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Abstract
The Konya Regional Archaeological Survey Project (KRASP) is an interdisciplinary,
multi-scale research programme in south-central Turkey. KRASP aims at integrating new
fieldwork with the substantial research corpus already available for the region, in order to
provide a synthetic understanding of archaeological and palaeoenvironmental dynamics
in the plain and surrounding highlands. This includes a diachronic assessment of humanenvironment interactions in different ecological niches, of sedentism, urbanism and political
consolidation, and of related phenomena such as modifications to landscapes, farming
production, and pastoral mobility. KRASP’s fieldwork focuses on three discrete ecological
zones: the cultivated alluvium, the steppe margin, and the highland margin.
This paper presents the methodologies, aims and preliminary results of KRASP’s
2017 and 2018 fieldwork seasons in the eastern section of the Konya Plain. Among the
most significant results, our team uncovered evidence in the steppe for numerous temporary
sites contemporary with Boncuklu Höyük and Çatalhöyük pre-XII, which provide a broader
context to understand the process of Neolithisation of the region. It also dated the appearance of
the first large centres (ca. 20 ha) in the region at the Chalcolithic-Early Bronze Age transition,
and revealed the existence of a territorial defence system around the plain already in the early
2nd millennium BCE. Lastly, KRASP has identified a horizon of expanding sedentary sites
(höyük) into the steppe during the late 2nd and early 1st millennia BCE, probably associated
with a substantial irrigation project and possibly prompted by the rise of a large urban centre
in the Çarşamba delta.

Introduction
The Konya Regional Archaeological Survey Project (KRASP) is an interdisciplinary,
multi-scalar research program initiated in 2016.1 Its main aim is to integrate a new survey project with published survey, excavation and palaeoenvironmental datasets to arrive at a holistic
understanding of the prehistoric and early historic archaeology of the Konya Plain, from the
beginning of the Holocene up to the end of the Iron Age. The fieldwork component of KRASP,
and the primary focus of this report, was initiated in the summer of 2017 with a pedestrian survey in the Çumra and Karatay districts in the eastern region of the Konya Plain. The 2017 and
2018 field seasons have prioritized the ‘marginal’ landscapes of this survey area (steppe and highMichele Massa: British Institute at Ankara; Christoph Bachhuber: University of Oxford; Fatma Şahin: Çukurova
University; Neyir Bostancı-Kolankaya: Hacettepe University; Yusuf Tuna: Hacettepe University.
1
KRASP is co-directed by Michele Massa and Christoph Bachhuber in collaboration with Fatma Şahin. The
fieldwork took place between June 16th-July 11th 2017 and between June 4th-July 6th 2018.
*
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lands, see below), which
have been largely neglected
by earlier research on the
Konya Plain (Fig. 1). Here
we discuss the preliminary results from KRASP’s
2017 and 2018 seasons.
KRASP has set
out to achieve a number
of goals that align with
longue durée approaches to
archaeological landscapes,
for example as developed
in Mediterranean archaeology (see Bevan and ConolFig. 1. Location of the study area for the Konya Regional
ly 2013) and the landscape
Archaeological Survey Project (KRASP).
archaeology of the ancient
Near East (e.g. Casana
2014; Ur et al. 2013; Wilkinson 2003). These include a diachronic outline of human-environment interactions in different ecological niches, and a related assessment of the diachronic formation of archaeological landscapes. We are particularly interested in the relationship between
the hydrological landscape of the Konya Plain (including irrigation strategies) and settlement,
subsistence and other human activity in different historical periods. KRASP is also interested
in how and why and with what consequences networks of communication formed within and
beyond the landscapes of the Konya Plain, for example as mediated by networks of production
and exchange, mobility related to pastoral transhumance, and/or political consolidation. The
last aim of KRASP discussed in this report is different from the above because it is concerned
with the archaeological present. This is similarly a study of landscapes, but addresses modern
impacts on archaeological landscapes by the people who live in and farm the Konya Plain today.

The Survey Area
The Konya Plain is an endorheic basin traversed by a number of watercourses including
principally the Çarşamba and May rivers. Prior to intensive irrigation in the early 20th century
CE (Altuntaş 2000; Bildirici 2000), the basin was also comprised of marshes and shallow lakes.
However, few period-specific historical water bodies (with perennial standing water) have been
identified with any confidence, including the Yarma and the Hotamış Lakes (Karabıyıkoğlu
and Kuzucuoğlu 1998; Roberts 1980). To what extent and when standing water existed in the
Konya Plain is a primary research question for KRASP. For example, there is reason to suggest
that much of the standing water in the Hotamış lake basin today may have been originally
formed by the dumping of excess irrigation water from the modern canal system; but this does
not exclude the possibility of a large early Holocene lake in the Hotamış basin (Roberts 1990).
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The
fieldwork
component is focused on
a much smaller region (ca.
2.200 km2) that straddles
the intensively researched
archaeological landscapes
of the alluvium, and the
higher elevation and more
arid zones of the steppe
and highlands – or ‘the
margin’ (Fig. 2). The survey study area extends east,
south-east and north-east
of the Çarşamba alluvial
fan, encompassing the eastern edge of the cultivated
Fig. 2. The major ecological zones in the Konya Plain:
zone, the arch of the Boz
endorheic river deltas, steppe and highlands.
Mountains and the steppe
zone that separates the two.
There are two main reasons the margin appeals to us. First, there has been far less archaeological
focus here when compared to the cultivated alluvium. Second, by defining discrete ecological
niches in the survey area, we can begin to address environmentally-mediated human activity
and the relationship between the margin and the alluvium in different periods. Ultimately, we
aim to shed light on historically-contingent settlement and land management in the margin
and different motivations to interact with this landscape.
The river deltas (prominently the May and Çarşamba) and the lacustrine environment
of the Hotamış Lake define the alluvium, the first of three main ecozones of the region (Fig. 2).
This ecozone has been cultivated since the Neolithic and remains by far the most thoroughly
investigated in the region. Long-running excavations have been conducted at the mounded sites at Çatalhöyük (Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic, Hodder 2005, 2006, 2013, 2014;
Mellaart 1967), Boncuklu Höyük (Aceramic Neolithic, Baird et al. 2012, 2016; Fletcher et
al. 2017), and Karahöyük-Konya (Early and Middle Bronze Age, Alp 1961, 1968, 1973). In
addition, the salvage excavation at Pınarbaşı targeted a multi-period rock shelter and open-air
site on the southern shore of the Hotamış Lake, at the interface between the alluvium and the
margins (Baird 2007; Baird et al. 2011, 2013; Fairbairn et al. 2014; Watkins 1995, 1998). This
ecozone has further attracted more than 60 years of regional surveys including those of Douglas Baird (1995, 1996a, 1996b 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002a, 2002b, 2004, 2006,
2010), Hasan Bahar (1999, 2002, 2005, 2007, 2010, 2011, 2014; Bahar and Koçak 2004; Bahar and Küçükbezci 2012), Sachihiro Omura (2000, 2001, 2002), Semih Güneri (1987, 1988,
1989, 1990), David French (1966, 1970), Ian Todd (1966) and James Mellaart (1954, 1955,
1958, 1961, 1963). Overwhelmingly, the site recording strategies of these previous surveys
have focused on high visibility settlement mounds. Also, most of these surveys and excavations
have had a prehistoric bias. It is worth emphasizing how little research has been undertaken
on settlements that post-date the Early Chalcolithic period in the Konya Plain, including the
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Bronze Age settlement mound at Karahöyük-Konya where relatively little has been published
after several decades of excavations.
The steppe, the second ecozone of the Konya Plain, has attracted relatively little research attention. Following the end of the middle Holocene (the so-called 4.2 ka event in particular, ca. 2200-1900 BC), central Anatolia entered a period of progressive aridification and
diminishing rainfall (Roberts et al. 2011). The most pronounced impact on the plain would
have been on those regions removed from the Çarşamba and May river deltas. At present, average yearly rainfall is around 250 mm/year at the centre of the plain, but periodically average
yearly rainfall drops below the 250 mm/year lower limit for rainfed agriculture (Türkeş 1996:
Table II). From the later Holocene onwards, large-scale settlement in the margin was only
possible in the piedmont of the Taurus and Boz Mountains at sites with access to perennial
springs, near the lakes, or through the development of extensive irrigation networks (see e.g.
Baird 2004 for possible evidence of Late Antique irrigation channels in the steppe).

Site type

Satellite
imagery
analysis

DEM
analysis

Topographic
maps
analysis

Geological
map
analysis

Car-based
survey

Canalwalking

Pedestrian
survey

Local
informants

Lastly, the third ecozone includes the highlands represented by the Boz Mountains to
the north and east up to the Karadağ volcanic complex. Previous research in this region has
focused mostly on the inscriptions of the Iron Age ‘Neo-Hittite’ rock monuments at Kızıldağ
and Karadağ (for archaeological survey see Bahar 1999; Karauğuz et al. 2002; Şerifoğlu et al.
2018; for epigraphic and philological studies see Hawkins 2000), and to a lesser extent on
hilltop forts (Bahar and Koçak 2004; Karauğuz and Kunt 2004). Prior to KRASP there has
been virtually no attempt to relate these monumental and defensive features to wider patterns
of settlement and land use in the Konya Plain.

Mound sites (höyük)
Fortified hilltops
Tumuli
Flat/slope settlements
Ancient roads
Standing buildings
Spolia
Flat necropoleis
Rock-cut necropoleis
Ancient quarries
Rock shelters/caves
Prehistoric artefact scatters
Palaeo-channels

***
***
***
**
*
**
*
***

***
*
*

***
*
*
*
-

**
*
**
*

***
*
**
**
***
***
**
**
-

**
**
-

***
**
**
**
**
**
*
***
-

***
*
*
*
*
*
**
-

Table 1. Site detection strategies used in KRASP, with an assessment of their effectiveness for each site
type. “-” not effective, “*” marginally effective, “**” effective, “***” very effective. NB: Flat necropoleis
can be easily detected when they have been looted, i.e. the pits are clearly visible from satellite imagery.
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Survey Methodologies
Many of KRASP’s fieldwork methodologies were pioneered by the Konya Survey Project led by Douglas Baird (see Baird 1996a; 1996b; 1997; 1998; 1999; 2000; 2001; 2002),
in a region directly adjacent to the west of the KRASP fieldwork area. Our site detection
strategies are multiple and are being implemented to identify the widest possible range of site
types (Table 1). These include the analysis of satellite imagery (Google Earth, CORONA and
GAMBIT) and of 10 m-resolution Digital Elevation Models to identify höyük sites, tumuli,
forts, looted areas, roads, as well as features from ancient environmental landscapes (e.g. palaeolakes, palaeochannels, beach remnants). We are also using topographic maps to identify the
most prominent sites like settlement mounds, forts or caravanserais. On the ground methodologies include extensive car-based survey (for “roaming the landscape”, see recently Düring and
Glatz 2015), to identify mounded sites, tumuli, reused architectural elements (spolia), caves,
hilltop sites, rock-cut graves and quarries. Pedestrian survey methods include walking along
irrigation canals to identify archaeological materials from buried sites in canal spoil heaps (cf.
Baird 1996b: 44), intensive survey in a grid on a single archaeological feature (i.e. a settlement
mound), and less systematic sampling collections on a single archaeological feature, or across
a larger area between known sites. We have also relied on local knowledge to identify archaeological sites that are otherwise invisible to the methodologies above.
Regarding the dating of survey materials, we currently rely on published ceramic
studies from excavated sites in the Konya Plain and the wider region to provide a preliminary – albeit coarse – chronological assessment of site occupation. This works well with the
Epipalaeolithic-Early Chalcolithic sequence, well represented by the material assemblages from
sites adjacent to KRASP’s study area like Pınarbaşı (Baird 2012; Baird et al. 2013), Boncuklu
(Baird et al. 2012), Çatalhöyük (Conolly 1999; Last 2005; Özdol 2012; Yalman et al. 2013)
and Canhasan (Ataman 1988; French 2005). However, the dearth of well-published stratified
contexts for the later prehistoric and historic periods hinders a fuller understanding of material
chrono-typological developments after the end of Çatalhöyük West. For instance, we are currently struggling to characterise the assemblages of the Middle Chalcolithic period, whose only
known fossil guide is the painted pottery with red-on-cream lattice motifs found in Can Hasan
2A (cf. Baird 2006: 62). We can still cannot distinguish with confidence other non-painted
wares from this phase, nor provide a chronological span for the period.
Similarly, while we can easily identify early and mid-third millennium BCE materials
thanks to extensive parallels with sites in Afyon and the Lakes Region, the late Early Bronze
Age materials are more difficult to characterise. So far we have not encountered typical EB
III forms like tankards, depa cups, bell cups and A1/A2 plates that are so well-represented in
western Anatolia and the northern part of the central plateau (e.g. Efe and Türkteki 2011; Şahoğlu 2014). In addition, while the introduction of the potter’s wheel in central Anatolia can
be dated to around 2500-2400 BCE – e.g. at Acemhöyük level X (Kamış 2017), Kültepe level
14 (Ezer 2014) and Küllüoba level IIIC (Türkteki 2013) – we have found very little wheelmade pottery clearly attributable to the EB III. This is particularly striking because at least
during the EB IIIb (the so-called Übergangsperiode), virtually all excavated sites in western and
central Anatolia yield some wheelmade pottery (Massa 2016: 146-156). Another phase poorly
defined by ceramic assemblages is the interface between LBA and Early Iron Age, which would
be important to understand the socio-political effects of the collapse of the Hittite Empire in
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the Konya Plain. In 2016, we have started a collaboration with several pottery specialists to
improve the chronological characterisation of our finds, expanding our analysis also to the
assemblages collected by James Mellaart and David French, currently stored at the British
Institute at Ankara.
Preliminary Results from the 2017 and 2018 Field Seasons
In our first two field seasons we recorded 98 archaeological sites, just over half of them
new discoveries (Fig. 3, Table 2). In addition to mounded settlements in the alluvium, we
investigated a wide range of site types in the steppe and highland margin including flat settlements, mortuary monuments (mostly tumuli and rock-cut tombs), fortified hilltops, quarries,
rock shelters, concentrations of spolia, and pottery scatters. Although detailed material studies
are ongoing, we are ready to make a few general observations. Since the Turkish Ministry of
Culture and Tourism gave us the permission to study only the archaeological materials pertaining to the period between the Neolithic and the Iron Age, sites that only have phases outside
this chronological range will not be discussed.
The cultivated alluvium
Survey in the eastern and northern fringes of the Çarşamba river delta has mostly
focused on mounded settlements, because post-Ice Age alluvial sediments and extensive landscape remodelling (cf. Ayala et al. 2017; Boyer et al. 2006) have inhibited the identification
of other site types. Currently, the earliest evidence for human occupation in the area comes
from isolated Aceramic Neolithic lithic finds from Büyük Aşlama Höyük (17/48), Ali Höyük
(17/52) and Kuruhöyük (18/78), roughly synchronous with Boncuklu Höyük and Çatalhöyük
pre-XII (Figs. 4.3, 4.5). Together with Aceramic Neolithic arrowheads from Göktomek Höyük
(17/57) and Göçü Höyük (18/64) in the steppe, these stray finds are intriguing because they
have been recovered from mounds with mostly Bronze and Iron Age occupation. Since we
are dealing with survey materials, we do not know the primary context of origin of these artefacts and therefore we cannot unequivocally correlate them with the höyük themselves. This
notwithstanding, it can be observed that at least seven other Aceramic Neolithic assemblages
within mounded settlements were recorded by Baird in his survey (2006: 60-66, Table 5.1). If
we consider the höyük formation process as essentially connected with sedentary communities,
these isolated finds suggest the existence of farming settlements that were contemporary with
Boncuklu Höyük in the ninth and early eight millennia BCE, thus in the early stages of the
Neolithisation of the Konya Plain.
Given this wealth of evidence for the earliest Holocene, it is all the more striking
that – with the exception of few isolated lithic finds – we have so far not been able to identify a Pottery Neolithic settlement contemporary with the main Çatalhöyük East sequence.
Baird had already noted this trend for the area within the Çarşamba delta, and concluded that
Çatalhöyük would have been the only substantial sedentary site in the Konya Plain (2006: 66;
2010). The next KRASP fieldwork seasons will be dedicated to shed light on this observation
and to determine whether the scarcity of later Neolithic sites represents a real pattern or it is
related to archaeological invisibility.
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Evidence for Chalcolithic occupation is more frequent, but appears to be constrained
within the core of the Çarşamba delta. The most coherent Chalcolithic assemblage is from
Musluk Höyük (17/80), which is a small (ca. 100 m in diameter) and relatively flat mound (rising 1.5 m), located a few hundred metres west of the Türkmen-Karahöyük megasite (17/02).
The site was already known to James Mellaart (with the name “Kara-Hüyük South”, Mellaart
1961: 177-181, fig. 1) and yielded Early Chalcolithic pottery exclusively (Figs. 5.3-5.5).
KRASP has recovered Early/Middle and Late Chalcolithic sherds from Samıh Höyük (17/21,
Figs. 5.1-5.2, 6.1-6.2, 6.4-6.5, 6.7-6.9) and Late Chalcolithic pottery from Sarlak Höyük
(18/79, Figs. 5.6-5.7), both already recorded by Mellaart (1963: 203, 207).
Samıh Höyük is a large (ca. 18 ha) settlement mound that rises over 16 metres above
the plain. Its presently ill-defined lower settlement has been heavily disturbed by a Late Ottoman potassium nitrate manufacture for gunpowder. The maximal spatial extent of the site
appears to have been during the late fourth and mid third millennia BCE (Figs. 7.3-7.5, 7.8,
7.10, 8.1-8.6, 8.8). We noted a preponderance of Metallic Wares on the surface including a
nearly intact jug that we recovered from a looters’ pit (Fig. 8.6), and no wheel-made pottery.
Ashes and burnt mudbrick on the surface and in the top layers of the looters’ pits point to a
violent end for the EB II settlement, with an ephemeral reoccupation only during the Iron Age.
Similarly, KRASP’s intensive survey at Sarlak Höyük (comprised of a 6 ha mound
with a 19 ha terrace) in the 2018 field season revealed the spatial extent of occupation during
different periods. Between the late fourth and early third millennia BC, the site reached an area
of ca. 20 ha, while the maximal occupation at 25 ha occurred during the mid-third millennium
BCE. As with Samıh Höyük, the end of this EB II phase is marked by the massive conflagration visible in the section of a looting pit. A re-occupation during the EB III and then in the
Iron Age-Hellenistic periods was restricted to the mound itself.
Other medium-sized settlement mounds at Emirler Höyük (17/34, 5 ha, 14 m high)
and Kuruhöyük (18/78, 7 ha, 7 m high) show comparable evidence for a violent destruction
and abandonment in the EB II period. Mellaart had already observed a widespread pattern of
destruction and abandonment of EB II sites across the Konya Plain, and famously interpreted
this as evidence for an invasion of Indo-Europeans (Luwians) into this region (Mellaart 1963:
210, 236, fig. 5). There are several reasons to doubt such an historical scenario (see Bachhuber
and Massa 2016; also Bachhuber 2013), but it is certainly worth exploring whether the destruction and abandonment of EB II settlements in the KRASP survey area relates to processes
of nucleation and polity formation, or internal social conflicts. It is nevertheless intriguing that
typical EB III pottery has been elusive in the KRASP survey area after two seasons of fieldwork.
Like with the Pottery Neolithic settlement pattern gap above, KRASP is attempting to determine whether these lacunae reflect biases in archaeological recovery, regionally specific pottery
trends, or if perhaps they reflect real changes in settlement through time.
During the early second millennium BCE and in contemporary with similar political
structures within the Kızılırmak bend, the Konya Plain seems to have witnessed the emergence
of a single territorial polity. A strong evidence for this phenomenon is the Konya-Karahöyük’s
palatial complex and its associated sealing archive, one of the earliest examples of centralised
administrative buildings in central Anatolia (Alp 1968). Another important clue is brought by
a string of fortified hilltops surrounding the plain on all sides, suggesting an attempt to bring
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Site
no.

17/001
17/002
17/007
17/011
17/012
17/013
17/015
17/016
17/018
17/019
17/020
17/021
17/022
17/025
17/026
17/027
17/028
17/029
17/030
17/031
17/032
17/033
17/034
17/035
17/037
17/045
17/048
17/049
17/052
17/054
17/055
17/056
17/057
18/058
18/059
18/061
18/063
18/065
18/071
18/072
18/073
18/074
18/075

Site name

Alanlı Höyük
Türkmenkarahöyük
Karatepe
Sürgüç Höyük
Kilisetepe Höyük
Bilçeli Höyük
Kane Kalesi
Beşağıl Ören Mevkii
Savatra (Soatra) Höyük
Koçluk Tepe
Bostan Höyük
Samıh Höyük
Akarca rock shelters
Akbaş Kalesi
Sütçehoyüğü
Cüneyt Tepe quarry
Üçkuyu Yaylası Höyük
Gıyan Höyük
Hamam Höyük
Turfalı Höyük
Çatal Höyük II
Gaflet Höyük
Emirler Höyük
Höyüklü Yayla Höyüğü
İnlidağ Yerleşme
Bayat Höyük
Büyük Aşlama Höyük
Eşek Tepesi Höyüğü
Ali Höyük
Bozdağ Watchtower
Kınık Tepe Kalesi
Kınık Yerleşmesi
Göktömek Höyük
Eşek Tömeği Höyük
Zencirli Han Höyük
Ortakonak Karahöyük
Karakaya Höyük
Göçü Höyük
Kocabel Höyük
Kar Tepe Höyüğü
Çerge (Bağlar) Höyüğü
Sincikaşı Höyük
Lille (İnli) Höyük
Taşağıl Mezarlık
18/076
Höyüğü (Üçhöyük III)
Üçhöyük Mezarlık
18/077
Höyüğü (Üçhöyük I)

Dating

Höyük
Slope settlement
Flat settlement
Rock shelter
Necropolis
Religious building
Spolia
Tumulus
Fortified hilltop
Stone quarry
Artefact scatter
Aceramic Neolithic
Neolithic
Ech
Mid/Late Ch
EBA
MBA
LBA
Iron Age
Hellenistic
Roman
Medieval
Ottoman

Site type

x
x
x
x
x
x

?
x
x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x
x

x

x

x
x

x

x

x

x
x
x

x

x

x

x

x
x

x

x

?

x
x
x

x
x
x

x
x
x

x
?
x
x
x
?
x

x

x
x

x

x

x
x
?
x
x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x

x
x
x
?
x
x

x
x
x
x
?
x
x
x
x
x

x
?
x
x
x
x
x
x

x
x
x

?
x
x

x
x

x
?

x

x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x
?
?
?
x
x

x
x

x

x
x

?
x

?
x
?
x

x

?

x

x

x

x
x

x
x

x

x

x
x
?
?

x

x
x
x

x

x
x
x

x

x
x

x

x

x

x
x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x

x
x
?

x

x
x

x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

?

x
x
x
x

x
x
x

Table 2. Sites surveyed in the KRASP 2017 and 2018 seasons. Only prehistoric sites with
finds from the Iron Age and earlier (pre-Hellenistic) are included in this publication.
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Site
no.

Site name

18/078
18/079
18/080
18/081
18/082
18/083
18/084
18/085
18/086
18/087
18/088
18/094
18/095
18/096
18/097
18/098

Dating

Höyük
Slope settlement
Flat settlement
Rock shelter
Necropolis
Religious building
Spolia
Tumulus
Fortified hilltop
Stone quarry
Artefact scatter
Aceramic Neolithic
Neolithic
Ech
Mid/Late Ch
EBA
MBA
LBA
Iron Age
Hellenistic
Roman
Medieval
Ottoman

Site type

Kuruhöyük
(Üçhöyük II)
Sarlak Höyük
Musluk Höyük
(Kara-Hüyük South)
Kesikler Höyük
Türkmenkarahöyük II
Türkmenkarahöyük III
Türkmenkarahöyük IV
Türkmenkarahöyük V
Türkmenkarahöyük VI
Beşağıl
Kemçik Höyük
Küllü Höyük
Tilki Tömeği Höyük
Köseli Höyüğü
Kekrekaşı Höyük
Acıkuyu (Jill) Höyük

x

x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x

x

x

x

x

x
x
?
x

x

x

x

x
x

x
x
x
x
x

x

x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x

x
x

x

x

x
?

x
x

x
?

Table 2 (ctd.). Sites surveyed in the KRASP 2017 and 2018 seasons. Only prehistoric sites with
finds from the Iron Age and earlier (pre-Hellenistic) are included in this publication.

Fig. 3. Sites surveyed in the KRASP 2017 and 2018 seasons.

x

x
x

x
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the whole area under direct
military control (see more
below). In addition, in the
eastern section of the Konya
Plain at least two large centres clearly emerge, Büyük
Aşlama Höyük and Türkmen-Karahöyük. Büyük
Aşlama Höyük (17/48) is
a 15 ha mound with an extensive lower town (around
15-17 ha), rising 26 m
above the plain (Fig. 13b)
and topped with a probable
fortification system visible
from satellite imagery. The
majority of the material we
collected is from the first
Fig. 4. Aceramic Neolithic chipped stone finds: (1) Kumtepe Mevkii,
half of the second millenflint borer; (2) Göktomek Höyük, retouched obsidian arrowhead; (3)
nium BC (Massa et al. in
Büyük Aşlama Höyük, retouched obsidian arrowhead; (4) Koçluk
press: fig. 3). Surface colTepe, retouched obsidian arrowhead; (5) Ali Höyük, obsidian
lections included numerpyramidal core; (6) Akarca, obsidian arrowhead; (7-8) Akarca, obsidian
micropoints; (9) Göçü Höyük, retouched obsidian arrowhead; (10ous crescent-shaped loom
11) Beşağıl, retouched obsidian arrowheads; (12) Beşağıl, obsidian
weights and a high concenscraper. Drawings 1-8 by Neyir Kolankaya, 9-12 by Fadime Arslan.
tration of storage vessels all
dating between the Middle
Bronze Age and early Hittite period. Büyük Aşlama Höyük would have been placed near the top of the early-mid second
millennium settlement hierarchy, on the opposite side of the Plain from Konya-Karahöyük.
Türkmen-Karahöyük (17/02), the largest settlement mound in the Konya Plain, consists of a steep-sided, 35 ha central mound that rises 35 m above the plain and a ‘lower town’
that includes five smaller satellite mounds and a pottery scatter that is at least 40-50 ha and
partly built over by the modern village (Fig. 13a). The site was clearly a primary centre in the
Konya Plain, and was occupied at least since the mid-third millennium BCE. Our preliminary
work at Türkmen-Karahöyük suggests that, while the central mound yields conclusive evidence
for a significant occupation in the Middle and Late bronze Ages, most of the lower settlement
was only occupied during the late second and early first millennia BC. An intensive survey
planned for the 2019 season will hopefully provide a more secure date for the occupation of
the lower town. The site appears to have fulfilled the role of major regional centre through the
Late Iron Age and perhaps into the Hellenistic period (Baird 1999: 14). Fortification walls
are visible from satellite imagery encircling the top of the mound (the citadel), suggesting the
monumental and strategic importance of this site, at least in its later phases.
Many of the sites in the alluvium with evidence for Late Bronze Age occupation continued to be occupied in the Iron Age, ranging from the largest mounds in our survey area to
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the smallest (Fig. 10). Mounds with apparent Late Bronze Age to Early Iron Age continuity
include Bilçeli Höyük (17/13, 13 ha, rising 5 m above the plain), Hamam Höyük (17/30, 2 ha,
2 m high), Çatalhöyük II (17/32, 15 ha, 4 m high), and Höyüklü Yayla Höyüğü (17/35, 8 ha,
3 m high).
Likewise many of the settlement mounds with Early Iron Age occupation continued to be inhabited into the Late Iron Age-Hellenistic periods. Given stylistic continuity and
the paucity of stratigraphically-derived comparanda from this region, at present the precise
chronological boundary between these two phases is challenging to identify. One of the more
remarkable patterns we recorded from the second half of the first millennium BCE relates
to the formation of numerous, small, 2-3 m high mounds clustering around an older, larger,

Fig. 5. Early/Middle Chalcolithic (1-5) and
Late Chalcolithic (6-9) pottery: (1-2) Samıh
Höyük, body sherds; (3-5) Musluk Höyük,
bowls; (6-7) Sarlak Höyük, bowls; (8-9) Sarlak
Höyük, deep bowls. Drawings by Yusuf Tuna.

Fig. 6. Late Chalcolithic pottery: (1-2) Samıh
Höyük, deep bowls; (3) Emirler Höyük, jar;
(4-5) Samıh Höyük, jars; (6) Emirler Höyük,
jar; (7) Samıh Höyük, jar; (8-9) Samıh
Höyük, trays. Drawings by Yusuf Tuna.
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central mound. We observed this pattern at Bilçeli Höyük (17/13, 4 ha central mound with
9 ha of smaller mounds) and Gıyan Höyük (17/29, 5 ha mound with 23 ha of smaller mounds)
in the alluvium, and Sütçehöyüğü (17/26, 4 ha central mound with 57 ha of smaller mounds)
and Savatra Höyük (17/18, 4 ha central mound with 23 ha of smaller mounds) in the steppe.
These patterns are clearly signalling new choices of where and how to live: more dispersed (i.e.
less nucleated and defensive) and probably associated with a new era of political stability in the
context of empires.

Fig. 7. Early Bronze Age pottery: (1-2) Emirler
Höyük, EB I bowls; (3, 5) Samıh Höyük, EB
I-II bowls; (4) Emirler Höyük, EB I-II bowl;
(6-7) Samıh Höyük, EB III handled cups;
(8, 10) Samıh Höyük, EB I jars; (9) Emirler
Höyük, EB I jar. Drawings by Yusuf Tuna.

Fig. 8. Early Bronze Age Metallic Ware: (1) Samıh
Höyük, bowl; (2-4) Samıh Höyük, small jars; (5-6)
Samıh Höyük, spouted jugs; (7) Emirler Höyük,
jar; (8) Samıh Höyük, jar. Drawings by Yusuf Tuna.
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The steppe margin
Some of the most interesting results from the 2017 and 2018 field seasons were from
the steppe margin. For example, the low intensity of erosional and depositional processes in
this landscape has allowed us to identify lithic scatters that are otherwise invisible in the alluvium, and represent some of the earliest evidence for human frequentation in the region.
Two key sites are particularly informative of the Aceramic Neolithic in the steppe: the Akarca
rock shelters (17/22), on the western slopes of the Boz Mountains, and the Beşağıl campsite
(18/87), on the north-eastern slopes of a volcanic hillock (see below the large Bronze Age fort
at Kane Kalesi on the same volcanic feature).

Fig. 9. Second millennium BC pottery: (1-3) Kane
Kalesi, 2nd millennium BCE bowls; (4) Kilisetepe
Höyük, 2nd millennium BC bowl; (5) Samıh
Höyük, MBA bowl; (6) Sürgüç Höyük, MBA bowl;
(7-8) Samıh Höyük, MBA bowl; (9) Kane Kalesi,
MBA bowl; (10) Üçkuyular Yaylası Höyük, 2nd
millennium BCE jar. Drawings by Yusuf Tuna.

Fig. 10. Iron Age pottery: (1) Kane Kalesi,
bowl; (2-3) Üçkuyular Yaylası Höyük, bowls;
(4) Kane Kalesi, bowl; (5) Kilisetepe Höyük,
bowl; (6) Alanlı Höyük, bowl; (7) Kane Kalesi,
bowl; (8) Üçkuyular Yaylası Höyük, bowl; (9)
Sürgüç Höyük, bowl; (10) Alanlı Höyük, jar;
(11-12) Üçkuyular Yaylası Höyük, jars; (13)
Kilisetepe Höyük, jar. Drawings by Yusuf Tuna.
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The multi-period Akarca rock shelters, located at the interface between the Boz Mountains and the Yarma marhes (Fig. 13c), were first occupied in the Aceramic Neolithic. We
identified a large chipped stone assemblage of mostly obsidian blades and bladelets, but also
numerous arrowheads (Figs. 4.6-8), with close parallels from assemblages at Aşıklı Höyük (Balkan-Atlı 1994: fig.2, no: 20, 23; Yıldırım-Balcı 2011: fig. 5, no. 2), Yellibelen (Balkan-Atlı et
al. 2001: fig.9, no: 4), Can Hasan III (Ataman 1988), and Suberde (Bordaz 1970). The Akarca
rock shelters were also frequented in the late prehistoric and medieval periods.
Similarly, the Beşağıl campsite, at the interface between the steppe and the highlands,
is also represented by several episodes of occupation. The earliest is an Aceramic Neolithic lithic
assemblage scattered across over 2 ha. It is comprised almost entirely of obsidian and includes
arrowheads, scrapers and blades (Figs. 4.10-4.12), and is contemporary with the later Aceramic
site of Sancak Höyük in the delta (Baird 2010). The Bronze and Iron Age occupation of the site
is probably associated with the Kane Kalesi (see below).
Other stray lithic implements like a flint borer from Kumtepe Mevkii (17/GS003,
Fig. 4.1), and obsidian arrowheads from Göktömek Höyük (17/57, Fig. 4.2) and Göçü Höyük
(18/65, Fig. 4.9) can also be broadly dated to the Aceramic Neolithic, and point to the regular
frequentation and exploitation of the steppe. At present, the only evidence for frequentation of
the steppe in the later Neolithic period is a fragmentary point (spearhead?) from Sütçehöyüğü
(17/26) that shows clear stylistic similarities with examples from Çatalhöyük East (Conolly
1999: figs 4.1.5 and 4.1.8; Mellaart 1961: figs 7.1-7.5).
The large lithic assemblage from Karatepe (17/07) and the isolated find from Sökmen
Köyü (18/GS09) further demonstrate the continued visitation and exploitation of the steppe
in later prehistoric periods. In particular, at the Karatape campsite located on a hill slope
protected from the prevailing northern winds, we collected large quantities of late prehistoric
obsidian tools and flakes scattered over an area of 1.5 ha, possibly in association with EB III
pottery.
It is noteworthy that, with the possible exception of stray Aceramic Neolithic finds
from the Göktömek Höyük and Göçü Höyük’s settlement mounds, KRASP has yet to identify
conclusive evidence for farming (sedentary) settlement in the steppe prior to the Early Bronze
Age. Even during the third and early second millennia BCE, settlement mounds are exclusively associated with the piedmont of the Boz Mountains (e.g. Göktomek Höyük -17/57-,
Savatra Höyük -17/18-, Üçkuyu Yaylası Höyük -17/28), where settlements were located at
small streams or springs. Mounded settlements in the central area of the steppe, including
large sites like Kilise Tepe Höyük (17/12), Gıyan Höyük (17/29) and Sütçehöyüğü (17/26),
were probably first settled during or after the last quarter of the second millennium BC. Today
settlement and farming in this area relies entirely on irrigation canals, and we are raising the
possibility that the appearance of mounds during the Early Iron Age may have been associated
with centralised, state-sponsored irrigation strategies. High concentrations of reused/recycled
Roman and Late Antique architectural elements from modern villages in the steppe point to
later historical settlement in this landscape, which probably also relied on irrigation systems
(see e.g. Baird 2004).
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The highland margin
With an elevation of ca. 1400-1700 m asl (thus ca. 400-700 m above the Konya Plain),
the Boz Mountains represent a significant barrier between the plain and the remainder of the
central Anatolian plateau. At present, vegetation is mostly represented by grasses and sparse
shrubs, with very limited arboreal cover located at springs that are otherwise protected from
the prevailing winds, and KRASP has yet to identify evidence for sedentary settlement in this
landscape beyond fortified hilltop sites (see below). Intriguingly, we recorded several small
(currently undated but likely post-Iron Age) stone tumuli associated with main valley systems,
suggesting these landscapes were part of mortuary practices for groups that we have yet to
identify. We have also recorded post-Medieval (?) stone-built animal pens in various shapes and
sizes. A stray obsidian arrowhead from Koçluk Tepe (17/GS02, Fig. 4.4), as well as the large
campsite at Beşağıl (18/87) located at the interface between the highlands and plain, demonstrate an early prehistoric frequentation of this landscape, probably for hunting.
The most prominent feature in this ecozone is represented by a string of hilltop fortifications following the Bozdağ orographic range in a north-west/south-east direction (Fig. 11).
In all cases, the fortification walls are contemporary with the latest phases of occupation of
the site. Most were already in use during the Iron Age, but ceramics recovered from these sites
show that many (including Kane Kalesi and Kınık Tepe Kalesi) were first constructed during
the Middle Bronze Age (Figs. 9.1-3, 9.9; Massa et al. in press: figs 3-4). Hasan Bahar observed
a similar if even earlier pattern in the western Taurus Mountains (cf. Bahar and Koçak 2004:
22, 31, 49). In particular, hilltop sites like Seçme Kalesi, Takkeli Dağ and Çaltı Kalesi were
apparently already founded in the third millennium BC.

Fig. 11. Known fortified hilltops or hilltop sites with Bronze and Iron Age occupation.
Sites located outside of the KRASP survey area are from Bahar and Koçak 2004.
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The varying size of these sites suggests different functions. For example, the fortification at Bozdağ (17/54) was only 20 m in diameter and is probably best interpreted as a watchtower (Fig. 14c). Fortified hilltops at Akbaş Kalesi (17/25) and Kınık Tepe Kalesi (17/55),
both with diameters around 50-60 m, may have been used as smaller forts (Figs. 14a, 14c,
14d). Kane Kalesi (17/15) is the largest fortified hilltop site that we have identified so far, and
may have included a garrison (Fig. 14b). The fortification ring is 75 m in diameter, and the site
includes an extensive occupation beyond the circuit walls. The fort is probably associated with
a 3 ha terraced settlement downslope (Beşağıl, 18/87). While more spatial and chronological
analyses are needed, these sites are beginning to reveal coordinated efforts to control the major
access points into the Konya Plain, a process that began perhaps as early as the late third millennium BC.
The highland margin was also a focus for stone quarrying. We recorded several rectangular basins that had been chiselled out of the limestone at Cüneyt Tepe (17/27), as well as
steps and a bench carved from the same outcrop. The antiquity of the site was evident although
the surface collection was minimal and uninformative. At İnlidağ Tepe (17/37) we identified
a small flat settlement with Iron Age, Hellenistic and Roman pottery on a ridge directly adjacent to a small modern quarry. Although our survey of the quarry did not reveal any obvious
pre-modern features, it is likely that this upland settlement was associated with quarrying
activity.
Unsanctioned excavations and other modern features of the archaeological landscape
Since KRASP was
initiated in 2016, we have
been systematically recording the impact of modern
human activity on archaeological sites in the Konya
Plain with satellite imagery
(see Bachhuber and Massa 2016), assessments of
earlier publications, and
our own fieldwork. Approximately 90% of the
98 sites that we recorded
Fig. 12. Bar chart showing the impact of modern human
in the 2017 and 2018 field
activity on archaeological sites in the KRASP study area.
seasons have been impacted by looting, agriculture,
roadwork, irrigation and/or
construction (Fig. 12). Of these, 65 have been looted, with impacts ranging from single looter
pits to massive trenches dug with mechanised excavators. KRASP is committed to understanding this activity as part of the archaeological palimpsest of the Konya Plain. We are particularly
interested in the political economy and ideology of looting, and how looting, evidently, forms
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part of the everyday fabric
of these farming communities. The reuse of Roman
and Late Antique monuments is also pervasive in
the villages and cemeteries
of the KRASP study area.
This phenomenon ranges from the prosaic use of
architectural elements in
construction projects to
more ideologically significant appropriations in
cemeteries in particular.

Conclusions
KRASP’s 2017 and
2018 field seasons provided
more detail on patterns of
settlement and land use in
three distinct ecological
zones of the Konya Plain:
the cultivated area, the
steppe, and the highlands.
Our most significant results so far derived from the
marginal landscapes (e.g.
steppe and highlands) that
have historically attracted
less research interest. By
recording non-mounded
settlement sites, fortified
hilltops, quarries, cave shelFig. 13. KRASP surveyed sites: (a) Türkmenkarahöyük; (b)
Büyük
Aşlama Höyük; (c) Akarca Rock Shelters (marked with
ters,
temporary/pastoral
arrows).
Photographs courtesy of the KRASP Archive.
encampments, and mortuary monuments, KRASP
is examining both historically-contingent settlement in the margin, and the economic, political and ideological motivations to interact with these landscapes. The margin also offers a window onto some of the
earliest human activity in the Konya Plain, evidence for which has been deeply buried under
the alluvium.
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KRASP is also
foregrounding the ‘archaeological present’ of our
study area. The diachronic framework of KRASP
includes an assessment of
the multi-temporality of
these landscapes, in particular entanglements between the material remains
of the ancient past and the
livelihoods of the people
who live in this region today. In the 2017 and 2018
field seasons we recorded
both looting activities and
the reuse of ancient monuments to begin addressing
these complex issues.
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