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J. Lhuillier, J. Bendezu-Sarmiento

RECENT DISCOVERIES ON THE HELLENISTIC AND
PARTHIAN OCCUPATION OF ULUG-DEPE

Abstract

This paper seeks to shed new light on the latest
discovered occupation period at Ulug-depe: the
Hellenistic and Parthian occupation. Ulug-depe
displays the longest continuous stratigraphic sequence
of southern Central Asia, from the Late Neolithic
to the Middle Iron Age. After its abandonment
at the end of the Middle Iron Age period, the site
was reoccupied during the late 1st millennium BC.
Although the archaeological levels relating to this
period are badly preserved, extended research led by
the joint Turkmen-French Archaeological Expedition
(MAFTur) has succeeded in unearthing this
occupation in many places of the site and has studied
a varied pottery assemblage. Its study suggests
Ulug-depe was located strategically in the central part
of the Kopetdag during the last centuries of the 1s¢
millennium BCE.

Introduction

Large-scale excavations were carried out at Ulug-
depe since its discovery: first by V.I. Sarianidi between
1967 and 1970 (Sarianidi 1969; 1971; 1972), and since
2001 by the joint French-Turkmen archaeological
mission (MAFTur) placed under the direction of M.
Mamedow' and the late O. Lecomte (CNRS, 2001-
2013), and then supervised by J. Bendezu-Sarmiento
(CNRS, 2014-). The site occupies a special place in
the Proto-history and the History of Central Asia, and
in particular of Turkmenistan, since it displays the
longest continuous occupation sequence in Central
Asia, from the Late Neolithic to the end of the Middle
Tron Age (ca. 5000 — 600 BCE)?.

Located 175km east of Ashgabat in Turkmenistan,
close to the village of Dushak, in an alluvial plain
of the eastern foothills of the Kopetdag, Ulug-depe
is a site equidistant from the well-known sites of
Namazga-depe and Altyn-depe. It yielded impressive
results on the Bronze Age, and fieldwork has also
exposed the only known proto-urban city of the

! National Department for the Protection, Research and
Restoration of Historical and Cultural Sites of the Ministry of
Culture of Turkmenistan.

2 For a detailed presentation of the occupation sequence of
Ulug-depe, see Lecomte 2007; 2011; 2013; Bendezu-Sarmiento,

Mamedov et al. in this volume (see also the location map of
Ulug-depe).

pre-Achaemenid Iron Age period (Lecomte 2013;
Lhuillier et al. 2015). For several years, the team of
the MAFTur thought that the site had been abandoned
after the Middle Iron Age and not reoccupied, except
for a small occupation at the top of the depe during the
Islamic period. But as we became more familiar with
the site, we discovered some anomalies: evidence of
secondary occupation in the pre-Achaemenid city,
a different type of housing, and unusual pottery.
A first study of these data led us to conclude that
this occupation was quite significant and could be
dated to the end of the lst millennium BCE, and
attributed to the Hellenistic period in a broad sense,
to both the Hellenistic period proper and that which
followed, which saw the development of the Greco-
Bactrian and Parthian cultures (Lhuillier & Bendezu-
Sarmiento 2018)%.

The Hellenistic settlement

The Hellenistic remains of Ulug-depe are mainly
found within the areas of the Middle Iron Age (pre-
Achaemenid) settlement, when a city occupied most
of the top of the site. The Middle Iron Age city was
abandoned around the 7t century BC; the “citadel”
and other buildings were emptied, and in some cases
closing rituals were performed (Lecomte et al. 2002;
Lecomte & Mashkour 2013). After a few centuries,
large parts of these buildings were reoccupied*. For
this reason, the remains of Hellenistic occupation are
found in the uppermost, and thus partly eroded, layers
of the site, almost at surface level.

The Middle Iron Age “citadel” and the “warehouse”
— both displaying thick, lasting walls — were partly
reoccupied: in some areas of the two buildings, new
mud-brick walls and new stone structures were built
during the late 15z millennium BC. This is particularly

3 The present paper integrates and expands the data published
in this previous publication.

4 As for now, no evidence of an Achaemenid occupation
can be identified with certainty, and, we cannot rely on the
stratigraphy or the evolution of pottery types to date the late
Ist millennium BC remains. Similarly, in the central part of the
Kopetdag piedmont, J. Bruno noticed that the identification of the
period is made difficult by the lack of multilevel sites (2019a, p.
420). This stands in contrast to Merv and other sites in Bactria,
where a thorough examination of the pottery assemblages related
to the stratigraphy has shown the persistence of Yaz III types well
into the Hellenistic period (see Puschnigg 2008; Callieri 2014).

«Garwa» keramikasynyi
gorniigleri: iki sany kicijik
Jiirdek we kigijik tabak.
(S. Pyera).

“Nomadic” pottery types,
two small jars and a small
bowl

(MAFTur/ S. Piera).

Tunwt «kouesoit»
Kepamuku: 0ea
Ky6uiuHYUKa U

MAICHbKAA Yaula
(C. ITvepa).
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Yadygiirligiii ellinizm
we parfiya dowiirlerinin
keramikalarynyii yayran
cikleri bellenilen
topografiya kartasy

(Z. B. Kawern,

J. Lyuilyeniri girizen
ozgertmeleri bilen).

Topographical map

of the site with the
distribution of Hellenistic-
Parthian pottery
(MAFTur/J.-B. Caverne,
modified by J. Lhuillier).

Tonozpagpuueckasn
Kapma zopoouwia

¢ 1oKanuzayueit
IMAUHUCMUYECKOU U
napganckoii Kepamuxu
(7K. b. Kagepn,

C U3MEHeHUAMU

[, JTronve)

noticeable in the south-eastern corner of the external,
peripheral corridor of the “citadel”, where large
boulders were used, together with fragments of mud
bricks, to build small walls to divide the corridor into
small rooms.

In the area south of the citadel, some walls were
built with mud bricks of a size similar to that used in
the citadel (60 x 30 x 10 cm). This fact may indicate
that they were reemployed. However, other walls
in the same area were built with square mud bricks
(32 x 32 x 10 cm), usually taken as a chronological
indicator for the Hellenistic period®. Some post-
holes and large fireplaces built with boulders were
discovered between the partially destroyed walls of
the earlier warehouse and are related to several short-
time, squatter occupations.

The more densely occupied area is located in the
north-eastern part of the depe, on a flattened area
overlooking the plain. During our last fieldwork
season (2019), extensive surface stripping has
enabled us to identify important remains associated
with the pre-Achaemenid city: the area was
apparently occupied by the north-eastern part of the
fortification, thus surrounding the entire site with
a massive enclosure. In contrast to other structures

* For a recent synthesis on the topic, see Mokroborodov 2013.
Similar mudbricks are found in the Parthian settlements of the
Kaahka region, according to Pilipko (2015, 74).

- High density (>50 potsherds)
I tcdium density (20-50 potsherds)
- Low density (<20 potsherds)

- No potsherds, but architectural remains
tentatively contemporaneous (<20 potsherds)

0m 50m 100 m
1

of this period, it was heavily affected by erosion, as
early as the end of the 1s7 mill. BCE. The whole area
was then reoccupied by semi-subterranean structures,
perhaps a few dwellings. Usually dug in the vicinity
of the Iron Age walls, they are only a few metres apart
one from each other. They are oval with an average
size of 4-5 x 5-6m, and some mudbricks of different
sizes (rectangular and square shapes) were obviously
reemployed in the internal arrangements. Some
fireplaces were identified in some instances, within or
sometimes outside the semi-subterranean structures,
while postholes are at times found on the perimeter.

In the western and south-western parts of the site
and below the tepe, the structures did not follow
the orientation of the most ancient architectural
remains. There, small domestic rooms with fireplaces
and storage pits have walls built with rectangular
mud bricks® and stones preserved only two or three
courses high. Sometimes no architectural structures
were preserved, and only floors with some grinding
tools testify to ancient occupation.

The study of the distribution of the ceramic
assemblage can provides additional information
on the extension of this Hellenistic settlement. It is
striking to observe that ceramic appears everywhere
at the site, except for the north slope where the main

¢ These bricks have a standard size of 60x30x10cm.
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occupation relates to the Bronze Age, suggesting fairly
significant occupation of the site. The distribution
map of this pottery shows its particular abundance
in the “citadel” area, with a low but continuous
concentration all around it in the upper town, and
in the site’s north-eastern part. Another important
concentration is found on the tepe’s western slope, and
to a lesser extent, in its southern part. This distribution

fits well with that of the architectural remains, and
suggests that the occupation was denser in the central,
highest part, and in the areas previously occupied
by the Iron Age fortification wall, where its partial
preservation favoured opportunistic occupation. The
high concentration of late potsherds on the western
edge may be explained by the erosion of the top of the
site combined with topography, the slope of the depe
favouring the spread potsherds in that area.

Ahemenilerden

soriky dowriifi
«ahemenilesdirilen»
keramikasynyii gorniisleri.

Achaemenized pottery
types from the post-
Achaemenid period.

Tunw
«axemMeHU3UPOBAHHOI»
Kepamuxu
noCmMaxemeHuoCKozo
nepuooa.
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The pottery

A group of about 400 diagnostic potsherds was
selected for the study of the pottery assemblage
attributed to the late 1st millennium BC. The
assemblage from Ulug-depe includes several groups,
including Achaemenized, Hellenistic and Parthian
types, and types that might be attributed to mobile
tribes.

Achaemenized types from
the post-Achaemenid period

Several forms are reminiscent of Achaemenid
types or forms that appeared during the 5th-4th century
BCE, but can be attributed to a post-Achaemenid
occupation of the 4th-3rd century BCE or later.

Some conical bowls with a concave rim, most
of them with a red slip and burnished surface, are
among the most striking forms encountered at Ulug-
depe. 7 Although this form does not seem to be very
widespread in the Kopetdag piedmont, parallels exist
in the Etek area of the Dashly Oasis, at Dashly 3. It is
also found already during the “Achaemenid” period,
among Yaz II-IIl pottery, at Garry-Kjariz (Pilipko
2015, Fig. 148, 1-2; pl. 1V, 1) and at Khyrly-depe in
the Akhal region near Geok-Tepe, during the Khyrly
IT and III periods (Pilipko 2005, Figs. 6.20, 12.11,
12.33, 13.32, 13.35; 2015, Figs. 132.16, 140.11,
140.33, 151.2, 151.5), where it was still used during
the Hellenistic period in Khyrly IV levels (Pilipko
2005, Figs. 14.10-11; 2015, Figs. 151.2, 151.5). V.N.
Pilipko suggests dating the levels where this form
is found between the 5th century BCE and the first
half of the 3rd (Pilipko 2005, 78; 2012, 110-111).
A comparable form is attested at Old Nisa (sector
M), but in a different, grey-black ware (Lippolis et
al. 2019, Fig. 7.1). Similar cups with concave rims
were identified in the upper Etrek Valley and south
of the Aladagh moutains, where they are much
more widespread and appear as a characteristic type
(Pilipko 2005, Fig. 4). Ulug-depe thus displays the
easternmost evidence of this form.

Some rare occurrences of carinated bowls with
a flaring wall and a concave, S-shaped rim are
comparable to the Iranian “tulip bowls”, which are
considered a typical shape for the Achaemenid period,
in ceramics as well as in metal ware. However, in
Iran and in Central Asia, they are still attested in post-
Achaemenid levels, and some potsherds of this group
may also be compared with Hellenistic carinated
bowls (for example at AT Khanoum (Lyonnet 2013,
fig. 110) and other sites in Bactria and Margiana).
Similar bowls are attested from the 4th-3rd centuries
BCE around Kaakhka (for example at Dashly 45:

" In a first, preliminary study of this form at Ulug-depe, we
erroneously proposed including it among the Hellenistic pottery
types (Lhuillier & Bendezu-Sarmiento 2018, 340).

Pilipko 2014, Fig. 6.17-18), and, according to
J. Bruno, during the Parthian period, in the Atrek
Valley (Bruno 2019a, p. 426, Figs 2-3).

Bowls or plates with a long, out-turned horizontal
rim were considered by A. Cattenat and J.-C. Gardin
(Cattenat & Gardin 1977) as a shape widespread in
the Iranian plateau that appeared during Achaemenid
times and lasted into the Hellenistic period. Both
types that they identified - with a hemispherical or
a carinated wall — are present at Ulug-depe. More
common than the previous one, this type was in use
throughout the Hellenistic and Parthian period in the
upper Etrek Valley and in the Turkmen foothills of
the Kopetdag (Pilipko 1980, fig. 3.14; Bruno 2019b,
p. 117, fig. 8), and further in Bactria, at Kampyr-tepa,
Termez, Kurganzol (Sverchkov 2006; 2008), and Ai
Khanoum (Lyonnet 2012).

Large bowls or basins with convex walls and rolled
or thickened rim, of which only few potsherds have
been found at Ulug-depe, should also be considered
among the forms influenced by the types produced in
the Iranian Plateau during the Achaemenid and post-
Achaemenid periods. Cattenat and Gardin already
noticed the diffusion in Central Asia of this type
(Cattenat & Gardin 1977, p. 236 type H, fig. 6.g.i.),
and Bruno listed further analogies on the Plateau and
recognised this form in the upper Atrek Valley (Bruno
2019b, p. 116-117, fig. 7). The form is attested until
the 2nd-1st centuries BC in the Turkmen foothills of
Kopetdag, for example at Janyk-depe or Kosha-depe
(Pilipko 1980, fig. 3.27; 2015, fig. 153.25).

Hellenistic pottery types

The bulk of the pottery is wheel-made, with a
fine, well-levigated clay. The surface can have a
homogeneous brownish-beige colour; it can also be
greenish beige, with pink spots due to firing, this last
group of potsherds being very close to the Middle
Iron Age Yaz II pottery. The assemblage includes
mostly tableware and storage vessels, which suggests
domestic occupation. The original assemblage
probably included handmade cooking pots, but the
stability of their shapes throughout the 1st millennium
BC makes it very difficult to date precisely the
potsherds of this ware we collected. It is not relevant
to discuss here the period when the Hellenistic types
identified at Ulug-depe were introduced from the
Mediterranean world, but rather to rely on well-
dated neighbouring Turkmen and Central Asian sites
to suggest a chronological span for the Hellenistic/
Parthian occupation at Ulug-depe.

Open forms

Open forms are prevalent among the Hellenistic/
Parthian types. Slipped sherds are found among all the
open types, more rarely on the closed ones: the slip
is usually red, sometimes with a vertical burnishing,

Ahemenilerden

soriky dowriifi
«ahemenilesdirileny
keramikasynyii
gorniigleri. A. Ernegi icine
aylaw epilen tabaklar;

B. Gowresinin diwary
epilen c¢igildem gorniisli
tabaklar; C. Erfieginir
iisti tekiz tabaklar;

D. Erfieginin gyrasy
gerisjagaz gorniigli ya-da
E G. galfiadylan tabaklar
(J. Lyuilye, S. Moura de
Brolya).

Hellenistic pottery

types, open forms. A.
Hemispherical bowls

with simple rim; B.
Hemispherical bowls

with bevelled rim; C.
Hemispherical bowls with
outstanding bevelled rims;
D. Bowl with a ribbed
wall; E. Small plates with
straight wall; F. Small
plates with a raised rim;
G. Small plates with
in-turned rim (MAFTur/
J. Lhuillier, S. Moura de
Broglia.

Tunvt 2n1unucmuqecKoil
Kepamuku, Oomkpuvlmole
hopmut.

A. Ionycgpepuueckue
uauiu ¢ nPOCMvIM
6CHUUKOM;

B. Ilonycghepuueckue
Yauiu co CKOuWEeHHbIM
6CHUUKOM;

C. Ilonycghepuueckue
Yauiu co CKOuWeHHbIM
Hapyscy éenuuxom; D.
Yawa c nepecuoom 6
npogune cmenku;

E. Manenvkue mapenku c
npAMOI CIMEHKOol;

F. Manenvkue mapenku
C NPUNOOHAMBIM KpaeM;
G. Manenvkue mapenku
C 3a2HYmOIl 3aKPAUHOU
(/Ioc. JTonve, C. Moypa
oe bponws).
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and, occurrence of black slip is extremely scant; but
there is no specific type produced with red slip.

The most common shapes are hemispherical
bowls displaying several variants, with simple,
thinned, thickened, or inturned rim, or more rarely
bevelled rim; these bowls are small- to medium-
sized. This shape is widespread at Nisa, Merv and
other contemporaneous sites of Central Asia during
both the Hellenistic and the Parthian periods.

Bowls with convex walls and outstanding or
thickened bevelled rims are also frequent. Similar
bowls are attested at Nisa during the 3rd-2nd centuries
BCE (Pilipko 2001, Fig. 220.4,15,40) and during the
2nd-1st centuries BCE in Dashly-45 (Pilipko 2014,
Figs. 2.11, 6.4; Pilipko 2015, Fig. 69.14).

One single bowl with a ribbed wall is similar to
an example of Anauskoe poselenije, found in levels
dating to the 3rd c¢. BCE (Pilipko 2015, fig. 152.12).

Small plates with a flat base and straight wall, or
with a raised r in-turned rim are known thanks to the
find of several complete vessels. Similar plates are
found at Dashly-45 dating to the 3rd c¢. BCE (Pilipko
2014, fig. 2.7), and at Kosha-depe (Pilipko 2015, fig.
85.9).

Fish plates are scarce at Ulug-depe, where they are
represented by few triangular or drooping rims, and
by two ring bases with a central depression, including
one in grey ware. This common Hellenistic type is
known at Merv from the end of the 3" c. to the late 2™
or early 1* c. BCE (Puschnigg 2008, p. 113).

Single occurrences of goblets with deep, slightly
convex wall and a flat base relate to a common
Hellenistic type (for ex. A1 Khanoum: Lyonnet 2012,
fig. 8.12) with analogies at Kosha-depe in the 2nd-
Ist cc. BCE levels (Pilipko 1980, fig.4.2), Kapyr-
kala (Pilipko 1980, figs. 5.5, 6.51), and Dashly-45
(Pilipko 2014, fig. 2.22). A variant with a carinated
wall, concave at the upper third, is similar to a vase
from Kosha-depe (Pilipko 1980, fig.4.3). Scarce
evidence of ring bases can be associated with the
afore-mentioned types of goblet, plates or bowls.8

Large, deep basins show flared walls and flattened
rims and have parallels at Kapyrkala during the 4%-3%
cc. BCE (Pilipko 1990, fig. 2.8; Pilipko & Koshelenko
1985, pl. LXXIX) and Kosha-depe in the 2nd-1st cc.
BCE levels (Pilipko 1980, fig. 3.17, fig. 4.1-2, 4-5).

Fragments of other large opens bowls might be
related to kraterae, with vertical or slightly convex
walls with a long horizontal rim; one single sinuous
body sherd (as well as possibly a single foot) could
belong to the same type, but the lack of profiles does
not allow one to be more precise. As opposed to
Nisa, where this shape is found in greyblack ware,
fragments from Ulug-depe were produced in common
beige ware.

8 For a picture, see for example Boucharlat et al. 2005, bottom
of fig. 18.

Closed forms

Closed forms include middle and large size jars
with either a banded or thickened rim, or a slightly
concave interior rim, or even a beaked rim, and a
thick, flat base. Small jars and necked jugs are much
less frequent, with or without a handle, and have a
thickened or beaked rim. Small jugs sometimes have
a handle, and are slipped with a vertical burnishing.
The only complete jug shows an ovoid body, a vertical
neck with a triangular banded-rim, and an enlarged
flat base; the handle has a round section.

Among the jars and jugs, a group of very few
potsherds stands out from a technological point
of view: the ware has a red colour and is carefully
polished. Diagnostic sherds include only one ring
base, and a single body sherd of a necked jug or small
jar has an applied horizontal band with vertically
pendant endings.

Small pots are attested by single complete vessels.
A small pot with a flat base, a carinated, almost
vertical wall, and an everted rim is similar to pots
from Kapyrkala in the 4th-3rd centuries BCE (Pilipko
1990, Figs 2.36, 6.22) and Koshadepe in the 2nd-
1st centuries BCE levels (Pilipko 1980, Fig. 3.10).
Another pot has a globular profile with a flattened base,
an everted rim, and traces of a round-section handle.
The shape strongly recalls globular pots of the Early
Iron Age Yaz I period, which are widespread at Ulug-
depe, but the ware and the manufacturing technique
used differ, and the pot is similar to a finding from
the Akhal region dated to the 2nd-1st century BCE
(Pilipko 2015, Fig. 178.4).

“Nomadic” pottery types

The last group of ceramics that we include in
this assemblage groups some more unusual pottery
types, including mainly potsherds with splashes
of slip. Considered in a broad geographical frame,
the analogies observed for these potsherds point to
a potential link with the northern, steppe world (in
a broad sense), but also possibly with the Iranian-
Afghan territory of Sistan.

Belonging to this group, a homogeneous complex
assemblage was discovered in the warehouse’s
uppermost, reoccupied layers, in an area reorganised
with large boulders and post-holes. It includes four
complete wheel-made vessels, in a beige-coloured
ware: three almost identical small jars with a flat
base, an ovoid ribbed body, a short neck, and an
everted, thinned rim; and a small bowl with a flat base
and a raised thick rim. Two potsherds with splashes
of slip have been discovered in the same level. The
shape of the small jars is not common and has no

Acgyk kysymly ellinistik
keramikanyii gorniigleri.
A. «Balyk okarasy»;

B. Kuboklar; C. Uly
tabaklar; D. Krater
kysymly uly gaplar;

E. Krater kysymly gabyii
bolekleri bolmagy miimkin
(J. Lyuilye, S. Moura de
Brolya).

Hellenistic pottery types,
open forms. A. «Fish
plates»; B. Goblets; C.
Basins; D. Large vessels
of the kraterae type; E.
Possible fragments of
kraterae (MAFTur/ J.
Lhuillier, S. Moura de
Broglia).

Tunwt 2nnunucmuueckoii
Kepamuxu, omKpulmsle
dopmot. A. «Poionsie
onoay;

B. Kyoku; C. Kpynuuie
mucku; D. Kpynuwie
cocyosl muna Kpamepa;
E. Bozmoscno,
¢pacmenmut cocyodos-
kpamepog ([xnc. Jlonve,
C. Moypa oe Bponws).
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Cuii tabak ya-da kubok
(A. Pelle).

A deep bowl or goblet
(MAFTur/ A. Pelle).

I'nyboxasa wawa unu
KyboK
(A. Ilenne).

Yapyk kysymly ellinistik
keramikanyii gorniigleri.
A. Orta ya-da uly ol¢egli
banka sekilli gaplar;

B. Kicijik jiirdekler we
boyunly jiirdek;

C. Kigijik golcalar we
gyzyl toyundan yasalan
gap; D. Boyunly jiirdek;
E. Kicijik gol¢alar

(J. Lyuilye, S. Moura de
Brolya).

Hellenistic pottery types,
closed forms. A. Medium
or large-sized jars; B.
Small jars and necked
jugs; C. Small jugs with a
red ware; D. Necked jug;
E. Small pots (MAFTur/
J. Lhuillier, S. Moura de
Broglia).

Tunwot 3n11unucmuyeckoi
Kepamuxu, 3aKpvlmole
popmut. A. banku
cpeonezo unu 6onbuI020
pasmepa; B. Manenvkue
KY8UiIUHbL U KYGUIUH C
wenkou;

C. Manenvkue zopwiku u
KPACHO2UHANHAA ROCYOas
D. Kysuiun c zopnviuikom;
E. Manenvkue zopuiku
(e, JTronve, C. Moypa oe
bponva).

direct analogies, but may be compared to pottery
from Chorasmia as well as from Sistan. Vessels
comparable both in shape and technological patterns
are found in Chorasmia (Vorob’eva 1973, fig. 4;
Tolstov & Vajnberg 1967, fig. 45a), and in burials
of the nomadic populations of the Aral Sea dated to
the last quarter of the 1st millennium BC (Yagodin
1990, figs. 6 and 11). R. Ghirshman and G. Dales
found similar small jars in Nad-i Ali in Afghanistan
(Ghirshman 1942, NA 70, pl. 1V; Dales 1977, pl.
15.7, 8, pls. 32-37). Dales has compared this shape to
pottery from Dahan-i Ghulaman in Iran (see Scerrato
1966, figs. 56-57, left of fig. 59), and established a
parallel in the incised sign found on some of these
vessels with examples from Nad-i Ali and Dahan-i
Gulaman.9

In other areas of the site of Ulug-depe, wheel-
made potsherds with splashes of slip or paint were

? U. Scerrato (1966, fig. 58, p.27) dated the site
to the Achaemenid period, and said that this incised
motif is “infrequent and consists in a few straight, or
wavy lines; a recurrent motif, however, is a particular
sign formed of a sort of trident, down-turned and
surmounted by a circlet.”

found in the same archaeological contexts, together
with the aforementioned Hellenistic ceramics.
These potsherds are exclusively body sherds, and
their cultural and chronological attribution is hence
extremely difficult. As a working hypothesis, we
relate them to the ceramic production attributed to
the “Kangju” cultural area — understood as the area
of the Syr-Darya delta — mainly the Jety Asar culture
(Levina 1996), and to the Kaunchi culture in Chach
(Tashkent area), both dating in their initial stage to
the late 1st millennium BC, when splashes of slip are
widespread (Burjakov & Koshelenko 1985).
However, one of those potsherds displays, in its
fabric and its painted motif, some analogies with
Sistani post-Achaemenid pottery from Nad-i Ali
(Dales 1977, pl. 24) and Qal’a-ye Sam (Maresca
2016). This type of pottery, which is called “Dipinta
Storica Sistana” 10 by G. Maresca (2016, 203-204), is

10“This ceramic class is characterised by a peculiar
painted decoration in red, wine-red, ochre, brown
and dark brown, sometimes limited to the rim but
more often covering also the shoulder or the upper
portion of the vessel. Almost always monochromatic,
the decoration consists mostly of geometric patterns
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associated with some types also found at Ulug-depe,
including types inherited from the Achaemenid period
(tulip bowls, carinated bowls with horizontal rim) and
types introduced during the Hellenistic period (fish
plates, bowls with incurved rims, burnished pottery).

Discussion

It is still difficult to date the assemblage of Ulug-
depe precisely, since we have no possibility to link it
to the stratigraphy of previous occupations, and we
lack chronological elements like coins or inscriptions.
However, the pottery evidence suggests a long
occupation at the site (continuous or not) throughout
the Hellenistic and Parthian periods.

The existence of Achaemenized shapes might at
first glance suggest an occupation of the uppermost
levels of Ulug-depe around the period of the Greek
conquest. But most of these types spread into
Central Asia during the 4th-3rd centuries BCE only,
and should better be considered as indicative of
interactions with the area of the Iranian Plateau and
the upper Etrek valley during the post-Achaemenid
period. Some forms appear as a cultural trait shared
with the piedmont of the Kopetdag (the best example
being the conical bowls with concave rim attested in
the upper Etrek Valley), in the Akhal and the Etek
regions, and widespread at Ulug-depe. It allows
one to elaborate on the observation made by Bruno
(2019b p. 116-117) as regards the “upper Atrek valley,

(multiple superimposed upside-down *V’, rectangles
divided in four portions by diagonal lines, cross-
shaped motifs, single or multiple rows of traits or
dots, sometimes set within metope frames) but also,
quite rarely, of stylized phytomorphic motifs (sheaves
of wheat or hydrophytes)”.

as well as the inner valleys of the central part of the
Kopetdag, [that] was inside the zone of co-occurrence
of influences between Iran and Central Asia”, by
extending this zone of co-occurrence eastward to
Ulug-depe.

Most of the ceramics found in the uppermost levels
of Ulug-depe can be clearly related to the Hellenistic
types widespread in Central Asia, although some of
the shapes commonly found in most of Central Asian
Hellenistic sites are not featured: for example, flasks
are lacking, while grey-black ware remains extremely
scarce. This is most likely due to the relatively
moderate Hellenistic influence compared to that in
the Merv region. Similarly, Hellenistic Central Asian
settlements are usually built with square mudbricks,
thus contrasting with the architecture of the previous
periods (Mokroborodov 2013), and also with that of
the Parthian period (Pilipko 2015). At Ulug-depe,
some walls indeed display square mudbricks, but
most of the architectural remains related to this last
occupation stage are made of rectangular mudbricks
(60 x 30 x 10 cm) due to the reoccupation of earlier,
Yaz II structures, and probably to the secondary
use of these bricks. Coexistence of mudbricks of
different sizes, both rectangular and square, is known
at Hellenistic sites, such as Kapyr-kala (Pilipko 2015,
74), and Parthian ones, for example at Garry-Kjariz
(Pilipko 1975, 47-48).

Analogies of pottery forms with those from sites
of the Akhal and Etek regions of Turkmenistan, and
especially with those excavated by Pilipko in Kaahka
area — Koshadepe, Dashly-45 and Kapyr-kala —,
suggest that occupation of Ulug-depe lasted well
into the Parthian period. As at Old Nisa, at Ulug-
depe the Hellenistic influence on pottery types seems
to have increased during the 2nd and st centuries
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BCE, and testifies to a widespread use of red slip and
burnishing, and small or medium-sized open shapes
for individual use (Bruno forthc. 2020).

During the same period at the very end of the Ist
millennium BCE, evidence from Ulug-depe testifies
to the presence of another cultural group, probably
nomadic, noticed in the findings of ceramics with
splashes of slip. The opportunistic occupation of
Ulug-depe may be related to the movements of
nomadic peoples, either linked to the Dahae who
occupied territories on the western part of the
Kopetdag, or to other groups linked to the Yuezhi
coming from northern territories toward Bactria and
neighbouring regions (including Parthia and Sistan),
at the end of the 1st millennium BC.11 Some of these
groups occupied the piedmont of the Kopet Dagh,
apparent in the dozens of kurgans recorded12 and as
described in textual sources (Strabo XI.8.2; Justin,
Prologus, XLI). We also identified a few nomadic
necropolises during our surveys south of Ulug-depe
in the Kopetdag foothills, the chronology of which
cannot be precisely determined without excavation.

' For a synthesis on the subject, see for instance
Zadneprovskij 1994.

12 Mandel’shtam 1971; Marushchenko 1959;
Olbrycht 2015.

In conclusion, we may infer that Ulug-depe
saw sporadic occupation by some populations who
settled into the then partially preserved areas of the
abandoned site. The heterogeneous aspect of the
pottery assemblage described in this article may
also reflect occupation during a prolonged period of
time covering the Hellenistic and Parthian periods,
between the late 4th century BC and the turn of the 1st
millennium AD, when different populations mingled
in this area of the Kopet Dagh foothills.
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J. Lyuilye, H. Bendezu-Sarmiento

ULUGDEPEDE SONRAKY BARLAGLARYN DOWAMYNDA USTI ACYLAN ELLINIZM
WE PARFIYA DOWURLERINDAKI YASAYSYN YZLARY

Bu makalada tdze barlaglaryn netijesinde yiize
¢ykarylan maglumatlaryn esasynda ellinizm we parfiya
dowiirlerinde Ulugdepédnin tdzeden ilatlasandygyny
esaslandyrmaga synanysyk edilydr. Bu yadygirlik
Merkezi Aziyanyn gilinortasynyn gicki neolitden
baglap irki demir asyrynyn ortaky dowriine c¢enli,
juda uzak wagtlap iizniiksiz dowam eden uzygiderli
stratigrafiyasyny yiize ¢ykaryar. Demir asyrynyn
ortaky dowriinin ahyrynda bosap galanyndan son,
b.e.6. I minyyllygyn ahyrynda ol yene-de ilatlasypdyr.

Bu dowre degisli arheologik gatlaklaryn yaramaz
saklanandygyna garamazdan, Tirkmen-fransuz
bilelikdéki ekspedisiyasy tarapyndan amala asyrylan
ginisleyin barlaglar ol dowiirddki yasaysyn yzlaryny
yadygédrligin engeme yerinde yilize ¢ykarmaga we
diirli keramika toplumlaryny dwrenmége miimkingilik
berdi. Bu barlaglar Ulugdepénin b.e.6. I miunyyllygyn
sonky yiizyyllyklarynda hem Giinorta Tiirkmenistanyn
Kopetdagyn etegi zolagynda mohiim strategik yagdaya
eye bolandygy baradaky ¢aklama esas doredyaér.

Jx. JIronbe, X. berane3y-CapmMbeHTO

SIJTMHUCTUYECKHAN U TAPOAHCKUAN NEPUOABI OB’ KUBAHU S
TOPOJUIIA YAYT-JAENE B CBETE MOCJEJHUX OTKPBITUI

B nanHO# cTaTbe mpennpuHATa MONBITKA MpeacTa-
BHUTH B CBETC HOBBIX OTKPBITHH JAHHBIC O BBISBICHHBIX
3a TocieaHee BpeMs Mepruoiax 3acelieHus YIyr-Iere:
SIUIMHACTHYECKOM U Map(sIHCKOM. DTOT MaMATHHK Je-
MOHCTPHUPYET CaMyI0 JUTMHHYIO HEMPEPHIBHYIO CTpaTH-
rpaUIEeCKyIO MMOCIeA0BATEIFHOCTS fora L[eHTpanpHO
A3WH, OT TIO3AHETO HEOIUTa JI0 CPETHETO HKEIEe3HOTO
Beka. [locyme mepwoma 3amycTeHHs, HACTYIHBIIETO B
KOHIIE CPETHETO KEIe3HOTO BeKa, 3Ta TEPPUTOPHS BHOBD
OblIa OCBOEHA B KOHIE | TeICSYeneTus no H.3. Hecmo-
TpA Ha TO, YTO apXEOJOTHYCCKHE HAIJIAaCTOBAHHS, OT-

HOCSIIKECS K JAHHOMY BPEMEHH, MJIOXO COXPAHHIINCH,
KOMIIJIEKCHBIE HCCJIEZIOBaHUsA, ocymiecTBinéHHple Co-
BMECTHOW TYPKMEHO-(PaAHITy3CKOH apXeoIorudecKou
AKCIIEUITNEH, MO3BOJIMIN OOHAPYKUTH CIIEOBl OOXKMU-
BaHUS 3TOTO MEPHOJa Ha MHOTHX y9acTKaX TOPOIHINA
U U3YyYNTh Pa3HOOOpa3HBIC KEPAMUUYECKHE KOMIIJICKCHI.
OTH Hccaen0BaHus al0T OCHOBaHHE MPEAINOIaraTh, 4To
Viyr-gene 3aHUMal CTPATErHYECKOE TOJIOKEHUE B IICH-
Tpe mpuKoneraarckoi paBHHHBI FOxHOTO TypKmeHH-
CTaHa Ha NMPOTSHKCHUHN MOCIECAHNX BEKOB | ThicsueneTns
J10 Hallel 3pbl.

«Garwa» keramikasynyit
gorniigleri: yiiziinde
renkini yzlary galan
kiiyze dowiikleri

(J. Lyuilye, A. Didiye).

“Nomadic” pottery types,
potsherds with splashes of
slip or paint (MAFTur/

J. Lhuillier, A. Didier).
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