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Foreword

This book is a compilation of selected research papers dealing with a va-
riety of topics in Anatolian ethnoarchaeology. It aims at providing the reader 
with insights on recent research and field activities within this discipline. The 
broad spectrum of topics dealt with refers to different timeframes with a few 
going back to pre-classical and prehistoric periods. The editors who compiled 
the research papers and researchers who contributed them obviously share the 
general understanding of the crucial role of multi-disciplinary approach in eth-
noarchaeology. Indeed, reliance on disciplines such as cultural anthropology, 
sociology and history of art by some authors contributed to suggestions con-
cerning the likely social, cultural, spiritual and economic significance of mate-
rial culture remains including art forms from the distant past. With this under-
standing in mind the papers presented deal with a variety of topics of interest 
touching on the socio-political and socio-economic considerations in settlement 
planning, continuity of architectural concepts, the use of space, food production 
strategies, storage and consumption modes, continuity in traditional local and 
regional technologies often using ethnographic analogies. 

Some of the articles relying on ethnographic guidance demonstrate that 
in Anatolia and adjacent territories economically encapsulated societies often 
opted for communal production, which naturally required their being socially or-
ganized in a communal mode. In this system, although the means of subsistence 
production are held by the commune as a whole, status based on gender, rank, 
age group and kin connections defines the rights and duties of members taking 
part in the production activities and consumption, and often creates wealth dif-
ferentiation. Within the communal mode of production, various forms of social 
orders may have existed ranging from egalitarian communities, more likely 
briefly and at the onset, to socio-economically stratified communities leading 
to ranked chiefdoms. The preservation of these socio-economic frameworks 
must have been crucial, at least to some extent, for communities in the process 
of being incorporated into state societies. 

Finally, this publication strengthens the existing impression that some of 
the ethnographic case studies involving the preservation of deep-rooted region-
al rural architectural traditions or various artistic renderings of social norms or 
spiritual themes recovered or unveiled in Anatolia could be applicable also to 
neighboring territories beyond its geo-cultural borders.

Jak Yakar
Professor Emeritus

Sonia & Marco Nadler Institute of Archaeology
Tel Aviv University
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A View from Çukuriçi: Multiple, Co-Existing Models of 
Socio-Political Organisation in Early Bronze Age Western Anatolia

 
Çukuriçinden Bir Görünüm: Batı Anadolu Erken Tunç Çağı’nda Çoklu, 

Birlikte Görülen Sosyo-Politik Örgütlenme Modelleri

Sabina CVEČEK* & Barbara HOREJS**

Abstract

This contribution discusses insights from social anthropology into the 
Early Bronze Age period (third millennium BCE) in western Anatolia from a 
comparative perspective. Based on controlled comparison with corresponding 
ethnographic accounts within and beyond Anatolia, the paper addresses socio-po-
litical organisation at Early Bronze Age Çukuriçi Höyük in western Anatolia. 
We provide a summary of evidence regarding sharing and competition between 
households at Çukuriçi Höyük, analysed through household and interdisciplin-
ary archaeology. These results are then contextualised through suitable ethno-
graphic examples that underpin the bottom-up approach to interpreting solid 
archaeological data. The paper concludes with a dialectical correspondence be-
tween heterarchical social organisation and a ‘great man’ society model of social 

*               Dr., Austrian Archaeological Institute (OeAI), Austrian Academy of Sciences (OeAW), De-
partment of Prehistory & West Asian/Northeast African Archaeology, Hollandstraße 11–13, 
1020 Vienna/Austria. E-mail: sabina.cvecek@oeaw.ac.at / Orcid No: 0000-0003-0642-2397.

**              Prof. Dr., Austrian Archaeological Institute (OeAI), Austrian Academy of Sciences (OeAW), 
            Department of Prehistory & West Asian/Northeast African Archaeology, Hollandstraße   
            11–13, 1020 Vienna/Austria. E-mail: barbara.horejs@oeaw.ac.at /
            Orcid No: 0000-0002-4818-6268.
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organisation, applicable to Çukuriçi Höyük in the third millennium BCE. With 
a focus on site-specific regional trajectories, our heterarchical or ‘great man’ 
society model for Çukuriçi Höyük provides only one example of how various 
forms of socio-political organisation and social inequality may have mutually 
coexisted at the dawn of the Bronze Age in western Anatolia. 

Keywords: Early Bronze Age, Socio-Political Organisation, Western 
Anatolia, Heterarchy, ‘Great Man’ Society, Controlled Comparison, Direct His-
torical Analogy. 

Öz

Bu katkı, Batı Anadolu’daki Erken Tunç Çağı Dönemi’ne (MÖ üçüncü 
binyıl) ilişkin içgörüleri Sosyal Antropoloji’nin gözünden karşılaştırmalı bir bakış 
açısıyla tartışmaktadır. Makale, Anadolu içindeki ve dışındaki birbiriyle ilişkili 
etnografik kayıtların kontrollü karşılaştırmasına dayanarak, Batı Anadolu’daki 
Erken Tunç Çağı Çukuriçi Höyük’teki sosyo-politik örgütlenmeyi ele almıştır. 
Çukuriçi Höyük’teki haneler arasındaki paylaşım ve rekabete ilişkin kanıtların 
bir özetini sunarak, bunları hane halkı arkeolojisi ve disiplinler arası arkeoloji 
yoluyla analiz ettik. Elde edilen bulgular, daha sonra güvenilir arkeolojik veril-
eri yorumlamaya yönelik tümevarım yaklaşımını destekleyen uygun etnografik 
örnekler aracılığıyla bağlamsallaştırılır. Makale, heterarşik sosyal organizasyon 
ile MÖ üçüncü binyılda Çukuriçi Höyük için geçerli olan “büyük adam” toplu-
mu sosyal organizasyon modeli arasındaki diyalektik bir karşılaştırma ile sona 
ermektedir. Yerleşime özgü bölgesel yörüngelere odaklanmasına rağmen, bizim 
heterarşik veya ‘büyük adam’ toplum modelimiz, Çukuriçi Höyük için çeşitli 
sosyo-politik örgütlenme ve sosyal eşitsizlik biçimlerinin Batı Anadolu Tunç 
Çağı’nın şafağında karşılıklı olarak nasıl bir arada var olabileceğine dair yal-
nızca bir örnek sağlar. 

Anahtar Sözcükler: Erken Tunç Çağı, Sosyo-Politik Örgütlenme, Batı 
Anadolu, Heterarşi, ‘Büyük Adam’ Toplumu, Kontrollü Karşılaştırma, Doğru-
dan Tarihsel Analoji. 
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Introduction

Ethnoarchaeological insights may provide evidence of alternative modes 
of dwelling, different from those of archaeologists who study past communities. 
Considering ethnographies and historical accounts of carefully chosen com-
munities in many parts of Anatolia, the Mediterranean, and beyond, models of 
socio-political organisation can be understood through their diversity, co-exis-
tence, and transformations, rather than as an eternal reality. One such ‘eternal’, 
rarely challenged the model of social organisation is the gradual emergence of 
chiefdoms during the Early Bronze Age in western Anatolia. By considering re-
gional variability as much as cultural homogeneity – the latter being visible in 
pottery and architectural styles – a new perspective may be gained concerning 
the socio-political organisation of western Anatolian communities in the Early 
Bronze Age (EBA). 

This period marks a crucial step in the gradual formation of proto-urban 
societies during the third millennium BC, strongly related to a dynamic and com-
plex socio-cultural process. The social impact of these dynamic developments has 
long been known and is a much-discussed phenomenon in the Aegean and Ana-
tolian Early Bronze Age. The establishment of a few large centres with massive 
fortifications and a new dominant role in exchange systems is probably closely 
linked to the culmination of political and social power, as manifested in Troy 
II or Liman Tepe V, dating from 2700 BC. The much smaller site of Çukuriçi 
Höyük did not play a major role in this large-scale development in terms of su-
pra-regional political influence. Rather, our case study offers another perspec-
tive with new archaeological data of a household community analysed in detail 
and standing in contrast with the established model of chiefdoms. 

As a model of socio-political organisation, chiefdoms have been widely 
attested for the Aegean and western Anatolia during the EBA 2 period (Kouka, 
2002: 2016a; Pullen, 1985, 2011a, 2011b; Renfrew, [1972] 2011; Şahoğlu, 2005). 
By comparison, EBA 1 sites have not been excavated in as many or as thorough-
ly studied as EBA 2 sites. Therefore, the socio-political organisation of EBA 1 
sites in western Anatolia remains enigmatic. 

There are two major trends for discussing socio-political organisation 
during the EBA 1 period in western Anatolia. The first trend initially observed 
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at mainland Aegean sites (Peperaki, 2007: 7) and now also detected in west-
ern Anatolia is that the quality and quantity of EBA 2 material dominates per-
ceptions of the entire EBA period. For example, chiefdom social organisation, 
initially inferred for the EBA 2 period in the Aegean (Renfrew, [1972] 2011), 
can now be widely attested for EBA 1 metalworker-trader workshops in west-
ern Anatolia (Kouka, 2002: 2016a). The second trend stands in stark contrast 
to the first: rather than supporting the chiefdom model of socio-political organ-
isation, scholars deny any form of on-site social inequality at EBA 1 western 
Anatolian sites. For example, based on household archaeology, the existence of 
an ‘egalitarian’ society has been proposed for the EBA 1 layers at Troy I and 
subsequently for the entire region of western Anatolia during the EBA 1 period 
(Ivanova, 2013: 2016). 

As we will show below, the evidence from the EBA 1 settlement of Çukuriçi 
Höyük in western Anatolia supports neither a chiefdom nor an egalitarian so-
cio-political organisation. Instead, the evidence suggests a heterarchical setting 
(Crumley, 1995; 2016) between households at the site, in which households were 
unranked or possessed “the potential for being ranked in a number of different 
ways” (Crumley, 1995: 3). From a socio-cultural anthropological perspective, 
the heterarchical setting of socio-political organisation at EBA 1 Çukuriçi Höyük 
that has initially been proposed (Horejs, 2016) and then elaborated (Cveček, in 
press), corresponds to a great man society model (Godelier, 1986; Godelier and 
Strathern, 1991) of non-state socio-political organisation.1

The great man society model of socio-political organisation complements 
the understanding of social organisation during the EBA 1 period in western 
Anatolia. Great man societies such as Çukuriçi were not self-sufficient but were 
embedded and entrenched in vital regional interrelations – social and economic 

– with others through the mixed regional economy (Cveček, in press; Gingrich, 
2017; Gingrich and Schweitzer, 2014). A mixed regional economy enabled the 
co-existence of a great man society at Çukuriçi with other societies in the region. 
These included the supposedly ‘egalitarian’ society at Troy I and the chiefdom at 
Poliochni. Therefore, on a regional level, heterarchy as a structure and a condi-
tion may be used to describe the setting in which different models of socio-po-
litical organisation co-existed at the dawn of the EBA in western Anatolia: the 
1	 Beyond the EBA in western Anatolia, a heterarchical social organisation has been recent-

ly proposed for EBA Aegean communities, if we do not consider metallurgy through the 
prism of technological determinism but as a social practice instead: see Mina, 2018. 
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EBA 1 chiefdom at Poliochni, the ‘egalitarian’ society at Troy I, and a heterar-
chical, great-man society at Çukuriçı (see Fig. 1 for the location of EBA 1 set-
tlement sites mentioned in this contribution). 

Fig. 1: Location of the EBA 1 western Anatolian sites referred to in this 
contribution (OeaW-OeAI/M. Börner, Ch. Schwall). 

Ethnoarchaeology in Anatolia: a direct historical analogy

Ethnographic evidence collected in the past century from rural Anatolia 
has already meaningfully informed archaeologists about material culture and 
subsistence practices. These include the organisation of domestic spaces and sub-
sistence practices in village communities (Aslan and Blum, 2004; Dostal, 1971; 
Stirling, 1965; Weinstein, 1973; Yakar, 2000; Yakar, 1998; Çevik, 1995), the role 
of kinship (Heady and Yalçın-Heckmann, 2020; Yalçın-Heckmann, 1991), and 
gender roles (Mutlu, 2021). In his seminal work Ethnoarchaeology of Anatolia, 
Yak Yakar (2000) combined ethnographic accounts of rural areas in Anatolia 
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(1993–1997) with ancient texts and archaeological data for the contextualisa-
tion of subsistence practices and material culture to reconstruct socio-political 
structures in Hittite periods in central Anatolia. The main argument of Yakar’s 
(2000) contribution was to show that knowledge of the modern ethnographic 
records in Anatolia can help us to interpret ancient Anatolian communities. By 
linking historical texts, ethnographic data, and archaeological records, Yakar 
(2000) has found a “soft way” to link ethnography with archaeology (Yalman, 
2013: 35) to address continuous relations between material culture and diverse 
subsistence economies in Anatolia. 

However, the modern ethnographic record from Anatolia is less suitable 
for the reconstruction of socio-political models (Rainville, 2003; Wilkinson, 
2001; Yalman, 2013). The suitability of the method of direct historical analogy, 
which uses ethnographic and historical accounts of modern rural societies to 
reconstruct models of socio-political organisation in the same area centuries or 
millennia ago, has already been challenged for Anatolia (Yalman, 2013). This is 
because direct historical analogy (Peregrine, 1996) can be used for interpretation 
only when the continuity between (pre)historic periods and modern societies, 
residing in the same area, is established.2 Thus, using the descendent communi-
ties’ practices to interpret those of prehistoric communities assumes no change. 
This assumption can be understood from a theoretical predisposition regarding 
the Anatolian case study that “the socio-economic organization of rural commu-
nities in state societies must have been basically the same in the past as that of 
traditional societies of today” (Yakar, 2000: 3). The drawback of this theoreti-
cal predisposition, however, is the assumption of continuity between the ethno-
graphic present and the archaeological past (Rainville, 2003; Wilkinson, 2001). 
To avoid any misunderstanding, as much as there is no reason to assume ethnic 
continuity between Anatolia of the third millennium BC and the modern period, 
there is no reason to assume the same socio-political models existing in prehis-
tory are the same as those documented today. 

In the Anatolian case, a direct historical analogy may be suitable for the 
interpretation of material culture, subsistence practices, and certain technologies, 
but less so for addressing EBA 1 socio-political organization, which is the main 
focus of this contribution. If we are to rely exclusively on modern ethnographic 
2	 Among the exceptional cases in which a continuity between the late prehistory and the 

ethnographic periods has already been established and explained are the Native American 
Puebloan societies, such as the Hopi and Zuni, see Whiteley, 2018. 



472

and ethnohistoric accounts of societies within Anatolia and the wider Mediter-
ranean region to infer the EBA socio-political organisation, we would assume 
that the Anatolians today are the same as 5, 000 years ago. If we agree that this 
is not the case, then we should include non-Anatolian ethnographic evidence, 
including non-Anatolian socio-political models, to provide a broader theoreti-
cal framework for the interpretation of the archaeological data (Rainville, 2003). 

Controlled comparison with ethnographic cases beyond Anatolia

Our contribution to ‘ethnoarchaeology in Anatolia’ follows the latter call. 
It complements Yakar’s (2000) work by drawing our attention to non-Anatolian 
ethnographic insights to reconstruct socio-political organisation at the dawn of 
the EBA 1 in western Anatolia.3 Based on the controlled comparison (Gingrich, 
2012), with loosely defined boundaries of cases that could be compared, this 
approach differs from ethnographic analogy4 or the direct historical approach. 
We base our presumption on the understanding that societies in Anatolia have 
undergone multiple socio-political changes from prehistory to the modern-day. 
For this reason, the interpretation of socio-political organisation in Anatolian 
prehistory may be more fruitfully explored through comparison with non-Anato-
lian, non-state, non-literate societies, residing outside state societies rather than 
within them as such loosely defined criteria necessary for controlled compari-
son (Gingrich, 2012). Whereas Anatolian case studies remain relevant for the 
interpretation of architecture, technologies, and material culture more widely, 
we must consider more than Anatolian non-state socio-political models for the 
interpretation of prehistoric social organisation if we are to avoid direct histor-
ical analogy. 

A controlled comparison with non-Anatolian case studies allows alterna-
tive modes of dwelling to enter our analyses and interpretations of the prehis-
toric archaeological evidence. These non-Anatolian, non-state ethnographic ex-
amples are not treated here as ‘living fossils’ representing earlier stages of social 
3	 For the successful utilisation of non-Anatolian ethnographic examples for the interpreta-

tion of socio-political organisation in Anatolian prehistory see Wengrow & Graeber, 2015.
4	 Ethnographic analogy has been critiqued on the basis that one cannot know how well 

the ethnographic analogy selected is representative of prehistory, but it may be usefully 
complemented by cross-cultural research, which uses world-wide ethnographies to test 
for associations between phenomena: see Peregrine 1996. An example of one such con-
firmed cross-cultural study is a confirmed association between a large floor area and a 
matrilocal residence: see Divale, 1977; Ember, 1973; Hrnčiř et al,. 2020; Porčić, 2010.
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evolution (Gosselain, 2016). Instead, these communities interact(ed) with the 
contemporary world based on different historical, cultural, and technological 
practices that are distinct from those of most archaeologists (Cunningham and 
MacEachern, 2016; Fewster, 2013; Lyons and David, 2019).5

In this contribution, we compare the evidence from EBA 1 Çukuriçi with 
the Baruya, a great man society ethnographically documented in the 1980s in 
Papua New Guinea’s highland fringe. The correspondence between the great 
man society and the heterarchical social organisation proposed for EBA Çukuriçi 
complements the understanding of EBA western Anatolia in several important 
ways. First, it contrasts the ‘egalitarian’ social organisation as inferred from the 
archaeological evidence at Troy I (Ivanova, 2013: 2016) and the chiefdom social 
organisation as inferred from Poliochni Blue (Kouka, 2002: 2016a; 2016b) with 
the heterarchical socio-political organisation at EBA 1 Çukuriçi. Second, it pro-
poses a regional heterarchical setting based on a mixed regional economy. In 
this setting, the EBA 1 sites in western Anatolia were socially and economically 
interlinked but differed in the socio-political organisation. As we show below, 
if we think of relations between the EBA 1 sites as heterarchical, we see that 
Troy I, EBA 1 Çukuriçi, and Poliochni Blue were sites that could be ranked in 
several different ways in relation to one another. In this case, Troy I occupied 
an important, strategic location, Poliochni Blue hosted a chiefly household of 
metalworkers-traders, and the EBA 1 inhabitants at Çukuriçi drew their regional 
importance from arsenical-copper production. Third, our contribution to Ethnoar-
chaeology Studies in Anatolia shows that suitable non-Anatolian ethnographic 
material may help us understand non-state socio-political organisation in Ana-
tolian prehistory. The great man society model, as a conceptual tool rather than 
a static model of social organisation provides such an example. 

Chiefdom: an example of an ‘eternal model’ of social organisation

The prehistory of the Aegean and Anatolia has been characterised by five 
decades of borrowing and translating models of the socio-political organisation 
from socio-cultural anthropology to archaeology. Among the most widely utili-
sed examples of the socio-political organisation during the EBA in the Aegean 
5	 Insights from socio-cultural anthropology have already proven useful in developing a 

better understanding of prehistoric economies in Anatolia. See: Gingrich and Schweitzer, 
2014. 
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is the chiefdom model of social organisation. In his seminal work The Emer-
gence of Civilization, Colin Renfrew ([1972] 2011) argued that the emergence 
of the first chiefdoms dates to the EBA 2 (2,700-2,400 BC) in the Aegean. He 
argues that during this period, major transformations can be seen in a subsisten-
ce economy. Whereas the Neolithic and the EBA 1 villages were self-sufficient 
units, the EBA 2 villages and proto-urban settlements relied on a redistributive 
economy of wheat, grapes, and wine: the so-called Mediterranean Polyculture. 
This crucial economic shift allowed EBA metalworkers in the Aegean to estab-
lish themselves as full-time specialists, a theory initially proposed by Gordon 
Childe (1930; 1950). 

Colin Renfrew built his interpretation based on the neo-evolutionary 
model of the socio-political organisation developed by Elman Service (Service, 
1962; Service, 1971), Marshall Sahlins (1960; 1968), and Morton Fried (1967). 
Along the neo-evolutionary scale of band-tribe-chiefdom-state, chiefdoms were 
considered to be ranked and socio-politically centralised societies based on the 
redistribution of staple goods by chiefs. The emergence of chiefdoms was neces-
sarily linked to an increase in population, greater productivity, and the emergen-
ce of important economic and/or religious centres, among other factors. These 
ethnographically observed traits, at the time believed to define chiefdoms, have 
been individually translated to the prehistoric archaeological material in terms of 
lists (see twenty-item list in Renfrew et al., 1974). However, since the emergen-
ce of chiefdoms was not associated with a particular technological innovation, 
socio-cultural anthropologists expressed concern over inferring chiefdoms from 
the archaeological record (Service, 1962: 114). In recent decades, socio-cultural 
anthropologists and archaeologists have advanced the understanding of chief-
doms Today, it is known that chiefdoms may emerge in several ways: through 
a redistributive economy (Sahlins, 1963; Service, 1962) irrigation that requi-
res central control (Steward, 1955; Wittfogel, 1976), the exchange of prestige 
goods (Friedman and Rowlands, 1977), the establishment of bottlenecks in the 
resource flow (Earle et al., 2015; Earle, 2002), or different types of circumsc-
ription (Carneiro, 1988; 2012). 
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Metalworking chiefdoms in EBA 1 western Anatolia and eastern 
Aegean islands

In western Anatolia, the most predominant explanation for the emergence 
of chiefdoms during the EBA 1 period is linked to technological changes, namely 
metalworking and the exchange of prestige goods. For example, at the settlement 
of Poliochni, an eastern Aegean island site, two metalworking workshops have 
been distinguished from other domestic structures. Based on the exotica (the 
imported Aegean objects) found within these two workshops, the higher status 
of metalworking families has been inferred (Kouka, 2002). At Poliochni, and 
elsewhere in western Anatolia, these metalworking workshops containing exoti-
ca have subsequently been interpreted as the seats of chiefs (Kouka, 2016a). At 
these sites, households involved in metalworking were restricted to a single or a 
few households per site, fixed at the same location over several using horizons. 
The foreign objects found in these workshops (such as large amounts of Melian 
obsidian and imported pottery pieces including Cycladic frying pans) indicate a 
fixed spatial position and distinct social status of the metalworkers-traders, who 
were possibly chiefs (see Fig. 2 for the model of the socio-political organization 
as inferred from Poliochni Blue). 

Fig. 2: EBA 1 chiefdoms in western Anatolia, based on the evidence from me-
talworker-trader chiefly households; the model of Poliochni Blue as described 

by O. Kouka (2000: 2016a). 
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Egalitarian societies in EBA 1 western Anatolia

The existence of chiefdoms as an ‘eternal’ model for explaining soci-
o-political organisation in EBA 1 western Anatolia has recently been challen-
ged, based on the interpretation of evidence found at Troy I. The settlement of 
Troy II, with a clear enclosure wall and a freestanding structure – the so-called 
Megara (Room 102), as a possible chiefly dwelling – has been interpreted as an 
example of a fully developed chiefdom (Eslick, 1988). Rather than projecting 
the same chiefdom socio-political organisation onto the earlier EBA 1 period, 
a recent study, based on household archaeology of EBA 1 settlement layers at 
Troy I (Ivanova, 2013: 2016), proposed an EBA 1 egalitarian spirit that predated 
the EBA 2 chiefdom at Troy. This egalitarian social organisation was not only 
proposed for Troy I, but for the whole of EBA 1 western Anatolia: “vernacular 
pattern at Troy I and other contemporary sites in western Anatolia implies ho-
mogeneous communities of economically uniform households with low privacy 
requirements and an egalitarian ethos” (Ivanova, 2013: 31): see Fig. 3 for the 
model of the socio-political organization as inferred from Troy I. 

Fig. 3: EBA 1 egalitarian societies in western Anatolia based on the evidence of 
identical residential units; the model of Troy I as described by M. Ivanova (2016). 
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The inference of an ‘egalitarian ethos’ at Troy, however, has been made 
without any specification of what the uniform households at Troy were egalita-
rian in relation to, apart from the claim that the “residential units…were equal 
in their position, and therefore produced dwellings with nearly identical form, 
size, and internal arrangement” (Ivanova, 2016: 46). If we are to explain either 
inequality or equality – the latter being more problematic, as it assumes a ‘na-
tural’ basis for the division of labour – it is necessary to specify what we mean 
by (in)equality in each specific case (Collier and Yanagisako, 1987). In our view, 
people-centred questions, beyond those of residential units, would question 
whether the egalitarian relations at Troy I existed between households, between 
generations, or between different genders that belong to these residential units. 
Due to the lack of availability and preservation of data, these questions could 
not be addressed in the case of Troy I. However, the study at Troy I has inspi-
red us to address these questions through interdisciplinary evidence in the case 
of EBA 1 Çukuriçi. 

Metals as precious objects at EBA 1 Çukuriçi Höyük

Çukuriçi Höyük is an EBA 1 site in western Anatolia (Turkey), located 
close to the ancient city of Ephesus and 6 km from the Aegean Sea. In prehistoric 
times, Çukuriçi was a coastal site, situated approximately 1.5 to 2 km from the 
shore (Stock et al., 2015). Between 2009 and 2014, the excavation of the tell 
site confirmed approximately 8m of anthropogenic material dating to the Early 
and Late Neolithic, the Late Chalcolithic, and the EBA 1 periods (Horejs, 2017: 
see Fig. 1: 6). The EBA 1 layers, found on top of the Late Chalcolithic settle-
ment, are divided into three phases: ÇuHö Va (3,050-2,950 cal BCE), ÇuHö IV 
(2,950/2,900-2,850 calBCE), and ÇuHö III (2,850-2,800/2,750 calBCE) (Horejs, 
2017), of which the latter two phases are the focus of this contribution (see Fig. 
4 for the photo of the excavation at Çukuriçi). 
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Fig. 4: Photo of the EBA excavation trenches at Çukuriçi Höyük 
(OeaW-OeAI/N. Gail). 

The EBA 1 layers at Çukuriçi Höyük have already been investigated as part 
of several interdisciplinary research projects. These include radiocarbon dating 
(Horejs, 2017), macroscopic pottery analysis (Röcklinger, 2015), petrography 
(Peloschek, 2017), archaeometallurgy (Mehofer, 2015), textile technologies 
(Britsch, 2018), zooarchaeology (Cveček and Emra, in press; Emra et al., 2020), 
archaeobotany (Horejs et al., 2011), lithics (Schwall et al., 2020), architecture 
(Grasböck et al., forthcoming), and socio-cultural anthropological contextuali-
sation of archaeological insights (Cveček, 2020: in press). These studies provi-
de some important results, which we will briefly summarise and then utilise for 
a discussion of a heterarchical, great man society, inferred for the EBA 1 layers 
at the site (for more than fifty open access publications about Çukuriçi, see the 
online repository https: //epub. oeaw. ac. at/erc-prehistoric-anatolia). 

The EBA 1 settlement at Çukuriçi was established on top of the burnt 
Late Chalcolithic settlement. The earliest EBA 1 houses at the site were rectan-
gular, freestanding structures, a pattern that lasted only for approximately one 
generation or about 25 years. Gradually, in four building phases, the inhabitants 
at the site built new houses by attaching them to the pre-existing ones. Within 
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approximately 100 years, the settlement pattern became agglutinated into the 
so-called row-houses or insulae, typical for EBA 1 western Anatolian coas-
tal sites including Troy I and Poliochni (Ivanova, 2013; Kouka, 2002; 2016a). 
Row-houses or insulae bear a close similarity to what are known as mahalle in 
Anatolian ethnography. Mahalle refers to the wards or quarters that make up a 
large traditional Anatolian village (Köy) (Yakar, 2000: 119): see Fig. 5 for the 
visual reconstruction of EBA 1 settlement at Çukuriçi.

Fig. 5: Reconstruction of the EBA 1 settlement at Çukuriçi (7Reasons). 

If we draw an ethnoarchaeological parallel to the development of a settle-
ment pattern at EBA 1 Çukuriçi, it fits well with the settlements ethnoarchaeo-
logically documented in Khar o Tauran in Northwestern Iran (Horne, 1994). In 
these villages, newly established houses were attached to the preexisting ones, 
and the building of a new house was inherently related to marriage. Khar o Tauran 
villages followed a patrilocal post-marital residence pattern, which refers to the 
residence of a couple at the husband’s natal home or village (Parkin, [1997] 
2003: 31). Cross-culturally, large dwellings (larger than 80 m2) are only asso-
ciated with matrilocal residences (Divale and Witkowski, 1996; Ember, 1973) 
and therefore, based on the total floor area size, we can exclude a matrilocal res-
idence pattern at Çukuriçi. An ethnographic analogy with the Khar o Tauran vil-
lages and a similar pattern documented in southeast Asia (Verderya et al., 2012) 
supports a pattern of patrilocal residence at EBA 1 Çukuriçi. Moreover, distinct 



480

patrilocal and patrilineal households also constituted a typical Anatolian village 
community (Yakar, 2000: 128). 

For subsistence, the EBA 1 inhabitants at Çukuriçi relied on animal herd-
ing (mostly sheep and goats) but also hunted wild animals (Emra et al., 2020). 
They cultivated domestic plants, such as pulses and cereals, as well as gather-
ing wild plants (Horejs et al., 2011). They utilised tools made of local chert and 
Melian obsidian (Schwall et al., 2020), while the site was an important EBA 1 
gateway community for Melian obsidian exchange (Knitter et al., 2013). Con-
cerning crafts, inhabitants at Çukuriçi produced textiles (Britsch, 2018), made 
pottery using locally available clay sources (Peloschek, 2017), and it produuced 
arsenical copper (Horejs and Mehofer, 2015). Overall, the assemblage at Çukuriçi 
Höyük fits the anthropological model of regional mixed economies (Cveček, in 
press). Simple rain-fed cultivation, alongside animal husbandry, non-special-
ised craft expertise hunting small and large animals, gathering plants and other 
goods, and the exchange of gifts and goods for everyday purposes are the five 
elements that embed a local society into mixed regional economies, which can 
shift between more or less centralised constellations. 

Çukuriçi was an important arsenical-copper production site during the 
EBA 1 period in western Anatolia (Horejs and Mehofer, 2015; Horejs et al., 
2010; Mehofer and Horejs, 2011). A total of 173 pieces of metal objects, metal 
prills (waste from the casting process), and metallurgical ceramics such as cru-
cibles, blowpipes, and ovens were excavated from Çukuriçi, and these allow for 
the reconstruction of a complete metallurgical chaîne opératoire at the mound. 
Unlike at Poliochni, where the two metalworking workshops overlapped with 
exotica and were restricted to two rooms within the settlement (Kouka, 2002), 
metalworking at Çukuriçi was a household activity of which different production 
steps were found across the settlement (Cveček, in press). This evidence implies 
that metalworking, rather than being a full-time activity, was a part-time, possi-
bly seasonal activity, integrated into the domestic mode of production (Cveček, 
in press). Members of different houses at the site cooperated, shared metalwork-
ing knowledge but also competed with each other to acquire foreign goods and 
establish regional alliances. 

Arsenical copper and other metal objects at Çukuriçi cannot be treated 
as objects of prestige. No metalworking workshop has been identified with an 
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excessive amount of exotica, which would point towards a higher status of the 
specialist-metalworker-trader workshop. Instead, we interpret metal objects at 
Çukuriçi as precious objects. Precious, because they were good to have, yet dif-
ficult to produce and, therefore, scarce and essential. Precious objects, because 
metal objects could not be produced without specialist knowledge (Mehofer, 
2014). Finally, precious objects, because through the exchange of arsenical copper 
objects Çukuriçi inhabitants could procure all that they lacked in their territory 
but was necessary for everyday life (e.g., obsidian, etc.). With the production of 
metal objects at Çukuriçi, inhabitants could overcome the limits of their locally 
available resources that were imposed on them by local ecology and economy. 

Before we further contextualise the finds from Çukuriçi, let us consider a 
few ethnographic insights concerning metalworking. First, it has already been 
shown that metalworking can be associated with any type of social organisation. 
Smiths and metalworkers may exist in both decentralised and centralised so-
cio-political settings (Rowlands, 1971). Therefore, since the emergence of cen-
tralised chiefdoms is not associated with any particular technological innovation 
(Service, 1962: 114), we must not immediately associate metalworking societ-
ies with centralised/chiefdom social organisations. Second, as a whole, smiths 
and metalworkers at Çukuriçi may not necessarily be associated with a superior 
social status, as inferred from EBA 1 Poliochni. For example, in the tribal con-
texts of western and south Asian ethnographic accounts, smiths were commonly 
associated with a marginal and/or inferior status (Dostal, 1983: 50). Third, met-
alworking centres are not only associated with a centralised socio-political or-
ganisation and full-time metalworking expertise. Metalworking centres, or what 
has been described as handwerk center in the province of ʿ Asīr (Dostal, 1983) in 
South Arabia, may exist in decentralised socio-political contexts in which met-
alworkers residing within such handwerk center(s) are part-time specialists. A 
type of craft integration, in which most of the local households participate and 
produce for both local consumption and regional exchange, has recently been 
addressed as a ‘generalized craft integration’ (Cveček, in press). 

Following these insights, a comparable setting to EBA 1 Çukuriçi, where 
regional centres specialise in the production of objects for both local consump-
tion and regional exchange, has been documented in the Papua New Guin-
ean highland fringe. There, Baruya, a great man society, represents a model of 
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socio-political organisation that we consider to be a version of non-state, het-
erarchical society that may complement our understanding of the socio-politi-
cal organisation during the EBA 1 period at Çukuriçi. Based on the example of 
Çukuriçi, we argue that multiple modes of socio-political organisation co-exist-
ed at the dawn of the Bronze Age in western Anatolia. 

A dialectical correspondence between a great man society and heterarchy

To establish a dialectical correspondence between a great man society 
model of social organisation and heterarchy, we must translate and find the con-
nection between two foreign scientific concepts. In establishing the relationship 
between the two, we will first consider heterarchy, then great man society, and, 
finally, highlight the trait of temporarily hierarchical relations between units that 
cross-cut these two concepts. 

Etymologically speaking, heterarchy comes from the Greek words het-
eros, the other, and archein, to rule (Beekes, 2010: 261). The earliest academ-
ic use of ‘heterarchy’ as a scientific concept was in cybernetics, to describe a 
non-hierarchical relationship or differently hierarchical relationship between the 
left and right sides of the brain (McCulloch, 1945).6 Later, the concept was suc-
cessfully borrowed into social sciences to describe systems of human relations, 
in which heterarchy is not an antithesis to hierarchy. Instead, heterarchy is “in a 
dialectical relationship with hierarchy (where elements are ranked)’ and can be 

‘useful as an abstract model or in a narrative…of self-organization in complex 
systems” (Crumley, 2015: 1-2). Concerning human societies, Crumley (2015) 
uses the term ‘complex systems’ to refer to the so-called ‘complex’ societies, 
such as chiefdoms and states that are conventionally perceived to be “ranked or 
hierarchical, despite archaeological and ethnographic evidence that economic, 
political, and social power takes many complex forms that are not entirely hi-
erarchical, even in nation-states” (Crumley, 2015: 4). 

Specifically for socio-cultural anthropologists and archaeologists, Carole 
L. Crumley developed a more general definition in which heterarchy is defined 
as “the relation of elements to one another when they are unranked, or when they 
possess the potential for being ranked in a number of different ways, depending 

6	 For a detailed discussion of the original use of ‘heterarchy’ by Warren S. McCulloch, see 
von Goldammer, Paul and Newbury, 2003. 
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on systemic requirements” (Crumley, 1979: 144 cited in Crumley, 2015: 2). 
This conception allows for the more general usage of the term, beyond chief-
doms and states.7 

The concept of heterarchy and heterarchical relations may correspond di-
alectically to the socio-political model of a great man society (Godelier, 1986; 
Godelier and Strathern, 1991).8 In socio-cultural anthropology, a ‘great man 
society’ refers to a socio-political model of non-state social organisation that 
lacks a formalised government, different from chiefdoms or big man societies 
(Godelier and Strathern, 1991). The model of great man society was initially 
inferred from the Baruya, residing in the Papua New Guinean highland fringe 
(Godelier, 1986). Among the Baruya, the accumulation of wealth did not deter-
mine their reproduction (Godelier, 1986), which was the case for their neigh-
bours, Mae-Enga, Kayka Melpa, and Mendi, who were so-called big-man so-
cieties (Sahlins, 1963). Crucial for local reproduction and everyday life among 
the Baruya was the achieved status and the accumulation of personal prestige 
based on their skills. Becoming a great warrior, a great hunter, or a great crafts-
person (such as a salt maker) were prestigious roles in the local community that 
could be achieved by every Baruya man. These roles and skills were not accu-
mulated within one person or household, but were acquired and held by differ-
ent persons in the community. 

Within a great man society, persons with distinct skills and roles in the 
local community were not conspicuous persons in everyday life. For example, 
among the Baruya, the great salt maker, locally known as tsaimaye, needed to 
hunt and farm like everyone else. For the tsaimaye separated himself from ‘ev-
eryday life’ only during the five days and five nights each year when he needed to 
watch the fire in the oven to produce salt from the salt plants growing in Baruya 
territory (Godelier, 1986: 132). The special skills tsaimaye possessed did not 
entitle a tsaimaye and his family to acquire more salt than others or to gain any 
decision-making powers that could affect the local community. What tsaimaye 
gained was a personal prestige that was enduring, but could not be translated into 
either material wealth or decision-making powers. Among the Baruya, however, 
7	 Heterarchy has been already extended to refer to the decentralised, household-based, anar-

chic form of resistance to centralisation within the archaeological and ethnographic ac-
counts of Pacific Northwest Coast societies. See: Angelbeck & Grier 2012. 

8	 In this model, ‘great women’ – not mentioned in the name of the model – do not 
passively and fully comply with male domination, but also resist and negotiate 
their way regarding gender inequality. 
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temporarily ranked social positions, such as tsaimaye, co-existed with the un-
derlying, more permanent hierarchies between genders and age groups, while 
the society lacked any permanent, centralised decision-making power. 

Now, let us consider a dialectical correspondence between great man so-
ciety and heterarchy. If heterarchy refers to systems where elements “possess 
the potential for being ranked in a number of different ways, depending on sys-
temic requirements” (Crumley, 1979: 144) cited in Crumley, 2015: 2), then the 
example of the tsaimaye among the Baruya perfectly corresponds to this de-
scription. If we break it down to temporal and socio-political spheres of life, 
then a tsaimaye was a ‘common man’ in everyday life. Like other men in the 
community, he was a hunter and a farmer, not fully relying on his salt-making 
skills for his reproduction. A tsaimaye was not a full-time specialist. The sys-
temic requirement of Baruya society, however, was for tsaimaye to watch over 
the fire and to oversee the production of salt bars for five days each year, since 
the Baruya relied on the exchange of salt bars to acquire necessary goods from 
outside their territory (Godelier, 1986). This has given tsaimaye personal pres-
tige and a special, temporary rank that does not translate into other spheres of 
social, political, or material life. 

The flexibility of Baruya social organisation bears similarities with the 
heterarchy in that it allowed the elements – in this case, persons with special 
skills – to be unranked or ranked in several different ways, depending on the 
season and the requirement for special tasks. Through these cycles of ranked, 
unranked, and re-ranked positions, the Baruya organised themselves on the prin-
ciples of heterarchy as an underlying principle of self-organisation in great man 
societies between members of the same gender. Heterarchy among the Baruya, 
however, co-existed with permanent hierarchies between men and women and 
the permanently ranked domination of men over women. 

If we are to translate this model to the archaeological data, then at a local 
scale – a settlement-wide setting – a society corresponding to a great man soci-
ety or heterarchical society may be comprised of minimal differences between 
houses in terms of household activities and material goods. Such a setting can 
be inferred from the EBA 1 settlement of Çukuriçi. The archaeological record 
at Çukuriçi points towards the generalised sharing of goods including meat, 
metalworking knowledge, and resources between houses and households. This, 
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however, does not exclude competition between them. At Çukuriçi, differences 
between households may be visible in the amount rather than the kind of goods,9 
although sharing between households may not have implied equal sharing and 
equal status of persons within a household. 

On a regional scale, the heterarchical social organisation may include 
centres of specialisation. For example, the Baruya were known for the produc-
tion of salt bars that were produced from ‘salt plants’ growing on their territory. 
Baruya exchanged the salt bars for stone axes that were necessary for everyday 
life, yet were not available on their territory. In the case of Çukuriçi, known for 
its arsenical-copper production, inhabitants were not self-sufficient but needed 
to procure the obsidian, tin, and other non-locally available goods and materi-
als necessary for everyday life. 

On a regional scale, as these ‘centres of specialisation’ are co-dependent 
on each other, and do not imply a centralised socio-political organisation and a 
permanent ranked position of such ‘centres of specialisation’. For example, Ba-
ruya’s neighbours included both ‘big man societies’ to the south and chiefdoms 
to the east. Despite their different socio-political organisation, these societies 
relied on each other for access to tools and objects that were necessary for their 
everyday and ritual life but were not available on their local territories. 

Such ‘centres of specialisation’ may be unranked or ranked in several dif-
ferent ways. For example, within the same region, three settlements may be of 
the same size, but draw their importance from different realms: one is known for 
the production of salt bars, the second one for the production of stone axes, and 
the third one is home to birds whose feathers are necessary for ritual contexts. In 
the case of EBA 1 western Anatolia, Poliochni Blue, Troy I, and Çukuriçi IV–III 
represent such ‘centres of specialisation’ and were co-dependent and ranked in 
several different ways. Despite their shared architectural and pottery styles, as 
well as the size of the settlement, the chiefly village of Poliochni Blue hosted an 
important hub for metal trade and had a chief, Troy I with its egalitarian ethos 
occupied an important, strategic position, and the EBA 1 site of Çukuriçi IV–
III, as a great man society, was the principal arsenical-copper production site in 
western Anatolia (see Fig. 6 for the model of the socio-political organization as 
9	 A ‘great man society’ settlement may also contain a ritual house that may differ 

from other houses in their household activities, material goods, and/or architec-
tural setting. For example, the Baruya ritual house was larger in size than other 
houses and contained sacred objects, such as flutes, that were not found in other 
households. See: Godelier, 1986. 
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inferred from Çukuriçi). 

Fig. 6: EBA 1 heterarchical social organisation in western Anatolia in which 
different types of socio-political organisation co-exist and co-depend on each 

other; the model of Çukuriçi Höyük developed by the authors. 

The evidence from Çukuriçi indicates that coastal western Anatolia was 
‘one socio-economic region’ during the EBA 1 period. The shared material cul-
ture (shared pottery and architectural styles, stone tools, etc.) and economic 
interactions (obsidian, metal exchange) between these sites have already been 
interpreted as forming the so-called EBA 1 eastern Aegean and western Anato-
lian cultural koine (Kouka, 2002: 2016a). This ‘one’ socio-economic region or 
cultural koine, however, included societies with the different socio-political or-
ganisation: decentralised forms resembling a ‘great man society’ (at Çukuriçi), a 
supposedly ‘egalitarian society’ (at Troy I), as well as a centralised chiefdom (at 
Poliochni Blue). In sum, a version of the chiefdom, as such an ‘eternal model’, 
could have co-existed with other, decentralised models of socio-political organ-
isation at the dawn of the Bronze Age in western Anatolia (e. g., a great man so-
ciety). Interestingly, among the three EBA 1 western Anatolian/eastern Aegean 
sites compared here, the chiefly site of Poliochni, unlike the two others, is an 
island site. This evidence hints towards a possibility that either environmental 
or social circumscription (Carneiro, 1988; 2012) might have played a role in 
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the emergence of chiefdoms on the Aegean islands, a topic that could be fur-
ther explored. 

Conclusion

Based on the controlled comparison with a non-Anatolian case study to 
interpret the EBA 1 layers at Çukuriçi, we have shown that a ‘great man society’ 
or a ‘heterarchical’ social organisation can be inferred for this site. Households 
at Çukuriçi shared their knowledge and goods, but metalworkers could occupy 
different ranks in terms of skills and expertise as shown through an ethnograp-
hic account of the Baruya. The view from Çukuriçi complements the understan-
ding of the socio-political organisation at the dawn of the Bronze Age in wes-
tern Anatolia. The record at Çukuriçi does not fit either the ‘eternal model’ of 
chiefdom that has been supported for EBA 1 Poliochni Blue or the ‘egalitarian’ 
society as inferred for Troy I. EBA 1 Poliochni Blue, Troy I, and Çukuriçi pro-
vide evidence for regional homogeneity that can be inferred from shared mate-
rial culture, technologies, and settlement organisation. At the same time, hou-
se-based assemblages and household activities support different socio-political 
organisations at each site: chiefdom at Poliochni, a hypothetically ‘egalitarian 
society’ at Troy I, and ‘great man society’ or a ‘heterarchical’ social organisa-
tion at Çukuriçi. 

Regional variability in terms of the socio-political arrangements at these 
sites supports a regional heterarchical organisation, in which the three EBA 1 
sites (among others) could be ranked in several different ways: whereas Poli-
ochni Blue hosted an important hub for metal trade and a chief, Troy I with its 
hypothetically egalitarian ethos occupied an important, strategic position, and 
Çukuriçi IV–III was an important arsenical-copper production site in western 
Anatolia. Heterarchy is not a socio-political model to be extended from Çukuri-
çi to the wider region: it was a structure and a condition under which different 
models of socio-political organisation co-existed – through the mixed regional 
economy – at the dawn of the Bronze Age in western Anatolia. 

As our contribution has shown, based on the controlled comparison, 
modern, non-Anatolian ethnographic examples can help us to shed new light on 
the socio-political organisation of prehistoric Anatolian communities. A direct 
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historical analogy between the archaeological and ethnographic records in Ana-
tolia remains useful for the contextualisation of prehistoric subsistence practices 
and certain aspects of material culture. Simultaneously, non-Anatolian case stu-
dies may help us to better understand prehistoric socio-political organisations in 
Bronze Age Anatolia that cannot be understood through Anatolian ethnographic 
and historical accounts alone. 
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