistan are also attested in the burials of Early Period Illa at Shahi-Tump and Miri
Qalat, yet it is only with later occupations that the quantities of such materials greatly increased. The later
ceramics point to products attested from the mid-late fourth millennium BC in eastern Pakistani
Balochistan. Radiocarbon dating from Miri Qalat Trench IX Levels VI, V, and III places these levels in the
second half and toward the end of the fourth and the beginning of the third millennia BC (Besenval
2005:6; Besenval 1997b:35 note 50; see Chapter 6).

Beyond the Kech Valley, materials of Late Period Illa type were collected on the surface of several
sites in Kech-Makran. It is likely that the very fine, painted ceramic production was characteristic of this
phase produced in this region, in particular in the Dasht Plain where misfired sherds were found and evi-
dence for production centers during the following Period IIIb is known. Vessels comparable to types of
the Western Balochistan Ceramic Complex attested in Kech-Makran Late Period Illa were identified in
the Bampur Valley and reported as far as Shahr-i Sokhta Period I, more than 500 km to the north. Tepe
Yahya IVC, situated at more than 650 km distant from the Kech-Valley, is one of the westernmost occu-
pations bearing very fine, painted ceramics of the type observed in Kech-Makran Late Period IIla. To the
east, such product is not attested beyond the Kolwa Plain in southern Pakistan (see Chapter 7). In sum,
this ceramic complex is mostly centered on the Iranian Seistan-Balochistan province and southwestern
Pakistani Balochistan, corresponding to the western half of Balochistan.

It is important to recall here a few elements regarding the definition of the fine ceramics observed on
the Southeastern Iranian Plateau at the beginning of the Bronze Age period and the relation of the
Western Balochistan Ceramic Complex to this definition. A large portion of the fine, grey ware found in
this area at the time was termed Emir grey ware. It is W. A. Fairservis (1961) who first used this name to
label vessels found in Seistan that he described as “a rather handsome and delicate ware” (Fairservis
1961:86). Emir grey ware was then further detailed by R. P. Wright (1984, 1989) in typology and chem-
ical composition. She demonstrated that Emir grey ware refers to fine ceramic products found essential-

ly on the Southeastern Iranian Plateau. They are distinct from the fine, grey material, named Faiz
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Mohammad ware!6 that is essentially found at the same time in eastern Pakistani Balochistan (from the
Kalat area to the Zhob and Loralai Valleys). There is, however, a problem with the appellation “Emir grey
ware”. It seems both too limited and too vague. It is too limited in that it refers to ceramics found in the
third millennium only and too vague in that it includes separate types of forms and decorations (includ-
ing incised grey containers and painted bowls). Furthermore, vessels of the styles labeled Emir grey ware
include materials in buff and red color. Additionally, recent work in Kech-Makran contributes more
detail concerning the origin and chrono-stylistic variations of the grey, painted vessels of the
Southeastern Iranian Plateau, not limited to the third millennium BC. As noted above, their origin is
traced to Kech-Makran Period II and Iranian Balochistan in the fourth millennium BC. Their style
evolved beginning with Early Period Illa while additional changes in form, decoration and manufacture
are observed in Late Period IIla. The ceramic tradition then continued with changes throughout the first
half of the third millennium BC, in the following Kech-Makran Periods IIIb and IIIc (from around 2800
BC), and disappeared during Period IV, a period characterized by a settlement related to the Indus
Civilization at Miri Qalat (Besenval 2005:7; Mutin 2007, 2013; Didier and Mutin 2013; Didier 2007).
In Kech-Makran terms, although the appellation Emir grey ware is sometimes used to name ceramics
related to Late Period IIla (see Sajjadi et al. 2003), it generally designates materials found in Kech-
Makran from Period IIIb. The Western Balochistan Ceramic Complex defined here is not part of the
Emir grey ware as traditionally defined. It however represents one of the chronologically-distinctive styles
of the more general evolution of the fine, painted ceramics found on the Southeastern Iranian Plateau in
the Chalcolithic and Bronze Age periods. This style is situated around 3000 BC and connects Tepe Yahya
IVC, Shahr-i Sokhta I, and Kech-Makran in the Late Period IIla.

Most of the information regarding the Western Balochistan Ceramic Complex comes from burial
deposits. These were first excavated by Sir M. A. Stein at Shahi-Tump (Stein 1931:94, 98-99) while
important quantities of this ceramic style were later recovered from graves at Shahr-i Sokhta (Sajjadi et
al. 2003; Piperno and Salvatori 2007). Sir M. A. Stein (1931:94, 98-99) suggested that the ceramics
found in the burials were made only for funerary practices. Today evidence from architectural contexts
is attested in Kech-Makran (Mutin 2007), at Shahr-i Sokhta (Tosi 1969) and Tepe Yahya (Lamberg-
Karlovsky and Tosi 1973:fig. 84; see below). Sites with Late Period IIla pottery seem more numerous
than in earlier periods in Kech-Makran and the distribution of this pottery on the Southeastern Iranian
Plateau suggests that the Western Balochistan Ceramic Complex reflects a phenomenon of considerable
importance. The quality of the products indicates that they were made by skilled potters. Data collected
in the Dasht Plain in Makran shows that production centers dedicated to these vessels very likely exist-
ed in the area while production/distribution networks were clearly organized over long distances.
Furthermore, the fact that people disposed of their dead with the same types of vessels, in particular
bowls bearing the swastika-like motif, some 500 km apart at Shahr-i Sokhta and in Kech-Makran, implies
that strong symbolic/religious ties developed on the Southeastern Iranian Plateau and throughout west-
ern Balochistan. The presence of Western Balochistan Ceramic Complex in the earliest architectural
deposits and burials of Shahr-i Sokhta is noteworthy and suggests that the bearers of a tradition that orig-
inated in Kech-Makran and Iranian Balochistan in the south had something to do with the foundation of
this site.
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1.2.4.2 Eastern Pakistan

East of the Western Balochistan Ceramic Complex, from the mid-late fourth millennium BC, the areas
located in Pakistan and southern Afghanistan were dominated by distinctive ceramic styles termed
Kechi-Beg, Togau, Quetta, and Nal. These styles originated and were mostly distributed in these areas,

while they make rare appearances in southeastern Iran.

Kechi-Beg and Togau wares

Kechi-Beg ceramics appear by the mid-fourth millennium BC at Mehrgarh (Kachi plain) from Period IV,
ca. 3600 BC, according to the chronological sequence of that site (C. Jarrige et al. 1995:27). At the same
time, Togau ware, another painted ceramic production which is attested in Mehrgarh Period III (style
Togau A), evolved into new styles (Togau B-C defined by B. De Cardi 1965:128-134).17 Excavations con-
ducted at Mehrgarh demonstrate that the Kechi-Beg and Togau ceramics were rooted in the previous
ceramic tradition of Period III (C. Jarrige et al. 1995:28, 31). Kechi-Beg and Togau B-C are attested at Lal
Shah, Kiyani Damb, Hampada I and 1I, and Khanwah, in the vicinity of Mehrgarh (C. Jarrige et al.
1995:28). Sites in the Quetta region, approximately 100 km northwest of Mehrgarh, are more numerous
in this period, which corresponds to Kili Ghul Mohammad Period IV and Damb Sadaat Period 1
(Fairservis 1956:335; 1971:138). W. A. Fairservis reports about twenty settlements bearing ceramics of
the second half of the fourth millennium BC in the Quetta region as well as in Pishin, Bolan, and Chagai
districts (Fairservis 1956:350-352). Farther to the north, connections are attested in the Zhob and
Loralai Valleys, with vessels similar to, or variants of, Kechi-Beg ware (Jangal Painted and Rana Ghundai
Red-on-Red Slip) found at Periano Ghundai, Sur Jangal (IIT), and Rana Ghundai (III) (Fairservis
1959:355-356 Table 4, 306, 365). Rehman Dheri in the Gomal Valley and Jalilpur in Pakistani Punjab
were also settled at the same time, contemporary with the mid-late fourth millennium Mehrgarh Period
V (Mughal 1972:117-124; Jarrige 1981:113), while Kechi-Beg ware is also attested at Mundigak in
southern Afghanistan in Period I 4-5 (C. Jarrige et al. 1995:27). To the south, Kechi-Beg and Togau B-C
(particularly Togau C) are reported on numerous sites including Siah Damb (Period 11, i-ii) and Anjira
(from Period III) in the Surab region (De Cardi 1965:102, 109-110; 1983:9) and Sohr Damb in the
Khuzdar region. At Sohr Damb, Kechi-Beg and Togau C-D ceramics are attested in Period I burials, with
Kechi-Beg ware continuing into Period II, while Nal ware makes its appearance in this period (Franke-
Vogt 2005a:67, 70). Excavations conducted at Sohr Damb by U. Franke provide new radiocarbon dates
placing Period II between 3100 and 2700 BC, while Period I is situated before 3200/3100 BC
(Gorsdorf and Franke-Vogt 2007:705; Gorsdorf 2005:80). Togau C and ceramics that resemble Kechi-
Beg ware were also recovered from the earliest levels of Amri (Period I), the oldest site known that was
founded in the Indus Valley (Sind province), in association with local ceramic material (Casal 1964:27,
29, 58). In the Las Bela Plain, ceramics similar to those attested in the northern part of Pakistani
Balochistan were reported from Adam Buthi, although the assemblage of this site is mostly composed of
local ceramics (Franke-Vogt 2000). Farther south, on the coast, the earliest levels of Balakot (Period I)
provided sherds of Togau ware (style C) as well as Nal polychrome ceramics (Dales 1979:250-251). U.
Franke dates the foundation of Balakot (Period I) to around 3100/3000 BC (Franke-Vogt 2005¢:101).
Togau ware (in its style C) was a popular ceramic. It is reported from the Quetta region to the Las Bela
Plain in the south and from the Indus Valley to the Iranian border, including the Rakhshan Valley, the
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Panjgur Oasis (De Cardi 1983:42 fig. 5, 43; Stein 1931:pl. II Karb.1, Kar.1, pl. III Gar. 1), and Kech-
Makran.18 Kechi-Beg ware, or vessels with a comparable style, are also found in Kech-Makran in contexts
dated to the mid-late fourth millennium BC (Period I11a), where Western Balochistan Ceramic Complex
material and beveled-rim bowl fragments were recovered (Besenval 1997a; Mutin 2007).

Distribution of ceramics in the second half of the fourth millennium BC suggests that Pakistani
Balochistan was more densely occupied as does the presence of new settlements in eastern and south-
ern Pakistan. These ceramics also indicate that the relationships within regions of Pakistan and with
southern Afghanistan (Mundigak) were more extensive than during the first half of the fourth millenni-
um BC. It is, however, important to recall that the distributions of these ceramic styles (and others) were
not strictly homogeneous over these areas. Togau ware (style C-D) is widely attested in Pakistan, but it
seems absent from Mundigak in southern Afghanistan. Local and regional particularities, especially in
the south, as well as chronological variants of the main ceramic types are noted. In this regard, U. Franke
(2008:654) notes that the typical hooks used to decorate Togau C-D vessels are replaced by strokes in
southeastern Pakistani Balochistan. The same author also defined a “Southeastern Balochi Pottery
Complex” to designate the southeastern ceramic assemblages of the mid-late fourth and early third mil-
lennia BC. This complex is best illustrated by the earliest levels of Amri and Balakot, which include
ceramics that relate to the ceramic industries of northeastern Balochistan and southern Afghanistan (at
Damb Sadaat I, Mundigak II1.6-1V.1, Anjira III-IV, and Siah Damb II) and ceramics specific of the south
(Franke-Vogt 2005c).

Besides the emergence of new types of ceramic products, such as Kechi-Beg and Togau ware, the sec-
ond half of the fourth millennium BC in the Indo-Iranian Borderlands is marked by several changes in
settlement organization. At Mehrgarh Period IV (area MR1), houses are grouped together in blocks con-
nected by lanes. Storage jars appear and the large compartmented buildings characteristic of the previ-
ous periods disappear (C. Jarrige et al. 1995:28). Mehrgarh in Periods IV-V incorporated an important
center of ceramic production, where Kechi-Beg and Togau wares were manufactured. Improvements are
noticed in pottery technology, attested by the development of polychrome painted decorations and firing
techniques (Quivron 1980:269, 274, 276; Jarrige 1990:160; C. Jarrige et al. 1995:19, 23, 31;
R. P Wright 1995:665-666). In Period V (area MRC) a large pottery workshop including storerooms and
a vast kiln was uncovered (C. Jarrige et al. 1995:30, 320-321, 374, 425), as were drainage systems (area
MRK) dedicated to irrigation (C. Jarrige 1995:29-30, 461). Additionally, the first seals (in bone and clay)
appear at Mehrgarh in Periods IV-V (Jarrige 1981:112, fig. 13; C. Jarrige et al. 1995:36).

Quetta and Nal wares

Changes that appeared in the mid-fourth millennium BC continued and amplified in the late fourth and
the early third millennia BC. This period corresponds to Periods VI and VIIA-B (area MR1) at Mehrgarh,
dated to ca. 3100-2700 BC, and Period II at Sohr Damb, placed in the same chronological bracket. The
principal ceramic products of that time-period are termed Quetta, Nal, and the more recent Faiz
Mohammad ware, all of the above types being reported from Mehrgarh (C. Jarrige et al. 1995:35) and
numerous other settlements in Pakistan. Distribution of the ceramics continues to indicate an increase
in density of occupation in Pakistan, beginning in the late fourth millennium BC (Fairservis 1956:359;

Jarrige 1990:161). The ceramics also continue to show that regions of Pakistan were interconnected, as
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well as with sites in southern Afghanistan. Additionally, relations are attested with Shahr-i Sokhta in Iran,
from Period I (see below), and with Sarazm in Tajikistan, a site located more than a thousand of kilome-
ters from Mehrgarh (Lyonnet 1996). J.-E Jarrige considers that eastern Pakistani Balochistan was then,
as before, a culturally unified region (C. Jarrige et al. 1995:31, 36), and this is corroborated by parallels
observed between clay human figurines recovered from the Kachi Plain, and the Zhob and Loralai
Valleys (C. Jarrige 1987). On the other hand, several authors pointed out certain discrepancies in the dis-
tribution of the material culture in Pakistan during that period and defined geographically separate
ceramic traditions such as the “Zhob,” “Quetta,” “Nal,” and “Amri” traditions (Piggott 1947, 1950;
Fairservis 1956; Wheeler 1968:14; see Shaffer 1978:121-126). Although, today, the definition of these
traditions needs reappraisal and does not seem to agree with the totality of the data, one should acknowl-
edge that certain discrepancies indeed existed in the distribution of the main ceramic products of
Pakistan in the late fourth and early third millennia BC. As indicated above, this is suggested by the dif-
ferences in ceramic assemblages that led U. Franke to define the “Southeastern Balochi Pottery
Complex.” This is also shown by the painted ceramics named Quetta ware and Nal ware.

B. De Cardi considers Quetta ware as being mostly produced in the Quetta-Pishin area (De Cardi
1983:44-45, 44 fig. 6). This ceramic type is well-attested in this area, where it is reported from Kili Ghul
Mohammad, Damb Sadaat (from Period II) and the surface of several other sites. Quetta ware also shares
important similarities with ceramics from the Zhob, Loralai and Gomal Valleys (Gumla Period II) while
itis found in the Chagai district. It is found also sporadically on sites located immediately north of Surab,
where it is associated with a local variant bearing the same motifs (Kappoto ware) (Fairservis
1956:350-352; 1959; De Cardi 1983; Dani 1970) while U. Franke reports this ceramic style from Sohr
Damb.19 Quetta ware was also found at Shahr-i Sokhta and in southern Afghanistan at Mundigak, Deh
Morasi Ghundai, and Said Qala Tepe (see below).

On the other hand, Nal ware, although found in the north, is better represented in the southern half
of Pakistani Balochistan (De Cardi 1983:45). It was excavated at Sohr Damb(/Nal) in Period II contexts
(Hargreaves 1929:35; Franke-Vogt 2005a:66, 70, 71 fig. 12a); Nindowari (Casal 1966:19; De Cardi
1983:40, 45; Jarrige et al. 2011b:83-84); Anjira (De Cardi 1965:103; 1983:31); Balakot in Period I
(Dales 1979:250-251); and on the surface of several sites of the southern areas (De Cardi 1983).
Examples of Nal ware, or ceramics with similarities to Nal ware, are also reported from Kech-Makran.
This ceramic style is however not totally absent from the northern areas as examples of Nal ware are men-
tioned at Mehrgarh in Periods VI-VII (C. Jarrige et al. 1995:35; Franke 2008:661) and on several sites of
Sarawan (De Cardi 1983:48-49 Table 3). Nal ware or related style is also attested in southern
Afghanistan and at Shahr-i Sokhta and Tepe Yahya (see below). (It is important to point out that under
the label “Nal polychrome”, several distinct, albeit somewhat related styles of polychrome ceramics exist-
ed in the Indo-Iranian Borderlands (J. E. Jarrige, pers. comm.)

Compacted houses, settled in delimited blocks and characterized by an individual storage are still the
characteristics of the settlement of Mehrgarh in the late fourth and early third millennia BC. Pottery pro-
duction seems to increase and to be, as observed in the ethnographic records, on a scale almost similar
to that attested today (C. Jarrige et al. 1995:30-31; Audouze and C. Jarrige 1979; C. Jarrige and Audouze
1980; Santoni 1989). At Sohr Damb, the settlement of Period II is larger than in Period I while new

buildings are constructed. Habitations are small, contain storage jars and are grouped together (Franke-
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Vogt 2005a:73). At Anjira, important reconstructions are observed in the settlement of Periods IV-V. This
settlement, characterized by small houses, is more extensive and better organized than in the previous
periods while the architectural structures are also better built (De Cardi 1965:100, 102-103).

With the exception of the stamp seals (or button seals) made of bone and terra-cotta from Mehrgarh
Periods IV-V mentioned above, there is no evidence for administrative tool such as the tablets and cylin-
der-seals well-attested in Iran and Mesopotamia in the mid-late fourth millennium BC. No seal or seal
impression is attested within the Western Balochistan Ceramic Complex (with the exception of Shahr-i
Sokhta), although one may note that few architectural deposits related to this complex have been exca-
vated. None is reported from Sohr Damb in Pakistan. Seals in bone are reported from Harappa in the
same period (Ravi Phase), but it seems that it was starting with the later Kot Diji Phase (ca. 2800-2600
BC) that important changes occurred: soapstones and steatite replaced bone and clay, and these new
seals were glazed (Kenoyer 2002: http://www.harappa.com/indus3/e1.htm).

Regarding representations, one can recall representations of fishes and humans on the Nal ware and
the “Zhob” figurines found at Mehrgarh (from Periods VI-VII; C. Jarrige et al 1995:31; C. Jarrige 1987)
and in northeastern Pakistani Balochistan. J. M. Kenoyer notes about the figurines that “The diversity of
hair styles and ornaments on the figurines undoubtedly reflects the changing patterns of personal orna-
mentation by the peoples living at the site of Mehrgarh and may indicate increasing status differentiation
and ethnic diversity” (Kenoyer 2002; see Fairservis 1956:224-26; 1959:361).

1.2.4.3 Seistan and southern Afghanistan

The inhabitants of Mundigak, a site located in the Kandahar area (southern Afghanistan), shared several
of the ceramic styles identified in Pakistan in the first half of the fourth millennium BC (Meadow 1973;
C. Jarrige et al. 1995:24; Casal 1961:98). From the mid-fourth millennium BC Kechi-Beg ware is pres-
ent (Period I 4-5), Quetta ware and Nal polychrome ware appear in Period III, while the later Faiz
Mohammad ware is evident in Period IV 1-2 (C. Jarrige et al. 1995:27, 33; Shaffer 1978:81; Casal
1961:99, 112-114, 129-153). In the same region, Quetta ware and Faiz Mohammad ware are reported
from Deh Morasi Ghundai (Fairservis 1952:23; C. Jarrige et al. 1995:32), while Quetta, Faiz Mohammad,
Kechi-Beg and Nal wares are also reported from Said Qala Tepe (Shaffer 1978:50-64, 84-85; 1971:figs
12-13, 19, 21-22, 29). In Periods I to III, Mundigak is considered a small agricultural village before it
became an urban center from Period IV, including remains of fortications and a “palace” (Casal 1961:figs
22-23), during the first half of the third millennium BC.

Farther west, some of the above ceramic types were found at Shahr-i Sokhta Period I in Iranian
Seistan, in addition to the Proto-Elamite materials, burnished grey ware, and materials related to the
Western Balochistan Ceramic Complex. These types are Quetta ware (Period I, Phases 10-8); a few
sherds that resemble Nal polychrome ware (Periods I-II, Phases 10-6); and Faiz Mohammad ware
(Periods II-III) (Tosi 1969:325; Biscione 1974:134; 1984:69; Amiet and Tosi 1978:22-23; C. Jarrige et
al. 1995:27, 32; R. Wright 1984:85-124). The foundation of Shahr-i Sokhta is dated to the last quarter
of the fourth millennium BC (Salvatori and Tosi 2005:284, 289, fig. 12), and the sequence of this site
confirms the partly overlapping succession of these ceramics and the more recent date of Faiz
Mohammad ware vis-a-vis the others.

The ceramic assemblage of Shahr-i Sokhta Period I, while having analogies to Quetta ware, was at the



Geographical and Chrono-cultural Contexts 39

same time connected to ceramics of the Geoksyur Culture (Namazga IIT) located in the Tedzen Delta of
southern Turkmenistan (Lamberg-Karlovsky and Tosi 1973:24-25; Tosi 1969:325; Amiet and Tosi
1978:21; Sarianidi 1983:185-186; Biscione 1984). These parallels led C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky and M.
Tosi to define a vast interaction sphere including Turkmen sites, Shahr-i Sokhta, Mundigak, and the
Quetta Valley (Lamberg-Karlovsky and Tosi 1973:38, map 1). While the connections attested between
southern Afghanistan and the Quetta region were conceived as a Quetta tradition, the parallels between
Mundigak and Shahr-i Sokhta led to define the Helmand Civilization, centered on the Helmand Basin
and perceived as a development of both fourth millennium BC cultures of Balochistan and Turkmenistan
(Lamberg-Karlovsky and Tosi 1973:26; Biscione 1974:136-138; 1984:69; Shaffer 1992:459-461). It
was also envisaged that Quetta ware found in Pakistan and Afghanistan was the result of influences and
even invasions in these regions from southern Turkmenistan (Masson and Sarianidi 1969:12-14; De
Cardi 1965:114-116; 1970:260; Fairservis 1967:12; Sarianidi 1983:189). Other parallels indicate addi-
tional similarities in material culture: clay figurines (C. Jarrige et al. 1995:31), metal objects, seals, and
funerary practices (Sarianidi 1983:188-189).20 A different view is expressed by J.-E. Jarrige who points
out that, although they indeed share certain decorative styles and shapes, the Turkmen Geoksyur ceram-
ic and Quetta ware were not produced by the same method (C. Jarrige et al. 1995:33). He also argues for
the continuation of local ceramic traditions in Pakistani Balochistan, traditions that stretch back to the
Neolithic period and to the fifth millennium BC (Jarrige 1981:113-114),21 which would contradict the
invasion hypothesis.

Regardless, the assemblage of Shahr-i Sokhta Period I indicates that this settlement attracted peoples
with separate material culture, connected to spheres located to the east, north, west, and south at the
beginning of'its occupation. As noted by R. Biscione (1984), there are however also ceramics with no out-
side parallel, corresponding to the development of a local tradition. While many burials that can be
assigned to Period I were uncovered, little is known about the architectural contexts of this period, exca-
vated on a limited scale (Tosi 1969). The size of the settlement is, however, not the same as in the fol-
lowing Periods II and III when the site greatly extended (10 ha. to the maximum in Period I vs. over 100
ha. in Periods II-III; Salvatori and Tosi 2005:fig. 12). Contrary to the numerous sites of ca. 3000 BC men-
tioned in eastern Pakistani Balochistan, Shahr-i Sokhta appears as an isolated settlement in Seistan at
that time.

1.2.5 Southern Turkmenistan and Sarazm

The late Namazga II and the beginning of Namazga III in southern Turkmenistan (along the Kopet Dag
piedmont) are dated to the mid to late fourth millennium BC (3300 BC: Hiebert 2002:35). Thus, it falls
within the chronological bracket considered here. While southern Turkmenistan shows relationships to
Shahr-i Sokhta and to Mundigak and the Quetta Valley, it was impervious to the presence of the Proto-
Elamite phenomenon.

Settlements of the mid to late fourth millennium BC in southern Turkmenistan include those uncov-
ered at Kara-Depe, Gara, Namazga, Ilgynli, Altyn-Depe, Ulug-Depe, Geoksyur, Chong, Mullali, Gs 9,
Khapuz-Depe, a settlement near Serakhs, Parkhai II (burials) on the Sumbar River, Anau North not far
from Ashkabad, and surface scatters; and at least at five sites in Iranian Khorasan: Tepe Yam and Tepe
Shirvan in the upper Atrek Valley, and Yarim-DG, DG 14, and DG 28 in the Darreh Gaz Plain (Kohl
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1984:93-94; Hiebert 2002:35-36). Sites are lacking to the west until the Gorgan Plain, where the mate-
rial culture indicates another cultural sphere. Cultural relationships in Namazga I1I are attested in north-
ern Khorasan at Tepe Damghani in the area of Sabzevar (Francfort, pers. comm.) and at another site in
the area of Nishapur (Hiebert 2002:36). There is no evidence for cultural connections south of northern
Khorasan until Shahr-i Sokhta, ca. 700 km to the south.

P. Kohl notes that “the appearance of multi-roomed houses (...) [at Geoksyur 1, Chong, and Kara Depe
in the Namazga III Period] is interpreted as a reflection of an important shift in social organization from
the earlier Djeitun Period structured around nuclear families to a society structured around larger,
extended, possibly kin-related units” (Kohl 1984:95). Fortications in the shape of circular towers and but-
tressed curtain walls are present at several sites in the Geoksyur region (see Hiebert 2002:36). Namazga
III was also characterized at Geoksyur 1 by individual burials and collective burials in tholoi (Kohl
1984:96-98). In addition to changes in the internal organization of larger architectural units than were
present in the previous period, the Namazga III Period is marked by an “increasing concentration of peo-
ple in sites exceeding 9-10 ha in size. Important technological and economic advances were also
achieved as it can be seen in the appearance of two partitioned ceramic kilns and possibly slow turning
devices?? and in the construction of irrigation canals” (Kohl 1984:102). The shift toward two-chambered
kilns may indicate the development of industrial scale ceramic production (Hiebert 2002:35).

P. Kohl underscored differences between the ceramic assemblages of the Namazga I1I sites along the
Kopet Dag (Kohl 1984:103): “In the west grey ware seems to be found in increasing proportions as one
moves west from the Ashkhabad oasis. In the central piedmont (and probably the upper Atrek valley and
Darreh Gaz Plain) Kara-Depe dark-on-light monochrome ware with frequent zoomorphic motives is
characteristic, while in the eastern piedmont and lowland plains Geoksyur polychrome ware with geo-
metric designs is found. Figurines from the two regions are also distinctive, and most burials at Kara-
Depe were individual contracted internments, while the majority of burials from Geoksyur came from
the collective tholoi.” The Namazga III ceramics from Kara Depe include a majority of monochrome
painted vases decorated with zoomorphic motifs, rare polychrome Geoksyur ceramics, and 5-10% of bur-
nished grey ware. Burnished grey material is more frequent at this site than at those located to the east,
but less frequent than at Ak-Depe to the west (Kohl 1984:99-100). West of Ak-Depe, burials found at
Parkhai IT contained burnished grey ceramics (Hiebert 2002:36).

As indicated above, beyond the main cluster of sites with Namazga IlI-type pottery identified in
Turkmenistan and Iranian Khorasan, evidence is weaker to the west: the Gorgan Plain was then within
another ceramic polity. Some 700 km northeast of the main southern Turkmenistan cluster of Namazga
III sites, Sarazm, a site located in the Zeravshan Valley (Tajikistan), provided significant quantities of
Turkmen-like ceramics. The settlement is today protected over 16 ha, but probably extends over at least
40 ha. It includes domestic houses and structures grouped together in blocks as well as monumental con-
structions. Elements indicate that the site began to be occupied in the first half of the fourth millennium
BC, but the bulk of the occupation seems mostly situated between the mid to late fourth and the first half
of the third millennia BC (see Besenval and Isakov 1989; Isakov 1991; Lyonnet 1996; Isakovet al. 1987).
Sarazm was considered a colony established by people from the Kopet Dag area in the late Namazga II
Period, although a local origin is also proposed for the ceramics from this site that led to this hypothesis
(see Hiebert 2002:36; Lyonnet 1996:64-65; Isakov and Lyonnet 1998:44-45). As indicated above, large
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amounts of ceramics connected to the traditions of the mid-late fourth and early third millennia BC
observed in Afghanistan and Pakistan were also recovered from this site (Lyonnet 1996; Besenval and
Isakov 1989). More research is necessary on this isolated late Chalcolithic-early Bronze Age site to define
its chronology and material connections that point toward the south (Pakistan and Afghanistan), the west
(Turkmenistan) as well as to the Aral Sea and the Eurasian Steppes (Lyonnet 1996). It is likely that the
Zeravshan Valley with its richness in minerals had something to do with the foundation and occupation
of Sarazm (Besenval and Isakov 1989:18).

1.3 Why revisit Tepe Yahya Period IVC materials?

Concerning the above discussion, several questions emerge. Some concern the site of Tepe Yahya, but
others are obviously linked to broader considerations that concern the Proto-Elamite phenomenon and
archaeology of the Southeastern Iranian Plateau in the fourth and third millennia BC. Tepe Yahya Period

IVC remains a favorable candidate to provide numerous clues toward an understanding of the above.

1.3.1 Chronology

One of the primary considerations is the dating of the building complex of Period IVC and its relation-
ships to the previous and succeeding occupations at Tepe Yahya. Different dates have been offered con-
cerning Period IVC since the Proto-Elamite settlement was first excavated. These dates range from
around 3400 to 2900 BC (Potts 2001:195). The most recent chronological bracket proposed situates the
settlement between 3100 and 2800 BC, with an occupation that did not last more than 100 or 150 years
(Lamberg-Karlovsky 2001a:270; 1989:vi).

When Tepe Yahya was being excavated, it was noted that numerous types of ceramics of Period V
continued into Period IVC (Lamberg-Karlovsky 1972:95, 97; Lamberg-Karlovsky and Tosi 1973:32).
T. W. Beale later wrote that Black-on-Smooth Buff ware, a type of ceramic that appeared in Period V, was
also attested in contexts of Period IVC (Lamberg-Karlovsky and Beale 1986:82-84). Alternatively, it is
suggested that there was a chronological hiatus between Period VA and the construction of the building
complex of Period IVC (Lamberg-Karlovsky and Beale 1986:11). As noted above, this gap is based on evi-
dence from Tal-i Iblis and surveys conducted in the Daulatabad Plain; it is contemporary to Aliabad ware
and Dashkar are. However, J. Alden suggests that the Aliabad period and Tepe Yahya IVC were contem-
poraneous (Alden 1982a:616).

Period IVC was originally divided into two phases, Phases IVC2 and IVC1. The definition of these
two phases has changed over time. C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky (1989:vi-vii) has defined Phase IVC2 as the
construction of the mudbrick building and earliest floors and surfaces, while Phase IVC1 corresponds to
a series of later constructions and open areas added to the eastern side of the large building complex
(Areas A, B, C, and D). However, when Periods IVC and IVB were published, D. T. Potts included C. C.
Lamberg-Karlovsky’s Phase IVC1 within Phase IVC2 (see Potts 2001:1-14), holding in reserve Phase
IVC1 for deposits located at the top of the architectural complex which he considered as chronological-
ly and culturally connected to Period IVB and dated to a much later date (see Potts 2001:55-61, and
Chapter 2). The building complex of Period IVC (Potts’s Phase IVC2) probably did not last more than
100/150 years. As stressed by C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky, an important issue remains that it is virtually
impossible to be sure of the dates for the initial settlement of Tepe Yahya IVC or its abandonment and of
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their chronological relations to all occupations of Proto-Elamite nature (Lamberg-Karlovsky 2001a:270).
While it is currently almost impossible to provide greater details about the date for the Proto-Elamite
building complex of Tepe Yahya than that suggested recently (3100-2800 BC), one may discuss the
placement of this settlement within the chronological bracket proposed for the Proto-Elamite period, ca.
400 years, and its chronological relations to the other Proto-Elamite settlements known today.

The end of Period IVC and its transition with Period IVB remain controversial topics. The dating of
Period IVB was discussed at length in the monograph published in 2001 and remains a subject of dis-
agreement. Period IVB was initially dated to the first half of the third millennium BC (Lamberg-
Karlovsky 1971:87). Recent radiocarbon determinations based on eight samples from Phase IVB5 (six
charcoals and two seeds) and one sample from Phase IVB2 (one charcoal) (Lamberg-Karlovsky
2001a:276 Table A.1) tend to situate Period IVB within the second half and toward the end of the third
millennium BC. This corresponds to the Akkadian period and possibly to the post-Akkadian period in
Mesopotamia (Kohl 2001:221). This recent dating of Period IVB agrees with P. Amiet’s and D. T. Potts’s
(2001:200-201) proposal. D. T. Potts favors the hypothesis of a long gap of over 500 years between the
end of Phase IVC2 and Phases IVC1-IVB1. He suggests that the chlorite workshops (found in Phases
IVB4 to IVB1) date to the Akkadian and Ur III periods, and places Phase IVC1 around 2200 BC. He
interprets Phases IVB6 to IVB1 as directly following Phase IVC1, with the end of Phase IVBI1 situated
around 2000 BC (2001:200-201). D. T. Potts wrote (2001:199): “In the absence of a more precise under-
standing of the comparative and absolute chronology of southeastern Iran in the third millennium, none
of the ceramic indicators associated with Phases IVC1 and IVB6-1 can be taken as unequivocal evidence
of occupation between about 2800 and 2500 BC.” C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky does not agree with this pro-
posal; at a minimum, in his opinion, the question remains open (Lamberg-Karlovsky 2001a:271-276).
He reassessed the comparative materials mentioned by D. T. Potts for some artifacts found at Tepe Yahya
that led the latter (and P. Amiet before) to give a low date - the late third millennium BC - to this Period
IVB. He also mentioned ceramic types found in Phase IVB6 that evidence continuation with the Proto-
Elamite occupation. These materials are considered intrusive by D. T. Potts. C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky,
however, also acknowledges that “there is little continuity in the material culture within the subsequent
settlements” (Lamberg-Karlovsky 1989:ix). The new radiocarbon dates tend to give two possible dates for
Period IVB, around 2400 BC and around 2200 BC, while some ceramic parallels found in the Persian
Gulf at Umm an-Nar could range between 2700 BC and 2200 BC (Lamberg-Karlovsky
2001a:275-276). Although Tepe Yahya Period IVB is not the main topic of the present essay, certain
chronological aspects of this period, especially its beginning, are necessarily discussed here as well as
those related to Phases IVC1 and IVB6.

1.3.2 Culture

When he concluded the “Third Millennium” book published in 2001, D. T. Potts wrote (2001:206):
“Tepe Yahya certainly does have more than one ‘story’ to tell us.” While Tepe Yahya in Period IVC is con-
sidered a Proto-Elamite settlement (a label that it deserves), the local, indigenous, material component
of the occupation was continuously mentioned, and connections to the east, the Indo-Iranian
Borderlands, were indicated (Lamberg-Karlovsky 1972:96-97; 1977:37; 1984:349; 2001a:270; Potts
2001:198). As detailed here, it is clear that Tepe Yahya in Period IVC was embedded not only within the
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Proto-Elamite sphere, but also within spheres of relationships centered on the Southeastern Iranian
Plateau, as well as one connected to northern Iran. With this publication, it is hoped to provide more
detail concerning these cultural interactions at Tepe Yahya and on the Southeastern Iranian Plateau in
Proto-Elamite times. Period IVB is only briefly discussed, but relationships of this period to the other
major sites and polities of the Southeastern Iranian Plateau and the Persian Gulf will be evoked and com-

pared to those observed in the Proto-Elamite period.

1.3.3 Materials

The ceramics and small finds of Tepe Yahya IVC were not fully published or illustrated. These two groups
are here synthetized and the available data regarding the entire assemblage of Tepe Yahya Period IVC is
published herein.

1.4 Approach
1.4.1 Framework
The analysis, presentation, and interpretation of the objects are conceived as a bottom-to-top approach.
The description of the materials (definition of the groups and their quantities when available) is consid-
ered before analyzing their stratigraphic and spatial distributions (their context), and discussing their
extraregional parallels.23 The results of this three-level analysis are discussed with two main perspectives:
spheres of activity and chrono-cultural spheres. The first includes a discussion of the functional aspects
of the objects, their “role” within the settlement. The second perspective concerns the cultural traditions
these objects relate to. On this basis, an attempt is made to reconstruct the dynamics occurring in the set-
tlement of Period IVC using another three-level grid: their relation to proximate, regional, or extrare-
gional activities and polities.

The approach used here is to follow and combine the following:

1) In a paper published in 1973, C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky and M. Tosi used the concept of Interaction
Sphere to describe the situation on the Southeastern Iranian Plateau in the fourth and third millen-
nia BC, with a primary focus on Tepe Yahya and Shahr-i Sokhta. This concept, introduced to the
archaeology of Middle Asia by J. Caldwell (1964), still appears useful, for it is neutral; it does not
require models based on exploitative asymmetrical relationships, and it is equipped to include dif-
ferent types of relationships, on different levels, and not restricted to considerations of economic and
political relations. “A study of interaction spheres requires one to examine the specific type and
nature of the interaction as well as the extent of the geographical sphere confronted” (Lamberg-
Karlovsky 2001a:278).

2) This last remark recalls D. T. Potts’s concluding comment in quoting C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky and
M. Tosi’s article (Potts 2001:206): “Above all, what should be retained from their sketches is the
notion that the different fossil indicators used (...) probably reflect not a few, but many different
planes of activity, or interaction spheres, in which the sites involved played some role.” The same
author already expressed this in 1980 when he discussed the notion of community in anthropologi-
cal literature (Potts 1980:416-423) and quoted A. Macfarlane who defined community as an “activ-
ity’ specific word” (Macfarlane 1977:13).

3) This publication is based on material culture, especially ceramics, and one is in agreement with
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researchers who consider material culture as identity markers, including those who believe that
technology represents ideologies (see Demoule 1994; Lemonnier 1993; R. P. Wright 2002). In the
case of ceramics we believe that similar vessel types, especially those decorated, that were shared
by distant populations implies that they understood the codes of meaning conveyed by the pots.
Ceramics indicate additional types of relationships beyond their distribution and use as a com-
modity. They may reflect identities (see Barth 1969; Hardin 1970; Wobst 1977; Plog 1980;
R. P Wright 1984:354; and Méry 2000:62). This has certain limits, as exemplified by C. Kramer
(1977, 1985) and by the ethnographic example of M. Dietler and I. Herbich (1994). These last
authors have shown on the basis of an ethnographic investigation in Kenya that a ceramic style
does not necessarily represent an identity marker beyond the context of its production. A pot can
be distributed beyond ethnic boundaries, even between populations who do not speak the same
language (Dietler and Herbich 1994:465, 468). While taking this into account, a concentration of
similar artifacts in the same area has the potential to reflect strong relationships within this area
while an analysis of the distribution of the ceramic styles narrows our research toward the defini-
tion of a group’s boundaries and/or polities of interaction.

1.4.2 Archaeological contexts

As indicated above, the monograph published in 2001 indicates that several ceramic types found in
D. T. Potts’s Phase IVC2 (Lamberg-Karlovsky’s Phases IVC2-IVC1) were also recovered from Phases
IVC1 and IVB6. D. T. Potts considers them as intrusive in Phases IVC1-IVB6 and dates these phases
to a much later date. C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky does not totally agree with this interpretation. Starting
with D. T. Potts’s conception, it appears to us that to characterize the ceramic assemblage of Tepe
Yahya Period IVC, a focus on D. T. Potts’s Phase IVC2 contexts, is not sufficient. Indeed, whether or
not the materials related to the Proto-Elamite period found in Phases IVC1-IVB6 were intrusive in
these phases, they provide important information in terms of techniques, forms, and decorations
which complement the definition of the productions found in Phase IVC2. Furthermore and signifi-
cantly the analysis of the objects from the collection of the PMAE confirms that many of the ceramic
types recovered from Phase IVC2 were in fact also present in Phases IVC1-IVB6 contexts. This led us
to offer an interpretation differing from that of D. T. Potts regarding these phases.

The archaeological contexts primarily included in the present study are those related to Phases IVC2,
IVC1, and IVB6. Nevertheless, in order to discuss the transition between Periods IVC and IVB, and
because some of the ceramics from Period IVB were also found in Period IVC contexts, several contexts
from Period IVB (from Phase IVB5 onward) are considered here. Information about the archaeological
contexts of Tepe Yahya Periods IVC and IVB was mostly obtained from the description of the excavation
units listed by phase provided by D. T. Potts in the monograph published in 2001 (Potts 2001:2, 56, 79,
108-109, 146, 162, and 180-182; Appendices A-E). However, he discarded a number of contexts that
are not listed in that publication. Some of them contain important data and are worthy of mention. The
contexts discarded by him and included here are termed in this essay “secondary contexts” and discussed
separately. Discussion about them and about Periods IVC and IVB in general was complemented by data
from Lamberg-Karlovsky and Beale 1986 and from the field reports that were generously made available
to me by C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky. The archaeological contexts of Phases IVC2-IVB5 are succinctly pre-
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sented here in order to provide support for our interpretation. They were thoroughly presented by
D. T. Potts before (2001). As detailed in Chapter 2, D. T. Potts’s definitions of Phases IVC2-IVB6 is kept

and used here, although our interpretation of these phases is not the same.

1.4.3 The ceramics

As noted above, the original position of materials found in Periods IVC and IVB contexts remains con-
troversial. It has recently been suggested that the assemblages of these periods were mixed
(Madjidzadeh 2008:95). The monograph published in 2001, in particular the synthetic plates pro-
vided by D.T.Potts (2001:figs 1.7-1.12, 1.14-1.17, 1.20-1.21, 1.23-1.24, 1.28, 1.35, 1.38, 1.43,
1.45), indicate that similar types of productions were recovered from Phases IVC2-1 and IVB6 con-
texts. These ceramics could indicate continuity between these phases if one would be sure that they
were not intrusive from one or the other contexts (as suggested by D. T. Potts for some of them). While
the styles of some of them clearly indicate, by comparisons, that they could not have existed at the
same time and were, thus, truly intrusive, this is more complicated to ascertain for others, especially
types that have no parallel or equivocal ones beyond Tepe Yahya. However, the diagnostic elements
show that mixes happened between the assemblages of the two periods (see Chapter 3). Sixteen
reconstructions made in the collection of the PMAE with sherds from Phases IVC2, IVC1, IVB6, and
IVB5 contexts add a little more element to confirm this (Table 1.3). These reconstructions imply that
important perturbations such as burrows split the materials into separate diachronic excavation units.
Open areas such as Areas F and G (see Chapter 2) are also more prone to mixing during excavation
(loose soil and collapsed materials) than contexts inside the building where floors and architectural
structures were solid stratigraphic markers. As indicated by C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky (pers. comm.),
some pits were not identified until their excavation was in process, so that materials from upper
deposits (the surfaces where the pits were dug and their fillings) were registered together with those
from lower contexts (that the pits traversed).

Considering the mixing of Phases IVC2-IVB6, the primary goal of the ceramic analysis is to define
“what goes with what,” in other words, which types of productions were contemporaneous and char-
acterize 1) Period IVC - the Proto-Elamite occupation and 2) Period IVB24 which is best defined from
Phase IVB5. Although the ceramic corpus discussed here is not the complete assemblage of Tepe
Yahya Period IVC, one may consider that the main ceramic productions of the Proto-Elamite period
are represented here and allow for discussion of important chronological and cultural aspects, not
only regarding Tepe Yahya, but also other sites of Middle Asia.

1.4.3.1 Corpus
The corpus of the present study comes from both the collection held by the PMAE and available pub-
lished sources. Materials presented in previous publications on Tepe Yahya are presented again as they
represent the best diagnostics, while additional documentation is provided here.

Eight hundred and fifty ceramic fragments and vessels have been selected, individually numbered,
described and recorded in a database. These are documented (drawn and photographed), among
thousands of fragments observed in the collection and available sources. In addition to these 850

sherds, for comparison, ca. 600 fragments were also selected and documented from contexts assigned
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to Period IVB (from Phase IVB5 onward). The Period IVB assemblage briefly discussed in this publi-
cation was defined upon this selection and elements published before.

The ceramic assemblage of Period IVC is defined on the basis of fragments found mostly in Phases
IVC2 to IVB6 (644 sherds), a few sherds from other IVB contexts (13), and 193 fragments reported from
“secondary contexts” (Table 1.4).25 Six hundred and ninety-nine sherds represent the IVC ceramic
assemblage, while 151 are materials found in Phases IVC2-IVB6 with stylistic relations to the previous
and following periods. The majority of the fragments of ceramics reported here come from Trenches A,
B, BW, CW, and C excavated in the southern part of the mound.

The quantities indicated here correspond to the number of sherds identified in the collection of the
PMAE and available sources. This corpus should not be considered as an accurate sample of the Period
IVC (and IVB) assemblage. The assemblage was split between Iran (Tehran Iran-Bastan Museum) and
Harvard University in the 1970s, and it is not possible to know the exact number of sherds recovered
from the contexts of Period IVC. Nevertheless, quantitatively, our corpus does not appear totally unrep-
resentative. A rough estimation of the assemblage from Period IVC may be obtained from T. W. Beale
who mentioned that the beveled-rim bowls represented “less than 5% of the total ceramic assemblage
from Period IVC” at the end of the 1973 field season (Beale 1978:300). This count does not take account
of the ceramics from Trench A excavated in 1975. T. W. Beale numbered 153 beveled-rim bowl frag-
ments in 1973 (139 sherds and 14 complete profiles). Although it is not clear what contexts he includ-
ed in his counts and if he included material from the three phases defined by D. T. Potts considered here,
this would mean that the IVC assemblage as defined by T. W. Beale in 1973 consisted of 3,060 sherds.
The present corpus from Trench A contains 39 beveled-rim bowl sherds. Trench A represents approxi-
mately 20% of the total surface for Period IVC in the southern part of the mound, excavated in 1975. As
seen before, Trench A comprises half of one of the rooms of the Period IVC mudbrick building, adjacent
constructed areas, and open areas, while the rest of the mudbrick building and large open areas were in
Trenches B, BW, C, and CW. A coarse estimate that considers the excavated volumes of soil and amount
of sherds per excavated volume similar across the occupation of Period IVC would give 3,672 as a total
maximum count of sherds for Period IVC, including Trench A. This is of course a very rough approxi-
mation. This estimate enables us to suggest that the assemblage was probably on the order of 3,000 to
5,000 sherds, perhaps more, but not in the proportions of sites like Chogha Mish. Thus, the 644 sherds
selected from Phases IVC2-IVB6 (837 including fragments from “secondary contexts”) might constitute
10 to 20% of the assemblage from Period IVC. The present corpus contains ca. 450 rims and fragments
with complete profile defined as IVC ceramic assemblage, which, in comparison with the estimated
total, seems to represent a reasonable Minimum Number of Vases.

On the other hand, it is likely that some groups of production are overrepresented, while others are
underrepresented. Indeed, the only information regarding real counts of sherds was provided for
beveled-rim bowls. Beveled-rim bowl fragments included in the present analysis represents15% of our
corpus (Phases IVC2-IVB6 and “secondary context;” see Chapter 3), while this type of ceramic repre-
sented less than 5% of the IVC assemblage counted in the field in 1973. Qualitatively, while no exact
count can be obtained, the present corpus appears to illustrate the variety of the ceramic assemblage of
Period IVC. The ceramic fragments that were brought to Harvard University include all the main ceram-

ic types published by the excavators and are supplemented here by new elements.
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The selected materials are vessels and sherds with complete profile, rims, bases, and decorated and
undecorated body fragments that provide important information in terms of traditions of production.
The rims counts provide us with a coarse estimate of a Minimum Number of Vases found throughout the
collection.

1.4.3.2 Analysis

The ceramic analysis follows the main principles of the concept of “chaine opératoire™26 which aims at
reconstructing the different stages of fabrication of the vase, from the acquisition of the raw material (the
clay), its preparation (cleaning, tempering, and kneading), the montage of the vase (including forming
techniques and finishing processes), and its firing. An additional step, before or after the firing, is the dec-
oration. This ceramic reconstruction is, however, incomplete as most of the documentation is based on
ceramic fragments, offering information only on some of the above sequences. Supplementary informa-
tion is, nevertheless, available in previous studies (Vandiver 1986; R. P. Wright 1984). The first step of
the ceramic analysis was to differentiate the main groups of production and then the related categories
of forms.

The fabric, macro-traces of fabrication, surface treatment of the vessels and firing are envisaged first,
through macroscopic observations. Groups of production are distinguished on this basis, but in our analy-
sis, formal and decorative aspects are favored over fabric’s and manufacture’s aspects in some cases when
strong relationships are noticed in form and decoration between ceramics. With regard to the fabric, veg-
etal-tempered materials and mineral-tempered materials are distinguished. Mineral-tempered fabrics
are provisionally classified here within four main groups according to the size and quantity of the inclu-
sions: 1) very fine fabric: invisible or very small particles, none or rare particles; 2) fine fabric: maximum
particles size < 0.5 mm, several particles; 3) medium fabric: maximum particles size < 1 mm, several to
numerous particles; 4) coarse fabric: maximum particles size > 1 mm, several to numerous particles2?
An important sample of Periods IVC and IVB ceramics has been sent for Instrumental Neutron
Activation Analysis, as part of a larger on-going project. The INAA is in progress and the results do not
appear here. These analyses will give greater detail about 1) the compositions of the groups of produc-
tions discussed here; and, 2) whether they are local productions or related to distant “centers”.

The classification of the form uses the main principles of morphometric and morphological
approaches developed by H. Balfet (Balfet et al. 1983) and adopted in the study of ceramic assemblages
from Oman by S. Méry (Méry 2000:59-61). The classification begins with a distinction between open
and close forms, including various degrees of aperture (Table 1.5). The second criteria is the proportion
(defined by the ratio MaxD/H) that differentiates flat vessels from deep ones. The size of the vessel is then
considered. In order to simplify the description, functional names are used to refer to the categories
defined on the basis of these factors. Rim and wall thicknesses are considered as well, as these measure-
ments may express certain regularities in the production. Finally, these metric criteria are combined with
information regarding morphology (Table 1.6). It is, however, important to note that much of the present
corpus could not be described in such detail, as it is composed mostly of sherds.

Analysis of decoration considers different techniques including the color of the paint, slipping, inci-
sion, and appliqué; the position of the decoration on the vessels (inside, outside, on the rim, upper body,

lower body, and on the base); the motifs (mostly geometric, animal, and vegetal); the compositions (inside
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bottom-centered; friezes when the motifs, combined or not, are repeated in a horizontal row narrower
than half the height of the vessel; panel when the motifs, combined or not, are repeated in a horizontal
row wider than half the height of the vessel).

The contexts of the sherds are systematically detailed and placed on a map of the excavated areas in
most cases, by phase and location, according to available contextual data assigned at the time of excava-
tion and to available phases assigned later by D. T. Potts (2001). Stylistic comparisons are then sought in
assemblages of archaeological sites in Middle Asia.

The sum of technological and typological traits observed on each sherd, their context and their par-
allels (when available) enable us to define several styles of production for Period IVC.28 These styles are
labeled according to occurrences within a wider geographical sphere of influence. The Period IVC
assemblage includes: 1) The Proto-Elamite component: beveled-rim bowls, low-sided trays, carinated
bowls, a plain bowl, pedestal-based goblets, spouted vessels, decorated jars, two sherds with inscribed
Proto-Elamite signs (?), and a fragment with an incised animal decoration; 2) The Southeastern Iranian
Plateau component (SEIP) including: a) Group A (Western Balochistan Ceramic Complex), a very fine,
painted ware and possible imitations of Group A; b) Groups B1 to B6, a series of painted vessels; ¢) Group
C, a polychrome production; d) Group D, a black-on-red-slipped ware. The Southeastern Iranian Plateau
(SEIP) component Group A may be related to ceramics found in the Iranian Seistan-Balochistan province
and Pakistani Kech-Makran. It is hypothesized that SEIP Groups B-D represent elements essentially
found in Kerman. Reservations are expressed as to whether some of the vessels of SEIP Groups B-D
belonged to the Proto-Elamite period (especially Group B6); 3) Burnished ware with connections to
northern Iran; 4) “face pots;” 5) a Sialk III fragment (?); 6) one fragment that may be related to Nal ware
and one to the site of Amri in Pakistan; 7) and Plain wares. Additionally, materials of Period V and of the
Yahya V/IVC transitional Period defined beyond Tepe Yahya, as well as ceramics from Period IVB found
in Phases IVC2-IVBG6 contexts are briefly discussed.

1.4.4 Other types of materials
Small finds comprise objects that are not ceramic vessels, tablets, seals and sealing impressions. They are
classified and presented here by their type of raw material. The corpus of small finds is listed by phase by
D. T. Potts (2001:Appendices C, D, and E) and primarily includes here those found in Phases IVC2 to
IVB6 contexts. D. T. Potts lists 288 objects from those phases. These objects were assigned a registration
number consisting of a letter and/or a number (such as e1242 and z-251). An additional series of 48 ele-
ments of lithic industry assigned to Period IVC and five small finds from Trenches AN2 (SF 821 and 822),
XBE (ad-0014), and XC (ad-0016 and ad-0017) are added here.29 It is important to note that only a small
portion of these objects have been observed by the present author. Their descriptions were aided by
descriptions (material and dimensions) synthetized by D. T. Potts from cards completed in the course of
the excavation, drawings and photographs, and specific analyses provided by specialists such as D. Heskel
and C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky (1980, 1986) regarding the metallurgy, M. Piperno (1973) regarding the
lithic industry, and P. Kohl (2001) and C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky (1988) concerning the chlorite corpus.
A recap of the tablets and glyptic art is also included in order to provide a complete synthesis of the
material culture of Period IVC. The tablets and glyptic art were fully studied and published by
P. Damerow and R. K. Englund (1989) and H. Pittman (2001).
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As in the case of the ceramic fragments, the various categories of small finds, the tablets and glyptic

art are positioned on maps of the excavated areas.

1.4.5 Settlement on the Southeastern Iranian Plateau

Analysis of the ceramics from Tepe Yahya Period IVC led us to look for comparative materials and their
distribution on the Southeastern Iranian Plateau. This is presented here. For this, available sources are
considered which include publications related to excavated and surveyed sites in this area, as well as on
the basis of elements of the Sir M. A. Stein’s collection from the Bampur Valley held by the PMAE and
the collections from Shahr-i Sokhta held in Rome (Palazzio Brancaccio and IsIAO) and Bologna
(Department of Archaeology), and data previously obtained from Kech-Makran (see Besenval in the ref-
erences; Mutin 2007).






2 Archaeological Context of Period IVC:
Recap and Discussion

It is not necessary to describe in detail the archaeological contexts related to Period IVC at Tepe Yahya.
Descriptions were provided by D. T. Potts (2001:1-78) and C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky (1970, 1971,
1972, 1989), while T. W. Beale and S. M. Carter (1983) offered a specific study of the architecture of
the Proto-Elamite building complex. It is useful to make available in this volume a map and a section
(Figures 2.1-2.2) showing the deposits of this period and to discuss both the main outline of occupa-
tion and the analyses conducted concerning the contexts.

Period IVC followed three earlier periods of occupation: Periods VII to V dated to from the sixth
to the fourth millennia BC.30 The main occupation that followed Period IVC is Phase IVB5 charac-
terized by the “Persian Gulf Room,” itself followed by successive, badly preserved, levels defined as
Phases IVB4 to IVB2 (see Potts 2001:105-159). Phase IVB1 is situated above Phase IVB2 and repre-
sents a well preserved occupation characterized by two quadrangular rooms and a circular structure
(“tholos”) (see Potts 2001:161-177). While the remains of Periods VII to V were mostly excavated in
Trenches C and D (and also in Trenches A, B, BW and CW for Periods VIA and VB), those of Periods
IVC and IVB were uncovered essentially in Trenches A, B, and BW (to a lesser extent in Trenches C
and CW). The succession of the main IVC-IVB occupations - the Proto-Elamite complex (Period IVC),
the “Persian Gulf Room” complex (Phases IVB5), and the IVB1 complex - is well-illustrated in the
north section of Trenches B-BW (Figure 2.1).31 These three main architectural levels appear in this
section within a two meter thick deposit. In this section several deposits located between the top of
the architectural complex of Period IVC and the bottom of Phase IVB5 architecture can be distin-
guished. These deposits and other related features found throughout the exposed areas have been
assigned by D. T. Potts to Phases IVC1 and IVB6. D. T. Potts identifies Phase IVC2 as corresponding
to the occupation of the Proto-Elamite building complex, while Phases IVC1 and IVB6 postdate it. As
indicated above, this definition is different from that of C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky (1989) who sees lit-
tle distinction between Phases IVC1 and IVB6.

2.1 The Proto-Elamite complex

The Proto-Elamite complex of Period IVC (Potts’s Phase IVC2) was excavated in the southern part of
the site in Trenches A, B, BW, C, and CW. It is assumed that other parts of the mound were also cov-
ered by similar constructions (Beale and Carter 1983:81). The remains of the Proto-Elamite settle-
ment were unearthed over almost 500 square meters. The architecture and soils associated with this
occupation were not preserved to more than 0.50 m high.32 The complex of Period IVC consists of a
large mudbrick building, surrounded by other constructions and open areas attached to its eastern,
northern, and western sides (Figure 2.2).

The complex was constructed mostly directly upon an anterior construction - an imposing level-
ling - dated to Period VIA (Lamberg-Karlovsky and Beale 1986:132-139). Evidence for Period V
occupation below the building complex of Period IVC consists of some structures with ceramics
assigned to Periods VC-VA. In spite of the 0.50 to 1 meter thick deposits of Period VA located below
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two walls of Period IVC illustrated on the east section of Trench B (Lamberg-Karlovsky and Beale
1986:145, fig. 6.25), the excavators noted that it is not known whether any construction of Period V
existed in the area occupied later by the building complex of Period IVC, or whether it was removed
when the complex was constructed (Potts 2001:1-2; see Lamberg-Karlovsky and Beale
1986:132-140, 148, 150-151). The absence of substantial structures and features beneath Period
IVC suggests a gap separating this period from the earlier Period V.

Details about the layout and the construction of the building complex of Period IVC and compar-
isons to architectures found in Mesopotamia and southwestern Iran are described by T. W. Beale and
S. M. Carter (1983) and D. T. Potts (2001:10-13). The complex is oriented in a north-south direction
and measures at least 17 x 12.5 m. It was built without foundations and using standardized size mud-
bricks measuring 48 x 24 x 8 cm (Beale and Carter 1983:82). Stones were rarely used in construc-
tion. The layout of the complex follows accurate architectural principles based on a constant unit of
measurement, the “Yahya Kus,” defined by T. W. Beale and S. M. Carter. One can distinguish the main
mudbrick building from later additions which are: the structures and associated floors positioned to
the east, the small partition wall of Rooms 3 and 4, and perhaps the buttressing located against its
western facade (Beale and Carter 1983:87). The layout of these additional structures (C. C. Lamberg-
Karlovsky’s Phase IVC1) nevertheless agrees with that of the mudbrick building (Beale and Carter
1983:87) and, as indicated by C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky, they were “slightly later” (Lamberg-Karlovsky
1989:vi). They were, thus, in use when the mudbrick building was occupied.

Six rooms (Room 1 and Rooms 3 to 7) and one corridor (Room 2) were excavated in the mud-
brick building, in Trenches A, B, and BW. The two largest rooms are Rooms 1 and 5. Room 1’s inte-
rior space measures 2.50 x 6.70 m or 2.50 x 8.12 m when combined with the corridor/Room 2.
Room 5’s northern portion was not excavated. The interior space of this room is 2.58 m wide; it
might be up to 8.60 m long. Rooms 6, 3, and 4 are smaller; they measure 2.3 x2.74 m, 0.85x2.14 m,
and 0.90 x 2.16 m, respectively (Beale and Carter 1983:82). Room 7 is only known from its south-
western corner. Room 1 has two accesses to the exterior: one is through Areas C and D which are dis-
cussed below, while the other one is through the corridor/Room 2. Room 5’s access was not found.
It is likely located in the northern portion of this room in Trench AW (unexcavated). Rooms 3, 4, and
6 are located south of Rooms 1-2 and 5. They are disconnected from the rest of the building. Access
to these rooms was made possible through a corridor that runs beyond the eastern balk of Trench B.
The rooms of the mudbrick building contained several features: a fireplace and a mudbrick bench in
Room 6 and a fireplace (in its southern part) and a step-down (in its northern part next to the
entrance opened to Area D) in Room 1. Also, at least five successive superimposed well-constructed
floors were found in Room 1. Rooms 3 and 4 are interpreted as storerooms (Potts 2001:10-11).

Immediately east of Rooms 1 and 2 are three areas delimited by compacted clay walls that flank
the eastern side of the mudbrick building: Areas C, D, and E. As noted before, these areas are inter-
preted as later additions to the mudbrick building (Beale and Carter 1983:87; see Lamberg-
Karlovsky 1989:vi). However, although these areas were apparently set up after the rooms of the
mudbrick building, they likely functioned at the same time. Areas C and D allowed access to
Room 1. Both these two areas provided remains of flooring. They were supplied with two fireplaces:
one in Area C and one in Area D. The postholes identified in Area C probably represent the remains
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of supports for vegetal roofing or walling. Area E, located south of Areas C and D and next to the cor-
ridor/Room 2 (the corridor that leads into Room 1), is characterized by a fireplace and a mudbrick
and stone bench. North of Areas C-D and the Room 1 is Area B. It flanks the northern side of the
mudbrick building and separates it from another construction to the north: an earth platform known
only by its corner excavated in Trench A. Area B is delimited to the east by a fired ceramic drain that
drained into a basin limed with stones and attached to the facade of the platform. Two floors, three
fireplaces, a rock pile, and a large amount of ash and burning traces were found in Area B. Also, two
pits were located in this area. They might be more recent, in particular Pit n°2 that was dug into one
of the ovens and the ceramic drain. In its western portion, Area B might have given access to Room 5
and/or to other possible areas located in Trench AW (unexcavated). East of Areas B and C, beyond
the ceramic drain, is a courtyard labeled Area A. It continues southward beyond the eastern balk of
Trench A. Area A included several floors but rare architectural remains.

The western part of the building was excavated in Trenches BW, CW, and C. The spaces are des-
ignated as Areas F, G, and H. In this area, the mudbrick building (the south side of Room 7; the west
side of Room 5; the west and south sides of Room 6; and the west side of the southern corridor that
leads to Rooms 6, 3, and 4) is bordered by deposition of mudbricks and mudbrick fragments. This
deposit was interpreted as a buttressing that probably served to reinforce or support the facade of the
mudbrick building that was situated on the slope of the mound to the west. Nevertheless, D. T. Potts
considers this deposit as not a buttressing and as not part of the original plan of the complex of
Period IVC, and assigns it to the later Phase IVC1 (Potts 2001:55).33 C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky
believes that the buttress was clearly resting on the same floor from which the building was con-
structed and positioned directly against the wall of the building. Contra D. T. Potts, this structure is
considered by T. W. Beale and S. M. Carter a slightly later addition to the building. They also stressed
that the width of the buttressing agrees with the architectural measurement standards employed in
the layout of the building complex (Beale and Carter 1983:87). Furthermore, a ceramic drain of the
same type as the one found in Area A (detailed hereafter) cuts through the western wall of Room 5
and continues into Area G. This drain is associated with the IVC building, and it cuts through the but-
tressing as well (see Potts 2001:13 and 54, fig. 1.60). Thus, in spite of some uncertainties, nothing
seems to contradict that the structure that borders the western fagade of the mudbrick building was
contemporaneous with the complex and served as buttressing.

The western walls of the mudbrick building face an open space of 6 to 9 m wide (Areas F, G,
and H) located between the buttressing and a series of mudbrick walls constructed on the western
slope of the mound (Trench CW). The ceramic drain that cuts through Room 5 into Area G is con-
sidered as a continuation of the one in Areas A/B which disappears into the eastern balk of Trench
AW (unexcavated) (Potts 2001:7). Other remains of a drainage system were recovered in Area H
(Trench C) which also contained a “cooking” pit. These structures, as well as the architecture identi-
fied in Trench CW, belong to the same occupation as the building complex of Period IVC, although
their direct relationship to the major IVC structures could not be detailed (Potts 2001:13-14).
Another find that might have belonged to the occupation of Period IVC is the burial of a child. As
indicated by T. W. Beale, it is not certain whether this burial was part of Phase VA.1 or Period IVC.
It is sealed from above by a wall of Period IVC (Lamberg-Karlovsky and Beale 1986:151).
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2.2 Phases IVC1 and IVB6

Period IVC is divided into two phases: Phases IVC2 and IVC1. The definitions of these phases have
changed over time. Phase IVC1 is conceived by D. T. Potts as a phase of archaeological deposition poste-
rior to the primary occupation of the building complex, i.e. Phase IVC2. Thus, Phase IVC1 is supposed
to have existed after the abandonment of the complex and before Phase IVB6. According to him, Phase
IVC1 includes: the fill deposits (secondary deposits) that lie above the floors to the tops of the walls of
the mudbrick building, within and around it; the buttressing mentioned above; a series of unarticulated
and irregular walls and structures found in Trenches BW and CW (context CW.71.7); and walls and lay-
ers found in Trench AN?2 at the top of the mound (Potts 2001:55-56). This definition differs from that of
C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky, T. W. Beale, and S. M. Carter (see above). We will not dwell again on the
description of Phase IVC1 and its related architectural and depositional features and the buttressing
assigned to this phase by D. T. Potts. Besides this structure and the layers excavated in Trench AN2 to the
north, the only architectural remains of Phase IVC1 are the walls unearthed in Trenches BW and CW
(Potts 2001:57, fig. 2.1). According to D. T. Potts, the fill deposits of Phase IVC1 include soils related to
the abandonment and to the natural filling of the mudbrick building, and trash thrown away by the peo-
ple who occupied the area after the abandonment of the complex of Period IVC. Because of the eroded
nature of the architecture and the nature of the fill, it is suggested that following Phase IVC2 the site was
abandoned for a large amount of time before its reoccupation. As detailed before, according to
D. T. Potts’s analysis of the related objects, Phase IVC1 supposedly started two or even five centuries after
the abandonment of the complex of Period IVC (Potts 2001:56, 199-203). C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky, in
turn, interprets Phase IVC1 as a period of transient occupation and the natural fill following the major
abandonment of Phase IVC2. Contrary to D. T. Potts, the basic continuity of material remains supports a
view of continuity of Phases IVC2 and IVC1.

Phase IVC1 is followed by Phase IVB6. Phase IVB6 was not observed in the field but defined later
by D. T. Potts on the basis of sections, plans, and notes available in the field-seasons reports (Potts
2001:79-81). As stated by him, evidence for this phase is scarce. Indeed, the architecture of Phase
IVBS5 rests directly upon the building of Period IVC in the center of Trench B (Potts 2001:figs 3.5-3.6),
but D. T. Potts could delineate a certain amount of deposits between the two occupations in other areas
exposed. This is particularly obvious in the north section of Trenches B-BW, where the deposits
between the mudbrick building of Period IVC and Phase IVB5 architecture measure up to approxi-
mately 0.50 m in thickness. Many contexts are assigned by D. T. Potts to Phase IVB6. In the north sec-
tion of Trenches B-BW, the IVB6 contexts are: a series of floors, a fireplace, several layers of soil, sur-
faces, and a wall constructed upon a wall of Period IVC. Two other walls, a floor (Potts 2001:84, fig. 3.3),
and a series of seven pits dug into the complex of Period IVC are assigned to this phase (Pits n°4-10).34

D. T. Potts’s careful examination of the documentation allowed him to define a gap after the aban-
donment of the complex of Period IVC and before the construction of the complex of Phase IVB5, filled
by two intermediate phases. Nevertheless, as stated by him: no plan of Phase IVB6 nor of Phase IVC1
could be reconstructed over all the areas exposed in Trenches A, B, BW, C, and CW; stratigraphic rela-
tionships between certain features associated with Phase IVB6 (especially the pits that may have been
dug from levels located above, as also noted by T. W. Beale) could not be ascertained; and the relation-

ship of this phase to the previous Phase IVC1 remains unclear. Thus, the archaeological contexts ofboth
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Phases IVC1 and IVB6 remain ambiguous. Probably responsible for this are also the construction of
Phase IVB5 and the concomitant destructions of the previous layers. D.T. Potts noted that Phases
IVC1 and IVB6 look like squatter occupations, but, according to him, an effort of levelling took place
starting with Phase IVB6 (Potts 2001:81). Another issue related to the definition of Phases
IVCI1-IVB6 is the nature of the material assemblage related to these phases. Indeed, Phases IVC1 and
IVB6 are allegedly two to three or five to six centuries posterior to the complex of Period IVC (Potts
2001:199-203). Yet, as illustrated in Chapters 2 and 3 of D. T. Potts’s monograph (2001), besides the
objects that refer to Period IVB, numerous materials that obviously relate to the assemblage of Period
IVC were recovered in archaeological contexts assigned to these phases. As detailed below, overall, the
assemblages of these two phases are mixed; they include materials similar to those that characterize
Period IVC and materials similar to those found from Phase IVB5. The materials of Period IVC-type
found in these phases are considered intrusive (or redeposited) by D. T. Potts (2001:55-59, 81-82).
However, as seen here, a relatively large amount of Period IVC sherds, including some with large sizes,
were collected in these phases. This is underscored by C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky as well (2001a:275).
The interpretation of C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky is distinctly different. He believes that the deposit
which frames Phase IVC1 and Phase IVB6 represents a continuation of a transient settlement of the
Proto-Elamite culture following the abandonment of the major structure (Phase IVC1), followed by an
abandonment and subsequent transient settlement of Period IVB. The clear mixture of material is the
resultant nature of the two materials from Phases IVC2 and IVB5 compressed within a half meter.
To have contoured two distinctive periods positioned within half a meter, between two major levels of
architecture, confounds the reading of the stratigraphy and associated material remains. Period IVC1
contains the ephemeral walls and a continuity of remains characteristic of Phase IVC2, while
D. T. Potts’s construction of Phase IVB6 contains a mixing of Phase IVC1 and the construction of
Phase IVB5 major architecture (Lamberg-Karlovsky, pers. comm.). Keeping this in mind, the distinc-
tions offered by D. T. Potts - Phases IVC2, IVC1, and IVB6 - are used here as a valuable guide to pro-
vide information about the vertical distribution of the materials throughout the sequence. Our inter-

pretation of the context is, however, not the same.

2.3 Phases IVB5-IVB1

Phase IVB5 corresponds to the architectural complex that includes the famous “Persian Gulf Room”
and additional contemporaneous architectural features (see Potts 2001:105-116). Phase IVB5 shows
a radical change in the layout and construction in comparison with the building complex of Period
IVC. Phases IVB4-IVB2 were defined on the basis of a few architectural remains (Potts 2001:figs 5.1,
5.8, 5.10-11). When one examines the north section of Trenches B-W, one may interpret these struc-
tures as reconstructions of Phase IVB5, while a radically different layout characterizes Phase IVB1
(Potts 2001:fig. 6.1).






3 The Ceramics

The assemblage of Phases IVC2-IVB6 includes four main ceramic components termed here Proto-
Elamite (PE), Southeastern Iranian Plateau (SEIP), Burnished ware (BW), and Plain ware. There are
additional ceramics which are: one sherd that can be compared to Nal ware; material from Amri
(Pakistan); compared one ceramic fragment that might be connected to Tepe Sialk Period III; three frag-
ments of “face pots” with possible relations to northern Iran; material related to Tepe Yahya Period V and
Yahya VA-IVC Transitional Period; different types of ceramics connected to Period IVB (Phase IVB5
onward) found in Phases IVC2-IVB6. Within the limitations imposed by the size of our ceramic corpus,
the four main ceramic components appear well-represented throughout the IVC2-IVB6 sequence, and
there are many contexts in which they were found in association. Furthermore, they seem absent or very
rare in Period V contexts and from Phase IVB5 onward, while parallels for some of these types provide
coherent chronological brackets within the context defined as the Period IVC assemblage.
Proto-Elamite (PE), Southeastern Iranian Plateau (SEIP), and Burnished ware (BW) are repre-
sented here by 603 sherds (more than 70% of our corpus; Graph 3.1). Plain ware represents ca. 10%;
Period IVB ceramics found in Phases IVC2-IVB6 represent ca. 15%; and the fragments that relate to
Tepe Yahya Period V and the Yahya VA-IVC Transitional Period represent ca. 3%. The rest is repre-
sented by less than 1%. Period IVB ceramics are only briefly presented here and their description is

complemented by an overview of some other ceramics of the assemblage of Period IVB.

3.1 Proto-Elamite ceramics
The Proto-Elamite ceramic inventory from Tepe Yahya includes nine groups of vessels: beveled-rim
bowls, low-sided trays, carinated bowls, a plain bowl, pedestal-based goblets, spouted vessels and
spouts, decorated jars, two sherds with possible Proto-Elamite signs (?), and one sherd with an incised
animal decoration. Affinities to the Proto-Elamite sphere seem valid for the majority of them. There
are, however, some sherds included in this section for which affiliation is more difficult to ascertain.
This is especially the case for the carinated bowls, the plain bowl, and the pedestal-based goblets.
There are also fragments discussed in the section dedicated to plain wares that may be connected to
the Proto-Elamite assemblages as defined in the western half of Iran, but for which one would express
even greater reservations.

In total, the Proto-Elamite ceramic component is discussed here on the basis of 257 sherds, with
a majority of beveled-rim bowls (almost 50%), followed by decorated jars and low-sided trays (around

20% each). The other groups are represented by less than a dozen of fragments.

3.1.1 Beveled-rim bowls

Number of sherds: 128

Number of rims: 84

Number of complete profiles: 7

Contexts: mostly Phases IVC2-IVB6 and one in Phase IVB5
Ware: vegetal- and mineral-tempered

Color: buff, brown light-red, and pinkish
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Forms: small- to medium-size shallow bowls-bowls and deep bowls-goblets

Comparisons: southern Anatolia, Mesopotamia, Iran and southwestern Pakistan

3111 Quantity

One hundred and twenty-eight beveled-rim bowls were recorded in the collection including 84 rim
fragments, 19 bases, 18 body fragments, and seven complete profiles (Table 3.1, Graph 3.2).
T. W. Beale counted 139 sherds at the end of the field-season 1973, including 77 rims, 25 bases, and
37 body sherds, in addition to 14 bowls with complete or almost complete profiles. He also indicated
that beveled-rim bowls represented “less than 5% of the total ceramic assemblage from Period IVC”
(Beale 1978:300). As indicated before, this count does not include material excavated in 1975 in
Trench A representing 39 sherds from the collection of the PMAE (including 30 rims and one com-
plete profile). Thus, in addition to the total provided by T. W. Beale, beveled-rim bowls represented
192 sherds while it was noted in 1977 that beveled-rim bowls were less than 200 sherds in Period
IVC (Lamberg-Karlovsky 1977:37). It is not possible to tell whether the rim fragments counted here
included T. W. Beale’s sherds used to estimate volumes (Beale 1978:300), but, based on available
information, one can envisage that approximately a hundred beveled-rim bowl rims and complete
profiles were recovered from the excavated areas at Tepe Yahya. This estimation includes probable
reconstructions deduced from about 10 sherds (sherds Yahya 1275, 1276, 1277, 1278, 1279, 1280,
1296, 1299, 1300, and 1304).

3.1.1.2 Description

Beveled-rim bowls are characterized by a vegetal-tempered fabric, with vegetal inclusions often asso-
ciated with mineral inclusions of fine to coarse sizes. The vegetal material is of different sizes, and as
T. W. Beale noted (Beale 1978:300), some seeds were included in the paste. The outside surface of
these vessels is uneven (including cavities), while the inside surface is usually smoother (wet-
smoothed). The surfaces are mostly of buff, brown light-red and pinkish color (Figures 3.1-3.2).
T. W. Beale (1978:300) noted that the cores are in most cases black or grey, but cores with buff to
brown light-red/pinkish colors (similar to those of the surfaces) are also observed. The corpus from
Tepe Yahya includes well-fired and more poorly fired material. Two hypotheses were formulated for
the construction of this type of production; they were either handmade (Karlsbeck 1980; Chazan and
Lehner 1990: 25) or molded (Balfet 1980:78; Miller 1981:128) including ground-molding and using
a beveled-rim bowl as a mold (see Goulder 2010:352-353). Joint fabric analyses of some beveled-rim
bowls and blank tablets from Tepe Yahya conducted by J. Blackman showed that they were made local-
ly (Lamberg-Karlovsky, pers. comm.).

Beveled-rim bowls have conical open shapes. Overall, based on the complete profiles and estima-
tions of the height of the most complete fragments, two main categories of forms can be distinguished
at Tepe Yahya: forms that have the proportions of bowls and shallow bowls (Figure 3.3, n*1-16), and
forms that correspond to deep bowls and goblets (Figure 3.3, n°17-25). The first category, Category 1,
includes vessels with a ratio RimD/H comprised between 1.8 and 2.2 (a ceramic might even have a
ratio RimD/H equal to 2.8), while the second category, Category 2, includes vessels with a ratio RimD/H
roughly ranging from 1.2 to 1.5. The profiles of Categories 1 and 2 are characterized by beveled and pro-
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truding rims. Most of the rims are slightly concave (guttered) which seems to be the result of the pres-
sures applied by the potter’s fingers along the center part of the rim while smoothing it (on a wet paste).
However, flat and slightly convex rims are also observed. In addition, some rims are different from the
“classic” beveled rims; they seem to have been flattened against the outside wall (Figure 3.3, n°3: Yahya
0230). The walls are often irregular. They are everted, concave (Figure 3.3, n°1-8) or convex (n°9-16) on
vessels of Category 1, and usually everted and convex on vessels of Category 2. The bases are continuous
and flat (n°26-33), with the exception of one sherd that has a convex base (n°20:Yahya 1274) and a par-
ticular one with a slightly concave and protruding base (n°25:Yahya 0262).

Beveled-rim bowls are small to medium size vessels. The rim diameters range from 12 to 20.5 cm
(15.7 cm on average). The largest dimension (20.5 cm) comes from an unusual type of beveled-rim
bowl (Yahya 0262). The rims are usually irregular, so that measurements taken on the rim fragments
are not always absolutely certain. However, three main reliable clusters of rim diameters can be dis-
tinguished; 13 ¢m, 15 cm and 18 cm. These clusters have been measured on both the shallow and
deep categories of ceramics. Heights could be measured only on a few vessels; they range from 9 to
12 cm, while the unusual larger ceramic mentioned above is 16 cm high. Based on the most complete
fragments, the heights of some of the shallow bowls probably measure 6 to 8 cm. The base diameters
are between 5.8 and 10 cm, but most of the measurements are between 6 and 8 cm and the average
is 7.1 cm. Measurements of the thickness taken on the body range from 0.4 to 1.5 cm. The highest
measures (1, 1.1, 1.2, and 1.5 ¢cm) come from six vessels only, while most of the wall thicknesses are
between 0.6 and 0.9 cm. The average is 0.8 cm. Wall thicknesses measured below the rim are between
0.4 and 1.1 cm, but most of the measurements range from 0.5 to 0.8 cm and the average is 0.7 cm.
T. W. Beale estimated the volumes of 14 vases from Tepe Yahya. This analysis showed that a great vari-
ety of volumes existed (from 0.322 to 1.811 liters) and that there is no evidence for size standardiza-
tion (Beale 1978:301-302). The material reported here indicate certain regular features, but, in

detail, a variety in profiles and dimensions.

3.1.1.3 Context

Out of the 128 sherds of beveled-rim bowls discussed here, 78 sherds or over 60% of the total could be
located in contexts assigned to specific chronological phases (Table 3.1, Graph 3.2). Thirty-five sherds
come from Phase IVC2 contexts; 28 from Phase IVC1; 14 from Phase IVB6; and one from Phase IVB5.
The majority of the complete profiles and rim fragments come from Phases IVC2 and IVC1. When con-
sidering the totality of the collection and all phases together, one can notice that only eleven sherds come
from contexts located in the sector of the mudbrick building (Figure 3.4). They were in Rooms 1, 4-5,
including seven from Phase IVC2, two from Phase IVC1, and two from Phase IVB6. The majority (80
sherds) was recovered west of the mudbrick building in Areas F-H (Trenches BW, BW/CW, CW, and C),
with 18 sherds from Phase IVC2, 15 from Phase IVC1, 11 Phase IVB6, and the rest from “secondary
contexts” (discussed below). 37 sherds were found in Areas A-E located east of the mudbrick building,
with 16 assigned to Phase IVC2, nine from Phase IVC1, four from Phase IVB6, and the rest from Phase
IVB5 (1) and “secondary contexts”. Higher quantities of rim fragments and complete profiles were also
in the areas located west and east of the mudbrick building. T. W. Beale noted that the highest concen-
trations came from contexts such as pits (Beale 1978:300); this is illustrated in Trench CW.
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Almost 40% of beveled-rim bowl fragments come from “secondary contexts.” They deserve discussion:
Among the 50 sherds from “secondary contexts,” 28 come from Trench CW, west of the mudbrick
building. As stressed by T. W. Beale, this area was used as a dump into IVB times; a pit was dug into
this area and it was also affected by a considerable erosion gully from above; while the construc-
tion of Period IVC in Trench CW extends directly upon deposits assigned to Period VIA.
According to T. W. Beale, this explains the mixed nature of the assemblages of some of the contexts
from Trench CW (Beale, report CW/BW/B 1973:24, 31 and 35). A concentration of beveled-rim
bowls was noticed in context CW.73.T1.8 (Beale, report CW/BW/B 1973:35) and nine fragments
from this context were recorded from the collection. According to T. W. Beale, although this con-
text first appeared stratigraphically anterior to the complex of Period IVC, the layers located above
probably did not seal the underlying contexts. This assemblage is mixed and includes material
from Period IVB, and the area was interpreted as serving as a dump into IVB times. The initial con-
text was assigned to Period IVC in the publication of the Early Periods at Tepe Yahya (Lamberg-
Karlovsky and Beale 1986:333). Eleven beveled-rim bowl fragments were recovered from context
CW.73.7. This context was considered similar to CW.73.T1.8 but located outside of the test
trench 1 (Beale, report CW/BW/B 1973:39). T. W. Beale noted water-deposited silt and water-lain
layers which he suggested ran from the building and drained into the underlying deposits. One
sherd was recovered in context CW.71.T1.5 corresponding to a series of floors related to the com-
plex of Period IVC (Beale, report CW/BW/B 1973:15-16). Seven other beveled-rim bowl frag-
ments came from context CW.73.T1.Surface which designates an eroded wash at the surface of
the mound (Beale, report CW/BW/B 1973:5). Overall, with the exception of the material from sur-
face deposits which were probably from the complex of Period IVC, the majority of evidence tends
to connect the beveled-rim bowls found in most of the “secondary contexts” of Trench CW to the
complex of Period IVC.

One fragment (Yahya 0963) comes from a context of Period VC in Trench C (context C.69.5). This
context is located between the underlying rubble fill of Period VIA (C.69.1.9) and the posterior
room of Period VB (C.69.1.2-3). Another beveled-rim bowl from Trench C (Yahya 0970) is from
context C.68.T6.9.2. No information could be obtained regarding this context in particular, but
context C.68.T6.9 was assigned to Phases VA.1-IVC (Lamberg-Karlovsky and Beale 1986: 330).
Five sherds come from “secondary contexts” in Trench BW. One was listed in context BW.71.5.
Two sherds are from contexts BW.71.7.4 and one from context BW.71.7.6. Sherds from these three
contexts were mixed together when bagged and deemed contemporaneous to Period IVC but of
different contexts. Another beveled-rim bowl sherd comes from context BW.71.9.1. This context
appears also related to the complex of Period IVC (Stone, report BW/CW 1971:77-78).

Two sherds were from context BW/CW.71.12. This context corresponds to the construction sur-
face of the buttressing of the complex of Period IVC, above the rubble level of Period VIA (Stone,
report BW-CW 1971:98 and 109).

One sherd was recovered from context B-C Balk.71.29; no information could be obtained regard-
ing this context

One sherd was recovered from context B-BW.71.7. According to E. Stone (report BW 197137), this

context seems to be related to the buttressing of the complex.
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«  Two sherds were located in context B.71.6 in Trench B. As reported by M. Prickett (report B
1971:47-51), this context was later divided into contexts B.71.6A and B.71.6B. The former is
assigned by D. T. Potts to Phase IVC1 and the latter to Phase IVC2.

+  Nine sherds were recovered from Trench A. The first was found in context A.75.T7.10.5. No detailed
information could be obtained about this context, but context A.75.1T7.10 was assigned to Phase IVB6.
The other sherds come from contexts A.75.18.12, A.75.T8.13, A.75.18.14, and A.75.18.15. Context
A.75.T8.12 is a ca. 10 cm thick filling below the surface of Period IVC associated with the drain in the
northern part of Trench A. It is, however, part of the occupation of Period IVC (Potts and Beale, report
A 1975:43). On the other hand, surprisingly, contexts A.75.T8.13, A.75.T8.14, and A.75.T8.15 were
first assigned to Period VI. T. W. Beale later assigned context A.75.18.13 to Period VII (Lamberg-
Karlovsky and Beale 1986:329). The bottom of A.75.T8.15 was more than a meter below the floor of
Period IVC (Potts and Beale, report A 1975:43). The test trench 8 opened in Trench A is, however, too
narrow to allow reliable stratigraphic observation (Lamberg-Karlovsky, pers. comm.).

« Finally, the sherd recovered from Phase IVB5 was found in a pit dug into the layers of Period IVC
(context A.75.11.11: see Beale and Potts, report Trench A 1975:39-40). The fill from this pit may eas-
ily have been mixed with material from the complex of Period IVC.

In conclusion, it is suggested that the majority of “secondary contexts” in which beveled-rim bowl
fragments were found were connected to the complex of Period IVC. On the other hand, the location of
a dozen of them, especially those from Trench A, remains problematic, although, as indicated above, test
trench 8 in Trench A, in which several sherds were found, is probably not the best reliable context. T. W.
Beale considers the beveled-rim bowls recovered from “secondary contexts” in Trench CW intrusive
from layers of Period IVC into previous deposits. He pointed out that, with the exception of these frag-
ments, this type of ceramic was otherwise absent from Period VA and older contexts (Beale, report
CW/BW/B 1973). He noted later (Beale 1978:301) that beveled-rim bowls probably do not appear at
Tepe Yahya before Period IVC. He envisaged the sherds recovered in the uppermost level of Period VA
as intrusive and does not agree that this type of ceramic appears in Period VA (Lamberg-Karlovsky and
Tosi 1973:36-37). As discussed below, beveled-rim bowls made their appearance during the fourth mil-
lennium BC in other areas of Middle Asia and the Near East. They appear at Tal-i Iblis in northern
Kerman in a phase older than Tepe Yahya IVC, but are not associated with any material contemporary
with, or older than, Tepe Yahya Period VA. They are attested from the Aliabad period which is not rep-
resented at Tepe Yahya and which predates the Proto-Elamite period and follows Period VA. Overall, the
majority of beveled-rim bowl fragments from Tepe Yahya come from Phases IVC2 to IVB6 contexts.

An attempt to analyze the distribution of the main categories of forms (shallow/deep, small/medium,
with convex or concave walls, etc.) in D. T. Potts’s Phases IVC2, IVC1 and IVB6, do not provide any sig-
nificant result. In other words, the main variants of beveled-rim bowls identified at Tepe Yahya seem rep-
resented throughout the IVC2 to-IVB6 sequence. There is also no clear distinction between the materi-

al located in the mudbrick building and that recovered outside.

3.1.1.4 Comparisons
Beveled-rim bowls represent a well-known ceramic production found at numerous sites from the early

fourth millennium