
VII� Regional Economies at the Dawn of Accountancy  
and Metrology: Tracing Local, Regional, and  

Supra-Regional Exchanges from the Archaeological  
Records at Çukuriçi Höyük

‘To be sure� throughout histor\� there haYe alwa\s been some societies that haYe resisted change;  
but to resist is already to change. And many forms of resistance have not managed to prevent change.’ 

M aurice Godelier13 3 5

Introduction

This chapter elaborates the central thesis that since the N eolithic, households have been not 
only embedded in the so-called domestic economies but simultaneously in regional and in-
ter- and supra-regional economies. This claim is supported by looking at three spheres of ex-
change evident at Çukuriçi Höyük. These three spheres of exchange comprise the local sphere 
through on-site exchange between households, regional exchange within the Aegean basin, 
and long-distance, supra-regional trade with the N ear East. Based on these three different 
scales of analysis, it can be concluded that at Çukuriçi Höyük gift exchange, barter within a 
wider region, and occasional trade with distant M esopotamian polities coexisted. But whereas 
dwellers at Çukuriçi Höyük relied heavily on obsidian from M elos, other regional sites estab-
lished stronger contacts to the eastern polities, which can be seen from the higher amount of 
central $natolian obsidian at those sites. The later sites Àourished during the (%$ 2 Seriod 
as the major trading ports, whereas Çukuriçi Höyük was abandoned at the end of the EBA 1 
period. D wellers at Çukuriçi Höyük were seemingly cut off from these exchange networks 
as well as from the emulation of chieÀ\ elites to the east and west. ,nstead� the\ resisted the 
accumulation of goods or knowledge within a certain household until dwellers abandoned the 
site. Resistance to elite-emulation in the Aegean at the dawn of the EBA 1 was, therefore, a 
strength but also a weakness for dwellers at Çukuriçi Höyük that detached them from this site 
and its lands� ¿elds� and houses that were the arenas of dail\ Sractices� knowledge� and local 
symbolic thought.

VII�1� Prioritizing Transaction over Transmission

,n the ¿rst section of this chaSter� the imSortance of b art ering, giv ing, and k eep ing is not 
only stressed as an economic practice but as a combination of three (socio-economic) pro-
cesses that bring societies into being. However, within the literature on the prehistoric Aegean, 
the discourse mainly follows the emergence of prestige goods and regional connectivity in 
pursuit of a 1970s tradition.13 3 6  I nterest in connectivity and supra-regional exchange in the  
Aegean have persisted since then. This can be easily demonstrated through obsidian, metal, and  

13 3 5  Godelier 2018.
13 3 6  Friedman – Rowlands 1977.
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pottery exchange. I n this chapter, I  follow that trend to discuss the evidence for exchange on 
the local, regional and supra-regional scale, with the hindsight of the importance of keeping 
and transmission. By prioritizing transaction over transmission in this chapter, I  also try to 
highlight practices of keeping and transmission, to complement this trend. I t is, furthermore, 
important to note that bartering, giving, and keeping do not occur only in the communal 
sphere. O n the contrary, it is a practice that sprouts bottom-up, within and between house-
holds� as highlighted in this chaSter’s ¿rst section.

The political economies of non-state societies, studied through either ethnographic or ar-
chaeological methods, are based around the transaction of prestige goods. Within socio-cultur-
al anthropology, the exchange of prestige goods has been a topic of study since M alinowski’s 
Argonauts of the Western Pacific13 3 7 and M auss’s T h e G ift .13 3 8 Within prehistoric archaeology, 
the p res t ige go o ds  ec o no my  model, developed by the anthropologist J ohnathan Friedman and 
the archaeologist M ichael Rowlands,13 3 9 modi¿ed for archaeological SurSoses� had a consider-
able impact on our understanding of Bronze Age political economies in the M editerranean and 
temperate Europe.13 40 I n general, ceremonial exchanges of prestige objects as gifts – such as 
k u l a (a reciprocal network of delayed gift exchanges that operated between Trobriand I sland 
chiefs) or the notion of h au  among the 0aori ± enMo\ed signi¿cantl\ more academic attention 
than gimw al i – the non-ceremonial exchange of everyday goods between neighbouring coastal 
and hinterland Trobriand villages (barter). I n the past, anthropologists even argued for a dis-
tinction between societies based primarily on gift-giving or a prestige goods economy on the 
one hand, and societies with commodity exchange on the other. However, follow-up studies 
showed that both gift giving and barter or commodity exchange coexisted in the majority of 
non-state tribal societies,13 41 and in fact continue to coexist in societies primarily dependent 
on market economies.

Although gift and commodity exchange, as two ideal types of exchange, intersect and 
diverge in many ways,13 42 for the purposes of this study it is important to note the prima-
ry distinction between them:  ‘gift exchange establishes a relation between the transactors, 
while commodity exchange establishes a relation between the objects transacted’.13 43  This 
implies that in the case of gift exchange, the two parties involved are in a state of reciprocal 
interdependence,13 44 whereas in commodity exchange, they are in a state of reciprocal inde-
pendence. A delayed exchange of the same objects or the simultaneous exchange of different 
gift objects within a ceremonial setting creates moral and social indebtedness between the two 
transacting groups, which can be recognized by an appropriate return at a later date.13 45  An 
external measure of weight or volume in gift exchanges is, therefore, neither necessary nor 
desirable. Both parties involved in this exchange rely on indebtedness and the social bonds 
that link them through giving, receiving, and reciprocating.13 46

The absence of an external measure may also apply to commodity exchange:  usually dif-
ferent types of objects or services are exchanged for one another through an internal balance, 
without money or any external criterion for mediating value.13 47 However, in this type of 
exchange, goods can also be compared beyond their utility for receivers, such as in terms of 

13 3 7 M alinowski 1922.
13 3 8 M auss 1990 [ 1925 ] .
13 3 9 Friedman – Rowlands 1977.
13 40 %arrett 2012; *alat\ 201�.
13 41 )irth 1�6�; *odelier 1��2; &arrier 1��2.
13 42 Appadurai 1986 , 3 –6 3 .
13 43  Gregory 1982, 42.
13 44 S trathern 1988.
13 45  Gregory 1982, 47.
13 46  M auss 2006  [ 1915 ] .
13 47 +umShre\ ± +ugh�-ones 1��2� �; *ingrich ± 6chweit]er 201�� 2�.
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Yolume �e.g. baskets� Sots� or other Srede¿ned Tuantities through Sroduction �e.g.� the si]e of 
an oven determines the size of a salt bar). Barter or commodity transaction is possible only 
when two parties agree to exchange. Apart from s il ent  exc h ange – a type of commodity ex-
change in which trading partners avoid each other at all costs but barter goods through mutual 
agreement, which has been observed among mobile hunter-gatherer groups – face-to-face in-
teraction is necessary, either with or without a middleman, between transacting partners for all 
more or less sedentary groups. An important commonality between the two types of exchange, 
then, is that in both cases (i.e. gift or barter exchanges), among more or less sedentary trading 
partners, transacting groups necessarily engage in face-to-face relations. Given that the term 
commodity can be used in at least three different ways within the anthropological literature, 
here commodity is understood through a transaction-focused approach.13 48 I n this case, com-
modity refers to an impersonal transaction between strangers, with a lack of enduring relations 
between transactors, and an understanding that the same items can be exchanged as either gifts 
or commodities:  yet this depends on the social relations between the parties to the transaction 
(see Tab. 20).

M ore recently, a large body of anthropological literature has q uestioned the sharp theo-
retical differences between gift exchange and barter/ commodity exchange,13 49 since such a 
distinction cannot always be clear-cut on empirical grounds.13 5 0 However, it seems necessary 
to make use of established conceptual and analytical distinctions between gift and barter/
commodity,13 5 1 and even more nuanced understandings of the exchange of objects or services, 
such as general iz ed, b al anc ed and negat iv e reciprocity,13 5 2 for analytical purposes within pre-
historic archaeology, where both the social organization and the economic system can often be 
inferred from a rather restricted data set.

I n the recently published volume on R egio nal  A p p ro ac h es  t o  S o c iet y  and C o mp l exit y :  
S t u dies  in H o no r o f J o h n F .  C h erry , the prehistoric archaeologist M ichael L . Galaty favoured 
the use of comparative ethnoarchaeological analogies to prehistoric archaeological cases, by 
summarizing a changing approach in research on prestige goods within archaeology:

13 48 *regor\ 1��2; $SSadurai 1��6; 0auss 1��0 >1�2�@; 0auss 2006 >1�1�@.
13 49 $SSadurai 1��6; +umShre\ ± +ugh�-ones 1��2; $ngp 201�.
13 5 0 +umShre\ ± +ugh�-ones 1��2; $ngp 201�.
13 5 1 *regor\ 1��2; +umShre\ ± +ugh�-ones 1��2; *ingrich ± 6chweit]er 201�; &arrier 201�.
13 5 2 S ahlins 1972.

Tab. 20   D ifferent understandings of commodity exchange within socio-cultural anthropology  
(after Carrier 2018)

Commodity
Production focused approach
M arx 186 7

O bjects are produced in order to sell them in market transactions 
(production for exchange) rather than in order to consume them 
(production for use)
M arket economy and a substantial division of labor is a necessary 
precondition

Transaction focused approach
M auss 1990 [ 1925 ]
*regor\ 1��0; *regor\ 1��2
Appadurai 1986
S trathern 1988
Carrier 1995

I mpersonal transaction between strangers
L ack of enduring relations between the transactors (producer and 
receiver, possible middleman) 
A commodity may become a gift and a gift may become a 
commodity (depending on the social relations between transactors)

Consumption focused approach
M iller 1987

O bjects are produced in order to sell them in market transactions
Commodity production is impersonal
Consumers ascribe meanings to objects based on the social 
relationships in which the commodities are consumed 
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‘P restige goods have a checkered history in archaeology. O nce they were in …  and now 
the\ are out « � and the term was neYer Yer\ well de¿ned « :hat constitutes a Srestige 
good?  Answering this q uestion depends to some large degree on whether or not we can 
determine how particular goods were valued by an archaeological society …  and what 
symbolic meanings they might have carried.’13 5 3

The majority of archaeologists would agree that in the archaeological record, prestige goods 
are usually those objects acq uired from afar through long-distance trade,13 5 4 or valuable goods 
produced locally by specialists attached to chieftains.13 5 5  However, understanding the par-
ticular meaning of foreign prestige goods – found outside their place of origin or within a 
receiving community – remains a challenge if based on prehistoric data.13 5 6  I n particular, the 
meaning of prestige objects, or what an anthropologist would call the ‘social life of things’13 5 7 
may vary between the two communities.13 5 8 O pinions about whether prestige goods are a use-
ful analytical tool therefore remain mixed. Whereas some maintain that ‘the application of the 
model of a prestige goods economy in the analysis of Bronze Age political structures applied 
to so much of temperate Europe might usefully be abandoned’,13 5 9 others continue to argue 
that a ‘careful study of extant prestige-goods exchange systems …  can elucidate features of 
archaeological prestige-goods exchange systems …  by circumscribing issues of theoretical 
importance.’13 6 0 Both these arguments are valid. However, to continue to use the analytical 
tool of prestige goods usefully within prehistoric archaeology, there are some theoretical im-
plications to be addressed. P restige goods are not always coterminous with gifts, and cannot 
be classi¿ed as onl\ those obMects Sroduced b\ sSecialists. 2bMects that circulate within a 
village or between kinsmen as gifts could be transacted as a commodity with distant kin or 
non-related trading partners.13 6 1 Further, prestige goods can be differentiated from so-called 
p rec io u s  o b j ec t s ,13 6 2 which are not limited to centralized chiefdoms but likewise exist in big 
man and great man societies. I n the latter case, precious objects, such as salt bars among the 
Baruya, were not associated with conspicuous consumption and signatures of different rank 
or status:  they were precious because salt was scarce, yet essential for human existence, and it 
had a ritual signi¿cance and e[change Yalue.13 6 3

By returning to the study of k u l a in the Trobriand I slands, Annette Weiner highlighted the 
importance not only of movable objects of prestige, but eq ually the concept of inal ienab l e 
p o s s es s io ns , through the principle of keeping-while-giving. Recently, Godelier argued that in 
all societies, which includes prestige goods economies, commodity and gift exchange neither 
produces society nor reproduces political economy:

‘Three bases and three principles must be combined. There must be certain things that are 
giYen; others that are sold or bartered; and still others that must be keSt for eYer « ,t is be-
cause these three operations – selling, giving and keeping – are not the same that objects in 
these contexts are presented respectively as alienable and alienated (commodities), as inal-
ienable but alienated (gift objects), and as inalienable and unalienated (sacred objects).’13 6 4

13 5 3  Galaty 2018, 75 .
13 5 4 )riedman ± 5owlands 1���; (arle 2002� 2��±2��; *alat\ 201�.
13 5 5  Earle 2002, 296 .
13 5 6  Galaty 2018, 75 .
13 5 7 Appadurai 1986 .
13 5 8 Galaty 2018.
13 5 9 Barrett 2012, 14.
13 6 0 Galaty 2018, 89.
13 6 1 %ohannan 1���; *odelier 1��2; &arrier 1��2.
13 6 2 Godelier 1972.
13 6 3  Godelier 1998, 422.
13 6 4 Godelier 2011, 193 .
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By shifting the focus away from objects of exchange, Godelier maintains that these three prin-
ciples – selling/ bartering, giving, and keeping – are not particular to tribal societies, such as 
the Baruya, but are also common within market economies, where not all things are for sale 
(e.g. a family album, or a main cathedral).13 6 5  Godelier traces the anthropological tendency 
to underplay the importance of transmission (of sacred objects) to the popularization of T h e 
G ift . However, from Boas’s ethnographic accounts of the Kwakwa࡮ ka࡮ ’wakw sedentary hunter-
gatherer�¿sher societ\ 0auss understood that the Kwakwa࡮ ka࡮ ’wakw distinguished between 
two types of copper objects, ones to give and others to keep:

‘I t would seem that among the Kwakiutl13 6 6  there were two kinds of copper objects:  the 
more important ones that do not go out of the family and that can only be broken to be 
recast, and certain others that circulate intact, that are of less value, and that seem to serve 
as satellites for the ¿rst kind. The Sossession of this secondar\ kind of coSSer obMect 
doubtless corresponds among the Kwakiutl to that of the titles of nobility and second-
order ranks with whom they travel, passing from chief to chief, from family to family, 
between the generations and the sexes. I t appears that the great titles and the great copper 
objects at the very least remain unchanged (stationary) within the clans and tribes.’13 6 7

S uch a distinction between things to give, sell, and keep, although not analysed as such, was 
also described for Trobriand chiefdoms. At O marakana, a hinterland village on Kiriwina I s-
land, yields from the same household plots were separated into three categories. L arger yams 
were used as ceremonial gifts for chiefs and kinsmen, smaller ones for household consump-
tion and to barter for ¿sh� and some were keSt for the future harYest.13 6 8 This indicates that an 
interplay between political economy and nature dictated the necessary distinction between dif-
ferent bodies of goods produced within a single Trobriand household. Adopting the substan-
tivist language of P olanyi’s disciple D alton,13 6 9 Timothy Earle also referred to prestige goods 
as primitive valuables13 70 or primitive wealth, which in non-state societies can be used as a 
means of payment and a store of value. These objects have included pig tusks and large stones 
in lowland 3aSua 1ew *uinea� salt in the 3aSua 1ew *uinea highlands; coSSer shields among 
Kwakwa࡮ ka࡮ ’wakw; cows in (ast $frica;13 71 shell necklaces and armbands transacted through 
the k u l a� as well as ceremoniall\ transmitted \ams in the Trobriand islands;13 72 and ibex horns 
in S outh Arabia.13 73  However, these prestige objects can be divided into prestige goods and 
precious objects or primitive valuables with reference to the political economy. Both types of 
objects can be exchanged either as gifts or commodities – in which commodity is understood 
through a transaction-focused approach13 74 – or can be kept and transmitted within a house-
hold.13 75  This is the analytical background for posing a q uestion:  what social relations, which 
always codepend on the social distance between trading partners, can be inferred on a local, 
regional, and supra-regional scale from the archaeological records at Çukuriçi Höyük? 13 76

13 6 5  Godelier 2011, 419.
13 6 6  Kwakiutl is the common name for the Kwakwa࡮ ka࡮ ’wakw in socio-anthropological literature. The Kwak-

wa࡮ ka࡮ ’wakw resided on V ancouver I sland in British Columbia, today part of Canada. They spoke the Kwak’wala  
language and belonged to different tribal groups at the time of European contact in 1786 .

13 6 7 0auss 1��0 >1�2�@� 16�; *odelier 2011� �1�.
13 6 8 M alinowski 193 5 , 6 7.
13 6 9 D alton 1982.
13 70 For a detailed overview of such primitive valuables in pre-state societies, see Earle 2002, chapter 2.
13 71 Evans-P ritchard 1940.
13 72 0alinowski 1�22; 0alinowski 1���.
13 73  Gingrich 2017a.
13 74 *regor\ 1��2; $SSadurai 1��6; 0auss 2006 >1�1�@.
13 75  Godelier 1972.
13 76  The debate here refers only to Çukuriçi Höyük as the record at P latia M agoula Z arkou has not pointed towards 

any links to the N ear East. For regional and supra-regional exchange at P latia M agoula Z arkou, see Chapter V I .
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To tackle such q uestions, this chapter separates the data into three distinct scales of analysis –  
local, regional, and supra-regional. The indicators of exchange will be analysed in the given 
order. The local scale refers to indicators of exchange and sharing on site, geographically 
limited to several rooms at Çukuriçi Höyük and its immediate landscape. The regional scale 
refers to a geographically extended region, including coastal and hinterland sites in western 
Anatolia, contemporary to EBA 1 at Çukuriçi Höyük. The supra-regional scale refers to in-
dicators of trade beyond western Anatolia, dealing with indicators of trade with early N ear 
Eastern states, found at Çukuriçi Höyük. For analytical reasons, these scales are determined 
geograShicall\� which Yaguel\ corresSonds to a recent scale classi¿cation de¿ned b\ stone 
tool specialists.13 77 However, in terms of social relations, we can distinguish between three 
different forms of interactions corresponding to the geographic scales:  1) overall face-to-face 
relations on�site� between dwellers at the site on a local scale; 2� limited regional face�to�face 
interaction� con¿ned to a few Sersons on a regional scale; and �� eYen more restricted face�
to-face interaction on a supra-regional scale, in which groups may not come into any direct 
contact but may acq uire goods from far away through down-the-line trade and, most likely, 
through intermediaries such as merchants.

Q uestions such as what things were giv en between close partners, b art ered between stran-
gers, and necessarily k ep t  within households for reproduction, and what kind of social rela-
tions can be inferred from those transactions or transmission practices at the dawn of EBA 1 
in the Aegean basin, will guide the current analysis. I f, and how, did the emergence of early 
states in the 1ear (ast inÀuence smaller societies on the fringes of $egean basin at the time 
when an ‘ A ge o f A c c o u nt anc y  and M et ro l o gy  had started’? 13 78

VII�2� The Local, On-Site Exchange at Çukuriçi Höyük

I n this chapter, sharing between households at Çukuriçi Höyük is addressed through zooar-
chaeological data. This section shows that households at Çukuriçi Höyük shared the meat of 
large animals, such as beef and venison through generalized reciprocity, through which mem-
bers could reinforce kinship and other social ties with other members at the site. Based on this 
outcome, it could be concluded that households at Çukuriçi Höyük may have been eq ual to 
each other not only in terms of metalworking as a ubiq uitous domestic craft but also in terms 
of food consumption and access to meat from large animals such as cattle. As the second part 
of this section highlights, there is no reason that such ‘egalitarian’ social relations were also 
maintained within households. I n this case, I  draw from a detailed description of the Telefol-
min, a great man society in P apua N ew Guinea, where differences in diet between men and 
women were enormous. Applying this insight to the archaeological record indicating eq ual, 
general iz ed rec ip ro c it y  of meat at Çukuriçi Höyük, it remains important to highlight that enor-
mous ineq ualities regarding meat consumption may have existed during the Early Bronze Age 
at Çukuriçi Höyük.

D rawing on the analysis in previous chapters, Çukuriçi Höyük can be understood as a 
face-to-face village community, comprising no more than about 400 members, who within 
a wider region of western Anatolia specialized in arsenic copper production. I  have already 
argued in Chapter I V  that these metalworking craftspersons of a general iz ed c raft  int egrat io n 
type were, at the same time, farmers and artisans, possibly both male and female. This implies 
that metalworking, like farming, was an integral part of the D M P  during the EBA at the site. 
I n the absence of a central – let alone monumental – building, metal was produced within 
homes scattered across the site. M etalworking was not detached from, but was integrated into 

13 77 Kandel et al. 2016; 6chwall et al. 2020.
13 78 Rahmstorf 2016 , 25 8.
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other everyday practices. M ost likely this unfolded on a seasonal, part-time basis, and only 
some minor differentiation between households could be observed regarding metal produc-
tion and consumption at Çukuriçi Höyük. For the discussion of on-site economic activities, 
in this section I  focus on the consumption of meat. I n non-state societies meat was necessary 
for a group’s reproduction, but was also an important indicator of distinction, possibly linked 
to conspicuous consumption or h au t e c u is ine.13 79 Below, I  will discuss whether and to what 
degree food, in particular meat, was shared between households at the site.

For an understanding of meat-sharing practices at Çukuriçi Höyük, I  draw on the analysis 
of animal bones.13 80 According to Emra,13 81 two distinct EBA archaeological phases at Çukuriçi  
Höyük – P hase I V  and P hase I I I  – showed remarkably similar statistical results when com-
Sared to each other. $ total number of identi¿ed sSecimens �1,63� of 20�60� at dukurioi 
Höyük comprises the assemblage, which is rich in molluscs, domestic animals, and game. 
M ore than 5 0%  of the N I S P  are molluscs, which provided less calorie intake than mammals. 
$mong identi¿ed mammals� caSrines are best reSresented in the 1,63 �6�.2��� followed b\ 
cattle (13 .3 % ), deer (12.6 % ), and domestic pig (4.5 % ). Among caprines, goats outnumber 
sheep in a ratio of 10: 16  (sheep:  n= 15 2, goats:  n= 243 ).13 82

Comparative analyses of animal bones recovered from different rooms point to an intrigu-
ing conclusion for dukurioi +|\�k� there is no signi¿cant statistical difference in the SroSor-
tion of species between samples from different rooms, or between the overall assemblage from 
P hase I V  to P hase I I I .13 83  %ased on these anal\ses� none of the households could be identi¿ed 
as ‘elite’ households or households differentiated from others in terms of their conspicuous 
consumption of beef, pork, mutton, seafood, or venison, although room 43  provided a larger 
SroSortion of Yenison in comSarison to other rooms. &ulling Sro¿les anal\sed in different 
rooms, including room 5 3  discussed below, and the overall patterns of butchering also seem 
to resemble each other. M ost of the caprines at Çukuriçi Höyük were slaughtered between the 
ages of 2±6 months �aSSro[imatel\ ����� a signi¿cant SroSortion between 1±2 \ears of age 
(approximately 3 0% ), and a negligible proportion at 0–2 months of age (approximately 12% ), 
while less than a q uarter of all domestic animals were slaughtered above 2 years of age (ap-
proximately 24% ) (see Figs. 3 2 and 3 3 ). This implies that caprines at Çukuriçi Höyük were 
mainly killed for meat, and that the carcasses were butchered on-site, as all animal bones 
(including skulls and hoofs) were largely preserved on-site. The small size of caprines slaugh-
tered at a young age indicates an established household-based meat consumption of roughly 
6 –10 people.13 84 Although a preference for tender meat-age among individuals is commonly 
understood with elite foods within zooarchaeology, Emra showed that slaughtering young 
animals was a by-product of a household-based consumption and herd management strategy, 
shared across the settlement. This practice of domestic animal slaughter overlaps with the 
‘0eat T\Se $’ Sro¿le� which ‘could corresSond to domestic consumStion� at the leYel of the 
family or ‘household’’.13 85

The record does not suSSort the intensi¿cation of the local Sroduction of caSrines� keSt 
until old age, as an indicator of a family’s status or competition between households, such 
as in the case of M elanesian big man societies. Competitive big man societies of M elanesia 
slaughtered older pigs in a communal ceremonial setting and tended not to slaughter younger 
pigs, to increase household wealth. This was practised to such an extent that ethnographers re-
Sorted Srotein de¿cienc\ among big man grouSs. %\ contrast� the record of meat consumStion  

13 79 *ood\ 2000; *ood\ 2006.
13 80 The analysis of EBA animal bones was conducted by my D oc-team colleague, S tephanie Emra.
13 81 S t. Emra, pers. comm. 2019.
13 82 Emra et al. 2020.
13 83  Emra et al. 2020.
13 84 $fter +alstead 200�� 2�; (mra et al. 2020.
13 85  Helmer et al. 2007, 49.
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at Çukuriçi Höyük resembles the practice reported among the Baruya, who distinguished two 
types of slaughter:  h o u s eh o l d s l au gh t ering for household consumption and the c o mmu nal  
c eremo nial  s l au gh t ering of pigs,13 86  without any intentional aging of animals. The fact that 
sheep were not commonly kept until old age at Çukuriçi Höyük implies that wool or woollen 
products at the site must have been acq uired from elsewhere and not produced locally, which 
was also con¿rmed through anal\sis of te[tile technologies.13 87 This could establish a possible 
sphere for regional exchange.

Households at Çukuriçi Höyük were, however, not entirely dependent on the consumption 
of domestic animals:  they also consumed game.13 88 According to zooarchaeological analysis, 
the remains of meaty bones, as well as antlers and hoofs, were also more or less homogeneous-
ly distributed throughout the site (see Fig. 3 4). N evertheless, room 43  provided a larger assem-
blage of venison in comparison to other rooms, where its consumption was rather minimal.  

13 86  Godelier 1986 a.
13 87 Britsch 2018.
13 88 Emra et al. 2020.
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Although room 43  appears to differ from other rooms in terms of venison consumption, nei-
ther its architecture nor its internal arrangements differ from the others. Within room 43  a 
central, superimposed hearth was found in two different use horizons. Close to the central 
hearth, metal objects were found (a needle, awl, metal fragment, and a wire), pointing towards 
metal production at the centre of the room. I n the southwestern corner, another hearth was 
found in close proximity to a spindle whorl, which points towards textile production. I n the 
northeastern corner of room 43 , loom weights and a spindle whorl were found, again pointing 
towards textile production.13 89 I n proximity to the hearths, tripod cooking pots were also found 
and most of the Sotter\ ¿nds consist of shallow bowls. Therefore� room �� was interSreted as 
a multifunctional room with evidence for cooking (oven 48 and the shell pit), metal produc-
tion (central ovens and metal objects) as well as textile production in the northeastern part  
of the room.13 90

I mportantly, the higher amount of venison in room 43  does not overlap with differenti-
ated architecture, which was observed for room 18. Room 18 was the only room with antae 
(the elongated front walls of the room) documented at Çukuriçi Höyük, which also provided 
evidence for metal and textile working as well as food preparation and consumption.13 91 This 
result further supports a rather heterarchical organization at Çukuriçi Höyük, in which the suc-
cessful hunter’s household might have enjoyed more venison than other households, yet the 
hunter’s success did not translate into other spheres (e.g. architecture, internal organization of 
the room), which could provide further evidence of on-site hereditary differentiation between 
households at Çukuriçi Höyük. This evidence corresponds to M aurice Godelier’s concept of a 
‘great hunter’ – based on talent and meritocracy – ethnographically observed among great man 
societies, rather than a redistributive economy and the seat of a chief.

M oreover, dwellers at Çukuriçi Höyük were not only prone to consuming hunted animals. 
They also transformed wild animal bones into useful bone tools, albeit in small numbers, and 
kept unworked antlers within houses, which was interpreted as being linked to ritual events.13 92 
According to anthropological literature, keeping antlers and other wild animal items could 
also signify hunters’ special powers and, possibly, a sort of dominance of men over women. 
Given the deciduous nature of antlers,13 93  the latter could have been collected already shed 
and therefore not only display a hunter’s success but also have a closer association with ritual 
practices or gender relations rather than solely social hunting ritual.

By referring to wider anthropological interpretations of domestic economies, we can de-
rive further insights about on-site consumption at Çukuriçi Höyük. Firstly, let us examine 
the ‘homogeneous assemblage’ of animal consumption indicators on-site. O n the one hand, 
this record indicates that stocks of animals were most likely owned by households, as well 
as butchered, prepared, and consumed on a household level. O n the other hand, this implies 
that the meat of larger animals, which cannot be immediately consumed within a household 
(such as beef and venison) was necessarily shared between households on-site. Excessive 
amounts of cattle or deer remains� howeYer� were not identi¿ed in an\ Sarticular room. This 
could be due to established sharing between households, following a general iz ed rec ip ro c it y  
principle, which ‘refers to transactions that are putatively altruistic, the transaction on the line 
of assistance given and, if possible and necessary, assistance returned’, or what M alinowski 
called a free gift .13 94 U sually, this type of ‘voluntary food-sharing among near kinsmen’13 95  
can be observed within a hunter-gatherer camp or between households among more or less  

13 89 Britsch 2018.
13 90 M . Röcklinger, pers. comm. 2019.
13 91 Horejs et al. 2017.
13 92 Horejs – Galik 2016 .
13 93  D eer grow new antlers each spring and drop them in the autumn.
13 94 S ahlins 1972, 193 –194.
13 95  S ahlins 1972, 194.
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sedentary societies. S h aring between members of a camp or the same household creates a feel-
ing of indebtedness with the receiYer; howeYer� the need for return is neYer imSlied� but is so-
cially inscribed. The assemblage at Çukuriçi Höyük therefore implies with some certainty that 
the general iz ed rec ip ro c it y  of hunted game, e.g. sharing venison, raising large domestic ani-
mals and sharing their meat, was established between households – most likely between close  
relatives.

As S ahlins noted, general iz ed rec ip ro c it y  or p u re gift  was not limited to the ‘egalitarian’ 
hunter-gatherers, but was also common among big man societies such as the S iuai, as well as 
the TikoSia and Trobriand chiefdoms� since ‘chieÀ\ redistribution is not different in SrinciSle 
from kinship-rank reciprocity’.13 96  For example, M alinowski understood from the Kiriwinans 
that u rigu b u 13 97 refers to three things:  i) a marriage gift (from a husband to his sister’s hus-
band), ii) a piece of land cultivated for u rigu b u , and iii) a piece of land cultivated for tribute to 
a chief, who is not necessarily a kinsman. I n this case u rigu b u  was one of the potential socially 
inscribed practices of general iz ed rec ip ro c it y � reÀected in social and material terms� including 
the organization of land.

Among Trobriand I slanders, u rigu b u  was the annual practice of distributing yams as gifts 
after the harvest. Y ams were given from a husband to his sister’s husband as a gift, based on 
local rules of matrilineality. U rigu b u  created a chain network of horizontal one-sided gift-giv-
ing, as each family (a wife, husband, and children) gifted a portion of their surplus in tubers to 
the husband’s sister’s household after every harvest. While not being given anything in return 
from the yam-receiving household, the yam-giving household in turn received a number of 
yams from the wife’s brother. Although the number of yams given could vary, persons were 
morally obliged to give as many yams as possible. Trobriand chiefs accumulated their wealth 
through u rigu b u , as polygamous marriage was permitted for chiefs, who thus accumulated 
a considerably larger number of tubers through u rigu b u  (from several wives’ brothers) than 
anyone else in the village or on the island. The practice of u rigu b u  was based on the princi-
ple of matrilineal descent, yet dwellers at Çukuriçi Höyük were most likely not organized in 
matrilineal descent groups, as has already been discussed in Chapter I I I . Transactions such 
as u rigu b u  using either domestic or wild animals do not seem to point to the existence of 
elite or chieÀ\ dwellings at the site� since there were no rooms in which eYidence of e[cess 
animal food or game – either stored (e.g. dried and salted meat) or consumed – was found. 
This also indicates a lack of h au t e c u is ine at Çukuriçi Höyük. What, then, could be another 
possible explanation for dwellers at Çukuriçi Höyük sharing food beyond a household and  
the neighbourhood?

According to a comparative cross-cultural sample, food sharing among societies based on 
a subsistence economy is a cultural universal, but may vary considerably with the degree of 
environmental stress.13 98 Firstly, the comparative analyses of these economies have shown 
that households facing a major environmental catastrophe tend to pool resources within the 
household, rather than sharing them beyond the household.13 99 This does not apply to Çukuriçi 
Höyük, as the pooling of goods solely within the household would necessarily result in the un-
eq ual distribution of game and large domestic animals across different households at the site, 
which was not observed. S econdly, the same study also argued that medium variability in food 
between households, in the absence of environmental stress, appears to be common,1400 which, 
again, is not applicable to Çukuriçi Höyük. This may also indicate that environmental stress 
was not the reason for the abandonment of this site at the end of EBA 1. Thirdly, the cross-

13 96  S ahlins 1972, 209.
13 97 M alinowski 193 5 .
13 98 Ember et al. 2018.
13 99 Ember et al. 2018.
1400 Ember et al. 2018.
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cultural sample suggested that the largely homogeneous distribution of food (indicating an 
established practice of food sharing between households, such as was observed for Çukuriçi 
Höyük) is more common among societies in which freq uent but non-hazardous environmental 
stress is common.1401 S cholars have previously argued that recurrent seasonal droughts must 
have also been common in prehistory within the M editerranean basin,1402 which could then be 
understood as one among several possible motivations for the established, long-term practice 
of food sharing between households at Çukuriçi Höyük.

O n the one hand, the homogeneous record of food sharing between households at Çukuriçi 
Höyük may indicate the occurrence of freq uent yet non-hazardous environmental stress at the 
site during the EBA. O n the other hand, environmental stress cannot be assumed to be the 
main and only reason for food sharing between households at Çukuriçi Höyük. I nstead, the 
assemblage indicates that dwellers at Çukuriçi Höyük formed overlapping and cross-cutting 
networks of long-lasting social ties on a local scale, between households in the same village. 
The evidence shows that they practised general iz ed rec ip ro c it y  (based on mutual agreement, 
e.g. ‘we give whenever we have – you give whenever you have’) of big game and large do-
mestic animals, such as deer and cattle, though repetitive processes of gift-giving, a period of 
indebtedness, and reciprocity. These practices occurred both within and between households. 
Food sharing at Çukuriçi Höyük was most likely of high moral value, and did not result in the 
accumulation of wealth within a particular household. However, antlers were generally kept 
and possibly displayed within rooms (see Fig. 3 4), which may signify an inalienable trophy 
or token of ‘a great hunter’. M oreover, these items could also indicate differences between 
junior and senior and male and female members of a household. Y et, if food sharing between 
households at Çukuriçi Höyük was a norm during the EBA, what can be said about food shar-
ing within households?

An archaeologically less visible but important point of departure for the analysis of the diet 
of dwellers at Çukuriçi Höyük concerns the possible variability of consumption within house-
holds. N umerous ethnographic cases report differentiated consumption practices according  

1401 Ember et al. 2018.
1402 Halstead 1995 .

Fig. 3 4   D istribution of unworked deer antlers and a hammer made from an antler at Çukuriçi Höyük  
(Horejs – Galik 2016 , pl. X CV I I I a)
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to the season, but also between seniors, adult men or women, and children.1403  Food taboos 
also appear to be common among most sedentary tribal societies, regardless of political (de)
centralization.1404 O ne example are the Telefolmin, a highland P apua N ew Guinean great man 
society, where the greatness of men was emphasized through initiation and warfare, but also 
gardening and hunting.1405  Among the Telefolmin, the distribution of game depended on ta-
boos associated with their consumption. All women, regardless of their age, were prohibited 
from consuming cassowaries and wild pigs, as well as all types of red vegetables and fruits 
(see Tab. 21). Rights to hunting were restricted to men due to local beliefs that menstrual 
pollution would cause the inability to see game if women were to participate in the hunt.1406  
D ifferences in food taboos were established among the Telefolmin along two lines:  gender 
(male/ female) and age set (young/ adult/ old), which corresponded to other life events such as 
initiation and marriage.

D ue to the limitations of the available archaeological data, the actual differences in con-
sumption within households at Çukuriçi Höyük cannot be analysed. However, statistically 
homogeneous on-site consumption of meat between households certainly generates biased 
results when compared to the ethnographic literature, which has shown that differences within 
households are universally present among most sedentary, non-state tribal groups. For this 
reason, ineq ualities of meat or vegetable consumption within the household, linked to local 
taboos, should remain a serious possibility for Çukuriçi Höyük at the dawn of the Bronze Age, 
when sharing between households was morally implied. Y et, in this regard, the archaeological  
 

1403  *odelier 1��6a; -orgensen 1��1.
1404 L each 1976 .
1405  J orgensen 1991, 26 4.
1406  J orgensen 1991, 26 4.

Telefolmin
A type of great man society in highlands Papua New Guinea
Y oung
women

(uninitiated)

Adult
women

(initiated, 
married)

O ld
women

(initiated, 
married or 
widowed)

Y oung
men

(uninitiated)

Adult
men

(initiated, 
married)

O ld
men

(initiated, 
married or 
widowed)

Cassowaries x x x
Wild pigs x x
Terrestrial cuscus x
M ost marsupials x x x x
D omestic pork
P andanus x
Red yams x x
White yams x
Red bananas x x
O ther types of 
bananas x x x x x

S ugar cane
Tobacco x x

Tab. 21   D ifferentiated consumption of game, domestic pork, and some vegetables among the Telefolmin  
(after J orgensen 1991, 26 4–26 5 )
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data may blur an understanding of certain ineq ualities regarding food consumption within 
each household at the site. Although the ineq ualities of food consumption within households 
cannot be addressed through zooarchaeological methods, it would be possible to look at this 
through isotopic analyses,1407 which, due to the lack of human bones at Çukuriçi Höyük, is 
currently not possible.

VII�3� Regional Exchange in Western Anatolia

To better understand the off-site, regional system of exchange in EBA 1 western Anatolia, this 
section focuses on obsidian, which, due to its volcanic origin, is limited to a few sites within 
the Aegean basin and is therefore one of the best indicators of regional trade (see Fig. 3 5 ). This 
multi-purpose volcanic glass, used for the production of stone tools and weapons, was neces-
sary for the group’s reproduction. I t is the best attested material exchanged over long distances 
across the Aegean basin between the P alaeolithic and the Bronze Age. O bsidian from the Cy-
cladic island of M elos was recovered in high q uantities from the EBA settlement of Çukuriçi 
Höyük. At this site, 6 0–70%  of stone tools were made from M elian obsidian, which is also 
the best represented source of obsidian at Çukuriçi Höyük throughout its history, from the 
N eolithic to the EBA.1408 This is of particular importance, since the 15 1km²  Cycladic island 
of M elos is located approximately 280km west of Çukuriçi Höyük. I n comparison, obsidian 
from Gyali, located on a small island of that name approximately 80km south of Çukuriçi 
Höyük, was marginally (two pieces) attested at Çukuriçi Höyük.1409 The record does not sug-
gest that Çukuriçi Höyük was a Gyali outlier:  most of the obsidian used within the Aegean 
basin throughout prehistory in fact originated from two different sources at M elos,1410 whereas 
Gyali obsidian was not widely attested.1411 This was also the case for other coastal EBA west-
ern Anatolian sites, such as Bakla Tepe,1412 L iman Tepe,1413  and Troy.1414 Explanations for such 
a dissemination are often con¿ned to the Sh\sical Tualities of sources� scholars argued that the 
obsidian from *\ali was not Sure ± and therefore not of suf¿cient Tualit\ for the Sroduction 
of obsidian tools – whereas M elian obsidian was.1415

1407 +uman and animal bone remains were recentl\ studied through the isotoSe anal\ses of carbon �į13 C), nitrogen 
�į15 1�� and sulShur �į 3 4S ) in bone collagen from over 200 individuals from Early Bronze Age layers in Anatolia 
(I rvine et al. 2019). However, this study does not take into the account the possibility that dwellers could have 
maintained a different diet despite the fact that they were born and grew up in a similar environment. I nstead, 
different ratios of carbon �į13 &�� nitrogen �į15 1�� or sulShur �į 3 4S ) are taken solely as markers of the different 
origins of the individuals examined and as the only possible explanation. The samples from these individuals 
are only compared to site averages rather than gendered or age ratios, which, I  suggest here, is needed, since 
both gender and age ma\ signi¿cantl\ inÀuence dietar\ Sractices in non�state societies. )or e[amSle� ‘There 
are two indiYiduals �both female� with clear outl\ing į 3 46 Yalues; one from %adema÷acÕ� and one from %akla 
TeSe. The female from %adema÷acÕ has a į 3 4S  value of 11.9‰  which is 3 .1‰  greater than the site average. The 
local range of į 3 4S  at the site has been estimated to be ca. 7–9‰  using the site mean and faunal values which 
plot close to the human mean values. This suggests that s h e c ame fro m a regio n eit h er c l o s er t o  t h e c o as t ,  o r 
o ne w it h  s u l p h u r enric h ed geo l o gy  �9ika� 200��. The female from %akla TeSe has a į 3 4S  value of 7.4‰  which 
is 3 .4‰  lower than the site average, suggesting a p o t ent ial  o rigin fu rt h er inl and o r fro m a s u l p h u r dep l et ed 
geo l o gic al  regio n (N ehlich, 2015 )’ (I rvine et al. 2019, 26 1, emphasis mine).

1408 Knitter et al. 2012; Knitter et al. 201�.
1409 0iliü 201�.
1410 *eorgiadis 200�; %ergner et al. 200�.
1411 Bergner et al. 2009.
1412 Kolanka\a�%ostancÕ 2016.
1413  Kolanka\a�%ostancÕ 2016.
1414 Gatsov – N edelcheva 2016 .
1415  0at]anas 2000� 2; *eorgiadis 200�.
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I n this section, the argument supports the contention that within the east Aegean and west-
ern Anatolian EBA 1 ‘cultural koine’, the evidence based on obsidian also supports the vary-
ing involvement of sites in the regional exchange of obsidian. Therefore, it remains important 
to stress the fact that households at these sites were also involved in the exchange of obsidian 
to different degrees. This section contextualizes the evidence relating to three different obsid-
ian sources:  Gyali obsidian, M elian obsidian, and central Anatolian obsidian. Based on the 
insights into the distribution of Gyali obsidian, it can be concluded that neither of these sites 
Sla\ed a signi¿cant role in the e[change or Srocurement of *\ali obsidian. :hilst this relates 
to the most localized resource among the three, proximity to obsidian sources was not a main 
criterion. M oreover, most of the other nearby regional EBA 1 sites in this ‘cultural koine’ re-
lied on the Aegean obsidian exchange. However, their involvement in these exchanges varies 
starkly. D uring the EBA 1 period, M elian obsidian underwent a major transformation from a 
precious good to a prestige one. This transformation can be seen from other island sites within 
the koine, yet cannot be proven for Çukuriçi Höyük, where households shared access to obsid-
ian across the site. The third and most signi¿cant Siece of eYidence that distinguishes dukurioi 
Höyük from other regional sites is the small amount of central Anatolian obsidian. Whereas at 
other regional sites such as L iman Tepe, Bakla Tepe, and Troy, central Anatolian obsidian was 
widely attested, this was not the case at Çukuriçi Höyük. This indicates that compared to other 
sites, Çukuriçi Höyük was more dependent on only one source of obsidian, the M elian obsid-
ian. By contrast, other sites were already involved in multiple exchange networks of obsid-
ian, in particular from the east in central Anatolia, complementing the M elian objects. I n my 
conclusion, this is one of the main distinguishing features between Çukuriçi Höyük and other 
regional sites, an is a factor in the other regional sites’ longevity compared to the abandonment 
of Çukuriçi Höyük after the EBA 1 period. I f households at other sites opened up towards the 
east, members of Çukuriçi Höyük households did not. But that only applies for obsidian, since 
evidence for trading with N ear Eastern sites exists at Çukuriçi Höyük and will be discussed in 
the ¿nal section of this chaSter.

Fig. 3 5    S ources of obsidian within the eastern M editerranean region (Bergner et al. 2009, Abb. 3 )
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A recent comparison between the wide distribution of M elian obsidian in contrast to the 
limited distribution of obsidian from Gyali in the Aegean basin offered an alternative interpre-
tation beyond the physical characteristics of the two volcanic stone sources. Gyali resources, 
located on a small island with a surface area of 6 km² , could be easily defended by a local com-
munity, and therefore direct procurement of this obsidian was unlikely. By contrast, obsidian 
resources at M elos, an island with an area of 15 0km² , was harder to defend. Therefore, for 
most of the N eolithic and until the beginning of the Bronze Age, obsidian sources at M elos 
were uncontrolled, and were more likely to be accessed by several non-local groups.1416  I f this 
was the case, then what social relations between trading groups can be inferred from the as-
semblage at Çukuriçi Höyük?

Firstly, we can make several inferences based on the regional distribution of M elian obsid-
ian in coastal and hinterland western $natolia. dukurioi +|\�k has alread\ been identi¿ed 
as one of the gat ew ay  c o mmu nit ies  of the M elian obsidian trade. At this site, 6 0–70%  of all 
stone tools recovered from L ate Chalcolithic and EBA deposits were made of M elian obsidian, 
whereas the percentage declined at other contemporaneous, hinterland western Anatolian sites 
(e.g. Aphrodisias and Beycesultan).1417 $t %akla TeSe� obsidian ¿rst aSSears in /ate &halco-
lithic layers, most of it originating from M elos, whereas some pieces recovered originated 
from central Anatolian1418 sources at *|ll�da÷.1419 However, at Bakla Tepe and L iman Tepe, 
unlike at dukurioi +|\�k� Àint stone tools Sredominated within the /ate &halcolithic and 
EBA 1 archaeological layers.1420 At Bakla Tepe, less M elian than central Anatolian obsidian 
was found in the L ate Chalcolithic layers, whereas the ratio of M elian obsidian compared 
to central Anatolian obsidian increased steadily during EBA 1. Authors have argued that, ‘I t 
seems that in the wider I zmir region, central Anatolian obsidian was imported more in the N e-
olithic and Chalcolithic phases and less in the Early Bronze Age, but during the Early Bronze 
I I  period there was a sharp increase in central Anatolian obsidian again.’1421

The assemblage from Çukuriçi, however, does not support this claim, and indicates that 
even within the I zmir region, the level of embeddedness of different sites within obsidian 
exchange networks differed between sites during the L ate Chalcolithic as well as the EBA. 
Çukuriçi Höyük, unlike other sites in the I zmir region, relied heavily on M elian sources during 
the L ate Chalcolithic and EBA 1, whereas at L ate Chalcolithic and EBA 2 Bakla Tepe, more 
central Anatolian than M elian obsidian was found. This implies that, in contrast to other sites, 
dwellers at Çukuriçi Höyük maintained special relations with the Cycladic island of M elos, be 
that direct or indirect, throughout the L ate Chalcolithic and EBA 1 period.

Within the Aegean basin, proximal point analyses1422 suggest two possible maritime routes 
linking western Anatolia (I zmir region) with M elos.1423  D ue to an absence of sailboats before 
25 00 BC, Broodbank proposed that voyagers with rowing boats could travel distances of up 
to 20km per day, and therefore the two routes, inferred from the geographical proximity of 
the islands between M elos and the western Anatolian coast, are the most probable ones.1424 
Although the direct procurement of M elian obsidian remains an option, it appears more likely 

1416  Georgiadis 2008.
1417 Knitter et al. 2012; Knitter et al. 201�.
1418 Central Anatolian obsidian can be interchangeably referred to as Cappadocian obsidian due to its provenance 

close to the modern town of Cappadocia.
1419 Kolanka\a�%ostancÕ 2016.
1420 Kolanka\a�%ostancÕ 2016.
1421 Kolanka\a�%ostancÕ 2016� �6�.
1422 P roximal point analyses within the Aegean basin assigned the Cycladic I slands as nodes and the shortest 

distances between them as edges. This kind of analysis is based only on geographical proximity, and serves as 
a possible model for discussing the archaeological distribution of obsidian.

1423  Agouridis 1997 in Broodbank 2000.
1424 Broodbank 2000.
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that trade of M elian obsidian during the EBA ‘was probably carried out by intermediaries, 
possibly through a systematic regular exchange network, rather than involving direct procure-
ment from sources’.1425  Given that the main point of interest here is not the precise models 
to explain the exchange of M elian obsidian but an understanding of social relations between 
dwellers at Çukuriçi Höyük and other regional communities, I  will discuss further the type of 
regional transactions in which obsidian was involved.

Anthropological Contextualization of O bsidian Exchange

L ike any other material or object transacted on a regional scale, obsidian cannot be under-
stood as a o ne- w ay  t rans ac t io n if inspected through the lens of anthropological knowledge of 
regional inter-group transactions.1426  I nstead, it can only be understood through (minimally) 
t w o - w ay  (though not necessarily symmetrical) t rans ac t io ns , including simultaneous reverse 
processes – be that gift or barter exchange of obsidian for another good. A similar factor was 
SroSosed b\ *ood\ for the e[change of earl\ metals. +e obserYed that ‘one of the dif¿culties 
with discussions of ‘exchange’ is that they often neglect this reverse process, but even the 
content of the transaction in favour of an abstraction privileging a notional symmetry, as sug-
gested by M arcel M auss.’1427

Therefore, before proceeding to an analysis of the regional implications of obsidian ex-
change at Çukuriçi Höyük, I  propose that the exchange of obsidian cannot be understood 
through an analytical analysis of obsidian on its own. I nstead, it must be understood as part of a 
broader range of potential ‘exchange goods’, which may or may not have included key features 
of ‘primitive money’ as a more or less generalized means of exchange, due to its limited but 
enduring distribution as a highly desirable material across the prehistoric Aegean basin.

I  do not agree with the argument that ‘the distribution of obsidian in western Anatolia indi-
cates an interaction and procurement system like the other archaeological items, particularly 
pottery and metal’.1428 At Çukuriçi Höyük, for example, copper/ arsenical copper production1429 
and pottery143 0 were produced in situ from locally available raw materials, indicating less off-
site connectivity and dependence on other sites. The reverse is true for obsidian. At Çukuriçi 
Höyük this was not available locally, and therefore dwellers at this site necessarily relied on 
suSSlies of raw or ¿nished obsidian material from afar� either b\ Srocurement or e[change� 
implying a stronger dependence on regional economies. We can therefore draw an important 
analytical distinction between metal and pottery on the one hand, and the obsidian exchange 
at Çukuriçi Höyük on the other. I n this case, obsidian should be considered as a non-local 
material acq uired through down-the-line or long-distance exchange, in contrast to metals and 
pottery, which at Çukuriçi Höyük were produced from local sources in situ. Therefore, the 
exchange of obsidian through interaction and procurement systems cannot be regarded as 
analogous with metals and pottery at western Anatolian sites. U nlike pottery and metals (in 
particular arsenical copper) that could be produced locally at various sites, obsidian is geo-
graphically much more limited and therefore destined to follow different procurement strate-
gies than pottery and metals.

The fact must be taken into account that by the beginning of the Bronze Age at Çukuriçi 
Höyük and other sites in the wider region, metal tools and weapons had not yet replaced the 
stone, bone, and wooden tools. O bsidian thus continued to be a necessary and highly desirable 

1425  Kolanka\a�%ostancÕ 2016� ��1.
1426  3olan\i 1���; 6ahlins 1��2; $SSadurai 1��6; 0auss 2006 >1�1�@.
1427 Goody 2012, 7.
1428 Kolanka\a�%ostancÕ 2016� 2�1.
1429 0ehofer 201�; 0ehofer 2016.
143 0 P eloschek 2017.
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material during the EBA.143 1 Whether obsidian was treated as a prestige good during EBA 1 
is q uestionable. Here, however, I  argue that its distant origin (approximately 280km from 
Çukuriçi Höyük) and the reduced need for reproduction (obsidian is more durable than either 
coSSer or bone tools� Tualif\ it to be classi¿ed ± in some cases at least ± as a Srestige good. 
M oreover, it was certainly a precious raw/finished material. This argument can be supported 
with evidence from other regional sites, since the presence of M elian obsidian increased in 
the subseq uent EBA 2 period at Bakla Tepe and L iman Tepe, whereas Çukuriçi Höyük was 
abandoned at the end of the EBA 1 period. Though a group of merchants from Çukuriçi Höyük 
could have travelled to M elos to procure the obsidian – which was technologically and geo-
graphically possible – it is more likely that dwellers at Çukuriçi Höyük relied on other groups 
to obtain obsidian, for which they needed to reciprocate in kind or services, i.e. in a b al anc ed 
o r negat iv e rec ip ro c it y  type of social relation.143 2

Although the inference of services remains challenging based on the available archaeo-
logical record, there is ample evidence that within the regional setting, dwellers at Çukuriçi 
Höyük possessed skills and items that could be exchanged for M elian obsidian. At Çukuriçi 
Höyük, these were copper objects made by specialized metalworkers – a skill that remained 
limited at other sites. Generalized village specialization in metalworking was a particularity 
of Çukuriçi Höyük, hence locally produced metal tools and weapons could be exchanged for 
obsidian from afar.

At least for Çukuriçi Höyük, the obsidian exchange does not resemble the k u l a network 
type of reciprocal gift-giving exchange through regional circles between chiefs in the Tro-
briand I slands.143 3  Firstly, objects exchanged within the Aegean basin were not exclusively 
non-utilitarian prestige goods (such as bracelets or necklaces within the k u l a) but were ob-
jects simultaneously necessary for everyday life, being, in fact, vital for the procurement of 
material conditions. S econdly, the distribution of either obsidian or metal objects was not 
limited to a particular room, but was scattered across the settlement. This stands in clear 
contrast to the distribution of k u l a valuables, which were limited to the chief’s group. I t ap-
pears that at Çukuriçi Höyük, households could exchange goods independently from any 
central authority, such as a chief (within k u l a, only chiefs could publicly wear exchanged 
prestige objects). Thirdly, unlike the established differences in the storage of food (the lion’s 
share being owned by the Trobriand chief), local differences between households – linked 
to consSicuous consumStion of meat or game as well as storage ± were not con¿rmed at 
dukurioi +|\�k� therefore� a central chieÀ\ ¿gure cannot be con¿rmed from the aYailable  
archaeological record. I nstead, the system of exchange at Çukuriçi Höyük resembles the long-
distance trade network of stone adzes between the islands of Western M elanesia, documented 
at the beginning of the previous century:

‘Before the white men came to British N ew Guinea, stone adze blades were taken to the 
Gulf as articles of trade. The M otu got them from Koiari, and the Koiari are said to have 
got them from people further inland, and these from somebody else, but nobody here 
knows where they came from originally. The value of a large stone adze was eq ual to the 
value of a large toia. The M otu people have an amusing tradition of the origin of stone 
adzes. They say that only certain men among the tribe from whence they came were able 

143 1 Knitter et al. 2012, 3 6 2.
143 2 S ahlins 1972, 194–196 .
143 3  To some of my colleagues within socio-cultural anthropology, this might come as a surprise. D uring my 

participation at a P hD  seminar at the U niversity of V ienna’s S ocio-cultural Anthropology D epartment, my 
colleagues commonly regarded the long-distance redistribution of obsidian as of necessity being a k u l a type 
of transaction, linked with supra-regional trade and prestige. Among this audience, the k u l a type may be the 
most well-known type of such transactions, though it is not the only possibility for the wide distribution of 
ecologically circumscribed materials or objects.
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to procure the adze blades. The way they procured them was by wading in the streams 
with a hand�net like a bushman’s ¿shing�net. The stone ad]es� read\�made� swam like 
¿sh� and the\ caught them in their nets. The 0otu sa\ that the\ haYe heard that it was 
easy to know a helaga stone adze catcher, because his legs were always covered with 
scars inÀicted b\ the stone ad]es when these were tr\ing to eYade the net.143ތ 4

$musing as the 0otu stor\ ma\ be� it con¿rms the likelihood that the 0otu did not need to 
traYel to acTuire green stone ad]es. ,nstead� ¿nished goods reached them through *ulf and 
Waima traders with whom the M otu needed to exchange a large t o ia – a valuable ornament – 
that served as primitive money between M elanesian islands. For example, S eligman reported 
that for a good canoe one would need to exchange 3 –4 t o ias , whereas for a dugout it was two 
t o ias .143 5  Although the green stone adzes were not a marker of rank or status in the M elanesian 
islands, which was the case for ceremonial k u l a exchanges, adzes nevertheless travelled over 
long distances� without central chieÀ\ control of the trade. The ratio between a t o ia and an 
adze being 1: 1 implies that for the M otu both the non-utilitarian ornament and the utilitar-
ian adze were eq ually desirable items. D rawing on this insight, it can be implied that during 
EBA 1, Aegean basin obsidian or metal should not be treated as a prestige good, but rather 
primarily as a utilitarian precious good. These utilitarian precious goods, such as obsidian and 
metal� took on the function of SrimitiYe mone\ rather than being a marker of rank; the imSli-
cations of this will become clearer from the ethnographic case of salt bars described below.

S alt Bar as a Gift, S alt Bar for a S tone Tool

A suitable ethnographic analogy for the regional exchange of obsidian, applicable to Çukuriçi 
Höyük at the dawn of the EBA, can be drawn from the exchange of salt bars between the tribal 
societies of the Baruya and their neighbours in the P apua N ew Guinea highlands. The Baruya 
are a sedentary group of about 2200 members (in 1979), scattered among 17 permanently oc-
cupied villages and hamlets of approximately 13 0 residents each, along two valleys at an al-
titude of between 16 00 and 23 00m.143 6  I n terms of social organization, language, and material 
culture, the Baruya belong to a cluster of A nga- speaking groups, A nga as a term being used 
by linguists and anthropologists to differentiate them from other M elanesian language groups 
which are linguistically unrelated. Among all A nga�sSeaking grouSs� the term ‘anga’ signi¿es 
a ‘house’143 7 (see Fig. 3 6 ).

U ntil shortly before Godelier’s ethnographic present, the Baruya largely based their sub-
sistence on S tone Age technology and were mostly dependent on local horticultural produc-
tion of primarily sweet potato and taro, grown in forest clearings and irrigated gardens. They 
also raised domesticated pigs, gathered plants, and hunted for subsistence but also for politico-
religious purposes. U nlike other tribes in the region, the Baruya specialized in the production 
of salt bars, processed from certain plants uniq ue to their region. These bars of plant salt were 
a principal item of exchange with neighbouring tribes, through which the Baruya acq uired 
items not available locally but vital for their own material conditions. N one of the small tribal 
territories’ residents in the N ew Guinea Highlands and their fringe were able to provide lo-
cally for all goods necessary for social reproduction. Goods local to the Baruya such as salt 
were non-local to neighbouring tribes, and vice versa. Hence they traded with each other. 
The Baruya, like other tribes in the region, were thus dependent on a ‘full-blown regional 
economy’143 8 through which tribes could acq uire items not available on their own territory but  

143 4 S eligman 1910, 115 .
143 5  S eligman 1910, 93 .
143 6  Godelier 1986 a, 1.
143 7 Godelier 1986 a, 1.
143 8 Godelier 1986 a, 12.
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necessary for social reproduction. For these reasons, none of the tribes in the N ew Guinea 
highland fringe regions could be either self�suf¿cient or inYolYed in an\ long�term war� this 
would have meant a break in trading relations, posing a threat to their existence.

Although it seems that all Baruya produced salt, this was not the case. Within Baruya vil-
lages, the division of labour was gendered. M ale tasks included the production of salt, trade, 
hunting, and warfare, whereas women exclusively engaged in horticulture and pig breeding, 
which also served as a basis for men’s control and power over Baruya women. Among men, 
differences in ‘greatness’ were observed in relation to their particular skills and ensuing repu-
tation. S ome men were ‘great’ because they were great warriors, other because they were great 
salt producers or hunters. However, all these great men (warriors, salt-makers, hunters, etc.) 
protected and produced for the whole residential unit – i.e. their respective Baruya village. 
Each Baruya village was organized in a similar manner. O n a wider, supra-regional level, 
‘each local group specialized in the production or gathering of one or two products’,143 9 which 
could then be exchanged hand-to-hand through commonly accepted procedures. Therefore, the 
division of labour between neighbouring tribes (e.g. stone tool producers, or salt producers)  

143 9 Godelier 1986 a, 12.

)ig. �6   Territories and languages of the $nga tribes in highland 3aSua 1ew *uinea �*odelier 1��6a� ¿g. 1�
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was much greater than within a tribe, since all villages belonging to the same tribe would have 
access to the same types of goods. Godelier noticed that ‘material necessity forced tribes into 
a trading network, and in turn imposed certain forms and limitations on political relations and 
warfare between the tribes’.1440 These inter-tribal relations, based on regional exchange, dif-
fered fundamentally from those described elsewhere for others, such as the N uer in southern 
S udan. The N uer were in a state of perpetual war with their tribal neighbours (the D inka), in 
order to acq uire new land and water for pasture for their cattle.1441 The Baruya, some of whom 
descended from refugees after some land was seized from the Andje a few generations prior to 
ethnographic observation, ‘found themselves at the centre of an extensive network of opposi-
tions and alliances with their neighbours’1442 (see Fig. 3 7). Godelier describes these networks 
of relations as revolving around two poles:

‘O n the one hand, they had permanent enemies, the Andje, whom they had driven from 
their territor\ and who reSresented the ¿[ed negatiYe Sole in their intertribal relations. 
O n the other hand, they maintained permanent relations of friendship and economic, and 
sometimes even military, cooperation, with the Y ooundouye, a tribe not belonging to the 
$nga culture « between these two oSSosing Soles� we ¿nd all the tribes immediatel\ 
adjacent to the Baruya, all of which belonged to the Anga culture, and which were all, 
at one time or another� either allies or enemies of the %aru\a.1443ތ

This interplay of hostile and friendly relations with neighbouring tribes not only shaped re-
gional exchange, but also perpetuated the ‘greatness’ of Baruya men, who were initiated into 
the status of ‘great warriors’ that defended Baruya territory. S alt bars, which were produced 
communally within Baruya villages, represented a means of primitive money, which was at 
the same time a commodity (that could be exchanged for another commodity, without ritual 
signi¿cance�� a gift �between kinsmen of the %aru\a tribe�� and a c u rrenc y  (having exchange 
value, which was agreed upon locally and regionally).1444 Godelier argued that ‘ V ery  o ft en the 
precious objects we encounter in primitive societies have a du al  nat u re :  they are both goods 
and non-goods, ‘money’ and gifts, according to whether they are bartered between groups or 
circulate within the group.’1445  Within Baruya villages (between neighbours and kinsmen) and 
between Baruya villages (between consanguine relatives or allies residing in different vil-
lages), salt was exchanged as a gift or a means of ritual exchange at birth, marriage, and death. 
These were established social principles, which could not be avoided since ‘the Baruya take 
great care to give back what they have received, not in order to expunge their debts, but in or-
der to counterbalance the debts of others toward them’.1446  With their trading partners residing  
 

1440 Godelier 1986 a, 12.
1441 Evans-P ritchard 1940.
1442 Godelier 1986 a, 104.
1443  Godelier 1986 a, 104–105 .
1444 Godelier 1972.
1445  Godelier 1998, 3 99.
1446  Godelier 1986 a, 173 .
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outside Baruya tribal territory, the Baruya exchanged salt in commodity or barter transactions, 
in which a mutually agreed q uantity of salt was exchanged for stone tools, feathers, shells, and 
other items that were necessary for the reproduction of each group involved in this commodity 
transaction. From this it is evident that salt, which among the Baruya had ritual importance as 
even its production req uired a sort of a ritual specialist, entered a new ‘social life’1447 – a com-
modity phase – once transferred outside their own territory.

D espite its local production by collective means, among the Baruya salt was treated as a 
p rec io u s  it em and not a prestige good. S ome of it was k ep t  within houses and stored, some of 
it gift ed, and the rest b art ered. S een as a p rec io u s  it em and a sacred object locally, among the 
Baruya salt

‘I s dear because it is a ‘luxury’ product and its production req uires knowledge of tech-
niq ue and magic which other neighboring tribes do not possess. What the Baruya ask 
for and what their partners normally agree to pay for, is the mo no p o l y  o f a do u b l e rarit y  
– product and know-how.’1448

Therefore, unlike the k u l a prestige objects, which at Kiriwina were non-locally produced 
goods that became intra� and inter�island signi¿ers of chieÀ\ status rather than being crucial 
objects for daily subsistence reproduction, among the Baruya salt was a prestige good without 
signif\ing rank� it was a Srecious obMect� as *odelier de¿ned it� for the following four reasons�

‘1) A precious object, because of a particular kind, because it enters, along with pigs, 
into the category of things ‘good to eat, yet scarce and essential’, i.e. meat and salt.

2) A precious object, because it is consumed exclusively during vital moments of 
social life:  birth, initiation, marriage, i.e. within the framework of ceremonies and 
rites ‘celebrating’ them.

3 ) A precious product because its manufacture cannot be effected without the art of 
specialists who possess both technical skills and magical know-how in order to 
bring about its crystallization. I n short, it is to the salt maker’s magical powers that 
salt�¿lled owners must turn if the\ wish to get that ‘white and heaY\’ salt which 
other tribes covet and are ready to ‘pay’ a good price for.

4) A precious product, because, thanks to it, the Baruya can procure all that they lack, and 
which to them is necessary for subsisting (stone axes), protection from the cold (bark 
cloaks�� adornment and ¿ner\ �feathers� Searls�� comSensation for murder� initiation 
of their daughters and warriors (magic nuts), arming themselves, etc. S alt is there-
fore precious, because it allows the Baruya to overcome the limits of their resources,  
limits imposed by their ecology and economy.’1449

The Regional Exchange of O bsidian within the Aegean Basin and its Hinterland

Taking the Baruya salt exchange as a loose blueprint for an analysis of obsidian and metal 
exchange at Çukuriçi Höyük, it is possible to outline an important similarity between the two 
spatially and chronologically distant contexts. L ike the salt plants, which were geographically 
limited to the %aru\a tribal territor\� obsidian was also limited to a few sSeci¿c locations with-
in the Aegean region (see Fig. 3 5 ). Communities residing at either M elos or Gyali, as well as 
other places close to obsidian sources, could make immediate use of this raw material. These 
communities had the power to make informed decisions about with whom and how obsidian 
would be exchanged, even if procurement at M elos appears to have been less controlled than 

1447 Appadurai 1986 .
1448 Godelier 1998, 419.
1449 Godelier 1998, 422.
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at Gyali.145 0 Given that M elian obsidian reached both ends of the Aegean S ea – the eastern 
Aegean coast to the west and the western Anatolian coast to the east – during the P alaeolithic, 
it can be seen that obsidian was also a rare commodity outside these locations during the L ate 
Chalcolithic and the EBA, a time when many of the Cycladic islands were already colonized. 
The same also holds true for central Anatolian obsidian.

As most of the Cycladic islands were already settled by the beginning of the Bronze Age, 
this implies that reciprocal, down-the-line exchange of obsidian was very likely. Although 
some scholars argued that ‘the advantage held by people at key locations on the fringes of 
the Aegean who could intercept and control exotica entering the region must have become 
increasingly apparent through the course of the third millennium BC,’145 1 this interpretation 
underplays the wide distribution of M elian obsidian prior to this period. Thinking of obsidian 
as a precious raw material or items outside as well as within its points of origin, which were 
traded in k ey  l o c at io ns 145 2 or gat ew ay  c o mmu nit ies ,145 3  generates an analytical value. Through 
such anal\ses� the ke\ nodal Soints of an obsidian e[change network can be identi¿ed. $long-
side this understanding, however, scholars should also consider that these gateway communi-
ties could only acq uire obsidian through the reciprocal exchange of goods that were locally 
produced. These reciprocal exchanges of local goods for non-local objects then stimulated a 
long-lasting system of regional exchange within the Aegean basin.

dukurioi +|\�k has alread\ been identi¿ed as such a gatewa\ communit\ for 0elian ob-
sidian trade since 6 0–70%  of all chipped stone tools were made of M elian obsidian.145 4 The 
rest of the stone tools at Çukuriçi Höyük were made of locally available chert, which was of 
inferior q uality compared to M elian obsidian.145 5  Throughout the N eolithic, L ate Chalcolithic 
and %ron]e $ge Seriods� aSSro[imatel\ two thirds of obsidian identi¿ed at dukurioi +|\�k 
originated from M elos D emenegaki, and a third from the M elos Adamas source.145 6  Although 
central $natolian obsidian from two different sources �1ene]i and *|ll�da÷� ± located 6�0km 
to the east – was found at Çukuriçi Höyük in each archaeological layer after 6 5 00 BC, the 
presence of central Anatolian obsidian at this site was extremely rare from the N eolithic to 
the Bronze Age.145 7 This indicates that dwellers at Çukuriçi Höyük largely depended on the 
maritime exchange of M elian obsidian throughout their history and only occasionally received 
read\�made Sroducts in the form of fragmented blades and Àakes from the central $natolian 
obsidian sources.145 8

I n order to differentiate between the sites of origin, gateway communities, and other ‘re-
ceiving’ centres of obsidian, scholars draw a distinction based on the q uantity of obsidian 
present at a site. I n contrast to EBA gateway communities such as L iman Tepe and Çukuriçi 
+|\�k on the western $natolian coast� which are identi¿ed as haYing an abundant assemblage 
of 0elian obsidian� scholars identi¿ed other Srimaril\ receiYing ‘centres’ of 0elian obsidian 
in the western Anatolian hinterland. Two of those hinterland sites are Aphrodisias and Beyce-
sultan, with a comparatively scarce assemblage of M elian obsidian, which was interpreted as 
an indicator of lesser involvement in the Aegean obsidian exchange network.145 9

145 0 Georgiadis 2008.
145 1 Broodbank 2000, 286 .
145 2 E.g. Broodbank 2000.
145 3  (.g. Knitter et al. 2012; Knitter et al. 201�.
145 4 Knitter et al. 2012; Knitter et al. 201�.
145 5  Bergner et al. 2009.
145 6  Bergner et al. 2009.
145 7 0iliü 201�; 0iliü 201�.
145 8 0iliü 201�; 0iliü 201�.
145 9 Knitter et al. 2012; Knitter et al. 201�.



Regional Economies at the D awn of Accountancy and M etrology 247 

U nlike Çukuriçi Höyük, where between 6 0 and 70%  of stone tools in all occupation phases 
were made of M elian obsidian,146 0 stone tools at Aphrodisias were predominantly made of lo-
cal Àint and chert� found in the 'andalas 5iYer Yalle\ close to the site.146 1 The assemblage from 
Aphrodisias indicates that during the L ate Chalcolithic and the EBA (43 6 0–2909 BC), when 
Çukuriçi Höyük mostly relied on M elian obsidian sources, this site shows an entirely different 
situation. Aphrodisias, understood as a ‘receiving’ centre of M elian obsidian through network 
analyses,146 2 in fact participated in several exchange networks, not limited to the Aegean basin. 
D uring all phases of L ate Chalcolithic and EBA occupation, Aphrodisias received obsidian 
from M elos (400km west), Gyali (180km southwest), and central Anatolia (5 20km east).146 3  
Fifty per cent of the obsidian originated from both sources at M elos (M elos D emenegaki and 
M elos Adamas), slightly less than 5 0%  from all four sources in central Anatolia (Çatköy, 
%o÷a]k|\� +otamÕú 'a÷� and 1ene]i 'a÷� and onl\ a few Sieces were attested to haYe come 
from Gyali.146 4 O bviously, the network model of M elian obsidian exchange excluded these 
non-Aegean sources, and instead argued for the centrality of western Anatolian coastal sites, 
abundant in obsidian from M elos,146 5  downplaying the eq ual relevance of all obsidian sources.

At other coastal western Anatolian sites in the I zmir region (Bakla Tepe, L iman Tepe) as 
well as further north in western 0armara �Tro\�� local Àint stone tools Sredominate within the 
EBA 1 archaeological record. U nlike at Çukuriçi Höyük, where central Anatolian obsidian 
represented an extremely rare resource,146 6  at Bakla Tepe more central Anatolian than M elian 
obsidian was found in the L ate Chalcolithic layers, which changed in EBA 1. D uring the earli-
est phase of EBA 1, M elian sources of obsidian are better represented at all western Anatolian 
coastal sites (Çukuriçi Höyük, Bakla Tepe, L iman Tepe and Troy),146 7 whereas during EBA 2, 
central Anatolian obsidian predominates at Bakla Tepe, L iman Tepe, and Troy,146 8 while the 
site of Çukuriçi Höyük was already abandoned.

This implies that dependence on a single source or network versus active involvement in 
different exchange networks is a more important issue than either geographical or political 
centrality. Among all these sites, both coastal and hinterland, Çukuriçi Höyük was the only 
place to be abandoned at the end of the EBA 1 period. Whereas dwellers at Çukuriçi Höyük 
exclusively maintained stronger reciprocal relations with other maritime sites to the west for 
the procurement of M elian obsidian, dwellers at Aphrodisias, Bakla Tepe, L iman Tepe, and 
Troy also established strong reciprocal connections through an extensive land-based network 
to the east (central Anatolia), and a rather tenuous one to the southwestern Anatolian coast 
(Gyali) during the EBA 1 period. The other sites, except for Çukuriçi Höyük, already relied on 
two distinctive (albeit overlapping) obsidian networks during EBA 1 – maritime networks to 
the west and the land-based networks to the east. Therefore, it seems reasonable to conclude 
that reliance on multiple sources for obsidian was one among other distinctive features of the 
continuously occupied western Anatolian sites between EBA 1 and EBA 2, while others, such 
as Çukuriçi Höyük, did not have such multiple sources. Given that central Anatolian obsidian 
reached Çukuriçi Höyük only at the dawn of the Bronze Age and in limited q uantities, and the 
fact that exchange networks always depend on the social distance between transactors, this calls 
for an alternative interpretation beyond the centrality of a site within an exchange network.

146 0 %ergner et al. 200�; Knitter et al. 2012.
146 1 L eurq uin 1986 .
146 2 Knitter et al. 2012.
146 3  L eurq uin 1986 .
146 4 L eurq uin 1986 .
146 5  Knitter et al. 2012.
146 6  0iliü 201�; 0iliü 201�.
146 7 Knitter et al. 2012; *atsoY ± 1edelcheYa 2016; Kolanka\a�%ostancÕ 2016.
146 8 *atsoY ± 1edelcheYa 2016; Kolanka\a�%ostancÕ 2016.
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From the perspective of the east Aegean and the coastal western Anatolian EBA 1 ‘cultural 
koine’,146 9 including the architectural plans and the distribution of M elian obsidian, Çukuriçi 
Höyük appears to be well embedded into the ‘Aegean World’. However, this Aegean connec-
tivity is not limited to the ‘cultural koine’ and the coastal sites alone. Within the same ‘cul-
tural koine’, trading relations and conseq uently social relations appear dissimilar. Whereas the 
EBA 1 sites such as L iman Tepe, Bakla Tepe, and Troy established and maintained trading links 
to the east through which they acq uired central Anatolian obsidian, the record from Çukuriçi 
Höyük reveals a stronger dependence on M elian obsidian alone. The sites that do not fall into 
the category of the east Aegean and coastal western Anatolian EBA 1‘cultural koine’,1470 such 
as Aphrodisias, were embedded into multiple exchange relations with communities to the west, 
through which they acq uired M elian obsidian at least from the L ate Chalcolithic (43 6 0 BC),  
in addition to central Anatolian obsidian from the east.

As I  showed above, obsidian distribution not only varied among sites within the EBA 1 
eastern Aegean and western Anatolian ‘cultural koine’ but also among western Anatolian gate-
way communities for M elian obsidian trade. Whereas most of the archaeologists would inter-
pret the reliance on M elian obsidian at Çukuriçi Höyük as an advantage, indicating a strong 
and reliable trading network or self-procurement of obsidian from M elos, which made Çuku-
riçi Höyük an important gateway community for M elian obsidian exchange,1471 this is only one 
way of interpreting it. Conversely, if we use the M elian obsidian as a proxy for social relations 
and wider social networks, the same context can be seen as a disadvantage, since dwellers at 
EBA 1 Çukuriçi Höyük put ‘all their eggs in one basket’ by relying solely on one social net-
work, with little or no alternative. By contrast, other western Anatolian sites relied on multiple 
social and exchange networks for obsidian already during EBA 1 and the L ate Chalcolithic, 
which could be seen as an advantage since dwellers at these sites secured multiple alternatives. 
This does not imply that a weakening of links or social networks between Çukuriçi Höyük and 
M elos would be the reason for the abandonment of the site, as the inhabitants had access to 
local Àint and stored raw 0elian obsidian material. +oweYer� if the\ encountered another so-
cio�Solitical dif¿cult\ on�site or within the region� the reliance on a single obsidian e[change 
network at Çukuriçi compared to other regional sites relying on multiple networks, would 
make Çukuriçi Höyük weaker, lacking diversity of social networks and available alternatives. 
Conseq uently we should recognize both the advantages and the disadvantages of reliance on 
single vs. multiple exchange or social networks.

The regional obsidian network assemblage also demonstrates that regional obsidian ex-
change networks were situational, based on social rather than only the geographical prox-
imity of resources and trading sites. As different trading networks also overlapped, the  
assemblage supports the argument that Çukuriçi Höyük was indeed a gat ew ay  c o mmu nit y  of 
M elian obsidian trade (among other western Anatolian coastal sites) located at the eye of a 
needle passage,1472 yet different from other regional M elian obsidian gateway communities to 
the north, such as L iman Tepe and Bakla Tepe, which relied on multiple social and exchange 
networks and had more available alternatives than Çukuriçi Höyük.

An analogous situation has been observed among the Baruya. Baruya salt was known 
beyond their own tribal frontiers. I t was well-known in Anga-speaking territories, which 
stretched approximately 170km southwest–northeast (between I hu and M umeng) and 
15 0km northwest–southeast (between Fore and Kerema) (see Fig. 3 6 ). Baruya salt was also 
greatly valued among the local tribal groups of M umeng, outside Anga territory, which no  
Baruya had ever visited personally. M umeng groups acq uired Baruya salt through exchange 

146 9 Kouka 2002; Kouka 2016a.
1470 Kouka 2002 Kouka 2016 a.
1471 Knitter et al. 2012.
1472 Gingrich 2017b.
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with the ‘middleman’ Bakia tribal group, who acq uired it from the Baruya.1473  Although the  
M umeng could acq uire salt through the riverine route at Huon Gulf, they preferred Baruya 
salt, traded to the steep East P apuan mountains and valleys in the highlands through a land-
based exchange network. The case of the Aegean basin appears to be similar. D wellers at 
Çukuriçi Höyük traded for obsidian with the island sites to the west, between M elos and west-
ern Anatolia, whereas the obsidian from Gyali – which is geographically closer to Çukuriçi 
Höyük than M elian obsidian – and central Anatolian obsidian did not play an important role  
during EBA 1.

O n the one hand, this assemblage demonstrates the existence of regional obsidian exchange 
networks that were situational, based on the social rather than the geographical proximity of 
resources and trading sites. As different trading networks also overlapped, the assemblage 
supports the argument that Çukuriçi Höyük was indeed a gat ew ay  c o mmu nit y  of the M elian 
obsidian trade (among other western Anatolian coastal sites) located at the eye of a needle, 
unavoidable passage1474 for obsidian trade into Anatolian hinterland. However, the evidence 
does not support the interpretation that Çukuriçi Höyük was a gat ew ay  c o mmu nit y  in the 
central Anatolian obsidian exchange network. The latter becomes more obvious once the as-
semblage from Çukuriçi Höyük is compared to the hinterland site of Aphrodisias as well as 
other western Anatolian coastal sites which participated in networks to both the east and the 
west� although most of the stone tools at $Shrodisias and other sites were made of local Àint. 
Therefore, we should think of obsidian at Çukuriçi Höyük – although this does not apply to 
Aphrodisias,1475  L iman Tepe, Bakla Tepe,1476  and Troy1477 where the majority of stone tools 
were made of local Àint and chert ± as a Srecious material� similar to stone a[es among the 
Baruya, which they lacked locally, but which were necessary for subsistence and to defend 
their territory. L ike the exchange of salt for stone axes among the Baruya, at Çukuriçi Höyük 
M elian obsidian could have been exchanged for locally produced metal tools. D wellers at the 
hinterland site of $Shrodisias and other western coastal sites� on the other hand� bene¿tted 
from the local Àint resources� on which the\ mostl\ relied for stone tools� therefore� Àint and 
chert (rather than obsidian) were possibly more of a precious, desirable, and even sacred ma-
terial at these sites. N evertheless, during EBA 1, dwellers at Aphrodisias, Bakla Tepe, L iman 
Tepe, and Troy participated in wide-ranging exchange networks of obsidian to the east and 
the west, and must have understood that black obsidian was not only useful for the production 
of stone tools but could also be used as primitive money, which, on a regional scale, the local 
brown� gre\ or white local Àint could not.

An increase in central Anatolian obsidian supplies to the EBA 2 western Anatolian sites 
in comparison to a somewhat stronger reliance on M elian obsidian during EBA 1 can be 
taken as a proxy for other changes within the region. Writing from the ‘Trojan’ point of view,  
Ü nlüsoy argues that ‘the Trojan community experienced a sudden and major breakthrough  
after contacts were intensi¿ed with the communities to the east. The changes affected all 
spheres of daily living at Troy. The social and economic as well as political organization were 
transformed drastically.’1478 :hereas these trading networks bene¿tted a few SeoSle at Tro\� 
/iman TeSe� and %akla TeSe� the intensi¿cation of the land�based networks from western $na-
tolia to Cilicia coincided with the obvious material changes in EBA 2, but also detachment of 
people from their land, such as observed at Çukuriçi Höyük.

1473  Godelier 1986 a.
1474 Gingrich 2017b.
1475  L eurq uin 1986 .
1476  Kolanka\a�%ostancÕ 2016.
1477 Gatsov – N edelcheva 2016 .
1478 Ü nlüsoy 2016 , 402.
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VII�4� Supra-Regional Exchange and Near Eastern Weights1479

,n this section� , look at a ‘sSeci¿c’ t\Se of eYidence Sointing to a link to commodit\ e[-
change, including, with a very high probability, the exchange of metals or other specialized 
goods from dukurioi +|\�k. This eYidence comSrises ¿Ye stone balance weights that haYe 
been excavated from the EBA 1 Çukuriçi Höyük site in close proximity to metallurgical 
workshops within a domestic context. I n this case the introduction of stone weights is dis-
cussed in ethnographic terms through a case study of the Akkan, to whom the metrology 
of the mit k al  was introduced by Arab traders. As I  argue in this section, Arab traders and 
the Akan can be structurally compared with the N ear Eastern merchants and communities 
in western Anatolia. I n these cases, their motivation for trade was not through gift or barter, 
commonly leading to lasting social relations between transacting groups. I nstead, through the 
use of weights and metrology, these two groups conducted pure commodity exchanges that 
could occur whilst maintaining some social distance between the partners involved in such 
a transaction. This would allow the two partners to terminate trading contacts at any point 
in time. While the evidence for metrology and external measures of value such as weights 
is still limited in western Anatolia, it remains possible that, as commodity items transacted 
between the N ear Eastern merchants and western Anatolian communities, metals were cir-
culated as items of gift and item exchanges in the Aegean, although an emulation of elites 
in the eastern Aegean islands through the long-distance exchange of these objects cannot 
be excluded. Also, based on the evidence of obsidian and metal exchanges in the wider re-
gion of western Anatolia during EBA 1, this section concludes that multiple modes of ex-
change and socio-political organization coexisted in time and space. I nternal heterogeneity 
rather than socio-political homogeneity characterized this ‘cultural koine’ at the dawn of the  
Early Bronze Age.

To discuss supra-regional economies, I  return to metals, as the set of metal or associated 
small ¿nds Soint towards some kind of suSra�regional connections. The gatewa\ communit\ 
model, previously inferred for M elian obsidian, has been further extended by the inclusion 
of metal exchange, transmission of metalworking knowledge, and manufacturing techniq ues 
at Çukuriçi Höyük.1480 I n this case, modes of transaction can be further addressed through 
indirect eYidence for the e[change of metals through stone balance weights identi¿ed at the 
site. These Soint towards an inÀuence from the 1ear (ast and the adoStion of weighing at the 
coastal sites of western Anatolia during EBA 1, when ‘the A ge o f A c c o u nt anc y  and M et ro l o gy  
had started’.1481

)inds at dukurioi +|\�k included ¿Ye stone balance weights dating to du+| ,9 and ,,, 
�2�00±2��0�2�00 %&� �see )ig. ���. The ¿rst was found in a metallurgical workshoS� the 
second in a storage room linked to a metallurgical workshop, and the third in mixed layers 
close to an oven that was likely used for metalworking. Two of the weights could not be as-
signed to a precise context1482 (see Fig. 3 9). The close connection of these balance weights to 
metalworking contexts at the site, along with their light weight (approx. 4–40g), leaves no 
doubt that these objects facilitated metal exchange, most likely for silver and gold.1483  This 
holds true despite previously raised doubts about the spool-shaped weights being used as 
grinders, since they do not bear any marks.1484 Considering the ethnographic record, geometric  
 
 

1479 $n earlier Yersion of this section has been Sublished in &Yeþek 2020.
1480 M ehofer 2016 .
1481 Rahmstorf 2016 , 25 8.
1482 Horejs 2016 b.
1483  5ahmstorf 201�; 5ahmstorf 2016; +oreMs 2016b; 0assa 2016; 0assa et al. 201�.
1484 Haas-L ebegyev – Renfrew 2013 .
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stone weights without incision marks are not an exception limited to prehistory, as they were 
reported as being in use in West Africa in the last century.1485  Regarding the use of light bal-
ance weights, these may not necessarily be restricted to metal exchange. Transactions involv-
ing rare specialized goods, where small variations in size and weight matter and where no 

1485  *arrard 1��2; *arrard 1��0.

)ig. ��   1. 0����6���1� Shase du+| ,9� �.��g; 2. 0���20����� Shase du+| ,,,� basalt� 1�.6�g; �. 11�1200���22� 
Shase du+| ,� marble� �1.2g; �. 12��001������ Shase du+| ,; slate� �.2g; �. 1���110���2�  

Shase du+| ,9� slightl\ serSentini]ed Seridotite� ��.��g �+oreMs 2016b� ¿g. ��
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Sre�de¿ned forms of transSortation e[ist� including Sigments� sSices� or mat eria medic a, may 
be subjected to weighing.

Two of the four balance weights identi¿ed in a metalworking conte[t at the contemSo � 
r aneous island site of P oliochni (L emnos) can be compared to those of Çukuriçi Höyük.1486  A 
set of oblong dark stone weights (hematite) at P oliochni Blue and another at Çukuriçi Höyük 
show a strong similarity in their shape, material, and weight to the N ear Eastern types of 
weights found at the EBA site of Ebla,1487 known as one of the earliest kingdoms in S yria. 
S ets of spool-shaped balance weights found at both sites point to a possible local adaptation 
of weighing practices particular to the eastern Aegean islands and coastal western Anatolia, 
as there is no comparative N ear Eastern form. Rahmstorf1488 interprets these as indicators of a 
shared Aegean weighing practice, and maintains that this metric system was introduced to the 
Aegean from S yro-M esopotamia at the beginning of the 3 rd millennium BC.

Rahmstorf’s comprehensive analysis of prehistoric stone weights expanded our understand-
ing of EBA 1 exchange practices in western Anatolia and proved that long-distance exchange 
between the east and west facilitated the transfer of goods and knowledge of unique  measuring 
technique s.1489 N evertheless, the scarcity of balance weights available for EBA 1 western Anatolia 
calls not only for comparison with contemporaneous sites in M esopotamia and Egypt (where data 
is equa lly lacking for this period), but also beyond archaeological contexts. How did weighing 
and long�distance trade between 0esoSotamia and western $natolia inÀuence the social liYes of 
exchanged objects and the daily lives of dwellers at Çukuriçi Höyük in particular?

1486  5ahmstorf 2016; 5ahmstorf 201�b.
1487 Rahmstorf 2016 .
1488 Rahmstorf 2016 .
1489 Rahmstorf 2016 , 25 8.

Fig. 3 9   D istribution of weights in the Early Bronze Age settlement phases ÇuHö I V  und I I I   
�+oreMs 2016b� ¿g. ��
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Ethnographic Example of Weighing P ractices and L ong-D istance Exchange

To address the q uestion above, I  turn to an ethnographic example from Akan.1490 This ethno-
graphic case of gold trade and weighing practices from Ghana is relevant for two reasons. 
Firstly, it addresses the introduction of new weighing techniq ues to a non-state society, within 
which gold and silYer were not SerceiYed as �lu[ur\� commodities Srior to the intensi¿cation 
of long-distance trade. S econdly, the case highlights a time lag between the primary changes 
in the economic system and the secondary changes in material culture that they led to.

N aturally, colonial encounters have fundamentally transformed West African metallurgi-
cal societies. Y et these societies were not operating in a vacuum before the arrival of Euro-
peans, and hence remain relevant for discussing prehistoric weighing practices. The same 
is applicable for societies in EBA 1 western Anatolia, where recent research1491 points to-
wards e[ternal inÀuences and calls into Tuestion the indeSendent deYeloSment of a metric 
system. Considering the limited similarities between the modern example from Akan and the 
empirical example from prehistoric western Anatolia, the approach applied here understands 
weights not only as spatially bounded material objects, but as a proxy for a type of practice 
that is culturally transmitted.1492 The archaeological analysis of EBA 1 N ear Eastern weights 
in western Anatolia indeed raises q uestions about how and why weights were adopted. I n 
order to obtain a complete picture, the archaeological investigations must be complemented 
with both theories of exchange developed within economic anthropology, and ethnographic  
observations.

S everal Akan chiefdoms in what is now Ghana were involved in the metal trade before 
European colonization. P rior to establishing contacts with Arab traders, the Akan did not use 
gold as a medium for exchange, but rather produced it for personal use and adornment.1493  
Although the Akan used iron pieces for barter outside their cultural sphere, similar to the salt 
bars of the Baruya,1494 iron pieces were also exchanged as gifts within the Akan villages. I n 
a rich ethnographic study, supported by a multilingual historical analysis of Akan weights, 
Garrard1495  argued that weights were introduced into Akan society from the north, through the 
trans-S aharan gold trade, in the 17th century CE. The Arab traders who traded gold between 
Ghana and M orocco introduced two types of ‘I slamic weights’:  mit k al  for weighing gold 
(4.3 –4.7g) and w ak ia for weighing silver (26 –3 0g). Following early colonial encounters, the 
Europeans introduced two additional sets of weights to Akan:  the P ortuguese in c. 15 00 CE, 
and the D utch in c. 16 5 0 CE.1496

A large variety of weights made of different materials such as brass, silver, gold, seeds, pot-
tery, and stone are reported to have been in use in varying proportions across different Akan 
regions and periods. The shapes of these form two broad groups – geometric (made of stone, 
without incision marks� and ¿guratiYe �made of gold� brass� or cla\�. The introduction of 
weights to the Fantera village of D ebibi in western Ghana, approximately 400km to the north 
of the Cape Coast, was recalled by one of the village elders:

‘The M ande were using stone and metal weights for trading among themselves. They 
came to trade here. M y late grandfather S anango told me this. We made some of our 
weights to the same weight as the M ande. And we made some to the same as Euro-
peans. The Elminas and Fantis were coming here to buy gold from the Fanteras and 

1490 The present text discusses only one example in detail, rather than a discussion on a more abstract level based 
on several examples that are available in the ethnographic literature.

1491 (.g. +oreMs 2016b; 5ahmstorf 2016; 0assa et al. 201�; 0assa ± 3almisano 201�; 5ahmstorf 201�b.
1492 Bourdieu 1976 .
1493  Garrard 1980.
1494 Godelier 1972.
1495  Garrard 1980.
1496  Garrard 1972.
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they brought European weights to the market in Beho [ Begho]  where they sold them. 
D uring the great market of Beho we bought these. We know that they are European  
weights.’1497

The interlocutor then shows his set of D utch troy weights to the researcher, demonstrating 
Akan keenness for adopting foreign weights. The reason for this becomes evident from an 
explanation of the weights’ importance provided by an old woman from N jau village:

‘I n the old days we had stones as weights, also metal weights and seeds. There used 
to be q uite a lot of stone weights but they are now lost since N jau was burned. S ome 
were sq uare, and others like pebbles. The metal and stone weights were of eq uivalent 
weight. ,f \ou didn’t haYe weights \ou couldn’t trade in gold; \ou can’t know the Srice 
of anything unless you have weights. The Kramo (M uslims) also had both stone and 
metal weights. They weighed the same as ours. Kramo metal weights looked the same 
as ours but were not so ‘st\lish’. , can’t tell if we or the Kramo had weights ¿rst� but our 
weights were the same.’1498

This q uote implies that in Akan society weights were privately owned and served as a standard 
unit for the exchange value of products. I t was not unusual for a person to own many weights 
(up to 100 weights), as these were accumulated over several generations. Two distinct types of 
weighing have been described. D ouble weighing was practised between strangers at markets, 
where both the seller and the buyer would weigh gold with their own scales. I n this case, sell-
ers would tend to use slightly heavier weights than buyers, so that sellers would tend to sell, 
and thus charge, more. The variability of weights, and therefore a disagreement over the value 
of goods in transmission, would either lead to a consensus through bargaining or a visit from 
a local smith or chief – the two referents for the accuracy of the weights. This case shows that 
negative reciprocity, in which the two distant parties involved in an exchange aim to ‘maxi-
mize utility at the other’s expense’,1499 was practised despite the use of weights as a standard 
of value and a means of translation for exchange ratios or price. Another weighing practice 
was described for the Akan, when the two parties involved in the exchange were linked by 
previous obligations. I n this case, ‘the gold would be weighed only once, on the scales of the 
recipient’: 15 00 a chief’s scales would be used for weighing gold for the Sa\ment of ¿nes� and a 
lender’s scales for the repayment of debt.

The impact of long-distance trade among the Akan resulted in several technological and 
socio-political changes that can be traced archaeologically. I n addition to the introduction of 
weighing Sractices� which accomSanied and ma\ eYen haYe triggered the commodi¿cation of 
gold, the Akan derived new architectural forms from M iddle N iger and adopted several new 
Sotter\ st\les as well as the use of iYor\ side�blown trumSets. The intensi¿cation in the gold 
trade had an extensive impact on Akan social and economic organization, which led to greater 
craft specialization, intensive gold mining, and a greater demand for slave labour.15 01 While 
changes in material culture (including domestic architecture) were gradual, long-distance ex-
change and weighing practices had an immediate effect on established economic practices and 
labour organization.

1497 Garrard 1980, 5 .
1498 Garrard 1980, 3 0.
1499 S ahlins 1972, 195 .
15 00 Garrard 1980, 174.
15 01 Garrard 1980.



Regional Economies at the D awn of Accountancy and M etrology 255 

Exchanges of Commodities are conducted through Commodity Relations

How can we use the Akan gold trade to better understand transactions involving weights at 
Çukuriçi Höyük?  Considering that commodity exchange begins at the boundaries of ‘primi-
tive communities’,15 02 this implies that the owners of such objects were willing to alienate 
them voluntarily, since the demand for these things came from outside rather than from inside 
their communit\. $lthough commodit\ e[change might at ¿rst be accidental� its reSetition 
leads to the emergence of and distinction between use and exchange values15 03  (see Tab. 20). 
However, the emergence of such a distinction does not necessarily imply that the exchange 
value becomes the dominant factor from the outset. I n most cases, ‘negotiations’ will decide 
their relative weight to each other, i.e. of the exchange value versus the use value. N egotia-
tions of this kind are the ke\ element of barter as de¿ned b\ economic anthroSolog\. )rom this 
perspective, standardized weights signify a somewhat different situation of exchange when, 
for various reasons, the q uantity has taken over in determining the exchange ratios. Given the 
fact that some local communities within (%$ 1 western $natolia used weights for sSeci¿c 
goods, this certainly does not support any prevalence of gift exchange. Hence, we cannot clas-
sify these as solely gift-giving systems. The objects were measured against each other based 
on external criteria:  a common practice when the exchange is conducted regularly, and each 
time in larger q uantities, between strangers. Eq ually, the possibility of weights as an indica-
tor of simple barter trade between distinct western Anatolian and M esopotamian groups does 
not seem to be the case. I n barter exchange, as described in the last paragraph, the objects 
or services are exchanged for one another through an internal negotiating balance, without 
money or any external criteria for mediating value.15 04 S ince balance weights in the west-
ern Anatolian context certainly served as a medium of exchange, this calls for an alternative  
explanation.

Western Anatolian weights indicate contact between M esopotamian polities and western 
Anatolia via maritime routes. Whether it was in search of silver – the proto-currency of M eso-
potamia by the mid-3 rd millennium15 05  – or for some other reason, M esopotamian merchants 
reached out to the periphery, and the archaeological record illustrates considerable differences 
between the two cultural systems. Without secure evidence for a counter-transaction, money 
does not seem to be of imSortance in these transactions� \et the Yalue of sSeci¿ed goods was 
nevertheless compared using weights to determine a q uantitative exchange ratio. The use of 
weights for the exchange of metal, without a monetary transaction, was documented in reports 
from the 15 th century CE, when Egyptian merchants supplied caravans of copper to S udan in 
return for gold.15 06  I n this vein, weights found at western Anatolian sites can be regarded as 
‘boundary objects’, in which they

‘Are both plastic enough to adapt to local needs and the constraints of the several parties 
employing them, yet robust enough to maintain a common identity across sites. They 
are weakly structured in common use, and become strongly structured in individual-site 
use. These objects may be abstract or concrete. They have different meanings in differ-
ent social worlds but their structure is common enough to more than one world to make 
them recognizable, a means of translation. The creation and management of boundary 
objects is a key process in developing and maintaining coherence across intersecting 
social worlds.’15 07

15 02 0ar[ 1��0; *regor\ 1��2; *ingrich 1���.
15 03  M arx 1970, 5 0.
15 04 +umShre\ ± +ugh�-ones 1��2� �; *ingrich ± 6chweit]er 201�� 2�.
15 05  Broodbank 2013 , 3 3 7.
15 06  Garrard 1980.
15 07 S tar – Griesemer 1989, 3 93 .
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Considered as boundary objects, weights were introduced to western Anatolia in the earliest 
phases of EBA 1, either by strangers (M esopotamian merchants) or possibly by kinsmen or 
trading partners, along with the coastal trading and overlapping kin network between western 
Anatolia and Cilicia. Therefore, the existence of weights at western Anatolian sites provides 
an exceptional context ‘for the commoditization of things that are otherwise protected from 
commoditization’.15 08 I n EBA 1 western Anatolia, archaeological records do not point to gold 
or silver as being common luxury commodities, and so we cannot a p rio ri assume that every 
society perceives all metals as status symbols.15 09 Gold in EBA 1 western Anatolia was meant 
for personal use – as adornment in extremely small q uantities – which recalls the Akan case 
stud\ Srior to encounters with $rab traders triggering the commodi¿cation of gold among the 
Akan. The role of Arab traders is thus comparable to that of the M esopotamian merchants or 
interactions with other trading partners. I n the western Anatolian EBA 1, the existence of these 
specialized tools for identifying exchange rates for commodities is therefore a strong indica-
tor for the accompanying social existence of interregional trade specialists. These middlemen 
already practised weighing during EBA 1 in western Anatolia, demanding its acceptance from 
their trading partners who had not yet adopted weights, thus creating dependency and asym-
metric relations between trading partners.

M esopotamian encounters in their western Anatolian periphery are understood as hav-
ing introduced weights and created a demand for gold and silver, thus facilitating western 
$natolian non�commodi¿ed goods �gold� silYer� and other sSeci¿ed goods� to enter a new 
social life:  a commodity phase in circulation to M esopotamia. L ike the Akan, the dwellers 
at Çukuriçi Höyük adopted standardized weighing practices15 10 to facilitate exchanges with 
merchants or groups from outside their regional and/ or tribal territory, to more easily acq uire 
goods from outside. I n exchange for adopting weights, showcasing their compliance with 
pre-existing terms and conditions of trade introduced from outside, the trading partners nec-
essarily had to offer something in exchange that was highly desired among the dwellers at 
Çukuriçi Höyük. S ome possible items could be wool or woollen objects, not locally produced 
at Çukuriçi Höyük, or even central Anatolian obsidian, which reached Çukuriçi Höyük only 
during EBA 1 – and not earlier, as was the case for Bakla Tepe, L iman Tepe, and Troy. With 
reference to the Akan and the Baruya, commodities such as gold, silver, and copper, as well 
as wool and obsidian, could then, on the one hand be transmitted as c o mmo dit ies  between 
strangers (M esopotamian merchants and dwellers at Çukuriçi Höyük) and kinfolk trading 
partners (a trading partner outside Çukuriçi Höyük’s territory, possibly a close or distant 
relative or a relative of a relative). O n the other hand, the same goods could have remained in 
circulation as gift s  between kin or allies within the Aegean basin or as p rec io u s  it ems  with an 
exchange value traded with neighbouring territories.15 11 At the same time, the local develop-
ment of the Aegean spool weights found in the EBA 1 layers at Çukuriçi Höyük and P oliochni 
(which remained in use across the region during EBA 2) further indicates that the commodi-
¿cation of these sSeci¿ed items was not limited to the 1ear (ast� but was also introduced to 
the Aegean basin. There, however, the values, demands, and ratios were adapted to the local 
standards of the Aegean basin.

15 08 Appadurai 1986 , 15 .
15 09 )or a different oSinion� see e.g. ùaho÷lu 200�� ��1.
15 10 Horejs 2016 b.
15 11 )or discussion of Sroduct e[change and discontinuous stages of commodi¿cation Srocesses in the �rd and 2nd 

millennium BC eastern M editerranean, often not involving market exchange, see J ung 2021.
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Chapter Summary and Conclusion

D espite the evidence of long-distance commodity exchange during the earliest phases of 
EBA 1, differentiated settlement plans – clearly indicating rigid hierarchical differences within 
and between residential units in western Anatolia – only appear around 26 00 BC. At Çukuriçi  
Höyük, there is no evidence of a central building associated with a permanent central authority 
during (%$ 1. 0oreoYer� metal Sroduction was not limited to a sSeci¿c workshoS� but regu-
larly distributed around the settlement, as are the weights found.15 12 This leads to two possible 
conclusions:

First, the EBA 1 maritime-based long-distance exchange between M esopotamia and the 
coastal sites of western Anatolia might have been a rare, rather than a well-established, prac-
tice. This could be a case of mere coincidence at the boundaries of community, in which 
boundary objects such as weights played a key role in translating exchange value without the 
importance of money. These boundary objects facilitated the transformation between the non-
commodity phase (in western Anatolia) and the commodity phase (in M esopotamia, outside 
western $natolia� for the social liYes of sSeci¿c goods e[changed between strangers. 6o far� 
onl\ rare eYidence of weights has been identi¿ed in western $natolia for this Seriod. $ com-
parison with the abundance of weights among the Akan, which facilitated long-distance trade, 
further supports this conclusion.

S econd, the maritime-based long-distance exchange between M esopotamia and the coastal 
sites of western Anatolia might have been a well-established practice that was purely ‘eco-
nomic in character’, in which the balance of weights could translate the value of goods. As 
seen from the example of the Akan gold trade, such a system of commodity exchange may 
not have been capable of preventing fraud between strangers. This does not imply that goods 
produced at Çukuriçi Höyük were intentionally produced for exchange, but, as seen from the 
Akan, commodity exchange is still possible, even in the absence of such intent. The seemingly 
voluntary commodity transaction between the dwellers at Çukuriçi Höyük and the M esopota-
mian merchants also implies that both parties involved were free to trade or cease to trade at 
any time. The exchange of commodities, unlike that of gifts, is completed after the transaction 
occurs, and does not lead to durable social relations based on some kind of continuing reci-
procity. Therefore, such commodity exchange networks should be perceived as less durable 
than gift transactions within the given prehistoric setting.

I n either case, the EBA 1 site of Çukuriçi Höyük is an example of an economic system 
in which gift exchange and barter within a village and a region, as well as the occasional 
commodit\ e[change of sSeci¿ed goods with distant 0esoSotamian Solities� coe[isted. The 
adoption of weights during EBA 1 shaped asymmetric relations, in which an external trading 
Sartner de¿ned a condition and standard Yalues for trade to which dwellers at dukurioi +|\�k 
necessarily agreed, reproducing the same weighing standards and developing an alternative 
one for trade within the Aegean basin. U nlike the violent colonial encounters between differ-
ent social spheres, based on the archaeology, the introduction of weighing and metrology does 
not appear to have been a violent act, since there is no evidence for group-organized violence 
during the EBA 1 period in western Anatolia, whereas it peaked during EBA 2. However, the 
non-violent introduction of weights and trading standards does not imply symmetrical rela-
tions between trading partners.

I t is likely that the differences between the two distant social spheres – M esopotamia and 
western Anatolia – were maintained during EBA 1. M etals could be circulated as commodi-
ties between western Anatolia and M esopotamia, whereas within the Aegean basin, the same 
objects could be transferred as gifts, commodities, or precious objects, depending on the social 
distance between transactors. Y et, Çukuriçi Höyük is by no means representative of all EBA 1 
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sites in western Anatolia. U nlike P oliochni, Troy, D emircihöyük, and other EBA 2 trade cen-
tres based on chiefdom social organization, the site of Çukuriçi Höyük was abandoned at the 
end of EBA 1.

As I  suggested in this chapter, it seems that the main difference between Çukuriçi Höyük 
and other regional sites was not the site’s geographical or political centrality in the M elian 
obsidian network, but the stronger reliance on imported obsidian at Çukuriçi Höyük in com-
parison to the mostly locally produced stone tools found at other sites. This difference between 
western Anatolian EBA 1 sites coincided with the reliance on a single obsidian exchange net-
work (from M elos) at Çukuriçi Höyük, whereas other sites relied on multiple trading connec-
tions (M elian, central Anatolian, and Gyali obsidian). Reliance on a single obsidian exchange 
network (at Çukuriçi Höyük) versus reliance on multiple exchange networks (at L iman Tepe, 
Bakla Tepe, Aphrodisias, Troy) for the procurement of objects necessary for a society’s re-
production seems to be one of the key reasons for the site’s subseq uent abandonment. I n this 
case, it was not so much a monopoly but the lack of diversity in obsidian trading networks at  
Çukuriçi Höyük which made dwellers at this site more dependent and vulnerable in that re-
gard. Although dwellers at Çukuriçi Höyük ostensibly established a provisional trading net-
work to the east at the dawn of the Bronze Age, which can be observed from the adoption of 
1ear (astern weights� these networks did not bene¿t the site to such an e[tent that it SroYed 
advantageous to the dwellers at Çukuriçi Höyük. M oreover, as seen from the Akan case, it is 
possible that dwellers at Çukuriçi Höyük adopted the N ear Eastern weights as easily as the 
Akan did, since it is likely that the dwellers at Çukuriçi Höyük utilized other measures of 
weight – such as seeds, round pottery discs, stones, and moulds – possibly even before the 
Bronze Age. Weights being attested at Çukuriçi Höyük, may provide evidence that weights 
were not only translators of value, but possibly also a unit of accounting. I n this case, dwellers 
at Çukuriçi Höyük may have agreed to produce a certain amount of metal before the merchant 
returned. I f suppliers (dwellers at Çukuriçi Höyük) could not meet the demand (M esopota-
mian merchants), then the broken agreement could result in irreversible changes, such as the 
selling of labour and abandonment of the site.

I n the introduction to this chapter, I  emphasized the importance of prestige goods and the 
tripartite composition of economies – selling/ bartering, giving, and keeping – crucial for the 
reproduction of any society. With reference to the EBA 1 assemblage, it seems that in west-
ern Anatolia the EBA 1 period was not only a time of emerging accountancy and metrology. 
I n addition, it was also the period during which the obsidian from either M elos or central  
Anatolia went through a key transformation – from being a sacred item to becoming a prestige 
good. This transformation, however, has not been observed at Çukuriçi Höyük, where metal, 
like obsidian, was scattered across the site. N either metal nor obsidian was found in greater 
amounts or together with other possible prestige goods within one particular household on 
the site, which was the case at P oliochni, Thermi, Bakla Tepe, and L iman Tepe. I t appears 
that during this period, the emerging elites in the eastern Aegean islands and some parts of 
coastal western $natolia ma\ haYe created chieÀ\ alliances through emulation with Solities 
to the east and west. The dwellers at Çukuriçi Höyük were seemingly cut off from this and 
instead emphasized the sharing of food as well as other goods between households, on-site. 
This homogeneous sharing practice at Çukuriçi Höyük, however, downplayed intra-household 
ineq ualities, possibly in terms of food as well as decision-making powers, which has been well 
attested ethnographically.




