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Chapter 1
EARLIER INVESTIGATIONS

The aim of the Turco-Italian archaeological expedition at Karkemish, directed by Nicolò
Marchetti since 2011, is to employ a long-term integrated research strategy to shed light on
the history of the town, explore its urban layout and cultural sequence through the ages,
contextualize the site within its landscape, conserve it and present it to the public (Marchetti 2012; 2013; 2014a; 2014b; 2014c; 2015; 2016a; 2016b; Peker 2016). The new investigations are bringing critical new information about the role of the city, especially during Late
Bronze Age II (henceforth LB) as the seat of the imperial Hittite viceroy, Iron Age I and
II (henceforth IA) as the capital of a Neo-Hittite kingdom, and IA III as part of the NeoAssyrian empire. Exploration of the Classical (Hellenistic, Roman, and Early Byzantine) and
Islamic periods is also relevant to the reconstruction of the urban history of Karkemish (Pl. I).
We present here the final report on the intensive survey carried out by the Turco-Italian
Expedition at the cemetery of Yunus between 2011 and 2012 (Pls. II-III)1. This survey was
meant to address a number of questions left unanswered by the 1910s British Museum excavations. In particular, the Turco-Italian Expedition had the following aims:
a. Providing a detailed topographical map of the Yunus necropolis and its surrounding
area, its slopes, and the nearby fields, including an analysis of morphology and soil use;
b. Determining the chronological range of occupation at Yunus by reanalysing the data
provided by the British Museum Expedition;
c. Understanding the evolution of the use of the site’s space through time by analysing the
distribution of material culture and visible features.

1

In June 2012, Nicolò Marchetti wrote a report on Yunus to Gaziantep Regional Cultural Heritage Conservation Committee: in October 2012 they deliberated a 1st degree protection level for the whole area from a
previous 3rd degree one (the switch entailed the need to conduct archaeological excavations in spots where
modern burials should have been added).

2

Chapter 1
In the following introductory sections, we illustrate the organization of the volume, pro-

viding an overview of previous investigations at Yunus and of the site’s topography. Chapter
2 shows the survey methods, 2 the long-term use of the area and human-induced damages to
it. Chapters 3 and 4 focus on material culture. In particular, in Chapter 3 we describe the
pottery assemblage and small finds from each sector of the survey area, while Chapter 4 is
devoted to the IA votive bases and gravestones. In Chapter 5, we discuss the chronology of
Yunus and the use of space at the site, and also set forth a hypothesis regarding the extension
of the ancient necropolis and the presence of non-funerary structures.

1.1 A SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS FROM THE EARLY EXCAVATIONS
The British excavations at Yunus have shed important light on the chronological range of
occupation and the function of the area. The earliest investigations at Yunus were conducted
by the British Museum Expedition in 1913, under the direction of C.L. Woolley. Further
work was halted by the outbreak of World War I. This also prevented Woolley from publishing a comprehensive final report on the excavation of the necropolis, as he had planned. Due
to the incompleteness of the graphic documentation of the burials and the irreversible loss of
the excavated material stored in the dig house during the war years, he was only able to publish some glimpses of the most outstanding discoveries (Woolley 1939: 11-12). He presented
an overview of the excavation at Yunus including short descriptions of the material culture
recovered in two papers published in the Liverpool Annals of Archaeology and Anthropology
in 1914 and 1939, respectively (Woolley 1914; 1939). While the first article (“Hittite Burial

Customs”) provided insights into funerary practices at Yunus, also suggesting parallels with
the Middle Euphrates region, the second one (“The Iron-Age Graves of Karkemish”) offered
a more detailed description of the IA burials and the associated grave goods. As both papers
focused on the IA necropolis, the later inhumation burials remained unpublished.
A total of 144 graves were excavated by the British Museum team (Woolley 1939). Most
of these were uncovered in trenches B and C, while the low number of graves documented
in trenches D, E, H, J may be explained by their being inside the modern cemetery, a fact
that prevented more extensive investigation (Woolley 1939: 21). There are some gaps in the
progressive numbering sequence of the cremation burials, suggesting the description of some
of them was probably intentionally not reported both in the publication and the unpublished
2

No bioarchaeological samples were collected in the 2011 and 2012 survey at the Yunus necropolis.
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notebooks. One possible explanation is that the missing graves were so badly damaged by
ploughing or looting that there was almost no evidence left in them to document.
The sample included 129 burials, mainly single-urn cremations (92%), although double
burials are also attested,3 thus bringing the total number of cremated bodies up to 138. According to the unpublished notebooks, 9 inhumation and 6 cist burials dating to the Hellenistic-Roman periods were uncovered at the Yunus necropolis. This later cemetery largely
re-used the earlier one, cutting through the IA incineration graves (Woolley 1939: 13).
Woolley also investigated other burials in the Karkemish area, specifically at Merj Khamis
and Deve Höyük. At the former site – which lies a few kilometres north of Karkemish – extensive looting and ploughing by local farmers had heavily damaged the small cemetery. The
work at both sites was briefly illustrated in the archaeologist’s report (Woolley 1914: 88, 94),
which was followed by a more detailed account including the description of the materials
collected (Woolley 1939). The larger cemetery of Deve Höyük in the Sajur valley – 25 km
west of Karkemish – was uncovered during works for the construction of the Baghdad railway (Woolley 1914; 1914-1916; Moorey 1980). The British team managed to recover several
objects unearthed during the works and to document the heavily damaged site (Woolley
1914: 87). The burials dated from the Neo-Assyrian to the Achaemenid periods, but only
those belonging to the latter period were published by Woolley (Woolley 1914-1916: 116).
P.R.S. Moorey later published a complete reassessment of Woolley’s rescue work at the site
(Moorey 1980).
Another remarkable discovery by the British Museum Expedition at Yunus was that of
several production structures, including kilns and furnaces4 dating to the Middle-Late Halaf period (Woolley 1934: 147-150; Davidson 1977; Campeggi 2020), which confirmed the
long-term occupation of the area. Almost a century later, archaeological investigations were
resumed at Yunus in 2011 by the Turco-Italian expedition at Karkemish directed by N.
Marchetti (Marchetti 2012; 2013; 2014). The mission carried out 1) an intensive survey of
the area, between 2011 and 2012 (see Chapter 2); 2) rescue excavations to document the endangered ancient necropolis, from 2013 onward, ongoing; 3) targeted excavations and geophysical investigations to locate and shed further light on the Middle-Late Halaf settlement,
between 2017 and 2019.

3

Grave nos. YB29, YB35, YB38, YB49, YC7, YC12, YC41, YC59, YC73 and YH3.

4 The area lies immediately north of the 2011-2012 survey area. For a discussion of the functional interpretation
of the so-called “Yunus kilns”, see Campeggi 2020: 2-3.
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The intensive survey of the hilltop and the surrounding fields between 2011 and 2012 (Pl.

II) aimed at updating Woolley’s results and providing a thorough reconstruction of the chronology and extension of the necropolis, and the use of space in the area. The survey was followed by salvage excavations conducted by the Turco-Italian team to document the archaeological evidence threatened by the gradual expansion of the modern cemetery. These rescue
operations were first carried out between 2013 and 2015, then resumed in 2017. During the
2013-2015 campaigns, three areas were opened (Area 1-1B, Area 2, and Area 3), revealing 31
IA II-III cremation graves and 8 inhumation burials dating from the Hellenistic to the Roman period. Starting in 2017 (Areas 4-11), further exploration was done in the western part
of the funerary area and to identify previously unrecorded structural evidence. In total, 33
cremation burials were recorded and 10 Hellenistic-Roman inhumation graves uncovered,
most of which had been previously looted.
Our third objective was to reassess Woolley’s 1910s excavation of the Middle-Late Halaf
settlement. We did this between 2017 and 2019 by carrying out a topographic study to locate
the British Museum excavation area, followed by a survey of the fields north and west of the
2011-2012 survey of the Yunus necropolis, a geomagnetic investigation to locate structures,
and two test soundings to confirm the preliminary interpretation of the geomagnetic analysis (Campeggi 2020: 3-4, fig. 2, pls. II-V). The resulting picture confirmed the prominent
role of the Yunus-Karkemish area among the southern Anatolian settlements of the MiddleLate Halaf period (Campeggi 2020: 7-9).

1.2 LOCATING THE NECROPOLIS DUG BY THE BRITISH MUSEUM
EXPEDITION
One of the challenges in our study of the Yunus necropolis was reassessing the 1910s British Museum excavations in the area. We realized that the extant publications lacked several
topographic details, including the location and orientation of the excavation trenches and
the distribution of the burials and the other findings. The admitted incompleteness of the
data (Woolley 1939) prevented more in-depth spatial and functional analyses of the area
and its history. Therefore, between 2012 and 2015 the Turco-Italian team reappraised the
old excavations to provide an updated reconstruction of the organization and temporal unfolding of the British-led archaeological investigation of the Yunus necropolis. To do so,
the team cross-correlated the published information with the unpublished documentation, a
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small group of notebooks written by T.E. Lawrence and C.L. Woolley and held in the Middle East Department Archive of the British Museum in London5. This research shed light
on the history of the excavation and provided useful information about the topography and
chronology of the area.
The necropolis of Yunus lies on an outcrop of natural limestone6 covered by a layer of
chalky limestone and thin topsoil. All the burials cut through the topsoil layer and part of the
chalky limestone for several centimetres (Woolley 1939: 13).
The most challenging endeavour in our study of the British Museum documents was locating the excavation trenches on the hill. Apart from the sketch plan of Karkemish showing
the location of Yunus (Woolley 1939: 13, fig. 1), no information is available about the limits
of the early 20th century cemetery. Woolley surprisingly regarded a plan of the Yunus area as
“a useless expense, for nothing was to be learned from it” (1939: 20-21). Luckily, clues about the
location of the excavation trenches and burials are disseminated throughout his 1939 report.

For instance, he states that excavations started “along a line on the limits of the cemetery towards
the mill-stream” (Woolley 1939: 21) but, due to the presence of the modern cemetery, they

were able to dig “little more than (the) southern and western fringes” of the hill (Woolley 1939:
13), while in the central part of the cemetery the excavation was carried out in the empty
space between the modern tombs (Woolley 1939: 21). Ancient burials were investigated by
means of artificial trenches named B, C, D, E, H, and J (Woolley 1939: 20). Trenches A,
F, G, and I are not mentioned in the report, probably because the Muslim tombs from the
modern cemetery did not allow extensive investigation in them. Each trench was 10 meters
wide, while their length is not specified. Adding up the widths of all the trenches, the British
excavators can be estimated to have dug an area with a total width of 100 m.
In order to collect further information to place the British trenches, the Turco-Italian team
conducted a limited survey in Cemetery sectors 1, 2, and 4 (Pl. V.1), mapping visible modern
features. The survey enabled us to reconstruct the extension of the modern cemetery during
the 20th century and provided hints about the location of the British trenches. The result of

5

The Turco-Italian Archaeological Expedition at Karkemish is especially grateful to Jonathan Tubb, Keeper
of the Middle East Department at the British Museum, for permission to study the archival holdings on
Karkemish kept there: during a December 2014 study visit, Nicolò Marchetti documented there an unpublished notebook by Woolley containing the cards of all (?) tombs excavated at Yunus in 1913. The notebook
was subsequently transcribed by Eleonora Mariani and studied by G. Roberto and E. Mariani, “Digging in
the excavation records: the case of Woolley’s 1913 Yunus notebook” (poster presented at the 12th International Congress on the Archaeology of the Ancient Near East, Bologna, 6-9 April 2021).

6 In his report (1939: 13), Woolley describes the Yunus soil as a “low chalk cliff”.
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this research is summarized in Plate IV.1, which shows the temporal evolution of the cemetery reconstructed by grouping the graves by decades.
The earliest still visible graves of the modern cemetery lie in its eastern part (Cemetery
sector 2, Pl. V.2). They are made of simple, rough-cut limestone slabs (possibly carved out
of ancient funerary monuments). While most of the inscriptions on the weathered stones
are illegible, a small group of better-preserved exemplars were identified in the central and
eastern parts of Cemetery sector 2 (Pl. IV.2). All the slabs – on which no date could be
read – are inscribed in Arabic (Pl. VI.1), except for a single one with a funerary inscription in Latin characters dating to the 1940s. Another burial bore a mixed inscription including both alphabets (Pl. VI.2).7 The Latin alphabet was introduced in Turkey in 1928
(Yılmaz 2011: 680). Despite the absence of direct confirmation of the location of the early
20th century cemetery, it is most likely that the core was where the Arabic and dual-scripts
slabs stood. They probably stood in the “central nucleus of the graveyard” (Woolley 1939: 18).
Moreover, Cemetery sector 2 lies at a higher elevation than the southern and eastern fields (Pl.

III), where no modern grave was documented. Based on all these considerations, it is reasonable to locate the British trenches within Cemetery sector 2.
Since the British Museum excavation of the Yunus necropolis started “along a line on the

limits of the cemetery towards the mill-stream” (Woolley 1939: 18, 21), a feature that still defines

the boundary between Yunus and Karkemish, trenches B and C could have lain at the southern edge of the excavated area. A cluster of well-preserved votive gravestones is still visible in
the area (Pl. VII.1), possibly unearthed by the British excavations.
Information about the location of the burials is scarce. During the excavation, each grave
received an identification code consisting of two capital letters followed by a progressive
number: the first capital letter for the site (Y for Yunus), the second for the trench (A-J), and
finally the progressive number of the burial. Presumably, Woolley numbered the burials in
spatial order, so consecutive numbers may indicate nearby graves. Support for this hypothesis
is offered by the descriptions of the burials in the notebooks, which include the excavation
number, sporadic information about the burials’ relative topographic location, some sketches
of the grave goods and a general description. In addition, the notebook occasionally gives
information about the size of the graves and grave goods. For some burials, the excavators
provide photos of the in situ remains accompanied by a short note. However, most of these
photos, which were collected in the expedition’s albums, are missing. The distances in metres
written under the serial number of each burial are useful for the reconstruction of the spatial
7

In the north-east corner of the enclosure there is also a group of burials dating to the 1940s-1950s.
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location of the graves (Pl. VII.2). Although no information is given about what these measurements refer to, they possibly represent the distance between the burials and the “posts”,
whose function was that of “demarcating the squares of the excavated area” (Woolley 1939: 20).
However, the measurements were recorded from different points: single posts (often from
different rows), the edges of the trenches, or, less frequently, other burials.
Understanding the meaning of these values is crucial to reconstruct the spatial distribution
of the burials. What is most important is placing the posts. We calculated their mutual relationship by triangulation, taking the two distances as reference values. We assume the posts
to have been on the same alignment along the limits of each trench. However, it seems that
they were not placed at regular distances, but at distances varying from 15 to 21 m.
We reconstructed the orientation of the burials based on their distance from the posts and
which side of the row they stood on. When the poles belong to the same row, Woolley specifies if the burials are located north or south of the row. If distances are measured from poles
in two different rows, the position on the western or eastern side of the line between them is
registered. All this supports the assumption that the pole rows were oriented east-west, with
the excavation progressing northward from the southern limit of the Muslim cemetery.
This reconstruction shows that several clusters of burials were excavated in both trenches.
(Pl. VIII). However, a conclusive outline of their distribution can be provided only for some
of the burials excavated in trenches B and C. For several graves, information about position
is insufficient, or they are not included in the notebooks at all.

Chapter 2
SURVEY METHODOLOGY

The survey of the Yunus necropolis aims at providing a reconstruction of the spatial and
chronological extent of the area and of the use of space in it, thus updating the results of the
1910s British Museum exploration (Woolley 1914; 1939).

2.1 MORPHOLOGY OF THE SURVEY AREA
The area of the Yunus survey is a long strip of land between the modern town of Karkemish
to the west, a small river known as the “Mill Stream” to the south, the Euphrates river to the
east, and to the north a dirt road leading from the city centre to the river through the modern cemetery. The area is part of a larger geological region characterized by Eocenic neritic
limestones and clusters of undifferentiated Quaternary sediments extending across the eastern
part of the Gaziantep district to Birecik (Akbaş et al. 2011).8
Within this area are two calcareous terraces belonging to the Euphrates floodplain system
(Kuzucuoğlu et al. 2004; Wilkinson et al. 2012: 145-147; Wilkinson 2016: 71), also defined
as lower fluvial complex (Cremaschi and Maggioni 2005: 2). The eastern sector of the upper
terrace is partially occupied by the modern cemetery of Karkemish, which partially overlies
the ancient one investigated by the British mission in the 1910s (Woolley 1914; 1939) and
since 2011 by the Turco-Italian expedition at Karkemish (Marchetti 2012; 2013; 2014). To
the west, instead, between the cemetery and the modern city, are some pistachio and pomegranate groves.

8

See also the online GeoScience Map Viewer issued by the Turkish General Directorate of Mineral Research
and Exploration (http://yerbilimleri.mta.gov.tr/anasayfa.aspx).
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The two terraces slope gently southward towards the Mill Stream. Here the anthropized
deposit ranges in depth from a few centimetres to over 1.5 m. The bedrock generally consists
of a first layer of chalky limestone soil underneath which is a compact calcareous surface.

2.2 SURVEY STRATEGY
The 2011-2012 survey of the Yunus necropolis was conducted over an area of approximately 12.5 hectares (ha), 3 ha of which corresponding to the modern cemetery of Karkemish,
while the rest consisting of the cultivated fields all around that provided evidence of material
culture (Pls. II-III).
The main survey activities took place in September 2011, while the 2012 campaign was
dedicated to the systematic documentation of the votives and gravestones. The entire survey
area was divided into 14 sectors, 5 of which encompassed different parts of the modern cemetery, while the rest embraced fields located around it, including the southern slope of the
modern cemetery that separates the upper terrace from the lower one.
Due to the irregular terrain morphology of the survey area and in order to facilitate material collection, we relied upon modern structures (fences, roads, field limits) or natural features
(the slope, the stream) to define the limit of each sector. This system is widely attested in similar Iron Age contexts both in the Near East (Hitchings et al. 2013; Steward et al. 2017) and
beyond (Tartaron 2003) and it was preferred to a more regular grid or parallel transects, which
is more easily applied in areas characterized by flat terrains (Marchetti et al. 2019; Osborne
and Karacic 2017).
We applied an intensive survey approach, meaning to cover the entire area of each sector and
to collect all the surface materials (Tartaron 2003; Bintliff 2013) by conducting more transects
within each of them, as already tested in other survey projects in the Near East (Hitchings et
al. 2013) and beyond (Banning et al. 2017). In planning the survey, we attempted to address
any bias to its method and results, including the availability of state-of-the-art information
(base maps for pre-field activities), different terrain conditions in the region (affecting visibility or our personnel’s capacity to detect materials in the field) or the ability of archaeologists
to classify archaeological materials accurately (Banning 2002; Banning et al. 2017). With
these potential biases in mind, we formed two distinct teams, an archaeological one and a
topographic one. The archaeological team, divided into sub-teams of two archaeologists for
each sector, was responsible for the systematic collection of all the pottery and small finds. The
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topographic team was in charge of the geo-referencing of the survey area and the documentation of the architectural features visible on the surface. Below is a description of the individual
areas of operation. The 2011-2012 survey of the Yunus necropolis was conducted over an area
of approximately 12.5 hectares (ha), 3 ha of which correspond to the modern cemetery of
Karkemish, while the rest consist of the cultivated fields all around that provided evidence of
material culture (Pls. II-III).
The main survey activities took place in September 2011, while during the 2012 campaign
was dedicated to the systematic documentation of the votive fittings and gravestones. The
entire survey area was divided into 14 sectors, 5 of which encompassed different parts of the
modern cemetery, while the rest embraced fields located around it, including the southern
slope of the modern cemetery that separates the upper terrace from the lower one.
Due to the irregular terrain morphology of the survey area and in order to facilitate material collection, we relied upon modern structures (fences, roads, field limits) or natural features
(the slope, the stream) to define limit of each sector. This system is widely used in similar Iron
Age contexts both in the Near East (Hitchings et al. 2013; Steward et al. 2017) and beyond
(Tartaron 2003) and it was preferred to a more regular grid or parallel transects, which is
more easily applied in areas characterized by flat terrains (Marchetti et al. 2019; Osborne and
Karacic 2017).
We applied an intensive survey approach, meaning to cover the entire area of each sector and
to collect all the surface materials (Tartaron 2003; Bintliff 2013) by conducting more transects
within each of them as already tested in other survey projects in the Near East (Hitchings et
al. 2013) and beyond (Banning et al. 2017). In planning the survey, we attempted to address
any bias to its method and results, including the availability of state-of-the-art information
(base maps for pre-field activities), different terrain conditions in the region (affecting visibility or our personnel’s capacity to detect materials in the field) or the ability of archaeologists
to classify archaeological materials accurately (Banning 2002; Banning et al. 2017). With
these potential biases in mind, we formed two distinct teams, an archaeological one and a
topographic one. The archaeological team, divided into sub-teams of two archaeologists for
each sector, was responsible for the systematic collection of all the pottery and small finds. The
topographic team was in charge of the geo-referencing of the survey area and the documentation of the architectural features visible on the surface. Below is a description of the individual
areas of operation.
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Cemetery sector 1

Cemetery sector 1 is a small triangular area about 105 m long and 84 m wide, extending
over approximately 0.5 ha (Pl. V.1-2). This sector is currently delimited by three roads and
a brick wall separating it from the dirt road to the north. Most of this area is occupied by
modern graves and trees. The 2011 survey revealed several fragments of stelae and reliefs, and
a few pottery sherds.
Cemetery sector 2

Cemetery sector 2 is a large irregular flat area, about 97 m long and 89 m wide, extending
over approximately 0.7 ha (Pl. V.2). Currently it is mostly occupied by modern graves. Since
2015, it is cut by a dirt road leading to the entrance of the Karkemish archaeopark.9
It has yielded a sizable amount of materials, including pottery sherds, small finds and several gravestones.
Cemetery sector 3

Cemetery sector 3 is located in the western part of the modern cemetery (Pl. IX.1), between
Cemetery sector 4 (to the east) and Field 5 (to the west). It is about 102 m long and about 108
m wide and extends over about 0.96 ha. Currently, a small portion located along the eastern
boundary of the sector is occupied by the modern cemetery, while pine trees cover most of
the area. A small quantity of pottery sherds and small finds have been collected here.
Cemetery sector 4

Cemetery sector 4 is a large irregular area, about 97 m long and 89 m wide, extending
over about 0.7 ha (Pl. IX.1). It is currently occupied by many modern graves. Since 2015 it is
cut through by the road leading to the entrance of the Karkemish archaeopark. It has yielded
abundant materials, including pottery sherds, and small finds and several gravestones.
Cemetery sector 5

Cemetery sector 5 is a tiny rectangular strip oriented N-S, about 49 m long and 13 m
wide, with an area of 0.05 ha (Pl. IX.2). It lies between Cemetery sectors 1 and 4, the N-S
slope, and the road opened in 2015 leading to the entrance of the Karkemish archaeopark.

9

Before the construction of the modern road leading to the Karkemish archaeopark, the area was checked by
the Turco-Italian team to make sure no archaeological evidence was destroyed.
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The area is strewn with many modern graves and some pine trees. It has yielded very few
pottery sherds and small finds.
Field 1

Field 1 is an almost flat area, approximately 209 m long and 92 m wide and extending over
about 1.55 ha (Pl. X.1). It lies on the upper part of a terrace between the modern cemetery
and a dirt road running close to the Euphrates river. The area has long been used for cultivation that may have removed the uppermost layers, including probably any archaeological
evidence. This is confirmed by the paucity of documented materials.
Field 2

Field 2 lies at the foot of the Yunus hill. It is bordered by a dirt road to the north, to the
south by the Mill Stream, which flows into the Euphrates, to the west by Field 8 and to the
east by Field 3 (Pl. X.2). It is about 75 m wide and 80 m long and extends over about 0.57
ha. Pomegranate trees occupy almost the entire irregular surface of this level field. Most of
the finds in this sector are pottery sherds. A small cluster of small finds was uncovered in its
eastern part.
Field 3

Field 3 is located south-east of the modern cemetery of Yunus. It is bordered to the north
by Field 1, to the east and south by the Mill Stream, which flows into the Euphrates, and to
the west by Field 2 (Pl. XI.1). It is about 164 m long and 69 m wide, extending over almost
a hectare (0.91 ha). The northern part of this area, close to the slope, has yielded many small
finds and pottery sherds.
The whole sector slopes gently northward. It has long been disturbed by cultivation, which
probably removed the uppermost layers, including the archaeological evidence, if any.
Field 4

Field 4 is located on the lower terrace between Fields 1, Field 3 and the dirt road, close to
the Euphrates river (Pl. XI.2). The area is flat and triangular. It is approximately 87 m long
and 80 m wide, and extends over about 0.39 ha.
As in most of the other sectors around the modern cemetery, the uppermost layers of Field
4 have been partially damaged by cultivation, which probably removed the archaeological
levels. The little evidence recovered consists of scattered pottery sherds.
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Field 5

Field 5 is one of the largest sectors in the survey area (Pl. XII.1-2). Located on the upper
terrace, on the western edge of the survey area, it has an area of approximately 161 by 121
m, corresponding to 1.77 ha. It slopes gently northward, like Field 3, and is bordered to the
east by sector 3 of the cemetery and the Southern Slope, to the west by an agricultural field,
to the north by the dirt road connecting the cemetery to the modern city of Karkemish, and
to the south by the slope.
The area has long been used for cultivation that may have removed the uppermost layers,
including the archaeological evidence therein. This is confirmed by the paucity of retrieved
materials.
Field 6

Field 6 is a large, irregular, almost flat sector located on the upper terrace, at the northeastern end of the survey area (Pl. XIII.1). It has an area of about 179 by 96 m, corresponding
to 1.09 ha. To the north, it is delimited by the dirt road connecting the cemetery with the
modern city of Karkemish, to the east by the Euphrates river, to the south by Field 1, and to
the west by sector 2 of the cemetery.
The area has long been used for cultivation, which has affected at least the uppermost layers. It has yielded a few pottery sherds.
Field 7

Field 7 is a small flat area, 102 m long and 82 m wide, extending over approximately 0.8 ha
(Pl. XIII.2). It is located on the lower terrace, between Field 3, Field 8, the north slope, and
the Mill Stream to the south. Pomegranate trees take up almost all of the irregular shape of
the field. No pottery or small finds have been recorded in this sector.
Field 8

This sector is located south of the modern cemetery (Pl. XIV.1), between Field 2 to the
east and Field 7 to the west. This irregular flat area is 95 m long and 67 m wide, and extends
over approximately 0.5 ha. It has long been used for cultivation, which has affected at least its
uppermost layers. However, it has yielded a wealth of finds, have been recovered throughout,
especially its northern part, close to the slope.
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North-South Slope

The N-S slope is a 218 m long and 25 m wide strip extending over about 0.6 ha (Pl. XIV.2).
It lies between Cemetery sectors 3, 4 and 5 to the north and Fields 2 and 8 to the south. This
rather steep slope has been recently partially dug to widen the NE-SW dirt road. The construction works cut deeply into a Roman period multi-chamber grave, which was investigated during the 2012 campaign. The 2011 survey spotted only a handful of pottery sherds.

2.3 RECORDING METHODOLOGY
We have divided material culture into two main groups: pottery and small finds. Each
one is discussed in a dedicated section – further broken down by date – where we provide a
description of all the materials found during the survey, complemented by narrative descriptions and tables.
Pottery

In this section, we describe the pottery collecting and recording methods applied in the
survey of the Yunus necropolis.10 Pottery sherds and complete shapes were collected in buckets associated with the sector in which they were found. One or more buckets may be associated with a single sector (depending either on the capacity limits of the bucket or on a wish
to keep specific sherd clusters separated). The pottery collected was then studied and sorted
into the following two categories:
– Selected diagnostic sherds. Sherds (rims or bases and handles) or complete shapes, sufficiently preserved to be drawn and chronologically diagnostic. These were drawn, photographed (together), recorded (by filling in a pottery sheet) and stored. An inventory code was
given to each selected sherd using the following abbreviations: site code (YU for Yunus), year
(11 for 2011), pottery find/bucket (P), bucket number (100), sequential number of the sherd
within the selection from that bucket (no. 6 in the following example): e.g. YU.11.P.100/6.
– Unselected diagnostic sherds. Sherds (any kind) that are generally not sufficiently preserved to be drawn, but show certain diagnostic features (decoration, surface treatment etc.)
that make them useful for future studies. These are only photographed and then stored.

10	���������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
Between 2011 and 2012, the pottery was described and recorded by Andrea Adamo, Antonio Bonomo, Barbara Bolognani, Gabriele Giacosa, Sara Pizzimenti and Federico Zaina.
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Unselected undiagnostic sherds are only described, counted and discarded. The pottery
sheet used to record selected sherds includes various kinds of information, most of which can
be found in the tables next to the pottery figures (the complete information is available online
at www.orientlab.net/pubs). Information on the pottery sherds is organized as follows:
– Identification and Context: 1. Sector; 2. Bucket; 3. Sherd code.
– Morphology of sherds: 1. Functional Class;11 2. Shape;12 3. Preservation.
– Technology of sherds: 1. Production technique; 2. Types of inclusion; 3. Inclusion size
(Fig. 2.1);13 4. Inclusion frequency; 5. Firing;14 6. Inner and outer fabric colour;15 7. Core
fabric colour.
– Sherd decoration: 1. Type of surface treatment; 2. Type of decoration.
– Sherd dimensions: 1. Rim diameter; 2. Rim width; 3. Height; 4. Wall diameter; 5. Wall
width; 6. Bottom diameter; 7. Bottom height.
The total number of pottery sherds collected during the survey at Yunus was 393 (Table
2.1). In total, 111 diagnostic sherds were drawn, photographed and recorded, while 282 were
only photographed and set aside for study purposes. In this report, we present the pottery
assemblage by period. Whenever they are useful for dating purposes, we discuss parallels for
the most diagnostic shapes in the Upper and Middle Euphrates, Inland Syria and the Levant
as well as the Assyrian heartland.

11 Our definition of functional classes follows the standard work by P. Rice (1987: 2008-9, table 7.2). Similar
approaches have also been used for Bronze and Iron Age pottery at Tell Mardikh (Mazzoni 1992), Tell Afis
(Oggiano 1997; Venturi 2007) and Tell Tuqan (Baffi 2008) among others. On the contrary, further investigations in the Syrian sector of Karkemish carried out in the framework of the Land of Carchemish Project
(LCP) did not employ this classification, preferring to adopt a simplified system (Wilkinson and Ricci 2016).
For more details on the three functional classes (Simple Ware, Kitchen Ware and Preservation Ware) used by
the Turco-Italian Expedition in the region of Gaziantep (including Karkemish), see Zaina 2013.
12 We distinguish the following types of pottery shape: Platter, Bowl, Beaker, Krater, Juglet, Jug, Small Jar, Jar,
Pot, Pithos, Lid. For the criteria used to define each shape, see Zaina 2013; 2018.
13 To define dimensions and frequency, we created a chart (Fig. 2.1) based on a framework proposed by S. Levi
(2010) and the Munsell Soil Colour Chart™ (2009). Our chart is designed to produce accurate and quick
autoptic analysis of inclusions. Frequency is calculated as a percentage of the whole assemblage and sorted into
four different ranges (<3%, 3-10%, 10-20%, >20%, designated by codes from 1 to 4), while dimensions are in
millimetres and divided into three different groups (>0.5 mm, 0.5-1 mm, 1- 2 mm, designated by codes from
a to c).
14 Three degrees of firing are distinguished: high (H), medium (M) and low (L). In general, although there is
much variability, high firings have a single colour and are usually observed on fine wares. Medium firings
may have two different colours, one for the inner, the other for the outer surface, or one for the inner and
outer surfaces and another for the core. Low-fired fabrics are generally characterized by a homogeneous dark
colour due to over-firing or continuous heating (cooking pots).
15 We defined fabric colours according to the Munsell Soil Colour Chart™.
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Chronology

Diagnostic selected sherds

Unselected sherds

IA II

15

/

IA III

37

/

IA II-III

54

227

Hellenistic-Roman

3

55

Islamic

2

0

TOTAL

111

282
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Table 2.1. Number of pottery sherds from the 2011-2012 survey at Yunus.16

Fig. 2.1 Pottery grit inclusion chart.

16	�������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
A clear chronological distinction between IA II and IA III unselected sherds was not possible, due to the absence of diagnostic features. Therefore, they were assigned to both periods.
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Small finds

Small finds include any kind of objects that is not pottery or a sample. Like pottery sherds,
small finds are associated with a bucket associated with the sector where they have been
found. In the field, a code is given to each small find using the following abbreviations: site
code (YU for Yunus), year (11 or 2011), bucket/pottery find (P), bucket number (100), object
letter, progressive alphabetical numbering within the bucket (c) (e.g. YU.11.P.100/c). During their subsequent registration, small finds receive a label including an absolute sequential
number within the year, such as YU.11.O.1, where the “O” stands for “object”. Having received this new final identification code, they are described, photographed and drawn. The
total number of small finds recovered during the 2011-2012 survey at Yunus was 36, and 47
more were collected by local farmers ploughing in the area between 2013 and 2019.
The complete list of small finds from the survey of Yunus includes the following classes
(Table 2.2): 1 1. Figurines (anthropomorphic and zoomorphic); 2. Ornaments (beads, medals); Tools (blades, polishers, pestles, grinders, axes, and weights); 3. Glyptic (cylinder seals
and stamp seals); 4. Vessels (stone and glass bowls and bottles); 5. Reliefs (sculptures and inscriptions, which will be studied separately by N. Marchetti and H. Peker); 6. Coins; 7. Other
(tokens and indeterminate).
Figurines

Ornamen.

Tools

Glyptic

Vessels

Reliefs

Coins

Others

Small finds
from the 20112012 survey

1

0

21

0

4

2

0

8

Small finds
recovered by
the farmers
(2013-2019)

13

3

7

3

4

5

9

3

Table 2.2. Number small finds from the 2011-2012 survey at the Yunus necropolis and the finds
recovered by the local farmers between 2013 and 2019.

In the present report, the small finds from the 2011-2012 survey campaign are sorted by
sector (See 2.3). Those found occasionally by local farmers in the same area between 2013
and 2019 are discussed separately. A chronological attribution to the IA, Hellenistic-Roman
or Islamic periods can be proposed for some items, such as anthropomorphic and zoomorphic
figurines, relief fragments and inscriptions, stone vessels, clay pipes or coins. When possible,
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parallels with other areas excavated by the Turco-Italian team at Karkemish as well as neighbouring sites are proposed.
Abbreviations used in the text, tables, figures and plates

SU means Stratigraphic Unit. Each find is registered using the following codes: site (YU)
year (11); pottery find (P) or small find/object (O); progressive number. Small finds receive the
“O” during the study phase. Pottery finds are also provided with bucket number and sherd
number.
In the pottery description, the following codes are used:
- Class: SW = Simple Ware; PW = Preservation Ware; KW Kitchen Ware
- Technique: W = wheel; WH = wheel-hand
- Firing: H = high; M = medium; L = low
- Inclusion type: M = mineral; V = vegetal; Y = vegetal and mineral
- Inclusion size: a = < 0.5 mm; b = 0.5-1 mm; c = 1-2 mm
- Inclusion frequency: 1 = < 3%; 2 = 3-10%; 3 = 10-20%; 4 = > 20%
- Fabric colour: I/O = inner/outer; C = core
- Surface treatment: B = burnish; Gl = glazed; S = slip; SB = slip-burnish; SM = smooth
- Decoration: App = applied; Com = combed; Gro = grooved; Inc = incised; Imp = impressed; Pt = painted
- Surface treatment and decoration colours: Gr. = Greenish; R. = Reddish; Bl. = Blackish;
Br. = Brownish; Wh. = Whitish

2.4 LONG-TERM LAND-USE AND DAMAGES TO THE SURVEY AREA
The area of the Yunus necropolis has been uninterruptedly exploited since as early as the
IA. Besides being affected by natural taphonomic changes, the archaeological evidence has
been highly damaged by the expansion of intensive cultivations and continuous use of the
hilltop as a cemetery.
In order to understand the natural and human-induced changes in the Yunus necropolis
over the last decades, the Turco-Italian team conducted an assessment of the long-term damages between 2011 and 2012. This investigation was the natural completion of the study
conducted by E. Cunliffe (2016) at the site of Karkemish and in the Land of Carchemish
project area.
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Methodology

Damage assessment is an established method, although not a widespread one, to understand the state of preservation of one or more archaeological sites or heritage monuments. It
is done in a number of ways, the most popular and effective involving a preliminary assessment through remote sensing using satellite or aerial imagery followed by ground-truthing
to confirm or reject the preliminary results. This method has been successfully tested over the
last few years, especially in countries plagued by war or political conflicts. In the Near East,
for example, archaeologists have successfully applied remote sensing using different types of
aerial and satellite imagery (for details, see below) coupled with ground-truthing analysis,
specifically in Syria (Casana 2015; Casana and Panahipour 2014; Cunliffe 2014; 2016; Danti
2015; DGAM 2013), Egypt (Fradley and Sheldrick 2017; Parcak 2015; Parcak et al. 2016),
Yemen (Banks et al. 2017) and Iraq (Marchetti and Zaina 2020; Stone 2008; 2015; Richardson 2011; Zaina 2019a), among others.
The first step in the assessment of damage in the Yunus necropolis survey area was an
analysis of multi-temporal satellite remote-sensed imagery. Thanks to the synoptic view it
affords and its repeatability, satellite remote sensing is a powerful tool for monitoring and interpreting changes at global, regional and local scales (Elefadaly, Shamseldein, and Lasaponara, 2020; Lasaponara & Masini, 2012; Tapete & Cigna, 2019). The online open-access availability of satellite and aerial imagery through platforms such as Google Earth, Bing Maps,
the European Space Agency (ESA) and the USGS Earth Explorer has been a game-changer
in the way archaeologists and cultural heritage experts document and monitor endangered
archaeological sites worldwide (Agapiou and Lysandrou, 2015; Bevan 2015; McCoy 2017).
The timespan of satellite and aerial imagery available for the Yunus cemetery area ranges
from the late 1960s until today. Therefore, the geographical data we used for remote sensing
included different types of open-access satellite imagery, obtained through Google Earth Pro
and the CORONA Atlas platforms (Table 2.3). It must be pointed out that the resolution of
the satellite imagery slightly affected the interpretation and identification of damage. While
the open-access satellite imagery from the 2000s and 2010s generally provided a high level of
information (for between 90% and 100% of our sample), the earlier imagery was less reliable
for some parts of the Yunus cemetery area. We used high-quality satellite images (in terms
of resolution and visibility), also taking into account seasonal changes, which can greatly
influence damage visibility. Among others, we discarded images with visibility problems
due not only to low resolution but also because they were taken on clouded days. The availability of high-resolution satellite imagery may vary from one decade to another. In the case
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of the Yunus cemetery, the earliest available imagery were two frames from Corona missions
1105 and 1107, acquired on 4 November 1968 and 1 September 1969 (https://corona.cast.
uark.edu/). For the 2000s and 2010s, we used different types of open access high-resolution
satellite imagery provided by Google Earth Pro®. For both the 2000s and the 2010s, we
used four Maxar® and CNES/Airbus® satellite images acquired between 02-09-2003 and
21-09-2012. Generally, the 2000s to 2010s satellite image coverage in this region provides
high-quality photos allowing zooming up to 0.3 m.
Date(s)

Satellite

Spatial resolution

Source

04-11-1968

Corona

1-3 m

https://corona.cast.uark.edu/

01-09-1969

Corona

1-3 m

https://corona.cast.uark.edu/

02-09-2003

Maxar® satellites

0.3-15 m

Google Earth Pro®

01-06-2008

Maxar® satellites

0.3-15 m

Google Earth Pro®

26-07-2009

Maxar® or CNES/
Airbus® satellites

0.3-15 m

Google Earth Pro®

21-09-2012

Maxar® or CNES/
Airbus® satellites

0.3-15 m

Google Earth Pro®

Table 2.3. Detailed description of the multispectral satellite images.

In order to confirm the threats identified by remote sensing, a ground check of Yunus
cemetery-area sites was carried out during the 2012 season. It involved photographic documentation and mapping of all the visible damages as well as the gathering of information
about potential threats.
Results

Our analysis of multi-temporal satellite CORONA and Google Earth imagery shed light
on the long-term evolution of human activities at the site, including the extension of the
cemetery, the agricultural fields, and the construction of roads and other infrastructures. We
have identified four types of damages affecting the survey area through time: ploughing,
orchards, roads and buildings.
CORONA satellite imagery provides some glimpses of the state of preservation of the
area during the 1960s. Despite their low quality (Pls. XV.1-2), these images are useful to
understand how sixty years ago the hill-top was already used as a cemetery and most of the
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surrounding fields (Fields 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7 and 8) were cultivated. Satellite imagery from 2003
confirms that the area did not undergo substantial changes since the late 1960s. While the
Corona imagery suggest that Field 5 and Cemetery sector 3 were the only areas not damaged
by human activities before the 2000s, by 2003 the entire survey area appears to be exposed to
various threats (Pl. XVI.1). At this time, all the fields are already cultivated, while among the
Cemetery sectors only no. 3 is not occupied by modern graves. In total, the cultivated land is
about 8.96 ha, corresponding to 70% of the survey area, while the built area in the cemetery
extends over 1.64 ha (12.5% of the survey area). Some new small dirt roads were laid through
the cemetery or extended into the cultivated fields (between Field 5 and 7). From 2003 to
2008, the extension of the damaged area does not change (Pl. XVI.2). The only significant
variation is the change in the use of Field 2 and Field 7, which were turned into pistachio
orchards. The 2009 satellite imagery shows (Pl. XVII.1) the beginning of the westward expansion of the cemetery, which now reaches 1.82 ha, or 14.2 % of the survey area. Furthermore, two new dirt roads have been opened, both running east-west, one through Field 6,
the other at the foot of the slope between the high and low terrace between Field 1, Field 3
and Field 4. Moreover, the dirt road that runs between the two terraces south of the cemetery
has been extended. The total area covered by the roads now reaches 0.55 ha, or 4.2% of the
survey area. Between 2009 and 2012 (Pl. XVII.2), three more dirt roads were opened, one
to the west of the cemetery, a second one between Field 1 and Field 6, and a third one at the
south-eastern end of the survey area. Moreover, the road running along the two terraces was
extended even further.
To sum up, among the different types of damages documented in the Yunus cemetery
survey area, cultivation is the most pervasive, affecting approximately 7.42 ha since 2003 at
the latest (Table 2.4).17 The area of the modern cemetery, including the modern graves, the
fences and the small building inside it have extensively damaged part of the Yunus hilltop
(approximately 16.5% of the total survey area).
As stated by E. Cunliffe (2014), damages to archaeological sites have a horizontal aspect –
how far across the site they go – and a vertical one – how deep they go. Nevertheless, most of
the discussions around damages to sites are limited to their surface, as if the sites were twodimensional entities, with no height or depth. It is therefore important to note that besides
impacting the entire survey area the damages, especially in the cultivated areas, also affected

17 The area impacted by ploughing decreased from 8.96 ha to 7.42 ha due to the conversion of Fields 2 and 7 to
orchards between 2003 and 2008.

Survey Methodology

23

the archaeological stratification, both on the hill top as a result of the digging of new modern
tombs and in the fields as a result of deep ploughing.
Type of damage

Area damaged by period (in ha)
1968

1969

2003

2008

2009

2012

7.09

7.09

8.96

7.42

7.42

7.42

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.55

0.71

Building

1.64

1.64

1.64

1.64

1.82

1.93

Orchard

0

0

0

0

1.54

1.54

1.9

1.9

1.9

1.9

1.47

1.2

Ploughing
Road

Not damaged

Table 2.4. Temporal evolution of the damages in the Yunus cemetery survey area.

Chapter 3
POTTERY AND SMALL FINDS

3.1 THE POTTERY ASSEMBLAGES
The pottery assemblage collected during the survey of the Yunus necropolis comprises 393
sherds, dating between the IA II (10th-8th centuries BCE) to the Early Islamic period (8th-10th
centuries CE). Approximately 25% (112 fragments) of the total can be assigned to a specific
shape, while the rest consist of undiagnostic sherds. The majority of the pottery fragments
are poorly preserved, possibly due to the particular features of the soil at Yunus (a hard limestone) and the to weathering.
The identification of different chronological assemblages has benefited both from the recent Turco-Italian excavation at Karkemish and from parallels from the Middle Euphrates
region and the Northern Levant. In particular, the definition of the IA types is based on the
cross-correlation of the stratigraphic sequence from Area G (Zaina 2018) and Area C (Pizzimenti and Zaina 2016), with the rich repertoire uncovered by the new rescue excavation at
Yunus (Marchetti 2015).18 Some of the parallels from the Middle Euphrates area come from
the cremation cemeteries of Tell Shiukh Fawqāni (Al-Bahloul, Barro and D’Alfonso 2005)
and Deve Höyük (Moorey 1980). In addition, Tell Ahmar ( Jamieson 2012), Tell Jurn Kabir
(Eidem and Ackermann 1999) and Tille Höyük (Blaylock 2016) have been considered in
the discussion, while the Northern Levantine sites with parallels are Hama (Riis 1948), Tell
Afis (Mazzoni 2015) in inner Syria, Chatal Höyük (Pucci 2019) in the ‘Amuq valley, Zincirli
Höyük (Soldi 2019, 2020) in the Islahiye valley. The references to Neo-Assyrian assemblages

18 However, it must be pointed out that the strong similarity between the IA II and IA III horizons, the absence
of a long and continuous stratigraphic sequence, and the overall similarity between the burial customs makes
it difficult to associate a burial with a specific period. Furthermore, the effects of the cremation process have
prevented radiocarbon datings on bones so far.
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from the Assyrian core area (Anastasio 2010) are included as meaningful comparisons for IA
III material.
The Late Roman/Byzantine ceramic horizon has been identified thanks to the well-preserved sequence documented in Area G (Di Cristina and Ferrari 2018) and other general
studies on the pottery assemblage from Karkemish (Ferrari 2014a; 2014b; Di Cristina, Gallerani and Lepore 2017). Furthermore, parallels with the Middle Euphrates area have been
found (Hayes 1972).
For the definition of the Early Islamic pottery assemblage, we used the recent publication
of Area G at Karkemish (Di Cristina and Ferrari 2018) as well as parallels from the Levantine
region (Northedge 2001; Priestman 2011).
Iron Age pottery

The IA pottery shapes from the Yunus survey amount to 85% of the total assemblage.
Simple Ware shapes form the largest group, accounting for 71% of the total (Pls. XVIII-XX),
while all the remaining pottery (29%) is of Preservation Ware (Pls. XVIII.1, XIX.2). Most
of the identified ceramic shapes belong to types generally associated with funerary contexts.
75% of the total Simple Ware consists of open shapes, such as plates or shallow bowls.
The former (Fig. 3.11.1) are widely attested from the cemeteries of Tell Shiukh Fawqāni (AlBahloul, Barro and D’Alfonso 2005: figs. 5c-d, 9g) and Hama (Riis 1948: figs. 115-116), and
are often used as lids for cinerary urns (Woolley 1939: 15; Riis 1948: 28, figs. 14, 17, 101, 105).
Deep bowls account for 35% of the total IA pottery assemblage. IA II types include bowls
with out-turned triangular rim (Fig. 3.2.3), attested at Karkemish as early as the middle IA
II (Zaina 2018: fig. 3.34.4) and gradually decreasing towards the end of IA III (Zaina 2018:
fig. 3.56.11). Bowls with in-turned triangular (or hammer-head) rim are also common. Four
sub-types can be defined, based on the thickness and shape of the rim. Although this type
of bowl is regarded as a hallmark of the Neo-Assyrian repertoire (Anastasio 2010: pls. 6.4-5,
8-9; 7.1-2) and is well-attested within the ceramic horizon of the Middle Euphrates valley
and the Levant ( Jamieson 2012: fig. 3.4; Mazzoni 2015: fig. 20.10-14; Pucci 2019: fig. 49.44;
Zaina 2018: 134), the new Turco-Italian excavations in the Lower Palace Area of Karkemish
(Area C) confirmed its occurrence as early as the beginning of the 8th century BCE (Pizzimenti and Zaina 2016: 368, figs. 4.3-4, 9). Late IA II deep bowls may have slightly in-turned
rim (Figs. 3.1.1, 3.3.3) and occasionally a deep groove below the rim (Fig. 3.5.4). Specimens
of this type have been recorded by the 1910s British excavation at Karkemish (Woolley 1939:
pl. XV.c1) as well as in the IA levels at Zincirli (Soldi 2019: fig. 5.8). From the 7th century
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BCE onwards, the type evolves towards a more flattened and in-turned rim (Figs. 3.3.4-7,
3.5.1). A similar trend has been observed in the IA II-III pottery sequence from Area G at
Karkemish (Zaina 2018: figs. 3.45.3-6, 3.47.6-10) as well as in the Northern Levantine region (Soldi 2019: fig. 5c-f) and the Assyrian core (Anastasio 2010: pl. 6.4-5). Surprisingly,
this type of bowl is not reported at the IA II cemetery of Tell Shiukh Fawqāni (Al-Bahloul,
Barro and D’Alfonso 2005: 1013) or at Deve Höyük, and only a few specimens have been
documented in the latest phase of the necropolis of Hama (Riis 1948: fig. 108).
IA III specimens include bowls with reversed rim (Fig. 3.11.6) – already recorded at Yunus
(Woolley 1939: pl. XV:e4) and, more recently, in Area G at Karkemish (Zaina 2018: fig.
3.56.2-4) – and carinated bowls with globular wall and triangular rim (Fig. 3.2.5), frequently
occurring both in the Yunus necropolis and in domestic contexts at Karkemish (Woolley
1939: pl. XV:d2; Zaina 2018: figs. 3.42.7-9, 3.50.1-2). Another typical IA III shape is the bowl
with a flattened rim (Figs. 3.5.6-7). This type is quite popular at Yunus,19 less so at Karkemish
outside of funerary contexts (Zaina 2018: figs. 3.53.3, 3.59.18, 3.62.9).
Kraters are also well represented (17%) among the IA diagnostic sherds. The type is widespread at Yunus, while few sherds of it have been documented at Karkemish, which suggests
a specifically funerary function. According to Woolley (1939: 15-16), kraters could serve as
an urn, to contain an urn or, when placed upside-down, to cover an urn. The size of kraters
does not seem very standardized. The rim’s diameter falls within three size ranges: small (~21
cm), medium (~27 cm) and large (~34 cm). About 50% of the krater sherds have a painted
decoration on the outer wall, featuring both geometric and figurative motifs (see below).
Specimens with squared out-turned rim (Figs. 3.6.9, 3.12.1, 3.14.10) are poorly attested from
the survey area as they probably belong to an early tradition. Similar sherds were found
during excavations of IA phases in Area G at Karkemish (Zaina 2018: figs. 3.24.9, 3.33.11,
3.34.6, 3.64.8). while the Middle Euphrates and the Levantine area are attested at Tell Shiukh
Fawqāni (Al-Bahloul, Barro and D’Alfonso 2005: pl. 12.c), Chatal Höyük (Pucci 2019: fig.
66) and Hama (Riis 1948: fig. 59), where they have the same chronological distribution. The
most typical kraters from the Yunus survey have an out-turned triangular rim (Figs. 3.6.1-2,
3.6.5) or a more flattened profile (Figs. 3.6.3, 3.12.1-2, 4), while the variant with an internal
ridge (Fig. 3.6.7) is less common. These patterns are also confirmed by the British Museum
excavations (Woolley 1939: pl. X:1-4), and the new Turco-Italian investigations in the area.
According to the stratigraphic sequence of Area G, the first type appeared during the late IA
19 Several specimens have been recovered during the excavations at the Yunus necropolis by the Turco-Italian
expedition.
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I (Zaina 2018: fig. 3.27.15) and continued through the following period (Zaina 2018: figs.
3.31.11-12, 3.36.11-12). Fragments of kraters with flattened rim appear instead during IA II
in domestic contexts at Karkemish (Zaina 2018: figs. 3.36.13, 3.39.8) and increase during IA
III (Zaina 2018: figs. 3.63.6, 3.64.4, 3.66.9). Complete vessels with flattened rim were found
in IA III burials from Deve Höyük (Moorey 1980: fig. 2.4) and Tell Shiukh Fawqāni (AlBahloul, Barro and D’Alfonso 2005: pls. 5.a, 6.b), while at Hama the shape is absent. Other
types of kraters from the Yunus survey may have out-turned moulded rim (Fig. 3.12.6) and
folded rim (Fig. 3.6.10). A pot-stand was also found (Fig. 3.14.2).
IA II-III closed vessels include jars and jugs, the former being the second largest group
within the IA pottery group (17%). IA II jars encompass necked specimens with out-turned
rounded rim (Fig. 3.1.2) or in-turned triangular rim (Fig. 3.7.6). The former type has been
documented in the IA II cemeteries of Tell Shiukh Fawqāni (Al-Bahloul, Barro and D’Alfonso
2005: pl. 1a) and Hama (Riis 1948: fig. 23), as well as in extra-funerary contexts in the Upper
and Middle Euphrates valley (Eidem and Ackermann 1999: figs. 7.12-14; Blaylock 2016: fig.
10.10.278-279) and in Syria (Mazzoni 2015: figs. 15.10-12). At Karkemish, the same type is
produced until the late IA III (Pizzimenti and Zaina 2016: figs. 4.12, 5.10; Zaina 2018: figs.
3.46.8, 3.50.11). Necked jars with in-turned triangular rim are limited to the Yunus and
Karkemish area, as confirmed by British Museum excavations (Woolley 1939: pl. XIV.f).
IA III shows a wider variety of closed shapes than the previous period. Among them, neckless jars with in-turned, flattened rim are the most recurrent type (Figs. 3.1.3-4, 3.7.3), with
close parallels from contemporary domestic contexts at Karkemish (Zaina 2018: figs. 3.42.17,
3.50.12). Further specimens of neckless jars may have in-turned thick rim (Fig. 3.5.9) or inturned inflated rim (Fig. 3.7.1, 3.7.4). Both types are attested throughout the 7th century BCE
at Karkemish (Pizzimenti and Zaina 2016: fig. 5.18; Zaina 2018: figs. 3.53.5, 3.55.1-4, 3.58.810, 3.61.2, 3.64.2). IA III spouted jars are quite rare at Yunus (Fig. 3.6.11), although some
shapes have been recovered by the British Museum Expedition (Woolley 1939: pl. XXIV. J5).
A similar shape is also attested from the cemetery of Hama (Riis 1948: 67, figs. 84-85).
The ring-base repertoire provided further support to our chronological analysis (Figs.
3.1.6, 3.1.7, 3.2.6, 3.7.8-13). By comparing their mean height (1.6 cm) with the general trend
documented at Karkemish (Zaina 2018: 137, pl. LXXXVIII.2), we may presume that the
majority of them date to IA III.
The IA pottery assemblage mostly consists of well-fired shapes with mainly orangebrownish (5YR 7/4-7/3; 5YR 6/4; 10YR 8/3) or brighter fabrics (2.5YR 6/6; 5YR 7/6-6/6).
Only a handful of sherds (less than 7% of the Simple Ware) has a low-fired core, while their
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outer surface colour is similar to that of the standard specimens. Inclusion size and frequency
are rather low: <3% and <0.5 mm.
The majority of IA III sherds (53%) show a self-slip surface treatment, while only a small
group is white-slipped. RSW (Red Slip Ware) and RSBW (Red Slip Burnished Ware) are
completely absent, despite being a hallmark for the period (Braemer 1986). However, this
evidence follows a low distribution trend already registered in several contexts of the Middle
Euphrates region, such as in the necropolis of Tell Shiukh Fawqāni (Al-Bahloul, Barro and
D’Alfonso 2005: 1014) or Tell Khamis (Matilla Séiquer 1996: 219). This paucity is recorded
also at Karkemish (Giacosa and Zaina 2020: 29-30). About 10% of diagnostic sherds bear
a painted decoration, often associated with white-slip surface treatment. Blackish or darkbrownish colours are predominant, confirming an observation already made by Woolley
(1939, pls. IX-XI).20 The painting designs (Pl. XVIII.1) include geometric patterns such as
straight or curved lines on the rim (Fig. 3.6.5) or horizontal and vertical thick bands on the
upper wall (Fig. 3.6.10). More complex motifs include cross-hatched bands (Fig. 3.6.8) fishbones (Fig. 3.12.3) and other irregular patterns (Fig. 3.6.6).
In the Northern Levant, painted pottery is widespread since the beginning of the IA. It is
possibly connected with an earlier tradition from the Aegean region ( Janeway 2015: 45-46).
The new Turco-Italian excavation at Karkemish and Yunus confirmed the emergence of
painted pottery in the late IA II. Similar trends are attested along the Middle Euphrates valley, such as at Deve Höyük (Moorey 1980) and Tell Ahmar ( Jamieson 2012). Further decorations include impressed rope patterns, which commonly occur on Simple Ware specimens
(Figs. 3.2.2, 3.4.6), single incised lines (Fig. 3.11.7) and grooves on the upper part of the wall
(Figs. 3.1.3, 3.7.3, 3.12.6).
Preservation Ware (PW) mainly consists of large fragments of ceramic vats (Pls. XVIII.1,
XX.1), labelled “bath-burials” by Woolley for their distinctive shape and used as a cover to
protect the urn and the other funerary vessels (Woolley 1939: 15). Several fragments (around
32) of different types of ceramic vats were collected during the 2011 and 2012 survey. Despite
their fragmentary conditions, a couple of flat bases (Fig. 3.10.4, 3.13.3) can be identified with
certainty as part of a “bath burial” belonging to Woolley’s “Type A”. The majority, instead,
belongs to “Type B”, which designates a large oval vat with an out-turned rim and a knobshaped base (Woolley 1939: pl. XXV). They generally have either a rounded rim profile
(Figs. 3.2.8, 3.9.3, 3.14.6) or a more squared one (Figs. 3.2.7, 3.8.2-3, 3.12.6-8). Moreover, a
handful of fragments have large horizontal handles below the rim (Figs. 3.10.1-2), usually at
20 Local wares and not imported vessels (such as Cypriote juglets) are considered here.
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the corners or along the sides. This type was used as the cover in cremation burials (G.462) in
the Outer Town of Karkemish, (Bonomo and Zaina 2016: fig. 3.5). In the Middle Euphrates
valley, similar examples have also been documented at Tell Shiukh Fawqāni (Al-Bahloul,
Barro and D’Alfonso 2005: fig. 6a).
The issue of providing a clear chronological framework for this ceramic class was already
addressed by Woolley, who proposed an earlier date for “bath” burials, possibly meaning
before the 8th century BCE (Woolley 1939: 17), while elsewhere we read: «bath burials of
Type A probably carry on a tradition which goes back to the early years of the millennium»
(Woolley 1939: 19). Outside the cemeteries of Karkemish, this type of vessel is poorly attested, mostly due to the paucity of IA cemeteries excavated in the region. Parallels are recorded
at Deve Höyük (Moorey 1980) and Tell Shiukh Fawqāni (Al-Bahloul, Barro and D’Alfonso
2005). In his reports on the excavations at Deve Höyük, Woolley describes a funerary assemblage similar to that often uncovered at Yunus (1914: 95). However, the limited information
provided in that publication does not allow us to confirm the parallels. At the same time,
only a single, partially preserved ceramic vat was found at Tell Shiukh Fawqāni (Al-Bahloul,
Barro and D’Alfonso 2005). Calculating the size of these unusual vessels is difficult as they do
not have standard features and they differ from each other. The average dimensions observed
both in the British and the Turco-Italian excavations are 120 cm x 80 cm x 60 cm. Three
large fragments of vat bases were recovered, the first two (Figs. 3.10.4, 3.13.3) probably part
of rectangular vats, while the third (Fig. 3.10.5), knob-shaped, belonging to an oval specimen. Further PW shapes include a couple of fragments of large storage jars (Fig. 3.1.5), probably dating to IA III (Zaina 2018: figs. 3.44.3-4), and a wide bowl with an inflated rim (Fig.
3.8.1). The latter shape usually occurs in Simple Ware, but its size (42 cm of max. diameter)
and coarse and ill-fired fabric indicate that it was probably used upside-down to cover some
small cremation burials, or as a container or support for a large urn.
Preservation Ware fabrics show remarkably homogeneous firing ranging between light
brownish (5YR 7/4-6/4; 10YR 7/4-7/3) and orange (5YR 6/6), with few darker samples (5YR
8/2-7/2). Fabrics with both mineral and vegetal inclusions are the majority. The mean size
of inclusions and chaff ranges between 1 and 2 mm, while their frequency rate encompasses
15-20% of the entire surface. Surface treatments are almost absent among vats. Self-slips are
attested on only a handful of fragments. They were probably a means to increase the structural solidity of the ceramic vats and waterproof them. On the contrary, decorations are frequent, especially on the outer surface. The most widespread pattern is, again, the impressed
rope, in a single row or in multiple ones (Figs. 3.2.8, 3.8.2). Impressed circles on the upper
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part of ceramic vats (Figs. 3.8.4, 3.13.3) are also quite common. Moreover, a more complex
decoration, consisting of two applied ridges with incised marks, is attested on a fragment of
ceramic vat (Fig. 3.3.2).
Late Roman/Byzantine pottery

The Late Roman/Byzantine pottery assemblage accounts for about 15% of the overall assemblage from our survey of the Yunus necropolis (Pl. XX.2). Although the number of the
sherds is small, it can be tentatively regarded as evidence of a limited occupation of the area
from the Roman period onwards, as also suggested by the 1910s British excavation (Woolley
1939: 15, n. 1) and the Turco-Italian rescue excavations in the cemetery (Marchetti 2015).
Among the few sherds recovered, Late Roman C (Hayes 1972: Form C) (Fig. 3.13.5), dating
between the 5th-6th centuries CE, casts light on the chronological range of occupation. Further typical Late Roman/Byzantine shapes include jars with out-turned thick rim (Fig. 3.14.1)
and jars with wide rim diameter and in-turned grooved rim (Fig. 3.13.4). This assemblage is
in line with the Late Roman/Byzantine ceramic horizon documented at Karkemish in Areas
G and M (Ferrari 2014a: fig. 3.4-6; Di Cristina, Gallerani and Lepore 2017, fig. 18: 1-2; Di
Cristina and Ferrari 2018: fig. 4.39.5).
Early Islamic pottery

The presence of a small sample of blue/green glazed sherds (Figs. 3.13.6-7, Pl. XX.2), attributable to two different types of jar and dating to the Abbasid period (Di Cristina, Gallerani and Lepore 2017: 20), confirms that the site was occasionally visited coevally with the
settlement attested in the Inner Town of Karkemish between the 8th and 10th centuries CE (Di
Cristina and Ferrari 2018: 263-265). These types are also widespread in the Middle Euphrates
valley and the Levant during the late 8th-9th centuries CE (Northedge 2001; Priestman 2011).

3.2 SMALL FINDS
The 36 small finds collected during the 2011 survey activities were mostly clustered in the
central sectors of the survey area. The majority comes from Field 2, Field 3 and Field 8, while
a handful were found in Field 1 and on the Southern Slope. On the upper terrace, few small
finds have been recovered in the modern cemetery, often reused as a preliminary cover for
the modern graves. In particular, objects have been found in Cemetery sectors 1, 2, 3 and 4.
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A short description of the finds from each sector, followed by tables providing more detailed
information, is offered below. The distribution analysis of small finds associated with the
ceramic horizon is provided in chapter 5.
Additional small finds (47) were retrieved by local farmers in the survey area between
2013 and 2019 during ploughing activities. 16 were georeferenced by the Turco-Italian team
shortly after discovery and could thus be attributed to a specific survey sector. For the rest of
the assemblage (31), it was impossible to accurately establish the findspot. This last group is
described and listed separately at the end of the section.
Cemetery sector 1

On the upper terrace, in the central part of Cemetery, sector 1, we found a small indeterminate object made of greenish stone (Pl. XXI.1).
Cemetery sector 3

At the southern end of Cemetery sector 3, an indeterminate limestone small find was collected during the intensive survey (Pl. XXI.2).
Cemetery sector 4

Two fragments of stone vessels (Pl. XXI.4-5) and an indeterminate stone find (Pl. XXI.3)
were collected from Cemetery sector 4. The stone vessel fragments are typical of the NeoAssyrian period, as confirmed by similar specimens recovered in the cemetery of the Outer
Town of Karkemish by the Turco-Italian (Bonomo and Zaina 2016) and the British expedition (Guerri 2014). Similar stone vessels are also attested from the Levant to the Assyrian core
during the first half of the 1st millennium BCE (Squitieri 2017).
North-South Slope

In the North-South Slope sector, the intensive survey revealed two typical IA III anthropomorphic figurines (Bolognani 2017). In both cases, only the body, the head and part of
the arms are preserved (Pl. XXI.7-8). A third small find documented along the North-South
Slope is a fragment of a basalt relief.
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Field 1

An indeterminate limestone object (Pl. XXI.6), possibly part of a votive gravestone, is
reported from the central-southern end of Field 1, near the slope separating the upper and
lower terraces.
Field 2

Fourteen small finds were collected in Field 2. The majority were clustered in the northwestern part of the sector. They include five clay figurines, two zoomorphic legs (Pl. XXII.12) and three fragmentary “Syrian Pillar” anthropomorphic specimens (Pl. XXII.3-5), all dating from the IA (Bolognani 2017; 2020a; 2020b), two fragments of a basalt relief, one still
preserving part of a guilloche, two indeterminate stone objects (Pl. XXII.6-7), a faience bead
(Pl. XXII.8), a fragment a glass vessel (Pl. XXII.9), and a clay tool (Pl. XXII.10).
At the southern end of the sector, two bronze coins were found. The one (Pl. XXII.11)
dates to the Ottoman period and specifically to the time of Sultan Abdülhamid II (18761909). The earlier one (Pl. XXII.12) is an Imperial Roman provincial coin from Antioch on
the Orontes (present day Antakya). Although badly preserved, its obverse carried a portrait
of an unidentified emperor (possibly Domitian), while on the reverse the letter “SC” are the
abbreviation of “Senatus Consultum”. The same type of coin, which may date from the 1st or

2nd century CE, occurs at Karkemish in the Roman phase of Area G (Erol 2018: cat. 7, pl.
LXX.7) and is quite common in the eastern Roman provinces for about 250 years (Butcher
2004: 235). The last small find from this sector is a fragmentary Ottoman pipe (Pl. XXII.13).
Field 3

Almost half of the small finds found during the survey (16) come from Field 3. Most are
stone or flint tools and come from the central-northern area of the sector. In particular, we
collected five flint blades (Pl. XXIII.1-5), two polishers (Pl. XXIII.6-7), two stone axe-heads
(Pl. XXIII.8-9), a fragment of a basalt relief (Pl. XXIV.1), a stone pestle (Pl. XXIV.2), a fragment of a stone vessel (Pl. XXIV.3) and four indeterminate tools (Pl. XXIV.4-7).
Field 8

Twelve objects were recovered in Field 8. The majority of the finds was clustered at the
north-eastern end of the sector. The corpus includes a fragment of a basalt relief, a stone
grinder (Pl. XXV.1), four pestles (Pl. XXV.2-5) – one of which was possibly reused as a polisher – two flint blades (Pl. XXV.6-7), a fragment of a stone vessel (Pl. XXV.8), a fragment
of a basalt grinding stone (Pl. XXV.9), and two polishers (Pl. XXV.1011).
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Catalogue of the small finds from the 2011-2012 survey:
YU.11.O.1, Basalt relief
Material: basalt
Dimensions: h. 12.8+ cm; l. 14.2 cm; th. 4.1 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.009
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.11.O.2, Zoomorphic figurine (Pl. XXII.1)
Material: clay
Dimensions: h. 4 cm; th. 1.9 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.019
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.11.O.3, Indeterminate object (Pl. XXI.1)
Material: stone
Dimensions: h. 4.5+ cm; l. 9.4+ cm; w. 5.8 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.016
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.11.O.4, Stone vessel (Pl. XXI.5)
Material: stone
Dimensions: h. 5.8 cm; diam. 20 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.009
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.11.O.5, Stone vessel (Pl. XXI.4)
Material: stone
Dimensions: h. 6.6 cm; th. 1.6 cm; diam. 28 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.009
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.11.O.6, Indeterminate object (Pl. XXI.3)
Material: stone
Dimensions: h. 3.2 cm; diam. 6.2 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.011
Preservation: complete

YU.11.O.7, Indeterminate object
Material: basalt
Dimensions: l. 10.3 cm; w. 7.5 cm; th. 2.5 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.007
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.11.O.8, Grinder (Pl. XXV.1)
Material: basalt
Dimensions: h. 7.8 cm; l. 6.2 cm; w. 8.8 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.007
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.11.O.9, Pestle (Pl. XXV.2)
Material: stone
Dimensions: h. 6.6; l. 8.6 cm; w. 5.5 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.007
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.11.O.10, Stone vessel (Pl. XXV.8)
Material: stone
Dimensions: h. 3 cm; th. 1.6 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.006
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.11.O.11, Indeterminate object (Pl. XXI.6)
Material: stone
Dimensions: l. 14.8 cm; w. 15.4 cm; th. 5.3 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.006
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.11.O.12, Indeterminate object (Pl. XXI.2)
Material: limestone
Dimensions: h. 4.2 cm; diam. 6.8 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.010
Preservation: complete
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YU.11.O.13, Pestle (Pl. XXV.3)
Material: stone
Dimensions: h. 6 cm; l. 8 cm; w. 6 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.006
Preservation: complete

YU.11.O.14, Blade (Pl. XXV.6)
Material: flint
Dimensions: h. 7.3+ cm; l. 3.5 cm; th. 1.6 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.006
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.11.O.15, Blade (Pl. XXV.7)
Material: flint
Dimensions: l. 6.6 cm; w. 3 cm; th. 1.8 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.008
Preservation: complete

YU.11.O.16, Blade (Pl. XXIII.1)
Material: flint
Dimensions: l. 5.2 cm; w. 2.5 cm; th. 1.1 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.003
Preservation: complete

YU.11.O.17, Polisher (Pl. XXIII.6)
Material: stone
Dimensions: h. 8.6 cm; l. 4 cm; w. 3.2 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.003
Preservation: complete

YU.11.O.18, Blade (Pl. XXIII.2)
Material: flint
Dimensions: l. 10 cm; w. 5 cm; th. 2.4 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.003
Preservation: complete

YU.11.O.19, Blade (Pl. XXIII.3)
Material: flint
Dimensions: l. 7.2 cm; w. 4 cm; th. 2.2 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.003
Preservation: complete

YU.11.O.20, Indetermin. object (Pl. XXIV.5)
Material: stone
Dimensions: h. 3.3 cm; th. 10+ cm; w. 6.2+ cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.003
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.11.O.21, Indetermin. object (Pl. XXIV.4)
Material: stone
Dimensions: l. 6.5+ cm; h. 3.4+ cm; diam. 20 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.003
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.11.O.22, Indetermin. object (Pl. XXIV.6)
Material: stone
Dimensions: l. 8.6 cm; w. 9.7 cm; th. 3.6 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.004
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.11.O.23, Polisher (Pl. XXV.10)
Material: stone
Dimensions: h. 10.3; w. 4.3 cm; th. 3 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.007
Preservation: complete

YU.11.O.24, Grinder (Pl. XXV.9)
Material: basalt
Dimensions: l. 9.4+ cm; th. 6.5+ cm; th. 2.5 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.007
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.11.O.26, Axe (Pl. XXIII.8)
Material: stone
Dimensions: h. 4 cm; w. 4.7 cm; th. 1.6 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.002
Preservation: complete

YU.11.O.27, Axe (Pl. XXIII.9)
Material: stone
Dimensions: h. 10.1 cm; w. 11.9 cm; th. 2.3 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.002
Preservation: nearly complete
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YU.11.O.28, Tool (Pl. XXIV.7)
Material: stone
Dimensions: l. 10+ cm; w. 7.5 cm ; th. 2.5 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.002
Preservation: complete

YU.11.O.29, Relief (Pl. XXIV.1)
Material: basalt
Dimensions: h. 15.4+ cm; w. 8+ cm; th. 4.5+ cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.001
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.11.O.30, Pestle (Pl. XXIV.2)
Material: stone
Dimensions: h. 7.2 cm; w. 3.9 cm; th. 3.3 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.004
Preservation: complete

YU.11.O.31, Blade (Pl. XXIII.4)
Material: flint
Dimensions: h. 5.5 cm; w. 3.5 cm ; th. 1.2 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.004
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.11.O.32, Polisher (Pl. XXIII.7)
Material: stone
Dimensions: h. 2.4 cm; l. 8.4+ cm; w. 1.9 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.004
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.11.O.33, Stone vessel (Pl. XXIV.3)
Material: stone
Dimensions: th. 0.9 cm; diam. 10 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.004
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.11.O.34, Blade (Pl. XXIII.5)
Material: flint
Dimensions: h. 7.6+ cm; w. 3.5 cm; th. 1.2 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.004
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.11.O.36, Pestle (Pl. XXV.4)
Material: stone
Dimensions: h. 8.6 cm; w. 3.7 cm ; th. 3.1 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.001
Preservation: complete

YU.11.O.37, Pestle (Pl. XXV.5)
Material: stone
Dimensions: h. 9.3 cm; w. 4 cm; th. 2 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.001
Preservation: complete

YU.11.O.38, Polisher (Pl. XXV.11)
Material: stone
Dimensions: h. 3.6+ cm; l. 9.6+ cm; w. 7.6+ cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.001
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.13.O.43, Relief
Material: basalt
Dimensions: h. 5 cm; w. 6.3 cm; l. 7.5 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.13.P.5000
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.15.O.09, Pipe (Pl. XXII.13)
Material: clay
Dimensions: l. 5.2 cm; th.0.5 cm; d. 2.2 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.15.P.5005
Preservation: complete

YU.15.O.10, Anthrop. figurine (Pl. XXII.4)
Material: clay
Dimensions: h. 4.9 cm; w. 6.4 cm; th. 3.3 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.15.P.5005
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.15.O.11, Zoomorph. figurine (Pl. XXII.2)
Material: clay
Dimensions: h. 3.9 cm; w. 2.1 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.15.P.5005
Preservation: fragmentary
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YU.15.O.12, Anthrop. figurine (Pl. XXII.3)
Material: clay
Dimensions: h. 4 cm; w. 6.3 cm; th. 3.1 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.15.P.5005
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.15.O.13, Anthrop. figurine (Pl. XXII.5)
Material: clay
Dimensions: h. 10.3 cm; l. 4.9 cm; w. 3.1 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.15.P.5005
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.15.O.14, Bottle (Pl. XXII.9)
Material: glass
Dimensions: h. 2.4 cm; th. 0.4 cm; d. 3.9 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.15.P.5005
Preservation: complete

YU.16.O.01, Anthrop. figurine (Pl. XXI.8)
Material: clay
Dimensions: h. 5.2 cm; l. 1.7 cm; w. 3.5 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.16.P.5006
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.16.O.02, Anthrop. figurine (Pl. XXI.7)
Material: clay
Dimensions: h. 6 cm; w. 2.4 cm; th. 6.5 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.16.P.5006
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.17.O.33, Relief
Material: basalt
Dimensions: l. 7.6 cm; w. 5.5 cm; th. 4.1 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.17.P.5010
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.19.O.01, Coin (Pl. XXII.11)
Material: bronze
Dimensions: th. 0.1 cm; d. 1.8 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: Preservation: complete

YU.19.O.02, Coin (Pl. XXII.12)
Material: bronze
Dimensions: th. 0.4 cm; d. 2.4 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: Preservation: fragmentary

YU.19.O.03, Token (Pl. XXII.6)
Material: stone
Dimensions: h. 2.4 cm; th. 0.4 cm; d. 1.7 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: Preservation: complete

YU.19.O.04, Token (Pl. XXII.7)
Material: stone
Dimensions: h. 1.9 cm; th. 0.5 cm; d. 1.7 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: Preservation: complete

YU.19.O.05, Bead (Pl. XXII.8)
Material: clay
Dimensions: d. 1.3 cm; perf. 0.2 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: Preservation: complete

YU.19.O.31, Token (Pl. XXII.10)
Material: clay
Dimensions: h. 2.6 cm; d. 2.3 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.11.P.001
Preservation: complete
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The second group of small finds recovered by local farmers in the survey area between
2013 and 2019 consists of 31 objects of different types. They include a group of glyptic documents, a cylinder seal (Pl. XXVI.1) and two stamp seals (Pl. XXVI.2-3.).
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The cylinder seal (Pl. XXVI.1) is made of a red stone, possibly calcite, and is perforated
through its long axis. It is a linear-style seal preserved for about one third of its length. It
must have represented a man or a human-headed winged sphinx in front of a stag. The scene
is completed by a feather-like plant between the two figures and an eight-point star behind
the sphinx/man. A line border is still visible at the top. Stags and winged sphinxes are already
attested locally, on cylinder seals depicting hunting scenes (archer – prey) or simply monsters
and animals (Hogarth 1920: 8-81, Class IVa, Group II; Collon 2001: 39-51). This type of
seals emerges in the local repertoire during the Neo-Assyrian period. It originated in Assyria
around the 9th century BCE and then spread through the Levant until the 6th century BCE
(Teissier 1984: 34, nos. 144-235; Collon 2001: 39-41, nos. 14-46; Herbordt 1992: 85-88, pls.
5-9). Its spread may have followed the expansion of the Neo-Assyrian empire. An “Assyrian
Provincial Style” has been observed in the assemblage from Hasanlu (Marcus 1996: nos. 636,68). It is thus highly probable that this specimen came from a local grave dating from the
Neo-Assyrian phase (8th-7th centuries BCE). This dating is possibly confirmed by the delicate cutting of the pattern, a typical feature of late 8th century BCE seals (Teissier 1984: 34).
Linear style seals are quite common at the Yunus cemetery, where some parallels portraying
an archer and his prey were excavated by the British Museum Expedition (Woolley 1939: pl.
XXI.1-2,7-8). Two other variants were found in the Karkemish area (Collon 2001: 40, nos.
38-39). The closest iconographic parallel, however, was excavated by Layard in the “Assyrian
ruins”, namely in Nimrud or Nineveh (Collon 2001: 53, no. 68). Another recurring element
in YU.15.O.17 is astral symbols typical of linear-style Neo-Assyrian glyptic and already attested at Karkemish and Yunus (Pizzimenti 2014: 195-196; Hogarth 1920: 80, fig. 91).
The second specimen (Pl. XXVI.2) is a stamp seal of black steatite of the stalk type, with a
flat face and a recessed handled back. The carved face represents an animal, possibly a striding winged griffon. The animal has a winged horse-shaped body, clawed paws, a long tail
held upward, and a bird-of-prey head with an up-curling lock, remindful indeed of a griffon.
On the left side, a single dot is enclosed by two parallel semi-circles (a stylized disc and crescent?), while in front of the mythological animal one can see a tree. Below there is a dotted
mark and further illegible signs. The decoration is completed by a notched frame reproduced
twice all over the side face. This seal has no exact parallels in either the local repertoire or
the neighbouring regions. However, its iconography provides clues to its date. Scaraboid
stamp seals with griffins are common at Yunus (cf. Woolley 1939: pl. XX.a-c) and have been
dated to around 700 BCE (Boardman, Moorey 1986: 41). The same subject also appears in
the Early Phoenician production of the late 8th and 7th centuries BCE (cf. Buchanan, Moorey
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1988: 37-44, pl. X). Furthermore, winged mythological animals are typical subjects on stamp
seals in Syria since the 8th century BCE, with a gradual trend to a schematic style during
the Neo-Assyrian period (Mazzoni 2013: 573-576). The griffin, in particular, lived on in
the local repertoire until the Persian period (cf. Micale 2018). The proposed date is further
confirmed by stylistic considerations. The seal has some resemblance to an oval stamp seal
from the Temple of Ninurta in Nimrud representing a cow with a calf surmounted by a star
and crescent, in front of them an ear of corn and behind a rhomb (Parker 1962: 31, pl. XII.2,
ND.5327). The position and shape of the rhomb are strongly remindful of the symbol engraved on the left on the specimen from Yunus, whereas the cow-calf subject is particularly
popular during the 8th-7th centuries BCE in Assyrian glyptic and on North-Syrian ivories
(Parker 1955: 108, pl. XXVI.3, ND.772, ND.3464;1962: 31). Finally, the decorative notched
frame has some parallels on local North-Syrian cylinder seals (cf. Collon 2001: 35-38, nos.
1-4; Moorey 1980: nos. 449, 452). The findspot of YU.14.O.01 sheds light on an important
matter relative to this group. Collon (2001: 35) suggests that Assyrian linear-style seals were
preceded by some prototypes of the Syrian Group dating from the 10th-9th centuries BCE,
mostly excavated from cremation burials in the neighbourhood of Karkemish. The date is
based purely on stylistic considerations. However, it is noteworthy that the specimens from
Karkemish come from some cremation burials along the Baghdad Railway, and some layers
in the Northern Wall and the Water Postern (Woolley 1921: 60, 80, fig. 17, pl. 25b, no. 3,
pl. 26b, nos. 5, 5*, 8, 8*, 12, 12*; Collon 2001: nos. 2,4). We know that most of the cremation burials in the Outer Town (Baghdad Railway) date to the Neo-Assyrian phase of the
town (Bonomo and Zaina 2016; Zaina 2019b). This simple fact should rule out such a high
dating of the Syrian group. On the contrary, the similarity of portrayed subjects (hunting
scenes with winged sphinxes, stags) and some stylistic differences between the Syrian and the
Assyrian linear-style groups indicate that the first group was probably a contemporary local
production, at least at Karkemish. This later date is also confirmed by a green-glazed specimen with a notched frame from Deve Höyük (Hogarth 1920: no. 236; Woolley 1924: 96, pl.
XXVII.G; Buchanan 1966: no. 992; Moorey 1980: 108, no. 449).
The third seal (pl. XXVI.4) is a loop-handled stamp seal made of stone with a central eyelet
pierced through the body and a flat face bearing an incised stylized linear cross. Based on the
geometrical pattern, this seal should belong to the Halaf period. Several variants are known
in the region, especially from Alalakh (Woolley 1955: pl. LX.4), Domuztepe (Carter 2010),
Tatarlı Höyük (Serdar and Collon 2014: 68-69, figs. 15,18, C1, B1), Tell el Kerkh (Tsuneki
2011: fig. 21), Tell Sabi Abyad (Duistermaat 2010: figs. 5-6), Tepecik-Çiftlik (Bıçakçı et al.
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2011: 89-134), Ugarit (von Wickede 1990: nos. 2, 3, 25, 29-34), Yumuktepe (Caneva and
Köroğlu 2010) and Yarımtepe I (Von Wickede 1990: no. 44). The presence of Halaf period
seals at Yunus is not surprising giving the close proximity of a Neolithic village located further to the north of the cemetery (Campeggi 2020; Woolley 1934). Another seal with a cross
pattern was indeed recently discovered in the same area (cf. Campeggi 2020: 8, pl. IX.4).
The Halaf-period seal at Yunus can be regarded as a reused object, as already hypothesized
by Moorey for a few specimens found in some graves at Deve Höyük (Moorey 1980: 112,
nos. 461-462).
Further objects retrieved by the local farmers include a group of seven bronze coins of
different periods, mostly Late Roman or Early Islamic (Pl. XXVI.3-10). The statuary comprises two fragments of IA II-III basalt sculptures, probably originally parts of orthostats,
and a fragment of an IA limestone crenellated tower. 21 Eight IA III fragmentary figurines,
six zoomorphic (Pl. XXVII.1-3, 6-8) and two anthropomorphic (Pl. XXVII.4-5), were also
collected.
The tool assemblage includes a typical IA II-III basalt bowl, two stone weights (Pl. XXVIII.7-8) and a spindle whorl (Pl. XXVIII.3). Moreover, two fragments of Early Islamic glass
bottles (Pl. XXVIII.5-6) and three clay pipes (Pl. XXVIII.1-2) of the same period were
recovered.
A last small find collected by local farmers in the Yunus necropolis survey area is a complete bead made of reddish stone (Pl. XXVIII.4).

Catalogue of the small finds of unknown provenience (but within the survey area) collected by the local farmers:
YU.13.O.68, Vessel
Material: basalt
Dimensions: h. 9.5 cm; d. 26.9 cm
SU: Surface (F.1910)
Bucket: YU.14.P.066
Preservation: nearly complete

YU.14.O.1, Stamp seal (Pl. XXVI.2)
Material: stone
Dimensions: h. 1.8 cm; d. 2.4 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.14.P.5001
Preservation: complete

21 For the description of the gravestone elements and that of the crenellated towers see Chapter 4.
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YU.15.O.15, Coin (Pl. XXVI.3)
Material: bronze
Dimensions: th. 0.2 cm; d. 1.8 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.15.P.5006
Preservation: complete

YU.15.O.16, Coin (Pl. XXVI.6)
Material: bronze
Dimensions: th. 0.1 cm; d. 1.8 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.15.P.5006
Preservation: complete

YU.15.O.17, Cylinder seal (Pl. XXVI.1)
Material: stone
Dimensions: l. 1.4 cm; th. 1.4 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.15.P.5006
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.15.O.18, Stamp seal (Pl. XXVI.4)
Material: stone
Dimensions: h. 1.7 cm; d. 2.3 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.15.P.5006
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.15.O.19, Coin (Pl. XXVI.9)
Material: bronze
Dimensions: th. 0.1 cm; d. 1.3 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.15.P.5006
Preservation: complete

YU.15.O.20, Coin (Pl. XXVI.10)
Material: bronze
Dimensions: th. 0.2 cm; d. 1.5 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.15.P.5006
Preservation: complete

YU.15.O.21, Zoomor. figurine (Pl. XXVII.1)
Material: clay
Dimensions: h. 4.4 cm; w. 1.2 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.15.P.5006
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.15.O.22, Zoomor. figurine (Pl. XXVII.2)
Material: clay
Dimensions: h. 2.2 cm; w. 1.4 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.15.P.5006
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.15.O.23, Zoomor. figurine (Pl. XXVII.3)
Material: clay
Dimensions: h. 4.8 cm; l. 4.2 cm; w. 2.8 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.15.P.5006
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.16.O.3, Weight (Pl. XXVIII.7)
Material: stone
Dimensions: d. 2.8 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.16.P.5007
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.17.O.1, Anthrop. figurine (Pl. XXVII.4)
Material: clay
Dimensions: h. 7.7 cm; l. 3.3 cm; w. 5.1 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.17.P.5009
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.17.O.2, Pipe (Pl. XXVIII.1)
Material: clay
Dimensions: l. 3.2 cm; th. 0.6 cm ; d. 2.6 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.17.P.5009
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.17.O.3, Pipe (Pl. XXVIII.2)
Material: clay
Dimensions: l. 3.7 cm; th. 0.7 cm ; d. 2.9 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.17.P.5009
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.17.O.4, Bottle (Pl. XXVIII.6)
Material: glass
Dimensions: h. 2.2 cm; th. 0.6 cm; d. 4.7 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.17.P.5009
Preservation: fragmentary
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YU.17.O.5, Bottle (Pl. XXVIII.5)
Material: glass
Dimensions: h. 6 cm; l. 3.6 cm; th. 4.1 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.17.P.5009
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.17.O.6, Zoomor. figurine (Pl. XXVII.6)
Material: clay
Dimensions: h. 3.8 cm; l. 3.6 cm; w. 3 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.17.P.5009
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.17.O.7, Bead (Pl. XXVIII.4)
Material: stone
Dimensions: l. 1.6 cm; w. 0.6 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.17.P.5009
Preservation: nearly complete

YU.17.O.8, Spindle whorl (Pl. XXVIII.3)
Material: stone
Dimensions: h. 0.8 cm; d. 2.9 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.17.P.5009
Preservation: complete

YU.17.O.9, Anthrop. figurine (Pl. XXVII.5)
Material: clay
Dimensions: h. 8.1 cm; l. 5.4 cm; w. 4 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.17.P.5009
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.17.O.10, Medal
Material: bronze
Dimensions: th. 0.1 cm; d. 2.3 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.17.P.5009
Preservation: complete

YU.17.O.21, Coin (Pl. XXVI.5)
Material: bronze
Dimensions: th. 0.1 cm; d. 2.3 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.17.P.5009
Preservation: complete

YU.17.O.22, Coin (Pl. XXVI.7)
Material: bronze
Dimensions: th. 0.1 cm; d. 1.4 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.17.P.5009
Preservation: complete

YU.17.O.23, Coin (Pl. XXVI.8)
Material: bronze
Dimensions: th. 0.1 cm; d. 1.3 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.17.P.5009
Preservation: complete

YU.17.O.24, Zoomor. figurine (Pl. XXVII.7)
Material: clay
Dimensions: l. 1.9 cm; d. 2.3 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.17.P.5009
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.17.O.25, Zoomor. figurine (Pl. XXVII.8)
Material: clay
Dimensions: h. 4.1 cm; l. 7.4 cm; w. 4.4 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.17.P.5009
Preservation: fragmentary

YU.17.O.47, Weight (Pl. XXVIII.8)
Material: stone
Dimensions: d. 5.2 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.17.P.5009
Preservation: complete
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YU.17.O.122, Monument. inscript.
Material: limestone
Dimensions: h. 73 cm; l. 21.2 cm ; w. 56 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.17.P.5009
Preservation: complete
YU.19.O.48, Sculpture
Material: limestone
Dimensions: h. 65 cm; l. 33 cm; w. 45 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: Preservation: complete

YU.17.O.123, Sculpture
Material: basalt
Dimensions: h. 41.5 cm; l. 21.2 cm; w. 16 cm
SU: Surface
Bucket: YU.17.P.5009
Preservation: fragmentary
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No.

Pottery No.

Context

Techn. Firing

Inclusions

Fabric
color

1

YU.11.P.16/1

Cemetery 1

W

H

Ma1

5YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

2

YU.11.P.16/2

Cemetery 1

W

H

Mb2

10YR 7/3
(I/O-C)

3

YU.11.P.16/3

Cemetery 1

H-W

H

Ma1

7.5YR 8/3
(I/O-C)

4

YU.11.P16/4

Cemetery 1

W

M

Ma1

5YR 6/6
(O), 5YR
7/4 (I)

5

YU.11.P.16/5

Cemetery 1

W

H

Ma1

5YR 7/3
(I/O-C)

6

YU.11.P.15/1

Cemetery 2

H-W

H

Ma1

5YR 8/2
(I/O-C)

7

YU.11.P.15/2

Cemetery 2

W

H

Ma1

7.5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

Surf. treat.
and dec.

Self Slip (O),
Grooved

Self Slip
(I/O)
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2. YU.11.P.16/2

1. YU.11.P.16/1

3. YU.11.P.16/3

4. YU.11.P.16/4

5. YU.11.P.15/1

6. YU.11.P.16/5

Fig. 3.1.

7. YU.11.P.15/2

Pottery sherds collected from Cemetery sectors 1 and 2.
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No.

Pottery No.

Context

Techn. Firing

Inclusions

Fabric
color

Surf. treat.
and dec.

1

YU.11.P.10/1

Cemetery 3

W

H

Ma1

7.5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

Slip and
Burn (O)

2

YU.11.P.10/2

Cemetery 3

W

H

Ma1

7.5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

Slip and
Burn (O),
Impressed

3

YU.11.P.10/3

Cemetery 3

W

H

Ma1

5YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

4

YU.11.P.10/4

Cemetery 3

W

H

Ma1

5YR 7/6
(I/O-C)

5

YU.11.P.10/5

Cemetery 3

W

H

Ma1

7.5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

Self Slip (O)

6

YU.11.P.10/6

Cemetery 3

W

H

Ma1

7.5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

Self Slip (O)

7

YU.11.P.10/7

Cemetery 3

H-W

M

Mb3

2.5Y 4/1
(C)

8

YU.11.P.10/8

Cemetery 3

H-W

H

Ma1

7.5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

Self Slip (O),
Impressed
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1. YU.11.P.10/1

3. YU.11.P.10/3
2. YU.11.P.10/2

4. YU.11.P.10/4

6. YU.11.P.10/6

5. YU.11.P.10/5

7. YU.11.P.10/7

8. YU.11.P.10/8

Fig. 3.2.

Pottery sherds collected from Cemetery sector 3.

47

Chapter 3

48

No.

Pottery No.

Context

Techn. Firing

Inclusions

Fabric
color

Surf. treat.
and dec.

1

YU.11.P.10/9

Cemetery 3

H-W

H

Yc3

7.5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

2

YU.11.P.10/10

Cemetery 3

H-W

H

Yc3

10YR 7/3
(I/O-C)

Applied,
Impressed

3

YU.11.P.17/3

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

10YR 8/3
(I/O-C)

Self Slip
(I/O)

4

YU.11.P.11/1

Cemetery 4

W

M

Ma1

2.5YR 6/4
(I), 2.5YR
7/4 (O)

5

YU.11.P.17/2

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

7.5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

Self Slip
(I/O)

6

YU.11.P.9/1

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

10YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

Self Slip
(I/O)

7

YU.11.P.11/3

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

10YR 8/3
(I/O-C)

Slip and
Burn (O)
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1. YU.11.P.10/9

2. YU.11.P.10/10

3. YU.11.P.17/3

4. YU.11.P.11/1

6. YU.11.P.9/1

5. YU.11.P.17/2

7. YU.11.P.11/3
Fig. 3.3.

Pottery sherds collected from Cemetery sectors 3 and 4.

49

Chapter 3

50

No.

Pottery No.

Context

Techn. Firing

Inclusions

Fabric
color

Surf. treat.
and dec.

1

YU.11.P.12/3

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

7.5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

Self Slip
(I/O)

2

YU.11.P.13/3

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

5YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

Slip Whitish
(O), Painting
Blackish

3

YU.11.P.11/2

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma2

5YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

Self Slip (O)

4

YU.11.P.17/1

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

5YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

Self Slip (I),
Slip and
Burn (O)

5

YU.11.P.11/4

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

10YR 8/3
(I/O-C)

6

YU.11.P.12/1

Cemetery 4

W

M

Ma1

2.5YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

Burn (O),
Impressed

7

YU.11.P.13/1

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

5YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

Self Slip (I),
Slip and
Burn (O)

Pottery and Small Finds

1. YU.11.P.12/3

2. YU.11.P.13/3

3. YU.11.P.11/2

4. YU.11.P.17/1

5. YU.11.P.11/4

6. YU.11.P.12/1

7. YU.11.P.13/1
Fig. 3.4.

Pottery sherds collected from Cemetery sector 4.
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No.

Pottery No.

Context

Techn. Firing

Inclusions

Fabric
color

Surf. treat.
and dec.

1

YU.11.P.12/2

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

Self Slip
(I/O)

2

YU.11.P.13/2

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

5YR 7/6
(I/O-C)

Burnish
(I/O)

3

YU.11.P.12/4

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

10YR 8/3
(I/O-C)

Self Slip
(I/O)

4

YU.11.P.11/15

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

5YR 5/6
(I/O-C)

Self Slip
(I/O)

5

YU.11.P.11/5

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

5YR 7/6
(I/O-C)

Self Slip
(I/O)

6

YU.11.P.11/7

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

7.5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

Self Slip
(I/O)

7

YU.11.P.17/4

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

7.5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

Self Slip
(I/O)

8

YU.11.P.12/6

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

5YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

Self Slip
(I/O)

9

YU.11.P.11/8

Cemetery 4

W

M

Ma1

5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

Pottery and Small Finds

1. YU.11.P.12/2

2. YU.11.P.13/2

3. YU.11.P.12/4

4. YU.11.P.11/15

5. YU.11.P.11/5

6. YU.11.P.11/7
7. YU.11.P.17/4

8. YU.11.P.13/6

Fig. 3.5.

Pottery sherds collected from Cemetery sectors 4.

9. YU.11.P.11/8
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No.

Pottery No.

Context

Techn. Firing

Inclusions

1

YU.11.P.11/10

2

Fabric
color

Surf. treat.
and dec.

Cemetery 4

W

M

Ma1

7.5YR 7/3
(I/O-C)

Self Slip
(I/O)

YU.11.P.12/7

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

5YR 6/4
(I/O-C)

Slip and Burnish (O)

3

YU.11.P.17/6

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

10YR 7/3
(I/O-C)

Slip Whitish
(O), Painting
Blackish

4

YU.11.P.9/2

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

10YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

Self Slip
(I/O)

5

YU.11.P.9/4a

Cemetery 4

W

H

Mb1

7.5YR 6/4
(I/O-C)

Slip Whitish
(I/O), Painting Blackish

6

YU.11.P.9/4b

Cemetery 4

W

H

Mb1

7.5YR 6/4
(I/O-C)

Slip Whitish
(I/O), Painting Blackish

7

YU.11.P.13/5

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

2.5YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

Slip Whitish
(I/O), Painting Blackish

8

YU.11.P.9/5

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

7.5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

Slip Whitish
(O), Painting
Blackish

9

YU.11.P.9/6

Cemetery 4

H-W

H

Ma1

5YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

Slip and
Burn (O)

10

YU.11.P.11/9

Cemetery 4

W

M

Ma1

5YR 7/6
(I/O-C)

Slip Whitish
(O), Painted
Blackish

11

YU.11.P.13/7

Cemetery 4

H-W

H

Ma1

5YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

Self Slip
(I/O)

Pottery and Small Finds

1. YU.11.P.11/10

2. YU.11.P.12/7

3. YU.11.P.17/6

4. YU.11.P.9/2

5. YU.11.P.9/4a

6. YU.11.P.9/4b

7. YU.11.P.13/5

8. YU.11.P.9/5

9. YU.11.P.9/6
10. YU.11.P.11/9

11. YU.11.P.13/7

Fig. 3.6.

Pottery sherds collected from Cemetery sector 4.
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No.

Pottery No.

Context

Techn. Firing

Inclusions

Fabric
color

Surf. treat.
and dec.

1

YU.11.P.17/7

Cemetery 4

H-W

H

Ma1

2.5Y 7/3
(I/O-C)

2

YU.11.P.12/6

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

5YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

Slip Whitish
and Burn (O)

3

YU.11.P.11/11

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

5YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

Self Slip (O),
Grooved

4

YU.11.P.11/12

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

Slip Whitish
and Burn
(I/O)

5

YU.11.P.12/5

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

7.5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

Slip Whitish
(O), Paintin
Blackish

6

YU.11.P.17/5

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

2.5Y 7/3
(I/O-C)

Self Slip
(I/O)

7

YU.11.P.9/3

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

10YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

Self Slip (O)

8

YU.11.P.12/8

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

5YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

Self Slip (O)

9

YU.11.P.12/9

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

2.5YR 7/6
(I/O-C)

Self Slip
(I/O)

10

YU.11.P.11/13

Cemetery 4

W

M

Ma1

5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

Self Slip (O)

11

YU.11.P.11/6

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

Self Slip
(I/O)

12

YU.11.P.11/14

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

5YR 5/6
(I/O-C)

13

YU.11.P.12/10

Cemetery 4

W

H

Ma1

10YR 7/2
(I/O-C)
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1. YU.11.P.17/7
2. YU.11.P.12/6

3. YU.11.P.11/11

4. YU.11.P.11/12

5. YU.11.P.12/5
6. YU.11.P.17/5

8. YU.11.P.12/8

7. YU.11.P.9/3

9. YU.11.P.12/9

10. YU.11.P.11/13
11. YU.11.P.11/6

12. YU.11.P.11/14

Fig. 3.7.

Pottery sherds collected from Cemetery sector 4.

13. YU.11.P.12/10
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No.

Pottery No.

Context

Techn. Firing

Inclusions

1

YU.11.P.12/11

Fabric
color

Surf. treat.
and dec.

Cemetery 4

H-W

M

Yc2

7.5YR
8/3 (I/O),
7.5YR 7/2
(C)

Self Slip (O)

2

YU.11.P.13/8-9 Cemetery 4

H-W

H

Yb2

10YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

Impressed

3

YU.11.P.11/17

Cemetery 4

H-W

M

Yc4

7.5YR 7/2
(I), 7.5YR
8/3 (O)

Self Slip
(I/O),
Impressed

4

YU.11.P.13/10

Cemetery 4

H-W

H

Ya2

5YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

Self Slip
(I/O),
Impressed

5

YU.11.P.9/7

Cemetery 4

H-W

M

Yc4

5YR 6/4
(I/O-C)

Self Slip

Pottery and Small Finds

1. YU.11.P.12/11

2. YU.11.P.13/8-9

3. YU.11.P.11/17

4. YU.11.P.13/10

5. YU.11.P.9/7
Fig. 3.8.

Pottery sherds collected from Cemetery sector 4.

59

Chapter 3

60

No.

Pottery No.

Context

Techn. Firing

Inclusions

1

YU.11.P.11/18

2

Fabric
color

Surf. treat.
and dec.

Cemetery 4

H-W

H

Yc3

5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

Self Slip (O)

YU.11.P.9/8

Cemetery 4

H-W

M

Yc2

10YR 7/4
(C)

Self Slip (O)

3

YU.11.P.12/12

Cemetery 4

H-W

H

Yc3

5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

Self Slip
(I/O)

4

YU.11.P.13/11

Cemetery 4

H-W

H

Yb3

5YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

Self Slip
(I/O)

Pottery and Small Finds

1. YU.11.P.11/18

2. YU.11.P.9/8

3. YU.11.P.12/12

4. YU.11.P.13/11

Fig. 3.9.

Pottery sherds collected from Cemetery sector 4.
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No.

Pottery No.

Context

Techn. Firing

Inclusions

1

YU.11.P.11/16

2

Fabric
color

Cemetery 4

H-W

H

Yc4

10YR 8/3
(I/O-C)

YU.11.P.13/12

Cemetery 4

H-W

H

Yb3

5YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

3

YU.11.P.13/13

Cemetery 4

H-W

M

Yb3

5YR 6/6
(I/O), 5YR
6/1 (C)

4

YU.11.P.12/13

Cemetery 4

H-W

H

Yb4

5YR 6/4
(I/O-C)

5

YU.11.P.11/19

Cemetery 4

H-W

H

Yc4

5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

Surf. treat.
and dec.

Self Slip
(I/O)

Self Slip (O)

Pottery and Small Finds

1. YU.11.P.11/16

2. YU.11.P.13/12

3. YU.11.P.13/13

4. YU.11.P.12/13

5. YU.11.P.11/19

Fig. 3.10. Pottery sherds collected from Cemetery sector 4
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No.

Pottery No.

Context

Techn. Firing

Inclusions

Fabric
color

Surf. treat.
and dec.

1

YU.11.P.19/1

Field 2

W

H

Ma1

2.5YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

Burnish (I)

2

YU.11.P.19/2

Field 2

W

H

Ma1

5YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

3

YU.11.P.18/1

Field 2

W

M

Ma1

7.5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

Self Slip
(I/O)

4

YU.11.P.19/3

Field 2

W

H

Ma1

5YR 6/6
(I/O-C )

Burnish (O)

5

YU.11.P.19/11

Field 2

W

H

Ma2

2.5Y 7/2
(I/O-C)

Burnish (O)

6

YU.11.P.19/6

Field 2

W

M

Ma1

5YR 6/6
(I), 5YR
5/6 (O)

7

YU.11.P.19/5

Field 2

W

M

Ma1

5YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

Self Slip (O),
Incised

8

YU.11.P.18/3

Field 2

W

H

Ma1

5YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

Self Slip (O),
Painting
Blackish

9

YU.11.P.19/18

Field 2

W

H

Ma2

5YR 8/3
(I/O-C)

Slip Whitish
(O), Painting
Blackish

Pottery and Small Finds

1. YU.11.P.19/1

2. YU.11.P.19/2

3. YU.11.P.18/1

4. YU.11.P.19/3

5. YU.11.P.19/11

6. YU.11.P.19/6

8. YU.11.P.18/3

7. YU.11.P.19/5

9. YU.11.P.19/18

Fig. 3.11. Pottery sherds collected from Cemetery sector 4 and Field 2.
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No.

Pottery No.

Context

Techn. Firing

Inclusions

Fabric
color

Surf. treat.
and dec.
Self Slip (O)

1

YU.11.P.18/2

Field 2

W

H

Ma1

10YR 7/3
(I/O-C)

2

YU.11.P.19/8

Field 2

W

H

Ma2

7.5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

3

YU.11.P.19/12

Field 2

H

H

Ma1

5YR 8/3
(I/O-C)

4

YU.11.P.19/7

Field 2

W

H

Ma1

7.5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

5

YU.11.P.19/4

Field 2

W

H

Ma1

5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

Self Slip (I),
Slip and
Burn (O)

6

YU.11.P.19/9

Field 2

W

H

Ma1

2.5YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

Self Slip (I),
Slip and
Burn (O),
Grooved

7

YU.11.P.19/10

Field 2

W

M

Yb2

5YR 7/2
(I), 5YR
8/3 (O)

Self Slip (O)

8

YU.11.P.18/4

Field 2

H-W

H

Ma1

5YR 8/4
(I/O-C)

Slip and
Burn (O),
Painting
Blackish

Pottery and Small Finds

1. YU.11.P.18/2

2. YU.11.P.19/8

4. YU.11.P.19/7
3. YU.11.P.19/12

5. YU.11.P.19/4

6. YU.11.P.19/9

7. YU.11.P.19/10

8. YU.11.P.18/4

Fig. 3.12. Pottery sherds collected from Field 2.
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No.

Pottery No.

Context

Techn. Firing

Inclusions

Fabric
color

Surf. treat.
and dec.

1

YU.11.P.18/5

Field 2

H-W

H

Ma1

10YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

Self Slip (O)

2

YU.11.P.19/13

Field 2

H-W

H

Yb2

5YR 6/4
(I/O-C)

Self Slip
(I/O)

3

YU.11.P.19/14

Field 2

H

H

Yb2

5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

Impression

4

YU.11.P.18/6

Field 2

H-W

H

Ma1

5YR 7/6
(I/O-C)

Burnish (O),
Painting
Blackish

5

YU.11.P.19/15

Field 2

W

H

Ma1

2.5YR 6/8
(I/O-C)

Slip Reddish
(I/O)

6

YU.11.P.19/16

Field 2

W

H

Ma2

2.5YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

Glaze Greenish (I/O)

7

YU.11.P.19/17

Field 2

W

H

Ma2

5YR 5/6
(I/O-C)

Glaze Greenish (I/O)
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1. YU.11.P.18/5

2. YU.11.P.19/13

3. YU.11.P.19/14

4. YU.11.P.18/6

5. YU.11.P.19/15

7. YU.11.P.19/16
6. YU.11.P.19/17

Fig. 3.13. Pottery sherds collected in Field 2.

Chapter 3

70

No.

Pottery No.

Context

Techn. Firing

Inclusions

Fabric
color

Surf. treat.
and dec.

1

YU.11.P.2/1

Field 3

W

M

Mb3

5YR 8/3
(I/O),
10YR 8/2
(C)

Burnish (O)

2

YU.11.P.2/2

Field 3

W

H

Ma2

5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

Self Slip
(I/O)

3

YU.11.P.7/1

Field 8

W

H

Mb2

5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

4

YU.11.P.7/2

Field 8

W

M

Yb2

7.5YR 7/3
(I/O), 5YR
7/4 (C)

5

YU.11.P.7/3

Field 8

H-W

H

Mb2

5YR 7/4
(I/O-C)

6

YU.11.P.7/4

Field 8

H-W

H

Yb3

2.5YR 5/6
(I/O-C)

7

YU.11.P.8/1

Field 8

W

M

Mb1

5YR 7/6
(I/O-C)

8

YU.11.P.8/2

Field 8

W

H

Mb3

5YR 7/6
(I/O-C)

9

YU.11.P.6/1

Field 8

H-W

M

Mc3

2.5YR
7/6 (I/O),
7.5YR 6/1
(C)

10

YU.11.P.14/1

N-S Slope

H-W

H

Ma1

5YR 6/6
(I/O-C)

11

YU.11.P.14/2

N-S Slope

W

M

Yc3

5YR 8/4
(O), 5YR
6/2 (I)

Self Slip (O)
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1. YU.11.P.2/1
2. YU.11.P.2/2

3. YU.11.P.7/1

5. YU.11.P.7/3

4. YU.11.P.7/2

6. YU.11.P.7/4

8. YU.11.P.8/2

7. YU.11.P.8/1

9. YU.11.P.6/1

10. YU.11.P.14/1

11. YU.11.P.14/ 2
Fig. 3.14. Pottery sherds collected from Field 3 and Field 8.

Chapter 4
THE IRON AGE FUNERARY STONE FITTINGS

During the 2011 and 2012 survey seasons at Yunus, the Turco-Italian Expedition
at Karkemish systematically documented the IA stone elements scattered inside and
around the modern cemetery of Yunus. We detected many limestone slabs and, sometimes, basalt slabs or turrets, interpretable as Hittite offering tables for votive or funerary purposes. As shown in the plan (Pl. LIX.2), 30 stone elements were documented
(Marchetti 2014b: 237; 2016b: 61, n. 16). However, only some of them (in black) were
the object of careful analysis; the rest (in red) were only counted and their location was
marked on the map22 . The reason for this is that some of these stone elements stood
between modern burials, especially in Cemetery sectors 1, 2 and 4. At that time, the
Turco-Italian Expedition did not have permits to conduct a systematic excavation in
this area; only a surface survey was allowed.23 Since some of these finds were buried
quite deeply, a proper analysis would have been possible only through excavation.
Furthermore, the space around them was so narrow that a hypothetic deep sounding
would have inevitably damaged the modern burials. As to the other stone elements,
when most of one was already above ground, a general cleaning of the surrounding
space was carried out. In some cases, they were buried for a third or half of their size.
In these cases, small soundings were made around them to expose as much of their
surface as possible.24 All the stone elements were assigned a sequential number, photo22 For the sake of completeness of data, to the bases documented in the 2012 survey, it has been also added
the location of YU.13.1. This votive base was found the following year and will be published in another
contribution.
23 For a summary of all the issues connected with Yunus, see Marchetti 2014a: 25; 2014b: 237-238. The funerary
tables were recorded in the field by Barbara Bolognani and Giulia Scazzosi.
24 As can be seen in some photos, due to permit issues these soundings were not deep enough to expose the bottom of the stone element.
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graphed, measured, drawn and georeferenced. We sorted the analysed items – 21 out
of 30 – into two main categories based on their main structural features: gravestone
stelae and votive stone bases. We then further classified them according to some distinctive features of their shape or decorations. Since many of the slabs were broken
and/or partly buried, this further classification was made possible by a comparison
with parallels from the British Museum Expedition at Karkemish. Indeed, the present
study aims at providing fresh evidence to supplement the work carried out by C.L.
Woolley in this area at the beginning of the 20th century (Woolley 1939).

4.1 THE FUNERARY STELAE
The gravestone stelae are tower-shaped stone elements made of limestone or basalt.

They were first systematically described by D. Hawkins (1989; 2000) because they
usually bear a funerary inscription. This feature makes clear their connection with
the funerary sphere. The available data allow three main subtypes to be distinguished
(S means stelae):
S1a

S1b

S1c variants

S1c
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S1a Tower-shaped stone element with a projecting band on the top front. The band is
decorated with a simple crenellation constituted by four merlons.
S1b Tower-shaped stone element with a projecting band on the top on all sides. The
band is decorated with a simple crenellation constituted by four merlons.
S1c Tower-shaped stone element with a projecting band on the top on all sides. The
band is decorated with a stepped crenellation. The tower can be decorated with rosettes and thin frames.
The Turco-Italian Expedition collected only a single gravestone stele of subtype S1b
at Yunus (YU.12.21, pl. XLVIII). Several were found, instead, by the British Museum
Expedition at Karkemish. They include a basalt stele with a funerary inscription from

the Outer Town reused in a Roman building close to the train station (Woolley 1921:
xv, pl. A18h, h*; Woolley and Barnett 1952: 266, pls. AC, A18h*; Hawkins 1989: 193;
2000: 180-181, II.44, pl. 63) (Pl. XXIX.1), a basalt stele with a funerary inscription
found out of context during the excavation of the so-called Temple of Kubaba (Hogarth 1914: 28, pl. A5a, a*; Woolley, Barnett 1952: 213, pls. 49, 50a, 51a; Hawkins 1981:
147; 1989: 194-197; 2000: 181-184, II.45, pls. 64-65) (Pls. XXIX.2, XXX.4, XXXI.1)
and a limestone stele with an illegible funerary inscription from the outer recess of the
western tower of the South Gate (Woolley 1921: 93, pl. 12) (Pl. XXXI.2).
During the excavation of the Storm God Temple, the British Museum Expedition
also discovered a limestone stele of subtype S1a with a funerary inscription. It was
found in room 3 of the court and was later remployed in a military barrack (Hogarth
1914: 29, pl. A4c; Woolley, Barnett 1952: 167, pls. 29, mistakenly reported as A4a, 36a;
Hawkins 1989: 194, 196; 2000: 186-187, II.48, pl. 67; Marchetti 2016: 376, n.7, fig.
9 left, KH.13.O.4) (Pl. XXIX.3). As for other stelae with a simple crenellation, three
other limestone fragments tentatively assigned to subtype 1Ga or 1Gb were found in
funerary contexts. One comes from the nearby cemetery of Merj Khamis (Woolley
1921: xiv, pl. A18f *; Woolley, Barnett 1952: pls. AC, A18f; Hawkins 1989: 193-194;
2000: 186, II.47, pl. 67) (Pl. XXX.2), the other two from unknown locations in the
Yunus cemetery (Woolley 1921: xiii, pl. A16f, f *; Hawkins 2000: 187, II.49, not illustrated), one of them having been reused as a Late Roman funerary stele (Hogarth
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1914: 28, pl. A5b, b*; Woolley 1939: fig. 3; Hawkins 1989: 193-196; 2000: 185-186,
II.46, pl. 66) (Pl. XXX.1).
Subtype S1c is indirectly attested at both Yunus and Karkemish by two small fragments published by the British Museum Expedition (Woolley 1921: 151). The first
one (Pl. XXX.3, top) was found reused in the foundation of a classical building at the
North-West Fort, while the second one comes from an undetermined location in the
Yunus cemetery (Pl. XXX.3, bottom). The only preserved gravestone stele of this
subtype is that found by a villager at Tilsevet/Ekinveren, a few kilometres south-east
of Karkemish (Hawkins 1989: 193-195, pl. 44; 2000: 187-180, II.43, pl. 62). According to the Gaziantep Museum report of the discovery (Kalaç 1968: 315-317, 323-325,
figs. 1-3), the stele was part of the covering of a grave and was brought to the museum
together with the grave goods. In Hawkins’ opinion (1989: 191, n. 12; 2000: 178), one
cannot be sure that the stele was in context since it came from an illegal excavation.
To all these preserved stelae, one might tentatively add two surface finds of the
Turco-Italian Expedition. They are two limestone fragments with inscriptions
(KH.12.O.35, YU.12.O.2) and showing part of what seems to be a frame, remindful
of the upper part of tower-shaped stelae (cf. Peker 2016: 36-37, 44-45, 21, 30, figs. 21,
30, pls. XXVI, XXXIII-XXXIV).
From an iconographic point of view, as it is already apparent from their decorations, these gravestone stelae are probably shaped in the form of a tower to resemble
a specific architectural structure or architectural elements. If we compare subtype S1c
with other Syro-Hittite funerary monuments, we observe that the subtype’s stepped
crenellation resembles that of two basalt stelae with female attendants from Maraş
(Garbini 1959; Orthmann 1971: Maraş B/24; Schachner and Schachner 1996: 212,
figs. 1a-d, 1-12; Bonatz 2000b: 22, no. C59, pl. XX; Bonatz 2020: 86, fig. 6; Mazzoni 2005: fig. 15; Soldi 2019b: 210-211, fig. 17). Another contemporary parallel,
dating from the mid-8th century BCE, is a basalt head of a statue of Kubaba from
the Acropolis of Karkemish. The goddess wears a crown with a stepped crenellation
(Marchetti and Peker 2018: figs. 7-12). These parallels indicate that the stepped crenellation is closely associated with female figures and the goddess Kubaba. The central
role played by women in Luwio-Aramean societies in protecting and caring for both
their descendants and their ancestors is indeed often expressed in the visual arts (Mazzoni 2002; 2005: 7,9; Bolognani 2017: 169; 2020a: 224-225). Furthermore, the towershaped stele found in the so-called Temple of Kubaba at Karkemish carries a dedica-
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tion to the “Divine Lady of the Earth”, i.e., the Queen of the Underworld. This is a
title tentatively attributed to Kubaba (Hawkins 1981: 147, n. 3; 1989: 194, §2). It has
been suggested that the top crenellation of these stelae was meant to evoke the architecture of funerary chapels in Luwio-Aramean cultures.25 However, Kubaba’s crown
was probably a mural crown, an element typically characterising queens, especially in
Neo-Assyrian art, but also perhaps goddesses in the more ancient Yazilikaya pantheon
(Ornan 2012: 462-463, 474-475, figs. 2-4). Stepped crenellations are further used as
decorative elements of royal attires. For this reason, Ornan (2012: 476-477) suggested
that this decorative pattern distinguished female figures of a certain political relevance.
Thus, the mural crown was a symbol alluding to Kubaba’s common title of “queen
of Karkemish” (Woolley and Barnett 1952: 226, 278, pls. A23aa*, A30b3b*1-3, A31,
A32, B62a; Hawkins 1981: 147, 151-152, 155-156, Karkamiš A23, A31-32; 2000: 116117, 140-143, II.17, II.26), and thus both her role as the tutelary goddess of Karkemish
and her human origins.26 This is a concept that anticipates the personification of cities
as female deities (i.e. Tyche-Fortuna, Roma, Hestia, Cybele, etc.), which is typical of
Hellenistic and Roman culture.27 In this regard, one must therefore ask if there was a
link between these funerary stelae and the role of Kubaba in funerary rituals.28 What
did these tower-shaped stelae represent? Were they a pars pro toto reproduction of the
town of Karkemish, part of it, or an explicit reference to its tutelary goddess? Besides,
there may have been a highly symbolic correlation between the use of the stepped
crenellation and female characters in funerary contexts, one that must not have been
there in tower-shaped stelae with simple crenellation.29
25 Struble and Herrmann 2009: 39. A similar interpretation has been suggested for a group of four-horned stone
altars from Megiddo dating back to the 10th century BCE. They are interpreted as reproductions of tower
buildings where cultic activities were also performed which involved the use of such altars: Spagnoli 2015: 216.
26 Regarding the mythology of Kubaba in Sumerian context, see Grayson 1975: ABC 19.
27 About the representation of certain female deities with mural crowns and their connection with certain cities
in ancient times, see Allégre 1889: 190-200; Novakova and Gucik 2014; Di Castro 2017.
28 One should note that the Aramean inscription on Katumuwa’s stele from Zincirli mentions Kubaba. This
goddess was not worshipped in Aramean contexts but appears in this inscription because of the Luwian
origins of the deceased. Bonatz 2020:88; Schloen 2014: 36-37; Pardee 2009: 58-59; 2014: 45-47; Herrmann
2014b: 100-101.
29 A relationship between the stepped crenellation and religious buildings or altars has already been proposed
for Assyrian architecture by Garbiani 1958: 86, 88-89. Porada (1967: 2-4) proposed the same function for the
Levant, while arguing that in Assyria they were probably decorative elements of fortifications. According to
Micale, however, we do not have enough evidence to determine what type of building they were meant for.
Micale 2019: 608. Recently, Soldi argued that in the Levant the crenellation was more of a cultic motif than a
feature of defensive structures (Soldi 2019: 210).
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Given the content of the inscriptions, we could argue that these tower-shaped stelae
mainly served as “commemorative remembrance of deceased individuals” (Bonatz 2000a:
189; 2020: 88). Though none seem to have had a direct or physical connection with
a specific burial, they might have been placed at a distance from the burial they referred to. In this case, they would not have been grave markers, but rather markers of
the place where a commemoration involving the reading of the stela was performed
(Bonatz 2000a: 189). Nevertheless, given their evident altar shape, we cannot rule out
the hypothesis that they could have had multiple functions. The closest parallels in
this regard are the horned altars from the Southern Levant, whose use was diversified;
depending on their dimension, context and location within the region, they could be
used as altars, incense burners or cultic stands (Gitin 1989; 2002; Spagnoli 2015: 215222). At the same time, in Punic settlements stone incense altars were used in funerary
contexts as grave markers or for ritual practices in domestic contexts for the cult of
the dead (Spagnoli 2015: 224-228). In the present state of research, nothing certain
can be stated about the use of these tower-shaped stelae, aside from their link with
Luwian-speaking individuals and their exclusively funerary character. Indeed, there
are no tower-shaped stelae with Aramaic inscriptions and, conversely, no arched stelae
with Luwian inscriptions. 30
Regarding the chronology of tower-shaped stelae, we can propose an IA II dating. As seen above, their crenellation – as well as the rosette decorations, which are
found only on subtype S1c – is echoed in architectural elements dating from the NeoAssyrian period (Woolley 1921: 151). Three-stepped crenellations are typical of the IA
and are also widespread in the Southern Levant (Garbini 1958; Micale 2019). Those
of the Neo-Assyrian period can be found, for instance, in the tentative reconstruction
proposed for the city wall of Megiddo (Lamon and Shipton 1939: 28-29, fig. 36) and
in the royal palaces in Samaria (cf. Crowfoot et al. 1942: 65, pl. 60.1) and Ramat Rahel
(Aharoni 1964: 55-56). Three glazed ceramic stepped merlons have been found in
the so-called Kalamu-Building in Zincirli (9th century BCE) (von Luschan, Andrae
1943: pl.31; Micale 2019: 604; Soldi 2019: 196-197, 210, fig. 1.c). Others are known
30 This specular absence may indicate an equivalent use of these stelae in different cultural and territorial contexts. In other terms, during the 8th century BCE the typical memorial funerary stele is aniconic and towershaped in Luwian-speaking contexts, and more or less arched, often decorated with figurative patterns and
having a tenon in Aramean contexts. Some doubt, however, remains, given the discovery at Yunus of a stele
with squared edges with a Luwian inscription, having a tenon: Peker 2014: YUNUS 1, photos 1-3. For typical
funerary Aramean stelae with preserved inscriptions and shapes, see Bonatz 2000: figs. 3, 7; 2014: figs. 3.1-2;
2016: figs. 1, 4-5.
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from Tell Halaf (Naumann et al. 1950: 71-78, pls. 13-14). The first appearance of
crenellated stones in the Levant dates to the 10th century BCE with the discovery of a
fragmentary specimen from Tel Mevorakh (Stern 1977: 17-18, figs. 2-3; 1978: 71-72,
fig. VII, pl. 19.2-3; 1998: 383-384, fig. 6). They must be distinguished from the later
Achaemenid period crenellations, which are much more irregular in shape and tend
to be four-stepped, like those carved in the architectural decorations of the Maabed
of Amrit (cf. Dunand and Saliby 1985: 12, 20, 29, 33, figs. 3,6, 14, 18, pls. XIX.1-2,
XXII.1-2, XXVI.2-3, XXIX.1-2, XXX.2-4, XXXI.2-3, LXIII). As for the rosettes
at Karkemish, these are notably attested on the glazed bricks decorating the Great
Staircase and some sculpted reliefs belonging to the town’s latest artistic phase (Woolley 1921: 154; Woolley and Barnett 1952: 169, 240, pls. 33, B63a, B64). In conclusion, a region-wide comparison with the decorations of tower-shaped stelae suggests
a tentative date in the 8th century BCE, which is confirmed by the inscriptions carved
on some specimens dated to that century (Hawkins 2000: 180, 182, 185-187). On the
other hand, there is no evidence allowing us to tell whether the difference in decorations between subtypes S1a-b and c reflects a chronological development within the
same period or is not chronologically distinctive, being only a matter of stylistic/
symbolic choices.

4.2 THE VOTIVE BASES
The votive bases are rectangular slabs made of limestone or basalt, with shallow
hollows. As stated by Woolley (1921: 94), they are also attested within the site of
Karkemish itself, but they are mostly found in the Yunus cemetery. The British Museum Expedition identified three or four types, generally describing them as stone
blocks with a rectangular hollow on the top and three smaller cup-hollows in front of
it (Woolley 1939) or, alternatively, having three cup-hollows with a raised ridge and
a larger depression towards the corner (Woolley 1921: 94).
However, a careful examination of these bases revealed that Woolley lumped these
stelae together in his description, overlooking substantial shape differences among
them and probable chronological developments. In the present study, we discuss only
one type of these votive stone bases, type B1.31
31 B2 bases are characterized by a shallow rectangular depression spread on the upper surface and two square

Chapter 4

80

B1a

B1b

B1a variant

B1b variant

B1c

B1d

B1d variants

B1e

hollows carved within it. This type is not attested at Yunus and will be discussed in a forthcoming paper by
B. Bolognani. For some published specimens, see Woolley 1921: fig. 27a-b; Woolley and Barnett 1952: fig.
62..
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The votive bases of type B1 are distinguished by their three round hollows, or “cuplike hollows”, as they are called in the British Museum reports (Woolley 1921: 93-94).
As Woolley says (1921: 94), “three is the normal number but not the invariable number”
(cf. cat. no. 8). Most of these bases also have a single wider rectangular hollow. Within
type B1, five subtypes can be distinguished:
B1a Rectangular slab with a row of three round hollows on the upper surface. The
hollows may have a raised ridge.
B1b Rectangular slab with a row of three round hollows and a single rectangular hollow on the upper surface. The rectangular hollow may have a raised ridge.
B1c Rectangular slab with a row of three round hollows and a single rectangular hollow on the upper surface. The three round hollows are carved in a shallow rectangular
depression and have a raised ridge (no bases without ridges are recorded).
B1d Rectangular slab with a step. A row of three round hollows is carved in the tread
of the step and a single rectangular hollow on the uppermost surface. There is a raised
ridge around the round hollows or both the round and rectangular hollows.
B1e Rectangular slab with a step. A row of three round hollows and a single rectangular hollow are carved on the uppermost surface. The rectangular hollow has a
raised ridge (bases without ridges are not recorded).
From the survey at the Yunus cemetery, the Turco-Italian Expedition was able
to distinguish only 18 votive bases out of 30 certainly to be ascribed to type B1 (12.
YU.2-12, 14-16, 22-23, 25-28, Pls. XXXV-XLVI, XLIX-LIV). The others are instead problematic, as they are currently buried too deep into the ground for their type
to be determined. To these, one must add other votive bases found by the British
Museum Expedition at both Karkemish and Yunus (Pl. XXXII.1-4). Their correct
location is unknown, as they could not be matched with certainty with those
recorded at Yunus by the Turco-Italian Expedition. We could not find any match for
the only published image of one of these bases either (Pl. XXXII.2). Woolley reported
a limestone slab with three hollow-cups and a shallow rectangular depression near
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the eastern tower of the South Gate (Woolley 1921: 93, pl. 12, photo unpublished).
Unfortunately, the final report does not provide any image of this slab other than a
schematic sketch in the plan of the gate (Pl. XXXI.2; the base is now lost). According
to Ussishkin (1975: 102), this base served as an offering table for the limestone royal
statue found between the gate’s piers (cf. Woolley 1921: 92-93, pls. 12, B27a; Orthmann 1971: Karkemis J/I; Gilibert 2011: Carchemish 1), while Denel (2007: 183-184)
hypothesised a further association with the nearby limestone portal lion (cf. Woolley
1921: 92-93, pls. 12, B27b; Orthmann 1971: Karkemis J/2; Gilibert 2011: Carchemish
2). Both of these assumptions, although interesting, remain speculative. The last parallel is a basalt base resembling two fragments from the Turco-Italian Expedition (12.
YU.25-26, Pls. LI-LII) included in the excavation photo album in the British Museum, whose findspot is not indicated (Pl. XXXII.3).
Regarding the attestation of votive bases of type B1 outside of Karkemish, we
might have more examples from the nearby Deve Höyük cemetery, where one basalt
specimen was reused as a rooftop for a burial in the Achaemenid period cemetery
(Woolley 1914-1916: 116, photo unpublished) while another one lies in the northern
cemetery of the village of Karanfil and two speciments are exhibited in the Karkamish City Hall compound. No votive bases were recovered during the excavation of the
cremation necropolis of Tell Shiuk Fawqani, while just one stone with several small
hollow-cups was found at Tell al-Nasriyah (Tenu 2009; 2013a: 426). However, as
Tenu correctly observes (2012: 133, figs. 3-5; 2013a: 426; 2013b: 279, fig. 4), this stone
is quite different from the stone bases from Yunus, although it may have had a similar
function. Our votive stone bases are not even comparable to the “stéle grossièrement
taillée” found in situ above some urns at Hama (Riis 1948: 28, 31, fig. 18), which are
grave markers (Hawkins 1980: 215; Tenu 2009: 89; 2013a: 425). As to the some “blocs
de pierre” used to cover some burials in this cemetery, nothing is known about them.
According to the final excavation report, they should date back to the earliest phase
of its use (Riis 1948: 28), i.e. the IA I period. It thus seems that, in the current state
of research, we still do not have good coeval parallels for these votive bases outside
of Karkemish and its surroundings. Surprisingly, almost identical stone bases were
recovered very far from the Northern Levant, both in a diachronic and a geographical sense, and specifically in North Africa, where a sizable number of limestone bases
has been discovered, particularly at the ancient Roman site of Mons in Algeria (Pls.
XXXIII.1-3). Other specimens recovered from neighbouring Algerian locations sug-
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gest they served as funerary offering tables. They have multiple round and rectangular hollows and were often placed in front of inhumation or cremation burials, with an
inscribed stele installed on them. The epitaphs usually refer to the use of these slabs as
votive tables for funerary libations, the so-called mensam perpetuam. Sometimes these
votive slabs had a small hole on the side, or a ceramic funnel was placed on the
burial to pour libations directly (Jacquot 1899: 265-266; Deonna 1934: 12-18, 23,
figs. 12- 17; Stirling 2004: 433) (Pl. XXXIII.1). Besides the African offering tables,
there is another tentative parallel from the island of Crete. Here, at the site of Malia,
two rec-tangular limestone bases were found in situ in the northern portico of the
late Minoan palace (Pl. XXXIII.4). One had three round cup-hollows and a
rectangular one. In the excavation report as well as in a later study about offering
tables, these bases were compared to those from Karkemish (Chapouthier 1928:
318-322; Deonna 1934: 47-48, fig. 36). Although the comparison may seem
“frappante” (Chapouthier 1928: 319), careful observation of the table with the three
cup-hollows reveals some differences. It is smaller than the Karkemish specimens
(about 40 cm in length), the rectangular central depression (15 x 20 cm) seems
rather shallow, the diameter of the cup-hollows is nearly 5 cm, and the slab has a
frame. As we have seen, none of the possible paral-lels for the stone votive slabs
from Yunus come from adjacent sites. Furthermore, the closest seems to be the
North African offering tables dating from the Roman period. This raises doubts
about the “Hittite” manufacture of our tables. More in general, we can no longer
argue with certainty that these votive tables were manufactured dur-ing the IA. To
better clarify this matter, we should analyse every single aspect related to the use of
these tables, starting from the British Museum Expedition interpreta-tion. Woolley
considered them to be “offering tables” (Woolley 1921: 94; 1939: 14). He pointed
out that all were found in graveyards,32 and that both this fact and their shape ruled
out that they could have been architectural elements. His hypothesis was that they
were at once offering tables and statue-bases. The rectangular hollow would have
served as a socket for the insertion of a vertical stele, whereas the three round
hollows may have contained libations. However, he also observed that sometimes
the rectangular hollow is so large as to almost seem like a basin, and this contradicts
his statue-base hypothesis, at least in part. Thus, in Woolley’s opinion the main
function of these objects must have been that of supports for food offerings.
32 This assumption is partially wrong, since one of these tables came from the South Gate; cf. Woolley 1921: 93,
pl. 12.
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4.2.1 The libation aspect
As regards the possible double function of these votive stone bases, assuming that
we are dealing with IA votive stones, that they were used for libations seems certain,
since their “cup-hollows” – also known as “cup-marks” – are clearly receptacles for
poured liquids. 33 As remarked above, the number and sometimes the size of these hollows was variable, which suggests different functions (Ussishkin 1975: 100). However,
there are reasons to think that the standard three-in-a-row arrangement of the round
hollows is probably related to their specific use in ritual. Rows of three hollows were
also observed on the Roman period offering tables from North Africa, suggesting an
analogous interpretation (Deonna 1934: 23). Three hollows are found on the massive double-lion base from Zincirli and on other types of offering tables from this site
(cf. von Luschan 1911: figs. 230, 235, 261-268, pl. LXIV; Orthmann 1971: Zincirli
E/1; Ussishkin 1975: fig. 14; Gilibert 2011: Zincirli 63-64). Bonatz (2014: 42; 2016:
179-180, fig. 6; 2020: 85) and Niehr (2014: 57) suggested that the cup-hollows on the
lion base from Zincirli were used for offerings dedicated to the statue standing on it.
However, it is worth noting that such large and deep hollow cup-marks are practically absent in the Syro-Hittite kingdoms. If we look at other IA votive bases from
Karkemish, we see that their cup-hollows are considerably smaller and non-uniform
in their shape and number (cf. Ussishkin 1975: figs. 15-20). Some were interpreted as
having a symbolic meaning rather than being used for libations. 34 Within the Lower
Palace area, just two stone bases have been interpreted as having a clear practical
votive function. They are a stepped limestone base without cup-hollows positioned
in front of the Sun and Moon Gods relief beside the Great Staircase at Karkemish
(Woolley and Barnett 1953: 159, pls. 29-31a, 33a bottom), and a basalt offering table
with a central rectangular depression and a single cup-hollow to the right of it (Woolley and Barnett 1953: 159, 171, pls. 29-30, B33a lower right; Ussishkin 1975: 101-102,
fig. 20). In Ussishkin’s opinion (1975: 101-102), the step of the first stone base was used
for cultic purposes, while the second base could be compared with those from the

33 Ussishkin 1975; Denel 2007: 183. For a comprehensive study on the ritual use of cup-marks, especially in
funerary rituals, and their origin among 2nd millennium BCE central Anatolian cultures, see also Luke and
Roosevelt 2017. On the relationship between ancestor cults and cup-marks, see the recent discovery at Sirkeli
Höyük: Kozal and Novak 2017.
34 Ussishkin 1975: 102-103. Stones with small cup-marks have sometimes been interpreted as board games in
Minoan contexts. Hillbom 2003; Cucuzza 2010.
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Yunus cemetery. Denel (2007: 189) argued that both bases served for libations within
the Lower Palace Area, that is, in an IA public context.
4.2.2 The statue/stele base function
The second function proposed for the votive bases from Yunus is that of statue
bases. Careful examination of the votive bases presented in this study reveals some
features suggesting that their intended use was variable over time. For instance, we
have at least one slab (12.YU.8) with three symmetrical round hollows and a fourth
one that seems to have been added later, and a fifth one added even later to the right
of the rectangular hollow. In other cases, modifications were made to the central
rectangular hollow. As a matter of fact, in some slabs, the rectangular hollow was
evidently enlarged and the vertical sides were smoothed or broken irregularly (12.
YU.9,14,27, Pls. XLII, XLIV, LIII). The slabs with the central rectangular hollow can
be divided into two groups: with plain narrow rectangular hollows (12.YU.2,7,8, Pls.
XXXV, XL, XLI) and with wide rectangular hollows often having a raised ridge (12.
YU.4,9,10,14,27, Pls. XXXVII, XLII-XLIV, LIII). These features suggest that these
slabs were probably used as offering tables and some of them would have also served
as statue or stele bases. This could explain why some have a rectangular hollow with
a raised edge and others do not. This distinction could be better explained by looking
at other statue and stelae bases from Syro-Hittite kingdoms. Some which served as a
base for a colossal statue without a tenon, whether standing or seated, do not have a
mortise but just a shallow depression. 35 Others instead are fitted with a simple or decorated mortise for a statue with a tenon, which in some cases is very large. 36 However,
there are many other bases without a statue having a plain mortise. 37 A few more ex35 See for instance the double lion base for the statue of Atrisuha from the King’s Gate at Karkemish, Woolley
1921: pls. B25-B26; Orthmann 1971: Karkemish H/11; Ussishkin 1975: 96-98, figs. 17-18; Gilibert 2011:
Carchemish 63-64.
36 An example of a statue base with a ridged square hollow is provided, for instance, by the double lion base from
the Royal Buttress of Karkemish: Woolley, Barnett 1952: pls. B53b, B54b; Orthmann 1971: Karkemish F/17;
Ussishkin 1975: 99, fig. 19; Gilibert 2011: Carchemish 85. A very similar double-lion base with central hollow
is the one supporting the colossal royal statue from Palace J at Zincirli, von Luschan 1911: figs. 261-268, pl.
LXIV; Orthmann 1971: Zincirli E/1; Ussishkin 1975: fig. 14; Gilibert 2011: Zincirli 63-64. Further examples include a double-bull base with a standing Storm God statue with a tenon at Karatepe, Orthmann 1971:
Karatepe C/1; and a double bull with a chariot serving as a base for a standing male royal statue at Çineköy,
Tekoğlu et al. 2000: figs. 1-6.
37 Notably, the bull bases with a plain square hollow from Arslantash, Thureau-Dangin et al. 1931: pl. II.3;
Orthmann 1971: Arslantash I; from Domuztepe, Bossert 1950: figs. 139-144; Orthmann 1971: Domuztepe
I; from Adena-Kabahaydar, Kulakoğlu 1999: pls. 3-4.; from Mehmedihan-Viransehir, Kulakoğlu 1999: pls.
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amples have a raised ridge around the mortise. 38 These were probably used as basins,
since there would have been no reason to make such a decoration if it was later to be
covered by a statue. Furthermore, some rectangular hollows are so deep and large that
they look more like vats than mortises. The doubt remains, however, since we cannot
prove their use as basins. Besides, we cannot rule out that some hollows were damaged in antiquity, perhaps while pulling out the statue. The only possible explanation
is that the statue’s tenon was only inserted for half of its length, leaving the surface
of the base fully visible. Such is the case for the Kubaba basalt stele with an inscribed
base from Birecik (Orthmann 1971: Birecik 1; Hawkins 2000: 177-178, II.42, pl. 61),
which is not a statue in the round but a standing stele. There are more reasons to think
that the votive stone bases from Yunus might have served as bases for stelae rather than
statues. At this point, however, another issue arises, namely, that no Luwio-Aramean
funerary stele with a tenon was ever found inserted in a stone base, and the towershaped funerary stelae are free-standing. At the same time, the only funerary stele discovered in situ at Zincirli proves that these stelae with tenons might have been erected
on the ground with minimal stone pedestals (Struble and Herrmann 2009: 33; Herrmann 2014a: 52, fig. 5.4; 2014c: 162). On the contrary, the Roman period funerary
stelae were usually inserted directly onto stone votive bases, possibly without a tenon
(Pl. XXXIII.3). In the light of the above considerations, the rectangular hollow of the
votive bases in Yunus may have served as mortises for stele tenons, whereas it is less
likely that they were used as ritual basins. In any case, in the absence of in situ findings
and given the evidently different shapes of the central rectangular hollow, the question
about the function of this hollow must remain partially open.
4.2.3 The votive bases and the use of the cemetery
As already stated by Woolley (1939: 14), the tables were too heavy to be moved
around the cemetery in later periods. Therefore, their most probable ideological function was to signal the presence of a specific grave or group of graves. But which graves
were they connected to? Depending on whether these offering tables pertain to IA
urns or classical period inhumation graves, we are looking at very different scenarios
5-6; and from Haçgöz-Siverek; Çelik 2005: figs. 1-4. To these, one should also add a fragmentary double
horse base from the Hilani II building at Zincirli. von Luschan 1911: figs. 243-244.
38 Such as the two double-bull bases from the Great Staircase area and the Storm God Temple at Karkemish.
Woolley, Barnett 1952: pls. B34ab, B47ab; Orthmann 1971: 243, Karkemis Bb/2, D/1; Ussishkin 1975: 9596, fig. 15; Kulakoğlu 1999: 171; Gilibert 2011: Carchemish 29, 93
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on the use of the cemetery. Assuming that we are dealing with IA offering tables,
one might ask if they were for a specific deceased or for a group of burials. In the first
hypothesis, this would suggest that among the more than 200 cremation burials there
were a few of socially distinct individuals. This does not seem to be confirmed by the
grave goods, which show no attempt at distinguishing social status, 39 even though
the decision not to bury valuable artefacts might have been prompted by fear of future profanations. This is indeed a manifest concern in the Aramaic funerary stele
of Si-gabbari – a priest of the Moon-God – from Neirab (Hawkins 1980: 215-216,
pl. Vc). At the same time, we know that funerary monuments dedicated to a specific
ancestor were not necessarily and physically connected to this ancestor’s burial place
(Bonatz 2016: 177). Another possibility is that monuments of this kind were carved
before the ancestor’s departure at his own behest, as a sort of “self-memorialization”.
Information to that effect is provided by the inscription of the stele of Katumuwa
from Zincirli (Pardee 2009: 53-54; 2014: 47) and in a Biblical passage where David’s
son Absalom erected a stele for himself during his lifetime (Lewis 2014: 72-73, after
2 Samuel 18:8). On the other hand, if we look at these offering tables as material evidence for participatory funerary practices in the form of libations, this would widen
our understanding of local post-funeral practices. By looking at other surface finds
within the cemetery, we know, for instance, that some relief fragments - sometimes
with hieroglyphic inscriptions - were found close to the votive slabs (Woolley 1914:
97; 1939: 14). The British Museum reports mention two limestone stelae – presently lost – with an incised seated figure (Woolley 1939: pl. III. 2,4; Orthmann 1971:
Karkemis L/1, L/2). These banquet-scene stelae are probably “lower-class imitations”
of elite stelae (Schachner and Schachner 1996: 213, n. 14; Bonatz 2000b: 156; Struble
and Herrmann 2009: 40).40 More recently, the Turco-Italian Expedition discovered
further basalt reliefs and funerary inscriptions. The first inscription was discovered
in 2010 on a limestone stele (YUNUS 1) reused as a door for a Roman hypogeum
tomb (G.1200).41 It is interesting to note that this stele still shows remains of a rectangular tenon measuring 18 cm per side, a size that matches that of one or more
39 Cf. Woolley 1939. A recent analysis of stone vessels from the Yunus urns revealed that the presence of basalt
vessels could be an indicator of higher social status; see Squitieri 2016: 170-172.
40 For instance, it is believed that the deceased pictured on banquet stelae with inscriptions generally pertain to
the upper stratum. Strouble and Herrmann 2009: 41.
41 For the edition of the text, see Peker 2014; 2016: 44.
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of the rectangular hollows on our votive stone bases. Furthermore, the inscription
explicitly mentions libations or other worship activities devoted to the stele’s commissioner. The other inscribed fragments, instead, were discovered during the 2012
survey (Marchetti 2014b: 237). One was incised on a limestone slab found close to a
poorly preserved stele: even in this in this case, we have mentions about food offerings
(Peker 2016: 44-45, cat. 30. = YUNUS 2, YU.12.O.2, pls. XXXIII-XXXIV). The
second inscription was part of a basalt orthostat on which a hand holding a double
rounded rod was carved (Peker 2016: 45-46, cat. 31. = YUNUS 3, YU.12.O.3, pls.
XXXII.2). According to Marchetti (2016b: 61-62, pl. XXXV), this fragment could
be part of a larger inscribed basalt orthostat portraying a standing figure wearing rich
clothing found by the British Museum Expedition, probably near Yunus (Woolley
and Barnett 1952: 273, pl. A15c; Hawkins 2000: 189, II.51, pl. 70; Orthmann 1971:
Karkemis L/3).42 Together with all these newly discovered inscriptions, we must add
the unquestionable fact of the existence of the above-mentioned tower-shaped stelae
with their evidently funerary inscriptions. As we have just seen, the proximity of these
votive bases with inscriptions and carved images alluding to food and drink offerings to non-royal ancestors seems to confirm the theory of a “democratisation” of the
cult of the dead during the IA (Hays 2011: 128). This phenomenon belongs within
the context of the gradual shaping of a new “collective memory” in the Syro-Hittite
Kingdoms starting in the late 10th-early 9th century BCE (Bonatz 2000a: 193; 2000b:
179). Bonatz (2000a: 210; 2000b: 161-165; 2016: 187-189) explained this collective
memory as a powerful instrument of propaganda used to strengthen and legitimize
the new emerging elites both from the ruling dynasties and from the non-royal upper
class. Furthermore, thanks to some iconographic and philological studies of banquet
scenes,43 we know that the motif of seated figures is used in funerary art to indicate
the feeding of the deceased (Bonatz 2000a: 191). In Bonatz opinion (2014: 39; 2016:
175, 186), this act was a mere ideological reminder of the mortuary repast of the deceased, since we do not have any evidence about ritual meals shared among the living and the dead. However, could we hypothesise that the votive bases presented in
this study are the material evidence of such shared banquets? In other words, can we

42 We should also add a small basalt fragment with floral and geometric patterns (Pl. XXXIX) found near
YU.12.O.4, and a funerary inscription with a carved rosette that is probably part of a stele found by the
British Museum expedition: Woolley 1921: xiv, A18b,b*; Hawkins 1989: 196; 2000: 199, II.63, pl. 78.
43 For a summary of all these studies, see Struble and Herrmann 2009: 29-44.
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consider them to be ritual “tables” for the practising of the kispum ritual in a collective
funerary context?
The newly discovered stele of Katumuwa from Zincirli informs us that among
Aramaic-speaking populations the kispum ritual was probably practised inside a private mortuary chapel (Struble and Herrmann 2009; Herrmann 2014c; Herrmann and
Schloen 2014; Bonatz 2016: 176-177).44 This means that ancestor cults were a private
family matter, at least for commoners.45 A small fragmentary stone with a single cuphollow was excavated in Building A/III, which adjoined the room containing the
stele of Katumuwa to the west (Struble and Herrmann 2009: 33-35; Pardee 2014:
48, n. 10; Herrmann 2014a: 52-56, fig. 5.9; 2014c: 167). If we consider the votive
tables from Yunus to be material evidence for funerary libations during the IA, we
should at least admit that the cult of the dead could have involved different forms of
participation whether it was performed in the public or private sphere, and by royal,
non-royal/elite or commoners. Thus, “the possibility of a similar setting for many
of the other Syro-Hittite mortuary steles” (Bonatz 2020: 85-86; Struble and Herrmann 2009: 39-40) would only be such for funerary monuments for private worship and members of the upper class. Buildings A/II-III at Zincirli can be regarded
as a domestic-funerary complex46 belonging to individuals who were non-royal but
had some kind of connection to royalty (Niehr 2014: 59-60; Herrmann 2014c: 156,
165-167) and was located in an elite district of the town (Casana and Herrmann 2010:
71,75; Herrmann and Schloen 2016: 268-270). The Yunus cemetery was an open-air
public mortuary cult place located outside the town. This leads to hypothesise that our
“anonymous” bases – if once used as stele pedestals - were the collective counterpart of
the bull or lion pedestals of the colossal royal statues. Those pedestals supported statues of deceased sovereigns and thus probably had funeral or general worship purposes
(Hawkins 1980: 214; Bonatz 2000a: 205-206; 2016: 177, 179) – a tradition that can
possibly be traced back to funerary customs of the Old Syrian period, with examples at
44 On the kispum ritual, see Tsukimoto 1980, 1985; Durand 2012; Struble and Herrmann 2009: 29-30; Felli
2015: 163-165; Stol 2017. On funerary feasting in Hittite royal rituals, see Van den Hout 1994; 2014. On
funerary feasting in Egyptian contexts, see Müller 2014. For ritual meals and commemoration in biblical
sources, see also Lewis 2014. For the concept of the mortuary chapel in Luwio-Aramean cultures, see Struble
and Herrmann 2009: 36-39; Herrmann 2014a: 49-50.
45 One might argue that Katumuwa’s stele was found in an Aramean context, but its inscription suggests a Luwian origins for the deceased. Schloen 2014: 36-37; Pardee 2009: 58-59; 2014: 46.
46 Some doubts remain as to whether the complex was both Katumuwa’s residence and his funerary chapel. See
the discussion in Herrmann 2014c.
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Ebla47 and Qatna.48 If this hypothesis is correct, it would lend plausibility to the theory

that the worship of the deceased in a dedicated private mortuary place was extended
to commoners (Struble and Herrmann 2009: 39; Herrmann 2014c: 168; Bonatz 2016:
189-191), whereas more elaborate practices were limited to the public sphere.49 The
public character of a cemetery lay first of all in its being a visible and distinct place
where cremations were performed. As Tenu observes (2009: 90-91), this funerary
tradition implied a different relationship between the living and the dead, from which
new forms of ancestor worship arose, common funerary rituals that would have inspired a certain social cohesion (Tenu 2013a: 435). In a broad sense – as in Bronze Age
Anatolian cultures, where libations played a key role in establishing a territorial social
cohesion (Luke and Roosevelt 2017: 18) – funerary traditions in the form of libations
could have strengthened ideologies shared by the Karkemishean ruling dynasties and
the local population. Our stone votive bases could thus have played a role in elaborate
public funerary practices, characterising the burial area as a highly organised complex
where the funerary repast was staged. According to Bonatz (2016: 189), if we consider each votive base as a constituent part of a funerary monument, this monument
“appears as a complex materialisation of funerary ideology”. The Yunus cemetery would
thus appears to us in its comprehensive social dimension as a νεκρόπολις, literally a
city of the dead.
Although the above theory seems fascinating and would have substantial implications for the social use of the local IA necropolis, so far we only have tentative evidence supporting the IA dating of our votive stone bases from Yunus, namely:
1) The only votive base from Karkemish found in situ in an Iron II level is the
one from the South Gate. It was found slightly south of the eastern tower of
the late IA gate, subsequently sealed by the gates of the Hellenistic and Roman period (Woolley and Barnett 1952: 93).

47 Matthiae argues that the IA worship of ancestor statues stems from a tradition of Middle Bronze Age royal
statuary at Ebla. See Matthiae 2000: 393-395, 2006: 425.
48 On the cult of royal ancestors in Qatna and the presence of Old Syrian seated statues, see Morandi-Bonacossi
2006; Pfälzner and Al-Maqdissi 2006: 18-20; Pfälzner 2007a: 63; 2007b: 57; 2009; 2012: 209, 218.
49 Ritual activities, especially connected to royal ancestor cult, from the Lower Palace Area and the city gates at
Karkemish and elsewhere in the Syro-Hittite Kingdoms have been already discussed in detail in some studies:
Mazzoni 1997, 2006; Ussishkin 1989; Bonatz 2000b: 158; Denel 2007; Pucci 2008; Gilibert 2011; Harmanşah
2011: 638-640, 2013: 134-152; Bonatz 2016: 188; Marchetti 2016a.
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2) As we have seen above, there are other contemporary votive bases at
Karkemish, although they differ from those found at Yunus. However, the
stepped votive base without cup-hollows near the Great Staircase is remindful
in shape of some stepped votive bases from Yunus. A general similarity can be
observed with the nearby votive base with a single cup-hollow.
3) The typical row of three cup-hollows seems to be a distinctive feature among
the votive bases in the region (such as the above-mentioned bases from Zincirli) and would thus seem to be a typical IA characteristic of offering tables.
4.2.4 A tentative functional interpretation
The above listed tentative evidence should rule out an association of the votive bases
from Yunus with Classical material culture. This is corroborated by the absence of
parallels in Roman Syria50 or the broader Levantine area. Indeed, we cannot rule out

that this could be a typical case of morphological similarity between artefacts from
different periods, as is often the case with pottery. Furthermore, what kind of funerary evidence dating from the Classical period do we have at Yunus? In addition to
the hypogeal tomb (G.1200) – located in a marginal position with respect to the rest
of the cemeterial area – many Roman inhumation burials have been excavated by
the Turco-Italian Expedition (but almost invariably robbed of their contents). At
the same time, a Roman funerary stele was the military stele recovered by the
British Museum (Pl. XXX.1): it is free-standing and resuses an earlier crenellated
stelae, certainly from the IA due to its Luwian inscription.
However, the parallels from the Roman period are relevant from a cross-cultural
perspective, because they suggest a hypothetical interpretation of the use of votive
stone tables at Yunus. Regarding this funerary custom in North Africa, we know that
funerary stelae with offering tables are attested in eastern Algeria since the late 2nd
century CE.51 The closest examples, as we have seen above, come from the necropolis
50 As confirmed by a personal communication from Michael Blömer, who has extensively studied Roman funerary customs in North Syria. Blömer states that the free-standing Roman period basalt stelae from the area
west of Karkemish did not have pedestals and that the bases seem a bit too large to accommodate a typical
Roman period funerary monument. Moreover, the surface treatment of the Yunus bases seems to differ from
that observable on those of the Roman period. Although libations and offerings were presented in funerary
contexts, no bases with cup-hollows are recorded anywhere in the region, only altars. On Roman funerary
art in northern Syria and south-eastern Turkey, see Balty and Van Rengen 1993; Blömer 2014; Laflı 2017.
51 The oldest specimen was documented at Cherchell and dates to the second half of the 2nd century AD, although burial meals in Latin written sources are attested since as early as the 1st century AD. Cf. Rebillard
2014: 269-271, 278. For other written sources on funerary offerings and funerary feasting in Roman culture,
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of Mons. These offering tables show much variety across sites. At Sétif they are of
the simplest type, sometimes even lacking cup-hollows, and they are often combined
with funerary stelae (Delamére 1921: pls. 76-77; Deonna 1934: figs. 12.1-4, 14.1-4;
Fevriér, Gaspary 1967: figs. 2-3, 37, 40-41, 52, 60, 65; Fevriér and Guéry 1980: figs.
2, 19-20; Guéry 1985: figs. 7-8). Those from Tebessa feature multiple cup-hollows
and sometimes stylized paterae and inserted stelae (Farges 1885: 146-147, pls. 1-2,
figs. 1-8; Gsell 1901: 48, n. 2; 1902: pl. III, figs. 5-6; Deonna 1934: fig. 17.1,3). Those
from Hajeb El Ayoun (Masclianae) and Timgad, instead, bear an especially lavish
decoration (Vincent 1912: 130, fig. 88; Deonna 1934: fig. 17.2), Lambessa (Cagnat
1895: 35; Deonna 1934: fig. 13.1-2), Saint-Leu (Portus Magnus) (La Blanchère 1893:
37; Deonna 1934: fig. 13.3-4).52 It represents a typical Roman funerary banquet set,
including paterae, cups, small plates, a central rectangular plate sometimes filled with
fish, and some cutlery. In some of the most decorative specimens, fruits and loaves of
bread are carved inside the dishes. By morphological analogy, we could hypothesise
that the cup-hollows with a raised ridge on the votive bases from Yunus represented
the ceramic bowls or deep plates used during funerary banquets. As stated above,
the decoration on these offering tables depicts the Roman mensa. Indeed, since the
3rd century CE many Roman funerary stelae connected with such votive bases were
inscribed with explicit references to the use of the tomb as a mensa (m. perpetua, m. aeterna, m. memoriae) (Deonna 1934: 18; Stirling 2004: 432; Hilali 2009: 272). The term
refers to the practice of dining at the burial place. Toward the end of the 3rd century
CE, these offering tables were gradually replaced by masonry tables, sometimes provided with couches (Stirling 2004: 432-433; Rebillard 2014: 276). Examples of these
later developments are attested in some cupula and mensa tombs at Tipasa, Cherchell
(Caesarea Mauretaniae), and the Tunisian sites of Hammamet (Pupput), Lamtah (Leptiminus) and Carthage.53 Rebillard (2014: 276-279) has suggested that these offering
tables were used for the banquet of the living, where the funerary meal (silicernium)
was shared by the living and the dead at the burial place. Thus, the food sacrificed to
the dead was soon replaced by ritual feasting among the living. This change in local

see Stirling 2004: 428-431.
52 More offering tables without published images from Algerian sites are mentioned in Deonna 1934: 12-16 and
Hilali 2008: 271.
53 See Stirling 2007; Hilali 2009 and Rebillard 2014 for detailed references to all of these sites.
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funerary customs is manifested by the disappearance of offering tables and the appearance of “triclinium-style” graves.54
Roman offering tables also provide interesting insights in the type of food and
drink offered in funerary libations in Late Antiquity.55 The offerings are mentioned
in the inscriptions on the associated funerary stelae, and the way these libations were
poured is shown in some images carved on other funerary stelae (Stirling 2004: 432433, nos. 30-33). It is also noteworthy that, in Le Glay’s opinion (1966: 258-261,
306-308), the iconography of funerary stelae and offering tables portraying food offerings is identical to that of stelae and offering tables dedicated to Saturn. Offering
tables – though morphologically different – are also depicted in the Punic temple
of Baal-Saturn at Dougga (Deonna 1934: 20, fig. 12). Other examples include the
votive altars from the Sétif region dating from the late 4th century CE, largely used
in Punic and local pagan cults (Hilali 2009: 273). Altars were erected during the 1st
century CE as funerary stelae in the Cemetery of the Officials in Carthage (Stirling
2004: 433). Thus, we cannot rule out that the tradition of funeral libations on offering
tables could derive from much older cults harking back to Pre-Roman funerary and
cultic rituals (Stone and Stirling 2007: 23; Mattingly 2007: 149-150, 159-161). As we
have seen, the North African Roman custom of merging mortuary and cultic rituals
is somewhat reminiscent of the concurrent worship of the dead and goddesses that is
to the fore on Katumuwa’s stele (cf. Pardee 2009; 2014). This probably means that in
the IA Northern Levant, libations were offered to the dead and some deities of the
local pantheon, thus merging religion and the funerary sphere in a single votive act.
This might explain the presence of stone offering tables outside funerary areas and the
non-exclusive funerary function of these tables.
To conclude, what can be said with certainty about the votive stone tables from
Yunus? By morphological and contextual analogy with Roman specimens, they were
certainly offerings tables for ritual use. In cemeteries, they were used as material supports for the interaction between the world of the living and that of the dead. Most
likely they were fitted with a funerary stele and, therefore, pertained to a single person
or household. As to the round cup-hollows, they may have been stylized representa-

54 It seems that in the Roman world the banquet of the living and food offerings to the dead were conceived as
distinct funerary rites. Rebillard 2014: 270. For the appearance of Roman graves with rooms remindful of a
triclinium, see also Hilali 2009: 274.
55 For food offerings in Roman North African graves, see Stirling 2004.
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tions of tableware. As for their date, based on morphological analogies with some
votive bases with cup-hollows from the site of Karkemish dating from the IA, we can
propose an analogue dating for the funerary tables in Yunus. This data seems to be
confirmed by our spatial analysis of the material culture from the 2011-2012 survey
(cf. Chapter 5).

Chapter 5
CHRONOLOGY AND USE OF SPACE
AT YUNUS THROUGH TIME
The chronology and distribution of surface materials and visible features has allowed us to
propose a reconstruction of the evolution of the use of space at Yunus through time. In particular, the distribution of small finds, pottery, gravestones and other architectural elements
has shed light on 1) the extension of the area occupied at different periods; 2) the function of
the individual sectors of the survey area from the IA to the modern period. In this chapter,
we first present the chronological sequence of occupation at Yunus based on the diagnostic
classes of finds. The second part is dedicated to an analysis of the distribution of the different
classes of materials to assess the extension of the necropolis and the presence of other structures (and their function) over time.

5.1 THE CHRONOLOGY OF YUNUS
The Yunus necropolis survey area was occupied from as early as IA II (10th century BCE)
until today.56 While the uninterrupted settlement sequence of Karkemish (Marchetti 2012;
2015) suggests that the area of Yunus was also occupied continuously throughout this long
period, the diagnostic material culture allows us to distinguish only four main chronological phases: IA II-III, Late Roman/Byzantine, Early Islamic, and Modern. The pottery assemblage provides the strongest evidence for dating (Pls. LV-LVI, LVII.1), although further
classes of finds contribute to support chronological attributions.

56 For a detailed account on the Middle-Late Halaf occupation in the area immediately north of the 2011-2020
Yunus survey area, see Campeggi 2020.
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The identification of the earliest occupation distinguished by the 2011-2012 survey of the
Yunus necropolis is based on a small group of typical IA II (10th-8th centuries BCE) pottery
shapes, including deep bowls with out-turned rim, early specimens with hammer-head rim,
and necked jars with out-turned rounded rim (Pl. LV.2). The rest of the IA assemblage mostly
consists of shapes attested during both IA II and IA III at Karkemish and the Middle Euphrates valley, while only a few ceramic types, such as neckless and necked jars with in-turned,
flattened rim, can be specifically assigned to IA III (7th-6th centuries BCE) (Pl. LVI.1).
Small finds dating from the IA II-III include several Euphrates Syrian Pillar Figurines
(EU_SPF) and Horse Riders (EU_HR), two stone vessels and two fragments of basalt reliefs
(Pls. LVIII.1, LIX.1).57 Both EU_SPF and the EU_HR are generally attested between the mid
8th and the 7th centuries BCE (Bolognani 2017; 2020a; 2020b) and thus confirm the dates
based on the study of the pottery.
This evidence, coupled with the results of both the British (Woolley 1914; 1939) and the
Turco-Italian (Marchetti 2012; 2013; 2014) excavations at Yunus confirms that the area was
used during IA II and IA III.
Late Roman/Byzantine period

Notwithstanding past and recent excavations in Cemetery sectors 2-3 (Woolley 1939: 13)
confirmed the presence of burials dating to the Hellenistic period, the survey did not yield
any material dating to this period: because of this absence, the post-IA diagnostic surface materials mainly consist of Late Roman/Byzantine pottery sherds. The limited ceramic horizon
of this period is characterized by typical 5th-6th centuries CE types such as the Late Roman C
found in Field 2 and Field 3 (Pl. LVI.2). Several fragments of tiles were also recovered from
the same area (Fields 2, 3, 8, Pl. LVII.2).
No small finds can be assigned with certainty to this period, although the finds recovered
by local farmers between 2013 and 2019 include worn coins probably dating from the Late
Roman period (Pls. LVIII.1, LIX.1).
Early Islamic period

A handful of pottery sherds and few objects collected from Field 2 can be traced to an
Early Islamic occupation (8th-10th centuries CE) of the Yunus necropolis (Pl. LVII.1). Other
57 A dedicated volume by N. Marchetti on the chronology and style of the basalt reliefs from Karkemish is in
preparation.
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finds dating from the same period include several glass sherds, a fragment of a clay pipe, and
a bronze coin (Pls. LVIII.1, LIX.1).

5.2 USE OF SPACE AT YUNUS
Pottery distribution

Pottery sherds were recovered from four main sectors. The largest quantity came from the
Cemetery sector (38%), followed by Field 2 (21%), Field 3 (17%) and Field 8 (15%), while the
remaining sectors yielded less than 5% each.
In terms of spatial distribution, despite the smallness of the overall assemblage, our analysis
revealed three main clusters, one in Field 2 and Field 3, another in Field 8, and a third on the
upper terrace, in Cemetery sectors 1, 2 and 4. IA sherds were found throughout the survey
area, although the largest number were recorded on the upper terrace, particularly in the
Cemetery sectors. The ceramic scatters along the Southern Slope may be traceable to either
natural or human-induced pedo-geological phenomena, or to funerary activities conducted
in the area. Indeed, archaeological rescue excavations in this area confirmed the presence here
of several late IA and Late Roman/Byzantine burials. IA II sherds (Pl. LV.2) were concentrated in the central part of the survey area, especially the Southern Slope, Field 2, Cemetery
sector 1 and Cemetery sector 4, the latter yielding the highest quantity of materials (60%).
The area where IA III sherds (Pl. LVI.1) were recovered extends well beyond that of IA II,
encompassing also Cemetery sector 3 and Field 8, to the west. Cemetery sector 4 is still the
one with the highest amount of pottery sherds. Painted ceramic fragments, and decorated
pottery (graced with grooves, impressions and incisions) only occur in Cemetery sector 4
and Field 2. All in all, these patterns corroborate the hypothesis of the presence of wealthy
burials belonging to Neo-Hittite and Neo-Assyrian élite groups from Karkemish in the central (and higher) part of the Yunus necropolis. Later (Roman, Early Islamic) ceramic materials
were limited to Field 2 and Field 3 (Pl. LVI.2, LVII.1).
Distribution of small finds

The small finds from the 2011-2012 survey of the Yunus necropolis (Pls. LVIII.1, LIX.1)
have been mainly uncovered in the central sectors of the lower terrace (Fields 2, 3, 8). The
rest of the surface objects come from the Cemetery area (in particular Cemetery sectors 1, 3
and 4) and the Southern Slope.
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Two main clusters have been observed: one between Field 2 and 8 at the foot of the Southern Slope, and a second smaller one in the central part of Field 3, near the slope of the upper
terrace.
While most of the finds cannot be dated precisely, the diagnostic specimens showed some
distributional continuity. The scatter of IA II-III materials, including fragments of stone
vessels, figurines and basalt sculptures, follows the general distributional pattern of the small
finds, with two main groups identified between Field 2, Field 8 and the Southern Slope, and
Field 3. Most of the common tools found near the diagnostic materials could date to the same
period based on parallels with the excavation at Karkemish (Guerri 2014; Zaina 2018).
The Late Roman and Early Islamic diagnostic small finds are limited in number. They
consist of glass objects, coins and clay tools found in Field 2 and Field 8.
Distribution of gravestones

The majority of the gravestone elements (ca. 77%) have been recorded in the Cemetery area.
More specifically, Cemetery sectors 2 and 4 yielded the highest amount (27% and 20% each),
while 10%, 13% and 6% were found in Cemetery sectors 1, 3 and 5, respectively. 19% were
found in Field 1 (3%) Field 3 (10%) and Field 8 (6%), all in the lower terrace. The gravestone
recovered along the Southern Slope should be regarded as out of context. This is probably also
true of the small group located in Field 8, immediately south of the gentle slope separating the
upper and the lower terrace,58 an area free from IA graves. Finally, the gravestone located in the
vicinity of the Mill Stream was likely moved in modern times.
The distribution of gravestones matches that of the IA graves and the high percentage of pottery vessels in Cemetery sector 1. The scattered distribution of the steles suggests that they were
connected to specific burials or groups of burials, for single individuals or family groups. However, we should also consider the possibility that the current position of some gravestones is the
result of human interference. Indeed, both the find spots and the position of certain specimens
suggests that they have been moved from their original location. For example, the gravestones
from Cemetery sectors 1 and 4 are arranged along the borders of the contemporary cemetery,
as if they had been moved to make space for new modern graves. At the same time, the complete absence of gravestones in Fields 1, 4, and 6 may be due to the modern agricultural activity
following an east-west direction.59 This hypothesis could explain the east-west orientation of
the gravestones in Cemetery sectors 2 and 5.
58 The fifth gravestone from Field 8 was found reused close to the Mill Stream river (Pl. LIX.2).
59 Cf. the visible plough furrows in Fields 1 and 6 in Pl. I.
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General interpretation

The distribution of the surface materials indicates different uses of the Yunus necropolis
survey area between the IA and the modern period.
During IA II-III, the funerary area at Yunus probably encompassed Cemetery sectors
1-5 (Pl. LX.1). This has been confirmed by the archaeological excavation. A possible reconstruction of the development of the Yunus cemetery within the IA, based on the pottery
assemblage, locates its earliest core between Cemetery sectors 1, 2 and 4. This hypothesis is
supported by the total absence of certainly IA II sherds in Cemetery sector 3.60 The presence
of IA III materials suggests an expansion of the necropolis westward and southward. The
low number of sherds in Cemetery sector 2 can be explained with the presence of Woolley’s
trenches. On the other hand, the many IA III graves recorded in the earliest sectors (mostly
Cemetery sector 4) can be interpreted as the result of reworking activities, due to continuous
expansion and the demand of space for new graves. The overall picture shows a substantial
growth of the use of the Yunus area for funerary purposes between the 8th and 7th centuries
BCE. The area encompassing Fields 2, 3 and 8 displays a high amount of pottery sherds and
tools: the clustering of diversified surface materials (such as stone and clay tools, the dating of
which however cannot be assessed with great precision) near to the northern slope (Pl. LIX.1)
suggests the occurrence of other uses of the area besides the main funerary one. The latter
is confirmed by the surface finds such as clay figurines61 and few fragments of sculptures,
inscriptions (Peker 2016, pl. XXXII.2) and gravestones found in the years after the survey
in Fields 2 and 8. The rest of the area around the cemetery was probably used for crops or
grazing.
The IA occupation pattern of the Yunus necropolis probably continued through the Late
Roman/Byzantine period (Pl. LX.2). Minor changes in the use of space include the restriction of the funerary area, now limited to Cemetery sectors 3-5 and slightly extending southward along the Southern Slope, as confirmed by the presence of a hypogeum grave (G.1200)
discovered in 2012 (Marchetti 2014: 238). The cluster of tiles in Field 3 and small finds such
as coins from the Late Roman/Byzantine and following periods in Field 2 suggests a domestic occupation of this area, at least in one of these two sectors. The general reduction
observed in both the funerary and the domestic areas are in line with the overall decrease of
the urban layout extension and population of Karkemish (now called Europos) at that time
60 This hypothesis will need large-scale archaeological excavation to be confirmed.
61 Notably a group of clay figurines dating to IA III, now on display at the Gaziantep Museum of Archaeology
(communication by A. Beyazlar).
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(Ferrari 2014a; 2014b Di Cristina, Gallerani and Lepore 2017). As in the previous period, the
agricultural fields or grazing areas probably extended all around the cemetery and the houses.
The scant evidence from the Early Islamic period is limited to a handful of small finds
(clay pipes and coins) from Field 2 (Pl. LXI.1). Whether the cemetery was still in use in this
period remains uncertain. As suggested by our reassessment of the British Museum excavation (Chapter 1.2) as well as by the surface evidence recovered by the Turco-Italian expedition, there seems to be a gap in the use of the hilltop as a necropolis after the Late Roman/
Byzantine period, until at least the late 19th century, when the southern and central parts of
Cemetery sector 2 were occupied anew by Muslim graves (Pl. LXI.2). It is therefore possible
that a further reduction of the built area occurred during the Early Islamic period and that the
northern outskirts of the town of Jirbās (the name of Karkemish during this period, Elisséeff
1986; Yāqūt 1995) were given over to fields and pastures.

5.3 THE RELATION OF THE NECROPOLIS WITH KARKEMISH
The connection between the development of the funerary area at Yunus and the occupation phases of Karkemish can be studied through the material culture they share and the
changes they both experienced through the centuries. Exact parallelism between the two
contexts is not possible at this stage because of the differences in the quantity and quality of
available data. However, a macro-scale overview based on the macro-periodisation can be
attempted.
The preponderant amount of IA II-III artefacts collected during the survey corresponds to
the main phase of political and economic expansion of Karkemish as an independent polity.
In detail, the increased occurrence of IA III sherds in many sectors of the surveyed area (Pl.
LVI.1) at Yunus matches with the enlargement of the Outer Town south of the original city.
The foundation of the Outer Town can in fact now be dated between the 9th-8th centuries BC
(Zaina 2019: 907-908), corresponding to the contemporary trend in urbanisation recorded
in the Levant (Mazzoni 1995). This part of the town was further expanded after the Assyrian
conquest of 717 BC by Sargon II (Marchetti 2013: 354; Zaina 2019: 901-902), with the construction of a massive mudbrick wall enclosing a 15 ha area. The following temporal gap and
the recovery of the hill for funerary purposes (Pl. LX.2) broadly corresponds to the reduction
of the inhabited area during the Achaemenid phase. Karkemish was then re-founded during
the Hellenistic period, becoming the new ‘Europos’, which notably expanded in the Roman
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and Byzantine periods in terms of urban layout and population (Di Cristina, Gallerani, Lepore 2017). The latest residential evidence is dated to the Abbasid period (10th century AD),
after which the area was abandoned until excavations were resumed in 1878.
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Digital Surface Model (DSM) of the Yunus necropolis survey area.
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1. Temporal evolution of the
modern cemetery at Yunus,
with clusters of modern
tombs organised by decades.

2. Location of the modern
funerary slabs with
chronological information
still preserved (Cemetery
sector 2; see also Pl. VIII).

Pl. V

1. Early 20th century burials documented in Cemetery sector 1.

2. The earliest graves of the 20th century cemetery still visible (Cemetery sector 2).

Pl. VI

1. Detail of an early 20th century
funerary slab with Arabic
inscription (badly worn) from
Cemetery sector 2.

2. Detail of an early 20th century funerary
slab with mixed Arabic and Turkish alphabets
(badly worn) from Cemetery sector 2.

Pl. VII

1. A cluster of well-preserved IA
gravestones in Cemetery sector 2.

2. Sample of the notebook from the British
Museum excavation at Yunus providing
details on the distances (in meters) between
each burial and/or the “posts” (Courtesy of
the Trustees of the British Museum).

Tentative reconstruction of the distribution of the tombs excavated by the British Museum expedition, based on the unpublished notebook.

Pl. VIII

Pl. IX

1. General view of Cemetery sectors 3 and 4 from West. In the foreground a newly dug pit of a
modern burial next to another backfilled using earth, stone and pottery sherds probably recovered
from IA or later graves.

2. General view of Cemetery sector 1 from South. In the foreground the upper part of an IA gravestone.

Pl. X

1. General view of Field 1 from Northwest.

2. General view of Field 2 from Northwest.

Pl. XI

1. General view of Field 3 from Southeast. In the foreground, Cat. 1 gravestone.

2. General view of Field 4 from West.

Pl. XII

1. General view of Field 5 from West.

2. Detailed view architectural features between Field 5 and the southern Slope from West.

Pl. XIII

1. General view of Field 6 from West.

2. General view of Field 7 from Southeast.

Pl. XIV

1. General view of Field 8 from West.

2. General view of the North-South Slope from East.

Pl. XV

1. Assessment of the damages to the Yunus necropolis survey area in 1969 based on the Corona satellite
imagery mission 1105-1009, 04-11-1968 (Satellite imagery available at https://corona.cast.uark.edu/).

2. Assessment of the damages to the Yunus necropolis survey area in 1969 based on the Corona satellite
imagery mission 1107-2138, 01-08-1969 (Satellite imagery available at https://corona.cast.uark.edu/).

Pl. XVI

1. Assessment of the damages to the Yunus necropolis survey area up to 2003 based on Google Earth
satellite imagery 02-09-2003 (Satellite imagery available from Google Earth Pro®).

2. Assessment of the damages to the Yunus necropolis survey area up to 2008 based on Google Earth
satellite imagery 01-06-2008 (Satellite imagery available from Google Earth Pro®).

Pl. XVII

1. Assessment of the damages to the Yunus necropolis survey area up to 2009 based on Google Earth
satellite imagery 26-07-2009 (Satellite imagery available from Google Earth Pro®).

2. Assessment of the damages to the Yunus necropolis survey area up to 2012 based on Google Earth
satellite imagery 21-09-2012 (Satellite imagery available from Google Earth Pro®).

Pl. XVIII

1. Group of diagnostic pottery sherds collected from Cemetery sector 4, mostly dating to the IA II.

2. Group of pottery sherds collected from Cemetery sector 2, dating to the IA II.

Pl. XIX

1. Group of pottery sherds from Cemetery sector 4, dating to the IA II-III

2. Group of pottery sherds collected from Cemetery sector 3, mostly dating to the IA III.

Pl. XX

1. Group of pottery sherds collected from Cemetery sector 4, dating to the IA III.

2. Group of pottery sherds collected from Field 2, mainly dating to the IA Age II-III but with several
Roman and Islamic specimens.

Pl. XXI
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Small finds from Cemetery sectos 1, 3, 4, the Southern Slope and Field 1.

Pl. XXII
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Small finds from Field 2.
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Pl. XXIII
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Small finds from Field 3.

Pl. XXIV
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Small finds from Field 3.
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Pl. XXV
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Small finds from Field 8.

9

11

Pl. XXVI
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Small finds of unknown provenance found by the farmers between 2013 and 2019.

Pl. XXVII
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Small finds of unknown provenance found by the farmers between 2013 and 2019.

Pl. XXVIII
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Small finds of unknown provenance found by the farmers between 2013 and 2019.

Pl. XXIX

1

2

3
Tower shaped gravestone stelae from the Outer Town (1), the so-called Temple of Kubaba (2), and
the Storm God Temple (3) at Karkemish (CE Album 2: 126, no. 1028, 15, nos. 678, 680, courtesy of
the Trustees of the British Museum).

Pl. XXX

1 Fragmentary gravestone stele of subtype S1a
or S1b from Yunus (modified after Woolley
1939: pl. III.3).

3 Fragments of S1c gravestone stelae with
decorations (modified after Woolley 1921:
figs. 56-57).

2 Fragmentary gravestone stele
(KH.11.O.592) of subtype S1a or S1b
from Merj Khamis (modified after CE
Album 2: 144, no. 1085, courtesy of the
Trustees of the British Museum).

4 Gravestone stele from the so-called
Temple of Kubaba at Karkemish (modified
after Woolley, Barnett 1952: pl. 50a).

Pl. XXXI

1 Plan of the so-called Temple of Kubaba at Karkemish with the tower-shaped stele found
during the British Museum excavations (modified after Woolley, Barnett 1952: pl. 49).

2 Plan of the Inner Town South Gate at Karkemish with the tower-shaped stele and the offering
table found during the British Museum excavations (modified after Woolley 1921: pl.12).

Pl. XXXII

1 Votive stone bases from
Karkemish (modified after
Woolley 1921: fig. 27d-g,
not to scale).

2 Votive stone base from
Yunus (after Woolley 1939:
pl. III.1).

3 Fragmentary votive stone base from Yunus
(courtesy of the Trustees of the British Museum,
CE Album 2: 122, no. 1017).

Pl. XXXIII

1 Votive stone bases from Mons, Algeria (modified after Delamare 1912: pl. 27, nos. 11-12)

2 More votive stone bases from Mons, Algeria (modified after Jacquot 1899: pl. IV, c-e).

3 Offering tables with funerary stelae from Sétif,
Algeria (after Deonna 1934: fig. 12, after the original
Delamare 1912: pls. 76-77).

4 Offering tables from the Minoan
palace of Malia, Crete (modified after
Chapouthier 1928: figs. 14-15).

Pl. XXXIV

Excavation No.

12.YU.1

Type

Description

Oblong stone element of irregular shape with smooth surface.
A rectilinear furrow is visible along one of the three length
sides. The long mark is probably caused by friction with a
modern plough.

Dimensions
(L.xW.xH. cm)

130/140 x 52/54 x
42/16

Hollows

no

Hollows types

---

Hollows nos.

---

Hollows size
(cm)

---

Material

Limestone

Function

Gravestone?

Preservation

Poor, fragmentary

Location

Yunus, Field 3, Sounding 1

Remarks

Photo

Ind.

Pl. XXXV

Excavation No.

12.YU.2

Type

B1b?

Description

Rectangular stone element with worked surface and broken
in half. Two round hollows and one rectangular hollow are
carved in one of the two wider sides.

Dimensions
(L.xW.xH. cm)

125/114 x 51/39 x
53/49

Hollows

yes

Hollows types

round, rectangular

Hollows nos.

2 round, 1 rectangular

Hollows size
(cm)

round Ø 14 ⸱ 6.5
rectangular 27 x 21.5

Material

Limestone

Function

Votive

Preservation

Good, fragmentary

Location

Yunus, Field 3, Sounding 3

Remarks

Considering the average number of round hollows observed in
other specimens, the original number of these was once 3.

Photo

Pl. XXXVI

Excavation No.

YU.12.3

Type

B1c

Description

Rectangular stone element with worked surface in all sides.
The upper side has a low step with three round hollows carved
in the tread, while while a single rectangular hollow is carved
in the uppermost surface. The three round hollows present a
raised ridge.

Dimensions
(L.xW.xH. cm)

140 x 89/75 x 51

Hollows

yes

Hollows types

round, rectangular

Hollows nos.

3 round, 1 rectangular

Hollows size
(cm)

round Ø 12 v 7
rectangular 30 x 30 v 15

Material

Limestone

Function

Votive

Preservation

Good, fragmentary

Location

Yunus, Cemetery sector 3, Sounding 3

Remarks

Photo

Pl. XXXVII

Excavation No.

12.YU.4

Type

B1b

Description

Rectangular stone element with worked surface in all sides.
Three round hollows and one rectangular hollow are carved in
one of the two wider sides. The rectangular hollow presents a
raised ridge.

Dimensions
(L.xW.xH. cm)

99 x 90 x 23
Hollows’ ridge 5

Hollows

yes

Hollows types

round, rectangular

Hollows nos.

3 round, 1 rectangular

Hollows size
(cm)

round Ø 10 ⸱ 6.5
rectangular 35 x 40 ⸱ 18

Material

Limestone

Function

Votive

Preservation

Good, complete

Location

Yunus, Cemetery sector 3, Sounding 4

Remarks

Partially interred. Within the sounding was a basalt fragment
decorated with floral and geometric patterns (YU.12.O.6).

Photo

Pl. XXXVIII

Excavation No.

12.YU.5

Type

Description

Rectangular stone element with worked surface in all sides.
Three round hollows are carved in one of the two wider
sides. A re-entrant moulding is visible on three sides, probable
unfinished work.

Dimensions
(L.xW.xH. cm)

127 x 127 x 55

Hollows

yes (tentative)

Hollows types

round

Hollows nos.

3 round

Hollows size
(cm)

Ø 12.5 v 6

Material

Limestone

Function

Votive?

Preservation

Good, nearly complete

Location

Yunus, Field 1, Sounding 5

Remarks

Photo

B1a

Pl. XXXIX

Excavation No.

12.YU.6

Description

Rectangular stone element with worked surface in all sides.
Three round hollows are carved in one of the two wider sides.
All hollows present a raised ridge.

Dimensions
(L.xW.xH. cm)

115/111 x 83/80.5
x 34
Ridge 4

Material

Limestone

Function

Votive

Preservation

Good, complete

Location

Yunus, Millstream

Remarks

Photo

Type

B1a

Hollows

yes

Hollows types

round

Hollows nos.

3 round

Hollows size
(cm)

Ø 11 ⸱ 6.5

Pl. XL

Excavation No.

12.YU.7

Type

B1d

Description

Rectangular stone element with worked surface in all sides.
The upper side has a step with three round hollows carved in
the tread, while a single rectangular hollow is carved in the
uppermost surface. The three round hollows present a raised
ridge.

Dimensions
(L.xW.xH. cm)

103/142 x 64/80
x 43
Step 80 x 31 x 8.5
Hollows’ ridge 4

Hollows

yes

Hollows types

round, rectangular

Hollows nos.

3 round, 1 rectangular

Hollows size
(cm)

round Ø 11 ⸱ 6.5
rectangular 27 x 24 ⸱ 18

Material

Limestone

Function

Votive

Preservation

Good, short sides are broken, nearly complete

Location

Yunus, Field 3

Remarks

Photo

Pl. XLI

Excavation No.

12.YU.8

Type

B1d

Description

Rectangular stone element with worked surface in all sides.
The upper side has a step with four round hollows carved in
the tread, while a one rectangular hollow and another small
round are carved in the uppermost surface. The three round
hollows present a raised ridge.

Dimensions
(L.xW.xH. cm)

141 x 115 x 36/60
Step 115 x 30 x 16

Hollows

yes

Hollows types

round, rectangular

Hollows nos.

4 round, 1 rectangular

Hollows size
(cm)

round Ø 11.5 ⸱ 6
rectangular 29 x 29 ⸱ 17

Material

Limestone

Function

Votive

Preservation

Good, short sides are broken, nearly complete

Location

Yunus, Southern Slope

Remarks

The uppermost round hollow (Ø 10 ⸱ 4,5) and the fourth
round hollow to the left of the tread were probably added later.
All hollows present traces of burning.

Photo

Pl. XLII

Excavation No.

12.YU.9

Type

B1

Description

Rectangular stone element with worked surface in all sides. In
the upper side, a rectangular hollow is carved.

Dimensions
(L.xW.xH. cm)

73/112 x 72/82 x
124/34

Hollows

yes

Hollows types

rectangular

Hollows nos.

1 rectangular

Hollows size
(cm)

40 x 31 ⸱ 17/23

Material

Limestone

Function

Votive

Preservation

Poor, fragmentary

Location

Yunus, Cemetery sector 5

Remarks

Some fragmentary stone elements around might be part of the
same item.

Photo

Pl. XLIII

Excavation No.

12.YU.10

Type

B1e

Description

Rectangular stone element with worked surface in all sides.
The upper side has a step. Three round hollows and one
rectangular hollow are carved in the uppermost surface. The
rectangular hollow presents a raised ridge.

Dimensions
(L.xW.xH. cm)

153 x 73/107 x 67
Step 107 x 23 x
12.5
Hollows’ ridge 3.5

Hollows

yes

Hollows types

round, rectangular

Hollows nos.

3 round, 1 rectangular

Hollows size
(cm)

round Ø 13 ⸱ 6.5
rectangular 44 x 44 ⸱ 11

Material

Limestone

Function

Votive

Preservation

Good, partially broken at sides, nearly complete

Location

Yunus, Cemetery sector 5

Remarks

Partially interred.

Photo

Pl. XLIV

Excavation No.

12.YU.14

Type

B1d

Description

Rectangular stone element with worked surface in all sides.
The upper side has a low step with three round hollows carved
in the tread, while a single irregular rectangular hollow is
carved in the uppermost surface. The three round hollows
present a raised ridge.

Dimensions
(L.xW.xH. cm)

124/112 x 83.5/77
x 38/20
Step 83.5 x 32 x 2
Hollows’ ridge 2

Hollows

yes

Hollows types

round, rectangular

Hollows nos.

3 round, 1 rectangular

Hollows size
(cm)

round Ø 10 ⸱ 6.5
rectangular 31 x 31 ⸱ 15

Material

Limestone

Function

Votive

Preservation

Good, slightly broken at the sides, nearly complete

Location

Yunus, Cemetery sector 2

Remarks

The rectangular hollow, presenting a double bottom (47 x 46,
⸱ 27), might have been enlarged at a later time.

Photo

Pl. XLV

Excavation No.

12.YU.15

Type

B1a

Description

Three round hollows are carved in one of the two wider sides.

Dimensions
(L.xW.xH. cm)

116/96 x 115/32 x
53/45

Hollows

yes (tentative)

Hollows types

round

Hollows nos.

3 round

Hollows size
(cm)

Ø 9.5 v 4.5

Material

Limestone

Function

Votive

Preservation

Good, slightly broken at the sides, nearly complete

Location

Yunus, Cemetery sector 2

Remarks

Photo

Pl. XLVI

Excavation No.

12.YU.16

Type

B1d?

Description

Rectangular stone element with worked surface in all sides.
The upper side has a low step with three round hollows carved
in the tread.

Dimensions
(L.xW.xH. cm)

62/56 x 118/98 x
53
Step 98 x 20 x 35

Hollows

yes

Hollows types

round

Hollows nos.

3 round

Hollows size
(cm)

Ø 9.5 ⸱ 6.5

Material

Limestone

Function

Votive

Preservation

Good, complete?

Location

Yunus, Cemetery sector 4, Sounding 7

Remarks

Partially interred. The upper surface underground might have
also a rectangular hollow.

Photo

Pl. XLVII

Excavation No.

12.YU.17

Type

B1 or B2

Description

Rectangular stone element with worked surface at least in
three sides. Linear carving marks are observable on the worked
surfaces.

Dimensions
(L.xW.xH. cm)

111/118 x 121/130 Hollows
x 85/51
Hollows types

yes (tentative)
---

Hollows nos.

---

Hollows size
(cm)

---

Material

Limestone

Function

Votive?

Preservation

Bad, much broken.

Location

Yunus, Cemetery sector 4

Remarks

The hidden side lying on the ground might have hollows.

Photo

Pl. XLVIII

Excavation No.

12.YU.21

Type

S1b

Description

Parallelepiped stone element with worked surface in two
sides. The upper ledge is decorated with a simple crenellation,
while a hieroglyphic inscription is visible in one of the worked
surfaces, just below the crenellation.

Dimensions
(L.xW.xH. cm)

173/81 x 154/90 x
64/50
Crenellation 10 x
15 ⸱ 2

Hollows

no

Hollows types

---

Hollows nos.

---

Hollows size
(cm)

---

Material

Limestone

Function

Gravestone/altar

Preservation

Bad, broken in half

Location

Yunus, Cemetery sector 4, Sounding 8

Remarks

-

Photo

Pl. XLIX

Excavation No.

12.YU.22

Type

Description

Rectangular stone element with worked surface visible just
in the upper side. The upper side has a low step with one
fragmentary round hollow carved in the tread. The round
hollow presents a raised ridge.

Dimensions
(L.xW.xH. cm)

54/50 x 19 x 33/31 Hollows
Step 19 x 20 x 1.5 Hollows types
Hollows’ ridge 2.5
Hollows nos.
Hollows size
(cm)

Material

Basalt

Function

Votive

Preservation

Bad, entirely broken

Location

Yunus, Cemetery sector 4

Remarks

Might be part of 12.YU.25-26.

Photo

B1c

yes
round
0.5 round
⸱ 5.5

Pl. L

Excavation No.

12.YU.23

Type

B1b

Description

Rectangular stone element with worked surface in all sides.
Three round hollows and one irregular rectangular hollow are
carved in one of the two wider sides.

Dimensions
(L.xW.xH. cm)

108/100 x 99 x
36/23

Hollows

yes

Hollows types

round, rectangular

Hollows nos.

3 round, 1 rectangular

Hollows size
(cm)

round Ø 10.5 v 8
rectangular 38 x 38 v 15

Material

Limestone

Function

Votive

Preservation

Good, slightly broken at the sides, nearly complete

Location

Yunus, Cemetery sector 1

Remarks

Photo

Pl. LI

Excavation No.

12.YU.25

Type

Description

Rectangular stone element with worked surface visible just
on three sides. The upper side has a low step with one round
hollow carved in the tread. The round hollow presents a raised
ridge.

Dimensions
(L.xW.xH. cm)

70 x 59/27 x 45/76 Hollows
Step 18 x 23
Hollows types
Hollows’ ridge 3
Hollows nos.
Hollows size
(cm)

Material

Basalt

Function

Votive

Preservation

Bad, entirely broken

Location

Yunus, Field 8

Remarks

Half part of 12.YU.26.

Photo

B1c?

yes
round
1 round
Ø 12.5 ⸱ 5

Pl. LII

Excavation No.

12.YU.26

Type

Description

Rectangular stone element with worked surface visible just
in three sides. The upper side has a low step with one and a
half round hollow carved in the tread, while a broken half
rectangular hollow is carved in the uppermost surface. All
hollows present a raised ridge.

Dimensions
(L.xW.xH. cm)

91/80 x 57 x 32
Step 27 x 30
Hollows’ ridge 3

Hollows

yes

Hollows types

round

Hollows nos.

1.5 round, 0.5 rectang,

Hollows size
(cm)

Round Ø 12.6 ⸱ 6
Rectangular 10 x 7.5 ⸱ 10

Material

Basalt

Function

Votive

Preservation

Bad, entirely broken

Location

Yunus, Field 8

Remarks

Half part of 12.YU.25.

Photo

B1c?

Pl. LIII

Excavation No.

12.YU.27

Type

B1b?

Description

Rectangular stone element with worked surface in all sides.
In the upper side, a rectangular hollow is carved. The hollow
presents a raised ridge.

Dimensions
(L.xW.xH. cm)

85 x 88 x 60/51
Hollows’ ridge 13

Hollows

yes

Hollows types

rectangular

Hollows nos.

1 rectangular

Hollows size
(cm)

37 x 37 ⸱ 15

Material

Limestone

Function

Votive

Preservation

Good, slightly broken at the sides, nearly complete

Location

Yunus, Cemetery sector 2

Remarks

Partially interred. Probably part of 12.YU.28.

Photo

Pl. LIV

Excavation No.

12.YU.28

Type

B1b?

Description

Rectangular stone element with worked surface in all sides. In
the upper side, two round hollows are carved.

Dimensions
(L.xW.xH. cm)

54/40 x 38 x 45

Hollows

yes

Hollows types

round

Hollows nos.

2 round

Hollows size
(cm)

Ø 13 ⸱ 6

Material

Limestone

Function

Votive

Preservation

Bad, much fragmentary

Location

Yunus, Cemetery sector 2

Remarks

Partially interred. Probably part of 12.YU.27.

Photo

Pl. LV

1. Distribution of pottery sherds in the Yunus necropolis survey area.

2. Distribution of the IA II pottery sherds in the Yunus necropolis survey area.

Pl. LVI

1. Distribution of the IA III pottery sherds in the Yunus necropolis survey area.

2. Distribution of the Late Roman/ Early Byzantine pottery sherds in the Yunus necropolis survey
area.

Pl. LVII

1. Distribution of the Early Islamic pottery sherds in the Yunus necropolis survey area.

2. Distribution of tiles in the Yunus necropolis survey area.

Pl. LVIII

1. Distribution of small finds in the Yunus necropolis survey area.

2. Distribution of gravestones in the Yunus necropolis survey area.

Pl. LIX

1. Detailed location and types of small finds in the Yunus necropolis survey area.

2. Detailed location of the gravestones in the Yunus necropolis survey area.
(12.YU numbers, except the green dot which is 13.YU.1)

Pl. LX

1. Hypothetical reconstruction of the use of space by sector in the Yunus necropolis survey area
during the IA II-III periods.

2. Hypothetical reconstruction of the use of space by sector in the Yunus necropolis survey area
during the Late Roman/Byzantine period.

Pl. LXI

1. Hypothetical reconstruction of the use of space by sector in the Yunus necropolis survey area
during the Islamic period.

2. Hypothetical reconstruction of the use of space by sector in the Yunus necropolis survey area
from the Ottoman period.

