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CHAPTER 8

A RE-EVALUATION OF THE LATE BRONZE
TO EARLY IRON AGE TRANSITIONAL PERIOD:
STRATIGRAPHIC SEQUENCE AND PLAIN WARE

OF TARSUS-GÖZLÜKULE

Serdar YALÇIN
Columbia University 

Department of Art History and Archaeology
826 Schermerhorn Hall

1190 Amsterdam Avenue
New York, NY 10027, USA

E-mail: sy2226@columbia.edu

ABSTRACT

Tarsus-Gözlükule is one of the prehistoric sites on the Cilician plain providing a con-
tinuous stratigraphy of the transition from the Late Bronze to Early Iron Age. In this study 
the site’s stratigraphic sequence and the change in its plain ware assemblage have been 
investigated. The re-evaluation of the stratigraphy revealed that there are at least seven 
successive architectural layers from the destruction of the Hittite settlement until the end of 
the Early Iron Age. The analysis of these layers demonstrates a decline in the economic 
conditions of the site following the destruction of the Hittite town.

A re-analysis of the plain wares of Tarsus-Gözlükule has added new forms, which 
derived from the Hittite Monochrome Ware, to the ceramic corpus of the site. Present study 
also substantiates the view of G. M. A. A. Hanfmann arguing the continuation of the 
 Hittite monochrome tradition in the Early Iron Age plain wares of Gözlükule. This conti-
nuity is particularly visible in jar and bowl forms. These results, combined with the emer-
gence of foreign elements such as painted pottery in ceramics and an apsidal structure in 
architecture, show that the Late Bronze to Early Iron Age transition brought about both 
continuity and change at Tarsus-Gözlükule.*

* This paper is a short version of an MA thesis supervised by Prof. Aslı Özyar and submitted to the 
Institute of Social Sciences at Bogaziçi University, Istanbul in 2005. The full catalogue with further 
comments will be published in the second volume of the Tarsus-Gözlükule Field Reports series. This 
research was made possible by the Bogaziçi University Tarsus-Gözlükule Interdisciplinary Research 
Project, funded by academic research projects (BAP) no. 02R101, 00R104. I would like to thank 
Prof. Aslı Özyar, Assist. Prof. Elif Ünlü and Prof. Zainab Bahrani for editing this paper and for their 
valuable comments and suggestions.
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The transition from the Late Bronze to Early Iron Age was a period of social and 
economic turmoil in the eastern Mediterranean. During this period, the great powers 
of the Late Bronze Age either collapsed, as in the case of the Hittite kingdom, or 
entered into a period of political instability and administrative fragmentation, as in the 
case of Egypt. Numerous sites across the region, such as Mycenae, Hattusa, Emar and 
Ugarit, suffered from serious destructions, and some did not last into the Iron Age. 
On the other hand, a more gradual transition rather than a complete break can be 
observed especially in Assyria and the Neo-Hittite kingdoms in Southern Anatolia and 
Northern Syria. Cultural and political aspects of the Late Bronze Age did not perish 
altogether, but seem to have lasted in these regions. 

The goal of this paper is to understand how this period of economic and political 
transformation is reflected in the archaeological record of Tarsus-Gözlükule in Cilicia, 
which was an important Hittite administrative center during the Late Bronze Age. 
The excavations carried out by a team from Bryn Mawr College headed by Hetty 
Goldman showed a continuous stratigraphic sequence at Tarsus during the Transi-
tional Period.1 Especially the painted pottery coming from this sequence is repre-
sentative of the emergence of new elements at the site after the destruction of the 
Hittite town. In this context, a re-analysis of the architectural remains and plain ware 
pottery from the same layers helps us to see a more complete picture of the transfor-
mation that the Late Bronze Age community of Tarsus experienced during the Tran-
sitional Period. What are the architectural differences between the Late Bronze Age 
and Early Iron Age towns of Gözlükule? Did the Hittite ceramic tradition last into the 
Iron Age, or did it also show signs of drastic change as in the case of the emergence of 
painted  pottery?

The following analysis presents new data to answer these questions as well as some 
new insights concerning the Hittite ceramic repertoire in the Late Bronze Age layers 
of Tarsus. I argue that the Hittite ceramic corpus of the settlement has a broader 
shape spectrum than previously assumed. Additionally, confirming the ideas of Hetty 
 Goldman and George M. A. A. Hanfmann in the excavation reports, the Iron Age 
plain wares of Gözlükule, to a large extent, represent a continuation of the Late Bronze 
monochrome forms. A severe decline in architecture is attested, which hints at a break 
with the preceding Hittite tradition. These results, combined with the emergence of 
foreign elements such as the painted pottery in ceramics and an apsidal structure in 
architecture, show that the Late Bronze to Early Iron Age transition brought about 
both continuity and change at Tarsus-Gözlükule. 

1 Goldman 1956, 1963. 
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A SURVEY OF THE CHANGE IN THE PLAIN WARE TRADITION ACROSS THE HITTITE 
GEOGRAPHY FROM THE LATE BRONZE TO EARLY IRON AGE 

Originated from the fine ceramics of the Old Assyrian colony period and Old 
 Hittite Kingdom in Central Anatolia, the Hittite Monochrome Ware or the so-called 
‘drab’ ware is one of the most distinctive elements of the Hittite material culture dur-
ing the Late Bronze Age.2 It became the dominant ceramic group across the Hittite 
lands with its standardized coarse fabric and shapes from the 15th to the beginning of 
the 12th centuries BC.3 This special ware includes a variety of vessel types produced 
mainly for storage and daily use.4 They are all wheel-made, not slipped and have no 
decoration, but in some occasions potters’ marks were used as a sign of professional 
potters’ industry.5 The most characteristic shapes of the monochrome ware are bowls 
and plates, cooking pots, jars with everted ledge rims and large pitchers with rounded 
or pointed bases. All are standardized in terms of their shapes, fabric and firing but 
slight variations occur, particularly in rim shapes.6 

Large quantities of the Hittite Monochrome Ware were uncovered in a wide geog-
raphy extending from Mersin-Yumuktepe in Cilicia, to Dündartepe in the Pontic 
region, from Beycesultan in the inland Aegean to the Keban region in the east (Fig. 1).7 
Its standardization and broad distribution across the Hittite lands and its disappear-
ance in many locations right after the collapse of the Hittite kingdom demonstrate the 
role of the central Hittite administration in imposing the use of this ware on local 
populations. As Gates suggested, the use of this uniform pottery assemblage across 
such a wide geography might indicate Hittite political and economic control over the 
provinces.8 

Following the collapse of the Hittite administration, regional differences re-emerge 
in ceramics across its former territories (Fig. 2). After the destruction of the Late 
Bronze Age towns, Monochrome Ware disappeared in many sites such as Gordion, 
Nor≥untepe and Korucutepe.9 At Hattusa, it survived, but was replaced by new types 
of pottery after a short period of time.10 At Kinet the fabrics and shapes of the pot-
tery assemblage show only a superficial resemblance to the preceding Late Bronze II 
corpus in the sub-Hittite phase of the settlement.11 It seems that the standards set for 

2 Müller-Karpe 2000, p. 257; see also Schoop 2003, p. 168.  
3 Müller-Karpe 2000, p. 257. 
4 Parzinger and Sanz 1992, p. 15. 
5 Gates 2001, 140. 
6 Müller-Karpe 1988; see also Parzinger and Sanz 1992, pp. 15–33. 
7 Müller-Karpe 2000, p. 257. 
8 Gates 2001, p. 138. 
9 Henrickson 1994, pp. 107–124; Köroglu 2003, p. 232.  
10 Seeher 1999, p. 331; Genz 2000, p. 36. 
11 Gates 2006, p. 304. 
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homogenous mass-production declined during this period. With the onset of the 
Early Iron Age, Hittite pottery totally disappeared at this site as well. 

One of the most striking characteristics of the post-Hittite period in Anatolia is the 
re-appearance of hand-made pottery in many sites such as Hattusa, Gordion, 
Nor≥untepe and Korucutepe after more than a millennium of use of the wheel.12 
Shortly after the destruction of the Hittite towns, hand-made pottery emerged in 
Gordion, Nor≥untepe and Korucutepe as the single present ceramic type. In Hattusa 
it replaced the last vestiges of the wheel-made Monochrome Ware in the middle and 
last phases of the Early Iron Age. 

Another change is the emergence of painted pottery in many sites. In coastal South-
ern Anatolia, LH IIIC pottery appears suddenly in the ceramic corpus along with the 
Late Bronze–Early Iron Age Transitional Painted Pottery at Tarsus, Kilisetepe and 
Kinet.13 It was later replaced by Cypro-Cilician painted pottery at the turn of the 
1st millennium BC. In Central Anatolia, too, painted decoration re-emerged on hand-
made pottery as in Hattusa, or on wheel-made ceramics as in Kaman.14 In the same 
period finishing techniques such as polishing and slipping became popular again par-
ticularly in Central Anatolia and the upper Euphrates region. Almost all ceramics 
found in the Early Iron Age levels of Bogazköy were polished to some extent.15 Like-
wise, the pottery assemblage at Korucutepe was generally finished with a slip during 
the same period.16

All these developments indicate the disintegration of the standardized ceramic pro-
duction in the Hittite kingdom and changes in pottery production techniques in 
many places. However, as Genz suggested, what is termed as change in certain loca-
tions such as Central and Eastern Anatolia actually might be the resurgence of local 
traditions which were suppressed by the Hittite influence in the Late Bronze Age.17 
On the other hand, the appearance of LH IIIC in Southern Anatolian sites may be 
indicative of the arrival of newcomers from the west to this region.18 

Hittite plain ware, as mentioned above, vanished rapidly in some sites, whereas it 
showed resilience in others such as Kaman-Kalehöyük, Lidar, Oylum and Tell Afis, 
although it was no longer the only ceramic group.19 In these sites, ceramics derived 
from Hittite forms seem to have lasted until the 11th century BC. In the ceramic 

12 Genz 2004, p. 24; also see Henrickson 1994, p. 107; Winn 1980, p. 156; Köroglu 2003, p. 233.  
13 Goldman 1956, pp. 205–209; see also French 1975; Mountjoy 2005; Postgate 1998, p. 134; 

Postgate and Thomas 2007, pp. 121–152; Symington 2001, p. 172; Gates 2006, p. 304. For a defini-
tion of the Late Bronze to Iron Age transitional ware, see Ünlü 2005. 

14 Genz 2000, 2004; see also Matsumura 2000, p. 126. 
15 Genz 2004, p. 24.  
16 Winn 1980, p. 156. 
17 Genz 2004, pp. 37–45.
18 The appearance of LH IIIC pottery at Tarsus is examined in detail by Goldman (1956), Slane 

(1987), and Mountjoy (2005); see also Mommsen et al (2011).  
19 Omura, 1997, 1998, 2000; see also Müller 1999; Özgen and Helwing 2003; Venturi 2000. 
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assemblage of Tarsus the plain ware shapes persisted even into the early 1st millen-
nium BC.20 The continuation of the Monochrome Ware in these sites might be 
related to several issues. First of all, the physical proximity of the sites such as Tell Afis 
in the Orontes Valley, and Lidar and Oylum in the middle Euphrates region to the 
neo-Hittite centers such as Carchemish and Melid/Malatya must have played a role in 
this continuity. As we know, various aspects of the Hittite koine such as hieroglyphic 
Luwian script and aspects of iconography persisted in the Neo-Hittite states during 
the Iron Age. In this respect, it is not surprising that Hittite pottery survived as well 
near these centers. 

Another reason for the survival of Hittite pottery might simply be the continuation 
of ceramic workshops. The craft of pottery production is known to be a conservative 
one, in which potters are not willing to change their generations-old ways of produc-
ing ceramics. In this context, the potters in some Hittite sites did not necessarily stop 
using techniques and forms, which they had been using for centuries, after the demise 
of Hittite political authority around 1200 BC. On the other hand, they clearly 
absorbed new ideas. This would explain why in the Early Iron Age we see pottery 
forms derived from Hittite monochrome typology, but with painted decoration, for 
instance, at Tarsus and Porsuk.21 Such an imaginative approach seems not to have 
been possible in the strictly standardized ceramic production process of the Late 
Bronze Age. 

THE LATE BRONZE TO EARLY IRON AGE TRANSITION AT TARSUS-GÖZLÜKULE 

What kind of change or continuity do we have at Tarsus during the Transitional 
Period? Which aspects of the Late Bronze Age material culture survived; which per-
ished? What were the new elements and where were their origins? An analysis of the 
plain wares of Gözlükule along with a review of its architectural remains will help us 
to answer these questions. 

Gözlükule is one of the mounds in Anatolia providing an uninterrupted sequence 
of the Transitional Period. Architectural layers of this phase were initially published in 
the Bronze and Iron Age volumes of the Goldman excavations and analyzed as Late 
Bronze IIb and Early Iron Age phases.22 In the present study, Late Bronze IIa, IIb 
(LB IIa and IIb) and Early Iron Age phases of Gözlükule are considered as a continu-
ous sequence, and discussed along with relevant architectural and ceramic remains to 
detect continuities and changes at the site. The Bryn Mawr College excavations were 
carried out in two areas of the mound called Section A and Section B. All of the 

20 See the following discussion. 
21 Goldman 1963, fig. 115. 70; see also Dupré 1983, pl. 55, no: 76–80. 
22 Goldman 1956, 1963. Also in 1980s Dorothy Slane re-evaluated the Late Bronze Age levels of the 

site in her dissertation (1987). 
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 information used in the following discussion, however, is obtained from Section B 
since a continuous sequence of the Transitional Period is present only in this area 
(Fig. 3). The Goldman publication of architectural remains, the stratigraphic develop-
ment of pottery proposed by Hanfmann and the field diaries of the former Gözlükule 
excavations form the basis of the analysis given below. 

From the destruction of the Hittite town (LB IIa) to the end of the Early Iron Age, 
there are at least seven successive architectural layers dating to the Transitional Period 
at Tarsus-Gözlükule (Fig. 4). LB IIa is the phase of the Hittite New Kingdom occu-
pation, during which monumental religious and administrative buildings were attested 
both in Section A and Section B. In Section A, remains of a freestanding monumental 
temple building covered the entire excavated area. In Section B, the architectural lay-
out is defined by large-scale, at least two-storied buildings separated by a broad street 
extending in north-south direction.23 Both the scale of these buildings and associated 
finds such as bullae bearing administrative and royal names indicate that this was the 
administrative district of the Hittite settlement. The ceramic assemblage of this phase 
is entirely composed of the Hittite Monochrome Wares.24 

All layers postdating the LB IIa town at Gözlükule contained scanty architectural 
remains. In this respect, Gözlükule, following the destruction of the Hittite town, 
turned into a “squatter’s settlement”, as Goldman labeled it.25 The successive settle-
ments lacked in size and quality of the building techniques compared to those of the 
preceding Hittite period. This deterioration in the architectural realm must be a reflec-
tion of economic decline and the demise of the Hittite political authority at ancient 
Tarsa. The only exceptional architectural feature of this era is an apsidal building, 
which appeared at the site at the beginning of the Early Iron Age (Fig. 5). This struc-
ture stands out from its surrounding with its freestanding location and distinctive 
stone foundations, but compared to the structures of the LB IIa phase, it is still poor 
in terms of its size and construction quality. 

Apsidal structures, which had no precursors at Tarsus preceding the Early Iron Age, 
are generally encountered in the Aegean and western Anatolian context. They appear 
earliest in the Late Chalcolithic period on either side of the Aegean and continue to 
be used sporadically in this region until the archaic Greek period.26 In this context, 
the construction of an apsidal building at Tarsus might be ascribed to a surmised 
group of new settlers with western affinities in Cilicia. The emergence of LH IIIC 
ceramics at the site during the LB IIb phase along with the Transitional Painted 

23 Goldman 1956, pp. 50–58. 
24 Goldman 1956, pp. 203–205. 
25 Goldman 1956, p. 58.  
26 Numerous apsidal houses found across the Aegean and Western Anatolian sites are discussed in 

Warner (1979), Mazarakis-Ainian (1989), Pappa and Besios (1999), Bakır et al. (2001, p. 26) and 
Drerup (1969, pp. 26–29). 
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 Pottery supports such a view (Fig. 4).27 As shown by the recent study of Mommsen 
at al these special Aegean ceramics were either locally produced at the site or imported 
from Cyprus and eastern Aegean.28 This situation shows not only the arrival of a pop-
ulation from the Aegean in Cilicia, but also the region’s new position within the 
changing trade patterns in the Eastern Mediterranean after the end of the Late Bronze 
Age system.

It is difficult to understand the function of the apsidal structure at Tarsus. Its size, 
freestanding location and distinctive foundations differentiate this building from all 
other excavated structural remains of the Transitional Period at the site. Additionally, 
some later Aegean examples of apsidal and oval houses from Lesbos might have been 
used for cultic purposes.29 In this respect, the structure at Gözlükule might have had 
a special function. However, its badly disturbed floor levels did not provide any mate-
rial to confirm such a use.30

Finally, what kind of a development do we observe in the plain wares of Gözlükule 
from the Hittite period to the end of the Early Iron Age? In the excavation reports, 
Goldman made no distinction between the monochrome wares of the LB IIa period 
and the post-destruction LB IIb levels, stating that no real change or development in 
either fabric or shape can be discerned between the two phases.31 The characteristic 
shapes such as bowls and plates with thickened rims or jars with everted ledge rims 
continue in abundance. The difference between the wares of these two periods is the 
presence of more brown and buff colored wares among the LB IIb specimens as 
opposed to the more reddish wares in the LB IIa period. Goldman’s observation is 
confirmed in the present re-analysis as well. LB IIb and Early Iron Age plain ware 
fragments seem to have predominantly buff, brown and gray surface colors.32 This 
difference between the Hittite and Transitional Period wares implies a significant 
change in the control of firing process in pottery production. In the absence of state 
control, Tarsian potters seem to have lacked the technology, which gave the Hittite 
Monochrome Wares their distinctive reddish color.

The re-analysis of the Transitional Period plain wares of Gözlükule was able to add 
new shapes to the published repertoire of Goldman and Slane.33 A small jar with flar-
ing rim datable to either LB IIa or in IIb levels has its parallel at the Hittite layers of 

27 Goldman 1956; Mountjoy 2005; for the emrgence of the Transitional Painted Pottery at Tarsus, 
see also Ünlü 2005. 

28 Mommsen et al. 2011, pp. 912–913. 
29 Drerup 1969, p. 26–29; Spencer 1995, p. 297. 
30 Goldman 1963, p. 3.  
31 Goldman 1956, pp. 203–205; see also Mountjoy 2005. 
32 Yalçın 2005, pp. 101–120. 
33 Re-evaluation of the entire Gözlükule ceramic assemblage was initiated by the Bogaziçi University 

Tarsus- Gözlükule Interdisciplinary Research Project. First results of this process on painted pottery 
were published in Özyar (2005). 
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Bogazköy and Porsuk (Fig. 6 k).34 Additionally, various bowl forms found at Gözlükule 
can be compared to the Hittite material from Bogazköy. Two shallow bowls with 
slightly thickened and slanted rims from LB IIb period again have their parallels from 
the Hittite New Kingdom and Transitional Period levels of Bogazköy, and the transi-
tional levels of Tell Afis (Fig. 6 a–b).35 Bowls with s-formed profiles known from the 
Bogazköy corpus are represented at Tarsus both in the LB IIb and Early Iron Age 
corpus (Fig. 6 c–d).36

Two bowls with thickened, flat-top rims are particularly significant, because they 
are not only paralleled with the Hittite New Kingdom period material from Bogaz-
köy, but also variations of these shapes became quite popular in the Iron Age phases 
of Tarsus (Fig. 6 e–f).37 In the space available this shall suffice to illustrate long-lasting 
influence of the Late Bronze Age ceramic tradition at the site.38

In addition to these examples, which are closely related to monochrome forms, 
some new plain ware shapes emerged in the LB IIb period of Gözlükule as well. 
A deep bowl with a thickened flat-top rim slanted inward and a jar with a flat-top rim 
rounded on the exterior have no similarity with Hittite monochrome typology and 
local predecessors at Gözlükule (Fig. 6 i–j). The bowl is different from the Hittite 
plain ware tradition in terms of its shape, dark brown surface color and very coarse 
fabric. The closest parallels for the jar are from Tell Jurn Kabir and Tell Sheikh  Hassan 
in northern Syria dating to the 9th to 5th centuries BC.39 The Tarsus fragment dates 
to the LB IIb period and is thus considerably earlier. 

With the transition to the Early Iron Age, one does observe change and continuity 
simultaneously in the ceramic tradition of Gözlükule. During this period, the latest 
remnants of Late Bronze Age ceramics such as LH IIIC and Transitional Painted Pot-
tery were replaced by Cypro-Cilician painted pottery characterized by concentric- 
circled decoration (Fig. 4).40 

On the other hand, when we look at the plain ware repertoire of Gözlükule, we see 
that Hittite monochrome forms continued particularly to influence jar and bowl types 
of the Early Iron Age. For instance, jars with everted ledge rims are among the most 

34 Though this jar definitely comes from the Late Bronze Age strata of the site, its exact stratigraphic 
location is not fully clear. For its parallels in Bogazköy and Porsuk, see Parzinger and Sanz 1992, tafel 
47.20; Dupré 1983, No: 152. 

35 Parzinger and Sanz 1992, abb. 19. 5.1 and 5.2; see also Venturi 2000, fig. 6, no: 8 and fig. 8, no: 2.
36 Parzinger and Sanz 1992, p. 26. 
37 Parzinger and Sanz 1992, tafel 36, no: 5 and abb. 19. I. 3. 2; see also Goldman 1963, fig. 117. 

194 and fig. 126. 717. 
38 The full catalogue of this research project along with further comments will be published in the 

second volume of the Tarsus-Gözlükule Field Reports series. 
39 Eidem and Ackermann 1999, fig. 8, no: 12 and 14; see also Schneider 1999, abb. 14, Typ. 25. 

13–17. 
40 Goldman 1963, p. 20. 
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frequent Hittite monochrome shapes in many sites such as Bogazköy.41 At Gözlükule, 
examples of these forms are present not only at the Late Bronze Age levels, but also in 
the later phases of the Early Iron Age implying a remarkable continuity of the Mono-
chrome Ware tradition perhaps into the 10th century BC (Fig. 6 l–n).42 Similar forms 
were also found in the transitional layers of Lidar and Tell Afis.43

New elements appeared in the plain ware repertoire of Gözlükule in the Early Iron 
Age as well. Two bowls with triangular rim profiles pointed at the top appeared at the 
site along with the Cilician painted pottery during the second phase of the Early Iron 
Age, which corresponds to the disappearance of the last vestiges of LH IIIC and Tran-
sitional Painted Pottery (Fig. 6 g–h). The latter has a slight carination on its body; the 
surface of the former is very well polished. Similar forms continued to be used at 
the site in later phases of the Iron Age.44 The closest parallels to the Gözlükule bowls 
in terms of size and shape come from the 9th to 7th century layers of Tell Jurn Kabir.45 
These examples demonstrate that in addition to continuity some new elements 
emerged in the plain wares of Tarsus-Gözlükule during the Iron Age. 

CONCLUSIONS

The collapse of the Hittite kingdom at the beginning of the 12th century BC 
resulted in the resurgence of regional differences in ceramics across its former territo-
ries. In the Early Iron Age, distinct local ceramic traditions were in use in the area 
extending from Gordion in northwest Anatolia to Korucutepe in the upper Euphrates 
valley. Under the Hittite authority this vast territory was entirely dominated by the 
Monochrome Ware. New features of the Transitional Period in ceramics are the re-
emergence of hand-made technique and painted pottery. While hand-made traditions 
were in use mainly in central and eastern Anatolian sites, painted pottery was pro-
duced in a wider geography including Cilicia, central and eastern Anatolia. In addi-
tion to these abrupt changes, the monochrome tradition of the Late Bronze Age sur-
vived in some regions such as the middle Euphrates valley or parts of Cilicia. This 
continuity might be a result of either ongoing Hittite political authority in form of 
the new Neo-Hittite states and/or due to the survival of the Late Bronze Age pottery 
workshops and their practices into the Early Iron Age. 

Within this larger picture, Tarsus shows aspects of both continuity and change in 
its Transitional Period material culture. The Early Iron Age plain wares of the site 

41 Parzinger and Sanz 1992, Abb. 14, A.2.2., A.2.3. 
42 For examples of these forms from the Late Bronze levels of Gözlükule, see Goldman 1956, 

fig. 389–390. 
43 Müller 1999, Abb. 3, CA 01; see also Venturi 2000, fig. 6.13–16, and fig. 8.6. 
44 Goldman 1963, fig. 120. 268. 
45 Eidem and Ackermann 1999, fig. 8, Group C, no. 6. 
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display strong affinities with the preceding Hittite tradition as well as new elements. 
The continuity is substantiated with the ongoing popularity of some jar and bowl 
shapes almost unchanged until the end of the Early Iron Age. Some plain ware 
bowl forms, on the other hand, appear new within the Gözlükule corpus and compare 
well to north Syrian types. The emergence of LH IIIC, the appearance of local Tran-
sitional Painted Pottery and the construction of an apsidal structure are further mate-
rial evidence for changing circumstances at Tarsus-Gözlükule. Some of these elements 
seem to have an Aegean and western Anatolian origin. Thus, the Early Iron Age 
inhabitants of Tarsus might have combined aspects of their Late Bronze Age Hittite 
heritage with the new elements brought into Cilicia by a new group of settlers from 
the west. The plain ware forms, which were related to the Iron Age repertoire in 
North Syria, on the other hand, indicate that the old connection between Cilicia and 
North Syria also persevered during the Transitional Period and later parts of the Iron 
Age.
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Fig. 3 Stratigraphy of the mound of Gözlükule
as revealed by the Goldman excavations in Section A and B.

Fig. 4 Summary of the architectural levels and associated ceramic types
of Tarsus- Gözlükule during the Transitional Period.
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Fig. 5 The apsidal structure in its different architectural phases
during the Early Iron Age at Tarsus-Gözlükule (after Goldman 1963).
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Fig. 6 A selection of bowl and jar forms from the LB IIa, IIb
and Early Iron Age layers of Tarsus-Gözlükule.


