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Archaeobotany in Turkey : a review of current
research

The inspiration for this review came as we tried to
calculate how many archaeobotanists were working in
Turkey. Our guess suggested it was probably the most
active country for the study of plant remains from
archaeological sites in the Near East. We then decided
to ask our colleagues working 1n Turkey to write a
short paragraph about their work. We hope this will
be a valuable aid to help archaeobotanists and
excavators to keep in contact, and will also give an
interesting “snapshot” of current work.

In total. we found about 30 archaeobotanists studyving
botanical remains trom 39 excavations. Of these, 20
are currently in progress, while the rest ended in the
1980s or carlier. The chronological and geographical
spread of the projects is impressive. While
archaeobotany has long been an integral part of
prehistoric excavations in central and southeast
Turkey, little work has been done at later sites.
particularly in western Turkey. This is changing
rapidly. as the potential of bioarchaeology at classical
or Medieval sites is recognised. The sampling
techniques used by archaeobotanists also deserve
comment. Of the 20 current excavations, a flotation
machine is in use at 15 (75 %), with typical soil
sample sizes ranging from 40-100 litres. This is
because of widespread recognition that pump-driven
tlotation machines are a highly effective tool for
recovering both charred plant remains (typically on a
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0.25 or 0.3 mm mesh), and lithics, bones and small
artefacts such as coins and seals in the heavy fraction
(1mm mesh). A typical flotation machine is described
by M. Nesbitt (1995), pp. 115-130 in Essavs on
ancient Anatolia (T. Mikasa. ed.).

The result of all this work is that regional and
chronological patterns of agricultural change in
Turkey are becoming increasingly clear: useful
reviews of current ideas (and earlier work not covered
by this guide) are given by N. Miller (1991), pp. 133-
160 in Progress in old world palaeoethnobotany
(W. van Zeist et al, eds.) and M. Nesbitt, Biblical
Archaeologist (1995) 58(2) : 68-81. General
archaeological work in Turkey is described each year
by M.-H. Gates in the Apnl issue of AJA.

The scope of this review covers plant remains -
charred seeds. tubers and wood, phytoliths or residues
- actually recovered from excavations. Sites are
arranged in rough chronological order within each
region. The account for each site was written by its
archaeobotanist, though we have had to shorten all for
reasons of space. Some abbreviations have been used.
including : U. : University ;: Neo. : Neolithic ;
Chalco. : Chalcolithic ; E/M/LBA : Early/Middie/Late
Bronze Age ; /A : Iron Age ; Helin. : Hellenistic ;
Bvz. : Byzantine ; Med. : Medieval ;. AJA : American
Journal of Archaeology ; AS : Anatolian Studies.
Publications are cited briefly ; in Turkey the library of
the British [nstitute of Archaeclogy at Ankara has the
most comprehensive holdings in this field. We thank
aill the archaeobotanists who responded so quickly to
our call for information.

Mark Nesbitt & Delwen Samuel

Fig. 1 : Carte des sites anatoliens cités dans le texte.
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