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A MYSTERIOUS AFFAIR O

 AMYSTERI F STYLES:

THE NINEVITE 5 POTTERY OF NORTE;EERN
MESOPOTAMIA

By MICHAEL ROAF and ROBERT KILLIGK

- | ABSTRACT
! he elusive Ninevite 5 culture of northern Mesopotamia h
defied alttempits Ei‘}.' tlrrh;im;ln}ﬁ"ixtﬁ to fathom its mysteries :1[3 ES rﬁp?at‘fdi)’
relationship between the painted and incised styles ﬂf"&i'nﬂrlfitt;ia;s&:irthe
\ ; : y is

1\?}‘{'5!1._51':11}1: withi the help of Hercule Poirot who was present whe

LR | ': L & I i % B s ’ :.[ T . 1.' - n

Ninevit s name.' The evidence from earlier excavations and
from re« ent v vork in northern Iraq is examined and a new verdict on
the develop ¢ Ninevite d pottery styles is reached.

l .-\n‘h;m.,.,.- n ¢ ompared to detectives, observing and gathering the
clues. arranvin: Avsing the evidence, and finally, we hope, fitting the facts
l(}.ﬂt'}lht‘ll o @ plete and accurate picture of what happened. Such a
I]][‘[ {] ] 18 .". .-. : £y = - o 5 Y % g . n .

*thoc olog . «pounded by Hercule Poirot in his first appearance in
print.’
“One fact ivads to another — so we continue. Does the next fit in with that? A merveille!

( rlﬂfm'f." We can proceed. This next little fact — no! Ah that s curtous! There is something
missing — a link in the chain that is not there. We examine. We search. And that Lttle
curious fact, that possibly paltry little detail that will not tally, we pul it here!”” He made an
extravagant gesture with his hand. <1t is significant! 1t 1s tremendous!”

£ } £y »3

“ARI Poirol shook his forefinger so fiercely at me that I quaied before it.  Beware!
Peril to the detective who says: ‘il ts 5o small it does not matter. It will not agree. I will
forget it.” That way lies confuston! Fverything malters.”
- cts are not as well constructed as those in detective
n obliterated by time and the principal witnesses
in this investigation into the mystery of the
styles of Ninevite 5 pottery we will try to follow Poirot’s methods. First we will set the

scene, then examine the evidence (noting the curious facts and paltry little details
that do not tally), then we will cross-examine the witnesses, and finally we will

suggest what we think 1s a plausiil}lc t:xplﬂnaliun.

Unfortunately archaeological {
stories: many of the clues have bee
are long since deceased. Nevertheless,

THE SCENE OF THE MYSTERY

[n the late twenties and carly thirties the search for the prehistoric remains of

at that time on the case of lord  this article are all taken from this book: We owe the
suggestion that the genius of Hercule Poirat should be

employed on this case to Mrs. Susan Roal.

' He was engaged
Fdgware Dies see Christie 1981, 470.

* Agatha Christie, The Mysterious Affair at Styles (Lon-
don. 19207, 5% 56, The quotations in italics throughout
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M pm:amia, was all the rage. The excavation of the temples and palaces of
historical sites was now supplemented by investigations of the earlier formative

periods of Mesopotamian civilization. By 1930 the main cultures of the Jater
prehistoric and the carly historic periods in the south of Iraq had been successfully
delineated and were given the labels ‘Ubaid, Uruk, Jemdet Nasr, and Farly
Dynastic and this nomenclature has successfully survived the test of time* With
rather less satisfactory results the same terminology has been transferred to regions
further north: and this has proved particularly unfortunate for the ill-defined Jemdet
Nasr and the better known Early Dynastic cultures; since they are not easily
recognisable in the material culture of northern Mesopotamia.” To cope with this
problem the name Ninevite 5 has been adopted to describe the culture in the north
of Iraq and the north-east of Syria at roughly this period.

The label “Ninevite 5 ¢ was coined a little more than fifty years ago and like the
names of other cultures has been used to describe not just the culture and the
chronological period but also the pottery. But in this case, curiously enough, the

term has been used to describe several very difierent styles of pottery, including
paintﬁd and incised wares with unrelated moufs and ol totally different ware.” This

then is the mystery we are seeking to solve

what was the relationship between the

different styles of pottery which have been called Ninevite 5 ?

“It is certainly curious,” I agreed. ““Stll, it 15 wrnimpor

account.”
A groan burst from Pouwrot.
“What have I always told you ! Foer

nol fit the theory — let the theory go.

THE EVIDENCE O

Nineveh 19291932
The pottery, which was later to
distinctive of a particular period in

3 “In archaeology, pre-history had suddenly become
the fashion ... They examined small, obscure mounds
all over the country, picked up fragments ol painted
pottery wherever they went, labelling them, tying them
up in bags, and examining the patterns
lessly interesting. Although 1t was so old
(Christie 1981, 471).

* There have been some subdivisions and a few modif-
ications; but attempts to dispose of the Jemdet Nasr
culture have not proved successful (see Finkbeiner and
Raollig 1986). Similarly the attempt to abandon Early
Dynastic II outside the Divala has not yet gained much
support. See, however, Porada, Hansen, and Dunham
in press.

* The forcing of an unwilling northern sequence into a
southern mould has frequently obscured the situation,
particularly as authors have often not been explicit
about whether the culture or period was intended. In

1t was end-

1t was new!’

ant. and need not be taken into

en wnto account. 1f the fact will

==

Vi L INESSES

was first I‘t‘l“[}ls_flliit'd ds
of excavations at Tell

¢ term Late Uruk in a broad sense
dtures which strictly speaking may
be contemporary with the Jemdet Nasr period in the
To indicate the ambiguity of the term we have
often put Late Uruk inmverted commas. 1
* Ninevite 5 seems to us preferable to Ninevite V, il

[IdlS A0 1)
to include northern «

sOutn

only because 1t is less easy to misread

' Only the decorated stvles have attracted much
attention: there seems to be some ambiguity uhl':nu
whether the Ninevite 5 plain ware refers only to the h_nf:
grey ware or includes all types of undecorated :\:illf“'ﬁ'llt‘
5 pottery. In this article we will be almost exclusively
concerned with the painted and incised styles. (As we
will see below some painted pottery which has been
called Ninevite 5 more properly belongs in a pres
Ninevite 5 “*Late Uruk” or transitional phase.)

& Christue 1920, 119-120.
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Kuyunjik, the citadel mound of ancient Nineveh, T'wo ol 20
~ asingle example of an incised jar were published I
The following season Thompson and Hamilton published
. shiec
mmplctﬂ Pmntt:d PURRELY ‘v{‘:ss{?ls, one plate of complete incised
two plates of painted and 1ncised sherds.'” Ham: B i vessels and a furthe
* “ amilton concluded that * } r
are evidently contemporary™, though he noted and then igng ] the two classes
(L . i % : o
| ¢wo types had an “uneven distribution ove W gnored the fact that th
E \ . ver the site™: in squares N, () ‘ ¢
'- painted and plain examples were found, but few of the incj X xonsita and CC “both
| : £ b 15ed variety
«U and V plain and incised sherds were found together 1 vanety.” In squares
. B : , « « o DUL P& d snect
Qe raxc™ and in squares () and X a large group of all three l\.'[}:l-m_[ . v
Furthermore he noted that in those arcas where all th ypes was found™."
X - of these frao £ ‘ rec types were fi
together “"many of these tragments and pots were found in and ‘h[q Loy ¥ {fmnd
s n AR, S | ‘ low a series of
-rnnms which we were subsequently able to date, by means of sherds and brick [Hﬁ v
in the walls, both to the Romano-Parthian period and to much later.” 12 RS
In the 193132 season al f\.r_m-u-h Campbell Thompson and his “-ri“, e i
by Max Mallowan and his wife. Mallowan's main task was to excavate tl JOME
: . ; _ . s oL Xcavate the .
PI‘EhlSlDTlC Pit from the LOP of the mound down to virgin soil." In two m [frtldt
R 5 = ' y ontns ne
h&d dug thmugh Q(} feet ol stratified lavers, most of 1t ]]I‘E‘".\ﬁﬂ']'i;u} and tor the first
time defined a succession of earlier cultures and pottery styles. He labelled these frr}ﬁl
the bottom upwards. Ninevii ' ' |
5, the paintrd potter stvle and the 1mncis
Mallowan Hdﬁ“ll[l{‘{'i that lact hutldineg levels in the sounding and the
presence of later disturba '

ates of painted pottery aned

a further five plates of

2, and so on up to Ninevite 5. In stratum
' pottery al";.'h* were found mg{mh{‘r.

he lines of demarcation between each

stratum ‘‘remain ill-dehined
found at the same level. i
Mallowan also stressed
accompanying painted potic
they belong to a single period of culture
allowed a more precise date to be
4 had similarities to Late Uruk in the sout
in the upper part of stratum 5. Mallowan
was “possibly to be dated to the ¢

TN 1
I 400 -ll

Tell Billa 1931-2
In 1931 and 1932 at the same ume as
Joint American Expedition of the Unive
American Schools of Oriental Research
~ lower levels (strata 6 )
- Thesite has yet to be published in full but
~that grain silos were found in s
numerous fragments of plain,

4
L |
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¥ s o
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assigned to Ninevite 3.

arlier half of the third millennium B.C.

at Tell Billa,

tratum 7 and that
painted and incised pottery .

ess since painted and incised sherds were
cre contemporary throughout the period.
ncised wares of this pf‘l*inf ds well as the
ntly homogeneous to enable us to say that
['he sequence in the Pre nistoric Pit also
The material from Stratum
| an Akkadian style sealing was found
coested that Ninevite 5 period

a N !ﬁ

h and
therelore su

1€
1€

the work of Hamilton and Mallowan t
rsity Museum of Pennsylvania and of t
was excavating Ninevite 5 pottery in the
about 25 kilometres north-east of Mosul.
in the earlier field reports Speiser recorded

“five of them were opened, yielding
» 17 In the same report he

Mallowan 1933.

Mallowan 1933, 130.
15 Thompson and Mallowan 1933, 174.
16 Thompson and Mallowan 1933, 133.
17 Speiser 1931, 13.

13 Thompson and
14+ Thompson and
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also stated that a tomb in stratum 6 contained ‘“‘two large‘painted jars’:‘ and “three
fine bowls with painted rims™'® and in the next year '“Blljl‘a’l; seven yielded also a
large number of painted and incised parts of large chalices. _ j

It is odd therefore to read in the reports on the pottery written in the same year
that **the decoration is either painted or incised. depending on the age of the deposit
... the one occurs in stratum 7 at Billah, the other in Billah 6, 20 or again “the most
characteristic ceramic type of this period is the chalice, which is at first painted (7),
later on incised (6).” 2!

Billa 7 and 6 were dated by Speiser to the Jemdet Nasr period, slightly earlier than
Mallowan’s proposed date, on the basis of the introduction of seals, contracted
burials, and dubious pottery parallels.?* There may have been a dispute about the
relative sequence of Ninevite 5 pottery but there was agreement that the painted and
incised stvles belonged to the same archaeological culture: “the differences were not
so much ::‘uhurell as chronological™ and that Billa 6 and 7 represented “‘successive
stages of one and the same culture 2

Speiser also followed Frankfort who thoueht that Ninevite 5 “seems to be a late
descendant of the Old Iranian Hivhland cottery 7 and Speiser quoted parallels
with pottery from Tepe Hissar, cast of Tehyan. (which was also being excavated by
the University Museum | in support of this hvpothesis,2*

Tepe Gawra 193137

At the same time that Speiser worked at Tell Hilla, he was also excavating at Tepe
Gawra about 15 km away, and here o0 ‘fiere was confusion about the Ninevite 5
sequence. Only a few pieces of Ninevite 5 notter v are illustrated in the final report

and those from stratum IV were thouoht o b out of place.® More types of Ninevite
3 pottery are discussed in the text than are tliustrated, but it is not always clear
which forms are being referred to. Painted chalices. ribbed chalices and other vessel
types with horizontal ribbing are all said to appear in stratum VIII-A.?? In stratum
VII painted pottery continued while corrugated cups lost their popularity.?® Speiser
initially reported that in stratum V] “the pottery is usually incised. The painted
ware seems to have been confined to chalices. * 29 Butin the final report we read that
“painting was absent in stratum V] except for two examples with crude black

' Speiser 1931, 12. This might well have been an given by the officials of the museum in Istanbul, are

Intrusive grave of the carly second millennium g.c. almost certainly wrong™ (Frankfort 1932, 50). His sec-
o SPf‘fﬁrr 19324, 6. ond Jemdet Nasr parallel was a type of “squat pot with
i Ffpc{srr 1932h, 6. sharply marked shoulder and overhanging rim” found
*! Speiser 1933, 267. in Billa level 6 (Speiser 1933, P, LIIL6; but as Mal-

“* Speiser 1932b, 8-9: 1933, 266. The two arguments  lowan pointed out this type need not be earlier than ED
hl:}lﬁta are the appearance of 4 pot similar to Ninevite 5 []] and could be later (Mallowan 1964, 150 note 35).
painted ware “in the lowest layer of Fara”, and there- “ Speiser 1933, 265.
l‘ﬂﬂ; aﬂf-:ﬂfding to Speiser in the Jemdet Nasr period, “ Frankfort 1932, 50.
which was illustrated by Frankfort (1929, Tafel 43" h “* Speiser 1933, 267.

Opp- p. 86). Another Ninevite 5 Pot was also illustrated % D. Cross in Speiser 1935, 60.
(Tatc a7 el and labelled as coming from Lagash @ by oo o Speiser 1935, 41-42. See below for

(Tafel 43", g). In fact the caption suggested that they are  ribbed cups and ribbed chalices at Tell Mohammed

“altsumer, Zeit land not necessarily the lowest layer)  Arab period 2,

and were in the “"Museum Konstantinopel”, I, any case ** D. Cross in Speiser 1935, 45 and 47 pElald :

as Frankfort wroge in a publication cited b i : 1SS
. ‘d by Speiser in s 1931, 11. s B
the same article (1933, 267 note 18) “their m:.}:ccs, as e e M
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Fig. 1. Map showing locaton of sites mentioned 1n the text.

dots”.3° Incised Ninevite 5 pottery is not discussed in the text and only one incised
and one excised sherd are iliustrated.”’

Other investigations 19331972 - | e
Excavations of Ninevite 5 levels at Nineveh and Billa finished in 1932. Over the

next forty years a few sherds and pots of Ninevite Sl}'lﬂi:‘ were [uundlmTe:i:l{‘z;:atmn
and survey on a number of sites, Chagar Bazar, Tell Chuera, I"'h*‘[ﬂl"l. ¢ _bsma:;
Ibrahim Bayis, Nuzi, and in the Rania plain, and lhu::_kn::}wn area n‘fats t.:ilsltl"l u::ic:ls
correspondingly increased.”* But on none of these sites were s!.ll)blﬂntla rem -
excavated which could solve the main problems associated 1-e"1t}1_the NIHE%’}[E -
culture which remained a term used to describe the painted and incised pottery an

little else.

0 Cross in Speiser 1935, 51. 32 Abu al-Soof 1968.
31 Speiser 1935, Pl. LXXVI, 4; Speiser 1929, Fig. 73.
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~ In 1964 Mallowan

of his excavations at Chagar Bazar to

with Speiser’s chronological division of
one with incised and with no overlap of

MICHAEL ROAF AND ROBERT KILLICK

published a review of the state of knowledge abeout Ninevite
5.%% He and most other scholars who studied the question during this period agreed

a phase with painted ware being followed by
the two styles. Mallowan also used th

support this theory, by noting that paintec

e resuls

and incised pots had not been found in the same graves.” Furthermore g verbal
communication from the excavator of Tell Bardasti in the Rania plain where 4 thin

stratum with
concluded his case 36

The date was still disputed.?” as also w
A new development was the suggestion that Ninevite 5 and U
connected: in his publication of the results of surveys by the [r
General of Antiquities of Uruk, Jemdet Nasr and Ninevite 5 sites,
cluding the painted variety.,

that “Ninevite V wares.

painted pottery was said to

lic below incised Ninevite 5 sherds

as the origin of the Ninevite 5 styles.?®

ruk were {“in!-;f‘]}*
aqr Directorate-
Abu al-Soof stated
at hoth cxXcavated and

surveyed sites, are almost always found in association with Uruk pottery™ %9 and this

view was accepted by his supervisor Joan Oates 0 Confirmation of this
appeared to come from Abu al-Soof's exc
identified as painted Ninevite 5 ware were found in Level [
incised Ninevite 5 were found in levels 1T and [IT which

period.*!

Tell V at Telul eth-T halathat 1965

1974 saw the publication of the first modern excavation of
specifically to solve the problem of Ninevite :
between Tel Afar and Mosul, carried out in 1965 by

ity.*2 Here for the first time a

** Mallowan 1964

** Perkins 1949 and 1954, Mallowan 1664 P
1965.

** Mallowan 1964, 148

** Mallowan 1964 148.

" Perkins 1949 194 protoliterate ¢ Jen
Mallowan 1964, 164 “both Jamdat N« |
and ibid. 151 “since the Ninevite 5 pPainted wir
at the end of the J. Nasr pernod, or perhaps in k1)
!nfised ware which succeeded it s likelv 1o by
Introduced in E.D. [].
with the possibility that some Specimens survived as aie
as ED. 111, the Period of its floruit was probably .
II.." Porada 1965, 159 wrote “the incised u..;u'r'
Nineveh 5 haq been tentatively
contemporary wirh Early Dynastic [] i the south.
Whtf'eas the painted ware belongs to Early Dy nastic |,
Pﬂﬁflhltl:’ bEginning at the end of (he ].;una:l_hlt Nasr
Eeinud*, and on the chronological chart on 1769

mnevite ﬁ‘slarts n the Jemder Nasy period and ends in
od. Watson 1965, 77 followed Perkins
Opotamia, the Ninevite period, char-

i1l

taken IJ} me to hbe

complete building of the Ninevite
excavated with its associated finds 1 his buildine me

interpreted as a granary: it appeared to belong

» and although we have 1) 10 RO

also

avations at Qalin) Agha where three sherds

and sherds identified as
he dated to the LUruk

a mound undertaken
), that of Tell V ai lelul et 1- 'halathat.

a team from Tokyo Univers-
3 period was
asuring some 18 by 6 metres was
L0 a single period of occupation and

Ninevit

] 'r!.I. |1! =

) incised ware. is contemporan
uthern ."-.!'r'mi:-v:.'.mm and
th "-..’:‘-:i:i Ky

WoILIY 10 Fu ftery ol EE-FH' .IL{I‘-._"-;II |1'"'~‘.-'i?'.‘ Iq

K T on the Tranian plateau. such as
re, and painted birds standing
wknowledeed by most
tb4; Mallowan 1964, 1533:

1240 Dyson 1965, 238-9). But Behnam
e an lraman ongin and
dor the onigms of Ninevite 5 pamted

Al 1" 1 wi'le

AT ANl
{1 IF i 1
vatt one does not need to look far since the elaborate
monochrome decoration of pottery s well-rooted 1 the
Abu al-Soof 1964, 42

' Abu .1]-“;irn-."]l"n"i, 15,

" ). Oates 1967, 402, cited in Weiss 1985b. p. 329.

Y Abu al-Soof 1969, 21 22 24 29 Drawings of these

h";.-_‘u‘:i P Nalll ".lf{'“*'””

sherds have not been published. The date of Lt“':'*:" I_”
Wis “1lnqltnriulmhh' Early Uruk™ [ Abu al-Soof 1968,
73). See below for further discussion.

¢ Fukai 1974,



B fcture, the shapes of the vessels, and the surface decoration. Thus

~ *Fukai 1974, 66.
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it both painted Ninevite 5 and incised Ninevite 5 pottery was recovered, Th
g ¢d. 1he

anese archaeologists found a close correlation between th
¢ wares, method of

ware vessels were restricted to a single globular shape normally with creaccunilung-

straight-lug handles and were the only vessels with burnished surfa;e:.ntﬁc-* or

moulded common ware was restricted to one type of small spouted bow ,p _and(;
: | , painte

bowls always had pedes}al bases (except for one example); painted jars always h
estal bases; bowls with internal handles were always in common ware :Yz ad
4 nd not

painted, and so on. For the first (and to date the only) ti

e s Ay y) ttme, a well-defined and
usable typological study of Ninevite 5 pottery was published.*?

The excavators had found a single-period site with painted Ninevite 5 potte
clearly associated with incised Ninevite 5 pottery, showing that both styles E“EI‘E E’;
use at the same time (as opposed to the current idea that incised ware replaced
painted). For some reason in the publication 1t was stated that the excavation could

6 " 3 vl :
not “add new facts concerning the problems of subdivision of Ninevite 5 period.”

Tell Letlan 197980

In 1979-80 a step trench through the edge of the acropolis at Tell Leilan in north-

east Syria was excavated by the Yale University expedition, directed by Harvey
Weiss. The results were promptly, ublished 1n considerable detail by Glenn
Schwartz*® and these conclusions nave been repeated and shightly modified in
subsequent articles by him and by Haorver Weiss.*® In the Leilan .';:z:um{ding, some 61
strata were identified and accorcing 1o Schwartz “the temporal gap between
SUaEum 16 and Strata 1512 . _ is the only apparent exception to an otherwise
continuous sequence of occupations.” '’ Strata 16-40 comprise the Ninevite 5 levels

called Leilan period III. In the sondage 7168 diagnostic sherds were recovered, of

which 2651 came from the I;u-ri.-u? [1I lavers.
On the basis of this sample, Schwartz stated that “we had achieved our aim — a
uence spanning the millennia of transition

»48 and that “the Leilan sequence
d in the same style as the sherds
xtensive period of time and
s during that time span.

continuous well-stratified ceramic seq
from late prehistoric to early historic times,
demonstrates that fine incised ceramics execute
recovered from level V at Nineveh were in use for a very €
Pnflcmtnt recognizable changes in shapes and design
Ninevite 5’ style painted ware is shown to have a somewhat shorter period of use,
restricted to Period I1II. The Leilan sequence documents the development of fine

incised wares through time in Periods IV-II and the appearance of Ninevite 5 style
painted ceramics in Period IIL.7"* Elsewhere Schwartz concluded that “*painted

ware did not precede incised ware in an early phase of the Ninevite V period but that
the two varieties existed side by side throughout.” *°

3 It is still not possible, however, even with this 48 Schwartz 1982, 18.
49 Sehwartz 1982, 240, The incised motifs in Level IV

excellent publication, to work out to which levels the
illustrated pottery belongs. are not distinctively Ninevite 5 (see notc 88). In Level
[Ia there are sherds of incised Ninevite 5 style (see

rxSﬂhwﬂﬂz 1982. Schwartz 1985, 57 and see below note 89).

% Schwartz 1985, Weiss 1983, 1985a, 1985b. 30 Schwartz 1982, 223.

47 Schwartz 1982, 44.
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Tell Brak 1978-84

One of the continuing goals of the recent excavations at the nearby site of Tell
Brak (like that of Tell Leilan) has been the clucidation of the archaeological
transition from the Late Uruk to the Akkadian periods and 1o “place the very
distinctive pottery known as Ninevite V in a proper context.”* So far two
destruction levels earlier than the administrative building of Naram-Sin have been
found and a part of the associated pottery assemblage has been published *2

According to D. Oates this material only included “a very small number” of painted
and incised Ninevite 5 sherds which were “clearly out of context”

J. Oates “no Ninevite V pottery whatsoever”
levels,*® thus demonstrating that in north-east
came to an end before the beginning of the

The early date of incised Ninevi

Schwartz also seemed confirmed by the observations that

(CH and ST) incised Ninevite 5 pottery was found with Late Uruk pottery including

bevelled rim bowls.** As David Oates wrote there was “unequivocal evidence for the
association of bevelled rim bowls and incised Ninevite V. 56

1
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» and according to
was recovered from the destruction

Syria at least the Ninevite 5 culture
Akkadian period s

te 5 pottery as proposed by Abu al-Soof and

In two areas at Tell Brak

Summary

Thus there has been considerable disagreement about the relative chronology of
the styles of Ninevite 5 pottery. In recent years, in contrast to Mallowan's and
Speiser’s division of the sequence into an earlier phase with painted pottery and a
later phase with incised pottery, the evidence from Telul eth-Thalathat, Qalin;j
Agha, Tell Leilan and Tell Brak has been interpreted to support the view that the

painted and incised wares were contemporary throughout the Ninevite 5 period.
Clearly there are proble

ms and contradictions in the published accounts.®” Several

hypotheses suggest themselves but how are we to prove which theory is correct?
“Oh, my friend, have I nol said to you all along that I have no proofs. It is one thing to
know that a man is sutlly, il 1s quile annther matter to prove him so. And, in this case, there
15 terribly little evidence. Thatl is the wiole trouble. 1. Hercule Pourot, know, but I lack the
. - . : 3 72 . - P T ] 38
last link in my chain. And unless | an finia the mussing link " He shook his head gravely.

THE MISSING LINK
Tell Mohammed Arab 1989 ~1985

This then was the situation when the British Archaeological Expedition to II'H;E
Started excavations at Tell Mohammed Arab in the Saddam Dam Salvage Project.

* D. Oates 1982b, 67-8.

post-Jemdet Nasr context.
**J. Oates 1982. * D. Oates 1982b, 68. ' rﬂr
. D-Oates 1982b, 67; . Oates 1982, 207. *” Reade 1982, 72 wrote concerning the pottery
B R et vor

li '.'fth }

the end of ED III” (J. Oates 1985a, 175 or  structed attempts at relative dating.’
i  Christie 1920, 235. s
281, 157; D. Oates 1982a, 194 and 197 ** Undertaken by the British :ﬁrfflaﬂﬂlﬂgf - o)
>T, ass ciated with Ninevite V pottery and  dition and the Iraqi State Organization for An uqu o
i D. Oates 1982b, 67 and 68; and Heritage directed by M. Roaf. The em:a‘;;a_ﬁtr o
ﬂzjﬁlﬁl&mﬂ?a, 191 for incised  the Ninevite 5 sounding was the responsidl :
4 in a supposedly immediately R, Killick.
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2007
The preliminary results have already been published * and m. e
ation of the site is in progress. Only the evidence of the lower % {‘r:r , rl_fulrrl public-
Along the cliff section and in the stratigraphic sondage Ith;i_' :‘I_f'nlnr.f:rm us here.
occupation were recognised. These periods were separated i.ﬁ'”ﬁ”:““f-" periods of
stratigraphic breaks in the sequence of occupation and each eric 11?-f" dflfithrr by
differences in its material culture. period displayed clear
The earliest period (Mohammed Arab period 1) contained pottery related
which is usually dated to the Late Uruk period. The assemblage -ir;f'hiftf";.{l “f *{I}IIM
rim bowls, incised four-lugged jars, spouted jars and ring*}mwﬂ f‘arinaif;{li }J?f:] ,{::?
There was also a painted ware: four-lugged jars and carinated hr.;wh; Wire ;?n:l-J
normally with extremely simple geometric designs (cross-hatched triangles I: ) ]i:;ci
only to the upper half of the pot in red or red/brown paint Fig. 2). ey o
At the end of period 1, there was a period of abandonment which was followed by
a Ninevite 5 occupation (Mohammed Arab period 2) with five distinct }}Uil-dinrg
levels. These levels contained painted pottery of typical Ninevite 5 style, inriixtinguL
shable from that found at Nineveh and at Telul eth-Thalathat. (:hlil':&i.{‘lt‘t‘i.‘iti[‘ ‘l..'{l_‘f-;.';;t']
shapes include pedestal jars, pedestal bowls, and large hollow-stemmed bowls

painted all-over in a variety of geomertric and naturalistic motifs (Fig. 3). Unlike the
earlier painted style of period | s normally wheel-made in a pink to buff
clay with grit temper, this poo evite O opottery was often in a hand-made
common ware, with a predon, retable temper.

In association with the pa was a series of fine-ware cups and
pedestal bowls in grey green - vistble temper. Many of these pots were
ribbed or layered on the out: 1o ot these had notched horizontal bands;
and a very few from the lat ~levels of period 2 had simple, hghtly
incised patterns (Fig. 4).%% The - patterns on these sherds 1s very limited and
compares closely with the Thalathat assemblage. The elaborate incised and excised
designs familiar from Nineveh and Billa are completely absent in this period at Tel

Mohammed Arab.

At the end of Mohammed Arab 2. the site was again abandoned and, u[”tr:*r a
period when it was used as a cemetery for people burying incised and t"?{l‘]‘fit‘d fine-
ware pots in their graves, was resettled by people who used finr;‘-n-'thr. lI'lCl:it‘Fi unFI
excised pottery (Mohammed Arab 3). Painted pottery was not manufactured in this
period. _‘

The incised pottery of Mohammed Arab 3 displays a murl} greater range of
patterns than the few sherds from the earlier period. The decoration 1s u]:aul otten cut
as a continuous band of incision around the pot and many sherds are excised, with
the clay removed to leave the decoration in relief (Fig. 5). The fine-ware EISEEn‘l'lJngE
also differs from that of period 2: the pedestal bowls and cups are not usually ridged
or layered, and show a preference lor a hemispherical shape.

60 Roaf 1983 and 1984. all cases they are n the latest two h'vrllﬁ li?f‘pt‘l'i{LHI 2 dIl{'!
' Roaf 1983, Fig. 2 and Roaf 1984, Fig. 8. For further not earlier. As they are st}:hsuf:nlljr' different trom l-ht
discussion of the date and terminology see above note 5 “late incised and late excised ™ ol :"*I”h;”"",w{i ATHD
and below notes 101 and 102, period 3 they probably are not the result of “pottery
62 15 sherds of this incised ware have been found in  dnift” (see below).
reliably stratified Mohammed 'Arab period 2 levels. In
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Fig. 2. Painted “Late Uruk”
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Fig. 4. Early incised Ninevite 5 pottery motfs from Tell Moh

This development from an earljer phase

phase with incised and excised Ninevite

| sherds from
Occasinnally later intrusive sherds are

.....

hasing in trench 51 but

> arcvalid and are confirmed,
g S Workman may ¢ 5 sherq

L
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J POtte
of decorated sherds found In the main HHLIt]fJ;!i_'
complement those obtained in the excavation

In this table, some painted sherds appear in
the earlier layers. This is the r

found

@ ®
©

ammed Arab period 9

with painted Ninevite 5 pottery to a later
s demonstrated by a sherd count
W I-51V (Fig. 6).83 The results

¥ 11l section 5+
od 3 layers: these are residual
S direction for sherds to move.
with earlier material.®5 This

0 (n (s tray, a pit or other intrusive feature
may ; h cen recogmsed, the sherds may have
moved th animal acuon n the soil. they may have

‘ashing or, in sorting, the wrong number
‘N written on the sherds. ?{nrnmll}' SUfhfl
mistake is caught before the finds are puh]iﬁhi‘d_ a_nd 15
then suppressed, bu occasionally it may be unwittingly
published.

The two Ninevite 5 style sherds in level L may be
case of such intrusive pottery drift. The scale of l:g
Problem of residual sherds is illustrated at ."sltihaﬂ_l_“’f :
Arab by the presence of several hundred Ninevite
sherds in the Middle Assyrian levels.

Ot mixed 1n

may have b
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N __I
P e

"hhk the possibility of of “*pottery drift” (in either direction), should -:
?,.;:‘.‘ when considering the results of any excavation. bekm: ;
" «Which is a very good, or a very bad explanation,” remarkeq Poirot, «p,
everything, and explains nothing.” 2l : Covers

The evidence from Tell Mohammed Arab, lh{'.‘rf‘.fﬂl‘t, supports the conteny:
painted Ninevite 5 pottery was more common in thr:'. carlier part of the dNinn
period and incised more common in the later part. Except for a few residual gh
painted pottery died out before the later part of the period and excised At :;rd*
types of incised grey ware were only introduced in the second part of the period &

But Mohammed Arab does not have the complete Ninevite 5 sequerice 'i"h
observed stratigraphic gap between periods 2 and 3 and the abrupt Eha;{ : e
pottery Sty']es suggests there may be another p}mm‘*, where pcrhapﬁ attributes ngbg:ﬁ
the period 2 and the period 3 assemblages are combined. We can also distinguish at
Mohammed Arab an “early incised™ style, found in period 2 and a “late i'ncigﬂdu
style found in period 3.

Now is the time to gather together all the suspects and confront them, to review
their stories and to try to reconcile all the various statements, which up to now have
been more than a little mixed up.

t‘h"i te 5

“The mind 15 confused? Is il not so? Take time, mon ami. You are agilated; you are

exciled — 1t 15 but natural. Presently, when we are calmer, we will arrange the facts, neatly
each in his proper place. We will examine — v voreci. Those of importance we will put on
\ fibbed|

PERIOD Phase Excised Incised Layered Pawnted Total
A 10(22.7) 30(68.2 36.8 1(2.3) 44
B 54(50.9) 33(31.1 | 12(11.3 4(3.8) 106
MA 3 C  21(42.0) 12(24.0 1190 10020.0 6(12.0) 50
D 41(53.2) 21(27.3 . 6(7.8 7(9.1) 17
G E 37(17.1) 109(50.5 . 39(18.1 24(11.1) 216
emetery F 2(66.7) 1(33.3 3
ﬁ 5(14.3 1(2.9 7(20.0 22(62.3) g;

7(5.0 12(8.6 33(21.6 87(62.6) 1

MA f1d | L i e :
: 1 6(14.0 37(86.0) 13
flc (3.7 1(3.7) 25(92.6) 2
3(11.5 23(88.9) %
MA | Ih (50.0 1(50.0) g
768

Total number of decorated sherds

=
i

Fig. 6a. Sh ounding
. | . I
d count of decorated Ninevite J pottery from the 50T-51V soundin ar{ﬂs flll

Moham
med Arab 113 : Sl -
Parentheses are per{:{nmutmg painted and incised “Late Uruk” pottery). The ﬁg}ll dof
the incisedtsli??%]ea.ﬂf the number of decorated Ninevite 5 sherds in each level.
€rds iIn Mohammed Arab period 2 include notched bands.

*® Christie 1920, 156.
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EXCISED INCISED

NOTCHED RIBBED/
BAND LAYERED

MA 3 L

D

CEMETERY l

MA 2

() 50 100%
| ! !

Fig. 6b. Chart of the percentages of decorated Ninevite 5 sherds in the 50T-51V sounding at

F 5] - il . o - = ¥ = L LF g - L]

lell Mohammed Arab. Level 5 is shown in outline because there were only 3 decorated
sherds.

one side; those of no importance, pouf!”’ — he screwed up his cherub-like face, and puffed
comically enough — ““blow them away!” .

“That’s all very well,” I objected, ““but how are you going to decide what 15 important,
and what isn’t? That always seems the difficulty to me.” 67

67 Christie 1920. 55. For once Hastings seems to have hit upon a major problem, and one which we do not attempt
L0 answer.
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“HE RE-EXAMINATION OF THE EVIDENCE OF THE EYEWITNEsgg

M";'aﬁihpublicatinn _ﬂ{' Nine}*t'h 18 ka'tf:"h}f{: !l;‘i’".ﬂ ]Hll‘l"»';ill‘;'fiwl;trn:\l]fwlrfrtiw‘. Most of the
illustrated pottery 1 e{fﬂctlecl)f lll]hll:lll ?t.{. ;1}:1;: | ,t*t. 1 y only Mallowan’s Prf:hiﬁt“ﬁc
Pit offers the opportunity for :-:lr:;lllgruplnf ‘clithl xm .;1‘:1:1 hrrr too the choice of whick
pots were published seems to have h{‘h{:” {m,{ ly arbitrary. F ‘”i”"‘rtl_mrr as Mallowap
later admitted the Ninevite 5 lm-'{tls: at Nineveh were ::'nn[u:-u:d. "" and there Was
considerable stratigraphic uncertainty in _llw excavation so 111;{[ it would be unwise
to rely on the evidence {'}f'an?: particular }?1{1‘:*-::[ ifﬂnrnmtmn. Nevertheless when the
pub]ished sherds from the Nineveh Prehistoric Pit are 1;.11111.1;11'{'d according to their
dEPth below datum [Flg. 7). the ]‘Jélllt‘l'll that r‘lhllf'hl'g{'ﬁ 15 Hltl‘lllle}{"lﬂ I+h_£1t from Tell
Mohammed Arab given a certain ;llﬂ{lll.ll[ of “pottery drift”.*® The “uneven
distribution’ of painted and incised Ninevite 5 pottery found by Hamilton should
also be remembered and certainly gives support to the sequence found at Tell
Mohammed Arab.

The material published from Nineveh seems to include examples from throughout
the Ninevite 5 period. Some types from Nincveh su h as painted ring-based and
round-based bowls are not represented in the potiery from Telul eth-Thalathat and
Tell Mohammed Arab 2 and 3.7" These tyvpe wct. belong to the “*Late Uruk”
and “Transitional’” phases (see below

Tell Billa

In the first reports on Tell Billa 1t was sainted and incised “Chalice
ware or ‘‘Billa ware” sherds were four  urain silos belonging to the
earliest level (stratum 7), though no mentio . made in the later reports on
the pottery. Was there an intermediate nh ation at Tell Billa, and the
evidence later suppressed, or did Speiser correc accurate held i::-lm*rru[im*.ls? It
1s clear that the published material (limited . « does not all belong to a single
cultural assemblage: in particular some of the graves and other pottery in level 6

dappear to have h(‘.h]n;{{‘d to the Akkadian period or even later.”' In all “”i'f 29

incised sherds said to come from level 6 and 13 painted sherds said to come from level
? h'B.VE been illu:m‘nlrd. Of the mcised sherds 3 have t*.it‘i'_‘.' incised T‘I‘I{lli[‘ﬁ. 13 13.{5
Incised motifs, 9 have excised designs, | has a rocker pattern })rnhallﬂ}' very late 10
the sequence) and 3 have uncertain designs. This might suggest that the sequence al
Tell Billa was very similar to that at Tell Mohammed Arab. But whichever versiot of

ey ‘ . : : _ : ab
Speiser’s story one believes the Billa strata can be fitted into the VMohammed Ar
scheme.

Tepe Gawra
Generall

r » r . . ,_ : , mﬂrﬂ
: ¥, the excavation of the lower strata of Gawra scems to have been f
reliable th

. .1 . . ey » [Er U
an that of the upper strata which clearly contained a mixture of pottery

* Mall q0n 1932 B
i o, 143 0 In particular, Thompson & Hamlton

= T 3 s note
ha‘-'ﬂFE:::at?-]uT ﬁimmm sherd labelled MM-21 may ~ LIIL3, 4, 6, 15 and PL. LIV.1, 5 and 8. 5¢¢ below
from higher ;hi{-lg,and mislabelled, or fallen in 108, :
animal hele P c st:fcuun‘nr have been in a4 P“ Or 71 EJ{. H]}t‘iﬁt*t' 1033, Pl. LIL. 9 L2

» OF wrongly autributed to that fadince |
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Notched band Ribbed oy

Excised Incised (rope pattern ) Layered Painted®
”n
| -
l
2
3
b _*4. l
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—~8 3 I -
=5 ]
—10 3 9 I 13
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—12 3
9
—13 2
—14 q
—16
=17 1
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*including Painted Ninevite 5, Transitional, and *Late Uruk™.

Fig. 7. Frequency of published decorated sherds from the Prehistoric Pit at Nineveh at
different depths in feet.

different periods.”? Thus Gawra VII and VI contained painted Ninevite 5 pottery
and also much later Akkadian pottery.”® Because of the close proximity of the two
sites, it would be surprising if the Ninevite 5 sequence at Gawra was different from
that at Billa. The complete Ninevite 5 sequence is not represented at Gawra so that a
gap in occupation at the site during this period has to be suggested. Other
discrepancies which we cannot now resolve may be ascribed to less exacting

standards of excavation and recording.

72 Although Speiser would have disagreed with this:  level, as has indeed been the case with the first ten
“To establish the individual strata with precision is the  strata™ (Speiser 1931, 11).
principal task of the excavator. Now, if this is to be 73 Reade 1968, 245.
accomplished successfully, the site must be dug level by
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oi‘: Eﬁ;gar Bazar, levels 4 and 5 of the Area M “_l’r{'lziﬁluri'{‘ Pit”
considered by Mallowan to belong to thp‘ Ninevite 5 punr;ﬁ_n Nr_arly all the
‘lustrated material from this area was found in graves ;mc! thus its use for dating the
levels as a whole 1s limtid. Thf: pa}tltedFPrjtte.ry from this area Seems to be a loeq]
style, in imitation of pamte‘d Nl{ievlt_c 5.7% Incised }J{Jl'lpr}r was found in twg graves
and displays patterns which link it to the ::?;}rly 1nr15rd_“s;tylu of period 9 44
Mohammed Arab and of Tell V at lﬂ]l}l PII}- ['halathat (Fig. 4).76 However, the
presence in one of these graves of an (!:s{m*!;;{t(l Jar and {*:iurl}.- incised pottery suggests
that this grave at least is later than I'ell V at Telul eth-Thalathat.

Since the material from Tell Bardasti has not been illustrated one cannot tell if the
later level above the one with painted Ninevite 5 wares contained carly or |late
incised Ninevite 5 sherds.

The association of Uruk and Ninevite 5 wares on survey is illusory.”” Even on the
published statistics only 20 sites out of 117 Uruk sites and 85 Ninevite 5 sites had
both Uruk and Ninevite 5 material on the surface. Furthermore some of these sites
had Early or Middle Uruk material or incised or excised Ninevite 5 material and

were not occupied during the transition from Uruk to Ninevite 5.

The sherds identified as painted Ninevite 5 from Qalinj Agha do not form a

Sounding wer,

significant component of the pottery assemblage of that site and it is quite possible
that they are examples of “pottery drift”™ or have been wrongly identified. The
incised sherds identified as Ninevite 5 are prol vpe of decorated ware found in
Gawra XII and XI and in Early Uruk leve! |:Brak.™
Telul eth- Thalathat

At Telul eth-Thalathat the excavations 4 pottery assemblage which
appeared to belong to a single period, 't time-span. It was clearly
demonstrated that painted Ninevite 5 pottery and some forms of incised Ninevite 3
pottery were in use at the same time. [he pattern repertoire of the incised material 1s
similar to that of period 2 at Mohammed Arab and the incised patterns typical of

Muhammtd Arab period 3 are not found. As in Mohammed Arab period 2, f‘xf‘iﬁﬂd
Jars and bowls were not found at Thalathat. Thus Thalathat supports the distinc-
tions we have made at Tell Mohammed Arab between early incised pottery and late
incised and late excised pottery. |

The excavators with commendable thoroughness seem to have published all ‘[hf
decorated sherds with recognisable motifs that they found and it is therefore
reasonable to look at the relative proportions of different types and motifs. There
appears to be a high percentage of incised to painted sherds at Thalathat when

* Mallowan 1936, 11.
* Mallowan reco
the Nineveh examp

o L, S e
% (367 and G68, Mallowan 1936, 58 and Figs. 191

E1;,"nisv:td that they were different from 19 7 329. On

» z 3 . P ~ . S5 L 3 L * Tjoe ! : P pliz

B Aerenciacio Li'..a, :,uggfsun.g‘th*u [hv}_rt presented 7 See Kilhick 1986, 251, I"."nu._fq. I,_IH::rh. _3-i P
n of the older Tell Halaf technique”™  Abu al-Soof’s own figures this claim 1s not sUbst

. i-
g:;ﬂ:in.lg?’ﬁ] 39). A hand-made incised pedestal 7 Tobler 1950, Pl. LXXIXa (for reasons fui:fffdﬂ?n
also be idt‘:nylﬁi':; carly incised Ninevite 5 design can  ing that this stamped and incised ware also oc

Fi 4s a local product (Mallowan 1936 level XI1 see Porada 1965, 145 and Fig. V.12
IE' IB: B]. 3 # }}l ?1
1985a, Pl. XXXIb ( =]. Oates 1980, Fl. 7).
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Notched band Ribb
trad Incised (rope paltern ) f',r.- :fr;r
'y Painted
0(0‘00} 45(21.1) 12(5.6) 8(3.8)

Total number of decorated sherds 213 148(69.5)

Fig. 8a. Frequency of decorated wares according to counts of
eth-Thalathat Tell V. The figures in parentheses are the perces
include notched band patterns.

published sherds from Telul
1itages. 21 of the incised sherds

EXCISED  INCISED

NOTCHED RIBBED/ PAINTED

BAND LAYERED
Thalathat 5
() 50  100%
L N |

Fig. 8b. Chart of the percentages ol decorated sherds from Telul eth-Thalathat Tell V.

compared with Mohammed Aral
new types which are not found i
eth-Thalathat may therefore be

e, 81.7% Furthermore, there are some
"ot Mohammed Arab.B® Tell V at Telul
than Mohammed Arab prrin-:l 2.

Tell Leilan

In his analysis of the pottery from the Operation | step trench at Tell Leilan
S{Ehwartz grouped the strata into 20 phases in order that there be suffictent sample
size from each phase®' and then by means of a computer analysis based on rather
confusing idiosyncratic t}’p{']lﬂ_ﬁ_‘it“;llr traits #2 divided the material into five periods
(Leilan IT-VI). Leilan 111, containing Ninevite D pottery, was sub-divided by ih‘t‘
computer into three periods, 111a (phases 7 8, strata 35-40), I1Ib (phases 4-0,
Strata 21-34), and IIIc (phases 2-3, strata 16-20) the latest.?® Fig. 9 gives the

F 5 i

claims this as a virtue). Confusing because the types and

? :
la[:xrirstlh;:::ﬂ]ia[::d sherds represent some unrepresen-
Telul ﬂh-Thpl.-t ":T“'h':ﬂ was actually h_m_n{i at Tell "L il
value. The s a.iﬂ b, ”_'-"L‘ﬂ+ these statistics have little
Arab pﬁﬁm";l sriyan l_“ﬂlﬂl'dr motifs with Mohammed
WE o " _5“" remains vahd.
5 St-:%l.wau al 1974, Pf]. LI, 6; l’%.‘XXIII. 3.
St m"::hlahles list the moutifs lr}}'_ph;m' and nntt_h}'
Excﬂvat::d sy IaT; had to f:nllr_.:-w ll.'u:-; in our study. The
85.5 cubic mctc : d{'P‘?E?ls In (l[::vrﬂlufn ! 1{1111!]{'(1
trench excavatzs “hc equivalent of one 5 by 5 metre
82 I n s IE};; depth !E}r 3.5 metres).
rom that nfuth;:c~ htausﬂ his terminology is different
typology based ﬂr scholars and because he dursﬁnnf use a
n the shapes of whole vessels (in fact he

motifs and their ranges are not defined. l'lll‘i‘ht‘l'ﬂ'lﬂl‘(" a
horizontal painted band of unknown

motf such as a 1 :
in the computer

width is given the same importance _ AP
analysis as quite specific patterns. such as I|:?r.-‘r:%r.t|p-::|:‘.1gfi-T
or again notched bands are considered s1g1~11111‘1r11 only
when found on a sherd without other m.unl‘:a,_ e

83 There is little justification for thf:: tripartite Lrh\.'li:m:n_
in the published material m‘uI‘ since h:'hw.'l]‘t:‘:‘:\ t?_pu _u?;j..
is an unusual one it Is difficult to use rh].‘- n.!pju t ¢
division. For an attempt [u‘irnpnsilht‘.Lht‘ll_un [tfp;;rl::
sequence on the whole of the Ninevite O pernod s

Schwartz 1985, Tables [V on p. 57 and Table V1 on
p. 39.
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Notched bandt — Ribbed or
PERIOD phase strala Excised Incised® (rope pattern) Layered Painted} Total
RN a
[1lc 2 16-18 12(13.2) 62(68.1) 40(44.0) 8(8.8) 4(4.4) 5(5.5) _____T-‘
S gapl’ 22(15.9) 87(60.4) 78(54.2) 5(3.5) 18(12.5) I?f'}‘;_f{. I;‘:‘
4 921-24 1(1.9) 24(42.1) 17(29.8) 1(1.8) 10(17.5) 4(7 () »
]I]b 5 25_3] .:1-312";] ) f}'( fﬁ.,‘?,l H"'Q,ﬂ ]4:““;;"”. 11 _-__].3-. 2“;:\
[1la 8 3940 16(48.5) 4(12.1) 2(6.1 15(45.5) 3.3
AY 9 41-42 1 7 () 7 58
10 4344 9 f) 5 49

Total number of decorated motifs in period 111 614§

*Calculattd h\' uﬂ.;ing H(‘h‘w;ll‘[‘.ﬂ*ﬁ distribution of incised motfs and Hlllitl';u‘lill_i_{ excised “p;“",“ﬁd"
(motif 6) and “‘grooved” ‘motif 11)). notched bands (motit 3), and ribbing (motif 5). The first figure
‘neludes incised motifs which may not be Ninevite 5 sue h as horizontal lines. The figure in i[;[lil["g is
calculated taking just Schwartz’ motifs 1,2,7,8,9,10,11,and
(see note 84 for further details).

+Only those notched bands with no other mouf are inc:

|2 which are almost certainly Ninevite 5

$This figure includes all painted sherds not just Ninevite I'hese are sherds or pots not the
number of pots.
§Apparently 614 motifs on 563 (481 incised ol all o | sherds.
Fig_{. .E%ﬂ. 1“1‘1‘”11('[3{'} of decorated motts in p { ][M'I';i'.i!lll | at Tell Leilan.
The figures in brackets are percentages of tl orated sherds in each phase.
EXCISED INC ! ) RIBBED/ PAINTED
' | AYERED
N I
, 2
[11c s | %
3
B |
{} I:
[11b 2
6
I111a 7
8

0 50 100%
, |

|

all.

Fig. 9b. Chart of percent

- . i ¥ - - . L T .Eil
Incs : ages ot decorated motifs in period 111 of Operation | at Tell 1
ncised motifs wh

ich may not be of Ninevite 5 style are shown 1n outline only.



e : : 21
ency counts for the different categories of d{‘r{tnrut{.d .
figures are plotted out as a frequency chart as we haye d;;ﬁ;-pmt"r?'-“ When these

~ Arab and other sites, it is clear that Leilan phases 8 3 bel with Tell Mohammed
B : | , €S 6-3 belon , -
.P-a].ntcd puttcry. was 1n use at the same time as Eurly incised ?i l”'lh’l;'phdﬂﬂ when

greater proportion of the decorated ware was painted in (he . Pottery,® and that »

A ‘ the earlie i
was incised later.?® Phases 8-6, therefore, 1er phases and more

. : correspond to Te .
Thalathat (and perhaps the end of period 2 at M{:-Ilmmm;;i :r]ihvd:td telul eth.
| / are earlier

than period 3 at MDham‘med Arab. The excised sherds (eallad e,
“orooved” by Schwartz) found in phase 3 indicate that lhiﬁﬁ[l"f{ panelled” and
than Thalathat, which had no excised pottery, and show the ::mL:m may be later
when painted, incised and excised wares were in use at the samt_- [ihr:{lm of a phase
In the latest phases of Leilan I1II there is a particular form of exc .
by Schwartz “grnm-'t‘-(jl", \_a.-'hlrh combines shallow vertical {.,hm‘mﬂ]s with fncied
patterns in the early Ninevite 5 style.®” This material, missing at Mohammed T]Si
may be an early form of excised Ninevite 5 pottery. ; d Arab,

1sed ware called

Scl’l‘.wartz has not given c':nu'i.lu‘lng_;{‘\'uhi'nr{' to support his assertion that incised
Ninevite 5 pottery preceded painted in Leilan TV.# But evidence from Tell Leilan
itself contradicts his assertions that the “painted ware did not precede incised ware’
and ‘that the two varieties existec side by side throughout’, for in levels of Operation

57F02 excised and incised Ninevite ©

» sherds were found without any painted

material.?® Schwartz, howeve ol discuss this pottery as a Ninevite 5 style but
treated it within a general s veriod T pottery.® 1t seems more likely that
the pottery from Operation .ponds to the later part of the Ninevite 5
eriod roughly contemporan ohammed Arab period 3 when incised and
: S ]
excised pottery were 1n usc cd stvie had died out.”

*From Level 111 of Operation | * Schwartz 1983, table I1 on p. 53 shows a similar
sherds (not necessarily of Ninevit levelopment, but the different types of ncision and
incised sherds with 532 moufs indclod (} excision are not separated out. .. aq 9" :
sherds, which many would not classifv 7 §chwartz 1982, higs. 38.5 and 6; 39.23: 40.0.
including 107 examples not distinctiv T STiT Schwartz 1985, Fig. 5.23. : V. whicl
vite 3 ware as known from other sites @ th 1l e ' he incised sherds found in Leilan IV, whch

' : e 5 were 9 sherds with
motifs 4 (horizontal lines 14 occurrences . 13 and Sehwartz called ncised Ninevite 3, wWere - sh

- . e x s 5 sharids Wi yrizontal hines, a
(fingernail rounded 9 and fingernail other 3¢ 5 thin horizontal ribbing and 12 shisids wiks' ; Ul periods
: . . | ~ - cur In i
'W:I'tllfdl apphfd lt}dntl-.‘ Ly : lh matifs "-"-;.”! rEIl-'-- e T 11 1110011 -_111”1”“'!1 !1\. 3 ( h"h'-."ll[f'. L0 ;H i l} lr[i mulru.]y {haﬂ:_
1 X " [ T gv =7 [ I.!"I- ; L & ¥ L
e 17 (ehunads insoressions 3) and 19 (“outlicrs Schwartz 1982, 81). Neither motl | "l
38). The e Freniiige. = 9 ' o . .d Ninevite . though they might be d
i- 1hese mouls are not illustrated by Schwartz and nostic lor MEISEE “% Ninevite :I._',rr.'x' ware: Schwartz
Some probably are Ninevite 5, but his descripuons are they were in the brplee. Ilmlk: ;I'.lhr::;r sherds was.
& E " . v i I T L . E B g
not sufficient and there is no indication of the tabric of  did nof indicate W };M :t'l_; ; :I l“.in 4-7 of Qperation
- ; . o Sl adle
‘:ﬂ pottery. What is meant by outliers is uncertain but * Schwartz 1962, i'h .Il“'”_{”rti o Leilan I1la by
these _Imght be sherds that Schwartz himsell recognised 57F02. which _h.l-n.:_l- r;._unE I;-é;.'m”nhrrs of sherds with
E:Shll;}emg residual or intrusive. Eliminating these and  Schwartz 1980, b ": j_!!'ﬂﬁ.m Schwartz 1983, Fig:
nbbed and notched bands gives a total of 222 occur- lined z1gzag, P_‘H”“ . .1]. imt'iiiun Schwartz s term
rences of incised motifs - 6. slashed 1ncision and ]:.ufl_n I .*” .rata 4-7. So many
B5 e o " ere founa 1l siiaie e i '
) . - e oy ((1510M1 ) WETL R I .
u Although the percentages of painted sherds in the for a type of ex h. « that “gaining populanty 11 Iﬂ_“
PPerlevels are low and some might be thought residual  that Schwartz W il Gr maximum populanty
of complete pots in a grave (called by EFIOL ' §ehwartz 1902, '
Schwartz Piy | ) I 5 1

ecarly Op. 57F02 Period 117

of stratum 19 shows that they were still . i
. 50 Schwarlz 1982, 18611

1 : o P T l »
U8 used as late as Leilan 111 phase 3. A queston ; 570 S

. Qehwartz 1985
mﬂ.l’k . 2 g1 Thic 12 ACCC ][l‘.'{i l]} EH' h“ = ¥ . a III[T
ai Must hang over Leilan 111 phase 2 where only 9 N s : ot simply residual tom . J
Pamted sherds DO 3 "o and 57F02 soundings

" - 5 5 R - " '{:Iﬁ 111‘['
were e ' . : nly 1NnCisc d sher srafion 2 .
found, four of which had onh an 11a [Operauon V' He has

Orizontal ol
) cage of Ninevile
a very late Stage ol

el * T : wxt. Lell
resid ds of paint, and all five might have been caritext; 1
E. must rt'pr{'st‘ut
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If the frequency charts for Tell M.nh:.lmr?rd Arab, Tell Leilan period 111
V at Telul eth-Thalathat are {:qmbmud (Fig. 10), it can be geen that e
111 fits very well between periods 2 nn(! 3 at Tell Mohammed A,
Thalathat is closely related to lh-[‘ {'n{? of period 2 at Mohammed Ar:
beginning of period III at Tell Letlan.™
Leilan I11, therefore, documents very clearly the period of transition from pa;
to incised with the ratio of painted to incised changing from more paint._-ﬁjalmtd
incised in Leilan phases 6-8 to more incised than painted in Lejan [Jha';r-than
Clearly the Leilan Operation | sequence, contrary to what the excavators 59;13- 4,
does not span the whole of the Ninevite 5 period but only the midd]e vt ﬂi:‘it ;‘-‘?}:

large gaps before and after.”?

Tell Brak

The problem of “pottery drift” due to residual sherds and levelling fill had been
recognised at Tell Brak in a number of areas carly in the recent excavations This
explanation has now been adopted for the seemingly early occurrences of Incised
Ninevite 5 with Late Uruk pottery.®” The pottery which provided the “unequivocal
evidence for the association of bevelled rim bowls and incised Ninevite V' has now
itself become ‘‘not unequivocally stratified™.™

Until recently very little Ninevite 5 pottery from Tell Brak had been published.
But now 7 excised sherds, 4 incised sherd " pamted sherd have been illustrated
in drawings and a further 44 incised an oo sherds are illustrated in photo-
graphs.”” The painted sherd belongs  ransitional “‘Late Uruk”/Ninevite 5
style rather than to genuine painted N vmongst the incised and excised
sherds there are some examples of 1 " style combining typical early
not appreciamd the :iij._{lliil[';ulu' of this observation ai 4 1982 205 11 15 not ;lha.';l'_..'ﬁ ;1ppr{‘1:'iﬂti'd
suggested that Leilan 111 covered the whols period Jerds, even quite large sherds and in large quant-
putung Leilan Ila contemporary with Tell Brak [at - 1 derive from bricks and levelling fill, emdthuSHbC
frhal‘l}’ Dynastir I11 and other pur«:l-.'"{ilu'xi:r Yy levels vVl s 1-i|n|..1h "ul!';itiﬁr.'r.f"_' 1. Oates |982t3. 70:
r'-SCh_'_""’:a”z 1985, table VI on p. 59 “I'he fill within the structure contained a mass of rlijllf‘

.M I'he high incidence  of  notched bands. Uruk and some Ninevite V' sherds, but [h.E- su i:;d'-
ribbed/layered and painted sherds in period 3 at ‘Tell actually associated with it vielded two sherds *f}gf'?ﬁ‘%
Mohammed Arab when compared with Leilan period Khabur ware, ¢.1800 B.c.” See also ”'.(h[ﬁ, [‘-di‘k’ Dr:
HI may be because excavation units, such as mud- 5 Thus for Area CH: *“The example Illm'utr.cw:_r _
1978 deep

hans or levelling fill, which were likely to contain Fielden (one of a number found In the e
rem?’“fﬂ material, were excluded from the Leilan sounding derives from this same Early D?‘I;Iﬂf;:c
Bt horizon and 1s, of course, not 1‘{"”“"[}””15-? .wﬂﬂatcﬁ

~ Weiss 1985a, 25 and 1985b, 328 following Roaf  Uruk materials with which it 1s published 'J L ST:
1984) has partly a{'k"”“']f‘dgrd this placing [,}r'rilmi 3 at 1985a. 176 or J. Oates 1986. 249). And for r“;  dion
Mﬂhﬂl‘pmtzd Arab after stratum 16 and before stratum  ““The architectural evidence and the stratf< i
13, while still retaining the term Leilan [ 1¢ to cover this proved to be t'xl't‘}‘-'li“”ﬂ“l'*' {-{-;mpliratt‘d- and 53

atl an
hase (Wei 90 : : ks retation ¢
Phase (Weiss 1985, 20). He still postulated that Leilan  much more work before a coherent interp

Illa Sta - - s = ~ . . = . =
e rted at l‘h't beginning of the Ninevite 5 period.  be offered” (D. Oates 1985, [b;:‘!: _— narked
. Md;:lz 1985, Table VI on p. 59 placed the whole of % J. Oates 1985a, 176. There is, }mTut-[.I-.t‘t'- Thus,
e :Emtd i’\t.]radb sequence within the Leilan 111 se-  reluctance to abandon this theory iz;%auwitt and
ascribed the differences to “regianal v g S aneity of incised |
¢ differences 1o regional vari- the pusmh]: contemporancity R Jsewhere on the

t* ¥ = . T |
;Jﬁ:ux{rgliﬂ}- ;hcm 's a possibility that Leilan 111 may brb [bevelled rim bowls] will be
period 3 ]ﬁe the end of period 2 or the beginning of  site” (J. Oates 1986, 247). .

at Mohammed Arab. 97 ] Oates 1986, Fig.5 and Pls. 1-3.
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EXCISED  INCISED

NOTCHED  RiIpm D/

PAINT
BAND LAYERID .

A
B
C
mhamed Arab J
D
l
7
[IIc —_
4
Leilan ‘
[1Ib SR
FLkE e f
3
Thalathat 5
G
H
Mohammed Arab 2 |
J
K

0 50 100%
[Be g me oonT)

Fig. 10. Combined frequency chart of decorated pottery from period 3 at Tell BI(‘}h;mu’n‘fdl
Arab, period III at Tell Leilan, Tell V at Telul eth-Thalathat, and ]}t‘rlnd 2 at Tel
Mohammed Arab.
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incised motifs with shallow vertical excision such

as we have Obsery
Leilan.

THE DENOUEMENT

The excavations at Mohammed Arab have provided the missing link yp:
enables us to reconstruct the Ninevite 5 pottery sequence bage on five :ith Now
styles of decorated pottery.*® These key Ninevite 5 styles are, in orducd) ifferen:

. . 6 o5 d
Painted, Early Incised, Early Excised (“grooved™),'00 [ 4t Excised pgﬂif&"ﬁﬁ,
Incised. In addition to these Ninevite 5 styles, we can extend the sequenc:“: brl dL?th
at the beginning the following styles, Painted “Late Uruk”, Inciseq “Lateyij d“}g
and Painted Transitional “Late Uruk™/Ninevite 5 style, and at the end Incised T%Jk i
IX style.’°! The relationship between these pottery styles is shown in Fig. 1] %
| NINEVITE 5 | o

Pottery Style Period TAYA IX*| LATE | EARLY | TRANS | IA{'}"E'LK
INCISED TAYA IX ?

LATE INCISED NINEVITE 5 Es ==ttt

LATE EXCISED NINEVITE 5 — :

EARLY EXCISED NINEVITE 5 o
EARLY INCISED NINEVITE 5 ——
PAINTED NINEVITE 5
PAINTED TRANSITIONAL

“LATE URUK”/ NINEVITE 5
PAINTED “LATE URUK"”
INCISED “LATE URUK?”
*variously called Late Early | i L1, ete. 1in the Habur.
Fig. 11. Decorated potter criod terminology.

‘Pain.l(?d h:I,'H“‘ Uruk™ and Incised “Late | - are the earliest of the styles under
discussion. I'hey precede the introduction of Ninevite 5 material and were found in

Eﬁrmd | at Mohammed Arab with pottery related to that known from Nineveh, Tell
rak, Habuba Kabira, Uruk itself, and other sites dated to the Late Uruk period.

HDW f » fy e e . . g =
ﬂ\TE'-I‘, the forms are degenerate when « ompared to the international types of the
Late Uruk period.!02

'_mJ 0O o e 2 . o

. Uates |98 9 DRD e o - = R : N B = i mm{‘d

99 y 221-252. For t}“:mp]r ]‘Il'._{h_ .98 and / 1N ;;khm- 3. while there are no v:h..unpk‘r: of g i

9 It ie ; ware in phase 4 and 15 in phase 3. It does, howeven
Lis also paossible

undecorated “to distinguish changes in the disappear before the Late Excised. nas 10
fine ware -f bottery. For example the ribbed /lavered 01 “Late Uruk™ is written in inverted {~”}TI hat 1
ﬂr ‘. r i o : . .- N ) ) . : . o “.
period are sy :T.“. {(‘;[ the [J-Emlt{l and early incised indicate that it may not be contemporary “il e Uruk
- superseded by plain fine-ware cquivalents in - generally called Late Uruk pottery of the L8

the “late excaised and la 4
hullﬂw-stcmmf:d bowls a
and early incised”

noted in the final pu

Mohammed Arab.

Feage : .
There i no evidence that this *

casl
;rher than‘ the Late Excised ware:
ample of “panelled”

- jm'im‘d“ period. Or again period in southern Mesopotamia. Il:ll‘.‘l:il'.‘d lay
o tound only in the “painted  includes the styles found in Taya IX-VII. i
I":'Ll'h_,q_ Further cxamples will be 102 (:“m“‘.“.t.“ for example, Roal 1983a, Pl}g, n;mc-d
blication of the excavations at Tell 'withiStirenhagen 1078, Tab. 7 Period | ﬂ[TMG-muﬂuth-
with Jemdet Nasrin s

Arab may be contemporary = Larae Tl Brak
- |¥[‘u[t_151 [.-’ rl]k ﬂt

grooved” ware is  ern Mesopotamia and with
re: at Leilan there is | J. Oates 1985a, 178).
= Late Excised) in phase 4 and
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Significantly, on a few of the Painted “Late Uryk” |
M . = -~ L. A . 2 ¥
reminiscent of Ninevite 5 designs, suggesting that Painted :;frrtl!f there are motifs
5 ‘ . F P’ (( i . -

development from the Painted “Late Uruk” pottery, T ’ I”" \T“' J pottery was a

. . = ' - 'lll,.. |;1 g— . .
other excavations in the Saddam Dam Salvage Project which | § been confirmed by

, % : . . S ; h have reveale
. the transitional period which is missing at Tell Mohammed Ao rr\w d:lr d layers of
Fisna, and above all at Tell Karana 3 pottery has been f. ‘ lrt1 :"E}IJIEHH‘ ryll

41 1y ) R L J L A o Oound w 11Ch rese
Late Uruk pottery from Tell Mohammed Aral in fabric and sh: mbles the
Paintﬂd dESiE’;HS ty -}i 1"1] [= P . o ) e ¢ drlldl § I;ll}f' l"JLJl h‘f'ﬁrﬁ on il_

& vpical o amted P\HH'TH{‘ J pottery from later lavers - g
Mohammed Arab or at Telul eth-Thalathat 103 ' ayers at lell
The distribution outside the Eski Mosul area of these “Late Uruk™ and T
. ) . : o R = ) ' . af - dn ran_
sitional styles is not yet clear. The Painted “Late Uruk” style can be identified
other sites in northern Lrag, o4 perhaps in south-castern Turkey 105 and on one site in
- te vria 106 e . . ) ) 4
north-eastern Syria.'” A form of the Incised “Late Uruk” style has also been noted
107 . » PR : T o e p e . :

at Tell ?rak and Painted Transitional ware was present at Nineveh and probably
also at Tell Brak and Chagar Bazar.' "
The earliest Ninevite 5 phase was found in period 2 at Tell Mohammed Arab
where Painted Ninevite 5 pottery occurred with a limited repertoire of simple iHCiSECi
SHCY Warc, initially “l”}_'_“ ribbed, L.nr.'r_f-:l and notched bands and then with an
Increasing number of incised motifs includine hghtly incised feather patterns,

running chevrons, curvilinear desions formed with dots. impressed triangles and so
on. I'his phase was tound at Tel} ) L elul eth-Thalathat and in most of period I11
at Tell Leilan. The up ' criod 1T at Leillan which contain painted and
excised pottery bel ot ol the Earlv Ninevite 5 period or the
beginning of the | | |
There 1s no obv Pamted Ninevite 5 ware (as there is in
the 1incised). Bu Liow both chronological and regional
variations in the s
The following stag period. when Incised and Excised pottery
were 1n use but Painted vas lound m period 3 at Tell Mohammed
Arab. The Late Incise Lxcised Ninevite 5 styles appear to manifest
193 Fales et alii, in press; Fujii ot alii, in | L ruk™ Thompson and Hamilton, PL LI_”.Q:}:{' & b).
04 Nineveh Thompson and Hamilton 11932, Pl. LIII. [ his shape is not known in Painted .\iint‘rl.l_t‘ ) “”:11':‘.‘..11[
\Mohammed Arab so where it occurs at Nineveh with

15); Tepe Gawra (Tobler 1950, Pl. CXLI, no.339

195 Behm-Blancke 1981, Abb. 21.1a-b, 23.6

196 See Menjer 1985, Fig. 24b lor one Pamnted Late
Uruk sherd from Tell Qarasa. The published painted
sherds from Tell Brak and from grave G188 at Chagar
Bazar are more in the Transitional stvle than in the
painted Ninevite 5 style (J. Oates 1986, Fig. 5.107;
Mallowan 1937, Figs. 25.1 and 25.3).

197 1. Oates 1986, Fig. 3.46.

198 Painted ring-based bowls from Nineveh are similar

to examples from “Late Uruk”™ Mohammed Arab
period 1 (Thompson and Hamilton 1932, Pls. LIT1L15
& LIV.5). Other bowls appear closer to the pedestal
shape characteristic of Painted Ninevite 5 but retain the
“Late Uruk” geometric patterns. These may be classi-
fied as Transitional (ibid. Pl. LIV.l and 8). Round-
bottomed cups with geometric designs are also " Late

patterns | Thompson and Hamilton, Pl

naturalist
it may also represent an aspect of the

LII1. 8 and 12},
['ransitional stvle. See also note 106.

09 The distinction between the painted designs from
[elul eth-Thalathat and those from Nineveh which was
pointed out by the Japanese excavators | Fukai 19?.-?‘ b7
and Fig. 6 on 102 of the Japanese text) 1s not a reglt:l{ial
variation but a chronological development. iIhf‘
Nineveh sample includes examples of the carher [ran-
sitional stvle, where painting is usually restricted to
above the carination (see above note 70). The _diﬂ"‘lf:uht'
in recognising a development n Pi'iillti‘d‘ Ninevite J
pottery is perhaps due to the small size of the sample

. Datosad Ninevite 5
rather than the homogeneity of Painted Ninevite

pottery from diflerent sites.



Lo MICHAEL ROAF AND ROBERT K111k

LA al differences. The varicty and quality of the Late Exciged 41,4 [
mg.;3:‘1}’ from PErind 3 at Mohammed Arab and stratum 6 4y el Billa
]ﬂ;lccted in the mited repertoire of the Habur ?nulrrml. In turn, this latter
displays elements of a strong regional style not found to the ¢, 10
1Ispla : oo £ aalla dasel T
The latest pottery style in Fig. .l l m'mllr.id_ Incised laya I1X. 7 his style hag b
ChﬂSEﬂ because we are d{:H]lng ‘}]I‘IIT:IH.I‘IIy with (I{‘{*t}l‘&ll.{'(l I}nllﬂry styh_-:s,-‘ Il ;
derived from the fine Incised Ninevite 5_515-'11‘ and has in the Past been mig;
as the latter ''! but there are diflerences in vessel shape and surface

pedestal bnwl_s h-avf: disapp ‘.Ell:[:'d 1:1‘1 lwdl IX;: rf:t{‘rilmrfl I'JE:Irt‘l{'r‘y |
rﬂptrtnire of incised [)att{*.-l’“ﬂﬁ 1S l;{]:lru tea to a tew simple patterns such -
rows of dots and slashed 21gZags. o o
The change from the I...Eit[‘: [ncised i\'m_:-x-*nr D to the Incised lalj.ru I
in many ways abrupt and, 1n(l:_‘*v‘(L no site has yet ‘prlnrh{r.pd evidence of 4 eradual
transition between the two.'"” l\it""'..‘f'l‘lhl’i{‘ﬁﬁ. the Hlﬂ'llii-ll'llll‘:’-%* are such that we cap
suppose that such a transition did occur ””Fi 1{1;11 al least in pottery there wag 4
continuum 1n Northern Iraq from the Ninevite 5 period to the [aya IX period.
The Incised Taya IX style represents a regional T;l}']{:‘ one nr:f'a. group of fine-ware
styles which are present in pnal-f.‘{inm'zt:.* 5 levels in .\ut‘l‘h Syria &_nd Irac!_ These
styles have been variously called ‘I}“”?M“'_d. hI;u'E{_ ware , ‘metallic ware’, ‘stone
ware’, and ‘fine clinky ware’.''* Like Incised Tava [X they may be considered partly
derivative from Ninevite 5 fine wares but there is as Vel no agreement amongst the
excavators about what is meant by these terms | | |
The implication of this seriation of ceran, s for I.hr rrlu}wr (!allng DF%IFES of
the Ninevite 5 period is summarized s requires little additional
comment except to repeat that man: ties remain, Iurg{rly h{?raus? of tl}e
way 1n which the sites have been dig 1. As more sites are published in
greater detail 1t will be possible to r chronology. |
In Fig. 12 there is also an indica; ve chronology ‘u‘llh respect to
Babylonia and the Diyala. This 1o, xamate: only a few connections
between the Ninevite 5 and other . uli cen observed. On Ninevite J sites
no items of foreign manufacture v «olvidentified,''® and only the seals

aAle

"% The most common incised motif found in Svria
hatched ZIg-Zag or Ustep pattern”, was long ago re centratnon o
Eﬂgﬂiﬁtd b} h’iii”““‘il[] d8 a It’Hj{JI].ii fl;'-«]u” Mallowan iien
1937, 149 and ¥ig. 25, 4). The ware of manv of these
sherds, a whitish or buff clay, and the coarse quality of
the incision also differentiate them from much  but not

the “Alfar pf.lin and elsewhere, the 1‘{1[1;
| | | s ume | arge
[ the population at this mm"uqu I;{;;S
il 2 Weiss 15909,
ortified settlements [ Reade 1982,
Funt ot alnin DIess . i = )
' : - - stone
' Burmished black ware: ."\.I'.illt_nhw;l!ﬂ-hi :tl-f]{ﬂhnf:
4 i - .':l"'", - z Il.. “rr'l 1.
wire j Oares 1982, 20b-207; meta ‘

all) of the Mohammed Arab period 3 material. The
possibility of regional variations as well as of
ical ones should be recognised.
definite evidence to the contrary we assume that the
Ninevite 5 ceramic sequence followed a similar though
Perhaps not identical development in both Northern
Iraq and the Upper Habur.

""" Reade 1968, 237 note 8.

"' Reade 1968, 24411.; Reade 1982, 74.

IS & " &
"' The evidence of the transition on the
however, have bee

operations of this p

chronolog-

se sites may,
n destroyed by the major building
eriod which reflect, in the Eski Mosul

But in the absence of

- 902
a pail] ted

' : ~hwartz 1982
1976, 33 72 fine clinky ware: Schwartz 1é 3[
5 Abu al-Soof (1972, 6-7 -‘”-‘!Ig[.ﬁu:[i [mlhr Scarlet
' ' 5 o £ 1 ¥ l.]
sherd found atr Thalathat was ltld[ld .:[]r b Barly
Ware pottery found in the !]'31*_{]‘1_ l"is T?]ﬂﬂ‘ imilar
Dvnastic | period, but the design n :]‘“t‘ cuch by the
s . » 15 J ;
to Ninevite 5 motifs and A0REpRes 2 e similarities
excavators (Fukai 1974, 68). There e s -uiding both
' . . searlet Ware 1 :
between Ninevite 5 and Scarle f the pot decoral
particular moufs and the amount« st that on¢ style
there is no clear evidence to 51‘}3!1;-"‘
- N & = ey s 1 ]Er‘
exerted a definite influence on the ot
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NINEVITE 5 1
: 1 URUK
LATE |  EARLY | TRANS |  LATE

NORTH IRAQ .
Mohammed Arab

Tell Billa
Thalathat Tell V
Nineveh MM

Karana 3

HABUR
Tell Leilan Op. |
57F02
Tell Brak CH
Chagar Bazar graves

DIYALA
SEQUENCE

. |
Period ~ TAYA IX* |

18 18

3—-2~1

?16-18-19—40

o
'--"

9-12
b8 67 1188
AKKADIAN EARLY DYNASTIC
[T I |

PROTO

o (

LITERATE
' b a

BABY LONIAN

SEQUENCE AKKADIAN EARLY DYNASTIC
11 § l

2500() [ | | |

JEMDET  LATE
NASR  URUK

Absolute chronology: | | 3000 I | |

*1'1lr‘inlh]'_~. called Late Early Dyvnastuc 111, Letlan 11, ete. in the Habur.

Fig. 12. Ninevite 5 sites and periods.

ther regions. The numerous seal impressions

| med Arab and Leilan are in the widely

Jemdet Nasr™ or “glazed steatite”
und in Early Dynastic I contexts.''®

heen identified at sites outside 1ts

11 Early Dynastie 1 context at Tell

| also a }1|.‘liI‘t fine-ware cup from IE"L*E]

v\t Mari. three incised sherds (two Early

e 1. Fycised sherd.'? and two “metallic-ware™

that part of the Trench B sequence dated to the

and seal iInprt‘HHim1-. mayv be
from Thalathat, Nineveh, B
distributed and m
style, which 1n the Ihy.

A few examples of
normal range. One
Asmar has been identified
IVb at Gubba
and one unidentifiable |
sherds '2! have been found within

. i I
.]"Hi: II'!!"l:.'I

also Earlv D)

Pl 133i was of Ninevite 5 style. This sherd which was
found 1 a protoliterate(?] context at Tell Agrab
Ap.326:581¢ Hill B, room V, 5th layer from lihv top
<hows a column of birds standing on cach other :a‘bau‘l-is
in red and black paint. It could well be Scarlet Ware or

16 Killick 1986. 232-3: Porada 1985, 91 Hansen has
reassigned Sin Temple Level TV at Khalae to the barly
D*;nastir I p{'rii'.-d and so this Ivpe of seal need not start
carlier than Early Dvnastic 1 Porada.

Dunham in press). Similar style sealings come from Susa

Hansen, and

Acropole 16-14 and from Middle Banesh levels at Tepe
Malyan. We are grateful to Edith Porada and Holly
Pittman for information about these seals.

117 The motifs are not exactly duplicated on Ninevite
5 materials from the north. It was, however, recognis-
ably different from the local Diyala pottery. Delougaz
1952, Pl. 64.16 (As.34:240 from HI18:14) p. 14l 1 his
drawing differs in various details from the :;ri_u;in_ml
publication in Frankfort 1934, 21 and Fig. 20. Perkins
1949, 197 note 298 also suggested that Delougaz 1952,

even Jemdet Nasrin style. Delougaz cites parallels from
Jemdet Nasr, dSusa, Hissar and Sialk. e

" s [j and Odani 1981, Fig. 20.5 on 44 and p.hI:}.?.h I'he
more similar to those of period 2
iammed Arab. The
a bevelled rim bowl.
and Lebeau et ali

shape of bowl appears
rather than period 3 at Tell Mol
same level at Tell Gubba contained

119 Lebeau 1985, Pl. 27.10, P1.28.12
1986, P1. IV.15.

120 [ebeau 1985, Pl. 24.23.

121 [ebeau 1985, Pl. 27.26 and 27.29.
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Early Dynastic I period. This would suggest that both “metallic-ware
Excised Ninevite 5 phase started as f:'ar]y as E,“r!V Dynastic T, T elad
Ninevite 5 fine wares and “metallic wares” is still not certain by, = da“"gﬂf
. convincing evidence for any overlap }).mw{:{::" the styles. The evidence
3 correctly dated and if there was no Intrusive pottery drift, woyld ;i
Ninevite 5 period ended before the end of Early Dynastic . But there
evidence to date the Trench B sequence and few pottery parallels wilh other «
As Lebeau remarked ““hormis un seul tesson de ““cut ware™ |, céramic u:~ lﬂr Sltes,!22
archaique I de Mari n’est presqu’en rien comparable a celle dy sud rlnf‘;;: Ynamguﬂ
de la basse vallée de I'Euphrate.” '** "T'his lack of strong connections I.}E_'t:ff”amlﬁni,
and the south and between Mar1 and the north make it an llﬂl’"{"]iﬂh.][‘ o Mari
determining the relative chronology between north and south Two \?:ldt fﬂr
sherds have so far been reported from stratified contexts at Tell Chuera 124 bs:ll.ﬂ L
the chronology of Tell Chuera is disputed the value of these sherds ['m: elucid o
Ninevite 5 chronology is dubious.'? acicatme
The duration and absolute dates of the period of Ninevite 5 pottery remai
uncertain and the absence of any epigraphic evidence from Ninevite 5 sites 128 anz
the apparent l.lﬂl‘f.‘[i::lbi]il}-‘ of Carbon | } ¢ eterminations for this [']t'l'if}d 127 make it
impossible to propose any chronological scheme with confidence. The upper T %
fixed by the clear Late Uruk connections of the pre-Ninevite 5 period | occupation
at Mohammed Arab.!?® Painted Ninevite 5 potiery follows on from this. after 2

MPply that th

period with a transitional style. The st the Early Ninevite 5 period may
therefore be placed towards the end of the fomder Nasr period, perhaps abgu}
3000 B.c.'?® The lower limit is fixed by the | Jian context of the post-Ninevite

'*2 Some of the parallels used for dating the lavers rv B.c. and mav be reliable (2673 B.c.
Mari are from sites which are not well-dated or 185 98 el 58Y Therwoderenmnations
layers ?’fhiﬂ'h arc usually considered later than Farl 19 both seem unlikelv. Three of the four
D}’ni'iﬁll[.‘ c.g. (Ihagur Bazar 3. lell Billa Stratum s trom phases b and 7 seem :'nnsirh'rahh'
Barri Scavo B. A later date for this part of the Trench B ad Schwartz's method of averaging the
scqm‘fnﬁr would explain the absence of Ninevite 5 DO | tans from phase 6 is not Illt'urt'tit';!.”\: ustified
lery in a similar assemblage of the same date at Tell Schwartz 1982, pp. 177M1). The two th-wrtﬁ-m;uiun:a
Mf‘tﬂbl‘:ﬂa (Lebeau et alii 1985, 8; Lebeau et aln 1986,  from Telul eth-1 I'Jr.al'.tth,it have large standard devi-
l[}:n Lebeau in press nons and so do not ;ive much I’lt:tt_{'r iniifrr:rmtinn. For

- 5. S, . o . _ Y5 .
% Kiihne 1976, 103 and Abk il lr -I. .}r | -II,— 1.._1|~ ;r.r-l""u h,u[‘”_”k .],”{J"_L _[}dfﬂ.t_l [.‘d s kel
- a : it AT Ll ru mayv D¢ reldic

125 ) L . ) _ . e .
Mnnrtgat ”ng’"ﬂ]h IJFUIHHI‘{{ an Akkadian date chrome painted pottery from _]rnui{'t Nasr Field and

for Tell Chuera (Moortgat 1965, 14-15 and 47). The Martin 1935, Pl. XXXV.2, 4-6,13; Oates and Qates

Fi‘;.tfhwaﬁ rﬁt‘-da“:d e Em.h- Dynastic 11 period by 1976, p.46b) and from In'r:lnlih*rel[:‘ contexts in the

thtl::f 151.2{.:;1:11::? }lg;g 3? ), but this has been ::‘Ii.u';ml:_-zi by Divala (Delougaz 1952, Pls. ;;"Hr_.;i, 249b, 3‘.*";1-_{: Iﬁﬁ;:;
126 Siillc{:. e Uruil-: 1_""'}_1(1] f;‘;“ll}f}””-"- the Akkadian .tiiilt'. 186.¢.603.253a ), thnugh Efl.t' designs are so simpit

Bk - Inscr wed [iih]{‘tii have been found  the similarity may be fortuitous. | | araat
nd Nineveh (Finkel 1986, 187-189: Collon and  '** This is a guess. Some scholars think that the Jen

ifia?: Sﬂj, 33*:—34,1, ll}cn-' may ht-h. wri‘lu‘nﬁ documents Nasr period lasted ['I'um 3100 to 2’5!{]” B.C. tu{ Pﬂ?j[;;].
ubli wcovered. So far no Ninevite 5 temple or  Hansen, and Dunham in press) while others I_m?? S
Eha H;r aBdmlmsftratwc huiltf]ing‘ except possibly at to 3100 B.c. (e.g. Vertesalji dr,d .P%““mﬂ. 11‘9851, ’ b:,m
lablg i (Mallowan 1937, 115 and Fig. 7), where  Fig. H between pp. 96 and 97). [here seems € 4thout
calibration curve btutncln'dh;;d Inaccuracy because llf‘li‘lt' many more |';idim';u:hnn ch'[c*r'mmu.l|-:m}:mJ O ehold
problem at least wi[}? ET[ oy ma}r‘he some systematic  the duration c‘!f" I.vll:nlr .”I -I‘fl_[htl‘ }I ety cliable
Oates 19824 197; ] ’D‘a: “];;5511::5 rom Tell B.mk“u‘ INincvite P“_L'“d' i ,I -:-!I L“I‘i“'- 1[:l[,f‘;{5 much as a
from slratur:‘l QU,{l;FhastE; : '['L I"uuf* dﬂlcrrrrun:umns da.[f's o prnut;! .I.“ d.t‘l.”mt u,du_'dt:i“..{p(-ru'dl}' long
sent to laboratories in Amﬂj .‘”_ . ell Leilan which were rfullrnmurln, ca. 3::[1(]--25:'[}[_} Hli an '
rnca and Japan all cluster in lifespan’ (Schwartz 1985, 58).
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5 destruction levels at Tell Brak, 1o The Late Ninevite 5 eriod may . )
begun at the end of the Early Dynastic | period and -ﬁili“iht‘fl :Irl?i ' ”‘I-‘f;h;rr‘ have
Early Dynastic I1] period, perhaps ¢. 2500 g ¢ | P N

Thus we have been able Lo reconstruct the

‘Mysterious Affair of Styles’. We have
confusion arose out of the rnnﬂirting testl
been reconciled so that the rt‘l;ltitillﬂhi])H between the different
styles and their relative Séquence have been firmly established.
however, remain unresolved. We may be wiser on the
pottery but the Ninevite 5 culture as a whole still eludes ys

of focus, represented only by its pottery: a clearer definition of i« particular

characteristics is still one of the major goals of Mesopotamian

Hercule Poirot. our infallible companion in this Investigation. would not have
been so easily satisfied with such a conclusion: for him there was
which every little fact was neatly explained.

Sequence of events which led up to the
seen that much of the uncertainty and
monies of the cyewitnesses, These have now
Ninevite 5 pottery
Many other aapr%rtsp,
subject of the decorated
. I't remains a culture oyt

archaeology,
always a solution in

... At last he heaved a d, ep sioh.
“It 1s well. The bad moment has passed. Now all ;s arranged and classified.”” 13!

But here the analogy between deteciive stories and archaeology breaks down.

Addendum September 1947

Since writing this a | . conved a copy ol Researchs on the Antiquities of the
Saddam Dam Basin | | State Organization of Antiquities and
Heritage, Saddam D) ruject, Baghdad., ITEJHF + IhIH.lI]L'IUd{‘S the
reports on Karana 3 an el to above as ]“:iIt'Hlt‘."'.r’f‘/+ In press (pp.
99-128) and as Fujii ¢/ ¢ : 302, as well as }“Jf'{‘llrﬂ"llfliil‘}' reports on
other excavated sites. Tell Baq: el Abu Dhahir, Tell Fisna, Tell Ger Matbakh.

x 1, Tell] in, lell Rijim, Tell Sa‘*ud, Sivana Ulya, in
Tell‘Jamhur, Lell Jessari, Tell jican. Kutan, Tell Rinm, Tell Sa ufi, ‘")1'} 1na L
. iy i e - of various styles has been found. Other sites in the Salvage
which Ninevite 5 pottery ol various si VICS Nds been tound. k- 4 . |
: hich Ninevite 5 potter has been reported are Tell Dhuwaij (Tel
Project from which Ninevite 5 pottery h: ol
' Tell 1. a, lell Karana | and 2, and Tell Sellal. It has
Zummar), Khirbet Hatara, Tell Jaloqga, Tt arana | and 2, a ‘ gl
not bﬁ't‘n. anSih]{‘ LO in[t‘_s_{rellr the results of these excavations 1}1[(:; L t. ;H o
discussion and indeed much more detail will be available when the flIlF.l r;p{:g‘ ;
h | ' *d above.
published, but this new evidence confirms the pottery sequence as outline .:r{ .
b ) . o : : = . ’ Y S An . i
A recent note in Antiguity (M. S. Tite, S. G. _l'.,. B:‘n? man, |. C. Arzpt If}-;ﬂn ks
Matthews, ‘Preliminary statement on an error in British Museum ra fl:f)(d e a.s
o ' e BTURG - 7) ~ ns ,
(BM-1700 to BM-2315)", Antiquity 61/232 (July IQSI_,: 168 *}ilyf}irmm;ﬁm
suggested 1n note 127, there is an error in the Tell Brak Carbon ete
which may be approximately 200300 years too young.

Bibliography

5 - istricts . . .', Sumer 20,
Abu al-Soof, Behnam 1964, ‘Uruk pottery from the Dokan and Shahrazur Districts
37-44.

131 Christie 1920, 122.
130 J. Oates 1985b. Christie



MICHAEL ROAF AND ROBERT KILLICK

Abu al-Soof, Bchn:flﬂégﬁa' ‘Distribution of Uruk, Jamdat Nasr, and Ninevite v pottery . | in Irlq'-
l_Sn{:FqBS:;::am 15'?59, ‘Excavations at Qalinj ."'?gh;l' (Erbal)’, .S'anrr 29, 3-49.
Abu a f'Bchnam 1972, ‘Notes on the Late Prehistoric pottery of Mesopotamia® Sumer 99
i a!ﬁ?mc’kc M. R. 1981, ‘Hassek Hoyuk. Vorlaufiger Bericht tuber die :’\ll‘iﬂ,rahunﬂrn r1| "
e arg?ﬂllgéﬂ’, Istanbuler Mittelungen 31, 11-93. N cr Jahre
e A, 1920, The Mysterious Affarr at .?{w"m' [_J{I'.hf'l Lane, '] h:_: Bnrll;—}- Head, London|

Chl"fﬂf : A. 1981, Agatha Christie: An autobiography (Fontana, 1977 Collins).

g::l?:ﬁfb ;':lnd R,Eadﬂ,‘]. E. 1983, ‘Archaic Nin_t'\*rh'j Baghdader :un‘h':{'ungw.' 14, 33-4].

Curtis, J. (ed.) 1982, Fifty Years of Mesopotamian Discovery, (British Sc
London). 1 _ e

Delougaz, P. 1952, Pottery from the Diyala Rr_g_f.um .{l}l P 63, Chicago). |

Dyson, R. H. 1965. ‘Problems in the Relative Chronology of Iran, 60002000 s.¢.", in Ehrich (ed.
1965, 215-256.

Ehrich, R. W. (ed.) 1965, Chronologies in Old World Archaeology (Chicago .

Fales, F. M., Tusa S., Wilhelm G., & Zaccagnini C., in press, "German-Italian Expedition to [raq :
Preliminary Report on the First Campaign of Excavations within the Saddam Dam Reservoir
Archacnlngiml Rescue Prt{jf:r[ 1984 . ms. submitted to Sumer,

Field, H. and Martin, R. A. 1935, ‘Painted pottery from Jemdet Nasr, Iraq’. American Journal of
Archaeology 39, 310-320. '

Fielden, K. 1981, ‘A Late Uruk pottery group from lell Brak, 1978°, frag 43, 157 166.

Finkbeiner, U. and Rollig, W. (eds.) 1986, Gamdat Nagr: Period or regional stvle? 'TAVO Beiheft B62).

hool of .-".rﬂ:'harn]ns{x' in Iraq

Tubingen.

Finkel, I. L. 1986, ‘Inscriptions from Tell Brak 1984°. Jrag 47 7=201-

Frankfort, H. 1929, ‘Vase F. Vorderasien™ in M. Ebert. Healle der Vorgeschichte vol. 14 (Berlin),
74=53.

Frankfort, H. 1932, Archaeology and the Sumerian Pr.

Frankfort, H. 1934, Oriental Institute discovertes in I
(OIC 19, Chicago).

Fujii, H., et alii in press, “Tell Jikan™ ms. submitie

Fukai, S., Horiuchi, K., and Masutam, 1. 1974, 7/
of Tokyo).

Ii; H. and Odani, N. 1981, ‘II. Tell Gubba'. in H
Gubba and Songor’, al-Rafidan 2. 141 11"

U |

iminary Report of the Irag Expedition

Fxcavation of Tell V (University

HITILILAY i'n'}]m'[ nf‘ i‘xL‘IH'iIIi{}Il at

Killick, R. G., 1986, “The Eski Mosul Region’. in Finkbei Rollig (eds.) 1986, 229-244.

Kihne, H. 1976, Die Keramik vom Tell Chuera und ihre Beichungven =u Funden aus Syrien-Paldstina, der Turker
und dem Iraq (Berlin).

Lebeau, M. 1985, ‘Rapport préliminaire sur la sequence ceramique du chantier B de Mari ([1leme

millenaire)’, Mari, Annales de Recherches Interdisciplinaires 4. 93 126 ,
Lebeau, M., in press, ‘Rapport préliminaire sur la céramique des premiers niveaux de Mari (chanuer
B—1984)", Mari, Annales de Recherches J’rm'nhn.rfu’m.rmw H
Lebeau, M., Gubel, E., & Monchambert, J.-Y. 1985, ‘Rapport préliminaire sur la premiere campagne
de fouilles a Tell Melebiya (Moyen-Khabour printemps 1984 ). Akkadica 45, | 31. .
Lebeau, M. et alii 1986, ‘Rapport préliminaire sur la deuxieme campagne de fouilles a Tell Melebrya
(Moyen-Khabour printemps 1985)°, Akkadica 46, 1 -49. | ~
Mallowan, M. E. L. 1936, ‘The excavations at Tall Chagar Bazar and an Archacological Survey ke
Habur Region, 1934 35, lrag 3, 1 -86. | :
Mallowan, M. E. L. 1937 “The excavations at Tall Chagar Bazar and an Archacological Survey afife

T Habur Region. Second Campaign 1936°, frag 4, 91 177.
allowan, M. .E' L. 1964, ‘Ninevite 5°, Vorderasiatische Archiologie, Studien und Aufsdatze Anton Moortgal . - -

N (Berlin), 142154, ‘ y
cjer, D. J. W. 1985, 4 Survey in Northeastern Synia (Publicatons of the Netherlands Historical an

Archacological Institute in Istanbul. Vol . ‘ |
3 z ] £ IJEI]I l.l.‘ . -
Moortgat, A. 1965, Tell Chuer s {oFingn:

e Yo e . . . | 31
Wi : a i Nordost-Syrien, Bericht iiber die vierte Grabungskampagne (Band s

lﬂsﬁnsc}laftlmhc Abhandlungen der Arbeitsgemeinschaft fiir Forschung des: SRS
Nord rhein-Westfalen). ]




A MYSTERIOUS AFFAIR OF §Ty1 ps
S 229

Oates, D. 19824, ‘Excavations at Tell Brak. 1978 81’
; & y a L . fl" 41. i
Oates, D. 1982b, “I'ell Brak® in Curtis (ed.) 1982 69 ?[nff 4, 187 204,
Oates, D. 1985, "Excavations at Tell Brak, 1983 84°. frrg:-? 47, 159-72
Oates, D., and OMES.’J' IQ‘?B, The rise of awtlization EII".IHrvi{'r:]’il-ni{irlmr'l'
Oates, J. 1967, RE‘UI.EW'{H Ahd.ul Jalil Jawad, The Advent of the Illl'"r- e T e
] hg;;npgtamm, in American Anthropologist 69, 401 409 fa-ob lownships in Northern
Oates, J. 1982, *Some Late Early Dynastic 111 potterv § T :
Oates, J. 1985a, ‘Tell Brak: Uruk pottery from II;:A' {]L}éf:z“{:lllfil‘:l];?fr;*f;;:M, 205-219.
Oates, J. 1980b, “lell Brak and Chronology: the Third Millrnilim;f jwmh'
Interdisaiplinaires 4, 137 144, » Man,
ORICS,J. 1986, “I'ell Brak: The L-ll'llk."-l*:ilrl}' i}}'llit.‘ﬂi{‘ Hf'ﬂ“l‘
eaa=27.3.
Perkins, A. L. 1949, The {",'r,afrrprlrrlf.*;~;= ,r!rr'fsrm’ng;- of Farly *”f'-'-*’*ﬂm"ﬁm:r:
Civilization 25, Chicago). '
PEI‘kiHS! A Lz, 1‘954, “I'he relative "!”"”l”l“.i-!'jr' of hl"‘*”[“-‘fliﬂni;t" in R W Eheicl
Chronologies in Old World Archaeology (Chicago). 42 55, PSS
Porada, E. 1965, “The relative chronology of Mes I’I tamia. Part L. Seal o _
bR ; _ i NMesopot; a. P: . Seals and ; : . e
in Ehrich (ed.) 1965. 133-200. cals and Trade 6000 1600 g.c. .
Porada, E. 1985, ‘Syrian scals from the late fourth to the late second mi R >
2 2 e : b O the late second millen: . s
From Ebla to Damascus | Washington . 90 94 num , in H. Weiss (ed. ).
Porada, E.,.Hanm.:‘n. D. P.. and Dunham. S. in press, ‘Relative Chronology of Mesopotamia (ca
7000-16008.c.)’, in R. Ehrich (ed.|, Chronologies in Old World Archaeology (2nd rev. ed..

Annales d» Recherches

nce', in Finkbeiner & Rollig ‘eds. ) 1986
Studies in Ancient Oriental

ed. Relative

Chicago .

Reade, J. E. 1968, ‘Tell Tava (1967 . Sumn Neport | frag 30, 234-264.

Reade, J. E. 1982, “Tell Tava', in 1982, 79 78,

Roaf, M. D. 1983a, “A report on the the British Archaeological Expedition in the Eski Mosul
Dam Salvage Projec: 52 1o June 1983°, Sumer 39, 68-82.

Roaf, M. D. 1983b, *Tell Mohann rski Mousl Dam Salvage Project British Archaeological
Expedition Cataloguc ot & wcets . Sumer 39, 8394

Roaf, M. D. 1984, ‘Excavation \raboan the Eski Mosul Dam Salvage Project’, frag
46, 141- 156

Schwartz, G. M. 1982, }ron Habur Plains: The Operation 1 Ceramic Pertodization
from Tell Leilan Ph. 13 1) h f Near Eastern Languages and Literatures, Yale

University
Schwartz, G. M. 1985 ‘The Ninevit criod and current research’, Paléorient 1171, 33-70.
SPEiEL‘I‘. E. A. 1929, ‘Preliminary Excavartions at Irp-' Gawra'. Annual of the American Schools '_’f';- Onental

-

Research 9 (1929, 17 94
Speiser, E. A, 1931, ’Letter of February -

Onental Research 42 (April 1931, 10 13, |
Speiser, E. A. 1932a, ‘Reports ... on the Tell Billah and Tepe Gawra excavauons’, Bulletin of the American

Schools of Oriental Research 46  Apnril 193219, |
Speiser, E. A. 1932b, ‘The “chalice” ware of Northern Mesopotamia®, Bulletin of the American Schools of
Oriental Research 48 (December 19321, 5 10,
Spfiﬁfrn E. A. 1933, “The pottery of Tell Billa', The Museum fournal 25 1932-33). 249-308.
Speiser, E. A. 1935, Excavations at lepe Gawra, vol. 1. Levels I-VIII [ Philadelphia ).
Siirenhagen, D. 1978, Keramik-produktion in Habuba Kabira-5Sid (Berhn. ‘ |
Thompson, R. Campbell, and Hamilton, R. W. 1932, “The Briush Museum Excavations on the
Temple of Ishtar at Nineveh 1930-31°, Liverpool Annals of Archaeology and Anthropology 19,

55-116.
Thompson, R. Campbell, and Hutchinson, R. W. 1931. . :
Nineveh, excavated in 1929 30 on behalf of the Briush Museum

Archaeology and Anthropology 18, 79-112. 1 , —
Thompson, R. Campbell, and Mallowan, M. E. L.. 1933, "T'he British Musm‘:m Excavations at Nineveh
1931-32°, Liverpool Annals of Archaeology and Anthropology 20, 71-186. _
Tobler, A. J. 1950, Excavations at Tepe Gawra, vol. I1. Levels IX-X.X (Philadelphia).

"and letter of March 17, Bulletin rlj'f'e"r;h' American Schools r_if.

“T'he Site of the Palace of Ashurnasirpal at
Liverpool Annals of



	obr.0001
	obr.0002
	obr.0003
	obr.0004
	obr.0005
	obr.0006
	obr.0007
	obr.0008
	obr.0009
	obr.0010
	obr.0011
	obr.0012
	obr.0013
	obr.0014
	obr.0015
	obr.0016
	obr.0017
	obr.0018
	obr.0019
	obr.0020
	obr.0021
	obr.0022
	obr.0023
	obr.0024
	obr.0025
	obr.0026
	obr.0027
	obr.0028
	obr.0029
	obr.0030
	obr.0031

