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What is a “public archaeology”?

The concept and practice ot Public Archaeology
have increasingly become more firmly estab-
lished over the last two decades, since when
we began speaking explicitly and formally
about the relationship between archaeological
practice and ways of disseminating the results
and interacting with the public and local com-
munities. Recent years have seen an increase
in scientific contributions on this subject and
in debates at conferences and workshops?
which has led to the founding of dedicated
journals, both online and in print, the best-
known being “Public Archaeology”, whose
title speaks for itself. It was founded in 2000,
also thanks to the interest by Peter Ucko, and
is published by the Institute of Archaeology
of University College of London edited by
Tim Schadla-Hall (Schadla-Hall et al. 2010).
Leafing through these journals, and Public
Archaeology in particular, we can see an in-
creasing tendency emerging in recent years
to stress the need to move beyond presenting
individual case studies by developing around
them a theoretical and methodological basis

tfor the creation of “standards of practice”,
capable to measure the outcomes and the eftec-
tiveness of the communication and population
engagement operations carried out in different
contexts (Tully 2007; Matsuda and Okamura
2011; Skeates et al. eds. 2012; Richardson
and Almansa Sanchez 2015; Gould 2016;
Oldham 2017). It has even been suggested
that this specific area of archaeological field
practices should acquire the status of an auto-
nomous “discipline”. Against this background,
a public archaeology project, the Commu-
nity Archaeology Project Quserr in Egypt, has
received an award by the British Academy,
because it “recognised community archaeology as
a research topic in its own right” (Tully 2007,
157).

These studies and attempts to define stan-
dards of practice have often focused on specific
1ssues, as those connected with the role of
archaeology in bringing benefits to the local
population in terms of economic develop-
ment (Gould and Burtenshaw eds. 2013), or in
developing a public awareness of the value of
Cultural Heritage (Endere et al. 2018).
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The need to develop a new sensitivity towards
the issue of communicating archaeological
research, and hence its social, cultural, as well
as economic impact on contemporary societies,
which are the context in which archaeology
operates, 1s certainly right and desirable.
Thinking about what and how to communi-
cate beyond the researchers’ inner circle also
entails the need to reflect on the purpose and
meaning of what we do. I do not think, however,
that in order for this legitimate interest to be
met we need necessarily to identify a single
explicit shared methodology and, much less, to
create a ‘disciplinary sector’ in its own right,
for which I cannot see any justification. Even
Tully’s and other works on these issues ad-
vocating the need for a standard methodology
(Gould 2016) oscillate between contradic-
tory statements: on the one hand, they offer
case studies as exemplary researches that
“have begun to articulate suitable methodological
approaches”, while, conversely, they admit that
“there may be no standard approach to communaty
archaeology” ('Tully 2007, 156).

And there are several reasons why it is
impossible and unnecessary, in my opinion,
to develop a single and commonly-agreed
communication methodology.

The first reason is that the ambition to
communicate and disseminate knowledge
1s obviously not exclusively and specifically
relevant to archaeology, but is, or should be,
the ultimate aim of all scientific research
in every discipline. How to do it, and with
what means, must therefore be based on the
one hand, on a more general philosophy of
science communication, while, on the other,
communication must be adapted to meet the
specific research methods, purposes, and
contents of individual disciplines and projects.
Every effort to rationalise and systematise the
ways and means of properly communicating
and disseminating knowledge 1is certainly
welcome, and this is already being done at
various levels, as demonstrated by the estab-
lishment of dedicate educational institutions

tor this purpose such as the Annenberg School
tor Communication at the University of
Pennsylvania, or such prestigious publications
specifically designed for this purpose as the
Oxford Handbook of the Science of Science
Communication (Hall Jamieson et al. eds.
2017). But we are still a long way from any
real “Science of Science Communication” that
can lay down any universally valid precepts
tor the proper use of Science for the public
good, to be used as a unitary theoretical basis,
which archaeology can also refer to.

Which brings me to the second ground for
considering it impossible to identify “standard
methods” which will be valid always and
everywhere, even within only one single disci-
plinary area: the wide variability of cases and
the contexts in which we operate in terms of
the subject-matter, methods, and above all the
aims of individual research projects, as well
as the social environment to which commu-
nication aims to be addressed. There is a
huge variety of different situations both in the
degree of complexity and the “universality”
of the scientific message we want to commu-
nicate and the type and breadth of the “public”
to be addressed, as well as in the degree of
involvement we want to obtain, or expect,
trom this public. It is mainly on these three
variables — the type of message, the type
of audience, the degree of their possible
involvement — that we have to question, I think,
before embarking on any kind of operation to
disseminate the knowledge we have acquired.
This entails working on the general goals
that drives our approach to the issue, consis-
tently with the scientific aims of our research
— that is ‘what” we are investigating — and the
results obtained.

The difficulty of finding in the practices of
“community or public archaeology [7..] a clear
sense of research focus, a sound methodological
Structure and a set of interpretive strategies” is
certainly “due to the different range of contexts
mn which community archaeology is practised,” as
Tully herself acknowledges (2007, 155). But 1
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think that it is also and above all due to the
diversity of objectives and intended levels of
communication, in addition to the people to
be targeted by communication. The scientific
message 1s complex and, in the necessary
process of simplification that is required
for transmitting it to a wider audience, it is
necessary to choose first of all “what” to com-
municate, and then “how” to do it.

By virtue of the material and tangible nature
of the object of its study and the results of its
research, as well as its direct linkage with the
population of the place where it is practiced,
archaeology has a peculiar and sometimes
invasive impact on the life of the communities
living in the operation territory. When archae-
ological remains are unearthed, for instance,
solutions have to be found to protect and
conserve them, with repercussions on the urban
development plans in the surrounding area
and the local economic potential (we only need
to think of the involvement of local workers in
the field or tourism-related activities). But the
powertful impact that the outcomes of archae-
ological research have, or might have, on the
local populations depends above all on the
way they shed light on the tangible vestiges
of their history, both the vestiges of their
local or regional history and those of the ge-
neral events and anthropological processes of
the past of which those populations become
to some extent protagonists. Appraising the
nature and the complexity of the message
to be conveyed, and taking into account the
features and the breadth of the circle of reci-
pients of this message (the people living in the
village, the region, the nation, or the whole
world) becomes a particularly sensitive and
important task. Drawing a distinction between
the terms “Public Archaeology” and “Commu-
nity Archaeology” (Marshall 2002), which are
often used indistinctly, can become significant
in this regard, if by “community archae-
ology” we intend to refer to the involvement
of the local community in the archaeological
experience. I believe, however, that all commu-
nication must always have to envisage more

levels and recipients, because we have both a
duty to involve the community in which and
with which we work, while also being equally
duty-bound to pass on new knowledge to a
broader audience, reaching out, when possible,
to the international community, and thus pro-
moting the public understanding of complex
issues.

As has already been said, the object of archae-
ological research is “History” in its many
perspectives of “local history” and “universal
history”. But, unlike other historical disci-
plines, archaeology works on bits and pieces
of the life of extinct peoples, and is forced to be
a “global science” in terms of both its methods
and purposes: as for the methods, archaeology
must draw on difterent sources and disciplines
(historical, philological, social,
natural and physical-chemical sciences) in
order to be able to produce a comprehensive
understanding of the subject under research,
and to fill the missing knowledge that has been
bulldozed away by the passage of time. As for
its purposes, the same fragmentary nature of
the data and, in the case of pre- and proto-his-
torical ambits in particular, the lack of any
written sources both entail that, unlike scho-
lars working on contemporary phenomena,
archaeologists are led to analyse multiple as-
pects of the collective life, linking all of them
in an all-embracing and global perspective
— which is in turn made possible precisely by
the scarcity of the data available. The object
of our study then inevitably moves beyond
the observation of particular local phenomena
delimited in time and space to also explore
the fundamental historical processes that
underlie them. What we analyse is therefore
something that lies behind both the contem-
porary societies in which we operate and the
wider-ranging developments that have left
their marks on History with a capital H.

economic,

So what do we want to communicate and to
whom? What message do we convey and with
what degree of complexity? And how do we
convey it? There is no single or simple answer
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to these questions, and account must be taken
of other factors.

Communication decisions have actually to
be adapted to the social, political and cul-
tural features of the target public. Crucial
tactors influencing communication efficacy
in archaeology are: (1) the number of people
regularly and directly involved in excavation
operations (workers and participants in
various capacities), and how near they live
to the excavations (the neighbouring village,
the city, the region), all of which are factors
that influence the intensity and frequency
of the relations between the research team
and the local population; (2) the educational
background of the people engaged in the
excavation activities and their occupations
during the rest of the time (farmers, workers,
students); (3) the duration of the archae-
ological project and hence the solidity and
depth of relations between the local popula-
tion and the excavation team; (4) the level of
education, culture, and economic development
of the majority of the local people in general,
which affects their degree of interest in the
archaeological venture and their readiness
to become involved with it; (5) the degree of
interest and participation by the regional and
national authorities in fostering public aware-
ness, and the tourism strategies adopted.

Archaeology has indeed another distinctive
teature, too: its “research laboratory” in the
field is the living space where other subjects
live, operate and work with researchers. The
so-called “context” of the archaeologists’
work 1s not only a framework or scenario,
but an integral part of the practice of the
archaeological research we engage every day.
Those who take part in or cooperate with our
research make a contribution to the success of
our work. They also witness and play a part in
digging and recording procedures, becoming
silent or variously active observers of our
working methods and strategies, albeit with
little awareness of their scientific significance

and value. I believe that when we come to
communication, in addition to disseminating
research results, it is also important to be able
to publicise the ways in which those results
have been obtained, though in an essential
and simple way. This would help to provide
the public with the critical tools they need
to judge the plausibility of the narrative they
have been told and the reconstructions they
have been presented with, as well as acquir-
ing a critical understanding and awareness of
the many persisting doubts and still unsolved
questions, stimulating their curiosity and
making them aware of a fundamental fact that
1s becoming increasingly less evident today in
the age of Twitter and Facebook, namely, that
in Science there are never any absolute and
eternal truths. Communicating Knowledge
should always also entail teaching people to
question and play an active and critical part
in the learning process in which they are not
only objects but are, or should be, subjects.

Archaeology therefore communicates with,
and involves the public in many different
ways, both in what we might call “Community
Archaeology”, and in a broader and more
universal “Public Archaeology”, although
both these aspects and their many facets are
in reality closely related.

Public and community archaeology
practices

“Community” and “Public” Archaeology can
both be viewed, as already mentioned, in many
different ways, depending on their purposes
and their target audience — local, national,
or international. As many writers on this
subject have said, archaeological practices are
performed in several spheres and deal with
various aspects, aims and areas of operation:
Politics, Education, Community Participation,
and the Preservation of Knowledge. In each
of these areas, the work is carried out for
differing purposes and with varying levels of
public participation. Thus, in details:
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1. The sphere of “Politics”, in which the main
players and stakeholders are institutions, is
primarily intended for local, regional and
national, but ultimately also international
audiences, and the activities may concern:

a. conservation and restoration politics;

b. heritage management, which includes
politics against looting and destructions,
salvage excavations and rescue archae-
ology, museums;

c. tourism and economic development,
which also includes, among many other
things, the establishment and develop-
ment of museums and the exhibition of
archaeological areas;

d. Politics for the salvage of indigenous
traditions and heritage (particularly
important in certain countries with close
connections to indigenous cultures, as
for instance in Australia). Politics, in this
respect, also frequently are oriented to
developing local or national identities.
This is a very sensitive and hazardous
aspect, because it can lead to an improper
use of history with the purpose of creat-
ing politically-oriented and often untrue
identities.

2. “Education” involves many different in-
stitutions as well as both political and
cultural/educational players. All the local,
national and international recipients of the
communications are, or may be, interested,
because the goal is to make Cultural Heritage
meaningtul for the public, which is made up of
different types of audience. Once again, care
must be taken to avoid the risk of misusing
archaeology education to generate false ideas
about local and national identities. Educational
work is usually undertaken through several
channels:

a. Field schools for non-professional people
or students

b. Learning in museums

Teaching in schools

d. The media

o

3. “Community participation” has an essen-
tially local or regional target audience, and is
implemented by establishing a direct relation-
ship between the local people and the teams
of researchers operating in a given territory.
The main ways of operating in this sector, are
designed:

a. to involve the workers in a learning
process

b. to disseminate knowledge among com-
munity groups in the nearby village or
town

c. to train guides and involved staft

d. to develop archaeological experience for
children

e. to learn from local communities deeply
rooted traditions, perceptions and ideas,
habits, know-how and daily life practices,
which may enlighten ancient customs and
behaviours, helping us to both under-
stand the social environment where we
are and interpret our archaeological data.

Community Archaeology has rightly given
rise to a great deal of debate regarding its
ethical aspects and the need to take account of
the social, political and economic effectiveness
of the operations, keeping an eye on the real
effects of the implemented practices of local
community involvement in terms of actual
“inclusivity” and “sustainability”. Richardson
and Almansa Sanchez remind us that “[..7 we
Sirst meed to situate our work socially, politically
and economically [7..] sustainability, inclusivity
and ethics are the basis for a responsible practice”
(Richardson and Almansa Sanchez 2015, 194).

But what do we mean by inclusivity and
sustainability? Some scholars on this respect
speak of the need for communities to be
“actively engaged with the process of managing
the projects, rather than simply being involved as
passive recipients of outreach work or recerving
an explanation of the work undertaken by the
professionals”  (Richardson and ~ Almansa
Sanchez 2015, 201) and the need that “at every
step in a project at least partial control remains
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with the community” (Marshall 2002, 212).
Some of these scholars have gone so far as to
say that “the need for, and ethical responsibility

It is, on the other hand, absolutely correct to
point out that we should “collaborate withthe local
communities at every stage of the research process to

of archaeologists involved in the presentation of facilitate effective involvement in the ‘investigation

their work in the public realm is to understand,
respect and value the interpretations of the past by
non-professionals, without the imposition of their
‘correct’ interpretational methods” (Richardson
and Almansa Sanchez 2015, 204; and see also
Copeland 2004; Holtort and Hogberg 2005;
Smith 2006; Hodder 2008). But these latter
statements require critical consideration.
Learning is always an interactive process,
but this does not rule out that there should be
knowledge transmission by those who have
researched, elaborated and built it up over
years of specialised work. And properly and
critically interpreting the past is exactly what
we, as scientists, are duty-bound to do. While
not implying it to be absolute truth, passing
on the knowledge acquired using scientific
methods cannot be construed as a form of
imposition, although this has wrongly been
done in the past and may still be part of bad,
colonialist practices. Although it may seem
obvious, I would reiterate the fact that, even
within the specific confines of our discipline,
archaeological communication is but one aspect
of the more general scientific communication,
whose principles and philosophy must be
constantly referred to. The primary objective
of archaeology, like every other science, is
to acquire knowledge and understanding of
the world. Its task is therefore to dissemi-
nate what we learn and understand, although
it must certainly provide the recipients of
our narrative with the means of judging
its plausibility and of challenging any of its
less-convincing claims. Just as the public can-
not be free to decide how the universe is made
and runs with regard to discoveries in physics
which have to be correctly oftered as partial
truths, subject to change, archaeology must
also offer its understanding of the past with
all the doubts and the gaps that leave room
for re-interpretations, continual additions, and
even reversals.

and presentation of the past™ ("Tully 2007, 158).
I believe that we can achieve this by building
up a long-lasting and constant relationship
with the local people and the workers and
their families, indirectly fostering a sense of
“appropriation” of the archaeological site by
the whole community for whom it becomes
part of their own personal “experience”. The
site is there, next door to them, creating jobs,
possibly bringing them benetits and opening
up the community to new knowledge as well as
new relations and friendships. It is at this level,
I believe, that the efforts of archaeologists and
operators can profitably play a role by otfering
and spreading knowledge about what the site
they are working on represents for the com-
munity and for the world, further reinforcing
their sense of belonging and pride at being
the principal players in something important
and meaningful to mankind. It is in this way
that the community may be involved in the
investigation and presentation of the past.
Even the teaching to children in local schools,
in this perspective, might also be usetully
supplemented with the experiences of their
parents and grandparents who have worked
on the site, physically bringing it to light,
making it an asset belonging to the whole
community. This is what makes archaeology
distinct from other sciences.

[ will be presenting later the case of
Arslantepe, a site in Eastern Turkey, where
I have been working for 45 years, and where
we have established intense and long-lasting
relationships with the workers and the local
community, also endeavouring to provide
them with some tools to critically follow the
narrative we have been offering them.

Community involvement will only exist to
a very limited extent or not at all unless we
share the material / tangible and cognitive
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experience, while respecting everyone’s roles
and skills.

This implies real interactivity through which
the archaeologists teach the local community,
but also learn from it (Tully 2007, 155). Just
think of how many suggestions and possible
interpretations we have learned by observing
the daily life of the local people, which are
still often closely linked to ancient traditions
and can help us fill the information gaps and
blanks in our knowledge, making it possible to
“piece together the past” (Childe 1956).

One of the risks we might run in this inter-
action is to think we might involve the
people, enlist their participation, and raise
their awareness by teaching them ancient
techniques and practices that people no lon-
ger use, and which are not, or no longer,
significant parts of their life. Attempts, for
example, to teach women from the nearby
villages to weave with traditional looms that
tell out of use generations ago, which no-one
would no longer know how to use, and which
at all events do not produce objects of any
practical value to the local population, is more
a matter of folklore (often alien to people’s
teelings) than a useful recovery of the past. It
moreover hardly brings any real economic be-
nefit to the local population, or really enable
them to feel part of and close to an old past,
trying to revive practices that they no longer
teel to be their own.” It is quite another matter,
to take another example, to address our etforts
to make people understand the value of their
traditional mud-brick architecture, which is
still in use and in danger to be abandoned,
convincing them of the advantage to recover
this long-lasting, effective, and sustainable
architecture that is part of their heritage, as
we shall be seeing later.

The ultimate goal of communication in archae-
ology is to disseminate “knowledge”, as has

already been said, creating a linkage between
the “short history” of the local population and
the ‘long history’ of a past belonging to the
whole of humankind.

I think that the link between “Community
Archaeology” and “Public Archaeology” lies
precisely on the effort to re-incorporate local
history into regional history, and then into a
great History of all. What must then be done
is to disseminate the knowledge acquired at
the national and international levels, making
the local community conscious of the role
played by “their site” in History with a capital
H, and the fact that this long history can un-
ravel many of the hidden aspects of their own
present, giving the community the sense of
being a part of the world. This might also
have an important political significance in a
historical moment such as the present one in
which values of national and ethnic identity
prevail over the sense of belonging to the
human family.

Successfully performing all these operations
in parallel through a difficult process of
simplifying the complex issues being com-
municated is the real challenge. And it is this
that can also make the local population tully
aware of the value of their archaeological site
and the work taking place there.

This is what we have been trying to do at
Arslantepe in the course of many years:
1) telling the whole regional and universal
history as it has emerged from the excavations in
a correct and comprehensible manner; 2) giving
the local people a close first-hand experience of the
site through the long and intense participation
of the workers and their families; 8) through
the messages on the explanatory panels, the
workers’ direct participation in excavating the
site, and the visitors’ personally witnessing
the work in progress, making all of them
realise that archaeological knowledge, like all

3 Particularly when the past we are bringing to light belongs to prehistoric times.
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knowledge, is in a constant state of coming into
being, and what is presented is only a small part
of what still remains to be discovered and known,
thus stimulating the public’s critical spirit and
curiosity as much as possible.

Communication at Arslantepe, Malatya
(Turkey)

The open air museum

The first point I want to stress is that I do not
think it is possible to create a communication
system with the public based on the principles
indicated above after only a few years” work,
but, like archaeological research itself, it takes
a long time: a long time to produce histori-
cally and anthropologically significant results,
and a long time to create solid and firmly-
established relations with the local population,
so as to inspire interest and trust.

It was only after many years of fieldwork
that we felt the need to systematically com-
municate the results that we were obtaining
and which we deemed important in many
respects. So, we embarked on a period of
reflection experimentation to both
conserve the architectural structures that
were the evidence of what we wished to com-
municate and find the appropriate ways and
means of communicating it.

and

The first question was “what to communicate”.
Arslantepe has a very long sequence of levels
superimposed over millennia, which had been
largely investigated. But the exhibition could
not include what was no longer there because
it had already been removed, nor whatever
was still awaiting investigation. Conservation
policy for an archaeological excavation requires
a continuous strategic decision regarding
which remains should be preserved and dis-
played to the public, and which to remove to
be able to continue the research. This has to be
done after carefully appraising the historical
significance, and possibly the uniqueness, of
the evidence we wish to preserve, as well as

the progress of the research conducted on
them, which, only if sufficiently thorough, can
guarantee the reliability of our reconstruc-
tions and our narrative.

In the case of Arslantepe, the choice
obviously fell on the monumental palatial com-
plex from the end of the 4" millennium BCE,
which is extraordinarily well preserved — with
walls rising more than two metres high, still
retaining the original plaster, in some places
with red and black paintings — and is the
tangible and still visible evidence of crucial
phenomena in the history of human societies,
such as the birth of a secular central power and
the State (Frangipane 2012; 2016; 2019). This
architectural complex, made up of mud-brick
buildings, was also particularly fragile and
had to be assured adequate protection. The
tirst thing needed was therefore to address
the tricky question, for which there are still
no unambiguous and universally agreed
solutions, of how to preserve the earthen ar-
chitecture, and then to work out how to exhibit
and transmit all the knowledge brought to
light by the excavations, of which this monu-
mental whole was the tangible expression.

The challenge was how to work on two
different levels of communication: on the
one hand, the need to communicate what the
site represents as evidence of crucial socio-
economic, political and cultural processes
of general historical-anthropological value,
which 1s well-documented in the Palace
and in what remains of the earlier imposing
structures; and on the other, the need to tell
the millennia-old history of the site, of the
Malatya region and the whole of Eastern
Anatolia, as evidenced by the “tell”, but
whose remains had long since been largely
removed.

So “how” could we communicate all this?

An Open Air Museum project was launched
targeting both the local and national popula-
tion and hopefully visitors from other parts of
the world.
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As already mentioned, the first problem to be
solved was how to protect and conserve the
earthen architecture. The climatic conditions
under temporary roofs and the effects of dif-
terent solutions on mud-brick structures have
been studied for years, finally designing a
roofing project that takes into account various
needs (Fig. 1): (1) to maintain stable climatic
conditions under the permanent roof, where
the circulation of the air and the use of multi-
layer panels prevented exposing the structures,
wall plaster and wall paintings (which, after
careful consideration with the restorers, were
kept in situ) to humidity and excessive changes
in temperature; (2) to protect the underying
archaeological levels — an important aspect in
a multi-layered deposit such as a “tell” — by
building a roof that obviated the need to make
any deep holes in the ground, while ensuring
solidity and safety; (3) to consider the aesthetic
and environmental impact of the roof system,
while harmonising it with the monument itself.
From the outset, this project was planned
to lead people to enter the Palace, walking
along its corridors and rooms and between
its high walls, to experience the monument
directly, capturing as much as possible the
original atmosphere, colours, materials and
light (Frangipane and Mangano 2010). The
structure of the roof was necessarily made of
metal to be solid, strong, and safe, and the part
corresponding to the actual roof was covered
with wood, while light enters through glass
panels over the originally open areas, such as
courtyards and unrooted spaces (Fig. 2b). The
sides of the roofed areas are completely open
to ensure the circulation of the air; the painted
walls, covered with a second wooden canopy,
have been fitted with the curtains to protect
them from sun, light and dust, and are ope-
ned by the guides accompanying the visitors
so that they can fully enjoy these artworks
(Fig. 2a).

Basic information is supplied to the public
by means of traditional panels bearing texts
in three languages — Turkish, English and
[talian — and images, to attract the attention

of the visitor not using spectacular multi-
media tools but telling an enthralling story
tollowing a historical common thread run-
ning throughout the entire visit (Fig. 3).
In other words, the idea i1s to stimulate the
curiosity of the people entering the Palace
not only by explaining the monument itself,
but above all by narrating them events and
processes related to that monument, which
have opened new perspectives in History
still unknown to the public, giving them the
pleasure of learning and taking part in the ar-
chaeologists’ own learning process (Fig. 3d).

Difterent types of audiences and visitors
have been taken into account by designing
the panels to provide different depths of
explanation and analysis: a title and brief
summary is for the uninterested visitor with
perhaps little time to take everything in,
while a more detailed explanation (setting out
the essentials, and of a reasonable length) is
tor the more curious visitors who are eager to
tind out more and gain a better understanding
of the site and the story it tells about the birth
of a new society (Mangano 2012).

After leaving the Palace, visitors can follow
the rest of the long history of the site, walk-
ing along a path that continues up the mound
(Fig. 4a). This path also leads the visitors
to a point from where a beautiful view with
the Euphrates in the background is enjoyable
and, in the summer months, they can observe
the excavations in progress from above, thus
acquiring a general idea of the way archae-
ologists unearth the data with which to
reconstruct the facts that have just been offered
them. Some panels in the Palace also point out
the most significant operational tools of the
archaeologist’s work (Fig. 3d).

Today, with this walking tour in the monu-
mental palatial complex, Arslantepe is able
to tell the public the story of the birth of the
State, the initial formation of a hierarchical
and unequal society, the earliest forms of
political power, control over the economy, and
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Fig. 1. Arslantepe, Malatya (Turkey), the Open Air Museum. a. The entrance to the 4" millennium BCE Palace and
the roof designed for protecting and exhibiting the monument. Photo R. Ceccacct, Archive MAIAO. b. The pillar system

used to avoid any digging in the underlying archaeological layers. Drawing by G. Berucci; photos and drawing
Archive MAIAO.
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Fig. 2. Arslantepe, the 4" millennium Palace. a. Protection of wall paintings and their enjoyment by visitors;
b. Illumination of the Palace by means of glasses placed in the areas we assume were open in the past. (Photos R. Ceccacci,
Archive MAIAO.
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Baluslonmz iron ve Tirkiye'deki genis plotolordo, b
yik Irok ovalorinda ve Surye steplerinde gezinicken,
icinde bulundugu cogrofyoyo korsin cyokta duron pek
<ok iging tepe (1) le korslast:. HoyGk olorok simlen-
dirlen bu tepelerin dizenl bicimleri ve diiz bir ovado
birdenbire yikselmeler, bunlarin dogol olmadign an-
latmoktad. Heyikler bu formuny, toprok kulloniarok.
i e rin. Ko o sulcn s
zel bir yerlesim biciminden olmol
de kullomimi devom eden giineste. i wm
twglolor Yokndogu ve diinya mimorisinde ana modde
haline gelmisti. Vozgesimez insoot molzemesi olon
b ks yopdonn bty doyios e b
fikte tekror hommoddesi olan toprogo dBnistigin-
de muozzam horobeler (2) alusmwml b tepe seki-
i olmoktadr. Torinin balomlerin arndion bu
topels, guoriginizn porcalres bl oy etk
rkalogr orofndon tohoka tobok, e
o
Yopoy tepelerdn i lon Arsanepe,Frct Ne
yokin Orduzu Beldesinde,torllor ve meyve boheeler
‘orosindo yikselmektedir. Aslantepe Heyiigh ismini oo
silklo,tostan yopimis ki aslan heykelinden olmoktadi.
Sz edilen ii oslon heykeli, MO, 1. binyln bogina to-
ritlenen saroyin girisini sislemekteyd. Soray 1900'G
yilorin bogindo zyoretcier torofindon hola gérilebil-
ey

Yopay tepeler Yakindogu'da gevreyi doldurmaktadir: modern hayatimizin temelini olusturan ve insana ait olaylarin ve degisimlerin
binlerce yilik hikoyesini anlatan yikintilar arasina sikismis tarih pargalar.

HOYUKLERDEKI TARIH

MOUNDS OF HISTORY COLLINE DI STORIA

Tipks komsusu olon Degirmentepe gibi, Arslontepe de
arken donem yerlesimine sohip;, ancok bu Gneml evre
i bigier oldukca ksithdr

Oys0 cok sayido buluntu, yerlesim yerinin M8, V. bin-
yido, balgede biyik bir Gneme sahip oldugunu giste:
tir. Bu donemde yerlesim yeri, merkeziesmeye doyo-
nan erken devlt sisteminin goriimeye bosladig nok:
tolordon biri holine gelic. MO, 3900.3450 yiln orc-
sindo (Geg Kolkoltik 3-4 veyo Arslantepe VIl. toboko)
bey-ohip olorok tanmlanan ayricalikl bir sosyol sinf
ortoya ko

Yine bu evrede, Arslantepe yerlesimi tim tepeye yo-
ke (1 Seadon ke wpecn ksgdofu smwng o
dar gelc. Yerlesmenin en yiksek ve merkezi bolomi-
e ise biyik bir komusol yop le seckinlerin evlriinso ‘

edierek sosyol ve islevsel bolgeler arosndoki fork be-
lirgin hole getirii Tepenin bu baliminde, Gzerinde kir-
mi: ve siyoh geometrik baya bezemeli beyoz duvarlor \

i evleri (2 ve 3) ydkseli.

Firat Nehri'nin kaynagina uzak olmayan Arslantepe, yeni sosyal siniflarin gérillmeye basladigi yerlesim yerlerinden biriydi. M.0. 3900 ile
3450 yillan aresinda, nifusun yogun oldugu yerde snemli kamusal ve &zel yapilar insa edildi.

ARSLANTEPE SECKINLERI

ELITES AT ARSLANTEPE ELITES AD ARSLANTEPE

Artificial mounds populate the landscape in the Near East: Colline artificiali popolano i paesaggi del

Arslantepe, not for from the source of the Euphrates, experienced Arslantepe, non lontano dalle sorgenti dell'Eufrate, & uno dei

pieces of history trapped in the rubble that tell us the story of storia intrappolata tra le macerie che ci
millennia of human events and changes, that are at the base of accadimenti e trasformazioni, su cui si fonda il noslm
our own modern life. essere qui oggi.

Scanning the immense ploteous of ron and Turkey ond
the great ploins of the Iroqi and Syran steppes, the

Lo sguardo che sfora gii immensi oltipioni di Iron ¢
Torchio e le grondi picnure dellroq e dello steppo si

of anew society. Between 3900 and  centriin cui si sviluppa il nuovo modello di societa gerarchica. Tra
3450 BC important public and private buildings were built in the 13900 e il 3450 a.C. sorgono importanti edifici pubblici
centre of a densely populated settlement. e privati d'élite.

Arsontepe wos certoinly olready occupiedinthe period
of the neighbouring ite of Deirmentepe, but we have

Asslontepe ero certomente abitato nel periodo in cui
sorgevailvicino villaggio di Degirmentepe, ma non ob-

riona scopre delle strane colline (
terreno circostonte. I loro profilo regolore e il loro er-
o ingoie fo subto copic ch o o ot &
formozioni noturali Esse son o di un porti-
oo o i core he b witoa ot pr
ittd. Mottoni di terro seccoti
5000 in porte tuttora, lo mote-
rio prima fondomentole delle architetture del Vicino
the Near East and in many other ports of the world. A Oriente e di molte oltre porti del mondo. Materia che
row materiolthot eturns to be sail when the buidings torna od essere terro quando gl edific si distruggo-
ore destroyed ond collopse,creating huge deposits 2) 0 ¢ erollano, occumulondosi in grandi depositi (2)
that ropidly grow to form “mounds”. These mounds are. che erescono su se stessi formando le “coline”. Quelle
pieces of history thot the orchaeologists sift through, collne sono pezzi di storio che gii rcheologi sfoglio-
Toyer by loyer, level by level, putting the frogments of 0, stroto per stroto, ivello per vel, icomponendo i
our post bock together. fromment del nostro possato.

glonce is captured by many stronge hills () stonding
out ogoinst the surrounding londscape. Their regulor
shope ond the way they rise out of the ploin mokes it
cleor that these are not natural formotions. They are the.
resut of o very porticuor form of settlement, in which
earth and mud were used to buikd houses, viloges and
cities, Sun-dried mud bricks become, and to this doy
remin, the basic raw material of the architecture in

biamo ancoro notize sufficenti su questo importon
te fose formativa. Numerosi ¢ rilevonti ritovomenti
mostrano invece con certezz0 che i sito ossunse una
grande importanzo nell regione nel IV millennio 0.C.
‘quando esso divenne uno dei pi importonti poli i for-
mazione deleprime societsstatal fondote su un pote-
e centrolizzoto. Tra il 3900 ¢ i 3450 (periodo Tordo
Coleolitico 3-4 o periodo Vil di Arslantepe). fece la suo
poricod Aot un g socle preinn

te dicopisocer
v foe oot s espanse occupondo i
tera collina (1). Le abitozoni comuni si estendevano
sino oll periferio nord-orientole deltepe, mentre im.
ponent edific pubblc e privat furono costruti nello
200 centole it ita defbitato, creondo uno sepo:

phose
Numerous and remarkable findings have conversely
revealed that the site goined o greot importance in
the region in the 4th millennium BC, when it become
one of the most important poles of the emergence of
the first stote societies bosed on centralised power.
Between 3900 and 3450 BC (Late Chalcolithic 34 or
Ardatepe Peiod VI o poromount goupof eoders
with religious prerogative

In i phos, the setoment of Avslantge expand:
ed over the entire mound (1). Ordinory houses ex
tended os for as the northeostern edge of the tepe,
while imposing public ond privote buldings were buit
i the centrol ond highest port of the town, creating @

Arslontepeis one of hese ortificiol mounds thot emerge. Arslontepe & uno di queste ificol e 5i erge

‘obovethe gordens andorchards of hevillage of Orduzy,
near the waters of
(<on) ond Tepe (-
the presence of two stone fions thot odorned the gote.
of on eorly first millennium BC poloce, which wos st
visibe to trovellers ot the beginning of the 20th cen-

a

vicino olle acque dellEufrate. Il nome del sito, Arslon:
leone ¢ Tepe: colino, nosce probabimente dollo pre-
senzo di due stotue di leoni i pietro che ornovano
Fingresso o un polozzo del | millennio .C. ¢ che erano
‘oncora visibili oi viaggiatori dei primi del novecento.

GUCUN YAYILMASI
THE EXPANSION OF POWER

M. 3500ile 3400yilan arasindo C Topinag terk edil-
i, ancok koynoklorn ve bunlari yeniden dogitminn
merkeziegmesine doyonan sistem biyik bir hilo ge-
nisledi ve sosyal tabokalagmonin daho hizl bi bigimde
sekillenmesini soglodh. Arslantepe, eski dinyonin erken
devit sistemlerinin en erken ve en anemli merkezlrin-
den bir holine geld
M0,3350ylarindo Geg Kolkolitkinsonu- Arslontepe.
Vi Atobokosi), 2000 metre kareden doha genis bir olo-
o, yerlesimin biyik bir kismin koployacak seilde, mu
m bir kamusal yopilar toplulugu insa edild (1)
Ancok, yerlesimin bayutlar bir onceki déneme kiyosla
doho kiikts. Bu biyik yopi, farkl plonlora ve fork
isleviere sohip balimierin biriesmesinden olusuyordu:
Joma bolimb, yyecek dogium, yénetim, dinsel
e eraleA3 ok, Fl bt b -
Tamier bir bitin ousturacak sekiide planlonmy
edilen yop, biinen ik kamusal saray (2) 6rn jro
turur “Saroy” kelimes,bir bey ya da yeneticinin yosa-

C Tapma / Temple C /TempioC

Saray / Palace / Palazzo

‘gerceklestiridigi bilyk bir yopilar bitini olmos: nede-
niyle kulloni

CTopinags terk edildikten sonra M.O. bilyi u
ckonomik,politk,yénetimelve dini etinlilerini gerceklesﬂrlyordm

| yapilar topl

GUCUN YAYILMASI

THE EXPANSION OF POWER L'ESPANSIONE DEL POTERE

Al'abbandono del Tempio C segui, intorno al 3.350 a.C.
la costruzione di un grandioso complesso di edifici pubbli
qui i capi svolgevano le loro atti

After Temple C was abandoned, a huge complex of public
buildings emerged around 3350 BC: here, the chiefs performed
their economic, political, administrative and ceremonial activities.

Between 3500 and 3400 BC, Temple Cwas abandoned, Tro il 3.500 ¢ l 3.400 0.C. il Tempio C

ol zones. d
with decorative columns and white wols, pointed with clonnedecortiv ¢ bonche oret it con mot
red and black geometric motifs. ‘geometicirossi e neri

b

History is not
the devastating bulldozer they say it is.
It leaves tunnels, crypts, chasms

and hiding places.

Eugenio Montale

Soroym izl ve oni gergeklesen bir yonginla yikimo:
st nedeniyle, o dénemde meveut olon bitin esyalor,
hola odalarin tobonlar izerinde (2) ve yikion st
Kotlonn ve duvarlarn oltindo bulunuyordu. Yikion to-
bokolorin titzikle yopilan kozis, her buluntunun de-
toyh kayd: ve konumu (3), ordindon ganak gémiek-
lerin restorasyonu (1) ve saptanan her buluntunun b
‘yoloj, kimyasal ve fiziksel anoliler, buluntularin G2-
‘gin yopilandinimosini ve giinlik yosomda kullonims.
‘modde kolintiarinn (yiyecek kolntior, otimis coplik
ler, organik izler) ve nesnelerin bulundugu yerin (¢)
onlasimosim soglomoktad. Kolitionn arosing sikis-
ms torih parsalarin yeniden toploamosi e soroyn

tap e son doneinde, hong i etk

i yinein vyl

5
sk ve sesin i sstamin vors esfedid Lidrier,
Griinlerin horeketini efinde tuttugu ve uzmanlosm me-
murlor sayesinde holks kontrol ettgi, bununla birikte
Gesit yopilarin kullonmlarinin kesin forkiiig do orto-

Tarih, séylendigi kadar
tohripkar degi
Yeralt gegitleri, dehiizler, qukurlar
ve saklanacak yerler birakir
Eugenio Montale

ETKINLIKLERIN YAPILANDIRILMA

RECONSTRUCTING ACTIVITIES RICOSTRUIRE LE ATTIVITA

History is not
the devastating bulldozer they say it is.
Itleaves tunnels, crypts, chasms

and hiding places.

Eugenio Montale

noto, mentre il sistema basato sullo centralizzozione di
risorse e sullaloro redistribuzione subi un rapido svilup-
po, che accelerd il processo di stratificozione socicl.

butthe system bosed on the centrfizotion ofresources
nd their redistribution developed ropidy, hostening
the process of socol loyering: Arslantepe became one
ofthe fist and most importont State centres in the on-

po i must

have been sudden, and over quickly: thus, all the ob-

jects that were present ot the time it wos destroyed,

were still on the floor of the rooms (2) and under the
The scrug

importonti
cone ot ol mondo o,

(on pi tardi del 3.350 .C. (Tordo Calcolitio fincle
et Ardartepl e st o g
de complesso di edi 0
unforea di almeno 2
porte consistente delfintero abitoto, che, o contrario,
divents pi piccolo ispetto a quello dl periodo pre-
cedente. Questo imponente complesso orchitettonico,
ero cosiito do edifcidiversi per form e per funzio-

o redist

cient world.
8y 3350 BC (endof Lote Chalcolithic-Arslontepe Period
VI A) o huge complex of public buidings (1) was
builton more thon 2,000 squore metres and spreod
over much of the settement, which wos conversely

smaler than in the previous period. This impos.
ing orchitectural complex comprised buildings of i
fering shapes ond functions; areas for storage, food
redistibution, ocministration, ond re

ing of each fragment and its position (3), the resto-
ration of the vessels (1) and the biological, chemicol,
and physical analyses of any finding have made it pos-
sible to reconstruct the original assemblages ond
ocation of objects (4) and ol other matericl remains.
of daily e (food remains, different kind of waste, or-
ganic residues). By reassembiing these material signs.
of history trapped into the ruins, we were able to re-

zione di cibo, ol pr
i), mo era stato pionificato come un insieme unitario.
& dunque il primo esempio di palozzo pubblico
(2) conosciuto, ‘polozzo’ non perché residenza di copi
o sowrani, ma piuttosto in quanto spozio architettoni-

le o

ple of o public palace (2) - notin the sense of a chief’s
residence, but as o complex architectural orea for the
centrol institutions to perform different public activi
ties (eligious, economic, politcol and administrotive.

been thus recognised at Arslontepe: relgious, odmin-
istrotive and economic tosks were centrolised in the
hands o leaders, who kept o vost movement o goods

pubbliche delle itituzioni centroli (reigiose, econom-
che, politiche e omministrotive).

C

ficil. Cleor iferences i the use of vorious buidings
were also identified.

d

La storia non & poi
la devastante ruspa che si dice.
Lascia sottopassaggi, cripte, buche
nascondigli.

Eugenio Montale

Poiché il polazzo venne distrutto do un incendio vio-
lento, che deve essere stato tonto ropido quanto im-
prowiso, tutti gli oggetti presenti ol momento della

perr Lo scov scrupoloso degi swx- gl .o
tagliota di o

 superfici, hanno consentito di rcostruire Foriginaria
‘composizione e posizione degli oggetti (4) e ditutti
glialtr resti materiol dello vito (resti i post scarti di

posizione di questi segni materiol dello storia rimasti
introppolatitra le mocerie, & stoto possibile icostruire
le attivita svolte ollinterno delle stanze ol momento.
dello distruzione del polozzo,

i & riconosciuta cosi od Arslantepe riorganizzazione
insospettatomente complessa e raffinoto che accen-
travo nelle mani dei copi funczionireligiose, omministro-
tive e prerogative economiche, tenendo sotto controllo
unintenso movimento di beni e persone mediante I'm-
piego di funzionari specioizzati, Sono emerse anche
videnti differenze nelluso dei vori edifici

Fig. 8. Arslantepe Open Air Museum. Types of explanatory panels. Graphic design of the panels: D. Mangano.
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Fig. 4. Arslantepe. a. The visitor route on the mound; b. Enjoying the visit with audio-guides; ¢. Explanation to members
of local institutions. Photos taken during the public inauguration of the open air museum; Archive MAIAO.
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the organisation of bureaucracy. At the same
time, continuing with the visit to the mound,
the visitors learn about the long history of the
site, running from the 5" millennium BCE
to the Roman and Byzantine ages, and the
history of the entire Upper Euphrates region
as reflected in it. This historical narrative
aims at highlighting, concisely and simply, the
site’s changing external relations across time,
the population and culture shifts that took
place there, as well as the crucial role played
by this geographical and cultural frontier
area, where, perhaps precisely thanks to these
interactions and the mingling of different
peoples and cultures, original civilisations and
innovative phenomena developed.

A few large introductory panels, designed
jointly with a semiotics and communication
expert scholar, and erected along the road
leading up to the Arslantepe Open Air
Museum, link past and present, stimulating
the visitors’ curiosity by asking a number of
important questions, crucial for the under-
standing of contemporary societies and left
unanswered (Fig. 5). These panels should
work as an invitation to look for the answers
by visiting the site (Fig. 6; Mangano 2012).

Local community involvement

Communications with the local community at
Arslantepe were built up spontaneously over
the many decades of work on the site through
the teams’ relations with the workers and their
families, the great majority of them from the
village of Orduzu where the mound stands,
and mostly living in the area of the village
adjacent to the site (Fig. 7). Their right to
be the first to be chosen as workers was also
tacitly agreed without objections by the other
members of the community, as if Arslantepe
“belonged” to them in a sense, giving them
a preferential right to work on it. The long
duration of the excavation activities, regularly
carried out for two to three months every
summer from 1961 onwards, created close
bonds between the research team and the local

ARSLANTEPE a

THE ORIGINS OF POWER

HOW WAS MASS PRODUCTION
INVENTED ?

ARSLANTEPE ¢ b

THE ORIGINS OF POWER \7

BUROKRASI NASIL
DOGDU?

—~—"' HOW DID BUREAUCRACY
ORIGINATE?

éRS ‘ c
. SAVASLARIN DOGUSUNUN
NEDENLERI?
WHAT CAUSED THE RISE
OF WARFARE?
d

Fig. 5. Arslantepe. Panels located along the road leading
to the site, which address cructal questions to visitors before
they arrive. Graphic design of the panels: D. Mangano.

people, who welcomed us in an increasingly
fraternal spirit, even inviting us to join them
in their celebrations and important family
events. By the time Alba Palmieri took over the
direction of the excavations in 1983, followed
by myself in 1990, our relations with the vil-
lage community had grown so close that the
tact of having a woman as a boss did not what-
soever affect the mutual respect and our good
relations with the workers and the villagers.
And in more general terms, the relationships
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5000 YEARS AGO
NEAR THE EUPHRATES
THE STATE WAS BORN

Fig. 6. The large panel placed at the entrance of the
Arslantepe  Open  Air Museum, suggesting the visit
may offer the answer to the questions previously put in
the introductory panels. Graphic design of the panel: D.
Mangano.

that the villagers have established with us
have always been based on a delicate balance
between seeing us as “foreigners” — so that
the local people accepted from us many things
that differed from and were alien to their
traditions — and, at the same time, as honorary,
authoritative members of the village.

Over the years, the main occupation of the
workers during the rest of the year grad-
ually changed from being local small-holders
who used to spend the summer working with
us to supplement their incomes, to mainly
students working to pay for their University
education, although there are still some older
people taking part in the field activities.
But this has only slightly changed relations
between us: while there has been indeed a
decline in the continuity and the number of
years the workers use to spend with us, with
a consequent decrease in their manual skill of
expert diggers, on the other hand there has
been an increase in the intellectual curiosity

and understanding of what is being done on
the mound and with which objectives. What
has remained unchanged through all gener-
ation 1s the perception that the Arslantepe
excavation 1is valuable for the community,
offering practical benefits (in addition to
earning money, for instance, by improving the
conditions for retiring with a pension).

All this is essential to enlisting real participa-
tion and support for what we are doing,
acquiring knowledge about the project, and
sharing its aims.

The sense that Arslantepe is “theirs” has
always increased over time, producing one
very important side-effect: even before the site
had a permanent year-round guardian, protec-
tion structures and an Open Air Museum was
inaugurated with other security statt supplied
by the Malatya Museum, it was above all the
local people in the village surrounding the
mound who protected it, keeping their eye on
it, and considering the site an asset of their own
to be safeguarded. No illegal attempts have
ever been made to loot Arslantepe, even after
excavation campaigns that have unearthed
high value objects, the news of whose dis-
covery had inevitably spread. Indeed, I know
for sure that on various occasions in our ab-
sence, the local people have reported sightings
of individuals or cars “acting suspiciously” to
the guardian, begging him to check! There
was also another episode many years ago
that I shall never forget: on a Friday, which
is the weekly holiday when the workers go to
the mosque, a fire broke out on the mound; as
soon as I saw the smoke rising, and was about
call the fire fighters, I saw all our workers
arriving with their friends and relatives, in
their best clothes ready to attend the prayer,
and instead brandishing shovels and pickaxes
to douse the fire, which they did successtully!
No-one had called them out, but Arslantepe
was “theirs”, as they commented.

This deep mutual understanding is what
has underpinned the “interactivity” process
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ARSLANTEPE TARIHINI
COCUKLARA ANLATIYOR

Arslantepe Arkeoloji Atolyesi

Fig. 7: a. Local school students visiting Arslantepe in the sixties; b. Lecture at the Inonii University of Malatya; c. Poster
announcing a workshop on the Arslantepe archaeology for Malatya children, and d. teaching to local school students at the
site, within a UNDP project. Photos: Archive MAIAO.
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b

Fig. 8. a. Modern and ancient wooden locks: Today's ethnographic example, cretula on a wooden lock from Arslantepe and
recosntructive drawing of  the locking system. Photo E. Fiandra, drawings T. D Este, Archive MAIAQ. b. Restored mud-
brick houses in the village of Orduzu, Malatya. Photo G. Fazio.
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through which the workers have learned about
the history of Arslantepe as part of their own
distant past and cultural heritage, while we
have learned so many things from them, such
as the mud-brick manutacture technique, the
use of domestic spaces and cooking activity
practices in traditional homes, and — the most
surprising and unexpected of the discoveries
— the existence of a type of wooden door-lock
of which we knew nothing whatsoever, but
which enabled us to understand and interpret
the use of some 4" millennium cretulae from
Arslantepe, which had been affixed to a
“mysterious” object (Fig. 8a; Ferioli and
Fiandra 1993). The discovery of this lock and
its comparison with the impressions that a
similar object had left on the back side of some
of the Arslantepe cretulae have revealed the
existence, all those millennia ago, of secure
locks on store-room doors. In turn, our team’s
studies of ancient mud-bricks and the value
we have attributed to this sustainable archi-
tecture, whose restoration we have tried to
encourage, have begun, albeit timidly, to bear
truit, leading one of the governors of Malatya
province to restore the village’s mud-brick
houses located along the road leading to the
mound (Fig. 8b).

This interactivity has also laid the foun-
dations for the birth of new initiatives
intended to disseminate the knowledge
of the site beyond the narrow confines of
the village community. I would like men-
tion, in this regard, one project carried out
jointly with local staff and funded by UNDP
Turkey to teach school students, inform
teachers, and train tour guides (Fig. 7c—d).
Lectures and lessons have also been given
at the local Inoni University and munici-
pality institutions (Fig. 7b). Lastly, articles
published in national and international
popular magazines have also contributed
to the wider dissemination of knowledge
about Arslantepe (Balossi Restelli 2011; 2012;
Balossi Restelli et al. 2017; Frangipane 2017;
2018).

[ shall conclude by mentioning a very
interesting piece of research initiated by the
architect Aysun Tuna with her students from
Inonii university, to test the level of aware-
ness and the perception of the site by various
categories of members of the Orduzu commu-
nity (women and men of various ages), some
preliminary results of which are discussed by
Aysun Tuna below.

The Relationship between the Local People
of the Orduzu District and Arslantepe

A CONTRIBUTION BY AYSUN Tuna*

The role of local people in sustainable conser-
vation of cultural heritage is critical. In order
to ensure effective protection, the relationship
between local people and cultural heritage
must be defined correctly. On the other hand,
it is known that participatory approaches
give efficient results in urban planning, and
play an active role in defining problems

and developing solutions. Such basic obser-
vations brought us to approach the issue of
the Arslantepe archaeological park from the
perception of the environment that the local
people has. We were convinced that this
would help us develop a holistic and effective
approach in The role of local people in sus-
tainable conservation of cultural heritage is

* Department of Urban and Regional Planning, Bolu Abant Izzet Baysal University, Bolu (Turkey). Aysun
Tuna was working at the Inonii University of Malatya when this project started.
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g 9. Local women in Orduzu during the Community Mapping process. Photo: A. Tuna.

critical. In order to ensure effective protection,
the relationship between local people and
cultural heritage must be defined correctly.
On the other hand, it is known that participa-
tory approaches give efficient results in urban
planning, and play an active role in defining
problems and developing solutions. Such basic
observations brought us to approach the issue
of the Arslantepe archaeological park from
the perception of the environment that the
local people has. We were convinced that this
would help us develop a holistic and effective
approach in planning a protection zone for the
Arslantepe mound and its territory.

For this purpose, a master thesis titled
“Community Mapping for the Identification
of Historical Landscapes: The Case Study of

Orduzu (Malatya)” was carried out by Bilge
Hatun AY (now collaborating in a TUBITAK
Project on a related topic) under my super-
vision as a coordinator of the TUBITAK

Project.*

The aim of this thesis was to make an
inventory of the locally perceived natural
and cultural heritage (within the borders of
Orduzu). The method used has been that of
“community mapping”. The aim is to iden-
tify and include identity-forming places in
the protection strategies. In the community
assemblies in the village, we tried to under-
stand the connection of the local people with
their past, their perception of the environ-
ment, their expectations, problems and ideas
tor the solutions to these problems.

4 This master thesis is supported by the Scientific and Technological Research Council of Turkey (TUBITAK),

Project Number: 2170290.
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IDENTIFICATION OF HISTORICAL LANDSCAPES: CASE STUDY OF ORDUZU DISTRICT (MALATYA)
THE TECHNIQUE OF COMMUNITY MAPPING

fany different beliefs and backgrounds

Arslantepe Mound
we have neighbors. We have no problems

central. A lot of tourists come but
no sales areas.

Cabbage and cucumbers are
:o%;ﬂ;?-:cgfusn ) Tt gives me peace to be here. very famous here. Clover also grows,
DESING PROCESS Arslantepe excavation e air of greens is not elsewhere

o works are very valuable o us.

T woﬂ o Losithe “""""""’ o8 Wehave altofamiy s
"‘"'{,,',"':pf"""‘:“'g"h"““" We have a ot of meatball,
Tere are many filds with s«ms

For example, poppy hill
The story is I&u W

01 5 04
o ') hcggmon 2 B @) L
et & St
Lol omame 7 e
Netihood

/'/ \x"/ //

FLOW CHART

RIB! IEN IN COMMUN APPING
1 PERSON) o(2 PERSON)/(2 PERSON) (APERSON 5PERSON

) — 45 45+
- WhERBL
o oK DETERMINATIONS
0Ty ELMASUYUR
L - §}'cry = K P ww TR~ rzn
p A4 - =4 ™ o)
-~ AT Contny ,‘5- e
o \ Faar \ |z
X3 CINAR ¢ \ | 580
EBASI 3 hsanepeonelery (Memorial Tree) H ‘,@,{ \ z0r
ot o A \ ! 1 mgo
P 3 R
GARSIBASI X y z
Wt s g I. /
p 4 o
d T o
CUCUMBER ‘ .«
1 o
‘STRAW, DIRT ETC PROBLEM | <
' ]
»n QO
CABBAGE 4>
CABBAGE = z O
& g = s e~y 93
TOBACCO S ounia ‘Uy ¢ } I o
Pl
i oy Howse 5= "’ m
¢4 N\ BEET / »
\ MULBERRY 0.
(G HAVUZ MUST BE EVALUATED |
\ X dpg s -
<
RN Y R..,s‘e,mekm o s
g/y v MELom Flower Es@ -
TallikPeak  Siory Ay 6 Spinghead Leyik g 33
0H= &S VAIZPINARI B\ zr
lingik Peak. L Besi - 50
—— -3 [ZX°)
N e 9
¥ el
S i 5 -
~a e
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION BY LOCAL PEOPLE (WOMEN GROUP)
AREA B : MOST POPULATED AREA
(4) RECRETI( | AREA (CALLED “GINAR’) THEY HAVE DRAWN THIS POINT , THEY HIGHLIGHTED THAT
CINAR IS MC ~ POPULAR PLACE ESPECIALLY FOR THEIR CHILDREN. 5
WOMENADV  E: THEY CAN NOT USE THE RECREATION AREA FOR THEIR OWN SPORTS ACTIVITIES >4
AND THEY N D MORE SPORTS GROUNDS FOR THEIR 120
>23
AREA C: MA:  1UM POINT OF 306%
(5-6) GELINC  TEPE, TULLOK TEPE, MYSTERIOUS PLACE mE
(1) MANY STi IES ARE TOLD, ABOUT GELINCIKTEPE.(ACCORDING THE STORY AT WIVE CEREMONI SOME 53
BELOGINGS ~=RE STOLEN FROM THE HILL AND THEN THE AREA WAS CURSED AND EVERYTHING ON zc9
THE HILLWA PETRIFIED.THE NAME OF GELINCIKTEPE (GELIN:BRIDE TEPE:HILL) BELIEVED TO COME ]
FROM THIS ¢ JRY e}
(2) CONTRUC [ON MATERIAL (WHITE SOIL ) FOR MUD- BRICKS IS PROVIDED HERE. z

WOMEN ADV  E : A CABLE CAR LINE CAN BE INSTALLED BETWEEN “ARSLANTEPE AND GELINCIKTEPE
AND TOLLOK  :PE) THE CYCLE ROUTE SHOULD BE PLANNED. WOMEN HIGHLIGHTED THE DIVERCITY OF
AGRICULTUF _ PRODUCT. THEY ADVICED THE AGRICULTURAL PATTERN AND WATER LINE SHOULD
CONNECTEL

@
m
]
AREA A : START POINT ( PEOPLE WOMEN GROUP) 2 %
ACCEPTED THIS AREAAS A CENTER. E 3D
(1) ARSLANTEPE MOUND ( FIRST DRAWN POSITION) cT
(2) VERNACULAR ARCHITECTURE (THEY HAVE DRAWN v S35
OWN HOUSES AND GARDEN OVENS (TANDIR) WHICH a8
WERE BUILD. =) % O
(3) SPRING CALLED (UG HAVUZ) BYTHEMSELVES 1 me
----- THEY HAVE DRAWN THE WATER SOURCES o
(SECOND DRAWN POSITION) ORDUZU RIVER, SPRING >
POINTS (GATLAK, UG HAVUZ), IRRIGATION CHANNELS [
(MARGAP) AND FOUNTAIN (DUZLEME) WHICH IS NOT
AVAILABLE TODAY AND WAS LOCATED NEAR BY
ARSLANTEPE MOUND. >
WOMEN ADVISE: RECLAMATION OF ORDUZU RIVER 2 ) IS @
USED AS A RECREATION AREA FOR PUBLIC BENEFIT g
(7]
[
SWOT ANALYSIS (PREPARED | Y WOMEN) ) %
mm
STRENGTHS WEAKNESSES 8 ﬁ
- HISTORIC FABRIC - LACK OF SPORTS GROUND FOUR YOUNG AND %
- POTENTIAL OF GREEN SPACE AND CHILDREN m4
AGRICULTURE - INSUFFICIENT OF RECREATION AREAS Om
- HIGH YOUNG POPULATION - INSUFFICIENT OF EDUCANTIONAL FIELDS =
- STRONG FAMILY AND NEIGHBOURHOOD - PROBLEM OF MAINTANCE AND SECURITY °
RELATIONS -LACK OF SHOPPING AND REST AREAS 2
- FAUNA DIVERSITY - LACK OF SOCIAL AND CULTURAL ACTIVITIES

- HIGH MIGRATION RATE (SYRIAN REFUGEES)
- HIGH UNEMPLOYMENT
- SQUALITY OF HOUSES AND URBAN EQUIPMENT

-~ s

P ~
e ™ % T
THREATS Q=
EATS 00
OPPORTUNITIES - STOCKFARMING (UNPLEASANT SMELL) =]
- POTENTIAL OF WATER SOURCES - ACCESIBILITY ROAD TO ARSLANTEPE STREET =h
- HIGH POTENTIAL OF TOURISM - PROBLEM OF SCAVENGING m=
- FLORA DIVERSITY - PROBLEM OF SECURITY §o
- FOOD CULTURE - TRAFFIC NOISE IN ARSLANTEPE STREET >
- INTEREST IN ART AND SPORTS -MORE DOGS =
- HUSBANDRY R 2 (=]

- HIGH FEMALE ENTREPRENEUR REQUEST
- PRESENCE OF UNCULTIVATED FIELDS
(USE FORACTIVITIES )

IS MAP WAS PRODUCE IBLISHED MASTER THESIS TITL ING THE COMMUNITY MAPPING METHOD IN IDENTIFICATION OF HISTORICAL : CASE STUDY OF ORDUZU DISTRI
O PHOR BILGE RATUN AY SUPERVISIOR, DR AYSON TUNA. THIS MASTER THESIS 15 SUPPORTED BY THE SCIENTIFIC AND TEGHNOL GGIGAL RESEARCH COUNCIL OF TORKEY (FUBITAK) PROJECT NUMBER: 2170290

Fig. 10. The poster showing the results of community mapping (analysis-synthesis-evaluation). Poster: A. Tuna.
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We met with women and men separately. A
total of 27 men and 15 women of different
age groups participated voluntarily in the
community mapping events. We wanted the
participants to be from Orduzu and residing in
different areas of the village. In the “community
mapping” process, we first asked them to
draw the neighbourhood where they are living
on a blank sheet of paper (Fig. 9). We did not
mention the Arslantepe mound, because our
goal was not only to measure the relationship
between the local people and Arslantepe but
also to analyse their perception of Orduzu in
general.

The main results might be summarised as fol-
lows (Fig. 10):

- The Arslantepe mound was the first
point drawn by both groups, who worked
independently of each other, on the map.

- Both groups positioned the Arslantepe
mound at the centre of their map, even
it the site is not at all in the centre of the
village, and they described the other loca-
tions in relation to the mound.

- Both groups emphasised the importance
of the Arslantepe excavations in terms of
economic benefits, as for example being
registered for the first time to the natio-
nal insurance system for the work done at
Arslantepe.

- Men and women know the chrono-
logy of the Arslantepe settlement (High
awareness).

- The members of both groups visited
Arslantepe at least once.

- Women know the Arslantepe Excavation
Team (all women said the name of the
director of excavation — Marcella Fran-
gipane — correctly). After the mapping
process, it has been observed that they
have emotional bonds (especially sense
of obligation!) with the excavation team
members.

The community map provided important
clues to the development and sustainability
of the Archaeological Park model to be pre-
pared. Moreover, the results show that the
community mapping process is critical in de-
termining the perceptions, needs and wishes
of local people.
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