Civil Society :
Typology, Stratigraphy & North Mesopotamian Architectural History
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Architecture can serve as an indicator of economic, social and political relations, if
the cultural and structural links are sufficiently clear that their weight can be judged when
making highly complex analyses (SCHMID 2009, 9).

KREPPNER, F. J., 2013: Stratigraphie und Architektur des »Roten Hauses« von Tall Séh
Hamad / Diir-Katlimmu (= Berichte der Ausgrabung Tall Seh Hamad / Dir-Katlimmu
11), Wiesbaden. With contributions by J. Schmid, J. Rohde, R. Gerisch. Ixxxiv, 487 pp.;
almost 400 text figures; tables; almost 60 accompanying plates (many coloured fold
outs — including the two-metre long 1:50 drawing of the main sections); comprehensive
bibliography of excavations & list of references, lists of abbreviations; summaries in
English, German, Arabic; no index. 35 cm x 25 ¢cm; ISBN 978-3-447-10058-8 ; € 198.

PFALZNER, P., 2001 : Haus und Haushalt: Wohnformen des dritten Jahrtausends vor Christus
in Nordmesopotamien (= Damaszener Forschungen 9), Mainz. XXII, 419 pp.; more
than 100 text figures; tables; 100 “plates” of schematic drawings; bibliography, no
index. 24 cm x 31.5 cm; ISBN 3-8053-2116-2; € 100.

ScHMID, H., 2009 : Architecturae fundamentum : Entwicklung der friihen altmesopotamischen
Architektur (Entwiirfe 1), Berlin & Basel. 138 pp. in one text volume with text figures;
2" volume 35 pp. with abbreviations, bibliography, indices, glossary, 60 plates includ-
ing map and chronological/stratigraphic table. 35.5 cm x 25.5; ISBN 10: 3-93976-94-x ;
ISBN 13: 978-3-939176-94-7 ; CHF 75/€ 50.

INTRODUCTION

These three works offer very different approaches throwing light on one of the most
important aspects of Near Eastern archaeology in particular and human history in general :
the development of civil society in northern Mesopotamia. Aside from texts, architecture is
probably the most important source for the understanding of social development — and yet
also the most challenging to interpret (as pointed out by Schmid above). Pfilzner correctly
stresses that the architects working on archaeological excavations are mostly interested in the
buildings and not their social context, so that it is for the archaeologists to analyse the mate-
rial in order to be able to draw social conclusions. Yet, archaeologists must also be conscious
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that architects assume that the socio-economic relations are mastered and that the buildings
fit into that pattern (as observed by Schmid in the quote above). Here, we archaeologists must
carry out both architectural and social history — with the added difficulty that we must rely
on circular logic, since the architecture rather than the society is the source of our data for
interpreting the society.

Thus we must be very careful. Yet we have enough material today to take a look at
what one could do. In many cases, discussions of architecture begin with Koldewey’s typol-
ogy, and take account of the disputes and mutations that have since taken place. However, the
situation in general has changed to virtual unrecognizability in comparison to the days when
the study of architecture began. At one time, the basic historical framework looked clear. A
century ago, we were content with the fertile crescent being the cradle of human civilisa-
tion, with Egypt and Iraq defining the poles and Palestine in the middle. For some this could
imply that the light spread forth from origins which lay in Palestine. For others, it implied
that the cities of Mesopotamia were the inevitable result of what was taking place and that
Levantine developments could be neglected. Some Egyptologists simply claimed they could
find no cities and cut themselves out of the loop. The Aegean had never been part of the fer-
tile crescent scheme and disciplinary boundaries assured that it remained aloof. Thus instruc-
tion was gradually modified as new developments were incorporated into the curriculum, but
the scope was not really adjusted in accord with developments in the field.

Yet the reality is that what happened was quite different to what was once taught at
universities. In the meantime it has become clear that many important developments in the
early Neolithic took place to the East and West of the Euphrates in Syria and Anatolia and
that what happened in Syria, Palestine and Jordan was part of what was going on at Gobekli
and Djerf al-Ahmar. A couple of decades ago, we were persuaded that the Uruk civilisation
had inexorably spread civilisation from southern Mesopotamia outwards, but then we re-
called much evidence of incipient urbanism in the North and ongoing research indicated that
the people from the south encountered a different development in Sabi Abyad, Arslantepe,
Brak, Gawra and Hamoukar (et alii). Although the pre-eminence of southern developments
was confirmed by discoveries such as Habuba Kabira, the precocious use of seals at Sabi
Abyad indicates that northern developments were intertwined with southern evolution. And
this evidence filled that gap which had been created by the tendency of the main scheme to
shift abruptly from the Levantine PPNB to the south Mesopotamian Ubaid, pretending that
because it was all the Near East, it was the same place. Yet the practical meaning was that
the North was eclipsed despite the masses of data.

Thus a rethinking was likewise in order here. Yet there did not seem any reason to
doubt that our understanding of the historical aftermath was more or less correct — until it
became evident that the Late Assyrian elite at Dar-Katlimmu simply switched allegiance and
thus managed to continue with their operations after the fall of the last Assyrian citadels in
northern Syria. And, of course, it added to the spice to know that before and after the arrival
of the Babylonians, this loyal Assyrian elite was primarily engaged in commercial activities,
where silver appears regularly in judicial documents concerning commercial transactions. In
the middle of the first millennium BC, the state was not in control of the economy, but rather
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whatever state happened to exist was the background for a commercial economy which could
collaborate with any given state.

This differed substantially from the situation in the early 2" millennium when the
Babylonians built up and jealously guarded their commercial links with Syria and the
Assyrians reciprocated in Anatolia. Although the evidence of Babylonian trading links in
Syria is not well documented in the earliest period, the Assyrian documents and their com-
mercial routes demonstrate that they were only able to trade in Anatolia underscoring that the
Babylonians had trade routes extending as far as Assur (VEENHOF 2008). And this organisa-
tion differed from the second half of the 2" millennium when merchants of various different
nationalities were mishandled in Syria (WARBURTON 2008, 265-266). The situation in the
third millennium is less transparent: the architecture at Beydar and Brak reveals evidence of
powerful states, confirming the image of the texts, stressing the power of Ebla and Nagar.
Just how the less well-off lived is far from clear. Yet we know that by the end of the millen-
nium silver was flowing from Anatolia across Syria to southern Mesopotamia.

On the other hand, however, the activities of the elite and their financial activities took
place in what would appear to have been a rather vacant landscape. Veenhof (2008, 147) has
described this marvellously, laconically remarking that “the goods traded by the Assyrians
[of the Old Assyrian period at the beginning of the 2" millennium BC] did not ask for regu-
lar contacts with the rural population and their subsistence economy”. Veenhof (2008, 148)
concludes that the Assyrian traders were dealing “with the local elite, entrepreneurs and in-
stitutions, among which also the palaces”.

We can assume that this situation will have summarised the situation in Syria during
the 3%, 2" and 1** millennia BC, with the caveat that the development was not linear. The
entrepreneurial classes will have lived in a rural environment, but themselves conducted busi-
ness in a more urban milieu. Surveys tend to suggest that the distribution of villages in the
North decreased after the third millennium, and thus increasing urbanisation seems to have
led to concentrations of population. Yet, Wilkinson (2003, 132) remarks that “conditions of
political stability during much of the first millennium B.C. provided conditions favourable to
the creation of small rural settlements dispersed across what had been steppe” — meaning a
return to the rural patterns.

What this means in practice is that in the Iron Age more peasants were living in
small villages near their fields rather than being concentrated in the urban and semi-urban
centres. Strangely, this corresponds to a phenomenon Bintliff (2013) has observed in the
Mediterranean whereby dispersed rural settlement increases during the Roman era (with the
cities losing demographic importance) combined with the take-off in trade resulting from the
integration of the Mediterranean with the Near Eastern economies since the Hellenistic era.

Thus, paradoxically, what looks to us like political chaos and turmoil in the Near
East really meant that the small kingdoms of the early Iron Age gave way to Assyrian and
Babylonian rule and yet led to an increase in settlement, adumbrating (and presumably push-
ing) precisely that which would soon follow in the Mediterranean. In fact, however, it cannot
not have been the “political stability”, but rather “economic continuity” which was somehow
undisturbed by wrenching political changes. What we see seems to be a long-term trend.
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Regardless, over time, the members of the elite will have increased gradually, both in num-
bers and wealth, while the general rural population may have grown while remaining poor.
The life of the elite will have remained urban.

Thus decades of philological and archaeological work have assured us that we have
enough material to follow the developments of commercial and financial activities from the
Neolithic onwards — and obviously, this is as relevant to socio-economic developments as the
states and household subsistence.

And in effect, unremarked by many university lecturers and researchers, the transfor-
mation in the data has also pushed the markets to the forefront. Research into subsistence
farming in the Neolithic has not led to evidence of redistribution of food in villages but
rather pushed attention towards the origins of quarrying and trade in raw materials such as
obsidian and flint. In Europe and the Near East, the distribution patterns of obsidian and flint
adumbrate the later trade routes. Strikingly, obsidian is found along the Levantine corridor
linking the Euphrates and the Orontes at the end of the Levantine pre-pottery Neolithic, but
this is the only hint at long distance trade before the Euphrates emerges as triumphant with
the lapis lazuli trade of the 4™ millennium. Similarly, early on, flint is distributed along parts
of the Danube and Rhine, whereas the Danube subsequently declines in significance when
jade is found along the Rhine, Rhone, Loire, and Seine during the 5" and 4™ millennia (cf.
PETREQUIN et al. 2013, 67, Fig. 1). Thus, already during the Neolithic, trade was gradually
adapting its distribution to the communication routes — but we are far from the integrated
patterns that would emerge during the Bronze Age.

Thus in the Neolithic we have specialists making bracelets and beads — supplementing
the blades, arrowheads and axes — and many of these travelled long distances. During the
Bronze Age, craftsmanship flourished but the products were primarily reduced to local con-
sumption whereas the valuable materials themselves were part of long distance trade systems
(WARBURTON 2003) along with the relatively low-tech textiles produced in the urban centres
of the Near East (WARBURTON 2012). The trinkets of the palatial gift exchange (as exhibited,
e.g., in the Amarna Letters) were quite different from the commercial wares moving along
the trade routes, and thus one should not confuse diplomacy with commerce — at least at
this early stage in history. The long distance trade system was based on prices (WARBURTON
2013a), whereas the palatial exchange was a matter of prestige. While the prestige exchange
did grow, the commercial economy grew more, and became more important.

Crucially, during the Bronze Age, the subsistence economy was also gradually inte-
grated into the state economies through taxes, rent and trade. Through the tax-farming sys-
tem Renger has described as the Palastgeschdift, agricultural production was integrated into
the commercial and financial economies. Foldi (2014) has recently offered a new interpreta-
tion with an interesting twist: instead of the Old Babylonian “taxes-in-kind” being turned
over to the market in return for a discount awarded to the merchants, it is proposed that the
merchants kept the tax income for their own purposes and paid silver to the state out of the
proceeds of their other business activities. Foldi’s nuance would be that the merchants will
have used silver from their international trade profits to pay the state — and acquired goods
from the subsistence economy, through the state tax system, at a discount from the market
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price. This is entirely logical. It would also be the opposite of the Greek oikos where the
household sold its own agricultural products on the market to acquire silver to pay taxes.

Examination of the 2" millennium Mesopotamian archives thus reveals that the elite
was working the market in collusion with the state. Although such economies are currently
being sold as “institutional economics” incorporating “transaction costs”, in effect, they actu-
ally also reveal a very different economy — and one that differs likewise from that offered
by the earlier market/state dichotomy still traditional in many classrooms. Evidently, the dis-
persed settlements of the Iron Age must be reconciled with the long-term evolution of this
distant urban elite.

Thus there is an awful lot to rethink. Obviously, this massive project cannot be tackled
in a couple of pages. And thus to focus a bit, I merely suggest that architectural evidence
might be able to contribute to writing history — but only if it is well excavated and properly
viewed. In this review, we aim at taking a perspective on what we know, how we know it,
and how it is presented.

Each of these works takes a very different approach. Schmid’s project is but the first
volume of a projected synthetic work on Mesopotamian architecture. Pfdlzner’s effort takes
the form of a catalogue of domestic buildings with the aim of presenting evidence for social
structures based on a selection of sites stretching from the eastern tributaries of the up-
per Khabur to the Euphrates bend in Syrian northern Mesopotamia. Kreppner’s project is
dedicated exclusively to the excavation of a single building below the citadel of a tell on the
Lower Khabur. What unites these disparate volumes is the thread of the Euphrates and its
tributaries taking us from the earliest architecture in human history to that of the end of the
Semitic Empires — without the temples and palaces.

However, there is yet another key point. It is hardly irrelevant that Vitruvius is fre-
quently observed to have stated that architecture must have the characteristics of firmitas,
utilitas, venustas. These have been variously translated with general agreement on (variations
of) “solid” and “beautiful”, but less so about the rendering of wutilitas. The word itself can
refer to “usefulness”, but also to “advantage” with some thus preferring variations extending
beyond mere “utility” to “commodity”. And this latter word has the virtue that it can imply
both “convenience” and “an article which can be sold for gain”, which takes us back to the
basic definition of wtilitas. In any case, Vitruvius did not specify “functionality” as being of
first-order importance, and our understanding of “utility” was not his primary concern in
reflecting on architecture. Thus architects and builders may have other objects than residents
— and perhaps more so in the ancient world (as we will observe that Pfalzner himself recog-
nises). And this situation may have been more frequent than we generally assume. Thus, we
can approach the history of North Mesopotamian architecture with the most recent data and
the oldest prejudices....

THE ORIGINS

Schmid’s volume is divided into a series of chronologically organised chapters: follow-
ing the introduction (pp. 9-15) come the earliest PPNA buildings (pp. 17-30), the rectangular
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buildings of the PPNB in North Syria (pp. 31-39), the rectangular houses and magazines of
the Hassuna period (pp. 41-60), the complicated forms of the Samarra buildings in middle
Mesopotamia (pp. 61-75); rectangular and round buildings of the Halaf in the North (pp. 77-
93); the origins and development of the Ubaid tripartite buildings in southern Mesopotamia
(pp. 95-107); and the rectangular structures of the northern Ubaid (pp. 109-129). The
book closes with a survey of the first five thousand years of architecture in Mesopotamia
(pp. 131-138).

Schmid’s main concern is a confrontation with Mesopotamian architectural history and
thus his intentions in this introductory volume are programmatic rather than comprehensive.
The text volume begins with a discerning and ambitious programme of architectural renewal,
stressing the inadequacy of existing approaches to ancient Near Eastern archaeology in the
German-speaking world. Schmid’s concern is that our analysis of architectural forms must
aim at determining the relationship of movements within a house to the construction: were
the passages and rooms consciously organised to facilitate movement, or were the movements
adapted to the architecture?

Schmid’s discursive approach to these questions involves discussions interspersed with
catalogue type entries in the text volume which complement the images in the volume of
plates — with didactically essential marginal references to the plates in the text volumes and
headers in the plates volume referring to the relevant pages in the text volume. Schmid me-
ticulously describes each individual building, making specific references to phenomena such
as the pillars (as at Eridu and Gawra) and other features (such as the transverse halls in the
later tripartite buildings at Abada) which suddenly appear.

He also swiftly covers concepts such as temples at Eridu as opposed to the residences
at Gawra, and even assumes that some buildings will have served as meeting places. At the
close of the volume Schmid addresses the matter of the simultaneous appearance of maga-
zines with more generous living quarters — and notes that these can also be related to animal
husbandry requiring places for the herds. The appearance of seals and the incorporation of
ovens into the housing complexes are also noted. And his work terminates with the observa-
tion that the Ubaid tripartite building was exactly what the urban centres of the Uruk period
could exploit. Thus, without overdoing the interpretation, we are offered a perspective into
social development.

But, to return to the beginning. Schmid begins with Koldewey’s hypothetical categories
whereby the Babylonian courtyard house was formed by lining rooms along the outer walls,
leaving a court (injunctive); the Greek courtyard house by forming a court in front of the
megaron (conjunctive); and the Italic by removing the roof from the common space (disjun-
tive). Schmid correctly notes that this purely hypothetical typological scheme eventually led
to a confusion about architectural history and typological classification, and thus rightly notes
that existing typologies are not designed to deal with any level of social or historical analysis.

However, Schmid also points out that one also has the opposite problem that if the use
of a building does not demand any particular spatial organisation (or if we cannot recognize
what the spatial requirements might have been), then form, construction and use need not
be usefully related typologically. Only in the case of representational buildings can we a
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priori assume that the “use” will determine form and construction. Significantly, the early
Mesopotamian representational form par excellence was the tripartite building which had a
hall — and not a courtyard — as its central unit. In this sense, one can approach the theoretical
and practical weaknesses of a typological approach which does not seem to serve any real
purpose except to confuse.

From here, Schmid insists on following a strictly chronological order, which is not only
scientifically correct, but also didactically ideal. Schmid starts with the small oval huts of
Tell M’lefaat, to the East of the Tigris in northern Iraq, but must quickly switch to Mureybet
and Jerf al-Ahmar along the Euphrates in Syria to recognize the beginnings of spatial parti-
tioning in domestic architecture. In Schmid’s version, he can shift back to Nemrik (slightly
to the West of the Tigris in northern Iraq) and Qermez Dere for the phase of oval and rect-
angular buildings with pillars. However, had Schmid begun with the oval buildings in Upper
Palaeolithic Ohalo and continued with the PPNA oval and round buildings at Gobelki and
Cayonii, he could have stayed in the West with Hallan Cemi and proceeded to Cafer Hoyiik
and the similarly partitioned rectangular houses in late PPNA and early PPNB Cayonii (for
additional references to Anatolia, cf. ANONYMOUS 2007).

In this sense, this reviewer has the impression that the architectural sequence was
dominated by the buildings and the changes in the West — and that at the earliest phase,
the eastern part of Mesopotamia was limping behind. What happens at Buqras and Tell as-
Sawwan in the subsequent phase is the use of walls to partition the interiors — and this takes
us into the specifically Mesopotamian architectural traditions where columns and pillars are
the exception. The tradition of round buildings seems to have survived through the Halaf
until largely disappearing under the influence of the orthogonal Ubaid traditions. Yet one
should not (as Schmid does) neglect the apsidal buildings documented in PPNB Ain Ghazal
and Early Bronze Palestine as these clearly represent a tradition as well — and one which is
resumed with the Western traditions of the Roman Mithraeum and the Christian Church.

Thus, the main tradition can be followed in the West — and it was in the West that we
find the earliest partitioning of space with a wide variety of variations as in the oval houses
at PPNA Mureybet and Jerf al-Ahmar. At Cayonii, we can also see the introduction of special
flooring which follows on the clay platforms of the PPNA — along with the apsidal structures
which also appear in the Levant. At Jerf al-Ahmar and Mureybet, wooden posts serve to sup-
port the roof constructions and this idea leads in several different directions. The spectacular
representative use of pillars at Gobekli has parallels in more modest dwellings, and the use
of columns and pillars continued to play a role for the rest of history in the West while walls
served various different functions in the East. In this sense, there was a wide variety of al-
ternatives available in the Near East as a whole while the Mesopotamian variant was quickly
reduced to a smaller spectrum.

Significantly, the pillars at Tell Oueli in the south appear with the earliest Ubaid in the
middle of the 6™ millennium BC — after the porches in Greece (cf. e.g., PERLES 2001, 173ff))
and the pillars in Anatolia (cf. e.g., ANONYMOUS 2007, 60, 65, 74-75, 80-82, but like the lat-
ter they are within the buildings and pushing in the direction of porticos). Perlés (2001, 188)
notes that buttresses appear in Neolithic Greece which resemble those of PPNB Anatolia.
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At this point, developments would appear to have been synchronised from the Aegean to
southern Mesopotamia. While Perlés confirms the Near Eastern origins, she also stresses the
European wattle & daub constructions in both Greece and Anatolia, hinting at a European
diversity which eventually moved decisively in the direction of posts supporting gabled roofs.

At Eridu, with Abu Shahrein VII we are certainly moving in a direction where the in-
ner walls of the tripartite buildings are broken in a fashion which renders the pillars and pi-
lasters irrelevant and allows the roof constructions to follow a different route from the gabled
roofs of early Greece. This system seems to follow directly from Bugqras and Tell es-Sawwan.
Gawra certainly does not seem to be steering in this direction until much later; instead it
seems to be following in the chaotic traditions of Sabi Abyad, Yarim Tepe and the like. These
traditions are dominated by a need to support weighty roof constructions.

While Schmid’s architectural analyses are useful, detailed and succinct, unfortunately,
the references and discussions have not been brought up to date and thus students will be in
the unhappy position of having to look further if they use the book. Furthermore, the gener-
ous equivalency of a “layer” with a “phase” (as with Schmid’s Schicht 111 for Cauvin’s Phase
III in Mureybet) may well have been justified in this particular case (although Bauschicht
might have been more suitable), the concept neglects the idea that understanding stratigraphy
is an important aspect of understanding the history of architecture — and is thus inappropriate
for students of archaeology.

More important are perhaps the consequences of Schmid’s approach and background
in following in the footsteps of Heinrich, who devoted himself to Mesopotamian architecture
rather than Koldewey who was conscious of Mediterranean traditions. The inevitable result
of restricting himself to Mesopotamia is that Catal Hiiyiik, Jericho and Ain Ghazal do not
appear in Schmid’s account of Neolithic architecture. Yet this does not explain the absence of
Gobekli and Cayonii — unless of course Schmid was aiming at the mud- and claybrick tradi-
tion and thus excluded stone (which nevertheless appears at Arpaciyah).

However, in terms of overall history, Schmid’s use of the eastern oval and circular
buildings as the point of departure is spot on. The ancestors of the unpartitioned oval huts
at M’lefaat can be traced back to Natufian Mallaha and even Upper Palaeolithic Oholo. And
in the opposite sense, the subsequent dominant orthogonal mud brick tradition with interior
walls typified by Abu Hureyra and Buqras marks the long term development which reaches
its zenith in the tripartite buildings of the Ubaid and Uruk periods. That this system came
to dominate is clear, as the gradual intrusion of the Ubaid and Uruk people into the north
changed architectural developments in the north. Even more importantly, most surveys (cf.
e.g., EIDEM & WARBURTON 1996, UR 2010) reveal a decline in northern Syria following the
collapse of the Uruk trading system. Unclear is the degree to which the Ubaid infiltration of
the north led to a temporary drop in settlement. What is clear is that — although they are well
worth attention — the special buildings of Ain Ghazal and the stone circles at Gélbekli did not
ultimately contribute to the development of civilisation as it actually happened.

In this sense, the concentration on the continuity which Schmid has demonstrated
in southern Mesopotamia makes perfect sense, culturally, politically and architecturally.
However, the social and economic history may be far more complicated since the long term
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historical role of northern Mesopotamia was far more nuanced than a system stressing pure
politics would allow, as evidenced by Wilkinson’s peculiar claim that “political stability” in
the Iron Age somehow supported the dispersal of rural settlements when the political history
itself reveals chaos — and yet the reality of the settlement distribution remains true.

Schmid does not present a typology as such. However, the headers of his various sub-
sections clearly betray his understanding of developments; in this fashion his typology and
chronological system are one, but distributed geographically. For him, the earliest North
Mesopotamian PPNA is dominated by simple circular and oval buildings. These are followed
by circular buildings with integrated roof support frameworks and interior partitioning. The
final developments are common buildings with geometric demarcations, and these form the
bridge to the next phase taking us into rectangular architecture with varying internal spatial
organisations divided by walls. The earliest Mesopotamian pottery Neolithic is characterised
initially not so much by complicated architectural improvements as by the grouping of build-
ings and the creation of open spaces different from those of the alleys between houses ap-
pearing at the end of the PPNB (a direct result of rectangular architecture). This development
is complemented by the creation of pens for cattle and followed by the increasing organisa-
tion of magazines and the combination of houses with other subsidiary buildings. By the
end of the Hassuna we have multi-roomed houses meshed into villages with pens and open
spaces. With the southern Sammara, we have the awkward combination of several individual
units into single dwellings forming parts of relatively densely built up villages, still marked
by open spaces. Yet, miraculously, this leads to model modular planned dwellings. By con-
trast, the northern Halaf tradition followed a different pattern with a chaotic variety of small
circular and rectangular buildings combined in different fashions. In the view of this reviewer
— trying to make sense of Schmid’s very different examples — the only really notable inno-
vation of significance during this period was the oversized rectangular antechamber leading
into the Halaf tholoi. By contrast, in the partially contemporary and succeeding Ubaid pe-
riod, the earliest pillared halls in the south represent an improvement on those developments
perfected in the Samarra period. These long halls with their adjoining rooms lead directly
into the tripartite buildings. In contrast to this, the contemporary development in the Ubaid
north seems to have been a continuation of the irregular Halaf buildings partially comple-
mented by the early Samarran structural improvements.

It would appear that the gradual evolution of the Mittelsaalhaus belonged to an era
when urban and rural elite architecture was following a similar pattern. Architecturally, even
at the end of this formative stage we still have no courtyard houses. Yet what we have is the
gradual transformation of a world of small villages — consisting of no more than a couple of
houses in the PPNA — to the birth of incipient cities. Thus the final buildings at Gawra and
Eridu were part of large communities and the representational character of the houses reflects
this transformation. What we can also see — in the distribution of the sites over time — is the
gradual conquest of the plains in the late Neolithic Near East. Somehow — when the cities
began to emerge — the Mittelsaalhaus became a symbol of elite urban architecture.

In this sense, with a very restrained approach — based exclusively on the publications
of real excavation finds rather than hypothetical models — Schmid has managed to produce
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a social account of architectural development in Mesopotamia. We can follow the emergence
and growth of villages leading into the concentrations of buildings which would lead to over-
sized villages in the north and cities in the south.

The most important lack emerging from the inconsistent coverage is the failure to
stress that institutions of some kind must have emerged in the North, since it is only with
a communal effort that we can understand Gobekli. Yet this development did not lead to a
social transformation since Catal Huyilik and the like are but large villages rather than in-
cipient cities. Seemingly, the North was precocious in its institutional developments, but then
faltered. In contrast to this, those who wandered further south developed their institutions in
a fashion which was compatible with the growth of cities.

Were one to unjustly abbreviate Schmid’s succinct analysis of millennia of develop-
ment, one could observe that the quintessence of all early architectural development took
place in northern Mesopotamia and led to the north Mesopotamian Mittelsaalhaus which
offered the ideal means of providing access to, and separating the various parts of, the multi-
room house. Movement was optimized and limited at one go. One has the impression that
this analysis might actually hit at what Vitruvius meant with “commodity” (as 1 translate
here). And it was not inherent to the architecture, but rather one of the central outcomes of
the Neolithic.

3% MILLENNIUM HOUSEHOLDS IN NORTHERN MESOPOTAMIA

Schmid has thus taken us as far as the beginning of the Uruk Period, which saw
the monumental culmination of the Ubaid tradition of Heinrich’s Mittelsaalhaus (present at
Gawra in the North and Uruk in the South), which was then abandoned in the 3 millen-
nium. It follows that the 3" millennium should have been an era of architectural searching,
one presumably culminating in a new optimal design.

Thus one had reached the preconditions for Pfdlzner’s (2001, 5) goal of studying the
“functional and social aspects of residential houses” with the foundation plans merely being
the first step to understanding the rooms in terms of “domestic activities”. Ultimately, this
should throw light on the “economic activity and the social position of the household as well
as [...] its social organisation”. In order to do this, Pfalzner must use the archaeological evi-
dence to draw inferences.

Typology in architecture

Like Schmid’s, Pfilzner’s project begins with a critical discussion of Heinrich’s re-
visions of the architectural typologies developed by Koldewey and Andrae, but then also
discusses French work of recent decades, where Aurenche and Margueron have tried very
different approaches. Inevitably, Miglus’s (1999) work was hardly integrated into Pfdlzner’s
project. However, Pfilzner hits immediately upon the key weakness of relating the architec-
tural traditions of the monumental architecture with the domestic architecture and takes this
as his cue for working exclusively with the domestic architecture. He confirms — what should
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