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Abstract Field research throughout the Near East has provided a large corpus of
architectural remains from the terminal Pleistocene and early Holocene periods.
These differ dramatically from the architectural remains of preceding cultures and,
rather than simply reflecting the growth of technological know-how, indicate profound changes in the more general needs of human groups. The advent of sedentism
had major impacts concerning the internal and external mindsets of the communities
involved. Moreover, examination of the archaeological record of the Levant reveals
that sedentism had an immediate impact as evidenced by increased community
sizes and social networks. Concomitantly it brought about more subtle, incremental
changes that terminated in the ‘Neolithic Revolution,’ as reflected in the architecture
of the PPNB koine. The latter can be considered as the sum of the transformation
processes that occurred vis-à-vis the role of architecture in the various domains of
the transforming communities – as dwelling and storage structures, public buildings
for communal activities and ritual institutions, amongst others.
Keywords Levant · social complexity · sedentism · economy · paleoenvironment

Introduction
Architectural remains have always functioned as a ‘backbone’ of archaeological
research, providing ‘hard’ evidence that can be easily described by clear and precise
vocabulary, numbers and drawings. Yet interpretations of architectural remains and
the ideological background concerning human social behaviours remain troublesome. While architecture pertains to the material remains we need to remember that
ultimately they reflect the social mores and ideologies of the communities involved.
Without doubt the individual household unit changes through the sequence, at one
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time or another incorporating nuclear and extended families, bands, wards, moieties,
lodges, clans, etc.
We present a brief overview of the architectural remains in Near Eastern Epipalaeolithic through Neolithic cultures, focusing on the southern Levant while referring also to the northern Levant for purposes of comparison. Our principle intention
is to target the accompanying paradigms employed in the study of the architecture
of those periods (see Aurenche 1981; Banning 2002; Banning and Byrd 1987, 1989;
Byrd 2000; Byrd and Banning 1988; Goring-Morris and Belfer-Cohen 2003; Kent
1990; Lechevallier 1977).
We can identify four basic architectural concepts during the periods through to
the end of the Neolithic: (a) mobile Palaeolithic hunter-gatherer band occupations;
(b) initial sedentary communities as personified in the Near East by the complex
foragers of the Natufian (and to a large extent the PPNA); (c) large PPNB villages
(‘megasites’); and (d) dispersed hamlets of the Late Neolithic. It is important to
note that the tempo of increasing diachronic site densities throughout the Levant is
not always synchronous between regions, with differential fluctuations in relative
densities and levels of mobility/sedentism (Goring-Morris et al. in press; and see
Fig. 11 ). Other aspects deriving from and at the same time influencing architectural
configurations are issues such as scalar stress and social adaptations to increasing
community sizes, sedentism and novel modes of economic subsistence. These factors all complicate the comparability of foraging bands, settled communities and
transhumant societies.
The building blocks pertaining to site architecture incorporate: perishable structures (see Goring-Morris and Belfer-Cohen 2003), leaving few if any obvious architectural remains, reconstructions of such features being based primarily on the
spatial distributions of other finds (e.g. Binford 1983; Leroi-Gourhan and Brézillon
1966). In addition, one notes the appearance of simple stone footings, e.g. Uçagizli
(Kuhn et al. 2003), terrace/retaining walls, and even post-holes, e.g. Jiita (Melki
2004); and, during the Late Epipalaeolithic, structures with stone-coursed walls,
probably roofed with perishable superstructures, e.g. Eynan (Valla 1988). Building
materials progressed from perishables to field stone, to worked stone and wattle
and daub, and mudbrick. The shape of structures and, accordingly, construction
techniques changed from oval to quadrilateral, culminating in the appearance of
multi-storied construction during the Neolithic (Byrd 2000). In addition, there are
developments in accompanying site furniture, such as fire-pits, hearths of various
kinds, ovens, storage features, platforms, etc. Initially they appear in isolation, but
with time both numbers and complexity (on various levels) increase exponentially
(e.g. Aurenche 1981; Byrd 2000).

1 Obviously such data do not take into account individual site sizes and longevity or the degree of
packing within them; as such they are problematic in terms of representing demographic trends.
Still, we believe they do provide a rough proxy of general developments from one region to the
next.
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Fig. 1 Site distribution densities in various areas of the Near East through time. Note that differing
lengths of each period are taken into account by presenting the number of sites/1000 years calibrated for each period. Key to periods: UP – Upper Palaeolithic; EEPI – Early Epipalaeolithic;
MEPI – Middle Epipalaeolithic; LEPI – Late Epipalaeolithic; PPNA; EPPNB – Early PPNB;
MPPNB – Middle PPNB; LEPI – Late Epipalaeolithic; FPPNB – Final PPNB (PPNC); LN1 –
Early Late (Pottery Neolithic)

It is, of course, assumed that the architectural remains reflect more than simple technological developments in manipulating the environment. But how do the
material remains actually portray the socio-economic and ideological structures
of such communities (e.g. Byrd 1994, 2000)? Archaeologists have dealt with the
architectural phenomena mostly in a comparative manner, i.e. ethnographic data,
while at the same time comparing notes with previous but most especially subsequent developments. Ethnographic analogies are indeed pertinent to comprehend
the observed complexity and variety; but one should remember that direct analogies
are dangerous to play with since modern, recent ethnography merely provides a
general interpretive framework. Ethnography does not reflect human groups ‘frozen
in time’, as once believed (Sahlins 1972); nor do they reflect incipient, embryonic
developments. Yet it is still tempting to use ethnographic similes and thus the literature abounds with comparisons between the Epipalaeolithic/Neolithic Near East and
pre-colonization North America (e.g. Gebel and Hermansen 2004; Stordeur et al.
2001). Undoubtedly some comparisons are valid, while others are totally out of
place and it is often quite difficult to decide which is which (and see for example
Banning and Byrd 1987; Byrd 2000).
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But we are biased not only by the ethnographic data. Examples abound in archaeological reports of architectural remains. One can observe the association between
the appearance of architectural remains and the idea of its residential function. Yet
not every structure necessarily represents a ‘residential’ unit. Moreover, others have
addressed the issue of the difference between ‘house’ and ‘home’ (see Watkins
1990, 2004). Similar biases are pertinent when estimating community or band sizes
(Flannery 2002; Hole 2000; Kramer 1982; Kuijt 2000; Leblanc 1971; Naroll 1962).
Obviously a major theoretical complication derives from the fact that we are dealing
sequentially, first with mobile foragers, as opposed to later settled communities;
the means of estimating population size must accordingly remain flexible (and see
discussion in Byrd 2000).
Following a diachronic review of the pertinent data relating to architecture, we
shall discuss the above issues in greater depth with reference to the social and organizational correlates associated with shifts in subsistence and mobility modes.

Early and Middle Epipalaeolithic
During the Early (ca. 21,000–15,500 calBC) and Middle (ca. 15,500–13,000 calBC)
Epipalaeolithic well-documented huts and related architectural features are found in
quite a number of open-air sites (Figs. 2, 3).2 The site of Ohalo II, dating to the very
beginning of the period, is exceptional in its preservation of perishable construction
materials; it thus provides a means to identify comparable structures in other sites
where preservation is poor.
The flimsy, kidney-shaped or sub-oval structures are ca. 3–5 m in diameter, with
internal floor spaces not exceeding 12 m2 . They are generally semi-subterranean (ca.
20–40 cm deep), bowl-shaped in profile, and are constructed from the branches of
locally available trees and bushes in a wigwam or arched configuration, not unlike
Kalahari San huts (Lee 1979; Yellen 1977). However, it is interesting to note that
post-holes appear already at Jiita rockshelter (Melki 2004) (Fig. 2). While formal
internal hearths are rare, waste debris is liberally littered both within and outside
structures. Internal features include bedding and workslabs. Stone installations are
usually located outside the structures. These include cobble platforms or small
paved areas, which at Ohalo has been interpreted as a baking oven (Nadel 2006). The
rare burials found in sites of this period are single, in simple, shallow pits without
stone construction, e.g. Ein Gev I (Arensburg and Bar-Yosef 1973).
The status of the huge aggregation sites (up to 20, 000 m2 ) in eastern Transjordan dating to the Early and Middle Epipalaeolithic remains uncertain, probably due
to the very limited exposures, although most seem to be primarily seasonal winter/spring occupations (Martin 1994).
2

Such sites include Ohalo II, Ein Gev I, III and IV, Haon II, Nahal Hadera V, and Azariq XIII, as
well as the rockshelter of Jiita (Bar-Yosef 1970; Gopher pers. comm.; Goring-Morris and BelferCohen 2003; Martin 1978; Melki 2004; Nadel 1996, 2003, 2006; Nadel and Werker 1999; Nadel
et al. 2004; Saxon et al. 1978; Shimelmitz 2002; Stekelis and Bar-Yosef 1965).
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Fig. 2 Early Epipalaeolithic: A,B, probable fond de cabane at Masraqan Azariq XIII in the western
Negev; C, plan of fond de cabane at Kebaran Ein Gev I (modified after Bar-Yosef 1970); D,E,
reconstruction and plan of shelter at Kebaran Jiita (modified after Melki 2004)
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Fig. 3 Early Epipalaeolithic: views, plan and reconstruction of fonds de cabane and other features
at Ohalo II. Note successive floors in section shown in C (after Nadel 2002)

The sum of the evidence thus indicates the use of individual huts by nuclear
families.

Late Epipalaeolithic
With the relatively sudden emergence of the more sedentary Late Epipalaeolithic
Natufian Complex (ca. 13,000–9,600 calBC), evidence for solidly built structures
becomes abundant, most especially in the Mediterranean zone. Natufian basecamp
site sizes are variable, reaching up to no more than 0.2 hectares (Bar-Yosef 2002;
Byrd 2000; Goring-Morris and Belfer-Cohen 2003). The major changes in the size,
scope and time depth of architectural features during the course of the Natufian
clearly demonstrate that these developments encompassed not only profane aspects,
but were also imbued with intense symbolic correlates.
Early Natufian (ca. 13,000–11,000 calBC) architecture in the Mediterranean
zone is characterized by large, ca. 7–15 m diameter circular and D-shaped durable
structures, which are spatially segregated (Figs. 4–8).3 Circular internal arrangements of post-holes supported relatively sophisticated roofing – sometimes with a

3 For example, Wadi Hammeh 27, Eynan [Mallaha] and, perhaps, el-Wad (Edwards 1991, 1993;
Goring-Morris 1996; Perrot 1966; Perrot and Ladiray 1988; Valla 1990).
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Fig. 4 Early Natufian Wadi Hammeh 27: A,B, plan and reconstruction of location of walls and
post-holes for large structures (modified after Edwards 1991). Note location of incised monoliths
within one structure. C, model of a Plains Indian lodge in the Museum of Natural History, New
York, which may approximate the structures at Wadi Hammeh 27

246

A.N. Goring-Morris, A. Belfer-Cohen

Fig. 5 Early Natufian Eynan: A,C, plan, photo and reconstruction of structures (Structure 1 is
probably not a dwelling); Massive communal (?) mortar; D,E, intentional arrangements of coloured
pebbles on floors of Structures 26 and 131 (after Perrot 1966; Valla 1991)
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Fig. 6 Early Natufian Eynan: plan and photos of a probable non-domestic (mortuary?) structure;
note plastered bench, monoliths, hearth, etc. (modified after Perrot 1966; Perrot and Ladiray 1988)
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Fig. 7 Early Natufian Upper Besor 6 in the Negev: A,B, plan (dark grey) and picture of large
U-shaped structure; C, worksurface; and D, bedrock mortar within structure
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Fig. 8 Natufian at Hayonim: photo and plan of occupation. Residential structures were located on
the terrace, while special (non-domestic) structures and activities were centred in the cave
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single ring or even double rings of supports, e.g. Wadi Hammeh 27 (Edwards 1991,
1993). The floor spaces of such large structures are on the order of ca. 100–130 m2 .
It should be noted that at Wadi Hammeh 27 at least two (and more probably three)
adjacent structures were exposed, indicating this to be normative residential patterning. Similar evidence is also forthcoming in the more arid zone, as at Upper Besor
6 (Goring-Morris 1998).
Other examples of early Natufian architecture incorporate much smaller structures, 1.5–2.5 m in diameter, which most probably served for special functions rather
than actual habitations, e.g. Hayonim cave (see Bar-Yosef 1991a; Belfer-Cohen
1988a).
Graves occur under the floors of some structures, although it seems likely they
commonly either pre- or postdate the daily use of these features. Indeed many graves
in Early Natufian sites are spatially segregated (Bar-Yosef 1991a; Belfer-Cohen
1988b). Occasionally, besides the graves themselves, there is also some distinctive
funerary architecture, e.g. ‘Habitation 1’ at Eynan with a plastered bench (Perrot
1966) (Fig. 6).
The Late Natufian (ca. 11,000–9,600 calBC) in the Mediterranean core area furnishes evidence for smaller oval or D-shaped domestic residential structures that
rarely enclose more than 10 m2 of internal floor space, as at Eynan (Perrot 1966;
Samuelian et al. 2006; and see Fig. 9). Sometimes one or two post-holes support the
roof, and a hearth is arranged along the axis of the structure. Subsidiary installations
include graves and the enigmatic ‘basins’ – slightly depressed surfaces consisting
of numerous small stones, externally adjacent to structure walls. The structures and
‘basins’ are spatially interchangeable through time. The overall impression is of a
more opportunistic approach to architectural planning and execution, not unlike that
in the earlier Epipalaeolithic, although certain elements do continue from the early
Natufian, indicating an inherent similarity, as both phases pertain to but one, though
changing, entity.
In the peripheral region of the Negev the huge expanse of the highland Rosh
Horesha-Saflulim site complex (ca. 4, 000–5, 000 m2 in size – Goring-Morris et al.
1999) likely represents a regional aggregation site, somewhat akin to those of the
Early and Middle Epipalaeolithic in eastern Transjordan. Here durable architectural
remains are few, with the exception of a large, 8 m diameter kidney-shaped structure
constructed of massive slabs that is unlikely to have served as a domestic dwelling
(Marks and Larson 1977; and see Fig. 10).
In smaller seasonal camps at lower elevations ‘beehive’ type arrangements of
clustered, small structures are found. For example at Rosh Zin several stone-built
structures, ca. 3–5 m in diameter, were uncovered (Henry 1976; and see Fig. 10).
The scale of these is fully congruent with residential structures intended for nuclear families. However, one unusual, paved structure includes a unique interior
monolithic pillar, which was interpreted by the excavator as having a symbolic
function.
Subsequent Harifian base camps in the Negev highlands feature standardized
architecture of spatially segregated units of larger, single, semi-subterranean
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Fig. 9 Final Natufian Eynan: small U-shaped domestic structures (modified after Samuelian et al.
2006)

dwellings, 3–4 m in diameter (Fig. 11).4 These commonly feature bedrock mortars
and large grinding slabs as interior furniture. Smaller, 1–2 m diameter (storage?)
structures, are also found, either as appendages or as independent units (GoringMorris 1991).

4 For example, Abu Salem, Ramat Harif, Shluhat Harif and Ma’aleh Ramon East and West
(Goring-Morris 1991).
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Fig. 10 Late Natufian in the Negev: A, plan of beehive arrangement of seasonally occupied structures at Rosh Zin (after Henry 1976); B,C, photo of non-domestic slab-lined structure with large
monolith in Locus 4; D, large, kidney-shaped non-domestic structure constructed of massive slabs
at aggregation site of Rosh Horesha
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Fig. 11 Harifian Ramat Harif (G-VIII); A, plan of site with discrete, semi-subterranean residential
and subsidiary structures; B, the Locus 3 complex (note cupmarked worktable and adjacent mortar); C, large trumpet shell placed at entrance to Locus 4; D, cupmarked grinding slabs in Locus 7
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It is important to note that throughout the Epipalaeolithic there is clear evidence
for intentional redundant spatial patterning of activities as reflected by the smaller
artefacts. However, there is little evidence for the systematic cleaning of residential
garbage (see Hardy-Smith and Edwards 2004; Bar-Yosef 1983).

The Archaic Neolithic (Pre-Pottery Neolithic A and ‘Round
House Horizon’)
The PPNA (ca. 9,600–8,500 calBC) is characterized by a hierarchy of small-scale
‘villages’ up to 2.5 hectares, e.g. Jericho, Gilgal and Netiv Hagdud (Bar-Yosef and
Gopher 1997; Bar-Yosef et al. in press; Kenyon and Holland 1983), smaller hamlets,
e.g. Wadi Faynan 16, Dhra, ‘Ain Darat, Hatoula and Nahal Oren (Finlayson and
Mithen 2007; Finlayson et al. 2003; Gopher 1995; Lechevallier and Ronen 1994;
Stekelis and Yisraely 1963), as well as more ephemeral, seemingly seasonal campsites, e.g. Iraq ed-Dubb (Kuijt et al. 1991; Kuijt and Goodale 2006; and see Figs.
12–16). Sites appear to be spaced at intervals of 15–20 km along both sides of the
southern rift valley.
Residential PPNA architecture in the southern Levant displays much continuity
from the Natufian, being based on discrete semi-subterranean, oval structures of
various sizes (up to 7–9 m). Depending upon the local availability of raw materials, they are constructed of fieldstone foundations, puddled mud including wattle
and daub, and, a notable innovation, mudbricks. Post-holes to support the light organic superstructures also occur. Cobbled bases were often overlain by terre pisé
or beaten earth. Interesting internal features include raised platforms (for aeration?)
on notched slabs, e.g. at Dhra’ (Finlayson et al. 2003). Other internal installations
include occasional dividing walls and hearths, as well as external silos. The size
and scale of residential structures indicate that domicile was likely based upon the
nuclear family. Trash disposal of the extensive midden deposits usually occurred in
immediately adjacent external areas or abandoned structures.
A major innovation is the occasional appearance of substantial communal
architectural endeavours; the most notable being the wall, ditch and tower of Jericho (Kenyon and Holland 1983; Fig. 13). Interpretations have ranged from a defensive function, through protection against flooding, to the demarcation of a ‘sacred precinct’ (Bar-Yosef 1986; Naveh 2003; Ronen and Adler 2001). While some
burials do occur in and around (sometimes abandoned) houses in sites, the overall
number of graves in most sites is relatively small. Still, the especially large numbers
of the Jericho burials, which cluster around the tower and ‘sacred precinct’ (Kuijt
1996), may indicate the possibility of separate cemetery sites elsewhere, explaining
the paucity of burials mentioned above.
During the later stages of the northern Levantine PPNA, adjacent to the Euphrates and Tigris, other and different traditions occur, seemingly ‘out-of-the-blue’,
as there is currently little, if any, background to the PPNA in the north, Abu Hureyra
being a notable exception (Moore et al. 2000). Sites are spaced at intervals of some
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Fig. 12 Distribution map of Archaic Neolithic (PPNA and ‘Round House Horizon’) sites in the
Near East

20–25 km along the Euphrates. In contrast to the south, these sites demonstrate a
smooth transition from the PPNA to the PPNB, illustrated (amongst other material culture attributes) by the shift from freestanding circular and D-shaped structures, through to quadrilateral domestic ones (Cauvin 2000; Stordeur and Abbes
2002; Yartah 2004). Some of these have formal subdivisions according to activity,
e.g. kitchens. Construction includes the systematic use of dressed masonry in some
sites, modified by herminettes (Cauvin and Stordeur 1978) and mudbrick superstructures.
Notable in some sites, and interspersed amongst the houses, there are deep subterranean communal structures, with formal internal divisions for storage or benches,
and unusual contents, e.g. Jerf el-Ahmar, Mureybet, and Tel Abr’ 3.5 These clearly
functioned within the socio-ritual sphere, whether for extended families or larger

5

These are akin to the kivas of the American Southwest – and see discussion.
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Fig. 13 PPNA Jericho sacred precinct: A,C, plan, section and photo of tower and wall; D, view
up the staircase. Note subsidiary installations (silo?) adjacent to tower (modified after Kenyon and
Holland 1983)

parts of the community.6 It is of interest to note that these architectural features
portend intra-site social subdivisions.
The large hilltop site of Göbekli Tepe, at the headwaters of the Balikh in Anatolia,
is clearly a non-domestic site (Peters and Schmidt 2004). It is especially interesting
that several, seemingly similar sites have been identified within a 70 km radius of
Göbekli Tepe (Çelik 2000, 2004). The scale of construction of these ritual structures
must have involved a large input of manpower from neighbouring communities.

6

Mureybet, Jerf el-Ahmar, Tell Abr’ 3, Nemrik, Qermez Dere and Hallan Çemi (Kozlowski 2002;
Rosenberg and Redding 2000; Stordeur et al. 2001; Watkins et al. 1995; Yartah 2005).
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Fig. 14 PPNA: A, plan of semi-subterranean structures of large settlement at Gilgal I (wattle and
daub on stone foundations); B, plan of structures within small site of Iraq e-Dubb (after Kuijt and
Goodale 2006)
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Fig. 15 PPNA village at Netiv Hagdud: A,B, plan and photo of semi-subterranean domestic structures; C, partially excavated silos (after Bar-Yosef and Gopher 1997)
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Fig. 16 PPNA settlements: plans of A, Hatoula (after Lechevallier and Ronen 1994); B, Nahal
Oren
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The Pre-Pottery Neolithic B (ca. 8,500–6,400 calBC)
In the Mediterranean zone of the southern Levant, substantial disruption occurred
at the end of the PPNA and the transition to the Early PPNB (Goring-Morris and
Belfer-Cohen 1997; Khalaily et al. 2007; Kuijt and Goring-Morris 2002). Indeed,
a wide-ranging interaction sphere or koine encompassing the entire Levant can be
recognized, albeit with sub-regional traditions (Bar-Yosef and Belfer-Cohen 1989;
and see Fig. 17). There is a substantial shift in settlement patterns in the southern Levant, and the Middle–Late PPNB (as well as the so-called PPNC [FPPNB],
and early Pottery Neolithic, i.e. the Yarmukian7 ) are characterized by the founding and subsequent stabilization of large-scale villages reaching up to 12 hectares
(e.g. Gebel 2004; Kuijt 2000; Rollefson 1997, 2001, and references therein).8 The

Fig. 17 Distribution map of PPNB koine settlements in the Near East
7 We consider the Yarmukian as representing the culminating phase of early Neolithic village
society and the final stages of the PPNB koine.
8 It should be noted, however, that there appears to have been a tendency to overestimate site sizes
and densities, leading to exaggerated population estimates (Dana Campbell pers. comm. April
2007).
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introduction of domesticated herd animals in various areas and at various times
during the course of the PPNB would likely have had a profound impact in terms
of corralling the animals within communities; we thus have little, if any, idea as
to the density of packing, i.e. population density, within these large settlements.
Furthermore, it is important to note that, notwithstanding superficial similarities,
and contrary to commonly held tenets, this phenomenon by no means represents the
prototype of the familiar Near Eastern village of later and sub-recent times.
The shift from circular to quadrilateral architecture at MPPNB Beidha probably reflects its relatively peripheral location (Fig. 18), as is also the case at nearby
MPPNB Shaqaret Msiad (Byrd 2005; Rehhoff-Kaliszan et al. 2002). While some
view this shift from a diachronic, developmental perspective, other explanations
seem more pertinent, such as the presence of different coeval architectural styles
reflecting group identities, e.g. as in the American Southwest (Wilshusen and Potter
in press).
Still, the basic architectural concept of PPNB agricultural villages is based on
quadrilateral units, often with multiple cells. Three or four basic PPNB residential
plans can be recognized:
1. One involves the two-storey, long-axis ‘corridor’ house, pier-house or ‘megaron’;
here, domestic activities focused on the upper storey with one or two larger
rooms, while the semi-subterranean basement with multiple cells was used for
storage and workshops, e.g. Beidha and Ain Ghazal (Banning and Byrd 1987;
Byrd 2005; Rollefson 2001; and see Fig. 19).
2. A different residential unit involves the enclosed ‘courtyard’ house where, again,
small cells appear on the ground floor entered through raised ‘windows’, forming
the base for an upper floor allotted to domestic activities, e.g. Basta and es-Sifiya
(Gebel et al. 2006; Mahasneh 1997; and see Fig. 20).
3. Another possible pattern seems to involve a loose ‘pueblo-style’ agglutinative
array of structures on steep slopes, up to two or three stories high, e.g. Ba’ja, Ain
Jammam and perhaps Wadi Ghuwair (Gebel and Hermansen 2004; Simmons and
Najjar 2003; Waheeb and Fino 1997; and see Fig. 21).
4. By the Pottery Neolithic (Late Neolithic) Yarmukian one notes the presence of
enclosed single storey courtyard residential units, e.g. Sha’ar Hagolan (Garfinkel
and Ben-Shlomo 2002; and see Fig. 22).
Construction in most areas was mainly of mudbrick on stone foundations, while
dressed stone masonry was more exclusively used in southern Jordan (see references
above). Stone-built channels under some structures seemingly served to prevent
rising damp and provided drainage, e.g. es-Sifiya and Basta.9 The massive use of
lime-plaster for floors and walls is a hallmark of the PPNB in the southern Levant
(Garfinkel 1988). Expansive stony surfaces may have been laid down to stabilize
open areas for corralled herds. Trash seems to have been disposed of within abandoned structures or open areas (often the so-called ‘courtyards’) between house
complexes to form middens (e.g. Byrd 2005).
9

These may parallel the raised platforms at PPNA Dhra.
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Fig. 18 Earlier MPPNB settlement at Beidha; A,B, plan (after Kirkbride 1966) and photo of circular semi-subterranean structures with timbered supports around circumference; C, reconstruction
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Fig. 19 Later MPPNB settlement at Beidha: photos of two storey pier (corridor) houses with storage/workshop facilities in basement; C, reconstruction (after Byrd 2005)
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Fig. 20 Late PPNB Basta: plan and photos of two-storied domestic complexes (after Gebel et al.
2006)

Residential units appear to have been based around the extended family. Notably, some family activities seem to have involved the segregation and hiding
away of activities from the community at large (see Byrd and Banning 1988). This
interpretation may be bolstered by the appearance of a few long walls separating different areas of the site, e.g. Abu Gosh, Atlit Yam (see Galili et al. 1994;

A Roof Over One’s Head

265

Fig. 21 Late PPNB Ba’ja; view over site, detail of dry-stone walling and reconstruction of architecture (after Gebel and Hermansen 2004)

Khalaily and Marder 2003; and see Fig. 23). There are also a few examples of larger
buildings that have been interpreted as representing (secular) communal structures,
e.g. Beidha (Byrd 1994).
Sacred precincts are also present on one side of some sites, having distinctive architecture, e.g. Beidha, Ain Ghazal, Atlit Yam and Jericho. At Atlit Yam and Jericho
cemetery areas are found in close proximity.10
Although burials are found on-site in settlements, sometimes under house floors,
as foundations deposits, after abandonment (Kuijt 2001 and references therein),
there is the phenomenon of cemetery sites, e.g. Kfar HaHoresh (Goring-Morris
2005). This site is located in a secluded setting, at some distance from the lowland village communities using it. It contains both funerary architecture with plastered surfaces and bounding walls (perhaps ‘proto’-charnel houses), post-holes and
monoliths, numerous burials, as well as midden deposits deriving from feasting and
associated ceremonial activities.
10

Sha’ar Hagolan may also exhibit a similar communal or sacred complex in Structure II, Area
E – see Figure 22A (Garfinkel and Ben-Shlomo 2002).
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Fig. 22 Yarmukian Sha’ar Hagolan: A,B, plan and reconstruction of walled domestic complexStructure I.C, well (after Garfinkel and Miller 2002)
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Fig. 23 FPPNB Atlit Yam: A, plan of settlement – note long walls dividing settlement and ritual
precinct with numerous burials in NW corner of site; B, plan of the Structure 13 complex (modified
after Galili 2004)

In the desert periphery of the southern Levant small, mobile bands of foragers
continued the construction of ‘beehive’ seasonal occupation sites based on waistheight circular stone-built structures with organic superstructures (Bar-Yosef 1981;
Betts 1998; Goring-Morris 1993; Henry 2005; and see Fig. 24). The specific location
of the sites in the local landscape and the relative thickness of the walls commonly
reflect the season of use.
In the north, as mentioned above, there is a smooth transition into the PPNB,
as well as expansion into central Anatolia (Bicakci 2001; Cauvin 2000; Esin and
Harmankaya 1999; Hauptmann 2002; Özdoğan and Özdoğan 1990). We include
here also the initial stages of the Pottery Neolithic (Akkermans et al. 1983).
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Fig. 24 Seasonally mobile PPNB forager sites in southern Sinai: A,B, summer site of Ujrat
el-Mehed with domestic structures and silos; and C,D, spring/autumn site of Wadi Tbeik (photos
courtesy of O. Bar-Yosef)
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Settlements increase in both number and size, and site planning is obvious, as
demonstrated by the systematic orientation of houses.11 Residential architecture
is based on large quadrilateral structures with a range of specific forms including, early in the sequence, ‘long houses’ on raised ‘grill’ foundations, e.g. Nevali
Çori, Çayönü, etc. (Schmidt 1996 and references above). Interestingly, at least at
Çayönü, individual structure sizes decrease through the PPNB sequence (a shift
back from extended family domicile to one based on the nuclear family?). Usually
most domestic structures are built of mudbrick on stone foundations, with raised
floors (perhaps against rising damp) and flat roofs. Gypsum plaster for floors and
wall coverings is common in some sites (Kingery et al. 1988). The systematic use
of sophisticated wells to provide clean water already appears in the early PPNB of
Cyprus at Mylouthkia and Shillourokambos (Guilaine and Briois 2001; Peltenburg
et al. 2001); it probably also occurs as early on the mainland, but is only documented
there from the FPPB at Atlit Yam on the Carmel coast (Galili and Nir 1993).
In the north, large open areas (‘plazas’ or sacred precincts) abut residential quarters at some sites, together with communal cult buildings, e.g. Çayönü, Nevali Çori,
Asikli Hüyük (see references above). Some of these cult structures functioned as
charnel houses for the disposition of the dead, e.g. Çayönü. As in the south, it seems
that there are usually too few burials for the areas excavated, perhaps indicating
that ‘normative’ disposal of the dead was conducted off-site. However, exceptions
do occur, as with the systematic presence of burial pits, located just inside the
entrance of houses at Hallula (Guerrero et al. 2006). Indeed, the possible presence
of a necropolis may be indicated at Çatal Hüyük (Hodder 2006; Mellaart 1967),
which can be viewed as a precursor of the concept that subsequently flourishes in
the Chalcolithic and Early Bronze of the Levant, e.g. Dhra’ (Chesson 1999 and references therein). The intentional burial of structures should also be noted (Özdoğan
2006).
Separate PPNB cult sites, at least initially, continued to be used, although they
appear to decline in scale and seemingly disappear during the course of the PPNB,
e.g. Göbekli Tepe (Schmidt 2005).
With the decline of the PPNB koine different domestic arrangements become the
norm, with the appearance of small dispersed farmsteads in the Mediterranean zone,
and a concurrent shift to pastoral nomadic sites in the peripheries. The architecture
changes accordingly (Banning 1995; Goring-Morris and Belfer-Cohen in press).

Discussion
The archaeological literature abounds with examples of architectural manifestations
examined assuming a linear, accumulative evolution through time (e.g. Garfinkel
and Ben-Shlomo 2002 contra Goring-Morris and Belfer-Cohen 2003). Thus it is a

11 Probably to maximize exposure of light into the houses, e.g. Bouqras, Çayönü, Tell Abu Hureyra
(Akkermans et al. 1983; Moore et al. 2000; Özdoğan 1995).
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given that the flimsy structures, which are rarely if ever found in the archaeological record of hunter-gatherers, were replaced through time with structures made of
more durable elements. The following stage was a change from rounded to more
cost-efficient quadrilateral structures, coinciding with the shift to sedentism and
agriculture. With the ensuing rise of social complexity, communal structures become increasingly frequent, while at the same time it has been assumed that any
symbolic values imbued in architectural endeavours would appear late in the sequence. Another inherent implication of this approach is that any physical structure
is viewed simply as a dwelling, with few if any further connotations (but see Boyd
1995; Valla 1990; Watkins 1996). It is quite obvious that this attitude is simplistic,
ignoring the complexities observed in extant primitive societies, as well as those evidenced in the archaeological record through non-architectural remains. Rather than
explicating the archaeological material, this approach merely confuses the matter by
imposing itself on the data.
One has to bear in mind that architecture ultimately reflects and denotes social
organization of any particular society and the manner in which it is imposed
upon space; and as such it echoes elements of that society’s ideological outlook
(e.g. Carsten and Hugh-Jones 1995; Hodder 1994; Preston-Blier 1986; Rapoport
1969; Samson 1990). While we caution in the introduction against the excessive
use of ethnographic material, tempting as it is in the face of the meagre archaeological data at hand, we do believe that the ethnographic realities caution us against
the simplistic interpretations of linear developments and the one-to-one association
between ‘simple’ societies and ‘simple’ worldviews.
Amongst many recent hunter-gatherer bands, e.g. the Kalahari San, the physical
‘hut’, though simply constructed of readily available, perishable materials, nevertheless serves to cordon off and demarcate private space at the level of the individual,
nuclear family or the band (Yellen 1977). The vast majority of family and individual activities are actually conducted outside the confines of the hut itself, whether
around the exterior hearth or elsewhere on-site. “Inasmuch as the hut is actually
used, it serves more for storing equipment, and only occasionally is occupied during inclement weather. Even in the most ephemeral San occupations, ‘symbolic’
huts/shelters are nevertheless constructed to demarcate the private domain of the
residential unit, whether or not the hut itself is actually occupied or even used”
(Yellen 1977:87).
We believe another important issue to confront is the tendency to considerably
overestimate site sizes throughout the sequence; for this has a direct knock-on effect
in terms of population estimates. Site sizes did increase and do reflect real demographic processes. And, clearly, differences in basic subsistence patterns require
different means of estimating population and community sizes. But one should take
into consideration not only the given space area per person but also the ratio of
crowding, the existence of both physical and mental stress, as well as considerations of hygiene, social segregation, social stratification, the introduction of herded
animals, etc. (e.g. Wattenmaker 1998 and references therein).
These are but examples of the more common assumptions inherent in archaeological thinking that frequently bias our mind-set. All of these caveats to traditional
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archaeological thinking should be considered when dealing with the vestiges of
human architecture, even from its very beginnings.
At various times some have claimed the presence of Epipalaeolithic/Neolithic
chiefdoms, whether during the Natufian (e.g. Flannery 1999; Mellaart 1975) or
PPNB (Bar-Yosef and Bar-Yosef Mayer 2002). But what, actually, is the hard evidence for such a phenomenon? And what are the archaeological criteria for defining
‘chiefdoms’? Should this be based on local or regional population sizes, among
others? How are chiefdoms reflected in the material culture remains (Kozlowski and
Aurenche 2005)? Few have addressed such issues in an explicit manner (though see
discussion in Henry 1989 of possible Natufian social structure). One wonders about
the nature of political-cum-ritual control at a time of major population increase and
the budding-off of segments of the population, whether to found nearby settlements
or farther afield, as with the sustained colonization of Cyprus.
With respect to the specific data as outlined above most Levantine architectural
remains prior to the Natufian are scanty and sporadic and it is only with the appearance of the Natufian that we can begin to try and evaluate the available data along
lines that differ from the interpretations that prevailed in the recent past. We still
have little idea as to the degree that the core area Natufian represents mobile foragers
as opposed to incipient settled cultivators. Indeed we need to take into consideration synchronic differences between the desert and the sown, as this dichotomy
influenced mobility and subsistence patterns, directly reflected in the architectural
remains (e.g. Byrd 2000).
We have chosen to concentrate in the following on but one aspect of the implications of the architectural data discussed herewith, namely the change in the internal
spatial organization of sites on the eve and the initial stages of the Neolithization
process.

Internal spatial organization
Currently there seems to be little evidence amongst southern Levantine foraging
societies for the ‘ring-shaped’ site organization described for the Kalahari San
(Yellen 1977). By contrast, in the north, the ‘Roundhouse horizon’ settlements along
the Tigris, such as Hallan Çemi and Mlefa’at, may accord to such a model (see
Kozlowski 1999). There, as at Nemrik, the spacing of individual households seems
quite pronounced (see Aurenche and Kozlowski 1999).
Of course, one has to consider the issue of site size at any one time during the
course of its existence (and see above). This caveat affects ‘real’ site size estimates
and hence community sizes. This same caution is valid for both the Epipalaeolithic
sites – how many of the huts at Early Epipalaeolithic Ohalo II are really contemporary? – And how dense were the built-up areas within the Neolithic ‘megasites’?
With few exceptions, such as Bouqras, we really have little idea as to the density
of architectural packing within sites. Another issue concerns the durability of individual structures; raw materials for construction purposes are different in specific
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geographic settings, i.e. mudbrick, e.g. Jericho, Netiv Hagdud, as opposed to dry
stone walling, e.g. Basta, Baja, Beidha. This would obviously affect the lifespan of
individual structures.
The sum of the archaeological evidence for pre-Natufian times generally appears
to reflect a pattern of residential architecture based on small nuclear family units.
The size and intensity of occupations indicate that the majority of Early and Middle
Epipalaeolithic sites west of the Rift were only briefly, if repeatedly, occupied –
rarely do they exceed 150 m2 . There appear to be few obvious differences in basic
architectural design between different ecological zones within the Levant (save the
seasonal aggregation localities of the Transjordanian steppe).
The issue of genuine sedentism is especially significant in that the Natufian
occupies a unique intermediate position, both chronologically and developmentally,
between two quite distinct adaptive modes, namely the socio-economic shifts from
mobile hunter-gatherers to sedentary farming communities – a “complex foraging society” (Bar-Yosef 1998; Belfer-Cohen and Bar-Yosef 2000 and references
therein). But are these settlements more than hamlets of extended families?
Various lines of evidence at core-area Natufian sites point to year-round use, the
scale and intensity of occupation appear most compatible with multiple visits to
a focal ‘locality’ (Edwards 1989; Tchernov 1993; Wyncoll and Tangri 1991). Of
interest also is the fact that, superficially at least, the Natufian may be regarded as
a sophisticated and successful hunter-gatherer adaptation; yet, ultimately, it was an
inherently unstable mode of life in the broader scheme of matters, which displays
notable variability.
The larger Early Natufian structures are built on a scale quite different from those
encountered previously, and it seems unlikely that they were occupied by nuclear
families – perhaps residence was based on extended families, age cohorts, moieties,
gender divisions and/or lodges (and see discussion in Goring-Morris 1996). Indeed,
the presence of massive mortars at several Mediterranean zone sites provides hints
at this time for systematic food processing on a larger scale than that of a nuclear
family (Belfer-Cohen and Hovers 2005).
While some Natufian occupations are open-air, others appear on cave terraces
as well as inside the caves themselves. In the latter instance it seems that residential structures were located outside on the terraces, while the cave interiors were
reserved for ‘special’, basically non-residential activities, e.g. el-Wad, Hayonim
(Bar-Yosef and Martin 1981; Belfer-Cohen and Goring-Morris 2007; Goring-Morris
1996; Henry et al. 1981; Valla et al. 1986, 1991; Weinstein-Evron 1998). Where
only caves were occupied and no useable terrace exists, activities primarily appear
to have been reserved for special purposes such as burials, crafts (bone tool production, shell bead modification, etc.), storage of valued or curated items and/or
symbolic tasks, such as lime kilns, e.g. Hilazon, Rakefet (Grosman 2003; Lengyel
and Bocquentin 2005).
Given the presence of marked phytgeographic diversity within the Levant, variability in specific Natufian adaptations between more favourable environmental settings and peripheral regions reflects differences in local carrying capacities and
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hence annual catchment sizes, which in turn affect both seasonality and relative
mobility; and, in the final analysis, local, regional and general demographic trends.
Some Early Natufian hamlets display profane and ritual activities, often within
the same structures, e.g. the large incised monoliths at Wadi Hammeh 27; or mobile
items, e.g. the repetitive intentional arrangements of coloured pebbles at Eynan and
Wadi Hammeh 27 (Edwards 1991; Valla 1991). Perhaps these are forerunners of
much more spectacular occurrences on the Middle Euphrates in the PPNA at Jerf
el-Ahmar, Mureybet and Tell Abr’ (Stordeur et al. 2001).12
Certain sites during the later stages of the Natufian (i.e. post 11,000 calBC) in
the Mediterranean zone likely functioned primarily as cemeteries for more mobile
populations focusing on funerary and associated ritual activities, e.g. Nahal Oren
and Hilazon Tachtit Cave (Grosman 2003; Noy 1989, 1991).
Accordingly, it seems to us that perhaps it is time to change the basic paradigm,
which views the Natufian base-camp as the nascent Neolithic village, and approach
the Natufian, its social organization and its material correlates from a different
perspective. This was a society in change, adapting to new and different circumstances. We should view this cultural complex in terms of novel, experimental
attempts, some more successful than others, to accommodate the stresses and strains
of larger community sizes, i.e. ‘scalar stress’ (Johnson 1982, 1983) together with
initial sedentism (staying together for longer spells of time). This was an on-going
process, with marked differences observed between its earlier and later stages. We
thus disagree with Byrd (2000) who sees a continuity of nuclear households from
the Natufian through the PPNB. At the same time it seems to us that Flannery’s
(1972) assertion that the Natufian base camp represents the dwellings of individuals, as opposed to nuclear family houses during the PPNB, also does not reflect the
currently available data, particularly during the early Natufian. Claims for Natufian
matrilocal residence patterns should also be treated with extreme caution (see Henry
1989), as direct archaeological data are too scanty, while the ethnographic evidence
is equivocal.
Many Natufian structures were either too large or too small for mundane habitation purposes, in contrast to earlier Epipalaeolithic manifestations (and see above).
This is particularly evident during the Early Natufian, when the consistent pattern of
larger structures can be explained only through the notion of a unique, ‘grand’ ideological/cosmic concept at the community level. At the same time its scale indicates
a high level of co-operation and organization in both planning and execution. The
presence of at least three coeval large structures at Wadi Hammeh 27, and comparable phenomena at Eynan and el-Wad, may indicate that domicile was sometimes based on extended families, gender, age, cohorts, moieties, rather than nuclear
families.

12

It is especially interesting to note that, for many years prior to the investigation of the other
sites mentioned above, ‘House 47’ at Mureybet was thought to represent the quintessential PPNA
Euphrates region domestic dwelling, but is now clearly a ceremonial structure (Cauvin 1978).
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In this context it is worth recalling that even a modest rise in community/group
size at the beginning of the Natufian would have created greater complexity on
many levels, together with the need to confront and deflect the ‘scalar stress’ that
would have ensued, especially if accompanied by increased sedentism. It should
be emphasized that ‘scalar stress’ is incremental and has little to do with absolute
numbers per se. Indeed, it has been suggested that ‘scalar stress’ is relevant to groups
with more than seven to nine adult individuals who are responsible for the group’s
decisions.
Thus, in contrast to earlier mobile forager groups/bands, which seemingly averaged three to four nuclear families, the Early Natufian phenomenon represents a
problematic combination of ‘scalar stress’ resulting from slightly larger community sizes (perhaps 5–10 families?), plus the ‘fallout’ from sedentism, i.e. staying together for longer spells of time in groups that are larger than the average
nuclear/extended family. Potential mechanisms for relieving scalar stress include
extraneous symbolic behaviours – intensive communal rituals as reflected through
the presence of associated material manifestations, e.g. monoliths, artistic items,
on-site funerary practices, etc. As later and terminal Natufian communities reverted
to more mobile adaptations (leading to a reduction in ‘scalar stress’) some of these
ritual behaviours were modified (Goring-Morris and Belfer-Cohen 1997); the focus
may have shifted to burial practices in the Mediterranean core-area, when funerals
may have functioned as occasions for aggregation (and feasting?), serving a focal
point of rituals intended to strengthen the sense of unity and identity of any specific
group (Goring-Morris 2000; Grosman 2003; Kuijt 1996, 2000). This may provide
yet another explanation for the differences observed already by Garrod (1957) between the earlier and later Natufian with regard to artistic activities. At the same
time, the marked diachronic diminution of Natufian dwellings also reflects major
changes in social structure, from larger residential units back to the nuclear family
division of the earlier Epipalaeolithic.
Current research indicates that the Natufian should be viewed more in terms of
a fluid and flexible mosaic evolution through time and space, with different paces
in different places. Though broadly similar, a significant distinction exists as to how
matters were handled in the Mediterranean as compared to the semi-arid zones. One
of the main (and obvious) reasons lies in the apparently different economic bases
of the groups inhabiting those areas. Undoubtedly, variability in mobility patterns
needs to be taken into account; all of which most probably influenced and at the
same time were reflected in the differences observed in the architectural remains.
The onset of the Archaic Neolithic (Pre-Pottery Neolithic A) in the Levant
displays considerable regional variability, with a bipartite division between the
south/central and northern Levant. In the south many sites are of similar scale to
the larger Natufian hamlets, but a few sites in the Rift valley can be defined as
real villages in terms of total extent and/or through the presence of communal
structures, i.e. Netiv Hagdud or the tower and walls at Jericho (Bar-Yosef 1986;
Kenyon and Holland 1983; Naveh 2003; Ronen and Adler 2001). In the former sites
one observes the continuity of small nuclear family dwellings much in the Natufian
mode, e.g. Nahal Oren II, Iraq ed-Dubb, and Abu Madi I (Bar-Yosef 1991b; Kuijt
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and Goodale 2006; Stekelis and Yisraely 1963); in the larger sites dwellings are
somewhat more spacious, likely representing extended families, e.g. Gilgal, Netiv
Hagdud, Jericho, Hatoula and Dhra (Bar-Yosef and Gopher 1997; Bar-Yosef et al.
in press; Kenyon and Holland 1983; Kuijt and Finlayson 2001; Kuijt and Mahasneh
1998; Lechevallier and Ronen 1994).
The PPNA in the northern Levantine arc, from the Euphrates across to the Tigris,
is also characterized by small villages, deriving from a different, non-Natufian background. Settlements comprise small nuclear family dwellings grouped around semisubterranean, kiva-like community structures, perhaps serving extended families,
e.g. Jerf el-Ahmar, Mureybet, Qermez Dere and Nemrik (Cauvin 2000; Kozlowski
1992; Kozlowski and Kempisty 1990; Peasnall 2000; Stordeur et al. 2001; Watkins
1996). These special structures presage similar structures and precincts of the later
PPNB settlements, e.g. Nevali Çori and Çayönü (Hauptmann 1993, 1997, 1999;
Özdoğan 1999) or separate ritual sites, e.g. Late PPNA/Early PPNB Göbekli Tepe
(Schmidt 1999, 2001). But what is the demographic significance of these structures
and precincts? And what scale of settlements did such sites serve? While they must
have served as central ritual places, they are not necessarily part of a simple hierarchy of a central site serving satellite settlements. Thus the estimates of population
sizes become even more problematic.
While some graves do occur in open areas and abandoned houses, there appears
to be a unique clustering of burials around the tower precinct at Jericho, indicating a
tie between the burials as such and the sacred precincts. In the north, too, clearly ritually charged burials occur, e.g. Jerf el-Ahmar. Yet the number of burials reported to
date from most sites is quite meagre, raising the possibility of either separate burial
areas or still undocumented cemetery sites (but see Nemrik – Kozlowski 2002), well
known from both, earlier (Natufian) and later (PPNB) cultures. The implications for
demographic evaluations are quite obvious and once again preclude a clear estimate
of overall population sizes, as well as the demographic break-up by age and gender.
The Pre-Pottery Neolithic B koine not only displays a wide-ranging sphere of
certain shared material culture traits,13 but also clear regional variability (Bar-Yosef
and Belfer-Cohen 1989; for a different point of view see Asouti 2006). Furthermore,
within each area there is a mosaic of specific subsistence modes, resulting in a
wide spectrum of settlement patterns, population sizes and degrees of mobility.14
This pattern was also observed when the reach of the koine was expanding during a
period of climatic optimum, and when new regions were systematically colonized,
i.e. Cyprus and central Anatolia. Still, all the variants of spatial organization were

13

This involved the innovations of quadrilateral architecture, sometimes two storied, in sedentary
sites and bi-directional (naviform) blade technology; additionally, the previous traditions of plaster
use and post-mortem skull removal continue in a more pronounced fashion. Ultimately there was
clearly a major shift in the intensification of symbols and ideology.
14 In peripheral areas mobile hunter-gatherers continued with a band type organization, in temporary camps with circular dwellings. Beyond the material culture similarities, the nature of contacts
between the settled communities and these mobile foragers and later pastoral nomads remains
unclear.
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first sighted in the PPNA (at least in the north) and the main difference lies in the
regularity and magnitude of the various phenomena (see above for detailed description). Thus Simmons (2007:124) can try and give a population estimate of “. . .
a total population of only 92,500 souls . . . adding a few thousand more for nonvillagers . . .”
By the PPNB issues of land tenure would have required systematic or formalized
means of transferral of ownership and rights from one generation to the next. Under
such circumstances the very nature of the residential house changed, perhaps with
a shift from nuclear to extended families (Byrd 1994; Watkins 1990, 1996), which
has some bearing on population packing within sites. Indeed in many sedentary sites
we can begin to distinguish the segregation of domestic, craft and storage facilities
within the residential complex. This process appears to culminate in the late PPNB
at Basta and more formally in the Late Neolithic (Yarmukian) by the appearance of
enclosed walled compounds at Sha’ar Hagolan. Still we have no evidence whatsoever of any sort of hierarchical scale of domestic units. The observed differences
in PPNB house plans thus not only reflect broad regional customs but also differences within those regions – these likely portraying the architectural traditions of
specific groups, irrespective of the chronological developments (and see Wilshusen
and Potter in press for the American southwest).
The likely division of some larger later PPNB village sites by long-running walls,
e.g. Abu Gosh, Atlit Yam and Ain Ghazal, may be indicative of some formal segmentation of the said settlements, whether by moiety or by some other criteria. Open
areas within settlements would not always represent plazas or courtyards, but often
were likely repositories for waste middens (e.g. Beidha) and/or for penning newly
domesticated animals.
The unique nature of PPNB communal structures in the north can be glimpsed
also from the location and arrangements of the so-called cult sites, i.e. in the Urfa
region (Çelik 2000, 2004), which brings to mind possible similarities to the much
later concept of the Greek amphictyonies (Belfer-Cohen and Goring-Morris 2002,
2005). In the south, the secluded site of Kfar HaHoresh in lower Galilee indicates the
continuity of earlier Natufian traditions of cemetery and cult sites (Goring-Morris
2005).
Initially the PPNB appears to reflect the successful shift to economies based on
farming and herding. But, ultimately, its demise reflects the unforeseeable long-term
consequences of large-scale, sedentary communities subsisting on domesticates,
e.g. zoonotic diseases, pollution, ‘scalar stress’, ecological degradation and possible
climatic deterioration (Goring-Morris and Belfer-Cohen in press; Molleson 2007;
Rollefson and Köhler-Rollefson 1989). These processes took place at different paces
in different regions and thus the population sizes changed rapidly and unanticipatedly, making population estimates during the second part of the PPNB rather tenuous. Indeed one wonders what were the real sizes of such ‘megasite’ communities?
Estimates vary from site to site and from one researcher to the next; we may even
ask whether Çatal Hüyük really had a population of 3,000–8,000 (Hodder 2006,
prologue)? Or whether the L/FPPNB populations of Basta and Tell Abu Hureyra
ever really reached 4,000 souls (Kuijt 2000; Moore et al. 2000)?
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In summary, it is not surprising that the changes involved in the shift from
Epipalaeolithic mobile foragers to sedentary Neolithic farmers and herders, can
be traced in the architectural evidence, since those remains reflect the mundane,
social and ideological worldviews of their occupants. Yet, the documented shifts,
especially in domestic architecture were not always straightforward, linear developments, from the simple to the complex, and from small circular arrangements to
large quadrilateral structures. We are facing the transformation from ‘shelters’ or
even ‘houses’ that simply provided a haven from the elements, to veritable ‘homes’
with all that they signify from a social perspective (and see Watkins 1990), yet we
are just starting to realize the complications involved in these momentous transformations. Undoubtedly, population levels shifted and rose dramatically at this time,
globally, regionally and at the level of the individual community (and see Fig. 1).
Still, we are just beginning to figure out the relevant approaches for demographic
quantification. Understanding the problems and pitfalls inherent in the new archaeological data will be the first step in these attempts, or to paraphrase the saying of
Socrates: getting a right answer begins with asking the right questions.
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research. Paléorient 28:143–148.
Belfer-Cohen, A., and A. N. Goring-Morris. 2005. Which way to look? Conceptual frameworks
for understanding Neolithic processes. In “Dialogue on the Early Neolithic Origin of Ritual
Centres”. Neo-Lithics 2/05:22–24.
Belfer-Cohen, A., and A. N. Goring-Morris. 2007. “A new look at old assemblages: A cautionary tale.” In Technical Systems and Near Eastern PPN Communities. Edited by L. Astruc, D.
Binder, and F. Briois, pp. 15–24 Antibes: Éditions APDCA.
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Edited by M. Özdogan and N. Basgelen, pp. 35–63. Istanbul: Arkeologie ve Sanat Yayinlari.
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Schmidt, K. 1996. “Nevali Çori: chronology and intrasite distribution of lithic tool classes: preliminary results.” In Neolithic Chipped Stone Industries of the Fertile Crescent, and Their Contemporaries in Adjacent Regions, SENEPSE 3. Edited by S. K. Kozlowski, and H.-G. K. Gebel,
pp. 363–376. Berlin: ex oriente.
Schmidt, K. 1999. Boars, ducks and foxes – the Urfa Project 99. Neo-Lithics 3/99:12–15.
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